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The question of local transporta-
tion in Chicago has entered upon
a critical stage. The principal
street car franchises will expire,
according to their original terme,
within the next few months;
and_the city council, under pres-
sure from the vast financial in-
terests concerned, is now negotiating

. with a view to granting extensions. At
the same time, that body is forced to
‘recognize a great and swelling tide of
local sentiment in favor of munici-
pal ownership. The problem before
it, therefore, is to formulate a prac-
tical plan which, while satisfying this
sentiment, will also be acceptable to
the financial interests.

‘The necessity, real or fanciful, for
meeting the demands of the financial
interests, or even considering them
in so far as they depend upon watered
stock, grows out of certain peculiari-
ties in the local sitnation. In the

_first place it is asserted by legal ex-
perts that neither municipal owner-
ship nor municipal operation can be
adopted by Chicago without an en-
abling act from the legislature. So
far as ownership is concetned, this

- difficulty seems to appeal moststrong-
ly to those experts who are either
opposed to municipal ownership or
are dubious of its siccess. Othersin-
sist that while the policy of municipal
operation is legally in doubt, munici-
pal ownership could be adopted with-
out an enabling act. Whatever the
merits of this dispute may be, curious

inquirers will be apt to ask why an’

enabling act is not passed and the
question thereby put at rest. Theleg-

islature, at any rate, and the political
party that controls the legislature,
cannot evade responsibility for de-
ferring municipal ownership by tear-
fully pleading the absence of an en-
abling act.

But that is not the only question.
Another arises out of the fact that all
Chicago street car franchises do not
expire next Summer. Some have sev-

‘eral years—something less than 12

or 15—yet to run. Itis conceded,
however, that this difficulty, in and of
itself, is of no moment. Were the ex-
piring franchise rights resumed by
the city, instead of extended, there
would be no difficulty in negotiating
9 fair settlement with the other in-
terests. But slight as this difficulty
is in itself, it is magnified by another,
with which it is complicated and to
which we call attention next.

The traction interests claim that
some of the franchises supposed to be
expiring are indeterminate asto time,
and therefore (note the ingenuous
“therefore”) are franchises in per-
petuity; while others were granted in
1865 for 99 years and still have over
60 years torun. If theseclaimswere
legally meritorious it is remarkable
that thetractioninterests should have
bribed through the infamous Allen
law, with its 50-year franchise limit,a
few years ago, and equally sothatthey
should now be as deeply concerned as
they evidently are for their expiring
interests. These claimsarenot made
in good faith. They are raised for no
other purpose than to serve as a
threat of tying up the city in the
courts. Even if technically good in
law, their inception was so infamous
in fact that few equity judges would
have the temerity to validate them,
and every judge ought in decency to
shrink from doing so. Still they
might be used as a basis for
troublesome lawsuits. Itis predicted

that upon the basis of these claims
the traction companies could involve
the city in litigation for from five to
ten years, during which time street
car service would be as bad or worse
than now, and that the policy of mu-
nicipal ownership might thus be fa-
tally discredited at the start.

These circumstances evidently pre-
sent a genuine problem to the city
council. It is one which may very
well justify the most sincere advo-
cates of municipal ownership and op-
eration in urging a compromise at the
present time upon the basis of the to-
tal relinquishment by the franchise
grabbers of everything in the laws
that serve as pretexts for their pres-
ent legal “hold-up.” Thesincerity of
advocates of municipal ownership
cannot in such circumstances be fair-
ly determined by the fact that they
are either for or against municipal
ownership immediately. But it can
be determined by observing their at-
titude toward the bafling circum-
stances. Whether he be a member of
the city couneil, or otherwise influen-
tial in professional, political or busi-
ness life, every man whose vote or
advice upon details shows that he wel-
comes the circumstances—protest
he never so strongly that he deplores
them—should be set down as hos-
tile. He will at any rate bear close
watching. And if he is a council-
man, the public interest will be best
conserved by retiring him for the
present from the public service.

