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COMMENDATORY FORE WORD.

The manuscript for this book has been prepared by
C. J. Buell, who gave his entire time, during the legislative
session of 1915, to a careful study of the record of each
member of both House and Senate and a thoro analysis of
all important measures.

Mr. Buell has wisely left the record of each member
to speak for itself.

‘We know Mr. Buell to be honest, independent and fear-
less, and believe he has produced a History of the Legis-
lature of 1915 that every citizen can read with profit.

(Signed) Hugh T. Halbert,
Louis Nash,
T. T. Hudson,
Elwood S. Corser.

PREFACE BY THE AUTHOR.

This is the fourth time that a history of the Minnesota
Legislature has been given to the public.

These books have attempted to analyze, in a clear, simple
and fearless manner, the more important legislative work
of each session; and to show to the voters just how their
representatives had voted in committee and on the fioor of
the House and Senate on these important matters.

This publicity has had its effect. Many extreme con-
servatives, reactionaries, and special interest men have been
retired to private life, and more progressive and honest men
sent in their places.

There has been a great improvement in the direction of
intelligence, honesty and Independence. §Steadily the people
have been able to get more and the corporations and special
interests less.

I believe the legislature of 1915 has to its credit as much
thoroly correct legislation and as few dangerous enactments
as any in the history of the state.

Some of my readers may think this a rash statement;
but, when you have gone thru the different chapters care-
fully, perhaps the good features will look better and the
sins not so heinous.

Much credit is due to those public spirited citizens whose
financial aid has made these books possible. As they have
always been sold at about the cost of printing and postage,
they have never brought any profit to the authors.

Write me your candid opinion of this book.

J. C. BUELL,
1628 Lagirel Ave, St. Paul, Minn.
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CHAPTER 1.

COUNTY OPTION AND THE SPEAKERSHIP.

Why was the question of county option the supreme issue
in the selection of a speaker of the House of Representatives?
Are there not other state questions of equal or greater
importance?

Perhaps, but the one overwhelming issue in the campaign
of 1914 was the question whether the people of the several
counties of the state should be permitted to vote and
determine the policy of the county as to the licensing of the
liquor traffic. In almost every legislative district of the state
county option was either the one vital issue or else it was
one of the few questions around which the contest was
waged for Senator and House members.

v,

What Does County Option‘Mean?

A few facts will make the answer plain. Under the
present system of so called Local Option, the people who
live within the boundaries of any little village or city have
the entire power to license saloons within that territory.
The farmers who occupy the surrounding country are wholly
shut out from any voice in the matter; yet they must come
there to trade; their older children must go there to school;
and there is the social center where they must seek enter-
tainment and religious and moral instruction.

Are not the surrounding farmers just as much interested
in the social and moral conditions of the town as are those
who happen to live within its boundaries? Yet under the
present system of “local option” they can have no voice
nor vote upon the most vital question that goes to determine
the moral status of their town. ‘

Is this fair to these farmers to whom the town owes to a
large extent at least, its very existence? '

And more than this; the licensed saloon is the one
greatest direct cause of crime and poverty.

The whole county must pay the cost of prosecuting the
criminals and supporting the paupers that result from the
legalized saloon.

Why then, should not all the people of the county be
allowed to vote on the question of licensing saloons within
its borders?

Blind Pigs and Boot Leggers.

“But,” you say, “If saloons are not licensed, ‘blind pigs’
and ‘boot leggers’ will spring up and flourish.”

The answer™ig: “Such places are outlaws. The halo
and sanctity of law do not surround them. They can be
closed and destroyed at any time, whenever any person or
group of persons see fit to take action.”

If the people of the counties had a right to vote on this
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question, it is reasonably certain that more than three fourths
of the state would refuse to license and legalize this useless
and accursed traffic.

The people of the other counties, who might wish .to
continue the license system, would in no way be prevented
from doing so.

This issue has long been a burning one, and the election
of 1914, the people chose a good working majority of both
House and Senate either pledged to pass a county option law,
or known to favor such an act; and thus give to the citizens
of each county the right to vote upon and determine the
question whether or not the open saloon should be licensed
and legalized.

THE SPEAKERSHIP LINE-UP,

. Before the votes were all counted, the brewery interests
had selected H. H. Flowers of LeSeuer county as their candi-
date for speaker and were very busy lining up for him all
members not pledged to county option.

From the start they made the extravagant claim of
seventy-three votes, (seven more than enough to elect) and
tried to produce a stampede for the band wagon.

Ed. Claggett, distributing agent of the Hamm Brewing Co.
whose headquarters are at Austin, Minn.,, was called in and
took a fine suite of rooms at the Ryan Hotel. Here he
remained, during the entire contest, working his best for
Flowers, helping to influence members and secure votes.

Agents of the N. W. Telephone Co. were also in evidence,
as were also close friends of the Republican boss, Ed. Smith.

Referring to the speakership one prominent .St. Paul
wholesale liquor dealer said to the writer, “We propose to
protect our interests. It will cost money, but we shall pro-
tect our interests.” .

The hasty activity of the liquor interests in behalf of
Mr. Flowers forced the county option men to get together;
and after some consultation it was apparent that most of .
them favored S. Y. Gordon of Brown’s Valley for speaker.

Mr. Gordon had been Lieutenant Governor in 1911, and
had so organized the senate committees that the brewers and
other special interests were not well pleased with him.

Forty-two members pledged themselves to Mr. Gordon on
the evening of Nov. 17 at a conference held at the Merchants
Hotel. Others sent in their pledges until the number reached
sixty-two who had authorized their names to be published.
Three others had pledged themselves verbally, but did not
want their names given out. One more would be enough
to elect Gordon.

C. L. Sawyer, a strong temperance man and supporter
of county option, had not yet given either a written or verbal
pledge but had assured several friends, among them the
present writer, that he should support Gordon finally, if he
had to do so to defeat Flowers. He later on sent a written
pledge to the Anti-Saloon League to be the sixty-sixth man to
vote for Gordon. .

A desperate attempt was made by the liquor interests
to take men away from Gordon, and they openly avowed their
determination to “protect our interests at any cost.”
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At one time by misrepresentation, they secured a pledge
from Spencer J. Searls of Carleton, an original Gordon man,
to support Flowers; but when Searls fully understood
the situation he returned to Gordon, and stayed.

Later Hugh O. Thompson of Blue Earth county was
deceived into declaring for Flowers, but he soon discovered
the deceit and returned to Gordon.

A. M. Peterson of Itasca county and Oscar C. Stenvick
of Clearwater were taken up into the high mountain and
offered all in sight if they would desert Gordon and support
Flowers.

Great pressure was brought to bear on C. E. Vasaly of
the board of control, to secure the vote of his brother for
Flowers, but Mr. Vasaly flatly refused to do anything to change
his brother’s vote.

Madigan of Wright, Tollefson of Dodge, Wold of Douglas,
Marwin of Hennepin and several others were put under pres-
sure. In fact every member about whose position there was
the least doubt was offered good committee apppointments
in exchange for his support, and one member at least is
ready to testify that he was offered money directly to desert
Gordon and support Flowers.

When the House met Jan. 5 to elect a speaker the plot
soon began to unravel.

After a number of members had seconded the nomination
of Flowers and the psychological moment had arrived, J. H.
Erickson of Big Stone county arose and in a carefully pre-
pared speech seconded the nomination of Flowers.

Now Mr. Erickson had been one of the original Gordon
men, and had pledged to Gordon on the evening of Nov. 17.
Mr. Erickson was evidently much disturbed in mind, for
his face was flushed, he trembled in every part of his body,
he neither looked up nor to right or left, but sat in his seat
during the rest of the day’s session like one in a dream.
I sat where I could watch him closely, and could read his
thoughts and emotions like an open book.

He was made chairman of the committee on banks and
banking.

The next act in this drama was during the first ballot,
when C. L. Sawyer played the part assigned to him, and read
a lengthy statement explaining his vote for Flowers. Sawyer
has always been a strong temperance man and had pledged
himself to support Gordon. I heard him say that he could
never vote for Flowers and the brewery crowd.

The third man needed to elect Flowers was Thompson of
Mahnomen county who on the second ballot deserted Gordon
and gave Mr. Flowers the sixty-five votes necessary to elect.

