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It is impossible not to sympa-
thize with the Canadians in their
irritation over the decision
{p. 446) of the Alaska boundary
commission. Their feeling that
they have been tricked by Brit-
ish-American diplomacy in the
guise of judicial arbitration, finds
much in the circumstances to ex-
cuse it.

The question at issne concerns
the patriotism of Canada deeply.
It has concerned Great Britain
but little or not at all. Canada has
been at fever heat about it; Great
Britain has been indifferent. In
these circumstances Great Brit-
ain, assuzerainoverCanada,made
an arbitration treaty with the
United States under which there
was no reasonable probability of
any award at all except one ad-
verse to the Canadian claims.

The matter came about in this
wise. Canada dealt directly, at
first, with the United States,
through a joint commission organ-
ized for the purpose of agreeing
upon a treaty which Great Britain
and the United States might
adopt. The Canadian commis-
gioners proposed an arbitration
tribunal consisting of three dis-
tinguished jurists—one to be
chosen by Great Britain, another
by the United States,and the
third by the other two. This emi-
nently fair proposal the United
Btates rejected, proposing in-
stead that the tribunal consist of
8ix jurists, three to be chosen by
each side. Such a tribunal could
not come to an agreement unless
at least one member were to defy
his home sentiment and join the
“enemy”—a contingency much

more likely to result, in a doubt-
ful case, from diplomatic influ
ences or bargainings than from
any judicial considerations. Ap-
parently awakened to the absurd-
ity of insisting upon a tribunal of
that kind, the American commis-
sioners finally offered to accept
the Canadian proposal of three
arbitrators, provided the third,
who wouldreally be umpire,should
be selected from a South Ameri-
can republic. But the Canadians
would not agree to this; they in-
sisted upon a European umpire.
Here again the Americans were
less fair than the Canadians.
For whereas any South American
umpire might have been subject
to diplomatic pressure from the
United States, it would have been
easy to choose a competent and
absolutely independent jurist
from France,NorwayandSweden,
Holland or Switzerland. TUpon
this disagreement the commission
broke up, and Great Britain nego-
tiated an arbitration treaty with-
out any preliminary agreement
between the United States and
Canada. In the light of what pre-
ceded this treaty, as noted above,
and of what followed it, there is
certainly room for reasonable sus-
picion that the treaty was agreed
upon under a diplomatic arrange-
ment for a decision adverse to
Canada.

The treaty provided for an ar-
bitration tribunal of six jurists,
three to be chosen by each coun-
try, and the majority to decide.
This was the identical scheme
which Canada had rejected as un-
fair, and properly so. Then came
the selection of jurists, which was
startlingly significant. Great
Britain chose two Canadians and
a distinguished English judge, re-
cently attorney general. That was
fair, at least upon the face of it;
for it supplemented two partisans
with a man approximating, appar
ently, as close to an impartial um-

pire as the treaty permitted. But
the United States appointed three
partisans. One of these, Senator
Turner, who hails from the State
of Washington, which is affected
by the boundary question more, if
possible, than any other State,
mightbetterhave withdrawnfrom
politics and gone into the busi-
ness of rag-picking had he decided
in favor of Canada. He certainly
would thenceforth have been per-
sona non grata in the State of
Washington. His colleagues,
Lodge and Root, were no better.
They would have worked deadly
harm to President Roosevelt’s
prospects of reelection had they
decided in favor of Canada, and of
course they knew it. It was hu-
manly impossible for any one of
these three men to decide other-
wise than as American partisans
so long as there was even an ap-
pearance of justice or of legal
right to the American claims. So
the arbitration tribunal was com-
posed, under the most favorable
view regarding its judicial char-
acter, of three American parti-
sans, two Canadian partisans, and
an impartial English umpire. The
umpire might have made a dead-
lock had he favored Canada, but
he could by no possibility have
given the award to Canada with-
out converting one of the Ameri-
can partisans.

Inasmuch as the English judge
decided against Canada, is it any
any wonder that patriotic Canadi-
ans think of him now as a fourth
American partisan, made so by
some secret diplomatic arrange-
ment — an “understanding be-
tween gentlemen,” as Mr. Cham-
berlain would put it,—where-
by Canada wastolose her case and
Great Britain was to gain some
advantage of another kind in ex-
change? Suspicious minds may in-
dicate low motives, but it must
not be overlooked that suspicious
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circumstances tend to make suspi-
cious-minds.

Nevertheless, whether there
has been *“an understanding be-
tween gentlemen” across the At-
lantic or not, it is quite within
the possibilities that the award
against Canada was right in it-
self. It has been argued that this
inference is completely refuted by
the provision in the British-Rus-
sian treaty (p. 445) that the Prince
of Wales’ Island should belong
wholly to Russia. Such a clause
would have been unnecessary, so
the argument runs, if it had been
intended to run the boundary line
10 leagues into the interior of the
mainland at all points; for in that
case, no part of the island named
could possibly have fallen on the
British side of the line. This ar-
gument is plausible, but not more
so than one of the counter argu-
ments. We refer to the one that
contends that the naming in the
treaty of the summit of the moun-
tain range as the boundary line,
wherever the range summit was
not more than 10 leagues from the
coast, precludes the possibility of
supposing that there was an in-
tention of leaving any bays or
other inlets within British juris-
diction. The fact apparently is
that the geography of this coast
was 8o poorly known at the time
of the treaty as to make such ex-
pressions in the treaty as those
named almost valueless for pur-
poses of interpretation. The pur-
pose of the treaty makers must be
ascertained fromotherindications.
This purpose seems to have been
to give the coast territory to Rus-
sia, and what would now be called
“the hinterland” to Great Britain.
And such in substance is the
award of the arbitration tribunal.

A Canadian journalist, E.
W. Thompson, was quoted last
week (p. 456) in support of this
view. He had entered upon a mi-
nute study of the subject, thor-
oughly prejudiced in favor of the
(anadian contention; but he
emerged from that study with the
conviction that—

the purpose of the treaty was to give
Russia a coast strip which would serve

as an effectual barrier against the Hud-
son Bay company’s fur trade along the
coast north of latitude 54 degrees 40
minutes. Such a barrier could not have
been erected, except by giving Russia
possession of the flords,inlets or ‘“canals”
up to their heads.

