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IMPORTANT MEASURES PASSED,

Federal prohibition amendment ratified.

ry law enforcement bill.
Presidential suffrage for women.
Memorial to U. S. Senate for woman suffrage.
Plan for hard surfaced roads submitted to the people.
State income tax submitted to the people.
Requiring railways to pay for street improvements.
State department of agriculture.
Laws to encourage co-operation.
New fish and game code.
Authorizing state fishing.
Legalizing chiropractors.
State board and commissioner of education.
Free tuition for returned soldiers and sailors.
English language only in all common schools.
Improved drainage laws. .
Many amendments to workman’s compensation law.
Budget system for Minneapolis.
«Separate city election for Minneapolis.
Unification of Minneapolis Public Welfare laws.
Increased appropriation to State Forester Cox for fire protection and

making him also surveyor of logs and lumber.

Deep waterway commission to co-operate with Canada.
Captions for constitution amendments.
Placing stockyards under Railway & Warehouse Commission.
Court to certify recount in election contests.

PASSED BY THE HOUSE—KILLED OR FAILED IN THE SENATE.

Five per cent tax on iron ore royalties.
Neuman bill reducing taxes on homes and industry.
Increased taxes on telephones. .
Workman’s insurance administered by state.
Guaranty for deposits in state banks.
Abolishing Public Safety Commission.

State budget commission. -
Medical freedom bill.

Warner-Hompe convention bill.

Bulk sales biﬁ to prevent fraud.

Motor Corps bills.

PASSED SENATE—KILLED OR FAILED IN THE HOUSE.

.Rockne convention bill.
Land colonization bill.

- Resolution for a League of Nations.
Limiting party campalgn expenses to $10,000.

FAILED TO PASS EITHER HOUSE.

Military code bill—Killed in the Senate.
All tonnage tax bills—Killed in the House. R
- Siegel bill to protect personal rights and civil liberties.
Warner street railway bill—Killed in the house.
Eight hour day for women workers—Lost in the House.
Free pass bill for legislators—XKilled in the House.
Doubling legislators’ salaries—Killed in the House.
All soldiers’ relief bills except free tuition.
All war memorial bills.
Welch bill to crush butter substitutes.
Boyd bill to destroy trading stamp business.

VETOED BY THE GOVERNOR.

Prohibiting butter substitutes in state institutions.




FOREWORD.

For the sixth time a brief history of the work of the .
Minnesota legislature is offered to the public.

Like its five predecessors this book is made possible by
the financial support of those public-spirited citizens who
united their efforts eleven years ago to finance the first of
these undertakings, “The Minnesota Legislature of 1909,”
and to the rna‘ny others who have since become interested in
the work.

During that eleven years many changes have taken
place.

Mr. Lynn Haines, who prepared and published the books
in 1909 and 1911, went to Washington in 1912 to engage in
somewhat similar work as Secretary of the National Voters
League, and the present writer was asked to take his place.

The personnel of the legislature has greatly changed.

Only nine of the house members of 1909 are members of
the house in 1919,—Adams, Bendixen, T. J. Greene, Haug-
land, Hinds, J. G. Lennon, Nimocks, Putnam and Roden-
berg—and only Greene and Putnam have served continuously.

Senators Peterson, Sageng and Geo. H. Sullivan were
then members of the Senate, while Senators ‘Carley, Hand-
lan, Lee, McGarry and Nolan were then House members.

Great as has been the change in personnel, greater still
has been the change in ideals: There has been a great im-
provement in earnestness, intelligence, moral character and
sense of obligation.

In 1911 the legislature was made non-partisan.

Since then the party boss and the party .caucus have been
less in evidence.

Members have been more free to use their individual
judgment.

Whether or not this has been an improvement depends
largely on the intelligence of the individual member.

An ignorant or dishonest member may be held in line
by a caucus for either good or bad. . -3 -

An honest, intelligent member is better off w1thout a
party boss or a caucus; and it is safe to say that the non-
partisan election has resulted in a better and more inde-
pendent group of men coming to the legislature.

It is not generally true, as some have charged, that more
self-seekers have come to the front; just the opposite: there
has been a different sort of cooperation among the voters,
and a better sort—less party, more principle.

Some of the same questions are still with us—equal suf-
frage for women, temperance legislation, tonnage tax, pri-
mary elections, corrupt practices acts, local legislation under
the guise of general laws, especially Minneapolis, and there
are still signs of tradmg and log rolling.

The millennium is not yet here by any means, but it is
on the way—ijust ten years nearer.

Let us hope it will come faster.
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CHAPTER 1.
THE AUTHOR'S POINT OF VIEW.

This book is an earnest attempt to discuss public ques-
tions from the point of view of Democracy and Americanism.

Democracy. and Americanism must follow the Declara-
tion of Independence and the Bill of Rights.

If they do not mean that all men, and women too, are
born free, and equal as to political rights and industrial op-
portunities, then they do not mean anything.

If Democracy and Americanism do not mean the opposite
of Autocracy, privilege and favoritism, tyranny, militarism
and repression, then they have no meaning. -

Democracy and Americanism must mean free thought,

- free speech, freedom to assemble and discuss any and all
questions: Otherwise they are meaningless térms and only
a mockery on the lips of those who pronounce them.

Any proposed legislation that cannot square itself with
these principles should be rejected, unless it can be shown
that it is a step in the direction of greater democracy, tho
not reaching the complete ideal.

The Acid Test,

The acid test of all proposed legislation should be:

Does it lead away from injustice and toward greater
justice?

Does it remove restriction and lead toward liberty?

Does it tend to establish a higher degree of political
rights and industrial opportunities?

Does it increase opportunities for open and honest ex-
pression on all questions, or does it close the door and limit
freedom of thought and speech?

Does it tend to preserve and extend the principle of

home rule and local self-government, or does it destroy that
principle?
: Does it more equally distribute the common burdens in
proportion to benefits received, or does it place burdens up-
on those who can and will shift them onto other and weaker
shodulders—onto shoulders already bowed with too great a
load?

Does it tend to remove the cause of dissatisfaction and
unrest, or does it ‘propose to crush and suppress the symp-
toms that arise from injustice?

Judged by these principles, the work of the legislature of
1919 presents some very peculiar aspects.

Bills were introduced that violated every pr1nc1p1e of
Democracy and Americanism as outlined in the Declaration
of Independence and the Bill of Rights; and they were urged
with the utmost sincerity by honest and consciencious men-

The scoundrel and the knave are not.the only dangerous
men to entrust with political power.

All thru the ages the benevglent despot, the honest
ignoramus, and the conscientious autocrat have done the
most harm to their fellowmen.
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If one had been present at the time of the passage of
the Motor Corps Bill, the “Red Flag Bill,” and a few other
measures, about the most charitable conclusion he could
reach would be that mmany members had very little know-
ledge of human nature, and a very inadequate conception
of how to adapt means to ends.

Perhaps the authors of those bills, in their original form,
really believed they would be effective antidotes for Social-*
ism, Anarchism, Bolshevism, I. W. W.ism, or some other
“dangerous ism”; but that only proves that they were ignor-
ant of the fact that you can’t change men’s opinions with a
club, or forcibly compel people to be Christians.

It is very dangerous to sit on the safety valve.

But any general conclusions drawn from these few in-
stances would be very misleading.

*In reality most of the members of both house and senate
were honest, intelligent, earnest and sincere, striving to do
what they beheved to be for the best mterest of their con-
stituents and the people of the state.

This was forcibly illustrated when the 42 supporters of
the Bendixen bill instantly and instinctively refused to be led
into a trap to kill the “Non-Partisan League bill.” They
were there to vote for a tonnage tax; and when their own
bill could not be passed, they promptly fell into line for what
they regarded as only second best. But nine of these were
against it on the final ballot three weeks later.

Does this change of front prove that the nine men are
dishonest?

Perhaps, but not necessarily.

There are honest reactionaries, and some of them come
to the legislature. Members are often easily influenced by
letters and telegrams from influential constituents.

And then take the conscientious work of the committees.
When have we ever had a legislature with so many men
who unsparingly devoted their time to the earnest, un-
biased consideration of nearly every measure presented?

Why then was so little accomplished? Why so much
time wasted?

CONFLICTING ELEMENTS.

The campaign in the state had been most intense and,
in many districts, passion and hatred had run high.

The result was that when the legislature met there were
two groups that looked upon each other with open hostility.

I. There were 24 members, elected as Non-Partisan
Leaguers, who were inclined to regard most of the others as
stand-patters, gangsters, reactlonarles, and  supporters of
special privilege; and some events in the early part of the
session helped confirm this impression.

II. There was a group, comparatively small in' number,
but very much in evidence, who had worked themselves up to
an intense degree of perferv1d ‘patriotism.” These members
started in to bulldoze and domineer in a manner that would
have done credit to Kaiser Bill or the Czar of Russia in the
height of their power. The particular objects of their ignor-




'
i
!

The Minnesota Legislature of 1919 9

ance and wrath were the Non-Partisan Leaguers and the one
innocent and harmless Socialist from Minneapolis. In their
eyes these men were “Black Anarchists,” Red Socialists,”
“Bolsheviks,” or “I. W. W.,” and “enemies of the country.”

Neither of these groups was particularly to blame for
their mistaken views; for they had been fed up by public
speakers and the press, till it is almost a wonder they didn’t
fly at each other’s throats at the first meeting.” And it must
be said that the Governor’s message did not pour much oil
on the troubled waters.

Before the end of the session most of the members of
each of these factions came to see that the truth usually
lies somewhere between the two ‘extremes. This was espe-
cially emphasized when the hated “Socialist” proved to be
the only labor member from Minneapolis who measured up
to expectations and voted for the tonnage tax. This started
some more members to thinking. Now thinking is an ex-
cellent exercise. It helps very considerably in getting the
right angle on things.

III. There was a small contingent from the iron dis-
tricts whose ambition seemed to be to defeat any bills that
proposed to get more taxes out of those natural ore de-
posits.

IV. There were a few wets whose chief object in life
was to save “2 per cent beer.”

V. Then came the professional labor men who had so
narrow a conception of their duties to the public that they
were willing to-trade away even the most important mea-
sures for votes in favor of some petty labor bill, right enough
itself, but of infinitely small consequence when compared
with measures they were willing to sacrifice. Nordlin and
Siegel of St. Paul and Miner of Minneapolis were the only
labor-endorsed members who resisted the blandishments of
the mining interests and voted for the tonnage tax.

It has been freely charged that the labor members of St.
Paul and Minneapolis switched and voted against the ton-
nage tax bill in exchange for votes from the mining districts
for their Industrial Insurance bill. If they did they got very
poor pay; for every representative from the mining dis-
tricts was expected to vote with labor on all important mat-
ters anyway, with the exception of Cullum and Pittenger, and
they both voted against the labor bill.

It was the same in the Senate. All senators from these -
districts, except Adams, were committed to labor, and would
have so voted. Adams has usually voted on the other side-

It has also been charged that labor voted against the
tonnage tax in exchange for votes from the iron country
against the Warner St. Ry. bill. If they did, they got stung
again; for all the Duluth members but Pittenger were bound
to vote against the Street car bill anyway; and every one
of the six men from the iron country voted for it. Murphy
and Gill, Burrows and Hitchcock, Long and Herried.

All wet labor senators voted to unseat Wilcox and two
of them voted to seat Sullivan. Wilcox was dry and for
labor. Sullivan was supposed to be wet, but he voted against
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2 per cent beer, and against labor. This was a real “double
cross” for labor. .

THE GREATEST DISTURBING CAUSE.

But probably the greatest disturbing cause of all is the
fact that every village, township and county in the state and
the city of Minneapolis, all bring their local matters to the
legislature and use up half of the time or more with mea-
sures that might better be doné at home.

St. Paul, Duluth and most of the other cities of the state
are working under home rule charters and bring practically
no matters to the state legislature.

Two things should be done:

First—A home rule charter should be framed for Min-
neapolis, and passed by the next legislature. That city
should then be forced to govern herself, and keep her local
linen out of the state wash.

Second—A comprehensive plan of self-government for
counties, townships and villages should be adopted, including
the initiative, referendum and recall, leaving all local mat-
ters in the hands of the people. -

-If these two things could be done, it would relieve the
legislature of much useless labor, and remove many elements
of disorganization, disturbance and corruption, and largely
do away with trading.

There were 1,250 measures introduced into the House
and 1,059 in the Senate, and it is safe to say that more than
half of these were of a local nature relating to matters that
the people of the localities ought to settle for themselves.

Herbert Spencer once published a very profound argu-
ment, insisting that legislators should be especially educated
for their duties and then subjected to a rigid examination.

But who is to prepare the questions and judge of the
fitness? . :

- The voters may make mistakes, but there is no other
way.

BONDS, BONDS, BONDS.

The craze for bonds to pay for all sorts of public im-
provements is a very dangerous tendency.

Every needed public improvement creates values usually
in excess of its cost.

Open and grade a street in a city, where it is needed, put
in the sewers, water mains, gas pipes, sidewalks, curb and
boulevards and plant trees.

What is the result?

All of this will cost about five or six dollars a front foot,
for the lots on each side of the street. .

; The lots will be increased in value by five to ten dollars
a foot. -

This fact was noticed as soon as city streets began to
be built; and the cost is now assessed against the benefited
lot owners at so much per foot. |

In nearly all cases the lot owners get a clear profit out
of the transaction; and yet we often hear it argued that the




The Minnesota Legislature of 1919 11

using public should help pay for such- streets because they
get the use of them.

The answer is: “The lot owners also have this general
benefit. They dlso use the streets; but, in addition to this,
they get the special benefit which they can sell for cash
Therefore they should pay for the street improvements.”

Parks the Same.

In the opening and development of public parks the same
principle holds-

If the park is needed, the surrounding lots W111 be great-
ly enhanced in value, and these lot owners will get that
value.

1f the land for the park or the cost of improving it, is
paid for out of general taxes, the lot owners get the benefit
anyway and only pay for a part of it. .

School Houses.

The building of a school house in a new neighborhood,
where it is needed, will cause all the lots in the district to
double or more than double in value. And yet the land
and building are both paid for out of general taxes, usually
thru the medium of bonds. The lot owners get the benefit
and the general public pays most of the bills.

Street Car Lines.

It is a well known fact that the building of a street car
line into a section of a city, where it is needed, will always
cause an increase in the value of the lots that are tributary
to the line by far more than enough to pay for the cost of
the entire equipment—track, cars and everything.

Many times in Minneapolis and St. Paul private owners
of lots and lands that would be benefited by the building of
an extension to a street car line have raised money. enough
by subscription to meet the cost of laying the tracks and
equipping the line.

But instead of owning the line, after they have paid for
it, they have allowed it to go as a free bonus to the street
railway company.

Car lines should be built by the city, the same as other
street improvements, and paid -for in the same way, by as-
sessments against the benefited lots.

Then the carfare need be only enough to pay for the
cost of service, one or two cents for a ride.

Country Roads.

This same principle applies in the building of country
roads. Any country road, that is needed, will increase the
value of the lands adjacent and nearby, more than enough to
pay the entire cost.

Why then should the cost be saddled upon our children?

The present owners of the lands, whether resident farm-
ers or speculators, will get this increased value. They will
sell that value to the next purchasers. Is it fair that they
should have this value for fiothing? Is it fair that the next
purchasers should also have to pay again in taxes to meet
interest and principle of bonds, for the very roads tkat they
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paid for when they bought out the owner to whom the bene-
fit accrued when the road was built?

In many states country roads are paid for in this way.
Why not in Minnesota? ’

Tt is just as necessary that our public policies be honest
as that people be honest in their private transactions.

You have now got the author’s point of view. i

Now read on and interpret the Minnesota Legislature of
1919, and draw your own conclusions. '

A

CHAPTER II. ,
THE ISSUES OF THE ELECTION.

In the election of members to the legislature of 1919
there was no question of party, no Democrats, Republicans,
Socialists, Prohibitionists, Nationalists.

No party designations were permitted on the .ballots.

After the name of each candidate was printed the word
“Non-partisan.”

Vital Issues. .

But, while partisanship was excluded, there were, how-
ever, a number of vital issues that helped to decide the elec-
tion. .

) Prohibition.

Both the Anti-Saloon League and the Minnesota Dry
Federation sent out letters to all candidates before the pri-
maries, asking three questions:

I. Will you vote to ratify the Federal Dry Amendment?

II. In case the voters adopt the state Prohibition
Amendment, will you vote for the needed legislation to make
it effective?

1II. Will you vote for an effective Blind Pig Law?

The answers received to these questions showed plainly
that the legislature was sure to be controlled by the Drys by
a considerable majority in both houses. This majority fi-
nally proved to be much larger than even the most sanguine
hoped for.

Equal Suffrage.

The Minnesota Woman’s Suffrage Association, Mrs. A. -
Ueland president, mailed to each candidate the question, “In
case the United States Senate votes to submit an Equal Suf-
frage Amendment to the constitution of the United States,
for ratification by the states, will you vote to ratify such an
amendment?”

The Equal Franchise League and other suffrage organ-
izations also questioned the candidates, urging the submis-
sion of an amendment to the Minnesota constitution, grant-
ing full suffrage to women.

From the answers received it was evident that three or
four to one of both houses would favor equal suffrage for
women.

The Non-partisan League and Its Program.

The Non-partisan League was very active in both the
primaries and the general election. =
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The following planks are taken from the “Platform and

" Declaration of Principles,” adopted at the meeting ‘of the

Minnesota branch of the National Non-partisan League, held
at St. Paul March 19th, 1918:

The producers of our state suffer tremendous losses
through the extortion of trusts, monopolies, speculators in
the necessaries of life and unnecessary middlemen. As a .
means to improve the economic condition of the farmers and
workers of this state, .we indorse the following legislative
program:

1. Exemption of farm improvements from taxation.

2. Tonnage tax on ore production-

3. Rural credit banks operated at cost.

4, State terminal elevators, warehouses| flour mills,
stockyards, packing houses, creameries and cold storage
plants. )

5. State hail insurance.

6. A more equitable system of state inspection and
grading of grain.

7. Equal taxation of property of railroads, mmes, tele-
graph, telephone, electric light and power companies, and all
public utility corporations, as compared with that of other
property owners.

8. State-owned and operated pulp and paper mills to
furnish print paper at cost.

9. A soldiers’ moratorium law to protect our soldlers
at the front from suffering financial loss while in the service
of their country, to contintte six months after the war-

10. To the full extent of every resource of the state,
individual and collective, within the power of this organ-
ization to control, every member of this organization and
every candidate indorsed pledges his support to the war poli-
cies announced by President Wilson and to the prosecution of
the war until a democratic victory is achieved.

We pledge our candidates one and all to the carrying
out of the foregoing as fast as sound and safe progress will
permit. i

We also indorse the following legislative program as:
of especial value to labor:

1. State insurance.

2. State free employment bureaus.

3. State old age pensions.

4. State eight-hour law, except in agricultural pursuits.

As much of this program would require amendments
to the state constitution, they favored an easily workable ini-
tiative and referendum, such as has twice been submitted to
the people, receiving, in each case, a vote of four to one,
but failing to be adopted, because our constitution is al-
most impossible to amend.

To accomplish these objects the league proceeded to
organize the farmers, with the intention of electing state of-
ficers and a legislature that would support their policies.

Caucuses and Conventions.

‘Caucuses were called in each township where there were
League members to meet on Feb. 22, Washington’s Birthday.
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At each of these caucuses the farmers present, ail members
of the league, were to vote for one delegate to attend a Sen-
atorial District Convention.

At each of the conventions a representative bf the
League was present to see that the following rules were ob-
served:

First, that the names of all delegates elected at the
townshlp caucuses should be placed upon the blackboard,
whether the men were present or not. This was supposed
to furnish a list of the most influential and capable of all
the League members, from which to select candidates for
Senator and Representative. But any delegate also had the
right to place upon the board any other name he might see
fit, whether a member of the League or not.

Second, the convention then proceeded, by secret bal-
lot, to name a candidate for Senator from among the names
on the board, and continued to ballot until some candidate
had a majority of all the votes cast.

Third, as many candidates for Representative as the
district was entitled to elect were then chosen in the same
manner.

In the same way a delegate was then chosen to the state
convention to nominate candidates for state officers. Pre-
ferably this delegate would be either the candidate for Sen-
ator or one of the legislative candidates.

In these conventions no nominating speeches were per-
mitted but questions might be freely asked and answered
regarding any candidates.

The representatives of the League at all these Senatorial
District Conventions were instructed not to use any pressure
or dictate in any way who should be nominated for senator
or representative, or who sent as delegate to the state con-
vention. These were matters entirely within the control of
the farmers present from the different townships.

Organized Labor.

Orgamzed labor in the cities worked in cooperation with
the farmers and placed in nomination candidates pledged to
support a définite labor program, as quoted above, the most
important feature of which was a demand for state administra-
tion of the workman’s compensation law, with the object of
securing greater benefits for the injured workman at less
cost to the employers. A claim was made that these results
had been accomplished in Ohio,- and about twenty other
states, where state administration had been tried.

The labor candidates were pledged to support the farm-
ers program and the farmers were pledged to support the
labor program.

DON'T FORGET THESE PLEDGES.

The result of the elections showed that the organized
farmers had elected 8 Senators and 24 Representatives, while
the labor men had elected 5 Senators and 11 Representa-
tives.

Most of the measures supported by the orgamzed farm-
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ers and labor men have been under discussion for many
years.

The question of taxation—not exactly the exemption of
farm improvements—but lower taxes on all improvements
and personal property, with higher taxes on unimproved lots
and lands—has been generally favored. A tonnage tax on
iron ore has been urged for a dozen years or more.

State controlled hail insurance has been twice submit-
ted to the people and approved each time by a majority of
those voting on the question. .

Initiative and Referendum, with provision for easier
amendment of the constitution, another demand of the farm-
ers and organized labor, has twice received a majority of
four to one of those voting on the question, but like hail in-
surance, failed of adoption because of the difficulty of amend-
ing the constitution.

CHAPTER IIIL
THE SPEAKERSHIP.

After the election returns were in and it was known who
the members of the new House would be, it looked as if the
Speakership would go to some country member who was a
dry, who had favored a tonnage tax and whose general rec-
ord had been thoroly progressive. It seemed that no city
man could secure the Speakership. :

Nolan and His Qualifications.

On the other hand, W. I. Nolan of Minneapolis was espe-
cially fitted for Speaker. He is probably the best parliamen-
tarian in the whole House. As chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee for two sessions he had shown himself thoroly fam-
iliar with procedure- He has a strong, clear voice, and per-
fect control of himself as a presiding officer. For several
sessions he had been recognized as a leader of the progres-
sive forces, favoring the dry program, equal suffrage, direct
legislation by the people thru the Initiative, Referendum,
Direct Primary, the Recall of unfaithful public servants,
easier amendment of the constitution, so that the people
could more easily influence and shape public policy thru
legislation. Mr. Nolan had led the fight for publicity in the
committees and on the floor of the house, at.a time when
this kind of activity meant ostracism and poor assignments.
He had been a strong advocate of tax reform along the lines
of lower taxes on buildings and improvements, enterprise
and industry, with higher taxes on unoccupied and unim-
proved lands, but he had never voted for a tonnage tax on
the output of iron ore, claiming that all bills heretofore had
been defective and objectionable, principally because they
had all taxed the labor involved in bringing the ore to the
surface, whereas the true policy should be to tax the gre ac-
cording to its natural value, and leave the labor of produc-
tion untaxed. .

Mr. .Nolan claims that his only pledge was that he
would be fair to all in the makeup of the committees.

Tho there were several names more or less prominently
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mentioned as possible candidates, it soon became apparent
that Nolan was considerably in the lead. Elmer Adams of
Fergus Falls, who had been in the House for 4 sessions,
called a conference of all the members elect to meet at the
St. Francis Hotel early in December to settle, if possible, the
question of the Speakership. At this conference Mr. Nolan
was an easy winner. On motion of Mr. Adams, Nolan was
supported by 94 votes, being more than a two-thirds ma-
jority of all the members of the ouse:
A N. P. League Candidate.

Many of the members who had been elected thru the in-
fluence of the Non-partisan League farmers, believing that
they would gain more by having a candidate of their own,
nominated and supported John A. Urness of Douglas county.

There was some question, even among the L.eague mem-
bers, whether this was the wisest course to pursue; while
outside of League circles, it was thought to be a very unwise
policy.

The line of argument was this: .

The legislature is wholly non-partisan. Nolan is sure of
election. Why not then all work together? Why draw party
lines, where no party is supposed to exist?

To this the League men replied :“Burnquist wants Nolan.
Burnquist is a reactionary. Burnquist wants to fight the
League. Therefore we must oppose Burnquist and conse-
quently we must oppose Nolan, and besides the people who
elected us demand this.”

Nolan was elected Speaker with 105 votes to 23 for
Urness.

The question being taken on the election of the Speaker,

And the roll being called, the members-elect voted for
Mr. Nolan as follows:

Adams, Fawecett, Kingsley, Oberg,
Baxter, Frisch, Lagersen, Oren,
Bendixen, Galewski, Lang, Parker,
Bernard, o Gily, Lee, Pattison, -
‘Bouck, Girling, Lennon, A. L., Pedersen,
Boyd, Gislason, J. B., Lennon, J. G., Perry,
Briggs, Gleason, Leonard, Pittenger,
Brophey, Goodspeed, Levin, Praxel,
Burrows, Grant, Long, Prince,
Carlson, Green, H. M., McGivern, Putnam,
Chirhart, Greene, T. J., McGrath, Rako,
Christensen, A., Hale, McLaughlin, Rodenberg,
Christianson, T., Hammer, McPartlin, Ross,
Corning, Harrison, Manske, Ryan,
Cullum, Haugland, Moen, Schaleben,
Curtis, Herried, Murphy, Scherf,
Darby, Hinds, Nelson, C. N., Serline,
DeLury, Hitchcock, Nett, Shanks,
Dilley, Hompe, Neuman, Shirley,
Dorweiler, Howard, Nimocks, Siegel,
Emmons, Hulbert, Nordgren, Sliter,
Enger, Jacobson, Nordlin, Smith,
Erickson, Kelly, Norton, Solem,

SR R——)
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Sortedahl, " Swensen, E.,, Warner, Wilkinson,
Sudheimer, Swenson,0.A., Waters,
Swanson, J., Teigen, West,

Swanson, S. J., Trowbridge, Wicker,
The following members voted for Mr. Urness:

Anderson, Enstrom, Miner, Stahlke,
Arens, Flahaven, Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Arneson, Gislason, C.M., Olson, Thorkelson,
Berve, Holmquist, = Skaiem, Welch,
Burdorf, Iverson, Sluke, chklund
Day, Johtison, Spelbrink,

Neither candidate voted and Mr. Hodapp was absent on
account of sickness. Nett and Scherf, elected as Non-parti-
san Leaguers, voted for Nolan, while Miner and Strand, en-
dorsed by organized labor, gave their votes to Urness.

Oscar Arneson, as chief clerk, all the assistant clerks,
and chaplain, were chosen without opposition.

C. E. Ryberg, with his strong, resonant voice, was a
most capable and efficient reading clerk.

The Committees.

After being sure of the Speakership, Mr. Nolan wrote
each member, asking him to indicate what committee ap-
pomtments he preferred. He also took pains to learn the
opinions of members on important questions, so that his
appointments might be as satisfactory and effective as pos-
sible. There were very few disappointments.

There was some criticism because there was only one
Non-partisan Leaguer on the Tax Committee and none at all
on either Elections or Appropriations; but Mr. Nolan de-
clares that only one Leaguer asked for a place on the Tax
Committee and none on either of the others. )

Many of the League members did not reply to Mr.
Nolan’s letter asking for their committee preferences; but
such as did admit that they were well satisfied with their
assignments.

It is probable that the action of the Leaguers in segregat-
ing themselves on the Speakershlp, tho it made no difference
with the Speaker himself, in the matter of appointments, did
cause some feeling of hostility on the part of some members,
and to some extent did increase the prejudice against them.

Of course there were sharp conflicts, and some members
showed themselves greatly lacking in ability to discuss dif-
ferences with calmness and candor; but, as the work of the
session went forward, this feeling in most cases wore off,
and before the end there was pretty good team work.

Nolan made a most efficient speaker. He has a
very powerful voice, his actions were quick, and .his rul-
ings were never questioned but once, and then the member
raising the question had no one supporting him.

With such a fair and efficient speaker,—with such an able
readmg clerk, and with so many honest members, how does
it happen that this legislature has been so severely criti-
cised?
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For no legislature in recent years has been so generally
condemned. -

The “roasts” have come from all quarters. They have been
damned by the extreme reactionaries because they did not
rip the primary to pieces and restore the party conventions;
and on the other hand they have been damned because they
wasted so much time trying to do it.

They have been damned because they tried to put over
a program of extreme repression and militarism, and they
have been damned because they did so little alorng that line.

~ Some have criticised because no impartant tax laws were
passed, and others have lost sleep because some very good
and correct tax laws came so near passing.

A careful study will show that about as much as usual
was done along constructive lines; but not nearly so much
as was expected. In fact, a vast amount was expected,—a
moderate amount accomplished,—and most of the big things,
good and bad, failed, largely because of the Senate.

If you read each chapter carefully it will help in placing
responsibility. '

At the close of the session all but two members united

in presenting Mr. Nolan with a fine automobile as a mark

of their appreciation and respect.

CHAPTER IV.
CONTESTED SEATS.

There were two contests—one in the house and one in
the senate. )

First—Lauderdale against Swenson.

In the 35th Dist. (3rd and 10th wards of Minneapolis)
Henry W. Lauderdale and Erling Swenson were candidates.

The official count showed that:

Swenson had 3226 votes

Lauderdale -had 3160 votes.

Making a majority for Swenson of 66 votes.

After carefully examining the details of the vote Mr.
Laudérdale believed that there must be errors in the count,
especially in the 9th and 14th precincts of the 3rd ward,
where he had expected to get large majorities but had failed.

