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When the assassination at Buffalo
closed the career of President McKinley and raised Vice President Boosevelt to the chief magistracy of the
American republic, fairness demand
ed that Mr. Eoosevelt's administra
tion of this high office be not pre
judged.
His previous career was hardly cal
culated to command for him the im
plicit confidence or high respect of
serious and really thoughtful men.
He had seemed like a patrician with
the air of a moral philosopherandthe
ideals and ambitions of a prize-fighter.
But this was not conclusive with ref
erence to the future. Unchecked as
the excessive brute energies of his
youth had been by any profound
sense of responsibility or the sobering
obligations of an overwhelming ex
perience, there was room for hope
that in his new and exalted sta
tion he would Lay aside the restless
spirit of his strenuous and lingering
boyhood. Such an experience as now
confronted him might well have mod
ified his impetuous disposition and
turned the eager vitality of his am
bitious youth into the massive
strength of statesmanlike maturity.
Stranger things had happened in the
world's history; and it was not only
fair but reasonable to await the first
manifestation of so desirable a change
in Mr. Eoosevelt's character. Theresuit is disappointing. Mr. Eoosevelt
may yet justify the patience that
awaits his development, for his presi
dential career has only begun; but
the hoped-for change has not yet
' come, if his first message as president
may be taken as a sign.
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The message, in so far as it is Mr.
Eoosevelt's work and notmerely an in
sertion perfunctorily of extracts from
department reports, fails to rise above
the grade of a stump speech by an im
passioned and irresponsible spell
binder. There is nothing of the
thoughtful, dignified and perspica
cious state document about it. A
cowboy could not exhibit, forinstance,
more passionate ignorance of the phi
losophical concepts of government
than Mr. Eoosevelt does when he rails
indiscriminately at anarchism and an
archists; and an undergraduate at
law school would be more cautious
about proposing absurd and revolu
tionary legislation.

What President Eoosevelt is evi
dently reaching out for in his demand
for federal laws against anarchy is
centralized power for the suppression
of opinions which he and his class do
not approve, and the arbitrary pun
ishment of men whom they dislike.
He aims to bring within this imperial
net "the deliberate demagogue,"
which means the preacher of unpop
ular opinions; "the exploiter of sen
sationalism," which means publishers
of what offends refined tastes; "the
crude and foolish visionary who, for
whatever reason, apologizes for crime
or excites aimless discontent," which
means men who excite discontent
■which men of the Eoosevelt type de

Anarchy Mr. Eoosevelt proposes to
make a crime, subject to the jurisdic
tion of the federal courts. If by an
archy he means the antithesis of so
cialism, he would stifle the right of
opinion. If by anarchists he means
men like the Eussian Tolstoy or the
American Crosby, he proposes a legis
lative crime which was only once com
mitted in this country and which
made its sponsors infamous. But if
he means murder and murderers he
is proposing to make a federal of
fense of what is already a crime with
in the jurisdiction of courts as will
ing and capable of dealing with it as
the federal courts would be. The dif
ference is that in the state courts the
innocent could defend themselves
more easily and inexpensively than
in the federal courts, and be tried by
a jury of their neighbors at home in
stead of a jury of strangers in a dis
tant city. The only purpose of mak
ing such crimes cognizable by thefederal courts is to put the innocent in
jeopardy to satisfy partisan malice,
and to centralize still further the al
ready dangerously centralized power
of a federal government which is rap
idly becoming imperial.