To the same effect is the testi-

~mony of another distinguished

Canadian, Prof. Shortt, who occu-
pies the chair of political economy
at Queen’s University, Kingston,
Ontario. Prof.Shortt was report-
ed on the 21st from Kingston as
saying:

About three years ago I was asked to
write an article on the Alaskan bound-
ary question. I agreed to do so, presum-
ing from what I had read on the sub-
ject from the usual Canadian sources,
that at least as good a case could be
made out for the Canadian contention as
for that of the United States. The
result of my study was to con-
vince me that the Russian claims,
which were transferred tothe United
States, were 8o strongly supported by
the documents that it was impossible
to. make out a valid case for the Cana-
dian contention on the more important
points at issue.

Another instance of heroism in
peace (p. 452) isreported by the
newspapers this week. The cred-
it is due to Capt. Fisher and his
crew of life-savers at Race-point,
near Highland Light, Cape Cod.
Capt. Figher and his crew, seeing
a fishing vessel in distress, her
crew unable to escape through the
surf, launched a surf boat
through a tremendous sea that
threatened to overturn it. They
gained the side of the stranded
vessel with difficulty and through
danger, and nine of the ship-
wrecked crew jumped into the
surf boat. After a perilous trip
the rescued seamen were safely
landed. Again Capt. Fisher
headed the surf boat for the
stranded ship, but two giant
waves, the second larger than the
first, swamped it, and, hurling the
whole life-saving crew into the
sea, threw them back help-
lessly upon the beach. The
remainder of the shipwrecked
crew were finally rescued by
means of a mortar and breech-
es-buoy apparatus. Heroism of
this kind may be too common-
place even for honorable mention.
But it is worth while contrasting

it with the heroisms of war. To
save a score of human lives at the
risk of one’s own, may count in the
records of the great Judgment
Day; but if you want the plaudits
of “our hest people” and the re-
wards of valor now and here, yon
will get them more surely by kill-
ing a score—in strict accordance
with the laws of war, of course,
unless the killees are only tribes-
men.

It is reported of the younger
Mr. Rockefeller that when some of
his Bible-class members recently
suggested that certain modern
methods of getting great fortunes
could not be consistently prac-
ticed by Christians, he asked
if the manner in which these
men disposed of their wealth
did not count for something
to their advantage. This is
the new doctrine of Christian plu-
tocracy. Most of the velvety
clergvmen are preaching it. Not
hew you get your wealth, but
what you do with it, is the test
they are fond of applying. The
doctrine is not new. It was
practiced long ago by Jonathan
Wild, Sixteen-String Jack, and
Jack Sheppard. Perhaps the
excellent Mr. Rockefeller doesn’t
know who these worthies were, be-
ing unfamiliar with low-bred liter-
ature. Let him understand, then,
that they were highwaymen, who
soothed their consciences for
their un-Christian modes of get-
ting wealth from its owners by
their Christian habits of bestow-
ing it upon others.

Senator Gormanis trying to
carry the Maryland election for
the Democratic party of that
State by making a political issue
of President Roosevelt’s luncheon
with Booker T. Washington. If
this is what the Democratic party
stands for, the sooner it is wiped
out of existence as a weak imita-
tor of the false Democracy of pro-
slavery days, the better not only
for the country, but for the Demo-
cratic spirit of the country.
American Democrats want no re-
incarnation of Robert Toombs for
their political leader in these days
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when the natural rights of the
masses of all races are the stake
for which plutocrats are playing
in our politics. The true Demo-
cratic issues are drawn in Ohio,
not in Maryland.

When Mr. Herrick, the Repub-
lican candidate for governor of
Ohio told some guileless Repub-
lican farmers that the single tax
has been a failure whenever and
wherever tried, he displayed a
wealth of ignorance on fiscal sub-
jects which eminently qualifies
him, under the principles of the
merit system, to be the figurehead
of the Republican party in Ohio.
Not only has this single tax sys-
tem proved successful.in the in-
stances which we have enumer-
ated (pp. (404, 435, 451), but Mani-
toba may be mentioned as another
successful instance. Regarding
the experience of Manitoba, wearc
informed by W. A. Douglass, i
well-known accountant of Toron-
to, that—

About the year 1890 the farmers in that
Province called the attention of the Pro-
vincial ministry to the fact that for every
improvement made by the farmer, who
was developing the country, his taxes
were increased, and the taxes of the
speculator correspondingly diminished.
Consequently the late Mr. Norquay, then
premier of the Province, introduced a bill
into the legislature, worded as follows:
“Allland in rural municipalities used for
farming or gardening purposes, shall be
assesged as it would be assessed if it
were unimproved.”

Accordingly, since the year 1890 there
has been no taxation assessment of the
improvements of the farms and gar-
dens of that Province. When I was there
four years ago, I made inquiry of the
farmers and others as to the feeling of
the people regarding that method of tax-
ation, after an experience of nearly ten
years, and I received only one answer,
namely, that it gave universal satisfac-
tion. About a couple of years ago I
had the pleasure of an interview with the
Hon. Thomas Greenway, the successor
of the Hon. Mr. Norquay in the premier-
ship. and I put the question to him:
“Should I be safe in making the state-
ment that the abolition of taxes on im-
provements on the farms of Manitoba
is unanimously approved of?”’ His re-
ply was: “That is quite correct.” About
two months afterward I put the same
question to the Hon. Colin Campbell, the
attorney general of Manitoba, and he
fullv confirmed the testimony of Mr.
Greenway. Last Spring I met Mr. Stew-
art, member of parliament for Lisgar, in
Manitoba, and when I asked him if the

‘innovation was unanimously approved,
his reply was: ‘“‘Yes, by the farmers; but
not so with the speculators.” The tes-
timony of Mr. Macdonald, of Winnipeg,
was the most emphaticofall. This gen-
tleman was formerly Mayor of Winni-
peg. His statement was as follows:
“If any man were to propose to make
a change in the law, the people would
not ask him to go out of the door, they
would throw him out of the first win-
dow.”

This testimony in support of the
desirability of the single tax is pe-
culiarly valuable, because it comes
from a farming region, and the
single tax has been described by
land speculators as being espe-
cially objectionable to farmers.

