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"IN MEMORIAM"

EDWARD A. 0HEIGHTON.

The fifth of November is a day sacred in the college 

year, on which from the constant prospect of the future we turn 

to the past, away from the things we are striving to do for our

selves, to consider what others have done for us. For on this 

day, a quarter of a century ago, all but one year, the life-spirit 

of Edward Creighton, the founder of Creighton College, went out to 

greet its Maker. Many are the changes since then, none of which 

could be so dear to his heart, as the realization of what was then 

but a dream; viz. a college springing up at his bidding, fighting 

manfully against difficulty and adversity till in time it could feel 

that the high aim of a college was being fulfilled; could see its 

young graduates rise into prominence, reflecting honor on student 

and college alike; could reasonably hope for an enlarged influence 

in the future; making it an adornment to its neighborhood, a means 

of culture and refinement to its students and a source of well- 

deserved honor to its founder. And yet such has been the result 

achieved in the first twenty-five years of its history. This is the 

reason that when great men die they are said to still live, because 

by enriching posterity they make themselves immortal. One of these 

great and good men was Edward Creighton and not only today, nor
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next year nor even in a score of years to come, but while Creighton 

College is true to its purpose and its students true to themselves, 

his name will be linked with a good, far-reaching deed; and his 

memory preserved in gratitude.

It has been my good fortune to meet with a few details 

which may throw some light upon the inception, growth and progress 

of the idea that made Creighton College possible. Mr. Creighton 

had an only son and in this son he put the greatest hopes. He 

looked longingly forward to the time, when the young boy grown to 

manhood would fulfill fond expectation, rising equal to his oppor

tunities and become one of the nation’s great men. Ee probably 

considered the superior facilities and advantages of education, 

contrasted the opportunities of father and son, the hard-fought 

struggle of his earlier years to the affluence and ease that 

accompanied his closing days, and augured for his son a career 

commensurate with, and as fathers will do, even more distinguished 

than his own. This was the dreamy hope of the father. All was to 

be blasted!. All undone!. The tender flower bloomed auspiciously 

and gave great promise for a day and then came the chilling blight.

"Ere sin could blight or sorrow fade
Death came with timely cure".

My friends, the Greeks had a very pretty if only a 

poetical way of explaining such sad occurrences as this and they 

said, "Whom the gods love, die young". But human nature can only
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cry out in its lamentation "It is hard!” Against which the in

spired word answers, God's ways are not our ways, and of this we have 

here a beautiful, a comforting, I might almost say a spiritual 

example. Out of that "bereavement sprang future joy; what was to he 

the special and towering advantage of his best-beloved, was now to 

be within the reach of all. Education was to be open to him that 

sought it. The idea of a free college took its first roots here. 

True, not in a year, nor even in ten, was it to be in full swing, 

and its founder was to pass away before it was begun, but the 

purpose was unshaken and needed only time to carry it on to ful

fillment. So in God’s own wondrous way, out of that loss came 

gain, out of grief came joy, from out the darkness and gloom of 

death burst a dawn radiant with possibilities.

For all of which I need not speak to you of gratitude 

because your quick hearts have long ago anticipated the suggestion 

and have acted upon it. Bor is this the proper time to speak of 

the dignity and value of education, and by showing its great 

advantages ask you to make your gratitude equal to the greatness 

of the gift. But apart from the gratitude we owe to those who 

signally assist us, by making our life's road smoother and our 

aims higher and better, we should keep before us their example 

as something to be imitated and aspired to.
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And go back with me in spirit to the early days of 

the man whose memory we honor today. In the early years of this 

century a number of Irishmen settled in Perry County, Ohio. They 

had nothing which as the world goes seemed to augur a "bright 

future for themselves or their posterity; neither wealth nor 

refinement, neither position nor blue-blood. But they had 

what is worth them all; a strong manly self-reliance, brains that 

needed but a fair field to prove their mettle and hearts pure as they 

were noble. Perry County was the early home of the Creightons and 

Perry County is singularly distinguished for its great men. Some 

were an honor to their native Ohio, some found their labors in 

other lands, and some came westward to built up the west. Mr. 

Creighton came to the west. His success was marvellous. He built 

up a large fortune and became a power among his fellow-men. With 

his subsequent career you are as familiar as I. As he grew in 

years, he grew in affluence, and his new sphere widened his influence. 

Its good results were commensurate with his increased means.

But it was not to be for long. In the noon-day of his 

life, he was cut off when his labors seemed but half done. He 

had won what a great statesman called the best of human rewards 

"The love and admiration of his fellow citizens”. He had had fresh 

honors heaped upon him day after day, and the dreams of youth
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realized in the achievements of manhood. Though he had much to 

live for, still it was not too soon to die. His purposes, as well 

as the means to accomplish them, lived after him. How nobly they 

have been executed we need only look around us.

Here again we see how out of death comes life. Like the 

hardy mountain pine that breasts the storm and greets the sunshine, 

receiving alike the piercing blast of winter and the gentle caresses 

of the summer wind and lives on in perennial freshness; so too 

as years speed by, his memory shall live perennially fresh in grateful 

hearts, and even the most ruthless of destroyers, Time, bringing to 

everything mortal only oblivion and decay, will but deepen and widen 

the gratitude in which he is held.

His was the example of a good great man who fulfilled his 

duty, who played his part well, deserving the recognition his merits 

and good deeds still continue to win. We might say with Hamlet,

"He was a man that take him all in all, Nature might stand up before 

all the world and say this was a man".

In conclusion I would say, it behooves us as students of a 

college endowed by such a man, not only to feel grateful but to strive 

with resolute and persistent endeavor, to be worthy of the purpose 

he had in view. If he has done so much for us, it is but fair, that 

we by our exertions should make ourselves equal to our opportunity.



let our life be like his, a studied and successful endeavor to 

carry out the poet’s rule so highly sanctioned by common sense, 

"Act well your part for there all honor lies".



DAN IEL O'CONNELL

The honorable secretary has been kind enough to 

read me out for a poem, but as I am not a poet, nothing that 

I could write would approach the dignity of a poem. So I 

have chosen a theme, though not poetic, yet a true epic theme. 

The life of a man, the exponent of a great idea, it is ray 

purpose to illustrate to-night. I speak of one of the great

est of Irishmen - I had almost said the greatest - Daniel 

O ’Connell. For Irish patriotism Emmet seems to stand, as a 

representative of a statesman - Henry Grattan, and as the great 

orator - Edmund Burke; but in O ’Connell what characterized 

each was welded into a magnificent whole.

In 1775, the year of Lexington and Bunker Hill, 

a few months after Burke had made his great Conciliation 

speech, the future Liberator was born. Ho human eye that saw 

that little lad in his wild Kerry home could ever have dreamed 

of the work the future had in store for him. He was born 

under two evil stars. He was a Catholic, and a Catholic Irish

man. What these words meant a hundred years ago, it is beyond 

us to understand. Think of the two things which in this world 

will break the back of any nation - ignorance and poverty; 
think too of that relentless power that never flagged in making
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these dark dominions complete, and you have but a faint idea 

of what Ireland was at the time O'Connell was born. No 

Catholic could own, sell or be an executor of property. If 

his profits exceeded by one-third his rent, the Protestant 

who reported it was master of the surplus. To teach a 

Catholic was a crime; to harbor a priest, a felony; to be 

a priest was transportation. If the unfortunate returned, he 

was hanged. No office, political or otherwise, was open to 

a Catholic. It need never bring the blush of shame to any 

Irishman's cheek to say that in those dark days their fiercest 

spirit was cowed. If you put men in the black hole in 

Calcutta, they are doomed to die. And when you poison the 

very air of liberty, religion and enterprise, the spirit of 

a nation must surely die.
O'Connell was the right man, sent in right time; 

a new prophet to lead his people up to the light by a force 

never before realized. He was born just in time to be a 

barrister; he had the courage and patriotism to fight for 

two great ideas - Emancipation and Repeal. In one he saw 

his hopes realized. He wrote to the electors of Clare that 

he had conquered Wellington and converted Peel. The other 

was to break his heart. O'Connell died and half a century 

later Gladstone died, and there was no repeal. I cannot give
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you the history of the Emancipator - of how the great 

Irishman earned the title of Liberator, but I wish to con

sider the greatness of his achievement. A man who makes 

his own army is the greatest of generals - what O'Connell 

made entitles him to the highest reward. He found the 

Irish people broken, cowed, tamed like a beast of burden.

Out of them he forged the greatest moral thunderbolt that 

ever knocked at an oppressor's throne. Patrick Henry 

thundered for the American cause; Burke eloquently and 

philosophically showed its reasonableness; what came of 

it? Literally nothing. The arbitrament of three cents in 

taxation demanded the sword. We think that our vindication 

by the sword made an epoch in history. What shall we say 

then to O'Connell who alone succeeded where Henry and 

Burke and franklin failed. He pleaded not for a relief 

from taxation - he demanded relief from slavery. He 

pleaded, unlike the Americans, to a foe of centuries standing. 

And he won it without ever shedding a single drop of blood; 

without even, I may say, trespassing on the most rigorous

penal laws in existence - laws fitted, as a great frenchman
*

said, only for hell. How did he do it? By Agitation! 

O'Connell was the world's first great agitator, the noblest 

advocate of moral force. He found the Irish without spirit
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or hope; he made them men. In 1823 he broached the Catholic

Association. Every Catholic in Ireland must belong to it. Soon
*

the shilling a year from the peasantry meant thousands of pounds. 

Soon the 7,000,000 of men, clamoring for Emancipation, were heard 

across the Channel. O ’Connell had planned it well. He said to 

Sheil, who mistrusted its success, "I’ll make it succeed", and 

succeed it did. For the first time since the Battle of the Boyne, 

Ireland was a nation. Peel and Wellington became alarmed. Such 

a state was unprecedented in Ireland. Meetings of monsterous 

proportion, with not the slightest disorder, moved like a 

disciplined army at O'Connell’s slightest word. Some advised war, 

Catholics must be kept down, but when Wellington heard British 

regiments cheer for O'Connell, when England feared the sword, he 

offered peace and emancipation was the price.

Well had it been for O'Connell's fame had he died 

in that hour of his glory. If Napoleon had only died at 

Austerlitz. But no; the sun that blazed at Austerlitz went out 

forever on the plains of Waterloo. O'Connell, for the full measure 

of his fame, lived too long. Had he only been cut off just after 

he had been a year in Parliament, history could point to no such 

political figure. It was nob that O'Connell after Emancipation 

was less great. England hardened with time. O'Connell worked
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for Repeal. He made it the aim of his life; to it he sacrificed 

all wealth and fame, to see his dear old Ireland free. As he had 

won before, he hoped to win again. For thirty years he agitated 

as the world has never seen before or since. But his very success 

had turned England against him. Right or wrong, Whig or Tory, if 

Englishmen were agreed on anything, it was on no Repeal. O ’Connell 

agitated to the utmost. On the hill of Tara, where Ireland’s Kings 

of old were crowned, he spoke to, or rather before 700,000 people. 

Where in the world had there been such enthusiasm as this, and this 

was one out of many. Where they could not hear, they loved to hang 

onto the unheard but not unfelt words of their great champion.

Though his voice was like a clarion for clearness and sweetness and 

range, all human power must give away where the limits of that vast 

multitude must have faded away on the eye. What must have been the 

power of the man?

England now is England as of old; where she cannot 

steal, she will buy; where she cannot buy, she will condemn by law. 

O'Connell - a true uncrowned King - was arrested for sedition, tried 

before a Protestant Jury, convicted and sent to Richmond prison.

It broke the back of peaceful agitation; they had agitated and 

what had it come to? nothing. New spirits - Davis, Duffy and 

Meagher, thundered for war. O'Connell’s cause was slowly dying,
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though the House of Lords reversed the decision when Dennan 

uttered those famous words "Such trials by jury are only a 

mockery, a delusion and a snare”. O ’Connell went free, but 

broken-hearted. He had said ”no reform is worth a single drop 

of blood" and after thirty years of ceaseless labor, a prison 

had been his reward. But another calamity, sadder even than 

the failure of Repeal, was coming over O'Connell. He saw Ire

land in the throes of famine. Those voices that used to wel

come were stilled in death. Each famine stricken victim was a 

sword that pierced O ’Connell’s heart. For the last time he 

spoke in the House of Commons - Ireland was his first and last 

plea, but the giant of old was palsied now. O’Connell, eager 

to visit the Eternal City, got as far as Genoa and died.

Such are the main outlines of the great Irish hero. 

What must we think of him as an orator, as a statesman, as a 

man great at the bar; preeminent in the senate, he is unrivalled 

as an orator of the people. Where has there ever been such an 

audience as the 700,000 that assembled on Tara’s hill. Where was 

oratory so efficacious as to keep up a losing cause for forty years, 

to keep by its potent swell 7,000,000 under such perfect control, 

and never shed a drop of blood, never even commit a crime. Where 

was the statesman that ever won a nobler victory than Emancipa-
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tion with such means? I say for O'Connell’s equal as a tribune 

of the people, history has yet to show his equal. Demosthenes 

fired his Phillipics at the Macedonians, and the Athenians ran 

like sheep from Chaeronea. Cicero saved the state by exposing 

a conspirator; but O'Connell, in the teeth of the most intolerant 

bigotry in the world, with a people who had nothing but memories 

achieved, won emancipation. I protest to you this is not 

exaggeration. What O'Connell did needs no hyperbole. Great as 

he was as an orator and statesman, to me he is always greater as 

a man. Wendell Phillips said of him "The ocean of his philanthropy 

knew no shore". Wherever there was misery, O'Connell was its 

friend. Wherever oppression was, O'Connell made it less bitter. 

When O'Connell and the Irish party were sorely in need, when a 

few votes might mean Repeal, slave owners came to O'Connell and 

said "Speak for our cause and you have seventy-five votes". Then 

the true dignity of his manhood shone out, and he said "Though 

Ireland's fate might hang on it, may my right hand lose its 

cunning and my tongue cling to the roof of my mouth if even to 

save dear Ireland I should forget the rights of the negro slave". 

Gladstone, alone, of m o d e m  statesmen, approaches to his ideal of 

humanity.
O'Connell was a thorough-going Catholic. When first
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anti-Catholie oath was offered, with all courtesy and dignity he 

said "Part I know to he not true, the rest I believe to he 

false." He could not he seated. In early life he killed Desterre 

in a duel and repented of it his whole life long. He settled a 

pension for life on the widow and wore a black glove on his hand 

whenever he went to communion.

Though he failed in Repeal, he achieved Emancipation. 

He was preeminently great in action. What other Irishmen thought 

O'Connell succeeded in doing. Action, God-like action is 

O'Connell's noblest achievement. Burke was the greatest in 

thought, says Gladstone, "O'Connell the greatest in action".

Such a man is an honor to his race; few races indeed can have

such a man to honor. While Irishmen are Irishmen, when Liberty 

still holds up her head among the children of earth, the name of 

Daniel O'Connell shall he remembered as one of the purest of 

patriots, one of the greatest of orators, and one of the best of

men.



LORD BALTIMORE

There is no subject more worthy of commemoration than 

the deeds of those men, who labored to build the republic we now 

enJoy--and it is to the immortal praise of Catholics that in every 

phase of our wonderful career they have been tried and in no 

instance have been found wanting. You remember what Wendell 

Phillips said of races that they love to be Judged in two ways, 

by the great men they produce, and by the purpose, determination, 

and courage of the individual. We can apply no better criterion 

to our Catholic heroes. Stamped on every forehead was purpose, 

burnt into every right arm was determination, and written on 

every heart was courage.

Sail with Columbus across the unsailed deep, if you 

look for unflinching determination; penetrate the unknown wilder

ness with the saintly Marquette, if you would behold a purpose 

sublime; go to the field of Brandywine and view the bleeding 

Lafayette, if you seek true courage; stand on the martyr's grave 

of Kosiusko and ask the waters of the Hudson whose ashes are more 

sacred than his; then turn to the Immortal Declaration and read 

the name Carroll; then again to our glorious Constitution, which 
Catholic hands have helped frame; and now, citizens of the 

greatest and grandest of republics, ask yourselves what heroes of
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any age have more dearly won the plaudits of their countrymen.

"The chief characteristic of the American people", says 

Edward Burke, "is their fierce spirit of liberty", and every 

American glories in the charge of the great statesman. For it is 

our proudest hoast, that to liberty we owe the genius of our in

stitutions, to liberty we attribute the keynote of our success, 

and arm in arm with liberty we bid fair to rival the world. What 

praises then can be too great, or what language too rich to do 

ample justice to the one who first brought liberty to our shores, 

to the Catholic lord Baltimore, the founder of Maryland?

let me add —  If I were here tonight to tell the story 

of the Pilgrims, I would take their praises from a Webster or 

a Phillips--men who found no words too rich to extol the merits 

of their ancestors. Were I here to relate the story of O'Connell 

I would take it from the hearts of the Irish people— they who 

can wreathe no laurel too rich for their great emancipator. I am 

about to narrate the story of one whom many would gladly forget. 

I am to take it from the pages of Protestant history— from men 

who hated him as a Catholic and begrudged him the land that was 

rightfully his own.
Glance for a moment at the religious position of Eng

land in 1620. The High-Church men are in power exultant; the
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Puritans sullen and determined are waiting; the Catholics hounded 

and persecuted are hopeful; the High-Church men are against the 

Puritans; the Catholics eke out a mere existence at the mercy of 

both. It is a crusade of hitter intolerance. At such an opportune 

moment the first lord Baltimore appeared.

A convert to Catholicity, it became the aim of his life 

to alleviate the sufferings of his fellow Catholics by planting in 

the New World a colony where men might be as God had made them, - 

free and equal. Soon after he died; leaving his noble designs 

as a heritage to his son Cecil, who forthwith obtained a charter 

and hastened to carry out his father's wishes.

When all England was steeped in Religious bigotry, this 

charter the work of a Catholic proclaimed to all the world, that 

in the colony to be named Maryland, the persecution of the Old 

World was to be supplanted by liberty in the New; and their motto 

was to be, "Peace to all and intolerance to none". What work of 

man could bear a nobler message? The proudest moment in American 

history was, I think, when George the Third, with bitter regrets, 

granted us the self-same liberty; and today the noblest patrimony 

that a father can bequeath to a son is the divine heritage of 

Liberty --may it ever continue to be so-- may it ever be the guiding

star of American destiny.
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Let us follow the little hand of three hundred Catholics 

across the ocean to their new home. March 24, 1634, was indeed an 

eventful day in American history, when Liberty first took up its 

abode in the land destined to be its future home. It is 1637. 

Glance over its early years and mark its progress. We are told 

its prosperity was wonderful: Leonard, a brother of Cecil, made a 

wise and beneficent governor. In six months after Liberty had 

entered its Catholic and only home in the wide, wide world, the 

colonists had achieved more than the Virginians had in as many

years. "Its history", says Bancroft, "is the history of

benevolence, gratitude and toleration." No Indian wars marred 

the tranquil picture, peace was on every hearth, plantations 

teemed with crops, smiling villages studded the plain, everything 

breathed harmony—  for Liberty was bringing forth its fruit.

Turn to his mode of government and see the workings of a 

noble soul. With absolute authority, first he granted to all 

freemen the right to pass all laws, then a few years later waived 

his right to originate them. Turn to his treatment of Protestant 

refugees and view the impulses of a generous heart. From the 

persecution of Virginia, from the fanaticism of Massachusetts,

Protestants-the victims of Protestant intolerance-streamed in 

thousands into Maryland--the Land of the Free--there to be
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greeted with open arms, there to receive the same privileges as the 

original Catholic owners. It was an age of monopolies yet this man 

east them aside. It was at a period when colonies were planted for 

the sake of the reimbursement they would bring; but this man in 

order to accomplish his noble end, expended the princely sum of 

forty thousand sterling, with little or no return. As an almost 

universal rule, we read in History that the rulers most worthy of 

our esteem, are those who took from their own and added to the power 

of their subjects. If this be a true criterion, surely no figure 

in History is more deserving-of our praise, for with every wish of 

the colonists he was eager to comply.

Retrace with me the pages of History and select what 

Protestant you will; let him be the consummate product of American 

or European Greatness; let him be a statesman who has devised wise 

laws; let him be a soldier who has won great victories— add to his 

reputation a character, so immaculate that even calumny has held 

aloof, and point out for me the man, for whom his most enthusiastic 

admirer can claim a service greater than the one which Protestant 

historians concede to Lord Baltimore-- the laying the foundation of 

Liberty and free government in American--anticipating Roger Williams 

the most enlightened Protestant of his age; and taking his place side 

by side with the greatest benefactors of the human race— and yet this 

is the imperial renown, that History gives to Lord Baltimore.
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Now comes the saddest chapter in Marylandfs history aid 

one on which we would fain remain silent. Marvel if you will 

intolerance had crept within its sacred portals. What ghouls 

robbed the grave of its lawful dead? Who raised aloft the 

accursed and down-trodden banner of intolerance? Puritans, yes 

Puritans, we regret to sa- - men who possessed many sterling virtues, 

but who were fanatics as well--and men who ill requited the generos

ity, to which they were indebted for their lands, their homes, and 

the free exercise of their religion.

To be brief. The Protestants had grown in numbers. Once 

or twice the Catholic government had been overthrown. In 1648 the 

Catholics were forced to make a law hitherto unwritten, to insure 

their own toleration. The English Revolution had left the Puritan 

spirit everywhere dominant. In 1660 the colonists declared them

selves dependent on no one but the king. In 1692, the Church of 

England was made the religion of the colony. Again the torch of 

Persecution was flared in the eyes of civilization. Catholics were 

crushed, their education forbidden and their priests subjected to 

penal laws.
Such was the rise and such the temporary fall of American 

Liberty, but the seed was sown so deep that all Europe was too feeble 

to root it up. You will think that perhaps I have overdrawn his
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greatness, for Americans in the main are reluctant to trace their 

greatest "blessing to a Catholic— so they adapt History to suit their own 

ideas. But in the century to come, when the divine radiance of 

(Truth shall pierce the armor of prejudice— when all America shall 

realize the magnitude of his gift— then the unanimous voice of a 

grateful nation shall place in the azure "blue of Early Pawn, side by 

side with the immortal Washington, the name of the Apostle of Liberty, 

the Catholic Lord Baltimore.



(1898)

WASHINGTON

"Great men", says Edmund Burke, "are the guide-posts 

and land-marks in the state". And as each recurring year brings 

to us on this happy day the remembrance of Washington, it 

strikingly reminds us how good and how great a man The Father of 

his Country was. It brings home to us how vast is the debt we 

owe him, as well as how strenuously we should strive to preserve 

the fruits of his labors. It stimulates us to greater efforts.

It gives us a proper vent for our heart-felt gratitude. And may 

the American nation, as she goes onward and forward, century 

after century, never tire of sounding the praises of her greatest 

son.

It is but less than a century and three-quarters since 

Washington was born. There was little in his early surroundings 

that augured such a brilliant future. Around him was a trackless 

wilderness. Colonies as a rule are not the places to develop 

either great warriors or great men. And yet at that time Virginia 

and her sister colonies were nurturing a race of heroes and 

statesmen that were to imprint their names deep in the history

of events. Ideas of fearful import began to take root deep in 
the minds of this heroic generation of men. They were men of

principle, of honor and of loyal attachment to their mother

country, and its king. Of these, the greatest was Washington.



-2-

At last the inevitable came. The revolution was 

opportune. Nay! it was hardly less than providential. The 

spectacle which these few men, ill-armed and worse equipped, 

presented in staking their lives on a principle which the 

first among nations was determined to crush, is unique in the 

struggles of mankind. Men and whole nations have risen to 

smite a tyrant or demand with unrelenting vengeance their 

oppressors' blood. People have suffered every hardship under 
the sun sooner than be ground under the tyrant’s heel. The 

history of the world abounds with such heroic actions, but in 

no nation has such an insignificant force risen with uncon

querable might , prepared to fight to death, sooner than suffer 

the smallest infringement of a vital principle. At the head of 

this revolution was Washington.

He was Commander-in-Chief of the army that was to 

hurl defiance at the military and naval power of proud Great 

Britain. Command, apart from love for his country's good, had 

no attraction for him. With prophetic instinct, he realized 

that the cause of the revolutionists was one of the most 

momentous of m o d e m  times. He realized how tremendous was his 

responsibility. Ho general's heart was ever more ardently 

wrapped up in his cause. Trusting in the God of nations and
•',7 ' ' 

confident he was in the right, he never for a moment faltered.
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In the heat of battle, in the weary marches, in the hungry camps, 

his fortitude and courage gave new cheer to his men.

And when the time came that the first fair prospects 

were blighted by disaster, when fast friends fell away, left 

alone with his starving army, his great spirit never gave up.

He was confident of ultimate success, The justice of his cause 

lent courage and firmness to his hours of adversity. Ho loss 

could lessen, no set-backs shake, no reverse destroy his un

bounded confidence. It is well that it was so. It was well 

that the vigorous blood of the sanguine hero coursed through 

the veins of valiant yet discreet Washington. If for a moment 

his heart had failed him, the advent of Liberty as the guiding 

star of the new nation might have been long deferred.

Slowly but unavoidably the ragged army of patriots 

gave way step by step. Every inch from White Plains to Brandy

wine was stained with the all too-precious American blood.

Every onslaught was met by a general who never knew what it 

was to quail. Beaten back, his hopes, like the affrighted eagle, 

soared higher and higher. How and then a brilliant dash like 

the ever-memorable one at Trenton, revived the drooping spirits 

of the patriots. Such steadfastness, such heroism and such 

clear-sighted policy were bound to have their reward. If ever 

a general by a well-planned and persistent mode of operation
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ever deserved success, that general was Washington, And at last 

success did come. In the spring of 1777 the dark clouds that 

hung like a pall over the American hopes clear away and after 

Saratoga, the outcome was never once in doubt. When at last the 

struggle was over and Cornwallis’ sword was sheathed in Washing

ton's scabbard, the hero of the hour was lauded to the skies,

So much for his military career. But it is not as a 

general that posterity has found most in Washington to admire. 

Success in military exploits has too often shed a dazzling lustre 

around the names of the most heartless of men. We look for some

thing nobler in our great exemplar. As a general, Napoleon was 

far greater than he. But the Corsican toppled over mighty 

empires only to ride to their thrones through seas of blood. Our 
Washington was too just, too wise not to perceive that the 

mightiest of heroes are too often the most execrable of men.

So all in all, we Americans may well say no general ever served 

his country or his cause better than our own immortal Washington. 

Which of itself is a general's highest praise.

From the field of victory to the throne of empire is 

the easy transition which great warriors too often take. Where 

in the history of conquering heroes can we find such pure and 

disinterested motives as those which induced Washington to as

sume charge of civil affairs? The idol of three million hearts
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statesmen.

From such an eminence, filling a greater space perhaps 

than any other individual in the eyes of the world, like a 

famous English statesman, his calm spirit looked with longing 

away from the busy cares of states to a prospective retirement 
at his home, Mt. Vernon. His public career had been pregnant 

with great deeds and now in his old age, it was fitting that 

his noble spirit should seek a much-needed rest in his beloved 

home. But it was only a few years, when ripe in age and in 

wisdom, that he was called to his reward. And a nation mourned 

its greatest man.

As a man, history scarce furnishes a parallel. B o m  

to act in stormy times, when the baser passions are wont to be 

aroused, he preserved an equability of temper and mind that makes 

him one of the most lovable characters of history. In sobriety, 

moral rectitude and purity of principle, he is the grand exemplar 

of men of this world. There have been greater soldiers, as 

Napoleon and Wellington, and greater statesmen, as Pitt and 

Richelieu, and holier men, as many a saint, but that exquisite 

blending of soldier, statesman and man, which we find in Washing

ton, has perhaps been allotted to no other man.

It is but a fitting tribute to call such a man "The 

Father of His Country"; to place him first in the hearts of his
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countrymen; and to keep alive gratitude and praise in honor 

of his name. Foreigner as well as native joins in proclaiming 

his praises. They are ever fresh. Their sweetness never loses 

tone. The patriots of Bulgaria may love almost to adoration 

their mighty Scanderherg and Englishmen may revere the names of 

Hampden and Pym, hut far dearer to the American heart is the 

magic name of Washington. Other men there may he to whom we 

are hound hy the most endearing ties, hut around Washington as 

the great centre they may well rest content to move. And  

rightly so. The geniuses of our Lincoln and our Webster may 

have shone with the dazzling splendor of an arctic brightness, 

hut their efforts at best were made possible hy the life, the 

labors and the genius of Washington.

As a nation, it augurs well for the future that his 

posterity at the present day looks hack with such gratitude on 

his heroic labors. Let us, then, as Americans, as lovers of 

our country and as lovers of men do our best to keep alive this 

heart-felt gratitude for our glorious dead, in the hope that 

some great hut as yet secluded geniuses, trusting in a like 

reward, shall come forth to grapple with the questions of the 

hour with as much success, let us hope, as attended their grand 

exemplar, Washington.



IDEALS AS VIEWED I IT OZAITAM.

There is nothing which gives us so pleasing a prospect 

of human nature, as the contemplation of the beautiful and the 

good; and when these two attributes occur in a special degree of 

perfection or excellence, whether it be in character or art, they 

arouse in us not merely admiration but excite us to emulation. 

Artists in order to draw inspiration from the great master-pieces 

gaze in silent rapture on the immortal paintings of Raphael or 

Correggio; sculptors in hopes of catching an inkling of his 

marvellous touch, stand entranced before the master-pieces of 

Michael Angelo; and so on, in every path of excellence, we find 

that the ones, who have achieved the greatest success, are those 

who studied and communed with the great spirits preceding them;

having either in their imagination or before them, some ideal 

of perfection, to which they v/ere ever pushing forward, from 

which they drew their inspiration, and ultimately won their fame.

So it is with the ideals of our fancy. They are the 

secret springs that lend vigor to our actions, energy to our en

deavors, and nobility to our aims; guiding, as it were the trend 

of our aspirations, moulding the lineaments of our character and in 

fine, making us what we really are: for Just as Christ, the 

Shepherd and the Light, illumined the pathway of darkness with



the fullness of divine light, so.too our ideals- aptly called the 

world's masters, lead us on to a perfection,

"Filling more and more v/ith crystal light 

As pensive evening deepens into night” , 

till in the end, if we have been true to the inspirations of our 

ideal, our fondest dreams of perfection and excellence shall 

culminate in the highest heavens above our heads; in the Ideal 

of ideals- the All-Perfect God. In what then consists the true 

ideal? We should call it, the peering into the future, buoyant 

with the highest hopes we can form; sailing the high-seas of 

fancy, outlining for ourselves the career, the best we can hope 

to win; not brilliant with idle imaginings; not based on inor

dinate ambition that like Macbeth's,

"Overleaps itself and falls on the other side", 

but the career, the highest, the noblest, and the best; that we 

can rationally conceive accomplished. And in proportion as 

virtue or goodness exists in us, the quality and essence of our 

ideal shall become more perfect and more beneficial.

Ideals remind us of those lines of Tennyson,

"A man is not as God
But then the most god-like being most a man", 

for although as we conceive it, our ideals when they are contin

ually in the ascendant grow in perfection; or rather let us say
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our ideal of today is outshone in perfection by our ideal of 

tomorrow; and although it is not in our power to reach the Olympian 

heights of our ideal, still the nearer we approach, the more 

successful and fruitful will he our imitation. History is 

replete with examples of successful imitation. Alexander it is 

said cherished his Homer as a priceless treasure, because it 

served as an inexhaustible fountain of valor, and presented heroic 

ideals upon which he could pattern his career.

But if for the nonce, we put aside these ideals based 

upon the ephemeral perfection of the world; and pass over to the 

infinite and eternal realms of the Author of all perfection, to 

what we may call the Catholic ideal: the history of the Church 

resplendent with the sufferings and persecutions of her martyrs; 

the piety and zeal of her fathers; the purity and virtue of her 

daughters, presents to us for contemplation, a panorama of sub

lime perfection, which held up as its ideal; as the pattern of 

its endeavors; the source of all true excellence- the model of 

all true perfection- Jesus Christ.

The Catholic then is the highest of ideals. It implies 

a perfect rectitude of principle; a perfect rectitude of desire- 

for as Giles says, "Desire is the parent of habit and habit is 

the continuity of life"—  but above all, an unswerving loyalty 

to God and to his Church. A Catholic idealist will cheerfully



lay down his head upon the "block to support his convictions as 

Thomas More did; will descend from the throne of Peter as 

Celestine did, imbued with humility; and will always, under all 

circumstances, be, as it were, the knight-errant in all that 

conduces to God's glory.

But of all the many in whom that Christian perfection

existed which we have styled the Catholic ideal, none presents 

to us a more glowing picture of what is noble and virtuous in 

human nature than the career of Frederick Ozanam, whose life

long devotion to truth, his world-wide charity, his fervent zeal 

and piety, have lent his name as a brilliant star in the galaxy 

of History; and for his equal, at least in the nobility of soul, 

and energy of mind, the annals of Catholic literature resplendent 

as it is in virtuous characters, can hardly bring forward another 

in whom moral loveliness and Christian sentiment were so happily 

linked with energy of character and force of intellect,- as in 

Frederick Ozanam.

Ho words are too strong, no picture of wreck too graph

ic to portray the Chaos into which France- the land of St. Louis 

and Charlemagne- was steeped at the beginning of this century, 

from the teachings of the philosophic encyclopedists and scoffers.

The spectacle it presented when viewed from a Christian stand

point was the saddest; which the Church in her long career of 
centuries had ever been called upon to witness. Christianity

4.



5

that had found the French the rudest of barbarians, had so 

completely metamorphosed their characters and their customs, that 

France stood out as the most polished nation in Christendom; first 

in culture, and science; and for its reward there came a time when 

the idea of religion was scouted and scoffed at; the souls of men 

were poisoned as if from a viper’s sting; till it seemed, at least 

in that quarter of the world, that Catholic teaching and Catholic 

ideas were forever at an end, "the ruin of the altar seeming as 

complete as the ruin of the throne".

Into society such as this, Ozanam born in 1813 was 

ushered into life, that he might throw himself into the breach in 

his attempt to stem the tide of infidelity; by regenerating the 

Church in France, by breathing a new vigor into the clergy; to 

instill into the hearts of the youth of France a firm love and 

veneration for the Faith, which had brought glory and renown to 

their forefathers; and a Faith which Ozanam made it his life's 

work to prove "was a pillar, supported by science, luminous with 

beams of wisdom, of beauty, and of glory". How well he succeeded 

is attested by the fact, that religion in France has been con

stantly gaining the ascendant; and in order to appreciate the mag

nitude of his task and the energy it required, we must carry our

selves back in spirit to the so-called age of reason.

As a youth he displayed a vigor of mind and a prowess of 

intellect, such as God grants only to the favored few. But gifted



as he was with prodigious natural talent, his boyhood, his manhood, 

and his old age, were one long period of tireless labor; for as 

Wendell Phillips truly says "However great the natural endowment 

it is the discipline of life after all that completes the miracle". 

While still a hoy, it seems that his youthful mind was for a moment 

tainted by the doubting spirit of the age; but like the true hero 

that he was, his firm determination and the reverence inculcated by 

the best of mothers, enabled him to grapple with and conquer his 

doubt. In after life, if for a moment he was disturbed by uncertain

ty or agitation, he always strove to remove it from others. To a 

young friend in doubt he says, "But believe, Oh! then life is

beautiful and worthy of all reverence and love".