Tried by that test, the 48 council-
men who voted on the 19th of Jan-

| uary to substitute what is known as

the “Jackson” bill in place of the
“Finn” bill (p. 663) are hostile to mu-
nicipal ownership not only immedi-
ately under the baffling circumstan-
ces, but altogether. The “Jackson”
bill, while appearing to grant munici-
pal ownership as soon-as the people
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shall demand it by referendum, is
plainly designed to put off indefinite-
ly what its authors evidently regard
as “the evil day.” Alderman Finn
had presented a bill to be recom-
mended by the council to the legisla-
ture. It may have been defective,
but of its sincerity there isn’t room for
honest question. Yet no effort was
‘made to cure its defects by amend-
ment while preserving its de-
sirable features, but Alderman
Jackson’s tricky substitute was
passed by a vote of 48 to 19.
He was reported at the time to
have asserted that thissubstitute had
been drawn or approved by leading
Chicago lawyers, though refusing to
disclose their names. Subsequently,
however, some of his supporters in
the chamber publicly declared that he
had announced the name of Walter L.
Fisher as the leading lawyer who had
drafted or approved his bill. Mr.
Fisher is the secretary of the Munici-
pal Voters’ League, an energetic re-
former of the voters’ league type, an
estimable gentleman, and a lawyer of
ability, though hardly ranking yet as
a leading lawyer. Mr. Jackson’s ref-
erence to him, therefore, as if his
vpinion were authoritative at the bar
as an expert, was not altogether can-
did. Moreover we have the best of
reasons for believing that Mr. Fisher
neither drafted nor approved the
“Jackson” bill.  Personal elements
wholly aside, however, the “Jackson”
bill is a traction companies’ bill, a
bill well calculated to obstruct the
adoption of municipal ownership and
to nullify it if adopted; and this is
true no matter who drafted or who ap-
proved it. Though it provides for ref-
erendums on municipal ownership
and operation, it makes each proposi-
tionr entirely dependent upon the
council, thus reducing to a few coun-
cilmen the number of men necessary
to be “seen” or “influenced” by the
traction interests in order to head off
municipal ownership. This result is
neatly accomplished by excluding all
possibility of a popular . initiative.
The council could, indeed, provide for
municipal ownership, and also for op-
eration, and the ordinances for those

purposes would become effective only
after a referendum; but the people
could not by petition force the coun-
cil to submit a referendum on either
question. Thus the whole metter
could be tied up indefinitely by hos-
tile or corrupted councils.

That this omission was not acci-
dental is eyident enough. A clause
for a ten per cent. initiative appeared
in the “Finn” bill for which the
“Jackson” bill was substituted, and
the substitute cut it out deliberately.
Besides that fact, at least one alder-
man, who appears fairly to represent
the sentiment of the majority, gives
as a reason for omitting the initiative
that it would enable a few people, “in-
fluenced by agitators,” to force the
question toa popular vote. Weallude
to Alderman Badenoch, who declares
that there should be no popular ini-
tiative for this purpose on a petition
of less than 235 per cent. of the voters
—a monster petition, in other words,
of over 100,000 men. The man who
believes that, ought candidly to de-
clare that he is opposed to both initia-
tive and referendum and not very
friendly at heart to municipal own-
ership. 1f further evidence of the
presence in the council of thisundem-
ocratic sentiment were needed, it is
afforded by the council proceed-
ings of the 19th. The“Jackson” bill
having provided that in case of mu-
nicipal ownership the city should
have power to lease to corporations
for not more than 20 years, Mr. Finn
sought to amend by subjecting leas-
ing ordinances to a referendum, if pe-
titioned for within 60 days by 10 per
cent. of the voters. Alderman Jack-
son moved to table this amendment,
and his motion was carried: by a vote
of 45—the same councilmen, with
four or five exceptions, that had voted
with Jackson for his bill. One of
these, Alderman Bennett, afterward

“had the audacity to inform a public
meeting in Englewood that the Finn
amendment was laid on the table be-
cause it was not germane to the bill!
That was an evasion, of course; for if
the bill could constitutionally provide

for leasing municipally owned street

railways, as it does, it could pro-
vide for an initiative and refer-
endum on the leasing ordinances,
But that is mnot all. As it
stands, this bill requires a refer-
endum of 60 per cent. of all who vote
at the election, in order to empower
the city to operate its own street car
lines. Yet it authorizes the couneil
to lease them to private corporations
without any referendum. In other
words, the referendum is brought in
and made difficult, as a means of car-
rying out the popular will; but isre-
jected when it might obstruct the
schemes of franchise grabbers. What
better evidence of animus could be
desired.

Although these facts plainly point
to a disposition on the part of the me-
jority of the council to override pop-
ular sentiment while seeming to bow
to it, it would be unfair to suspect
personal or official corruption. The
probability is that in this fight, so far
at least, no councilman has been
bribed—consciously, vulgarly. The
“gray wolf” period, thanks largely to
the Municipal Voters’ League, has
probably come to an end in  Chicago.
But when financial interests running
up into the millions are at stake;
when some $60,000,000 of pure wi-
ter may by a deft bit of legislative
work be turned into $60,000,000 of
pure gold; when in all businessandre
spectable social circles shrewd sug-
gestions are rife regarding the “rights
of capital,” the investments of “wid-
ows and orphans,” the impudence of
“agitators,” the necessity of curbing
majorities; when the better classes,
and even some of their well approved
aldermen not unlikely own shares of
the stock that is in jeopardy, or pos-
sibly have even bought some of it
“long” upon: the market in the hope
that good luck may favor their in-
vestment—when in these circum-
stances the rights of all the people
need legislative protection, vulgar
“boodlers” are by no means the most
dangerous men in the community.
The men to watch then—not suspi-
ciously, perhaps, but vigilantly never-
theless—are not your “gray wolves,”
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who take dirty bribes, but your re-
spectable business element, both
within and without. the council, who
are swayed by fears, etc., for the sta-
bility of financial interests and the
“property” of “innocent” investors.