Important steps in the direc-
tion of equitable taxation in New
York city are being taken by the
commissioners of taxes and as-
sessments. They have recently
issued directions to the deputy
tax commissioners, who perform
the work of assessing real estate,
in which they call -the attention
of the deputies to the amendment
to the charter requiring them to
state separately what would be
the value of each parcel if it were
wholly unimproved, and the value
of the same parcel with the im-
provements, if any. The deputies
are directed also to assess all
property at its market value as
the law requires. An examina-
tion of the assessments for 1903,
as compared with those for 1902,
shows a great advance toward
equitable valuations. It has been
believed by those acquainted with
the facts that heretofore vacant
land and costly residences_ have
been greatly under-assessed. This
is now being demonstrated. The
increase in assessed value for the
whole city is 42 per cent. On 173
parcels of the most valuable sec-
tion of Fifth avenue, opposite Cen-
tral Park, it is more than 100 per
cent.—from $18,000,000 to $37,
000,000. On one unimproved sec-
tion on Manhattan Island it is
75 per cent.—from $21,000,000 to
$36,000,000. The increase in an
unimproved section of the Bronx
is from $33.000,000 to $57,000,000,
or about 70 per cent. In the bor
ough of Brooklyn the increase is
on the average only about 29 per
cent.; but for some of the unim-

proved sections it is over 40 per
cent., and in one case 50 per cent..
The taxes upon tenements and
modest dwellings have been al-
most invariably decreased. This
is a result of the single tax idea
in actual even if only moderate
operation.

In view of the disclosures of
Chairman Salen, of the Democrat-
ic committee of Ohio, there is lit-
tle to wonder at about the Repub-
lican chairman’s refusal to unite
with the Democrats in publishing
accounts of their respective cam-
paign expenditures. Of the ex-
penditures the Republicans are
making, Mr. Salen says:

From the start no 1limit has been

placed upon the amount of money neces-
sary to accomplish a given purpose.
Every paper published in a foreign lan-
guage, whose support could be bought,
was given the price demanded. I have
seen the contracts between one of these
papers and the Cuyahoga and State Re-
publican committees, which called for
the payment of $3,000 to that one sheet.
Every Democrat who could be reached
by the allurements of money was given
what he asked, and just now a separate
division of money for various counties
is being made for the specific object of
“lining up” dishonest Democrats.
Mr. Salen gives a bill of particu-
lars of this county division of
funds, stating the amount for
each county. For Cuyahoga it is
$100,000; for Franklin, where Co-
Jumbus is situated, it is $12,000:
for Hamilton, the Cincinnati
county, it is $25,000; and the ag-
gregate runs up to a quarter of a
million or more. Not only does
Mr. Salen itemize this corrup-
tion fund, but he names the per-
sons in the several localities who
have its distribution in charge.
The campaign manager who, in
the face of charges as specific as
those of Mr. Salen, refuses to
agree to a joint publication of the
amount and nature of campaign
expenditures, thereby pleads guil-
ty to the charge of corruption. If
the Ohio clectorate can be de-
bauched, the Hanna combine in-
tend to debauch it at next week’s
clection.

When Mr. Herrick, Republican
‘andidate for governor of Ohio,
told the coal miners of New
Straitsville that every omne of
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them could “rise to high rank if
he has the muscle, brains and
pluck,” he did not seem to realize
that he was accusing every one of
those working men of deficiency
in muscle, brains or pluck. Yet
that is what his foolish words im-
plied. The fact that these miners
have not risen proves their defi--
ciency, if Mr. Herrick’s assur-
ances are true. Mr. Herrick is
-evidently one of the public men
who, because they themselves
have risen from poverty to wealth
(never mind the “boosts’” on the
way), think that anyone can rise
if he only has their “muscle,
brains and pluck.” It is a highly
self-satisfactory state of mind.

THE OHICAGO TRAOTION QUESTION.

The people of Chicago are now
-entering upon another distinct
stage in the process of solving

* their traction problem (pp. 195,
225-29-31-41-42-48, 300-60-94, 401-
08-18-25-41-52-58). They are about
to determine (unless the city coun-
il prevents it by a premature ex-
tension of franchises), whether or
not they will immediately proceed
to the establishment of a system
-of municipal’ownership and oper-
ation of the Chicago street car
system.

The preliminary stepshave been
taken.

An act of the legislature en-
abling the city to own and operate
traction lines (p. 196) was passed
last Spring. It is known as “the
Mueller act.” But this act can
have no effect in Chicago until
adopted by the people of the city
upon a referendum vote. At pres-
ent it is not a law in Chicago.

It is, however, to be submitted
to a referendum vote at the Chi-
cago city election in April next.
Provision for its submission was
made by the city council (p. 458) a
week ago.

Upon the adoption of this act by
the people of Chicago at that elec-
tion, the city will have the pow-
er—

1. To own street railways within the
corporate limits of the city.

2. To operate the street railways so
owned; provided three-fifths of the
voters at a referendum election voting
on that question vote in favor of it.

3. To lease the street railways so
owned, for not longer than 20 years:
no lease to be valid for more than five
years (if a referendum is demanded by

ten per cent. of the voters), unless the
lease is approved by a majority vot-
ing thereon at a referendum election.

4. To borrow money on the credit
of the city for the construction or pur-
chase and the operation of its street
railways; provided that the constitu-
tional debt-limit of the city be not
thereby exceeded, and provided, also,
that at a referendum election two-
thirds of the voters voting thereon
vote therefor.

5. In lieu of thus borrowing money
on the credit of the city, to issue
‘“street railway certificates” payable
out of the revenues of the street rail-
ways so owned; provided that at a
referendum election a majority of the
voters voting thereon vote therefor.

6. “To acquire, take and hold any
and all necessary property, real, per-
sonal or mixed, for the purposes speci-
fied in this act, either by purchase or
condemnation in the manner provided
by law for the taking and condemning
of private property for public use.”

The provision last above noted,
which authorizes the “condemna-
tion” of all existing street car
property upon proceedings insti-
tuted by the city, raises the most
important consideration now at
stake in the matter. Itis because
that provision is contained in “the
Mueller act” that the traction
companies and their friends are
straining every mnerve to se-
cure a compromise between the
city and the companies before the
adoption of “the Mueller act? at
the April election. To nullify this
provision would be one of the ef-
fects, if, indeed, it is not one of the
chief objects, of the “tentative
ordinance” which the traction
committee of the city council has
just published as a compromlso
offer to the tractlon companies.

The anxiety of the traction in-
terests to accomplish that object
of nullification will be better un-
derstood, perhaps, if the circum-
stances are explained.

“Condemnation” proceedings
are not unfamiliar in their
general features. They are the
method whereby the public takes
private property for public use,
paying the owner its value.

In form, these proceedings are
simple enough The right to take
the property being a right of sov-
ereign power, only one question
remains when that right is as-
serted by the sovereign authority,
which in this country is the State.
The auestion that then remains is
the simple one of the valne of the
property, and this is decided by a

jury empanelled for the purpose.