Each of these three men was needed and each played
his part effectively.

The socialist members had been instructed by their party
organization to vote for no one but a socialist; so they obeyed
orders and voted for Woodfill on the first ballot, but left the
house before the second ballot was taken.

How these instructions were secured would make an
interesting chapter if the details could be learned.

I don’t think Mr. Woodfill should be blamed very much.
He merely obeyed the order of his party, and yet there should
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have been no party orders. Both Devold and Woodfill were
elected as non-partisans, not as Socialists.

Those who voted for Mr. Flowers were:

Baker Haislet Novak
Baldwin Harrison, J. M. Papke
Barten Harrison, H. H. Pendergast
Bessette Hinds Pless
Borgen Hynes ’ Ribenack
Bouck Indrehus Rodenberg
Boyd Kuntz Sawyer
Brown Larimore Seebach
Burrows Lennon Schrooten
Carmichael Leonard Sliter
Condon Lydiard Smith
Davis McGrath Spooner
Dunleavy .McLaughlin Steen
Dwyer Malmberg Stoetzel
Erickson Miner Sundheimer
Ferrier Minnette Swenson
Flowers Moeller Syverson
Gerlick Mueller Thompson, A. L.
Gilman Nelson Thornton
Girling Neitzel Welch
Greene Nimocks Wilkins
Halfften Nortn

Those who voted for Mr. Gordon were:
Adams Hompe Pikop
Anderson Hulbert Pratt
Bendixen Johnson, M. Putnam
Bernard Johnson, J. T. Sanborn
Bjorge Kneeland Searls
Bjorklund Knutson Scott
Bjornson Konzen Sorflaten
Boehmke Larson Southwick
Christianson Lattin Stenvick
Corning Lee Stevens
Dare Madigan Swanson
Dealand Marschalk Teigen, A. F.
Flinn Marwin Teigen, L. O.
Frye Morken Thompson, H. O.
Gill Murphy Tollefson
Gordon Nordgren ) Vasaly
Grant : Norton - Warner
Guilford Olien Wefald
Hauser Parker Weld
Hogenson Peterson, A. Wilson
Holmes ) Peterson, A. M. Wold

In the contest for speaker Mr. Spooner played a peculiar
part.

He has always posed as a temperance man, and has
always voted for county option; but he and Gordon have not
been friends for many years, and he refused to support his
old time enemy.

Neither would Mr. Spooner declare for Flowers. It was
generally believed that he would not object to having the
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speakership fall into his own lap if neither Flowers nor
Gordon could secure it.

Nearly at the last moment he declared for Flowers, and
it is believed that he took Sawyer with him. It is said on
pretty good authority that Spooner holds a second mortgage
on Sawyer’s Montana fruit farm.” I do not know how true
- this is; but, whatever the reason, Mr. Spooner seems to wield
a most powerful influence over Mr. Sawyer, an influence
which showed itself all through the session.

Mr. Spooner was made chairman of the two most import-
ant committees—Appropriations and Efficiency and Economy.

‘When Mr. Flowers had been elected speaker many
believed that the cause of county option was dead, but they
proved to be poor prophets.

The liquor interests had used up all their ammunition
on the speakership contest.

The people back home were soon heard from in tones
most emphatic.

This threw a wholesome fear into the leaders of the
liquor interests. They began to suspect that detectives were
on the watch; and concluded that it would not be safe to
attempt anything very crooked.

Many of them even believed that Gov. Hammond would
veto a county option bill; but here again they were wrong.
And thus again was the old truth exemplified that “out of
evil good may come.”

CHAPTER 1L

THE COMMITTEES AND THE FLOWERS ORGANIZATION.

Mr. Flowers, all through the long contest for the speaker-
ship, promised to be fair to all in the appointment of com-
mittees.

In his address to the members, after being elected speaker,
he reiterated that promise. .

How well he kept his pledge may be seen from the way
he distributed chairmanships and made up his committees.

The committee on rules was very properly composed en-
tirely of men who had supported him for speaker. .

In general they reported the reformed rules of 1913, but
with three very important exceptions as follows:

I. First, no provision was made for putting the mem-
bers of any committee on record. This left the door open
for killing bills in committee with no possibility of knowing
who did it.

II. The committee of the whole House was empowered
to kill bills with no chance to put the members on record.

II1I. All credentials of newspaper representatives must
be submitted to the rules committee. This gave the rules
committee power to exclude any newspaper man they pleased.
It was plainly intended “to get” the present writer, who
was not wanted there by Mr. Lydiard, the ruling power in
the rules committee.

In fact Mr. Lydiard notified me about the second or third
day of the session that I would not be permitted to come
on the floor of the House at all.
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“But, Mr. Lydiard,” said I, “I am the duly authorized
representative of the St. Paul Daily News.”

“Never mind, that won’t go. This is not the Rines ad-
ministration, and you can’t be here.”

“I don’t know how much power you are going to have
here, Mr. Lydiard, but if you want to try such a stunt as that,
I think I shall rather enjoy it. We can certainly have
some fun.”

No further attempt, of any serious nature, was made to
exclude the “News representative” from full and free access
to all sessions of the House and the committee meetings.

About a dozen of the Gordon men got together and drew
up amendments to the rules, covering these three points and
providing further that all persons who should appear to
advocate or oppose any bill at a public hearing must give
name and address, and state whom they represented.

These amendments were offered to the rules committee
with the suggestion that the said amendments were vital
and must be incorporated in the rules.

The rules committee gracefully took their medicine. Evi-
dently they did not care to risk a contest.

It can hardly be claimed by the rules committee that
these matters were mere oversights on their part. For pub-
licity is of the most vital importance, and their proposed rules
carefully provided for no publicity at all.

As amended by the Gordon men, the rules are now the
best ever adopted by a Minnesota legislature.

They now provide for the fullest possible publicity of
all that goes on, not only on the floor of the House but also in
committees, where most of the crooked work has heretofore
been done.

The Committees.

It is probably only human that Mr. Flowers should re-
ward his own supporters with chairmanships and places on
responsible committees, but it hardly looks fair to load up
the temperance committee, for example, with nine of the
most bitter opponents of all temperance legislation, headed
by James Dwyer of Minneapolis. :

James Dwyer was a member of the 1913 House, and lined
up consistently with the “wets” in every contest. On
county option he voted “No.” He also voted “No” on the
O’Neill “road house” bill, which passed the House and Senate.
but was defeated in conference. Its purpose is to deny saloon
licenses except in incorporated cities and villages where there
is police protection.

The real fight on the Wallace-Fosseen abatement act was
in the House when a series of amendments was offered. It
was late in the session, and passage of any amendment would
have thrown the bill back into the Senate, where it would
have died. On five of the amendments the roll was called,
and Mr. Dwyer voted “Aye” on all of them. On flnal passage
of the bill there were only eleven negative votes, and Mr.
Dwyer was one of eighty-eight voting for it.
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Best Committees Gobbled.

In twenty-two important committees the Flowers men
had 245 places, with eighteen of the chairmanships, and the
Gordon men, 131 places. This does not count the judiciary
committee, which by custom includes all the lawyers of the
House, and contained fifteen Flowers men to twenty-one
Gordon men.

Several of the ablest men in the House, who had supported
Gordon for speaker, were given very little committee work.
This was plainly intended to put them where they could wield
no influence. But it did not work out that way; for these
men had more leisure to “hunt woodchucks” and a better
chance to kill them.

After the county option bill had passed, the Flowers
organization rapidly fell to pieces. There was nothing left
to hold it together.

This situation was forcibly illustrated by, the following
incident: .

Wholly by accident I overheard Mr. Spooner say to Job
Lloyd, the speaker’s private secretary: “By God, we have
got to find out who is running this House. We must know
whether we have got any organization or not.”

These are possibly not the exact words, but they convey
the idea. .

Later, shortly before the Gordon committee bills were
to come up, Mr. Spooner was standing by the reporter’s table
talking to Mr. Nagle, when he spoke about as follows, re-
ferring to the Gordon bills: “They can’t do anything with
them. We have got seventy votes pledged to kill them.”