At an early age, fired with a laudable ambition, he 

conceived the plan of writing a book, which should pass in brief 

review the religions and creeds of all nations; and by tracing the 

Various myths and allegories to their sources prove that the pillar 

to which they all tended was Christianity; and from this--the 

philosophy of universal history— he would show the glorious appli- 

cation v/hich the Church had made of her heaven-sent materials; and 

thus he hoped by such a mammoth and conclusive array of indisputable 

facts, to cope with the false spirit which had swept over France 

perverting minds and morals of a nation once the firmest of 

Christians. Prom the greatness of the task-which alas! he was not

6 •
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spared to complete, we may get some insight into the character and 

nature of Ozanam.

In order to appreciate the nature of his work, we must 

remember that the condition which confronted the knightly champion 

of the Faith, was not a nation like England or Germany split up 

into erring sects, but a nation which doubted the reasonableness of 

faith itself. In his course of philosophy he came into contact 

with M. Juoffroy at the Ecole de Droit- who like the rest of the 

infidel professors thought it a fit theme of philosophy to impress 

upon his youthful hearers the untenability of Revelation. The 

argument was taken up by Ozanam and his young friends- the first 

Step suggestive of the great movement that was to follow- and the 

professor who for five years had not heard a Catholic dissentient 

voice was now met with an array of talent before which he quelled, 

capitulated and made public apology.

It had occurred to Ozanam that unity was desirable; for as 

they were at present, a few golden grains among a field of chaff, 

it was impossible to successfully combat the opposition. Thus was 

organized the Conferences, open to all comers; where the objections 

of the various schools we re answered, till at last, brought to bay, 

they asked one, the last question: "BahI Show us your works".

Ozanam was seized with an idea, "let us put our Faith" 

r said he "under the protection of charity”; and here was inaugurated
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the great movement placed under the patronage of St. Yincent de 

Paul, which had for its purpose the alleviation of the sufferings 

of God’s poor, by alms and l'aumone de la direction. In a few 

years the work which Ozanam and his little coterie of friends had 

taken upon themselves to support was destined, as he said, by God’s 

grace, to spread its Titan-like hands over nearly all the nations 

of Christendom. It will always remain as a monument to the 

endearing memory of the one, who by his zeal and piety had 

crystallized thought into action; and as a result this memorable 

society having for its end charity- which as St. Chrysostom says,

"Is the scope of all God’s commands"- soon spread its benign 

influence among the poor; till Ozanam could point with pride and 

say "Here are our works"!.

"He is truly great", says Thomas a Kempis, "who is great 

in charity"; and in whom of those noble souls who gave their lives 

to charity, can we find a nobler instance of a great man Sacrificing 

his life's work for the love of God; that by his labor he might 

instill into the hearts of the youth of Prance, a veneration and a 

love for religion. All through life his mind was occupied in 

brooding over the miseries of humanity and attempting to lighten 

the burden, by the panacea which has never failed , "By Christian- 

izing the masses". We may say of him what Wendell Phillips says of 

O'Connell, "The ocean of his philanthropy knew no shore". There was 

no invidious distinction of creed,- Catholic, Protestant, or infidel,
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provided they were in need, were the recipients of his charity. 

Charity indeed was the pole star around which M s  hopes for the 

future revolved, and the means hy which he hoped to revive 

Catholicity.

All along his mind reverted to the great scheme of his 

childhood- we may say of his life- the justification of Catholicity 

by the philosophy of history. When at length his brilliant 

talents, his depth and versatility in learning, had won for him a 

chair in the Sorbonne, he grasped the occasion as the opportunity of 

his life; and following the example of Guizot and Cousin, turning 

the rostrum into a pulpit, he thundered forth the truths of 

Catholicity in tones that electrified his hearers and turned scoffers 

into believers. We imagine that were it not for the eloquence and 

convincing force with which the fearless champion of truth and jus

tice forced his convictions upon his hearers; the infidel youth of 

Prance, like the Athenian rabble, might have answered, "akousometha 

palin". But his brilliant talents and persuasive eloquence soon 

effected a happy change in the state of Catholicity in Prance; and 

everywhere the name of Ozanam was cited as a prodf of the growing 

vigor of Catholicity; and as a model of virtue and excellence of a 

true Catholic gentleman, ho man ever had such an influence oyer 

the minds of the youth of Prance as he; and the revolution in morals 

and religion which he brought about may well be considered as one

9.



10.

of the most far-reaching, as well as the most righteous, that has 

ever swept over the opinion of any country.

In private and public, his career is almost without a 

blemish. No one ever took better heed of the advice of St. Jerome, 

"let us learn upon earth the things that call uis to heaven". One 

of the greatest geniuses of his time, Ozanam was one of the 

huiftblest of men. As he himself says, "No vine in the FatherTs 

vineyard has been more richly blessed than mine; every virtue has 

been brought forward by the inward voice, but I have not expanded 

under the divine breath nor stru.ck the roots deep."

"Oh humility!
That low sweet root
From which all heavenly virtues shoot."

His one anxiety throughout life was to be where God wished 

him to be; and the sacrifices he made by choosing literature as a 

profession, show how well he followed the lead of Providence. His 

charity has won for him, we hope, a crown of immortal glory, for 

its good effects, while keeping alive the memory of its founder will 

always add fresh lustre to his name. As a writer, a journalist, and 

a professor, he was above all a Catholic; and when In 1855, before 

his grand project had been finished, after a life eventful and 

pregnant with good deeds, he departed, "To where beyond these voices 

there is peace" all France realized that one of her greatest sons 

had passed away.



11.

It seems to be a part of the scheme of divine Providence, 

in order to teach nations a salutary lesson, that he permits the 

ungodly to prosper for a time; to even counteract the influence of 

his Church, till at last he raises up a man, who in accordance with 

the scheme of divine Providence and aided by his grace, throws 

himself into the breach and rescues his nation from the seeming 

universal ruin, into which the enemies of God have plunged her.

Such was Ignatius Loyola. God raised him up that he might check 

the growing progress of Protestantism; and he brought about a 

reaction which Protestantism has never been able to counteract.
 _

So it was with Ozanam. God raised him up, that by his winning talents, 

his virtue and piety, he should wield an influence that would check 

the mad career of infidelity. May God in his mercy, raise up in 

every land where the Faith is in danger, such men as these- models 

of piety and virtue- that by their sublime example, they may lead 

nations to imitate the perfections to which the Catholic ideal may 

aspire.



TEE WORLD -  SELF-EXISTENT AND EXTERNAL OR NO?

The ancient philosophers as a rule considered the world 

more as a mechanic does a machine than as a philosopher should view 

the object of his inquiry. The mechanic takes it apart, the 

philosopher should tell of what the part is made. If the machine 

be matter his ultimate inquiry should be as to what made matter.

But Plato and Aristotle sought after the composition of the world, 

rather than after its cause, for to them it seemed necessary. Before 

their time the Chinese philosopher Lao Tseu taught that, the first 

cause- styled by him the supreme reason- existed in two states 

corresponding almost exactly to the two classes produced by its 

contemplation, the material and the immaterial. As we have already 

seen the Brahmins inclined towards the doctrine of emanation. Akin 

to the doctrine of Lao Tseu is the theory of the early Egyptians 

according to which Osiris is the spiritual and Iris the material 

being and their union brought about the world. In Graeca Minora 

the philosophers were divided on this question. Thales, Anaximander, 

and Heraclitus supposed a primitive substance, that in virtue of its 

own power, by a process of evolution and transformation, produced the 

world. Thales claimed for a sort of ethereal water this supposed 

primitive. substance, while Anaximander gave it to air, and Heraclitus 

to fire. The other school, and Anaxagoras very distinctly, recognized



a spiritual motive force, which imparted to primitive matter its 

motion, and its consequent mutations.

Plato and Aristotle as we have seen did little more than 

steal their predecessor’s thunder, and perhaps were it not for 

revelation we would he in the dark as much now as then. Revelation 

makes it quite clear and philosophy comes in to uphold revelation.

In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. To create 

implies two things, viz., a making, and a making out of nothing as 

a material cause. It is not a very difficult task once we have 

the clue to prove it is the right one. For, suppose the contrary 

were true and what follows? If the world were causeless then it 

would he self-existent, necessary, and infinite; if it has a material 

cause, then it can he neither self-existent, necessary, nor infinite- 

In the latter case it would he the cause and not the effect that 

would he necessary. But this only pushes the difficulty hack and 

leaves it unanswered. So we can get out of the dilemma only in one 

way- We must hold that the world is necessary and self-existent as 

it stands, and never needed creation. Now from the very nature 

of the case the world cannot he a necessary and self-existent being. 

Self-existence and immutability go together. The necessity of being is 

a function of its- existence as it is, and change necessitating transi

tion, contradicts necessity. If the world were necessary as a nebula



it could never generate worlds, for when it settled down into separate 

stars and planets it lost its nebular structure, and hence if it 

were necessary, its necessity too. There have been philosophers 

who maintained that the world was eternal and immutable, and Zeno 

pretended to prove that motion was impossible. As the proof of 

vital and substantial change is the gist of the argument, it will be 

well to lay it open more fully, and for the sake of being reasonable,

I am going to admit all that evolutionists can in reason expect.

Change has three elements, a previous and a subsequent state, and a 

being that passes from the one to other. Because the world does 

certainly change, it is certainly not self-existent. Ho one can well 

deny that there is c hange, but some wish to call it all accidental 

change. There are some facts which seem to support them. In all 

these years, not one particle of matter has been added to the world's 

store and not one taken away. If all the combined matter in the world 

were bi'oken up there would be just the same number and amount of sim

ples as there ever was- Here is an example. Oxygen is breathed in, 

carbonic acid gas exhaled, plants absorb the carbon setting free the 

oxygen and thus the process is repeated ad infinitum.If this were 

true of all nature it would be hard to prove its real mutability.

For, granted that the oxygen of the air becomes carbon dioxide in 

the body we cannot well say that the individual substances are an

nihilated or even changed permanently, since the original substances
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can always be educed. So they conclude since there is no diminution 

or increase of substance, therefore it is changeless and self- 

existent- If this argument were all sound, still I think it might 

he admitted without doing any harm. But evolution gives us a solid 

proof- If matter was first chaotic and them came life, ascending 

through a beautiful gradation up to man, we can say that the world has 

undergone a substantial and radical change. For the resultant com

pound is not reducible to its elements without loss, and this is the 

best proof of radical change. If all matter were lifeless once, and if 

some matter is not lifeless now, the parity is lost and the increment 

of change is the difference between the respective states. Uor could 

it be that matter possessed life in posse because whatever necessarily 

has life in posse can not cease to have it. Bow two things are very 

certain about matter, viz., that some things have never lived and 

that others have died and will never live again. Whereas if each 

particle of matter possessed in itself the power of immanent action, 

it could never by any means whatsoever lose it. And if each were 

without it it follows that all are without it and hence the world 

that has it now and which did not have it before, must have undergone 

a substantial change. Summing up then we may say that the very men who 

oppose us give us proofs of the world’s silent but majestic mutability, 

and thus put into our hands the very weapon to confute them, for a 

mutable world cannot be self-existent world, because the self-existent
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cannot change.

If then the world is a contingent "being it owes its 

existence to something else, and hence had to be made. This never 

entered the heads of the very ancient philosophers, so they missed 

the opportunity to discuss making out of nothing. But the axiom out 

of nothing nothing can be made, has been the war cry of atheists of 

modern times. And Victor Cousin because of it rejects creation out 

of nothing and cites in support of his stand, Leucippus, Epicurus, 

and Lucretius among the ancients, and Bayley and Spinoza among the 

moderns. Now one thing is clear, that nothing cannot be the material 

cause of something, because there is a plain contradiction involved. 

We merely say that the creative act gave matter its existence and 

that it had no material cause. We cannot well show the how but we 

can show it could not be otherwise. There is but one alternative 

and that is to make it out of something. Reduced to a last analysis 

this ultimate something is either necessary or contingent. Since it 

cannot be necessary it must be contingent. Now it cannot be made 

out of a material cause else it would not be ultimate nor could it 

be made out of the substance of the necessary being, because in that 

case the latter being open to change would be necessary and still un

necessary. So we say that the world was created out of nothing and 

reason clearly proves it by proving it could not be otherwise.
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As to when it was created opinions based on pure reason 

seem to diverge. Some say the world may have been created from 

eternity, others seem to prove it must have been created in time.

The first say that God had the power from all eternity, but this 

seems to me to be both true and untrue. While it is true that 

God's power is from eternity, it need not follow that creation 

could also be from eternity. For if it did, then, the world 

being co-eternal with its maker, must needs share his infinitude 

of time; and measured in years as undoubtedly it could be, the 

number of its years would be infinite. But this cannot be, for the 

very essence of years, i. e. a number of time units, is definiteness, 

and at most can only be the potential infinite.

And yet the proof in regard to the infinite series of 

changes does not appear to me altogether conclusive. If it is 

granted as it must be granted, that an infinite series of changes 

cannot be run through, it need not follow that because we can 

catalogue and count changes that we either destroy their infinity 

or make possible an increase. For although we were to reckon the 

years since the world began and add them to the infinity of God's 

previous existence we would not increase it by a hair. And although
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infinite now, ten million years hence it will "be nothing hut 

infinite still. So with an infinite series of changes hy being in 

the middle we have no effect on the ends* The infinite hy its 

nature is indivisible. No collection of units can make it up, 

because a unit implies a beginning and infinity denies it. Hence 

the infinite cannot be resolved into units or finite parts but 

must be viewed as a single indivisible whole. If then an infinite 

series were possible the changes going on before us might be that 

infinite series. But it may be objected that there is an essential 

difference between infinite changes and eternity. Change is actual, 

infinite time only possible, for time began with creation. If 

however creation be put at eternity time must also be eternal and 

the cases are parallel.

But I think there is a, good philosophic reason why the 

world was created in time and not eternity. Every cause must 

precede its effect both in nature and time. For if cause produces 

some effect outside itself, its reason of existence must have been 

prior in time, else for all we know the effect might be the cause 

and the cause might be the effect indiscriminately. For although 

the apprehension of causality is a function of the intellect the 

sense must first report succession in time. I venture to say 

that if a strange being from another sphere were to see for the 
first time twenty men kick simultaneously at twenty curs that barked
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simultaneously, he would he at a loss to say whether the harks 

caused the kicks or the kicks caused the harks. Hence causality is 

unknowable without succession of time. If then God and the world 

both existed from eternity we could not in reason say which was 

the cause and which the effect. And this is absurd, yet if 

priority in time he the characteristic of every cause where that 

priority is indistinguishable all we can rationally do is to 

suspend judgment. I do not fail to apprehend a difficulty that 

may he urged, viz., that although natural effects are always 

subsequent to their causes, the same need not hold true in the 

case of God. The distance in nature between cause and effect is 

bridged by time and so with God the chasm between nothingness 

and something can only be bridged by time . Their co-existence 

is absurd. If there never was nothing then God did not create, 

but if there was nothing and then something, the world was created 

in time.



THE HIGHER LAW

It often happens that two scientific opinions on the 

same subject widely disagree, and then as the old adage has it 

disciples are free. Geologists, e. g., from volcanic eruptions, 

geysers, oil and gas wells, etc., draw an argument for the molten 

state of the earth’s interior; while physicists starting with 

equally good data, viz. the earth's density, conclude that the 

earth near the center must have the consistency of steel. This 

goes to prove that on some subjects after all the light human 

genius can throw upon, it ends in incompatible conclusions.

We are going to discuss Law, a science not as exact as 

some others, but what it loses in exactness it makes up in rigor. 

Whether the center of the earth is fluid or solid, whether in

10,000,0(30 years the sun's energy shall have spent itself, are 

questions interesting and instructive, but the truth or falsity 

of which we are free to believe or disbelieve, as we please. But 

it is all important for us to know whether certain acts are 

lawful or unlawful, because when we break the law we are not free, 

the law will have us in its clutches. When the law says this is 

so, it is right or it is wrong, your suit is just or your conten-
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tion is contrary to law; instead of the far away speculations of 

science, the law acquaints us with hard and often rough-edged 

facts* Does the law settle the matter forever and a day? This 

is of some importance for us to know, whether the law hy 

punishing one deed as wrong, permitting another as lawful, really 

makes them so.

The science of law carries with it the dignity of ages, 

it is the consummate product of human prudence relating to human 

acts; the anthology, as it were, out of the experience of past 

ages. Before its majesty we humbly pause, but lest we overestimate 

its worth, we must investigate what it is.

Human law takes cognizance of overt acts only, as a rule 

of only such overt acts as work harm to more than the individual 

perpetrators. To mete out justice, is the business of law. Of 

acts, which do not come under its scope, of course, it has nothing 

to say. This being so, there is, as there must be, a law outside of 

what is called human law. If the law did settle all, then on an 

island, where no country had jurisdiction, there would be no harm 

in murder, robbery, arson, nor any crime in the calendar. And should 

any one be so wrong-headed as to hold this, then to cut his father*s 

throat would be no crime unless he got caught. It needs no proof 

that there is in murder an intrinsic guilt that no law can lessen, 

increase, or justify. It is wrong because it violates a higher law.



Looking at it, in another way, "because it is at least 

theoretically possible for human law to sanction any crime whatsoever, 

the evil of such a crime can not depend upon a law which sanctions 

it; therefore it must depend upon a law which transcends the human.

But there is a way out of this, and some take it, pleading that 

what the law sanctions, cannot per se he wrong, hut they know nothing 

of law. Human law punishes wrong, it cannot make it; wrong must as 

it were, he thrust upon it, before the law recognizes it at all, 

while if the law makes a crime, the first law would have been an 

impossibility; there being no crime a law to prohibit it would be an 

absurdity. A new law is never made until the occasion arises, and 

the new crime has to exist before a new law is passed to meet the 

exigency. As is natural to human imperfection, there are crimes 

not unlawful, and some good acts that are unlawful.

But there is a law, which has universal Jurisdiction over 

even the human law itself. The guilty murderer whom the law calls 

innocent has to answer still before high heaven. Of itself, this 

proves the necessity of another law to make amendments for the short

comings of the human law.

We may consider the law as a fine and costly fabric woven in 

the most wondrous of all mills - time. Its warp and woof are the 

great Jurists who made it what it is. Like every fabric, it too has 

a test, which nowadays some call experience. Good laws they say last,



-4-

had ones are thrown aside, thus experience is the criterion of law. 

But it seems to me one thing has Been unpardonahly overlooked, 

the exemplary end of the workman has received no consideration. As 

a painter follows an ideal, the cloth-maker a print, if our 

similitude holds, human law should he the copy of a model. This 

cannot he experience. From what we have seen, we have already hit 

upon it and called it the higher law. This was the field into which 

the original law-givers looked for precedents and principles,- the 

pattern upon which human law is formed. The nearer the law ap

proaches its model the more perfect it is, hut as it is in its 

power to also miscopy the higher law it is our duty to keep fast to 

the higher when the human,J.aw goes astray.



THE RELIABILITY OP KNOWLEDGE.

It is a strange thing about knowledge that, everybody 

wants it, and the more you have of it the greater your capacity 

and means will be for receiving more. It is its own and suffic

ient end, its possession is its highest reward, like the sleeping 

beauty in the tale, who rewarded her captor by becoming his bride. 

Knowledge is defined as the certain perception of truth, and when 

we lose certitude, knowledge slips from our grasp. And this is 

what happens quite often when inquisitive minds look for the 

reasons of their knowledge but do not go about it in the right 

way- Knowledge is an intellectual structure not unlike the leaning 

tower of Pisa, much of which is out of plumb, but which stands 

firmly and securely because its center of gravity falls within its 

solid base. But if you were to pry stone after stone out of its 

proper place you could not help destroying the equilibrium and 

what was great and firm before would become a heap of ruins. Doubt 

is the mischievous bar that prys out of place the blocks of truth 

that are needful for the security and solidity of our knowledge.

One doubt begets another till in the end the intellectual tower 

that was a little awry before, is pulled forward too far and totters 

down in ruins- This utter havoc wrought in the mind is called 

Scepticism, and is the natural result of a fastidious mind that finds
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no secure foundation for its knowledge, and rashly concludes there 

is none-
let us take the example of a good conscientious Anglican; a 

man of piety and learning, anxious to he right and finding in his 

Church that up-lifting and spiritual repose such as the true Church 

ought to give. He believes in the right and sacredness of private 

judgment and finds that the claims of the Anglican Church are 

irresistibly reasonable. These are his guiding principles in 

religion, he can wish no better than that they shall abide with him 

till the end. Someday however he meets somewhere a startling 

objection, it strikes home and sends his mind on a new and far from 

a congenial track. His love for his faith, his hopes in its rewards 

all give way, his reason must be satisfied, for his inward-self 

clamors for reasons and proofs, he must have certitude and final 

assurance* Perhaps it has been his cardinal principle that the 

Establishment came down from the Apostles, and that the Bishops of 

York and Canterbury are true successors of Timothy and Paul. He 

examines the evidence, finds the succession irretrievably broken, 

is convinced that Cramner hated Rome and her Orders as he hated the 

devil and changed the formula to show he had had nothing in common 

with Rome, and after this our friend is convinced that Anglican Orders 

are a humbug and a sham. He ceases to be an Anglican and perhaps 

becomes a Calvinist; because they do not insist on Orders there. But
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Calvinism is too cold and austere, and its doctrine of election is
t

to him inconceivable, so he quits Calvinism and religion together.

If he is doomed before hand religion cannot help him, if to bliss 

he needs no consolation, if to torture religion is powerless to 

comfort him.

But you will say, you have given us a labored example of a 

sceptic not in knowledge, but in faith. The object I had in view was 

to show that such a man started out with certain fixed principles and 

that when they fell from him, he was rudderless at sea. This then is 

our starting point that every complex structure, intellectual or 

otherwise draws its vitality and reliability from what may be called 

its first principles; and that it is of the last importance that 

these be firm, else the superstructure cannot stand. Knowledge then 

has some first principles upon which it firmly rests, and it is our 

purpose to ascertain what these first principles are, how far they 

are reliable and why.

Burke once said that no man could be argued into slavery, 

with equal truth we may say no man can be argued out of his existence. 

The question, you will say is so readily answered that it needs no 

quoting from Burke, for who can help knowing his own existence? But 

the knowledge of it is not the proof and the pleader that merely knew 

his client's innocence and failed to prove it to the court would 

make but a sorry defence. You will doubtless answer, if I cannot
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prove that I exist then I can prove nothing, then I should he a 

sceptic; therefore Scepticism is right and you are wrong. I confess 

your reasoning would he admirable, in fact unanswerable hut for one 

thing. You cannot prove your existence, because proof assumes 

existence, and no matter how you may twist it, you assume just what 

you have to prove, and as the logicians say, beg the question. On 

reflection, however, you will see that what you really meant v/as

that you were certain of your existence-and this, none but a fool

will deny. And many other things will occur to you, the truth of 

which is irresistible, the proof impossible. Two and two make four. 

But why? Why do not two and two mate eight? "Sound them, it do th 

become the mouth as well, weigh them it is as heavy.” Yet two and 

two make four not eight. Of this we are unshakably certain. We have 

now been dangerously near and I hope have successfully spanned the

chasm of Scepticism. We have found that certainty and proof are not

always coincident, that we may have the one without the other.

Certitude then not demonstration is the first requisite 

of knowledge and may be of two kinds. When the mind considers its 

assent to a proposition and is sure that no room for doubt can exist, 

it sets its seal upon its formal assent and we have certitude. If 

however the assent is reflected upon imperfectly and the exclusion of 
all doubt is not the motive cause of the act of certitude, the result 

of this mental introspection is but a counterfeit of real certitude,
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often mistaken for genuine certitude but in reality nothing more than 

credence, prejudice or opinion. As to act requires an actor, to think 

requires a thinker, to know requires a thinking agent capable of 

knowing; so knowledge presupposes the existence of the one knowing; 

the power of his intellect to know truth; some degree of certainty 

in his reach; reliability in his certitude; and the impossibility of 

things existing and not existing at the same time. These great 

truths are the first principles of our knowledge. They are not 

proved, but need no proof because they are clearer and more certain 

than any proof. With these the mind rests secure, in them it has 

finality and repose, because they are irresistible and immutable.

Prom the consideration of these we know that not only is the mind a 

power to grasp, keep, retain, and recognize truth; but also from 

these we infer the reliability of our faculties. We infer also 

that where error creeps in it is due to the perversion not the proper 

use of some faculty, that the fact that we sometimes err exemplifies 

the olden rule "Usum non tollit abusus", and is possible because the 

Supreme Being did not see fit to give to our intellect an infinite 

power of knowing truth.

Let us take some simple idea with which we are all 

familiar, well say, a silver dollar. Whence came my idea and how 

far is it trustworthy? The object was first apprehended by the 

sight, the image thrown upon the retina, the inner sense reports
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it to the brain, and finally consciousness tells the intellect the 

senses have been at work carrying along the impression of a circular, 

dark curious piece of metal lying before it. Its curiosity is 

aroused, the hand reaches out for it, runs over its surface and 

satisfies itself of its contour, drops it perhaps to catch its ring, 

detects a slight odor and finds it has a rather disagreeable taste.

Jt reads "E PLURIBUS UNUM" IN GOD WE TRUST, detects most likely the 

date and admires the beauty of the goddess of Liberty and the American 

eagle* There is now imprinted on the brain a pretty comprehensive 

representation of the object before it, and in it there is the germ 

of many an idea and the judgments possible are almost without number. 

It is round, it has a sharp clear ring, etc. Now the question may be 

put of how much of this have we proper certitude? Are not our senses 

constantly deceiving us? For instance, you will say when we find the 

blood leaving our finger tips the sensation is the same as when we 

come in contact with a weak current of electricity, or you may re

call the line in a famous poem,

’’The sun at noon oerhead did stand 
No bigger than the moon".

And you are sure that electricity and a sluggish circulation of the 

blood are not one and the same, nor is the sun ever so small as the 

moon, even allowing for poetry. And as regards consciousness, have 

not soldiers in the mad battle charge rushed on unconscious of



terrible wounds, till they fell exhausted; or who has not heard of 

the little hero of a drummer boy, who beat a famous charge with both 

his legs shot from-under him; surely consciousness was hind but 

untrue to him. Or take an example when there is no heat of battle to 

deceive us, even the most delicate ear can catch only certain vi

brations, the rest it is unconscious of; and the keenest eye can 

discern nothing after the number of vibrations passes a certain 

point. Can we say then that consciousness is reliable? If it is 

not, then we are open to deception at every turn and once more we 

seem to run into Scepticism. In the first place it makes little or 

no difference what our consciousness does not perceive, since we 

are concerned with what it does perceive; next if two unlike things 

produce for all we can tell the same sensation, the fault is not 

in the sense perceiving but in the judgment of the perceiver; and 

if you hold that your consciousness may deceive you, you are saying 

in a roundabout way that you feel what you do not feel - an apparent 

absurdity. If by any possible means I could shut my eyes, clasp the 

silver dollar in my hand and convince myself that I was holding an 

egg or a snowball, the egregious blunder could in nowise be at

tributed to my senses, but to a fault of my judgment in affirming the 

agreement of two utterly incompatible ideas. The senses, inner and 

outer, report things just as they are and in se are always reliable,

I
 though our imagination can make most anything out of their reports, 

e. g. from our sense perception of the moon, we might think it to be

7 .



8 .

a "blazing ball of fire, about as big as tbe dome on the Government 

building; at a complete standstill; and distant a thousand miles or 

less; all of which would be far from the truth.

If on reverting to our silver dollar once more, a little 

consideration of what a dollar means forces us to conclude that it 

must be twice as valuable as a half dollar; or that at par it must 

be equal to one hundred cents in value, we are going a step higher in 

our pursuit of knowledge, passing from ideas to analytical Judgments. 

These also are essentially and necessarily true, because they bear an 

immutable relation to the previous idea and from the meaning of at 

par we educe the relation it bears to the dollar. This is true of 

all Judgments of this kind, for the same reason.

But the mind is not content with Judgments purely analytical 

and proceeds to widen its grasp of the dollar. It ascertains it is 

valuable because it is sought after, and oddly enough is sought after 

because it is valuable, that it is equably loved by republicans and 

populists. These as I take it may be called our primary ideas in 

regard to a silver dollar. Of course there are many others, but if 

they are truly primary ideas they must be true and reliable, because 

were they not we could have no sure knowledge of the science of 

money, and thus our power to know truth would be nullified.

Thus we passed over a few of our faculties of knowing and 

each has been found reliable and did time permit it might easily be
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shown that the same was equally true of all the rest, but ithese I 

pass over, as you have already heard them from abler and better 

hands than mine.



SENSATION.

On this point of sensation, on its reliability and method, 

more has been said in way of dispute than on almost any point of 

philosophy. It puts modern philosophers in a queer light to reject 

as so many of them do, the reliability of sensation; when all they 

pride themselves on, rests ultimately on sense perception. And 

notwithstanding this whim of philosophers it has grown into a serious 

charge against Science in general, that making the senses the limit 

of trustworthiness, they come to cast aside religion altogether and 

take up Positivism, Materialism, or something similar. So in spite 

of all that Idealism can say to the contrary, sensation is so 

commonly and so implicitly trusted, that instead of being restrained, 

it runs into the other extreme; and men believe in nothing but i/feat 

they can touch or taste, see or feel.

The importance of sensation may be seen from the fact

that it is the first and necessary channel of our ideas. The

intellect may be compared to Europe in statu quo when the fifteenth

century was nearing its close; and the great world outside seems to

me to bear it the same relation, as America did to Europe before

1492. The one could never know of the other till the intervening

ocean was crossed, and the existence of the New World was brought

home to the Old. Columbus had the good fortune and genius to link 
them together, bringing the one to the doors of the other. Now,
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sensation is the Columbus of our knowledge, without it the external 

world would "be as blank to us as .America was to Europe before that 

memorable day in 1492.

Upon this much there is perfect unanimity, viz., that 

knowledge originally comes to us over the threshold of the senses, 

but after this opinions diverge and seem to find expression in two 

leading schools- the Idealists and the Realists, representative of 

ancient and modern thought. Fichte and Hegel among the Germans and 

Berkely among the English are the most prominent upholders of
i

Idealism but with this difference. According to Fichte and the 

Germans, there is no such thing as externality, no heavens above, no 

earth below, no world before us; nothing but recollections of the 

past, dreams of the present and hopes of the future. We see the 

passing panorama of the universe, with its harmony, its beauty and 

its might; and all this is the intellect, creating and admiring 

its creation, for outside the Ego there is no existence. The other 

or objective school under the lead of Berkely is equally insistent on 

the essential Ego but assigns a cause outside of it and attributes to 

God the phantasms and ideas that are swirling through our minds.

Such is Idealism. For my own part, when first I heard of

it some years ago I was unwilling to believe it and what occurred to

me then may be to the point now. If the Ego were the all-in-all

it seemed hard to explain the evident delight one part took in 
maltreating itself and is hardly less ridiculous than for a man
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with a tooth ache to take pleasure in battering the offending Jaw.

Opposed to this is the school of Realism, which with a 

philosophic name is after all nothing hut the world-wide conviction 

of mankind. It maintains that the Ego is not the all, that there is 

externality, that the senses perceive matter in its various changes 

and perceive reliably under certain conditions. This conviction is 

so in-wrought in our natures that even Idealists cannot shake it off, 

and Kean Swift used it with telling effect against Berkely. The 

Bishop called one day during a driving rain storm, and grew very 

impatient at his enforced stay on the door step and after letting 

him receive a good drenching, the Bean put his head out of the window 

to express his feigned surprise, that the good Bishop had been 

balked by so ethereal a thing as the phantasm of a door.

This it seems to me is the completest refutation that can 

be given and needs no logical demonstration to prove so undeniable 

a fact.

From the consideration that the senses do perceive we 

proceed to the question what do they perceive? The organs of sense 

are material, what they perceive is matter, and material change must 

therefore be the result of sensation. Sensation then is not a Judg

ment, nor an idea, and has nothing to do with determining the cause, 

but reports the fact to the intellect for Judgment, as witnesses do 

in courts of law. Our sensations are reliable when they give us



certitude, in perceiving either the primary qualities such as 

extension, motion, etc., or the secondary as color for the eye, 

flavor for the palate, etc. But to give us the certitude it is 

required that the object in question he not supra-sensible, that 

our surroundings and ourselves he normal, and that the sensations 

he constant and concordant.

The objections brought against the reliability of sense 

perceptions are so numerous, that it will be well by taking a 

representative case to exemplify the truth of what we say. I will 

ask you to recall a familiar illusion, that has long gone the 

rounds, and which we have all seen on the Midway. There is a 

pedestal, presumably solid surmounted by a solid head, which moves 

and speaks, and twists and turns, so that the eye would seem to 

deceive us into believing that, the head exists without a body 

which reason tells us cannot be* let us examine a little more 

closely what the eye does, and what the eye does not do. We see 

a head. We infer something. Why? Involuntarily perhaps we call 

it a bodiless head. What is it that errs? Surely it is not the 

sight which reports what is and has nothing to do with what is not. 

If instead of the Midway we will picture in the mind's eye the pier 

that supported the bridge over the lagoon, we can reduplicate the 

sensation and omit the deception. Before us is a huge pier of rock 

standing upright in the air and inexorable gravity is defied. In

4 .
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both examples we see something, in one we infer there is something 

beneath and in the other we do not. It is evident then that in like 

cases the results were different clearly proving that the discrepancy 

could not be owing to the senses because they act necessarily and 

unvaryingly.
Summing up then what I have been saying we conclude that 

bodies really exist, that Idealism is absurd, that our senses under 

proper conditions are reliable; and that seeming inconsistencies 

are owing to a confusion of the scope of the senses with that of the

intellect and will.



SUMMUM BONUM

It is a singular fact, that in this world of passing show 

and unending variety all men should he bent upon the same thing 

each in his own way. One has great hopes of honor, another of 

riches, another of knowledge; others not looking so high find their 

loftiest aims gratified in the loveliness of a home. For these, 

men labor, some at the plow, some at courts, some at the varied 

tasks of life. Such is mankind, each struggling for something, all 

struggling for the one great thing; though few may know it, all 

have in mind a summum honum towards which they shape their lives.

Now to find this summum bonum, i. e. , the true summum 

bonum, is no easy task. For a philosopher, the world is made for 

philosophy; for the scientist everything is science; for the poet 

the great good is beauty; and the lover is happy only in love.

Among the higher aspirations, most seek riches, next comes fame, 

then knowledge, and virtue has to bring up the rear. But Epicurean 

pleasure, on the whole, numbers the most devotees. As the 

Epicurean is not happy in Stoicism; as the philosopher finds but 

little pleasure in love; as the scientist is but indifferently 

moved by beauty; we cannot, it is clear, picture or even conceive 

a good perfectly congenial to all. But by considering in the ideals
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of all, which are the truly ennobling and pleasure-giving qualities, 

we may find in what consists man's highest good here below. We will 

at once say that the garden of Paradise with its crystal rivers, 

dancing brooks and sparkling fountains; with its beauty, its melody, 

its perpetual spring; and above all with its blissful contentment 

answers most nearly to nan's ideal, surpassing famed Olympus,- the 

blissful abode of the gods. But MIIlium fuit" and the Garden of 

Paradise once was and now is not. Its roses are never now without 

thorns, and what we are to consider is not, that once happy spot, 

but life, as it is, with its thorns.

Por the true good of man, the scense of surpassing 

beauty or the land where all is sunshine and every rustle is a 

song, will hardly answer. The true good of man, must be in man 

primarily himself, because all external things may change, but the 

man who has found the summum bonum is ever the same. In poverty 

or wealth, in a hovel or on a throne, the fortunate man finds the 

chiefest good where he is. -

This is a truth which men seldom realise that, their 

good lies within themselves and needs only, like the spider's web, 

to be drawn out. Yet after all in what does the highest con

tentment consist? hot in wisdom, surely, for the poet says,

"Where ignorance is bliss, 'tis folly to be wise"; not in honor, 

for if you have worth in you, not all the praise that could be 

showered upon you can make you a whit more worthy; not in riches
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for the rich man is full of care, "cura edaz" as the poet calls 

it; and not in making a god of flesh, for men will tell you this is 

a tyrannous god. Yet these are the ideals men usually strive 

towards and "because this is so, there is "but little permanent 

happiness in this world.