Since the advent of mechanical
power the sovereign right to con-
demn private property to public
use has been extensively exert-
ed in behalf of highway corpora-
tions, principally railroads, on the
theory that they are agencies of
the State serving a public use.
Consequently a considerable body
of “condemnation” law has grown
up, partly legislative and partly
judicial, which tends to favaor the
corporations that require private
property for the public uses they
serve. For instance, if a jury as-
sess the value of such property at
more than the corporation is will-
ing to give, the corporation, upon
paying the trifling cost of the pro-
ceeding, may not only abandon
that proceeding, but may begin a
new one; and then another, and
another, and so on repeatedly un-
til a verdict satisfactory to itself
is'secured. Moreover, the ver-
dict, when so accepted, is final
as to the person whose property is
“condemned.” The jury, and not
an appellate court, is regarded as
the sole judge of the value of the
property. Thus in the 8Su-
preme Court of the United States
the “condemnation” of a right of
way across a railroad track in
Chicago was sustained, although
the jury had fixed the damages
at only $1; and in another
case, the Supreme Court of Illi-
nois sustained the “condemna-
tion” of a street car franchise in
Chicago, although the' jury had
fixed the damages at only one
cent.

With this body of “condem-
nation” law confronting them, is
it any wonder the traction inter-
ests of Chicago are extremely
anxious to complete a compromise
agreement with the city council
before “the Mueller act” becomes
law in that city?

When that act is adopted by
the people of Chicago next April,
the city will acquire the sovereign
right to seize for the public uses
incident to municipal ownership
and operation of street railways,
any of the property of the street
car corporations. To do this, it
need only apply for a jury to ap-
praise the value of the property;
and, if it accepts the jury’s ver-
dict, to pay that amount as dam-
ages for the seizure.

But it need not accept any ver-
dict that seems excessive. All it
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need do if a verdict is excessive is
to abandon that particular pro-
ceeding, upon paying some small
costs, and begin a new proceeding;
and so on repeatedly until some
jury renders a verdict that is not
excessive. Furthermore, the val-
vation fixed by the jury whose ver-
dict the city does elect to abide by
will be conclusive. ’

Consider now the practical ap-
plication to the street car ques-
tion of this “condemnation” pow-
er under “the Mueller act.”

If the city decides to own, ac-
quire and operate its own street
car system, or any particular linc
or part of a line, it can proceed to
condemn the streetcarproperty of
the traction companies — either
the whole system or one or
more lines or parts of lines, as
may seem most expedient. This
property consists of no more than
these three classes of things:

1. The tangible property, such as
tracks, trolleys, cables, power-houses
and machinery, cars, etc;

2. The legitimate franchises that are
still unexpired; and,

3. The ineffective and valueless 99-
year franchise.

In order to condemn all this
property to the use of the city,
nothing would be necessary, other
than “condemnation’ formalities,
but to empanel a jury to appraisc
its value. If that jury were im-
properly influenced and returned
an enormouslyexcessive value, the
particular proceeding could be
abandoned and a new one insti-
tuted; and this could be repeated
until a jury had fixed the value at
a reasonable amount, whereupon
the city eould accept that verdict
as final and proceed with its pol-
icy of municipal ownership and op-
eration, or suspend that policy
until the highest courts had
passed upon the “condemnation”
proceedings, as might be thought
best.

Let us stop. then, to ask: What
kind of verdict ought to be ac
cepted?

In the first place, a fair, even a
liberal, valuation, might properly
be placed upon the tangible prop-
erty—that of the first class enu-
merated above. In the next place,
for the legitimate franchises (the
second class enumerated above)
there might properly be allowed a
liberal bonus for the unexpired

terms. In the third place, the un-
expired part of the ineffective 99-
years franchise (the third class
enumerated above) might proper-
ly be appraised at one cent or one
dollar. Either valuation would be
sustained, unless judicial prece-
dents inuring to the benefit of pri-
vate corporations were overruled
when appealed to in behalf of the
public.

A verdict so found might be an-
alyzed about as follows, assuming
for simplicity of illustration that
the proceedings were for the *“con-
demnation” not of one line mere-
ly, but of the whole system:

1. For tangible property (the
amount estimated in tax-
ation proceedings by the
traction companies’ law-

{

h22) o N $11,000,000
2. For unexpired terms of
effective franchises (say).. 1,000,000

3. For the unexpired term of
the ineffective 99-years’

franchise (say) ........... 1
Total damages for ‘‘con-
demnation” .............. $12,000,001

In this manner a basis for the
settlement of the whole traction
question, including the 99-year
franchise problem in all its rami-
fications, could be made—fairly,

liberally, legally, and immedi-
ately.
The representatives of the

traction interests know this, and
are accordingly anxious to secure
an extension of franchises from
the city council before “the Muel-
ler act” becomes law in Chicago.
They want to use their valueless
99-vear franchise as a club to
force a compromise extension.
They do not want to have that
franchige valued and disposed of
in “condemnation” proceedings.

In some quarters it is arguned
that an extension of franchise be-
fore “the Mueller act” is voted on
will not prevent “condemnation”
proceedings, if the extension or-
dinance reserves to the city the
right to adopt municipal owner-
ship.

Thig view rests upon a retroac-

tive clause in  “the Mueller
act.” According to that clause,
when such a reservation is

made in a franchise ordinance, it
is to be “as valid and effective for
all purposes.” in case the city
afterward adopts “the Mueller
act,” as if the act had heen already
adopted.

It is to be observed, however, at
the outset, that if this were done,.
the value of the new franchise
would be an additional factor in.
“condemnation” proceedings, and
that an entirely new 20-years”
franchise would be of enormous-
value in that computation.

But consider what else is
volved.

If an extension of franchises
with that reservation were made,.
even in good faith, it would need-
lessly inject into the Chicago trac-
tion problem two entirely new
questions, upon which trouble-
some litigation might be based. It
would make an opportunity to
raise the question (1) of the valid-
ity of the retroactive clause itself,.
and (2) of the sufficiency of the res-
ervation in the extension ordi-
nance. It may be added that no-
such reservation as would give im-
mediate vitality to the retroac-
tive clause of “the Mueller act”
seems to have been inserted in the
“tentative ordinance” of the coun-
cilmanic committee.

