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ABRAHAM LiNCOLX

STepEEN A. DoveLas

I ixsisT that if there is anything which it is theduty

of the whole people to never intrust to any hands but

their own, that thing is the preservation and perpetuity
of their own liberties and institutions.”—Abraham Lin-

coln.

—>> & 4

FEBRUARY 12 is the birthday of Abraham Lincoln.
Throughout the country on that day there will be
_held meetings, dinners, ete., at which many speeches will
be made in honor of that man in whom were mingled so
many of the elements of true greatness.

The AMERICAN SENTINEL heartily joins in the tribute
of honor to the memory of Abraham Lincoln: We pro-
pose to honor him by honoring the principles to which he
was so thoroughly devoted. And that this may be done -
in the best way, we give to him space in our columns to
speak again in behalf of the great principles which called
forth the highest efforts of his great powers.

Nor is this done merely as a tribute to his memory.

) Tt needs to be done again; because again the principle is

attacked, to the advocacy of which he gave thebeést years
of his life, and which he caused to triwmph.

In principle, the situation’ to-day is precisely what it
was in 1857-1860. And the position which Abraham
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Lincoln oceupied with reference to the situation as it was
il; his day needs to be recalled for the instruction of all
the people respecting the situation as it is to-day.

The one great governmental principle to which Abra-
ham Lincoln devoted his mighty energies from 1857 to
1861, is THE INALIENABLE RIGHT OF THE PEOPLE OF THE
UxiTeED STATES TO APPEAL FROM, AND TO REVE'RSE, DE-
CISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
UPON- CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS. .

This prmmple was denounced at that time as re volir-

“tiopary. For advocating this principle, Abrabam Lin-
coln was denounced as preaching “monstrousrevolution-
ary doctrine”; as being an enemy of the Constitution
and the supremacy of the laws; as giving over the coun-
try to violence, to anarchy, to the rule of th_e mob.

In 1896, this identical principle, with all who advo-
cated it, was denounced in the same way and in the same
words. And it was done by men who profess to be not
only admirers of Abraham meoln but the very conser-
vators of the principles mamtamed by him.

Pelhaps these -same men, on. this Lincoln birthday
occasion, will agam contradict themselves and falsify his-
tory, by attempting to honor Lincoln in speech, while
both in speech and action they repudiate his principles.
We want the readers of the AMERICAN SENTINEL to be
prepared to put.into the hands of those men, and all to
whom those men may speak, Lincoln’s own discussion of
the principle which he 8o devotedly maintained.

P
L S

Ix the month of March, 1857, the Supreme Court of
the United States rendered’ a decision on the slavery
qﬁestion, in which the court gave to the Constitution a
' certain interpretation. The occasion of the decision is of
no pa.rtlcﬁlar interest to-day; but’ the gdvernméntal
principle developed upon the rendermg of the decision is
of vital interest alwa.ys to the whole people of the United
States.

No sooner had the decision. been pubhshed than
throughout the whaole country there was a taking of sides
for and against it. From whatever cause, it was but a
little while before it was found that United States Sena-
tor Stephen A. Douglas and Abraham Lincoln stood dis-

tinetly in the place of leaders ‘of the respective sides

to the controversy—Douglas for the demsmn, Lincoln

against it. )
DOUGLAS AND LINCOLN AT SPRINGFIELD, ILL.

_ The position and argument of those who accepted
the decision of the court were stated by Senator Douglas
at Spriﬁgﬁeld, I11., about the second week of June, 185 7,
as follows:— o

“The courts are the tribunals preseribed by the Con-
stitution and created by the authority of the people to
determine, expound, and enforce the law. Hence, whoever
resists the final decision of the highest judicial tribunal,.
aims a deadly blowat our whole republican system of gov-
ernment—a blow which, if successful, would place all our
rights and liberties at the mercy of passion, anarchy and
violence.

- court decision was the leading issue.

I repeat, therefore, that if resistance to the de-

. cision of the Supreme Court of the United States in a

matter like the points decided in the Dred Secott ease,
clearly within their jurisdiction as defined by the Consti-
tution, shall be forced upon the country as a political

‘issue, it will become a distinet and naked issue between

the friends and enemies of the Constibution—the friends
and the enemies of the supremacy of the laws.”

In a speech at*Springfield, “two weeks” later, June

26, 1857, Lincoln replied to this, as follows:—

~ “And now as to the Dred Scott decision. .
Judge Douglas denounces all who question the
correctness of that decision, as offering violent resistance
to it. But who resists it? Who has, in spite of the decis-
ion, declared Dred Scott free, and resisted the authority
of his master over him?

- “Judicial decisions hayetwo uses—first, to absolutely
determine the case decided ; and, secondly, to indicate to
the public how other similar cases will be decided when
they arise. For the latter use they are ealled ‘precedents’
and ‘authorities.”

“We believe. as mueh as Judge Douglas (perbaps
more) in obedience to, and respeet for, the judicial de-
partment of the Government . But we think the
Dred Scott decision is erroneous: We know the eourt
that made it, has often overruled its own decisions, and
we shall dowhat we can to have it overrule this. We
offer no resistance to it.

Judicial decisions are of greater or less authority as
precedents, according to circumstances. That this should
be so, accords both with common sense, and the custom-
ary understanding of the legal profession.

© “Ii this important decmlon had been made by the
unanimous concurrence of the ]udges, and without any
apparent partisan bias; and in aecordance with legal

- public expectation; and with the steady practice of the

departments throughout our history; and had been, in
no part, based on assumed historical facts whieh are not
really true; or, if wanting in some of these, it had been
before the court more than ongce, and had there been af-
firmed and re-affirmed through a course of years; it then
mlght be, perhaps would be, factious, nay, even revolu_
tionary, not to acqmesce in'it'as a precedent.

“ But when, as it is true, we find it wanting in all
these claims to the pubhc confidence, it is not resistance,
it is not factious, it is not even disrespectful, to treat it .
as not having yet quite established a settled doctrine for
the country.. But Judge Doug]as considers this view aw-
ful 2

S AT CHICAGO,

In 1858 Lincoln and Douglas were rival candidates
for the United States senatorship; and this supreme
Friday evening,
July 9, Senator Douglas made a speech in Chicago, in
which, noticing Lincoln’s speech upon his nomination for
senator, he said:—

“The other proposition discussed by Mr. Lincoln in
his speech, consists in a crusade against the Supreme
Court of the United States on account of the Dred Scott
decision. On this question also 1 desire to say to you
unequivocally, that I take direct and distinet issue with-
him. Ihave no warfare to make on the Supreme Comrt
of the United States, either on account of that or any
other decision which fhey have pronouneed from that
beneh.
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“The Constitution of the United States has provided
that the powers of government (and the constitution of
each State has the same provision) shall be divided into
three departments—Executive, Legislative, and Judicial.
The right and the province of expounding the Constitu-
tion and construing the law are vested in the judiciary
established by the Constitution.

“Ag a lawyer, I feel at liberty to appear before the
court and controvert any principle of law while the ques-
tion is pending before the tribunal; but when the decision
is made, my private opinion, your opinion, all other
opinions, must yield to the majesty of that authoritative
adjudication.

“1 wish you to bear innlind thatthisinvolves a great
principle, upon which our rights, our liberty, and our
property alldepend. What security have you for your
property, for your reputation, and for your personal
rights, if the courts are not upheld, and their decisions

respected when once fairly rendered by the highest tri-

bunal known to the Constitution ?

“J do not choose, therefore, to go into anyargument
with Mr. Lincoln in reviewing the various decisions which
the Supreme Court has made, either upon the Dred Scott
cage or any other. I have no idea of appealing from the
decision of the Supreme Court upon a constitutional
question' to the decisions of a tumultuous town meeting.

“J] am aware that once an eminent lawyer of this
city, now no more, said that the State of Illinois had the
most perfect judicial system in the world, subject to but
one exception, which could be cured by a slight amend-
ment, and that amendment was to so change the law as
to allow an appeal from the decisions of the Supreme
Court of Illinois, on all constitutional questions, to jus-
tices of he peace.

My friend, Mr. Lincoln, who sits behind me, reminds
me that that proposition was made when I was judge of
the Supreme Court. Be that as it may, I do not think
that fact adds any greater weight or authority to the
suggestion. It matters not with me who was on the
bench, whether Mr. Lincoln or myself, whether a Lock-
wood or a Smith, a Taney or a Marshall; the decision of
the highest tribunal known to the Constitution of the
country must be final till it is reversed by an equally high
authority.

““ Hence, 1 am opposed to this doctrine of Mr. Lincoln
by which he proposes to take an appeal from the decision
of the Supreme Court of the United States; upon thishigh
constitutional question, to a Republican caucus sitting
in the country. Yes, or any other caucus or tdwn meet-
ing, whether it be Republican, American, or Democratic.
I respect the decisions of that august tribunal. Ishall
always bow in deference to them. I am alaw-abiding
man.’” ' ,

The next night, July 10,1858, Lincoln spoke in reply,
and upon this point said:—

*“Another of the, issues he says that is to be made
with me is upon his devotion to the Dred Seott decision,
and my opposition to it.