It has "been a custom honored by time to find in the man 

who follows the plow, the man most nearly happy. Cincinnatus at 

his plow* Sir William Temple in his gardens, Goldsmith in his 

loveliest village of the plain, in fact every pastoral poet from 

Theocritus to Pope, passed over the pageantry of courts, the 

glamour of cities and found in the life of the rustic a serene 

contentment which kings and princes in all their glory might well 

envy- A rural life is more than any other perhaps favorable to 

simplicity and innocence. But innocence is really virtue, 

simplicity freedom from guile . Here, indeed, all other roads 

seem to meet; the man so near the heart of nature, may well be a 

poet like Barns, a statesman like Temple, a patriot like Washing

ton, or like many a saint of God.

But lame would be his happiness in whatever path of 

life who centered it all in himself, though constant amidst 

a changing world, a man is happy and good, mainly by doing good 

to others. So Aristotle conceives the summum bonum as best reached
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by the benignant man, but St. Paul says the greatest of all is the 

charitable man. "If I speak with the tongues of men and angels and 

have not charity, I am but as the tinkling cymbal or sounding brass. 

This indeed is the noblest and the happiest state, doing good to 

others for God’s sake. The conscious rectitude which this and this 

alone gives, is the summum bonum, man’s ideal, towards which he 

moves

"to meet his latter end 
Angels around befriending virtue’s friend 
Bends to the grave with unperceived decay 
While resignation gently slopes the way 
And all his prospects brightening to the last 
His heaven commences ere this world be past."



GOOD AND EVIL.

History, says Dionysius of Harlicarnassus, is philosophy 

teaching by example. Philosophy we might say is clarified common 

sense. We might even go so far as to say that common sense is the 

best judge of philosophic truth; whatever is repugnant to it lias 

not long succeeded in being philosophy. The people are not sceptics, 

though many philosophers are; the people think they see sights and hear 

sounds, many philosophers do not; and going on in this way, it is not 

too much to say that the line of demarcation between false and true 

philosophy is common sense. But not everything in philosophy is 

brought to the observation of common sense and many things that 

appear strange at first sight, need some little explanation or 

clearing of the way for the full comprehension to follow. Good and 

its opposite evil are of this kind, not because of its difficulty, 

but because we all have preconceived ideas of what good and evil are.

So when the philosopher blurts out boldly that everything is good, it 

is apt to grate harshly on our ears, and to make us feel it is so 

much the worse for the philosopher.

But we impute to the philosopher something more than his 

due. We have one idea of good, he has another, and we blame him for 

not having ours. Let us explain. The philosopher starts out with 

the general principle, that whatever satisfies a tendency, supplies a



want, stops a yearning, or gratifies a desire, is good. And next he 

lays down that good is either physical or moral good. Now the 

chances are that you never reckoned in your idea of good aught hut 

the moral good and made no account of the good in things, which we 

will call metaphysical good. And according to what we have said 

it is clear that, there is good in blocks and stones and beasts of 

prey, in fact everything that is, because everything is suitable 

both to perform its own functions, and to satisfy desires in 

something else. This is what the poet meant when he said, "One 

thing is sure whatever is, is good".

With moral goodness, it is perhaps less clear; for not 

every act is grounded upon right reason, which is the criterion of 

moral good.

And now let us consider what evil is. Evil, the philosopher 

tells us, is the privation of some perfection, physical or moral, a 

sort of a deformity or lopping off of something it were well and 

needful to have. It is not something positive since it merely 

denies. So in all the world there is no such thing as pure and 

unmixed evil because wherever there is deformity there must be some

thing deformed; where sin is black as night, it is blackness reflected 

from a soul in itself good. The murderer, then, exercises his 

strength which is good, but by breaking the moral law commits a

horrible crime.



Evil is to good as defeat is to victory, wherever there is 

victory there is defeat, wherever there is evil there is also good.

In victory there is joy for the conquerors and sorrow for the 

vanquished- The same act produces both. So with acts of moral 

evil, the offending passion is the victor, the inner voice is 

beaten, the one is done good, the other ill. But good admits of 

varied degrees. As victories may be defeats as Lexington and Bunker 

Hill were, so acts with good in them may have far more evil. The 

good is apparent rather than real. By satisfying the body we very 

often starve the soul. This is the case in all excess of passion.

God gave to man the passion of envy to urge him to emulate what was 

good in another, but it was this same envy that led Gain to do the 

first murder. Anger is to resent wrong. It too often begets it. 

Every passion that man has is good, but needs to be kept within bonds 

After all you may say, it is hard to believe that whatever 

is, is good. The world is so full of sickness and sorrow, of 

heart-ache and pain, of longings and death, that at times, it seems 

as if all were evil, nothing good. Yet, there is good, great good, 

in all of these. Pain is nature's note of warning; a toothache 

tells of decay; poverty makes individuals strong, nations mighty, for 

the poor are the elect of God; sorrow is the balm that soothes the 

heart; grief unloads the mind about to burst; sickness is the
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beginning of death, and death is the beginning of life*

But what is the good of evil? Why should there be decay; 

why the heart need soothing; why not enter into life without passing 

through death? Evil as we have said is an imperfection. There is evil 

because we are not perfect. Adam chose death instead of life, 

death means decay, and decay means suffering and woe enough for us 

all- It is sad to contemplate how it might have been were it not as 

it is. But it is given to man, the poet says,

"To rise as if on stepping stones 

Of his dead self to higher things."

Evil is of our own making and we must abide by what we have done.

It grew out of a good. Free will a divine gift, perhaps bearing 

the closest resemblance to the infinite perfections of God, was the 

means of Adam's fall and with him we all fell, and while the world 

is, the evil done then shall never cease to burden the lot of man, 

and shall even lead some to think there is no God, there is so much

evil.
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At first sight this seems to require too much for 

good, too little for evil; and it might be fairer to strike a 

balance between the two and ascertain which predominated, the 

good or the evil* But this view of the matter can hardly hold, 

as you will see from the parallel case of sickness and health,

To be in good health, every organ, every part of the body must 

perform its allotted function, and when even one is out of order 

the body is no longer well. It is just so with the good or 

evil of an act. When the act is really good, it is healthy in 

every part,and when a single requirement is wanting, the whole 

act becomes evil. But there is this great difference between 

physical and moral disease, that though a man may become siok 

from uncontrollable causes, he can do evil against his will never.

The first requirement of a good or evil act is a 

rational subject, acting rationally. So a man asleep or uncon

scious or irresistibly impelled is not held responsible; acts 

performed in such states are neither morally good nor evil.

This is all summed up in saying that to make an act good or evil

the doer’s will must be in it.

The next thing to be considered is the act itself, 

called in philosophy, the object. As we have already said, the 

will is a determining factor in the morality of an act, it is



clear, if the will consents to an act evil per se, then the 

whole act becomes vitiated. Suppose e.g. a soldier, a good 

practical Catholic, after repeated efforts finds that to say 

his prayers is impossible, and should allow himself, from fre

quent insults and balkings, to kill a few of his tormentors, 

that he might say his prayers in peace, you would without

hesitation brand his act as unlawful, for it is never right 

to murder. This principle is briefly put by saying we can 

never consent to direct evil.

Besides the act, the nature of the end or purpose 

to which it is directed has a great deal to do with the 

morality of an act. If I clothe the naked, feed the hungry, 

give drink to the thirsty and visit the sick and bury the 

dead, all for God's sake, the Scriptures say I shall be re

warded in Heaven. But if I do the self-same deeds to increase 

ray business or to flout ray name before men, then I deserve no 

he avenl y re war d .

Here is an example of the specifying por-er of the 

end. All the acts of corporal and spiritual mercy just men

tioned are included in that wider obligation to love our 
neighbor as ourselves. And a candidate for mayor in a packing

house town is caricatured as being so full of love for his 

fellow-citizens that a few days previous to election he took
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up his stand near where these packing-house men were employed, 

hard by a pump, and as the sons of labor filed before him, he 

extended to each his lily hand. But when the greasy hand of 

the voter left the lily hand of the candidate for mayor, the 

caricature represented the latter as turning to the pump to re

store the virgin whiteness of his lil;/ hand. Evidently his act 

of brotherly love was a downright sham. There was no love, all 

was policy. It is the end or purpose that specifies the act, 

and makes the doer sincere or a hypocrite.

But the object and the end alone do not suffice to 

make the act a good one. Another element is equally essential, 

viz. the circumstances. If a farmer plows his corn, certainly 

in itself a very good act, to provide for his family an equally 

good end, but should do this on Sunday, leaving undone what 

Sunday requires him to do, then the nature of the act changes 

from undoubted good to positive evil. So it is with homicide, 

whether it is criminal or not is determined by circumstances 

and intention* In '•var y°u mean to kill but the circumstances 

justify you, but if you point your gun carelessly or tauntingly 

at a Philippine and accidently kill him, I think the circum

stances will condemn you.

Although we can never will direct evil, a minor evil 

may be permitted for a greater good. This does not mean that
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the end justifies the means, the outcome of which is appalling. 

If this doctrine were just, the greatest hero I can conceive 

of would he he who roamed the world seeking what baptised babes 

he could devour, thus sending thousands of tender souls up to 

Heaven by the very act which roust have consigned Herod to the 

deepest depths of hell*

But when indirect evil is done, it must lie in the 

plain path of duty. It should be done in the spirit and with 

the moderation a surgeon should use in amputating a limb. As 

he cuts the finger to save the arm, or the arm to save the man, 

not because he wishes the finger or the arm amputated, but be

cause he wants the man's life saved. But if he were to amputate 

a finger to test the keenness of his instrument, then his act 

would be nothing short of criminal. Duty is the word that sums 

up all; if a man in doing his duty does incidental evil, the

goodness of his act is in no wise impaired*

Of indirect evil I met with this example. In caring

for lawns and flower-beds, I nave often longed for, sometimes 

prayed for rain* And. when it did come in its pent-up fury, it 

laid low the flowers it had been my very object to keep upright. 

It xmdid temporarily the very object I had in vidw. But when 

the next morning those mud-covered forlorn-looking flowers rose 

gracefully in the sun-light, all the fresher and brighter for
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the shower of the day before, I quite forgave the violence and 

looked only upon the good effects of the storm. In other words, 

the heating down was incidental, the proud raising up was the 

real business of the shower.

So to put it all in a nutshell, for an act to be good, 

its object, end and circumstances must be good, and if any evil 

follows in the train of a good act, it must be necessitated by 

duty.



PHANTASMS AND IDEAS

Gentlemen:
We are going to discuss a matter which needs more 

lucid explanation, perhaps, than either you or I can throw 

upon it; for if the true distinction betv/een phantasms and 

Ideas, or the material and unmaterial impressions, y/as once 

clearly grasped and acted upon, there would he hut little 

support for the countless vagaries of Modern Philosophic 

thought. I need not dwell long upon the importance of this 

distinction, since putting it briefly, their mistake upon 

this point is the underlying error of the whole Modern School. 

If it is once admitted that all our ideas, all our conceptions, 

even the most sublime, in fact all that was and is the chief 

and particular glory of man - the workings of his wondrous 

intellect - if all these, I say, can he accounted for by the 

same chemical action, which produces the snarl of a dog, the 

grunt of a hog, or the bray of an ass, then I cannot resist 

the conclusion of Huxley, Darwin and the rest, that man’s im

mortal soul, yes even the Infinite Creator himself, are as 

far as human reason goes, simply "unthinkable and unknowable". 

You see, Gentlemen, to what a horrible conclusion this unpre

tending question leads. I am quite sure that neither you nor
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I have ever grappled, in essay fashion, with anything upon which 

more depends.

So much for its importance. low what do we mean hy 

a phantasm, what hy an idea? The phantasm as the word itself 

indicates, is a representation, a picture or likeness, which 

the material brain, in a most wonderful manner, we know not 

how, receives of some material object, impressed upon it just 

then, or of which the memory recalls a previous impression.

You will notice it is a purely material picture of a material 

object; not a picture in the sense in which we speak of a 

photographic likeness, but a something that is to the brain or 

inner sense, what the object itself is to the eye, or to what

ever organ of sense perceives it.

If I were to casually mention to such hard-working 

students as you all are the simple word "digging" and the con

text left no doubt but what intellectual "digging" was meant, 

at once there would start up in your brain the pleasant picture 

or phantasm of many nights you have spent, digging at Greek, 

at mathematics, or something else, with pleasure or otherwise.

-knd this brain-picture would be a true phantasm.

There would be nothing sharply defined about it; nothing exact 

or precise, but the attitudes, the postures, the sensations, 

the longings, and the toil that went to make up many nights of 

study, would group themselves in a phantasm that does very well
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for a confused recollection of all of them; hut which you 

could never recognize as belonging to a special night’s study, 

on account of its vagueness,-in a word, on account of its lack 

of what the artist calls the finer details.

Now for the idea; which also means a likeness, a 

representation or image. You might ask if it means the same, 

what on earth can be the difference? 'The difference for the 

most part consists in the manner of impression and in the scope 

to which the power of impression extends. The idea, unlike the 

phantasm, is something altogether unmaterial and can take in 

the objective reality of unmaterial things, and is the product 

not of man’s body, but of his intellectual soul. This is the 

process. Given a phantasm or a picture painted on the material 

brain, out of which we are going to form an idea. Let us take 

the phantasm already imprinted there, which, though not the 

best, came into my head first and perhaps may answer our purpose.

Out of this phantasm in the brain, the unmaterial intellect
l '• ■ ' ' ■: _ # " •*evolves the idea "studying" in a mariner so subtle and inscrut

able, that it is left for us only to exclaim "How wonderful are 

the ways of the Lord". The concept we have now obtained is 

something vastly different from the phantasm we had but a 

moment ago* Bear in mind, however, that the brain-picture is 

not annihilated nor partially destroyed in the intellectual 

process, but is co-existent with the newly formed idea; and



also that the concept being an immaterial impression is not, 

like the phantasm, confined to merely material things.

4

I have said just no?; the idea differed from the 

phantasm in that it was stripped of all its materiality. It 

is more. Our phantasm gave us merely a jumble of nights at 

study, our idea gives us what it is that constitutes "study"; 

how to distinguish it from a counterfeit, in a word instead 

of the vagueness, indistinctness and jumbling together of the 

phantasm, our idea gives us a clear, exact and universal 

picture of what study is.

Let.us take another example of something more tangible 

in order to make clear the universality or scope of the idea.

If I ask you to conceive "a man", you find no trouble in doing 

so, and your imagination, which receives the phantasms, is none 

the less quick to imagine it. If I go a step farther and call 

upon you to form an idea of an animal, your versatile ready 

intellects have completed the work before the word is out of 

the mouth. But when I require the same thing of your imagina

tion, the action is halting, the picture not hearly representa

tive nor complete; in fact the chances are your phantasm of 

"animal" disregards man entirely, and hence is no faithful 

picture at all. And the more I draw your imaginations away 

from the species to the genera , the less representative will
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your brain-pictures be, so that when I come to the genus Body, 

to say nothing of Substance, it is well-nigh impossible to 

form anything like an accurate phantasm. Hot go with. idea. 

It never falters. Nothing balks it. The concept "Body" pre

sents no more difficulty than the most familiar object around 

us. This is because the idea is comprehensive and universal, 

the phantasm indefinite and limited, our idea of "Body” takes in 

all bodies, our phantasm holds up before us only one.

In this ability to form ideas, consists man’s 

superiority over the brute. The brute never gets beyond the 

material phantasm. When a rat sees a man with a broom making 

for him, the phantasm is imprinted upon his brain and the re

collection of former men with former brooms tells him it is 

time to fly. But he has no notion of what man is; nor why he 

is so bent upon his destruction; and if you were to make an 

ingenious automaton, skillfully fix it up as a man, send it on 

the same mission with a different broom, I dare say the same 

rat , if met with, would scuttle off in the same manner as 

before, with the impression that the same man with the same 

broom was after him; while if he had any true notion of what 

man is, I do not say he wouldn’t run off, but he couldn’t 

help seeing through the imposture. You can see the same 

principle illustrated in the case of a very young child, too 

young as yet to form ideas. What small child but what thinks



a rat is only a large mouse, because the phantasms are some

what the same and they are without the idea to set them aright.

There is another great difference between phantasms 

and ideas which was mentioned before, hut which deserves to be 

laid open more fully, via. the sharpness of outline in the 

idea that is wanting in the phantasm. When you imagine a cy

cloid, if you have seen no more than I have, there will ccme 

back to you one, and a clumsy one at that, which the professor 

of science made use of last year. If you have only this to 

rely on, your phantasm of a cycloid will be not only wanting 

in distinctness but also in truth, for I am told "the honor

able philosophers of 98" proved it to be no true cycloid at 

all. But when instead of the phantasm of a cycloid, you have 

an idea of a point in a circle moving along a straight line, 

then your cycloid is absolutely perfect, faultless in the 

minutest detail#

It would take more time than the limited scope of 

an essay like this allows to exhaust all the differences 

wherein the phantasm is transcended by the idea. One more 

will suffice. When the astronomer tells us there are count

less worlds, infinitely larger than ours, moving about in 

space, the imagination stands aghast and cannot take it in.

But with the idea, infinitude and, if I am allowed to coin a 

word, infinitesmality, are conceived with equal facility.
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The minutest particle of prussic acid that they say will show 

its presence in ten thousand'times its hulk of water, is as 

easily conceived hy the intellect as would he a mountain of 

the same material.

Summing up then, we may say that the idea differs 

from the phantasm in its immateriality, in its being universal, 

in its restriction to man, in its clearness of outline and 

distinctness of detail and in its unlimited scope.

These are in the main the important distinctions, 

and they are all-important.

]?or the very resemblance that phantasms hear to ideas, 

the ease with which they can he mistaken for ideas, the 

facility with which - this great immaterial fact out of the 

way - man can he explained away as "in toto" only a clod of 

earth,- has led many brilliant intellects away from the truth; 

some indeed unconscious of their error, others welcoming it, 

for the chance it gave them to do away with God, the world to 

come, and with all the highest aspirations of man.

J. T. SMITH



THE HATUHE AHB SCOPE OP PHILOSOPHY

We are going to treat to-day of the nature and scope 

of philosophy, the knowledge of things by their last causes, 

and we hope that the dignity of our subject is such that it needs 

no apology.

The history of the human mind is a story of man's 

inquisitiveness, or a constant search after the truth, with 

varied success; at times discovering great truths and at others 

falling into great errors. It seems to be ingrained in man’s 

nature to remain unsatisfied with past achievements and to toil 

unceasingly on, endeavoring to grasp the "eternal verities", for 

he knows that truth is bound to prevail. Although there has been 

so much already done, yet so much more awaits the discover’s 

sharp eye, that past conquests serve but as incentives to greater 

ones in the future. In a certain way this attempting to get at 

the bottom of things is the very essence of philosophy and nearly 

every one at some time of life or other is a true philosopher.

Mow it may very naturally occur to you to ash what is 

this truth the philosopher searches for and what things is he 

trying to get at the bottom of? Surely you will say the span of 

life is far too short for any one man, be he philosopher or not, 

to examine critically all the truth, for instance, that you may



have met with in your readings on astronomy, pyschology and 

the other sciences, to say nothing of the everyday truths met 

with in daily life, And yet the philosopher may claim with 

perfect justice that he aims at universal truth, not indeed at 

every truth in detail hut at truth in general. He discovers 

the great law or establishes the first principles and the rest 

is dependent truth, that rests upon these, let me make it 

clearer by an example. Men like Copernicus, Mepler and Hewton, 

great philosophers indeed, ferret out some grand fundamental 

truths and around these is built up the science of astronomy. 

And so it is with every science. The philosopher’s keen eye, 

like the continent-discoverer, sweeps the trackless expanse, 

descries the object in•the distance, points out the way, and 

for the rest, it is easy to follow. It is in this sense that 

we say the philosopher aims at universal truth.

We have spoken thus far only of truth, and at the 

start we said that philosophy was the science of knowledge. 

Truth, however, in the philosophic sense, is very much the same 

as knowledge. Truth exists outside of and independent of us, 

but if intellectually grasped, becomes knowledge.

You will see then that knowledge is truth assimilated 

by the mind, and that to be true, kno?/ledge requires of the 

matter truth and of the mind a certain or fixed apprehension,

low let us examine, under this light, the bulk of what is



generally called knowledge. First of all, one great faculty 

of the mind is by this criterion all "but excluded, viz. the 

imagination. As to the other tv/o faculties, the understanding 

and the memory, we need only consider the former since the 

memory merely retains what the former digests. Let one example 

suffice. 'The men and women of the present day, for their know

ledge rely mostly upon their newspapers and magazines. And 

candidly let us ask ourselves; after taking away from these 

what is purely and yet not professedly imaginary; when we 

separate what is true from what is hazarded as truth, at the 

same time making due allowance for prejudice, private interest 

and unconscious deception, how little of what seemed to be know

ledge in abundance is really knowledge at all, and how small and 

insignificant part of even this assorted pile is knowledge of 

the mind-building scientific kindl

From the birth of time men had watched the morning sun 

rise in the East and in the evening sink down into the Jest; and 

bye and bye poetic fancy gave it a very graceful explanation, 

Phoebus was the sun-god - day after day his steeds made the 

circuit from East to Jest. This was the poetic explanation. But 

when Copernicus observed that the earth and not the sun revolved, 

he explained it scientifically. And in general when we know not 

merely that such a thing is so, but understand why it is so, we



have something more than mere knowledge concerning it, - we have 

a scientific knowledge of it. You will readily see then that 

knowledge is not all of a kind, else the enterprising young man 

with a memory like a toggle Joint that could stand almost
i

infinite pressure, might cram into his head a table of logarithms 

and claim to be the first scholar in the land.

But nowadays science is neither restricted to our

definition of the scientific, nor does it embrace quite all of»
this; and comes to have a meaning at once too narrow and too 

loose. English writers, as a rule, dignify with the name of 

Science any knowledge that is thrown into system, disregarding 

whether it examines effects in connection with their cause, 

which is what all true science does. So after all, as the word 

goes now, our young friend with the toggle-joint memory, might 

with Justice claim to be a great scientist. On the other hand, 

when we mention science or the Sciences, we have in mind only 

the physical sciences to the utter exclusion of the grandest of 

sciences, Mathematics, Philosophy and Theology.

V/e have already gone, very briefly indeed, over the 

field of Philosophy. We have said it aimed at universal truth 

and humanly speaking, that would be quite correct. But we made 

no mention of revealed truth which is outside of Philosophy’s 

proper sphere. So here there arises this clear distinction 

between Philosophy and Theology, - the former rests upon reason,
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the latter begins with revelation. So you see the philosopher 

discusses all things, God, the material and man in so far as 

they are knowable by reason, and it is left for theology 

to examine all things knowable through revelation.

Is this, then, not a grand science that has such a 

high aim and in carrying out that aim calls into play those 

highest faculties of man, which made the poet exclaim,

"In understanding so like an angel; in reason 
so like a god".

Here is a science while the bulk of which is not new, it never 

can be old, for as long as man thinks, philosophy will point 

to problems for him to ponder upon.

But Philosophy is valuable not merely as an aesthetic 

science, but in some ways is very much utilitarian. All science, 
all of everything in fact, in the way of knowledge, depends 

upon certainty and philosophy determines how and how far we can 

have certainty. Thus you see without Philosophy there is no such 

thing as science.

Let us now look a little more closely into Philosophy 

and see how it is divided. First, is Logic which teaches us how 

to reason and how far reason can go. Hext is Metaphysics or 

Mental Philosophy, which, with the aid of what Logic has taught, 

speculates upon all truths. There are, in turn, four great 

branches of Metaphysics, one general, or Ontology , the study
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of all 'beings, and three special, viz. Anthropology, Cosmology 

and Theology, the studies of man, the material world and God.

The third division of Philosophy is Moral or Applied Philosophy, 

generally called Hthics, which applies to man’s conduct the 

teaching of philosophy.

Put philosophy is not all the same, any more than the 

poetic philosophy about the sun was the same as the true philosophy 

3o to-day we have philosophies false and true, and it would seem 

more false than true philosophy.

vie are confronted with two great schools representing 

two lines of thought that are directing all the philosophic 

thought of the day. One is the philosophy of the Schoolmen, the 

philosophy of Aristotle adopted by St. Thomas; the other is 

what is called Modern Philosophy, the teachings of Descartes,

Mant, Hume, Sain and of any one else who calls himself a 

philosopher. One has stood the test of time, assailed unceasing

ly since the 13th century, the other is comparatively new, started 

by Descartes in the 15th century, and is changing face so that 

no two of its advocates can agree. In Transcendentalism, Diners on 

out-Carlyles Carlyle, and at once Carlyle dissents. Thus modern 

philosophy exists like a guerilla force in warfare, presenting no 

solid rank to be attacked, and protean-like when hounded in one 

shape can readily exchange it for another and new one.

But the main reason why Modern Philosophy can stand is



because it differs from our Philosophy in its very first 

principles. Descartes started the Philosophy of Doubt and 

M o d e m  Philosophy begins with doubt. Scholastic Philosophy 

begins with certainty and the two can no more be reconciled 

than if in solving a problem I should say 2 = 2  and you 

should insist upon 2 =0, could we ever hope to agree on an 

answer.

Thus briefly we have tried to bring home to you 

some notion of the importance, dignity and nature of Philosophy. 

We have put the cases of the two great schools before you and 

have given you the reason why we should throw overboard what 

has been well-called ’’The Babel of Modem Philosophy” and stick 

to the system of Philosophy that has stood all these years un

scarred - for truth, as you know, is eternal.’

I.D.S.
Sept. 16, 1898.



BUDDHISM AMD BEAHMAHISH

A century before Socrates infused new life into 

Grecian thought, a figure appeared in the world which was to 

leave its mark on time. In a kingly city near Mepaul, there 

was born in 623 B.C. a son to the reigning rajah. The fore

cast of his future made him out to be a child of promise; if 

a king, a great conqueror, so the horoscope said, but if he 

takes to religion, he will be a world-enlightener. This child 

was to be Buddha - or the world enlightener - at birth called 

Siddhartha, of the line Gautama.. The father received the 

latter part of the prophesy with a desire to avert it and con

centrated his efforts on making the son so happy that he would 

have no occasion to turn to religion. And the first sixteen 

years were spent thus, and then the father married him to a 

princess to make his work doubly sure. But fate at last ran 

counter to the wishes of the father and in his twenty-ninth 

year Siddhartha saw for the first time in his life misery, 

sickness and death, and his love for life melted within him.

Is this life? Is this what men live for? nothing but decrepi

tude and decay! He would abandon it, forsake king and kingdom, 

wife and home and go to seek consolation. He started, we may 

say, on the great journey of his life. He studied for a while 

under two learned Brahmin scholars, who recommended to him the
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efficacy of fasting and prayer, and the grace of God, hut he 

found these wanting and went into the forest and led a rigorous 

life there for some six years. As he found himself breaking 

down, he concluded the solution of his difficulty was not to be 

had there. So he quitted asceticism .and took to self- contempla

tion, merely following his inner bent as the guide of his life. 

The great events of his day were his bath, his rice and his 

reverie. One day his reverie was fertile in results and out of 

that contemplation under a banana tree sprang a religion which 

holds in thrall millions of poor deluded souls. It was here 

he grasped the Four Sublime Verities and hit upon the concatena

tion of causes, but it was the upshot of a fearful struggle.

The attractionsof the power he had left behind forced themselves 

upon him with tenfold energy in that supreme moment of con

templation, but his will never failed him, he fought the good 

fight and came out a victor, the founder of a new creed.

It was altogether unlike ary that preceded or are 

likely to come after it. Its great central truth is that 

existence is the summum malum or world-curse, and this they 

called Samsara. This was the marvellous light that dawned upon

the reclining Siddhartha wrapt in contemplation, grappling with 

the mysteries of life. He rose from that reverie a new man and

gave to his followers the Sublime Verites which are: that pain 

is;existence is the cause; there is a way out and this way leads
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to Hirvana, to self-annihilation, to nothingness. Birth, life, 

death, age, heart-ache, sickness, suffering, everything in 

fact is pain. Birth causes death and, therefore, causes pain. 

Existence is necessary for birth, hence the over-mastering 

evil is existence - the will to live. So ran the concatenation 

of causes. And Buddha, for he now deserved that name, taught 

that we begin, to live when we cease to think, for thought makes 

us cling to the transitory things of life. The life struggle, 

then, of a Buddhist is to escape Samsara, the world, and repose 

in sweet nothingness or Nirvana.

With his dying words he urged his followers to keep 

to his rule, to struggle for the release of the body, to lead a 

pure life and escape sin. The teaching and life of Buddha is 

the creed in its purity. Grand in some aspects, it is puerile 

in others. It seems incredible that any one could, by means of 

thought, discover Sublime Verities and in the next breath class 

thought as one of the curses of life. Indeed the whole con

catenation so utterly fails to concatenate that it evinces there 

is working behind the scenes some power that deludes mankind.

The root of Buddhism, which prevails even now over 

Northern Asia, Thibet, parts of China, Burma and the neighboring 

country, but almost extinct in India, is the doctrine of metem**- 

psyehosis. It was to evade the endless transmigrations of



- 4 -

Brahmanism that Buddhism came to he. It still retained the 

gist of the doctrine hut cast aside some of its harsher notions 

and substitutes Nirvana in their stead. A few can reach that 

high state of perfection here, hut the generality of men must 

live anew in a lower or a higher form before they are fit for 

utter annihilation. Buddhism is a curse, far-reaching and hard 

to remedy. It destroys every hope, every aspiration of man, 

throws him into a torpor, unable to slough off his own being 

or do .anything else. It is nothing else than mental, moral and 

physical paralysis and makes man equivalent to a blank.

However it would be rash to look upon only one side, 

for Buddhism is not without its good qualities. It promotes 

and encourages good morality, has for the foundation of its 

moral code the bulk of our moral commandments, and its devotees 

are noted for their meekness, generosity, kindness and charity. 

But it is all done blindly, through fatalism pure and simple.

They are particularly careful not to take even animal 

life, though logically it would seem if the worst of evils is 

Samsara or existence, the wisest of mortals would be the suicide. 

Buddhism is not now what it was in its early days. Impostors 

have deluded the people, passing off for avatars or incarnations' 

of Buddha and not only Buddha but even they come to be looked 

upon as gods, and its votaries are buried in the depths of dark

ness.
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And now, we have done with Buddha and Buddhism and 

with the risk of becoming long-winded, I am going to take up 

the other part of our double subject and ask you to look upon 

it from a special point of view, viz. a modern exposition of 

esoteric Brahmanism. In reading up for this essay, I chanced 

upon an Arena for 1882, I think it was, and found an article 

on the very subject I wanted by Heinrich Hensoldt, Eh, D.

I mention these facts because it made irresistibly clear to 

me one thing and that is if a man, no matter how learned or 

sagacious he may be, has no correct philosophic principles, 

he will unerringly Wind up in the grossest absurdities and 

talk mostly, as the phrase is, through his hat.

Professor Hensoldt, Ph. D. is a living illustration 

of what I say, or else he would never write on philosophic 

subjects in such a way as to let an unfledged school-boy take 

him in hand and pick out errors that almost bump the reader.

He is a professed Brahman and, of course, his doctrine, esoteric 

as he calls it, is shorn of its more revolting features and 

becomes little more than a set of philosophic speculations that 

pretend to explain the great problems of life. What are we?

Whence do we come? 'Where are we going?

Brahmanism, according to our professor, is a pantheism, 

but involving doctrines lofty and sublime. It gives us the truth 

of the questions of life, solves the question regarding the
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ultimate constitution of matter and ?/here modern science throws 

up its hands in despair in front of the great unknowables, 

Brahmanism lifts the veil and reveals the great beyond. Brahma 

comes from the Sanscrit root "brith" meaning in its English 

derivative "to breathe" but in Sanscrit it means "consciousness" 

and this consciousness is really what we term matter, is really 

Brahma.

To "it" or Brahma there are two states or kinds of 

existence, the Hanvantara or the day, the Pralayer or the night, 

of the Hindoos. Every particle of matter is a part of Brahma, 

now in a state of contraction or Manvantara and every particle 

is driving onward to a more concentrated state till a perfect 

unity - ller-han-oya is reached. This is the divine wisdom which 

desires nothing and consequently cannot enjoy, knows all things 

and has no intellect, for it has no need of it, is without a 

will.

This is the preposterous fabric which a learned 

professor builds up upon reasons, if anything more preposterous 

still.

He supposed that the original state of "it" was one 

of intensest contraction, occupying a purely mathematical point 

for otherwise it could have not absolute but only relative 

unity* I protest to you that if contraction merely lessens the 

volume and leaves the mass always the same, it passeth all
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understanding how the most objective of realities "mass" can 

ever he put into so purely a subjective thing as a mathematical 

point.
*

But the reasons which led to such a conclxxsion are too 

interesting to let pass by. It is a well-known fact, we are 

assured, that we know practically nothing about the ultimate 

constitution of matter. However, Scientists, among whom are 

Spencer, Thomson and others, give as their opinion that in the 

beginning the atoms that constitute matter existed in closest 

proximity to one another. These were separated and set adrift 

in space by a rise in temperature and are now, owing to a fall 

in temperature, making for their original positions.

The whole universe is contracting under its influence, 

each year brings the spirally moving earth nearer and nearer the 

sun, each world-system is undergoing the same operation as our 

own and as a result every particle of matter is rushing like a 

race-horse, losing flesh as it goes to the goal, the grand focus 

of the universal lense, to Prolaya the night of Brahma. Science 

just now stabs in the dark and strikes a verity the Hindoo sages 

hit upon centuries ago. How admirable I How wonderful is Brahmanism?

If, however, we pause for a moment and survey the 

ground over which we have gone quicker than thought, perhaps the 

force of the argument will not carry us away. As to the atomic
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theory, the best that can be said of it is that it is a glove 

that fits well and like the poem's refrain "this and nothing 

more". low for the cosmic dust and concentrated atoms. If 

they were atoms, in whatever state, whence came their motive 

force that set them loose upon the world? The professor answers 

"a rise in teinperature". But this very lever that moved the 

world is left unaccounted for. ..hat was its cause? What made 

heat grow intenser? What, when the turning-point was reached, 

caused the heat to grow less and the expanding universe to con

tract? After it began what stopped it? Surely it was not the 

moving atoms since the effect cannot be also the cause, and if 

Brahma is all the atoms and the unity of the atoms is Brahma, 

there is no escape from the conclusion that something that is 

not set in motion the non-personal God that is. As children, 

we thought it ridiculous for Chinese to build from the top and 

conclude where they ought to begin - but many philosophers are 

Chinese and leave unproved the very thing their whole structure 

rests upon.

But we have not done with absurdities. You will 

remember that Brahma was an all-perfect being though he lacked 

intellect and will, and being all perfect he could have not desires. 

How then did "it" first begin to expand, or start on its multi

form gyrations? Are these tours to be repeated? The professor 

solves them thus. Brahma being an all-perfect being could have
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no wants, but desiring enjoyment and while perfect as he could 

not have enjoyment, he resolved to become imperfect by distribut

ing himself into parts. This is what Shakespeare would call the 

button on the cap of absurdity. Perfect and imperfect, 'wanting 

and not wanting, with and without mass, infinite wisdom and 

sheer block-heaaedness, an effect and also a cause, willing with

out will, is the picture that a doctor of philosophy gives of 

his god.