It is urged in the same connec-
tion that if the proposedextension
ordinance were submitted to a ref-
erendum vote at the election next
Spring, there might be no objec-
tion to its passage by the city
council meanwhile. But in that
way, also, new questions for liti-
gation would be needlessly thrust
into the problem. The point
might be raised that there
was no legal authority for
a binding referendum and that
the extension ordinance had
consequently acquired legal va-
lidity upon its adoption by the
council, no matter how the people
might thereafter have voted. En-
tirely apart from the legal as-
pects of the matter, two street car

in-

referendums at the same elec-

tion—one for the adoption of an
enabling act conferring power to-
establish municipal ownership,
and the other for a franchise ex-
tension practically nullifying that
power for several years—would
give the Chicago newspapers,
most of which are opposed to mu-
nicipal ownership as long as it ean
be staved off, an excellent oppor-
tunity to confuse public senti-
ment and thereby to deceive the
people themselves into giving the
law to the city and the plum to the
traction companies.

Still another objection to ex-
tending the Chicago street car
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franchises before the people pass
apon the question of adopting
“the Mueller act,” is the objection
that such an extension would com-
plicate if it did not wholly nullify
the acquired right of the city to
wipe out the ineffective 99-years’
franchise with a verdict in “con-
«demnation” for nominal dam-
ages as to that claim. How easy it
would be to insert in such an ex-
tension ordinance some clausc
that could be held to amount to
an agreement conceding value to
that valueless franchise. If this
were done, the jury in “condemna-
tion” proceedings would be bound
by the agreement. They would
Thave to value the valueless fran-
chise not at its true value but at
itsagreed value. Evenif the agree-
ment did not seem to be very
plain, it could be made a basis for
litigation.

Or, the 99-years’ claim could be
nominally abandoned in the com-
promise agreement for an exten-
-sion, but be really perpetuated by
changing its form; as, for exam-
Pple. by making an agreement that
the city shall take over the prop-
«erty of the companies at some ex-
cessive valuation when it estab-
Tishes municipal ownership.

In go far as the “tentative ordi-
nance” of the councilmanic com-
mittee relates to this point, it ap-
pears to have been cautiously
drawn with the definite purpose of
substituting arbitration for “con-
demnation” in all future action by
the city with reference to traction-
company property. It would nul-
lify the “condemnation” clause of
“the Mueller act.”

In any possible view of the mat-
ter the proposition to “compro-
mise” with the traction compa-
nies by giving them an extension
of franchises before the vote
on “the Mueller act™, is fraught
with all manner of danger to the
municipal ownership movement;
and when the secrecy in which the
negotiations are conducted be-
tween the councilmanic commit-
tee and the traction companies is
considered, it is not without a sus-
picious flavor. The only safety for
the city is to keep the whole ques-
tion out of the domain of con-
tracts, and to bring it within its
proper domain of police regula-
tion. The region of contracts is
full of “vested rights” pitfalls;the
region of police regulation, inclu-
sive of the powers of “condemna-

'

tion” for public use, is clear and
safe.

The chairman of the committee
having these negotiations in
charge for the city council pro-
tests that the committee ought to
be trusted though it does hold se-
cret confabs with the traction rep-
resentatives. His protest was
made in explanation of a joint ses-
sion of the committee and the
traction representatives, from
which tlte councilmanic commit-
tee excluded authorized represen-
tatives of the organized move-
ment for municipal ownership.
“Like Caesar’s wife,” said this al-
dernian, pleading for himself and
his associates on the committee,
“they should be above suspicion.”

He was quite right. Theyshould
be. But unfortunately they are
not. Wherefore it may be as well
to drop the allusion to the Caesar-
ian family episode.

By no means do we imply that
these aldermen are suspected of
pecuniary corruption. That is not
the point. What they are suspect-
ed of, entirely apart from any
question of corruption, is dis-
guised hostility to municipalizing
the street car system. They are
suspected to be in favor of munici-
pal ownership but opposed to put
ting it into practice.

And that suspicion seems to be
pretty well supported by the cir-
cumstances. These very aldermen
were responsible for the clauses
in “the Mueller act” which make
municipal ownership and opera-
tion difticult to get and corpora-
tion ownership and operation easy
to perpetuate. It was they who
fixed up the provision in “the
Mueller act” which makes two
negative votes count as much as
three affirmative votes at a refer-
endum election on questions of
municipal operation of municipal-
Iv-owned lines, and only as vote
for vote on questions of leasing
the lines. It was theyv who fixed
up the provision that absolutely
requires a referendum on the
question of operation, but none
on the question of leasing unless

-the lease is for more than five

vears, and then only in case it is
petitiond for bysome 40,000 voters.
These facts alone are suspicious.
But in addition we find the same
aldermen hunting with miero-
scopes of a million magnifying
power, for difficulties in the way

of putting the provisions of “the
Mueller act” into operation, now
that they have been driven by pub-
lic opinion to take that act out of
the pigeon hole into which they
had buried it, and submit it to pop-
ular vote. The chairman of the
committee, for instance—he who
thinks, praperly enough, that he
ought to be above suspicion, like
Caesar’s wife—enumerates three
reasons for believing that munici-
pal ownership is impossible at
present. We quote his reasons
from the Chicago Examiner of the
26th:

First—The fact that 60 per cent. of the
lines by the terms of the ordinances con-
trolling them, and over which there is
no legal dispute, do not expire for some
time to come. The longest franchise
has about 14 years to run.

Second—The 99-year act, which con-
trols several of the main arteries to the
city, must be got out ot the way, either
by the determination of the courts orre-
linquishment by agreement, or on con-
ditions that the traction lines so affect-
ed receive a new grant.

Third—The impossibility at this time
of raising the money by the city of Chi-
cago necessary to construct, equip and
operate a system of street railways. It
would require at least $80,000,000 to
carry out municipal traction plans, and
such a sum {s out of the question.

He might have added that mu-
nicipal ownership is impossible
immediately because it takes time
to shift the ownership of so big an
institution as the Chicago street
car system. Of course municipal
ownership is impossible immedi-
ately. But the beginning of the
necessary proceedings is not im-
possible immediately. And as to
necessary delay, it will be much
shorter if steps toward municipal
ownership are taken immediately
than if they are postponed for five,
ten or twenty vears by a compro-
mise contract with the traction
companies.

None of the objections noted
above alludes to the “condemna-
tion” clause of “the Mueller act.”
Yet that clause sweeps away the
first and second objection alto-
gether. Can anyone be criticised
for suspecting the good faith of al-
dermen who raise such objections
without at least explaining away
the “condemnation” clause, which
nullifies them unless it can be ex-
plained away?

The only objection of the three
that requires any further consid-
eration is the third, namely, that
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Chicago could not raise the neces-
sary money to establish municipal
ownership. Let us consider it. For
that purpose we will suppose a sit-
uation.

Suppose the city council refus-
es to compromise with the trac-
tion companies.