“1 have expresseéd heretofore, and I now repeat my
opposition to the Dred Scott decision; but I should be
allowed to state the nature of that opposition, and I ask
vour indulgence while I do so.-

“What is fairly implied by the term Judge Douglas

has used, ‘resistance to the decision’? I do not resist it.
If I wanted to take Dred Scott from his master, I would
be interfering with property, and that terrible difficulty
that Judge Douglas speaks of, of interfering with prop-
erty, would arise. ButIam doing no such thing as that;

but all that I am doing is refusing to obey it as a politi-
calrule. If I were in Congress, and a vote should come
up ot a question whether slavery should be prohibited in

- a new territory,in spite of theDred Scottdecision I would:

vote that it should.

“That is what I should do. J udge Douglas said last
night that before the decision he might advance his opin-
ion, and it might be contrary to the decision when it was
made, but after it was made, he would abide by it untit
it was reversed. Just so! We let this property abide by
the decision, but WE WILL TRY TO REVERSE THAT DECISION.
We will try to put it where Judge Douglas would not ob-
ject, for he says he will obey it until it is reversed. Som=-
BODY HAS TO REVERSE THAT DECISION, since it was made,
and WE MEAN TO REVERSE IT, and We mean to doit peace-
ably.

“What are the uses of decisions of courts?—They
have two uses. As rules of property they have two uses.
First, they decide upon the question before the court,
They decide in this case that Dred Scott is a slave; no-
body resists that. Not only that, but they say to every-
body elsethat personsstanding justasDred Scottstands,
are as he is. That is, they say that when a question
comes up upon another person, it will be so, decided
again, unless the court decides in another way, unless the.
court overrules its decision. Well, we mean to do what.

-we can to have the court decide the other way. This is.

onething we mean to try to do.

“The sacredness that Judge Douglas throws around
this decision is a degree of sacredness that has neverbeen
before thrown around any other decision. I have never-
heard of such a thing. Why, decisions apparently con-
trary to that decision, or that good lawyers thought
were contrary to that decision, have been made by that
very court before. It is the first of its kind; it is an
astonisher in legal history;- it is a new wonder of the
world.

“Itis based upon falsehood in the main as to facts
allegations of facts upon which it stands are not facts at.
all in many instances, and no decision made on any .
question—the first instance of a decision made under so.
many unfavorable circumstances—thus placed, has ever-
been held by the profession as law, and it has always
needed confirmation before the lawyers regarded it -as.
settled law.

“But Judge Douglas will have it that all hands must
take this extraordinary decision, made under theseextra-
ordinary circumstances, and give their vote in Congress
in accordance Wlth it, yield to it, and obey 1t m every-
possible sense.’

H

DOUGLAS AT BLOOMINGTON.

Again: In a speech at Bloomington, Illmms, Juiy 16,
1858, Senator Douglas said:—

“1 therefore take issue with Mr. Lincoln directly in
regard to this warfare upon the Supreme Court of the
United States. I accept the decision of that court as it
was pronounced. Whatever my individual opinions may
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be, I, as a good citizen, am bound by the laws of the land
a8 the legislature makes them, as the court expounds
them; and as the executive officer administers them. I
am bound by our Constitution as our fathers made it,
and ag it is our duty to support'it. I am bound as a
good citizen to sustain the constituted authorities, and
to resist, discourage, and beat down, by all lawful and
peacefal means, all attempts at exciting mobs, 8t vio-
lence, or any other revolutionary proceedings, against
the Constitution and the constituted authorities of the
country.” i
LINCOLN SUSTAINED BY AUTHORITY.
The next night, July 17, at Sprmgﬁeld meoln re,
. plied and said:—

“Now as to the Dred Scott dems10n, for upon that he
- makes his last point at me. He boldly takes ground in
favor of that decision.

“'Thig is one-half the onslaunght, and one-third of the
plan, of the entire campaign. Iam opposed to that de-

gision in a certain sense, but not in the sense which he
puts on it. Isay that in so far as'it decided in favor of
Dred Scott’s master, and against Dred Seott and his

tamily, I do not propose to.disturb or Fesist the decision.

“] never have proposed to do any such thing. I
think that in respect for judlélal authority my humble
higtory would nor suffer in comparlson with that of
Judge Douglas.

““ He would have the citizen conform hisvote to that

" decision; the member of Congress, his; the President, his
use of the veto power. He would make it & rule of politi-
cal action for the people and all the departments of the
Government. 1would not. By resisting it as a political

rule, I disturb no right of property, create no dlSOI’deI‘

excite no mobs.

‘““When he spoke at Chicago, on Fmday evening of
Tast week he made this same point upon me.. On Satur-
day evening I replied, and reminded him of a Supreme

Court decision which he opposed for at least several -

years. Last night, at Bloommgton, he took somenotice
of that reply, but entlrely forgot to remember that part
of it.

‘e renews his onslaught uponrme, forgetting to re-

member that I have turned the tables against himself on -

-%hat very point. 1 renew the effort to draw his attention

4o it. I wish to stand erect before the country, as well

" as Judge Douglas, on this quéstion of Judicial authority;

- and therefore I add something to the authority.in favor
of my own position. I wish'to show that I am sustained
by authority,in addition to that heretofore presented. .

. “In public speaking it is tedious readmg from docu-
ments; but I must beg to indulge the practice to a lim-
ited extent. Ishall read from a letter written by Mr.
Jefferson in 1820, and now to be found in the geventh
volume of his correspondence, at page 177. It seems he
had been presented by a gentleman of the name of Jarvis
with & book, or essay, or' periodical, called the ‘Repubb-
can,’ and he was writing in acknowledgment of the
-present, and noting some of its contents. After expres-
sing thehope that the work will produce afavorableeffect
upon the minds of the young, he proceeds to say:—

“¢Phat it will have this tendency may belexpected,

-and for that reason I feel an urgency to note what I deem

an error in it, the more requiring notice as your opinion
is strengthened by that of many others. You seem, in
pages 84 and 148, to consider the judges as the ultimate
arbiters of all eonstitutional questions,—a very danger-
ous doctrine indeed, and one which would place us under
the despotism of an oligarehy. Our judges are as honest
as other men, and not more so. They have, with others,
the same passions for party, for power, and the p;'ivilege
of their corps. Their maxim is, ““ Boni judicis est ampli-
are jurisdictionem;” and their power is the more danger-
ous as they are in office for life, and not responsible, as
thé other fanctionaries are, to the elective control. The
Constitution has erected nosuch smg]e trzbuna] ]mowmg
that, to whatever hands confided, with tbe comptzons

" of time and party, its members would .become despots.

It has more wisely made all the departments co-equal and

-co-sovereign within themselves.’

“Thus we see the power claimed for the Supreme
Court by Judge Douglas, Mr. Jefferson holds, would re-
duce us to the despotism of an oligarchy.

“Now, I have said no more than thm,——dn fact, never
qulte so much as this; at least [ am sustamed by Mr.
Jefferson.

« Let us 0‘0 a httle further. You remember we once

. had a National Bank. Some one owed the bank a dt"b‘t

he was sued, and soughtto avoid payment on the ground
that the bank was unconstitutional. The case went to
the - Supreme Court, and therein it was decided that . the
bank was constitutional. T he whole Democratic party
revolted against that decision. General Jackson himself
asserted that he, as President, would not be bound to
hold a National Bank to be constitutional, even though

'the court had decided it to be so. He fell in precisely

with the view of Mr. Jefferson, and acted upon it under
his official oath, in vetoing a charter for 4 National Bank.
The declaration that Congress does not possess this

- constitutional power to charter a bank has goneinto the

Democratic platform, at their national conventions, and
was brought forward and reaffiried in their last conven-
tion at Cincinnati. They have contended for tha.t declar-
ation, in the very teeth of the Supreme Court, for more

_ than a quarter of a century. In fact, they have reduced

the decision to an absolute nullity.

-*“ T'hat decision, I repeat, is repudiated in tbe Cincin-
nati platform; and still, as if to show that efirozitery can
go no farther, Judge Douglas vaunts in the very speeches
in which he denounces me for opposing the Dred Scott
decision that. he stands on the Cincinnati platform.

“Now, Iwish to know what the judge can: charge
upon me, with respect to the decisions of the Supreme
Court, which does not lie in all its length, brea,dth and
proportions at his own door. -

“Free men of Sangamon, free men of IIImozs, free
men everWbere, Jjudge ye between Ium and me upon this
issme.” ° -

THE FAMOUS DEBATE.

“Shortly after the foregoing speech at Springfield, ar-
rangements were made, and the famous debate between
Lincoln and Douglas, was entered‘int‘o. The first discus-
cussion was at Ottawa, August 21, 1858. Upon this
question, Mr. Douglas said nothing; but Lincoln spoke
as follows:— ‘ ‘
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“Let us see what influence he [Judge Douglas] is ex-
erting on public sentiment. Inthisand likecommunities,
public sentiment is everything. With public sentiment,
nothing can fail; without it nothing can succeed. Con-
sequently, he who moulds public sentiment, goes deeper
than he who enacts statutes or pronounces decisions. He
makes statutes and decisions posszbie or impossible to be
executed. y

“This must be borne in mind, as aIso the additional
fact that Judge Douglas is a man of vast influence, so
great that it is enough for many men to profess to be-

LINCOLX SPEAKING AT GALESBURG, ILL.

heve a.u_ythmg, when they once find out that J udge
Douglas professes to believeit. Consider also the attitude
he occupies at the head.of a large party,—a party which
he claims has a majority of all the voters in the country.