Senator Rawline is trying hard to
carry through the Senate a resolution
callingfortherecordsof court-martial
trials in the Philippines. But Sen-
ator Lodge struggles to keep these
records out ‘of sight with the inge-
nuity and grim determination of a
criminal’s lawyer objecting to thead-
mission of a particularly incriminat-
ing piece of evidence. The worldly
wisdom of Mr. Lodge’s policy is ev-
ident when it is considered that Maj.
Glenn, charged with torturing na-
tives, and pleading in his defense that
he did it under orders, has been ac-
quitted by the court-martial that
tried him.

Upon President Roosevelt’s re-
cent speech at Canton, in which he
lightly shifted the responsibility for
barbaric war in the Philippines, from
the Americans against whom it has
been proved, Erving Winslow makes
this suggestive comment:

The President again asserts at Can-
ton as a matter now patent to all men
that the abandonment of the Philip-
pine Islands would have “led to a
welter of bloody savagery.”
President really believe that his high
office can give any permanent value to
this unjustified assertion, however
often reiterated? The peaceable
establishment of a government by the
Filipinos, with excellent auguries for
its continuance, is a well known his-
torical fact. The “welter of bloody
savagery” is, as his own words imply,
a purely gratuitous invention of the
President’s imagination, invoked per-
haps like a back-fire to divert atten-
tion from that which has been proved,
alas, against the United States in the
conduct of the Philippine War. Com-
pare with the orders given and ap-
proved by General Bell, General Smith,
General Chaffee and the War Depart-
ment, to “kill and burn,” to “obtain
information at any cost,” to make a
“howling wilderness” of suspected
provinces—one of the last proclama-
tions of General Malvar, of which a
translation follows:

Orders and general Instructlons issued
by tkhe commanding officer of the South
torfchtJonn for strict compliance in this dis-

The generals, chiefs and officers of the
army of deliverance will prevent any {ll-

Does the"

treatment dn word or deed, by soldiers or
peasants, of any d.lsa.rmeé sleeping or
drunken enemies and of ail those who,
throwing their guns down and raising their
hands, declare thus their surrender, or of
any others that may become prisoners in
any way; meting out exemplary punish-
ment to all who act'against this order.

They will receive with kindness and cour-
tesy, and accord good treatment to all sol-
diers, officers and chiefs of the army of
invasion who may come to our camp, after
leaving their guns at a predetermined place,
to prevent any deception, conceding to
them the best of treatment as specified in
previous orders.

At the headquarters, April 28th, 1901,

The Commanding General,
MIGUEL MALVAR.

The responsible authors of whatwas
indeed a “welter of bloody savagery”

‘are in a painful position when they try

to persuade us that such an one as
Gen. Malvar would have created such
conditions, had he and his compatriots
been left to work out their own fate.
Which is the Christian here, and which
the savage?

When impartial history answers that
question, as in time it will, Americans
who are not shameless will blush for
their ancestors who invaded the Phil-
ippines and cruelly tortured and wan-
tonly slaughtered their inhabitants.

The usually logical Pilgrim, of
which Willis J. Abbot is editor,
drops into the common error of sup-
posing that it is a logical fallacy to
test theories by carrying them totheir
logical end. This is another form of
the notion that there are exceptions
to every rule. The truth is that ne
rule which really expresses a natural
law either in morals or physics has
any exceptions. Itiseasier, of course,
when a rule is found to lack that uni-
versality of application which belongs
to natural law, to acknowledge the
rule and assume an exception than to
investigate the exception and if need
be bring the supposed rule to new
tests. Butitisnot “scientific,” as the
professors say.

The particular matter the Pilgrim
was considering had to do with Prof.
Bascom’s distinetion between taking
for colleges, churches, etc., money
derived through immoral conduct in
defiance of law and money derived
through unjust institutions in ac-
cordance with law. We regard the
distinction as sound, both logically
and morally. Thereisno question in-
volved of rule and exception. There
are two rules. One holds that money
acquired by individual wrong doing

carries with it the taint of its origin
into the church or college treasury.
The beneficiary condones the indi-
vidual wrong by takingit. Theother
holds that money acquired through
established institutions, for which so--
ciety and not the individual is respon-
sible, carries no taint. The offense in
the first case consists in acquiring
money wrongfully; the offense in the
other does not consist at all in acquir-
ing money, but in supporting a
wrongful institution. For illustra-
tion: A vegetarian society might
properly take money from a butcher
to propagate vegetarianism, while a
church could not properly take the
proceeds of a bank robber from the
burglar. Better still, a peace society
might take money from a general in
the army, part of his salary, though a
Sunday school could not with propri-
ety accept the gate money of a prize
fight. So a free trade society may
take money from a free trader who
derives his money from a protected
business; a socialist society might
take it from a captain of industry;a
single tax society might take it from
a single tax beneficiary of land mo-
nopoly. It doesnot follow, however,
logically or otherwise, that they
could properly take money from a
common swindler.