He therefore started a contest and asked for a recount.

The recount showed errors in the original count, espe-
cially in the two precincts that had aroused Mr. Lauderdale’s
suspicion, and it was finally admitted that Lauderdale had
really received a majority of 40 undisputed votes.

However, Swenson claimed that Lauderdale had violated
the provisions of the corrupt practices act, in that he had
paid five dollars to one man, and five to another with the
promise of ten more if he were elected.

These men were to put up posters, distribute cards and
urge their friends to support Lauderdale.

The House committee, after carefully examining the
evidence and hearing the arguments, reported that in pay-
ing these men for their services, Mr. Lauderdale had not in
any way violated the law, and was therefore entitled to the
seat.
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This report was signed by L .O. Teigen, J. O. Haugland,
J. B. Pattison and N, T. Moen.

O. E. Hammer made a long minority report, claiming
that Lauderdale HAD violated the corrupt practices act, and
that there was reason to believe -that the boxes had been
opened and the ballots re-marked. He made a very pas-
sionate appeal that Lauderdale be denied his seat.

John B. Pattison of St. Cloud, one of the ablest lawyers
in the House, briefly answered Hammer, and was followed
by N. T. Moen of Fergus Fallsrand T. H. Girling of Hen-
nepin, who showed that the seals were broken on many boxes
from all parts of the city, due to the rain which easily tore
apart the little paper seals. The boxes were guarded by two
watchmen and two special detectives till after the recount;
and the recount showed that both had made gains. Would
that be possible if the boxes had been tampered with?

First Swenson was unseated 49 to 79, and then Lauder-
dale.got 85 to 42 as follows:

" Those who voted in the affirmative for Lauderdale were:

Adams, Dorweiler, Kingsley, Rako,
Anderson, Emmons, Lagersen, Ross,

Arens, Erickson, Lee, .~ Schaleben,
Baxter, Fawcett, Lennon, J. G, Serfine,
Bendixen, Gill, Levin, Shanks,
Bernard, Girling, McGivern, Shirley,
Bouck, Gislason, J. B., Moen, - Smith,

Boyd, Goodspeed, Murphy, Solem,
Briggs, Grant, Nelson, C. N., Sortedahl,
Brophey, - Greene, T. J., Nett, Sudheimer,
Burdort, Hale, Neuman, Swanson, J.,
Burrows, Harrison, Nimocks, Swanson, S. J.,
Carlson, Haugland, Nordgren, Swenson, O.A.,
Chirhart, Herried, Nordlin, Teigen,
Christensen,A., Hinds, Norton, Trowbridge,
Christianson, T., Hitchcock, Oren, Warner,
Corning, Holmaquist, Parker, West,
Cullum, Hompe, Pattison, Wilkinson,
Curtis, Howard, Pedersen, Mr. Speaker.
Darby, Hulbert, Praxel,

Day, Jacobson, Prince,

DelLury, Kelly, Putnam,

Those who voted in the negative against Lauderdale
were:

Arneson, Hammer, Miner, Sluke,
Berve, Hodapp, Nelson, J. M., Spelbrink,
Dilley, Iverson, Olson, Stahlke,
Enger, Johnson, Perry, Strand, .
Enstrom, Lennon, A. L., Pittenger, Thorkelson,
Flahaven, Leonard, Rodenberg, Urness,
Frisch, * . * Long, Ryan, Waters,
Galewski, McGrath, Scherf, Welch,
iGislason,C.M., McLaughlin, Siegel, Wicklund,
Gleason, McPartlin, Skaiem,

Green, H. M., Manske, Sliter,

Oberg and Wicker had been excused for the day; Lang
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was excused from voting, as he was Swenson’s colleague
from the 35th District; and Swenson himself refrained from
voting.

Anderson, Arens, Bouck, Day, McGivern, Neuman and
West had just voted to let Swenson hold the seat; but hav-
ing lost, now voted to seat Lauderdale.

Of the 42 who voted against Lauderdale on the final bal-
lot 19 were Non-partisan League men, 8, like Swenson, had
been elected by organized labor, 6 might be called advocates
of strict construction of the corrupt practices act and the
other nine were some of them just plain wets and some stood
by Swenson out of personal friendship.

Of course any member had an undoubted constitutional
right to vote either way for any reason or no reason.

The Sullivan-Wilcox Contest.

W. W. Wilcox was elected Senator from Washington
county over Geo. H. Sullivan by a majority of 43 votes.

Sullivan contested and asked a recount.

The recount showed that Wilcox had a majority of 35
votes.
~ But Wilcox had charged Sullivan with being attorney
for the St‘eet Railway Co. and “accredited agent and attor-
ney” for some 60 foreign corporations doing business in
Minnesota. .

Sullivan-claimed that this statement was “false and de-
famatory,” but he admitted on the witness stand, under cross
examination, that he was “Attorney at law” for the Street
Railway Co., and that he was “accredited agent and attorney-
in-fact” for all the 60 other corporations. He denied ever
having been “attorney-at-law” for any of the 60.

This looks to the layman very much like a quibble in
words, and how it can be ‘“false and defamatory” it would
seem hard for the ordinary man to understand; and yet five
grave senators, apparently eager for Sullivan’s company for
the rest of the term, found that Sullivan’s charge -was true.

But worse than all and more of it, some of Wilcox's cir-
‘culars (which by the way did not contain the “false and de-
famatory” statement complained of) were found on election
day in one of the polling places, on a chair 50 feet or such a
matter from the booths, maybe less, but anyway they were
there.

Of course it was contrary to law to have them there.
Everybody admits that; but who put them there? Wilcox
did not. No one knows. Perhaps no one will ever know.
Affidavits were offered to show that Wilcox had directed that
all circulars should be destroyed on the night before election
so that none could get {nto the polling places the next day
to violate the law. But they were there and the law was
violated. So the five Senators solemnly assert that this
precinct must be thrown out. This would elect Sullivan.

There was nothing in the evidence to show that any
voter had been influenced by those circulars, and they ad-
mittedly contained no false statements.

This precinct of Woodbury had always been strongly
against Sullivan.
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In 1914 it gave him 12 votes and his opponent 126, -

In 1918 it gave him 26 votes and Wilcox 149.

In the special election of Feb. 20th, 1919, Sullivan got 14
votes, Wilcox, 212. .

It seems plain that this precinct did not want Sullivan.

And Yet? . :

Five members of the Senate committee on elections voted -
to deprive Wilcox of his seat and give it to Sullivan.

The five were Frank E. Putnam, Wm. F. Brooks, A. J.
Rockne, John D. Sullivan and T. C. Blomgren.

The Opposing Report. .

A minority report, declaring that Wilcox was entitled to
retain his seat, was signed by Ole O. Sageng, P. A. Gandrud,
Iver J. Lee and Adolph S. Larson.

The battle over these reports was waged Friday after-
noon, Jan. 31st, and lasted six hours.

Putnam, Jokn D. Sullivan, Rockne and Fowler argued
long and zealously for seating Sullivan, laying special stress
on the “false and defamatory” campaign literature of Wilcox
that had charged Sullivan with being “the accredited agent
and attorney” for 60 or more foreign corporations, instead of
saying that he was “the accredited agent and attorney-in-
fact” for them.

They all admitted that the latter statement would not
have been “false and defamatory”; and they all knew that
the circulars in the town hall at Woodbury did not contain
the word “attorney” at all, but merely said that Sullivan was
the “accredited agent.”

The Defense of Wilcox.

Senators Sageng, Johnson, Gandrud, Lee, Gillam and
Peterson supported the right of Wilcox to retain his seat.

Gandrud called attention to a very misleading circular
issued by Sullivan, denying that he was “counsellor at law,
lawyer, or attorney at law” for a single one of the 60 cor-
porations; but not saying a word about being their “accred-
ited agent.” It was in reply to this deceiving circular of
Sullivan’s that Wilcox issued his final reply that had caused
the trouble. )

Senator Lee showed that Sullivan had voted on all ques-
tions just as Wilcox had charged. He quoted the bills and
senate. journals to prove his case. Lee also offered affi-
davits to prove that Wilcox had directed that all left-over
circulars should be destroyed Monday night, so that none
could possibly get into the polling places.

Senator Johnson declared that if Woodbury were
thrown out because the Wilcox circulars were in the hall
during the election, it would offer a premium to any scoundrel
to plant his opponent’s literature in polling places, and then
contest the election,

Senator Peterson read from the Corrupt Practices act
itself, Sec. 600, where it specifically provides that uninten-
tional and immaterial violations shall not be construed to

- void an election. The legislature and the courts have invari-

ably so held.
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Senator Gillam called attention to a very recent deci-

" sion of the district court, refusing to void an election for

County Auditor in his district, tho there had been much
more flagrant violation of the law than in the Wilcox case.
“We should not set aside the verdict of the people.”
Regarding the Woodbury vote, Senator Sageng said:
“Woodbury township was the only one in Washington
county where Mr. Sullivan got the full vote he normally
would get after a campaign involving the issues before the
people last year.
Normal Vote Less

“His normal vote would be the combined vote of the
Republican and Democratic candidates for governor. In
Woodbury township he got one more than this combined
vote and nowhere else in Washington county did he run so
well.

“In his home city of Stillwater he lacked 300 votes of
equaling the vote cast for the Republican and Democratic
candidates for governor. There is no possibility that Sulli-
van lost a single vote in Woodbury township because of the
Wilcox circulars. Nothing happened in Woodbury to throw
the shadow of a doubt on the integrity and accuracy.of the
returns. Sullivan is grasping at straws here to make out a
case.

Talk Is Travesty.

“It is a travesty to talk here about the undue influence
exerted by the Wilcox circulars in Woodbury township when
we have seen the sort of undue influence brought to bear
upon members of this senate during the last few days. Every
wire that could be pulled has been pulled in order to throw
out of this body the man honestly elected and to put Sullivan
in his seat.

“Secret influences have been resorted to that would not
have been used even in the good old days.’ The election in
Woodbury township was a Sunday school picnic compared
to what has been done to influence the vote of this senate.

“Influences” Hit.

“Even while senators are sitting here now they are get-
ting messages from hundreds of miles away asking them to
vote a certain way. It means that efforts are being made to
have this contest settled favorably to certain influences.”

Senator F. H. Peterson, attorney at Moorhead, waved
a telegram he had just received before he arose to urge adop-
tion of the report recommending that Senator Wilcox retain
his seat.

“To give you some idea of what is going on here

‘ today,” he said, “I have a telegram sent by a concern for

which I do some business telling me to vote a certain way in
this contest.”
Wire-Pulling Seen.
“QOther senators told privately how automobiles had come
to places where they stay during Thursday night and of.
pleas made for them to stand by Sullivan. In one case a
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leading St. Paul business man as well as a political wire-
puller made the plea.

“Sullivan forces answered charges of wire-pulling and
telegrams by saying senators were also getting letters ask-
ing them to vote for Wilcox.

: “The facts about the telegrams and the letters amounted
to this: That the letters were commg from the people, and
the telegrams from special interests.”

ThlS is the most noted case of a contested election ever
known in Minnesota. :

During the entire discussion, Senator Sageng, just a plain
farmer, showed himself more than a match for the four
lawyers on the other side.

At the end of the six hours’ debate, the vote was taken on
the moltlon to retain Wilcox in hlS seat, and was lost by a tie,
31to3 .

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Bessette, Gandrud, Lee, Peterson,
Boylan, Gillam, Lindsley, Romberg,
Carley, Guilford, Loonam, Sageng,
Cashel, Hopp, Millett, Schmechel,
Conroy, Jackson, Naplin, Stepan,
Cumming, Johnson, Nolan, Turnham,
Devold, Kuntz, Orr, Wold. -
Erickson, Larson, Palmer, -

Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Denegre, Kingsbury, Rockne,
Baldwin, Dwyer, McGarry, Sullivan,
Benson, Fowler, Madigan, Swanson,
Blomgren, Gjerset, Nord, Van Hoven
Bonniwell, Hall, Putnam, Vibert,
Brooks, Hamer, Rask, Ward,
Callahan, Handlan, Reed, Widell.
Cliff, Hegnes, Ribenack, '

But this vote did not unseat Wilcox.

Dwyer, Handlan and Swanson, elected with labor sup-
port voted against Wilcox. 'Watch for the reaction. )

The next move in regular order would have been to vote
upon the other report to seat Sullivan.

If every senator had stuck, there would have been an-
other tie, and Wilcox would still have kept his seat; but at
this juncture, Senator Guilford moved to amend the ma-
jority report, so as to declare the seat vacant and order a
new election.

All but two of the Wilcox men, believing they would be
beaten in the end, and regarding this as the next best thing,
voted for this amendment.

Bessette and Millett, who had stood for Wilcox, refused
to vote to unseat him; but Cliff, Dwyer, Hall, Hamer, Madigan
and Swanson, who had voted against Wilcox on the first
ballot, but were not for Sullivan, now voted for this new
plan, makmg 35 to 27 for a new election.

There were only 25 who could be classed as Sulhvan
men, as follows:
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Adams, Denegre, Nord, Van Hoven,
Baldwin, Fowler, Putnam, Vibert,
Benson, Gjerset, Rask, Ward,
Blomgren, Handlan, Reed, Widell.
Bonniwell, Hegnes, Ribenack,

Brooks, Kingsbury, Rockne,

Callahan, McGarry, Sullivan,

The Senate now found itself with a report seating Sul-
livan, so amended as to seat neither. The situation was im-
k possible. @

) The Guilford resolution was now reconsidered and re-

vised, when it was passed 59 to none, declaring a vacancy

and ordermg a new election.

ball Handlan, Gjerset and Nord did not vote on this final
allot.

This decision of the Senate violates all legislative prece-
dent, and also goes contrary to every decision of the Su-
preme Court of Minnesota.

In four contested cases in the house the decision has
been in each case against unseating the member who had
the most votes.

Three of these cases occurred in the session of 1917,
and in two of them the violations were far more flagrant,
and yet the house regarded them insufficient to warrant un-
seating the member who had received the most votes.

Furthermore, the Attorney General ruled in all these
cases that, even if the sitting member were unseated it would
not give the contestant the seat, but that there must be a
new election.

And yet 25 senators were Wlllmg to vote to give this
seat to Sullivan.

The primaries for the new election occurred on Feb. 13th
and the election Feb. 20th.

In the primary Woodbury township give Sullivan 7 and
Wilcox 190.

In the election this township gave Sullwan 14 and- Wil-
cox 212

Evidently the Wilcox circulars, in the November election
did not influence voters of this precinct against Sullivan.

However, Sullivan made large gains in Stillwater and
one or two villages and was elected by a majority of 284.

CHAPTER V.
“IMPROVING” ELECTION MACHINERY.

Yes, our election machinery needs to be improved.

It is very difficult, almost impossible, to amend the
constitution.

It ought to be changed so that the people can amend
their constitution with a reasonable degree of ease.

Several proposed amendments were introduced, all with
this object in view.

~Lauderdale proposed that if 60 per cent of those voting
on an amendment should vote yes the amendment should
carry.
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Enstrom, Welch, Berve, Burdorf and Scherf introduced
a complete Initiative and Referendum bill, similar to the best
in use in other states. This proposed that a majority of those
voting on any question should determine.

This is the principle that prevailed in the state from its
birth till 1898. During all those years a majority could
amend the constitution and no harm came to the state. The
harm came when we changed the principle and departed
from the majority rule.

Sageng introduced into the Senate a proposal that a
majority of those voting on a question should determine,
provided that at least 40 per cent of all electors voting at
the election should vote yes on the proposed amendment.

All those bills werg killed in committee.

Lauderdale’s bill was too easy. A few people could
amend.the constitution provided that 60 per cent of the few
voted yes. .

The bill mtroduced by Enstrom, Welch and others was
objected to on the same ground, only more so. It permitted
one more than half of any small number who might vote on
the question, to amend the constitution or enact a statute.

Sageng’s bill was too conservative for the radicals and
too radical for the extreme reactionaries who are well
satisfied with things as they are.

So it fell out that nothing was done to make it easier for
the people to rule.

Back to the Convention ¢

The state-wide primary was adopted at the special ses-
sion of 1912 for the purpose of saving Eberhart and the
reactionaries from defeat.

The plan worked. It saved Eberhart who could never
have controlled the Republican convention, but who- was
able to get more votes at the primary than any other one
of the six Republican candidates; and having got the nomi-
nation, of course, he was elected.

But, in 1914 and 1916 the primary worked the, other
way and gave the nominations to the progressive element.

Since then the reactionaries have demanded its amend-
ment or repeal. |

Like most things, the primary is not altogether elther
good or bad.

Like all human inventions it is not perfect.

The man with plenty of money to advertise his cam-
paign has an advantage; but he also had an advantage in
the old time conventions.

The Warner-Hompe . Bill.

Warner and Hompe and their followers claimed that
they could combine the merits of both systems by electing
delegates at the primary who should meet in convention,
carefully canvass the whole situation, put out a party plat-
form and name candidates who would be held to a strict
accountability.

They made a strong plea for party respons:b:hty, and
denounced -the “chaotic and anarchistic” situation “where
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every man puts himself forward and makes his own platform.”
The chief objection to this Warner-Hompe plan was
that it forces parties to hold conventions, make platforms
and name candidates whether they wish to or not: and
provides more or less detailed regulation for what have
heretofore been regarded as voluntary organizations. of
citizens not in any way subject to statptory interference.
The opposition came largely from the Non-partisan
League and Labor forces, both of which groups have held
conventions to nominate candidates. Of course all these

conventions were voluntary, while those proposed by the,

Warner-Hompe bill would be compulsory. Furthermore,
at this stage of the session it was a virtue fo oppose League
and labor men.

Fred Wheaton, recent Democratic candidate for Gover-
nor, and Senator Knute Nelson had both written letters
strongly favoring the bill, and Nelson had urged making the
legislature and all county officers partisan. This was too
much for even the strongest champions of party, so the bill
limits party conventions to the nomination of candidates for
United States Senators and state officers including judges
of the Supreme Court.

It is said the Supreme Court judges asked to be in-
cluded. This was one of the most objectionable features
of the bill. All our courts are free from party politics, and
it is difficult to see why they should not remain so.

Warner, Hompe, Hammer, Girling and Wilkinson spoke

for the bill.

Representative Hompe, joint author of the bill with Mr.
Warner, said the primary system is taking away from both
Republican and Democratic party “leaders” the right to shape
‘their own party principles.

“We find men with socialistic tendencies getting into
our ranks,” he said. :

“ILast summer there was a great danger of a new class
movement engulfing the old Republican party. They had
to come to the Democrats for help to save the old party
principles and the Democrats responded nobly.”

Mr. Warner is a Republican and Mr. Hompe ,a Demo-
crat. -

A similar bill has been defeated at every session of
the legislature since the primary election law was passed at
the special session of 1912.

Siegel, Boyd, Erickson, Berve and Iverson strongly
opposed the measure.

They insisted that this bill will put the political bosses
and special interests in control; but the very atmosphere
seemed charged with a subtle force working for its passage.

The contest over this bill occurred on Feb, 26 and re-
sulted in its passage 78 to 51.

J. G. Lennon and West had been excused.

Those who voted 'in the affirmative were: :

Adams, - Briggs, Carlson, Christianson, T.,
‘Baxter, Brophey, Chirhart, Cullum,
‘Bouck, Burrows, Christensen,A., Curtis,

e i
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Dilley, Howard, Nimocks, Shanks,
Dorweiler, Hulbert, Nordgren, Shirley,
Emmons, Jacobson, Norton, Sliter,
Enger, Kingsley, Oberg, Smith,
Frisch, Lagersen, Oren; Solem,
Galewski, Lang, Parker, Sortedah],
Girling, Lauderdale, Pattison, Swanson, J.,
Gislason, J. B., Lee, Perry, ‘Swanson, S. J.,
Gleason, Lennon, A. L., Pittenger, Swenson,0.A.,
Green, H. M., Levin, Praxel, Teigen,
Greene, T. ]J., Long, . Prince, Trowbridge,
Hammer, McGivern, Putnam, Warner,
Harrison, McPartlin, Rako, Wicker,
Haugland, =~ Moen, Rodenberg, Wilkinson,
Herreid, Murphy, Ross, Mr. Speaker.
Hinds, Nelson, C. N., Schaleben,
Hompe, Neuman, Serline,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Anderson, Erickson, Kelly, Siegel,
Arens, Fawecett, Leonard, Skaiem,
Arneson, Flahaven, McGrath, Sluke, .
Bendixen, Gill, McLaughlin, Spelbrink,
Bernard, - Gislason, C.M., Manske, Stahlke,
Berve, -Goodspeed, Miner, Strand,
Boyd, Grant, Nelson, J.- M., Sudheimer,
Burdorf, Hale, Nett, Thorkelson,
Corning, Hitchcock, Nordlin, Urness,
Darby, Hodapp, Olson, Waters,
Day, " Holmaquist, Pedersen, Welch,
DeLury, Iverson, . Ryan, Wicklund,
Enstrom, Johnson, Scherf,

- Eighteen who voted for this bill opposed a similar bill
two years ago. They were: Briggs, Christensen, Christian-
son, Green, Hulbert, Lange, Lennon, Levin, Moen, Neuman,
Nimocks, Nordgren, Norton, Praxel, Putnam, Sliter, Solem,
S."J. Swanson and Teigen.

SENATOR LENROOT OF WISCONSIN OPPOSES RE-
PEAL OF PRIMARY LAW. .

Statement by Irvine L. Lenroot, United States senator
from Wisconsin:

“The efforts now being made to repeal the direct pri-
mary laws in the different states should fail. It is said that
the average ability of public officials is not as great as un-
der the old convention system. . Even if this be granted, it
proves nothing. Better a man with ordinary ablhty servmg
the people, than a man of great ability serving special in-
terests,

“One of the objections made to the direct primary is
that it prevents men from assembling and consulting to-
gether, and there is no opportunity to develop party leader-
ship. It is true that in some states pre-primary conferences
or conventions have been considered to be in violation of the
spirit of the primary law. This is an entirely mistiken
theory.. Conferences or conventions held by groups holding
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the same views should be held for the purpose of making
recommendations for action at the primary. But they should
be nothing more than recommendations. After they are made
the voters should decide by their primary ballots. This would
strengthen the direct primary system. If the people value
the right of real self-government, direct primary laws will
not be repealed.”

IN THE SENATE.

When this bill reached the Senate, serious minded mem-
bers began to question, and no one felt quite safe to urge its
passage.

April 7, Gov. Burnquist sent a message to the Senate op-
posing the plan to elect delegates at the primaries, and give
them power to make all nom1nat1ons

He urged that the law “require different parties to hold
conventions prior to the last day for primary filing; for the
purpose of drafting platforms and nominating candidates.”

) There is nothing now to prevent such action by any party
or by any other group of citizens.

Such conventions and conferences have been held by
Republicans, Democrats, Socialists, Prohibitionists, Non-
partisan Leaguers (see Chapter I) and by many other groups
of citizens. . They have suggested candidates, put forth plat-
forms and laid plans to help elect,

All these have been voluntary, spontaneous gatherings,
quite in harmony with the spirit of our free, democratic.

" ideals.

Senator Rockne introduced a bill permitting conventions,

but not requiring them, as the Governor had proposed.

~BUT

‘Rockne’s bill would allow these names to head the ticket,
not subject to the law requiring rotation of names on the
ballot. This is a privilege that no candidate should enjoy
over his competitors, The bill also allowed each name on
the ballot to have printed after it the words “Endorsed by”
.............. (Whatever party or group had made the en-
dorsement).

It is hard to find any objéction to this last. Surely the
voters should have all the information possible about those
they are voting for.

About a week before the close of the session an attempt
was made to get together, but nothing came of it.

The Republican leaders proposed:

. I. To require each party to hold a convention, to draft
a platform and recommend candidates..

II. Delegates to be chosen in each precinct for the
county or district convention on the basis of the vote for
Governor.

This would certainly be good for the faction in power,
as it Would be sure to give them a safe majority of the dele-
gates.

Tuesday, April 22, the Senate acted. They took the War-
ner-Hompe bill, and cut off both the head and the body, sav-
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ing only the number H. F. 170. Then they took the body
of the Rockne bill and made a new body for H. F. 170. The
head of the Rockne bill was then attached to the body again-
and now H. F. 170 was fearfully and wonderfully changed.
It was a very successful surgical operation.

J. D. Sullivan called attention to the fact that the original
"Rockne bill would probably make all county and legislative
officers partisan, and suggested that there did not seem to be
any call for such a change. The bill was then amended so -
as to leave county officers and the legislators non-partisan,
as they are now.

After voting down ‘all attempts to permit Coleman or
George Sullivan to, do any surgical work, Sageng and Rockne
convinced the Senate that they had done a good job and
the bill passed 41 to 26 in spite of Carley’s appeal to kill it.

Those who voted in the affirmative were :

Adams, Denegre, Larson, Sullivan, G.H.,
Anderson, . Fowler, McGarry, Sullivan, J. D,,
Baldwin, Gandrud, Madigan, Turnham,
Benson, Gijerset, Nolan, Van Hoven,
Bessette, Gooding, Palmer, Vibert,
Blomgren, Guilford, Peterson, Ward,
Brooks, Hall, Putnam, Widell,
Callahan, Hamer, Rask, Wold,
Cliff, Hegnes, Reed, i
Coleman, Hopp, . Rockne,”
Cosgrove, Kingsbury, Sageng,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Bonniwell, Dwyer, Lee, Ribenack,
Boylan, Erickson, Lindsley, Romberg,
Carley, Gillam, Loonam, Schmechel,
Cashel, Handlan, - Millett, Stepan,
Conroy, Jackson, Naplin, Swanson,
Cumming, Johnson, Nord,
Devold, Kuntz, Orr,

"Only 14 Senators voted for the Coleman plan.
Anderson, Callahan, Dwyer, Turnham,
Baldwin, Coleman, Fowler, Widell,
Blomgren, Denegre, Putnam,

Brooks, Devold, Sullivan, G. H.,

These may be set down as thick and thin convention
men.

But the House couldn’t seem to appreciate this remark-
able piece of surgery. They refused to yield to the Senate
and the bill dled in the ‘wee sma’ hours of the mormng

So the primary is just as “bad” and just as “good” as
it has been. The menace of “Socialism” still cenfronts the
tried and true.

Verily it is a “sad and sorrowful sight.” So much good
energy and gray matter wasted and nothing done.
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CHAPTER VI
EQUAL SUFFRAGE FOR WOMEN.

Is America to be the very last of all the civilized or e_vén
“half civilized” nations of the world to recognize the right

of her women to have a voice in making the laws which they

must obey?

It is one thing to have a theory, but quite a different

thing to stand by it to the end.

We boast of our democracy; we loudly proclaim our—
selves the freest nation on earth; and then we lag behind in
the great movement to restore to women their inherent rights,
which our laws have so far denied them.,

Women are now full-fledged citizens, with all the rights
of men in Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Iceland and Finland;
in England, New Zealand, Canada and Australia; in Ger-
many, Hungary, Holland, Russia, Poland, Ukraine, Mexico,
and the state of Czecho-Slovakia.

The question of Equal Suffrage came up in the Legisla-
ture of 1919 in three different forms.

Memorializing the United States Senate.

Very early in the session Theodore Christianson intro-
duced a joint resolution urging the Senate of the United
States to vote favorably on the pending amendment to the
federal constitution granting suffrage to women.

On the morning of Januray 22, Mr. Christianson made
an attempt to secure a special order for the next day.

This started something—all those who claim that the
bottom will fall out of our civilization if women are permitted
to vote began to make their protests.

After Girling had declared it to be useless to memorialize
our Senators, both of whom had already voted for the bill,
and Hammer had made an impassioned plea against deciding
such a vital question until the soldiers who are now in
France can be returned and have a chance to vote,
after Berve, a Non-partisan Leaguer from Marshall
county, had roasted Hammer for trying to postpone action,
under the pretense of giving the soldiers a chance to be
heard, and Harrison of Stillwater had called it cowardly-—
after Christianson, Iverson, Solem and others had urged im-
mediate dction—Adams moved to suspend the rules and pass
the resolution immediately.

This idea took. The rules were suspended by 106 to 21,
and then the resolution was passed 100 to 28.

Here are the 28 who opposed the resolution:

Bouck, Greene, T. J., Murphy, Prince,
Burrows, Hammer, Nett, Rodenberg,
Chirhart, Lang, Neuman, Scherf,
Christensen,A., Lennon, A. L., Nordlin, Stalke,

Dilley, Long, Pattison, Swenson,O.A.,
Girling, McGrath, Perry, Welch,
Gleason, McLaughlin, Pittenger, Wilkinson,

Nimocks, Oberg and Thorkelson had been excused and
hence did not vote. O'berg and Thorkelson were known to
favor equal suffrage. Nimocks has always heretofore opposed,
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All others voted yes.

As soon as this vote was announced, Warner took ad-
vantage of the psychological moment to push through his
bill for an amendment to the state constitution, giving full
suffrage to women.

- Hammer made another great speech, and McGrath took
the very logical (?) position that the women are not now de-
prived of anything, because they never had it.

When the vote was taken the women had won again by
96 to 26. The following, who favor suffrage, voted against
this bill, because many women think it hopeless to try to
amend our state constitution, and prefer to rely on the fed-
eral amendment to enfranchise them: Adams, Baxter, Grant,
Hompe, Hulbert, Prince, Shanks, Smith and Trowbridge.

There were only 17 who voted against both bills.

The next morning, January 23, on motion of Mr. Sageng,
the Senate took up the concurrent resolution urging prompt
action on the part of the United States Senate, and without
any debate, passed it by 49 to 7.

Here are the-seven:

Bonniwell, Handlan, Loonam, Van Hoven,
Callahan, Kuntz, McGarry,

Theseare all from wet districts, except McGarry.

