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THE DISTRICTS AND WHO REPRESENT THEM

‘1st District, Houston County—
Senator . F. A. Duxbury
Representative F. L. Farley

2nd District, Winona County—
Senator M. J. McGrath
Representatives Charles P. Schuler,
Albert Libera, and Clinton Robinson

3rd District, Wabasha—
Senator L. O. Cooke
Representative Carl 8. Nygren

4ih District, Olmstead—
Senator A. T. Stebbins
Representatives Henry A. Hoffman and
Kerry X. Conley
5th District, Fillmore—
Senator S. A. Nelson
Representatives Thomas Franksou
and John O. Rustad

6th District, Mower—
Senator C. F. Cook
Representatives F. €. J. Ohristie
and Ralph HB. Crane

Tth Districet, Dodge—
Senator ¥. J. Thoe
Representative Finlay MeMartin

gth District, Steele—
Senator Thomas WM. Cashman
Representative Leonard Virtue

oth District, Freeborn—

: Senator B. N. .Anderson
Representatives H. H. Dunn
and Alva Henfon

10th District, Waseca-—
Senator John Moonan
Representative John W. Papke

11th Distriet, Blue Earth—
Senator 8. D. Works .
Representgtives Charles F. Herzberg,
William A. Just and Frank L. Kelly.

12th Distriet, Faribault-—
Senator Frank E. Putnam
Representative W. A. Harding

13th Dist., Martin and Watonwan—
Senator Julius E. Haycraft
Representatives Jos. Davies
and H. A. Saggau

14th District, Jackson and Cottonwood
Senator Andrew C. Olson
Representatives Henry Untiledt
and Elias Warner *

15th District, Nobles and Murray—
Senator 8. B. Bedford ‘
Representative Herman .Nelson

16th District, Roek and Pipestone—
" Benator 8. B. Duea
Representative Harrison White

17th Dist., Lincoln, Lyon and Yellow Medl-
eine—
Senator 0. A. Lende
Representatives XK. (. Skartam,
F. Whiting, and J. N. Johnson
i8th Dist., Lac qui Parle and Chippewa—
Senator 0. G. Dale
Representatives Albert J. Peterson
and P. J. Mettling
19th Dist., Redwood and Browan—
H Senator Frank Clague
Representatives Jos. R. Keefe
and Albert Pfaender
20th District, Nicollet—
Senator Henry N. Benson
Representative Ole Peterson

Edwin

i
i
1

21st District, Sibley—
Senator A. A. Poehler
Representative Geo. A. MacKenzie
22nd District, Renville—
Senator Frank Mdurray
Representatives N, J. Holmberg
and Frank Hopking
23vd District, Meeker—
Senator E. P. Peterson
Representative John A. Sampson
24th District, McLeod—
Senator C. R. Donaldson
Representative G. W. Brown
25th Distriet, Carver—
Senator C. H. Klein
Representative H. R. Diessner
28th Distriet, Scott—
Senator J. A. Coller
Representative J, J. Moriarity
27th District, Le Sueur—
Senator Harry F. Weis
Representatives Geo. H. Denzer
and Martin Schwarts
28tk Distriet, Rice—
Senator F. L. Glotzbach
Representatives F. L. Klemer
and Geo. D. Reed
20th District, Goodhue—
Senator A. J. Rockne '
Representatives Frank Boothroyd, Geo.
H. Voxland, and A. V. Anderson
30th District, Dakota—
Senator Albert Schaller
Representatives W. H. Wescott
and Joseph Peters
31st District, Washington—
Senator Geo. H, Sullivan
Representatives Andrew Anderson
and 0. Hauge
A2nd_District, Chisago, Pine and Kanabog—
Senator V. L. Johnson i
Representatives Henry Rines i
and Henry P. Webb
33rd District, First and Second Wavas, St
Paul—
Senator W, W. Dunn N
Representatives J. A. A, Burnquist
and B. J. Fuchs
34th Dist., Third, Ninth and part of Highth
Wards, St. Paul—
Senator James Handlan
Representatives Henry W, McDonald,
Robert J. Clarke and Thomas J. Greane
35th Dist., Fifth and Sixth Wards, St. Paul—
Senator Peter Van Hoven
Representatives John P. Jelinek
and Jos. J. Hurley
36th Dist., Fourth, Seventh and
Eighth Wards, St. Panl—
Senator James D. Denegre
Representatives J. D, O'Brien
and C. E. Stone
37th Dist., part of Eighth Ward, Tenth and
Eleventh Wards, St. Paul— i
Senator J. M, Hackney |
Representatives Charles N. Orr
and Edwin G. Perry |
38th Dist., First Ward snd part of Third |
Ward, Minneapolis— i
Senator N. A, L’Hergult I
1
1

