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for the people” the greatest triumph in
its history. It will have commended repub-
lican government and democratic institu-
tions to the respect and confidence of man-
kind as they have never been commended
before. It will thus have gloriously recog-
nized its responsibility and served its mis-
sion as the great republican power of the
world. There will be no prouder title than
that of being an American—far prouder than
the most powerful and costly armaments
and the largest conquests can make it.

And now we are told that not this, but
the other course is imposed upon this repub-
lic by “manifest destiny” and “the decree
of Providence, against which it is useless to
struggle.” The American people may well
pause before accepting a counsel which, in
seeking to unload upon Providence the re-
sponsibility for schemes of reckless ambition
involving a palpable breach of faith, falls
little short of downright blasphemy.

This is not the first time that such cateh-
words have resounded in this country. Some
of us are old enough to remember the days
when “manifest destiny” and “the irresist-
ible decree of Providence” were with simi-
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lar assurance invoked in behalf of what was
called “extending the area of freedom,”
which then really meant the acquisition of
more territory for the multiplication of slave
States. The moral instinet and sound sense
of the American people then resisted the
seductive cry and silenced it, thus proving
that it was neither “destiny” nor “Provi-
dence,” but only a hollow sound. We may
hope that the same moral instinet and sound
sense will now resist and silence the same
ery, when it means the complete abandon-
ment of the principles laid down by George
Washington in his Farewell Address, under
the observance of which our country has
grown so prosperous and powerful, and the
substitution therefor of a policy of conquest
and adventure—a policy bound to tarnish our
national honor at the first step, to frighten
our American neighbors and tomake enemies
of them, to entangle us unnecessarily in the
broils of foreign ambitions, to hazard our
peace, to load down our people with incal-
culable burdens, to demoralize, deprave,
and undermine our democratic government,
and thus to unfit the great American repub-
lic for its true mission in the world.

THE TERRITORY WITH WHICH WE ARE THREATENED.
BY THE HON. WHITELAW REID.

N are everywhere asking
what should be our course
about the territory conquered
in this war. Some inquire
merely if it is good policy for

! the United States to abandon
its continental limitations, and extend its
rule over semi-tropical countries with mixed
populations. Others ask if it would not be
the wisest policy to give them away after
conquering them, or abandon them. They say
it would be ruinous to admit them as States
to equal rights with ourselves, and contrary
to the Constitution to hold them permanently
as Territories. It would be bad policy, they
argue, to lower the standard of our popula-
tion by taking in hordes of West Indians and
Asiaties; bad policy to run any chance of
allowing these people to become some day
joint arbiters with ourselves of the national
destinies; bad policy to abandon the prin-
ciples of Washington’s Farewell Address, to
which we have adhered for a century, and

involve ourselves in the Eastern Question, or
in the entanglements of European politics.

The men who raise these questions are
sincere and patriotic. They are now all
loyally supporting the government in the
prosecution of the war which some of them
were active in bringing on, and others to the
last deprecated and resisted. Their doubts
and difficulties deserve the fairest considera-
tion, and are of pressing importance.

Bur is there not another question, more
important, which first demands considera-
tion? Have we the right to decide whether
we shall hold or abandon the conquered ter-
ritory, solely or even mainly as a matter of
national poliey? Are we not bound by our
own acts and by the responsibility we have
voluntarily assumed before Spain, hefore
Europe, and before the civilized world, to
consider it first in the light of national duty?

For that consideration it is not needful
now to raise the question whether we were



THE TERRITORY WITH WHICH WE ARE THREATENED.

in every particular justifiable for our share
in the transactions leading to the war.
However men’s opinions on that point may
differ, the ndtion is now at war for a good
cause, and has in a vigorous prosecution of
it the loyal and zealous support of all good
citizens.

But under the direct command of Con-
gress, the President intervened, with our
army and navy, to put down Spanish rule in
Cuba, on the distinet ground that it was a
rule too monstrous to be longer endured.
Are we not, then, bound in honor and morals
to see to it that the government which re-
places Spanish rule is bhetter? Are we not
morally culpable and disgraced before the
civilized world if we leave it as bad, or
worse? Can any consideration of mere
policy, of our own interests, or our own
ease and comfort, free us from that solemn
responsibility which we have voluntarily as-
sumed, and for which we have lavishly spilt
American and Spanish blood?

