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cers; he had the power to remove
them. He was as absolute as Na-
poleon: in all that related to the man-
agement of the war, and his supplies
were practically without limit. Even
when he appointed sons and nephews,
at the solicitation of congressmen, it
was upon his own responsibility. To
attempt then to shoulder the respon-
sibility for mismanagement upon con-
gress is utterly without justification.
That responsibility, no matter who
may be immediately to blame, must
rest upon the president himself.

A double purpose can be readily
discerned in the first effort to pick a
quarrel with the Philippine natives.
The war was over so quickly that
there was embarrassment in finding
excuses for keeping under armea con-
siderable number of volunteers, who
might be insensibly transformed into
that increase of the standing army
which has so long been conspired for;
and the fight in the streets of Manila,
which was unquestionably started by
the Americans, afforded a splendid
excuse for sending out there a large
body of troops whose disbandment
might otherwise have been demanded
by public opinion. So the quarrel
helped on the large standing army
scheme. But a still more important
irducement to foment trouble is the
excuse it would offer for establishing
a military protectorate, under which
the pirates that surround and to no
inconsiderable extent make up the
administration: might find a free field
for plunder.

" One would suppose that the ex-
posures already made in conrection
with the management of the war
might warn these delinquents to be
cautious; but it must be remembered
that they have every reason to suspect
that public indignation will not leave
them long in possession of their pres-
ent opportunities, or at amy rate that
the simple confidence which might
have allowed McKinley to go on un-
questioningly parcelling out the Phil-
ippines among his favorites has been
destroyed. The necessity with them

is therefore strong to make a bold
stroke, and what could be bolder or
more likely to succeed thanto stir up
native hostility? Nothing. Noth-
ing, that is to say, unless our own. peo-
ple awake to the fact that it is no im-
pertinence on the part of Aguinaldo
and his followers to seek to manage
their own affairs without foreign in-
terferenee.

Treasury officialsare cautiously put-
ting out an intimation that it will be
necessary to continue the present
stamp taxes until the Dingley tariff
law can be so revised as to be more
productive of revenue. Is it so, then,
that the Dingley law is such-a failure
as a revenue raiser that even treasury
officials admit it? What a blessing
the war has been to Mr. Dingley!
If there had been no stamp taxes to
eke out the custams revenues how
would he have made even himself

believe that his bill is what he claimed

it to be? With opportunities for
employment as scarce as ever and
wages as low as ever, while customs
revenues are too small to meet pub-
lic expenses more than a year after
the Dingley bill went into operation,
the Dingleyotic promises of McKin-
leyism look more than ever like a
grand bunco game.

American editors who indulge in
sneers at Aguinaldo, the Philippine
president, for making “an inmocent
demamd for a share of the booty cap-
tured by the Americans at Manila,”
need to be reminded that the making
of war an opportunity to get booty
is still & civilized proceeding. Let
us not sneer at Aguinaldo for having
an appetite for sharing booty, until
the episode of our army and navy
officers quarreling over the captured
ships at Santiago shall have been
quite forgotten.

In his letter of acceptance as the
populist candidate for member of
the board of county assessors of Cook
county, Ill., Clarence Moeller makes
a remarkable statement. He says
that more than 90 per cent. of the
Jand values of Cook county is owned

by less than 10 per cent. of the
voters. Is this true? If not, it can
be easily refuted. If it is true, it is
evidence of a concentration of wealth
which should make every thoughtful
man' pause. If 90 per cent. of the
area of a county like Cook were owned
by ten per cent. of the voters—90
acres in every 100 by only 10 voters
in every 100—we should be appalled.
But really it is much more appelling
to consider that 90 per cent. of the
land values are so owned. For land
values are the pecuniary measure of
the social advantages which a locality
has to ofter. The meaning, therefore,
of Mr. Moeller’s statement is that
10 per cent. of the voters of Cook
county own 90 per cent. of the social
advantages. It means that here is
an instance of the universal tendency
of social progress to enrich the few.
To counteract that tendency Mr.
Moeller proposes the abolition of
taxes on the kinds of property whichs
men earn by their labor, and the
concentration of all taxes upon land
values. Even the simplest mind
should be able to see that if that re-
form did nothing else, it would pro-
duce a more equitable distribution of
social benefits. Under such a sys-
tefn of taxation the profits of merely
owning land would fall and the prof-
its of using it would rise.

The Southern Pacific railroad re-
publicans of California could have
rendered Congressman Maguire no
greater service in his campaign for
governor than by adopting the plank
in their platform in which, referring
to the fact that he is a follower of
Henry George, they “oppose the doc-
trine of the single tax, of which the
democratic nominee is the apostle, as
being socialistic and anarchistic, and
the practical workings of which will
be to release stocks, bonds, corpora-
tions and usurers from taxation and
place all its burdens on the farmers
and owners of homesteads.” The
foregoing plank shows how low in
demagogy the republican party has
fallen, since it drifted away from the
traditions of Abraham Lincoln and
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accepted the guidance of the De-
Youngs and the Hannas. This plank
is welcomed by Joseph Leggett, ed-
itor of the single tax department of
the San Francisco Examiner, as
something which is “as unexpected
as it is gratifying to single-taxers.”