When these bills came up a few days later, six of them
passed. The budget bill had only one vote against it, Mr.
Haislet from Governor Hammond’s home county. The others
passed by very large majorities, excepting the bill to put the
fire marshal’s department under the insurance commissioner.
Even this bill was passed sixty-seven to forty-seven, leaving
sixteen members not voting.

Mr. Spooner, even, voted for the budget bill. He voted
against the bill to abolish the game and fish commission,
and give the Governor power to appoint the commissioner.
On all the other Gordon bills, which came up in the afternoon,
Mr. Spooner did not vote. He answered to roll call at 2:30
P. M. and was present all the afternoon, but apparently did
not care to go on record.

For weeks Spooner had been hard at work for his
big “efficiency and economy” bill, as it was called, and was
plainly doing what he could to kill off the Gordon bills to
reform in some simple and effective way, the most glaring
evils of the state administration.

But it did not work out according to Spooner's forecast.

His bill gradually lost standing and never came to a
vote. The more it was discussed the fewer friends it had.
The organization was powerless to save it, even with the
Governor’s help.

Legislative Expenses.

So far as supplies were concerned, the Legislature of
1915 cost the people less than previous sessions of recent
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times. Mr. Haislet, chairman of the committee on legislative
expenses, and Chief Clerk Oscar Arneson both took great
care in purchasing supplies to get the lowest possible prices
and to purchase only the necessary amounts.

But there was not the same economy in the matter of
clerks, stenographers, doorkeepers, etc. Far from it. Every
man who voted for Flowers for speaker exacted some of the
patronage and got it, with the result that there were pages,
doorkeepers, clerks, etc., with nothing to do but stand around
in the way, or wander about the Capitol killing time. They
had little to do but draw their pay. There were nine clerks
at $10 per day, where three have usually been enough.

The Speaker.

Speaker Flowers tried to be fair, tho some of his
rulings will hardly stand criticism. No one could charge
him with gross partiality or trickery; and yet he has not
been what could truthfully be called a good presiding officer.

He lacked experience, his knowledge of parliamentary pro-
cedure was very limited, his voice is not strong enough, and
he did not keep as good order as should have prevailed.

On the other hand he is a man of exceptionally good
personal habits, kind, considerate, clean and generous—never
touches either tobacco or liquor—and you will know him a
long time without hearing an oath or vulgar expression.

When the liquor interests organized the House, the
‘“powers that prey” held a jubilee and prepared for a feast;
but they have had to be content with very poor pickings—
indeed they have gone away very hungry, and they are likely
to wander in the desert for some time to come.

This is largely due to the ‘“non-partisan” Legislature.

CHAPTER III.

TYING UP MEMBERS.

Don’t handle pitch. It is pretty sure to spoil your good
clothes.

The child that plays with fire is apt to burn his fingers.

The member who makes a deal and gets patronage,
has put his foot into a trap that will be hard to get out of.

‘The representatives of the special interests know this
very well and lay their plans accordingly.

With the bait of patronage and committee appointments,
the members are led along. Little by little they become
entangled. The insidious influence of obligation is wound
about them. They do not realize it until it is too late. Then
they find themselves firmly bound and escape impossible.

George H. Sullivan of Stillwater is a bold, open, avowed
opponent of what is known as “progressive legislation.”
Most of his work is above board, and he has the reputation
of being a fair fighter.

But George is long-headed and wise. If by means of
patronage he can tie up a large number of members,
several of them at least will be pretty sure to stay tied. Un-
consciously they will have leanings, and their votes will be
secured for measures that they would not otherwise support.
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The Patronage Bait. N

There are sixty-seven members of the Senate. There are
not enough jobs to give each senator one place to fill.

Senators Lende and Sageng proposed that lots be drawn
and one half the senators be allowed to name employees for
the session of 1915, and that the other half be given the
patronage of 1917. This they contended would be ample
help to do the work of the session.

Sullivan and Putnam wanted more jobs to fill and offered
patronage to all who had been in either house before. Some
of the old members refused and then new members were”
taken in.

After the Senate had elected, according to custom, a
chief clerk, a first assistant, an engrossing clerk, an enrolling
clerk and a sergeant-at-arms, Mr. Putnam offered a complete
list of all Senate employees, and moved the adoption of his
resolution.

Mr. Sageng raised the point of order that the resolution
was contrary to the laws of the state, and therefore could not
be adopted, as the Senate had not yet adopted any rules pro--
viding for the appointment of employees.

Lieutenant Governor Burnquist ruled with Sageng, and
Putnam appealed from the ruling.

However, this was a little too raw to try to put over,
so the combine moved to take a recess till 4 P. M.

In the meantime they prepared two permanent rules
which would allow them to put through their patronage
program.

The two permanent rules and the patronage resolution
were combined, and offered as a new resolution after they
had backed down from their appeal from the ruling of Burn-
quist.

Senator Alley offered a substitute resolution providing
for a much smaller force of helpers, but not naming them.

Alley’s resolution was defeated and the program of the
combine was put over by the following vote, forty-seven to
twenty. -

Those who voted for fewer employees and economy were:

Alley Hanson Peterson, Clay
Bonniwell Hegnes Peterson, Meeker .
Campbell, Henn. Holmberg Potter
Gandrud Jones Rustad
Gillam Lende Sageng
Gjerset Lobeck Vermilya
Griggs O’Neill

Those who stood for patronage were:
Adams Collister Handlan
Andrews Denegre. Healy
Baldwin Dunn, Mille Les. Hilbert
Benson Dunn, Ramsey Jackson
Blomgren Duxbury Johnston
Buckler Dwinnell Knopp
Callahan Gardner McGarry
Campbell, Mower Glotzbach Millett

Carley Grose Nelson
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Nord Rockne Van Hoven
Orr Rystrom Vibert
Palmer Steffen Wallace
Pauly Sullivan," Stearns ‘Ward
Peterson, St. L. Sullivan, Wash. Weis
Putnam Swenson Westlake
Ries Turnham

Some of the members had got jebs for their friends,
and the process of tying them up had begun.

The Next Move—President Pro Tem.

‘Who shall be the temporary president of the Senate may
not be a matter of much concern; and yet it may.

If the Lieutenant Governor is always there to preside,
the honor of being president pro tem. is an empty one or
nearly so except the prestige it gives; but if the Lieutenant
Governor should be sick or die, the place of president pro
tem. would carry with it much power.

The interests are always alert. Having tied up a large
number of members with the rope of patronage, the next
move was to make George H. Sullivan president pro tem. of
the Senate. And it worked.

True, not all of those who had secured plums of patronage
stayed put. The following revolted and refused to go any
further:

Andrews Jackson Rockne
Benson Nelson Rystrom
Blomgren Orr Turnham
Dwinnell Palmer

) However, Griggs and Hegnes, who had not been in the
patronage deal, now joined the successful forces and helped
elect Sullivan president pro tem.

The opponents of Sullivan put forward Benson of Nicollet
county, who had been a consistent supporter of progressive
measures, but were unable to control enough votes to elect him.

The vote stood as follows:

For Sullivan—

Adams Glotzbach Peterson, G. M.
Baldwin Griggs Putnam
Buckler Grose Ries

Callahan Handlan Steffen :
Campbell, A. S. Hegnes ‘Sullivan, J. D.
Carley Hilbert Swenson
Collester Johnston Van Hoven
Denegre Knopp Vibert

Dunn, R. C. McGarry Wallace

Dunn, W. W. Millett Ward

Duxbury Nord Weis

Gardner Pauly Westlake

Senator Healy should be credited as being for Sullivan,
though he was absent and could not be located.

For Benson—
Alley Campbell, W. A. Gjerset
Andrews Dwinnell Hanson
Blomgren Gandrud Holmberg

Bonniwell Gillam Jackson
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Jones Palmer Rystrom
Lende Peterson, E. P. Sageng
Lobeck Peterson, F. H. Turnham
Nelson Potter Vermilya
O’Neill Rockne

Orr Rustad

If Griggs and Hegnes had stood out, and Vibert, Wallace
and Ward who are also supposed to be progressives, had voted
the other way, the results would have been thirty-three to _
thirty-one for Benson.

Several senators who voted for Sullivan denied that it
meant anything, and insisted that they were still free and
independent. Maybe so, but we shall see later.