Suppose the people adopt “the
Mueller bill” at the city election
next April.

Suppose the council thereupon
enters upon the consideration of
a municipal ownership and oper-
ation ordinance, such as “the
Mueller act” allows.

Suppose one of the traction
companies’ aldermen objects that
“it would require $80,000,000 to
carry out the plans of the pro-
posed ordinance, and that such a
-sum is out of the question.”

Suppose the alderman having-
the proposed ordinance in charge,
replies that he doesn’t believe
that it would require as much as

_ that. nor that the necessary sum

cannot be raised; but that he is
willing to proceed cautiously, and
therefore he moves to amend the
proposed ordinance, so as to make
it applicable to only one of the ex-
isting lines.

Suppose the traction compa-
nies’ alderman then objects that
the city cannot buy that line for
any reasonable sum because its
valuable franchise has some years
vet to run, while its valueless
99.vear franchise is a powerful
¢lub which it holds over the cityin
all negotiations.

Suppose the alderman incharge
of the ordinance then calls the at-
tention of the objecting alderman
to the power of “condemnation”
conferred by “the Mueller act”
and availed of by the proposed or-
dinance.

Suppose then that this silences
the objecting alderman and that
the ordinance passes the council.

Suppose that the short line in
question it thereupon “con-
demned.” the jury valuing its tan-
zible property and the unexpired
term of its valuable franchise
liberally, and its 99-yvear fran-
chise at its true value of one cent.

Suppose now that the owners
of the “condemned” line go into
the courts. They can attack noth-
ing but the sufficiency of the val-
uation. The right to condemn is
absolute, subject only to compen-

sation to be assessed by a jury.

Meanwhile the city may proceed
to operate the line, or it may de-
lay operating until the highést-
court has passed upon such legal
questions as are involved.

Is it asked how the city will get
the money to pay the compensa-
tion which the jury awards? By
selling the “streetrailway” certifi-
cates authorized by “the Mueller
act.” Would there be a market
for those certificates? Not much
of a market would be needed for
one line. But that aside, does any
sane person imagine that those
certificates would go a-begging
after the highest court had sus-
tained the city in a “condemna-
tion” case? They would instantly
be recognized as a good invest-
ment; and that they would in fact
be a good investment is proved by

"the nine vears® experience of Glas

gow.

From the moment that this tak-
ing over of one line had been ef-
fected, the whole street car ques-
tion would be settled. The own-
ers of the other lines wonld “fall
over each other” to sell out to the
city, and would gladly take their
pay in  “street railway certifi-
cates.” It is absurd to suppose
that certificates to the value of
$100,000,000 could not easily be
placed at par, sccured as they
would be under “the Mueller act,”
and buttressed by a test case de-
cision. But nothing like $100.-
000,000 would be needed.

Tet this plan of proceeding be
adopted, and within five years
Chicago would be setting her sis-
ter cities of the United States the
same splendid example in efficient
and profitable street car service
that Glasgow has set to the cities
of Great Britain and which 50
of them have followed. Five years
at the most. And that is the time
the aldermanie committee propose
giving the traction companies for
putting their lines into condition
for good modern service.

Meanwhile might not the com:
panies abandon their service?

If they did. the “condemnation”
proceedings would be so much the
easier. But they would not. Ne
franchise is mnecessary to hold
themtotheirjob. The experience of
Boston and of Washington prove
that mere licenses, revocable at
any day oranyhour,securefarbet-
ter street car service from private
companies than Chicago has beeun

able to secure with 20-year and
even 99-year franchises. Give the
traction companies a franchise
and they will forthwith stock-job
it, as they always have. Fight
them for the recovery of the pub-
lic streets, giving themn licenses
meantime, and they will have
nothing to stock-job. There will
be no way for ‘them to get money
but by earning it. o

When the possibilities for the
city under “the Mugller act™ are
considered, the ‘“tentative ordi-
nance” of the councilmanic com-
mittee appears to be such a braz-
en trifling with public sentiment
and the people’s interests as to
challenge all patience. '

It would doubtless be a good or-
dinance for the purpose of perpet-
uating corporation ownership and
management of the street car sys-
tem. But as a step toward mu-
nicipal ownership it is utterly
without merit.

It would probably nullify the
“condemnation” clause of ‘“the
Mueller act.” At any rate it would
open up delicate legal questions
on that point over which long and
vexatious litigation would be pos-
sible. And as to the 99-year fran-
chise, which is nominally abro-
gated, the city would have to pro-
ceed for 20 vears with the caution
and agility of a tight rope walker
to prevent a complication of cir-
cumstances which would énable
the traction companies, at the end
of this franchise, to coerce the
granting of another one by the
same kind of threats of litigation
that they now make with refer-
ence to the 99-vear franchise.
Even as to theoretical municipal
ownership, it is but Dbarely
squeezed into this “tentative or-
dinance.” The city could not
adopt municipal ownership until
1923. Tt could not take the first
step in that direction—the serv-
ing upon the companies of notice
of intention—until 1922. And un-
less it served that notice within
the 12 months between 1921 and
1922, the notice would be void and
the city would be bound by con-
tract to give another franchise
(by compromise) extending until
1943. What a magnificent oppor-
tunity for corrupting the council
of 1921-22!

For any other purpose than to
perpetuate private ownership of
traction rights in the streets of
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Chicago, that ‘“tentative ordi-
nance” is as misleading in design
as it is skillful in construction.

EDITORIAL OORRESPONDENGE.

Cincinnati, Oct. 27.—During this
campaign Mayor Johnson has visited
58 counties and addressed 130 meetings,
more than twice as many as Mr. Mc-
Kinley addressed in his famous cam-
paign. Johknson’s meeting hnere last
evening, considering the conditions un-
der which it was held, was perhaps the
most successful of the entire campaign.
Although the weather was unseasonably
frigid, the meeting was a warm one
from start to finish. - Four thousand
people crowded into the tent, which
had been located in an obscure quarter
of the city. There was no red fire, no
music or other contrivauces for attract-
ing the attention of the people. The
audience embraced all shades of citi-
zenship—professional men, business
men, mechanics and laboring men of
all degrees. It was a well behaved, or-
derly, intelligent, responsive audience:
an audience altogether indicative of an
aroused condition of political feeling in
this community, and, therefore, prophet-
ic of a large vote in opposition to the
autocratic rule of George B. Cox, ip
Hamilton county.