“This man sticks to a decision . . not because
he says it is right in itself,—he does not give any opinion
on that,—but because it has been decided by the court;
and being decided by the court, he is, and you are, bound
to take it in your political action as law, not that he
Judges at all of its merits, but. because a decixion of the
court is o him a ‘Thus sal’qh the Lord.’

‘“He places it on that ground alone; and you will
bear in mind that thus committing himself unreservedly
to this decision commits him to the next one just as
firmly as to this. He did not commit himself on account
of the merit or demerit of the decision, but it is a ‘Thus

saith the Lord.” The next decision, as much as this, will~
be a ¢ Thus saith the Lord.’
There is nothing that can dlvert or turn him awa,y

from this decision. It is nothing that I point out to him

that his great prototype, General Jackson, did not be-

lieve in the binding force of decisions. “Itis nothing to
him that Jefferson did not
so believe.

“T have said that 1
have often heard him ap-
prove of Jackson’s course
in disregarding the decis-
ion of the Supreme Court
pronouncing a National
Bank constitutional. He
says, I did not hear him
say so. He denies the ac-
curacy of my recollection.
1 say he ought to know
better than I, but I will
make no question about
this thing, though it still
seems to me that I heard
him say it twenty times.

“Iwill tellhim, though,
that he now claims . to
stand on the Cincinnati
platiorm, which affirms
that Congress  cannot
charter & National Bank,
in the teeth of that old
standing decision that
(;ongress can charter a
bank.”

LINCOLN AT GALESBURG,
" ILL.

The next place at
which the subject of the
nature of Supreme Court
decisions was -discussed
was Galesburg, October
7, 1858. .There, on this

8 - point, Lincoln spoke as
. follows:— ‘

“I have turned his
[Judge Douglas’s] atten-
tion to the fact that‘General Jackson differed with him in
regard to the political obligation of a Supreme Court
decision. I have asked his attention to the fact that
Jefferson differed with him in regard to the pohtlca.l ob-
ligation of a Supreme Court decision.

¢ Jefferson said that ‘Judges are as honest as other
men, and not more 0.’ And he said, subst&ntlally, that
‘whenever a free people should give up in absolute sub-
mission to any department of government, retaining for
themselves no appeal from it, their liberties were gone.’

“I have asked his attention to the fact that the Cin-

[From McClure’s Magazine.)
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cinnati platform ‘upon which he says he stands, disre-
‘gards a ‘time-honored decision of the Supreme Court, in
denying the power of Congress to establish a National
Bank.

“So far in thls contl‘oversy I can get no answer at all
from Judge Douglas upon these subjeets. Not one can I
get from him, exeept that he swells himself up and says,
“All of us who stand by the decision of the Supreme Court
are the friends of the Constitution; all you fellows that
dare question it in any way, are the enemies of the Con-
stitution.” Now, in this very devoted adherence to this
decision: in opposition to-all the great political leaders
whom he has recognized as leaders, in opposition to his
former self and history, there is' something very marked.

““And the manner in which he adheres to it,—not as

being right upon the merits, as he conceives (because he

did not discuss that at all), but as. being absohitely ob-
ligatory -upon every one, simply because of the source

from whence it comes,—as that which no man can gain- .

say, whatever it may be; this is another marked feature
of hig adherence to that decision.

%It marks it in this respect that it commits him to
the next decision whenever it comes, as heing as ‘obliga-

tory as this one, since he does not investigate it, and .

won't inquire whether this opinion ‘s right or wrong.
80 he takes the next one without inquiring whether it ig
right or wrong. He teaches men this doctrine, 4nd in so
‘doing prepares the public mind to take the next decision
'when it comes, without any mqulry v

AT QUINOY“ ,
At Quiney, IiL., October 13, 1858, Mr. Lincoln said:—

““We oppose the Dred Scott decision i in a certain way,
upon which I ought perhaps to'address you a few words.
We do not propose that when Dred Scott has been de-

- «ided to be a slave by that court, we, as a mob, will

-decide him t0 be free.
“We do not propose that, When any other. one, or
one thousand, shall be decided by the court to be slaves,

we will in any violent way disturb the: rlghts of propertya.,

thus settled: but we nevertheless do- oppose that decision

a8 & political rule which shall be blndmg on. the voter. to
vote for nobody who thinks it _wrong; which shall be

binding on the members of Congress or the Presuient 1o
favor no measure that does not actually concur with the
- prineiples of that decision.

“We do not propose to be bound by it as a political
rule in that way because we think it lays the foundation,
not merely of enlarging and spreading out what we con-
sider an evil, but it lays the foundation for spreadmg
that evil into the States themselves. ‘

“We propose so resisting it as to have it reversed if
we ¢an, and A NEW JUDICIAL RULE ESTABLISHED UPON THIS
SUBJECT.”

- To this and Lincoln’s poswlon altogether on this

subject, Judge Douglas on the same occasion replied as.
“fOHOWS —

“He tells you that he does not like the Dred Scott
decision. .Suppose he does not; how is he going to help
himself? He says he will reverse it. How will he reverse

it? Iknow of but one mode of reversing judicial deci-
sions, and that i8 by appealing from the inferior to the
superior court. But I have never yet learned how or
where an appeal could be taken from the Supreme Court
©f the United States! The Dred Scott decision was pro-

" strued in that decision:

TO OVERTHROW THE CONSTITUTION;

nounced - by the highest tribunal onearth. From that
déeision there ig no appeal this side of heaven ”

And to-this Lincoln responded:—

“But he is desirous of knowmg how we are gomv to

.reverse the Dred Scott decision. Judge Douglas ought to

know how. .
“Did not he and his political iriends find a way to re-
verse the decision of that same court in favor of the con-

 stitutionality of the National Bank? Didn’t they find a.

way to do it so effectually that they have reversed it as
completely as any decigion ever was reversed, so far as
its practical operation is “concerned ?.

““And let me ask youdidn'tJ udge Douglas ﬁnd & way

-to reverse the decision of our Supreme Court when it de-

cided than Carlin’s father—old Governoer Carlin=~had not
the constitutional power to remove a Secretary of State?
Did he not appeal to the ‘moBs,’” as he calls them? Did
he not make speeches in the 1pbby to show howvillainous
that decision was, and how it ought to be overthrown?
Did he not succeed, too, in getting an act passed- by the
legislature t0 have it overthrown? And didn’t he him-
self sit down on that bench as one'of the five added
judges, who were to oversiaugh the four old ones,—get-
ting his name of ‘Judge’ in that way, and no other? I
there is » villainy in using disrespect or making opposi-
tion to Supreme Court decisions, 1 commend it to Judge
Doug'las & earnest consideration. »

-

AT COLUMBUS.

At Columbus, Ohio, September 16, 1859, Lincoln
spoke the following suggestive words:—

“I wish'to say something now in regard to the Dred
Scott decision. I undertake to give the opinion,

.at least, that if the Teiritories attempt by any direct

legislation to drive the man with his’ slave out of the Ter-
ritory, or to decide that his slave is free because of his
being taken in there, or to tax him to:such an -extent
that he cannot kéep Him there, the Supt'eme Court will
unhesmatmgly ‘decide ‘all such levlslaf/lon unconstitu-

‘txonal 'as long as that Supreme Court ‘78, constructed as

the Dred Scott Supreme Court is.

* “In my judgement there is no avoiding the result
savé that the American people shall see that constitu-
tions are better construed than our Constitution is con-
They must take care that it is
more faithfully and truly carried out, than it is there ex-
pounded.”’

AT CINCINNATL
The very next day—September 17 1859—at Cinein-
nati, he also ‘proclaimed the following allimportant
truth — !
“THE PEOPLE OF THESE UNMITED STATES ARE THE.
RIGHTFUL MASTERS OF BOTH CONGRESSES AND COURTS : NOT

BUT TO OVERTHROW
THE MEN WHO PERVERT THE CONST}TUTION.”

. AT THE NATION’S CAPITOL. :
At the Capitol of the nation, March 4, 1861, when

‘about to take the oath of office as President of the

United States, in his inaugural address, and as the final
word in a discussion which brought him to the head-
ship of the nation, Lincoln.again stated the principle, as
follows:—
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I do not forget the position assumed by some that
Constitutional questions are to be decided by the Su-
preme Court, nor do 1 deny that such decisions must be
binding in any case upon the parties to a suit, as to the
object of that suit, while they are also entitled to a very
high respect and condideration in all parallel cases by all
other departments of the Government. ‘And while it is
obviously possible that such decision may be erroneous
in any given case, still the evil effect following it, being
limited to that particular case, with the chance that it
may be overruled and never become a precedent for other
cases, can better be borne than could the evils of a differ-
ent practice.

“At the same time, the candid citizen must confess
that if the policy of the Government, upon vital ques-
tions affecting the whole people, is to beirrevocably fixed
by decisions of the Supreme Court, the instant they
are 'made, as in ordinary litigation between parties
in personal actions, the people will have ceased to be
their own rulers, having to that extent practically re-
signed their government into the hands of that eminent
tribunal.

““Nor is there in this view any asscmlt upon the court
or the judges.”

