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EDITORIAL

Control of Water-Power Sites.

To what end is the war of words over the ques-
tion of State versus Federal control of water-
power sites? Unless the monopoly value, or the
land value, is taxed it makes little difference
whether monopolists take those sites from the Fed- .
eral Government or from the States. It is said
by some thinking men, with much reason, that
the sooner these water-power sites are grabbed and
monopolized, the better for the people and for
real progress, for when they are monopolized the
people will awaken the sooner to the necessity for
the land-value tax. As to the question now at is-
sue, the people could easily and quickly settle it if
the question were submitted to them directly at
the ballot box. But President Taft and his friends
in Congress don’t trust the people to settle their
own questions for themselves.

*
President Taft as a Party Servant.

William Allen White, in his Emporia Ga-
zette—and may he and it have more influence—
says of President Taft’s message that the people
are behind these demands, but that the bourbons
are against them, “and the bourbons will fight”;
yet “if the President will stand firm, let party
solidarity go to grass and be a public and not a
party servant, he will give the Republican party
a lease of life that will carry it far into the cen-
tury. But if he serves his party rather than his
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country, his party will suffer by the service.” It
is evident, however, that President Taft is less a
public servant than a party servant; he is at once
a party boss and a party servant. Perhaps that is
less his fault than that of our unscientific system
of government. Mr. White’s language carries the
idea, which is correct, that our Government is not
a government of, for and by the people, but one of
bourbon representatives if they can muster the
votes in Congress; not a government by represent-
atives of the people, but of representatives of the
Plunderbund. It is not a matter of votes at the
ballot box, but of votes in Congress; not self-gov-
ernment, but government by Congress: But is it
not evident that President Taft and the members
of Congress would be public servants if the people
had the initiative and referendum, to which Presi-
dent Taft is opposed? He frequently refers to
himself, since he went into the White House, as
the “tifular head of the Republican party,” thus
giving evidence that he regards himself as a party
boss and servant first, and a public servant when
he can be that without interfering with his titular
party service. The officecholder who regards him-
gelf as a party servant is opposed to “more power
for the people.” So we find the President oppos-
ing the initiative and referendum, which will
enable the people to control their public servants.

* @
Democracy, Privilege, and Judge Lurton.

The recent promotion of Judge Horace H. Lur-
ton to the Supreme Bench (vol. xii, p. 1211), is
a fact of somewhat sinister significance. Doubt-
less President Taft was influenced chiefly by a
kindly personal feeling toward a man with whom
he had associated intimately as a Federal judge
in the lower courts and whose aristocratic tenden-
cies of mind are congenial to him. It may not
have occurred to Mr. Taft very clearly that in this
appointment he was adding another important
link to a chain with which the judiciary of this
country has for nearly a century been shackling
popular rights in behalf of special privileges. But
that is precisely what he has probably done.

+

To appreciate the sinister significance of Mr.
Taft’s promotion of Judge Lurton, one should
read three thoughtful articles which appeared
in the New York Independent months before
Judge TLurton’s promotion—one of them in the
issue of April 16, 1908, and the other two in the
issues of August 19 and 26, 1909, respectively.
The first of these articles, by no less distinguished
a citizen than President Hadley of Yale, rightly
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divided the Constitutional powers of the United
States government, not into the usual nominal one
of legislative, executive and judicial, but into the
more fundamental classification of the power of
the voters on the one hand, represented by legis-
lative and executive authority, and that of prop-
erty owners on the other, with the judiciary as
arbiter between them. The statement would have
been more accurate, we surmise, had President
Hadley classified according to interests instead of
persons. The division he must have had in mind
is not between voters and property owners, sihce
many voters are property owners and most prop-
erty owners are voters; but between human inter-
ests and property interests—between those inter-
ests of men which attach to them in society simply
because they are men, and those interests of men
as property owners, which attach to them not be-
cause they are men but because they possess pro-
prietary titles. This distinction is brought out
elaborately in the other two articles (noted above
as appearing in the Independent of August 19 and
26, of last year), which are by a lawyer of evident
ability, Jesse F. Orton of New York. They dis-
tinguish acutely with a great wealth of historical
testimony, and convincingly, between those prop-
erty rights which, flowing from the original pro-
ducers of the thing possessed, are justly in the
same category with human rights, and those prop-
erty rights which, flowing only from franchises,
are in the opposing category of special privileges.
Taking these three articles together, an invincible
case is made out. They show that under our sys-
tem of government, property rights are held more
sacred than human rights, and that property -
rights include franchise privileges. It is fran-
chise privileges, indeed, that are the prime objects
of this governmental solicitude. In every con-
troversy between human rights and property
rights, the property right at issue is for the most
part and perhaps altogether a mere legal privilege.