Most people now realize from what a mis-
take Congress was kept by the firm attitude
of the President in opposing a recognition
of the so-called Cuban Republic of Cubitas.
It is now generally understood that virtu-
ally there was no Cuban Republic, or any
Cuban government save that of wandering
bands of guerrilla insurgents, probably less
numerous and influential than had been rep-
resented. There seems reason to believe that
however bad Spanish government may have
been, the rule of these people, where they
had the power, was as bad; and still greater
reason to apprehend that if they had full
power, their sense of past wrongs and their
unrestrained tropical thirst for vengeance
might lead to something worse. Is it for
that pitiful result that a civilized and Chris-
tian people is giving up its sons and pouring
out blood and treasure in Cuba?

In commanding the war, Congress pledged
us to continue our action until the pacifica-
tion of the island should be secured. When
that happy time has arrived, if it shall then
be found that the Cuban insurgents and
their late enemies are able to unite in main-
taining a settled and peaceable government
in Cuba, distinctly free from the faults which
now lead the United States to destroy the
old one, we shall have discharged our respon-
sibility, and will be at liberty to end our in-
terference. But if not, the responsibility of
the United States continues. It is morally
bound to secure to Cuba such a government,
even if forced by circumstances to furnish
it itself.
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AT this point, however, we are checked by
a reminder of the further action of Congress,
“asserting its determination, when the paci-
fication of Cuba has been accomplished, to
leave the government and control of the
island to its people.”

Now the secondary provisions of any
great measure must be construed in the
light of its main purpose; and where they
conflict, we are led to presume that they
would not have been adopted but for igno-
rance of the actual conditions. Is it not evi-
dent that such was the case here? We now
know how far Congress was misled as to the
organization and power of the alleged Cuban
government, the strength of the revolt, and
the character of the war the insurgents
were waging. We have seen how little
dependence could be placed upon the lavish
promises of support from great armies of
insurgents in the war we have undertaken;
and we are beginning to realize the difference
between our ideas of a humane and civilized
“pacification” and that apparently enter-
tained up to this time by the insurgents.
It is certainly true that when the war began
neither Congress nor the people of the
United States cherished an intention to
hold Cuba permanently, or had any further
thought than to pacify it and turn it over to
its own people. But they must pacify it be-
fore they turn it over; and from present in-
dications to do that thoroughly may be the
work of years. Even then they are still re-
sponsible to the world for the establishment.
of a better government than the one they
destroy. If the last state of that island
should be worse than-the first, the fault and
the crime must be solely that of the United
States. We were not actually forced to in-
volve ourselves; we might have passed by on
the other side. When, instead, we insisted
on interfering, we made ourselves responsi-
ble for improving the situation; and, no
matter what Congress “disclaimed,” or what
intention it “asserted,” we cannot leave
Cuba till that is done without national dis-
honor and blood-guiltiness.

The situation is curiously like that of
England in Egypt. She intervened too,
under far less provocation, it must be ad-
mitted, and for a cause rather more commer-
cial than humanitarian. But when some
thought that her work was ended and that
it was time for her to go, Lord Granville, on
behalf of Mr. Gladstone’s government, ad-
dressed the other great European powers in
a note which Congress might have studied
with profit before framing its resolutions.
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“ Although for the present,” he said, “a
British force remains in Egypt for the pres-
ervation of public tranquillity, Her Majesty's
government are desirous of withdrawing it
as soon as the state of the country and the
organization of proper means for the main-
tenance of the Khedive's authority will admit
of it. In the meantime the position in which
Her Majesty’s governmentare placed towards
His Highness imposes upon them the duty
of giving advice with the object of securing
that the order of things to be established
shall be of a satisfactory character and pos-
sess the elements of stability and progress.”
As time went on this declaration did not
seem quite explicit enough; and accordingly,
just a year later, Lord Granville instructed
the present Lord Cromer, then Sir Evelyn
Baring, that it should be made clear to the
Egyptian ministers and governors of prov-
inces that “the responsibility which for the
time rests on England obliges Her Majesty’s
government to insist on the adoption of the
policy which they recommend, and that it
will be necessary that those ministers and
governors who do not follow this course
should cease to hold their offices.”