LINCOLN’S PRINCIPLE AGAIN REPUDIATED.

Thus from beginning to end of a discussion and cam-

. paign continuing for four years, Abraham Lincoln stead-

fastly and courageously proclaimed the governmental

principle of the right of the people of the United States

to call in question, to sit in judgment upon, and to re-

- verse, & decision of the Supreme Court of the United States
touching the meaning of the Constitution.

‘To his position as to the principle he was able to
bring the weighty authority of Thomas Jefferson—“the
author of the Declaration of Independence,and otherwise
a chief actor in the Revolution; then a delegate in Con-

‘gress; afterward, twice President; who was, is, and per-
haps will continue to be, the most distinguished politieian
of our history.”

In addition to this he was able to bring to his sup-

port the national precedent of President Jackson and the
great party of which he was the leader; and even the
precedent of Senator Douglas hnnself h1s own chief op-
ponent.
. And beyond this, he was sustained in his position by
the overwhelming voice of the whole nation, in making
him President, as the result of a campaign in which this
was the chief issue. - -

" Yet in theface of all this, in 1896 such prominent
men as Benjamin Harrison, Chauncey M. Depew, and

" Bourke Cochran, denounced as revolutionary a resolu-
tion embodying the idertical principle for which Abra-
ham Lincoln contended and which he sustained by na-
tional authority and national precedent.

A4 SERIES OF STULTIFICATIONS.

‘And as though to illustrate how completely a man of

national. prominence can stultify himself, the plainest.

- history, and even -his hero, Mr. Depew, in delivering an
oration in “honor” of Abraham Lincoln, at Galesburg,

TIL., October 7, 1896, on the very spot where Lincoln
spoke twenty-eight years before, attempted to divorce '
Abraham Lincoln from the principle which he unswerv-
ingly maintained, and to commit him to a view that he
never even referred to but once in the whole four years’
record, and then only to show that it did not apply.
Mr. Depew said:—

“If the court interpreted the Constitution against his
judgment and conscience, he would bow to its opinion,
but agitate to so amend the charter as to clearly estab-
lish liberty in that instrument.”

All that any one needs to do to see how entlrely Lin-
coln is misrepresented in this statement by Mr. Depew, is
simply to glance again at thewords of Lincoln as printed
in the foregoing columns. We have printed all that has
been preserved of what he said on that subject from be-
ginning to end. And in it all, there is not a single sen-
tence to justify Mr. Depew’s statement.

The interpretation of the Constitution by the Court,
was against his judgment and conscience. But he did
not “bow to its opinion.” He distinctly said that he
did not, and that he would not. He distinctly said that
if he were in Congress and a vote should come up on a
question whether Congress could do what the Court said
it could not do, “in spite of the Dred Scott decision” he
would vote that it could. He distinctly said ‘“refuse to
obey it as a political rule.”” ‘“We oppose that decision
as a political rule which shall be binding' on the
voter, on the members of Congress or the President;”
“We do not propose to bebound by it as a political
rule.”

If that indicates the attitude of one who bows to the
opinion of the court .in interpreting the Constitution,
then we should like very much to have Mr. Depew’s: defi-
nition of the attitude of a man who refused to bow to
such an opinion.

Nor is Mr. Depew any more fortunate in his state-
ment that Lincoln would “agitate to amend the Consti-
tution,” etc. The plain truth is that in the whole four
vears’ discussion and agitation on this subject by Abra-
ham Lincoln there is not to be found a single sen-
tence that can, be construed into an agitation to amend
the Constitution as a f'emedy for the decision which he
opposed. .

From beginning to end his agitation was solely, his
call was only, “Reverse that decision.” “Somebody has
to' reverse that decision, since it was made, and we mean
to.reverse it.” ‘“We propose so resisting it as to have'it
reversed if we cam, and [not an amendment to the Con- '
stitution, but] A NEW JUDICIAL RULE established on this
subject.” ““The American people shall see that constitu-
tions are [not amended, but] better construed than our
Constitution is construed in that decision.”

These are not the words of a man who was agitating
for an amendment to the Constitution as a remedy for "
an interpretation of it that was against his judgment
and conscience. Abraham Lincoln was too well ac-
quainted with the fundamental principles of t
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ment of the United States, and had too much respect for
the liberties of the people, to pursue a course that would
“‘egtablish the despotism of an oligarchy.”
As certainly therefore as Abraham Lincoln, Thomas
“Jefferson, and Andrew Jackson, were right, so certainly
Benjamin Harrison, Chauncey M. Depew, and Bourke
Cochran, are wrong.  If, however, it shall be m&usted by
‘anybody that Harrlson Depew, and Cochran, are right,
~then it will have to be; claimed that Lincoln, Jefferson,
and Jackson, were wrong: and in that cage a new set of
principles will have to be recognized, whick will develop
shortly a different order of govérnment from that estab-
lished by the fathers and maintained by Lincoln—an
order of government that will not be “of the people, by
the people, and for the people.” Were Lincoln alive he
might well exclaim again: ‘“Free men everywhere; judge
ye between them and me upon this issu-.”

> <

Additional Authorities.

‘There are vet other important authorities that are
worth recalling in this connection,in order that the.
reader may have as nearly as possible a complete presen-
tation of this important subject—especially in view of the
fact that some of the most prominent men in the cbuntry
seem to have forgotten it all. ‘

First, there is the authority of one of thP make‘rs
of the Constltumon—J ohn Dickinson—in a pamphlet of
1788, on “The Federal Constitution.” He said:—

“It must be granted that a bad administration may
take place. What is then to be done?—The answer is in-
stantly found: Let the Fasces be lowered before—-tbe.
supreme sovereignty of the people. It is their duty to
watch, and their right to take care, that the Consti-
tution be preserved, or, in the Roman phrase on per-

_ilous occasions—to provide that the Republic receive no
damage.”

“When one part [of the Government], without being
sufficiently checked by the rest, abuses its power to the
manifest danger of public happiness; or when the severay
parts abuse their respective powers 80 as,to involve the
commonwealth in the like peril; the people must restore
things to that order from which their functionaries have
departed. If the people suffer this living principle of
watchfulness and control to be extmgmshed amongthem,
they will assurediy not long afterwards, experience that
of their ‘temple’ ‘there shall not be left one stone upon
another, that shall not be thrown down.” ”

. Further, we have the authority of George Bancroft,
the historian of the Constitution. In his work, ““The
History of the Formation of the Constitution,”’ discuss-
ing the “Federal Judiciary,” hemakesthefollo Wing state-
ment eoncerning the Supreme Court, which is also but an
extension of the principles laid down by Alexander Ham-
ilton in his discussion of the J udiciary in the Federa,hst
No. LXXVII:— ‘

“The Supreme Court was to be the ‘ bulwark of a lim-

- party.

‘ments.

ited constitution against legislative.vencroachments.’
[“Federalist,” LXXVIIL} A bench of a few, selected with
care by the President and Senate of the nation, seemed a,
safer tribunal than a multitudinous assembly elected for
a short’ period under the sway of passing currents of ..
t;hought or the intrepid fixedness of‘an uncompromising
There always remains danger of erroneous judg-
ments, arising from mistakes, imperfect investigation,
the bias- of previous conneéctions, the seductions of ambi-
tion, or the instigations of surrounding opinions, and

a court froth which there is no appeal is apt toforget cir-

cumspection in its sense of security.

“The passage of a judge from the bar to the bench
does not necessarily divest him of prejudices, nor chill his
relations to the particular political party to which he
may owe his advancement, nor blot out of his memory
the great interests which he may have professionally pi-
loted through doubtful straits, nor quiet the ambitien
which he is not required to renounce, even though his
appointment is for life, nor cure predelictions which some-
times have their seat in his inmost nature.

“But the Constitution retains the means of protect-
ing iteelf against the errors of partial or interested judg-
In the first place, the foree of a judicial opinion
of the Supreme Court, in so far as it'is irreversible, reaches
only the particular case in dispute; and to this society
submits, in order to escape from anarchy in the dally
routine of business.

“To the decison on an underlying question of consti-
tutional law no such finality attaches. To endure, it
must be right. 1f it is right, it will approve itself to the
universal sense of the impartial. A judge who can justly
lay claim to integrity will never lay claim to infallibility,
but with indefatigable research will add, retract, and cor-
rect, whenever more mature consideration shows theneed -
of it. The court is itself inferior and subordinate to the
Constitution; it has only adelegated authority,and every
opinion contrary to the tenor of its commisgion is void,
except as settling the case on trial.

“The prior act of a superior must be preferred to the”
subsequent act of an inferior, otherwise it might trans-
form the limited into an unlimited constltutlon When
laws clagh, the latest law is rightly held to express the
corrected will of the Legislature; but the Constitution is
the fundamental code, the law of laws; and where there
is a conflict between the. Constitution and a decision of
the court, the original permanent act of the superior:
outweighs the later actof the inferior, and retains its own
gupremeé energy unaltered and unalterable except in the
manner. preseribed by the Constitvtion itself.