part of

Representatives M. J. SuMivan
and Peter €. Thielen. :




86th Dist., Second and Ninth Wards, Minne-
apolis and Town of St. Anthony-—
Senator James T. Elwell
Representatives W. F. Kunze
and F. L. Palmer

40th Dist., Fourth Ward, Minneapolis—
Senator Wm. S. Dwinnell
Representatives Wm, A, Fisher and
Charles R. Fowler

41gt Dist., Fifth and Sixth Wards,
apolis——
Senator Geo. P. Wilson
Representatives Thomas Kneeland, John
G. Lennon, John P. Nash, and W .
‘Washburn .
42nd Dist., Seventh, Eleventh and Twelfth
Wards, Minneapolis, Village of Edina
and Towns of Richfield, Bloomington,
Eden Prairie and Village and Town
of Excelsior, Hennepin County-—
Senator Manley L. FFosseen
Representatives Wm. A, Campbell
and Ernest Lundeen

43rd Dist., Eighth and Thirteenth Wards,

Minne-

Minneapolis, and Towns of Corcoran,
Greenwood, Medina, Independence,
Minnetonka, Plymouth, Minnetrista,

Maple Grove, Orono, and Villages Gold-
en Valley, St. Louls Park, West Min-
neapolis, Minnetonka Beach and Way-
zata, Hennepin County—

Senator Carl L. Wallace

Representatives. I.. A. Lydiard

and W. I. Nolan

441h Dist., part of Third Ward and Tenth

Ward, Minneapolis, and Villages of
Crystal, Robbinsdale, Osseo, and Towns
of Crystal Lake, Brooklyn, Charplin,
Dayton, and Hassan, Hennepin Coun-
ty—

Senator John W. Pauly

Representatives Alex McNell

and George M. Nye

‘48th Dist.,, Isanti, Anoka, Mille Lacs and
‘Sherburne Counties, excepting Sev-
enth Ward, St. Cloud—

Senator C. J. Swanson
Representatives Rufus P. Morton, Rob-
- ert C. Dunn, and Andrew Davis |

#6th Dist., Wright—
Senator Geo. C. Carpenter
Representatives August Hafften
and J. I, Lee

47th Dist., Benton County, Seventh Ward,
St. Cloud in Sherburne County, City
of St. Cloud, and Towns of St. Cloud
and LeSauk in Stearns County—
" Senator J. D. Sullivan
Representative L. Wisnjewskl

48th Dist., Morrison and Crow Wing Coun-
ties—
Senator C. D. Johnson
Representatives C. W. Bouck
and L. D. Brown

49th Dist., Seventh and Eighth Wards, City

of Duluth, County of St. Louis, and
all that part of township 49 north, of
range 15 west, not embraced in said
city; all of township 50 north, of
range 15 west, and all that part of
the County of St. Louis lying to the
westward of the range line or the
same extended between ranges 156 and
16 west, in said County—

Senator James P. Boyle

Representatives John A, Healy

and C. T. Knapp.

