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The general character of President
Roosevelt’s message is reflected in its
reference to the Philippine policy of
his party. Its exalted author says of
that policy that “we have not gone
too far” but “we have gone to the
limit.” According to this veracious
state paper, everything has been nice-
ly fixed by Mr. Roosevelt’s party so
a8 to be just about right. His party
seems to him to keep the middle

state, leaning neither on this side nor
on that. It holds affairs in perfect
equilibrium.

In regard to prosperity the bal-
ance has been effected with such
great delicacy of adjustment that
even so much as a hostile wink might
easily produce disastrous conse-
quences. Though Mr. Roosevelt is
considerate enough to admit that Re-
publican prosperity is not the crea-
ture of law, he claims for the laws—
American protective tariff laws, of
course—that they have been instru-
mental in creating the conditions
that make prosperity possible, and
earnestly admonishes Congress that
by unwise legislation it would be easy
to destroy prosperity. A mere men-
ace to protectionism, without so
much as touching its sacred substance

with hostile hand, “would produce,”

says the equilibrative Mr. Roosevelt,

“paralysis in the business energies of

the community.”

This claim that protection is 1n-
strumental in making prosperity
possible is certainly not over-
regardful of “the limit,” in view
of the fact that countries which
have no nicely adjusted tar-

iff protection are as prosperous as
our own. And though the example
of those countries did not confront
Mr. Roosevelt, his own common sense
ought to tell him that while legisla-
tion might check general prosperity
it is only such as is restrictive that
does so. Legislation that repeals re-
striction has the opposite effect.
This may check the prosperity of the
few, but only because it expands
the prosperity of the many. Privi-
lege is dependent for prosperity upon
restriction; it must be protected.
But productive industry suffers un-
der restriction; it wants no protec-
tion, except against pirates. What it
needs is freedom.

One thing about the President’s
message in its references to the tariff
is highly gratifying. He asserts the
fixity of the principle of protection
as our national policy. This view of
American politics is either true orit
is not. If true, then the party to be
perpetually intrusted with its con-
servation is Mr. Roosevelt’s. If pro-
tection is our fixed principle, those
Republicans are right who insist that
when the tariff is altered in detail it
must be altered by the friends of the
principle. That leaves no room in
American politics for a tariff-tinker-
ing party. Protection is either good
policy or bad, a sound principle ora
vicious one. On this issuethe people
can divide into parties. They can be
protectionists or free traders; they
cannot be protectionists on one side
and assistant protectionists on the
other. Mr. Roosevelt leaves no room
for cavilling. Protection is our per-
manent policy, as he proclaims; or it
is not, as those who oppose his policy
must maintain. His position here
is highly gratifying because its ten-
dency i3 to force the Democratic
party to be openly and unreservedly
what it is in spirit—the free trade

party.

In a homily on capital and labor
in his message the President says
many true things. But characteris-
tically he says them all in the ab-
stract. In the concrete these same
good things seem to have no mean-
ing for him. For instance, he ob-
serves that “every employer, every
wage worker, must be guaranteed his
liberty and his right to do as he likes
with his property or his labor so long
as he does not infringe upon - the
rights of others.” What could be
truer than that? It is a universal
principle, just as Mr. Roosevelt as-
sumes it to be, and assound in morals
as the eighth commandment, of
which it is an expression. But Mr.
Roosevelt, though he speaks with the
air of a Moses at the foot of Sinai,
doesn’t believe in the sentiment, if
heunderstandsit. Either that, orelse
he complacently stultifies himself.
For the man who understands and be-
lieves in that sentiment cannot be a
protectionist without stultification.
If everyone “must be guaranteed his
liberty and his right to do as he likes
with his property or his labor so long
as he does not infringe upon the
rights of his neighbor,” then he must
be guaranteed his liberty and his
right to exchapge his property or his
labor as freely with a Canadian, a
Mexican, a European, an African or
an Asiatic as with a fellow citizen of
hisown. Heinfringesno one’srights
by preferring to trade his property or
his labor with another, though the
other be a foreigner. Yet the pur-
pose of protection, the principle of
which Mr. Roosevelt adopts, is to
prevent just that freedom in the use
of property and labor. It aims mnot
to guarantee men the right to do
with their property and their labor
what they like, but to compel them,
on pain of forfeiture of some of their
property and labor, to do what spe-
cial business interests demand. The
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only tariff policy that accords with
the property rights that Mr. Roose-
velt thinks he believes in is the pol-
icy of free trade.

Of the President’s recommenda-
tion for the shackling of trusts, noth-
ing better can be said than thatit is
“powerful weak.” The one thing
that could be done by Congress to
cripple trust monopoly he opposes,
because it would conflict with the
protection policy of his party. It
will be interesting to observe the
disposition that his party in Congress
makes of the recommendation he
does submit. The responsibility now
rests there for action against the
trusts. Mr. Roosevelt will not proge-
cute under the existing anti-trust law
because he thinks it inadequate, and
asks Congress for one that will cover
the ground. Now watch for the bill
that Congress enacts. Watch sharp!