+

Over the issue, then, of man versus privilege,
the judiciary is, as President Hadley says, the ar-
biter. In the last resort it is the Supreme Court
of the United States that decides between what he
calls, “the forces of democracy on one side” and
“the forces of property on the other side.” Under
these circumstances, the bias of Supreme Court
judges on that fundamental political point is of
the utmost importance to the public welfare. It is
this that gives to Judge Lurton’s appointment a
sinister significance which we hope he may belie,
should the case of Democracy versus Privilege
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come before the Supreme Court for adjudication
while he is one of its members. For Judge Lur-
ton was reported by a special investigator for the
Cleveland Press of December 9 last, just after his
nomination by President Taft, to be one of that
: c!ass of judges who prefer rights of property to
rights of man. It may be useful to quote from
the Press’s investigator, Gilson Gardner.
from Nashville, Tenn., he said:

I came here to see what kind of reputation his
neighbors give to Judge Horace H. Lurton, who has
been picked by President Taft to succeed Justice
Peckham on the United States Supreme bench. “The
rallroads and the corporations of Tennessee will be
entirely satisfied with Judge Lurton’s appointment,”
sald the first man I asked. “He has served them
here in Tennessee long and faithfully, and they will
be glad to see him promoted to the larger field.”
. - . Judge Lurton owed his first judicial appoint-
ment to President Cleveland. A leading member of
the Nashville bar and himself a corporation lawyer
is John J. Vertrees. What he had to say of Judge
Laurton takes on added significance from the fact that
he is personally and professionally the Judge's
friend. “In these days,” said Vertrees, “judges and
lawyers are apt to be classified under two heads;
those who place the emphasis on property rights and
those who place the emphasis on personal rights. To
the former class belongs Judge Lurton.” The at-
torney went on to argue that this position is the
correct one, and that stability of property should be
made paramount. . . . Judge Lurton, as a member
of the United States Circuit Court o? Appeals, found
technical grounds for declaring the Employers’ Lia-
bility act unconstitutional. In the application of J.
K. Keen for an injunction against voting certain
railway stocks, Judge Lurton found the Sherman
anti-trust law not to be binding upon him or his rail-
roads, much to the satisfaction of B. H. Harriman,
‘whose consolidation program was thus made easy.
As far back as the early *70s Judge Lurton was known
as a partisan of the corporations as against the peo-
ple, defending the claims of turnpike and early
rallway companies to the subsidies voted them by
the State before the Civil War. It is recalled that
when he was a member of the Chancellor’s court he
read a paper before the Bar association arguing the
entire sufficlency of the courts to curb trusts and
monopolies, and deprecating legislation of this char-
acter.

+ +
“The Third Degree’” Once More.

When Charles Klein’s “Third Degree” (vol. xii,
p- 625) was played recently in Detroit, Captain
McDonnell, chief of the Detroit detectives, ac-
cording to the Detroit News of December 28,
sternly repudiated any such “third degree” prac-
tice for Detroit.

There’s nothing to it, none of that. No. There's
nothing like that here. We treat them right, no
brutality. Nobody does anything like that here. Of

course if a man 18 gullty of a murder, and we are
sure about it, we try to get him to confess. But we
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don’t starve him, nor work on him till he is physical-
ly exhausted. They are fed and treated just like
other suspects.

Then this gentle police person naively described
the illegal police practices of Detroit: -

I am a police officer, not a lawyer. We've got to
make faws of our own. If we suspect a man we see
that he doesn’t get a lawyer near him until we get
through with him. We question him, and corner him
up until he confesses. There was that young fellow
who murdered the old woman, and who was acquitted
by the jury though he confessed. We used no bru-
tality. He said he wanted to confess, after some
facts were shown to him. Ifa man has committed a
murder, we are going to get that man to confess it
we can. They break down. But, brutality, naw, none
of that. Mind, I ain’t saylng anything about the play,
but that's all wrong. We kept at Hamburger day
after day. He was a well-dressed, good-looking feel-
low. I knew it would be hard to put it on him. But
after some days he would hold his hands about his
waist as if in paln, and say, “I feel so bad. I feel so
bad. I want to tell you all. But I cannot, I cannot.”
We saw that we had him goin’. He finally broke
down. They usually break down. And, in spite of
his confession we had a hard time convicting him,

In regard to this Mr. Hamburger, a well-known
Detroit business man, writes:

The Hamburger the Captain refers to was con-
victed on the sweat box confession, otherwise there
was no case. To the public Hamburger appeared to
be an imbecile; he was a wreck at the time of the
trial, both physically and mentally, could not talk
and did not appear comnscious of his surroundings,
and physically would not even sit up. Before his ar-
rest he was an ordinary young fellow about town.

But we are not through with Captain McDonnell.
He is evidently not aware of the identity of Amer- -
ican and Canadian and English common, law in
regard to the rights of suspected persons, for he
continues:

1 always make sure that the suspect is asked if
the confession he signs was not made voluntary, if I
promised him ahything, and if he wasn’t used right
by the police. I take care to have them make that
statement. Now, in Canada the police are obliged
to tell the arrested one that all that he may say to
the police will be used against him. We don’t tell
them that here. We don’t have to. Why, they’d
never talk if we were to warn them in that way. But
there’s no third degree, no brutality, nothing like
that.