I protest to you I have not overdrawn nor caricatured 

the picture and yet this is what a man of undoubted learning 

can come to, and bat-like not see it, by starting out wrongly.

And Brahmanism is the cult that is gaining ground among us

every day
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Gen tl emeu:

If you wish to be worthy of the name men, love truth, 

practise it end hate a lie. Nothing: so becomes a man, es

pecially a young man, as truthful dealing; nothing so blackens 

bis character as a lie. Once Parnell was caught lying, and the 

world ostracised him, no plea could be of any avail. Cardinal 

be n, as you know, wrote his Apologia Pro Vita Sua to refute 

a single lie.

A lie is a misshapen, ill-gotten thing; the same as 

a wooden nutmeg or a pine tree ham; the root of all quackery, 

humbug, cant and sham; . it is the fruitful source that feeds 

all manner of fraud, duplicity, perfidy, in fact all deception, 

from high treason to a broken promise, is but a manifold ex

pression, the radical and evil factor of which is at bottom a 

lie. Once let the tongue speak against the mind, and there 

will be evil without end.

A lie is sometimes a mild, at others a' cruel betrayal 

with a kiss, or a stab in the back from a fair-seeming hand.

It is morally what an error is mathematically. The mind and 

its outward expression or speech should make a perfect equation. 

A lie falsifies the equation and foists deception in the place 

of worth. One little error in mathematics glossed over and



anything, absurd as you please, would follow; one little lie 

falsifies and confuses the whole bearing of the great problem 

here - to work out our last end.

When the computer exercises all possible care to 

obtain absolute accuracy, he works merely for the truth of 

his answer. We should in reason be more solicitous still, 

for the truth of our nature.

It is a small thing whether the sun is distant 93 

or 93-1/2 millions of miles, but it is all Important for us 

not to degrade our manhood by abusing one of God’s choicest 

gifts to man, the faculty of speech. All the more, because 

every lie throws into more or less confusion the whole 

mechanism of society. A single lie - like the Luther lie - 

may live to make Methuselah imagine himself a new-born babe 

in comparison. What is the sum-total of the results?

Some people think a lie a small thing, but mankind 

rates it a mighty thing. Gall a man a thief, a slanderer, or 

a bad man, and a sober man. will pity your wagging tongue, but 

call the same man a liar; his nature asserts itself and 

demands reparation, nothing is so dastardly. Your enemy 

"poisons your wells and cuts the ground from your feet". 

'Humanity is right. The instinct of preservation demands it.
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If I lied, and you lied, and all men lied without thought, what 

a sorry world it would he. ho trade, no intercourse, no 

friendship, no love, not a single tie that hinds man to his 

fellow-man, If a habit of lying long prevailed, could for 

long remain.

how, a single lie is not going to often overthrow 

the state, hut is is sure always to pollute the ’waters. It 

is our simple duty then to do our part manfully, not to lie, 

not to acquiesce in it, from others. All the vast significa

tion of the word honor Is at stake 1

If you are moved hy the opinion of men, stick to 

the truth, there Is nothing men admire more; if you wish to 

avoid their censure never lie, such dirt is sometimes immortal; 

nay, even if you aim not so high, s 'ill keep ever on your 

tongue gentle truth, for even a great scoundrel wins men’s 

hearts hy avowing the truth, and justice is mild to such men. 

"To-be honest," says Shakespere "Is to be one man out of ten 

thousand". So you see it is a reputation worth striving for.

If honor and reputation before men are the rewards of 

truth, what shall be its worth in the eyes of God - the Author 

of Truth? Remember too, morality has been finely called truth 

in bloom, and a lie, therefore, at best is truth haltered and in 

decay, keep this before you, it ought to suffice, - no



scoundrel ever yet lived that never told a lie So it is

almost a passport to heaven to say we have never told a li 

Such a reward, to say the least, is worth the working for,
TT

"Und vor der ./ahrheit macht'gem Siege Versehwindet jedes 

lerk der luge". Schiller.



THE POSSIBLES

Before Abraham was I am, is the sublime way in which 

our Lord expresses his existence from eternity. In that 

wondrous epoch, so incomprehensible to us, before time was,

God was the one existence. But from the first, in His wisdom 

He saw how other things could and how they would be; saw vivid

ly the kingdoms of heaven and earth, and all that is or can be 

in them. And when time did come and fiat lux went forth, a 

part of what had existed in the divine intellect as an arche

type or exemplar became actualized and began to exist. There 

were then previous to creation certain plans, or more correctly 

one plan v/ith manifold parts, of all that could exist. Did the 

possibles stop there and did creation put an end to possibles?

To Christians their idea of God is such that they find no 

difficulty here. But oddly enough there have been philosophers 

who disputed possibles and maintained that nothing could be, 

but what is; and among these was Hobbes. Upon reflection it 

is clear that in this case Hobbes did not reflect. For if there 

were no possibles, Hobbes could never have died, could never 

have seen the morrow's sun, nor even have caught his next breath; 

because all these before actualization were nothing but mere 

possibles, that may or may not be.
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We are sure, then, that some things are possible, 

that do not exist at present, may never exist, yet are being, 

because they correspond to the great design. But what is it 

that makes this possible and that impossible, makes a biped 

rose impossible and telegraphy with Mars possible, some think 

probable? The difference consists in this. In the former 

you put together two incompatible ideas and instead of being, 

non-being or nonentity is the result of the incongruous union. 

As creation implies a being creating and a being created, 

nonentity is necessarily uncreatable. On the other hand, com

munication with liars to God would be no task at all, but to 

man, well-nigh impossible. So there arise three kinds of im

possibility, in the case of the biped rose, intrinsic, which is 

absolute; in the communication with Mars, perhaps extrinsic 

for man, or rather at present it seems so difficult that it is 

more proper to call it moral impossibility.

Upon what does intrinsic impossibility depend? To 

our notions there is nothing repugnant in rivers flowing with 

milk and honey; of walls of Jasper and streets of gold; even 

of boys as wise as old men; but we cannot well conceive of 

wise saws and infinite wooden gods, because they involve a con

tradiction, resulting from the incongruity of the notes brought 

together. As for rivers flowing with milk and honey, there is
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nothing in the nature of milk and honey that is incompatible 

with the nature of rivers; and regarding streets of gold, 

there is something in the nature of gold, if it were plentiful 

enough, that would make it answer very well the purpose of 

pavement. This possibility may be called the natural affinity 

of the notes and has its counterpart in nature. Some elements 

will enter into combination and others will not. Hydrogen, for 

instance, bears a great affinity with oxygen, but can by no 

means be united with fluorine. How as to whether this latter 

case is intrinsically impossible, we cannot well say, though 

there is no reason to claim for it any more than extrinsic im

possibility on our part. So with ideas it is the nature of 

some to coalesce and form new possible being, others by their 

very natures cannot be brought together and must stand apart.

The possibles depend upon the intellect of God. From 

what has been said it may be gathered that possibility depends 

on the harmony, affinity, compatibility, or agreement of the 

ideas placed together. How it is evident that agreement supposes 

choice and choice supposes an intellect and as the agreement or 

disagreement existed eternally, the possibles owe their logical 

existence to the intellect of God that conceived them. It is 

easily shown, too, that they do not depend like everything 

created, directly on God's power and will, else he could create



nonentities which are uncreatable. This, however, is no 

derogation to the Almighty Power, nor does it make Him 

dependent on the possibles as something foreign to Himself. 

For the intellect that is the norm of the possibles, from 

the nature of Sod's infinite perfection, must depend on His 

own essence, which is God.

-4-



THE EFFECTS OF CARTESIAUISM.

Descartes has "been called the Socrates of Modern 

Philosophy. The part of Martin Luther fits him better. What 

Luther did for religion Descartes did for philosophy. In 

Luther's time religion was a goodly mountain, jagged here and 

there, and needing in too many places polishing and cutting; 

but on the whole a goodly pile. Luther wedged into it and 

sent part knocking against part, till the general wear and 

tear betokened the utter breaking-up of all. Descartes found 

philosophy on an eminence,- though not nearly perfect, its 

lead was sure, and its ranks solid. The apostle of the new 

school cut the ground from under its feet and sent it onward 

helter-skelter knowing neither end, nor recognizing means.

But Descartes was a very different man from the 

German reformer,of a higher intellectual and moral build.

Rene Descartes was born in 1696 and during half a century 

was to turn French thought into strangely new and fatuous 

channels. Unlike Luther he was not so proud as vain.

Descartes was deeply in love with his originality. Had he 

but loved his own speculations a little the less and Truth 

■for its own sake a little more, his life would have been far 

from what it was. Outwardly at least he reverenced Catholicism,



and always submitted in matters of faith, yet in heart he was a 

pagan philosopher, and it is pagan philosophic ideals that 

survived him.

It would he very unjust to Descartes to credit him 

merely with what he accomplished or to omit what he did in spite 

of his wrong beginning. His highest praise and worst condemnation 

is for the effect he had on subsequent philosophic thought. We 

praise him for the impetus which he gave to Science, completing what 

Bacon had but half-done, and we censure him for leading modern 

philosophers to think it better to be original and wrong than take 

o& authority what is right. The beauty and attraction of his 

system lay in its novelty not in the force of its arguments.

It was not however the weakness of his arguments that 

charmed succeeding philosophers. His was a keen, original mind 

and his daring inquisitiveness brought to light many a hidden 

truth. It is this side of Descartes that probably captured 

posterity. Because he was right in a good many things, it is 

argued his system must he right after all. The question might 

be fairly put, if philosophic systems are to he judged, as other 

things are, by results, can the system of Descartes he called 

wanting? Does not a system deserve our appreciation that brings 

forth such wonderful discoveries as the application of algebra 

to geometry, first sets the sciences of physiology, astronomy 

and optics fairly on their feet; and greatest of all first showed

2.
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that nature can he interrogated mathematically and its answers 

expressed in mathematical formulae? Science can fairly claim 

him as her chosen and devoted son, a sapper and miner who went 

before her making straight her ways- a sort of a herald that 

proclaimed her rising glories when she was hut little known. It 

was a reward dearly won and Descartes little knew what a complete 

revolution he was bringing about. Nothing can atone for the 

wreck he made of philosophy. If science were the be-all and 

all-in-all, it would he different, but in furthering a part of 

science to the destruction of faith, authority and reliability, 

Descartes broke into fragments some of mankind's highests ideals, 

compared with which science is a mere bagatelle.

Descartes is responsible for the vagaries that followed 

him- The errors of Spinoza, Hege^, Kant and their school are 

traceable to him. He was like so many Arctic explorers, courageous 

and bold, but whose efforts are not well-timed. They sail into 

new and strange lands, the novelty strikes them for richness 

and they learn to love barrenness better than fertility. As a 

system it did not last long, creating a stir for a while and then 

buried in the storm of ariticisrn it provoked. One part has re

mained and oddly enough the worst and most illogical of all. His 

methodic doubt is the flimsiest of all his arguments and though 

its weakness has been indicated again and again it still remains
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the stout ship in which all modern philosophers put out to sea.

It is rather curious the effect Cartesianism had upon 

Protestants and Catholics at first. Many Catholics saw in it an 

atheistical reliance on pure reason and the Protestant principle 

of private judgment; and on the other hand Protestant divines 

termed it atheism "a la Jesuitism" avoiding delicate matters and 

submitting to the Church.

In Prance it was not long-lived and its physical 

speculations gave away to the brilliant discoveries of ITewton, 

Voltaire and his school succeeding in crying Descartes down. In 

England loeke questioned and refuted the theory of innate ideas, 

and then Hume saw no escape from Scepticism. On the continent, 

Descartes' desciples applied his doubt universally and questioned 

revelation as well as science. Others to explain the action of 

mind upon matter postulated the necessity of a divine interposing 

will. Denying this Spinoza put forward his theory of universal 

substance and explained mind and matter as but aspects of one 

substance. And philosophers ever since have spent their efforts 

in refuting others only to meet the same fate themselves.

Summing up then, we may say in one word, the philosophy 

of Descartes was a godless one and its effect corresponded to its 

godless cause, 

lov. 6, 1898.



PRIMITIVE 'IDEAS OF GOP AUD THE SOUL.

Ue read in the 1.3th chapter of the Book of Wisdom that 

in the beginning men had a true knowledge of God, but that as 

time went on, they turned from the Creator, first to the works 

of the Creator, or Uature,. and finally to the works of their own 

hands, viz. idols. Modern thought, however, does not fall in 

with the truths as revealed in the Book of Wisdom, and gives 

quite a contrary explanation of its own. According to it men 

and things, as. we know them to-day, have been evolved to their 

present state of perfection, by the incessant and ever-refining 

change of ages, With them, all that lies behind is the "dark 

backward and abysm of time" and before is all worth hoping for.

It is our purpose to examine past events with this object in 

view, to investigate as far as we may, religious belief as it 

|| existed among the primeval races, in order to see whether Modern 

Thought or Ancient Inspiration is based upon fact.

And now let it be understood that I am not combating
■

■Rrwinism at least only so far as it affects religious belief.

But it may be to the point to indicate, what seems to me to be 

the most fruitful source of m o d e m  error. When Darwin put for

ward his now-famous' theory of evolution, the world at once 

i jumped at the conclusion that religion could not stand against 

it. And this is what I object to, viz. that a scientist or a
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scholar, a naturalist or chemist , because some religious dogma 

or belief seems inconsistent with some theory or discovery in 

his special line, should at once cast doubt upon, or utterly 

deny that religious dogma or whatever it may be. For his very 

profession of being a scientist excludes him from theology and 

logically from the subject matter of theology. An example will 

make this clear: Conceive a very learned astronomer who was 

utterly ignorant of natters outside of his devoted science, and 

consequently knew nothing of the effect of volition on the 

nr. scles of men* Ao:: it is a well-known lav/ in astronomy that 

every particle of matter in the universe is attracted by every 

other particle of matter inversely as the square rod of the 

distance, it would also be well-known to our astronomer that 

every body so attracted moves in a conic section, how we will 

suppose that our astronomer is approached, and questioned re

garding the movements of men. He would first be sure that men 

were matter, then unhesitatingly and logically, as far as he 

was concerned, he would declare that all men at all times under 

all conditions moved parabolically, in hyperbolas or elliptically. 

There is not a single flaw in his chain of reasoning as far as 

his own science of astronomy goes. But from measuring all things 

"by astronomy he arrives at a conclusion as foolish as it is 

absurd* Science to be true needs to be readjusted by science,

.and if scientists wish to prove or disprove Religion, they should



become theologians, else conclusions which seem irrefragable 

to them will merit the ridicule won by the astronomical theory 

that all men must necessarily move in Conic Sections.

Sly zeal to demolish this modem pretension has 

perhaps led me away far from our main point, but I can only 

justify it by the fact that those who ascribe only revolting 

and degrading religious systems to primitive men do so from 

their notions of human progress, and do not readjust nor con

firm their conclusions by history. And this is the point where 

we propose to attach their theory and we hope to disprove it 

completely.

It is a singular fact that nearly every nation loohs 

bach upon some period of its history as an ideal period. Thus 

Ovid starts out with "Prinum aurum aestas" and we all are 

familiar vith the more recent "Merrie England”. But this of 

itself you may say proves nothing. Co we proceed to consider 

what are perhaps the oldest of human boohs, viz. the Vedas, 

the sacred fend, as they believed, the inspired- boohs of the 

■ Hindoos. here we are carried bach to the spring-time of the 

world, at the cradle of the human race. Ve find in these old 

Hindoo records that their*worship at first centered in Brahma, 

the one, eternal infinite spirit. Their ideas of the one great 

lord are singularly pure and ennobled. Listen to the strain 

I in which the earliest of the Vedas praised their God: "Vise and
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mighty", so it rruns, "are the works of Him who stemmed asunder 

the wide firmaments. He lifted on high the bright and glorious 

heaven. He stretched out apart the starry shy and earth."

Again "If I go trembling like a cloud driven by the wind, 

have mercy, Almighty, have mercy. There is no room for doubt."

In the remotest antiquity we find monotheism in its 

purest sense,- its ideas of God, the immortality of the soul 

and belief in a future state far loftier and nobler than the 

finest speculations of refined Greece. But here as everywhere, 

the chosen nation alone being excepted, we find how literally 

true is the charge of the Book of Wisdom that from a knowledge 

of God, religion degenerated into sn adoration, first of nature 

and gradually to the grosser idolatry of man’s own works.

Among the Hindoos time brought with it the yearning for some

thing tangible on which to pour their veneration. They came to 

look upon the world as an emanation from Brahma and consequently 

as being a part of the universal soul, fit to be worshiped.

This, of course, is rank Pantheism, which Brownson aptly calls 

the Supreme Sophism. Their religion becomes gradually more and 

more degraded till from animal and idol worship they came to 

believe in Atheism and Annihilation, or Nirvana. In regard to 

the Hindoos this much is indubitable, that in the beginning 

they retained in their purity the sublime truths revealed by 

God to man, and that their ideas concerning the attributes of



the One-Supreme, All-Powerful Creator were as grandly sublime 

as any truths known to man, save the inspired words.

Bor a long time, it was thought that the Persians 

were fire-worshippers and that with them could be found no 

traces of pure monotheism. Modern research has entirely dis

proved this; has, in fact, clearly shorn that Zoroaster - 

supposed to he to them what Mahomet was in later years to the 

Mohammedans - was no Persian at all, hut an inhabitant of 

Bactriana. When he lived is not definitely known, the diffi

culties of ancient chronology being almost insuperable, but 

he is thought to have been a contemporary of Hoses, and his 

task was very much the same. He wrote the Zends to preserve 

the true religion as it had come down from his fathers, but

which was being gradually corrupted. He proclaimed that Orrauzd
•

which means The Living Creator of the Universe - was the God of 

their fathers. Here is his own language: The Living God - 

the Good Spirit - the Sublime Truth - the Creator of Life - 

the Sssence of Truth - the Primordial Spirit - the Author of 

the World and of Law - the Most Powerful of Beings. Such was 

the high conception men had of their God almost as far back as 

history goes. But here again time brings with it degeneracy 

and a falling away from the truth. lire, according to the 

• Zend-Avesta, used in worship as being least material, came to 

be an object of worship. Thus again fulfilling the words of
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tne Bible that men forgot their God and worshiped his works.

Bext in importance and antiquity comes Egypt, famed 

for its wisdom, its monuments, and its heroes, but disgusting 

"or the turn that pantheism took there. Can it be possible 

that from the worship of eats and dogs and garden truck we 

can go bah and find traces of the original heaven-revealed 

truth? Such is really the case. Though in the case of Egypt 

v/e have not the same sources of accurate information as in the 

cane of the Hindoos and Bactrians, all research seems to point 

to a Supreme Being whom they calledAmun. Fifteen hundred years 

before oses the Egyptians spoke of their God as The only Being 

living in Truth, as being one from whom millions of beings 

issue, who made everything and who alone was not made.

./e have now examined what may he called the major 

part of historical antiquity before classic times. True, we 

have said nothing of many nations e.g. China where Buddhism, an off 

shoot of Brahmanism,•prevailed, nor Chaldea, where men from 

almost the very first seem to have been idolaters, nor of the 

Canaanites, the worshipers of Lloloch and Baal and many others.

But we have chosen the leading nations of antiquity that 

dwelt around mankind’s first home, whose records and religious 

customs are best known to us, because in an essay like this 

their view of the subject must necessarily be circumscribed,



partial and incompfehensive. ./e have found then that the 

Brahma of the Hindoos, the Omni 2d of the Persians or Bactrians 

the maun of the .Egyptians were originally hut one with Jehovah,

the God of the Jews.

Let us pass hy the religions of classic times, the 

mythology of Greece and Rome, so gorgeously dressed up hy 

fertile poetic imagination hut traceable, we think, to the 

earlier' monotheistic systems, and let us come to a quarter of 

the Globe far remote from any we have been considering, viz. 

our ovra continent. ..’hat does history find here? Here surely 

was the fittest place imaginable for men at the dawn of history 

to be what modem thinkers say they should be. But just the 

contrary. Shere is running through all the religious belief of

Itforth and South American Indians a belief in the Great Spirit.

..e find it among the Incas of Peru, the Aztecs of Mexico, the 

Patagonians of the extreme South and the Esquimaux of the 

extreme north. However childish and superstitious their belief, 

...may have become, there is behind it all the one grand supreme 

truth •

fhe Peruvians believed in one Supreme Creator, invis

ible and immaterial, to whom hut one temple was raised. He 

was the great Viracocha - the giver and sustainer of life.

They believed that men were rewarded or punished hereafter ac



cording to the lives they lea here, like the Egyptians they

embalmed the dead and thus gave proof of their "belief in the 

immortality of the soul.

The Aztecs give perhaps a clearer proof of religious 

degeneracy than any other nation. Like the Peruvians, they 

acknowledge the Supreme Ruler and Creator of the universe.

They even had a notion of original sin and washed it away "by 

"baptism. But side "by side with these high conceptions of 

religion there were religious practices of horrible barbarity 

and, as Prescott remarks, the former refined religion must 

have been handed down to them by a race that had passed away.

The history of one of the kings of Tecusco is worth 

mentioning. He lived in times of gross idolatry but saw through 

the imposture. At last he openly professed his faith, built 

a temple to the unknown Cod, the Cause of Causes, and no sacri

fices were offered but,the "perfume of flowers and sweet- 

scented gums". And after lamenting on the vanity of things, 

this Indian Socrates says to his subjects "let us aspire to 

that heaven where all is eternal and corruption cannot come". 

High sentiments indeed for barbarism pure and simple.

It is needless to proceed farther. On every hand 

we are met with proofs of original monotheism and subsequent 

depredation and decline, following the law, it would seem, that 

the more man is left to himself, the deeper does he fall into 

revolting superstition and idolatry.



THE BOOKS WE ARE TO READ.

The true value of literature is nowadays so little 

understood or appreciated that attempts to correct and guide 

modern taste are too often met with sneers and ridicule.

Despite our "boast, that we are heirs "of all the ages and fore

most in the files of time" at no period since the renaissance of 

learning has the really good in literature Been passed by with 

so little concern. Truly can we say with Newman, "This is an 

age in which mysticism is the mother of wisdom", for the nine

teenth century, however great and progressive it may have been 

in other developments, has done very little to raise the con

ception of what is good and beautiful in world-literature.

And what a mine of purest ore, what secret springs 

of untold happiness, what visions to cheer us on in the future, 

what soul-stirring memories to be delved out of the past are 

imbedded in that literature, which acquaints us with the great 

intellects of all time'. The humblest of rank in its magic pale 

may converse at will with the highest. Shakespeare and Milton, 

Dante and Homer, may be the daily companions of him who but 

desires it. The vanity of the world crowds with restless 

eagerness to get a glimpse of some gilded creature on whom Fortune 

may have smiled but from those shores that teem with intellectual



ore, the current of modern taste turns to seek its own level in 

shallower depths.

At least, it is the duty of those with good fortune 

enough to differ from the generality, to raise their voices in 

protest against the morbid pruriency for the latest in litera

ture, which seems to be whirling us into a veritable maelstrom 

from which there is no escape. While it is easy to deprecate the 

tendency of the age, it is a much harder task to remedy the 

defect. For if there is any one idea that seems well-grounded 

in most readers it is that one bock if it arouses as much in

terest is as good a book as any other. And this were saying 

that the faintest distant star that glimmers like the glint of 

pearls was as life-giving as the grandest luminary in the 

firmament.

If in reading, as in mathematics, or in any other 

exact science, the boundaries of what is to be read could be 

fixed to a nicety, the problem would be solved. But in 

literature as in the beauties of nature there is the widest 

divergence in taste. Byron was won't to catch the undertones 

of his inner-spirit from the rumblings of the billows as they 

broke upon the beachT while the gentle Thoreau loved to be near 

the heart of nature. It is the same with literature. One loves 

the billowy lines of Homer, another the elegant art.of Virgil and 

still another the poetic fire of Shakespeare.

. 2 .
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It will "be the part of the beginner to cultivate an 

enthusiasm for reading, to instill a love for knowledge that will 

be the acquaintance of youth, the friend of his manhood and the 

dearest companion of his old age. He should learn to distinguish 

the beneficial from the merely useful, the literature of knowledge
I

from the literature of power. I)e Quincey has well said knowledge 

that cannot be transmitted into power becomes mere intellectual 

rubbish.

With this much presupposed, he may be sufficiently 

well equipped to begin his task, to become a cultured man, viz., 

in Matthew Arnold's words, "to be acquainted with the best that 

has been thought and said in the world". And now, gentle reader, 

let us suppose our candidate confiding in the advice of men of 

letters and approaching some product that has made its author 

immortal. For the sake of order, let us suppose him starting in 

with Homer. In the ancient Greek bard of Chios, he will find 

more of the ideal in poetry than anywhere else. He will feast 

on the nectar and ambrosia of the gods, will see Olympus in its 

pristine and native splendor, will catch the portentous nod of 

Jupiter, all in such a manner, that the most daring feat of poesy 

creating the wonderful machinery of the gods is garbed in the 

quintessence of simplicity, directness and apparent artlessness.

He will be carried along by the rythmic march in its silent but



4.

majestic grandeur resembling, as Pope remarks, the course of the

army he describes "Pouring along like a fire that sweeps the whole

earth before it", and each re-reading will bring fresh tingling to

his veins and he will rise from each a better man. He will have

studied simplicity and poetic fancy as it was "in the sunrise of

imagination". Prom their sources, he will have learned to admire

the three great qualities that influence the judgment of posterity,

simplicity, power and original fancy. Prom the touches of home-

life that abound, more may be gleaned concerning the inner life in 
than

its early daysAfrom the perusal of Herodotus' voluminous narrative. 

A noted literateur has even gone so far as to propose the study 

of Homer as an antiseptic against the drift of modern mediocrity.

Par different is the next great work that will confront 

him following the order of time. I mean the Divine Comedy of the 

great Florentine. Hot that the intervening period was without its 

great geniuses, for the fame of the intellectual splendor of Greece 

and Home, of Demosthenes and Cicero, of Sophocles and Horace, of 

Euripides and Virgil, of Xenophon and Livy, will be cherished and 

their works read while there exists brains enough to appreciate

them. But in a brief essay like this in dealing with individuals,
\!

both great brevity and the few great names are all that is required. 

Prom Dante, he will imbibe the spirit of the times. It is a dif

ferent field from the one he has but lately traversed. Prom Homer 

to Dante is a wide jump indeed. The beauty of the new dispensation



will shine more brilliantly by comparison. The love for Beatrice 

and the love for Penelope give the true insight into the changed 

state of affairs. But the one great feature of the Tuscan bard, 

which succeeding ages can hardly admire half enough, is his in

comparable imagination. In some respects his imagination was even 

mo?© fruitful and powerful than Shakespeare’s. ITo poet ever dared 

give to posterity such a poem. Without the brilliant imagery, the 

exquisite particularity of description, and the wonderful force of 

style, his master-piece would be relegated to obscurity by scoffing 

incredulousness. But as it is, in spite of oneself we believe 

while we read.

And now, the next great luminary that has steadily risen 

till it outshines all others is our own, great Shakespeare. The 

scene is again changed. The reader may long for the bright and sunny 

skies that he has left but more than ample compensation awaits him.

It is strange, almost inexplicable to us how it should be so. One 

whose birthplace was a hovel takes a precedence of kings and 

potentates, scholars and wise men. 0 mighty Shakespear®l When 

shall we make the right use of thy monuments of everlasting fame'.

When shall we learn to appreciate the Incomparable magnitude of thy 

genius' If the aspiring youth of the world were forced to rely 

upon yours and your kindred geniuses for their inspirations and 

their study, I daresay the bargain would be a beneficial one. What 

latent spring of nature’s secret forces but you have touched?



What hidden motives unearthed? What matchless analysis of 

character "brought to light*? let every one approaching the study 

of Shakespeare remember, that the richness and quality of the in

tellectual fruit he is to bear away is limited only by his powers 

of assimilation and acquisition.

Let the foregoing great authors, together with 

perhaps, Milton, Goethe and Montaigne, be the grand groundwork 

upon which our lighter superstructure is to be reared. They are 

to be his daily companions. The rest as collateral.

And with this latter class, we now have to deal. In the 

hurry and bustle of life we are apt to forget the importance that 

attaches to our reading. But it is a safe rule that the best book 

for us is the one from which we derive most benefit. This seems 

so apparent, that its putting forth is likely to appear pedantic. 

But it is to the reader and not to the rule that we are led to say, 

"Aye there1s the rub". Most readers lack the cultivation of taste 

which is requisite here. As appears when the most senseless 

reprobate or cruel ingrate often raises more admiration than the 

noblest character conceived on lines of truth.

The remedy, it seems to me, is to raise the general 

public’s ideals, to bring them in touch with the best of our 

writers, both of poetry and prose, of history and fiction. From 

the vast field of English and other modern literature it is im

possible here to hit upon and select the best from the mediocre,

6 .
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the good from the hurtful, in a word what is to he read and what 

avoided- But it may he well to point out a few of its leading 

representatives. In the German, Goethe, Pichter and Schiller are 

the most prominent names. In the French, Victor Hugo and Voltaire, 

infidels though they were, with Montaigne previously mentioned, 

are generally reputed as its leading men. As we come to our 

literature, with which we are better acquainted and which is 

perhaps more extensive than the rest, the list of hooks deserving 

of being read and reread each time with fresh pleasure lenghtens 

so, that it would he far more appropriate for a catalogue than 

an essay. But as our exertions should he confined to the very 

best we can do, it will suffice here to mention hut a few. In 

England the great names of writers of prose are Puskin, Newman, 

Carlyle and Macaulay, Addison Burke and Swift. Her poets, Pope 

and Dryden, Wordsworth and Burns, Keats, Shelley, Byron and Scott, 

along with the greatest hard of late years- Tennyson. Here in 

America, young in years, hut ripe in genius, our masters in prose 

are Webster and Prescott, Irving and Emerson, Hawthorne and 

Brownson. In poetry, Longfellow and Poe, Holmes and Miles. With 

these in his circle of literary acquaintenances, one may well con

gratulate himself upon at least being well read. His labors will 

he rewarded a hundred times. When all else seems hut the shadow 

of a shade, the brightest prospects turned into despair, the fond 

day-dreams left hut to torment him by their unreality, he will 

turn for consolation, for halm for the world's hurts and bruises,
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tc the friends that he made in youth, his never-failing mentors 

and consolers, his hooks- But if a happier fortune attends his 

path, when great and critical moments arise in his career he will 

say with Cowley, "Come, my best friends, my hooks and lead me on".



■ATT A-mreras to l a w  fmmPHTS 
UPOIT THF 0GCASTPIT OF THEIR GRADUATION.

Gentlemen - You are to be congratulated on the successful 

completion of your course- Tonight, you are about to close 

forever the preparatory chapter of your lives, and with the 

accumulated strength of years, ready ana eager for the contest, 

you are about to break lances with the world. What you have 

achieved in the past is settled now. However indifferent or 

brilliant your successes have been so far, a new arena for action 

awaits you*

For many years, not merely these few, during which you 

have clustered here- preparing for the bar, but from that which 

seems to you so distant period of your young lives, when first 

"The young idea began.to shoot", when your young minds began to 

broaden under reflection and to ripen with thought, you have been 

in training, in hard laborious, arduous, mental training, in 

preparation for the part which a wise Providence has mapped out 

for you- I say, where you have been placed by Providence, and I 

wish to emphasize this point, for if you persist in going out of 

the groove in which an all-wise Creator wished you to run, it 

were better far, had you never studied the law. But I trust, 

that in each case, your preference for the practice of the lav/, has
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been the result of sober forethought; the conclusion reached 

after weighing well the inducements and discouragements upon 

which hung the decision, that is to give color and distinction, 

honor and reward, success or failure to your* future careers.

You can hardly overestimate the importance of the step 

you are about to take. In the phrase of the physicists, it is 

transforming the potential into the kinetic energy. Up to 

tonight, you were like the gladiator that trains for the event 

with the great care that a man puts forth when life itself is 

at stake• But tonight, the challenger's trumpet has sounded; 

you enter the lists; and from now the contest is on. Remember 

well, that much of after success or failure depends upon the 

beginning. Let the superstructure, you are to raise, on your 

solid foundation, be raised with on eye to stability, as well as 

to symmetry, and to pleasing effect.

You are eager, as every one is eager, at the start in 

an untried venture, to learn what will bring you out most 

successfully in the end. You are aware, too, how much depends 

solely on your own exertions- The history of mankind, if you 

have understood it aright, has taught you that the great, un

known, illimitable future is like a plastic ball in a sculptor’s 

hands, to be moulded and shaped by the genius of men-

Fortune indeed may look more favorably on some than on

others, biit the smiles of this fickle goddess, though they buoy up
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and carry us along for a while, if not supported ty virtue and 

learning will strand us, ere long, on some inhospitable shore.

Make it the aim of your lives, to become more proficient in these 

two all-important requisites for upon these two all others depend. 

You may become great lawyers, and yet be the most insignificant 

of men* You may rise to the highest rank in your profession; you 

may move in the circle of the nation's great, but if your hearts 

be not pure, you are whited-sepulchres far more reprehensible 

than the Pharaisees; if your will be not resolutely firm, it is 

only a matter of time, until you fall from the Delectable Mountain 

into the Shadow of the Valley of Death; and if your intellect be 

not as well-equipped as it should be, remember you have wronged, 

not merely yourself and society at large, you have dared to misuse 

the gifts of God.

Yours is a profession which is concerned mainly with 

justice. Look to it well, that your career is in keeping with 

the end for which you are supposed to serve. I hope that each one 

is prepared to say with the greatest of bards,

"Mine honor is my life: both grow in one.
Take honor from me, and my life is done."

Dor your profession is beset with more temptations than fell to 

the lot of the ordinary man. The physician, for instance, meets 

with but comparatively few of those allurements, which too often 

entice our lawyers from the plain path of duty. It is true, the



temptations are at times hard to resist, hut the way to meet them 

is to he men* As Emerson somewhere says, "Without wars, there 

would he no soldiers", so hear in mind, that the true steel and 

sterling worth of your character, can he proved only after they 

have passed through the fires of temptation. As the poet sings,

"The rugged metal of the mine 
Must burn before the surface shine."

Your conscience should in all cases he your guide. It is that for

which you have to answer. The most intricate ethical propositions

resolve themselves into simple elements under this consideration:

Can I do it in conscience? If you can answer yes, you are at

liberty to go ahead. But when in the sanctum of the mind, there

is a consciousness of guilt, the lawyer who connives at injustice,

is even more deserving of execration than the criminal himself.

The man who in the ordinary course of events breaks through the

lav/ and commits a crime, does so much after the manner of a

common military deserter.

But the guilt of a lawyer who abets a breach against 

morality is comparable only to the treason of a commander, who 

not only deserts but betrays his post. Both are, indeed, high 

crimes; but if the guilt of one be flagitious, the guilt of the 

other is an hundred times more heinous. If the one deserves 

hanging, the other should be burned at the stake.

Apart from the consideration of particular cases, you 

will find that there is no greater help in your career than a

4.
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reputation for high morality. There is an attraction in probity, 

integrity and moral uprightness, which iniquity itself cannot 

resist- It throws a halo around its possesser, that like the 

blaze of noonday lights up his dark hours and guides him on, 

in the straight and narrow way- Join'a reputation of high 

morality to ability in a profession, and it is sure to end in 

success- There is no career where a man can benefit his fellowr- 

man more than the practice of the law, if the lawyer rounds off a 

character of firmness, of action, and of good morality, with 

proficiency in law ana wisdom in matters of state.