That was in 1884—a year after the defeat
of Arabi, and the “pacification.” It is now
fourteen years later. The English are still
there, and the Egyptian ministers and gov-
ernors now understand quite well that they
must cease to hold their offices if they do not
adopt the policy recommended by the British
diplomatic agent. If it should be found that
we cannot with honor and self-respect aban-
don our self-imposed task of Cuban “pacifi-
cation” any sooner, the hasty Congressmen,
as they read over their own inconsiderate
resolutions, can hide their blushes behind a
copy of Lord Granville’s letter. They may
explain, if they like, with the classical ex-"
cuse of Benedick, “When I said I would
die a hachelor, I did not think I should live
till T were married.” Or if this seems
too frivolous for their serious plight, let
them recall the position of Mr. Jefferson,
who originally declared that the purchase of
foreign territory would make waste paper of
the Constitution, and subsequently appealed
to Congress for the money to pay for his
purchase of Louisiana. When he held such
an acquisition unconstitutional, he had not
thought he would live to need Louisiana.

As to Cuba, it may be fairly concluded
that only these points are actually clear: (1)
We had made ourselves in a sense respon-
sible for Spanish rule by our consistent
declaration, through three quarters of a

century, that no other European nation
should replace her—Daniel Webster, as
Secretary of State, even seeking to guard
her hold as against Great Britain. (2) We
are now at war because we say Spanish rule
is intolerable; and we cannot withdraw our
hand till it is replaced by a rule for which
we are willing to be responsible. (3) We
are also pledged to remain till the pacifica-
tion is complete.

As to the other territories in question, the
conditions are different. We are not taking
possession of them, as we are of Cuba, with
the avowed purpose of giving them a better
government. We are conquering them be-
cause we are at war with Spain, which has
been holding and governing them very much
as she has Cuba; and we must strike Spain
wherever and as hard as we can. But it
must at once be recognized that as to Porto
Rico at least, to hold it would be the natural
course and what all the world would expect.
Both Cuba and Porto Rico, like Hawaii, are
within the acknowledged sphere of our influ-
ence, and ours must necessarily be the first
voice in deciding their destiny. Our national
position with regard to them is historic. It
has been officially declared and known to
every civilized nation for three quarters of
a century. To abandon it now, that we may
refuse greatness through a sudden craven
fear of being great, would be so astonishing
a reversal of a policy steadfastly maintained
by the whole line of our responsible states-
men since 1823 as to be grotesque.

John Quiney Adams, writing in April of
that year, as Secretary of State, to our min-
ister to Spain, pointed out that the dominion
of Spain upon the American continents,
North and South, was irrevocably gone,
but warned him that Cuba and Porto Rico
still remained nominally dependent upon
her, and that she might attempt to trans-
fer them. That could not be permitted, as
they were “natural appendages to the
North American continent.” Subsequent
statements turned more upon what Mr.
Adams called “the transcendent importance
of Cuba to the United States”; but from
that day to this there has not been a line in
our State Papers to show that the claim of
the United States to control the future
of Porto Rico as well as of Cuba was ever
waived. As to Cuba, Mr. Adams predicted
that within half a century its annexation
would be indispensable. “There are laws of
political as well as of physical gravitation,”
he said; and “Cuba, forcibly disjoined from

o
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its own unnatural connection with Spain, and
incapable of self-support, can gravitate only
towards the North American Union, which,
by the same law of nature, cannot cast her
off from its bosom.” If Cuba is incapable of
self-support, and could not therefore be left,
in the cheerful language of Congress, to her
own people, how much less could little Porto
Rico stand alone?

