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in the North, in Georgia or Ohio,
in Louisiana or New England, it is
the solemn duty of tlhe national
authorities to respond to his ap-
peal and to conserve his rights of
American citizenship.

Japan’s defense of the seizure of
an armed Russian vessel in a neu-
tral Chinege port is as a matterofl
reasoning without a flaw, Hhe
urges that China’s position in thix
war is unique.  (‘hina is a neutral
power, vet mnot wholly neutral.
The war is waged on some of her
territory. ontside of which both
combatants havengreed to respect
her neutrality. The port in ques-
tion is outside the belligerent avea
and therefore to be regarded under
ordinary circumstances ag neatral,
But when Russia’s armed ship is
forced by the Japanese out of the.
belligerent avea, and takes refuge
in the neutral port, that port is in
virtue of that fact to be atoncein:
¢hided in the area of belligerency.
No answer has been made to this
<ontention; and how any Jogical
answer can be made it is difficult to
see.

If Japan had driven the Russian
land forees from their base in the
bheligerent area of CChina, and in-
=tead of surrendering they had re-
treated to the neutral area of
A’hina, all armed and ready to re-
tnrn when opportunity offered.
vould it be reasonably asserted
that the Japanese must not follow
1hemintothatnentralarea? Would
not the neutral territory instantly

_become belligerent territory when
the armed Russians retreatedinto
it to escape pursning Japanese?
Surely it cannot be seriounsly
urged that the Japanese should
stop at the line of belligerency
and helplessly sece their routed
enemy reorganize and reform over
on neutral ground? But if the Jap-
anese army would have the right
to follow a fleeing Russian army
from the belligerent land area of
China, why may not a Japanese
warship follow a fleeing Russian
warship from the belligerent Chi-
nese port, from which she escapes,
into the neutral Chinese port
where she seeks refuge?  Why

does not every Chinese port be-
come, a8 the Japapese argue, 2
part of the belligerent arvea of
China the moment the Russians
utilize it to escape from their vie-
torious foe?

ANOTHER IMPORTANT REFEREN-
DUM IN ILLINOIS.

For the fourth time o petition is
before the voters of Hlinois for an
advisory referendum under the
Foote-Crafts “public policy” law.
Three questions are proposed.
They relate (1) to direct popular
primarees as a substitute for con-
ventions for nominating candi-
dates for office; (2) to popular ref-
erendum vetoes of objectionable
local legislation; and (3) to the
regulation of local taxation., In
full, these questions are as fol
lows:

(1) Shall the State legislature
amend the primary election law so
as to provide for party primaries at
which the voter will vote under the
Australian ballot directly for the can-
didate whom he wishes nominated by
his party, instead of voting for dele-
gates to conventlon or caucus; the
primaries, throughout the entire dis-
trict affected by the offices for which
nominations are to be made, to be
held by all the parties conjointly at
the same time and polling places.
This law not to prevent the nomina.
tion of candidates by petition as now
provided.

(2) Shall the State legislature pass
a law enabling the voters of any
county, city. village or township, by
majority vote, to veto any undesir-
able action of their respectlve law-
making Dbodles (except emergency
measures) whenever five per cent. of
the voters petition to have such ac-
tion referred to popular vote. This
law to apply only to such locallties
as may adopt the same.

(3) Shall the State legislature sub-
mit to the voters of the State of Illi-
nols at the next following State elec-
tion an amendment to the State con-
stitution, which will enable the voters
of any county, city. village or town-
ship of the State of Illinola to adopt
such system of assessing and levying
taxes as the voters of any such coun-
ty, city, village or township may de-
termine, -

The fact is now pretty generally
known that the “public policy™
Iaw of Illinois provides for popu-
lar voting on any question of State
or local poliey. The law is unique.
Itsauthor, Mr. Allen Ripley Foote,

and its sponsor in the legislature
which enacted it four years age,
the Hon. Clayton E. Crafts, prol
ably had no higher expectations
regarding it than that it might oc-
casionally serve as a wholesome
admonition to the State legisla-
ture und to city councils of the
irend of public sentiment; while
the majority of the legislators who
voted for its enactment doubtlexs
believed that in consequence of
their amendment requiring an
enormons petition to give it effect,
it would be a dead letter on the
statute books. But it is not a dead
letter; and that it is more binding
than ite author and itr sponsorex-
pected is probable. Two Chicago
petitions and one State petition
have been voted upon and with
good effect; and competent law-
vers in increasing numbers are
coming over to the opinion that
popular verdicts rendered under
this lnw are not merely sugges-
tions, but are legally mandatory,
with somewhat of the force of n
constitutionnl provision. Their
view of the mandatory character
of the law will probably be pre-
sented to the courts at an early
day. Bhould the city council of
Chicago attempt to pass a compro-
mise franchise ordinance (p. 305
in the face of the “public policy”
vote of last Spring against all
franchises and in favor of police-
power Jdicenses pending the final
adjustment of legal complica-
tions, legal proceedings on the
basis of the “public poliey” law
will doubtless be instituted.