50th Dist.,, Third, Fifth and Sixth Wards «f
the City of Duluth, County of St.
Youis, and all that part of sajd coun-
ty outside the City of Duluth and ly-
ing between the range line between
ranges 13 and 16 in said County—

Senator Thomas M. Pugh
Representatives Anton Borgen
and Edward R. Ribenack

51st Dist., Counties of Lake and Cook, the

PPirst, Second and Fourth Wards of
the City of Duluth, in the County of .
St. Louis, and all that part of said
County not within said City and lying
to the eastward of the range line be-
tween ranges 18 and 14, or the same
extended {n said County—

Senator H. W. Cheadle

Representatives Chester A. Congdom

and Nels 8. Hillman

52nd Dist., Carlton, Aitkin, Itasca,
ching and Cass Counties—
Senator D. M. Gunn
Representatives C. H. Warner
and T. M. Ferguson

53rd Dist., Hubbard, Wadena and Todd Cowu-
ties—
Senator James Johnston
Representatives Leonard H. Rice
and Wm. T. Stone

54th Dist., Stearns County, except the Olwy
of St. Cloud and towns of 8t. Clow&
and Le Sauk—
Senator J. J. Ahmann
Representatives Frank E. Minette
and A. M. Utecht

55th Dist., Kandiyohi County—
Senator C. W. Odell
Representative C. E. Johnson

56th Dist., Swift and Bigstone Countles—
Senator S, J. Froshaug
Representative Knut Knutson

§7th Dbist.,, Traverse, Grant, and Sieveas
Countfes—
Senator Edward Rustad
Representatives J, E. Peterson
and L. C. Spooner

58th Dist., Pope and Douglas Counties——
Senator C. J. Gunderson
Representatives J. J. Anderson
and Iver J. Lee

39th Dist., Ottertail County—
Senator Ole O. Sageng
Representatives J. T. Johnson,
R. J. Lindberg, Alex Nelson
and H. A. Putpam

60th Dist.,, Wilkin, Clay, and Becker Qeax- !
tles—
Senator C. 8. Marden
Representative Moyle Edwards, 8 ¥X..
Lee, and Philllp 8. Converse

61st Dist., Norman, Beltrami, Clearwater, |
Mahnomen and Red Lake Countlos—
Senator A. L. Hauson
Representatives C. L. Sulernd
and D. P. O’Neill
62nd Dist., Polk County—
Senator John Saugstad
Representatives Kput Aker
and John Holten
83rd  Dist., Marshall,
Counties—
Senator B. E. Sundberg
Representatives Donald Robertsor
and G. H. Mattson

Koocld-

Rosean and Kittoez




THE AUTOMOBILE IN POLITICS.

Master Lewis Langley was speaking. There was conﬁdence, and
scorn, in his voice: “I should say not; ours is a Packard—and it’s got
six.”

That was sufficient to satisfy his inquisitors. A six-cylinder Packard
was patrician in price, appearance and equipment. Its name was one of
standing in the social and commercial world. The possession of such a
ear by the father of the youngster clearly established his right to a place
of prominence among these juvenile elite. For be it known, that was the
issue in the present controversy. This boy was the latest arrival at camp
and the others had been in some doubt as to how to receive him. Ac-
eordingly, they had proceeded to take his measure, using the only in-
fallible standard.

Youn John Percival Lane began the examination with deft indirect-
ness. Pa sold our 1910 Peerless,” he remarked, apropos of nothing in
particular.

“Didn’t it run ” inquired George Thomas, whose slowness of wit
had not enabled him to grasp the real situation.

“Sure!” sneered J. Percival; “but it was old.”

“We've got three—and the trimmest electric for mother,” contrib-
uted Addison Phelps.

Four other small boys issued similar “feelers” which conveyed the
information that their family cars were the Pierce-Arrow, Locomobile,
Stevens-Duryea, and Thomas-Flyer. Still the newcomer was silent and
John Percwal Jones brought the whole matter to a2 head by this crucial
question: “Is yours a Ford?” The answer is recorded above.

