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President Roosevelt’s letter ac-
cepting the nomination -of his
party for election to the dignified
officc he now administers, is a
marvel of excellence—by nearly
all the tests of rough-and-tumble
stump-speaking. A comic story
or two aptly applied, and a few
pathetic touches, would have
made it perfect. But Mr. Roose-
velt is not handy with pathos, and
comic stories are out of his line;
he is too strenuous for the one
and takes himself too seriously
for the other. Itis not remark-
able, therefore, that his letter is
wholly lacking in both, nor shall
webe over-partial if we judge it re-
gardless of these qualities of the
supreme artist in stump oratory.
Judged thus considerately, it is
perhaps not too high praise to cat-
alogue this Presidential letter as
one of the best specimens of unre-
strained stump-speaking on rec-
ord.

If Judge Parker is the affable
gentleman he is reputed to be, we
shall not expect his letter to rival
President Roosevelt’s in this its
distinguishing quality of excel-
lence. How, for instance, could
any affable gentleman hope, in
writing a public address sccond
only toastate paper in importance
and dignity, if second even to that,
to match this gracious compliment
which we quote from Mr. Roose-
velt's letter: “Exactly as it is im-
possible to call attention to the
present promises and past record
of our opponents withont seem-
ing offensive, so it is impossible
to compare their other and later
official utterances and not ercate
doubt as to their sincerity.” As

Mr. Roosevelt’s whole letter is.

written in this key, Judge Parker
may well confess his instinetive
incapacity to compete, and strike
a key of his own.

But dare he strike a key of his
own? Dare he make himself the
leader of a militant democracy,
for which his position as the Dem-
ocratic candidate and the excep-
tional frankness of the Demo-
cratic platform afford him so rare
an opportunity? Dare he seize
this opportunity as it knocks ai
his gate? Or will he continue to
doubt and hesitaté until it passes
on to another and bolder leader?
Dare he meet Roosevelt's bump-
tious challenge with a clarion call
that will thrill the democratic
heart of hig countrymen? Or will
he minimize issues as he did in his
acceptance speech?

Roosevelt’s letter offers more
than one impudent and cynical
challenge to Judge Parker to raise
the standard of national ideals.
On the Philippine question, Mr.
Roosevelt® challenges the integ-
rity of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence; on the question of pro-
tection he challenges the moral
law. These questions and all that
they involve are relegated by
him to the quicksands of mere ex-
pediency.

YWith reference to protection
this is done in express terms. He
calls it not a question of morals
primarily, but “primarily one of
expediency”—"“a matter of busi-
ness.,” And with some approxi-
mation to justice, even if without
dignity, he sneers at protection-
ist free-traders who don’t secem to
realize that it is just as immoral
to revise the tariff downward,
still leaving it protective, as toen-
act it. Of course it is not as immor-
al to reduce the tariff as a step to-
ward abolishing protection, as it

is to enact it; for all obstacles to -
the abolition of a national evil
cannot he overcome at once. But
Roosevelt is right as to Demo-
crats who would reduce the pro-
tective tariff merely for the pur-
pose of regulating the robbery.
Both the moral stamina and the
political strength of the tariff is-
sue on its democratie side, lie in
the policy of abolition—in the
policy which the Democratic plat-
form proclaims, that “protection
is robbery.”

Dare Judge Parker accept
Roosevelt's challenge to avail
himself of this untested strength?
Dare he reply to Roosevelt to this
effect: “Yes, your opponents
have, as you say, ‘committed
themselves to the destruction of
the protection principle in the
tariff; their platform denounces
‘protection as robbery;’ the only
words in that denunciation are
those of which you must admit,
to quote your own language, that
they ‘if honestly used forbid them
from permitting this principle to
obtain in even the smallest de-
gree;’ and I reiterate that clause
of the platform, without modifica-
tion either expressed, implied or
mentally reserved; if elected I
will do all in my power legitimate-
ly as President to eliminate the
protective principle, root and
branch, from our tariff laws.”
Were Judge Parker to take this
stand, defending it as he easily
could with cogent arguments both
for its morality and its economic
expediency, the deathly pallor
and calm of his campaign would
give way to healthy activity.
Thongh he might miss the pluto-
cratic-Democrats who are now
trying to tie him to the chariots
of the trusts, he would get a re-
sponse from the people well eal-
culated to gladden the heart of
even the most hopeful candidate.