The first vote under this law was
taken in Chicago at the Spring
election of 1902, with reference
only to local questions, and with
this result (vol.iv, p. 821):

(1) Ownership by the clity of Chi-
cago of all street railroads within the
corporate limits was demanded by &
vote of 124,594 to 25,987—a majority of
98,607,

(2) Ownership by the clty of Chi-
cago of the gas and electric lighting
plants (the same to furnish all heat
and power for public and private use)
was demanded by a vote of 124,190 tu
19.447—a majority of 104,743,

(3) Nominations of all candidates
for city offices by direct vote of the
voters at primary elections to be held
for the purpose was demanded by 125,032
to 15,861—a majority of 109,221,

At the Fall elections of the same
vear, the second experiment under
the “publie policy” law was made,
the result being that the voters
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of the entire State, those of thewm
who did not decide to disfranchise
themselves for indifference to the
subject or lack of intelligence re-
zarding it, demanded (vol. v, pp.
373, 486):

(1) By a vote of 381,866 to 80,882 (a
majority of 300,984), that the legisla-
ture adopt the initiative and the refer-
endum for local purposes in the sev-
eral palitical divisions of the State—
counties, cities, towns, villages, ete,

(2) By a vote of 418,418 to 84,946 (a
majority of 333,472), that the legisla-
ture provide for a constitutional
amendment adopting the initiative and
the referendum for State purposes.

(3) By a vote of 440,414 to 74,563 (a
majority of 365,851), that the legisla-
ture take the necessary steps for
bringing about an amendment to the
Federal Constitution requiring the
election of United States Senators by
direct vote of the people.

With that contempt for popular
opinion which has become danger-
ously common in some quarters
under the plutocratie influences
that no w abound, these emphatic
expressions of the popular will
have, with a single exception, been
ignored by the managers of the
party in power in the State. That
exception goes far, however, to
prove the wholesome dread of pop-
ular opinion which influences poli-
tivians even in these days of pluto-
cratic ascendancy. Though- they
thought they could afford to ig
nore all the other questions, they
knew that the traction question in
(Chicago was a burning question,
and rhis they dared mot ignore.
Some of them were defiant, but
enough to make a majority were
discreet. 8o the Mueller bill, au-
thorizing municipal ownership of
the street car lines of Chicago, was
enacted as the immediate result of
the affirmative majority of 98.607
in favor of it under the publie pol-
icy law. ,

But the spirit of contempt for,
popular opimion was not altogeth-
er absent, and the Mueller law was
secretly loaded with plutoeratie
ammunition. That this had been
done with premeditation by pro-
fessed advocates of municipal
ownership who were in reality
£ither honestly distrostful of it or
corruptly friendly to the piratical
traction-interests, became appar-
ent when they tried with might
and main to make it appear that
the vate for municipal ownership
At the Spring election of 1902 did
Lot mean municipal ownershipim-

mediately, but municipal owner-
ship some time or other. There
wis not over mueh eandor in that

contention, but its verbal plausi-

bility could not be denied. Counse-
quently the people were appealed
to for a more definite expression
of their intentions. They were
asked to say under the “public
policy” law whether the city coun-
¢il should proceed to establish mu-
nicipal ownership without delay.
And to remove alleged obsta-
cles, they were asked also to ex-
press themselves on the question
of resorting to police-power li-
censes for traction operation un

til the alleged obstacles to munic-

ipal ownership could be removed.
To those two questions one on an-
other subject was added. So the
third trial of the “public policy™
law (vol. vi, p. 7035), resting on a pe-
tition of over 100,000 signatures,
the validity of which had been un-
suceessfully fought step by step by
the traction and other interests.
came on at the Spring election in
Chiecago in April, 1904. Following
was the result (vol. vii, p. 7):

(1) By a vote of 120,744 to 50,893 (a
majority of 69,851), it was demanded
that the city council of Chicago pro-
ceed without delay to acquire owner-
ship of the street railways.