To crown this hideous situation comes this para-
graph in regard to the new police quarters at Cen-
ter and Broome Streets, New York, as described
in the New York World of November 30:

The latest thing in accommodations at the new
bullding is what the police term the “roast or freeze
third degree rooms.” There are two rooms in the
basement to be devoted entirely to this work. They
are absolutely bare and forbidding, with steel walls
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and pipes for quick changes of temperature. Above
the grated ceilings electric lights are so arranged as
to light the rooms instantly or else throw them into
complete darkness. The temperature of the rooms
can be lowered or increased in a few minutes, which
means a real “sweating” or a “freeze out” for the
unfortunates made to submit to the process.
Fortunately a Mayor with a reputation for justice,
decency and humanity has been installed in the
New York City hall since the above paragraph was
printed. It is to be hoped that some humanitarian
uses will be found for those hellish basement
rooms, before mobs rise and subject policemen to
their own tortures.
K B

Faking Stupidities in Regard to Mr. Bryan.

That Daniel Kiefer was right when he asserted
to the Cincinnati Times-Star his disbelief in the
authenticity of an announcement of Mr. Bryan’s
candidacy for the Presidency in 1912 (p. 75),
purporting to come from Richard L. Metcalfe, as-
sociate editor of The Commoner, is shown by the
unequivocal denial of the announcement which
appears in The Commoner of January 28. Mr.
Metcalfe quotes the candidacy announcement as
it appeared in “The Cincinnati Enquirer and other
newspapers,” and says: “There is no truth what-
ever in this statement. It is a raw, unadulterated
fake.”

+ ¢ +
DEMOCRACY IS NOT ON TRIAL.

There is a current phrase that “democracy is
on trial” in this country, but it is a fallacy based
upon a misconception. Democracy is not on trial,
has not been on trial, and will not be on trial un-
til it is tried.

Democracy has never been tried, but every other

form of social organization has been tried, and .

all have failed.

Monarchy has been tried and has developed but
one virtue—efficiency. Its vices neutralize that.

Absolutism has been tried and its crimes and
injustices cry to heaven.

Aristocracy has been tried and its intolerable
tyrannies have been the cause always of its undo-
ing.

Plutocracy is now being tried in America; its
net result in political, commercial and social rot-
tenness is everywhere in evidence.

There is but one form of social organization
left to try, and that is democracy. The universal
trend is toward it now, and there is nothing so
irresistible as a temdency. Fiscal necessity, eco-
nomic pressure, and the logic of political and
social events seem to be among the main factors
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in our social regeneration. Add to them the
steadily awakening and expanding conscience of
mankind, and we have today an aggregate of social
forces, superb in their power and unmistakable in
their trend toward democracy.

HENRY H. HARDINGE.

* ¢ ¢
“$2.25.”

Real estate men in San Francisco do not agree
as to when the Panama canal will be completed,
but they do agree that when it is completed land
values on that little wind-swept peninsula will
take a mighty jump forwards.

+*

Ask a real estate dealer why improvements be-
ing made thousands of miles distant should bene-
fit San Francisco landlords, and he will inform you
that he is a Business Man and not a theorist.

Not long ago one of the theorists wished to pur-
chase a lot adjoining his own, with the intention
of building on it and generally improving the
land. The lot was one of those we all have seen
in the suburbs of cities, which is worth more to the
person owning the adjoining lot than to anyone
else. The theorist made the Business Man a fair
offer which was flatly declined, and then the fol-
lowing conversation occurred:

“But you will have to hold this lot several years
before it will be worth as much as I am willing
to give; and in the meantime you will have to pay
taxes on it.”

“Well, you know how it is; taxes don’t amount
to much on unimproved land. Last year we paid
only $2.25; so we can easily hold the lot until the
Panama canal is finished, when it will be ‘worth
double what you are willing to pay for it now.”

+

“Two dollars and twenty-five cents”!

“Two dollars and twenty-five cents” tells a
story of “fenced-up” opportunities.

It explains the hidden power of landlords to
prevent carpenters from building houses which
people need. It explams why dwellings are built
5o close together in the suburbs of San Fran-
cisco, while well within the city limits are thou-
sands of acres which no one is using and which
no one will use for years to come. It explains
why farmers are forced to till land a hundred
miles from a market, thus making them the prey
of express and transportation companies.

“Two dollars and twenty-five cents” also ex-
plains why young men say good-bye to their sweet-
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of new countries, although leagues and leagues of
land need them at home.

And lastly it explains why one of the “disem-
ployed,” as reported recently in the San Francisco
press, footsore and discouraged, ashamed of going
home night after night and telling his wife that no
work could be found, took a revolver and went
out to Golden Gate Park.

ARTHUR H. DODGE.

" EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCE

THE PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS,
AND THE BRITISH ELECTORAL
SYSTEM.

London, January 18, 1910.

It would be presumptuous in a foreigner, at this
stage of the Parliamentary voting in England, fo
venture a prediction as to final results; but now
- that 178 seats out of 670 have been voted for, the
current opinion appears to be that the Liberals will
return to power with a working majority of their
own over the Tories, and with the Labor and the
Irish parties (with both of which they have been by
the present Parliamentary elections and the preced-
ing circumstances drawn into close relations on the
principal issues), an overwhelming majority.

Neither the Liberal majority, nor the majority of
Liberal, Labor and Irish in conjunction, will be as
large as in the Parliament which was officially dis-
solved on the 10th; for that was immense. The
Liberals had 376, to 157 Torles; and Liberals, Labor
and Irish together had 513 to 157. It was a “record
majority” as they call it here—due to special and
temporary circumstances surrounding the elections
of 1906. Al expectation of a return of so large a
majority at the present elections has been disclaimed
by the Liberals throughout the campaign. But they
are now claiming a larger majority than they hoped
for last week, before the early elections were held.