There remains the alternative of giving
Porto Rico back to Spain at the end of the
war. But if we are warranted now in mak-
ing war because the horrors of Spanish rule
in Cuba were intolerable, how could we jus-
tify ourselves in handing back Porto Rico to
the same rule, after having once emancipated
her from it? The subject need not be pur-
sued. To return Porto Rico to Spain, after
she is once in our possession, is as much be-
yond the power of the President and of Con-
gress as it was to preserve the peace with
Spain after the treacherous destruction of
the Maine in the harbor of Havana. From
that moment the American people resolved
that the flag under which this last outrage
was possible should disappear forever from
the Western hemisphere, and they will sanc-
tion no peace that permits it to remain.

The question of the Philippines is differ-
ent and more difficult. They are not within
what the diplomatists of the world would
recognize as the legitimate sphere of Ameri-
can influence. Our relation to them is purely
the accident of recent war. We are not in
honor bound to hold them, if we can honora-
bly dispose of them. But we know that their
grievances differ only in kind, not in degree,
from those of Cuba; and having once freed
them from the Spanish yoke, we cannot hon-
orably require them to go back under it
again. That would be to put us in an atti-
tude of nauseating national hypocrisy; to
give the lie to all our professions of human-
ity in our interference in Cuba, and to prove
that our real motive was conquest. What
humanity forbade us to tolerate in the West
Indies, it would not justify us in reéstablish-
ing in the Philippines.

What, then, can we do with them? Shall
we trade them for something nearer home?
Doubtless that would be permissible, if we
were sure of thus securing them a better
government than that of Spain, and if it
could be done without precipitating fresh
international difficulties. But we cannot give
them to our friend and their neighbor Japan
without instantly provoking the hostility of
Russia, which recently interfered to prevent
a far smaller Japanese aggrandizement. We

cannot give them to Russia without a greater
injustice to Japan; or to Germany, or to
France, or to England without raising far
more trouble than we allay. England would
like us to keep them; the Continental
nations would like that better than any
other control excepting Spain’s or their
own; and the Philippines would prefer it to
anything save the absolute independence
which they are incapable of maintaining.
Having been led into their possession by the
course of a war undertaken for the sake of
humanity, shall we draw a geographical limit
to our humanity, and say we cannot continue
to be governed by it in Asiatic waters be-
cause it is too much trouble and is too dis-
agreeable—and besides there may be no
profit in it!

Both war and diplomacy have many sur-
prises; and it is quite possible that some way
out of our embarrassing possession may yet
be found. The fact is clear that many of our
people do not much want it; but if a way of
relinquishing it is proposed, the one thing
we are bound to insist on is that it shall be
consistent with our attitude in the war, and
our honorable obligations to the islands we
have conquered and to civilization.

THE chief aversion to the vast accessions
of territory with which we are threatened
springs from the fear that ultimately they
must be admitted into the Union as States.
No public duty is more urgent at this mo-
ment than to resist from the very outset the
concession of such a possibility. In no cir-
cumstances likely to exist within a cen-
tury should they be admitted as a State
of the Union. The loose, disunited, and
unrelated federation of independent States
to which this would inevitably lead, stretch-
ing from the Indian Archipelago to the
Caribbean Sea, embracing all climes, all re-
ligions, all races,—black, yellow, white, and
their mixtures,—all conditions, from pagan
ignorance and the verge of cannibalism to
the best product of centuries of civilization,
education, and self-government, all with equal
rights in our Senate and representation ac-
cording to population in our House, with an
equal voice in shaping our national destinies
—that would, at least in this stage of the
world, be humanitarianism run mad, a de-
generation and degradation of the homogene-
ous continental Republic of our pride too
preposterous for the contemplation of seri-
ous and intelligent men. Quite as well might
Great Britain now invite the swarming mil-
lions of India to send rajahs and members
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of Parliament, in proportion to population,
to swamp the Lords and Commons and rule
the English people. If it had been supposed
that even Hawaii, with its overwhelming
preponderance of Kanakas and Asiatics,
would become a State, she could not have
been annexed. If the territories we are
conquering must become States, we might
better renounce them at once and place
them under the protectorate of some humane
and friendly European power with less non-
sense in its blood.