{(2) By a vote of 120,181 to 48.056 (a
majority of 72,125), it was demanded
that the city council, instead of grant-
ing eny further franchises, proceed
under the city's police powers and oth-
er. existing laws to license the street
railway companies "until municipal
owitership can be secured, and compe!
them to give satisfactory service.

(3) By a vote of 115.553 to 58,432 (a
majority of 57,121), it was demanded
that the Chicago board of education be
elected by the people.

These results were secured in
the face of the opposition of every
Chicago newspaper, except

Hearst’s.. The Record-Herald and’
the News, which are now support-:

ing Mayor Harrison in his poliry of
ignoring that vote on the traction
question (p. 305), were as active as
they were unsuccessful in oppos-
ing the traction propositions on
that referendum. .
Sueh is the history down to the
present time of the voting in Tl
nois under her “publie policy” ref-
erendum. The fourth.vote will be
taken at the approaching Fall clee-
tions, provided signatures to the
reguisite number are secured by

September 6. This will be the vote

on the three questions set forth in
full at the beginning of this arti-
vle—the questions of primary
nomimation, popular veto, and
Incal taxation. Less than 235,000
signatures are now lacking.

The petition is put forth by the
Referendum Ieague of Illinois.
the same body which secured the
three petitions already voted on.
Blank petitions may be obtained
of its officers—Emil W. Ritter,
president; Jas. I'. Cadman, treas-
urer; P. (. McArdle, financial sec-
vetary; and Dr. Maurice F. Doty,
secretary, No. 532 Dearborn streer,
Chicago.

Asthesigningof thepetitiondoes
not bind the signer to vote affirm-
atively on all, or even any, of the
questions, but simply enables the
thoughtful voters of the State to
express themselves, no good citi-
zen, whatever his own opinion as
to the merits of the guestions,
need hesitate to sign.

1t is much more important that
the people thoughtfully vote upon
questions of publie policy than
that they vote right. Right voting
comes  from thoughtful voting.
And it iz only on direct questions
of public policy that the people
can vote with thoughtful diserim-
ination. .\ vote for representa-
tives merely, is too much involved
in the complexities of personal ad-
miration or dislike, personal or
party loyalty, personal character.
uand so on, to admit of a truly dis-
eriminating vote even by the most
thoughtful citizen. If he discrim-
inates well as to persons, he may
stultify himself as to public pol-
icy; if he votes for a representa-
tive with reference to public pol-
icy, he runs the risk of voting fora
treacherous candidate. But wherr
he votes on the question of publi-
policy itself, there is no confusiomn
and no treachery.” Knowing the
poliey he prefers, the voter may
dirtinctly declare himself; and
when he has done that, his repre-
sentative must obey without
equivoeation or be exposed to hix
condemnation at the next primary
or the next election.

The three questions now placed
before the people of Hlinois by the
Referendum League are highly
meritorious, amd  the petition
onght to receive signatures in
abundance, simply on the merits
of the questions,

First: Consider the propositionr
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to nominate the candidates of all
pitrties at primaries and no longer
at conventions, Every man who
believes in his party, as distin-
guished from “the machine”
should favor this innovation. Itis
not an untried experiment, amd
cannot, therefore, be objected to
as impracticable.” Its purpose and
effect is to allow the members of
every political party to govern
their own party if they wish to, by
themselves selecting its candi-
dates. Under the present conven:
tion system, it is not the members
of a party, nor the leadersof a
party, but its “bosses,” that con-
trol nominatione. Their corrup-
tion need not be dwelt upon. 1tis
notorious and needs to be sup-
pressed.  And that can be done
with a primary election law such
a8 this referendum petition calls
for. Under such a law there would
be no Hopkinses nor Harrisons,
no Lorimers nor Jameson's, no gas
combines nor traction companies.
to force the people of Illinois into
confirming some corporation bar.
gain with the Demacratic machine,
as the only alternative of confirm-
ing some corporation bargain with
the Republican machine, Undera
#ystem of direct nominations can-
didates would have to go to the
people of their party for support.
instead of going, as they do now,
to party “bosses™ who ave also cor-
poration agents,