It is probable that Mr. Putnam and several others who
were in this patronage deal would disclaim any intention
to tie up members in order to use them; and we may
freely admit that their motives and intentions might have
been of the best; but the results are the same, whatever the
intentions, and new members especially are sure to be in-
fluenced in such ways as this.

A careful scrutiny of the votes on measures all through
the session will show that this patronage deal at the start
did tie men up more or less effectively and influence their
votes. ’

After the session was over one senator remarked to a
friend, “Thank God, I'm a free man once more; I'll never get
tied up again.”

In the House.

In the House it was the same. Some of the men who
had gone into the Flowers organization and received patronage
were plainly held in more or less bondage all the session.

Next to the evil of patronage and prestige, comes the
evil of local and special legislation. Many members come
with only one object in view—some special law they want
passed, some local improvement they want to get at the ex-
pense of the whole state; or some state institution that they
want for their district. The demand for a new normal school
at Bemidji kept the members from that and surrounding dis-
tricts tied up all the session. Perbaps the school is needed,
perhaps not, but it was good trading stock all the session,
and was used for all it was worth. They did not get much—
.$25,000 for a foundation—but once started it will go on.

But thru it all there was one kind of bondage that
was absent. The legislature was non-partisan. The party
lash could not be cracked, nor party superstition appealed to.

CHAPTER 1V.

SELF GOVERNMENT.

It is more important that people should have the right
to govern themselves than that they should govern themselves
right.

Whence comes it—this thing we call the right to vote?
this right to have a voice in our common affairs? this right
to take part in making the laws by which we are to be
governed ? .

Is it a right at all, or is it a mere privilege that may be
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granted or withheld? If it is a privilege, who may grant it—
who withhold?

Are some of us so endowed by nature that we may
arrogate to ourselves all rights and powers over our fellow
men and women? that we may dole out to them such grants
of privilege as we may graciously see fit to bestow? that we
may deny and withhold anything or all things as best may
please ourselves?

Are some of us created kings and czars and overlords,
and the rest of us servants and subjects, serfs and slaves
who may have no voice nor vote, but, meek and humble,
must cringe and cower and obey?

Is the Declaration of Independence wrong when it de-
clares that “all men are created equal—that they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights—that
among these are the right to life, liberty and the pursuit
of happiness?”

Is that Declaration wrong when it asserts that govern-
ments are set up among men for the sole purpose of guarding
and protecting these rights, and that they derive all their
just power from the consent of the governed?

I believe in the Declaration of Independence. I believe
that it sets forth an eternal truth. All men are ‘“created
equal,” so far as their right to be in this world is concerned,
and to use its surface on which to live and from which to
draw the materials for their food, clothing and shelter and
all the other good things which their labor applied to the
earth’s resources is capable of producing.

It is true that all men are not equally strong nor equally
intelligent; but they all have the same right to be in this
world and to work for their living.

These differences in strength and intelligence are Nature’s
method for the improvement of the race. The strongest and
ablest will get the most, of course; but if all have the same
chance, each will get what his labor produces, and none will
have cause to complain.

Why Government at All?

Here then is the reason for government—to secure to all
an equal chance—a square deal. When governments fail to
do this, they fail in their first and most important duty, and
it is only too true that they have failed in the past and
do now fail.

For this reason we should mend our government, not
end it.

This is the reason why we should restore to the people
the rights that have been denied them,—why we should amend
and repeal bad statutes and bring them into harmony with
the laws of Nature. She brings us all into the world naked
and empty-handed, but she has furnished us here a most won-
derful storehouse, full of all the things we need in the
pursuit of life, liberty and happiness.

It is the duty of government not to lock the doors of this
storehouse to any, but to see that they are open to all on
equal terms.
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Early Society Always Democratic.

Among all races, and in every part of the world, primitive
societies have always been democratic. All the people have
come together to talk over their common affairs and to decide
what shall be done. And in these primitivé gatherings the
women as well as the men had their say and their vote.

Herbert Spencer, in his descriptive sociology, cites hun-
dreds of cases of this kind and other investigators confirm
his conclusions.

It is not until militarism supplants the primitive in-
dustrial society, that classes arise, that privileges are granted,
that some are set above others, and women denied their place
in the public council and their vote in the final decision.

It is the greatest problem of modern democracy to wipe
out these classes, to destroy privilege, and to restore to all—
men and women alike—their equal and inalienable right to
be in this world, to use its material substance to get a living,
and to take part in the common affairs of their local com-
munities, the state and the nation.

The Scope of Government Limited.

To take part in the common affairs—this is the scope of
government.

Most of our affairs are not common. Most of the rela-
tions of men and women are personal and private and in
these fields government must not meddle.

Wherever it has so meddled it has made a mess of it.

. The human race is not yet as wise as it will be, and
hence our constitution and laws are imperfect. They must
be changed, if our civilization is to grow and expand.

The Bill of Rights.

All written constitutions contain a bill of rights—an
enumeration of certain things that are the sacred rights of the
people with which governments must not meddle.

This is good so far as it goes; but until recently no con--
stitution contained any provision by which the people could
act directly. They all provided for what is called

Representative Government.

Now representative government is not democracy. It is
not self government, any more than monarchies and despotisms
are self government.

This is the reason why there is everywhere a demand
for a restoration to the people of their ancient and natural
right to govern themselves directly.

Not that any one desires to destroy representative gov-
ernment and supplant it with a system where the people shall
do all things directly; but that the people shall reserve to
themselves the right to act directly if their representatives
refuse or neglect to obey their wish.

Initiative, Referendum, Recall.

With the initiative the people themselves can start things.
They can propose and enact laws, or amend or repeal existing
laws, if the legislature fail or neglect to do so.

By means of the referendum the people can veto bad laws
that their representatives may have passed.
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We now invest the Governor with the power of the veto.
The referendum would add to this a veto by the people.
Perhaps then the Governor’s veto would not be needed.

By means of the recall the people can put out of office
and retire to private life any public servant who goes wrong.

These three simple measure give back to the people those
inherent rights that all arbitrary and even representative
governments have denied them. As President Wilson so aptly
put it, “They are the gun behind the door.” They will not
need to be used very much. The simple fact that they are
there will usually be enough. But it is well to have them
there.

The legislature of 1913 submitted to the people constitu-
tional amendments providing for the initiative and referendum
and for the recall.
® Both these amendments received enormous majorities,—
the initiative and referendum over four to one, and the recall
nearly four to one,—but they both failed because it is so very
difficult to amend our state constitution.

Why it is so hard is fully set forth in the section on
amending our constitution.

The bill to submit to the people again the initiative and
referendum amendment came up in the House on March 3rd
and was very hotly opposed by a few reactionaries.

Larimore and Carmichael eloquently defended our sacred
representative system, and declared the initiative and referen-
dum a failure.

Mr. Steen rather took the wind out of them by demanding
to know if they had been a failure in Switzerland.

Mr. Larimore replied that the legislature is good enough,
and Mr. Gilman expressed great fear of the people; but they
had few supporters when it came to the roll call.

The bill was passed 106 to twelve, as follows:

Adams Ferrier Lee
Anderson Flinn Lennon
Baker Frye Leonard
Baldwin © Gill McGrath
Barten Gordon McLaughlin
Bendixen Grant Madigan
Bernard Guilford Marschalk
Bessette Hafften Marwin
Bjorge Haislet Miner
Bjorklund Hauser Minnette
Bjornson Hinds, E. R. Morken
Boehmke Hynes, J. H. Mueller
Borgen Hogenson Murphy
Burrows Holmes Nelson
Christianson Hompe Nietzel
Corning Hulbert Nimocks
Dare Indrehus Nordgren
Davis Johnson, J. T. Norton
Dealand . Johnson, M. Novak
Devold Kneeland Olien
Dunleavy Kuntz Parker
Dwyer Larson Pendergast

Erickson Lattin Peterson, A.
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Peterson, A. M. Spooner Tollefson
Pikop Steen Vasaly
Pless Stenvick ‘Warner
Putnam Stevens Wefald
Ribenack Stoetzel Welch
Sanborn Sudheimer Weld
Sawyer Swanson - Wilkins
Searls Swenson Wilson
Seebach Syverson Wold
Scott - Teigen, L. O. Woodfill
Sliter Thompson, A. L. Mr. Speaker
Smith Thompson, H. O.
Sorflaten Thornton -

Those who voted in the negative were:
Bouck Gilman Lydiard
Carmichael Girling Papke [ ]
Condon Harrison, J. M. Rodenberg.
Gerlich . Larimore Schrooten

The following twelve members did not vote: Boyd,
Brown, Green, H. H. Harrison, Knutson, Konzen, Malmberg,
Moeller, North, Pratt, Southwick and A. F. Teigen. Mr. Knut-
son did not have much faith in the bill but would have voted
“Yes” if necessary to pass it.