I have spoken to you regarding the necessity of being 

above a 11, upright'and honest men. Let me now turn to look at 

your future from another standpoint,- one which, humanly speaking, 

has much to do with your success or failure. I refer to the extent 

and variety of your acquirements, in a word, in regard to those 

accomplishments which go to make up your intellectual build. For 

by the depth and profundity of your knowledge, along with the 

triumphs of your genius, you should strive to shed a dignity upon 

your chosen profession, and not like too many members of the bar 

let your profession give dignity to you. It is told of a famous 

Tbeban general, that after he had been elected by his fellow 

citizens out of spite to the office of scavenger, he entered upon 

his duties cheerfully; remarking that if there was no dignity to 

be had from the office, the office should receive dignity from him.
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There is little need of you all "being Epaminodases, for your 

profession, from its intellectual, its political, and its moral 

side, is as high and as ennobling as is given to man* You 

remember the words of praise that Burke bestows upon the study of 

law, as a means of training the intellect. And it is needless 

here to remind you of how many great men the profession of law has 

furnished, that have lent lustre and renown to their calling and 

their country.

You have now reached such a point, that I hope you are 

prepared to seek knowledge, not for the mere pecuniary reward, 

which sometimes a proficiency in learning brings, but for that 

far higher, truer, and nobler end; to strive for it for its own 

sake, and to pursue it as its own reward. And when you shall 

have done so, your efforts shall be crowned with the honorable 

success of having done honor to your profession, and of having 

lent a well-earned and meritorious distinction to your name.

I should have you add to your resolution of growing old 

as the Greek proverb has it, in learning, an ambition that is 

emulous of rising as high as it can. That is, as high as your 

talents, your opportunities and your character allow. Not that 

you all should set your hearts upon becoming presidents, or even 

great men. in the state, for I know that all, save perhaps a few, 

would be sadly disappointed. But I would have you aim reasonably



7-

high, perhaps to aim at something just a little higher than you 

can in reason expect to reach. For then, when every nerve has 

"been strained to its utmost and every faculty of mind and soul has 

labored with all its might, the result will he the highest 

achievement that lay in your power. You may not have reached your 

ideal- in fact you never can- hut you will have played your part 

well.

Yet after all, what you need is well expressed in the 

old proverb, "Acta non verba",- not so much advices as a fi'eld for 

trial. What I have said to you tonight may he forgotten v/ith 

Micawber-lilce forgetfulness long before the rising sun greets you 

with the fond hopes and fair prospects of the glorious morning.

My friends, a great field for success and fame stretches out before 

you* If I can bring it home to you that you should make it the 

consummate effort of your lives to "Act well your part, there 

all honor lies"- my speaking shall not have been in vain. For if 

you succeed in doing this you shall have won something more than 

success- If from this very night, when you break asunder the ties 

that bind you to so mary fond associations you shall "Grapple to 

yourself with hoops of steel" this high purpose and this noble 

resolve, rest assured, my young friends, that when your career has 

been all but run, and the sands in your glass of time are well-



nigh gone, you may watch the gathering sunset of your days with 

the well-settled and consoling conviction, of having acted well the 

part you were expected to play,- which of itself is the greatest

8 .

of human rewards.



DEMOSTHENES' THIKD OlYhTHIAC.

The conditions which confronted the Athenians when this 

oration was delivered were briefly these. Philip was taking the 

cities of Greece; he was now besieging the Olynthians; the latter had 

sent to Athens for succor; previous speakers flattered the proud 

spirit of the Athenians by proposing to chastise Philip. Demosthenes 

arises. He shows at the very start that they should think first of 

defending themselves before thinking of punishing Philip. His first 

object is to correct the aim which they should have in view. The 

difficulty, he observes, arises from their disinclination to carry out 

good measures proposed. Had they but kept their word, and furnished 

the promised aid, Philip would have been caught in a critical juncture 

and would not be harassing them now. This, however, was a golden 

opportunity lost. The past, alas, cannot be undone. But the real, 

the vital, and the only consideration now is, how can we make the 

best of our present affairs.

You have no choice. Failure to succor the Olynthians now, 

is nothing short of working in Philip’s behalf. If you choose to 

remain, inactive here, then he will surely swoop down upon you when 

he has captured Olynthus. There can be no doubt but this will be 

the consequence of our lethargy.
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It is agreed then that duty demands we should send aid.

The great difficulty is as to the how. There is one way, which if 

you will permit your orators to propose, is a solution of the 

difficulty. The theoric fund -should he used to pay your citizen 

soldiers. So the first step is to regulate so that this can he 

done.

But remember that decrees, as the past has shown, are of

themselves of little value. Action though coming after in time is

infinitely more fruitful 3n results.

What a time for action have we now*? Philip has laid v/aste

our lands, he a barbarian is at our very doors. Whose is the

fault? However unwilling to confess it, the fault is our own. Blame

not your legislators but yourselves. And remember in all cases the

useful should be ehoosen before the agreeable.

It is objected that it is better to use other funds for

the war and save the theoric for enjoyment at home. This if it

could be is very true but in fact it is impossible. Money is needed.

The patriot following the high examples of your great men in the

past should speak out the truth, advising you for your interest even

| when it goes against the grain and not like your present statesman 
'

who look rather to your praise than to your welfare.

Contrast the situation of your city then and its condition 

|now> Every glory, won at the price of your ancestors' valor in times

I of war has been let slip by you in times of peace. You then held
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the hegemony of Greece- The Macedonian king acknowledged your 

supremacy. How is it now' Whom can we hlame hut ourselves for

Philip's rise to power?

But it is retorted that the flourishing condition of 

domestic affairs amply makes up for the loss of foreign prestige.

Your prosperity is apparent rather than real. The grand residences 

of your politicians testify that the common weal has suffered 

from private aggrandizement. You are tamed so that now unlike your 

ancestors who were the politicians' masters you obey their every 

behest. Never expect to do great things, to make your nation 

renowned for honor, when you can find no higher task for your 

ambitions.

But if you agree to relinquish your petty theatre money, 

to take the field and act worthy of yourselves, then perhaps you 

may be successful. You that are fit for service go to the front 

and your theoric fund shall pay you. If you are too old, supervise 

the affairs at home. Those who work shall receive a reward for their 

services, the idlers deserve none. In a word, do yourselves what 

you esteem others for doing. Preserve that high standard of virtue 

that your illustrious ancestors bequeathed to you.

These are my suggestions. May you choose those which areI’'
I for the welfare of the individual and the public at large.



AGRIOOLA TO THE ROMANS.

It is eight years, my men, since Roman valor with you for 

instruments conquered Britain. In so many marches, in so many 

battles, neither soldier nor commander has been found wanting in 

bravery against the enemy, or in patience and toil almost against 

nature herself. Consequently, you having penetrated further than 

the former armies and I farther than former legates, we are 

occupying the remotest parts of Britain not by rumor and report 

but by camps and fortifications. Britain has been discovered and 

subdued. Well do I remember often on the march when swamps and 

hills and rivers were dispiriting us the bravest would say "the 

enemy, when will he be given to us, his battle line when shall it 

appear?". Here they are, forced out of their retreats and your 

prayers and valor now have free play; all things lie ready for 

the conquerors, everything goes hard with the conquered. And the 

reason is, just as it was honorable when pressing forward to finish 

so many journeys, to march through so many forests and to cross so 

many streams, so in like manner the things which today are most pro

pitious will be fraught with greatest danger to those that flee. For 

we neither know the lie of the country nor have an over-supply of 

food, but we have our strong right hands and our weapons and in these 

are ail things. For my part, I long ago found out that retreat was
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unsafe for leader or army. Besides, an honorable death is better 

than a disgraceful life. Honor and unperishable fame are to be had 

on this very field and to die in this far away spot would not be 

without glory. I exhort you by the thoughts of what the other armies 

would do if new nations and strange battle lines had confronted them. 

Recount your trophies, remember what you have seen with your own 

eyes. Last year some of these who stealthily attacked a single legion 

at night were conquered by a yell, the rest are the fastest runners 

and for this reason have held out so long. As the bravest animals 

rush forth to attack and the timid and weak ones are driven off by 

the shouts of the crowd, in like manner the boldest of the Britons 

have yielded already, none are left but weak-kneed cowards whom you 

have come upon not because they stood their ground but because they 

were caught and finally in the last extremity of fear they have 

drawn up their line in this very field where you shall win a grand 

and glorious victory. Go forward with your companies. To fifty 

years add one crowning day. x x x x



SPEECH OP GALGACTTS TO TEE BEITOES.

As often as I consider the causes of the war and the 

straits we are driven to, I have a strong presentiment that this 

day by means of your unanimity will be the beginning of liberty 

for all Britain. For not one of us is a slave, a.nd no lands are 

behind us, but not even is the sea a place of safety, for the 

Eoman fleet threatens us. Battle and arms, honorable in the 

hands of brave men, are the very same weapons safest for cowards. 

Our forces gave hope and help to former uprisings in which we 

fought the Homans with varying success, because we are the 

noblest men of all Britain and dwelling in these very fastnesses 

and not gazing upon the shores of slaves we have kept our eyes 

unpolluted from the sight of foreign sway. Our very remoteness 

and obscurity have preserved us up to this day the remotest of 

men, the last of freemen. How the furthermost boundary of 

Britain lies before you, and everything not understood is taken 

for something great. But there is no land beyond, nothing but 

rocks and waves, and Romans more hostile btill, whose proud spirit 

you shall not escape by your adulation and servility. Y/orld- 

robbers, when the earth fails these plunderers, they look out on 

the sea- If the enemy be rich, they are greedy, if poor, they 

lord it over him. Heither the East nor the West has sated their
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greed. Alone of men they are eager for riches and poverty with 

equal desire- To plunder, kill and steal, under false names they 

call power and when they have made a wilderness they call it peace.

According to nature, one’s children and relatives should 

"be to each one very dear; these are transported to he slaves in 

other lands; our wives and sisters although they fly from the 

enemy’s lust are polluted in the name of friends and guests. They 

have taken our goods and our property for tribute, our years are 

spent in gathering grain- These very bodies and. limbs in fortifying 

swamps and woodlands are worn away with lashes and insults. Slaves 

born to slavery are sold but once and from that time are supported 

by their masters. Britain pays for its own enslavement daily and 

supports it with daily food- But, as in the household, the newest 

slave is made a laughingstock of by his fellow-slaves so in this 

ancient slavery of the whole world, we are sought for in plunder as 

new and of not much account. We have neither corn-fields, nor mines, 

nor harbors, in working which we might be kept employed. Besides, 

valor and fierce courage in subjects are displeasing to one's rulers 

and our remoteness and obscurity have made us the safer the more we 

were suspected. Accordingly, the chance of pardon having been 

taken away take courage at last, as to some safety and to others 

glory is the dearest. With a woman for a leader, the Trenobantes 

fired the colony stormed the camp, and had not success made them



careless, they could have thrown off the yoke. We, every inch of 

us men and unconquerable men, are going to bring not forgiveness 

but liberty. Shall we not show in the very first onset what kind 

of men Caledonia has held in reserved Do you think the Romans 

are as valorous in war as they are voluptuous in times of peace?

Kade famous by our* bickerings and disagreements they 

turn to the glory of their army the vices of the enemy. As 

prosperity keeps together this army drawn from various nations so 

in like manner adversity will disband it. Do you think that the 

Gauls and Germans, and shame to say it most of the Britons, though 

they shed their blood for a foreign power, being enemies longer 

than they were slaves, do you think, they are held together by 

good will and mutual affection? Fear and terror are weak bonds of 

endearment and when you remove them those who have left off fearing 

begin to hate. Everything spurs us on to victory. Ho wives 

incite the Romans, no fathers are about to curse their retreat; 

most of them have either no fatherland at all or else it is a 

foreign one* The gods have handed them over to us, hemmed in and 

bound, few in number, fearful through ignorance, gazing upon the 

very sky, the sea and 'woods, everything unknown. let not the

empty spectacular display nor the sheen of silver and gold strike 

terror for they can neither touch nor wound you. In the ranks of 

the enemy we shall find our own Britons will recognize their cause,
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Gauls will remember their former liberty, the rest of the Germans 

will desert as the Usipii have lately deserted. And there is 

nothing else to fear. The forts are empty, the posts are held by 

old men , between obeying poorly and commanding unjustly their 

towns are weak and split with dissentions. Here is your leader; 

here is your army; there are the taxes,forced tributes and the other 

punishments for slaves. To endure these forever, or to have revenge 

at once is to be decided on this field. '/Then about to go into 

battle array think of your ancestors and your posterity.



CARES DIEM

Try not to learn Date’s stern decree,

Nor fret at what it has in store for thee. 

Forsake the foolery of learned knave,

And calmly hear what lies this side the grave. 

With resignation to unalterable fate, 

Contentedly fulfill the duties of your state.

If Jove should so unroll the fateful thread, 

That this is last - the winter o ’er you sped;

Or he it that some tens of thousands more 

Shall buffet waves against Italian shore;

If wisely you, while revelling in wine,

High hopes of life to shorter space confine,

Your choice will indicate you more than wise, 

For e ’en while yet the word, scarce off our lip, 

Instants of time, from time into Eternity slip. 

Spend then each day as happy as you can, 

Confiding nothing in the morrow's plan.



0 S D I P U S

Oh ye from ancient Cadmus sprung,
Oh youths with mourning garlands strung,
'Tell me the reason why you throng
These seats; while full of plaintive song,
Of incense and heart-rending groans
Your city filled at once, now moans.
for I, oh youths, to all well known
As Oedipus The Great, I own,
Have come to listen to your prayer, 
hot trusting to a messenger;
But come, oh aged sir, relate
What they would tell; your priestly state
fits well the task to speak their mind,
To fear or wish, to which inclined?
And I should he a brutal man 
Withholding what small aid I can.

Oh Oedipus, my country's king,
To palace doors our woes we bring;
Of ages all, we're gathered here,
And some with age already sere,
And some as yet too we ale to fly.
Your servant, Zeus's priest, am I,
And in yon square another crowd,
With heads from grief and sorrow bowed,
Are gathered round Minerva's fane,
And some along the bank remain.

Our home, as well you see, is torn 
With grief and woe; our land forlorn;
The fruits of earth in early bloom,
The unborn infants in the womb,
The flocks that graze, all - all decay 
And droop and wither fast away.
Oh sad is the sight for you and me,
Our land engulfed in blood-red sea'.
The fever God with blasting blight 
Has worked in xxs his potent might.
And Thebes, the home of Cadmus old,
Is reft of sons and sires untold.
And Hades's black and gruesome den 
Is filled with moans of stricken men.
So then to you, the first of men,
In all that lies within man's ken 
Or in the dealings from on high 
But still dost lack divinity,
To you, these youths with wreathed brow, 
Come forth to ask your counsel now.



l QUESTION OP JUSTICE.

JUSTICE TANEY ON SLAVERY,

As the past year has been one in which so many adverse 

criticisms have been passed on the Supreme court, it may not he 

thought amiss, to bring to light the gross misrepresentation under 

which the fair name of one of its most distinguished ornaments has 

for a long time rested- I refer to the late Chief Justice Taney. 

Indeed, to such an extent has the misrepresentation grown that in 

the campaign just gone by, time and time again, he has been referred 

to as the judge who stained the judicial ermine; and even so able a 

writer as Mr. Thorne, in his racy Globe Review, has so far miscon

strued the Chief Justice's character, that he cites, as an instance 

of the Supreme court's fallible propensities, how one Chief Justice 

Taney, the head of the Supreme court, in the last generation, when 

the slave power held sway, ruled deliberately that "the black man 

had no rights that the white man was bound to respect".

This, indeed, were it true, would place the Chief 

Justice in an odious light, especially to the generation of today, 

with its high notions of altruism. But never was meaning more 

glaringly perverted; as if, indeed, it were true, as a famous 

diplomat once said, that the purpose of words was to conceal one's 

thoughts. The sentence in question is one garbled from the 

lengthy ruling on the historic Bred Scott case, and isolated as it
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is, it no more conveys his own individual opinion than that 

famous clause that ’’all men are horn free and equal" authorizes 

all who are not millionaires to wave the red flag of revolution.

The identical words which we have quoted were used by 

the Chief Justice in reference to the sentiment that prevailed 

before and at the time the constitution was adopted; but far from 

entertaining such views himself, he said in the very same ruling: 

"It is difficult at this day to realize the state of public opinion 

in relation to that unfortunate race which prevailed in civilized 

and enlightened portions of the world, at the time of the Declara

tion of Independence, and when the constitution of the United 

States was framed and adopted".

Again, in the very ruling which has excited so much 

enmity, when referring to those rights which the Declaration of 

Independence pronounced inviolable, he said, "The general words 

above quoted would seem to embrace the ?/hole human family, and if 

they were used in a similar instrument at this day, they would so 

be understood."

A short time after his death a very intimate friend of 

Ms, the Hon. Reverdy Johnson, gave such a clear and convincing 

refutation to the charge in question that it was to be hoped, in 

the future, all fair men would refuse to be misled. Nevertheless, 

a large portion of the American people have been led to believe,



and still believe, that Chief Justice Taney really held the 

opinion, with which he is sc malignantly charged. Whereas, if the 

whole truth were known, instead of being the enemy he was the 

friend of the negroes , and instead of virulently opposing their in

alienable rights, he was among the first to champion their cause.

Let his own words testify: In 1818, whilst defending a 

minister charged with anti-slavery teachings, this man whom many 

deem to be execrable, on account of his attitude towards the black 

race, voiced his sentiments in the following terms: "A hard 
necessity indeed compels us to endure the evils of slavery for a 

time. And until its abolition be accomplished; until the time 

comes when we can point without a blush to the language held in 

the Declaration of Independence, every friend of humanity will seek 

to lighten the galling chain of slavery, and better, to the utmost 

of his power, the wretched condition of the slave.” Could even he, 

the most eloquent of abolitionists, Wendell Phillips, plead fora, 

down-trodden race in terms more impressive, or with sentiments more 

noble, and yet, day after day, this malicious charge, oft refuted, 

still remains a by-word, coddled by prejudice, and, in the words of 

the poet about the London column: "Like a tall bully lifts its

head and lies."
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Malice and misrepresentation have linked together "to 

taint the judicial ermine,” which he so ably wore. Even men of 

education, men who aim to be fair, have been duped into believing 

that Chief Justice Taney was unworthy of occupying our highest 

judicial tribunal, solely on account of this single sentence, and 

yet, I venture to say, if any fair man will only read what im

mediately precedes and follows that acrimonious sentence will lose 

its sting, and he will arise from his perusal, amazed at his own 

credulity, convinced that "Truth crushed to earth shall rise 

again." We hope that in the future the name of so noble a man as 

Chief Justice Taney will receive the praise which his merits have 

deserved.



Sept. 14, 1898.

"SCRIBEEhI RECTE SAFERE EST El PRIECIBIUM ET FOES"

Which, means, in plain English, that to write it is 

necessary to understand what we are going to 'write of; for 

a proper grasp of the subject is the very first task and 

will be the source of success, in the art of writing well.

So said the poet some twenty centuries ago, and its truth 

seems as evident as the rule of three, hone will dispute 

its truth, but comparatively few take it into account, as 

they should, in practice. The ancients differed from us in 

this respect, not merely seeing the truth of'it, but acting 

upon its suggestion, which is by far the more difficult thing 

to do. V7e only go half-way, admitting its truth, and giving 

it no place in our rules for writing. As a result nowadays 

almost everybody writes, some fairly well, others but indiffer

ently; but only a few write comprehensively, because only a 

very few are masters of their subject.

Virgil took years to write, and then didn't have 

time to revise the Aeneid; and all the poems Horace ever 

wrote are easily put in one small volume, but the modern author aims 

very often at as high as fifty volumes. And if he be not 

such a prolific and rare genius as Hewman or Sir Walter Scott, 

his highest praise and worst condemnation will be his voluminosity,
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which may almost merit for him the somewhat harsh punishment 

imposed upon an Italian poet, who, as the story goes, was 

burned upon a pile of his own manuscripts, chiefly for his 

wonderful and fatal voluminosity.

It would seem to be the very first rule of writing, 

to use a homely expression, that the writer should know what 

he is writing about. It is hardly credible that writers in 

utter ignorance of their subject can long deceive the public 

into believing they know all about it. The infraction of the 

poet’s wise rule comes, however, from another direction.

While we should be surprised to have a chemist who professed 

to make a business of chemistry and of nothing else, come out 

with alearned treatise on some intricate question, say of 

international law, it is a very common occurrence for a writer 

preeminent in one particular line, as perhaps the author of a 

popular novel, to profess to be a master of Theology, to dis

cuss with equal facility and erudition the reliability of the 

Scriptures and the advantages of the Realistic over the Ideal 

School of novelists. And this attempt to write about what 

they do not understand is the most censurable of a writer’s 

faults, because this fault they rim right into. Pendennis, who 

consulted an encyclopedia and wrote learned articles, in after 

years, upon coming across some of these earlier effusions,
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wondered how in the world he ever got so much information.

A great many writers, having forgot the poet rule, 

are very much like Pendennis. Some are perhaps worse. Surely 

Dr. Talmadge is held in no little esteem as a learned man hy 

thousands and yet we have read some articles of his in which, 

as someone very aptly puts it, we couldn't find a "nascent 

idea". There is hardly a writer great or small who has observed 

Horace ' 3 rule so well as not at times to write of what he did 

not properly grasp.

We remember having read in Maculay how it passed all 

credulity that a man of Napoleon's unquestioned good sense 

could make such a fool of himself as to try to get sugar out 

of beets, and we have met almost the very same thing in Webster, 

who used it to turn into ridicule another's praise of Napoleon; 

whereas, when the truth came oat, it was their own knowledge 

of sugar-extracting that was sadly at fault - not Napoleon.

These are instances of mistakes in matters of little or no 

importance, but they go to show that even the greatest writers 

err ridiculously from lack of knowledge.

So much for the modern breaking of the ancient rule.

It seems almost unnecessary to dwell upon its importance, for 

if there is any excuse for writing at all, it is to convey to 

others what is clearer to the writer himself. "But if the blind
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lead the blind, will they not both fall into the pit?" For 

the want of knowledge on the writer’s part nothing can atone.

The most brilliant style and all that is called fine in the 

technique of writing, without knowledge, the back-bone of writing, 

is but as

"Empty chaff well-meant for grain."

For as we have observed, if writing is of any value 

whatsoever, it is of value solely because of its truth; and 

this is had in its fullness only when the subject has been 

mastered, - which is but another way of saying as the poet 

does, that knowledge is the "sine qua non" of good writing, 

the source of all good writing to begin with, and the more 

copious our stream of knowledge becomes, the better will be

our writing



THE STATE OF NEBRASKA vs. JAS. DO KELSON

In putting our case before you, we are confident 

that all our position needs to be justified, is to explain 

the evidence in relation to insanity to show you how improb

able a contention the alleged insanity is.

The essence of mental insanity consists in this: 

that the one insane mistakes for realities what are merely 

imaginations. And the crucial test of it is that by no means 

whatsoever can you dislodge the unsound conclusion. Neither 

by reason, nor by remonstrance, nor by force can you persuade 

a man who sincerely imagines himself "God the Father" that 

such is not the case. So if on any point whatsoever a person 

cannot be disillusioned, so far he is insane, and so far ir

responsible . But you must bear in mind that all else that is 

done willingly is done knowingly, and partial insanity is no 

valid excuse for acts outside its influence. These are the 

two most important kinds of insanity - total, as in idiots and 

others who seem to have lost all reason, and partial, 

either unsound on somethings or unsound at certain times.

No one will presume, I think, to plead that the said 
prisoner has been so unkindly dealt with by nature as to have



lost entirely faculties he gives so many signs of. At most, 

it can be pleaded that he was temporarily insane, lasting for 

some months prior to Metcalf’s death. Or it may be argued 

that he was irresistibly impelled to do the deed, and such 

impulsion may be judged, very wrongly, insanity.

looking at the facts clearly, we see at once that 

there was a motive for this crime, and we know full well that 

the same motive, jealousy or resentment, operates most power

fully and quite often leads men to murder. Now, as to the 

question, did this motive, for motive it surely was, so ir

resistibly bring the accused under its sway that he was drawn 

as a needle to a magnet, as a tiger to his prey, or did he do 

it willingly and consciously? It is argued that his previous 

conduct proves a mind unbalanced, and this culminating act was 

due to his abnormal state. I can hardly think so. I can see 

nothing in affection becoming aversion and kindly feeling 

turning into sullenness to prove insanity, without strong, very 

strong collateral proof, because I see this very thing happen

ing every day, v/hen a father loses his position, is sorely dis

appointed, or takes to drink. If he is oppressed beyond en

durance, he becomes mildly mad and has '’melancholia". But a 

melancholy man is moody and morose, never sullen; his madness

culminates not in killing others, but very often in killing him-
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self. The defendant was not so unfortunate as to have "melancholia" 

else, after committing so horrible a deed, his melancholy tempera

ment would drive him mad.

Can we conceive an insane man, insanely sensitive, 

calmly, even sneeringly take a rebuke, which must have stung him 

to the quick? Ho, it is simply inconceivable. Contempt betrays 

not the lunatic bat the defiant scoundrel who, thwarted to-day, 

endures it, sure of revenge on the morrow. If the prisoner really 

were insane, whether jealously insane or mad at outside inter

ference, at the moment of provocation, when the heated blood was 

throbbing at his temples and surging through his brain, frenzied 

at the supposed outrageous insult, - ahl then was the time for 

the madman to strike; then might the prisoner plead speciously 

enough his excuse of insanity. But not an answer, not a word of 

vindication, not a remonstrance at the imagined wrong, all go to 

show he knew how indefensible his position was, and his only 

answer was his contemptuous defiance that brooked remonstrance, 

sure of revenge.

And after an hour, when he caught his victim sleeping, 

he felt his moment for action had come. Even then, he calcu

lates clearly and accurately, and this impulse of his is very 

deliberate in plotting his revenge. He does not leap like a 

wounded tiger, nor clutch his victim’s throat in his uncontroll

able rage. He deliberates. He leaves the room softly. He



mounts the stairs, enters his room, unlocks his drawer and tak

ing his revolver, runs his eye over it and leaves nothing to 

chance. You would think that once possessed of the instrument 

of his revenge, no harrier could keep him from it, that he would 

clear every obstacle at a hound. But no, he is to make sure of 

his opportunity, re-examines his weapon and satisfied that all 

is well, comes hack as skillfully as he left, and with well- 

directed aim, silences forever the tongue that cast his faults 

in his face.

The question now is, could a man giving so many signs 

of sagacity and sc coolly availing himself of the best means to 

his desired end, he so utterly out of his mind as to imagine what 

he was doing was right?

If not, the prisoner on the only vital point in this 

case was sane, and hence responsible, and who will say he knew 

not what he was doing? His every act proves design. He waits 

until his victim sleeps. He shoots,-does not strangle him.

His memory could not he clearer. He finds his revolver where 

he knew he had left it. So it is clear that the only point on 

which insanity can he pleaded is that the defendant, with his 

reasoning faculty unimpaired, committed this murder, thinking 

it right. Before the law even this is not enough. It must he 

proved that starting from irresistible false premises, he 

argued himself into this very erroneous conclusion. Then in-
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deed there is true insanity and the deed comes under no criminal 

law. Now there is Just one case where the defendant could have 

acted as he did and yet be guiltless. If the said Julius Metcalf 

had even unintentionally and through no fault of his worked upon 

the defendant's imagination so that he feared for his very life, 

then, and only then, would the prisoner be Justified in taking 

Metcalf's life. But nothing like this occurred. Instead of 

fear, Metcalf created contempt. He surely then did not act in 

self-defense, even if he were insane; his imagination foretold 

no danger of death. But clearer still is the contemptuous 

silence with which he answered his brother-in-law's rebuke, prov

ing he realized the nature of his act as well as the nature of 

the remonstrance; and simply because he knew it to be true, it 

angered him and goaded him to revenge. Not the slightest hallucina

tion do we find here. He understood perfectly how he stood; and 

how his brother-in-la?/ stood to him. He felt he had been out

rageously dealt with and reasoned death alone could undo his wrong. 

Now because he understood the true relation between injury and 

revenge, it cannot be pleaded he started from principles invinc

ibly false, and the plea of insanity must fall to the ground.

That he had no hallucination about wrong is evinced by attitude 

when rebuked; he offered no Justification, no denial, no excuse; 

he felt his position keenly and understood it perfectly; he 

knew too what a horrible thing revenge was, for he resented so



horribly Metcalf's interference, his wronged wife's mild remon- 

straiice, a revenge of love rather than of anger.

Why then, in his full comprehension of his deed's 

true nature did he commit so foul a crime. I answer with the 

one indictment of our race - passion. He flew into a rage and 

that rage cost Metcalf his life.

But this very rage is seized upon as the insanity 

that caused the irresistible impulse. There is no hallucina

tion here, the nature of the act is fully appreciated, but the 

passions are thrown into such a pitch that they sweep will and 

everything by and gain the mastery. This is called moral in

sanity. The plea is the prisoner confesses the deed but could 

not help doing what he did.

This is our answer. An irresistible impulse acts 

simultaneously with the provocation. It does not sleep nor 

grow cold, nor wait for an hour. It cannot deliberate calmly; 

its very nature is the reverse, - passionate. It knows no 

choice of weapons;where there is none at hand, it improvizes.

It shuts its eyes, as it were, to the how and is bent only and 

wholly on the end. And wherever these conditions are reversed, 

where there is a well-defined motive, where the deed is coolly 

planned and calmly executed, there is as much affinity between 

such an act and moral insanity as there is between the north

6.

and south poles
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Summing up then, our argument, there is no reason to 

believe, either that the prisoner at the bar was in such an abnormal 

mental state that he feared for his life, or was irresistibly 

impelled, under stress of the moment, by a complete collapse 

of will-power, so that he was no longer free.

If such really are the facts, before the law the plea 

of insanity-either mental or moral-is utterly without foundation.

J. T. SMITH

Feb. 12, 1899.



SPEECHES OP GALGAOtTS AND AGRICOLA.

To write a speech and write it well is no easy task; 

but to write another man's speech and make it true to nature and 

art is the highest perfection of dramatic writing. This dramatic 

talent was no less necessary to the ancient historian than lyrical 

powers were to the Greek writer of tragedy. Moderns however have 

rejected what the ancients considered one of the best parts of a 

historical work. The historian nowadays never dreams of con

cocting some chieftan's speech out o f ‘his own fertile imagination,

and the reason is because it would be very untrue to art.

The sweeping indictment which modern criticism has 

passed against this class of composition necessarily includes at 

least the first of the two speeches under consideration. Galgacus’s 

speech is not true to art. It is the speech of a Roman all the 

way through. Por this Tacitus can hardly be blamed. His fault is 

easily pardonable. Although great artists have given us suppositious 

speeches whose execution is well-nigh perfect, for instance, Antony's 

Speech over dead Caesar and Newman's Speech of Count Ptomekin, it 

must be admitted that no one has ever entirely succeeded in the task 

which Tacitus undertook.
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And yet all in all we think Galgacus's is a far "better 

speech than Agricola's though the latter is just what the Roman 

would say, and just the manner in which he would say it. The 

Briton's speech is "better "because it sprang from hope and despair 

not from confidence like the speech of the Roman. It is from 

hope, generally tinged with despair, that great speeches are made. 

Demosthenes felt "but a ray of hope and clouded with despair for

the future he uttered his magnificent speeches "thoughts that 

breathe and words that burn".

Although the Briton1s speech lacks the rugged boldness 

and savage ferocity of expression we like to find in such a speech, 

nevertheless, we can say it contains the thought, moulded into the 

Roman way. If it were the harangue of a Greek then it would be 

almost perfect. It is altogether too elaborate for a barbarian's 

speech. In fact, the untutored people to whom the speech was made 

could not, if given, as it is, appreciate what half of it meant. 

Uncultured minds do little moralizing, and in moments when their 

passions are aroused they speak not in similes but direct. In all 

these points, Tacitus has certainly failed.

hot so, however, in the subject matter. Every passion 

which affects the savage mind is artfully inflamed. love of the 

liberty to roam wild and unrestrained, love of home, love of honor, 

hope in success and despair in defeat, are touched with a master's 

hand. Cowards are reminded that safety consists in fighting bravely.
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Brought to hay in farthest Caledonia there is no alternative hut 

to conquer or he slaves. Everything favors them. All they have 

to do is to go in and fight like men, fighting for what is dearest 

to man, against the plunderers of the world. They are confident 

that part of the Roman army will come over to their side when the 

action starts. In a word, there is nothing to fear, everything to 

hope for- Success, honor, victory and revenge await them. They 

have as it were hut to reach out and take them. And then with the 

most vehement thoughts of all he closes urging them to choose 

between eternal bondage and immediate revenge, and then go in to 

the fight and think of those of their race that have gone before 

and of those that are to come. Noble thoughts indeed’. Well worthy 

of the occasion when the bravest of Britons brought to bay, were 

forced to make their last stand in vain. Nothing in the world had 

succeeded in withstanding the advance of the Roman eagles. East 

and West, Parthia and Spain, had at last given in. And Britain 

was to be no exception. Eight as they may, the bravest of them 

saw their land of freemen conquered inch by inch. A single battle 

was now to settle all.

How different were the sentiments of the Romans’. They 

have conquered before and their commander merely urges them to 

be their old selves now. For eight long years, overcoming every 

difficulty, they have steadily conquered. The finishing touch is
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all that is wanting. The bravest were conquered long ago and 

none remain but those base enough to flee. like the Briton he 

reminds them that flight is almost impossible and that to die is 

at times more honorable than to live.

Strange to say neither one speaks directly of patriotism 

nor invokes his gods- In Britain the isolation of the tribes 

explains the former and the state of home explains the latter.

That ardent love for the state had passed away with the republic.

Men no longer looked to the glory of the state but to their own 

honor. Hence the sentiment is not even breathed.

"Dulce et decorum est, pro patria mori". Homan religion 

in Tacitus's time was an absurd mockery; and Tacitus forgets to be 

conventional enough to ask the gods for success.

Such were the speeches of the two leaders, one worthy of a 

Washington the other of a Napoleon, Galgacus's breathing forth the 

fierce spirit of liberty in its last struggle, Agricola’s calmly 

asking Homans to conquer on. The one, like Pizzarro on the island 

of Callao, draws the line and asks them to caross and go with him 

to honor and reward. The other, like the world-conqueror Alexander, 

reminds his men of their glorious past. To the Homan his reputation 

is at stake, to the Briton liberty and honor are to be fought for.

It was too bad that the sacredness of liberty and of home did not out

weigh reputation.
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Oratorically the speeches are masterpieces well deserving 

of study, vigor and terseness express nolle thoughts. There is no 

drawing out, everything is to the point. In it, all materials for 

many a war harangue. And some of you patriotic Irishmen when the 

proper time arrives for Freedom ,Tonce more to tear the azure role 

of night” at the head of some gallant corps whose fathers never 

faltered at Fontenoy , whose kinsmen are Counts of Spain, Marshals 

of France and Sovereigns of America, shall take inspiration for 

your battle harangue from the parallel pages of the old Roman

historian who had but little respect for Irishmen, "Tempora/
mutantur et- nos mutaraur in illis” •



TO OUR CATHOLICJOURNALS AND THEIR READERS

A SUGGESTION AND A PLEA.

However much the realization of it may give us pain, we 

are confronted with the arrant fact, that outside of a select 

coterie, we are a nation with second rate ideals, ready and eager 

to worship second rate artists, provided of course, they come with 

the proper "lettres de cachet". We fondly deceive ourselves or 

allow others to draw us into believing that our triumphant car of 

progress is ever on the go, hut we seldom, if ever, glance around 

us to take our true hearings. If we we re to do so, even allowing 

to the full the much-vaunted claim of universal progress, it is 

impossible to resist the conclusion that in literature, politics and 

art, the same rule of second rate ideals holds true.