Anderson, Cliff, Conroy, ‘Gandrud, Gooding, Larson,
Lindsley, Millett and J. D. Sullivan did not vote.

All except Sullivan favor suffrage. Lindsley and Gooding
were absent on sick leave. The others were working in com-
mittees.

This leaves only 6 who can be called really anti-suf-
frage Senators, as Bonniwell has declared time and again
that he would vote yes but for the fact that his district is
opposed—and he must represent his constituents.

Suffrage Amendment.

On the morning of February 28, Senator Sageng of the
Elections Committee brought in a report to indefinitely post-
pone the State Constitutional amendment for Equal Suffrage.

This action had been urged by the Minnesota Wom'm s
Suffrage Association, Mrs. Clara Ueland president, for the
following' reasons:

First, Federal suffrage is just around the corner, as Sena-
tor Sageng put it, and is sure to succeed in less than two
years.

Second, It is practically impossiblé to amend the Consti-
tution of anesota no matter how strenuous a campaign is
made. This would entail a great expense in effort and money,
with no likelihood of success.

Other suffrage associations favored this amendment,

claiming that the campaign would be a great help to the

cause even if it did fail.

Senators Madigan and Cliff made strong pleas for the
amendment.

Sageng, Hamer and Gillam urged the uselessness of such
action. .
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These are the 21 who voted for the amendment:

Adams, Devold, - Jackson, " Ribenack,
Anderson, Dwyer, Johnson, Schmechel,
Baldwin, Erickson, Madigan, Vibert,
Bessette, Guilford, Naplin,
Cashel, ~ Halj, Nord,
.Cliff, Hegnes, Orr, )

These are the 40 who voted in the negative:
Benson, Fowler, Lee, Romberg,
Blomgren, Gandrud, Lindsley, Sageng,
Bonniwell, Gillam, McGarry, Stepan,
Brooks, Gjerset, Nolan, Sullivan, G.H.,
Callahan, Hamer, Palmer, Sullivan, J. D.,
Carley, Handlan, Peterson, Swanson,
Coleman, Hopp, Putnam, Turnham,
Conroy, Kingsbury, Rask, Van Hoven,
Cumming, Kuntz, Reed, Widell,
Denegre, Larson, Rockne, Wold,

Presidential Suffrage.

This amendment having failed, bills were introduced
giving women the right to vote for presidential electors.

The Christianson bill to allow women to vote for presi-
dential electors was passed in the House March 5th, 103 to 24.

These are the 24 who opposed Presidential Suffrage for
women: ’

Adams, Girling, McGrath, Nordlin,
Bouck, Gleason, McLaughlin, Pattison,
Burrows, Hammer, Murphy, Rodenberg,
Christensen,A., Lang, . Nett, Scherf,
Dilley, Lennon, A. L., Neuman, Waters,
Flahaven, Leonard, Nimocks, Welch,

Adams had tried to amend so as to exclude women who
could not read, write and speak English.

All the others are from wet territory except Neuman,
and Murphy. Four did not vote; Baxter and West were
excused. Hinds and Perry had answered to roll call in the
morning. All others voted yes.

In the Senate.

This bill was repotted out favorably and was about to be
reached for passage when Senator Handlan tried to send it
to the Judiciary committee to determine its constitutionality.
For this motion he secured only 13 votes.

The next day the Senate passed the bill by a vote of
49 to 11. .

These are the 11 Senators who voted in the negative:

Bonniwell, Handlan, Rask, Van Hoven,
Callahan, Loonam, Ribenack, Ward,
Dwyer; McGarry, Rockne,

Ward made an impassioned speech against the bill. No
other Senator spoke on either side.

These Senators are all from wet districts, except Mc-
Garry, Ribenack and Ward. Dwyer, Rask, Ribenack, Rockne
.and Ward had voted to submit woman’s suffrage to the voters
‘of the state.
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Rome G. Brown, attorney for the Anti-Suffragists, se-
cured some delay in signing the bill, on grounds of uncon-
stitutionality, but the Governor gave his approval on the last
day.

CHAPTER VII.
CO-OPERATION AND MARKETING.

We all recognize that the individual man or woman has
the right to produce wealth, to buy, to sell, to use and enjoy,
and most people regard these as natural, inherent rights that
neither governments nor other individuals have any right
to curtail or interfere with.

If this is true of each and every individual, it must be
equally true when two or more individuals unite in a co-
partnership, joint stock company or cooperative association.

As an individual I have a right to sell anything I pro-
duce or own at such price as I can agree upon with the pur-
chaser. As an individual you have the same rights. So has
every other individual.

It therefore follows that you and I and any number of
others have also these rights when we have associated our-
selves together as a business firm or any other form of co-
operative association.

In the nature of things it cannot be possible that we have
lost any of our rights by such association.

Neither can it be possible that we have gained any priv-
ileges.

Anti-Trust Laws Faulty.

All anti-trust laws are faulty in this:

They start with things as they are.

They make no attempt to do away with existing, law-
created privileges.

But, leaving the beneficiaries in full enjoyment of all
these privileges, anti-trust laws forbid them taking advan-
tage of the privileges.

No attempt is made to abolish the privileges enjoyed by
the steel trust—privileges of mineral land monopoly, pat-
ents, and tariffs, railroad and steamship control.

The steel trust owns or controls the richest mines, it
‘owns the railroads—at least two of them-—that carry the
ore to the lakes; and they have always charged the indepen-
dent miners at least double the cost of carrying. Of course
it makes no difference what they charge themselves. Tt is
just taking money out of one pocket and putting it into the
other. But it puts the independent operators at a cruel and
disastrous disadvantage.

The only true way to destroy trusts is to first remove all
their privileges. Put them on an equality of rights with all
others, and they can do no harm.

Co- -operative associations in Minnesota have not been
permitted to enjoy all these inherent rights.

Co-operative creamery companies, for example, could
not legally buy a carload of coal and sell it to its members.
It could not legally sell the farm produce of its- members,
ench as potatoes, eggs, poultry, heef, etc.
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To correct this injustice and secure to these co-operative
associations their inherent rights, Representative Wilkinson
introduced H. F. 172, a bill for an act to amend Section 6487
of Chapter 58 of the General Statutes of Minnesota, 1913,
Relating to the Formation and Validating the Acts of Co-
operative -Associations.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Minne-
sota: * * * “Ttghall be lawful for such association or as-
sociations to sell its own products as well as the products of
its members for them, either individually or collectively, and
to negotiate the price at which such products may be sold
either for itself or for its members, individually or collective-
ly, as the case may be. Co-operative associations, heretofore
formed under this act, and their action in relation to any of
the things now, or by this amendment authorized, are hereby
validated and declared lawful.”

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect and be in force from
and after its passage.

A few members, led by Solem and Gleason feared that
this amendment would legalize the so-called ”M11k Trust”
and enable it to increase the price of milk. T. J. Greene
said we would pay 20 cents a quart for milk if the bill passed,
and A. L. Lennon urged delay.

Wilkinson explained that the bill would not help the
Twin City Milk Producers association.

“Milk has been high for two reasons: First the high
price of feed and scarcity of milk cows; second, and most im-
portant, the enormous cost of distribution in the cities.

“It is not what the farmers get for their milk—less than
half of what you city people pay—that makes milk high-
priced.

“Solve the problem of distribution—cut out the waste
there, and you will get milk at a reasonable price; and no
association of real farmers can ever keep their price much
above the actual cost of production.”

Mr. Iverson spoke of the co-operative associations of
Denmark, which have benefited both producers and consum-
ers by cutting out useless middlemen and their excessive
profits.

Mr. Christianson asked: “Do .you believe in collective
bargaining for laborers? How then can you deny the same
right to farmers?”

Mr. Howard referred to the fruit growers of California,
the onion growers of Texas, and the nut growers; and
showed how they had solved their problems through their
co-operative associations.

If the potato buyers could co-operate, the market would
be more steady, there would be fewer and narrower fluctua-
tions, the general average of prices to the producers would
be higher and to consumers lower.

Mr. Girling said: ‘““If this bill becomes a law the farm-
ers will not organize an octopus. The farmers are not at
fault for high prices in cities. It s the unnecessary middle-
men.”

" On the roll call the bill passed 109 to 9.
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Here are the nine who voted against the bill:

Brophey, Greene, T. J., Lang, Solem,
Dilley, Kingsley, Lennon, A. L., Swanson, J.,
Gleason, .

I have devoted considerable space to this bill because it
involves an important principle, and because it gives an op-
portunity to explain what has been done, especially in Den-
mark through the development of co-operation.

Denmark is a very small country, not quite one-fifth
as large as Minnesota, but with a population of about half
a million more.

In Denmark the railroads are publicly owned and oper-
ated.

Everything in the way of needed warehouses, like cold
storage plants, elevators for grain, stockyards for cattle,
sheep and hogs—in short, all necessary depots for all kinds
of freight, as well as passengers—are a part of the railway
administration and are operated in connection therewith.

Stock Yards.

There are about 40 towns and cities in Denmark that
have public stockyards, where any butcher can buy animals
for meat.

’ In each of these towns is a co-operative abbatoir where
he can take his animals to be killed, at a small price. Hence
no rich butcher, by owning the stockyards and the slaughter
houses, can create and maintain a monopoly of the meat
business, as is the case in this country, where privately owned
stockyards, slaughter houses, cold storage plants, and refrig-
erator cars on privately owned railways, have created a gi-
gantic packing monopoly, that fixes to some extent the
price of animals on the one hand and the price of meat to
the consumers on the other.

In Denmark most of the producers are organized into co-
operative associations that handle butter, eggs, poultry,

cattle, meat, fruits, fertilizers and-all sorts of other things for '

the benefit of their members.

The producers get more, the consumers pay less, be-
cause the business of marketing is organized and the busi-
ness of transportation is conducted by the government for
service and not for exploitation. _

March 19 this bill passed the Senate with only Devold,
Dwyer and Guilford voting in the negative. They feared it
would help the milk trust.

Saturday, March 29, the House passed the Markets com-
mittee co-operative bill, which codifies all the laws of the
state relative to co-operative associations.

It is claimed that this bill gives to Minnesota as good a
co-operative law as any state in the union.

Only Miner voted in the negative, and this vote was due
to a fear that this act would enable these associations to
violate the anti-trust laws,
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ATTEMPTS TO IMPROVE THE GRAIN MARKET.

A big book could be written on this subject.

- The entire system of grading, storing, marketing, trans-
porting, milling and distributing the grain products of the
farm has been built up around the system of privately owned
and operated railroads, warehouses and elevators. It is very
hard to solve the problem thru state legislation.

Denmark solved the marketing problem thru publicly
owned and operated railroads, as was pointed out a few pages
back. There the Warehouses, coldstorage plants, elevators,
stock yards, and all other necessary depots are operated as

‘a part of the railway system.

Our own Federal Trade Commission have strongly rec-
ommended the same system here to break up the Packing
Trust. -

The state of Louisiana and the city of New Orleans
jointly own and operate a grain elevator and a gigantic cot-
ton warehouse.

The city of. Seattle owns and operates a very extenswe
system of elevators and warehouses.

The Canadian Northwest has four great terminal eleva-
tors on the Pacific Coast, on Lake Superior and intermediate
points, publicly owned and operated.

The states of Australia have long maintained publicly
owned elevators in connection with publicly owned railroads.

The state of North Dakota has just passed laws provid-
ing for publicly owned grain elevators with flour mills
attached.

In nearly every country in the world the railway and
water systems are unified and operated by the respective gov-
ernments at the lowest possible ecost for service, not for ex-
ploitation as has been the case in this country.

In all these countries the farmer can store his grain
or other produce, take his warehouse receipt, and use it as
banking security to tide over till he can sell his produce to
advantage.

In Minnesota and most parts of the United States the

" farmer has had less opportunity of this kind.

He has been forced to sell his grain as soon as threshed
for two reasons:

First, he has had no place to store it while he waited for
better prices.

Secondly, he must meet his financial obligations which
are carefully planned to come due in the fall of the year.

The result has been that an excessive amount of grain
has been thrown upon the market at harvest and threshing
time, and prices have been forced down.

Of course, there have been men with money who could
and did take advantage of the farmer’s necessity to strike
hard bargains and make big profits.

This was far more common years ago than now.

As the farmers have come to depend less on grain and
more on diversified farming—as they have been able to
build private and co-operative storage houses and have grad
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ually become more and more financially independent, these
evils have grown less and less.

But in the newer states the settlers w111 always be the
victims of their own poverty and the lack of public ware-
houses and elevators, until such time as we shall adopt the
plans that have so successfully solved the problems in the
older countries.

It is doubtful if any other solution will ever be found

Meddlesome and prohibitory laws interfering with the
grain business will probably prove worse than useless.

More and more the people are coming to undeérstand
that the root of the evil lies deeper than the wheat pit and the
“grain gamblers.”

In fact, the wheat pit and the “grain gamblers” are prob-
ably only another legitimate product of the same root evils
that have been the curse of the farmers all these years.

We shall have to solve these problems in the same way
that other countries have, thru the public ownership of public
utilities, and not thru drastic repressive laws aimed at fellow
victims of a bad system.

Remove the cause and the evil will dlsappear as it did
in Denmark, when they destroyed landlordism and private
monopoly of the railroads, and made the farmer free and
independent to co-operate with his fellow farmers in the so-
lution of his marketing problems.

A few years ago the farmers trained their guns on the
‘grain buyers, and all sorts. of bills were drawn and introduced
to tax and prohibit all sales for future delivery.

At this session only a comparatively weak attempt was
made to solve the problem thru prohibiting selling on mat-
gin, and this attempt failed.

It is safe to tie to the general principle that ev1ls will
disappear when their causes are removed-—not till then.

You can no more remove permanently an economic evil
with drastic legislation than you can prevent typhoid fever
with a club.

“Grain Gambling.”

Gambling in grain—betting on what the price will be—
this is a wholly different question, and will have to be ap-.
proached from a different angle. It may slightly influence
the market temporarily. Of course it is- bad for the fool .
suckers who get caught. Where they have solved the mar-
keting problem, this kind of gambling has disappeared.

THE BULK SALES BILL.

This was a bill to require merchants when selling out
their entire stock in bulk, to first notify any creditors from
whom, in whole or in part, the goods had been purchased.

This would protect the wholesalers who had sold the
goods, but were yet unpaid.

: J. D. Sullivan strongly opposed this bill and defeated it
in the Senate.
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OLEOMARGARINE IN STATE INSTITUTIONS.

During the war butter went to a very high price, so
oIeomargarine and other substitutes were used to some ex-
tent in the state prison, insane hospitals and other state
institutions.

Thousands of the poor and even well-to-do people were
forced . to use substitutes. .

The manufacturers of oleomargarine advertised exten-
sively the fact that the state of Minnesota—the prize butter
state of the union—used their products.

" Mr. Welch introduced a bill to prohibit such use in the
state institutions.

This bill was passed in the House February 21 by a vote
of 97 to 14, and in the Senate April 14, 40 to 19.

The opposition came principally from the cities, but a few
representatives from country districts refused to vote for
the bill on the ground that it was not fair to compel tax-
payers to furnish better food to criminals and defectives than
they could afford on their own tables. They also insisted
that the Board of Control should be given a free hand.

Among these were Adams, Hale, Parker, Prince, Scherf,
Shanks and Swenson in the House. In the Senate Gooding,
Millett, Nolan, Peterson, Putnam and Reed opposed the bill,
all from country districts.

. The Governor vetoed this bill on the ground that the
hands of the Board of Control should not be’ tied, and ‘it
failed to pass over the veto.

If the manufacturers of butter substitutes were wise
they would refrain from such advertising. It would be good
policy.

Mr. Welch also introduced the same bill that was de-
feated in 1917, intended to destroy the whole business of
making and selling butter substitutes.

This bill put enormous license fees on all who manu-
factured or sold these substitutes.

The opposition to this bill would have been even stronger
than two years before if it had been pushed; but it was al-
lowed to die in committee.

This kind of legislation has met the universal condemna-
tion of the great majority of the people both in country and
city.

They insist that these butter substitutes are a wholesome:
food, and that any law that proposes to shut them out of
the market is vicious class legislation and should not be
‘tolerated. .

All such things should be sold for what they really are.
No deception should be permitted. Then they should have
the same rights in the market as butter or any other whole—
some food.

The right of the people to select their own food must
not be interfered with. This is one of their reserved personal
rights, with which governments must not meddle. .
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TRADING STAMPS.

Neither should governments meddle with legitimate
methods of advertising.

The trading stamp is just as proper a means of drawing
custom and inducing people to pay cash as any other form
of advertising.

The trading stamp also encourages thrift in children and
adults as well.

I am writing by the light of a handsome desk lamp,

urchased with trading stamps and presented as a Christmas
glft

Why should legislatures and laws try to step in and
interfere in matters of this kind?

But every session bills are introduced to destroy and pro-
hibit the trading stamp business.

In the old corrupt days such bills were put in for the"
purpose of graft, but now all such things as graft and
“leg-pulling” are under the ban. Still there are enthusiasts
that. try to regulate and prohibit wherever they think they
see an evil.

Boyd—H. F. 661—introduced the usual bill, fixing enor-
mous license fees, but it got nowhere.

CHAPTER VIIIL
BANKING LAWS.

Shall the state banks of Minnesota be required to pro-
vide a fund to guarantee their depositors against loss?
' Early in the session a bill to this effect was introduced
by Mr. Welch.

The committee on Banking reported adversely and the
bill was indefinitely postponed.

Friday morning, March 21, Mr. Welch moved that this
vote be reconsidered.

There was no opposition except from Mr. Adams and
a few others interested in banks.

So the bill was brought back to life and put on the cal-
endar.

This was a great victory for Mr. Welch.

The Reason.

The reason for this right-about-face on the part of the
House, was due to Senate File 600, by Mr. Nolan.

Thls bill had come over from the Senate and had passed
the House, Wednesday, March 19.

It gave the State Securities Commission power to grant
or refuse applications for the establishment of new banks.

It had passed the Senate March 7, with only ten nega-
tive votes—Boylan, Conroy, Erickson, Johnson, Lee, Naplin,
Romberg, Schmechel, Stepan and Swanson.

‘When it came up in the House, March 19, there was. pret-
ty strong opposition to placing so much power in the Securi-
ties Commission; so -Mr. Neuman offered the following

amendment:

“In case of the denial of such application, the State Se-
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curities Commission shall specify the grounds for such de-

nial and the supreme court, upon petition of any person ag-
grieved, may review by cert1orar1 any such order or deter-
mination of the Commission.”

Which motion prevailed.

This greatly reduced the opposition and probably saved
the bill from defeat; for even now on final passage the vote
stood only 83 to 40, The amendment probably gained it more
than 20 votes..

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Girling, Leonard, ‘Rako,
Baxter, Gislason, J. B., Levin, Rodenberg,
Bendixen, Gleason, Long, Ross,
.Bernard, Goodspeed, McGivern, Schaleben,
Bouck, Grant, McLaughlin, Serline,
- Briggs, Greene, T. J., McPartlin, Shanks,
Brophey, Hale, Murphy, Shirley,
Carlson, Hammer, Nelson, C. N., Siegel,
Christensen,A., Harrison, Neuman, Smith,
Christianson, T Haugland, Nimocks, Solem,
Corning, Herreid, Nordgren, Sortedahl,
Cullum, Hinds, Norton, Swanson, J,,
Curtis, Hitchceock, Oren, Swanson, S. J,,
Darby, Hompe, Parker, Swenson,0.A.,
Dilley, Howard, Pattison,- Teigen,
Dorweiler, Hulbert, Pedersen, Trowbridge,
Emmons, Jacobson, Perry, West,
Enger, Lagersen, Pittenger, Wicker,
Fawcett, Lang, Praxel, Wilkinson,
Frisch, Lauderdale,  Prince, Mr. Speaker.
Galewski, Lennon, J. G., Putnam,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Anderson, Erickson, Lennon, A. L. Skaiem,
Arens, Flahaven, Manske, Sluke,
Arneson, Gill, Miner, Spelbrink,
Berve, Gislason, C.M., Moen, Stahlke,
Boyd, Green, H. M., Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Burdorf, Hodapp, - Nordlin, Thorkelson,
Chirhart, Holmaquist, Oberg, Urness,
Day, Iverson, -Olson, Warner,
DeLury, Johnson, Ryan, Waters,
Enstrom, Kelly, Scherf, Wicklund,

No sooner had this bill become a law than men planning
new banks found themselves confronted with the intense
opposition of the existing banks with which they would come
into competition.

It began to appear that the Securities Commission could
exercise the power of life or death over every new banking
enterprise that should attempt to organize.

The plea was made that existing banks could handle all
the business. -

But suppose the people don’t care to deal with existing
banks, even tho they might be able to handle all the business?

What are we drifting into when governmental bureaus
and commissions can permit or deny-new enterprises to start?

’
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Should not men be just as free to enter the banking busi-
ness as they are to start groceries or shoe'stores or to set up
a carpenter shop or any other business, subject only to the
provisions of general statutes?

‘What will be the end of this craze for governmental pa-
ternalism?

This bill having passed sentiment began to grow in faver
of requiring banks to guarantee their depositors. The fail-
ure of the 14 Schaffer banks greatly helped to create senti-
ment.

Hence the success of Mr. Welch in bringing his guar-
antee bill back to life.

Saturday, March 22, The St. Paul Daily News pubhshed
the following:

MINNESOTA BANKING

As It Looks to a Wide-Awake South Dakota Newspaper..

The following editorial, from the Watertown Public
Opinion, has been called to our attention by one of the lead-
ing bankers of Watertown, D. W. Steele of the State Bank
& Trust Co.: ‘

Minnesota is now suffering from the failure of a string
of 14 state banks. Fourteen. communities will be unsettled
and the whole state will be more or less disturbed because
14 small banks were allowed to fail. Nothing upsets a com-
munity like a bank failure.

1d and young are taught to be thrifty. Money in the
bank is, in the minds of the people (and should be, in fact),
as safe as a United States government bond.

That is just the way it is in South Dakota under our
bank guaranty law.

In Minnesota the statement came out, “Capital impair-
ed;” next, Capltal wiped out;” then Mysterlous disappear-
ance of funds,” then suits and counter suits and injunctions,
arrests, scandal, with the accompanying chorus of the bank-
ing department explaining how it happened, and why they
~were not to blame. Then comes hunting down the “goat,”
big headlines, with now and then a little information sesp-
ing through.

Then the camouflage of big prejudiced banks hurrying to
the legislative body, now in session, asking for a bill pro-
hibiting a line of (crooked) banks under one management,
. forgetting that 14 failed individual banks are just as bad on
the depositors as 14 banks with group owned stock.

What Minnesota needs is a bank guarantee law, just like

South Dakota.

Public Opinion fought for such nearly 10 yéars before
seeing a law enacted. Some of the best and biggest bank-
ers in the state fought the law. Now, after a fair test, there
isn't a sizeable banker in all the state opposed to the guar-
anty law. Of course, nobody else would oppose it.

The first effect is to make all bankers more careful
about the kind of banking neighbors they have. It is safe
to say, at least 50 bankers in.Minnesota knew from the
day Schaffer launched into the banking field that he was
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a “wild cat” banker. With a, bank guaranty law, where
they participate in the losses, Schaffer never would have got-
ten a start in banking. Under the bank guaranty law, banks
are required to set aside each year a small amount to a
guaranty fund, based on the deposits of the bank. The
money stays in the bank unless called on to pay depositors
in event of a failure,

When a bank fails, the examiner takes over the bank
books and pays the amount to depositors just as fast as
the books are balanced. The guaranty fund is drawn on
proportionately to pay the depositors. The bank’s business
is speedily wound up and the salvage turned back to re-
place the guaranty fund.

The business in the community goes on as usual.. Near-
Iy always the bank doesn’t fail, because the neighbor banks
that always know of shaky banking methods step in be-
fore conditions get very bad. .

Banking business is much better and deposits greater
in South Dakota with depositors guaranteed. Failures are
at an absolute minimum.

The Schaffer bank failures could not have happened in
South Dakota under our present guaranty law.

Bank failures under the Minnesota conditions are fertile
fields for expensive litigation. With an expensive set of
officials winding up small banks, court costs and expenses
usually all out of proportion to the size of the business,
there is little hope for the depositor and usually none at
all for the stockholder.

In the meantime, the thrifty man who has toiled during
his life time to earn a competence for his wife and chil-
dren can turn over in his grave and see his widow turned
out of her home in her declining years, while the children,
away to college, must hurry back to behold the wreck and
share the grief which was no fault of theirs.

Newlyweds that have saved for a home can rent instead
and damn the laws of their state and be good subjects for-
bolsheviki propagandists.

Why? Because the good citizens of Minnesota failed to
protect their own deserving people against being exploited
by “wild cat” bankers.

The femedy? Now, this very session, whjle the iron is
hot, pass a bank guaranty law protecting all depositors
absolutely.

Do not be sidetracked by any substitute measure that
merely shuts off “line banks That isn’t a remedy; that’s
camouflage.

Tuesday, April 8 the Welch bank guaranty bill passed
the House by a vote of 79 to 30.

Welch, Boyd, McPartlin, Bendixen, Christianson and
Wilkinson favored the bill, while the opposition was voiced
by Briggs, Parker and Pedersen, the last of whom was will-
ing, he said, to have the bill passed two years from now, but
he wanted the “snide banks cut out first.”
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Those Who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Gislason,C.M., Manske,
Arens,” Gislason, J. B., Moen,
Arneson, Gleason, Nelson, J. M,
Baxter, Green, H. M., Nett,
Bendixen, Haugland, Neuman,
Berve, Herreid, Nimocks,
Bouck, Hodapp, Nordgren,
Boyd, Holmquist, Nordlin,
Burdorf, Hompe, Olson,
Chirhart, * Hulbert, Oren,
Christensen,A., Iverson, Perry,
Christianson, T Johnson, Putnam,
Darby, Kelly, Rako,
Day, Lagersen, Rodenberg,
DelLury, - Lauderdale, Ross,
Dilley, Lennon, A. L., Ryan,

" Enger,- Levin, Schaleben,
Enstrom, McGivern, Scherf,
Flahaven, McGrath, Serline,
Girling, McPartlin, Shirley,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Fawcett, Lang,
Bernard, Frisch, Lee,

Briggs, Galewski, Leonard,
Burrows, Greene, T. J., McLaughlin,
Cullum, Hale, Murphy,
Curtis, Hitchcock, Parker,
Dorweiler, Jacobson, Pattison,
Emmons, Kingsley, Pedersen,

Siegel,
Skaiem,
Sluke,
Solem,
Sortedahl,
Spelbrink,
Stahlke,
Strand,
Sudheimer,
Swenson,0.A.,
Teigen,
Thorkelson,
Warner,
‘Waters,
Welch,
West,
Wicker,
Wicklund,
Wilkinson,

Pittenger, .
Prmce,

Sliter,”

Smlth
Swanson, S. 7,
Trowbridge,

Brophey, Carlson, Gill, Hinds, Lennon J. G., Swanson, J.,

and Urness were excused.

15 others did not Vote

This Bank Guaranty bill was killed in the Senate April 21,
on motion of Mr. Nolan, chairman of the banking committee,
to indefinitely postpone.

The 17 who voted to save the bill were:

Swanson did not vote.

Anderson, Conroy, Johnson,
Baldwin, Devold, Lee,
Bonniwell, Dwyer, ¢ Loonam,
Boylan, Erickson, Naplin,
Callahany Gandrud, Romberg,
The 49 who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Gillam, Lindsley,
-Benson, Gjerset, McGarry,
Bessette, Gooding, Madigan,
Blomgren, Guilford, Millett,
‘Brooks, Hall, Nolan,
Carley, Hamer, Nord,
Cashel, Handlan, Orr,
Cliff, Hegnes, Palmer,
Coleman, Hopp, Peterson,
Cosgrove, Jackson, Putnam,
Cumming, Kingsbury, Rask,
Denegre, Kuntz, Reed,
Fowler, Larson, Ribenack,

N

Stepan,
Turnham.

Rockne,
Sageng,
Schmechel,
Sullivan,G.H.,
Sullivan,J.D.,
Van Hoven,
Vibert,
Ward,
Widell,

Wold,
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Bankers’ Bills.

The House banking committee had a very ambitious and
far-reaching scheme in the interest of banks and bankers,
much of which failed.

One bill was killed by Mr. Parker, who declared he was
willing the banks should have a monopoly of the banking
business, but he was not willing to give them a monopoly
of all the cream of the law business.

Another bill tried to limit the liability of a bank for
non-payment of a check through error.

Another proposed to make it a gross misdemeanor to
say or do anything derogatory to banks.

A third, practically made small banks impossible in out-
lying portions of large cities.

The hostility to these bills was so great that Mr. Briggs,
chairman of the banking committee, moved to postpone
indefinitely the first three—and the last was voted down—
32 for, 61 against.

Here are the 32 who opposed small banks in suburban
districts of the large cities:

Adams, Galewski, McGrath, Shanks,
Bernard, Gleason. Murphy, Shirley,
Bouck, Greene, T. J., Parker, Sudheimer,
Briggs, Herreid, Pedersen, Swanson, S. J,,
Corning, - Hitchcock, Perry, - Trowbridge,
Curtis, Jacobson, Pittenger, West,

Dilley, Kingsley, Praxel, Wicker,
Dorweiler, Long, Serline, Mr. Speaker.

CHAPTER IX.
TAXATION. o

Most people think that taxation is a very complex and
1ncomprehen51b1e subject.

It is, but it doesn’t need to be.

Many people think that all taxes are and must be shified
to the ultimate consumer.

Most taxes now are, but none need be.

Some people think you can tax merchandlse and make
the store-keepers pay it.

You can’t. Such taxes drive some merchants out of
business, then prices go up and the final consumer must pay.

You get the same results when you tax the manufac-
turers.