+

For purposes of estimate and prophecy, these early
elections are to the British politician what early re-
turns are to the American politician. But with a
tremendous difference. Whereas the American can
calculate only upon what the other results already
recorded may turn out to be when reported, the
Briton may calculate upon them in advance of their
being cast.

Elections here drag along’from the fifth day after
election writs are issued, to the fifteenth day or
there about. And so it has happened that elections
were held in some constituencies on the 15th of Jan-
uary and in others on the 17th. More are to be held
today, while the final ones of importance will not
come off until the 25th, though many others will in-
tervene.

It i3 to be sald, however, that notwithstanding the
opportunities which would be afforded our politicians
by such excellent vehicles of advance information

rly elections, the early elections do furnish a
“proba,bmty" clue to the results at the later ones:
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hearts and then seek opportunities in the wilds .

So true is it that there is some kind of psychological
rhythm to which humanity in the mass responds.
Yet one would hardly look for “probabilities” in
the election returns here, whether with reference
to results already recorded but not yet known, or
to results yet to be secured. The election laws would
seem to knock averages into a cocked hat. Some

constituencies with 30,000 voters or more, return a-

solitary member to the House of Commons, while
others, with only 5,000 or 10,000 voters or less, may
return two or three members. To base probabilities
therefore, upon returns of members, without a com-
parison of the popular vote of the past with that of
the present in each district, would seem to be a
poor method of calculation. Yet this is the common
method, and apparently it works out.

+

But questions of calculation and estimate are
minor ones with reference to the British election
laws. Those laws are an abomination in many
ways; and as they invariably tell against the com-
mon voter and common rights and in favor of the
privileged, the aristocratic classes—through the Tory
party—stand in the way of electoral reform just as
those classes stood in the way of the reform of the
‘“rotten borough” system eighty years ago, and for
similar reasons. Not only are the common voters
overwhelmed with heavy Parliamentary representa-
tion from small constituencies, where they are as a
rule not in the majority, and left in the lurch with
light representation from large constituencies, where
they are in a majority, but the voting right is hedged
in with restrictions which bother the poor but not
the rich. In addition there is the absurd and an-
tiquated plural vote. T. P. O'Connor is not far
wrong when he says that it is easier for one rich
man in this .country to cast 20 votes than for 20
poor men to cast 1 vote. The same thing Is true, of
course, in our own country; but there the employer
does it through economic coercion, whereas here it
is done by law.

Nominally equal, the registration laws here are in
fact unequal. No one can vote unless he is regis-
tered by a court of magistrates who pass upon his
qualifications. Not infrequently the applicant must
be represented by a lawyer, and lawyers in Eng-
land seldom if ever “volunteer” professional services.
To get upon the registry the applicant must prove
that he has resided one year in the particular con-
stituency where he wants to vote, and they are num-
bered by the hundred and are near together. As his
application can be made only at a stated sitting of
the court, which may be months after his year's
residence is complete, he may actually have to re-
side in the constituency fifteen or twenty months or
longer before he gets upon the voting list. Mean-
while, between the completion of his year’s residence
and his registration, an election may intervene. For
elections here are not at set times as with us. They
come off whenever Parliament happens to dissolve,
and may occur a couple of months apart, or a couple
of years apart, or seven years apart, and at any time
of the year. With such a registration law it is evi-
dent that the “latch-key vote” (roomers whose
rooms are worth $50 a year or more, unfurnished),
and the householder vote (tenants whose holdings
are worth $50 a year or more), must be disfr}m-

101
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chised in large numbers. On the other hand, men
of easy fortune, well known and well-fixed in the
several constituencies in which they own or rent
real estate, are put upon the voting list in all those
constituencies almost as matter of course, without
trouble and without expense. Would it be strange
if one rich voter could get "20 votes easier than 20
_ boor ones get one?

Those facts about the voting franchise are espe-
cially important at elections in which, like the pres-
ent ones, the privileges of the privileged classes are
drawn i{n question. They give so great an advantage
to the privileged that one wonders how the progres-
sive elements can make any headway at the ballot
box. Probably they could make none, if it were
not for the co-operation in leadership and campaign-
ing of men who, big enough to rise above their acel-
dents of birth and fortune, raise the flag of common
rights and moral principle in place of the ensign of
privilege.

+

This co-operation of all the progressives is espe-
cially notable in these elections, and altogether en-
couraging. The Labor party was unable to carry
it out on their part as completely as could have
been desired, owing to local stubbornness here and
there and to the pertinacity of the impossibilist ele-
ment among Soclalists, Consequently several con-
stituencies which normally belong to the Liberals by
moderate majorities, and where the Liberals are
stronger than the Labors, are contested by Labor
candidates. The resulting three cornered fights have
already given some of these, and will doubtless give
some more, to the party of Privilege, against the
Progressives of the other three parties—Liberal,
Irish and Labor—by sending to the House of Com-
mons a partisan of modern protectionism and an-
cient feudalism. o

Mr. H. M. Hyndman is distinctly responsible for
one of these results. But Ben Tillett, who has faced
two three-cornered contests has fortunately failed to
help out the House of Lords by his narrow partisan-
ship as Mr. Hyndman, to the extent of one member
of the Commons they are not entitled to by the sentl-
ment of the constituency, has helped out by his.