For the people of this country
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do respond to moral appeals when
they seem to ring true. Bryan's
career is an illustration of that.
True, Bryan failed of election; but
so will Parker if the campaign
goes on as it has begun. Bryan's
failure was due to other circum-
moral appeal.
And though he failed of election,
he stands to-day taller and fairer
among his bretbhren than any who
have succeeded by appeals to self-
interest. Let Parker raise the
moral standard of his platform,
that “protection is robbery,” and
Roosevelt with all his party will
be instantly thrown into a panie
and back upon a weak defensive.

Roosevelt's contention that pro-
tection is not robbery, has nostay-
ing powers. Protection consists
in compelling some of the people
of a country to pay tribute to oth:
ers. When it fail$ to do this it
fails to protect. From that charac-
terization, conceal the protective
method *as you will, there is no
possible escape; and any law
which designedly accomplishes
that end perpetrates robbery.
Not only is protection robbery,
but it is inexpedient. No process
of reasoning from effect back to

. cause can demonstrate its expedi-
ency. To say that we have pros-
pered under it is only a form of
words. Without showing how we

" have prospered under it, one may
just as well say we have prospered
in spite of it. It is only by refer-
ring to prosperity and protection
as having existed at the same
time, and tracing no relation of
cause and effect between them,
but only asserting it, that Mr.
Roosevelt is able to make protee-
tion so much as appear to have
been expedient. Such reasoning
is like that of the noodle doctor,
who, upon learning that a sick
shoemaker had eaten cabbage and
died, while a sick carpenter had
eaten it and lived, wrote in his
commonplace book under the ini-
tial letter C:  “Cabbage—kills
shoemakers and cures carpen-
ters.”

Even with this handy mode of
reasoning, Mr. Roosevelt finds it

necessary to conceal the tremen-
dous faet that right along with an
enormous protection system and
its alleged prosperity, there has
been maintained the greatest sys-
tem of free trade the world has
ever known. Trade between our
Stateshas been free for over a cen-
tury. There is no protection
there, as there used to be. And
this inter-State trade is vastly
greater than our international
trade. Why may not our free
trade, instead of our protection,
have been the determining cause
of our industrial growth? Why,
at any rate, does Mr. Roosevelt
neglect to notice this great free
trade example? Were Judge Par-
ker to make a brave and sincere
campaign for the principle of abol-
ishing protection, it might not win
in eight weeks, but it would win in
four years. It would be but-
tressed by every sensible consid-
eration of expediency, while rest-
ing upon the fundamental princi-
ples of morality; and to such con-
siderations, resting upon .such
principles, the people would not be
unresponsive, .

President Roosevelt’'s confu-
sion of ideas is well exempli-
fied by the juxtaposition in hix
letter of bis protection theory
with his monetary theory. He re-
gards protection, whereby the law
levies tribute on some for the en-
richment of others, as raising only
a question of expediency. But
the gold standard he regards asa
principle. If Mr. Roosevelt were
consulted about gambling, he
might be expected to conclude
that while the color of the “chips™
raises a question of principle,
gambling itself is only a matter of
expediency.