Some people think they can tax the processes of pro-
duction on the farm and not do harm. _

It can’t be done. At first the farmers will have to pay,
then some farmers will be driven out of business; then prices
will go up and the final consumer will again be stuck for the
taxes.

There are a few people still alive who think they can
make railroad, telegraph, telephone, electric, gas, street
railway and other such corporations pay taxes.

They are mistaken. Such taxes are always paid by the
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original producer or the ultimate consumer in the form of
higher charges or increased prices.

There are some people still so far behind the times that
they really believe they can pass laws that will force bankers
and money lenders: to pay mortgage registration fees and
taxes.

This can’t be done.

- The more such fees and taxes you impose upon them,
. the higher the rates of interest will be, and all the laws you
can pass won't stop it.

You can’t compel a man or a bank to lend money unless
he wants to, and he won’t lend unless he can make a profit.

It has been demonstrated that banking and money lend-
ing can be conducted on a margin of 1 per cent or less, pro-
vided that no taxes or burdens are imposed upon the busi-
ness.

All such taxes and burdens cost the people two or three
times as much as they put into the public treasury.

TWO KINDS OF TAXES.

In civilized society there are two kinds of values, either
or both of which can be taxed,

Let us see.

’ Here is a farmer. He goes out into the woods or upon
the prairies to make a farm,

He clears the ground, turns over the sod puts in a crop,
fences in his clearing, builds a house for his family, puts up
barns and sheds to shelter his cattle, machinery and products.

All these things are the product of his labor. They are
useful and valuable. He has produced them. Without his
labor they could not exist. They are his.
~ Other farmers come and settle near him. They are all
industrious, useful citizens. They are all producing good
things that all people need and must have if they are to live
and continue to produce.

These things have value, and some folks believe they
ought to be taxed.

Another Kind of Value.

But these farmers soon find that they have created an-
other kind of value. They find that the vacant land all about
them, which is owned by speculators, and which at first had
almost no value at all, has been going up in value and price
just as more and more farmers have come in and settled,—
just as more and more homes have been built; just as more
and more machinery and cattle have been purchased, and
‘more crops raised,—just so have the vacant lands gone up in
value and the holders have reaped a harvest—not on account
of anything they have done, but because of what the settlers
have done.

Every farmer can see that here is a value that is not
produced directly by labor, as he has produced his crops,
his machxnery, his buildings. It is perfectly plain to him that
this value is a social product. This value has come about
because the people have settled here and built up their com-
mon interests.
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In fact this value has been created by them as a com-
munity.

And just as each farmer should own the products of his
own labor, to use or sell for his own benefit, so it is plain
that the community can justly take this value for common
purposes, because it is in very truth, commonwealth.

And so these farmers object to being taxed on all they
have done in the way of improvements, stock, machinery,
crops, household furniture, clothes, etc.; and insist that the
speculator who is the owner of a vacant quarter shall pay
just as much taxes for the privilege of holding it idle and
preventing production, as they pay for making their lands
useful and producing good things.

They have made all the values there are here, and they .
feel they own them, so they proceed, so far as the law will
permit, to tax the speculators as much as they do themselves;
and it will be pretty hard work to make them believe they
are not right about it.

* In Western Canada the owners of vacant land are taxed
more than are the users.

In the Cities and Towns the Same.

It is the same in the cities and villages. Every home
built, every store erected, every factory -equipped, every
school or church or hospital established causes an increase
in the value of the lots that are vacant as well as those that
are occupied.

The péople of the village or the city, as a community—
not as individual workers—are the producers of all the val-
ue of all the lots in the city.

Being the creators of this value, they are morally and
justly the owners of it; and ought to so frame their laws
that these community values would be taxed into the pub-
lic treasury to meet their common needs.

There would then be no necessity to penalize people for
having homes with furniture in them, or clothes to wear, or
food to eat.

There would be no need to try to tax the goods or proc-
esses of production and exchange, with the inevitable result
that the ultimate consumer will be crushed by indirect taxes
in the form of high prices.

Qur present system of taxation offers a premium to the
forestaller and land grabber in country and city, while it
fines the useful citizen who produces the needed good things
that all must have if they are to live.

In western Canada, Australia and New Zealand no build-
ings or improvements are taxed at all; and o taxes are levied
on tools, machinery, crops, stocks of merchandise, or manu-
factured products.

The system has worked well, and been a great stimulant
to ‘industry and home owning.

. But the values of farm lands and city lots are not
the only public values from which the people might obtain
revernue.

The mines, forests, water power, and all other natural
resources are a common heritage—a free gift of Nature to all
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the people—and they should be so administered as to benefit
all the people and not to create a few millionaire. mine
owners, timber barons and water power monopolists.

Iron Ore Taxes.

For many years the people of Minnesota have had a
vague but strong feeling that these heritage wvalues, espe-
cially those of the iron mines, should yield a larger revenue
to the public treasury.

To secure this result they have provided for taxmg iron
ore, both mined and unmined, at a much higher value than
any other property; and in addition to this have demanded
a special tonnage tax to be imposed when the ore is taken
out.

Session after session, from 1907 to the present time, bills
have been drawn, more or less defective, of course, for this
purpose, but all have failed so far to become law.

Early in the session of 1919 two tonnage tax bills were
introduced, one based on the gross value of the ore, and the
other on the net value,

The Tonnage Tax Contest.

Both bills -were alike in two important particulars:
Both proposed a supertax and defended it on the ground that
“minerals are unlike other crops. There never will be but
one crop of iron ore. When that is gone, it is gone forever.

Farm land can be tilled for thousands of years, and be
improved by the process. Its value, both to the owner and to
the state, enhances with the progress of the state in civiliza-
tion and wealth.

City lots will always be useful upon which to erect -
houses, stores and factories.

Water power will last as long as water runs.

Even forests grow new crops of trees for timber. .

‘When It’s Gone, It's Gone.

Not so with mines—when they are exhausted their value,
both for use and for taxation, is gone forever.

Hence it is fair and proper to get all we can while
the opportunity lasts.

Both bills provided an ad valorem tax—a tax based on the
value of the ore.

) But right here is where the two bills differed in a most

vital particular. One bill proposed a 2 per cent tax on the
gross value of all ore at the mouth of the mine, while the
other levies a tax of 10 per cent on the net, or natural value
of the ore.

It is worth while making this difference clear.

Let us suppose two mines, each producing ore worth, at
the mouth of the mine ready to ship, $4.08 a ton. At omne
of the mines the cost of putting the ore onto the car for
shipment may be about eight cents a ton, leaving a net.value
of four dollars on each ton.

Now the 2 per cent tax on the gross value here would be -
a trifle more than eight cents, a mere bagatelle, while the 10
per cent net tax would be 40 cents, still leaving a good sub-
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stantial profit to the operator, in no way endangering his
business, and hence giving him no excuse to try to pass the
tax on to the ultimate consumer.

Indeed, if his ore goes into the world’s market in compe-
tition with other ore, this tax will be only a part of the cost
he must bear to put his ore into that market. It is just the
same as with the farmer who sells grain or cattle. He must
meet all items of expense, taxes and freight included, to
put his product into the world’s market.

Now let us take the other mine, whose ore is also worth
$4.08 when in the car ready to sh1p It is entirely possible
that this ore may cost every cent of its value to get it to the
surface. There are plenty of mines that barely pay expenses,
and some that are a losing proposition. .

Gross Tax Unfair.

How would the tax on the gross value affect such
mines? The 2 per cent tax would be 8 cents on each ton,
and would only the sconer put the mine out of business. The
10 per cent on the net value would be little or no burden.
If there were no net value, as in the losing proposition, there
would be no tax. If little value, then little tax.

The net value tax of 10 per cent is far better for the low
grade mine or the low profit mine or the no profit mine.

There is said to be on€ mine, now closed, that was oper-
ated at a loss for four years.

Water, quicksand and other unexpected difficulties swal-
lowed up nearly half a million dollars.

The ore, when brought to the surface, was of high grade,
but it cost more than it would bring in the market, so the
mine was forced to suspend.

Under the 2 per cent gross tax this mine would the
sooner have been put out of business.

Under the 10 per cent net plan there would have been
no taxes at all,

The net value tax is much more fair and not at all like-
ly to destroy the business.

The effect of the gross value tax would be to shut down
the low grade and poor paying mines, and throw them into
the lap of the steel trust.

$4,000,000 More for State.

It has been estimated that the 10 per cent net would
bring considerably more revenue to the state. It would
surely be less likely to drive mines out of business.

A comparison of figures will show the difference in the
two bills.. In 1917 the gross value, according to the state
tax commission, of all ore produced in Minnesota was $140,-
239,185. There were 45,398,787 tons mined. The gross value
of a ton was $3.08. The Bendixen 2 per cent tax on this
gross value would add $2,804,781 to the state’s revenues.

Under the Welch bill all costs of getting ore to market
would be deducted from the gross value and 10 per cent of
the net value remaining would be taken for the state. In
1917 the net value of the ore was about $1.51 a ton. The 10
per cent tax thus would amount to 15 cents a ton. The total
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tax on the 45,398,787 tons would be $6,809,000, or about $4,000,-
000 more than under the Bendixen bill.

Representatives of the mining interests were on hand to
show how the poor stockholders Would be impoverished if
any such tax were nnposed :

BUT

Statistics from th,e office of the tax commission showed
that in 1918 the common stock of the steel trust received
24.9 per cent dividends..

Now every one knows that at the time %of the organiza-
tion of the steel trust it was freely charged that every dol-
lar of this common stock was “pure water.” It did not rep-
resent a dollar of investment.

After considerable discussion, the sponsors for the gross
value bill, decided to conform as nearly as practicable to the
net value principle, but not to attempt to establish that
principles in its logical completeness, because of the difficulty
of getting the exact net value of the ore.

Things now began to look favorable for some speedy
action.

The tax committee reported out the two “net” value
hills'as a special order for March 4.

As nearly 100 members of the House were expected to
vote for a tonnage tax, and as these two bills were so nearly
alike, it was thought that one or the other was sure to pass.

But just as the House was ready to consider these bills
on their mierits, Rep. Wilkinson moved that they both be
referred back to the tax committee to report out A bill
At the same time Wilkinson announced that he intended to
introduce a real tonnage tax bill—one that would stand the
test of the courts,” and denounced both the other bills as not
tonnage tax bills at all, and not constitutional.

This threw the whole matter up into the air and caused
great confusion. .

When introduced the Wilkinson bill proved to be a 3
per cent gross value tax on the ore at the mouth of the mine.
It however cleared up some questions as to constitutionality.
But the 3 per cent gross tax would be far more likely to
drive out the small men with low grade ore or low profit
mines,

"Monday, March 17, the tax committee spen the whole
day considering the three bills and brought in reports recom-
mending the Wilkinson and Bendixen bills for indefinite
postponement and that the Welch bill be printed and placed
on General Orders.

Six members of the committee signed a minority report
favoring the Bendixen bill: Adams, Bendixen, Haugland,
Shirley, Wicker and Wilkinson.

The next morning Bendixen tried to secure the adoption
of this minority report but. was defeated by the following
vote:

Those who voted in the affirmative were 43:

Adams, Carlson, Dorweiler, Frisch,
Baxter, Christianson, T Emmons, Gislason, J. B,
Bendixen, Curtis, Enger, Goodspeed,
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Grant, Lagersen, Nordgren, Solem,
Green, H. M., Leonard, Oberg,” Sortedahl,
Hale, Levin, Parker, Swanson, S. J,,
Haugland,. McLaughlin, Praxel, Swenson,0.A.,
Hompe, Manske, Putnam, Trowbridge;
Hulbert, Moen, Rodenberg, Wicker, ‘
Jacobson, Nelson, C. N., Shanks, Wilkinson,
Kelly, Neuman, Shirley, i
Those who voted in the negative were 82:
Anderson, Fawcett, Lennon, A. L., Schaleben,
Arens, Flahaven, Lennon, J. G., Scherf,
Arneson, Galewski, Long, Serline,
Bernard, Gill, McGivern, Siegel,’
Berve, Girling, McGrath, = Skaiem.
Bouck, Gislason, C.M., Mc¢Partlin, Smith,
Boyd, Gleason, Miner, Spelbrink,
Briggs, Greene, T. J., Murphy, Stahlke,
Brophey, Hammer, Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Burdorf, Harrison, Nimocks, Sudheimer,
Burrows, Herreid, Nordlin, Swanson, J.,
Chirhart, Hinds, Norton, Teigen,
Christensen,A., Hitchcock, Oren, Thorkelson,
Corning, Hodapp, Pattison, Urness,
Cullum, Holmquist, - Pedersen, Warner,
Darby, Howard, Perry, Waters,
Day, Iverson, Pittenger, Welch,
DeLary, Johnson, Prince, West,
Dilley, Kingsley, Rako, Wicklund,
Enstrom, Lang, Ross,
Erickson, Lauderdale, Ryan,

Nett, Olson, Sliter and .Sluke had been excused. Lee
and the Speaker did not vote.

The house then voted to indefinitely postpone both the
Bendixen and Wilkinson bills.

Now came the committee report favoring the Welch
bill—the bill introduced by the Non-partisan League mem-
bers.

This report was signed by all but Haugland and Wicker.

By this time the House had developed considerable
confusion, as a result of the long discussion over the Ben-
dixen bill. ) '

The supporters of the Welch bill had joined with Mur-
phy and his followers who opposed all tonnage tax bills in
order to indefinitely postpone the Bendixen bill.

Murphy now tried to secure the votes of the Bendixen
supporters to kill the Welch bill, but failed most disastrously.
He could muster only 16 votes, as follows:

Bernard, Chirhart, Erickson, Hitchcock,
Bouck, Cullum, Fawcett, Long,
Briggs, Darby, Gill, Murphy,
Burrows, Enger, Harrison, Pittenger,

Enger was the only Bendixen supporter who voted for
Murphy’s motion. :
This left the Welch bill to be considered on its merits.
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The Time. to Act.

Here was the psychological moment for the friends of a
tonnage tax. Teigen, Christianson and Haugland tried to
get Welch to move to suspend the rules and put the bill on
its final passage, but Welch feared he would fail, and so
gave notice that he would ask for a special order.

This was just at the mining interests wanted. They
immediately became very busy and brought every influence
they know so well how to employ. -

How They Did It.

The following extracts from the St. Paul Daily News,
explains its view of the question:

Church Influence Used.

These are events leading up to what happened Tuesday.
Last Thursday the drive to put a quietus on the Welch bill
started.

Priests and pastors throughout the state were called
upon to inform their parishioners and congregations that
this bill must not pass. Through this source influence was
brought to bear upon legislators from their districts.

Banks brought out notes and held them as clubs over

legislators of influential constituents and.threatened to col-

lect or shut off credit if votes weren’t cast against the Welch
bill. . :

Legislators were called to Room 922 of the Saint Paul
hotel, where Frank B. Thompson, erstwhile business man,
political “fixer” and boxing commissioner, directed -the
“bringing of pressure.”

This room was a busy place Monday night. Steerers
were going in all directions and gathering in the legislators
with pliable backbones. Taxicabs were doing a rushing busi-
ness.

Lawyers Invited.

Lawyer House members were promised business enough
to keep them going for years if they would vote against the
Welch bill. Reps. George Nordlin and George L. Siegel,
St. Paul, were members who turned down these propositions
and voted for the bill in accordance with the pledges they
gave the people of their districts last fall.

In certain districts influential men or special emissaries
were put to work to get out petitions and club wavering
legislators into line. Reps. A. Christensen, Owatonna, and
W. H. Mcl.aughlin, Faribault, both of whom voted for the
tonnage tax two years ago and yoted against it Tuesday
were among those receiving these petitions. :

During Monday and on Tuesday morning membérs were
called from the House chamber into committee rooms, and
there, often with doors locked, pressure was brought to bear
upon them.

Burnquist Machine Active.

Burnquist machine politicians summoned those from ton-
nage tax districts who had decfeated Non-partisan League
legislative candidates last November. Here is the argument
made to them:
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“This bill must be beaten. We cannot let the league
get any credit out of this legislature. Last fall we helped
vou and kept your district loyal. It is up to you now to help
us and defeat this bill. We will square it for you at home.”

These are some of the methods used to reduce the ton-
nage tax strength in the house from 83 to 64 votes.

Another method was an alliance between the steel trust
and St. Paul and Minneapolis labor men, elected to vote for
a tonnage tax, by which St. Louis county representatives
supported the bill recently passed by the house for state ad-
ministration of workmen’s compensation under agreement
that labor men would break the pledge they made last fall
and vote against the Welch bill

Labor Trading.

More trading was done by tonnage tax men in order to
get votes for defeat of the Warner street car bill.

“We hate both the steel trust and the street car com-
pany,” they say, “but we hate the street car company most
and if we can’t beat both of them we’ll do what we can to
trim the car company.”

In this labor alliance are found Reps. Leo J. Gleason,
Minneapolis; T. J. Greene, St. Paul; Fred Lang, Minneapolis;
A. L. Lennon, Minneapolis; T. J. McGrath, St. Paul; George
H. Rodenberg, St. Paul; P. J. Ryan, St.. Paul P. H. Waters,
St Paul, and Thomas E. West, aneapoha

Reps Lennon and Waters have been attending Non-
partisan league caucuses in the Endicott building, 4th and
Robert streets. Mr. Lennon has been chosen caucis chair-
man at different times, They were at a caucus Monday
night and as late as 11 o’clock said they were for the Welch
bill. They have been at caucuses where the bill was dis-
cussed and assured those present they were for the bill.

Tuesday morning they were understood still to be sup-
porters of the Welch bil], but when the roll was called all
voted agamst it, along wzth others in the labor-stesl combi-
nation.”

On roll call the bill got only 64 votes and was lost.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Grant, Miner, . Skaiem,
Arens, . Green, H M., Moen, Sliter,
Arneson, Hale, Nelson, Z. N. Sluke,
Baxter, Hammer, Nelson, J. M., Sortedah],
Bendixen, Haugland, Neuman, Spelbrink,
Berve, Hodapp, Nordgren, Stahlke,
Burdorf, Holmgquist, Nordlin, Swanson,S.J.
Carlson, Hulbert, Olson, Swenson, O. A.
Christianson, T.. Iverson, Oren, Teigen,
Day, Jacobson, Parker, Thorkelson,
Dotrweiler, Johnson, Praxel, Trowbridge,
Emmons, Kelly, Scherf, Urness,
Enstrom, Lauderdale, Serline, Welch,
Flahaven, Lee, Shanks, Wicker,
Gislason, S. M. McGivern, Shirley, Wicklund,

Gislason,]. B.,, Manske, Siegel, © Wilkinson,
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Those who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Galewski, Leonard, Rodenberg,
Bernard, Gilt, Levin, Ross,
Bouck, Girling, Long,. Ryan,
Briggs, Gleason, McGrath, Schaleben,
Brophey Goodspeed, McLaughlin, Smith,
Burrows, Greene, T.J., McPartlin, Solem,
Christensen,A., Harrison, . Murphy, Strand,
Corning, Herreid, Nimocks, Sudheimer,
Cullum, Hinds, Norton, Swanson, J.,
Curtis, Hitchcock, Pattison, Warner,
Darby, Hompe, - Pedersen, Waters,
DeLury, Howard, Perry, West,
Dilley, Kingsley, Pittenger, Mr. Speaker.
Enger, Lang, Prince, :

Erickson, Lennon,A.L., Putnam, °
Fawcett, Lennon,J.G., Rako,

Six members did not vote.

Boyd, Chirhart, Frisch, Nett and Oberg were excused.
Lagerson explains his absence by saying he was attending
a livestock association where he was to make an address.

The following have always heretofore voted for tonnage
tax bills: Adams, Hompe and Putnam of Ottertail County,
Leonard of Wabasha McLaughlin of Farlbault and Andrew
Christensen of Owatonna.

T. J. Greene and Geo. W. Rodenberg of St. Paul and F. E.
Nimocks of Minneapolis, voted for it two years ago.

The following new members come from strong tonnage
tax districts.” Curtis of Fairmont, Galewski of Winona,
Goodspeed of Waseca, Rako of Bemidji, and Schaleben of
Madelia.

LABOR REPUDIATES ITS REPRESENTATIVES.

Below will be found the resolutions prepared by Wm.
Mahoney, President St. Paul Trades and Labor Assembly,
and adopted by the Assembly after a fierce contest. At the
next meeting the Assembly approved the minutes and re-
iterated the condemnation. )

Whereas, the broad purpose and the ultimate aim of the
labor movement is to provide a free and equal opportunity
for all to obtain a living; and to protect the workers in their
just right to the full fruits of their toil; and,

Whereas, in order that these vital interests of the com-
mon people may be fostered and promoted, trades and labor
unions are formed so that the workers may act with unity,
vigor and intelligence in the establishment and maintenance

" of their fundamental rights; and,

Whereas, the economic power of the organized workers
is an important factor in securing the rights of labor,
experience has shown that full justice can not be obtained
without the exercise of united political power, as the special
privileges and advantages of the few enable them to despoil
and oppress the many, and absorb the mass of the wealth of
the world; and,

- Whereas, in recognition of this momentous fact, organ-
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ized labor in St. Paul, in harmony with a like movement all
over the civilized World took definite steps at the last election
to exercise united and permanent political action in order
that the interest of the common people would receive that
_consideration and protection to which it is entitled, and in
accordance with these principles, the candidates put forward
by labor were pledged to stand on the broad platform of the
general welfare, as opposed to the $pecial interests of big
business; and,

VVhereas the public faith in these pledges was manifested
by the large vote the candidates received and which contrib-
uted in a great measure to their election. Organized labor
is, therefore, under obligations to redeem these pledges and
make good on its promises to protect and promote the gen-
eral welfare; and,

VVhereaa the one legislative measure, above all others
best designated to test the fidelity of labor and its representa-
tives to the best interests of the general public, was a pro-
posed law which would enable the people of Minnesota to
retain a small part of the enormous riches the steel trust
and other mining corporations are taking from the state; and,

Whereas, this measure, known as the tonnage tax, was
so generally recognized as a just and necessary one for the
people’s interests that organized labor was logically and
unavoidably committed to it; and its legislative representa-
tives were necessarily pledged to its support; but,

Whereas, in spite of the facts herein stated, three of the
men indorsed and supported by organized labor, Representa-
tives McGrath, Waters and Ryan, voted against the bill to tax
the mining companies, and by such actions failed to sustain
the claims of organized labor as the champion of the people’s
interests and have thereby brought condemnation and dis-
credit on it and weakened the people’s confidence in its hon-
esty and integrity. In view of these facts, be it

Resolved, by the Trades and Labor Assembly of St. Paul,
that the actions of these representatives in voting against the
tonnage tax be denounced as opposed to the best interests
of the people and in violation of the express and implied
pledges to safeguard the common welfare, and that their
action be hereby absolutely repudiated-as contrary to the
desires and expectations of organized labor, and that respon-
sibility for such men and such conduct is hereby publicly
disavowed.

$14,000,000 Lost to the State.

The defeat of this bill means a loss to the state of nearly
$14,000,000 in the next two years.

It will pay to read twice what the Daily News said about
this defeat.

TAXING MINING ROYALTIES.

Tho the tonnage tax fared badly, the plan to tax mining
royalties fared but little better.

When the Supreme Court rendered its decision that
mining royalties could not be taxed as money and credits,
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because they were an interest in land, several people began

to think and act. .

The present writer, who for many years has advocated
the heavy taxation of mining royalties, drafted a bill “to de-
fine royalties, to determine their capitalized value, and pro-
vide for the assessment and taxation of the same.”

This bill was introduced by Mr. Kelly of Wright County.

With some changes and administrative provisions added,
it was introduced by Enstrom, Burdorf, and others.

Both these bills provided for the taxation of royalties on
the basis of their capitalized value, the same as all other
property is assessed and taxed. * -

Your home, your store, your factory, your farm, all
your personal property—these are all taxed on the basis of
what they would sell for—not on the rent you could get for
them.

Then why not tax these royalties on the same basis?

But legislatures are slow to take up new things, no mat-
ter ‘how meritorious.

Mr. Parker, realizing all this, and wanting to make a
start, fearing that the other bills were too far-reaching to
pass at this session, introduced a bill to put only a 5 per cent
tax ‘on the royalty itself—not on its capitalized value. This
bill was drawn by Mr. Lord of the Tax Commission.

Even this very mild and modest attempt aroused the
hostility of the royalty collectors, who come down to several
committee hearings and protested that their millions should
not be taxed at all : )

Think of it! About $16,000,000 a year collected for per-
mission to use the earth to take out iron ore, and not one

~cent of tax collected by the state from those who get the

millions, and these people pleading that the exemption
shoyld continue,—that they should not even be taxed 5 per
cent on the royalty itself.

Wouldn’t you like to escape with a tax of 5 per cent on
what your house would rent for?

Suppose it would rent for $30 a month, $360 a year,
what are your taxes?

Probably about $75 or perhaps more.

Five per cent on $360 would be $18.

Every home and farm and business place in the state
is taxed from 15 per cent to 50 per cent of all it would rent
for. . :

And in these homes and . farms you have put a vast
amoutit of your labor.

These royalties are all clear “velvet”—all unearned by
those who get them. The do no work in exchange for them.
They get values that nature and the people have created and
produced.

The royalty collectors insisted that their lands are
already taxed more than any other class of property, but
they did not say that the operators pay all those taxes, leav-
- ing their royalties wholly untaxed.

Parker’s- bill is a very modest beginning of what ought
to bring the state many millions a year; but in spite of that
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Mr. Murphy, the leader of the iron interests, bitterly opposed
.it as an entering wedge that would finally tax all rents.

Yes, it is an entering wedge and some day it will be
driven home, until those who collect rents and royalties for
letting other people use the earth will be taxed at least as
much as others are on the things they have produced by their
labor of hand and brain.

Murphy was able to get 25 votes against this bill, about
half of whom came from the iron country. There is some
excuse for these, but what about men from labor districts
who vote to allow this most dangerous class of landlords
to go scot free from tax? ' ‘

The vote stood 92 to 25.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Gistason,C.M. McGrath, Shirley,
Anderson, Gislason,].B. McLaughlin, Skaiem,
Arens, Gleason, Manske, Sliter,
Arneson, ~ Goodspeed, Miner, Sluke,
Baxter, Grant, Moen, Sortedahl,
Bendixen, Green, H. M., Nelson, C. N., Spelbrink,
Berve, Hale, Nelson,J.M., Stahlke,
Boyd, Hammer, Neuman, Strand,
Burdorf, - Haugland, Nordgren, Sudheimer,
Carlson, Hinds, Nordlin, Swanson, J.,
Christensen,A., Hodapp, Olson, . Swanson, S. J,,
Christianson,T. Holmquist, Oren, Swenson, O. A,
Corning, Hompe, Parker, - Teigen,
Curtis, Hulbert, Pedersen, Thorkelson,
Darby, Iverson, Praxel, Trowbridge,
Day, Jacobson, Prince, Urness,
DelLury, Johnson, Putnam, Warner,
Emmons, Kelly, Rako, Waters,
Enger, Lagersen, Ross, Welch,
Enstrom, Lauderdale, Ryan, Wicker,
Fawcett, Lee, Scherf, Wicklund,
Flahaven, Lennon, A. L., Serline, Wilkinson, -
Galewski, Levin, Shanks, Mr. Speaker.
Those who voted in the negative were:
Bernard, Gill, . Lang, Rodenberg,
Bouck, Greene, T.J., Lennon, J. G, Schaleben,
Burrows, Harrison, Long, Smith,
Chirhart, Herreid, Murphy, West.
Cullum, Hitchcock, Pattison,
Dilley, Howard, - Perry,
Erickson, Kingsley, Pittenger,

Fourteen did not vote. .

When this bill reached the Senate tax committee, all
those who enjoy the privilege of receiving royalties tax free,
swarmed the capital again and asked for hearings.

Five hearings were granted by the committee. At each
of these it was the same story,—the injustice of requiring
them to pay taxes on their royalties. _

The son-in-law of J: J. Hill,, Mr. Lindley, was the chief
objector. The Hill interests reported the distribution of over
$6,000,000 during three-fourths of the year 1918. This would
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be over $8,000,000 a year net profit for letting people use the
earth and take out ore.

And They Don’t Want to Pay Any Taxes.

Seven members of the committee voted to indefinitely
postpone the bill and leave this easy money untaxed: Adams,
Baldwin, Fowler, Hegnes, McGarry, Widell and Vibert.

Six members wanted to pass the bill: Anderson, Gillam,
Gjerset, Hopp, Johnson and Nolan. )

April 22 this bill came to a vote in the Senate,

Hopp, Gjerset, Nolan and Schmechel made strong pleas
for the bill. The state needs the revenue. These royalty
interests are not taxed at all and can’t be, for there are no
laws to tax them. This bill will do it. It is constitutional
and fair. It taxes these interests at only the same rate as
money and credits, only about a quarter as much as your
homes. c
Orr led the opposition; Adams and Geo. Sullivan fol-
lowed, and Swanson closed. They insisted that the royalties
were already taxed in the ad valorem taxes on the mineral
land. The fact that all the ad valorem taxes are paid by the
operators is not to be considered., If the operators did not
pay these taxes they would have to pay more royalty.

They insisted that there is no difference between col-
lecting royalty for the use of the earth which, as Schmechel
declared, nature gives us free for the equal use of all, and
collecting interest for the use of money or rent for houses
and stores, which are the product of our labor.

Guilford objected to this tax on royalties unless .all
ground rents were included.

He conceded that all ground rents are unearned values
and hence are especially fit subjects for taxation; but this bill
taxes one class of ground rents—royalties—the principle is
correct and can be extended. We are constantly finding new
subjects for taxation, but he voted “no.”

The debate lasted about three hours, and covered the
entire field of taxation, constitutionality, and economic prin-
ciples as related to the taxation of royalties.

y The lobby had been active and efficient, and the bill was
illed. :

On two roll calls the vote was the same—33 to 34.