“To gay that a court, having once dxscovered an
error, should yet cling to it because it has once been: de-
livered as its opinion, is to invest caprice with inviolabil-
ity and make a wrong judgment of a servant outweigh
the Constitution to which he has sworn obedience. An
act of the Legislature at variance with the Constitutior' is
pronouneed void; an opinion of the Supreme Court at va-
riance with the Constitution is equally so.”” '

This passage is worthy of more extended notice.
(a) ‘“The Supreme Court was to be the bulwark

.against legislative encroachments’ upon the rights of

This was the purpose of the founders of that
But did - the people erect. no bulwark against

the people.
tribunal.
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" judicial encroachments? Or did they suppose that su-
preme judges were 80 decidedly infallible that there was
no possibility of their encroaching even unconsciously?
Did they think it impossible for that Court to make a
mistake?—Nothing of the kind. They knew that even
supreme judges, being only men, are just like other men,
having the same weaknesses and the same liablility to
mistakes as other men, and therefore being as liable as
legislators to mistake the mea,mng of the Constitution
and to encroach
upon the rights of -
the people. And
knowing that “a
court from which
there is no appeal
is apt toforget cir-
cumspection in its
sense of security,”
andis thereby only
the more apt to
makemistakes and
encroachments,the
people; while set-
ting the Supreme
Court as the bul-
wark against leg-
.islative encroach-
ments, retained to
themselves the
right of final ap-
peal, judgmentand
decision upon the
decisions of the
court, touching all
questions of the
Constitution.

(b) “ Where
there is a conflict
between the Consti-
tution and a deci-
sion of the court,”
ete. Butif every
decision of the Su-
preme Court is fi-
nal in all respects;
and if said Qeci-
sions are to be ac-
cepted as final as
to the meaning of .
the Constitution; then it would be 1mpos51b1e that
there ever could be any such thing as a. conflict between
the Constitution and a decision of the Court.

Yet, a8 it is expressly declared in the Constitution
that the people have reserved certain rights and powers
exelusively to-themselves, and so have forbidden the Su-
preme Court any jurisdiction in these, it is clearly possi-
ble for ‘& confliect to be made between the Constitution

LINCOLN’S MON’UMENT SPRINGFIELD, ILL

and a declsmn of the Court. And where there is a conflict .

there must of necessity be some authority to decide. And

as the people made both the Constitution and the Court;

and as the people stand outside of and above both the

Constitution and the Court it is perfectly plain that in
all cases of conflict betiween the Constitution and the Su-
preme Court, the right of final judgment and decigion lies
with the people as an inalienable right.

(¢) The court “has only a delegated authority, and
every opinion contrary to the tenor of its commission is
void.” Butif every
decision of the
court is to be ac-
cepted as final in
-all respects, how
would it be possi-
ble for any opinion
ever to be void?
And. even though
it were possiblé‘,
how could the fact:
of its being void
ever be discovered?

court has only. a
delegated author-
ity, and that every
opinion contrary
to the tenor of its
commission, that
is, every opinion
contrary to the
tenor of the Con-
stitution, is void.
And it is equally
true that it lies
with the people,
who delegated this
authority, to dis-
cover and to dis-
“regard and set
aside as voidevery
such opinion. And
this prerogative

as their mahenable
right,

(d) .““An act of
the Legislature at
Consmtutlon is pronounced v01d An opinion of the Su-
preme Court at variance with the Constitution is equally
80.””  An act of the Legislature at variance with the Con-
stitution is pronounce void by the Supreme Court. But
when an opinion of the Supreme Court is at variance
with the Constitution, whose preroga,tivé is it to pro-
nounce this void and to treat it so?—Clearly this is the
prerogative and right of the people.

It ig here samd and repeaised that every sueh 0pm10n

. Jt is true that the

variance with the

Hes with the people -
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of the court “is void.” This is true; and if such decisions
were completely ignored by everybody, and so left mean-
ingless and void as they are, they could. never do any
harm. But it is hardly possible that there ‘could ever be
# decision inwhich nobody would have sufficient personal
interest to seek to make it of force as far as posmble, and
every decision, void or, otherwise, always stands as a
matter of record to be taken up by interested parties
and used as a precedent upon which to carry any princi-
ple involved, to its fullest extent in real factitive law.

For this reason it is incumbent upon the people to 'see

that every such decision is so positively pronounced
' void, and 8o regarded by themselves—the supreme and |

ultimate authnrlty-—that it shall not be cited even as a
precedent.

There is- another excellent statement of this principle,
which, though’ not bearing exactly the force of national
authority, is well worthy to be set down here.
every respect true, and shows how this subject ,pre-
sents itself to a disinterested mind. Mr, Bryce, in his
great work, “The American Commonwealth,” speaks
thus— :

“How and by whom in case of dispute, is the validity
or invalidity of a statute to be determined?—Such deter-
smination is to be effected by setting the statute side by
side with the Constitution, and considering whether there
is a discrepancy between them. Is the purpose of the
statute oneof the purposes mentioned or implied in the
(onstitution? Does it in pursuing that purpose contain
anything which violates any clause of the Constitution?
Sometimes this is a s;mple ‘question which an intelligent

, ﬂayman may answer; more frequently it is a difficult one,
which needs not only the subtlety of a’ trained 'lawyer,

but a knowledge of former cases which have thrown light

on the same or a similar point. In any event it is an im-
portant question, whose solution ought to proceed from
a Welghty authonty
that is, of determining the true meaning both of the su-
perior law [the Constltutwn] and of the inferior law [the
statute], so ag to discoves whether they are inconsis-
tent. Now the mterpretatlon of laws belongs to courts
of justiee.”

“How is the lnterpretmg authorlty restrained? - If
the American Constitution is capable of being so
developed by this expansive interpretation, - what
secdrity do its written terms offer to . the people and
to the States? - There.. stands'&bove and be-
* thind the Legislature, the executive, and the Judmzary,
ANOTHER POWER, that of public oplmon 'The Pres-
ident, Congress, and the courts are all, the two former
directly, the latter practically, amenable to the peo-
ple.
authorities are interpreting and using the Constitution,
they go on; if the people disapprove, they pause, or at
deast slacken their pace. . The people have, of
course, much less exact notions of the Constitution than
sthe legal profession or the courts. "But . . . theyare
sufficiently attached to its general doctrines, they suffi-

‘ciently prize the protection it affords them against their.

own impulses, to censure any intérpretation Whlch palpa-
bly departs from the old lines.”

.with.

It is in’

It is a question of interpretation,

. If the people approve the way in which these.

And upon all this it is well to bear in mind, andproper
ever to say, that “there is not in this view any assauit
upon the court or the judges.” It is simply maintaining
the fundamental principle of the Government of the
United States, and the vital principle of the rights of the
people..

Nor is this to say, nor in any sense to imply, that
every man is at libérty to disregard, or disrespect, what-
ever decision of the court he maymot personally agree
It is to say that it is absolutely incumbent on
every citizen to be so well read in the Constitution that
he shall know for himself the limitations upon the Gov-
ernment, and shall know how to act accordingly. Every
citizen must hold himself, as well as the court, and the
Government, altogether, strictly to the Constitution.

>t

“The Present Practical Bearing of this Discussion.

THIS dlscussmn would be well worth all thespace that '
is given to it in these columns, even though there were
nothing more to it than the calling of the minds of the
people anew to a vital principle of their government that
is almost wholly forgotten.

But this is not all there is to this matter. The ques-
tion has a present practical bearing, that is of the great-
est importance to all the people of the nation. In 1892,

“the Supreme Court of the United States expressed its

opinion that the first amendment to the Constitution has

- one language and one meaning with organic acts whose

object was “ the establishment of the Christian religion;”’
and that therefore the meaning of the Constitution is
that ‘ this is a Christian nation.”

This decision has been seized upon, and has been
pushed ever since, by the combined ‘religious elements of
the country as authority for demanding that religious
customs, rites, and.dogmas shall -be recognized and.en-

“forced in the legislation and the actions generally of the

Government. \

In this crowding religious practices upon the Govern-
ment, and upon ‘the people by governmental power, the
ecclesiastical managers find it “a very wholesome. doc-
trine, and one very full of comfort,” that from a decision

- of the Supreme Court there is no appeal,—that a “Su-
_preme Court decision is a ‘ Thus saith the Lord.””

As stated byaCathohc prlest as illustrating the
doetrme of the infallibility of the Pope, it stands thus:—

T is strange that a rule which requires a Supreme
Court to give final decisions on disputed points in our
Constitution, should be abused and slandered when em-
ployed by the Catholic Church. Citizens and others may
read the Constitution, but they are not allowed to inter-

pretit for themselves, but must submit to the interpreta- -
. tion given by the Superior [Supreme(?)] Court.. The

Bible is the constitution of the Catholic Church, and
while all are exhorted to read this divine constitution,
the interpretation of its true meaning must be left to the
superior court of the church founded by Christ. The de-
cision of our Federal Supreme Court is final; the decision
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of the superior court of the church is final also, and, in
virtue of the divine prerogative of inerrancy granted the
church, infallible. The church has not, does not, and
cannot, permit the violation of God’s commandments in
any case whatever.”—Reported in Catholic Mirror, March
2, 1895.

The professed Protestantism of the country, is, if
anything, more zealous than is Catholicism in the advo-
. cacy of this doctrine. And both alike are greatly pleased
to find eminent “statesmen’ insisting with all their
power and influence upon the same doctrine.