Mayor Johnson never spoke with
more force. His voice was as clear as
a bell. It could be heard distinctly,
every word clegrly enunciated, several
rods beyond the folds of the-tent. He
spoke for an hour and three quarters,
the last half hour being devbted to
questions, which were fired at him
from every part of the meeting. It
was evident to an intelligent observer
that the questions were prepared by
men who had a thoraugh grasp of the
political situation in this State and
who knew how to state the point con-
cisely and quickly. But every one was
answered like a flash and then elabo-
rated so eloquently as to surprise even
the admirers of the speaker.

Mayor Johnson gives no evidence of
anxiety as to the result. He declares
with confidence and emphasis that he
has Mark Hanna defeated. In appear-
ance and manner he is as serene and
unconcerned, as full of life and ener-
gy, as if he had not done anything more
than take exercise sufficient to keep
his blood circulating freely; and he
looks as happy and jolly and smiling as
a boy of 17 who never had a care in
the world. Arduous campaigning in
all kinds of weather, speaking, fre-
quently from four to five times a day
and sometimes as high as seven, ap-
pears to have agreed with him, for his
eye is bright and his energies seem to
be unabated.

After Johnson finished his speech he
invited all the visiting demo-

cratic Democrats who have been
conducting the street nfeellngs for
the past ten days to accom-
pany him to a downtown restaurant,
and around one table 20 in all were
seated, with Mayor Johnson at the
head. Anecdotes and reminiscences,
in which “The Prophet of San Francis-
co”” was the central figure, were in-
dulged in until two o’clock in the
morning. The meeting then broke up
only at the insistence of some consid-
erate friends of Mayor Johnson, who
knew that he had to leave the city at
5:50 in the morning.

Could the cohorts of privilege have
listened, and have come in touch with
the spirit that animated each one of that
little group, they would have realized
that they are now merely engaged in
a skirmish, even if their boasts come
true that on the morning of November
4 Tom L. Johnson will find himself de-

.feated by one hundred thousand ma-

jority. .

At the tent meeting last night the4

vresiding officer, Judge Harmon, who
was attorney general in President
Cleveland’s cabinet, first introduced
Prof. Lybarger, of Philadelphia, who
recited the well known poem “Ninety
and Nine,” following it with an
eloquent speech in harmony with the
sentiment of the poem, which was en-
thusiastically received by the vast
audience. In introducing Mayor John-
son, Judge Harmon made a strong plea
for harmony in the ranks of the Dem-
ocratic party.

Street meetings are held at half a
dozen points in the business center of
Cincinnati, beginning promptly at 12
o’clock. All are kept up for two hours,
and now two of them, at Fountain
Square and Fifth and Race streets, are
kept going until dark. They are again
started at 7:30 and continue until near-
ly midnight. Congressman Robert Ba-
ker, of Brooklyn, N. Y., who has been
speaking several times every day for
nearly two weeks, says of these meet-
ings:

The success of the street meerings here
is beyond question. Where lethargy and
indifference prevalled ten days ago, the
audiences are now casily secured, and are
held by the speakers for hours. From six
to tenr meectings @ day have been held, at
two points, being contitued every day for
from four to five hours. This strain upon
our out of town fricnds has been great, but
they feel well repald by numerous evi-
dences that have come to haund of the (f-
fect of their specches. Qulte a number
have openly proclaimued their conversion,
and it iz within tile truth to put the a tual
chunge of votes to Johnson and the Demo-
cratic ticket at not less than three thou-
sand. Several of our friends, judging from
the marked change in the temper of our
audiences, believe it will be much greater,
and that Hamiiton County will not give
more than 20 Republican plurality, de-
spite 10,00 fraudulent votes,

D. S. LUTHER.

Cardinal Newman says that a con-
servative is a man who is at the top of
the tree, and knows it, and means never
to come down.

NEWS

Week ending Thursday, Oct. 29.

The heavy fighting of the Ohio
campaign appears to be centering
in Cuyahoga county, the home
county of Mayor Johmson. At
any rate, the Republican news-
papers are predicting a Republi-
can majority of 100,000 in the
State at large, and reporting that
nothing 12mains for them to do
but to recover Cleveland and Cuy-
ahoga from Johnsonism, an event
which they also predict confident-
ly. This, they hold, will drive
Johnson out of Ohio politics.
Johnson expresses his confidence,
on the other hand, that the Re-
publicans will not only lose Cuya-

hoga county by an increased ma-

jority against them, but that their
majorities in the State at large
will be greatly reduced. While
virtually conceding Herrick's
election as governor, he predicts
the defeat of Hanna for the Sen-
ate.

From his large meeting at Mt.
Vernon, on the 19th (p. 457), Mr.
Johnson went on the 20th to Mil-
lersburg, in the strong Democrat-
ic county of Holmes, where he
spoke at a tent meeting attended
by 3,500. This is the home of one
of the eight Democratic members
of the legislature (“black sheep™
who voted for the street-franchise
“curative’ act against which their
party was pledged (p. 113), and
whose treachery to the people
Johnson has exposed and de-
nounced at all his meetings. The
Holmes county member, Mr. Col-
lier, was not present to defend
himself. although he had been in-
vited and assured a fair hearing
and courteous treatment. But
later in the same day, at Shreve,
in the Democratic county of
Wayne, the home of another of
the “black sheep”—Uriah F.
Wells—the situation was differ-
ent.  Mr. Wells appeared.

v

The incident at Shreve was so
unique in Ameriecan political cam-
paigning that we reproduce the
report of it by the Cleveland Plain
Dealer’s staff correspondent, Carl
T. Robertson:

Mayor Johnson met Wells immediate~
ly after the flaying of Collier, having
left Holmes county and entered Wayne
at Shreve, on the way to Wooster for &
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pight meeting. A crowd of 1,600 and a
band was awaiting at Shreve, the
arrival of the ‘red devil.” An im-
promptu committee of prominent citi-
zens stepped forward to greet and wel-
come the mayor, and among these was
Wells, of Wayne.

“How de do, Brother Johnson,” said
Wells, of Wayne, extending his hand.
“How de do, Brother Wells,” was the
noncommittal reply of Mayor Johnson,
as he limply grasped the proffered fin-
gers of the Shreve statesman. This was
the extent of tl/:e conversation between
the candidate and the “curativist” for
the time being.

Johnson .was grabbed and surrounded
by the local committee and was begged
to say nothing bad about Wells during
his speech in Shreve. ‘“You see,” they
explained, ‘“Wells i{s for the ticket all
right, and he’s got a lot of friends, and it
would be unwise to antagonize him.”
“It would be cowardly,” replied the
Mayor. “to denounce these black sheep
all over the State and then for reasons
of policy to keep quiet when in the home
of one of them. I do not believe in that
kind of campaigning.”