At present we have no statesmen, for the American public 

show by their appreciation that politicians suffice. In literature, 

Brownson said fifty years ago, that "Works sell in proportion to 

their want of depth." Take a book which appeals to the few hundred 

best minds in the country, subtract one-half of its pure gold, beat 

out the remaining half so as to cover the same extent of surface and 

you will square the number of its readers. Is not this criticism 

far more applicable now than it was then? At no time has the 

public been more taken up with the chaff and more desirous to eschew
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the pith of literature.

It is in the field of literature that the imputation 

comes peculiarly home to Catholics. Although the purest and 

the strongest English, as well as the sweetest and tenderest verse of 

today, is written by Catholics, we are reluctantly forced to admit, 

that the run of current Catholic opinion, either takes no cognizance 

of Catholic literature or is simply oblivious to its existence. The 

case is a peculiar one. Those noble and soul-stirring men, who are 

making it their work to wean us from Protestant ideas, find not only 

that their efforts are unappreciated, but year after year their 

task becomes more and more like the labor in Avernus, of rolling 

stones up hill. Without honor or appreciation, nayl almost without 

recognition, our Catholic writers have been endeavoring to win for 

Catholic intellectuality, the same high sphere of excellence, which 

all agree it has won in the other fine arts,and in return we have to 

say that their efforts have been hampered and well-nigh frustrated 

by Catholics themselves.

'When we consider that numerous non-Catholic critics have 

been bold enough to attribute such choice intellects as Shakespeare's, 

Milton's and Bacon's to Catholic culture and training, and then if 

we contrast with this acknowledgment, the barrenness of the early 

Reformation output, and the seldom realized fact that the Elizabethan 

excellence is as yet the high water mark, we may well say that it is
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scarcely credible bow great and deep rooted an apathy has laid hold 

of so many of our well intentioned Catholics, in regard to advancing 

the Catholic cause by means of literature.

Examine our book shelves, request it of your first chance 

acquaintance, or converse with your literary friend, and the upshot 

of your inquiries is always the same- When we bring home the 

question concerning our current literature the vast public mind so 

adept in obtaining and so precocious in anticipating even the 

mollusk of up to date knowledge, knows practically as little about 

it as it does to a certainty about the canals on the planet Mars.

It is time that our Catholic public, so vast in numbers, 

so capable of easily supporting a literature of our own, should take 

upon themselves the task of asserting what is really meritorious in 

Catholic literature, and rejecting what is not. In speaking of 

Catholic literature to be read, admired and appreciated, we by no 

means wish to convey the impression,that Catholics should patronize 

every book that is marked ascetic, for in fact our publishers tell 

us these have a ready sale. But we refer to the vast thesaurus of 

literature which the best Catholic intellect has contributed to 

poetry, history, science and literature in general. We would have 

every Catholic in the land read and appreciate such authors as 

Maurice F. Egan, Orestes A. Brownson, Imogen Guiney, J. G. Shea, 

Bishop Spaulding, Geo. C* Miles, and the hundred others of their
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It is often said that we Catholics are wholly indifferent 

to literary merit, if the writer is a Catholic with Catholic ideas, 

"because we are weak-kneed and unmanly enough to take our notions 

and our ideals from Protestant current literature that would he 

base enough to damn a Shakespeare did he have the hardihood to he a 

Catholic. And when the works of authors such as the few we have 

mentioned are allowed to remain high and dry under the covers of 

our Catholic magazines with no one save the antiquary to ruminate 

over their moth-eaten pages, it seems to us, that we Catholics have 

well merited the rebuke.

Had a Catholic written the thin milk-and-water lines of 

Whittier, the Protestant public would have simply ignored him with 

silent contempt, and we Catholics would have thought ourselves 

bound to acquiesce, nevertheless the dear old Quaker thrives and 

bids fair to thrive on ”ad libitum’’, whereas any number of the 

Catholic poets, compared with whom Whittier is a veritable tyro 

in the art of song, have never reached the publisher, to say nothing 

of catching the public ear.

In the judgment of one of our ablest and most scholarly 

critics, TtM. F. Egan is already a much greater and more perfect 

poet than Longfellow or Whittier and beside him such stilted and 

visionless versifiers as Lowell and Holmes, not to speak of Aldrich 

and Fawcett and Gilder, are as children in the art of song.” The
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fact of the matter is Oatholie literature is no more the fashion 

today, than it was when St* Paul wrote his masterful epistles and 

unlike then the delinquency now is on the part of the Christians and 

Catholics not pagans. We all read Longfellow, Lowell and Holmes, and 

most of us play at reading Emerson and Whittier, until, at last our 

quondam Catholic heads are so choke-full of Protestant notions, and 

our wits so entangled with like ideas, that we readily acquiesce in 

ignoring Catholic writers, who easily excel our favorites in every 

requisite of true art.

As a striking illustration that in Catholic taste there is 

a slight infusion of that feeling of which Jerrold Douglas tells us 

keeps some people from appreciating the new moon on account of that 

venerable institution the old one, we wish to bring to the notice of 

our Catholic public with a view of appreciating his efforts, the 

name of perhaps our greatest Catholic poet, America’s only dramatist 

and a writer of pure and classical prose. It is just a quarter of a 

century since Geo. H. Miles died. For being a Catholic in taste and 

a Catholic in thought, the guerdon that he won was to go down to his 

grave "unwept, unhonored and unsung".

It may seem at first sight that to be one of the best

of our poets, and at the same time to remain unknown, is incompatible 

with our boast of keen discernment in all lines of progress. But 

"handsome is that handsome does" and the history of ours as well as 

nearly every other literature is replete with similar examples.
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The voice of criticism is unanimous in awarding to 

' "Mohammed, the Arabian Prophet," the merit o'f being Miles 

greatest literary effort. It obtained for him his greatest 

success and were he not a Catholic it would have remained as 

one of the choicest classics in the language. To correctly 

appreciate this work .and also to compare the relative merits 

of Miles and some contemporary poets whom we all read, it may 

be well to glance at our list of poets of his day. There were 

then alive and in the hey-day of their poetic fancy such poets 

as Longfellow, Whittier, Paulding, Poe, Halleck, Bryant and 

Emerson, to all of whom we may safely say One Thousand Dollar 

prize was an incentive to burgeon out in song.

In 1849, Edwin Forrest offered One Thousand Dollars 

as a prize for the best poem the talent of America could pro

duce, and against 100 competitors Miles1 Mohammed carried off 

the prize.’ For this occasion Longfellow wrote "Voices of the 

Eight," but was judged inferior to Miles who had just reached 

man's estate. We have all read "Voices of the Eight" with 

pleasure but ho-w few of its have read it§ superior, "Mohammed." 

Concerning this poem, Orestes A. Brownson in 1850, declared it 

to be, "the best poem of its kind yet written or published in 

this country, a work of rare beauty and great power, of deep

feeling and deep truth."
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Notwithstanding such praise from an unquestioned 

.authority his dramas have never appeared collected in print.

They are all themes well worthy of the most skillful treatment 

and his genius has given to them all a rare fascination and an 

elevation of sentiment which seem to preclude their ever being 

appreciated by an American audience. Such his Cromwell and 

De Soto.

In all of his poetry, we are at once charmed with the

melody of his verse and the elevation of feeling with which he

carries us along. His drama He Soto, never printed, is a good

illustration of this. Tennyson's Heath of King Arthur has now

come to be generally regarded as perhaps the best instance of

intense sublimity, the whole range of English literature affords.

In order that our readers may judge for themselves, whether or

not the poet whom we extol so highly is not capable of flights

too as sublime as the "Mort de Arthur", we ask them to compare

with Tennyson's lines the narration of He Soto's death by Miles,
*

which to us seems fully as sublime.

If we were asked to name a poem which should please 

the generality of readers and the re-reading of which would bring 

fresh pleasure each time, we know of no poem of its kind more 

excellent than Miles' "Christine - A Troubador's Song." It treats
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of a tale of chivalry and of course reminds us of Scott. Re- 

plete with fine sentiment and vividly graphic with delightful 

imagery the poet has embellished a story of chivalry "Of 

Knighthood’s deed and beauty’s matchless eye," with far more 

interest, without any of the elaboration of the Wizard of the 

North.

John Ruskin holds up Walter Scott as the representa

tive mind of his age, and what he tells us he particularly 

admires in him and what he deems a very important quality of 

greatness, is the ease with which a thing is done. We have 

said our poet's troubador song reminds us of Scott. Happily we 

recall an instance where the two poets treat of the same subject 

One is to portray the Lady of the Lake, the other the Lily of 

Provence. Each essays to paint a maiden of exquisite beauty. 

When the Earl of Snowdoun first sees the maiden he sees her thus

"And ne'er did Grecian chisel trace,
A Nymph, a Naiad, or a Grace,
Of finer form or lovelier face.
What though the sun with ardent frown 
Had slightly tinged her cheek with brown.
The sport in toil, which short and light,
Served too, in hastier swell, to show 
Short glimpses of a breast of snow.
What though no rule or courtly grace 
To measured mood had trained her pace;
A foot more light, a step more true,
Ne'er from heath-flower dashed the dew.
E'en the slight harebell raised its head,
Elastic from her airy tread.
What though upon her speech there hung 
The accents of a mountain tongue;
Those silver sounds so soft and clear 
The listener held his breath to hear."
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Without a doubt the above is very neatly drawn, true 

to nature and delineating a form that is real. Miles has con

jured up the following exquisite image of Christine and we 

leave our readers to judge which of the two is the higher work 

of art:

"Alii true that he might paint 
The blooming of the cheek,
The true veins tender streak 

On marble temple faint, 
lips in whose repose,
Ruby weddeth rose; 
lips that parted show 
Ambushed pearl below.
Or he may catch the subtle glow 

Of smiles as rare, as sweet.
May whisper of the drifted snow,

Where throat and bosom meet.
And of the dark brown braids that flow 

So grandly to thy feet.”

On the whole, we know of no lovelier picture of bloom

ing beauty, which our language has, than Miles' portraiture of 

Christine. It 'would be highly interesting to pursue our 

criticism further, and to compare many other scenes that are 

real masterpieces, but we trust that enough has been said to 

quicken our readers to study and appreciate such a genius. We 

think it would be no difficult task to show many requisites or 

embellishments wherein our poet easily transcends the highest 

efforts of many poets whom we esteem highly.
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We do not claim for Miles the Empyrean circle of poetry. 

He lacks even the polished technique and the meditative melody 

which lead so many to overrate Tennyson. In many respects he is 

inferior to Browning and falls "behind Poe in the free and easy 

method of sweet flowing verse, but we think he justly deserves 

the highest place among Catholic poets. In the picturesqueness 

of his imagery and in the graceful melody of his verse he easily 

surpasses any Catholic poet we know of in depth of feeling, in 

rare and lofty sentiment, to which he at times attains, he so 

far transcends such poets as Whittier, Bryant, Lowell and Holmes 

that we cannot see how such poets maintain their prestige.

Hot only as a poet but as a writer of polished and 

classical prose does Miles.deserve our unstinted approbation. To 

every student of Shakespeare his Review of Hamlet opens up a new 

field of speculation in this, the greatest of dramas. As a 

novelist too, his charming tales, "Loretto, the Governess", and 

the "Truce of God" are works worthy of so gifted an author and 

ones that will more than repay a perusal.

We may truly say of him that his life was given to the 

cause of Catholic progress in the intellectual world. When we 

are reminded how sedulously he worked in a noble cause and how 

coldly we are repaying his labors, no instance comes to mind of 

a brilliant man being more sadly ignored; and all this because 

well-meaning Catholics silently acquiesce to superficial and
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biased Protestant opinion.

Some one has said that "To be as good as our fathers we 

must be better." We think this is strikingly true in matters of 

religion. To maintain our present position in America we must 

always keep on the alert. We cannot afford to remain passive, 

for inaction now means annihilation. As Catholics each of us has 

a duty to perform. Aach, we are told, should in a certain measure 

be a propagandist. It is idle for the laity to wheedle themselves 

into believing that to push forward the work of conversion is 

solely the duty of our Bishops and our priests. Bor how can they 

reach the multitude that will neither come to hear nor stand to 

listen to them.

There is, however, a way that were it pursued in a 

business-like manner would effect much in accomplishing the great 

end. If we wish our pleading for the righteousness of Catholic 

ideas to avail, we must manifest our intellectual superiority 

before we can move our hearers. We must humble pride of American 

intellect by producing works which it is beyond the power of the 

non-Gatholic intellect to produce. We must harness to our trium

phant car the best of American intellect by proving beyond a doubt 

that Catholicity is more fruitful in true genius than the world 

outside of her.

This can only be brought about by means of a literature 

which at present is neither felt nor appreciated because there is
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GO encouragement. When Catholics shall assume that manliness and 

independence in literary taste which meet with the approval of 

every lover of consistency and courage, the Catholic cause shall 

have received an impetus the good results of which can hardly 

he overestimated. We know of no better service a Catholic can 

render alike to religion and himself than to procure for his 

library every deserving Catholic work.

We Catholics who read our Catholic newspapers are con

stantly reminded that the influence they exert makes them deserv

ing of our support. If there is one object which a Catholic 

paper should have in view it is to spread and disseminate Catholic 

teachings and Catholic ideas. This is, we think, the very thing 

they profess to do. And we can see no better test of their power 

to mould public opinion and render it conformable to a correct 

standard than the case in hand. A great and gifted man, a scholar 

and professor both, together with being one of the loftiest poets 

this nineteenth century lias produced, has been suffered to outlive 

his own works and has been made to feel that the approval of a 

certain portion of the community and not real literary merit is 

the criterion that puts an author on the high road to success. A 

reader today in quest of his works will seek in vain for even so 

far has indifference abetted injustice that his works are not 

obtainable in print. An order upon one of our largest publishing 

houses for his "Christine and Other Poems" was returned unfilled
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after fourteen months, simply because the law of supply and 

demand, here as elsewhere, is inexorable. It is a duty of our 

press to remedy this.

If our Catholic press, which numbers hundreds of 

thousands of educated, well-read and thinking readers, is an 

important factor in propagating Catholic morality, let us try 

here to test its actual influence. Let our papers throughout 

the land stir up our Catholic friends from their lethargy and 

if they are of the spirit we have all along thought true 

Catholics are, they will respond to the call.

Can our Catholic press be so unaware of the doings 

going on around us as to overlook the fact that our secular 

press have us read what they will. First, it was Lincoln, 

then Napoleon, and just now we are emerging from a flood of 

Grant literature. This centralization of millions of readers 

upon one man is not hit upon by magic, nor by an extraordinary 

coincidence, nor by some strange phenomenon. It is the cunning 

and well-planned scheme of a clique. And if our Catholic papers 

and magazines were to vork in harmony and agree to write up 

simultaneously some given point, book or author and not be so 

askance at what they call "free advertisement,” this latest drift 

of up-to-date journalism would shower blessings upon us all, our 

papers pecuniarily, our author reciprocally and we intellectually 

would reap some of the benefits of this new movement. The time
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is opportune for our Catholic press to show its influence in 

supporting and encouraging literature by creating a demand for 

a full edition of Miles' works. Let them win for Miles the 

recognition and appreciation which we Catholics have so long 

and so unwarrantably withheld. And if this cannot be accom

plished, if our Catholic friends should prove themselves given 

over to Protestant notions with malice prepense; if for once 

it can fairly be shown that the efforts of the whole Catholic 

press are too futile to be the best for our poets in print, then 

perhaps the best thing we Catholics can do is to cease dreaming 

about possibilities, or the philosophy, or the utility of a 

Catholic literature and leisurely fall back upon the forced and 

reluctant admission that we American Catholics have not the 

courage or care not to take to ourselves the Scriptural advice: 

"In understanding be men."

CL0A1JTHUS.



AH KEMPUBLI CAM

Oh stately ship,
Your moorings slip,
And you are drifting out from land;
Hew ills to court,
By leaving port,
Aware that you are perfectly unmanned.

Your oar-hanks lost,
And mast, that’s tossed 
By ev’ry gust from Afric sand.
The stoutest keel
Gould not hut feel
The buffeting of such a sea.

With sails all torn 
The gods will scorn
The prayer that comes too late from the

Though hewed from pine 
Of Pontic line
Your name and brand will useless he.

The sailor hold
Forsakes the hold
When there is chance of safety.
Beraain in port 
Or he the sport
Of gales that howl across your lee.

The thoughts of state 
A bore of late
Give now no little fears to me.
Oh fragile hark
Shun waters dark
That wash the shores of Cyclady.



IMPERIALISM.

What England, what Rome had been centuries in growing to, 

we have achieved within the short life of man, until today we are truly 

the wonder and admiration of the world. If ever a nation set before 

itself high ideals and worked upward and onward under their guidance, 

that nation was our own. This is the secret of our success.

Liberty was our boasted guiding star, the rights of man the 

republic's corner-stone, the Declaration of Independence our bible, 

the Constitution our palladium of liberty, and our great mission 

to preach liberty to the world. In a single year, Imperialism, 

love of power, begotten of unpatriotic greed, has given the lie to 

them all* It has ridden rough-shod over our ideals* Where Liberty 

was, it sets up pov/er, instead of love of right, it holds up lust 

for gain* Its principles, the principles of the party in power, are 

the off-scouring of the past. It says with the tyrant and slave 

owner, "Liberty is mine not thine". It reads into the Declaration 

of Independence "When in the course of human events", our Declara

tion of Independence is against us, set it aside. Prom the lips of 

Otis it says, "Break the Constitution". We are no longer children, 

Destiny has ordained us to be men.

Oh no, my friends, Truth is eternal. If the Declaration 

of Independence was once the beacon-light of Liberty, we are 

renegades now. The Constitution may be amended, but not broken to



justify a crime. Military dictatorship in Cuba and Porto Rico and* wan 

in the Philippines turn our Declaration of Independence, our 

Constitution, our Washingtons and Jeffersons and all our boasted 

past into "a delusion, a mockery and a snare".

Whence came our right to humanize with bayonets, to preach 

the gospel with the sword, and kill a people to make them free? Was 

it from love of Humanity? Who believes it now? Who hears it even?

It was a fine ship to make headway in, and its sails filled out 

beautifully under the wind of popular clamor, but when it brought 

us to the port of our opportunity, war, ship, sails, humanity, all 

collapsed. From Humanity to Conquest what a falll From liberty to 

Empire, what a triumph for greed'.

But have we truly fallen? let the Filipinos answer. A 

year ago, we won a great battle against Spain, furnished the Filip

pino rebels with arms, contrary to all law, and by them and through 

them got control of the Philippines. When they rebelled against Spain, 

they were liberty-loving heroes; Spain a butcher; her cruelties an 

abomination before men. Oh’, what a disgrace to say it, in four months 

we have burned more homes, darkened forever more firesides, butchered 

more men and brutally murdered more women, children and prisoners, 

than Spain did, first in conquering, then in holding the Philippines 

for 400 years. Yes1, for $20,000,000. we bartered away the liberties 

of 10,000,000 people at $2. a head. What an epitaph for America's
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tomb' Where is our humanity, where is our boasted civilization, wher 

is our burning love for liberty now?

When the Filipinos jgjmiH study our history, how they shall 

laugh to scorn Patrick Henry's "Give me liberty or give me death"; 

how they shall smile at Webster's "liberty and Union, now and 

forever, one and inseparable", and what hollow mockery shall they 

find in "the Stars and Stripes, oh long may they wave oer the land 

of the free and the home of the brave"; to them emblems of tyranny. 

Thus has Imperialism turned America's true and greatest glory into 

her eternal shame.

And for what? Imperialism, supreme selfishness, the 

winding sheet of liberty, the grave of all nations, that have fallen. 

What is the gain? Cuba, Porto Rico, some islands in the Pacific,

and in time more millions for our commercial millionaires. What is 

the loss? Everything that patriotic America held dear, that the 

Revolution was fought for, that the Constitution was framed to 

protect, that made the Republic what it is. We have sinned as no 

nation before us sinned. We have sinned by poisoning the well-springs 

of our greatness, and by trampling on our own ideals. And why? The 

root of it all is the national lust for power which fattens our 

trusts and feeds our millionaires. Power it was, imperial power, 

that made the tyrant, and forged the chains of the slave. Liberty 

crushed the tyrant and regen-.rated the slave. 'What should we think



of Washington had he turned Tory; what of Lincoln had he lived 

to own slaves? Judge then what to think of ourselves, whose 

Republic merged into an empire and whose Liberty made 10,000,000 

political slaves.

National sins are the rust that eats into the nation’s 

heart. Greed carries its own death in its bosom, just as surely 

as fever consumes itself. There have been stars that biased out 

on a sudden for a short time, became lords of the firmament, and 

died away. 'Who knows but that our own hitherto great nation is 

but a temporary star - that first appeared in 1776, soon filling 

the heavens with its glory, reached its zenith in 1899, flickered 

a while and sunk into darkness forever. If it be, imperialism 

marks the beginning of the end.

What is to be done? While there is left a spark of 

American manhood, it will be on the side of right against imperial 

might. It shall burn till the shame of the past year has been 

lifted from the American name. It shall never bide the time when 

armies and navies overide our land, when the best years of life 

are sacrificed to the modern monstrosity, standing armies and 

standing navies. It shall never see Liberty debauched. It shall 

drag out of the mire our bruised and broken ideals and find its 

greatest national glory in continuing in the future the glory of



the past. Now is the opportunity. While a shred of the Con

stitution is left, your ballot can. preserve your liberties, 

restore your fair name and undo a national crime. Will the 

American people do it? History will tell.

June 12. 1899.



SPEECH TO A LABOR UNION

If there is anything admirable in this world, it is 

order. Order is heaven’s first law and earth knows no higher. 

But order is justice, and injustice makes disorder. Between 

you and your employers, there is often injustice, wrongs which 

must he righted, because good order demands it. Wherever the 

injustice is, on the part of employers or employees, I hope I 

am just enough to be against it. But if it is the rich against 

the poor, or capital against labor, my sense of oppressed 

humanity, and my thoroughly democratic name throw me on the 

side of the sons of toil. If between the men who eat their 

bread in the sweat of their brow, and the men who eat their 

bread which another brow sweated for, I am proud to stand for 

the dignity of the laboring man, because, as Lincoln says, "God 

must love them best, he made so many of them."

But my friends we must be reasonable. A conflict 

there is, a cruel exacting conflict between labor and capital, 

but I ask you, must there be? Though no human eye can see it, 

thousands of human hearts have prayed for the happy day when 

capital will be friendly to labor, when labor will be friendly 

to capital. Instead of the present unceasing conflict, there 

should be harmony. How are you to do it? By making capital 

respect labor, and labor appreciate capital, - in a word, know
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one another.

Each Is a lever to the other, mighty together, helpless 

apart. Without labor, capital is a mighty engine without steam; 

labor without capital is a vast army with nothing to do. Oh if 

one could only understand the other, how seldom would one strike 

at the other. How unnatural the conflictl The blood that courses 

through your arteries, made up of millions of corpuscles, builds 

up the tissues and supports your life. It comes from the heart, 

Those millions of corpuscles, so essential to human life, are 

comparable to the millions of sons of labor, so necessary for 

the nation's life. Both are' sent on their life-giving course by 

the heart, the human heart pumps the human blood, and capital is 

the heart, too often a hard heart that energizes and fructifies the 

labor of mankind. How necessary for each is the good health of 

the other I Let one become diseased, the blood poisoned or the 

heart fail , and death results. Keep this before you, good blood 

to be kept good needs a good heart, and equally so a good heart 

needs good blood; one is the complement of the other. Capital 

needs labor, labor needs capital, and the more harmonious the 

understanding, the better for both.

Sooner or later, the injustice of either comes upon 

its head, for God is just. Capital must not oppress, labor must 

be reasonable. I know full well, up to now, labor has fared far 

worse than capital, that capital has been used mainly to further



avarice and greed; that whatever labor was granted could not 

be withheld. Still let not this provoke you to violence. 

Experience proves it to be to your interest to keep law on your 

side. You can have no better friend for time or eternity than 

justice. Violence always rebounds on your heads. Homestead, 

Buffalo and Chicago prove that bone and muscle, and even un~ 

mannered justice, are not proof against bayonets and rifle balls.

Organize, maintain your unions, perfect your system, 

widen it till it takes in all who labor. At your head have your 

most sagacious leaders, and for all you hold dear, look before 

you leap. Before you demand, see that your demands are just; 

before you strike, be sure there is no other ?/ay. Do all you 

can with your employers and go as far as is consistent with them. 

Let your motto he "JusticeI Profit for Capital, Fair Return for 

Labor, Extortion for neither, Arbitration for Both."

And when there is injustice, and extortion and unfair 

return, then strike, and reason and right will he on your side, 

and strike when it will tell I Strategy is the greatest of 

generals, no army needs it more, and uses it less than the great 

army of labor. Strike opportunely and strike lawfully. If 

others take your places, do not raise a hand to strike them, even 

though they seem to he making your home a home of starvation. 

Seldom do they remain after the strike, they are unskilled and 

unused to the work. Even if they do remain and are good workmen,
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remember it is never right to do wrong. If you were to leave 

your employer, you would think it wrong did he demand you hack, 

and monstrous if he assaulted you, yet when you assault the man 

who takes your places, you imagine yourself right for doing that for 

which you would call your employer a tyrant. He has a right to 

hire, you have a right to leave. You cannot in reason prevent 

his hiring, he cannot in justice forcibly keep you from leaving, 

the right of one is as preciously just as the other.

You may condemn the man who takes your place, - poor 

fool, he richly deserves it, but you will never win him over by 

threatening his life. Every crime you commit makes more non-union 

men, helps your oppressors and gives a had odour to your cause, 

demonstrate, convince, persuade all you can but never do violence. 

Appeal to strikes in the past, ./hat an eloquent past to appeal 

to. I have seen with my own eyes the C. P. Co. feed, house, 

give heer and whiskey to those who would not strike and to those 

who took strikers’ places. It was done for a week, and when the 

strike was over this unheard bounty suddenly ceased, and a man 

with a whiskey bottle would be instantly discharged. That skull 

so thick as not to see that precious liberality was forced, 

those suppers, cots and beer and whiskey were pieces of silver 

offered hy bribers and accepted by Judases in exchange for men!

If in the face of this they will still go, let them go. - they 

are "beyond all earthly persuasion, pray to heaven for their mis
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Suit your actions to your reasonable demands. Be 

reasonable, arbitrate and abide by fair arbitration, and never 

go back on your word, leave tliat to your employers. Experience 

proves that arbitration succeeds better than legislation for 

it carries along with it the coercive power of public opin'on, 

which legislation is seldom able to do.

By all means, first be sure that you are right then 

pray to God for success. Hot only are you the most numerous 

of God’s children, you are also the most powerful. You are the 

backbone of the nation, our wealth in peace, our salvation in 

war. Know your power, use it soberly and only for justice, and 

you are mightier than senates or presidents for you can elect 

them, greater than 15 inch guns and huge battleships, for it is 

you that link their ribs of steel; mightier than your giant 

foe, Capital, for Capital is Matter and Labor is Mind.

With intelligence and religion, God-fearing and man- 

loving, you are bound to succeed.

J. T. SMITH

April 27, 1899.
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A SPEECH 01 OUR PHESENJ POLICY REGARDING THE SPANISH WAR

A year ago the greatest demand made of Congress was 
to cast its eye toward Cuba, catch a glimpse of its suffering 

and woe, say there was a chance of Cuban success and a chance 

of Spanish failure; to announce this to the world; and Cuba’s 

cup of joy would have overflowed. How swift and unforeseen are 

the currents of timel A year ago that request was refused,-ere 

yet the year passed America flew to arms and Cuba was free. 

Would to heaven we had stopped there. From this point clouds 

and darkness and storms seem to rest upon our future, but there 

is still time to undo, before we have acted beyond recall. We 

have come to and I fear have stepped beyond the parting of the 

ways. Our friends ask us to start upon a new track, to barter 

the glories of a republic for the splendor of empire. Well did 

the olden bard cry out Bella, horrida bella, more terrifying in 

their results than in themselves; for victory loves power and 

power too- often throttles right.

Is it well for us to become an empire? Let us calmly 

consult our interests, our rights and our duties, and as these 

direct us, let us hearken to their call. What is the answer? 

Every spark of American manhood, every prompting of patriotism 

dins into our ears we have gone very far, yet there is time to 

return. Your duty is to succor, not to oppress. Your mission
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is to cultivate the arts of peace, not to "batten on the con

quests of war. These tell us our plain duty and what is all else 

compared to these? Empire, power, trade, wealth, what are they?

The fine cloak, or the rich apparel, not the "bone and muscle of 

a nation’s manhood, And when a nation prefers the cloak to the 

man, history has sealed its fate, look at Rome - imperial Rome - 

the empress of the earth, the mistress of the seas-power she had, 

patriotism she lost; and Rome fell, ffhy? Rot from lack of em

pire. Her dominions spread from the farthest Euphrates to the 

Pillars of Hercules, from the Isle of Man to Hubia and Ethiopia- 

the then known world- and yet her might and majesty melted away 

before the pressure of the barbarians like winter breaking up at 

the coming of spring. And Rome’s epitaph is written on the rotting 

tombstones of each great nation that is dying or dead. History 

tells no other story. Persia and Egypt, Athens and Sparta, 

Macedonia and Thebes, and Byzantium, the empire of the Saracens, 

all sacrificed patriotism to greed, justice to power, and right to 

might, and so sure as there is an all-wise Ruler above, every 

nation that runs the same course will encounter the same fate. It 

is written in the white light of God’s eternal justice. You may 

disclaim any such motives, you may explain away your conduct, 

palliate greed by talking humanity, but there it is, written in 

the inexorable letters of an iron fate, for you and me to see it;
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to heed it; to he guided by it; or else be numbered among its 

victims. Shall we be wise or shall we clatter down the steps 

of destiny? Shall we be men to think: and act; or shall we be 

machines to grind out fate? Here we are now and like the prophet 

on the mount it is good for us to be here. There behind us is a 

glorious past, grander than history's grandest past. If we con

tinue, it promises even a more glorious future. Up to this time 

America's greatest pride was her good health. The glow of her 

cheek was natural, and her bloom fresh as the rose. But now like 

a beautiful woman when piqued she is going to paint the lily and 

the bloom is doomed to fade. Our great country is beautiful 

enough in her power, majestic enough in her proportions, noble 

enough in the patriotism of her sons and nobler still in her love 

of justice and right. These are or should be her praises, 

nothing that deteriorates these, neither conquest nor victory, 

is worthy of the American name. The glory that they lend is 

illusive, their brilliancy but a daub-corrosive, disgusting and 

a lie.

These are strong words. I realize it. The occasion 

demands it. Our attitude tov/ards Spain is unmanly and unjust;

unwise and disadvantageous; subversive of democracy, a travesty 

on our pretensions in the past. It means a wrecking of our best 

ideals. Sweeping as is the charge, we have laid ourselves open
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to it. Is it unjust, is it a flagrant breach of good faith to 

engage in a war of humanity? Yes, for humanity - not for 

territory, not for lust of power, not to sate revenge, not to 

fight for nor preserve our own liberty but to give liberty to 

another—  ana then turn around and give our unsullied motive 

the lie? Humanity demands principal and interest ten fold. 

History will say of us we loved the danger, melted under the 

blandishments of greed and gave to the world the most heinous 

breach of faith since Bismarck turned wire-tapper and re-wrote 

the death-dealing dispatch of Bms.

It is un-American to oppress the weak while pretending 

to succor the needy. Why blame Spain for crushing Cuba and the 

Philippines when you are so anxious to crush her? Why talk of 

grinding taxes when we tell her we'll have the Philippines; 

take 20 millions or none - the diplomatic way of saying money or 

your life, nations after victory are as vindictive as men.

What they all do they can brook in each other. They offer no 

protest and so we imagine our cause is just. Anyhow it seems 

advantageous and with most men that is reason enough. What is 

its great advantage? Men tell me it will increase trade, that 

trade means more work, and work brings prosperity. Therefore 

destiny is kind and we sing to it "Lead kindly light, amid the 
encircling gloom" for we have calculated whither you are going.
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So in truth it is not destiny hut advantage under its guise, 

that we are wooing. I cannot help feeling that history is going 

to repeat itself, though the scenes are changed and the stage 

removed to a different quarter of the world. When the Pilgrims 

landed on the rock the first thing they did "was to fall on 

their knees and then they fell on the aborigines". We are now 

falling on the neck of destiny and woe to thee, Oh Filipinos; 

read your fate in the Worth American Indian, in the Hindoos of 

India, in the blacks of Africa, wherever o'er all this world 

Anglo-Saxon wear and tear has hounded inferior races even to 

their very graves* I cannot persuade myself that this is of 

little importance* It is a sad awful commentary, serious unto 

sadness. And for what? For the modern idol - Money.

What you will gain by new markets for your products 

you will lose by the competition of cheap labor. But even if 

there was a gain of wealth, surely this is not the chief aim of 

government. A government should promote the welfare of all its 

citizens and not, as we propose to do, enrich some by robbing 

others. Does any one think that we are going into this business 

for the good of our new subjects? Wo not one. If we go into it 

at all we are going as Cortez went into Mexico and Pizzaro into 

Peru and never fear that we will appear to future ages in as 

avaricious a light.

It would be unpardonable in me to go over the rest of



- 6 -

the ground so ably covered by the gentlemen who have preceded 

me, though I might show you that colonial possessions necessitate 

large armies and navies; that by withholding th^rights of cit

izenship, we give the lie to our Constitution; that by giving 

it we destroy its value; and that where restraint is practiced 

from time to time there will be insurrections and war. But I 

refrain. For I know no other consideration can avail with you 

when right and justice are involved.



RESOLVBD: THAT PROTECTION IS AGAINST THE PUBLIC GOOD

Historians tell us that in the palmy days of Athens, 

a nolle of wealth and affluence sought to overthrow the republic 

and make himself king. Eor a time he posed as the friend of the 

poor, as an enemy of the rich, as a lover of liberty and a hater 

of tyranny. At last he succeeded by a strategm as novel in its 

conception as it was successful in its execution. Covered with 

self-inflicted wounds, he rode into the market place crying out 

"long have I served my country and yet what do I reap - are these 

wounds the reward of valor - men of Athens is it thus you allow 

royalty to maltreat your champion - grant me protection - give me 

a bodyguard to insure my safety and then I shall forgive all - be 

your champion in the future as in the past, and shall continue to 

fight the battle for liberty and my countrymen." The hearts of the 

unwary Athenians melted; the unprecedented request was granted; 

day by day the number of his soldiery grew, till at last secret 

cunning burst forth into open violence, their citadel was taken 

and Pisistratus the tyrant ruled with an iron hand.

Now to my mind Protection has worked on similar lines.

In the beginning it was advanced through patriotic motives and by 

men who were willing to shoulder the burden for a time, thinking 

that protection was the best means to a highly desirable end.



The people agreed to tolerate it then; it reluctantly consents 

to tolerate the people now. It has created a privileged interest 

too strong to he brokeh, too avaricious to he satiated, till, as 

it were, our citadel is taken and protection tyrannizes over the 

people. We are confronted with a strange anomaly. Canada, with 

resources similar to our own, has relegated protection to the 

rear, finding after twenty-five years of trial that protection 

brought naught hut failure, while we, on the other hand, are 

about to resume a policy, the pernicious effects of which the 

voice of the people has time and time again condemned. The 

reason for this change of policy is evident to all. We are at 

present suffering from a commercial depression which has shattered 

our industry, brought poverty where once there was wealth, misery 

where once there was happiness and has made a wide gap in our on

ward progressive career. When did it come? Was it under a high 

or a low tariff - a tariff for protection or one for revenue. It 

came when the McKinley Bill, the highest protective tariff in 

our history, was in the full vigor of its youth. You are all 

familiar with the history of the Act of 1890. After three years 

of trial, it rolled up a deficit of $100,000,000 in the Treasury,

so depleted the gold reserve that the Republican Secretary advised 

an issue of bonds, and most telling of all, it failed to increase 

the wages of a single working man, and despite this sad chapter.