If James Ford Rhodes writes his-
tory with no more regard for its veri-
ties than he displays in some parts of
his magazine article on “The Presi-
dential Office” in the February Serib-
ner, histary from his pen, however in-
teresting, needs to be read with ex-
treme caution. Hisreiteration of the
fiction about Jackson’s having intro-
duced the spoils system, may be
passed over, perhaps, as of little or
no importance; but his comment
upon President Cleveland’s armed
invasion of the State of Illinois, in
Altgeld’s day as governor, cannot be
so lightly ignored:

In the railroad riots of 1894 Cleve-
land, under the advice of his able at-
torney general, made a precedent in
the way of interference for the su-
premacy of law and the maintenance

of order. The governor of Illinois
would not preserve order, and the
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President determined that at all haz-
ards riotous acts must be suppressed
and law must resume its sway. In
ordering United States troops to the
scene of the disturbance without an
application of the legislature or gov-
ernor of Illinois he accomplished a
fresh extension of executive power
without an infraction of the Con-
stitution.

The constitutional observation here
is self-contradictory; and the history,
besides being erroneous, is not taken

from the best available sources.

On the constitutional point, Mr.
Rhodes recognizes the truth of what
he immediately denies, that Presi-
dent Cleveland did override the Con-
stitution; for he describes Cleveland’s
act as an “extension of executive
power.” 1t is conceivable, of course,
that, without an infraction of the
Constitution, a President may exer-
cise an executive power never used
before; but how can executive power
itself be extended without an infrac-
tion of the constitution which defines
the limits of that power. To extend
it is to go beyond the limitation; and
to go beyond constitutional . limita-
tions under a constitution which con-
fers no powers except such as are ex-
pressed or necessarily implied, is a
breach of the constitution. Not only
does Mr. Rhodes thus join issue with
himself, but his very statement of
what Cleveland did shows that Cleve-
land overrode the Constitution. For,
according to Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Cleve-
land invaded the State of Illinois with
Federal troops, not to protect the
mails nor to enforce the mandates of
Federal courts, as some of his apolo-
giste contend, but to suppress a local
riot; and he did so without any appli-
cation from the local authorities.
Nothing could well be clearer than
that this “fresh extension of execu-
tive power” was an infraction of sec-
tion 4 of article iv. of the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. Rhodes’s history of the event
to which he refers is evidently drawn
from newspaper reports, irresponsi-
ble or worse, and cither in inexcusa-
ble ignorance or culpable disregard of
the documentary evidence. The

ST

proof is abundant and irrefutable
that Mr. Rhodes’s wanton accusation
against Gov. Altgeld, that he “would
not preserve order,” is false. It isso
abundant and so convincing that ho
writer who cares for his reputation as
a historian can afford to allow his
name to remain associated with the
statement we have quoted.

Criticism is made of our com-
ment of two weeks ago (p. 658) upon
the curious action of the Cook Co.,
111, special grand jury infinding that
the coal famine was not due to any
conspiracy in restraint of trade, and
then indicting coal dealers for a con-
spiracy in restraint of trade. Since
the grand jury had said in effect,
asks our critic, that “we do mnot
find that the present increase in
prices for coal is due to a conspiracy;
but we do find that for a long space
of time certain dealers have been en-
gaged in a conspiracy intended to pro-
duce and actually producing abnor-
mally high prices, for which they are
criminally liable under Illinois law,
and for this we indict them,” is there
anything inconsistent in it? Isola-
ted from the circumstances under
which the special grand jury sat,
there is, indeed, mno inconsistency.
For the same reason there would have
been no inconsistency had the grand
jury, though finding that the coal
famine was not due to & trade
conspiracy, nevertheless indicted
one or more persons for sheep steal-
ing. Grand juries may find various
indictments for various crimes. But
the circumstances make a vast dif-
ference in the case referred
to. This was e special grand
jury. It was called for the spe-
cial purpose of investigating the
causes of the coal famine. Its in-
dictments, therefore, are properly re-
garded as the result of that investi-
gation. And so it regarded them it-
self, for it did not indict the Manu-
facturers’ Aesociation nor any other
similar conspiracy which “for a long
space of time” had defied the laws of
Ilinois. It confined its indictments
to coal dealers, thereby making an im-

pression upon the public mind thatit
had traced the coal famine to thos
men. That action of this particular
grand jury was inconsistent with it
report, in .which it found that the
famine was not due to any trade con-
spiracy. The whole thing has theair
of an attempt by somebody to divert
public attention from the great rail-
road monopolies, which own both
roads and mines, and toward which
a well founded suspicion runs in con-
nection with the famine.

