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“SWhen I grow up,” asked an oh-

servant little girl of her mother,
“shall 1 have to marry a man like
pa, or else be an old maid like
Aunt Kate?’ “Yes, my dear,” re-
plied the mother. The -child's
comment was thoughtful and de-
liberate: “Well, Ma, it’'s a tough
world for us women, ain’t it?”
Somewhat analogous must be the
feeling of Democrats who care
less for the Democratic label than
for the democratic principle, when
they contemplate the baffling al-
ternative of Parker or Hearst.

To that alternative there is not
even a Hobson’s choice. For, let
Hearst be what he may, Parker is
no better unless in a purgly social
sense; and social considerations
are not properly controlling ones
in choosing a President. If Parker
has ever given utterance to a
political sentiment, the fact has
missed the record. He has always
voted the Democratic ticket, we
are told; but that is true of “Bath-
house John.” The only indications
of Judge Parker’s trend of thought
in matters political are such as are
afforded by the character of his
political friends; and those indi-
cations, however satisfactory to
men like John D. Rockefeller, J.
Pierpont Morgan and James J,
Hill, are far from reassuring to
the people whom these parasites
are plundering.

Judge Parker was taken up by
David B. Hill, who is now manag-
ing the campaign in his behalf.
He is primarily Hill’s chosen can-
didate, and Hill is his chosen man-
ager; whichdughtto damn his can-

didacy with every one whose sense
of political decency is not hope-
lessly blunted. He is Angust Bel-
mont’s man, and the favorite of
every big financial conspirator of
Wall street; which ought to dis-
credit his candidacy with all veo-
ters who revolt against the pluto-
cratic tendencies of present day
politics. He is the second choice
of the conscienceless fox of Mary-
land, Senator Gorman; which
ouglht to cast a shadow over his
candidacy with all believers in
candid politics. He is Grover
Cleveland’s own substitute for
himself; which ought to and
doubtless will insure the hostility
to him of every independent voter
who would vote against Grover
Cleveland. Any man who conceals
his political opinions from the pub-
lic, as Judge Parker does, yet is
heartily supported by Hill, Gor-
man, Cleveland, Belmont, and the
Wall street “business classés,” as
Judge Parker is, may be reason-
ably suspected of having confided
acceptable opinions to them.

Norare those suspicions allayed
by the circumstances under which
this man of no general fame has
suddenly become the favorite of
what the distinguished Howard
Crosby used to describe as “the
dangerous classes.” Hill had him
in training. But Gorman was for
Gorman, Cleveland looked om, and
Wall street was doubtful. Then
August Belmont, a Wall street
financier, with inherited tradi-
tions of the Rothschilds resting
heavily upon his shoulders, ap-
peared upon the scene. In some
way he seems to have touched an
electric button. Gorman and
Cleveland promptly put the stamp
of their approval on Parker, and
forthwith the plutocratic air of
Wall street was fairly ablaze with
responsive signals.  Behold!
David B. Hill, Grover Cleveland,

August Belmont, and the corrup-
tion-fund gang of Wall street
have agreed upon a “harmony”
candidate! His name is Parker;
his well worn label is “Democrat;”
and his political opinions are a se-
cret, unless you are in Mr. Bel-
mont’s confidence or know how to
take a hint.

With the alternative of such a
choice on the one hand, and Mr.
Hearst on the other, there is prob-
ably no better candidate for the
purpose of pushing them both
aside than John Sharp Williams,
of Mississippi. Mr. Williams has
proved himself a competent lead-
er. He is a man whose Democracy
yvields much more upon examina-
tion than a chemical trace of demo-
cratic principle. He has won a na-
tional reputation, and not had one
handed him on a golden platter by
Wall street financiers. He is not
in sympathy with plutocracy, nor
is he objectionable to any Demo-
crats, however divergent their
opinions, if the divergency is upon
principle and not for revenue. The
only objection to him is that he is
from the*South. That in itself is
not a valid objection. The Civil
War is over, and damned should
be the man who tries to revive its
bitterness. Inonlyonecontingen-
cy could the fact that Mr. Williams
comes from the South be a legiti-
mate objection; and that would
be the revival, not as a Civil War
issne but as a present day issue,
of the race question. Yet on that
very question Mr. Williams could
take no stand against the legal
rights of Negroes which plutocrat-
ic Northern Democrats( Republi-
cans, too, for the matter of that),
do not take with less reason than
Southerners have, and from a
lower human impulse. If the rep-
resentative Bouthern men, hostile
as they are to Cleveland and sus-
picious as they ought to be of
Parker, will suggest Williams,
they will be surprised by the en-
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thusiastic, welcome their sugges-

tion will receive.

The Brooklyn Eagle- replies
with eharacteristic candor to our
eriticism of its insinuation (p. 3)
that Bryan demoralized the
Democratic party inIllinois in
1896. In support of that conten-
tion it compared Cleveland's vie-
tory in 1892 with Bryan’s defeat
in 1896 and 1900, but said nothing
of the utter break-np of the Demo-
cratic party at the intervening
Congressional elections of 18494
while Cleveland was President
and before Bryan’s advent as a
national leader. We supplied its
very significant omission in that
particular. Now observe the
amazing effrontery of its reply:

The Eagle said that the Democracy car-
ried Illinois in 1892 and lost it in 1896
and in 1900. In 1892 Cleveland was the
candidate. In 1896 and In 1900 Bryan
was the candidate. But, ah, says the
Public, the Democracy lost Illinois in
1894 when Cleveland was President!
Preeistly, and when, and because, Alt-
geld was Governor, and when, and be-
cause, Altgeld pardoned anarchist mur-
derers in a manner to show that intel-
lectually he sympathized with them.
The Eagle jumped the space between
Presidential elections Because it was
considering those elections alone. We
did not refer to State elections between
Presidential elections,'for we were not
considering State elections, but only
Presidential ones.