Any comment upon the President’s
message would be defective if it ig-
nored his revolting references to the
Philippines. Think of an American
president, the chief servant of a peo-
ple committed to the proposition
that all men are created equal—think
of his officially boasting that this gov-
ernment has conferred upon the peo-
ple of a peaceful republic which it had
wantonly conquered and crushed by
force of arms, something more than
ordinary Oriental freedom! The
Czar of Russia or the Sultan of Tur-
key might make such a boast. The
Emperor of Germany can make it. So
can the King of England and Emper-
or of India. And has our republic
lived to so little purpose that it can
claim no greater credit for the exten-
sion of the guarantees of liberty over
the world than can be claimed for
kings and emperors, czars and sul-
tans? Then bave we fallen indeed.
From Washington with his admoni-
tion that we spread liberty abroad by
example at home and not through for-
eign entanglements, and Lincoln who
seemed a second incarnation of Jef-
ferson, down to Roosevelt who turns
for his highest standards of liberty
for Orientals to Oriental despots and

European potentates, is a long, long
descent in the evolution of democ-
racy.

But for one thing there would be
something hopeful and inspiring in
Mr. Roosevelt’s truly democratic let-
ter regarding appointments of Ne-
groes to office. That one thing, how-
ever, deadens enthusiasm and putsa
check upon hope. Itisthe fact that
experience has proved his ability to
say so many good things which he
doesn’t very strenuously mean. Ever
since Mr. Roosevelt swapped his con-
victions, away back in 1884, for a po-
litical career, to which single-eyed he
has since sedulously devoted himself,
his good words have been subject toa
usurer’s discount. So with his ex-
cellent letter on the Negro question
one is forced to wonder whether it’s
author may not have had in view
more the possibilities of Negro dele-
gations to the next national conven-
tion than the principle of equal rights
for God’s image in ebony.

Abram S. Hewitt has done at last
what all Democrats of his kind will
have to do and what he ought tohave
done long ago.
masquerading as & democrat by pub-
licly announcing his withdrawal
from the Democratic party.

Mr. Hewitt was never a democrat.
A pro-slavery man, he belonged to
the Democratic party when it had
least title to be regarded as demo-
cratic; a plutocrat, he afterwards
tried to secure for it the good will of
American plutocracy. Frustrated in
this purpose by the superior attrac-
tions which Mr. Hanna offered, and
the stubborn resistance of men like
Bryan, Mr. Hewitt voted for its plu-
tocratic adversary in 1896 and 1900,
while still professing to it the allegi-
ance he now renounces. In 1896 the
act was pardonable, for the economic
form of the issue obscured the polit-
ical significance of the contest. But
there was no valid excuse for a real
democrat in 1900. The formal
secession of such a man is a good
thing for the democracy of the Dem-

He has stopped |

ocratic party. The fact that he was
“a life-long Democrat™ is a shabby
plea. For a man of his advanced age
to boast of being “a life long Dem-
ocrat” is to boast of having been an
apologist for human slavery.

The advantage to the party of los-
ing the support of such men as Mr.
Hewitt is not because the party hasa
superfluity of support, let us eay by
way of answer to the sneers of their
apologists who ask whether the party
has so many votes it can afford to

-spare any. By Mr. Hewitt’s confes-

sion it would appear that the party
has not been getting their votes any
way. But even if it had been get-
ting their votes, their open opposi-
tion would be preferable to their
treacherous affiliation. This is not
because votes are not needed. It is
because those men demoralize the
party and foster the distrust of demo-
crats in the other party. For every
plutocratic Democrat the party loses,
as it has lost the plutocratic Mr. Hew-
itt, scores of democratic Republicans
will become attached to it in conse-
quence.

“Reorganization” on the plnt:)crat-
ic basis is now out of the question.
The recent elections proved that. As
an observant correspondent of theSt.
Louis Globe-Democrat wrote soon
after the results were known, these
elections conclusively demonstrated
“that thereis more than one element
in the Democratic party which canre-
fuse to support the party when the
party does not do things in a way
to please it.” The democratic Demo-
crats also can bolt. In other words
there is a difference of principle
in the party, which no “reorganizing”
process can reconcile. It is the con-
flict between its plutocratic and its
democratic elements. Should the
latter retain control the former
would bolt, as they have done here-
tofore. Should the former gain con-
trol the latter would do the bolting.
Either way there is no possibility of
a victory for the plutocratic Deme-
crats. For every plutocratic purpos
the plutocratic Republicans suff-