- 2 -
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it has written in our history, our opponents comfort us with the 

assurance that a similar measure is the golden means to 

prosperity untold*

You have listened to my opponent emphasize the fact 

that a tariff for revenue brought upon us the terrible panic 

felt in millions of homes in the land. None can deny the fact 

that it came while the McKinley Bill was in force. Now we make 

this proposition. A tariff either works by mere anticipation 

or it does not. Let our opponents grasp either horn. If they 

answer that it does, then wherel Oh where! is the Goddess 

Prosperity, whose golden pinions were to steer to our once 

blessed land if we only had protection - why is it that the mirage 

of prosperity, loudly predicted by advocates of protection, has 

melted away into a cold realization that "things are not what they 

seem" or what politicians tell us? Why is it that with the threat 

of protection have come more bank failures, more general depression 

in business, than any year since the panic year of '93? And if on 

the other hand they conclude that a tariff does not, then they must 

agree with us that the inflated condition of affairs which came to 

a crisis in ’93 was in a large measure due to and in fact pre

cipitated by our illogical system of protection. Protection creates 

an artificial state of affairs and these, like bubbles, always

burst.
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I know of no better argument against protection than 

the one its past history presents. Yon will find that every 

time a protective tariff has been imposed, it has been followed 

at short intervals by demands for higher duties, thus clearly 

and conclusively proving the inefficiency of a policy which is 

neither able to build up industry nor to satisfy private greed. 

'Then, too, every statesman who advocated protection in its early 

days supposed it to be but a temporary measure. Henry Clay in 

1835 said: The theory of protection supposes, too, that after a 

certain time the protected arts shall have acquired such strength 

and perfection, as will enable them subsequently, unaided, to 

stand against foreign competition. Clay sleeps in his grave 

these many years, youths have grown to be men, and these in turn 

have tottered down the rugged path of old age, and yet the infant 

industries have even lost their infantile vigor, the spirit of the 

babe has merged into the imbecility of old age, and we find now 

much to our sorrow, that the public nurture of infants, so called, 

is a lamentable failure. Cotton goods in 1828 we are told could 

compete on equal terms, now they need 60$ protection. Before the 

war our protection ran as high as 27$, now it averages 50$ and 

if it continues in the future as in the past, what is to hinder 

them a quarter of a century hence from demanding and obtaining 

such outrageous rates as 100$ or 150$.

Our opponents can point to no industry that protection
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has permanently built and I am sure that the only industries that 

a prosperous nation should welcome are those which come to stand 

upon their own feet and not as if we were mules, come to ride 

upon our hacks. As I conceive no one here to-night points to 

our almshouses as industries to he cherished, encouraged and 

fostered hy the public purse, and yet are not our protected in

dustries much the same? For my part when a protected industry 

such as our steel industry receives in the line of public 

support $93,000,000 a year, I should not hesitate a moment in
4

calling it a pauper as much to be feared as the Gorgon of yore, 

for experience has proven that when you agree to tide it over 

one difficulty, it is constructed on such a spongy basis that a 

hundred new ones spring up in its stead.

I repeat it, when the historian of the future comes 

to write the history of our times, he will put it down as the 

most absurd thing in all history that a nation, priding itself 

as the ideal of progress and intelligence, should still cling 

with unshaken confidence to a system which aims to build industry 

but, like the poet’s muse, Thou found'st our industries weak and 

keep them trebly so. Napoleon tells us experience is the wisdom 

of nations and if nearly a century of accumulated wisdom counts 

for anything, it surely demonstrates the failure of protection.

So protectionists baffled on their own ground, change 

front. First it was infant industry, now it is home industry;
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first it xvas urged through patriotic motives, now it is any 

industry that can. poll enough votes; in the early days, 

schedules were arranged with an eye to Justice, hut in these 

days of the almighty dollar, when patriotism, Justice and 

honor have slunked away before greed, the lion Protection 

stalks around, not in schedules which aim to bring the greatest 

good to the greatest number, but in ones which the manufacturer 

thinks will bring sufficient pecuniary gain.

The only reason under the sun which gives to a 

manufacturer the slightest pretence for protection is that on 

account of foreign competition he is producing at a loss. For 

the sake of argument, let us suppose this to be so. What does 

a protective duty do? It merely transfers the manufacturer’s 

loss to the consumer, being, as our eminent Jurist Wheaton once 

said "The most ingenious device yet discovered for taxing people 

without them knowing it." One hundred years ago that great 

champion of truth, O ’Connell, said "Nothing can be politically 

right that is morally wrong." Do our opponents think that it is 

politically or morally right, in a land where men are supposed 

to be free, that 60,000,000 consumers should be taxed for the 

benefit of the 25,000 who own our protected industries? Can

they Justify its legality? The Supreme Court rules that "to 
lay with one hand the power of the government on the property

of the citizen to aid private enterprises, is no less a robbery
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because it is done under the forms of law and is called taxa

tion". You see how true Wendell Phillip’s observation is 

"that a group of lawyers frame some laws, which fashion, wealth 

and power at once proceed to put upon the shelf."

fake for illustration the article of binding twine 

protected under the McKinley Bill at 7/10 cent per pound. low 

not one cent of revenue accrued to the Government, but the 

.American farmers yearly paid $700,000 as a tribtite to fatten 

the profits of a trust, the National Cordage Company, and you 

may rest assured that all in a like fix with the Cordage Trust, 

find such a system most congenial, which brings them so much 

weal and costs them so little woe. Then when such cases reach 

the thousands, you may read as you run, why there are so many 

enthusiasts for protection, why campaign funds swell with the 

assurance of double returns, and why it is to the interest of 

all industries similarly situated to pay out $100,000 and receive 

through the agency of Protection $700,000 instead.

When this binding-twine injustice was brought forward, 

the Protectionists on the Ways and Means Committee defended it, 

on the ground that it was trivial. What did Lord North say 

when the colonies resented the three-cent tax on tea? He told 

them they should not complain, because the tax was insignificant. 

And yet this insignificant trivial tax involved a principle, 

which lit up the flame of republican liberty that tyranny was
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powerless to quench. Scarce a century has gone by and yet in 

a land that boasts of its Bunker Hill and Brandywine, in our 

halls of legislation, men who pose as protectionists attempt 

to palliate a rank injustice by assuming the Lord ITorth style 

of telling Americans in a land that owes its birthright to 

principle, that the tax is trivial.

Protection is wrong in principle, because it supposes 

that you can benefit one man by legislation without causing a 

consequent loss to another, and it is vicious in practice be

cause fully four-fifths of its burden falls upon the poor for 

they consume the great bulk of the articles protected. Hot 

even satisfied with this, our protectionist friends aim to make 

matters worse. Look at the Tariff Act of 1883 and Judge whether 

the poor or the rich pay the tax. It taxed blankets 70$, salt 

in bulk 83$, common window glass 80$, wire rods for fences 41$, 

woolen shawls88-l/2$. Then turn to the mockery of a tax on the 

luxury of a few, diamonds and other precious stones 10$, furs 20$, 

Jewelry of all kinds 25$ and ask yourselves if these lists need 

any comments.

In a speech in Iowa, Mr. Mckinley said "were it not 

for revenue, there would be no Justification of a tax on imports 

and yet it is a fact, proven from Statistics, that Protection 

gives but small revenue to the Government in comparison with the

large revenue to the manufacturers. The aggregate value of manu-
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faetured products sold in this country amounts in round numbers 

to six billion dollars. According to estimates made by Prof.

Perry, the increased cost of home goods brings to the beneficiaries 

of protection, nearly nine hundred million, outside of the amount 

received into the Treasury on imports. That same tariff that put 

in the pockets of the favored few nearly nine hundred million 

brought to the Government only two' hundred seventeen million, 

that is, giving $4 to private persons for every one it gave the 

Government. So you may Judge from the words of our president

elect how little Justification there is in protection, and further 

you may learn how suicidal the policy is which parading in the 

garb of revenue robs our people of $900,000,000 a year.

You have heard my opponent expound the theory of 

protection, ably and well, and in theory his proposition is 

eminently fair. He tells us that if we protect the manufacturer 

and enable him to thrive, we will also ameliorate the condition 

of the laboring man. But facts too cogent to be put aside show 

that in every case the manufacturer grows richer and the working

man poorer. let me illustrate. They make much ado about pro

tection working wonders for our lumber trade. In Wisconsin some 

years ago, the mill-owners there determined to receive the full 

benefit of Class Legislation as well as their more fortunate 

brethern in the steel pool, the iron pool, etc. So they asked 

for Protection, their request was granted and lumber henceforth
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v/as taxed §2,000,000. What has "been the result? Out of the 

forty capitalists who control the lumber interest, one-fourth 

have become millionaires, but the twenty thousand laborers 

still sling their axes at the old unprotected rate of #1 a day, 

and year in and year out the consumers’ $2 loss has been the 

capitalists’ $2 gain.

fake the steel industry, and see who receives the 

benefit of class legislation. Protection has made Mr. Carnegie 

many times a millionaire, but when his workmen asked for higher 

protection for their wives and families, in the shape of in

creased pay promised the year before, he met their demands with 

rifles loaded with lead. All do not think it is more blessed to 

give than to receive.

Our opponents tell us their system benefits the working 

man, and in this lies the fascination of protection, for we all 

heartily concur in their aim, believing as the great Lincoln 

once said "God must love the common people best, he made so 

many of them." I cannot for a moment conceive how any one who 

examines the rates at which articles are protected, can entertain 

any such conclusion, that the aim of Protection is to benefit the 

workingman, but on the other hand he will surely find that it is 

the "lords of the loom", the factory and furnace and not the 

laborer that receive the protection. Here are fair illustrations
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a car wheel weighing 500 pounds is valued at $15 by the manu

facturer. The total labor cost is 85 cents, so our protec

tionist friends proceed to protect the laboring man by imposing
\

a tariff duty equal to $12.50 to cover a labor cost of 85 cents. 

In this case, as you see, this simple device under the guise 

of protecting the laboring man nets the manufacturer $10.65.

Then again a suit of woolen clothes which our people must have, 

the labor cost of which is $2, brings to the manufacturer by 

protection $6.48. I ask which is it that we protect, the one 

who gets the $2 or the one who received the $4.48? The oitly 

argument for protection at the present day is that our higher 

paid laborers here cannot compete with the cheaper foreign 

labor, so we must have a protective tariff to neutralize the 

difference in wages- And right here, to test the truth of their 

assertion or shatter the keynote of their argument, we defy 

our opponents to name any article which requires skilled labor 

in which our manufacturers do not receive fully three times as 

much the difference between the wages paid here and the cheaper 

wages paid elsewhere, let them answer if they can.

Just think, what zealots for American labor these 

protectionists are when, in 1864, on the sacred anniversary of 

our liberty, they passed a Contract Labor law which not only 

legalized but encouraged the importation of pauper labor. It
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reads, "and let it foe further enacted, whereby emigrants shall 

pledge the wages of their lafoor for a term not exceeding twelve 

months to defray the expenses of their emigration." Who re

pealed this insult, flared in the faces of our working-men?

Who struck the blow to protect our laborer, who removed from 

our statute books a law as disgraceful as it was despicable?

Was it these manufacturers who beat their tomtoms of patriotism, 

men who would have us believe their all is wrapt in the cause 

of the laboring man? Wo. A House of Representatives and a 

President pledged to tariff reform in 1885 repealed the entire 

act because under it our great protected industries were import

ing by the thousands the pauper labor of Europe to supplant the 

more efficient, more liberty-loving and more independent American. 

Still they tell us protection is solely for the laboring man.

But our farmers, 56$ of our entire population, who 

manufacture nothing and are taxed on everything needful to their 

own and their family's comfort, well might they exclaim

Taxed on the coffin, taxed on the crib;
On the old man's shroud and the young babe's bib;
To fatten the bigot and pamper the knave,
We are taxed from the cradle plump into the grave.

They proceed to fill his cup of consolation for being taxed on 

everything by telling him "Oh yes, we will protect your corn, 

your wheat and your wool," but it is not to be supposed that 

they tell them only five out of every hundred farmers are engaged
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in these pursuits, so protection at its best taxes ninety-five 

farmers for the benefit of the other five. They also offer 

him a home market to compensate him for the curtailment of 

his foreign one. This has been such a boon to our farmers that 

during ten years of Protection, from 1880 to 1890, fully 10$ 

of our farmers have lost their homes and l/3 of the remainder 

are burdened with mortgages mainly held in the East, so Mr.

Bryan pertinently asks "If these manufacturing states, when 

their industries are infants, own themselves and have a mortgage 

on us, what is going to be the result when they get full-grown?"

This merging from independent free-holders to tenants 

is a dangerous portent. Bo country enjoys real liberty where 

the many are owned by the few. Turn across the ocean to Ireland, 

death-ridden with landlordism, and see what that system means.

If our opponents think Protection is a good thing for 

the farmer, let them tell why the great staples of the farm - 

wheat, corn, oats, flour, beef and pork-were lower under protection 

in 1888 than they were without protection in 1855.

I have heard it said by one who knows that a farmer's 

only chance to make money is selling cattle. A few weeks ago 

one of our leading protectionist papers protested against the 

English law about to be put in force, which makes it compulsory 

that cattle be slaughtered in the ports of entry. The aim of
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this law is to shut out -American cattle and this is called 

retaliation* What does it mean to the farmer? Just this - 

that there will he a glut in our markets and, just as was the 

case when Germany shut out American pork, the farmer must 

suffer the evils of a protective tariff,

There is another aspect of Protection which demands 

our attention. Por years owners of copper ore, owing to high 

tariff duties, sold copper in England four or five cents a pound 

less than they did here. This is not the case in one hut in 

countless articles. Under protection a farmer in Sidney,

Australia, could huy his American made machines for less than 

the farmer in Sidney, Nebraska. Is this wisdom, is this justice, 

is this making a home market for the farmer or rather is it 

making the farmer a convenient home market to he plucked at will.

It is sometimes asserted that although Protection will 

enhance the price of an article protected for a time, the com

petition that must necessarily ensue will ultimately reduce the 

price. If this were so, why is it then that each year we need 

more duty? The one end of a protective tariff is to enhance 

the price and when it does not do this, it fails in its purpose. 

Right here I would like to ask my opponents a question, which 

I hope they will answer. I want to have them tell this audience 

to-night why they, whc I hope are vitally interested in the
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farmer's welfare, stand here to advocate a policy which, by- 

putting wheat, corn and wool on the protected list, has for 

its ultimate aim the reducing of the prices of these great 

staples, in the high price of which lies the only hope of the 

American farmer, Fraught with inconsistency is a system which 

tells the manufacturer in one breath that they will give him 

a tariff to reduce his price list and then turns around and in 

another pats the farmer on the back with the assurance that 

Protection means high prices for the products of the farm.

But this is not all, if we resent Protection as a tax 

and bear in mind the Revolution hinged upon a tax, we should 

doubly resent it as an aggression. Monopolies and trusts are 

the one impending danger of the hour. Protection is the very 

breath that gives them life, the atmosphere in which they thrive, 

DeTocqueville once observed "that the weakness of a Democracy 

was that unless guarded it merges into despotism.” The time has 

come when Americans should hearken to the warning of the great 

Frenchman. Coal barons in Pennsylvania gather together and 

legislate value into coal; Cordage Trusts at princely banquets 

dictate how much the farmer shall pay for his twine; the Sugar 

Trust raises the price of sugar at caprice; manufacturers 

assemble to discuss how much cheaper they will sell abroad than 

at home; Wall Street protectionists demand more profit than the



-16-

farmer who produces the wheat and what we ask is going to he 

done. You have seen great corporations resist states and even 

defy the government. Is Protection the remedy? By no means - 

protection is prolific in trusts and the reason is simple.

Where there is unity there is strength. When you fix protection 

at a certain rate, you give capital the greatest incentive to 

combine and maintain that rate. Accordingly individuals mass 

into corporations, corporations into trusts that they may obtain 

the full benefit of the law.

If this were not the case, do you suppose that the War 

Tariff, engineered through Congress in four days, should still 

remain the corner stone of Protection? Were it not for this 

mobilization of forces, so to speak, this merging of the individual 

whom the law can reach into the soulless corporation that the law 

cannot reach, were it not for this mighty phalanx banded together 

in the cause of greed, the bone and sinew of our race, armed with 

their righteous ballot, could never have been induced to believe 

that a tax, levied for the emergency of war - a tax against the 

continuance of which Grant, Garfield and Arthur protested - 

should still remain the golden fountain whence flows the nectar 

that gives to trusts their life and in the end means to liberty -

death.
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Protection has divided the country into two great 

factions. On the one side stand the corporate greed, our 

nation, the millionaires, the combinations of wealth and 

capital, proud, aggressive and heartless. They demand pro

tection for protection means to them an enhancement of capital. 

On the other, are the men who toil, the ones who create a 

nation’s wealth in times of peace and save the nation in war. 

These must bear the burden of perverse legislation. Protection 

has oppressed them in the past, has abridged their liberty and 

has given to the employer the votes of his men.

You remember the illustration given by Goethe; if 

you plant an oak in a vase, either the vase will crack or the 

oak will wither and die. This is our case, ezactly. Protection 

that supports favoritism is the oak and our liberty the vase.

The combinations of wealth tell us we must maintain protection 

at every hazard, but we answer, let the oak \vither if it will, 

but may the Buler of nations, the Father of rich and poor, 

protect and preserve our liberty - the vase.



"RESOLVED: THAT THE UNITED STATES SHOULD BUILD

AND MAINTAIN A LARGE NAVY"

I am glad to hear the gentlemen on the other side 

touch such a lofty chord of patriotism. Nowadays that al

truistic spirit that would favor its posterity at the expense 

of itself is extremely rare. But patriotism may he deceived 

and altruism distorted if not kept in proper channels. Every

thing in the future depends for its accuracy upon the perspective 

with which we view it. Events seen through the distorted medium 

of fear and undue solicitude, without proper considerations of 

the past, are apt in a case like this to confuse and mislead.

It is not our intention, like our opponents, to pose 

as prophets. Beyond the veil that clothes the future in ob

scurity, it is not given to man to view what the future has in 

store. So when our opponents bid us prepare for war that is to 

be, we cannot in reason deny their assertion, but we can safely 

argue by induction that the contrary is far more likely to be 

true. If our history teaches us anything, it surely teaches us 

that foreign war is highly improbable.

It is against our policy, against the teaching of our 

most eminent statesmen, that the United States, that under the 

benign influence of peace has far-outstripped those nations for-
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ever embroiled in war, should in any flippant matter be drawn 

into war. You will tell me that an increase in the navy is 

not a preparation for war, but as some one has said "An incense 

that curls on the altar of peace." The felicity of the ex

pression is happier than the thought. In fact, such a position 

is contrary to all history. When did Rome enjoy the most peace? 

Was it when her legions were mustered as they were needed, in 

the time of the consuls, or was it when great standing armies 

were needed to guard the frontiers at the period of the emperors? 

Has England’s navy brought peace or has it given her the means 

to bully half the world? Why did France rush to the conflict of 

1870? Why did Frederick the Great sweep down upon the heroic 

Austrian Queen? Because they held great povirer, because the 

possession of power made every other consideration subservient 

to glory and success. I do not say that the solicitude some 

show for an increased navy is necessarily the spirit of jingoism. 

But this much experience proves, where great military or naval 

powers are amassed, pretexts most trivial and differences most 

insignificant are seized upon as pleas for war; while on the 

other hand, if the engines of war were not so well prepared for

aetion, upon better thoughts the controversy would receive 

amicable adjustment. The wisest of our statesmen, Jefferson, 

with unerring foresight, saw the truth of this, and his doctrine
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that America untrammeled by entangling alliances, should strive 

to enjoy the blessings of peace and shun the evils of war is 

the practical application of the principle that large standing 

military power is detrimental to peace.

But if in the beginning, when this infant republic 

was grappling with the difficulties of childhood, it saw fit 

to wreath with garlands the shrine of peace, shall we now, when 

the gristle of youth has hardened into the bone of manhood, 

depart from those wise and hallowed principles under which we 

have waxed great? No. If we could afford to be without an 

abnormal navy when we were weak, with a ten-fold better reason, 

we should be so now, when strong. Nor our strength is in itself 

sufficient insurance for our peace. Our early statesmen knew 

full well, if but Liberty and Peace were allowed to smile upon 

the republic for a few years, that our resources ripened under 

such genial auspices would be to us a greater protection than 

army or navy. -And how wisely they judged is shown by the fact 

that never in our career have we felt the lack of a large navy. 

Let our opponents turn from the generality of the future to 

this consideration and their weakness is made manifest.

Look at England,-you will say her navy is her strength 

and her power on the seas makes her as impregnable as her own
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Gibraltar. Ho; it is a mistake in terms. It is the magnitude 

of her resources which support her navy that make her an object 

of fear. And I consider the great argument against a war in 

the future and consequently against an increase in the navy to 

be the unparalleled extent of our resources. For the ultimate 

issue of war is even more dependent upon the protracted drains 

made upon the national resources than upon the speedy and 

stragetic conduct of a campaign. Good generalship and ready 

resources may win a brilliant battle and may even decide a 

short campaign. But great and available resources, though 

sluggish and hard to bring into action, will, in the long run, 

with people on the same plane, carry the day. Look at the 

campaigns of that gilded monarch Louis XIY. For nine successive 

years, in his war against The Allies, the most brilliant gen

erals of the age at the head of the most intrepid soldiers in 

the world, won victory after victory, overran and ravaged 

province after province, and how did it end? He left his 

country on the awful brink of poverty and ruin. The bravery 

of Conde, the genius of Turenne were of no avail. His exer

tions exceeded his strength and with an extravagant semblance 

of power worthy of a Roman Amperor, weakness permeated to the 

very core.

I hope that the case is apposite enough to justify
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these details. For the greatness of our resources is our best 

security. Say what we will, it is as clear as sunlight on a 

summer's day, that no power, however strong, dares attack us 

vri.th.out great and uncompromising causes. And such as these, 

it is the duty of our statesmen, as they value their souls, 

to avoid.

Is it England? No l England, mighty England, the 

Mistress of the Sea, would fain have .America show to her that 

Homan charity which Burke so highly commends. English editors 

may prate aboiit the iron hand under the velvet glove, hut 

England has come to know our ways too well. She can even brook 

with fortitude from Grover Cleveland in regard to Venezuela the 

most daring ultimatum she ever received without war. Is it 

France, that the powerful German eagle is ever on the alert to 

pounce upon? There is no need of going farther, iMe have 

brought up and we hope explained away every navy that is larger 

than ours. For despite its disparagers, we have at the present 

time a powerful navy.

And this is a fact our opponents would do well to 

keep in mind. Thirty-three ships -of the line, built at a cost 

of $100,000,000 and maintained by as many more, is a navy not 

only large but out of all proportion beyond the other great, 

navies of the world, comparing the extent of our commerce,
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the colonial system and war-like neighbors involved*

But even were the need much more urgent, would it be 

good policy to squander upon unneeded ships what is necessary 

to preserve the nation's credit. Deficits, my friends, are not 

the stuff that ships are made of. And if I could bring this 

home to my opponents, I feel assured that their zeal for 

altruism would melt away before that unfailing argumentum ad 

hominem which Carlyle calls "the master organ, the Soul's seat 

and true pineal gland of the body social - the Purse."

What we have not the money to pay for, Benjamin 

Franklin would advise us not to buy. What has served us so 

well in the past, common sense tells us to hold on to in the 

future. Those principles of sound policy which have guided 

the ship of state so long and so well, we should not in reason 

set aside for mere speculation, at its best too often a rope of 

sand. Let our navy as well as our army resemble the far-famed 

Mamelukes,few but all-powerful, light but irresistible, and 

then in some distant age, should the exegency rise, some future 

Napoleon, fighting against us, may sigh "that with us he might 

conquer the world."



RESOVED THAT THE NEWSPAPER PRESS EXERTS A 
GREATER INFLUENCE FOR GOOD THAN FOR EVIL.

It is said that history repeats itself; that the 

doings of today mirror the events of perhaps a day some centuries

ago. It is said, too, that human nature is everywhere the same; 

and of these two points we have a striking exemplification here 

tonight. We marvel at a nation putting to death its wisest 

philosopher and we smile at Cato interdicting the Greek arts from 

Italy. But were we in same situation, would we not have done the 

same? And to give an air of reason for our action, we would have 

said Just what the Athenian rabble said to Socrates, Just what 

Cato said to the teachers of Greek, and Just what our opponents 

cried out against the press. You are corrupting our youth, you 

are emasculating our manhood. I ask you, is it not, to say the 

least, a very strange coincidence that our opponents here tonight 

should bring forward the same argument against the press which 

the ancients did against higher education some thousand years 

ago? I need not tell you how the ancients repented of their 

folly, how the Athenians after death made a god out of Socrates 

and how old Cato redeemed himself by becoming a Grecian at four 

score. Let us hope that to carry the figure out to the full our 

opponents before they have succeeded in giving the cup of hemlock
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to the press shall see the error of their ways and shall after

wards, like the repentant Athenians, distinguish themselves ky 

their zeal in its encouragement and support.

We of this generation, who have grown up with the 

benefits of the press all around us, are prone to ignore their 

existence on account of their very number, just as we breathe 

without thought or even perception, and just as man never knows 

the real value of anything until he is in great straits for it.

And so with our newspaper press, the sure way to calculate its 

benefit and the overwhelming answer to our opponents would be 

to make the world get along without it for a time.

What would be the result? It is bad enough, you say, 

when your paper is stopped for a day or two. But what if the 

cessation were permanent? What would the broker say? What 

would the banker say? What would every man that has anything to 

sell from a cow to a railroad have to say? They would raise a 

howl "that reverberating from hill to hill" would make the welkin 

ring. The newspaper for good or for evil, has become a necessity and 

has come to stay. To the merchant, to the man of business, to the 

man who has lost a watch or wants a position, the press has become 

as imperatively necessary as the agora was to the Greeks. It 

furnishes to the business world facilities for communication which 

no other source can supply.



But the benefits of the press to the trading world, 

though very great in themselves, are small in comparison with some 

of its other blessings. Bo the gentlemen, think it is any blessing 

to spread useful knowledge among the masses? If they do, let them 

give their praise to the press where it is due. Bo they think the 

condition of society here is better than elsewhere? If they do, 

let them not forget, this is what they would call the most press- 

ridden country on the globe. Can they deny that education and 

civilization with their attendant train of benefits is not more 

widely diffused here than in any other country under the sun? And 

why, I ask? Is it on account of our common schools- no- is it 

owing to our colleges and our universities - no- is it the grand 

culminating result of centuries of culture, no. It is none of these. 

In Germany they have more efficient schools, in England they have 

better universities, and in Italy and Prance, they live in an 

atmosphere of culture,and yet knowledge is not so widely spread as 

here* And mark it. I am taking not decrepit Greece nor aged 

Spain, I am taking the representative nations of Europe, and in 

general education, in general contentment it is conceded they must 

needs rank behind us- And to account for it, we have to fall back 

upon the good influence of the much belittled and over-berated 

newspaper press. You will find with scarce an exception to the rule, 

that where the press is strongest, education is at its best. You

-3-
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will also find that among European nations, in Turkey and Russia, 

where ignorance is rampant the press is in its crudest shape.

We need no far-fetched theories to explain this result. Is it to 

he wondered that education is more general where everybody is 

acquainted with everybody else's views and thoughts than where 

their only newspaper is a plow, their only thoughts about their 

cattle and the sphere of their intellect is confined to their 

own little originality.
' j f V .

The newspaper is the history of the world for a day.

Is not a man made the better for hearing of the heroic actions of 

great men? Is not a co-worker in the sacred ministry strengthened 

and confirmed by being presented with the calm fortitude with 

which the chaplain on the ill-starred Maine stood at his post and 

did his duty? Men are ennobled by edifying spectacles. I believe 

with Carlyle that those books are the most helpful which raise 

the reader's thoughts to higher aspirations, some ideals worthy 

to aspire to. In the newspaper, you find day by day, the noblest 

actions of our best men and noblest women.

I am not saying that the newspaper is the best of 

literary productions, nor that its ideals are always the highest. 

Par from it’. But when we undertake to weigh its benefits and its 

defects, we must remember not to reckon without our host. It 

will not do to laud Shakespeare for culture and from this Jump
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to the condemnation of newspapers for scurrility. The press 

reaches that vast majority of mankind who do not care to commune 

with Milton and Homer, Dante or Shakespeare. And if you grant a 

scintilla of culture to the newspaper, instead of "being dwarfed 

beside the works of the masters it far outstrips them in working 

for good, just as a half loaf is better than no bread, by reaching 

a circle where the others n ever enter. I will also call to your 

attention the manifold benefits arising from the diffusion of 

scientific knowledge through the medium of the press. In regard 

to its educational features, it is well-summed up by Horace 

Greeley when he said they seemed to him worth all the schools in 

the country.

The press is something more than a chronicler of fleeting 

events, something greater than the propagator of scientific dis

coveries, something infinitely more than the educator of the 

people, the press is the very bulwark of that freedom upon which 

nearly all our other blessings depend. If it be true that eternal 

vigilance is the price of liberty how can we falter or stop short 

in our praises of the press. Is liberty no boon, is freedom no

inspiration that men should shoot oratorical cannon at the 

guardian of their liberties without which they wouldn't be able to 

shoot at all. How can we explain it except by that familiar ex

ample of men with bridge-beams in their own being rendered sharper
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in detecting motes in the eyes of others. I have said the press 

is the protrectress of Freedom and I am giving yon not my own "but 

the conclusions of some of the greatest men of history. Jefferson 

and Milton, Napoleon and Bismark, differing in everything else 

concur in this. The former two hy positive, the latter two hy 

negative testimony regarding the press as the great mainstay of 

good government. Bo the gentlemen opine that the advantages of 

good government can he too fully appreciated? Following the 

example of Burke, we too should pardon something to the press an 

he did to the froward spirit of liberty. For directly upon 

government and indirectly upon the press, as we have seen, most 

everything in life depends, from the noble aspirings of individual 

effort, to the extent and value of even religion itself.

And when Napoleon tells us that he feared four editors 

more than 100,000 bayonets, when Junius calls it the palladium of 

an Englishman’s political and religious rights, when Hume declares 

that its liberties and the liberties of the people must fall or 

rise together, it is time to pause upon some Rubiconic brink 

before condemning it upon what is called a telescopic view train

ing the magnifying end upon its failings and with the microscopic 

end, minimising its innumerable benefits.

I see a smile flit across the amiable gentleman’s face 

at, the mention of the classic Rubicon. And it strikes me as one
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of the clearest proofs of the efficiency of the press "making for 

righteousness" that if newspapers like ours had flourished in 

Caesar’s time the last act of that tragic pause would have re

mained unplayed. With the lynx eye of the press upon them,

Caesar would not have been hold enough to go ahead and fompey 

would have been kept too well informed to go to sleep. Thus, as 

we see, the press as it has done a thousand times would have 

arrested the uplifted arm of tyranny and changed the course of 

events.

The press is the great guardian of our rights as men. 

Night or day, it never sleeps. The highest as well as the lowest 

if corrupt will he quickly exposed. In fact the accusation is 

brought against it that it discloses with special zest depravity 

and malversation that lurks in high places. It will suffer no 

encroachments upon the rights of the public at large.

By means of it, every representative speaks not merely 

to his colleagues in the halls of legislation, but to hundreds of 

thousands of his countrymen. It gives to the people the only 

information they get on political questions that go to make or 

unmake the prosperity of millions.

And to this great engine of knowledge,civilization, and 

liberty, what have our opponents to say- They represent that the 

press is a monster of iniquity, an angel of darkness, a cohort of
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Lueifer, the dread octopus that is gnawing away at the vitals 

of morality. In other words, they maintain we would he letter 

off without it. Their conclusion is neither founded upon reason 

nor justified hy facts. A republic where suffrage is general, 

without a press is an impossibility or rather almost a contradiction 

in terms. If left to the sway of demagogues, the populace of every 

republic would soon yield to adulation and ultimately work their 

own ruin and overthrow good government and order. Of itself, 

this one consideration is a match for all the arguments that can 

be adduced against the press-

We do not say the press is immaculate and we cannot be 

blind to its faults as well as its defects. But we are sure, its 

tendency towards immorality is highly exaggerated. We believe too 

that the hurt done at times to individuals is more than amply 

compensated for by the common good-

So when we come to sum it all up, remembering with 

Thomas a Kempis that nothing human is so perfect as to be without 

its imperfections and looking back upon the fields of conquest 

already won and the promising field that awaits in the future, I am 

sure we cannot,help falling with the general verdict of mankind, 

"Esto Perpetua”•



INFLUENCE OF THE PRESS ON THE NATION'S LIFE.

If you were to ask of the newspaper editor what his 

aim was, if he were a high-minded man, he would answer, to 

elevate and instruct the masses. If you were to urge him 

further, he might "bring home to you that in America the press 

is the mistress of intelligence, the forum of justice, and the 

mainstay of government. Surely, if unrestrained liberty is 

conducive to the highest interests of man and if progress has 

moulded the character of modern times these two principles have 

contributed to make American press one of the mightiest powers 

that have ever existed.

In the beginning the existence of a free press was 

precarious, its statements and pretensions guarded. From the 

literary gossip of Wills and The Grecian its sphere has widened 

until now it influences at times for good at others for evil 

nearly every affair involving life, liberty and honor. It has 

changed from a paper of gossip to a paper of power.

The American press is in many respects the best of 

newspaper presses. True it is not always so sober as the English, 

profound as the German, nor of such literary value as the French, 

but we think it combines many of the best advantages of all. Its 

untiring energy in gathering news hardest to get has fairly won



the admiration of its foreign rivals. Brom Gordon Bennett's time 

down no labor or expense has been considered too great to retard 

the collection of news. Its atmosphere of liberty, too, has 

never been clouded by traditions of restraint.

Milton very happily quotes from Euripides "This is true 

liberty when free born men having to advise the public may speak 

free" , and our American press has enjoyed to the full the 

benefits of an unfettered freedom of speech. Whenever the on

ward march of thought is unhampered, as our experience proves,v
truth will ever be on the advance. The great revolutions in 

ideas, in new views of life, axe for the most part noiseless ones 

and the press is nearly always at the bottom of great changes.

The freedom of the press has reached its highest perfection here, 

and while we cannot praise too highly the great and far-reaching 

benefits accruing from an unrestrained freedom of discussion we 

shall find many occasions to justly censure some great evils 

arising from the opportunities it gives to human frailty. Hundreds 

of journals, especially those of largest circulation, for the sake 

of money and personal gain have resolved to sacrifice nearly every 

sentiment of dignity, decency and decorum. In many American 

journals the editors are too prone, as the poet says, "to make 

immortal slanders fly” . Even the American spirit of enterprise 

which for its purpose "finds sermons in stones and good in every
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thing" has led our press into grave mistakes. The search for 

news has led the press to circulate what should "be unprintable 

news- And much do we regret to say that the star of this 

licentious yellow journalism which has risen in the last few 

years "bids fair to remain in the ascendant for years to come, 

like the great hdmund Burke perhaps we too should pardon 

something to the forward spirit of liberty. But no excuse can 

he offered why the vast influence of "by far the major portion 

of our press should not be used against that restricted but 

vigorous class of journals whose aim seems to be "to clothe 

vice like virtue's harbinger".