A Baptist paper of Cincinnati, the
Journal and Messenger, comment
very sensibly upon the proposd
method of settling the land questior
of Ireland by buying out the land-
lords at something less than the vl
ue of their holdings. “By no hocus
pocus can it be made to appear,” sas
that paper, “that when an owner i
receiving $5 per acre rent for hi
land a sale for an annual paymentof
$4 is not confiscation of a consider
able part of the property.” Thats
perfectly true. In the forum of mor
als it is just as clearly an invasionof
property rights to confiscate a part
as the whole. The real question ths!
inevitably recurs in either caseis, Isit
an invasion of property rights atal
to terminatesuch tenures asthelrish |
landlords claim? If it is suchanir-
vasion as to full value, it isequallye,
morally speaking, as to part of the
value; and if it is not so as to part it
is not so as to the whole. Letussd,
then, whetheér it is so at all withre:
erence to these Itish lands? Thear-
swer may be found in the same Bsp
tist paper. It truly says that the
fact that the landlords’ claimms b
Irish lands rest upon conquestisc
no importance, “sincé the value &
the time they were conquered w
trifling;” and then it adda, alsowitt
truth and force, that “the real izt
of all land has been given by thede
velopment of civilization, and by the
people of the entire country,” and
“this is as true whete land was por
chased for a few shillings an acre #
where it was taken by a conquenr.
Does not that completely snswer the
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question of the right to terminate
such claims? By what moral author-
ity does any government maintain
the vitality of land tenures which op-
erate to endow a few in every genera-
tion with those values that are“given
by the development of ecivilization
and by the people of the entire coun-
try”? Is it not confiscation from the
people to continue enforcing such a
system, rather than confiscation
from landlords to stop enforcing it?

THE GREAT ORDER OF THINGS.*

We live in a time when Deborah’s
allegorical allusion to the rout of
Sisera is big with meaning. Even as
“the stars i their courses fought
against Sisera,” so do the eternal
forces of moral righteousness, cir-
cling majestically on in theirappoint-
ed orbits, fight against the sordid
utilitarianism that holds the moral
sense of our generation in captivity.
The victory of right over seeming
might is thus assured. At all times
when “the stars in their courses fight
against Sisera,” his chariots however
numerous and his hosts however
mighty, are predestined to utter de-
struction.

There is a great order of things.
As to this all doubt has vanished
with reference to the material uni-
verse. Fighting with “the stars in
their courses,” materialistic science
has upon this distinctive plane of
human experience routed the Siseri-
an hosts. The powers that came of
a bigoted rejection of rational truth
promoted by a priestly utilitarianism
in the disguise of religious faith,
those old forces generated by a union
of superstitious credulity and irra-
tional incredulity, have here yielded
to an enlightened recognition of the
dominance of natural law.

We know now that the material
universe, from largest to least, is a
universe of law—invariable law. Ex-
cept in obedience thereto, no man—
whether greatest of inventors or hum-
blest of mechanics—would any long-
er think of pursuing his vocation.
He perceives that disobedience would

*By Louis F. Post, editor of The Public,
in the Christmas, 1902, number of The Mir-
ror (St. Lou!s). Reproduced here by spe-
cial permission of William Marion Reedy,
editor of The Mirror,

but waste his labor and cripple his
powers. He realizes that it 15 as he
conforms, and only as he conforms,
to the laws of matter, that his under-
takings in the utilization of matter
can succeed. He knows that unless

.| he harmonizes his efforts with “the

stars in their courses,” all he at-
tempts, promising thoughit mayseem
at first to be, must utterly fail. Im
the sphere of material things, diso-
bedience to natural law is fully seen
to be as a process self-destructive and
as a result impossible.

The law of gravitation, for in-
stance, always holds sway. It can be

‘neither frystrated nor disturbed.

Whether we work with it and build
ourselves a house, or defy it and
dash our bodies to pulp at the foot of
a precipice, it is the same law work-
ing irresistibly in the same way. It
serves the just and the unjust, the
righteous and the unrighteous, those
who seek its aid for construction and
those who seek it for destruction.
All these it serves alike, according to
their several purposes. Iftheywould
build for themselves, they have but to
go rightly about it and the law of
gravitation helps them. If they
would destroy themselves, it permits
them to do so. But its constant les-
son is the invariableness of its proc-
esses, the wasteful futility of oppo-
sition, the splendid possibilities of
conformity. “The stars in their
courses” fight against every Sisera
who defies this or any other law of
the material universe.