The fairness and good faith of the Liberals in
avoiding triangular contests has been in gratifying
contrast with the course of impossibilists in British
socialism. They have yielded some of their own
best men to bring all the progressive forces together.
In Manchester, for instance, one of the best political

organizers in Great Britain, a single tax Liberal as R

we might call him, who had long been regarded as
a candidate for one of the constituencies, withdrew
in favor of the Labor candidate rather than make a

three-cornered fight. The local Labor party were as

public spirited, for they withdrew their candidate in
another Manchester district. Both districts were
consequently carried—one for a progressive Liberal
and the other for the Labor candidate in whose favor
Mr. Zimmerman (the single tax Liberal) had with-
drawn,

To what extent Soclalists have “scratched” Liberal
candidates where there was no socialist candidate,
and whig Liberals have scratched Labor candidates
where there was no Liberal, it is of course impos-
sible to say. We only know that in the districts
where triangular contests were avolded by pre-ar-
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rangement, the Labor léaders and speakers have

- worked for the Liberal and the Liberal leaders and

speakers have worked for the Labor. .

In Halifax, for instance, where the election oc-
curred on the 16th, there is a double-headed con-
stituency; that is, the borough elects two members
by general vote. It is a Liberal and a Labor town;
but a split among the progressives would have jeop-
ardized both seats, and an arrangement was made
under which the Liberals and the Labors each made
only one nomination. In a scrutiny of the vote, the
only evidence of lack of co-operation was, on one
side, 20 ballots marked “socialism,” and thereby
“spoiled,” indicating socialist impossibilism, and a
falling of the Labor candidate behind the Liberal by
about 400 votes, indicating Liberal whiggism.

The campaign, however, while separately made,
was co-operative in spirit. The leaders and speak-
ers on both sides—Labor and Liberal—advised and
urged their followers to vote for both candidates;
and both were elected by majorities exceeding that
of the record vote of 1906. The feeling between
brogressive Liberals and progressive Labors in Hali-
fax is reciprocaily -friendly, and this election is
likely to enhance that co-operative sentiment.

+

The Halifax Liberal who was re-elected along with
the Halifax Labor candidate, is J. H. Whitley.* He
is second Liberal “whip” in the House of Commons.

“Whips” are those officials of a party whose duty
it is to keep the members of their party in the House
informed as to when their attendance is desired. If
a member wishes to be away, he gets permission of
the “whip;” if his vote is needed the party “whip”
warns him. If a “division” is to occur and every
vote is needed either to make a majority or to make
a showing, the “whip” whips up the members and
gets them into the voting lobby. Of course a “divi-
sion” is simply a vote, but here, instead of being
got by roll call or “ayes” and “noes,” it i8 got by
turning the “ayes” out of the chamber and into one
lobby and the “noes” out of the chamber and into
another lobby. As they withdraw they are counted
by the “whips” on each side.

Mr. Whitley has been ome of these “whips” of
the Liberals, and owing to his prominent position in
the party the yellow press (protectionist) assailed
him viciously and without warrant. This attack
excited great Indignation in Halifax, and although
Mr. Whitley was in Italy with his sick wife through-
out the campaign, his neighbors piled up an fin-
creased vote for him.

Single tax readers of The Public will be inter-
ested to know that Mr. Whitley is what we call a
single taxer or disciple of Henry George; and that
it is his devotion to that cause, and this motive alone,
that has brought him into politics and keeps him
there.

L

It was in Mr. Whitley’s town, Halifax, that I per-
sonally observed the British method of conducting
elections. Through the courtesy of C. H. Smithson,
a town councilor who, like Mr. Whitley, is in politics
only because of his devotion to the cause that Henry
George set agoing, and who was elected to the Coun-
cil last summer unopposed because the sitting mem-

*Hlection noted in Public, January 21, p. 58.
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‘ber withdrew from the contest when Mr. Smithson
entered it, I was shown the entire machinery in
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How well this method works may be inferred from
the fact that out of a total voting population of 15,000

actual operation, part of which is visible only as* in Halifax, the Liberals had 9,419 ‘‘promises” and

matter of favor.

The preliminary work is highly systematic. The
Liberal party (for instance, for it is the same with
all) holds one ward meeting a year. It is a mass
meeting, and everybody attending may participate
provided he declares his affiliation with the party.
These meetings elect what we should call the cen-
tral committee, consisting of leaders and workers,
and numbering for Halifax nearly 500. It is called
“the Four Hundred.”

Under salaried employment by the committee is
an “agent,” who is charged with responsibility for
all the executive work of the party, and who must be
an acute politician and a thorough specialist in the
complicated and highly technical election laws.

As an example of the technical character of these
laws, the use of a hired vehicle to take voters to or
from the polls is illegal, although owners may lend
their vehicles freely; and the carrying of one voter
4n a hired vehicle to or from the polls, however inno-
cently done (as if the worker using the vehicle hon-
estly and reasonably thought it there as a loan from
the owner and not on hire), would nullify, not only
the one vote nor even the whole vote of the ward,
but the entire election in that city.