The enterprise and liberty of our press have not done 

more for the sphere of its activity than for the extension of 

the number of its readers. In the middle of last century when 

the Tatler and Guardian were in full swing the literary gossip 

of Wills and The Grecian was served up only at the tables of the 

rich. From the chit-chat of coffee-houses and the sayings of 

the wits the press has widened until it presents to even the 

poorest "a map of the busy world". Its coming is looked for in 

nearly every American home. We are eager to learn what has been 

done in Congress the day before. We like to flatter our vanity 

by thinking it will assure us we have hit upon what the report of 

this or that commission is to be. Though as Goethe says "We
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are no better off for knowing what the day brings forth" 

nevertheless we are all very anxious to know what the day has 

brought forth.

The newspaper gives something more than mere news.

In a certain way it supplies that moral and intellectual culture

which the few receive from good and noble books. It seems to us

that if every reader had the faculty of judicious discrimination

the reflections on nature, on man, and on morals which this

simulacrum should start up would ultimately make of us a nation

of true education and solid refinement.

Insofar as our press has this object in view its efforts

to instruct and elevate the masses are worthy of all praise. It

is very true, as remarked by Curtis,"that the unfolding of the

paper is the opening of the mind". But the tendency of the press

is working away lessening the demand for higher literature by

vitiating the taste of the individual. In literature to the

nation’s and the individual's detriment, its process of levelling

is downward.

It has led the individual to fall in with the spirit 

of the times, to be more anxious to seem than to be. By present- 

ing a superabundance of reading matter it has substituted as 

Cardinal Newman observes a mechanical for a reflective manner of

reading.
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The nucleus of the home, its moral vitality which must 

sustain both the life of the family and the nation, has doubtless 

suffered much from the licentiousness of the press. The journal 

is a reflex of the spirit of the age, and it faithfully represents 

its worst as well as its best doctrines. Of all the new ideas 

and false ideals which the Reformation impressed on the world 

none are of such lasting importance as the changed positions of 

virtue and knowledge. It has gradually led to the general 

practice of Milton's and Protestants in general that virtue to 

reach its highest perfection must first pass through the fires 

of contact with vice. The Catholic teaching was that virtue 

should be kept as the poet says, "Out of the shot and danger of 

desire". Modern thinking has set this at naught, and as a result 

newspapers invigorate a nation's virtues by daily associating it 

with vice. Don Quixote's proof of his valor by personal bombard

ment of a windmill was not less ridiculous than the modern idea 

in regard to the preservation of the virtue of our homes.

This daily association of virtue with crime which the 

newspaper brings home to our doors has resulted in making us a 

nation with morbid ideas of morality.

Our press by its treatment of crimes has made us feel 

with admiration toward great crimes. In general it is making 

us a nation with lax and growing laxer notions of morality.
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If the press seems delinquent in inculcating private 

virtue it is the most effective means ever known of preserving 

public honor. Against a well organized and persistent public 

opinion no individual or power in the state can long cope. Very 

often men "blackest at heart are desirous of appearing whitest 

outside. Any official with even a modicum of shame within him 

will repress evil designs before the obloquy and approbrium which 

he knows the press will heap upon him. How much v/e owe to the 

press ever watchful, always eager to ferret out corruption in 

high places, can hardly be overestimated. The life of a nation 

depends upon the vigor and purity of its national virtues and 

however much we may deplore the press's pernicious influence on 

the home it cannot receive too much praise for its guardianship 

of governmental affairs.

This censorious criticism of public actions is open 

to two grave abuses - a blind following of party and a sacrifice 

of principles for the sake of gain. Gordon Bennett in 1854 

started what was then an unheard of class of journalism. He de

termined that the editor should be above party and men and actions 

should be attacked on principles rather than from party rancor.

The patronage, however, that comes from party adherence manages to 

keep most editors in party line. When the Conventions of 1900 

shall have given their platforms to the public not one editor in
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fifty will have the moral stamina to prefer principle to party, 

provided no pecuniary advantage is to result. Very often indeed 

in regard to the editor we may say with Byron "And Mammon wins his 

way where Seraphs might despair”. And as long as the editor 

depends upon the extent of his paper's circulation for his 

political and social prestige he will prefer money and patronage 

of party to principle and the public welfare. Public honor and 

party tyranny were never meant to he cherished by the same power 

and when the public gives intellectual and moral ability a fitting 

reward then and not till then can we hope to see editors picking 

flaws in their own with as much ability as in the principles of 

adversaries •

Closely linked to honor and national virtue as Washington 

observes are religion and morality. In one of his novels Victor 

Hugo makes his hero say, first pointing to the printed page and 

then to the towering spires of the cathedral, "This will destroy 

that". If we infer from this that the press in general is com

bating the spirit of religion, Hugo clearly discerned in part the 

tendency of the press. But he predicted that religion could not 

withstand its tremendous pulling down power. The French infidel 

should learn from Macaulay one of the truest things the historian 

ever said- The New Zealand islander and the broken arch of St. 

Paul's with which Macaulay linked the lastingness of religion will
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remain in men’s memory long after Hugo’s insinuation has frittered 

away, because press or no press, while men are, religion there must

u e .

But there is much in the suggestion that demands attention. 

The press is doing a great good and likewise great evil. On the 

whole we have no hesitation in saying that the press has a very 

pernicious effect on the spirit of religion. The newspaper press 

is a reflex of the hostile spirit of the world. Its spirit is

always fighting against the spirit of true religion. The value
\

of religion has been lost sight of in the mad race v/here progress 

has turned the hearts as well as the heads of me'n.

This false position and false ideal is diametrically 

opposed to the true religious idea. Its licentiousness is the 

result of modern illogical thinking. Virtue is second to knowledge. 

As we have already intimated this is a reversal of Catholic teach

ing that virtue without knowledge, is infinitely superior to know

ledge without virtue. Moderns have tried to run the world without 

religion, as Carlyle would say, "Mounting the housetops to reach 

the stars", and we have the licentiousness of our press as a 

result.

This powerful though perhaps unconscious opposition to 

religion is due to the most egregious blunder of modern times.

The intellectual and moral activity of Catholics has forced the
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press to change its attitude towards Catholics. At one time no 

occasion was suffered to pass by to insinuate something against 

Catholicity. This spirit is fairly changed for the better. The 

press has given to Catholic thought and teaching and action an 

entrance to circles where otherwise they would never have been 

read. Our Catholic press has done wonders in bringing this 

recognition about, but in appreciation as well as improvement in 

our Catholic papers there is much yet to be done-

"Great is journalism",says Carlyle, "is not every 

editor a ruler of the world being a persuader of it." How in

finitely greater for good might this power be and though an ideal 

press is, like Rabelais' religion, "a great perhaps", the contem

plation of it may benefit the newspaper art as well as the newspaper 

artist.

If the press were what in our opinion it should be the 

false position of virtue and knowledge would be changed. We should 

come back to several principles the Reformation set aside three 

centuries ago. The editor would have at heart the moral and intel

lectual welfare of his readers. He would be careful about indulging 

in detraction and desirous to shun scattering scandal.

Vice when given at all would be stripped of its veneer. 

Crimes and criminals would be placed before the public in their 

true light. The paper’s business would be as the poet says "To
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hold as it were the mirror up to nature, show virtue her true form".

Religion and morality would receive from it some of their

greatest helps- An ideal press might be what some one has called

it "The diamond of genius, the sword of truth"- Then with morality 

for its guiding star and genious and talent to support it, the news

paper press would be such a blessing in spreading contentment, in 

insuring good government and in preserving high ideals of morality 

that our greatest men might well exert themselves in approaching 

this high ideal even against the opposition of the majority preferring 

as Burke well says, "to save the man than to preserve his brazen 

slippers as monuments of his folly". And then when nobler aspirations 

than those of earth, higher ideals than knowledge, shall have 

coursed through the veins of our American people, the time may come 

when our press will be what Mr - Dana fondly but foolishly imagined

it to be "The voice of justice, the inspiration of wisdom, the de

termination of patriotism and the heart of the whole people".

May 1898.

J- T. Smith

Awarded first prise $75.



"RESOLVED: THAT THE SECESSION OF THE SOUTHERN STATES WAS JUSTIFIABLE”

I would have preferred to debate this question in the 

light of right rather than of justice. But the gentlemen in

sisted and were allowed to have their way. What is right is not 

always just. The Union, in the event of ./ar, had a perfect right 

to emancipate the slaves as a war indemnity or as a pledge for 

the future. The liberation of the slaves may or may not have 

been just. However, we do not propose to follow the line of 

argumentation which their choice at once presents to tis. The 

logical and foreseen result of secession was war, and a war that 

filled our nation with ubiquitous mourning. Around a million 

firesides were heard the lamentations, for those whom the fate of 

war had hurried
”to that undiscovered shore 

From whose bourn, no traveller has yet returned.”

I hope the gentlemen mistake me not. I desire to convey no false

impression. But I am glad to say my opponents' idea of justice

differs materially from mine.

You have listened to a forcible presentation of their 

side of the question. They have told you our government is a 

government by compact; that whatever powers a State can delegate, 

it may, at its pleasure, revoke; that consequently secession was 

the exercising of a right inherent in a sovereign state; that 

the Confederates were patriotic and loyal; that their sons were
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sacrificed on the altar of liberty in behalf of a principle which 

was just, and to crown it all, they adduce in support of their 

position the names of orators and statesmen, forever enshrined 

among the nation's great, names equally respected for justice 

and probity, for patriotism and public spirit. Gentlemen, the 

argument is admirable, the right incontestable, the justice, as 

Jefferson Davis puts it, "Clear as the solar ray", if we, as 

well as they, could even for a moment lose sight of the very 

condition which sheds a halo of lucidity around our question, 

which as completely controverts the position of our opponents 

as the theory of Copernicus subverted the erroneous notions of 

Ptolemy.

The States have never been, God grant they never will 

be, individual sovereigns. Upon the successful issue of the 

Revolution, there emanated not thirteen sovereigns but one, and 

as in the beginning, it must needs be so now. The Union and 

States were coeval. Without the States, there is no Union, and 

without Union, there can be no States. Ours is not a supreme 

national government, but our sovereignty persists in the Union 

of the States. In reality, what is called State Rights in 

contra-distinction to Rational Rights is a misnomer. Both are 

but aspects of the sovereignty that inheres in the people, not
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severally but united. This is our position. It is proved by 

the light of history, the deductions of logic and sanctioned 

by the highest authority - nay, even as the great Greek would 

say, "It is stamped with the approval of the very gods them

selves."

And if our meager abilities are at all worthy of our 

cause, if we can present our case with sufficient force to con

vince you that sovereignty vests in the States only as their 

very name implies, when united, then, gentlemen, it matters not 

how eloquent our opponents may be, how ornately they embellish 

their arguments, how adroitly they work upon your compassion on 

behalf of the mis-called oppressed, for you will shatter their 

theory, confound their arguments and do a service to the cause 

of right by answering that Secession, without a palliating cir

cumstance, withdrew allegiance from that to which allegiance 

was due; that as a result, it brought upon our nation the 

saddest war of ancient or modern times, and consequently, in the 

forum of conscience, should be judged as pernicious and unjusti

fiable.

I am surprised that the gentlemen on the other side 

have not essayed to throw some light on what constitutes sov

ereignty or when or how a people become sovereign, for this is 

the hinge upon which every consideration of our question revolves.
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Brownson says "Sovereignty under God inheres in the organic 

people or the people as the republic, and every organic people 

fixed to the soil and politically independent of every other 

people is a sovereign people." And we willingly admit to our 

opponents that if the States were originally sovereigns, the 

argument is all theirs, but if the contrary were true, as we 

intend to prove to you, then, however unpalatable and unjust 

it may seem, it is like our holding forth on Mother Earth in

stead of being canal-diggers on Mars.

Thus you see, gentlemen, the voluminous question of 

Secession narrows down to the consideration of one vital question. 

Bid the sovereignty formerly exercised by Great Britain pass 

over to the States in their separate or in their united capacity. 

It is a question not of theory but of fact, not of supposition 

but of stern reality, to be decided not by subtle reasoning, but 

to be answered by historical research. Here the opinions of 

statesmen, the speeches of contemporaries, the rulings of courts, 

yes even the Convention itself gives away to the fact, for sov

ereignty is essentially a matter de facto.

And I ask you to consider whether the States in the 

Declaration, during the war, and ever after have not acted as 

regards sovereignty, as States united and not as States separated. 

And if you answer in the affirmative, as you must, then the con-
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clusion is irresistible and this of itself is practically 

decisive of our debate. There is no surer fact in all history 

than that united they declared their Independence, united they 

carried on and won the great revolution, and accordingly, as an 

illative and uncompromising consequence, united they became a 

sovereign people. And as we maintained in our proposition 

State Sovereignty, as considered by the defenders of a fallen cause, 

is a vagary which deluded millions and which, alas!, too many, 

like Othello "loved not wisely but too well."

If our opponents wish to put the sanction of justice 

on their cause, let them prove that Sou th Carolina or any other 

State, separately declared its independence, separately fought 

for, and hence, in the only possible way, logically won its 

separate and individual independence. If they can but demon

strate this, then Secession was right and perhaps justifiable.

But gentlemen, what proposition is stamped more egregious on 

its face. Is there one here to-night who holds such a position?

No, not one! Every lusty patriot in knickerbockers on a 

memorable day in July, amid the din of powder and the pyrotech- 

nic glare, gives it the lie direct. And my friends, remember, 

this alone can exculpate the Seceding States from the heinous 

crime of unjustifiable rebellion.
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In whatever light you look at it, this one point is 

incontestable, that upon American soil the full powers of sov

ereignty have never been exercised except by the States jointly 

and never by States separately, let our opponents instance an 

act to the contrary. Can they recall the time when the State of 

lew York coined money, when South Carolina received ambassadors 

from St. James, when Virginia floated her flag - the symbol of 

her sovereignty? No gentlemen, I assure you they cannot. She 

fact is incontrovertible. The States United succeeded to the sov

ereignty exercised by the British Crown previous to the treaty 

of Paris. The States in their united and not in their individual 

capacity, were recognised by the mother country, and by the 

powers of the world. Our opponents may claim it was unjust, that 

the States never looked upon it in this light, that Patrick Henry 

and Thomas Jefferson denied it, but we answer that such is the 

unchangeable fact and government is based upon fact and not on 

antecedent right. And being in 1783 one Sovereign Nation, they 

were so in 1861 and are so to-day.

We may arrive at the same conclusion in another way.

As maintained by John Quincy Adams, as far as they were a people 

at all, even before independence, they were one people. Were 

they not endowed by the same authority? Were they not all subjects 

of one and the same sovereign? Besides did not all the Colonists



recognize the English Common Law? No one here to-night will 

maintain that New York, Massachusetts and South Carolina were 

the colonies with grievances because they alone received the 

consignments of the ill-starred tea. When Patrick Henry, the 

ardent champion of State Sovereignty, thrilled his hearers 

with his fiery eloquence, "We have petitioned, we have remon

strated; our petitions have been scorned and our remonstrances 

spurned from the foot of the throne”, he meant not the petitions 

and the remonstrances to right the wrongs of Virginia alone, 

but the petitions and remonstrances of all the Colonies. The 

very cause of the war shows they were linked as one people.

They staked their lives, their honor and their homes, not be-
*

cause the troops under Gage oppressed the soil of Massachusetts 

but because their rights common to all Englishmen had been 

violated. I repeat it, gentlemen, the outcome proved the cause 

of one to be the cause of all. And once you are convinced of 

this, that at one time the Colonists were one people with Great 

Britain, then gentlemen, our opponents will argue in vain, be

cause if they were once one people, as we have shown them to be, 

then you will look in vain for any act that has invalidated 

their unity.

This is our position. Sovereignty vests in the Union 

of the States. The States never were individually sovereign.
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Secession, except in case of intolerable oppression, could 

never have been justifiable. We are willing, upon this to 

stake the issue of the debate. Just a word and I am done.

Right is not always concomitant with might. Failure is often 

meted out to the noblest cause. But it is consoling to remember 

the converse is more often true. There is too a finger of 

destiny that guides the career of nations. It is the teaching 

of all history and the philosophy of all Christian teaching.

From the Babylonians to the Medes and Persians, thence the sceptre 

of empire swept westward to Greece, and afterward to Rome, until 

mighty Rome in time went down before the Vandals and the Goths. 

Nations as well as men have their day. When the system becomes 

effete, it presages early dissolution and decay. The Union was 

not yet ripe for ruin. There was left much to do. Its mighty 

mission of Liberty was not yet done. The issue of the war - the 

preservation of the Union - cannot be mistaken.

For if ever there was a propitious moment when the 

Ruler of Nations might well look down with favor on the precious 

cause of Liberty, it was when two giant forces, each convinced 

of the righteousness of its cause, were battling in the tragic 

arena of civil war to decide which was to prevail. The Union 

as a creature of the States, a government weak and presaging 

early dissolution; or a government whose motto was in Webster’s
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memorable words: Liberty and Union, now and forever, one and 

inseparable.



TEE SUE

J. T . Smith

It is quite natural that astronomers and men in general 

should take an unfailing interest in the sun, by which, as far as 

nature goes, they live and move and have their "being. All the 

interests and concerns of earth depend upon the life-giving sun.

Every "blade of grass that grows; every engine that speeds across a 

continent; the rushing river, the power taken from harnessed 

Niagara, are all hut modifications, in one way or another, of the 

solar energy, sent pulsing out through space "by the veritable heart 

of our system, the sun. So even if pagans were ignorant of much 

that we now know of it; from what they saw of its wondrous powers, 

its heat and light-giving qualities, and the earthly interests that 

hung thereon; small wonder is it, that their simple minds made a 

beneficent deity of the day-star. The sun, as we know it, is not a 

god, but a mere star, "a private in the host of heaven". Although 

our conception of its absolute importance falls far short of the 

dream of the savage, what science tells us of its importance to us, 

exceeds much that the primeval mind could single out as fitting a 

god.

In all astronomical questions, it is desirable, often 

indespensable, to know the distance of the body under discussion.

Of none so desirable as the sun, because it serves as the astronomical
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uniit. For a long time, it baffled human endeavor. Passing by the 

ingenious but unsatisfactory attempts of Aristarchus and Hipparchus, 

who lived before Christ, we come to 1769, the year when the human 

mind first reached out to world distances. In this year Halley’s 

suggestion, the transits of Venus, was acted upon. Perhaps a simple 

modification of this method, proposed by D e L'Isle will better 

answer our purpose.

When the black disc of Venus enters into contact with 

the sun's limb, its position is observed at two stations on 

opposite ends of an equatorial diameter. A will see the black ball 

at V1 , and A1 will see it at Vg. Hence the angle V1 D V2 is the 

earth’s diameter as seen from the sun.

Its value is at once obtained. Knowing Venus's period 

to be 584 days, and that it took 12 m. to run from V2 to V1 , the 

angle equals 584 days or 18” , twice the value of the sun’s12 m.
horizontal parallax.
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What does this resultant 18" mean? A second of arc

represents the size of any object 206,265 times its length away.

In this case, then, our diameter would appear to an inhabitant of the

sun as 18". Hence the sun is distant, 206.265. or 11,450 x 7920,
18

(the earth’s diameter) making some 90,684,000 miles. As the 

parallactic value here assumed is rather too large, the result is 

not as accurate as possible; the best researches making it 

92,885,000 miles. Conclusions based upon the velocity and aberration 

of light, the heliometric observations of other planets, and the 

parallactic motion of the moon, verify this result, not absolutely 

but within " .07 " more or less-

What 93 millions of miles mean is utterly beyond our 

comprehension. A cannon ball flying through space 1,640 feet a 

second would traverse it in nine years and eight months. A rail

road train with a velocity of 37 miles an hour would take 148 

millions of minutes,or 266 years, to reach its journey's end. Such 

a trip would cost about 3 million dollars, and a child of the 14th 

generation would have to tell the story. Perhaps a more striking 

illustration is based upon the rapidity of sensation, 92 feet per 

second• So if an infant with an arm 93 million miles long were to 

reach out and burn its fingers in the sun, should it live 100 years, 

the sensation of pain would be distant at its death 166 years.
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With the distance given, the size is readily obtained. 

Since the earth, as seen from the sun, is 17.72 seconds of arc and 

the sun from the earth 52.4 minutes of arc it follows by simple 

division that the sun's diameter is 108-1/2 times that of our own 

globe's, or 1,582,000 miles; its circumference 2,690,000; its 

surface two million of million of square miles; and its bulk 

1 ,2 80,000 times the earth's-

'i'he sun's mass is now easily assailed. If we know that 

at the earth's surface owing to gravity, the free fall in the first 

second is 4-90 metres, then, at the sun's distance it would be

of a millimetre. Knowing too, that the sun in the first9,000,000
second pulls the earth off the tangent 2.9 millimetres, we therefore

say the sun's attraction is to the earths, as 2.9 is ----- ==---
9,000,000

or in other words, the sun weighs 524,000 times as much as the

e ar th«

Hard as it is to conceive the sun's distance, it is 

equally hard to conceive its mighty bulk and its gigantic mass. 

With the earth at the sun's centre, the moon might revolve in its 

accustomed orbit with 195,000 miles between it and the surface to 

spare- If we represent the earth with a foot globe, the sun would, 

on the same scale, almost equal the dome of St. Peter's. And if 

you took as many earths as with the naked eye you can see stars in 

heaven, you would have to multiply this number by 100, before you 

could balance the sun.
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We have seen how far away the sun is, how huge its hulk, 

how ponderous its weight, let us now look to what the sun is, and 

what it does. By an easy calculation, the division of the mass hy 

the volume, we get its density which turns out to he, compared with 

water 1-2/5 as dense, and with the earth just about one-fourth.

Prom its low mean density, we infer that the sun is merely gaseous. 

There are other reasons besides, viz., the high surface temperature, 

etc.., which seem to hear out this conclusion, though some astronomers 

still deny it.

That portion which we see, the intensely bright disc, is 

by no means the whole sun. Par out beyond this photosphere, extends 

the lake of scarlet fire known as the chromosphere. Out of this in 

turn shoot the prominences of all shapes and sizes, some of which 

have been known to pierce the ether at a height of 300,000 miles. 

Beyond even these, lies the beautiful corona, seen only during 

eclipse, but an observer is richly repaid if fortunate enough to see 

it in a life time. So the diameter of the sun as we see it, is 

hardly one half its true diameter, including corona and all. As to 

what the interior or nucleus behind the incandescent shell of 

photospheric clouds really consists of, we can only infer. But it 

certainly is not what Herschel thought it to be, a dark, cool mass, 

though it may well be solid.
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We now pass on to consider what half a century ago 

seemed little short of the miraculous, viz., what is the sun? The 

spectroscope is the wonderful little instrument, that knocks at the 

doors of worlds millions of miles away, and before its open sesame 

the secrets of the far away denizens of the universe stand revealed. 

Newton found that white light was made up of all the colors of the 

rainbow. Fraunhofer pointed his spectroscope at the sun, and found 

and catalogued numerous dark lines in the rainbow field of the 

sun's spectrum, the significance of which tell-tale lines Kirchoff 

was to discover. What does the sun's spectrum tell us? It gives 

assurance that many terrestrial elements are also solar, e. g., 

Hydrogen, Iron, Magnesium, Nickel, Cobalt, Sodium and many others.

By means of it we find the chromosphere consisting largely of 

hydrogen. The ingenuity of Jamesen and Lockyer simultaneously 

made it possible to observe in broad daylight the chromosphere 

spectroscopically. But so far, the moments that the corona remains 

in view, are so few, that of it, we know next to nothing.

Wonderful as some of these facts may seem they are not 

as well calculated to impress us, as a consideration of the sun in 

action. The sum's light and heat are but little short of the 

marvellous.
How can we measure such vast results? let a beam of light 

pass through a l/4 inch lens upon a screen. On the screen, it will
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throw a circle of light 10 feet across. Making allowance for loss, 

the light on the screen will he nearly 300,000 times fainter than 

the original sunlight. If now, we can compare this with the light 

of a standard candle, the sun has yielded up the secret. Expressed in 

figures it is too great to convey an idea 1575,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 

or 1575 billions of billions of candles, or 100 billions of billions 

of gas jets- The sun is brilliancy par excellence, 146 times bright

er than calcium, 4 times brighter than the arc light, and 5300 times 

brighter than molten metal in a Bessemer converter.

Its heat we find in much the same way. Instead of a 

lens, a carefully measured quantity of water is exposed to the sun 

and its rise in temperature noted, and the total output is com

puted in calories. This is the heat unit, the amount required to 

raise 1 kilogram of water one degree cent. Herschell in Africa 

and Pouillet in France both measured the sun’s heat with concordant 

results. The former found that the heat of a vertical sun would 

melt each minute a layer of ice .0075 inches thick and the latter 

.007. So if a torsus of thick-ribbed ice two and one-half miles 

across extending from earth to sun, and back again, were to have 

concentrated on it the whole solar heat in 2 seconds it would melt, 

in 7 be dissipated into vapor. At the sun’s surface a 50 foot crust

of ice would melt in one minute. Expressed in calories, the heat 
required to do this, is one million per minute. To keep this up,
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Lord lister has calculated that a 16 foot layer of the "best 

anthracite coal would have to he consumed hourly. In terms of 

mechanical energy, this enormous output is equal to 217 billions 

516 thousand millions horse power; or 545,000,000,000 steam engines, 

each equal to 400 horse power, working day and night without stop.

Of this, our little earth intercepts only _____ 1_______  *
2 , 200 , 000,000

as it is easy to prove.

We may consider our globe as a little ball revolving on

the outer edge of a sphere, practically hollow and whose radius is

95,000,000 miles. Since the sun radiates light and heat in all

directions, we intercept (heat and light) as much of the entire, as

our sphere is to the ideal sphere with a radius of 95,000,000 miles,

o r ____ I________ _ And this small fraction of the whole energizes
2 ,200,000 ,000

the entire earth.

A distinction may be in place here between temperature and 

heat- We know very accurately the sun's heat but there is a wide 

range to estimates of its temperatures. Heat is quantity; tempera

ture degree. An electric spark is intensely hot, or rather its 

temperature is very high, but its heat is infinitesimal compared to 

the chilled waters of the Atlantic.

First of all, it may be remarked that the sun has no 

actual temperature because in different parts it varies. Toward the 

limb e. q. it is only l/4 as hot as at the center- So instead of an 

actual temperature astronomers substitute an effective temperature.
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The difficulty lies in our ignorance of the laws regarding

temperature when heat radiated per second is known. But of this we 

are certain. The heat at the focus of a lens is always less than at 

its source, the lens virtually Bring the object nearer the sun. In 

the largest glasses of this kind ever made, the objects at the focus 

were virtually brought within 250,000 feet of the sun, and even there 

the most refractory substances, platinum, fire-clay and the diamond, 

instantly melted or dissipated into vapor. What must the sun be at 

its surface?

The sun sends out into space, year after year, this 

enormous amount of energy, so far as we know, unfailingly. The 

same plants grow now where they grew centuries ago, the fig and 

the olive still are found in Palestine as in the days of Christ. The 

same animals roam in the same haunts, proving the outpour of solar 

heat has not appreciably changed.

We are now to ask, what supports this gigantic furnace 

seemingly so inexhaustible. It is not combustion. This is the 

chemical union of 0 with an element attended by light and heat.

How, we know that at such high temperatures as obtain on the sun, 

chemical combination is out of the question. Moreover, if the sun 

consisted of anthracite coal burning in pure 0, it could last, at 

the rate it is now going only 6,000 years; and should have, since

the time of Hipparchus, shrunk fully one third. Ho such shrinkage
is manifest.
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To explain the maintenance of solar heat, two theories, 

the meteoric and contraction, are offered- When a flying "bullet 

strikes a brick wall, its forward energy is converted into heat an! 

often melts the lead. In like manner, if an 8239 kilogram meteor 

with a velocity of a meter per second is brought to a standstill, one 

calorie of heat is generated; if at the cannon-ball rate of 500 meters 

250,000 calories; and if 700,000 (the approximate velocity of a 

planetary fall into the sun) 1400 x 1400, or nearly 2 million times 

as much. So Lord Lister concludes that were all the planets to fall 

into the sun, they would maintain its heat for 45,604 years. The 

yearly fall of a meteor equal to the earth's mass, according to 

Young, would keep up the solar furnace indefinitely. But while it 

it probable that meteors do their share; we cannot attribute the solar 

supply simply to them. Were it so, a pari, the earth should be hot 

as boiling water; and Mercury's orbit greatly perturbed. Of such 

we have no knowledge.

When a body moves against a resistance, heat is generated 

as in a free fall. If the sun, by a process of contraction, were to 

continually fall back upon itself, this would be a source of abundant 

heat. The sun's superficial gravity being 27 times the earth's and 

its bulk so enormous, contraction as we have explained, would be a 

plentiful source of heat. So much so, that a shrinkage of 250 feet a 

year, or a mile In 21 years, would amply suffice. But as the smallest
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measure we oan take on the sun is a second of arc (450 miles), 9,000 

years must elapse before any shortening of the solar diameter, due 

to contraction, is visible.

how if we assume this theory to be true, knowing the amount 

of heat, and the rate of its radiation, we say with reasonable as

surance, that in 5 million years, the sun’s diameter shall have 

shrivelled up one-half, its density will be 8 times as great; it can 

no longer be mainly gaseous, and its temperature must inevitably fall. 

Hewcomb calculates that in 10 million years the sun will be, as far 

as we are concerned, practically effete, and consequently the earth 

devoid of life, as we knov/ it.

And if the sun has been shining in the past, as in the 

present, 18 millions years ago, will mark its natal year. So that 

the 18 that are sped and the 10 to come would seem in our present 

knowledge to mark the beginning and end of our sun as a working sun - 

that is, if Helmholtz contraction theory be true and the sole source 

of solar heat. However, no allowance for meteors etc. could raise 

this figure up to 60 millions of years.

While it is within the limits of possibility, as Flammarion 

and others insist so much upon, that a stray star with a tremendous 

velocity might collide with the sun and restore in a moment the 

expended energy of aeons, the chances are, like a comet’s striking
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the earth, about one in a million. So far as we can see, every

thing points backward to a beginning and forward to an end. Strange 

as it may seem, the giver and supporter of every kind of life on 

this globe is doomed itself to the common doom.

"Dust thou art, to dust returnst 

"Has been spoken to the Sun."

AMEN!

May 24, 1899.

J. T. SMITH.
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If I have grasped the Darwinian theory, it may he 

briefly summed up as holding - 1st, that there is in nature 

a vast variety of progressive existences; 2nd, from a few 

primitive progenitors the entire vital world has been evolved, 

the more perfect from the less, in the beautiful gradations, 

we have evidence of; 3rd, in explanation of these phaenomena, 

Darwin offers his theory of natural selection, termed the 

survival of the fittest, according to which hypothesis, a 

variety once being formed,-it matters not how-the 'stronger 

i.e. the fitter, exterminating, or at least out-lasting, the 

weaker, tend to propagate a more perfect off-spring and so on 

ad indefiniturn, Since the publication of the "Origin of 

Species", Mr. Darwin seems to have subordinated natural selection 

to sexual selection. Such, I think, looking at evolution broad

ly, may be called its main features.

Now it would be utterly beside my purpose, as well as 

my ability, to discuss evolution from a purely scientific stand

point. It involves a knowledge at once so varied and exhaustive 

of biology, paleontology, anatomy, physical astronomy and many 

other Sciences, all of which I am profoundly ignorant of. So I 

start out with the admission that what Mr. Darwin narrates of 

the habits and characteristics of animals, the conclusions he draws



from his knowledge of the sciences 

if for no better reason than because I am incompetent to 

criticise them. And if the theory of evolution were put forward 

merely as a speculation of biology, I should be inexcusable for 

asking your attention in examining it.

You will bear in mind, however, that at once it became 

the guiding star, as it were, of a new set of bold and deter- 

mined philosophers, - who by it pretended to solve the question 

of life, religion and our last end. To this fortunate fact, the 

cause of evolution owes a great deal. Mr. Mill, Herbert Spencer, 

nonanes h Huxley went laboriously to work, completing what Mr. 

Darrin could unaided never have done, and succeeded very gener
ally in passing it as current coin.

It is this philosophical side of the theory which 

comes in my field of attack, and merely, as I have said, in its 

broad features, not in its principal deductions or side issues. 

if we are to believe St. George Mivart, Darwin's reasoning 
power was in an inverse ratio to his powers of observation. 
Encouraged by such formidable authority, I now proceed to con

sider Darwinism.from a philosophic point of view.

It Is often urged against this theory that evolution 

of a higher from a lower species argues something in the effect 

proceeding from no due cause. The principle of equation of



effect and cause is philosophically and, therefore, universally 

sound; but no principle that I know if is harder to apply. To 

the question, was it possible for God to so create matter that 

it contained in potentia all that in time it may have, or can 

develop to; there seems to be good reasons for answering in the 

affirmative. The doctrine of St. Augustine was that God created 

everything instanter; "potentialiter atque causaliter". Of 

hybrids such as mules, etc., Suarez held that a potential creation 

from the beginning would suffice, and we find St, Thomas inclin

ing to St. Augustine’s view. Very remarkable indeed is the lay- 

ing down by St. Augustine in the fifth century of a principle 

which is perfectly conformable to evolution, if there be such a 

thing as evolution. In such a case, the perfection of the effect 

would be derived from a due cause, and the above argument loses 

its force. a s to whether Mr. Darwin would originally have

admitted such an evolution, it is idle for us to inquire, his 

later views, as also his followers’, show they want evolution, 

whole and entire, or none, and such being the case, our argument 

seems irrefutable.

In war-operations, from the time of Fabius, there have 

been two well-defined methods of procedure, - the active and the 

passive. In the former, the enemy is defied to combat and the 

end is sharp, and decisive. The latter prefers to starve or 

wear the enemy out and very often is equally successful, though
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never so brilliant as the former. Anticipating that many of 

yon '.'ill decide to vanquish Darwinism in the glory of combat, 

I shall rest content if I can cut off its pretensions and in

sist upon conclusive proof.

Before it can lay claim to our credence, Darwinism 

must prove once for all that hap-hazard external agencies can 

produce order, and secondly, that life is the result of 

chemical combination, or as Huxley calls it ,Ta complex bundle 

of forces"; thirdly, we clamor for evidence grounded in fact.

This is its real and essential business, until it is proved 

nothing is final.

Moreover to bolster up their hypothesis, it will be 

Well to give satisfactory reasons why the imperceptible inter

vals, as they say, between fossil remains of presumably 

similar species, are indicated by gaps, and also it will be to 

the point to show that species are subject to something more 

than conjectural change. Until these are fulfilled, evolution, 

no matter how vaunted or how widely held, is just as reasonable 

as any other improved hypothesis, and not a whit more. For my 

part, I consider it almost inconceivable that the so-called 

missing links could be missing if the theory were true. The 

process is represented as being imperceptibly slow and yet why, 

in every species, barring the equine, there is not the slightest 

binding link between the abrupt divergences of similar structures,
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a question evolutionists have left unanswered, and the

resumption is because it is unanswerable.

We require, moreover, either reason for the process 

owing to a standstill or evidence that it is still going on; 

neither is forthcoming. There is not the slightest evidence 

either that species are changing; or even that a single new 

one, with all that ran can do, ever has been evolved. There 

are indefinitely fertile crosses between varieties without 

end; between species, as far as we know, never.

The onus probandi is shifted where it justly belongs 

and we retire to await developments; quod gratis asseritur 

ratio negatur. Their only proof so far is that what is quite 

cut of the question now is bound to be achieved by more perfect 

experimentation in the future. This is Mr. Huxley’s admission; 

deuce's proof, m d  until his theory and his proof undergo avast 

deal of conclusive evolution, allowing to Mr. Huxley the 
honors of war, his gaily caparisoned theory and intellectual

side arms we rest on our expectancy.

Feb. 8, 1899.