Those fifteen boys out for a month in the country ranged in ages
from seven to eleven. They were a lively lot, and for hours I listened,
taking notes. IFrom a careful computation of the composite opinion of
the camp, these conclusions were deduced, and they may be accepted as
fairly reliable:

High priced Automobile of Current Model, Family Standing..100%

High priced Automobile of Last Year’s Model, Family Standmg 50%

Low priced Automobile of Any Model, Faxmly Standing...... 10%

There were no Indians in those woods; no pirates upon the lake;
nothmg save the reflected ideal of money from the home. Above any
boy’s ability to dive, or fight, or climb, was the family motor. That was
the ultimate measure of his standing now. Superiority was no longer
based upon boyish bravery, or suppleness of mind and limb. Towering
over all his playmates, stood the weakest and least imaginative, if per-
chance his father’s auto was most modern and monstrous.

Do I need to suggest that if those boys were men, statesmen, they
would be lured by the same call of commercialism and led, either know-
ingly or unknowingly, by those who possess and have power?

Perhaps we are reaching still a step beyond those boys in our citi-
zenship. At times we seem even to approach the airship age in politics.
The means and methods of administering government have “been typified
by the automobile—on the same plane, but brutally powerful, and too
often indifferent to the needs and aspirations of the plain people. Now
the tendency of politicians and their predatory masters is to rise higher
than the masses. . It is the purpose of this story of legislative life to
point out sorne of the evidences of our political flight above the level
“of fundamental democracy.
all It matters not that aeronauts in the airship of state may curse—and
all.



DEFINITIONS AND INTRODUCTIONS.

1 am attempting nothing new. Every other political epoch since
time began has been marked by the same conflict between special priv-
ilege and the general good. Laws and “the law’s delays” have been the
issue in all the contests of property with patriotism. My story is but
a fleeting incident in the world-old, world-long struggle for equitable
self government. Nor have the chief actors in the drama of government
changed with the centuries. It is only because those who participate in
this play are, for the moment, acting under new titles of stigma or of
honor, that we should seek to identify them:

Special Interests.—Any form or kind of business, with a predatory
purpose, or which gains through public loss, is now known politically
as a special interest. All such institutions thrive upon special privileges
which could not exist without immunities or favors from some depart-
ment of government. Among the special interests which separately or
collectively controlled the Minnesota legislature of 1911 were:

First.—The brewers and allied liquor forces. This most active and
powerful of all special interests in the state directly elected many mem-
bers of both branches and conducted a successful defensive fight against
any and all legislation intended to curtail their business or political op-
erations.

Second.~—The United States Steel Corporation whose selfish interest
in state government consists largely in escaping the payment of mil-
lions in taxes and in continuing its opportunity to secure and exploit our
mineral resources.

Third.—The transportation trust which preys upon the public through
watered stock and extortionate, discriminative rates,

Fourth.—A long list of such corporations as the Twin City Rapid
Transit Company, the Northwestern Telephone Company, the liability
insurance companies and the employers of labor generally. 1 am not
undertaking here to name them all or to designate the legislative axe
each had to sharpen for the public, but only to suggest the existence
and activity of a great diversity of special interests.

These, and all the special interests not suggested, were almost with-
out exception satisfied with conditions as they were. "Their influence
was obstructive and not constructive, The brewery combine was espec--
ially interested in the defeat of county option and a score of other re-
forms dealing directly with the liquor traffic. The steel trust was in the
legislature to see that its ceontribution to the support of the state was
not raised through a tonnage tax or any other method. The “railroad
ring” was on hand to prevent the enactment of a distance tariff law and
a number of minor reforms. The Twin City Rapid Transit Co. appar-
ently accomplished the defeat of the “firemen’s bill” as well as others
which conflicted with their capitalistic desires. These suggestions as to
the special privileges each individual interest had to protect and defend
against reform legislation is incomplete but sufﬁcient to give just a flash-
light of general uondmons The “time exposure” showing more of de-
tails, will follow in subsequent chapters.