All these vast, influences are steadily and rapidly
molding public sentiment into the fixed doctrine that Su-
preme Court decisions on constitutional questions are to
be accepted because they are such decisions, without any
question as to whether they are right or wrong—as soon
as a decision has been made and because it has been
made, it is a governmental and national Thus saith the
Lord.

Public sentiment is thus being prepared so to accept
any decision that may come from thatsource. And thus
the way is surely being paved for the establishment of a
national religious despotism. By repudiating that doe-
trine, Abraham Lincoln succeeded in averting the estab-
lishment of a national civil despotism. And nothing but
the repudiation of that doctrine again, by the whole peo-
ple, can avert the establishment of a national religious
despotism. Yet for this, it must be confessed theevil has
already spread too far; and it is too late to avert it.

e et

A Mythical Alliance.

TrE State Superintendent of the Nevada Christian
Endeavor Society, Rev.Francis L. Nash, states in the
Christian Endeavorer for February, 1897, that an alli-
ance exists in Nevada between Seventh-day Adventists
and the saloon.- Here are his words;—

“The sa]oons and gambling hells make more money
on that day [Sundav] than on all the other days of the
week, and whenever an attempt is made to rescue the
Sabba.th, the Seventhi-day Adventists standin with the
saloon men and do their best to stamp out the very last
vestige of respect and reverence for the day which ought
to be loved and honored. As a result, in many places
the day is dreaded by the wives and mothers astheworst
day in the week—the day for drinking, carousing, and
horse racing, a day for fights and brawls, rioting and
murder, heaven-daring impiety and beastly impurity.”

And upon this the editor of the Endeavorer com-
mentsi— 3

“We are very sorry that this course should be. pur-
sued by these people, and hope that in the near future
such an alliance of saloon-keepers and Seventh-day Ad-
ventists will be unknown.”

All this reminds us of the familiar saying, ‘‘Impor-
tant if true.”” But is it true?

‘We never heard of any alliance between seventh-day
observers and saloonists, from ejither of the parties them-

selves.
gources.

It is pretty certain that liquor dealers have had no
suspicion that they have allies in the Seventh-day Ade
ventists. About the last thing in the world that saloon
men would want is a universalacceptance of Seventh-day
Adventist doctrine on the subject of temperance.

Reason: Seventh-day Adventists use no intoxicants,
In their communion there are neither drunkards nor
moderate drinkers. And no saloon-keeper has ever
thought . of applying for membership in one of their
churches. Does this indicate an alliance with the saloon?

More than this: Seventh-day Adventists are, and al-
ways have been, prohibitionists. Their literature proves
this. Wenever knew liguor dealers toregard prohibition-
ists as their allies.

. It is true, this religious body arethe advocates of the
seventh-day as being the Bible Sabbath, and are uncom-
promisingly opposed to the doctrine that the Sabbath is
Sunday. And they are not backward in proclaiming
these views, for they believe them to be part of a divine
message which must go to the world. But does thiscon-
stitute an alliance with the saloon? We think not.

And now a glance at the record of thosewho are pub-
lishing this “‘alliance,” by way of comparison. What is
their attitude toward the saloon? .

‘Who are the ones that are advocating and working
for a law to close all the saloons—on Sundays? Are they
Seventh-day Adventists? No; they are the people repre-
sented by the Endeavorer. .They would have a law clos-
ing saloons on Sunday, and allowing them to run the
other six days of the week. And thus they would make
of the saloon—that iniquitousthing—a law-abiding insti-
tution, wherever it would be willing to close its doors on
S'unda;y; and this it is showing itselt quite willing to do.
It matters not that the Endeavorers desire prohibition,

All talk of such a thing has come irom other

_as we fully believe, and have that as their ultimate aim

‘What they and Sunday advocates generally are actually
working for now is the establishment of the saloon by
law; for that is what Sunday prohibition means. Sev-
enth-day Adventists regard the saloon as by nature an
outlaw.

It will be a good day for the saloon, and a bad day
for the cause of temperance, when that evil institution
shall be established in our land by a law which restsupon
the will of-the (professedly) Christian Church.

The saloon wants nothing better than the opportun-
ity to say, I am a law-abiding institution; I am respect-
able, for I keep Sunday.

‘Where then is the real alliance, if there be one, be-
tween church people and the saloon? Is it to be found
with the advocates of the seventh day or of the ﬁrst‘?

Finally, it may be mentioned that in 1893 the sa-
loonists of Chicago ]omed heartily in the plea of the
Church people that the World’s Fair be closed on Sun-
days. Of course this constituted no real alliance between
thesaloon and the Church. The saloon would be better
patronized on Sunday with the Fair closed, and it would
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be both business and’ good pelicy on its part to join in
the petltlon But there was just as much of an alliance
as exists between the saloon and the Adventists.

" The “d,}hane’e” of this, people with the saloon is a
myth

vvvvv .
\

The kObie‘ct' of Civil Government.
BY H. E. GIDDINGS. °

Taeemployment of physical power in sélf-defense, and
in governing others, is wholly an artificial use of this gift.
Physical power is God-given at creation; and so is natu-
ral, and was appointed to natural and satisfactory ends.
The Cgeator endowed man with mtelhgenee toénable him
to control the.lower orders of creation; the genius of self-

control; and the faculty and physical .power to pursue .

happiness. But sin entered, turning the natural endow-
‘ments of man into unlawful channels. The race multi-
plied with men in possession of all their-natural rights
and ‘powers; but with the inclination to use them wrong,
and in selfishness refuse to allow them to others.
Self-defense and civil government, therefore, became
artificial necessities. The genius of government, which
was of God to the individual that he might govern him-
self, was now employed to form a system tocontrol those
who had lost the power of self-government. The physical
power given to enable man to improve the earth and

pursue happiness, must now be employed tohold in check’

the vicious, to secure to as many as possible the enjoy-
ment of their natural rights. -

What, then, is delegated to government by the con-

sent of the governed? Power. What kind of power ?
Physical power.
" And this physical power ngen to man tobe employed
in other ways, in the pursuit of happmess, is largely con-
sumed by being hurled against the vicious, in the form of
* police force and armies.

To sum up, all must agree that each pohtlcal citizen -

is a factor in the wovernment exercising sovereignty; that
all the responsibility of government rests alike on each
member; and that each person occupying this position
does 80 by consent. Each consents to the form of ad-
ministration, the- payment of its expenses the choosing
and payment of officers to do the busmess and they
agree to furnish the power needed to make it all effective.

All the power of civil government is simply physical
power, given by the Creator originally for other purposes.
The principle of civil government is dérived from the gen-
ius of self-government, which the Crea,tor implanted in
the individual.

- Government, as we have it, is an artificial necessmy,
and not a natural provision of the Creator. The powers
that be were originally ordained of God in the individual
to keep him in harmony with the right; but sin having
made inroads into this arrangement, the same power is
now employed by outward means to control those who

refuse to recognize order within themselves: or who have
entirely lost the geniusof controlling themselves from
within and now must be controled by others from with-
out. - '

It is the power that is in the persons by nature, that
was ordained of God; and not the persons in power, nor
the measures which they may adopt in the use of that
power. It has more often occurred that men have made
a wrong use of the power, than otherwise.

Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, was using this
power when he compelled all to worship a false God, and
attempted to destroy those who were ttue totheCreator;
but this was a wrong use of the power. And God showed
him that He did not approve of such a use of the power.
When Pilate gave sentence against Christ he was using
the power; but not properly.

v All bad statutes and all injustice in all agesh avebeen
due to a wrong use of the right power. The power was
ordained to perpetuate a condition of peace and happi-
ness by the observance of the divinely implanted princi-
ple of self-control which was in the heart of each. person.
In this way, originally, each was his own government,
and perfect peace prevailed with no expense or cost of
life, money, or labor. , No organized effort was needed:
there was no place for any such thing. *

- When men lost from their hearts this divine principle.
and power of self-government, then in order to approach
as near as possible to the conditions necessary to secure
in an imperfect state, life and its blessings, they had to be
governed from without by orga.mzed force, whose symbol
is the sword..

"With a “government of the people by the people and
for the people” who compose it by consent, and give
their power to it by consent, as well as assume all its
responsibilities by consent, the question may well arise,
Who is properly a citizen in this political sense ? The re-
sp0n31b111ty is a grave one.

— - Pt

No RepreSentati\fes in Religion.

THE members of the State and-National legislatures
are, as legislators, 'the representatives of the people.
Representatives in what? In religion? No; certainly
not. Then what can Congress -or a State leglslature
properly have to do with religious affairs?

As individuals, legislators are like other men account-
able to their Creator in all things; but they are not
and cannot be accountable to God for other persomns, for
each individual must render his own account to God. He
who expects to render his account or to settle it with
God through a State legislature, or even through the
Congress of the nation—if there be anyone so foolish—
will find himself terribly mlstaken in the day of reckon-
ing.

Who is willing to be represented by another in reli-
gious faith and practice? Who is willing to make & mem-
ber of his State legislature or of Congress his representa-
tive in religion? Who is willing to be bound in religion
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by an act of any législative ‘body? Who will in the day ;
of Judgment fall ba¢k with confidence upon such an act

‘as valid authority for his owh religious conduct?