All of the others would have voted for -the bill if they
had been present.

Mr. Boyd had been sick for sometime. Konzen, North
and Teigen were away on an important legislative investiga-
tion, and some of the others had been excused.

In the Senate.

- As it came from the House and with some amendments
by the Senate, the bill was liberal and fair, not radical by any
means. It provided a method by which the constitution could
be amended somewhat more easily than at present; but only
a little more easily. It still required an affirmative vote of
three-sevenths of all those voting at the election to carry
an amendment to the constitution; and it also required that
four-sevenths of all those voting on the question should be
in the affirmative.

The first attack was made by George H. Sullivan in an
amendment requiring a majority of all voting at the election
to vote for the amendment in order to pass it.

This is the present system under which we have found
it so nearly impossible to change our fundamental law.

Sullivan and Duxbury spoke long and earnestly defending
our “sacred representative system” and the “wisdom of our
ancestors” who created the “perfect document,” our ‘“won-
derful constitution.”

They carefully refrained from explaining.that this par-
ticular feature of our constitution which they were defending
was slyly slipped in by the liquor interests in 1898, when the
people were not looking.

Senator Sageng showed up this feature of the constitu-
tion as a system that takes all the ignorance and stupidity
of the state—all the voters who are too careless or too stupid
to vote at all—and carefully counts them just as if they had
intelligently voted “no” on the proposition.
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“Does this tend to intelligent citizenship? Let us make
it a little easier to amend this document.”

When the votes were counted Sullivan had succeeded
thirty-five to thirty-two, as follows:

Those who voted in the afirmative were:

Adams Griggs Ries
Baldwin Grose Steffen
Blomgren Hanaian Sullivan, G. H.
Buckler Healy Sullivan, J. D.
Callahan °  Hilbert Swenson
Campbell, A. S. Johnston Van Hoven
Denegre Knopp Vibert
Dunn, R. C. McGarry Wallace_
Dunn, W. W. Nelson Ward
Duxbury Nord Weis
Gjerset Pauly Westlake
Glotzbach Peterson, G. M.

Thcse who voted in the negative were:
Alley . Hanson Peterson, E. P.
Andrews Hegnes Peterson, F. H.
Benson Holmberg Potter
Bonniwell Jackson Putnam
Campbell, W. A. Jones Rockne
Carley Lende Rustad
Collester Lobeck Rystrom
Dwinnell Millett Sageng
Gandrud O’Neill Turnham
Gardner Orr - Vermilya
Gillam Palmer :

Duxtury next attacked the provision which placed this
amendment first upon the ballot. It had been first in 1914,
for the reason that it was regarded as the most important.
And if this could be passed it would make it easier to pass
other much needed amendments.

Duxbury, Sullivan and other howled against favoritism
and secured five votes that had refused to go with them on
the first amendment—Andrews, Collester, Gardner, Hegnes
and Millett. Griggs refused to go this time and voted with
those who thought this amendment worthy of first place.

The line of cleavage was nearly the same as on county
option.

Only five “wets” voted for the liberal bill: Bonniwell,
Carley, Collester, Gardner and Millett.

Eight of the dry men went with Sullivan: Bob Dunn,
Duxbury, Gjerset, Griggs, Nelson, Vibert, Wallace and Ward.

Only eight voted against the bill on final passage:
Bob Dunn, W. W. Dunn, Duxbury, Healy, Knopp, Ries, Steffen
and Van Hoven.

At first Handlan voted no, but changed to yes before the
vote was announced.

These eight may be set down as utterly opposed to
the initiative and referendum—opposed to any return to dem-
ocratic government and the rule of the people.

Duxbury admitted that he had voted for county option
against his personal convictions, but because his constituents
required it of him.
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Sageng showed that Duxbury’s district had cast more
votes in favor of the initiative and referendum than for Dux-
bury himself, but this did not phase the doughty champion of
things as they are.

In the long drawn-out contest only four men attacked the
bill: George H. Sullivan, R. C. Dunn, W. W. Dunn and
Duxbury.

On the side of the people and greater liberality of amend-
ment were Sageng, William A. Campbell, Gillam, Alley, F. H.
Peterson, Rockne, Putnam and Dwinnell, all of whom spoke
favorably for the bill.

The House refused to concur in the Senate amendments,
and the conference finally agreed on a bill almost exactly like
the one voted on in 1914.

This bill gives the people at least three considerable gains
over the present system.

First, it is considerably easier to amend the constitution.

Second, it gives us a practical working initiative, fair and
reasonably easy to operate. ’

Third, it establishes the referendum with easy working
machinery.

Let every one help and this will be adopted in 1916.

Equal Suffrage.

If the initiative, referendum and recall are an essential
part of self government, then surely equal suffrage for women
is more so.

If “governments derive their just powers from the con-
sent of the governed,” what shall we say of a system that
denies to one-half the governed all opportunity to vote?

In the Senate on March 4th the matter came up in the
form of an amendment to the constitution. The men of the
state were to be permitted to vote on the question.

As Senator F. H. Peterson of Moorhead put it, “What is
before us? We are the court. The voters are the jury. We
have no right to hold this case away from the jury.”

Senator Putnam: “It is with you. It will not down.
Send it to the men. Let them decide.”

Senator Jones: “The federation of labor, 38,000 strong,
demand it. You can’t afford to ignore them.”

Senator Dwinnell: “I have seen it work. It works well.
It has brought good results where it has been tried. Submit
the question to the men. Let them settle it. It is not our
right to decide, but the right of the voters.”

Pauly, George H. Sullivan and Duxbury did most of the
speaking in opposition.

None of them said anything on the real question at issue—
to let the male voters of the state decide—but all went into
long arguments against votes for women.

Mr. Pauly had a carefully prepared speech which he read
with considerable force and eloquence. It contained all the
usual objections to equal suffrage, but not a word to show
why the men of the state should be denied the right to vote
on the question.

George H. Sullivan gave utterance to some gems. “The
women now begin the political education of the men.” “They
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train the boys.” Does that therefore unfit the women from
taking any part in public affairs themselves?

.“The social unit is the family, and this should be the
voting unit.” What is the logic of this? Wouldn’t it require
the father to do all the voting? Where would the grown up
boys come in? Suppose there were no men in the family,
who then would do its voting?

“If the women want anything or need anything let them

come to us.” And pray, who are “us”; and who has given “us”
- all political rights, even to deny to the men of the state a
vote on this vital question. )

‘“Women now have the right to elect their husbands.”
But perhaps they have other needs, George; and then how
about the women who have no husbands?

“If women vote they will undermine the family and
destroy the social unit.” Oh, yes, George, we all know how
completely they have undermined the family and destroyed
the social unit wherever they have had a chance to vote.

The bill finally came to a vote with the following result:
Thirty-three to thirty-four.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Alley Gillam Peterson, E. P.
Andrews Gjerset Peterson, F. H.
Benson Griggs Potter
Blomgren Hanson Putnam
Campbell, W. A, Holmberg Rustad
Carley Jones Rystrom
Denegre Lende Sageng
Dunn, R. C. Lobeck Turnham
Dwinnell O’Neill Vermilya
Gandrnd Orr Vibert
Gardner Palmer . Wallace

Those who voted in the negative were:
Adams Healy Ries
Baldwin Hegnes Rockne
Bonniwell Hilbert Steffen
Buckler Jackson Sullivan, G. H.
Callahan Johnston Sullivan, J. D.
Campbell, A. S. Knopp Swenson
Collester McGarry Van Hoven
Dunn, W. W. Millett Ward
Duxbury Nelson Weis
Glotzbach Nord Westlake
Grose Pauly
Handlan Peterson, G. M.

