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where for making clear the menace of Sullivan-

ism.

s. D.
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Political Ethics.

Just where the line of demarkation lies between

legitimate aid and pernicious interference of

national administrations in State politics has not

as yet been clearly defined, beyond the popular no

tion that the side assisted welcomes it as an aid

to good government, while the opposition con

siders it an act of inexcusable tyranny. But so

long as we maintain a strict party form of gov

ernment, with party responsibility, it is inevitable

that the President, as the titular head of the

party, should interest himself in its membership,

in so far as it bears on national affairs. With the

appointment of Federal officials in his hands he

cannot but have a direct and potent influence in

State politics. It must remain a matter of dis

cretion on his part as to what extent he shall inter

fere. Party responsibility excuses, indeed de

mands, the same accord between the President and

his party that exists between the English Prime

Minister and his party; for neither the President

nor the party, acting in opposition to each other,

can carry out a successful policy. Since the same

reasoning applies in a lesser degree to the actions

of the President's official family, Mr. Bryan's ob

jection to Mr. Sullivan's Senatorial candidacy

should be considered on these lines.
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The issue raised by Mr. Sullivan's candidacy

should not be misunderstood. It is not that he is

an unfit man personally, either in point of ability

or integrity, nor yet that he is a political boss,

that he would be objectionable as a Senator from

Illinois. He wrould make an admirable Senator

for such as hold to his ideas of government. The

objection to Mr. Sullivan is that he is not a Dem

ocrat. A Democrat he may be in the loose party

sense that includes Ransdal of Louisiana—who

serves the sugar ring of that State, and Bryan

of Florida, who defied the citrus interests of his

own state in voting his convictions—but he is not

a Democrat in the only sense in which Democrats

are to be considered, if their party is to receive

the support of the country. The Democratic

party is composed of progressives and reaction

aries, just as was the Republican party before the

split. And from the beginning of the present ad

ministration the party has maintained a sem

blance of progressiveness only through the exer

cise of the utmost firmness on the part of the

President. Had a reactionary like the Speaker of

t he House been President, there would not have

been even the semblance of progress. It is now a

question of whether or not the men to be sent to

the House and Senate next fall shall be progres

sive democrats or reactionaries. This is a matter

of vital interest to the Administration.
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If other evidence of Mr. Sullivan's reactionary

politics than his long service in behalf of privi

leged interests were desired, it can be found in

the treatment of his candidacy by the Chicago

press, and the Republican press throughout the

State. The "boiler plate" matter that his organi

zation is sending to the country newspapers is

made up largely from editorials in the Chicago

papers. When a politician wins the support of

the opposition press, it is neither because he is

transcendently great, or is a valuable political

asset to the kinds of privileged business that con

trols the papers supporting him. Critics who ob

ject to Mr. Bryan's throwing his influence into

Illinois politics in opposition to Mr. Sullivan

should remember that it was just such an act of

his in the Baltimore convention that saved us from

a reactionary President; and his present action

will displease the same people that were displeased

then. It is not now a question of splitting hairs

over political proprieties, but of making the Dem

ocratic party democratic. s. c.
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Dangers Overlooked in Pending Legislation.

While pending anti-trust legislation in its pres

ent fonn brings us no nearer to a solution of the

trust problem, it may be used, as the Sherman

law has been, to hurt interests that should not be

hurt. It will not interfere with any predatory

privilege, but may seriously interfere with un

privileged labor. Since the framers of the pend

ing bills have deliberately ignored the relation of

privilege to the trust evil they have failed to re

move the Sherman law's menace to labor organ

izations and other unprivileged combinations.

They have also neglected to remedy the effect of

the Supreme Court decision which unreasonably

confuses price fixing on \m monopolized articles,

with price fixing on patented articles. They have

ignored the fact—as also did the Supreme Court

—that when the government grants a privilege in

the form of a patent it becomes its duty to do

what it can to minimize the harm done. This

justifies the assumption of authority in deciding

the terms on which the patented article shall be