The advocates of religious legislation say that legis-
lators are like all other men, bound by the law of God;
dnd so they are. But they are not so bound for other
men, but only for themselves. . Here is the vital point in
the whole subject,—the point which the would-be reform-
ers who are besieging ourlegislatures overlook or ignore.
‘There can be no representative capacity in religion; and
hence while each legislator is bound individually by the
divine law, as repreéentétive of the people he hasnothing
to do with religious questions. He must confine himself
to civil matters only.

This is not to say that he is to act against religion
or against morality. Thedomain of thingssecular isnot
.in any sense opposed to that of Christianity, any more
than truth and justice in the one sphere are opposed to
truth and justice in the other.’

Legislators, like all other persons, may properly be
urged to be obedient as individuals to the law of God.
But to urge them to act thus for their constituents, as
their representatives, is a different thing altogether.
However righteous it may sound, or however necessary
it may seem to be for the good of the country, in reality
it is neither necessary nor righteous.

The Almighty will not recognize any arrangement by
whichk one person is made to act for another in religion.

Any such arrangement is in reality a heaven-daring piece

of iniquity.

Legislators must simply refuse to deal as legislators
with religious questions. Such matters must be setitled
in another way than by legislation. They must be left
to the individual conscience and the Word of God.

Ll b S S

A Long Felt Want.

Tue February Christian Endeavorer contains the
following:—

~ ‘“Intense interest was caused by the publication, in
the January Christian Endeavorer, of Rev. S. W. Gam-
ble’s discovery that ‘the J ewish Sabbath was not Satur-
day, but was a movable one.” Letters have been pour-
ing in to him and into this office from all over the land,

expressing the thanks of the writers that this new theory’

has been made known. Lack of space prevents our
publishing a tithe of the letters that have been received
from leading men of every denomination.”

Well, we have always thought there was a good deal
of uneasiness and uncertainty in the camp of the Sunday
forcesregarding thegenuineness of theirsabbath, andnow
we know it. Their action in this case confesses it. The
greeting accorded Mr. Gamble’s ‘“‘great discovery” by
“leading men of every denomination,” is that of some-
thing which supplies a long felt want. A dubious testi-
monial this, for all the argument which was supposed
to furnish an abundant support -to the Sunday sabbath
’here‘oofore' .

And by this very fact, the Rev. Mr. Gamble’s “discov-
ery’’ has done more already to weaken the Sunday insti-
tution than it can ever do to sustain it. For erelong it
will be found that this “discovery? is not what it seemed
at first, and the long felt want will make itseli more
keenly felt by the adherents of tradition than ever before.
These “‘great discoveries}” which overthrow the Sabbath
of the fourth commandment have been coming regularly
for a long time, and they will continue to comewith their
accustomed frequency. But meanwhile the Sabbath, like
Moses before the infidels, manages to keep right side up.

The Cold Wave i ondon, Ontario.

BY J. F. BALLENGER.

PHE cold wave of “Christian Citizenship” is not con-
fined to the States, but has crossed the Lakes and struck
Canada with its chilling blast of “moral reform through
political economy.’

The Rev. Dr. E. O. Taylor, of Chlcago, came to this
city by invitation of the W.C. T. U. He spoke in the
First Presbyterian Church last Sunday afternoon. He
spent one hour in defining what “Christian Citizenship”
is. Wehave heard and read a good deal of the aim and
object of this movement, but we never heard or read any-
thing in which the real character of this organization was
unmasked as in the above lecture.

" The speaker did not try to hide the fact that “Chris-
tian Citizenship”” meant that the Church should run the
State, as the following utterances will show. He said:—

“Human governments- are divine, and God’s minis-
ters are appointed to administer in civil as well as reli-
gious things.”

. Theapostles said, “But we will give ourselves con-
tinually to prayer and the mmlstry of the word.” Acts
6:4.

Now if to administer civil governmente means to min-
ister the Word, then it follows that the minister must
use the power of the civil government to enforce the
Word.

This position was further defined by another state-
ment, that— ’

“Every question, both civil and religious, should be
settled by the'book” [meaning the Bible].

Then it follows again, that the minister must define
the terms of settlement according to the Bible, and when
he has decided what the Bible says are the conditions of
settlement, he must use the power of the State, which is
the sword, to enforce a settlement. .

Did pagan or papal Rome ever contend for any more
than this? If they did we would like to be shown the
page in history. where it is recorded.

Again, the speaker said, “Remove the stumbling
blocks out of the way of theChurch and thus makeiteasy
for man to do right by improving your civil laws.”

We had always supposed that the gospel was the
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power of God "t0 enable men  to do right by planting the

. Fighteousness of God in the heart through faith in Jesus
Christ. Rom.1:16,17. We never once dreamed that it
was in the power of civil law toremove theeross and make
the stra.lght and narrow w&y to heaven easy.

“ Must I be carried to the skxes
On flowery beds -of ease,
‘Whilst others fought 0 win the prize
And saxled through bloody seas?”

Indeed we can accordmg to the above, just come and

]om the Chrxstlan Cltlzenshlp movement and i improveour:
civil laws, and thus make 1t easy to do right by legislat-

ing away the cross. Then we will not need to be *
fied unto -the world.”
Christ that we may reign with him.” We shall need no
longer to ‘“‘watch and pray lest we enter into tempta-
tion,” for temptations will be removed by "improving
civil law, and making it’ easy to do right. Then: ac-
cording to thisproposed revolution we can all “livegodly
. in Christ Jesus” without suffering persecution.

Once more; the speaker said:— -

‘eruei-

“Some people are very strict in attending to-the or-
dinance of baptism and the sacrament, but neglect the
ballot box. Itis just as much our duty to vote as to
pray or to take the sacrament.” .

Then the commission to preach the gospel should
read; Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to
~ every creature, and he that believeth not and-does not

vote to help to improve the eivil laws and make it easy
to do right shall be damned ! .

How any man with an open Bible in his' hand and
‘the history of the past before him can put forth such
reasoning is a mystery that .we are not able to solve.

But such is the blindness of men when they “wa,lk in
the sparks of their own kindling.” Were it not that the
prophets have described and warned us against just
such a state of things in the last days we could hardly
make oursélves beheve 'bhdt men could descend mto such,
dense darkness ‘ ‘

Did we not read. from the sa,cred page that there

would be a union 0f religion and the State which would
bring about the last great struggle between the powers

- of light and darkness, we could hardly believe our own

ears as we listen to such sentiments as are put forth by ’

these would-be reformers.

“Watch therefore: for ye know not what hour your

Lord doth come.”
- London, Ont., Feb. 2

>
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THE National Reform party hasnowabandoned hope
with reference to its so-called Christian Amendment to
the Constitution, so far as concerns this session of Con-
gress. After being so thoroughly disposed of before the,
hearing given by a committee of Congress last year, it
was left in the hands of the committee without further
action, and to arequest recently preferred by its advo-
cates for another hearing, reply was sent that no further
discussion of the matter could be allowed. Of course

‘We ‘won’t need 10 “guffer with-

‘ yourself for reference.

it will make its appearance again before the new Con-
gTess.

THE extracts from the speeches of Lincoln and Doug-
las, presented in this paper, are taken from a volume en-
entitled, “Political Speeches and Debates of Lincoln and
Douglas.” Itis a book of 555 pages and is indispensa-

vb‘le to every one who would understand the fundamental’
‘principles of the Government and the hlstory of the

country Prlce, $1 50.
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To every person who reads this number of the AMER-
ICAN SENTINEL, we say, Please see that a copy of it is put
into the hands of all your neighbors, and keep a copy for
It is needed by everybody now,
and will be needed more, later on, and you will be glad
then you have it at hand.

MosEs Ross, aresident of, the Distriet of Coluimbia,
narrowly escaped being a vietim of the old District law
againgt profanity. He was convicted under the statute
December 29, and sentenced to pay a fine of $20 and
serve ninety days 1n the workhouse; but the President
pardoned him.

TO OUR PATRONS:
1. Write names plainly.

.- 2. Remit by P. O. Money Order, or Express Order, or by Bank Draft on

New York. Personal checks are not desired.

3. Make all Orders and Drafts payable to Pacific Press Pnblishing Co., not
to the editor or any other individual.

4. We will receive Postage Stamp in small quantities and any kind of good
money. Defaced coins will not be taken. If paper money or coin is
sent, register the letter.

»

8@ Any one receiving t;be American Sentinel without having ordered 1t

" way know that it is sent to him by some friend. Therefore those who Have

not nrdered the Sentinel need have no fears that t;bey will be asked to pay

. for it.

Set for the defense of libert;
opposed to anythi:

of conacience, and therefore uncomg
ending toward a union of Charch and State,
ef her in name or in principle.

romisingly
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That “ Superb’” Bible.

: Dodgeville, Wis.
AMERICAN SENT}NEL, New York City:

The Bible came to hand all right. To say that I am
pleaged with it will but faintly describe my feelings. It
would take too much space to enumerate its many points
of excellence, so I will sum it all up in the one word ‘su-
perb.”

There are so many ‘“aids to the study of the Serip-
tures,” and they are so helpful and just what I have been
wishing for since I became a “ Bible Christian.”

Friends and neighbors all say, “I wish T had one like
it,” and “So cheap.” Our seventeen-year-old daughter
is about to start out to obtain subscriptions for the
SENTINEL, as she wishes for one “just like it.