So it is, also, in the moral universe-
There, too, the great order of things
holds resistless sway. Its laws,
analogous to the courses ofplan-
ets and .suns, no human power
can overcome nor any antagonism dis-
turb. More than that. Not only is the

moral universe, equally with the ma-

terial, a universe of invariable law,
but its laws are sovereign over those
of matter. This must be so, for mat-
ter is merely a medium for the expres-
sion of moral purpose. Except as it
‘is subservient to that end, its exist-
ence is inexplicable upon the hy-
pothesis of universal design.

As certainly as physical law dom-
inates matter does moral law domin-
ate the physical. Though conform-
ity to the laws of matter alone will
enable us, for illustration, to forge

a knife of keenest blade, the uses of
the knife—without which it has no
reason for existing and would not be
made—fall within the jurisdictiomof
moral law, We may use it to carve
things that minister to human needs
or the human sense of beauty, thus
serving our brethren and moulding
our own characters more and more
in the divine likeness, while conquer-
ing the stubbornness of external na-
ture; or we may make it an imple-
ment for torture and murder. Inthe
one case we advance in moral right-
eousness by conformity to the moral
law. “The stars in their courses”
fight with us. In the other case, we
defy the moral law. But we cannot
overcome it, for “the stars in their
courses” fight against us. Though
the torture be inflicted and the mur-
der done, the unrighteous purpose
they were intended to serve will in
the outcome inevitably fail. The
stars in their immutable courses fight
always and everywhere against Sisera.

Unrighteous we may be in thought
and deed, but we can no more estab-
lish anywhere in the universe the sov-
ereign sway of moral unrighteous-
ness, of moral lawlessness, of moral
disorder, than we could establish a
sway of material lawlessness . upon
the plane of physics. The enemies
of Sisera, though captive for a
time, cannot fail if their cause
is allied to “the stars in their
courses.” Be their cause what it may,
whether material or moral, that of
an inventor like the unknown discov-
erer of fire or the forgotten maker
of the first wheelbarrow, of a perse-
cuted and disheartened explorer like
Columbus, of patriots on the scaf-
fold or of saints upon the rack, of the
philosopher with his deadly potion
of hemlock or the Nazarene carpen-
ter upon the cross—whatever the
cause, it always has and always must
conquer, in so far ag it is in harmony
with the great order of things.

That this universal truth lacks rec-
ognition as such, is evident from the
manifest tendency to subordinate
what is morally right to what seems
to be practically more expedient, to
displace loyalty to moral principles
with slavery to material utilities—in
a comprehensive phrase, to place
utilitarianism above idealism.
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That this is the marked tendency
of the time, no one who observes can
doubt. It may be seen not alone in
the counting house, where utilitari-
anism has a proper and useful abode,
but in places where moral ideals
should rule. Great statesmen care
much for commercial advantages and
little or nothing for moral checks
and balances. School teachers incul-
cate love of commercial success at the
expense of moral aspirations. From
the chairs of politicall economy in
our colleges, the subject of correla-
tive rights and duties in the body
politie is marked “taboo,” while pro-
fessor and text writer go far afield in
search of plausible excuses and con-
fusing arguments in behalf of priv-
ileged classes. Even the pulpit has
come to justify Swinburne’s bitter
rebuke when he wrote of “a Chris-
tian church that spits on Christ.”

As for “the man in the street,” he
makes no pretense of being anything
but a sordid utilitarian in every fiber
of his body and in all the recesses of
his soul. He may tell you of the
wisdom of honesty in business; hut
he extols honesty merely because it is
wise, merely because it is expedient,
merely because it is the best policy,
merely because it pays. You never
hear him commending it simply be-
cause it is right. How can we avoid
the feeling that if swch men should
come to regard dishonesty as the bet-
ter policy, they would be dangerous
persons to meet alone on a dark night
if you had something which they
wanted and had the power to take?
How i3 it possible tq avoid the feel-
ing that notwithstanding all their
preachmentes about the common kind
of honesty that pays, their conduect
regarding the finer kinds that do not
seem to pay would rarely bear inspec-
tion?

In every class of society, from top
to bottom, and apparently with al-
most every person in each class, the
old appeal to rights and duties seems
to have lost its potency. We are ac-
counted dreamers and fools  if we
urge the righteousness of any cause
as a reason for adopting it. The up-
permost question everywhere is
whether the cause will pay. If it ap-
parently will, then if it is also mor-
ally right so much the better; but if
it apparently will not, then the fact

that it is morally right cuts no fig-
ure. This accounts for the populat-
ity of statistics. So insanely sordid
have we become that in dealing with
statistics we not only always ignore
the moral factor but frequently the
mathematical one also.  Statistics
that show pay dirt are pretty apt to
go, no matter how repugnant they
may be both to common sense and
the plain principles of morality.

