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Gov. Pingree’s reelection in Mich-
igan is an unwelcome feature of elec-
tion news to the plutocratic combine
that has acquired a mortgage upon
his party. It is an ominous intima-
tion that that mortgage may yet be re-
pudiated. Great and glorious indeed
would be the day for the republican
party when the Elkins-McKinley-
Hanna triumvirate gave way to the
leadership of Pingree. Then would
come back to the old party the spirit
that Abraham Lincoln breathed into
it and that Mark Hanna has squeezed
out.

The Elkinse-McKinley-Hanna com-
bination can find little consolation in
ihe elections when they turn from
Pingree’s triumph in Michigan to
Roosevelt’s election in New York.
They have less to fear from Roosevelt
in one respect, for there is no Abra-
ham Lincoln demotracy in his blood;
but they have as much to fear in an-
other, for he now looms up as a com-
petitor in the next republican nation-
al convention for McKinley’s place.
In Platt’s hands he would be a strong
card. That danger was not over-
looked by McKinley when he refused
to extend his campaign stumping tour
into New York. It remains to be
geen whether Roosevelt can be in-
duced to take up with second place.

But of all the disappointments to
Elkins-McKinley-Hanna that of the
congreseional elections must be up-
permost in the tripartite mind. Pin-
gree’s triumph, Roosevelt’s election,
these might have been accepted as
nisfortunes to be overcome in good
time; but how can the popular rebuke

implied in the congressional elections
be explained away? All the McKin-
ly organs protested throughout the
campaign that every vote against re-
publican congressmen would be a
vote in condemnation of the adminis-
tration. McKinley himself hinted as
much in his stumping tour. And now
the people have elected a congress
which, if not hostile to the adminis-
tration, escapes it by the narrowest
margin. A clepr majority of 47 has
sunk to a majority of not more than
18, and probably not more than 13.
The rebuke has come.

Dr. Connor, who, at the time of his
appointment upon the president’s
committee for examining into the
mismanagement of the war depart-
ment, was suspected of having been
appointed for a whitewashing job, has
on more than one occasion, by his
method of examining witnesses, not
only justified that suspicion, but indi-
cated that the job was congenial. The
last occasion was during the present
week in Chicago. We reproduce the
facts from the report of the Chicago
Tribune, the  leading republican
paper of Illinois. The witness under
examination was Dr. Cuthbertson,
surgeon major of the First Illinois
cavalry. Dr. Cuthbertson’s testi-
mony was so badly suited for white-
washing purpose:, that Dr. Connor,
the committeeman, undertook in his
customary manner to modify it by ar-
gument. “Doctor, do you know,” he
argued, “that the percentage of mor-
tality in our army was consider-
ably less for the first four months of
campaign than of any other army of
history?” The gnimus and object of
that argumentative question was ob-
vious. But Dr. Cuthbertson was not
in the whitewashing business. He
promptly replied: “I do not think
there is any comparison. Our army

was within the boundary of the home
government. A rich and generous
government was behind it, and I am
firmly of the belief that if it had been
properly handled the campaign would
have been less deadly.”

The programme which the presi-
dent’s  whitewashing committee
appears to have adopted of trying to
show that our casualties were less
than other armies have suffered,
reached the climax of absurdity when
(Gen. Wheeler was led on into testify-
ing that our troops at Santiago were
no worse off than the Spaniards! It
is & programme that cannot succeed.
Sooner or later the American people
will demand information upon the
real question at issue. That question
is not whether our army suffered
more or less than other armies, but
whether it was subjected to useless
suffering which the war department
could have prevented.

D ——

Prof. Laughlin, of the Chicago uni-
versity, Rockefeller’s economic hot-
house, has replied to Gov. Altgeld on
the McCleary bill dispute, but with-
out bringing out anything to his own
advantage or to that of the McCleary
bill. The fundamentally vicious fea-
ture of the bill is its manifest purpose
to vest the issuing of the common pa-
per currency of the country entirelyin
private banking corporations. That
purpose Prof. Laughlin neitherdenies
nor defends. We doubt if the people
are yet prepared to believe with Prof.
Laughlin that a bill with such a pur-
pose “is not doing the banks a favor.”
In fact Prof. Laughlin himself must
feel that he is throwing in a little
extra for his salary when he assures
the public that this bill, for which the
banks are working with all their
might, is not in their interest. When
did the banks adopt the manners and
customs of Altruria?
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Perhaps it is ungentle to refer to
Prof. Laughlin’s salary in connection
with the McCleary bill. At any rate
he should have the benefit of hisown
protest when he says: “Iam absolute-
ly uninfluenced in what I think or
teach by any person or by any author-
ities; in my university post I am re-
sponsible only to my conscience, so
long as I do my duty. No one ever
has, even in the slightest way, hinted
to me what I should believe or teach.®

- That no one has ever hinted direct-
ly to Prof. Laughlin what he should
teach is probable enough. It may
have been unnecessary, owing to the
confidence of the trustees of Chicago
vniversity in his fidelity to pluto-
cratic interests. They probably know
him and he knows them. But that he
would receive hints hardly less force-
2ble than kicks, were he tobecome plu-
tocratically unsound, was startlingly
illustrated in the case of Prof. Bemis,
who was invited to resign from the
faculty of Chicago university be-
cause he did not agree with the eternal
monopolies of Chicago on the subject
of the ownership and control of Chi-
cago streets.

