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The press, only tee cager to get rid of a " fad" ivhich is inconvenient
to both political parties, bas generally followed the lcad of the Times,, de-
claring flic whole moverment to have been founded on a delusion, which the
commission lias finally dispelled. It is flot yet clear lîow the attention of
the British public can best be recalicd to the main question at issue, which
the xnajority of the commission lias donc its best te obscure : Shuil the
-naine of Christ stili be blasphemed among, the Chinese because of Britaîn's
participation in the traffile li fecds ber great, national cancer ? Not
only have tEe cominissioners overlaid this question by deveting more than
Bine tenths of their report to the Indian brandi of flic subjeet, notwîth-
standing their own admission that more tlian nine tcnthis of the opium pro-
duced in India is exported to China and the Straits Settlements, but thcy
bave actually stoopcd te gross misstatements of facts and garbled quota-
tions of evidence in their discussion of the Chinese traffie.

A veteran American nîissionary, IRev. Dr. Aslîmore, of Swatow, one of
those invited by B3ritishî consuls in China te furnisli replies te questions
issued by the commissioners, is -, victim of the latter offense. Ife liad
stated : " Some mn qf vigorous vitality will use opium for many years
and net show înarked resiiits." In the rest of his evidence, ail the more
wceighty for the careful reservation of these exceptionial cases, lie clearly
expresses hiq opinion that " nearly all of those witli whom the habit is
fnilty formed" consume opium " with. great injury." Yct hie is qîioted in
suipport of the statement that some of the niissionaries " take a lcss dccid-
cd view" tban the irajority of bis colleagues, by whom, it is admnitted,
iithc use of opium is strongly condemned."1 le is made te differ £rom.
thcm by the simple expedient of omitting the tErce iîppertant words in
italicsi the rest of the sentence being quoted without any indic«ation of its
incompletcness. The Rev. A. Bone, of Canton, is even worse treated-two
disconnected passages being pieced together as if thcy formcd part of oe
sentence, in order te inake him eut a dissentient firom. thc general voice of
lus Ercthrcn. Three sentences may be quoted from tic report containing
thrce allegations directly contradictory te faut. " It mnay be addcd," says
thc report, " that there is ne evidence from. China of any popular desire
thiat the import of indian opium should be stoppcd." Tiiere is. in factl,, a
considerable body of sucli evidence. "' Iu the iBritish consular service the
preirailingr opinion is that opium sm-oking in unoderation is net harmful, and
that unoderation is tlie rule. . . . The inedical opinions were in general
accord witli those of tic ca)nsuiar body." Two carefutl and accurate writ-
ers, Mr. Joshua llewntrc and the Rev. F. Storrs Turner, have shown that
these are untrue representations of tic balance alike of the censuilar and
thi medicat evidenceo both of thein, in faut, showing a strong preponder-
ance of opinion contrary Lo that here stute-. Lt isduflcult te get tic Brit-
ih people te believe that a nuxnber of presumably honorable mna bave put

thieir signatures to a dislioncst report ; yct whcin these charges, whiehi have
already been publicly mîade without any attempt being made to aiiswer