As a rule, however, the utilitarian-
ism of the day fully recognizes the
dominance of natural law in the ma-
terial universe in- which it seeks to
make mankind captive. It realizes
the necessity of conforming to the
great order of things in its physic-
al aspects. What it ignores, is the
predominance of moral law. “Ig-
nores” is hardly the word. Its atti-
tude toward the moral law is one of
defiance.

But this is only a passing phase.
It is the swing of the pendulum back
from the crude conceptions of moral
righteousness in the social world
which prevailed during the latter
part of the eighteenth century and
the first half of the nineteenth—a
swing which, though backward in
one sense is forward in another, for
it touches a higher conception of
utilitarianism than that which pre-
ceded the idealism it has displaced.
The return swing is sure to come.
Then society will have a better ap-
preciation of correlative rights and
duties, a clearer perception of the
moral law, and a wider and truer
vision of its relationships than have
ever come to any but the seers who
have gone up into the mountain tops
with God.

If utilitarianism has any sway it is
not because it is sordid but because
with all its sordidness it represents
what to idealism is as body to soul.
ldealism can express itself in this
material world only through utili-
tarianism. If at one time the ideal
scems predominant and at another
the material, it is because our con-
ceptions of both are advancing
through action and reaction.

That which I have likened to a
swinging pendulum is as the ebb
and flow of battle. Now one side
seems to have the victory and now
the other. But in this battle, what-
ever is true and good in both sides

will conquer. For there is good and
truth in both wtilitarianism and
idealism, and for the good and truth
in each “the stars in their courses”
fight against Sisera. Whateverisim-
perfect, inadequate, narrow, i
definite, and one sided in our con-
ceptions of the ideal, is improved, er-
panded, broadened, defined and
rounded out with every succeeding
reaction from utilitarian epochs;
while whatever is sordid in our wili
tarian practice and precept isin tunm
sloughed off by better and better
ideals.

In this great struggle which leads
on toward general recognition of the
dominion of the highest ideals of mor-
ality over the truest utilities o
physical existence, toward the same
recognition by man of the morl
law that he has already giver
to physical law, toward the adap
tation of material righteousne
to moral righteousness, toward the
natural adjustment of human rels-
tionships both individual and social
—in this battle for freedom from de-
fective ideals and a sordid utilitarian-
ism, many. there be that fight witk
Sisera. But they camnot alter the
predominant law. “The stars m
their courses” fight against them.
They are doomed to-defeat by those
who, few in number though they be,
attach themselves to the causes that
harmonize with the great order of
things. ’

NEWS

The Venezuelan question (p. 6i9)
remains the subject of principal gen-
eral interest. No further reportsof
the battle at San Carlos are pub-
lished, however, the center of interest
having shifted from that battle te
the diplomatic negotiations (p. 679
which Mr. Bowen is conducting at
Washington. ~After the announce
ment on the 28th (p. 680) that set-
tlement proposals coniemplating the
administration of:30 per cent. of
Venezuelan customs receipts in be-
half of all the creditor nations equal-
1v.had been forwarded to Berlin, Lon-
don and Rome. it leaked cut on the
29th that the blockadingz nowerswere
insisting upon priorits of payment
for themselves. On thai cay they
sent a joint reply refusing to sccept
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the Venezuelan offer, because it
would place all the creditor nations
on an equality. Thiscomplicates the
negotiations, because it brings
France and other nations, including
the United .States, into the contro-
versy. France has a treaty with-Ven-
ezuela regarding the French claims,
which would be broken if a preference
were given by Venczuela tn Great
Britain, Italy and Germany; and her
minister at Washirgton lasinformed
Secretary Hay that he has explicit in-
structions to insist that she skall not
be discriminated against.

As Mr. Bowen had gone the full
length of his authority in making his
peace offer, he was unable to respond
to the unfavorable reply >f : he block-
ading powers without furtler in-
structions from President Castro.
It was, however, given out semioffi-
cially, on the 30th, that he had ad-
vised the blockading powers that if
they insisted upon their demand for