Those who voted in the affirmative for the bill:

Anderson, Gillam, Lindsley, Romberg,
Benson, Gijerset, Loonam, . Sageng,
Blomgren, Gooding, Madigan, Schmechel,
Bonniwell, Hopp, Millett, Stepan,
Carley, Jackson, Naplin, Ward,
Cashel, Johnson, Nolan, - Wold.
Cliff, Kuntz, Peterson, .
Cumming, Larson, Rask,
Gandrud, Lee, Rockne,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Brooks, Cosgrove, Erickson,
Baldwin, Callahan, - Denegre, Fowler,
Bessette, Coleman, Devold, Guilford,

Boylan,- Conroy, Dwyer, Hall,
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Hamer; Nord, Ribenack, Van Hoven,

Handlan, Orr, Sullivan,G: H., Vibert,

Hegnes, Palmer, Sullivan, J. D., Widell,

Kingsbury, Putnam, Swanson,

McGarry, Reed, Turnham,

THE NEUMAN-HINDS-ROSS- DORWEILER SWENSON
BILL.

In Minnesota—especially among the farmers—there. has
always been a strong feeling that buildings and other im-
provements, farm anirhals, machinery and crops, should not
be taxed at all, or at any rate not so heavily as land.

They could not see why the owners of vacant lands
should be let off easy, especially as they—the farmers—
created all the values of both improved and vacant lands.

As a result of this, all through the farming districts,
taxes- have been kept low on farm buildings, machinery,
crops and stock and high on the land.

The speculators have thus paid more taxes and the farm-
ers 1ess than they would if the letter of the law had been
followed.

In the Cities.

In the cities there has been this same feeling that those
who build homes and stores and factories and do wuseful
work ought not to be fined and penalized while the vacant
lot owners get off easy.

But in the cities the landed interests have been very

powerful and, until recently, have usually controlled the as-

sessors.

The people of both country and city have been sure that
the Whole system was wrong, so they amended the consti-
tution in order that different classes of property might be
taxed 4t different rates.

In 1913 a bill was passed with the avowed object of re-
lieving this situation, but it was so poorly thought out that
it increased the evil, especially in the cities, instead of cor-
recting it. .

Under this bill the taxes on homes were increased, while
they were lowered on lots and vacant lands.

In 1919 a bill was introduced by Reps. Neumar, Hinds,
Ross, Dorweiler and O. A. Swenson, greatly reducing taxes
on all residences in country and city, on household goods
of all kinds, on farm crops and machinery and on mechanics
tools. =
This bill was fully discussed in the House on Thurs-
day, April 10.

The discussion mostly hinged around small objections
rather than the principles underlying the bill. In fact every
objector admitted the bill was correct in principle, but in-
sisted that it would very greatly disturb present conditions
and reduce total revenues in the small towns.

What the bill would really do would be to very consider-
ably reduce taxes on all homes in both country and city, and
spread the loss over the land and business buildings.

The roll call showed only 46 votes for the b111 and 70
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against. More than half of the opponents really wanted to
vote for a bill that would relieve the homes of a part of the
unjust burden now on them, but feared this bill went too far.
Neuman changed and voted No so that he could move
to reconsider, but Christianson now tried to kill the bill be-
yond resurrection by moving to reconsider. and asking that
the motion be voted down. -
This move aroused opposition from those who hoped to
amend and pass the bill, so 67 voted to reconsider and.the
bill was left on the calendar to come up again. Tuesday
morning, April 15, the friends of the bill amended it by rais-
ing the rate at which this class of property should be taxed
from 10 per cent to 20 per cent of its full and true value.
The same objections were made as before, Christianson
making a very strong effort to defeat the bill, though he ad-
mitted it was correct in principle. )
The bill passed 73 to 45—13 not voting.
Those who voted in the affirmative were 73:

Anderson, Erickson, Leonard, Siegel,
Arens, Flahaven, Levin, Sliter,
Arneson, Frisch, Mcleern, Sluke,
Bendixen, Gill, McPartlin, Solem,
Bernard, Glrlmg, Miner, Strand,
Berve, ‘Gislason,C.M., Moen, Sudheimer, -
Bouck, Gleason, Nelson, C. N Swanson, J., .
Boyd, : Goodspeed, Nelson, J: M., Swenson,O.A.,
Briggs, Grant, Nett, Thorkelson,
Brophey, Green, H. M., Neuman, Urness, .
Burdorf, Greene, T. J., Nordlin, Warner,
Corning, Hammer, Pedersen, Waters,
Darby, Hinds, Perry, Welch,
Day, Hodapp, Praxel, \Vlcklund
‘DeLury, Iverson, Rako, \/Vllkmson,
Dilley, Lang, Rodenberg, Mr. Speaker.
Dorweiler, Lauderdale, Ross.
Enger, Lee, : Serline,
Enstrom, Lennon, A. L., Shirley,

Those who voted in the negative were 45:

. Adams, Haugland, Manske, Shanks,
Baxter, Herreid, Murphy, Skaiem,
Burrows, Hitchcock, Norton, Smith,
Carlson Holmaquist, Olson, Sortedahl,
Chirhart, Hompe, Oren, Spelbrink,
Christianson, T Howard, Parker, Swanson, S. J.,
Cullum, Jacobson, Pattison, Teigen,
Curtis, Johnson, Pittenger, Trowbrndge
Emmons, Kelly, Prince, Wicker,
Galewski, Kingsley,  Putnam,

Hale, Tagersen, Schaleben,

Harrison, Long, Scherf,

: Not voting, 13:

Christensen,A., Lennon, J. G., Nimocks, Ryan,
Fawcett, McGrath, Nordgren, Stahlke,
Gislason, J. B.,, McLaughlin, Oberg, West,

Hulbert,
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TAXING GROSS EARNINGS.

It can’t be done.

It never has been done.

If you compel railroads to pay a part of their gross earn-
ings in taxes, of course they must collect hlgher fares and
freight rates.

You are only putting another tax on the farmer who
sends his crops to market and on the consumers (who are
all the people) on every necessity of life.

If you tax the gross earnings of telephone companies,
they get rates high enough to cover the tax.

If you increase the taxes they have an added reason to
go to the Railroad and Warehouse Commission and ask for
higher rates, and the users of telephones must pay the bill,

‘And they will always get rates high enough to make a
profit on these taxes.

The attorneys for the companies frankly admit this, and
yet we go on taxing gross earnings, and trying to defend the
system; when every thinking person knows that the net re-
sult is to add new burdens on the users of telephones, who
are already taxed on everything they own,

If the telephones are in your homes, the tax stops there.
You pay it. That ends it. You can’t send it on.

If they are used in places of business, the taxes are add-
ed to the cost of doing business and are finally paid by the
ultimate consumer. He is the end man.

Such taxation is sheer robbery of the helpless.

Then again, gross earnings taxes are unjust as between
the different companies upon whom they are levied.

One railroad company may have a million dollars in
gross earnings and not a cent of net profit. ‘

Another company may have half the million in net profit.

Their taxes are the same,

Is that just? Is that honest? Is that good public
policy?

By this method you drive corporations into bankruptcy.

If they are to live and continue in business, they must
get rates enough higher to cover all these taxes with a

rofit. ’

P Then you do not tax the corporatios at all, but you do
tax their patrons—the original producers and ultlmate con-
sumers.

The only merit ever claimed for gross earnings taxes is
that they are easy to collect.

This is the way of the bank robber and the highway
man. They get easy money.

" CHAPTER X.
PUBLIC UTILITIES.

In the old days—a generation ago or more—the public
service corporations pretty completely controlled the cities
of the country.

They had everything their own way.

Then the people of the cities began to wake up. They
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began to elect to city offices honest, intelligent and consci-
entious men whom the corporations could not control.

The corporations then started a new plan,

They organized a great, nation-wide movement to secure
state public utility comm15510ns, and thus escape from city
control.

In several states the corporations were successful.

In some states, like Wisconsin and New Jersey, where
there was no control of corporations at all, either state or
local, the people established state utility commissions and
gave them control of all public service corporations, both
statewide and local.

The cities were deprived of control over their local af-
fairs; and disastrous results have followed.

It is never safe to violate the principle of local home rule
and self-government.

This movement met its Waterloo in the state of Minne-
sota in 1913, when all the power of the Governor and the
corporations could secure only 30 votes for a state utility
commission. Among these 30 were H. H. Harrison, J. G
Lennon, F. E. Nimocks and C. H. Warner.

Before the election of 1918 J. G. Lennon published the
announcement that he had been converted to the principle of
local control of local public utilities; but he did not seem to
stay converted.

Bendixen, T. J. Greene, Bouck, Norton, Prince, Putnam,
and O. A. Swenson, now members, voted against the bill
Bouck and Swenson changed in 1919,

This defeat in 1913 apeared to be the death of the entire
movement for state regulation of local public utilities. Not
until this winter of 1919 has there been any attempt in
Minnesota, and no other state has passed such a law, so far
- as known.

But the increased cost of labor and material, due to the
war, has caused the local utilities to again look to state regu-
latxon as a source of relief.

The Street Railway compames of Minneapolis and St.
Paul were especially anxious to escape the terms of their
contracts, and secure an increase of fares that would permit
them to pay their usual dividends on their many millions of
watered stock.

A bill was prepared, supposedly by the attorney of the
Twin City Rapid Transit Company, and introduced by

C. H. Warner..

The following editorial from the St. Paul Daily News of
March 22 is the most vivid portrayal of this bill that ap-
peared during the controversy. )

Is the editorial unfair and one sided? Read and judge for’
yourselves.

HERE’S AN ACID TEST ON YOUR LEGISLATORS—-
WATCH THEM CLOSELY!

The public utility corporations -are out to make a bxg
killing in Minnesota.
They can do it, too—
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IF YOUR LEGISLATURE HELPS THEM!

Watch closely what the Minnesota legislature—both
gf]}jse and Senate—does with the INFAMOUS WARNER

L.

This bill was introduced  by.a lawyer-banker from the
little village of Aitkin. It was fathered and mothered and
wet-nursed and nurtured in the private offices of the Twin
City Rapid Ttansit Company.

It has a lot of assistant nurses representing the other
public utility. interests—the interests that control the electric
light and power companies, the gas companies, the big tele-
phone companies.

It is being actively lobbied for in the legislature. Power-
ful pressure is being brought to bear on members of the
House to line them up with the big interests.

The vote will be an acid test.

This WARNER BILL is the second big step in the pro-
gram of the public utility corporations to get a strangle hold
on the natural resources and public highways of Minnesota.

Two years ago they took the first step when they sneaked
through, under camouflage colors, the law which permitted
the big competing telephone companies to split the state into
two kingdoms—each company getting a perfect monopoly
in its own kingdom so that it' could raise rates, fight its
workers and make the service as rotten as it wished. The
division- of the spoils has already taken place, and the Bell
interests have acquired holdings in the Tri-State .looking
toward complete domination of its former rival. This big
deal was O. K.’d by the State Railroad and Warehouse Com-
mission.

Now comes the next move—the WARNER BILL to put
all the electric railways of Minnesota under the same State
Railroad and Warehouse Commission.

“The big game is to-take away from the people their con-
trol of their utilities, of whatever nature. It is being done
step by step. :

FIRST the telephones,

NOW the electric railways,

NEXT, the water power, electric light and gas concerns.

All for the benefit of the big® New Jersey and other
Eastern corporations, mostly capitalized and controlled in
the East for the exploitation of the people of Minnesota.

The infamous WARNER BILL was sneaked through
the House committee on general legislation this week—and
reported favorably for passage in the house. Opponents
were given scant opportunity to show its iniquity. It is such
a bare-faced grab—so universally condemned when intro-
duced—that it was believed to be dead. Now the gang has
resurrected it.

This WARNER BILL will tear up the present franchises
of the railway monopolies now operating in St. Paul, Minne-
apolis and Duluth. Those franchises are contracts between
company and city. For many years they were very profitable
contracts to the Twin City Rapid Transit Company, It made
so much money on five-cent fares that it was able to soak up
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ten million dollars of “water” originally carried on its books
as representing franchises and good will. The profit on the
nickels of the people has turned that “water” into tangible
assets, besides paying good, 1ecrular dividends on the total
stock of the company.

Durihg the war the company had hard sledding. It
couldn’t pay its regular six per cent on its inflated capital.

Tt had taken the easy pickings, when times were good,
and had refused to grant any reduction in fares. It had
insisted upon the full letter of its contract.

Now it shows up as a short sport—with a streak of
yellow as 'moxd as the street car tracks on which it operates
—on your streets.

It was pinched by the war (like all the rest of us), but it
got a big idea from the war—the Hun idea that treaties—
CONTRACTS—are “mere scraps of paper.”

It wants to tear up those treaties—those contracts—
with the cities of St. Paul, Minneapolis and Duluth, just as.
the kaiser tore up his contracts with Belgium.

‘This WARNER BILL will put the scheme over. It will
permit any street car company. at any time, to go to the
State Railroad and Warehouse Commission, tear up its fran-
i i ith any city, and get in place of that
contract practically a perpetual permit to monopolize the
streets of anv Minnesota city or town, or.any country road.

It will absolutely hamstring and hogtie the cities. .

It will rob the people of all power of control over street
car fares or service.

It will place this power in the hands of the state rail-
road and warehouse commission, which Horace Lowry is
satisfied will be good to him and his stockholders.

Will that be good for you?

Watch every play in this crooked poker game!

‘Watch your legislators!

It’s the acid test!

The city councils of St. Paul, Duluth, Minneapolis and
Winona passed resolutions of protest, as did also the St.
Paul Association and Commercial Clubs from all parts of the
state.

The bill came up Wednesday morning, March 26, for
passage or defeat; and was ably defended by Warner, O. A.
Swenson, Parker, Girling, Hammer, Harrison, Adams and
Wilkinson. °

Warner’s first move was to postpone until Friday, Why?

For this motion he only got 43 votes.

" After the bill had been thoroly discussed—after the op-
position had been fully presented by Corning, Erickson,
Bernard, and Norton—it was lost by a vote of 39 to 87.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Chirhart, Hammer, Lang,

Bouck, Dilley, Harrison, Lennon, A. L.,
Boyd, Enger, Herried, Lennon, J. G,
Briggs, Gill, Hinds, Leonard,
Brophey, Girling, - Hitchcock, Long,

Burrows, Gleason, Kingsley, McGivern,
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McLaughlin, Neuman, Pittenger, Swenson,O.A,,
McPartlin, Nimocks, Praxel, Warner,
Murphy, Parker, Rako, Wilkinson. - -
Nett, Perry, Ross,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Anderson, Gislason, C. M., Manske, Skaiem,
Arens, Gislason, J. B.,, Miner, Sliter,
Arneson, Goodspeed, Moen, Sluke,
Baxter, Grant, Nelson, C. N., Smith,
Bendixen, Green, H. M., Nelson, J. M., Sortedahl,
Bernard, Greene, T.J,, Nordgren, Spelbrink,
Berve, Hale, Nordlin, Stahlke,
Carlson, Haugland, Norton, Strand,
Christensen,A., Hodapp, , Olson, Sudheimer,
Christianson,T., Holmquist, Oren, Swanson, J.,
Corning, Hompe, Pattison, Swanson,S.J.,
Cullum, Howard, Pedersen, Teigen,
Curtis, Hulbert, Prince, Thorkelson,
Darby, Iverson, Putnam, Trowbrxdge,
Day, Jacobson, Rodenberg, Urness,
DeLury, Johnson, Ryan, Waters,
Emmons, Kelly, Schaleben, Welch,
Enstrom, Lagersen, Scherf, West,
Erickson, Lauderdale, Serline, Wicker,
Fawcett, Lee, " Shanks,. Wicklund,
Flahaven, Levin, Shirley, Mr. Speaker.
Galewski, McGrath, Siegel,

Dorweiler, Solem and Oberg were excused. Frisch was
at home on account of sickness and Burdorf was unavoidably

absent. All would have voted no.

Galewski and Rodenberg explained that they personally
favored the bill, but voted against it because of the oppo-

sition of their constituents.
The discussion was very thoro.

Warner and Wilkinson

for the bill and Corning and Norton against it made speeches
that were remarkable for clearness, logic and forcible de-

livery..

THE RED WING BILL.

The city of Red Wing is supplied with electricity by a

Wisconsin corporation.

» The rates are excessive and the city has no power to

lower them.

Bills were introduced by Senator Rockne and Repre-

sentative Scherf to empower ali cities of the fourth class to
regulate rates for gas and electricity, but not to interfere with
any existing contract. The Senate passed it unanimously.

St. Cloud, a city of the third class, has the same trouble
with its electric rates, so the bill was amended to include
third class cities.

But it had no such smooth sailing in the house on April
17, when' it was up on special order.

; Adams Tries to Amend. )
First Adams moved to amend by striking out the entire
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bill and substituting a board of three to fix rates in case of
disagreement between -the city and the company.
This board of arbitration was to be composed as follows:
The city to choose one member;
The company to choose one;
These two to choose a third.

Pattison of St. Cloud objected. “This would put the:

whole question into the control. of the corporations. They
would appoint an able expert who is in their employ.
© “All equally able experts are employed principally by
_ public utility corporations. The city would have to appoint
a man who would surely be biased.

“The third man, appointed by these two would surely
be a corporation man.

“The city could not get a fair deal.

“You might as well kill the bill.”

Harrison declared he had always been a company man,

and he favored the amendment.

Hammer insisted the people would not be fair to the
company.

Briggs defended the people and the city counc1ls They
have been fair.

Wilkinson insisted the: city councils would put rates too
low inside the cities, Then the companies would be obliged
to charge too high rates to their customers outside in order
to make up the deficit.

Nordlin showed that the bill could not be unfair to the
companies or to outside users, for the courts would finally
settle all disputes in case the company were not satisfied
with the rates fixed by the city council

“As it is now the company has everything in its own
hands. The users are powerless. They can't even appeal to
the courts, nor could they under the Adams amendment.

Levin spoke for the Adams amendment.

This amendment was lost 40 yeas, 67 nays.

Wilkinson Amendment.

Wilkinson now tried to amend by turning the rate mak-
ing power over the Railway and Warehouse Commission,
in case ten outside users made complaint. The commission

_ would then fix rates both for those outside the city and inside.

Pattison declared that this amendment would do for the
smaller cities just what the Warner Street Railway bill tried
toldo for the large ones, completely deprive them of home
rule,

. Wilkinson made another strong plea for the people of
the small villages and farmers outside the cities, who would
surely suffer great injustice if the cities were permitted to
fix rates inside their limits. They would surely put those
rates too low ' '

Pattison said: “Your amendment comes from the North-

ern States Power Company. How would it work? The
company would get the ten outside users to raise the questlon
then the city would lose all control over its own business.”
Wilkinson’s amednment lost, 34 yeas, 72 nays.
Solem now tried to amend so as to let Minneapolis come
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under the provisions of the law. She is just as bad off as Red
Wing or St. Cloud. She has no control over electric rates.

Pattison objected.

help Minneapolis in her troubles.”

Solem’s amendment lost.

“There are other bills in here to

Leonard moved to amend so the bill would apply only to

corporations chartered outside the state.

care of the Red Wing case.
Pattison objected again.

with a domestic corporation.”

That would take

“Qur troublle at St. Cloud 1is

Leonard’s amendment lost.
Girling nnow made a very strong appeal against the bill

“The city councils will make
will be robbed by the cities.

out on the rural districts and small villages.

revolutionary—half-hatched.

" .in public utility securities.”

too low rates.

The companies

They will then have to take it

This bill is

If it passes, no one will invest

The bill then passed, 77 to 41,

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Galewski, McPartlin,
‘Arens, Gill, Moen,
Arneson, Gislason, C. M. Nelson, C. N,
Bendixen, Gislason, J. B., Nelson, J. M,,
Bernard, Grant, Nordgren,
Berve, Green, H. M., Nordlin,
Briggs, Haugland, Norton,
Burdorf, Hodapp, Olson,
Carlson, Holmquist, Pattison,
Christianson, T., Hompe, Pittenger,
Cullum, Howard, Prince,
Darby, Iverson, Putnam,
Day, Jacobson, Ross,
DelLury, Johnson, Ryan,
Emmons, Kelly, Scherf,
Enstrom, Lauderdale, Serline,
Erickson, Lee, Shanks,
Fawcett, McGivern, Shirley,
Flahaven, McGrath, Siegel,
Frisch, McLaughlin, Skaiem,
Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Hale, Levin,
Baxter, Hammer, Manske,
Bouck, Harrison, Murphy,
Boyd, Herreid, Nett,
Burrows, Hinds, Neuman,
Chirhart, Hitchcock, Oberg,
Curtis, Hulbert, Oren,
Dilley, Kingstey. Parker,
Enger, Lagersen, Pedersen,
Girling, Lang, Perry,
Gleason, Leonard, Praxel,

Stiter,
Shuke,
Smith,
Solem,
Sortedahl,
Spelbrink,
Stahlke,

- Strand,

Swanson, S. J,,
Swenson,0Q.A,,
Teigen,
Thorkelson,
Urness,
Waters,
Welch,
Wicklund,

Mr. Speaker.

Rako,
Rodenberg,
Schaleben,
Sudheimer,
Trowbridge,
Warner,
West,
Wilkinson.

Th:irteen not voting. Brophey, A. Christensen, Corning,
Dorweiler, Goodspeed, T. J. Greene, A. L. Lennon, J. G.
Lennon, Long, Miner, Nimocks, J. Swanson, Wicker.
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Dorweiler, Grant, Prince and Wicker had voted for the
Adams amendment. ]

Carlson and Goodspeed had voted for both amendments.

Pittenger and J. Swanson voted for the Wilkinson
amendment. ,

Hinds did not vote on either amendment.

The following did not vote on any of the roll calls:
Brophey, A. Christensen, T. J. Greene, A. L. Lennon, J. G.
Lennon, Nimocks.

Nimocks and the two Lennons were excused.

This was one of the hardest battles of the session.

Many members regarded the Adams arbitration plan as
fair, in spite of Pattison’s explanation of its working.

The people of the cities have had some sad experlences
with such plans.

Some country members don’t believe the cities are
capable of self-government, and don’t seem to want to give
them any chance to try.

Of course the people of the cities ought to have home
rule.

Of course they must be fair. If they are not the courts
will compel them.

They must learn by experience. There is no other way.

PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS.

Nearly all public service corporations.in Minnesota are
taxed on their gross earnmgs in lieu of all other taxes and
assessments.

How the words * and assessments got into the law no-
one seems to know, but the result is that these corporations
have claimed exemption from paying for paving, sewers, side- .
walks and all other street improvements that -ordinary peo-
ple must pay for in addition to their general taxes.

Of course public service corporations never really pay
any taxes any way.

No matter how they are taxed or how much, they must

‘charge enough for their services to cover all regular costs,

ordinary taxes included. ‘

All such taxes are finally paid by their patrons in higher
prices than would otherwise prevail, with an added profit
to the corporations. for collecting the money.

But special assessments for street improvements are
different. They are not “regular and usual” items of ex-
pense. They are like judgments in damage suits, irregular,
unusual, occasional and cannot be charged up to regular
running expenses.

And yet our courts insist that the wording of the law

.requires them to hold that these corporations are exempt

from paying for these street improvements.

Two years ago a bill cuting out the words “and assess-
ments” passed the House 94 to 14 but was lost in the Senate.

This vear the bill passed with no opposition in either
house.

The people must approve at the next electlon before it
becomes a law.
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CHAPTER XI.
LABOR LEGISLATION,

Surely there must be something wrong when labor must
come to legislature begging for crumbs of relief.

Labor, in its broadest sense, is the producer of every good
thing that goes to make up our civilization.

Every ounce of food—-every stitch of clothmO'—every
brick and stone and piece of lumber—every slate and shingle
and every gallon of paint—all the houses and shops—all the
factories, stores and warehouses—all the furniture in our
homes, goods in our stores, machinery in the factories—

every railroad with all the cars and engines—every boat on”

canal or river and every steamship on the ocean—every
dollar’s worth of “capital” in all the world—every article
of luxury, every bit of art, every book in our libraries—every
service, from the most simple and lowly to the most exalted
—all these are the result of labor.

AND YET,

All thru the ages, labor, bearing on its back the burden
of the world, has come with bowed head and hat in hand to
cringe and beg for a little here and a little there, for a little
more pay—for a few moments more of rest—for some safety
appliances about the machinery it has produced and is oper-
ating—for sheds to shelter it from the storm while it repairs
engines and cars it has made, but which belong to some one
else—for minimum wage laws, an éight-hour day and a few
little comforts like stools behind counters, and rest rooms,
and places to eat lunch.

Oh it is pitiful to see how weak have been labor’s pr0~
tests—how few and how futile her uprisings and revolts, how
lacking in clear thinking and intelligent direction have been
her plans for betterment.

Man is the only animal so stupid as to establish systems
of monopoly and privilege for a few, and toil and deprivation,
spoliation and degradation for the masses.

WHO ARE THE WORKERS—WHQO THE
EXPLOITERS?

Every person—man, woman or child—who performs
some useful service, from the humblest laborér in field or
factory, to the President of the United States—all such are
workers.

Every person who makes money out of the value of the
lands and mines and forests or any other natural resource—
every person who secures advantage thru statute law that
gives him more than he has to give in return—all these are
the exploiters.

The farmer is mostly a worker. In the nature of things
it is practically impossible for him to get more for his
produce than it is worth. Nearly always he has been forced
to take less. Nearly always he has been overburdened with
taxes ,and excess charges for taking his produce to market,
while everything he buys in exchange ‘costs more than a
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fair price because of taxes on goods in process of production
and transportation, tariffs and, more than all else, too high
prices for the raw land out of which he must make his farm.
Very rarely the farmer makes anything out of the rise in
land over and above the extra burdens he has borne,

The same is true of the great mass of the laborers in
town and city. The taxes on their food, clothing and homes
are always excessive, while their wages are lower than they
should be because opportunities for seli-employment are
denied them by the high prices of lots and lands to which
they might resort as independent producers if land were
cheaper,

The great mass of business and professional men are
mostly workers performing useful services, but they are in
position to take advantage of bad laws and gain thru land
speculation and other forms of exploitation.

WHO ARE THE REAL EXPLOITERS?

The real exploiters—the great exploiters—are those
who get possession of our mines and forests and water power,
our oil wells and natural gas, our city lots and farm lands.
All these are Nature’s free gifts to all the people, and those
who get them without giving an equivalent—these are they
who become our great millionaires, These are they who
are getting something for nothing; and whatever these get
that they do not produce, others must produce and not get.

" When we have found a way to prevent some from get-
ting what they don’t produce, we shall have found how to
secure to each what he does produce.

LABOR’S PROBLEM.

Labor’s problem-—the problem of all the producers—
whether farmers or city workers—whether business or pro-
fessional men—all who produce good things or perform use-
ful service—all these have the same problem—the problem
of so changing our laws that the workers will get their own,
and the exploiters be given the pleasure of becoming workers.

Eight-hour laws, prohibition of child labor, minimum
wages, workmen’s compensation and .all other statutory
regulations are only salves and plasters on the wounds and
bruises of the producers and can never bring a permanent
cure.

But so long as the permanent solution is not reached,
we shall probably continue to engage in the patchwork.

And some of the “patchwork” of the 1919 session was
very important.

‘This is especially true of the bill creating an “Industrial
Accident Compensation Board.”

This bill created a state board to receive and administer
the money paid by employers for the benefit of injured work-
men, and was regarded as one of the most important of all
measures before the legislature.

Tt was based on the Ohio law, which the workmen claim
has been administered at a cost of about 334 per cent, while
in Minnesota, where the risks have been carried by the casu-
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alty companmies, the expense has heretofore been nearly 40
per cent.

When the legislature adjourned Saturday, March 8, to
meet again Wednesday, March 12, so that members could go
home to vote at the spring elections, the opponents of the
bill got especially busy.

Eighty House members were pledged to vote for the bill.

The following is from The Progress:

Opponents Fight Hard.

Opponents of the bill sent a special notice everywhere
over the state, reading:

“SPECIAL NOTICE: The legislature will adjourn Sat-
urday, March 8, until Wednesday, March 12, See or tele-
graph your legislator at home Sunday, Monday or Tues-
day.”

A circular was sent with this notice reading:

“Does Minnesota want state insurance, the first plank
in the socialist platform of the Nonpartisan League?”

The insurance federation of Minnesota also sent out let-
ters and telegrams urging that the bill be defeated.

Mass meetings were called in several towns and resolu-
tions passed urging the legislators to vote against the bill.

Local merchants throughout the state have received let-
ters and telegrams from insurance companies, insurance
agents, the employers’ association and others to work against
the bill and urge their legislators to oppose the wishes of or-
ganized labor.

Petitions by the thousand came in against the bill, signed
by clerks and other non-union employes of large business
houses . On the other hand, organized labor flooded the
members with thousands of petitions for it.

All this was expected to have a great influence with many
country members and it was hoped that the bill had been
defeated. }

But after the discussion in the house had lasted for more
than four hours—after McGrath, Gleason, Nordlin, A. L.
Lennon and Asher Howard had fully explained and defended
the bill, while Solem and Brophy had exhausted every reserve
in. opposmom the house passed it by a vote of 78 to 48, show-
ing that practically no votes had been lost by the campalgn
against it

What Does the Bill Do?

It simply puts the state in the place now occupied by
the casualty companies. The employers for the present will
pay the same premiums as they now do. It is contended that
the state can save most of the expense that now goes to soli-
citors, general agents, for maintenance of thirty or forty ex-
pensive offices, and thus give the injured workmen much
more in benefits.

Mr. Howard made the most telling argument for the

" bill.

““When the state established the principle of workman’s
compensation it went only half way.
“In the interest of both the employer and workman it
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now proposes to adopt the other half and so administer the
law that the employers will pay less-and the injured work-
men get more. Or if the employers continue to pay the
same, then the workmen will get very much more.