After the Mayor had been introduced
he lost no time in getting after Wells.
He said a few pleasant things about the
size of the crowd, the cordiality of the
reception and the pleasure he expe-
rienced in being able to be in Shreve and
to address its populace, and then it was
the turn of Wells of Wayne. ‘I have
been saying some very harsh things,”
sald the speaker, ‘‘of the eight Demo-
cratic legislators, who, .in the last legis-
lature, proved false to their party and
their platform, and voted for the so-
called curative act or Cincinnati steal.
One of these eight Democrats was your
fellow townsman, Mr. Wells. Of all the
eight Mr. Wells has been the only one
who has spoken to me since that time.
This afternoon Mr. Wells shook hands
with me. I shall try to be fair with Mr.
Wells in what I have to say. Your com-
mittee has asked me not to make any
reference to Mr, Wells in my remarks
here. I cannot be cowardly and omit to-
day here in Mr. Wells's presence what I
have said in every other county which
I have visited. I do not think Mr. Wells
would ask me not to say before his
face what I have said behind his back.”

The Mayor then reviewed the history
of the curative legislation, the stand of
the Sandusky platform in opposition to
the granting or renewal of street rail-
way franchises without a vote of the
people and the great pressure which
was brought to bear to secure the pas-
sage of the curative act,

“Mr. Wells cannot plead ignorance,”
continued Mr. Johnson. “He knew both
sides of the question. Representatives
of both sides talked to him. My whola
point is that when a man is elected on a
platform he is bound to vote in accord-
ance with the declarations of that plat-
form. If he does not intend to stand on
the platform he ought not to let the peo-

ple vote for him. This, in short, is my
complaint against Mr. Wells. During
the campaign I have said some pretty
hard things against Mr. Wells and his
associates. I am not putting it nearly
as strong to-day as I have on other oc-
casions. I have been asked not to.
(Laughter. )Now, I am going to give Mr.
Wells a chance to reply to what I have
said. If he has any objection to makeI
invite him to come forward and make
it. 1 shall treat him courteously.”

Wells, of Wayne, was not slow to ac-

cept the invitation to come forward. He
promptly arose, but instead of entering
into a discussion of his own curative
record, Wells asked Mr. Johnson & num-
ber of questions of a general nature, in
no way related either to Wells or the
curative act.

“Did you ever hold an interest in a
street railroad with a franchise extend-
ing for 999 years?”’ asked Wells.

“I have owned an interest in two dif-
ferent roads with 999 years’ franchise,”
replied Mr. Johnson. “I never, however,
asked for a 999-year franchise, or a 50-
year franchise. I merely bought up a
number of roads which had been granted
these long franchises by foolish people.
When I was in the street railroad busi-
ness I was in it to make money; and,
while I never asked for these franchises,
1 did not hesitate to purchase a road
which had already received such valua-
ble grants.”

The second question of Wells, of
Wayne, was still more remote from the
curative act: ‘“When a member of Con-
gress did you make a mistake when you
voted against the coupler act?”

“Yes,” replied the mayor. “I made a
mistake. There is no man who does not
make a mistake. When the eoupler bill
was introduced I thought it was some
scheme to benefit the holders of a cer-
tain patent, a scheme to grant a special
privilege, and I opposed it. It was a mis-
take, and I recognized it soon after. The
bill was a good oite.”

Wells, of Wayne, had a third question,
“You claim that vou are working for
the interests of the people of Cleveland.
How then do you account for the fact
that under your administration the ex-
penses of the city have increased $260,-
000 a year, and that the tax levy has
been raised?”’

“The expenses of the city have not in-
creased in proportion to the increase in
population,” replied the Mayor. *‘We
have haq many new improvements made
necessary by the city's growth. But the
best answer to this charge is that the
people of Cleveland, who alone are in-
terested, have in five successive elec-
tions vindicated my administration.”

Wells, of Wayne, had no more ques-
tions, but he had not finished. *“Mr.
Johnson,” he said, “I never said an un-
kind thing about you in my life, I
wouldn’t do it, because we belong to the
same church, and I have always felt
kindly towards you on that account.”

“That’s right,” assented the Mayor,

“we're both Campbellites. If you say
you have never said an unkind thing
about me I will take your word for it. I
must say, however, that your questions
which you have just asked me, and
which had nothing to do with the mat-
ter which we were discussing, appeared
to me to have been intended unkindly.”
. “You said,” suddenly exclaimed
Wells, “that we were paid to vote for
that bill.”

~ “No, I never said that,” replied the
Mayor. “I never said you were dishon-
est. I do not know whether you are
dishonest or not. I know that the pas-
sage of that act was worth from $25,000,-
000 to $40,000,000, and that they were
spending a great deal of money. .I know
that there was not a cent to be spent on
the side of the people, the side which
you were bound to stand on when you
were elected on the Democratic plat-
form.”

“I voted for that curative act because
I thought it was right,” declared Wells,
of Wayne. “No man ever approached
or offered me a cent.”

“Now, Mr. Wells,” said the mayor,
most blandly, “when you asked me
about that coupler bill I admitted that
I made a mistake. Will you not now
admit that you made a mistake when
you voted for that curative act?”

“No, T will not,” replied Wells. “I
think I voted right.”

“You have a right to your opinion,”
said the Mayor, and therewith dropped
Wells, of Wayne, from further consid-
eration. He proceeded to make to the
people of Shreve a speech on the issues
of the campaign, and in no way referred
to Wells again.

But the strangest incident of all came
when the Mayor had finished his speech
and was about to depart. Wells pressed
close up to the automobile and again ex-
tended his hand ‘to bid the mayor
“good-by.” “It’s all right, Brother John-
son.,” he said, and the Mayor is still
wondering just what Wells, of Wayne,
meant. But the two shook hands and
parted as the best of friends would part.

Several other meetings were ad-
dressed by Mr. Johnson on that
day, the last being at Wooster, in
the same county of Wayne. where
the audience, wmeeting in the
opera honse, numbered 1,000. On
the 21st he addressed seven meet-
ings, none of which numbered less
than 500 auditors, the last one
being at Canton, in the Republi-
can connty of Stark, where the
audience nnmbered 5.500. At this
and one other of these meetings
Mr. Johnson referred to the sin-
gle tax reform in substantially
the same terms.  As veported in
the speech at North Lawrence
(one of the seven), in the connty of

Stark, he said, on that point:
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