nounce as aimless because it aims at
the abolition of the valuable priv
ileges which enable them to live in
luxury by the sweat of other men's
faces. These are among the "an
archists," within the purview of
the president's message, and ha would
have them dragged into the federal
courts as criminals. To accomplish
that, he would have anarchy made an
international crime by treaties with
European powers—Germany, Eussia, Turkey, and the rest. His argu
ment—which would be amusing to
constitutional lawyers but for the
judicial tendency to turn this consti
tutional republic into a world power
empire—is that "such treaties would
give to the federal government the
power of dealing with the crime."
And the proposed crime is utterly
without limitation. Confiding crea
tures alone imagine that federal laws
against "anarchy" would be enforced
only against men with knives, torches,
pistols and bombs. It is impossible
to draft a law such as Pres
ident Eoosevelt proposes which could
not be enforced against labor union
speakers and papers by a federal ad
ministration in sympathy with em
ployers; against Democratic speakers
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and papers by a Eepublican admin
istration; or against Eepublican
speakers and papers by a Democratic
administration. The dangers of cen
tralization from Mr Roosevelt's rec
ommendations for the punishment of
"anarchists," a recommendation as
vague as if it were for the punish
ment of "bad men," are too great to
be invoked as lightly and thought
lessly as the president advises.
Centralization is indeed the domi
nant note of Mr. Roosevelt's message.
Besides urging federal jurisdiction
over assaults upon federal officials, it
proposes a new cabinet officer whose
function it shall be to permanently
governmentalize American industries
—a step in the direction of socialism
which state socialists in their wildest
dreams could not have hoped for so
soon. It recommends, moreover, the
enactment of trust legislation (a con
stitutional amendment if necessary)
which would bring the business of
about every corporation in the land
within federal jurisdiction. For Mr.
Roosevelt would have the nation "as
sume power of supervision and regu
lation over all corporations doing an
interstate business." As all corpora
tions are in a sense engaged in inter
state business, since they buy or sell
or both across state lines, and as most
of the business of the country is done
by corporations, Mr. Roosevelt's trust
remedy would culminate in bringing
virtually all the domestic as well as
all the foreign business of the country
within the jurisdiction of the federal
courts and under the supervision of
a member of the president's cabinet.
Were his recommendations adopt
ed, the states would fall to the grade
of counties or provinces and an era of
state socialism on a national scale and
of the most offensively paternal char
acter would be less than 20 years off.
Unwittingly, it would seem, he has
adopted the socialistic programme.
Not so unwittingly, perhaps, he has
set forth a scheme of trust reform to
which the trust magnates themselves
have Ions been committed.
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continued adolescence are to be re
gretted. But there is that in his mes
sage which is to be regretted even
more. Whatever Mr. Roosevelt's
faults of character may have been,
no one has ever counted "smoothness"
among them. Candor always stood
to his credit in every man's mind. But
this message is not altogether candid.
A demagogic strain runs through it.
Fortunately, however, the demagogy
can do no practical harm. His disingenuousness is too crude. It is the
work of a novice, of an incapable imi
tator. Mr. Roosevelt's display of so
licitude for the wage worker is patron
izing, perfunctory and clumsy. His
eloquent plea for ship subsidies,
in which he scrupulously avoids
using the word, exposes him as trying
to make peace with Senator Hanna's
shipping ring without offending his
anti-subsidy admirers, to whom he
pays the poor compliment of suppos
ing that they cannot recognize a ship
subsidy plea without the label. His
recommendation of monopolies for
the Philippines for the benefit of the
natives is also transparently disin
genuous. Though he asserts that
franchises and land grants in
the Philippines for American cap
italists are necessary for the wel
fare of the natives, whom he says
we are bringing painfully up to the
level of 30 generations of civilization,
it is all too evident that the welfare
of the natives is not the real purpose,
but that franchises and land grants
for American monopolists are. Alto
gether, Mr. Roosevelt's message must
be a disappointing performance to
all who hoped that heavy responsi
bility might have awakened him to
higher ideals and the possibilities of
a nobler public career.

The British ministry will doubtless
be pleased to observe that President
Roosevelt's message contains no men
tion at all of the disinterested efforts
Great Britain is putting forth to make
the Boers "fit for self-government."
This was truly thoughtful and friend
These evidences of Mr. Roosevelt's ly on the part of our new president,

andLord Salisbury and Mr. Chamber
lain ought to appreciate it. Very like
ly Mr. Roosevelt had the British and
the Boers in mind when, in comment
ing upon the fact that "over the en
tire world in recent years wars be
tween the great civilized powers have
become less and less frequent," he
explained that "wars with barbarous
or semi-barbarous peoples come in an
entirely different category, being
merely a most regrettable but neces
sary international police duty which
must be performed for the sake of
the welfare of mankind." That is
really a very pretty complimentary
allusion to Great Britain's interna
tional police duty in South Africa,
coming as it does from the head of
a- nation which is doing similar inter
national police duty in the Philip
pines. But how will the Boers like
to be classed as barbarous or semi-bar
barous?

The resemblance of the British "in
ternational police duty" in South
Africa to the American "internation
al police duty" in the Philippines is
much closer, even in detail, than is
commonly supposed. The fact is
sharply illustrated by a recent inci
dent in the experience of the Amer
ican Transvaal league. Among the
recipients of a circular from- thia
league was an English gentleman
temporarily resident in Nice. This
gentleman courteously acknowledged
the circular, which admonished him
to help "Make England Fight Fair.''
and contained some disagreeable facis
about British reconcentrado camps.
In his acknowledgment he asked "why
the American people do not act fairly
by the Filipinos—grant their inde
pendence and evacuate their terri
tory?". By so doing, he added, "they
would earn a title to take other nations
to task." In justification of his ques
tion, this English gentleman inclosed
several news clippings from Reuters
special service, underlining the per
tinent parts. These clippings indi
cate that the United States is doing
in the Philippines precisely *h»t
Americans complain of Great Britain