“Tt is a proper state function. The insurance companies
are not performing this function. They take as much as
possible and give as little as possible. '

“This is not putting the state into the insurance busi-
ness. It is really taxation. The state collects the tax from
the employers and administers it at the least possible expense
for the benefit of the injured workmen.

Not Socialism.

“This is not Socialism, any more than any other state
function is socialism—any more than soldiers’ insurance was
socialism, any more than collecting taxes for any other pur-
pose is socialism.”

Mr. Howard asserted that Gompers and the Federation
of Labor are solid for state administration of the workman’s
fund.

Mr. Solem denied this and quoted from a speech of Mr.
Gompers to prove his contention; but Howard sent up and
had the clerk read a personal letter from Mr. Gompers which
set the matter at rest. ‘

Every St. Paul member but one voted for the bill, all
but two from St. Louis county, all but four from Hennepin,
and every Noun-partisan League farmer.

Most of the opposition came from the small towns
and country districts.

At the beginning of the discussion, Colonel Wilkinson
offered an amendment permitting the mutual casualty com-
panies to compete with the state for the business. This
removed some opposition and helped to pass the bill.

The 78 who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Gislason, C. M. McLaughlin, Skaiem,
Arens, Gleason, McPartlin, Sluke,
Arenson, Greene, T. J.  Miner, Spelbrink,
Bendixen, Haugland, Murphy, Stahlke,
Bernard, Herreid, Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Berve, Hitchcock, Nett, ‘Sudheimer,
Bouck, Hodapp, Neuman, Swanson, J.,
Briggs, Holmaquist, Nordlin, Teigen,
Burdorf, Howard, Norton, Thorkelson,
Burrows, Hulbert, Oberg, Trowbridge,
Christianson, T. Iverson, Olson, Urness,
Corning, - Johnson, Pattison, Waters,
Darby, Kelly, Perry, Welch,
Day, Kingsley, Praxel, West,
Del.ury, Lang, Prince, . Wicker,
Enstrom, Lauderdale, Rako, Wicklund,
Erickson, Lennon, A. L., Rodenberg, ' Wilkinson,
Fawcett, Levin, Ryan, Mr. Speaker.
Flahaven, TLong, Scherf,

Gill, McGrath, - Siegel,

N
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The 48 who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Galewski, Lagersen, Putnam,
Boyd, Girling, Leonard, Ross,
Brophey, Gislason, J. B.,, McGivern, Schaleben,
Carlson, Goodspeed, Manske, Serline,
Christensen,A., Grant, Moen, Shanks, -
Cullum, Green, H. M., Nelson, C. N,, Shirley,
Curtis, Hale, Nimocks, Smith,
Dilley, Hammer, Nordgren, Solem,
Dorweiler, Harrison, Oren, Sortedah],
Emmons, Hinds, Parker, Swanson,S.J.,
Enger, Hompe, Pedersen, Swenson,O.A,,
Frisch, Jacobson, Pittenger, Warner.

Baxter, J. G. Lennon, Lee, Sliter and Chirhart had been
excused and were not present. Long did not vote.

In the Senate.

This bill was a special order in the Senate, Wednesday,
afternoon, April 2 and Thursday morning, April 3.

The discussion lasted for nearly five hours.

Jackson, Callahan, Swanson, Carley, Sageng and Dwyer
supported the bill; while Fowler, J. D. Sullivan, Cliff, Gil-
lam, Rockne, Adams and Cosgrove opposed.

The biggest effort was made by Fowler who offered an
amendment to permit the stock companies to compete with
the state for the business of insuring the workmen against
accident or death.

The real contest was over this amendment, and Fowler
won 34 to 32.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Cosgrove, Kingsbury, Rockne,
Baldwin, Denegre, Kuntz, Sullivan, G. H.
Benson, Fowler, Lindsley, Sullivan, J. D.
Blomgren, Gillam, Madigan, Turnham,
Bonniwell, Gooding, Nolan, Van Hoven,
Brooks, Guilford, Palmer, Ward,
Cashel, Halj, Peterson, Widel],
Cliff, Hamer, Putnam,
Coleman, Hopp, Reed,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Bessette, Erickson, Lee, Ribenack,
Boylan, Gandrud, Loonam, Romberg,
Callahan, Gijerset, McGarry, Sageng,
Carley, Handlan, Millett, Schmechel,
Conroy, Hegnes, Naplin, Stepan,
Cumming, Jackson, Nord, Swanson,
Devold, Johnson, Orr, Vibert,
Dwyer, Larson, Rask, Wold,

Madigan had voted with the labor supporters until this

ballot.

If he had not changed sides the deadlock would

have continued.

This amendment having been adopted, Jackson and the
friends of the bill declared they preferred no bill at all and
asked all to vote against it.
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~ Only nine voted for the bill as amended:

Fowler, Madigan, Sullivan, G. H Ward,
Gooding, Nolan, Turnham, W1de11
Guilford,

How many senators opposed’ this bill to punish labor
men who voted against the tonnage tax in the house ?

Later Madigan gave the bill more careful study and says
that he canie to the conclusion that his vote for the Fowler
amendment was a mistake. He declared he would support a
motion- to reconsider the vote by which the bill was lost,
and would vote to cut out the Fowler amendment,

On Friday morning, April 10, the motion to reconsider
was lost. Madigan and Reed voted with the labor men,
but Gjerset, Hegnes, McGarry and Vibert now deserted the
labor forces, so the motion was lost and the bill finally killed.

The labor men had lost the one big tiing they had
hoped to get, and the six members endorsed by labor who
had voted against the tonnage tax were blamed for the
defeat. )

The Eight-Hour Day for State Employees.

Senator John D, Sullivan of St. Cloud has been a faith-
ful and determined advocate of the eight-hour day in all
state institutions.

In 1917 he lost by a tie vote, 32 to 32.

In 1919 he won by a vote of 58 to 2.
~ Baldwin and Ward were the only ones to vote against
it. Baldwin had voted for it two years before.

Cliff, Hall and Ribenack had been excused.

In the House, on February 20, this bill did not have so
easy sailing. Its passage was b1tter1y contested but finally
carried 76 to 48 as follows:

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Fawcett, Lee, Pittenger,
Arens, Flahaven, Lennon,A.L; Prince,
Arneson, Frisch, Lennon,].G., Rodenberg,
Bendixen, Galewski, Levin, Ryan,
Bernard, Gill, Long, Scherf,
Berve, Girling, McGivern, Siegel,
Bouck, Gislason,C.M., McGrath, Skaiem,
Briggs, - * Gleason, McLaughlin, Sluke,
Brophey, Greene,T.J., McPartlin, Smith.
Burdorf, Hammer, Miner, Solem,
Burrows, Hitchcock, Murphy, Spelbrmk
Chirhart, Hodapp, " Nett, Stahike,
Cultum, Holmaquist, Nimocks, Strand,
Darby, Howard, Nordlin, Swanson T,
Day, Iverson, Norton, Thorke]son
DeLury, Johnson, Olson, Trowbrldge,
" Dilley, Kingsley, Pattison, Waters,
Enstrom, .  Lang, Pedersen, Welch,
E.ickson, Lauderdale, Perry, - Wilkinson.
Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Carlson, Curtis, Enger,
Baxter, ‘Christensen,A., Dorweiler, Gislason,J.B.,

Boyd, Christianson,T.,Emmons, Goodspeed,
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Grant, Kelly, Oberg, Shirley,
- Green,H.M,, Lagersen, Oren, Sliter,

Hale, Leonard, Parker, Sortedahl,
Haugland, Manske, Putnam, Swanson,S.J.,,
Herreid, Moen, ’ Rako, Swenson,O.A.,
Hinds, Nelson,C.N., Ross, Teigen,
Hompe, Nelson,].M.,  Schadeben, Urness,
Hulbert, Neuman, Serline, Warner,
Jacobson, Nordgren, Shanks, Wicklund,

After the passage by the House a large number of repre-
sentatives from country districts began to fear it would lead
later to eight-hour legislation for all occupatwns farm: labor
included.

A bill was introduced by Dorweiler, Neuman, Ross,
Shanks, Warner, Leonard, Jacobson, Baxter, Shlrley, Rako,
Serhne, Glslason J. B. Lager'sen, Nelson, C. N., Carlson and
Grant to repeal this act but nothing came of it.

Eight Hour Constitutional Amendment.

Devold introduced into the Senate a resolution for a con-
stitutional amendment to establish a compulsory eight-hour
day in all industries, farming included.

This bill was defeated Thursday, April 3rd. Devold and
Boylan spoke for the resolution. Magnus Johnson and Her-
man Schmechel, both Non-partisan League Senators, spoke

against it.
The 20 who voted in the affirmative were:
Bessette, Hall, Naplin, Ribenack,
Boylan, Handlan, Orr, Stepan,
Devold, Tackson, Palmer, Swanson,
Dwyer, Madigan, Rask, Turnham,
Erickson, Millett, Reed, Ward,

The 41 who voted in the negative were: -
Adams, Cumming, Johnson, Rockne,
Baldwin, Denegre, Kingsbury, Romberg,
Benson, Fowler, Kuntz, Sageng.
Blomgren, Gandrud, Larson, Schmechel,
Bonniwell, Gillam, . ILee, Sullivan,G.H,,
Brooks, Gjerset, Lindsley, Sullivan,].D.,
Carley, (Gooding, McGarry, Vibert,
Cashel, Guilford, Nolan, Wold,

CIift, Hamer, Nord,

Coleman, Hegnes, Peterson,

Cosgrove, Hopp, Putnam,
SUMMARY.

Labor had an ambitious program, but lost what they re-
garded as the vital part of it through the shortsightedness
or worse, of a few “labor” men in the House who voted
against the tonnage tax bill, and through the vote of Dwyer
and Callahan in the Senate against Wilcox.

If Wilcox had retained his seat, his vote Would have
passed the workman’s insurance b111———the one big thing that
“labor” wanted,—but he couldn’t hold his seat when two
“labor” men voted to oust him.

And so it turned out that all fahor got out of the session
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of 1919 was a few little increases in compensation for in-
jury and for doctor’s bills. These bills the employers had .
agreed not to oppose.

.For years and years labor politicians have shown the
same sort of short-sightedness. N

They have spent much time and almost millions of
money to secure some little special advantage, either over
their employers or over their unorganized fellow-workers;
and all the while they have been blind to the fact that it is
PRIVILEGE and PRIVILEGE alone that is their enemy.

But labor is beginning to see where the trouble lies.
Labor is rubbing its eyes and-beginning to awake.

When once its eyes are wide open, the reign of PRIVI-
LEGE will end. : :

CHAPTER XIIL
MILITARY MATTERS.

In every war many people throw off the thin veneer of
civilization and allow the savage to dominate.

“This was quite apparent at the beginning of the session,
but greatly diminished before the close.

The spirit of militarism showed itself in many ways,
some sane and some hysterical, some wise and constructive,
some very unwise and likely to do more harm than good.

. Every possible opportunity should be provided for the
returned soldiers to get back into the ordinary life of the
state.

They need jobs, not charity, a chance to do useful work,
not gratuities, medals, monuments, pensions or memorials.

Theodore Christianson aud others introduced . F. 187,
a bill to establish a Provost Guard to aid needy soldiers and
help secure employment. Tt did not come to a vote.

Several bills were introduced to give free tuition in the
university and state schools to returned soldiers and sailors.
One of these passed.

Another bill proposed to give each soldier $100, regard-
less of the length of time he had served or whether he had
ever been out of the country.

This would have cost the state about ten million dol-
lars and would have been worse than wasted in many cases.

The committee finally recommended five dollars a month
for actual time in service but not to exceed $60 to any per-
son. This failed to pass.

Near the close of the session Senator Johnson and Rep-
resentatives Iverson and J. M. Nelson secured permission
from the Governor to introduce a bill based on the North
Dakota law which establishes a trust fund to give each sol-
dier $25 for each month he served, to assist' in getting an
education, or buying a farm or a home, the money to be paid
monthly as he needs it and to be applied strictly to these
purposes, .

This looked like the best plan of all; but it came too
near the end and could not be put through.

There were other very ambitious plans urged by the
Governor and pushed by the militarists, including:
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A Motor Corps,

A Negro Battalion,

A complete revision of the mllltary code greatly enlarg-
ing the power of the Adjutant General and Governor and
putting all appointthents of officers in their hands.

These three measures were vigorously opposed by the
National Guard, and two were defeated, but they used up
much valuable time that might have been better employed.

The Motor Corps Bill.

It is doubtful if any proposed measure has ever aroused
more general hostility and condemnation among working
men, than this bill to establish a motor corps as an additional
military unit.

Such a unit was urged by the Governor in his message
as a means of suppressing ‘“red flag demonstrations, riots
or disorder,” as well as to serve in cases such as the Tyler
tornado or the northern forest fires.

As originally drafted and introduced by Nimocks, War-
ner, Hammer and others, it was denounced by labor men, and
other liberals as a piece of Prussianism, well calculated to
produce the very results it was claimed to suppress.

The opposition was so strong and so determined that
on the morning of February 13, the day it was to come up
for final passage or défeat, the sponsors of the bill were will-
ing to concede several vital changes.

An agreement was reached by which the most objection-
able features were cut out, and its use limited strictly to
relief work and transportation of the military forces of the
state when such forces are called into service.

The Minneapolis Trlbune, under the heading “Muffling,”
had this to say:

The Motor Corps can have no armament save ‘“‘side
arms” to be carried by its members.

The air squadron is entirely eliminated.

The corps shall consist of not more than two regiments.

Not less than 35 men of each company of 65 must be
owners of passenger automobiles suitable for transporting
not less than five persons each.

Members of the corps are prohibited from accepting any
gifts or compensation except from the state.

As originally planned this was a very ambitious military
machine, greater and more powerful than any in existence
in any state of the Union. The Governor declared that no
other state had anything like it.

But as finally amended: and passed by the House it was
professedly a comparatively harmless instrument for the
more speedy and efficient transportation of the militia and
relief service; and one not easily used for.purposes of sup-
pressing free speech and assemblage, unless the powers in
control are determined to override the law.

The governor and sponsors for the bill had declared it
was wanted to suppress “red socialism,” which was inter-
preted by organized labor and the organized farmers to mean
that it would be used to break up their meetings and sup-
press freedom of speech and discussion.
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The debate on the bill February 13 lasted: over four
hours. After all the amendments agreed upon had been
adopted without dissent,

Mr. Miner

offered an amendment striking out all of section 4, providing
that the organization, armament -and discipline should be
the same as that of the regular army of the United States,
“Subject, in times of peace, to such general exceptions as
may be authorized by the Adjutant General of the state.”

Over this amendment the debate waxed long and bitter.

Miner objected to any armament—even side arms.

Warner replied, “Our main motive is to put out profes-
sional agitators.”

“They must be able to respond quickly when red social-
- ism and black anarchy break out.”

Miner replied: “It is not agitators, but armed guards
that incite to riot. Socialism and anarchism are the product
of injustice.”

~To prove this Mr. Miner quoted extensively from the
report of the Industrial Commission, appointed by Presi-
dent Wilson and headed by Frank P. Walsh. He also made
several quotations from Lincoln and Wilson to sustain his
contention that there was no necessity for this military
organization.

After much irrelevant oratory and indulgence in person-
alities by several members,

Mr. McGrath .

took the floor and explained the bill as being fairly satisfac-
tory to organized labor, but it was very plain that many still
looked with great suspicion upon those features of the. bill
providing for side arms and military equipment.

Miner’s amendment was lost 29 to 98.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, - Gislason, C. M Scherf, Thorkelson,
Arens, Hodapp, Siegel, Urness,
Arneson, Johnson, Skaiem, Waters,
Berve, Miner, Sluke, Welch,
Burdorf, Nett, Spelbrink, Wicklund.
Day, Nordlin, Stahlke,

Enstrom, Olson, Strand,

Flahaven, Ryan, Swanson, J.,

Boyd, Nelson, J. M,, Sortedahl Sudheimer did not vote.
All others voted no.

Siegel’s Amendment.

Mr. Siegel then tried to amend by specifically prohibit
ing the use of the motor corps “for service of any kind or
nature involving strikes, lockouts, boycotts or labor dis-
putes between an employer and employees or between per-
sons employed and persons seeking employmnt, or for the
prevention or suppression of peaceable assemblages and
public gatherings.”

To this it was objected, that in case of riot in connection .
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with labor ‘troubles, the Motor Corps could not be used to
transport the militia.

Those who voted in the affirmative were: '
Anderson, " Gislason, C. M. Miner, Spelbrink,

Arens, Gislason, J. B.,, Nelson, C. N., Stahlke,
Arneson, Goodspeed, Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Bendixen, Green, H. M., Nett, Swanson, J.,
Berve, " Green, T.J, Nordlin, Thorkelson,
Burdorf, Haugland, Olson, Urness,
Day, Hodapp, Pedersen, Welch,
DeLury, Holmquist, Ryan, Wicklund.
Enstrom, Iverson, Scherf,

Fawecett, Johnson, Siegel,

Flahaven, Manske, Sluke,

This amendment was lost 41 to 84.

Boyd, Moen, Nordgren, Shanks, Sortedahl and Sud-
heimer did not vote. '

All others voted no.

The Moen and Teigen Amendment.

Moen and Teigen then offered to amend by striking out
section 7 providing for extra compensation as prescribed by
the military code.

This motion was lost, yeas 45, nays 78, as follows:
Those who voted in the affirmative were:
Anderson, Gislason, J. B.,, Nelson, C. N,, Strand,

Arens, Goodspeed, Nelson, J. M., Swanson,]J.,,
Arneson, Green, H M., Nett, Swenson,O.A.,
Bendixen, Haugland, Nordlin, Teigen,
Berve, Hodapp, Olson, Thorkelson,
Burdorf, Holmquist, Ryan, Urness,
Day, Iverson, Scherf, Waters,
Emmons, Jacobson, - Siegel, Welch,
Eunstrom, Johnson, Skaiem, Wicklund.
Fawecett, Manske, Sluke,

Flahaven, Miner, Spelbrink,

Gislason, C. M. Moen, Stahlke,

Baxter, Bernard, Boyd, Brophy, Hale, McGrath, Sorte-
dahl and Sudheimer did not vote.

All others voted no.

Mr. Siegel then attempted to amend by prohibiting the
use of the Motor Corps in co-operation with other military
units but did not succeed.

The bill was then passed 85 to 43.

Those who voted in the affirmative were: .

Adams, Christensen,A., Enger, Hammer,
Baxter, Christianson,T., Erickson, Harrison,
Bendixen, Corning, Frisch, Herried,
Bernard, Cullum, Galewski, Hinds,
Bouck, Curtis, Gill, Hompe,
‘Briggs, Darby, Girling, Howard,
Brophey, DeLury, Gislason, J. B., Hulbert,
Burrows, Dilley, Gleason, Jacobson,
Carlson, Dorweiler, Grant, Kelly,

Chirhart, Emmons, Hale, Kingsley,
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Lagersen, Moen, Praxel, Swanson,S.].

Lang, . Murphy, Prince, Swenson,O.A.
Lauderdale, Neuman, Putnam, Teigen,
Lee, Nimocks, Rako, Trowbridge,
Lennon, J. G.,, Nordgren, Ross, . Warner,
Leonard, Norton, Schaleben, West,
Levin, Oberg, Serline, Wicker,
Long, Oren, Shanks, Wilkinson,
McGivern, Parker, - Shirley, Mr. Speaker.
McGrath, Pattison, Sliter,
McLaughlin, Pedersen, Smith,
McPartlin, Perry, Solem,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Anderson, Green, H. M., Nelson, C. N,, Sluke,
Arens, Greene, T. J., Nelson,J. M., Spelbrink,
Arneson, Haugland, Nett, Stahlke,
Berve, Hitchcock, Nordlin, Strand,
Burdorf, Hodapp, Olson, Swanson, J.,
Day, Holmquist, Pittenger, Thorkelson,
Enstrom, Iverson, Rodenberg, Urness,
Fawcett, Johnson, Ryan, Waters,
Flahaven, Lennon, A. I.., Scherf, Welch,
Gislason, C. M. Manske, Siegel, Wicklund.
Goodspeed, Miner, Skaiem,

Boyd, Sortedahl and Sudheimer did not vote.

From start to finish the opposition had been well organ-
ized and strong.

At the special public hearing the hostility was intense.

On Tuesday morning, when it was supposed the meas-
ure would come up for final passage, the capitol was crowded
with at least. 3,000 objectors, mostly members of organized
labor. But they were not the only objectors. The organ-
ized farmers were a unit against the bill and many business
and professional men looked upon it, especially in its original
form, as a very dangerous machine of oppréession and wholly
contrary to the spirit of democracy.

It may safely be said that suppression never yet solved
a problem. The Czar and the Kaiser tried it, long and effi-
ciently, but failed completely.

Free speech, iree press, free assembly are the safety
valves established in our constitution by the forefathers, and
we will do well to cherish and defend them. They are the
only true antidote for political error.

If Socialism, anarchism or any other “ism” is right, then
of course we all want to adopt it.

If it is wrong, then free and open discussion will soonest
prove it wrong and dispel the error.

Persecution is the mother of converts, and error thrives
on repression.

There is nothing like sunlight to dispel the miasma of
the swamp; and the sunlight of truth will always cause error
to slink away and disappear.

He who is afraid to submit his case to the arbitrament
of free and open discussion is a coward and a tyrant, and

’
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would not recognjze Democracy is he should meet her on the
open road in broad daylight.

IN THE SENATE.

After it reached the Senate the Motor Corps bill steadlly
lost friends.

Senator Widell, for many wyears connected with- the
National Guard, strongly opposed it, as did all the officers
and members of the National Guard.

THE MILITARY CODE.

This bill was killed by the opposition of the National
Guard.

Against it they brought the following objections:

I. It violated the rules of the House and Senate in that
matter omitted from the present code was not printed in
capitals, and new matter was not in italics, thus making it
practically impossible to tell what changes in the present
laws were proposed.

I11. Instead of more closely conforming to the require-
ments of the federal statutes, as its title pretended, it really
departed so far from those requirements as to endanger the
federal aid.

I11. It took the entire power of appointment of officers
away from the guard itself and .its officers, and created a
great political machine in the hands of the Adjutant Gen-
eral and the Governor.

* IV. It more than trebled the cost of maintaining the
adjutant general’s office and created a military autocracy.

As a result of this opposition the Senate indefinitely post-
poned the code bill and made some minor changes in the
present statute to conform to the federal requirements.

The national guard also strongly opposed the plans for
the motor corps and a Negro battalion because there were no
armories to house them and because they would take money
that the guard itself needed and ought to have. -

Orr Passes Negro Battalion Bill.

. The last night of the session Senator Orr secured the
passage of the House Bill permitting the organization of a
Negro battalion.

The following senators voted acramst the bill: Boylan,
Conroy, Devold, Johnson, Lee, Loonam Romberg, Schmechel
and Stephan.

Sixteen did not vote: Blomgren, Bonniwell, Calahan,
Cashel, Erickson, Gandrud, Gjerset, Guilford, Larson, Nap-
len, Nord, Putnam, Ribenack, Rockne, Sageng, Swanson.

All others voted aye.

So out of a very ambitious military program this bill to
permit the organization of a Negro battalion is all that
came thru, and it is charged that this bill was ‘“put over”
on the Senate when they were napping, and that many did
not know what they were voting on. It is the common cus-
tom the last day of the session to allow each senator to bring
up some local bill, against which there is no objection. All
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day. the Senate had been working on this plan; and when
Orr asked to suspend the rules and put H. L. 280 on its
final passage, every one supposed it was some local bill.
* When they discovered they had passed the bill creating a
Negro battalion, for which there is no room in the armories,
‘nor any provision in the federal laws, several tried to undo
what had béen done, but it was too late. The law permits a
Negro battalion to be organized but does not make it com-
pulsory.
Why draw the color line at all?

CHAPTER XIIL
THE SAFETY COMMISSION.

There was a very strong feeling all over the state against
the Safety Commission, especially among the organized
farmers and laborers.

One of the first bills introduced, H. F. No. 4 by Plt—
tinger, proposed to abolish this Commissmn

This bill was held in committee till after the middle of
the session. N

Pittinger then got it out and had it laid on the table.

~ Friday, April 11, Pittinger tried to suspend the rules so
he could get a vote on his bill.

This would require 88 votes.

He could get only 65—43 against and ‘23 absent.

But on Monday, April 14, Gleason got the ‘blll off the
table and brought it to a vote 'with the following result. To
abolish the Safety Commission, 107 to 12. )

Anderson, = Gill, Levin, Scherf,
Arens, Girling, Long, " Serline,
Arneson, Gislason, C. M, McGivern, Shanks,
-Baxter, Gislason, J. B.,, McGrath, Siegel,
Bendixen, Gleason, McLaughlin, Skaiem,
Bernard, Goodspeed, McPartlin, Sliter,
Berve, Grant, Manske, Sluke,
Bouck,” Green H. M Miner, Solem,
Boyd, Hammer Moen, Sortedahl,
Briggs, N Harrison, : Murphy, Spelbrink,
Burdorf, Herreid, Nelson, J. M., Stahlke,
Burrows, Hinds, Neuman, Strand,
Carlson, . Hitchcock, Nordgren, Sudheimer,
Chirhart, Hodapp, Nordiin, Swanson, J..
Christensen,A., Holmquist, Norton, Swanson,S.J,,
Christianson,T., Hompe, Olson, Swenson,0.A.,
Corning, Howard, Oren, Teigen,
Day, Hulbert, Pedersen, Thorkelson,
Ditley, Iverson, Perry, Trowbridge,
Dorweiler, Jacobson, - Pittenger, Urness;
Emmons, Johnson, Praxel, Waters,
Enger, Kingsley, - . Prmce, West,
Enstrom, Lagersen, Putnam, Wicker,
Erickson, Lang, Rako, Wicklund,
Flahaven, Lauderdale, Rodenberg, "Wilkinson,
Frisch, Lennon, A. L., Ross, Mr. Speaker.

Galewski, Leonard, Ryan,
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Those who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Darby, Haugland, Pattison,
Cullum, Greene, T. J., Kelly, Smith,
Curtis, Hale, Nelson,C. N., Warner.

Before passage the bill was so amended as to require the
unexpended funds to be returned to the state treasury.

The argument for abolishing the Commission was this:

The war is ended.

The work of the Commission is finished.

Why should it continue? \

The money thyt is left can be used for better purposes.

It might comeftto life again after the end of this session.
The governor can revive it if he wishes under the statute
creating the Commission.

In the Senate.

When the bill reached the Senate, Bessette moved to sus-
pend the rules.and put it on General Orders.

George Sullivan jumped to his feet and objected. He
did not propose to see his pet scheme slaughtered if he could
prevent it.

J. D. Sullivan moved to send the bill to the committee
on Civil Administration.

The friends of the bill feared this would kill it, instead
of providing for the funeral of the Safety Commission; but
Carley, chairman, promised that his committee would report
the bill back immediately and give plenty of time for the
Senate to act.

The committee reported the House bill for indefinite
postponement, with ‘Carley, Bessette and Callahan objecting.

Saturday, April 19, this report came in and caused one of
the hottest debates of the session.

George Sullivan made one of his most fiery speeches in
defense of the Commission, practically branding as disloyal
all who opposed him, the 107 House members included.

Other senators who defended the Commission were J. D.
Sullivan, Benson, Nolan, Putnam and Gjerset.

Senator Carley said, “I voted with the minority in the
committee, but I have now changed my mind. I am going
to vote to keep the commission.”

Senator Devold declared that labor wants this Commis-
_siont abolished. “It has used its autocratic power against

labor in defiance of the United States government. It stirred
up trouble in both country and city. I can’t help express my
feelings when I see the State of Minnesota ruled by such a
blackguard outfit.”

The minority report to abolish the Commission was voted
down, 13 yeas, 48 nays.

Six not voting. Cashel, Erickson, Fowler, Hamer, John-
son and Naplin.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson, Conroy, Lee, Schmechel,
Bessette, Devold, Loonam,
Boylan, Dwyer, Rask,

Callahan, Handlan, Romberg,
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Those who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Gandrud, Lindsley, Rockne, -
Baldwin, Gillam, McGarry, Sageng,
Benson, Gjerset, Madigan, Stepan,
Blomgren, Gooding, Millett, Sullivan,G.H.,
Bonniwell, Guilford, Nolan, Sullivan, J. D
Brooks, Hall, Nord, Swanson,
Carley, Hegnes, Orr, Turnham,
Cliff, Hopp, Palmer, Van Hoven,
Coleman, Jackson, Peterson, Vibert,
Cosgrove, Kingsbury, Putnam, Ward,
Cumming, Kuntz, Reed, Widell,
Denegre, Larson, Ribenack, Wold.

“Senator Rask of Blooming Prairie, where the Commis-
sion in closing saloons created a reign of terror -thru its
agents and special deputies, many of whom were charged
with being drunk, when 150 or more innocent citizens were
thrown into jail for not carrying draft cards—tho every per-
son of draft age had his card—Senator Rask asked to be
excused from voting on the final report in defense of the
Commission. He had voted for the minority report to
abolish.”

A Study in Mass Psychology.

This bill furnished a good opportumty to study mass
psychology.

1In the House everything worked together for the repeal.
No one defended the Safety Commission. No one gave it a
brown roast. In fact, there was very little discussion. The
- general feeling was that the Commission had finished its
work—some of it good and commendable—some of it the
reverse. It should wind up its business and retire. In fact,
it had been in a condition of almost “inocuous desuetude”
ever since the legislature met, and it had made no report.
Only 12 members voted to retain the Commission.

In the Senate the whole situation was just the opposite.
George Sullivan made a fiery speech, roasting every opponent
of the Commission as disloyal and a near traitor to his coun-
try. Putnam followed along the same line. J. D. Sullivan,
Nolan, Gjerset and Benson tried to pour oil on the troubled
water by insisting that the Commission had done much
good, that it would wind up its affairs very soon anyway,
and that to pass this bill now would be to slap the Commis-
sion in the face and encourage unrest and disloyalty.