Humbly begging the fluttering
Eagle's pardon, it was not consid-
ering Presidential elections at all
as the issue or question in con
troversy. It was considering
them only as evidence bearing
upon that controversy. The gist
of the question in hand was its
contention that Bryan found a
Democratic majority in Illinois
when he sncceeded Cleveland in
the leadership of the Democratic
party in 1896, and that under his
leadership, and in consequence of
it, this majority disappeared. It
was in support of that contention
that the Eagle pointed to the elec-
tion returns for Illinois in the
Presidential year 1892, and com-
pared them with those of the
Presidential years 1896 and 1900,
For a very obvious reason, the
same reason that tempts attor-
neysin lawsuits toignore evidence

that tells against their clients, the
Eagle “jumped,” to use its own
language—=-the Eagle jumped the
space between Presidential elec-
tions.” It jumped that space not
because those elections were the
subject under consideration, but
because that space had to be
jumped in order to give any force
to the evidence it offered. With-
out “jumping” thismostimportant
interval between Presidential
elections, it could not hope to de-
ceive its readers as to the matter
in controversy. Without that
“jump” it could not point to Bry-
an as the disrupter of the Demo-
cratie party. :
And now, in its reply to The
Public, the Eagle “jumps” again.
It “jumps” the point that when
Cleveland was elected in 1892, T1li-
noiz elected 11 Democratic Con-
gressmen out of a total delegation
from the State of 22; whereas, in
1894, while he was head of the par-
ty and head of the nation, Illinois
elected only 2 Democratic Con-
gressmen. It “jumps” once more
when it suppresses the fact that
two years later, under Bryan’s
leadership in 1896, lllinois re-
turned 3 Democratic Congress-
men—a gain of 1 over Cleveland’s
disastrous legacy. In 1900, still
under Bryan’s leadership, Illinois
returned 11 members. What does
all this imply but that Cleveland
had demoralized the party in Illi-
nois on mnational issuer between
1892 and 1894; and that Bryan be-
gan to revive it in 1896, and in 1900
had restored its Congressional
membership fully? The Eagle
cannot twist itself out of its self-
made dilemma by objecting to our
bringing into the case pertinent
evidence which it chose to leave

"out. Nor can it escape by calling

the Congressional elections in I1li-
nois “State elections.” Congres-
sional elections are national elec-
tions as well in politics as in law.
Theyareas commonly accepted ba-
rometers of national sentiment as
Presidential elections are.

As to the Eagle's gratuitour
sneer at Altgeld, we shall not be
tempted into allowing Mr. Cleve-
land's Brooklyn organ to shift its

ground. Its mendacious use of an
epithet here is only another symp-
tom of its unhappy malady, grov-
erclevelunditis. Vietims of that
disease are frequently observed to-
shriek *“anarchist!” whenever ar-
gument fails them. But there is
no question here of Altgeld's.
views on anarchism. He was not
a candidate in 1804, When he
did come before the people of Illi-
nois, in189%6and after that pardon..
he polled, notwithstanding his de-
feat, 47,000 more votes than Cleve-
land had polled in Illinois four
Years before. If the Eagle wishes:
to debate the merits of the Altgeld
pardon, it will give us pleasure to
accommodate 'it. Meantime we

recommend Altgeld’s pardon mes-’

sage as wholesome reading, even
if irritating, for jury fixersandcor-
‘poration judges, their apologists,
their newspaper organs, and their
beneficiaries in general. But the
question here is not Altgeld’s par-
don. 1t is whether that pardon
accounts for the Democratic col-
lapse at the polls in Illinois in
1894. That is the question the
Eagle raises when it explains the-
reduction from 11 to 2 in the Dem-
ocratic representation in Con-
gress from Illinois that year by at-
tributing it inferentially to Alt-
geld's paudon of the amarchists.
To that question it is a sufficient
answer to say, what is the fact,
that the issue in the Congressional
elections in IHinois jn 1894 wasnot
Altgeld’s pardon of the anarch-
ists, but Cleveland’s administra-
tion. Passing this point, however,
with a mere mention, let us ask
the Eagle a question. If it be-
lieves that it was Altgeld’s par-
don of the anarchists and not
Cleveland’s administration, that
reduced the Democratic represen-
tation of Illinois in Congress
from 11 in 1892 to 2 ip 1894, then
how does it account for the reduc-
tion in the Democratic represen-

tation from other States? Was

it Altgeld's pardon of the anarch-
ists in Illinois,and not Cleveland’s
administration, that reduced the
Demoeratic representation in Con-
gress from New York, the Eagle's
own State, from 20 in 1892 to 5 in
1894? Deoes that pardon by Altf-
geld, instead of Cleveland’'s ad-