One of the interesting facts
about Mr. Roosevelt's letter is hix
innocent reference to the aggre-
gate deposits in savings banks as
evidence that “the savings of the
workingmen” have “increased by
leaps and bounds.” It is common
knowledge that savings bank
deposits are made up largely not
of workmen's savings but of over-
flow incomes of the well-to-do and

the rich. A similar mark of un-
sophistication is Mr. Roosevelt's
reference to the increase of farm
values as evidence of the prosper-
ity of farmers.” Since a very large
percentage of farm owners are
not farmers, and a very large per-
centage of farmers are tenants, it
is difficult to see how increased
firm values can be regarded as
evidence of general prosperity
among farmers. Higher farm
values mean higher farm rents,
and higher farm rents cannot
benefit farm tenants, nor amy
kind of farmers who farm farms,
however grateful they may be
to farmers who farm farmers.
They cause an increased annual
outgo to tenants for a farm to till
on lease, and an increased burden
of purchase price and mortgage
when a farm is bought. Mr.
Roosevelt is evidently applying to
farmers the protection doctrine
that excessive exports imply pros-
perity—that the more the farmer
sends away and the less he gets
back, the better off he is.

It must be said for Mr. Roose-
velt's letter, however, that in it he
strikes one true note. In dealing
with the Philippine question he
retorts to a criticism, that the Re-
publicans have been “true to the
spirit of the fourteenth amend-’
ment” in those islands, and asks
the Democrats if they can say as
much of the States which they con-
trol. This allusion to the race
question is fortified by an excel-
lent statement of principle in an-
other part of the letter. “This
government,”_he declares in thai
part, “is based upon the funda-
mentalideathateachman, no mat-
ter what his occupation, his race
or his religious belief, is entitled
to be treated on his worth as a
man, and neither favored nor dis-
criminated against because of any
accident in his position.” If that
were not a case-hardened plati-
tnde, but an expression of vital
belief, one might harbor hopes
that Mr. Roosevelt may yet re-
spect the Declaration of Indepen-
dence when the Philippines are in-
volved, and the moral law in its
application to protectiok.
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For the most part President
Roosevelt's letter defends protec-
tion with the logical fallacy
known as ‘“post hoe ergo propter
hoe,” which may be Anglicized as
“after the event and therefore be-
cause of it.” But when he attri-
butes the hard times of 1893 to
the tariff of 1894 he may be said,
as Mr. Hanna might have phrased
it, to have “seen” this familiar
fallacy and “gone it one better,”
with the logical novelty of “be-
fore the event and therefore be-
cause of it.,”

“We did not take the Philip-
pines at will,” pleads Mr. Roose-
velt in his letter of acceptance.
Of course not. With soldiers and
diplomats we did our best to
avoid taking them. But the
Spanigh peace commissioners at
Paris inveigled our reluctant com-
missioners into paying good mon-
ey for them, while Aguinaldo at
Manila fairly thrust them upon us
willy nilly. What a charming
historian is Mr. Roosevelt, to be
sure.

In an address before the Wis
consin (‘onference at Sheboygan
on the 13th, Bishop Warren de-
clared that “The Philippines are
God's gift to us to take care of
them.” There is in this pious sen-
timent a suggestion whereby the
“hold-up” man might soothe his
conscience while “taking care” of
his loot.

Apropos of the incident at the
banquet of the Ingernatiomal
Dental Congress (p. 355), which a
distinguished dentist refused to
attend because he had learned
that some of his fellow delegates
would remain away if he did not,
he being a Negro and they being
white, it appears that the behav-
ior of these whites has been re-
sented by some of the most dis-
tinguished among the white mem-
bers of the association. The
dentist referred to is Dr. C. A,
Bentley, of Chicago. He has re-
ceived, among other testimonials,
the following address of friend-
ship from the foreign delegates:

Dr. Charles E. Bentley: Sir and Col-
league.—The undersigned, foreign mem-

bers of the Fourth International Dental
Congress, regretting that a local preju-
dice bad, without their knowledge, pre-
vented you from taking part in the ban-
gquet of yesterday, wish to express to
you their cordial sympathy and the as-
surance of their sincere sentiments of
the con-fraternity. We hope to see you
taking part in future International Den-
tal Congresses which will be open to all
honorable men whatever be their race
or creed, and pray you toaccept, our dear
confrere, the assurance of our best sen-
timents: Charles Godon, Pgris, France;
Manuel Palacios, Durango, Spain; Cav,
Uft V. Guerine, Naples, Italy; Rene
Anema, Batavia, Java; George A. Rus®
sell, Paris, France; Ph. Suriani, Rome,
Italy; J. 8. Burke, Amsterdam, Hol-
land; Cassulo Francisco, Buenos Ayres,
Argentina; Jose J. Rojo, Mexico; Louis
Subriana, Madrid, Spain; Jaine D. Lo-
sada, Madrid, Spain; Florestan Aguitar,
Madrid, Spain; S. A. Pratto, Buenos
Ayres; B, Platschick, Paris, France; F.
Martin, Lyons, France; Charles Jen-
kins, Dresden, Germany; Emile Sauvez,
Paris, France; Joan de Otaola, Bilbao,
Spain.

One of the impressive and some-
what painful indications that Ne-
groes are men as other men, is af-
forded by the attitude of the Con-
servator, a Negro paper of Chi-
eago, regarding the recent strike
in the packing houses. This strike
was defeated with the aid of Ne-
groes who took the places of strik-
ers. It was as unwise a thing as
they could have done, for it served
the ends of a “superior” class and
naturally tended to revive a de-
clining race animosity among the
working class. For this the Ne-
groes who took the vacated jobs
are not to blame. They could not
be expected to act in large num-
bers with due regard for the com-
plexities of the labor and the race
problems. But that excuse can-
not be claimed by the editors of
the Conservator, who seem to be
“blind leaders of the blind,” if the
following paragraph from that
paper fairly represents them:

Presuming that the packers will act
in good faith toward the men and
women of the race, who within the
last few weeks have faced danger and
almost death in many forms to serve
them, the precedent once established
that Negroes can be depended upon to
take the places deserted by other la-
borers will at once become contagious
and the doors of every Industry hereto-
fore closed against him will sooner or
later swing open to his approach. Men

and women of the race, a great oppor-
tunity, a great chance is opening be-
fore you!

Nothing could be better calculat-
ed to revive race hatred in the one
place where it is rapidly disap-
pearing. And it serves no pur-
pose in othér directions. Negro
workmen will have no better op-
portunities with employers be-
cause they have served as tools to
break this strike; while their rela-
tions with white workingmen wilk
in consequence be strained to the
point possibly of hopelessness of
adjustment.

“Oh, I never read a book before
reviewing it,” said Sydney Smith;
“it prejudices me so.” Sydney
Smith has many imitators, not
only among book reviewers but
among editorial writers. Here,
for instance, is the Portland Ore-
gonian, one of the strong editoriat
dailies in the country. Not long
ago it criticised a labor day ora-
tor, Mr. George F. Cotterill, of
Seattle, who had spoken at Port-
land, bhecause Mr. Cotterill
scemed to propose that “the men
who put their manual Ilabor
into a product shall receive all its
value, while the man who puts his
money into it shall receive noth-
ing.” Mr. Cotterill had given no
excuse whatever for this interpre-
tation of his speech, as the Ore-
gonian writer might have known
had he not adopted Sydney
Smith’s rule for avoiding preju-
dice. In that speech, as pub-
lished in the same issue of the Ore-
gonian, Mr. Cotterill had dis-
tinetly declared that . capital,
stored up labor, “is entitled to re-
ceive its proportionate share with
new labor applied to develop a
pew product.” In elucidation of
this, that there might be no such
mistake as the Oregonian prompt-
Iy made, he added:

When I am ready to invest the true
“capital” which is “mine,” unite it
with the labor which is “thine,” and
together we apply it to the natural
opportunity, the public utility whick
Is “ours,” then and not until then will
there be possible the mutual confi-
dence, the real respect, which can come
only from the equitable distribution of

the joint product. Capital and labor
can then travel together, each In its