Devold came back with an equally radical speech, de-
nouncmg the Commission as narrow, tyfannical and auto-
cratic; that it had used its power to crush labor in defiance
of the United States government; that it had stirred up
trouble in both country and city; and that labor now demand-
ed its abolition.

By this time the feeling was intense. Every factor in
the situation was working to save the Commission, and only
13 senators voted to abolish it.

There were other occasions when the psychological at-
mosphere was just right. One was when the tonnage tax
was defeated in the House. There is no doubt the bill would
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have passed easily if it had been brought to a vote at the
right moment—when Murphy and the iron interest could
muster but fifteen votes for its indefinite postponement, but
after the feeling against Murphy and the iron interests.had
cooled down, after the lobby had done its work on all who
could be influenced, after a  number of unpopular members
had spoken for the bill, and some amendments had been
voted down, the bill was defeated.

CHAPTER XIV.
REFORM or REPRESSION.

. Shall we attempt to crush the rising tide of unrest when
it stirs the common masses?

Shall we try to search out the causes and remove them?

The Czar of Russia for several Hundred years tried the
policy of repression.

Where now is Russia and where is the Czar?

The Hohenzollerns of Prussia for sixty years studied to
build up a system of autocracy that should enable Germany
to conquer and rule the world.

But the Hohenzollerns and their junkers failed, and the
end is not yet.

The house of Hapsburg applied the same principle to the
conquered peoples who made up the Austro-Hungarian em-
pire with equally disastrous results.

These are modern instances, but history is full of similar
cases.

The French Revolution, the American Revolution, the -
revolt of the Spanish colonies of Central and South America,
and every revolution that has racked those unhappy countries
for the last hundred years—all were the result of repression
and tyranny.

How slow are the people to learn' :

With all the failures of the past to guide us, we still place
our trust in repression.

We still imprison those who do not agree with us.

We still ostracise and crush those who do not conform,

We curse, condemn and try to suppress new ideas, rather
than make the attempt to understand them. >

We forget that every manifestation has its cause.

We neglect to study the causes and remove them, but
try to kill off the effects with clubs and guns.

TWO THEORIES OF GOVERNMENT.

All thru the ages there have been two theories of gov-
ernment.

The one is repressive, tyrannical, autocratic, unlimited.

The other stands for equal political rights, equal indus-
trial opportunities, no privileges, FREEDOM.

The one is based on the so-called divine rlght of kmgs,
arhaments congresses, legislatures and majorities.

The other is based on the real divine right of the people

.to be free, to have an equal chance and a square deal.

The one sees an evil and -proposes to pass a law for-
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bidding it, and enforce it with policeman’s clubs, courts and
prisons, armies, navies, submarines, guns and poison gas.
The other would remove the cause of the evil and let it

die a natural death.
Every session sees many autocratic measures proposed

and some of them pass.

HOUSE FILE NO. 1—THE NIMOCKS RED FLAG BILL.

This bill as originally introduced by Mr. Nimocks is here
‘printed in full, as an illustration of a number of things.

Only one member of the committee on military -affairs,
Mr. Nordlin, gave enough attention to the bill to realize
what it would do if it became a law. All the others voted
to recommend it for passage.

) STATE OF MINNESOTA.
Forty-First 1

Session
H. F. No. 1

Introduced by Frank E. Nimocks.
SOUVENIR BILL .

For an Act Prohibiting the Display of Certain Flags, Ban-
ners and Ensigns, and Providing Penalties for the Viola-
tion Thereof. :

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Minnesota:

Section 1. It shall be unlawful for any person to dis-

‘2 play within the State of Minnesota any flag, ensign;

3 banner or standard except a flag of the United States, a
4. standard, color or ensign of the United States or of the
5 State of Minnesota, or of some State of the United States,

of a friendly foreign nation, a flag, pennant or banner of

versity, college, seminary of learning, college fraternity,
church or religious organization.

Sec. 2. It shall be unlawful for any person to display
within the State of Minesota any red flag, or black flag,
provided however, that the provisions of this act shall not
prohibit the use of a red flag by any employee of a rail-
road company as a signal, or the display of a red flag on
a public highway as a warning of obstruction. .

Sec. 3. It shall be unlawful for any person to have in
his possession, custody or control any red or black flag,
or any picture, or facsimile thereof, whether printed,
painted, stamped, carved or engraved on any card, paper
or insignia, with intent to-display the same in the State
of Minnesota. The possession, or having of the same in
7 possession or custody, of any such flag, or picture or

—
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or the flag of a friendly foreign nation, or of a dependency

the Red Cross Society, or of any public school, any uni-
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8 facsimile thereof, as above prohibited by any person, shall
9 be deemed prima facie evidence of an intent on the part
10 of the person so having the same in possession, custody
11 or control to display the same within the State of Minne-
12 sota.
Sec. 4. It shall be unlawful for any person to display
2 any flag or banner, ensign or sign having upon it any in-
3 scription antagonistic to the existing government of the
" 4 United States, or the State of Minnesota.
Sec. 5. Any person violating the provisions of this act
2 shall be guilty of a felony.
Now let us analyze this bill. ~
In section 1. it prohibits the display of any flag, ensign,
banner or standard except certain ones.
As there are several “Iriendly foreign nations” whose
flags are red, some of them plain red and some red with in-

signia thereon, it seems that this sectlou would not really
prohibit the dlsplay of a red flag.

WHAT WOULD IT PROHIBIT?

It would prohibit “any flag, ensign, banner or standard”
of all fraternal societies except “college fraternities.”

- It would prohibit any political party from carrying any
transparencies or banners. -

It would prohibit any temperance society from display-
ing its banners or ensigns.

It would prohibit any town or county fair association
from advertising with banners or standards.

It would prohibit any society of farmers or laborers from
carrying in their parades any banners or standards whatever
of the usual sort.

The reader may use his imagination to finish the list.

After this bill was reported out for passage, several
members began to do some thinking.

Mr. Nimocks then decided to amend by cutting out all
of section one, and also the words “prima facie” in section 3.

Sec. 2 (now Sec. 1) prohibits red flags except as a danger
signal on a railroad or public highway and all “black flags.”

What about auctioneers?

Must they change their flags or go to prison?

Sec. 3 (now Sec. 2) is also interesting.

What about people who have dictionaries in their homes
or encyclopedias, or copies of the National Geographic Maga-
zine for October, 19177

All these contain colored plates of ‘“red flags,” “black
flags” and all other flags, ensigns, banners, standards,” pen-
nants, etc. ’

Must we purge our homes and libraries of all these
literary productions?

And what about Sec. 4 of the bill (now Sec. 3.)?

What does it mean? .

Must we all carefully refrain from any attempt at criti-
cism of the government?
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Shall we dare carry banners advocating equal suffrage,
initiative, referendum, recall, or any other change in the laws?

Surely no one will ever dare suggest amending the con-
stitution, for that would certainly be “antagonistic to the
existing” government. ” '

Only four men in the House voted against this amended
bill, Enstrom, Miner, Pittenger and Strand.

Not a smgle senator voted against it, tho several did
not vote.

What is the answer? What is the meaning?

Let each one find his own answer.

The act, even as amended, is probably unconstitutional.

‘Worst of all, it can easily be used by evil-minded persons
or tyrannical officials to cause much trouble for ignorant or
innocent persons.

Find some innocent Russian with a red flag in his pos-
session; arrest him and send him to prison.

Charge your enemy with having “a picture or facsimile”
of the red flag in a dictionary or encyclopedia.

Further comment is unnecessary.

The way this bill was jammed thru both houses was
enough to shock any thoughtful friend of freedom.

Nimocks in the House and George Sullivan in the Senate,
with an outburst of denunciation for’ any who were not
“patriots” demanded that all who were “Americans” should
vote for the bill, and nearly all obeyed.

Just where the Americanism of this bill comes in it is
hard to see.

Perhaps many regarded it as a piece of harmless bom-
bast; but statutes like this are never harmless. When used at
all, they are used to oppress and to do grave injustice.

Another interesting bill of this kind reads as follows:

ANOTHER SAMPLE.

“Section 1. Any person who shall ‘wilfully. and ma-
2 liciously make, circulate or transmit to another or others
any statement, written, printed or by word of mouth,
which is directly or by inference derogatory to the
financial cendition or affects the solvency or financial
standing of any bank, savings bank, banking institution or
trust company doing business in this State, or who “shall
counsel, aid, procure, or induce another to start, transmit
or circulate any .such statement, shall be gui.lty of a gross
misdemeanor.”

Each reader may study and make his own comment.

When this bill came up for passage the opposition was so
intense that Mr. Briggs, chairman of the Banking Committee,
moved to indefinitely postpone, and the House responded
with a tremendous shout of approval.”

Shortly before this the 14 Shafer banks had exploded

Would any person have been a criminal who had hinted
at the possible shakiness of any of these 14 banks if this law
had been in force?
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PROTECTING PERSONAL RIGHTS AND LIBERTIES.

In strong contrast to these measures was the bill intro-
duced by Mr. Siegel to protect the constitutional rights of
citizens as guaranteed in the “Bill of Rights” of our state
and national constitutions. )

This bill was drawn by the eminent lawyer and statesman,
“Frank P. Walsh, joint chairman with Wm. H. Taft of the
War Labor Board, and provided penalties for those who,
thru mob violence or otherwise, deny, encroach upon, or
interfere with, the reserved rights of the citizen.

It was impossible to get this bill out of the Judiciary
Committee until very near the close of the session, and it
could not be reached for final passage.

It is 143 years since the Declaration of Independence.

Are we forgetting that Democracy and Americanism
stand for personal rights, and that governments have only
such duties as are conferred upon them by the people? .~

Are we forgetting that “governments are instituted among
men” to protect these personal rights?

CHAPTER XV,
THE PROGRAM OF THE PROHIBITIONISTS.

As explained in Chapter I there were two great organi-
zations in Minnesota, each asking the same pledges from
candidates and each doing all possible to arouse the people
to vote for state-wide prohibition.

One of these organizations was the Anti-Saloon League,
whose superintendent and leader in Minnesota is Rev. Geo.
B. Safford.

The other was composed of practically all other temper-
ance societies in the state and was known as the Minnesota
Dry Federation.

Ex-Governor S. R. Van Sant was president of this Dry
Federation and Ex-Senator Richard Jones was superintend-
ent and general manager.

The temperance forces secured a large majority in
both branches of the legislature, but failed to carry the
prohibition amendment to the state constitufion—not that
they couldn’t secure a majority of those who voted on this
questions; (they had a majority of more than 16,000) but be-
cause to amend the constitution it requires that a clear ma-
jority of all the electors voting at the election on all can-
didates shall vote “yes” on the amendment.

Every person so stupid, so careless, so ignorant, so
neglectful that he does not vote at all on an amendment is
carefully counted as voting “No”—counted just the same as
the most intelligent voter in the state who takes special pains
to educate himself on the scope and meaning of the amend-
ment, and then carefully marks his ballot to register his
mature judgment.

Do you Wonder how the constitution of the state ever
got tied up in this way?

It was done by the liquor interests twenty-two years
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ago when they controlled the leglslature about as completely
as they do not control it now.

One of the earliest measures of the session was a joint
resolution for the ratificatien of the “federal dry~ amend-
ment” introduced into the House by J. O. Haugland of Monte-
video. -

Tuesday, January 16, the temperance committee of ‘the
Senate brought in a joint resolution ratifying this amendment
and Mr. Peterson moved to suspend the rules and put the .
-resolution on its final passage.

Only eight senators voted against suspending the rules
and one of these voted later to pass the resolution.

“There was no debate, and on roll call the Senate voted
48 to 11 to pass the resolution and ratify the federal amend-
ment. o

Those who voted in-the affirmative were:

Adams,. Fowler, Larson, Reed,
Anderson, Gandrud, - Lee, i Ribenack,
Baldwin, Gillam, McGarry, Rockne, -
Benson, Gjerset, Madigan, Sageng, -
Bessette, Guilford, Millett, Schmechel,
Blomgren, Hall, Naplin, Stepan,
Carley, Hamer, - Nolan, Swanson,
Cashel, Hegnes, Nord, Vibert,

1iff, : Hopp, Orr, Ward,
Cumming, Jackson, Peterson, . . Widell,
Denegre, Johnson, Putnam, Wilcox,
Erickson, Kingsbury, Rask, Wold,

Those who voted in the negative were:

Bonniwell, Devold, Kuntz, Sullivan,
Brooks, Dwyer, T.oonam, . Van Hoven. .
Callahan, Handlan, Romberg,.

Senators Weis and Wallace had died since the opening
of the session. Senators Gooding and Lindsley were absent
on sick leave; and the following did not vote: Boylan, Con-
roy, Palmer and Turnham. Boylan says he would have voted
“No.” All the others were supposed to favor the resolution.

The House was in session and ready to pass the reso-
lution, but it was delayed and the House adjourned, there
being no more business at the Speakers’ desk.

This was a great disappointment to the temperance
people who had hoped that Minnesota would ratify soon
enough to be one of the necessary 36 to make the amend-
ment effective.

: Before the next morning 39 states had ratified; making
Minnesota the fortieth to declare for national prohlbztlon
) ‘When -this resolution came up in the House January
17th there was very little discussion. The representatives
-of the liquor interests were very few in number, most of
those voting against the resolution coming from wet dis-
tricts and thus representing their constituents.
. The resolution was passed 92 to 36, as follows:
Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Brophey, -

Adams, - Baxter, ~ Berve,
Anderson, Bendixen, Boyd, Burrows,
Arneson, Bernard, Briggs, Carlson,
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Christianson,T., Harrison, Murphy, Sluke, -
Corning, Haugland, Nelson, C. N., Smith,
Cullum, Herried, %}elson, J.M., Solem,
Curtis, Hinds, Neuman, Sortedahl,
Darby, Hitchcock, Nordgren, Strand,
Day, Hodapp, Norton, Sudheimer,
Dorweiler, Holmquist, Oberg, Swanson, J.,
Emmons, . Hompe, Olson, Swanson,S.].,
Enger, Howard, Oren, Swenson,0.A.,
Enstrom, Hulbert, Parker, Teigen,
Erickson, Tverson, Pedersen, Thorkelson,

J Fawecett, Jacobson, Prince, Trowbridge,
Frisch, Johnson, Putnam, Urness,
Galewski, Kelly, Rako, Warner,
Gily, Kingsley, Ross, Wicker,
Gislason, C. M., Lagersen, Schaleben, Wicklund,
Gislason, J. B., Lee, Serline, Wilkinson,
Goodspeed, Lenoard, Shanks, Mr. Speaker.
Grant, McGrath, Shirley,
Green, H, M., McPartlin, Skaiem,
Hale, Moen, Sliter,

Those who voted in the negative were:

Arens, Greene, T. J., Miner, . Scherf,
Bouck, Hammer, Nett, Seigel,
Burdorf, Lang, Nordlin, Spelbrink,
Chirhart, Lennon, A. L., Pattison, Stahlke,
Christensen,A., Lennon, J. G.,, Perry, Swensen, E.,
Dilley, Long, Pittenger, Waters,
Flahaven, McGivern, Praxel, Welch,
Girling, McLaughlin, Rodenberg, West.

~ Gleason, Manske, Ryan,

Delury, Levin and Nimocks had been excused. Nimocks
is wet, the other two dry.

Mr. Johnson voted “no” by mistake, and was later given
permlss1on to’ have the records show that he intended to
vote “yes.

There were a few surprises.

Many Minneapolis drys claimed that John G. Lennon
had promised to vote for ratification.

THE DRY ZONE BILL.

Red Lake county voted wet under county option.

It was the only wet territory in all northwestern Min-
nesota.

It became the Mecca of all the thirsty from many miles
around and was, as a consequence, a breeding place for
crimes and accidents and all iniquities.

During the war the sale of liquor had been prohibited
there by the Safety Commission; but after the armistice was
signed and the legislature had met, the Safety Commission
rescinded that prohibitive order along with many others and
turned the whole matter over to the law makers.

: Senator Cumming of Polk, Naplin of Pennington and
Peterson of Clay tried to secure the passage of a' bill cre-
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ating a dry zone of fifty miles around any Indian reservation,
the object being to prevent the sale of liquor in Red Lake
county, which is within fifty miles of the Red Lake Indian
Reservation.

The following members of the temperance committee
signed the report for indefinite postponement: ] C. Blom-
gren, Fred D. Vibert, E. R. Bibenack, Frank L. Romberg
and Peter Van Hoven.

Iver J. Lee and F. H. Peterson brought in a minority
report favoring passage.

After considerable discussion in which J. D. Sullivan,
Putnam and others spoke at length against the bill and
Peterson, Cumming, Sageng, Hamer and Swanson for i,
the bill was defated, 23 for, 40 against. .

Those who voted for the bill were:

Benson, Hall, Larson, Peterson,
Cliff, ; Hamer, Lee, Sageng,
Coleman, Hegnes, Madigan, Swanson,
Cumming, Jackson, Naplin, Turnham,
Gandrud, Johnson, . Nolan, Wold. :
Guilford, - Kingsbury, Palmer,

Those who voted against the bill were:
Adams, Cashel, Hopp, - Ribenack,
Anderson, . Conroy, Kuntz, Rockne,
Baldwin, Cosgrove, Loonam, Romberg,
Bessette, Denegre, McGarry; Schmechel,
Blomgren, Devold, Millett, Stepan,
Bonniwell, Erickson, Nord, Sullivan,G.H.,
Boylan, Fowler, Orr, . : Sullivan,J.D.,
Brooks, Gillam, Putnam, Van Hoven,
Callahan, Gjerset, Rask, Vibert,
Carley, Handlan, Reed, Widell,

The following were absent and not voting: Dwyer, Good-
ing, Lindsley and Ward, Ward and Gooding were sick.

TO ENFORCE THE FEDERAL DRY AMENDMENT.

Representatives Putnam and Moen introduced a bill to
make the federal dry amendment effective.

This bill prohibited all beverages above one-half of one
per cent alcohol.

When the bill came up for final passage in the House
March 14th, Pattison of St. Cloud and Briggs of Pipestone
offered an amendment allowing beverages of not more than
two per cent of alcohol by weight at 60 degrees Fahrenheit.

This amendment was debatéd for nearly three hours.

Pattison contended that Canada permits the sale of two
per cent beer, Norway 214 pef cent, Sweden 3 per cent,
Denmark 274 per cent, and declared that if people cannot get
drinks like this they will brew heavier drinks at home.

Then, in order to suppress such drinking, the authorities
would have to raid our homes; and no American community
would tolerate inquisition into their home affairs.

Corning opposed the amendment. “It simply means the
resurrection of John Barleycorn, A person can get just as
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drunk on 2 per cent beer as on 4 per cent or more. All he
needs to do is to drink more of it.” o

Parker declared this bill with its one-half of one per cent
limitation is in the interest of the young. The old toper
would have hard work to get drunk on'2 per cent beer; but
not so the boy. .

Leonard pleaded for a market for the farmers’ barley
and Teigen replied by saying that he could make more by
feeding the barley to his hogs and cattle,

A unique defense for 2 per cent beer was made by Rep-
resentative O. E. Hammer, Stewartville, veteran wet.

He asserted he would vote for the amendment on “broad,
moral grounds for the uplift of humanity.” )

Bone-dry prohibition encourages illicit manufactures of
intoxicating liquors, and would increase the number of moon-
shiners, bootleggers and other lawbreakers,” he said. “No
woman or child can get intosicated on the 2°per cent alcohol
beverage.”

Serline showed. that 2 per cent by weight meant con-
siderably more than 2 per cent by volume as alcohol i is lighter
than water.

Christianson raised another ob]ect1on

“Enforcement is the. heart of this question. You find
people who are drunk—you must then find where- they got
their liquor. If you legalize the sale of 2 per cent beer it .
will be impossible to enforce the law.”

Moen answered Hammer by saying that the past had
proved that it is harder to enforce laws regulating.the traffic;
and if you permit the sale of 2 per cent beer you will have
the saloons and you must regulate them.

“The national government draws the line at one-half of
one per cent. Let us conform. Perhaps the gentleman'from
Olmstead could not .get drunk on 2 per cent beér, but our
boys could.

Neuman declared that the people would vote for 2 per
cent beer.

A. L. Lennon made a plea in behalf of the Iaborers who
will be thrown out of their jobs if we close all the breweries.
They oppose prohibition. They favor this amendment: -

McPartlin made a long and eloquent speech -in favor of

the amendment, recounting his experience as a prosecuting
officer trying to clean out blind pigs in dry territory. Don’t
leave it to -the home brewers. They generate a ioré dan-
gerous poison. Two per cent beer is safe in Canada; why
not here?

Putnam raised a laugh by his brlef but pointed speech.

“l] am a farmer. I raise barley. I‘also raise hogs and
cattle. I have raised some boys. I feed barley to the hogg
and cattle, and give the boys better food than can be-made
from barley. I am proud of my hogs and cattle and T am
also proud of my boys. The Dairy and Food ‘department
tells us that all near beer now sold contams less than one-
half of one per cent alcohol”

Iverson demanded the previous question but was voted
down, 50-to 49,
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Norton then took the floor and made a thoro summary
of the whole argument against the amendment to let in 2
per cent beer. He declared this would throw the door wide
open again all over the -state, re-establish the saloon, and
bring back all the evils of brewers and liguor sellers in
politics.

4 7ZVVhen the vote was taken the amendment was lost, 55

+ to .

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Arens, Gleason, McLaughlih, Rodenberg,.
Bouck, Greene, T.J., McPartlin, Ross,
Boyd, . Hammer, Miner, Ryan,
Briggs, .Hinds, Murphy, Schaleben,
Burdorf, Hitcheock, Nett, Scherf,
Burrows, Hodapp, Neuman, Siegel,
Chirhart, Johnson, Nimocks, Spelbrink,
Christensen,A., Lang, Nordlin, Stahlke,
Dilley, Lennon, A. L., Pattison, Swenson,O.A.,
Flahaven, Lennon, J. G.,, Perry, Warner,
Frisch, Leonard, Pittenger, Waters,
Galewski, Long, Praxel, Welch,
Gill, . McGivern, Prince, " West.
. Girling, McGrath, Rako, -

Those who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Enstrom, Kelly, Shanks,
Anderson, Erickson, Kingsley, Shirley,
Arneson, _, - Fawecett, - Lagersen, © Skaiem,
Baxter, Gislason, C. M.,Lauderdale,  Sluke,
Bendixen, Gislason, J. B., Levin, Smith,
Bernard, Goodspeed, Manske, Solem,
Berve, - Grant, Moen, : Sortedahl,
Brophey, Green, H. M., Nelson, C. N., Strand,
Carlson, .Hale, Nelson, J. M., Sudheimer,

: Christianson,T., Harrison, Nordgren, Swanson, J.,

g Corning, Haugland, Norton, Swanson,S.]J.,

: Curtis, Herreid, Oberg, Teigen,
Darby, Holmquist, Olson, Thorkelson,
Day, Hompe, Oren, Trowbridge,
DeLury, Howard, Parker, Urness,
Dorweiler, Hulbert, Pedersen, =~ Wicker,
Emmons, Iverson, Putnam, Wicklund,
Enger, “Jacobson, - Serline, Wilkinson.

Cullum, Lee and Sliter did not vote; excused.

Girling tried to amend so that the law should not go
into force if the United States Supreme Court declared the
federal dry amendment invalid, but failed, 50 to 72.

Dilley wanted to refer the bill and all proposed amend-
ments to the Judiciary committee but lost 49 to 71,

Scherf tried to amend so as to exempt flavoring extracts,
soda water flavors, perfumes, toilet preparations and patent
medicines, but was voted down by a large majorxty, viva
voce.

"The bill was then passed, 83 to 44,
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Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Gill, Lauderdale, = Shirley,
Anderson, . Gislason, J. B.,, Levin, Skaiem,
Arneson, Goodspeed, McGivern, Sluke,
Baxter, - Grant, Manske, Smith,
Bendixen, Green, H. M., Moen, Solem,
Bernard, Hale, Nelson, C. N.,, Sortedahl],
Berve, Harrison, Nelson, J. M., Strand,
Brophey, Haugland, Nordgren, Sudheimer,
Carlson, Herreid, Norton, Swanson,].,
Christianson, T, Hinds, Oberg, Swanson,S.J.,
Corning, Hitchcock, Olson, Swenson,0.A.,
Curtis, Hodapp, Oren, Teigen,
Darby, Holmquist, Parker, Thorkelson,
Day, Hompe, Pedersen, Trowbridge,
DelLury, Howard, Prince, Urness,
Dorweiler, Hulbert, Putnam, _ Warner,
Emmons, Iverson, Rako, "Wicker,
Enger, Jacobson, Ross, Wicklund,
Enstrom, Kelly, Schaleben, Wilkinson,
Erickson, Kingsley, . Serline, Mr. Speaker.
Fawecett, Lagersen, Shanks,

Those who-voted in the negative were:
Arens, Girling, McGrath, Pittenger,
Bouck, Gislason, C. M.,,McLaughlin, Praxel,
Briggs, Gleason, McPartlin, Rodenberg,
Burdorf, Greene, T. J., Miner, Ryan,
Burrows, Hammer, Murphy, - Scherf,
Chirhart, Johnson, Nett, Siegel,
Christensen,A., Lang, Neuman, - Spelbrink,
Dilley, Lennon,A. L., Nimocks, Stahlke,
Flahaven, Lennon,J. G.,, Nordlin, Waters, .
Frisch, Leonard, Pattison, Welch,
Galewski, Long, Perry, West.

Cullum, Lee and Sliter were absent, excused; and Boyd
did not vote.

The temperance committee of the Senate amended this
bill so as to protect the makers of extracts, liniments, etc.,
and then voted 5 to 3 to permit the sale of beer containing
2 per cent of alcohol by weight, 2.54 pér cent by bulk, at
wholesale and at retail by hotels and restaurants.

Ribenack, Romberg, Van Hoven, Vibert and Ward
favored the 2 per cent beer. Blomgren, Gooding, Lee and
Peterson opposed. .

The whole matter came to an end Wednesday, April 4.

First Carley moved to amend the 2 per cent beer pro-
vision so as to prohibit all sales by either wholesalers or
retailers, leaving only the manufacturers who would be per-
mitted to sell in amounts .not less than two gallons, and not '
to be drunk on the premises.

Carley explained that his object was to cut out all pos-
sibility of blind pigs.

The wets promptly accepted Carley’s amendment.

John D, Sullivan then made a long appeal to the Senate
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to be fair and permit those who wanted beer in their homes
to be able to get it. )

He insisted that 2 per cent beer was not intoxicating, and
read many opinions from experts to prove his contention.

Adams and Hall declared that this would allow the brew-
ers to establish agencies in every town and village; that they
would violate the law and sell heavier drinks, and it would
be impossible to convict.

Peterson answered Sullivan by reading expert opinions
that this beer would be intoxicating. Forty-five of the 48
states have ratified the federal amendment. Only three small
states remain in the wet column, Rhode Island, Cennecticut
and New Jersey. This is more than a protest against the
saloon. The people are determined to get rid of the entire
evil. .
Palmer and Hamer made brief telling speeches against
2 per cent. Palmer was proud of the state of his birth
—Michigan—where. the people by a majority of 90,000 had
voted bone-dry—no alcohol at all.

Guilford: “I am opposed to this amendment. It is an
attempt to open up a question that has been settled. Con-
gress says 4 of 1 per cent. In Alaska no alcohol at all. In
District of Columbia not more than 1 per cent. The people
of Minnesota, by more than 16,000 majority, voted dry, and
that vote didn’t mean 2 per cent beer which contains almost
as much alcohol as what has ‘been sold for the past two
years.

Sageng closed the debate. He insisted that small brew-
eries would start up everywhere to make and sell to consumers
at wholesale. The people have spoken. Let the verdict re-
main. Don’t open the back door and let in an evil almost
as bad as the saloon.” Two per cent beer will create an
appetite. The beer now sold, which the country has voted
out is only 2.75 per cent bulk. This so-called 2 per cent
beer by weight is 2.54 per cent by bulk. What a small dif-
ference.

Schmechel offered an amendment that would permit any
priest, pastor, or minister of any church to purchase wine
for sacramental purposes from outside the state. He wanted
them to be able to get the “pure stuff.” This was agreed
to by all parties. Two per cent was killed by a vote of
27 for, 39 against, as follows: .

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Baldwin, Conroy, Loonam, Rockne,
Bessette, Devold, McGarry, Romberg,
Bonniwell, Dwyer, Millett, Stepan,
Boylan, Fowler, Nord, Sullivan,].D.,
Brooks, . Handlan, Rask, Van Hoven,
Callahan, - Kingsbury, Reed, - © Vibert.
Carley, Kuntz, Ribenack,

"Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams, Clift, Denegre, Gjerset,
Benson, Coleman, Erickson, Gooding,
Blomgren, Cosgrove, Gandrud, Guilford,

Cashel, Cumming, Gillam, Hall,




96 The Minnesota Legislature of 1919

Hamer, Lee, Palmer, Swanson,
Hegnes, Lindsley, Peterson, Turnham,
Hopp, Madigan, Putnam, Ward,
Jackson, _ Naplin, . . Sageng, Widell,
Johnson, ‘Nolan, Schmechel, Wold.
Larson, Orr, Sullivan,G.H.,

Senator ‘Anderson had been excused on account of sick-
ness.

Ward had voted in committee for 2 per cent beer but
voted against it on this roll call.

George H. Sullivan, for 12 years wet leader, voted mo.
His county voted dry last November.

The House bill then passed with only eleven votes against

" it. Bessette, Bonniwell, Boyland, Callahan, Conroy, Dwyer,

Kingsbury, Kuntz, Loonam, Sullivan, J. D., Van Hoven.
This ends the contest of many years for a dry state.
No, the contest is not ended. .
The law is passed.
The legalized saloon and the hquor traffic are outlawed.
That is all. Enforcement is now the problem.