Coming back to the party “agent,” one of his dutles
is to have the registry list canvassed by volunteer
workers, to get “promises” of votes for the Liberal
candidates. The workers get the names and ad-
dresses on cards, on which they report, a “promise”
if they get it, or “doubtful,” or other appropriate re-
mark if the “promise” is refused. As a rule no at-
tention is thereafter paid to any but those who “prom-
ise”; but the cards identifying these “promises” are
80 pigeon-holed as to show, by card index and In-
stantly upon reference at any minute up to the clos-
ing of the poll, just who among them has not voted.

All the paraphernalia of the workers is kept in an
open room in the ward club house of the party, and
there nearly all the workers are assembled. Some
workers are stationed outside of the poll not far
away, and these send messages to the club house
announcing the name of each voter as he votes. At
the club house the whole printed registry list is con-
venlently arranged for reference, and as reports of
voters having voted come in a red line is drawn
across the name. Then the pigeon hole of promises
is searched for that name. If a card bearing it be
found there, this voter is of no further present in-
terest to the worker and they destroy the card.

Constantly during the day the remaining ‘“prom-
ise” cards are now and then examined, and if some
“promiser’” appears to be slow his card is turned
over to an election day worker, often a woman, who
calls upon the voter and reports on the card what-
ever the fact may be regarding him: He has gone
to the poll, he went to the poll long ago, he will go
at such an hour, he refuses to go unless motored,
he is too feeble to walk, etc., etc. According to
these reports further action is taken; and as before,
whenever the man is reported as having voted, his
card is destroyed. Toward the end of the day, the
pigeon holes of “promise” cards are pretty well
emptied, but it any are left a hustle is made for the

dilatory voters,

their candidate, Mr. Whitley, polled 9,604 votes. The
extra votes were probably from “doubtfuls,” who for
business reasons did not wish to have their votes
identified.

While that work is going on openly and busily
in the party club of the ward—and in Halifax the
Liberal party has a fine club house of its own, with
billiard bhall and table, skating rink, committee
rooms, assembly rooms, etc.,, in every ward—the
voting is taking place in a “board” school room.

The “board” school in England is our “public”
school, the “public” school here being a pay school
not restricted to children of the upper classes.

In one of the large rooms of the school house, the
entire voting for that ward is done. But not with
one ballot box nor one set of booths. Several tables
appear, with a ballot box on each, and ten feet or
so in front of it a row of uncurtained booths. There
are as many of these tables as there are arbitrary
divisions of the ward with reference to number of
voters. About 500 voters are assigned to each of the
divisions, and when a voter appears he is asked
where he lives and is conducted to the table for
that division,

Here he gets a ballot, torn from a perforated book
of ballots, and carries it into one of the booths in

»front of the table. As he marks his ballot in the
booth his whole back is exposed, and not merely his
legs or none of him as with us.

Our voters would not think that this was secret.
The Englishman does, and he is probably right.

Having marked his ballot, a sheet about four or
five inches by three or four, he folds it and returns
it to the clerk at the table, who puts it into the ballot
box.

There is no glass about the ballot box here, as
with us. It is a japanned tin box with a slit in the
top and resembles a large bread box for the pantry.

At 8 o’clock in the evening, after 14 hours, the
polls are closed, and the ballot box is carried to the
town hall. This is Halifax, however, where the vot-
ing is at large. In a division I suppose it would be
carried to a convenient official point, but the pro-
ceeding would be the same.

At the town hall, the number of ballots is first
ascertained to correspond with the number of elec-
tors who have voted. This is the only opportunity
for scrutinizing the ballots unfairly, and it is availed
of. In agricultural regions the landlords’ agent
watches closely, for the officials may turn the ballots
face up if they choose. In that way the landlord
gets to know how many anti-Tory votes are recorded
in his little voting place, and the rest may be matter
of guess work and shrewd questioning, but the ten-
ant or farm hand who falls under suspicion is likely
to have a “rocky” time.

Having verified the number of ballots in each box,
the officials dump all t;he boxes upon a table, throw-
ing the ballots for the entire constituency into one
heap indiscriminately. All possibility of distinguish-
ing one from another then disappears; but wouldn’t
it make the mouth of any of our ward “heelers” water
to see such a chance for “counting in” or “counting
out” go to waste?

Other features of the British elections would make
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our experts water at the mouth, but there is a sort
ol automatic honesty in politics over here (within
conventional limits) which the American manipula-
tor of elections could no more understand than the
average Englishman can understand our automatic
dishonesty in such matters.

When the great pile of ballots are counted—there
were nearly 15,000 in Halifax, but there were only
four names on each and in many places there are
only two—the result is officially proclaimed, and the
telegraph does the rest.

L J

It has been my good fortune to fall in with Henry
George, Jr., over here and to campaign with him,
upon the earnest requisition of Liberal managers and
in spite of our protests that there would be danger
in bringing forward foreigners when war scares and
protection humbug were being exploited by the other
side. But there seems to be no such prejudice
against foreigners over here. The audiences really
did seem to wish to hear what we had to say about
the United States as a protected country.