- & preference in payment, he would
call the representatives in Washing-
ton of the other claimant powers and
explain to them that Venezuela was
being forced to yield to a settlement
which would seriously affect the in-
terests of France, Belgium, Norway
and Sweden, Denmark, Holland and
‘the United States. His instructions
from President Castro arrived on the
1st. “The Venezuelan government
desires equal treatment,” wired Pres-
ident Castro, “for all the creditor na-
tions in Europe and Americh, keeping
in mind, in addition, its diplomatic
convention and anterior stipula-
tions.” After Mr. Bowen had re-
ceived these instructions he met with
representatives of the blockatding
powers, on the 2d, and delivered to
them anote which amounted to an ul-
timatum. A modified demand had
been submitted at this meeting by
the British ambassador in behalf of
the blockading powers, proposing
that they be allowed two-thirds of the
30 per cent. of customs receipts of the
portsof La Guayra and Porto Cabello,
and that the other claimant nations
have the other third. Replying to
this, Mr. Bewen refused point blank;
proposing, however, that the question
of preference, being now the only
one at issue. be submitted to the
international arbitration tribunal at
The Hague. His note has not been
published, but the newsreports agree
_In saying it declares that the block-
ading powers have transgressed the
rules of civilized nations in sacrificing
human lives merely to secure a pref-
erence in the payment of debts. Re-

plies to Mr. Bowen’s ultimatum are
hourly expected.

In the midst of these negotiations
the blockading vessels before Caracas
notified the civil authorities of that
Venezuelan city on the 3d, that the
presence there of Venezuelan troops
was objectionable to the European
powers, and that if they remained
the forts guarding the city would he
shelled. It is somewhat significant
that the Venezuelan revolutionists
had just issned a manifesto urging a
revolutionary attack upon Caracas.
The same manifesto declared, witli an
assumption of knowledge of the pur-
poses of the blockading powers, that
the blockade will not be raised until
Castro vacates the presidential office.
The significance of this manifesto is
heightened by the fact that the revo-
lutionists have moved upon Caracas.
A victory, of President Castro over
them was reported from Caracas on
the 3d. It was gained by Gen. Alecan-
tara, a graduate of West Point, in a
battle with Gen. Ducharme on the
Camalagua river, about 50 miles
south of Caracas. The fight lasted
seven hours, and the revolutionists
were completely routed. They left
all theirammunition behind and 250
men and officers as prisoners. But
this report cannot be trusted alto-
gether, for on the same day other re-
ports came from Caracas which de-
scribed the revolutionists as almost
at the gates of Caracas, and told of
great defensive operaticns to resist
an attack upon the city. Tt is
charged by the Castro government,
and these various dispatches tend to
confirm it, that the revolutionists on
the land side and the " blockading
fleets off the coast are acting in co-
operation.

Farther north, in the republic of
Honduras, a civil war is just roported
in connection with which the United

-States government has been appaaled

to for protection to American inter-
ests that may be put in jeopardy. This
war has heen precipitated by a con-
test over the presidential election.
President Sierra, who was defeated
for reelection by Senor Bonilla, re-
fuses to retire from the office, and
Bonilla has effected a military organi-
zation, with headquarters on the
ieland of Amapalpa. to oust him. Tn
consequence. therefore, of the proba-
bility of civil war, certain unnamed
American commercial interests in
Honduras have appealed for protec-
tion to the American government,

which has in response ordered Rear
Admiral Casey to proeéed immediate-
ly with his squadron from San Fran-
cisco to Amapalpa and report to the
American consul at Amapalpa and
the American minister to Honduras,
with a view to protecting American
commercial interests.

From the other side of the world,
where a revolution against the Sultan
of Morocco has for some weeks been
in progress (p. 663), and the reports
of two wecks ago described the Sul-
tan’s army as demoralized and his ab-
dication as imminent, the latest news
indicates his complete triuniph. The
revolutionary army was reported sev-
eral days ago as being within 5 mniles
of Fez, and reports of the 29th told
briefly of his repulse. For a time the
news was conflicting. But on the
1st dispatches from Tangier were to
the effect that the battle had been
fought on the 29th and that therevo-
lutionary army had been annihilated.
Dispatches of the next day from the
same source attributed the sultan’s
decisive victory to the desertion from
the revolutionary forces, at a critical
point in the battle, of a body of tribes-
men whom he had bribed to perpe-
trate the treachery. Onthe 4thit was
reported that the revolutionary lead-
er had been-captured.

Returning to our own side of the
world for current news of permanent
importance and present interest, we
are led to Chicago, where negotia-
tions on the street car question (p.
663) have reached the point of a con-
ference between the committee on lo-
cal transportation of the city council
and the financial and legal repre-
sentatives of the traction companies.
The first meeting was held on the
4th. It wasdevoted to aninterchange
of views as to conditions of compro-
mise, the 99-year franchise being
claimed as valid by the corporations,
while the committee insisted that it
must be waived as a prime condition
of any adjustment whatever.” The
representatives of the companies in-
timated their willingness to yield all
claims in consideration of an accepta-
ble compromize, but were indefinite
when questioned as to their ability to
secure the assent of stockholders and
bondholders. Edwin Burritt Smith
and John C. Mathis appeared as epe-
cial counsel for the committee, under
retainer from the corporation coun-
gel.-

Bearing upon thisquestion, the Mu-
nicipal Voters’ League, which is cred-
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