Nor are we dependent alone upon
the Bemis case for our opinion as to
the tenure by which Prof. Laughlin
holds his economic chair in the Chica-
go university. At least two of the
trustees have spoken. One of these
trustees is Ferd W. Peck, of Chica-
g0, who in an interview upon the sub-
ject of professorial responsibility,
after the difficulty at Brown univer-
sity over President Andrews’s finan-
cial heterodoxy, said that the
trustees should see to it that
“no unsound financial doctrines nor
anything of a dangerous character be
taught.” The other trustee of Chica-
go university, Daniel L. Shorey, also
referring to the Andrews case, said:
“If the trustees had quietly asked him
to resign, and had not given him a
fallacious reason for it, thein action
would have been approved by nine-
tenths of the intelligent men of the
country. It was an awful blunder
that they made.” Now Prof. Laugh-

lin may never have received any direct
personal hint as to what he should
teach at Chicago university, but toa
man of ordinary acuteness these pub-
lished hints from two of his trustees
would be enough. He credits himself
with having changed his opinion on
the quantitative theory of money.
That change of opinien brought him
in harmony with the great monied in-
terests, to which his trustees are re-
lated. Suppose upon reconsideration
he should change back again, would
he expect to make the change public
and still retain his chair? Prof.
Laughlin is not so simple.

Reports reach this country frem
Berlin which indicate that the em-
peror’s party is preparing a bill for the
repression of socialism. The extraor-
dinary growth of the socialist party
in Germany makes the emperorshiver.
And well it may. For the socialist
party of Germany polls the largest
vote of any of the parties of the em-
pire. It would hold the balance of
power in the reichstag if the districts
were not shamelessly gerrymandered.
But, dangerous as this party now is
to the party of divine right, it will be
a thousand times more dangerous if
repressed by force. Two million
voters cannot be wantonlysuppressed,

even by a nondescript survival of

“God’s anointed.”

The Chicago Tribune is so hard
driven for proof of its contention that
wages are rising, as to resort to what it
editorially calls “the report of the
Senate Committee on Wages and
Prices, of which Senator Allison was
chairman,” covering “the period from
1840 to 1891.” Now it happens that
there is no Senate Committee on
Wages and Prices, and never was.
The committee to which the Tribune
probably refers is the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance. This committee
made a report in 1893 on wages, prices
and transportation, in which it pro-
Tessed to cover the period, as to wages,
from 1840 to 1891. But Senator Al-
lison was not chairman of that com-
mittee. The chairman was Senator

Aldrich. Apparently the Chicago
Tribune meant to refer to the well
known Aldrich report, and got into
a muddle. But its muddle as to the
identity of the report is & trifle in
comparison with its folly in referring
to that report at all as an authority.
The statistics of the Aldrich report
have been completely and irrefutably
discredited. To cite them in proof
of increasing wages is prima facie evi-
dence either of dishonesty or ignor-
ance.
—_—

It was quite unnecessary for the
Chicago Chronicle to oppose woman
suffrage in order to prove that, in
spite of its political professions, it is
not a democratic paper. But it does
seem to have been necessary for it to
offer some rather stupid argumentsin
order to make a pretense of reasoning
about the matter. Among these, of
course, is the worn out plea that as
women don’t vote in large numbers
under limited suffrage rights, they
would not do so if the suffrage right
were unlimited. That argument has
been demolished time and again. If
women take no interest in tame school
board elections, it is because these
elections are tame. Neither do men
turn out in large numbers at unexcit-
ing elections. But what bearing has
that on the question of their right
to vote? This wearyargumentagainst
woman suffrage is supplemented by
the Chronicle with an assertion that
woman suffrage in Colorado, where it
is unlimited, is also a failure. That
will be news to the women of Colora-
do. The reasons suggested for the
failure are humorous enough for Puck
—just about. One reason is that
women stay away from the polls when
the weather is bad. If that werea
valid objection we should have to
disfranchise the whole republican
party; for it is proverbial that in bad
weather the republicans poll a light
vote. Another reason advanced by
the Chronicle is that in the cities of
Colorado “meretricious women, whose
votes are purchased by unconscion-
able candidates, crowd around the
polling places,” thus keeping respect-