For some time the vote stood a tie, thirty-three to thirty-
three. Then Senator A. S. Campbell of Austin was found
and voted no. To Mr. Campbell belongs the distinction of
having saved the male voters of the state the labor of taking
thought and voting upon this important question.

The women had good reason to expect the vote of Adams,
Grose and Ward. Indeed they claimed that these men had all
pledged their support.

In the House.

Having lost their case in the Senate the advocates of
equal suffrage for women concluded to bring the matter up
in the House in a different form.
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A bill was introduced to secure to women the right to
vote at presidential primaries and for the nomination and
election of presidential electors.

A majority of the elections committee reported the bill
out for indefinite postponement, which is the usual way to
kill a bill.

A minority report to place the bill on general orders was
signed by T. T. Morken, Carl A. Wold, Charles L. Sawyer
and J. H. Boyd.

Ther vote was taken upon the minority report to give -
the bill a chance and stood sixty-five to forty-four in favor.

Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Adams Harrison, J. M. Sanborn
Anderson . Hauser Sawyer
Baldwin . Hynes, J. H. Searls
Bendixen Holmes Seebach
Bernard Hompe Scott
Bjorge Hulbert Sorflaten
Bjorklund Johnson, M. Southwick
Bjornson Larimore Stenvick
Boyd . Larson Stevens
Christianson Lattin Swanson
Corning Lee Teigen, A. F.
Dare Madigan Teigen, L. O.
Davis Marwin Thompson, A. L.
Dealand Morken Thompson, H. O.
Flinn Murphy Tollefson
Frye Nordgren Vasaly
Gill Norton ‘Warner
Gordon Olien Wefald
Grant Parker Weld .
Greene Peterson , A. Wilson
Guilford Pratt, “Wold
Harrison, H. H. Putnam

Those who voted in the negative were:
Baker Hogenson North
Barten Indrehus Papke
Bessette Johnson, J. T. Peterson, A. M.
Boehmke Konzen Rodenberg
Bouck Kuntz Schrooten
Carmichael Lennon - Smith
Condon Leonard Spooner
Dunleavy McGrath Steen
Dwyer McLaughlin Stoetzel
Erickson Malmberg Sudheimer
Gerlich Mminnette Swenson
Gilman Moeller Syverson
Girling Nelson Thornton
Hafften Nietzel Welch
Haislet Nimocks

This left twenty-one members not voting: Borgen, Brown,
Burrows, Devold, Ferrier, E. R. Hinds, Kneeland, Knutson,
Lydiard, Marschalk, Miner, Mueller, Novak, Pendergast, Pikop,
Pless, Ribenack, Sliter, Wilkins, Woodfill and Speaker Flowers.

Ot these Burrows, Devold, Kneeland, Marschalk, Pikop,
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Pendergast and Woodfill are known to be for equal suffrage.
This would have passed the House with a good majority
if it could ever have secured the necessary eighty-seven votes
to bring it to final passage.
It was near the close of the session and the bill failed
along with several hundred others.

Amending the Constitution.

Should the fundamental law of the state put a premium
on ignorance and carelessness? Is it fair that men who are
too ignorant of the merits of a question to vote on it at all
should have their votes counted either way? Is it right that
the voter who is so careless or indifferent that he neglects
his opportunity to vote should be counted as voting no?

There would seem to be but one answer to these ques-
tions. It would seem that constitutions should be made and
amended by the votes of those who have enough interest in
such matters to cast a ballot, and not by those who fail to do
so. By what process of logic do we persist in counting the
votes of those who voluntarily disfranchise themselves? Why
should we presume that everyone Who does not vote at all
intends_to vote “no?”

All this seems very stupid and ridiculous, and yet it
is a fact that we have just those conditions in Minnesota.
Our constitution cannot be amended in the slightest detail
unless more than half of all those who go to the polls and
vote at all shall cast a vote in favor of the amendment
proposed.

Every voter who is so ignorant of the proposed amend-
ment that he does not vote—every one who is so careless
that he neglects to vote— every one who is so stupid that
he knows nothing about the proposed,amendments—all these
are carefully counted as voting “no.” The result is that it is
almost impossible to amend our constitution, and so we must
submit to be governed by the dead hand of the past.

How It Works in Practice.

At the election of 1914, eleven amendments were proposed
—some of them, at least, of most vital importance to the peo-
ple. The first amendment, and perhaps the most vital of all,
was the one establishing the initiative and referendum. By
the initiative the people themselves may enact statutes or
amend the constitution, when the legislature fails to act. By
the referendum they can veto bad laws which the legislature
may enact.

This system has been in successful operation for many
years in Switzerland, in Australia and New Zealand. Recently
it has been adopted in about one-third of the states in the
union. All Minnesota cities may have it for local purposes
by adopting a home rule charter.

The initiative and referendum amendment received
168,004 votes, and only 41,5677 votes against it. Yet the people
are denied this change in their constitution, because of a
stupid, vicious and unjust provision that counts every ignorant
and careless voter, who failed to vote at all, as if he had
intelligently voted against it.
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Amendment No. Three.

This amendment was intended to enable the state to
construct roads, ditches, and firebreaks, in through and
around unsold school and swamp lands. Under the present
constitution this cannot be done.

The framers of the comnstitution could not foresee the
needs of coming generations, and so we are now helpless
even to adopt so sensible a provision as this to enable us to
conserve our public lands and protect our standing timber and
the neighboring settlers from the ravages of fire.

This amendment received 162,951 votes.* The opposing
vote was 47,906. Nearly four to one favored it, yet we can’t
have it.

. The Recall.

The recall amendment enabling the people to recall
objectionable public servants received 139,801 votes.
44,961 voted “no.”

Of the eleven amendments ten of them received over-
whelming majorities, some not quite two to one, and some
more than four to one. Yet only one of the eleven got votes
enough to carry. And all this because our constitution con- -
tains such a stupid and unjust provision as to require a
majority of all those present and voting at the election to
vote “yes” in order that we may. change our fundamental
law.

Why?

It has not always been so. As originally adopted our con-
stitution could be changed by a majority of those voting on
the proposed amendment. From the time Minnesota was
organized as a state until 1898 this system prevailed. Many
needed changes were made in our constitution always by a
majority of those who were intelligent enough to vote on the
questions at issue. B

How the Change Was Made.

It was during the legislative session of 1897 that the
change was made. W. W. Dunn was at that time attorney
for the Hamm Brewing Company of St. Paul, and was their
representative in the legislature, having been elected on the
Republican ticket by the voters of that part of the city near
the plant of the brewing company.

Mr. Dunn brought in a bill proposing to so amend the
constitution that thereafter it should require a majority of
all those present and voting at the election to favor an
amendment before it could become a part of the fundamental
law.

On the floor of the house S. A. Stockwell, a member from
Minneapolis, put the question squarely up to Mr. Dunn, as
follows:

“Do the forces that are behind this amendment intend to
put up the bars so high that no further amendment of the
constitution will be possible on any subject, in order to head
off the possibility of the passage of a prohibition amendment
at some time in the distant future?”

Mr. Dunn answered, “The gentleman from Hennepin is
correctly informed.”

The proposed amendment passed both House and Senate,
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and was submitted to the people at the election of 1898. The
brewery interests were united and alert. The word was sent
out to every saloon in the state to get all the votes possible,
in a quiet way, in favor of the brewer’s amendment.

The decent people of the state were caught napping, and
the amendment was carried. If the people could have been
informed they would probably have voted it down.

The following facts seem to warrant this conclusion:

In 1898 S. A. Stockwell ran for the Senate In the seventh
eleventh and twelfth wards of Minneapolis. The district was
strongly Republican and Stockwell was a Democrat. In
every speech he called attention to this amendment and
urged its defeat. The eleventh and twelfth wards had many
saloons, the seventh none. In all three wards most of the
voters were working men.

Stockwell was not only elected, but his district cast a
good majority against the brewer’s amendment. The peo-
ple can be trusted to vote right if they understand.

CHAPTER V.
TAXATION.

Next to the right of self government, taxation is the most
basic problem that has ever confronted the people of the world.

If taxes are just and fair the people will be prosperous,
contented and happy.