For the present, keep this main fact in mind: The success of in-
dividual special interests in killing bills in which they were directly and
selfishly concerned, which aggregated a large number, many of the high-
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est importance, was in itself of small consequence when compared with,
the power and potency of their combined opposition to all fundamental
measures which would endanger them by giving larger political oppor-
tunities to the people. Led by the corrupt brewery combine, all the
special interests accomplished the defeat of every vital reform affecting
the corporations, save one. A partial list of defeated reforms includes:

The initiative and referendum.

The Sulerud constitutional amendment bill,

The recall.

Woman’s suffrage.

. The Oregon plan of a corrupt practices act, with publicity-
pamphlet.

6. Extension of primary to state officers,

7. Selection of presidential delegates by popular vote.

8. Employers’ liability act.

9. Civil service.

10. The income tax.

No special interest could ever gain and maintain an advantage over*
the people without the assistance of ignorant or unscrupulous politicians.
Predatory corporations and politicians travel together. It is not pos-
sible for any department of government to be “controlied” through ex-
terior agencies alone. Graft from without must always be coupled with
some sort of grasping from within—which brings us to the second larg-
est fact in Iaw-making,

The Reactionary—One who, by opposing a larger scope and scheme -
of democracy, represents the special interests. 1t does not matter about
the motive or compensation. Some reactionaries serve special interests
honestly because, torylike, they have no faith in the people and are op-
posed to giving them greater political power. Others serve the special
privilege class ignorantly, being mere tools of the system. But most
reactionaries are paid for their services—some in flattery, some in antic-
ipated or fulfilled ambitions, some in local appropriations, some in po-
litical preferment or plunder, some in campaign expenses, some in busi-
ness or professional opportunities—it does not matter how. The point-
is that the reactionary, or standpatter, or obstructionist, represents i
politics the special interests and not the people. :

Professional Politician—Omne who in his acts and inclinations adds
to the special interest work of the reactionary the element of personal
and political plunder. “Hold-up” legislation, brewery banquets, the
guarding of clocks and legislative extravagance in its manifold ramifica-
tions are indications of this class.

These inseparable associates (1) the special interests, and (2) their
legislative allies, the reactionaries and professional politicians, have been
the leading anti-democratic influences in Minnesota law-making for many
vears. But at this last session two somewhat unusual elements became
conspicuous and powerful. They were various executive departments
of the state government, and a number of defeated and discredited for-
mer members of both House and Senate.

State Departments—The reactionary legislative influence of several
state officials can hardly be overstated. Emissaries close to Governor
Eberhart lobbied against practically all progressive reform measures.
The Secretary of State stood in with the reactionaries sufficiently to.
escape with political plunder and have his illegal acts condoned. The |
insurance depariment was also whitewashed and retained its authority

OB NN e
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to contribute substantially to the state and federal machine by the ap-
pointment of Tom, Dick and Harry as inspectors whose chief aim in
office was too often the serving of big politicians higher up. The Rail-
road and Warehouse Commission secured added political opportunity to
serve the reactionary state machine by the Nash weights and measures
law which gives the board arbitrary authority to appoint and regulate
a horde of inspectors. The Highway Commission gained in the same
way through the R. C. Dunn bill providing for the appointment of many
engineers or overseers of highways—and politics. There was also the
State Board of Health which had to ward off an investigation and fur-
ther attempted to influence the legislature to destroy more local rightsin
sanitation matters, bestowing them upon itself, with the result that more
political positions would have been available.

These are only straws to indicate the general direction and velocity
of the political wind. Like the special interests, several state depart-
ments had things to cover up, and they desired also to enlarge their
fields of operation, politically and otherwise. These departments, with
all their appointees and beneficiaries, comprised a powerful combination.
Its forces were employed both to defend and extend its own machinery.
Add this political army, wisely generaled, commissaried and equipped
at public expense, to the special interest camp and it is indeed wonder-
ful that the insurgents developed as much strength as they did.

“Alumni Coaches.”—In order to understand this new element, its
origin and results, a brief biennial review is necessary.