And well it may be. Tosaynathing
of the crass ignorance which could
describe the single tax, or anything
else, as both anarchistic and socialis-
tic—two ideas that are antipodal—
this plank will soon bring its spon-
sors to grief for having attempted,
with that little knowledge which is
a dangerous thing, to fool California
farmers. It is easy to'say in a plat-
form that the single tax would ex-
empt stocks and bonds from taxation;
but it is very much easier to prove on
the stump that the stocks and bonds
that the California farmer hates are
the-kind which the single tax would
wipe out of existence.’ So again it is
easy to say in a platform that the
burdens of taxation under the single
tax would fall wholly upon farmers;
but it is ever so much easier to prove
to the satisfaction of farmers that
they pay the great burden of taxes
under the present system, whereas
under the single tax they would pay
a comparatively small tax. The value
of farming land, irrespective of im-
provements, is a trivial part of the
working farmer’s possessions; and
that would be the basis of his single
tax. But the value of land is a very
large part of the possessions of big
ranchers, railroad moguls, and city
landlords; and that would be the basis
of their tax. Congressman Maguire
is to be envied. He has in his cam-
paign not only a good cause and the
support of a host of shrewd friends,
but what is often of more use in a
fight, the opposition of a fool enemy.

The democratic party of Iowa has
taken a stand from which it ought
never to recede, and to which the
national party and the people them-
selves must come if this country is
to be saved from the clutch of plu-
tocracy. It has demanded an amend-

ment of the amending clause of the
federal constitution, to the end that
any alteration of that instrument
may be thereafter made by & ma-
jority vote of the two houses of con-
gress, confirmed by a majority vote
of the people at the succeeding gen-
eral election. The author of the
plank in the democratic platform of
Jowa which: makes this demand, is
John H. Quick, mayor of Sioux City.
He argues for it in this vigorous

fashion:

The United States constitution: is a
tool to promote the public welfare.
Only the intellectually dead look upon
it as a fetish to be worshiped. People
who delight in using the brains of a
century ago to do their thinking witt:
are apt to froth at the mouth when
constitutional amendments are spoken
of. Yet, nobody can deny that the only
safeguard of the constitution is its pow-
er of growth, and it can grow through
amendment only. The stagnationists
will always oppose amendments. But
if the constitution is to live, it must
change, for life is only another term
for change, and the constitution of the
United States, as it now stands, is, to all
intents and purposes, practically un-
amendable. .

It is unfortunately true, as Mayor
Quick says, that the federal constitu-
tion is practically unamendable. It
cannot be amended unlesy a two-
thirds vote in both houses of con-
gress is secured for the amendment,
followed by a retification by thelegis-
latures or conventions of three-
fourths of the states; and while it is
true that a convention for proposing
amendments may be called by two-
thirds of the states, yet the amend-
ments so proposed, like those proposed
by congress itself, do not become
valid until the legislatures or con-
ventions of three-fiourths of the states
have ratified them. With such re-
strictions upon amendments, no
amendment is possible without vir-
tual revolution. A more unelastic
eystem of government could not be
conceived. No other nation is so
trammeled. Even autocratic Russia
could be changed to a democracy with
greater ease than we could substitute
direct for indirect taxation. The
voice of the people is said to be the
voice of God, and properly under-

stood that saying is a true one; yet
in our constitution we have placed
insurmountable obstacles in the way
of ite expression. Mayor Quick’s
proposition would remove those obh-
stacles. To what he proposes no
one can object who does mot wish
to keep the people in a strait-jacket.
Any change that congress might
adopt and a majority of the people
ratify could do no real harm. To op-
pose this reform is to oppose the
doctrine that the majority should
rule.

The democrats of Ohio are to be
numbered hereafter with the political
perties that have demanded the adop-
tion. of the initiative and referendum.
In their platform of this year L. A.
Russell, of Cleveland, secured the in-
sertion of the following plank:
“That as this is a government of the
people, by the people, and for the
people, we favor a reference of all
laws to the people themselves, so far
as practicable, under the mode first
devised and successfully practiced by
the enlightened republic of Switzer-
land, knownas the initiative and ref-
erendum.” Under this wise system,
as we have frequently explained, no
legislation could be foisted upon the
people without their consent. The
occupation: of the lobby in all its
forms would be gone. The boss
would lose his greatest power. No
laws would be valid under that sys-
tem, no steals could take effect, un-
less the people had voted upon them

"directly and approved them. Legis-

latures would be what they ought to
be, committees to frame bills and
discuss legislation; the act of legisla-
tion would be performed by the peo-
ple themselves.

The tin: plate ring, which drummed
up tariff protection for tin plate, all
for the benefit of the American work-
ingman, is now preparing to estab-
lish a tin plate trust. According to
the statements of some of the lead-
ers in this laudable scheme for the
protection of American industry, tin
plate production in the United States