Gibbon in his “Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,”
declares that “great estates ruined Rome”; and we know that
an unjust distribution of the burden of taxation was the
.cause of those “great estates.”

“Great estates” have been the ruin of every nation that
has gone down to destruction in all the history of the world;
and in every case unjust taxation has been the foundation on
which these ‘“great estates” have always been built.

Theories of Taxation.

There are two theories of taxation.

One says “tax everything’”; the other says “tax nothing
that labor of hand or brain has produced.”

A man tries to get a home. He takes up a piece of land
and begins to use it. Tax him.

He gets a team of horses and some tools. Tax him.

He grubs out the stumps, and puts in a crop. Tax him.

He builds a cabin to shelter himself and wife. Tax him.

He gets a cow to furnish milk for his family. Tax him.

He builds a fence to protect his crops, to keep his cattle
and horses in and to keep other animals out. Tax him again.

He needs more room and builds a better house. Double
his taxes and more.

He gets a new stove and table. Increase his taxes.

He cleans up his front yard, plants fiowers and shrubs,
and gives his house a new coat of paint. He is a bad citizen;
tax him again.

By this time he has been pretty well robbed of his earn-
ings, and has to borrow money to go on with. Tax him again
by means of taxes on mongy and mortgages, notes and other
‘credits, and then add a registration tax which some stupid
people used to think the money lender would have to pay.
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They are wiser now and know that the money lender never
pays any taxes except such as he has first taken out of the
borrower.

For every good and useful thing that this man has tried
to do to get a home, to develop his farm and earn an honest
living, tax him, fine him, penalize him as if he were a crim-
inal; and then wonder why he can’t get on in the world.

There are some men who are strong enough to stand all
this and still make a living; but many more could do far
better if they could be free from the crushing burden of
unjust taxation.

And how the land grabbers and speculators enjoy this
system! They always get in ahead of the home maker, in
both country and city, get hold of as much land as possible,
and put up the price every time the useful citizen does any-
thing to improve the neighborhood.

Our system of taxation could not do it more effectively,
if it had been deliberately and maliciously designed by the
Devil himself, to prevent people from opening up farms,
getting homes, producing food, clothing and the other neces-
sities and comforts of life. h

But this is not the worst of it. This system that penalizes
industry while it encourages land grabbing and speculation,
is the direct cause of so much land held out of use at a price
which industry can never hope to pay.

This is the reason why the homeseeker is forced to travel
miles and miles beyond the border of settlement and civiliza-
tion to find land cheap enough for his meager purse.

This is the reason why our booming cities sprawl over
two or three times the space they should, building sky-
scrapers in some parts where people live and work like
sardines in a box, and leaving block after block empty and
unused because the owners find it more profitable to hold
idle for the increase in value than to put it to use and pay
the extra taxes.

By encouraging the vacant lot industry, this system
enormously increases the cost of opening and grading streets,
of sewers and water mains, of sidewalks and pavements, of
curbs and boulevards, of gas, electric and street car service;
all of which must be carried across these waste spaces at
enormous expense.

All these and many more are the evils that inevitably
flow from the false theory that we should “tax everything.”

Another Picture.

“Tax nothing that will come to you—nothing that your
taxes will drive away—nothing that labor produces.”

The people of the three northwestern Canadian provinces
are wiser than we,

There the farmer is not taxed more because he breaks
the prairie sod and raises a crop, or fences his farm, or builds
a house and out buildings, or buys furniture, or tools or
cattle or horses. He is not fined and penalized because he
paints his buildings and beautifies his surroundings.

There the people of the towns and cities are not taxed
more because they build houses and stores and factories and
fill them with furniture and goods and rhachinery.
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There they are not taxed more because they use the
land, employ labor, and produce useful things.

The man in the country with an improved farm, the best
of buildings, cattle, horses, machinery and all the crops he
can raise, pays no more taxes than does the speculator who
holds idle and unused an equally desirable piece of land.

* The city man who builds a store and fills it with goods
is taxed no more than the owner across the corner who holds
idle and prevents improvement. Goods can be sold cheaper.

The city man who builds a factory and fills it with ma-
chinery to make useful things is taxed no more than is the
owner of an equally desirable factory site that he is hold-
ing for a higher price. He can sell his products cheaper.

The city home owner is not fined because he has built
himself a house and furnished it for the comfort of his
family. The man who qwns the vacant lot next to him pays
the same taxes as the home owner. .

The value of land is created by the people. It is there
because the people are there doing useful things. It in-
creases as the people increase in number and develop a
better civilization. The value of land would all disappear
if the people should go away. ‘

What we call “land value” is really a “people value.”
The people as a whole create every dollar of it, and therefore
in justice they have a right to it.

The products of labor are not like the value of land.
They are not created by the people as a whole, but by the
individual efforts ot the workers. Therefore the public as
a whole has no right to these products of labor and should
not tax and penalize their owners.

The Tax Situation in Minnesota.

In 1906 the people adopted an amendment to the consti-
tution, which permits the legislature to classify property for
purposes of taxation, and to tax different classes at different
rates. But probably it cannot exempt any class entirely.

Under this provision laws have been enacted taxing
mohey and credits at three mills on the dollar and substi-
tuting for the tax on mortgages a fee for the registration
of fifteen cents for each one hundred dollars.

This is an improvement over the old system; but why
tax borrowers at all?—for it is the borrower who must pay
all such taxes.

In 1913 Mr. Spooner introduced a bill to classify property
for purposes of taxation. This bill was amended in several
particulars and finally became the law.

It contained two good features.

First, it taxed iron ore, mined or unmined, at a higher
rate than any other property.

Second, it taxed houséhold furniture at only twenty-five
per cent of its full and true value. This let out many poor
people from the visits of the assessor.

The bill was bad in two particulars:

First, it attempted to class land as platted and unplatted
and taxed the platted at forty per cent and the unplatted at
thirty-three and ome-third per cent of full and true value.
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This looks like a wholly unwarranted distinction, and
one of very doubtful constitutionality.

‘Why should a man be taxed more heavily simply because
he has platted his land and thus taken the first step toward
making it useful for homes and business?

‘Why should a man be taxed less because he refuses to
plat his land and bring it into the market, but holds on‘to
get the increase in value that will come to him because
of the building up and improvement of the surrounding lots?

In all the large cities of the state there are very valuable
tracts of land left unplatted.

In all such cases these lands and the improvements on
them are let off at thirty-three and one-third per cent, while
the surrounding platted lots with the homes and business
buildings on them are rated at forty per cent.

There is one house on Summit Avenue, St. Paul, worth
over $40,000 on a piece of unplatted land worth many thou-
sands more, and all this goes in at thirty-three and one-third
per cent, while the people who own the homes all around
are taxed at forty per cent.

This is only one case. There are many more in all the
cities of the state like this.

Any law that permits such injustice ought to be amended.

But the second defect in this law makes it more unjust
still. It makes no distinction between land on the one hand
and the products of labor on the other. Here is a natural
line of demonstration and one that the county boards, audi-
tors and assessors have been making ever since the state
was organized.

Everywhere and always the tax officials have assessed
buildings and improvements and all kinds of personal prop-
erty at a much lower rate than land.

This new law as introduced by Mr. Spooner and as
finally passed removes this distinction and provides that
the buildings and improvements must be taxed at the same
rate as land.

) Under this law the taxes on buildings and improvements

have been increased in all parts of the state, and in St. Paul
we were forced to add about $20,000,000 to their valuation,
while the lands of the city were only increased about one
million. Most of this increase on buildings will fall on homes
and business structures. :

It works well for the land speculators, but is hard on
the home owners and business men, and these are the ones
that Mr. Spooner and the legislators claimed to be helping.

They made a bad bungle of it which the next legislature
ought to correct.

S. R. Child and C. H. Warner were the only House mem-
bers to vote against the Spooner bill.

In the Senate the bill was amended and passed with only
ten votes against it.

. And thus was placed on the statute books a law so
framed as to do great injustice where it was intended to
correct injustice. .
" Taxation in the 1915 Legislature.