For the protectionists here have been asserting
that wages in the United States are high and there
is no unemployment there among them. This pro-
tection red herring is probably the only thing that
has prevented a Liberal sweep like that of four
years ago. Working men of narrow insular experi-
ence, have been caught up with the false statements
that protection makes high wages, cheap food, cheap
rent, steady employment, and no foreigner can take
his. job away. Workingmen who have been to the
United States and Germany know better; but they
cannot get the ear of all the rest.

It was upon these points, therefore, that Mr.
George and I dwelt,—plus considerable emphasis on
the land question, since all the meetings were joy-
fully singing, “God made the land for the people,”
to the air of “Marching Through Georgia.”

Our first meeting was at Newcastle-under-Lyme,
(near Stoke-on-Trent) where Josiah C. Wedgwood,
one of the Liberal government's best supporters in
the last House on the Budget, was running for re-
election. We had an audience of close to 2,500,
racked solid in the town hall, with no aisles except
at the sides, and they and the door-ways and corri-
dors were crowded with standers.

Whoever imagines that an English audience is
stolid let him charge it up to the fact that he has had
nothing to tell them that they cared to hear. More
enthusiastic audiences I have never seen—not en-
thusiastic merely for a candidate’s name, nor in the
“whooperup” style, nothing like applauding and
cheering to see how long you can do it,—but hearty
and intelligent appreciation of points in controversy.
They are “hair trigger” audiences.

At Tunstall, in the same constituency (Tunstall
the birthplace of primitive Methodism) I spoke at a
similar meeting which Mr. George’s engagements
prevented his attending. There were about 1,600
there, but this was because the hall was much small-
er, for our overflow meeting crowded another hall
with 1,000 more.

When I came into the overflow meeting, Mr. Wedg-
wood was making to an intensely interested audience
a simple exposition of the land question. Its char-
acter may be inferred from the fact that he is a
thorough going disciple of Henry George, and has
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been for many years. This is his reason, too, for
being in politics. Descendant of a great Radical, he
is himself a Radical—a democratic Liberal. The
original Josiah Wedgwood, founder of the Wedg-
wood potteries, friend of Priestley and Franklin, and
radical to the core, is four removes back from this
Liberal leader. The latter is the great great grand-
son of that original potter in whose establishment
he has inherited an interest, where he is also a man-
ager, and whose democracy as well as an interest in
the potteries he has inherited. Mr. Wedgwood was
re-elected by 5,613 to 4,245.* The constituency went
Tory in 1900 by 3,750 to 3,668, and Wedgwood car-
ried it'in 1906, the “record” year, by 5,166 to 2,948.

Another place in which Mr. George and I have
spoken together was Halifax, and we are about to
leave for Stockport in England and Glasgow in Scot-
land, where we are to keep several speaking engage-
ments.

L

As the returns came in from the first day’s pollings
on Saturday night, they indicated some falling off
from the vote of 1906, and notwithstanding the
known impossibility of getting so great a result,
they had an unmistakably dampening effect. But
consideration of the localities modified this, for most
if not all the changes back to Torv were in corstitu-
encies that were Tory normally. This reviving influ-
ence was justified by the returns of Monday’s poll-
ings.

The number of constituencies in which elections
were held on Saturday, January 15, the first polling
day, was 12 in London and 54 cutside. Some had
two seats. The Liberals had expected a crushing de-
feat in London, which in politics is largely of the
penniless plute cockney type, but they saved 9 seats
out of the 12. The net result of the two days, in-
cluding unopposed seats and doublets (unopposed
seats being those for which no contestant appears
within the statutory time and which are therefore
awarded to the only candidate, without an election)
was as follows:

Liberal Tory Labor Irish Galin Loss

Jan. 15..... 87 43 (] 5 Liberal, 83 Liberal, 18
Labor, 2 ZLabor, 2

Tory, 18 Tory, 8

Irish, 0 Irish, 0

Jan. 17..... 42 49 8 8 Liberal, 5 Liberal, 16
Labor, 1 Labor, 4

! Tory, 19 Tory, [

Totals......79 92 14 13 ~ Liberal, 8 Liberal, 34
Labor, 3 Labor, 6

Tory, 37 Tory, 8

Some explanation of these changes may be of in-
terest.

At Burnley on the 15th there were three candi-
dates for one seat—Tory, Labor and Soclalist, the
latter being Mr. Hyndman., Following was the vote:

Arbuthnot (TOTY) ....iviriiiiiineeirresnrncsonnsees 5,776
Maddison (Lab.) .....coeviiiinreneroctennrecnnsenes 65,681
Hyndman (80C.) ..ciiiiieiierrnnreeretroninaseeanans 4,948

Tory plurality ....ccc.iiiiiiiiiiiiiereinnrinennsens 65

In 1906, the Labor plurality was 324, the vote being
5,288 Labor, 4,964 Tory, and 4,932 Socialist,

At Derby, on the 15th, where two seats were con-
tested, the Liberals won one without Labor opposi-

*Election noted in Public of January 21, page 68,
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tion by 10,343, and the Labor candidate won the
other without Liberal opposition by 10,189; the Tory
candidates received respectively 8,038 and 7,953.