This is not to deny them the freest and
most liberal institutions they are capable of
sustaining. The people of Sitka and the
Aleutian Islands enjoy the blessings of
ordered liberty and free institutions, but
nobody dreams of admitting them to state-
hood. New Mexico has belonged to us for
half a century, not only without oppression,
but with all the local self-government for
which she wag prepared; yet, though an in-
tegral part of our continent, surrounded by
States, and with an adequate population, she
isstillnotadmitted tostatehood. Whyshould
not the people on the island of Porto Rico, or
even of Cuba, prosper and be happy for the
next century under the rule which their kins-
men of New Mexico have prospered under for
the last half-century?

With slight modifications, the territorial
form of government which we have tried so
successfully from the beginning of the Union
is admirably adapted to such communities.
It secures local self-government, equality
before the law, upright courts, ample power
for order and defense, a voice in Congress
for the presentation of local wants, and such
control by Congress as gives security against
the mistakes or excesses of people new to the
exercise of these rights.

Bur such a system, we are told, is con-
trary to our Constitution and to the spirit
of our institutions. Why? We have had
just that system ever since the Constitution
was framed. It is true that a large part of
the territory thus governed has now been
admitted into the Union in the form of new
States. But it is not true that this was recog-
nized at the beginning as a right, or even gen-
erally contemplated as a probability; nor is
it true that it has been the purpose or ex-
pectation of those who annexed foreign ter-
ritory to the United States, like Louisiana
or the Gadsden Purchase, that it would all

 be carved into States. That feature of the

marvelous development of the continent
has come as a surprise to this generation

and the last, and would have been absolutely
incredible to the men of Thomas Jefferson’s
time. Obviously, then, it could not have been
the purpose for which before that date our
territorial system was devised. It isnot clear
that the foundersof the governmentexpected
even all the territory we then possessed to
be made into States. Much of it was sup-
posed to be worthless and uninhabitable.
But it is certain that they planned for out-
side accessions. Even in the Articles of Con-
federation they provided for the admission
of Canada and of British colonies which
included Jamaica as well as Nova Scotia.
Madison, in referring to this, construes it as
meaning that they contemplated only the
admission of these colonies as colonies, not
the eventual establishment of new States
(“ Federalist,” No.43). About the same time
Hamilton was dwelling on the alarms of
those who thought the country already too
large, and arguing that great size was a
safeguard against ambitious rulers.
Nevertheless, the objectors still argue,
the Constitution gives no positive warrant
for a permanent territorial policy. But it
does! Ordinarily it may be assumed that
what the framers of the Constitution imme-
diately proceeded to do under it was in-
tended by them to be warranted by it; and
we have seen that they immediately devised
and maintained a territorial system for the
government of territory which they had no
expectation of ever converting into States.
The case, however, is even plainer than that.
The sole reference in the Constitution to the
territories of the United States is in Article
IV, Section 3: “The Congress shall have
power to dispose of and make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the terri-
tory or other property belonging to the
United States.” Jefferson revised his first.
views far enough to find warrant for acquir-
ing territory; but here is explicit, unmistaka-
ble authority conferred for dealing with it,
and with other “property,” precisely as Con-
gress chooses. The territory was not a pres-
ent or prospective party in interest in the
nation created under this organic act. It
was “property,” to be disposed of or ruled
and regulated as Congress might determine.
The inhabitants of the territory were not.
consulted; there was no provision that they
should even be guaranteed a republican
form of government like the States; they
were secured no right of representation and
given no vote. So, too, when it came to ac-
quiring new territory, there was no thought.
of consulting the inhabitants. Mr. Jefferson
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did not ask the citizens of Louisiana to con-
sent to their annexation, nor did Mr. Monroe
submit such a question to the Spaniards of
Florida, nor Mr. Polk to the Mexicans of
California, nor Mr. Pierce to the New Mexi-
cans, nor Mr. Johnson to the Russians and
Aleuts of Alaska. The power of the govern-
ment to deal with territory, foreign or domes-
tic, precisely as it chooses was understood
from the beginning to be absolute; and at no
stage in our whole history have we hesitated
to exercise it. The question of permanently
holding the Philippines or any other con-
quered territory as territory is not, and
cannot, be made one of constitutional right;
it is one solely of national duty and of
national policy.