During the session of 1915, Jones in the Senate, and
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Marwin, Indrehus, Anton Peterson, L. O. Teigen, Welch,
Vasaly -and Woodfill in the House, introduced a bill to amend
the tax classification law so as to reduce household goods
to one per cent, all buildings, structures and improvements
in or upon land to ten per cent, all personal property now
in class three to ten per cent, and put all land in one class -
at forty per cent.

Mr. Searls brought in a bill to tax improved unplatted
real estate at a lower rate than unimproved. The principle
of this bill met with popular approval, but its doubtful con-
stitutionality and the practical difficulty of defining the amount
of improvement necessary to secure the lower rate caused its
advocates to abandon it.

These bills were reported unfavorably by the tax com-
mittee of each house. But something along this line is sure
to be considered favorably before many years. Public senti-
ment is drifting strongly in this direction, and the legislature
will respond.

Later Indrehus and Gordon introduced a resolution, di-
recting the tax commission to investigate the working of the
present system and report their findings with recommenda-
tions for relief to the next legislature. Mr. Spooner brought
in a bill reducing taxes on buildings to twenty-five per cent.
Spooner’s bill was indefinitely postponed, and the resolution
died on general orders along with about two hundred other
measures.

Gross Earnings Taxes.

Public service corporations have but one source of in-
come—what they collect from their patrons. It therefore
follows that the greater burdens of taxation we put upon
them the higher their charges must be.

The St. Paul Gas Light company pays a five per cent.
gross earnings tax, and they are allowed to charge five
cents a thousand more for gas. Plainly this is not a tax on
the company, but a tax on the users of gas. It amounts to
a five and one-half per cent tax on every dollar’'s worth of
gas consumed. The company gets it all back out of the
consumers and makes -a good profit besides.

A large part of the state revenue is collected by a system
of gross earnings taxes from the railways and other public
service corporations.

Of course the charge of these companies must be enough
more to cover all such taxes and a good margin besides.

So far as the earnings of the railways come from the
handling of grain and other farm products, all taxes on these
earnings are taxes on the farmers of Minnesota.

So far as railway earnings are derived from merchandise
brought into the state, the taxes on such earnings are paid
by the final consumers, with a good profit on the tax, not
only to the railways, but to every jobber, wholesaler and
retailer who handles the goods.

Gross earnings taxes are not taxes on these corporations,
but taxes on the people. It is time the people stopped fool-
ing themselves with the idea that they are getting any taxes
out of the railways and these other corporations by this
system.
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Of course if we had no control over their charges, then
any such taxes would be clear gain; but we do have control
over their charges, and so the whole system fails of its
object and taxes the wrong people. More than this it taxes
them far more heavily than if the same amount were raised
by direct taxation.

There is another bad feature of this system that is
usually overlooked. In every city and village in the state
all kinds of street improvements—grading, paving, sewer,
water mains, sidewalks, etc.—are paid for by special assess-
ment against the owner of the abutting property. The rail-
ways escape all this. They also escape all taxes on their
valuable terminal lands, and even on the lands that were
freely given them by the state and the nation to encourage
the building of the roads.

Exemption from these land taxes and special assess-
ments is just so much clear gain to the corporations.

The gross earnings system is a very successful method
of letting the corporations off with no taxes at all, and putting
a double burden on the patrons of the companies and the
consuming public. .

In the session of 1915, Mr. Gilman introduced a resolution
for a committee to investigate the whole gross earnings sys-
tem and report to the next session; but he did not push it
and it never came to a vote.

Natural Sources of Revenue.

The state of Minnesota was wonderfully rich in natural
resources. Its mines and forests and water power were among
the greatest in the world. Its soil the most fertile, and its
locations for great and powerful cities the most desirable.

The forests are largely cut off—gone forever—and we
have a few millionaire lumber barons as the net result.

The minerals are fast going and we are not getting half
what we should. If we could devise a system of taxes that
would reach the royalties that now swell the fortunes of
the mine owners, we would have tapped a source of vast
public revenue. This should be done without delay,—not
by a tonnage tax on the output of the mines, but by a very
heavy tax on the royalties now paid to the fee owners. Such
a tax could not be passed on, but must be paid by the mine
owners themselves.

The enormous value of our water power and the fabulous
wealth in our city lands and lots could be made to yield
much larger revenues to the state if we would cease taxing
industry and increase the taxes on the value of these lands.

As every one knows, these values are created by all the
people, and so far as justice and fair play are concerned, the
whole people ought to have them to meet public needs, in-
stead of permitting them to swell the fortunes of land
grabbers and speculators.

The man who owns the title deed to an iron mine, or
a city lot, or a water power, or to any other part of Nature’s
free gift to the children of men, has no moral nor legal right
to these values that are not due to his efforts, but are due
to the presence and energy, the civilization and moral status
of the whole people.
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The people always have the moral right to change their
system of taxation; and when they shall decide to stop
fining and penalizing themselves for their thrift and in-
dustry, and to take for public use these publicly-created
values, there will not be so many useless millionaires in the’
world; but there will be more useful citizens who can afford
to have decent homes and comfortable surroundings.

Unemployment, Wage Regulation and Taxation.

There is just one natural source of employment in any
community, namely, the land, the resources of nature in
that community. If the land is easy to get for use people
will make farms and gardens on it and employ labor. They

. will erect factories, warehouses and stores on it and employ
labor. They will build homes on it and employ labor. In
fact, no matter to what use the land is put labor must be
employed. You can’t use land without employing labar.

On the other hand, if land is hard to get—if the burden
is so heavy that people cannot afford to put it to use—then
labor will not be employed. It will walk the street vainly
looking for a job. Every idle lot means idle men. If all the
land were held idle, all the people would necessarily be idle
and would soon starve to death.

Now, what has taxation to do with all this? Everything!
Everything! Our present system of taxation lets a man off
easy s0 long as he holds his land idle and thus keeps labor
off of it. The moment he starts to make his land useful and
sets labor to work—he can’t use his land without setting labor
to work—that moment we begin to pile the taxes on him as
if he were a criminal to be fined and penalized.

To illustrate:

A certain enterprising firm of St. Paul has erected on
University avenue a beautiful, commodious building—a gem
of art and convenience—heated, lighted and ventilated in the
most up-to-date fashion. Here, in the midst of beautiful sur-

- roundings, in fresh air and sunshine, they employ about 750
people, mostly young men and women, making useful things,
which are sold in all parts of the civilized world. Because
they are doing this, because they have erected this beautiful
building, assembled here the machinery and materials of in-
dustry, brought here these 750 people and set them to work,
the tax laws of the state of Minnesota compel us to impose
on them every year a fine of over $2,000 on the building and
an additional fine of more than $3,000 on their machinery,
money and credits and on the raw material and finished
products of their industry. This is in addition to the taxes
they pay on their land. This is the fine that we impose upon
them because they are making their land useful and em-
ploying labor on it, instead of holding it idle und keeping
labor off it.

And this is only one case in many thousands in the city
of St. Paul alone. Every city, town and village, every farm
and mine and industry, in the whole country is another case
of the same kind. Everywhere we filne and penalize men
because they put their land to use and employ labor on it.
Everywhere we let men off easy because they hold their land
idle and keep labor off it. And then we stand in amazement



34 The Minnesota Legislature of 1915

- and wonder why workers are idle and wages low. Could
anything be more stupid? Yes, and we do it.

We could make a simple change in our system of taxa-
tion. We could stop fining people for using their land and
employing labor, but we don’t. We could increase the taxes
on those who held their land idle and prevent labor from
working, but we don't.

Instead of this we establish charities, and woodyards,
and souphouses for those that we prevent from working and
earning their own living. Instead of this we pass minimum
wage laws and other meddlesome regulations to compel em-
ployers to pay higher wages than the market price, stupidly
failing to see that low wages are the direct result of idle land
and industry overburdened by taxation. .

If we should relieve this enterprising firm of the annual
fine of more than $5,000, now imposed upon them, because
they are using their land and employing labor—if we should
relieve all industry from the burden of taxation—and increase
the taxes on the forestallers and land grabbers, don’t you sup-
pose wages would rise all along the line, far more than you
can ever force them up by minimum wage laws? And
wouldn’t wages keep on going up and stay up just as we made
it easy to put land to use and employ labor, instead of making
it easy to hold land idle and keep labor out of work?

How long would it be til