Second: We have next the prop-
osition to empower the voters of
any loeality to veto objectionabl
legixlation by their respective lo-
cal legislatures, such as city coun-
cils. It is proposed to allow this
upon a petition of 5 per cent. of the
yoters.  Sueh a provision in the
law  would recure the people
against corruption by their legis.
lative agents. Nor would it be nee-
essary to use it often,  The fact
that it could be used wonld oper-
ate to make the representatives
honest in action even if corrupt in
motive, One might infer this with-
out reference to examples. I the
members of a city council, for in-
stance, knew that their ordinances
were subject to popular veto, it is
reasonable to infer that they
would be eareful to assure them-
selves of its good character hefore
risking a  specific popular con
demnation. But the matter is not
left to inference. Such a veto of
Rtate legislation is reserved to the
people of South Dakota in their

constitution, and there has never
vet been a resort to it. Not once
have the people of South Dakota
exercised their veto right. Yet
more than one piece of vicious leg-
islation which the party “bosses”
of South Dakota had bargained to
give, has been killed in the legisla-
ture by the mere threat of un ap-
peal to the people of the State for
their veto. Were this power given
to the people of the counties, town-
ships and cities of Illinois, we
should have a refreshing era of
good municipal government all
over the State—and rhat without
being very often, if at all, obliged
to resort to the health-giving pop-
ular veto. :

Third: The third proposition is
intended to enable the voters of
any locality in the State to adopt
their own system of assessing and
levying taxes. This would simply
be an application of the principle
of home rule to the point of great-
est power. The power to tax is
the power to rule. Whoever regu-
lates your local system of taxation
repnlates vour local government.
Home rule in any respect isimpos-
sible  where outsiders control
20 powerful a leverage as your
svatemn of taxation. There can be
home rule in any respect only
where the local taxing system is
iinder the control of the home peo-
ple.  Under the proposition put
forth by the Referendum League,
any loeality in Illinoisx might fol-
low the example of those fifty or
more localities of New Zealand (p
308), some of them cities, some vil-
lagres and some farming sections,
which have abolished taxes on per-
sonal property and improvements,
and look to land values alone as
the basis of taxation. If any Il
nois localities did that under the
power of home rule here sought,
they would neither help nor huet
anybody but themselves, Should
they prove it to be as desirable ax
it has proved in New Zealand
after nearly fifteen years’ experi.
ence, other loealities would have
the benettt of the example: should
it prove injurions, the others could
avoid the example, and it conld he
abandoned where it had been tried
and failed. TIf, on the other hand,
the people of any loeality should
wish to disconrage improvements
by taxing them heavily, to drive
away eapital or keep it away by
taxing it whenever it showed ita
head, to encourage land monopoly

by making taxation rest lightly on
valuable land held out of use, or tv
indulge in any other fiscal vagary,
they would be at liberty to do
80, but only at home and if they
were in the majority there. The
vital point about it is that none of
these fiscal policies could be foreed
upon any community where people
were opposed to it. At present the
people of 1llinois who wish to bur-
den improvement and active cap
ital with heavy taxes are allowed
to force their obstructive theories
on every locality in the State, no
matter how much opposed to that
bad policy the local people may be.
But under the proposition of the
Referendum League, no locality
could have its prosperity blightel
by destructive fiscal schemes
forced upon it by outsiders.

No more meritorious questions
of public policy could be offered
to an intelligent community than
these three for wlich signatures
are now solicited.

Shonld they be carried, a very
complete public policy will have
been declared by the people of i
nois, They will in that event have
demanded, besides an amendment
to the Federal Counstitution re
quiring the election of United
Ntates Renators by divect populay
vote, that—

(1) The Iilinois constitution shall b2
amended so as to establish the initia-
tive and the referendum for State pur-
poses. .

(2} The Iilincis legislature shail es-
tablish the initiative and the reierendun
for local purposes.

(3) The Illinois legislature shall ee-

tablish the right of popular veto in io-
calities to objectionable legislation by
the respective loecal bodies.
. {4) The Illinois legislature sha!l pro-
vide for direct primary nominations nf
party candidates in place of convention
nominations.

(3) The lllinois constitution shall e
so amenced as to enable the voters of
localities to adopt theilr own systems
of assessing and levylng taxes.

Thesealterations in State policy
would gpeedily make of Illinois an
example in elean politics and busi-
ness prosperity to every other
Statein the Union. ’

EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCE.

NEW YORK.
New York, Aug. 22.-=The political out-
look in the East presents a differen’
view from that of the West. While the