As a last resort, it is maintained that even
if the Constitution does not forbid, the Mon-
roe Doctrine does. But the famous declara-
tion of Mr. Monroe on which reliance is
placed does not warrant this conclusion.
After holding that “the American conti-
nents, by the free and independent condition
which they have assumed and maintained,
are henceforth not to be considered as sub-
jects for future colonization by any European
power,” Mr. Monroe continued: “ We should
consider any attempt on their part to extend
their system to any part of this hemisphere
as dangerous to our peace and safety. With
the existing colonies or dependencies of any
European power we have not interfered, and
shall not interfere.” The context makes it
clear that this assurance applies solely to the
existing colonies and dependencies they still
had in this hemisphere; and that even this
was qualified by the previous warning that
while we took no part “in the wars of Euro-
pean powers, in matters relating to them-
selves,” we resented injuries and defended
our rights. It will thus be seen that Mr.
Monroe gave no pledge that we would never
interfere with any dependency or colony of
BEuropean powers anywhere. He simply de-
clared our general policy not to interfere
with existing eolonies still remaining to them
on our coast, so long as they left the coun-
tries alone which had already gained their
independence, and so long as they did not
injure us or invade our rights. And even
this statement of the scope of Mr. Monroe’s
declaration must be construed in the light
of the fact that the same administration
which promulgated the Monroe Doctrine had
already issued from the State Department
Mr. Adams’s prediction, above referred to,
that “the annexation of Cuba will yet be
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found indispensable.” Perhaps Mr. Mon-
roe’s language might have been properly
understood as a general assurance that we
would not meddle in Europe so long as they
gave us no further trouble in America; but
certainly it did not also abandon to their
exclusive jurisdiction Asia and Africa and
the islands of the sea.

THE candid conclusions seem inevitable
that, not as a matter of policy, but as a
necessity of the position in which we find
ourselves and as a matter of national duty,
we must hold Cuba, at least for a time and
till a permanent government is well estab-
lished for which we can afford to be respon-
sible; we must hold Porto Rico; and we may
have to hold the Philippines. The war is
a great sorrow, and to many these results
of it will seem still more mournful. They
cannot be contemplated with unmixed con-
fidence by any; and to all who think they
must be a source of some grave apprehen-
sions. Plainly this unwelcome war is lead-
ing us by ways we have not trod to an end
we cannot surely forecast. On the other
hand, there are some good things coming
from it that we can already see. It will
make an end forever of Spain in this hemi-
sphere. It will certainly secure to Cuba and
Porto Rico better government. It will fur-
nish an enormous outlet for the energy of
our citizens, and give another example of the
rapid development to which our system leads.
It has already brought North and South to-
gether as could nothing but a foreign war in
which both offered theirblood forthe cause of
their reunited country-—aresult of incalcula-
ble advantage both at home and abroad. It
has brought England and the United States
together—another result of mementous im-
portance in the progress of civilization and
Christianity. Europe will know us better
henceforth; even Spain will know us better;
and this knowledge should tend powerfully
hereafter to keep the peace of the world.
The war should abate the swaggering,
swashbuckler tendency of many of our
public men, since it has shown our incredi-
ble unreadiness at the outset for meeting
even a third-rate pewer; and it will secure
us henceforth an army and navy less ridicu-
lously inadequate to our exposure. It insures
us a mercantile marine. It insures the Nica-
ragua Canal, a Pacific cable, great develop-
ment on our Pacific coast, and the mercantile
control of the Pacific Ocean. It imposes new
and very serious business on our public men,
which ought to dignify and elevate the pub-
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lic service. Finally, it has shown such splen-
did courage and skill in the army and navy,
such sympathy at home for our men at the
front,and such devoted eagerness, especially

The Nobler Side of War.