Please aceept my warmest thanks, and believe me to
Ever sincerely yours,
R.G. W.

[See advertisement on last page.]
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Invaluabie to Bible and History Students,

THE EMPIRES OF THE BIBLE

FROM THE TIME OF THE FLOOD
TO THE BABYLONIAN CAPTIVITY.

By ALONZO T. JONES.

Recent lese&rch in Babylon and Egypt has brought to light many valu-
able historical records that were inscribed in stone by the very men living in
those ancient times. Thesc records and the Bible history of the same time
are woven together in one connected story. Another important feature of
the book is the tracing in a series of twenty-one maps, the course of those

gzres The design of the book is unique, and every student either of Bible
istory will find it invaluable.

410 Pages.  Cloth, Post-paid, $1.50.

PACIFIC PRE‘SS PUBLISHING COMPANY,

39 Bond Street, New York City, N. Y.
Kansas City, Mo.

be,
JOLLINS.

The Rights of the People, orssss
Civil GoVernment and Religion.

By ALOI‘\IZO T. JONES.

THIS IS ONE OF THE VERY BEST BOOKS THAT HAS
EVER BEEN WRITTEN ON THE RELATION OF
THE CIVIL GOVERNMENT AND
RELIGION.

oo

.
do ol of

It show's bow Christianity advanced in the Roman Empire, not only
without the aid of the State, but in the face of the bitterest opposition from
the State; it discusses what the Christian should render to God, and what
to the State, and how the powers that be are ordained of God. The book
then takes up the bistory and principles of the movement so active now in

the United States,looking toward having the Church try to regulate and -

cleanse polities, and shows what will be the certain results of following the
policy advocated by some of these church men. Nomatter what your views
upon this question, you cannot afford to miss reading this book,

Cloth, 378 pp., . . . $1.00.
Paper Covers, . . . . -40.

PACIFIC- PRESS PUBLISHING COMPANY; 1

48 Bond Street, New York City, N. Y.
Kansas City, Mo. Oakland, Cal.

Oakland, Cal. -

“ concise and pleasing manner.

Political Speeches and Debates

ABRAHAM LINCOLN and STEPHEN A. DOUBLAS,

Conptaining all the important speeches of ‘ The Giants> from 1854 to 1861,
giving a fair and FULL HISTORY OF THE SLAVERY QUESTION, and@
the great constitutional questions involved therein, from the beginning of
the nation to the outbreak of the Civil War. An attack was then being
made upon the Declaration of Independence and the National Constitution.
To-day another attack is being made upon these same charters.of eur lib-
erties. The history made just previous to the Civil War forms a mos.
'vital part of the national annals, and-should, in itself, warrant the stud,
of those times. . But in view of the present attack upon the Constitutior,
this subject becomes one of the greatest importance to every thinking in-
dividual. The work contains 555 pages, printed from new, clear type, with
numerous full-page half-tone illustrations, including portraits of Lincoln
and Douglas, ~

Bound in Buckram, price, $1.75.
“* ¢ “ gilt edges, price, R.25.
PACIFIC PRESS PUBLISHING CO.,
39 Boxp STrREET, NEW YORK.

Kansas City, Mo.
Of Great lmbortance to

The TWO Every. American Citizen.
REPUBLICS.

By ALONZO T. JONES.

~

A COMPARATIVE
HISTORY OF THE TWO GREATEST
‘REPUBLICS,

Rome Axp Hmy Jnited States

The study of years and elaboration of many volumes, are presented in a
1n reviewing the history of the Roman Re-
publie, the rocks upon which she stranded have been clearly pointed out. 1t
contrasts the principles underlymg enforced religious observa.nces, with the
true principles of

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM FOR EVERY I’IAN

which are guaranteed by the Constitution of the United States. The “ Two
Republics’™ comprises 896 octavo pages, and is printed from clear, new
electrotypes, on fine, tinted paper, beautifully and substantially bound, and
igillustrated with 67 full-page engravings: The work is furnished in the
following styles of binding:—

Qakland, Cal,,

Thin paper edition, plain edges . . $1.85
- Cloth, marbled edges, - - - - 250
“  Gilt edges, . - - - - - 3.00

PACIFIC PRESS PUBLISHING CO.,
39 Boxp STrREET, NEW YORK.

Kansas City, Mo. Oakland, Cal.

Interecgting Facts

Is the name of a neat little book of 96 pages, 414 X5 inches bound in heavy
paper, brim fuoll of * interesting facts,” questions and answers on different
Jects religious and political;
<« A Father’s Talk to a Careless Daughter,”
‘“How to Bring Up a Son,”
« How to Bring Down a Son,” ete., etc.

The last 21 pages are an album containing the ]f)ortra.lts of 21 different
sovereigns of Europe, and is worth alone the price book.
Re; price. 25 cents: we will send it post-paad for 13 oenf/s, two for
2 cents, stamps taken,  Address, Paciric Press Pus. Co.,
39 Bond Street. New York.

THE N &TIO"\IAL SUNDAY LAW.

uments in be-

half of the rights of American citizens, presented by A. T. Jones in.
opposition to the Blair Sunday Rest Bill. = A thorough catechlsm upém

the subject of Church and State. 192 pages
A PACIFIC PRESS PUBLISHING CO»
39 Bonp StrEET, NEW York Crry.
Oaklang, Cal..

dress,

Kansas City, Mo.



96 AMLRIOAN SEN TINEL

$7 00 WORTH FOR $3 50

We propose to make it possible for each and everyone to be the possessor of

A F‘lrst Class High Grade Blble.

The book we offer has large clear type (see sppcnnen) and is what is known as the

AHERICAN OXFORD 5ELF=PRONOUNCING REFERENCE TEACHERS’ BIBLE,

Bourgols Type, Bound in lmperial Seal Leather, Divinity Circuit, Extra Linen Lined to Edge, Round
Corners, Red Under Gold Edges, Silkk Headband, Silk-Marker, Binding of the Best Quality,

They that sealed the covenant.

NEHEMIAH, X. The points of the covenant.
' gavest before them, neither turned|s.c.44s. | 25 Ré’hiim, Hi-shitb/nah, Ma-2-s8/-
they from their wicked works. — ljah, ’
36 Behold, “we are servants this/¢Deut.. | 96 And A-hi/jah, Hi/nan, A’nan,
day, and for the land that thou gav-| Ezras.9. | 27 Mil’luch, Ha/rim, Ba’a-nah.
est- unfo our fathers to eat the fruit 28 7 ¢And the rest of the people,
thereof and the good thereof, behold, the priesbs, the Lé’vites, the o
We are servants in it : the singers, the Néth/i-nimg, fand all ' |
87 And ¢ 1t yleldeth much increase|e, Dvﬂt 2. |they that had separated themselves

SPEClMEN OF TYPE.

OUR‘PkEﬂlUﬂ BIBLE CLOSED.
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REGULAR PRICE, $6.00

With this book reading is made easy.
stumbhng over the hard words.

No more
All proper names

‘eritical marks render their accurate pronunma—
" tion a simple matter. With a little study of. the

Key to Pronunciation to be found in every copy of ’

this Bible, the reader loses all fear of the long, hard
‘names of Scripture, and pronounces them -with
., ease

"‘WITH SENTINEL

-ONE
YEAR

Bible.
diagrams,‘—copiousihelps of the latest revision, Bible
index, concordance, dictionary of Scripture proper
names with their pronunciation and meaning, and
many other excellent features. .

REMEMBER, the price of this Bible is $6.00,

are divided into syllables, and the accent’ and dia—

‘ . ﬁrbtflass Bible;
$3.50

’ ',As': is indicated. by. the name, this\ is a teachers’]
It contains fifteen pages of illustrations and;

WHAT THEY SAY OF IT.

Wabash; Ind., Oct. 14, 1896.
AMERICAN. SENTINEL : My Bible received this
day, for which accept thanks. I am very well
pleased. 1 think I have just, what ¥ need in-
the way of a Bible. It is not onlya teacher’s
Bible, but also the very best for a student.
Yours truly,

T. M. MoRrris.

San Francisco, Cal., Dec. 15, 1896.
AMERICAN SENTINEL: T received my Bible,
and am very much pleased with it. It is &
just what.it is claimed to be.
* Mgs: E. F. NoBLE.

N Brattleboro, Vt. ’\Tov 22,1896,
AM very much pleased ‘with it.
Mzs. E. C. MILLARD

(xra,ettmger Towa, Nov. 30, 1896.
WE are all more than pleabed with the Bible -

in every way. Asa book it is thoroughly well
' made and elegant in all its parts.

As a Bible
the. self-pronunciation is. & new feature, and

this is only one of it§ many excellencies. "The

type is a great delight to me.
P Mrs. 8. M. OLESM

It is only by special arrangement with the publishérs of this bele that we are able to make this

UNPRECEDENTED OFFER.

Anyone, OLD OR NEW SUBSCRIBER, sending us $3.50 wilj receive this Bible

postpaid, and the Sentinel one year.

We will GIVE one of these Superb Bibles for SEVEN new names at
_the regular subscmptxon price, $7.00.

Address all orders to

For 23 cents extra we will mark on the Bible in gold letters any
name desired.

AMERICAN SENTINEL,
£ 39 BOND STREET, NEW YORK.
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