ANOTHER- CONTEST.

Another great contest is yet unfinished—the educational
contest—the contest to teach the people how to so live that
they shall be free from the craving for stimulants.

Getting rid of the saloon with its ever-present tempta-
tion to the young and thoughtless will do much; but merely

_ prohibiting an evil never yet cured it.

Not until children are well born, with pure blood and
strong constitutions,—not until they are reared thru infancy,
childhood and youth with clean, strong bodies, clear-thinking
minds and high ideals—not until people learn the importance
of plain, wholesome food, pure air to breathe, clear water to
drink,—not until the fathers and mothers and their medical
and spiritual advisers learn to cast out stimulants, narcotics,
drugs and appetizers of every sort and kind, and rely on
plam simple living, will the day of real temperance dawn
in the world.

Evils That Lead to Craving.

Tea and coffee and highly spiced foods are frequently
given to young children.

Cheap candies and soda fountain slop extend and in-
tensify the craving among school children, whose lives are
pitched to a key of intense excitement. Then tobacco comes
in to help. ’

Our entire civilization, with its unnatural conditions of
poverty and luxury, of grinding drudgery and luxurious idle-
ness,all based on privilege for a few and lack of opportunity
for the many,—all these make the prospect for real intelli-
gent sobriety look dark and doubtful.

But education has done much and intelligent study will
do the rest.

The doctors must be educated away from their drugs
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and .dope, the ministers and priests from their fermented
wine, and the ignorart from their patent medicines.

No, the day of real sobriety is not here yet, but it is
coming rapidly, and the forces that have done so much to
rid the world of the drink evil ought to be powerful agents
for the new education.

CHAPTER XVL
MEDICAL MATTERS.

The Chiropractors.

For many years the Chiropractors have been asking to
be permitted to practice their profession on the same terms
as other schools of healing.

It is hard for a new idea to gain recogmtlon from gov-
ernment.

Governments are naturally very conservatlve, and, tho
‘they are based on the idea of equal rights to all, it is pretty
hard for new methods to get the necessary leglslatlve action
to let them ‘in on the same terms with those that are al-
ready in.

For a long time the Allopaths were the only doctors who
had the legal right to practice.

Then, after a most bitter contest, the Homeopaths were
-permltted to use the1r knowledge legally in ministering to
the sick.

But Osteopaths and Chiropractors were still outside the
pale and were persecuted, arrested and imprisoned for.the
“crime” of healing the sick “without license.” .

Later the Osteopaths proved that their methods cured
far more patients than the regulars did, and the door was
opened to them.

About this time the courts began to rule that the Chiro-
practors, Chr1st1an Scientists and o’chers were not ¢ pract1c1ng
medicine” in that they did not “administer drugs”; so the
persecution mostly ceased, tho within a year or two, a few
have been arrested here and there.

Very many people testify to the good results from
treatment by these healers who do not give drugs, but who
get results. -

And now the Chiropractors have gained full legal
rights. They are no longer “criminals” when they heal the
sick and cure the halt and lame.

Thursday, March 6th, their bill passed the Senate with
only two votes.against it—Coleman and Widell.

The bill had passed the House February 10, with only
Dilley against it.

County Boards of Health.

: In strong contrast to this liberal measure was the bill
“for an act to establish County Board of Health” to author-
ize them to appoint county physicians and county dentists
and to levy taxes for the support thereof.

- This bill aroused intense and widespread opposition.

The Christian Scientists, the Homeopaths, the Osteopaths
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and all others outside the regulars, filled the House cham-
ber and the galleries at a public hearing to enter their protest

First, they claimed that the bill would result in the ap-
pointment of only Allopaths to these positions and objected
especially to the provision that all these county physicians
and dentists must be approved by the state board of health,
before they could enter upon their duties.

Second, they contended that the powers granted were
too sweeping and autocratic.

Third, that their powers of taxation—1 mill on the dollar
of valuation—would give them, in some counties at least, an
enormous fund, far in excess of any possible needs, in Hen-
nepin county more than $200,000.

Henry Deutsch, representing the Christian Scientists,
was the first speaker, and before he had gone more than
about half way thru the bill, its sponsors, Warner in. the
House and Swanson in the Senate, offered to withdraw the
bill, saying they had not drawn it, and had given it only
cursory study. They did not realize its objectionable features
and would not vote for it.

Thus ended the attempt of what was called “the inner
ring of the American Medical Association” to foist its “iron-
clad monopoly” on the people of Minnesota.

As one opponent put it. “The people must be constantly
on the alert against the attempts of that ring of medical
politicians to establish a tyrannical medical autocracy as bad
as anything the Kaiser had ever put over.”

“What the people really need at the head of their health -
departments is a class of men or women, who are students
of the laws of health—not givers of drugs and serums.

“Teach the people hygiene, dietetics, the importance of
fresh air and exercise, and the conservation of their vital
forces, and the drug givers and operators will then have very
little business.” :

A new bill with all the objectionable features amended
out was introduced into the Senate but was killed in com-
mittee.

Curbing the Medics. .

Later came a measure “to prohibit compulsory medical
examinations and treatment, including dental and surgical,”
without personal consent or ‘“the consent of parents or
guardians, and prescribing remédies against and penalties
for, violation thereof.”

This bill, introduced into the House by Mr. Rodenberg,
was given a public hearing Thursday evening, March 27, and
the capitol was packed almost to suffocation with men and
women from all over the state who had come to urge its
passage.

Tuesday morning, April 1, it came up for final passage,
and a most vigorous attempt was made to kill it.

Corning declared that he believed in medical freedom
and all other freedom that does not interfere with public
welfare.
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BUT

“This bill takes all power away from the health authori-
ties over contagious and infectious diseases.”

Adams thought it would relieve all children from schobl
attendance.

Rodenberg and Hompe explained that all the bill was
intended to do was to recognize the personal rights of adults
and the rights of parents to their children.

The state must conform its health regulations to these.
principles.

First of all, the child belongs to its parents, and men and
women belong to themselves.

Rodenberg quoted the Declaration of Independence to
show that governments are established to protect these per-
sonal rights, and whenever they fail to do so it is not democ-
racy but Prussianism and tyranny.

As finally amended and passed, its sponsors claimed that
it would in no way unduly hamper the work of school nurses
or health officers in the performance of their proper duties;
but it would protect personal rights.

Harrison insisted that it would curb, and ought to curb,
“the tyrannical usurpations of the state health department
under Dr. Bracken.” )

Levin declared that all the bill proposed to do was to
permit people to choose the1r own doctors for themselves
and their children.

Hammer insisted that the child had no power to decide
for itself. “Shall we allow the parents to decide or the regu-
larly constituted authorities?” He pleaded for the same!
governmental control as in war. ‘“The same principle should
apply as in the draft.” '

Eighty-one voted for the bill.

Anderson, Gleason, Miner, Solem,
Arens, Green, H. M., Murphy, Sortedah],
Arneson, Harrison, Nelson, J. M., Spelbrink,
Bendixen, Herreid, © -~ Neuman, Stahlke,
Bernard, Hodapp, Nimocks, Strand,
Bouck, Hompe, Nordgren, Sudheimer,
Boyd, Howard, Nordlin, Swanson, J.,
Briggs, Hulbert, Norton, Swanson,S.J.,
Brophey, Johnson, Oren, Teigen,
Burdorf, Kelly, Pedersen, Thorkelson,
Burrows, Kingsley, Perry, Trowbridge,
Cullum, Lang, Pittinger, Warner,
Curtis, Lauderdale, Praxel, Waters, .
Day, Lennon, A. L., Rodenberg, \Welch,
Dilley, Leonard, Ross, West,
Enger, Levin, Ryan, . Wicklund,
Enstrom, Long, Scherf, Wilkinson,
Fawcett, McGrath, - Serline, Mr. Speaker.
Flahaven, McLaughlin, Siegel,

Frisch, McPartlin, Skaiem,

Girling, Manske, Sliter,
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The forty-five who voted in the negative were:

Adams, Erickson, Jacobson, Rako,
Baxter, Gill, Lee, Schaleben,
“Berve, Gislason, C. M. McGivern, Shanks, -
Carlson, Cislason,J. B.,, Moen, Shirley, -
Chirhart, Goodspeed, Nelson, C. N., Sluke,
Christensen,A, Grant, Nett, Smith,
Christianson,T., Hale, Oberg, Swenson,0.A,, -
Corning, Hammer, Olson, Urness,
Darby, Haugland, Parker, Wicker.
Delury, Hinds, Pattison,

Dorweiler, Hitchcock, Prince,

Emmons, Holmquist, Putnam,

‘Galewski, Iverson and J. G. Lennon were absent, ex-
cused, and T. J. Greene did not vote.

Several of those voting in the negative feared the act
would interfere with legitimate school work.

The bill died on the Senate calendar.

DO GERMS CAUSE DISEASE?
DR. FRAZER’S CHALLENGE.

. As illustrating the trend of thought along lines relating
to disease, its cause and prevention, the following extracts
from an article denying that germs cause disease, from the
pen of Dr. John B. Frazer, M. D., C. M., of Toronto, is worth.
considering: ’ .

The first experiment made was taking fifty thousand
diphtheria germs in water, and after a few days suspense
and no sign of the disease it was considered that the danger
had passed.

In the second experiment one hundred and fifty thousand
diphtheria germs were used in milk, and again no signs of
diphtheria appeared. . -

In the third experiment over one million diphtheria
germs were used in food without producing any sign of the
disease.

In the fourth experiment millions of diphtheria
germs were swabbed over the tonsils and soft palate, under
the tongue, and in the nostrils, and still no evidence of the
disease was discernible. As these results were very satis-
factory it was decided to test out some other kind of germs.
A series of tests were made with pneumonia germs in which
millions of germs were used in milk, water, bread, potatoes,
meat, etc, and although persistent efforts were made to
coax them to develop absolutely no sign of the disease ap-
peared.

Another series of painstaking experiments was carried
out with typhoid germs, especial care being taken to infect
distilled water, natural. milk (not pasteurized), bread, meat,
fish, potatoes, etc., etc., with millions of the most vigorous
germs that could be incubated, and but for the knowledge that
they had been taken, one would have known nothing about it.

Another series of tests were made with the dreaded
meningitis germs, and as the germs are believed to develop
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mainly. in the mucus® membranes of the nostrils, ‘éspecial
pains were taken to swab millions of -the germs over the floor
and sides of the nostrils, into the turbinatéd sinuses, over the
tonsils, under the tongue, and back of the throat. In addi-
tion'to these tests other tests were made in food and deink—
millions of germs in each case, and yet nio trace of the disease
appeared.

The experiments with tubercu1031s germs were carried
out in a different way—more time was given between the
experiments so as to allow the germs to develop; for clinical
evidence has shown that this disease may remain latent, or
imperfectly developed for months. Consequently it meant
months of watching and waiting before one could be posi-
tive that the. germs would not develop.

Here again millions of germs were used in water, milk,
and food of various kinds; every facility was given for the
germs to develop as far as time and virility, numbers, and
variety of food and drink was concerned; and as almost five
years has elapsed since the experiment with T. B. began and
no evidence of the disease has appeared I think we are -justi-
fied in the belief that the germs are harmless. In addition
to those experiments combinations of geérms were used, such
as typhoid and pneumonia, meningitis and typhoid, pneu-
monia and diphtheria, etc., etc., but no evidence of disease
followed.

During the years 1914-15-16-17-18 over one hundred and
fifty experiments were carried out carefully and scientifically
and yet absolutely no signs of disease followed. Bearing in
mind these undeubted facts the question has been asked,
“What effect would it have on the health, comfort and pocket
of our citizens, if the germ theory was discarded today?”

Now in view of the indisputable fact that germs can be
taken with impunity, and the comfort and health of the
plblic is at stake, we offer the following:

OPEN CHALLENGE

We hereby challenge any State Board of Health in the
United States, or Provincial Board of Health in ‘Canada, to
test out the danger of typhoid, diphtheria, tuberculosis, men-
ingitis or pneumonia germs in air, food, water or milk; but
ask for two provisos, viz., that the germs be fresh, vigorous
and true to name; and the tests be open to the public.

CHAPTER XVIL

THE PUBLIC DOMAIN.

If the early settlers of Minnesota had been as wise as are:
the people of today, what a wonderful heritage they might
havel saved for their chlldren and others of a later genera-
tion ’

Instead of protecting the tlmber forests and conserving’
thém for the use of the people for all coming generations,
they permitted them to be exploited for the benefit of a few
lumbermen, who cut out the best of the pine and left the
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slashings to furnish fuel for forest fires that destroyed mil-
lions upon millions of dollars’ worth of growing timbér.

In many cases the lumbermen did not even pay the small
taxes imposed by the state; but, having stripped the land of
its timber, they allowed it to revert to the state for unpaid
taxes.

IRON ORE.

No one thought in those early days, that northern Minne-
sota contained any iron, much less that here were the richest
mines in the world; so no provision was made for securing
these mineral r1ghts for the state and the people.

The minerals went with the land and the timber and the
people lost their heritage.

No provision even was made. for retaining title to such
lands as had reverted to the state for non-payment of taxes;
so that, when iron was found, the title owners came back
and pald up just so much of their delinquent taxes as would
protect their ownership, and thus became the owners of the
1r(8)n ore deposited there by Nature in the making of the
world.

Surely our early settlers took little thought for those who
were to come after them.

How much better is hindsight than foresight!

WHAT IS LEFT?

The folly of the fathers should be the wisdom of the
sons;

There is no use in wasting time weeping over their mis-
takes.

There is much that may yet be done.

THE FORESTS.

Whatever forests still belong to the state should be care-
fully conserved.

The land should not be sold; and only such tlmber should
be cut as will grow less valuable with time.

The principles of forestry that are so successfully ap-
plied in the older countries should be studied and-. adapted
to our needs.

Much privately owned timber land has reverted to the
state for failure to pay taxes. All such land should become
_ the permanent property of the state, to be added to the
state -forests. This would require some changes in the
laws relating to redemptlon from tax sales.

It would be wise for the state to condemn and take over
such of the privately owned lands as are only fit for reforesta-
tion. ’

FIRE PROTECTION.

In connection with forestry a better system of fire pro-.
tection should be established.
- All who cut timber should be required to burn their
fslashings at a time when it will not endanger the surrounding
orest. .




The Minnesota Legislature of 1919 103

All engines hauling trains thru the forests should be re-
quired to use spark arresters, and should not be permitted
to drop tinders where they can start fires.

An acreage tax should be levied on all lands protected
to meet the expense of maintaining the fire service.

: The settlers would be glad to pay this tax and the specu—
lators should be forced to pay. Of course the state should
pay the same per acre for protection of its lands.

PEAT LANDS.

No peat lands that belong to the state should be sold.
They may be worth millions in time if they are kept for the
benefit of all instead of being sold for little or nothing to
private speculators. )

SWAMP LANDS.

The great stretches of swamp lands should not be
drained until needed for use.

They are very valuable as reservoirs to hold back the
waters and let them out slowly for the benefit of water
power and navigation.

MINERAL RIGHTS.

It is now the policy of the state to reserve all mineral
rights.

But this is not enough.

_Private owners of large tracts of timber and ather lands
are selling the surface to settlers and reserving all minerat
rights. Then in many cases, when the state taxes these re-
served rights, the taxes are not paid. The rights revert to the
state, but the state does not really get them. If any minerals
are discovered, the delinquents then come in, pay up what
they must, and again become the owners. A slight change in
the laws could provide that the state shall become the owner
of these mineral rights, in one or two years after failure to
pay taxes.

: This would be much better for the settler who owns the
surface rights than under the present system.

The vital thing is that the minerals should become the
permanent property of the people of the state.

Naplin and Day Introduce Bills.

Senator Naplin and Representativer Day introduced bills
providing for forfeiture to the state of these reserved mineral
rights, after taxes had been delinquent for three years. The
bill did not pass.

The time should be made shorter yet, and the bill enacted
into law.

WATER POWER.

There is vast water power still held by the state, and
it is the policy not to sell.

This policy should be continued and extended thru proper
plans for drainage and flood centrol.

In this way vast additions could be made to the available
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water power of the state and utilized -to furmsh cheap hght
and .power. L

DRAINAGE AND FLOOD CONTROL.

Northern Minnesota is perhaps the most wonderful land i
of lakes and streams, of swamps and peat beds to be found .
anywhere in the world. !

How vitally important it is that these resources be con-
served and developed—not wasted!

Millions of acres in northern Minnesota act as a great
sponge, absorbing and holding the waters and letting them
flow out gradually, rather than in disastrous floods. . -

One of the greatest problems in statesmanship is in-
volved in the question: “How to handle drainage and flood
control so as to secure the following results”:

First, to drain such lands, and only such, as can be util-
ized for immediate settlement.

Second, to leave the swamps and peat beds to retain the
waters and act as natural reservoirs,

Third, to so manage natural basins and watersheds as
to make each one a drainage unit.

Within each of these drainage basins the following ob-
jects should be sought: )

~ 1. An outlet must be provided, wide and deep enough
for whatever amount of water must be carried away. This
will often make it necessary to deepen and straighten the
lower reaches of the stream.

2. The upper waters must be impounded and prevented
from coming down.in floods to overflow the lower lands.
This will require dams and reservoirs in many cases to hold
back the upper waters.

3. Valuable peat deposits should not be drained, unless

they are a part of a system that must be treated as a whole.
Otherwise they are likely to be burned out, not only with
great loss in the destruction of peat, but with great damage
to surrounding forests or settlements.
‘ 4. The entire drainage basin must be handled as a unit,
not only as an engineering project, but also as a financial en-
terprise. The lands that are benefited must be assessed to
pay for the damages and costs.

If this policy can be carried out intelligently, it will not
only be self- supportmg, but will be a very valuable invest-
ment

The dams erected to impound the waters will provide
considerable water power, that can be used to generate elec-
tricity to furnish cheap light, heat and power for the people
of the drainage basin and perhaps more. The reservoirs can
be used as breeding places for vast quantities of food fsh.

And, finally, the impounded watérs can be allowed to
flow out in such a way as to maintain navigation on the larger
streams lower down.

Such a plan, carried out effectively, will. mean millions
o the people of Minnesota in addition to covering the entire
cost of the projects.
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ONE CENTRAL HEAD.

. To accomplish these results there should be one central
head, a commissioner of drainage, to advise and unify the
various systems. He should be a man of broad vision, good
common sense, and absolute honesty. He need not be given
very great legal powers.

In the case of each drainage district, the initiative should
come . from the resident land owners. Non-residents should
have no legal voice in the matter except to pay their share of
the expenses.

. Any profits arising from the sale of ﬁsh water power,
etc., should go to the state, as the direct beneﬁts to the land
owners are sure to be equal to, or perhaps far in excess of,
all the costs.

There is another and very important reason why there
should be a central head for our drainage system.

The northern part of Minnesota is really the great roof
of North America. Here is the watershed separating the
streams that go south to the Gulf of Mexico, north to Hud-
son’s Bay and east down the Great Lakes and the St. Law-
rence to the Atlantic Ocean.

~ Here on this “roof of the world” is the greater part of
the vast sponge composed of swamps and peat-beds whose
waters, slowly oozing away, serve to keep up navigation
durmg the dry season.

The drainage and conservation of the waters of this “roof
of the world” must be managed as a whole and not by town-
ships, or counties, or judicial districts.

In 1917 Representative Green and Mr. Cliff, then not a
Senator, devoted much time trying to solve these problews,
but that legislature failed to do much.

At the election of 1918 Cliff was elected to the Senate
and his ideas were embodied in the House Drainage Com-
mittee bill, and was championéd by Mr. Neuman, chairman
of that committee.

Like all first attempts, this bill conferred too much power
on the central authority to meet the approval of the majority
of the House and was defeated April 4th by a considerable
majority.

The House then passed with only ﬁve opposing votes the
bill offered by Christianson, Swenson and J. B. Gislason,
which merely authorizes investigation, study and recommen-
dation to the legislature as to the projects for drainage and
flood control that should be undertaken.

This bill and the CIliff bill were later merged into a bill
that passed both houses.

The drainage commissioner is to have a general advisory
supervision over local drainage projects.

The beneficial possibilities to the people of a compre-
hensive plan of drainage and flood control covering the en-
tire state are almost beyond comprehension.

Millions of acres of rich lands can be drained and fitted
for settlement.

Dams should be built to hold back the waters and avert
spring floods and create an enormous water power.
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‘The floods of .the Minnesota and Red Rivers can be
prevented, thus saving millions of dollars of damages every
year.

Every home and store, every shop and factory, every
school and church and public hall, could be heated and
lighted, and power could be generated for use in every way
needed by the manifold activities of man; and all this at a
cost so small as to appear a, mere bagatelle compared to the
present expense,

The benefited lands should pay the costs, but great care
must be taken to make the awards for benefits and damages
fair and in harmony with the legal principle that the assess-
ments must not exceed the benefits.

GAME AND FISH.

With her wealth of forests, waters, lakes and streams,
Minnesota is one of the richest states in the union in her wild
game and fish.

Millions of pounds of fish are caught each year by the
commercial fishermen and sold both in and out of the state.

Prices to consumers have usually ranged fairly low, but
of late have been increasing.

During the war, Carlos Avery, Game and Fish COlllllll\-
sioner, engaged quite extensively in taking fish principally
from Red Lake. These fish were sold to the people thru
selected dealers who were restricted to a very small profit.
The surplus was shipped and sold wherever a market could
be found.

The commercial fish companies strangly objected to this,
claiming that it was establishing a bad precedent for the state
to compete with private business.

Just why the state ought not to find a market for its
surplus fish they did not explaim:

A bill to authorize Mr. Avery to continue these fishing
operations passed both houses unanimously in spite of-the
opposition of the commercial fishermen.

The game and fish laws of the state were also amended,
improved and codified.

GOOD ROADS.

Without roads civilization is impossible. Among the
lowest savages some sort of roads are found necessary. In-
deed, even the lower animals have always had their common
paths leading to their drinking places, to their salt licks,
connecting one part of the jungle with another, radiating
from their dens into the wilderness, where they go to seek
their prey, or from one pasture to another.

Necessity has always been the mother of invention, and
when a. thing is really needed, its production is never long
delayed.

So the roads of the world have improved just as the
needs of the people have grown.

The invention and general use of the automobile has
made it very important that-all parts of the country be con-
nected with hard surfaced highways.
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To meet this demand State.Highway Commissioner Bab-
cock devised a general plan of state highways, reaching all
county seats and connecting every part of the state with
every other part.

The entire plan, in all its detaﬂs must be submitted to
the people at the next election in the form of a constitutional
amendment, and in order to carry and become effective, it
must receive a clear majority of all the votes polled at the
election—not a majority of those voting on.the question—
but a majority of all those who vote at the election at all
for any candidates or any amendments.

This is a hard thing to do, and once adopted, it would

”be equally hard to amend.

McGarry Fathers the Bill.

The bill was introduced into the Senate by Mr. McGarry,
who pushed it with his characteristic energy and determi-
nation, until it was safely thru both houses.

Financing the Plan.

It is proposed to meet the entire cost of this system of
main hard surfaced highways by taxes on automobiles.

At first bonds are to be issued to get the nfoney to pay
for the roads. Then the bonds, principal and interest, are to
be paid off thru these automobile taxes.

Not more than $10,000,000 in bonds can be issued -iu
any one year, and not more than $75,000,000 inay be out-
standing at any one time. As soon as the bonds reach this
limit, no more can be issued until the total amount falls

below the limit of $75,000,000.

What Will Be the Results.

First, the direct result will be a complete network of
main state roads, built in the shortest possible time.

Second, it will encourage the building of county and
township roads to connect the remotest county dxstrlcts with
these trunk highways.

Third, there will be several indirect results.

Over 3,000,000 Acres of State Owned Lands.

Ex-Senator O’'Neil says that these roads will double the
price of land in every part of the state reached by them; and
yet it is proposed to meet the entire cost of paying the bonds,
principal and interest, by taxing automobiles.

Shouldn’t these benefited lands be assessed for at least
a part of the cost?

If the automobiles are used for business purposes, then
the tax will be put over onto the consumer, who is already
paying more than his share of the expenses of government.

Of course, some of the owners of these benefited lands
will also be the owners of automobiles, and will thus pay
a part of the benefit they receive; but much of the benefited
lands are owned by non-residents and other speculators and
‘they will get the benefit without being directly taxed a cent
to build the roads that will double the value of their lands. -
However, these lands having been doubled in value or more,
will be placed on the assessment rolls at the higher valuation.
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If now, the bu11d1ngs improvements, crops, stock, ma-
chinery, etc., of the.actual farmers and producers should be
exempt from taxation and the land values alone assessed, as
is the case in the Canadian northwest, then the taxes would
be more fair on all, and the non- —resident speculator would
pay more nearly What they ought.

) Again, with the main roads paid for by the automobile
tax, more money will be available from the land taxes to
build the local roads.

So far as the automobile owners themselves are con-
cerned, they, too, will be substantially benefited, for it is quite
certain that they will save more in wear and tear and in cost
‘of repairs than the taxes on their machines.

But after all, the land speculators will get away with the
big end of the proﬁt as they always will till we recognize
that all socially created land value belongs to all the people.

This Amendment was passed by the Senate, February
13th, after having been amended so as to add many more
routes, with only Senators Lee, Loonam and Naplinvoting
in the negative.

The next day the House passed the bill with only seven
negative votes—Burdorf, Enstrom, Flahaven, Gislason, C. M.,
Skaiem, Thorkelson, Urness

Good roads afe one of the best 1nvestments that any
people can make.

Whether they advance the cause of democracy and equal
opportunity or not will depend on the wisdom with which
we solve the questions of taxation, public utilities, market-
ing, education, and other things that make up our civilization.
It is entirely possible to have a very high degree of civiliza-
tion of a certain sort without having democracy or justice,
but such civilizations never last. Any lasting and permanent
civilization must be built on freedom, equal political rights
and equal industrial opportunity.

Other important road bills were passed. The one that
aroused the most opposition permits the County Commis-
sioners, by unanimous vote, to bond the county for $250,000
to improve state roads without submitting the question to
the people.

This bill passed the House March 13, 84 to 35.

The-35 who voted in the negative were:

Anderson, Green, H. M., Manske, Sluke,
Arneson, Hale, Miner, "~ Spelbrink,
Baxter, Haugland, Moen, Stahlke,
Burdorf, Hodapp, Nelson, J. M., Teigen,
Christianson,T., Holmquist, Nordlin, Thorkelson,
Darby, Hompe, Olson, Urness,
Day, Iverson, Prince, Welch,
Flahaven, Kelly, Putnam, Wilkinson.
Gislason, C. M, Lagersen, - Skaiem,

There were 12 who did not vote: Berve, Brophey, Lee,
J. G. Lennon, McGrath, Norton, Oren, Rodenberg, Sliter,
S. J. Swanson, Sudhheimer and chklund All others voted
Yes. . .
The Senate amended so that four-fifths of the County
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Commissioners could bond for $125,000 without a vote of the
people. It passed the Senate April 4, 43 to 14
Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams, Devold, Kuntz, Reed,
Baldwin, Erickson, Lindsley, Ribenack,
Bessette, Fowler, McGarry, Stepan,
Boylan, Gandrud, Madigan, Sullivan,G.H.,
Brooks, Gooding, Millett, Sulhvan,_] D,
Carley, Guilford, Nolan, Swanson,
Clift, Hall, Nord, Turnham,
Coleman, Hamer, Orr, Van Hoven, -
Cosgrove, Handlan, Palmer, " Vibert,
Cummiing, Hegnes, Putnam, Ward.
Denegre, Kingsbury,” Rask, '

Those who voted in the negative were:
Blomgren, Gjerset, Loonam, Sageng,
Bonniwell, Hopp, Peterson, Schmechel.
Cashel, Johnson, Rockne,
lelam, Lee, Romberg,

The objection 'to this bill is that it permits 'bonds to be
1ssued without a vote of the people.

When it came back from the Senate 'so amended, 1t was
very hard to get the necessary 66 votes to concur in the
‘Senate amendments, but finally 67 votes were secured with

48 against.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:
Adams, Galewski, McLaughlin, Scherf,
Bernard, Gill, - . McPartlin, Serline,
Bouck, Girling, Murphy, Siegel,
Boyd, Gleason, Nelson, C. N,, Shanks,
Briggs, Grant, Neuman, Sliter,
Burrows, Greene, T.J., Nordgren, Smith,
Chirhart, Hammer, Parker, Solem,
Christensen,A., Herreid, Pattison, Sortedahl,
Corning, Hinds, Pedersen, Strand,
Curtis, Hitchcock, ‘Perry, Sudheimer,
DeLury, Howard, Pittenger, - Swanson,]J.,
Dilley, . Hulbert, Praxel, Swenson,O.A.,
.Dorweiler, Kingsley, Rako, Trowbridge,
Enger, Lang, Rodenberg, Warner,
Erickson, Lauderdale, Ross, Waters,
Fawcett, Leonard, Ryan, West.
Frisch, Levin, Shaleben,

Those who voted in the negative were:
Anderson, Flahaven, Kelly, Skaiem,
Arens, Gislason, C. M., Lagersen, Sluke,
Arneson, Gislason, J. B., Lee, Spelbrink,
Baxter, Green, H. M., Manske, - Stahlke,
Bendixen, Hale, . Moen, Swanson,S.J.,
Berve, Haugland, Nelson, J. M., Teigen,
Burdorf, Hodapp, Nett, Thorkelson,
Carlson, Holmgquist, Nordlin, Urness,
Christianson,T., Hompe, Olson, Welch,
Day, Iverson, Prince, Wicker,
-Emmons, Jacobson, Putnam, Wicklund,

Enstrom, Johnson, Shirley, Wilkinson,
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