HEN the convinced lover and advocate of

peace finds his heart “burning within him ” at
the call to battle; when he reads with quickening
pulse therecord of deeds of martial valor and endur-
ance performed by his countrymen on sea or land,
not in distant history, but last evening or this very
morning; and when he longs himself to take part
in the charge or sea-fight, it is natural that he
should search his consciousness for reasons for
this seeming inconsisteney. Is it the “battle in-
stinet” of his race asserting itself —that instinct
which Professor William James says “centuries
of peaceful history could not breed out of us”?
Is it solely the survival of the “figchting animal”
in man that makes a man of peace instinctively
prone to war?

It would seem more natural to suppose that
the apparently inconsistent passion for war on the
part of peace-loving natures—natures surely in
which there is left no preponderance of the origi-
nal savage—is not a mere rudimentary savagery, is
notamereevidenceof reversion (though that, doubt-
less, has a good deal to do with it), but because we
think of war, nowadays, not so much as being a
means of making others suffer as an ocecasion of
civing ourselves up to suffering. Surely in the war
against Spain it was the idea not of inflicting in-
jury upon an enemy so much as the idea of sacri-
ficing one’s self for a cause—for the cause of
country and humanity—that drew gentle souls
into the dangers of war and of tropical pestilence.

In the thick of battle, doubtless, on the part of
some there is the old desire to strike for revenge;
there is something of pure hatred, and love of
violent conflict. But in battle even the hardest
hitters doubtless are dominated largely by the
determination to crush the enemy in self-de-
fense, knowing that one’s own guns, used with
accuracy and rapidity, are one’s best protee-
tion; or there may be aroused the instinet of
sport—the devouring wish to “bag the game.”
Even the fighters who are represented as talking
most picturesquely of making the enemy’s tongue
the court Janguage of the infernal regions—even
they will be found at the end to be as courteous
and considerate as the types of ancient knighthood.

And in these new days of war the incidents that
cut to the quick not only in the consciousness
of the great population of non-combatants, but of
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among women, to alleviate suffering and hu-
manize the struggle, as to thrill every patri-
otic heart and make us all prouder than ever
of our country and its matchless people.

the soldiers and sailors themselves, are many of
them deeds of thrilling courtesy; the notes that
sound deepest of all are the mnotes of self-sa-
crificing bravery, and those of human brother-
hood. The matchless coolness of Dewey; Bagley’s
and Bernadou's courage at Cardenas; Winslow's
stanchness under hours of fire in the cable-cut-
ting at Cienfuegos; the calculating and superb
recklessness of Hobson; the quick and unsparing
force of the ships of Sampson and Schley; the
impetuous charg: of the soldiers at Santiago, and
their unflinching demeanor under frightful condi-
tions—these fill the soul with “noble rage.” But
even events like these do not touch the hearts of
the people more profoundly than acts of consid-
eration and humanity such as Admiral Cervera’s
chivalrous message concerning Hobson; the burial
by our own sailors, with all the honors of war, of
the brave Spanish sailors who died on our ships;
the refusal of Captain Evans to take the proffered
sword of the captain of the Vizeaya; gallant
Wainwright’s manly greeting to the chief captive;
and, later, Schley’s generous words to him, that
made the Spanish admiral throw his arms around
the neck of the American commodore; the saving
of the enemy’s surprised and grateful survivors
after the destruction of their fleets at Manila
and Santiago; and Captain Philip’s words, to be
remembered as long as noble deeds are told:
“Don’t cheer, boys; the poor fellows are dying.”

After all, does not the popular recognition of
the generous acts that accompany the inevitable
cruelties of war indicate that mankind is grow-
ing more and more sensitive to these cruelties,
and determined more and more to find other and
less barbarous means of settling international
controversies?

A Step Toward Universal Peace.

‘Tue remarkable utterances of M. Ollivier in his
article printed in the present number of Tue
CeNTURY, along with similar expressions, public
and private, of friendship for America by repre-
sentative Frenchmen and Frenchwomen, are wel-
come evidence that our great sister republic is
not unmindful of the ties that have long bound to-
gether the lovers of free government in the two
countries. That the better opinion of France has
been grossly misrepresented by the Parisian or-
gans of selfish interests is now well understood;