In one Division of Manchester on the 15th the
Tory won by a plurality of 107 in a triangular con-
test in which the Tory got 3,111, the Liberal 3,004,
and the Labor only 1,218, thereby changing the repre-
sentation in the House of Commons from anti-Lords
to LordS. In another division of Manchester the
Liberals did not oppose the Labor candidates, and he
was elected, taking a Liberal seat but counting
against the Lords as before.

At Shoreditch on the 17th the Liberal was elected
to a Tory seat by 3,041 to 2,585 for the Tory and 701
for a Socialist, although the Tory had carried the seat
at a by election two years ago by 2,867 to 1,724 for
the Liberal and 986 for the Socialist.

At Blackburn on the 17th a Liberal and a Labor—
the latter being Phiiip Snowden—were elected by 12,-
065 and 11,896 respectively, to 9,307 and 9,111 for the
Tories, there being no Socialist opposition to the Lib-
eral and no Liberal opposition to Snowden. These
two seats were Tory and Labor (the latter being
Snowden) in the last Parliament.

A triangular contest at Gateshead was won by the
Liberal by 6,800, to 6,323 for the Tory, and 3,572 for
the Labor. The seat had been held in the last Par-
liament by Labor because the Liberals did not con-
test the Labors. On the same day at Portsmouth
two progressive seats were lost in a triangular con-
test though not for that reason.- The Tories got 16,-
777 and 15,692 respectively, to 12,397 for one Liberal,
9,965 for another and 3,529 for Labor.

A Labor gain at Wigan was due to the Liberals
making no contest and giving the Labor candidate
their vote. The vote was Labor 4,803 and Tory
4,293,

The only Wales (the country of Lloyd-George)
constituency that has voted yet, Swansea Town,
gives the Liberal 6,020 to 5,635 in 1906, the Tory 4,375
to 4,081 in 1906, and Labor (Ben Tillett) 1,451.

. L. F. P.

e ——————————————meees———

INCIDENTAL SUGGESTIONS
THE ALASKA COAL LANDS.

Concord, N. H., January 26, 1910.
Why at this time cannot a popular movement of
such magnitude be organized that the United States
government will neither lease nor sell its priceless
coal flelds in Alaska but will retain them entire to be
ultimately worked by the nation for the equal benefit

of the whole people? No other method of conserva-

tion as applied to them conserves. Coal is being
rapidly exhausted; its value is certain to rise by
leaps as the supply diminishes; the methods of priv-
ate mining are cruelly and criminally wasteful, utter-
1y neglecful of the next and after generations; noth-
‘ing i8 gained by parting with these rich deposits,
while the tragic popular lgss from the operation is
that it will pass over more power to the rich who
are already more than threatening the nation’s life.
If these lands are retained by the people the popular
gain through the act will not be merely the huge
wealth which they contain, but will be the power
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conferred by their possession to curb the piratical
plans of other combines.

Now is the time to act. To-day’s Washington (D.
C.) dispatches state: “John E. Ballaine of Seattle,
said to be the largest individual property owner in
Alaska, to-day made a proposition in writing to the
Senate Committee of Territories, of which Senator
Beveridge of Indiana is chairman, offering to the gov-
ernment a royalty of 50 cents a ton for coal mined,
for the lease of 5,000 acres of some of the choicest
coal lands in Alaska, in the Katalla and Matanuska
districts. Such a tonnage-royalty would net to the
government, Mr. Ballaine claimed, as much as $2,000,-
000 per 100 acres.” Why should not the people have
not only this sum but the tremendous additi nal
amount that Mr. Ballaine will place in his pockets in
excess of it?

Another proposition from the old line capitalists
who want to get everything for absolutely nothing,

is “embodied in a bill which has been prepared, but:

not yet introduced, designed to permit the sale or
lease of such lands at a rate of $10 per acre.”

Can something be done? By acting quickly these
people’s possessions can be saved from allenation by
Congress, and if not saved such a protest can be
registered as will amount to a popular referendum
rendering their cession to private parties on any
terms morally voild and making them recoverable by
the next Congress. Senator Beveridge is standing
with the people and showers of private letters and
signed petitions sent to him will have their effect.
The same work done to every man’s congressman
and senators will increase that effect, while clubs,
meetings and papers taking the matter up can spread
the agitation far.

We have reached the psychological moment, for
this private monopoly of publi¢ resources is a vital
factor in the high prices of necessaries against which
the people are revolting in their great meat boycott.
And let us not forget the lessons of the last coal
strike, the hardships of the miners disclosed, the
greedy inhumanity of the coal barons, the sufferings
of the people for want of fuel, and the powerlessness
of the whole nation and its government to do any-
thing against those mighty lords of coal. All would
have been changed if there had been mines publicly
owned ready for use. The same situation will recur
—should we not be prepared? We have such mines
in Alaska, let the people issue their mandate to keep
them,

MORRISON 1. SWIFT.

+ + +

When wilt thou save the people?
O God of mercy! when?
Not kings and lords, but nations!
Not thrones and crowns, but men!
—The Corn-law Rhymer.

+ + 4+

Twenty thousand thieves landed at Hastings.
These founders of the House of Lords were greedy
and ferocious dragoons, sons of greedy and ferocious
pirates. Such, however, is the illusion of antiquity
and wealth, that decent and dignified men now exist-
ing, actually boast their descent from these filthy
thieves.—Ralph Waldo Emerson, in “English Tralits.”
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