The session of 1909 was characterized by a combination which at
all times controlled for the corporations and politicians. A record of
men and measures was collected by the Minnesota Citizens’ League and
circulated as generally as limited means would allow. The publicity thus
secured, together with other reform influences, resulted directly in the
retirement or defeat of a large majority of the members of the old spe-
cial interest-professional politician machine which had been kept intact
for years in the legislature. A number of such senators and representa-
tives retired voluntarily, most of them through fear of facing their bad
records. This list includes Senators E. E. Smith, J. F. Calhoun, W. A.
Hinton and D. S. Hall, and Representatives Burdett Thayer, W. A. No-
lan, John Zelch, L. H. Johnson, Hugh N. Allen, J. A. Gates and sev-
eral others of their political class. Added to these voluntary elimina-
tions, the following machine members were defeated at the primaries:
Senators A. S. Campbell, V. B, Seward, S. F. Alderman, E. S. Durment,
C. A. Johnson, P. R. Vail and J. E. C. Robinson; and Representatives
John Dalzell, Dr. J. H. Dorsey, F. E. Nimocks, F. B. Wright, Elmer A.
Kling, Jos. Friedman, Henry Emmel, Alwin Rowe. T. J. Brady. Hub-
bard Carey, R. L. Mork and others.

The general election, November 8th, eliminated practically all the
remaining members of the old stand- -pat machine. Senators A. D. Ste-
phens, George R. Laybourn, George D. French and Ray G. Farrington
were defeated; and Representatives R. J. Wells, Frank T. White, F. E.
Gartside, Otis F. Doyle, and Oscar F. Christensen also fell by the way-
side.

The 1911 session started with that advantage for the people over its
immediate predecessor—the loss of the shrewdest and most extreme re-
actionaries. That is how and where the “alumni system of coaching”
was ushered in. The interests had lieutenants in the legislature, but the
real generals were those who directed events from the outside. The “fine
work” of leadership was accomplished in hotel conferences by some of
the defeated, discredited manipulators of the previous session. OQOther-
wise the results would have been different—and more democratic.
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Insurgent.—One who places principle above party. A group of such
progressives, a minority in both branches, were opposed to all the forces
and influences of the special interests. These insurgents refused to obey
the dictates of “senatorial courtesy” or any form of political convention-
ality when the welfare of the public was at stake. They hewed to the
line at all times, being unmoved by any consideration of friendship, flat-
tery, appropriations or patronage.

* *® x

Now that the chief actors have been presented, we are ready to
proceed with the play. Logically, the first appearance should be that of
the Speaker of the House. His is the pivotal position in both cast and
action. But in this case the regular order of the play shall be reversed.
In the next few chapters I shall discuss certain effects due almost di-
rectly to the election of the Speaker favored by the special interests and
professional politicians and then consider the cause itself, the Speaker-
ship. Let the curtain rise—upon a scene of political rapacity unpreee-
dented in the history of the state. .




CHAPTER 1.
ABOUT THE PLUNDERBUND.

I paused here on the threshold of the story to sharpen my pencil.
That operation was productive of more than a pencil point; it suggested
a view point from which to approach this study of the session. As I
whittled with my humble blade, I wondered about the 708 pocket knives
bought by the last legislature. Although naturally not suspicious, I
dropped into speculation as to whether or not that number of knives
was actually purchased; and I further reflected as to whether it would
be more unpatriotic to purchase only a semi-legitimate number—enough
to supply each of the 120 House members and 63 senators—and have
the people pay for 708, or actually to buy 708 and apportion 525 of them
among the pockets of petty politicians. Were as many bought as were:
paid for? If so, where did they go? Who profited by the profligacy?

It was not alone a matter of knives, it was everything—fountain
pens, 499 of them at an average cost of $3.13, and other items in pro-
portionate price and quantity. Did this situation represent graft or only
the grossest extravagance? I shall not attempt to answer, but will open
the portals of plunder and let you wander among the facts and figures
to your own conclusion.

BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE,

When the session assembled each member found upon his desk a
large pasteboard box containing a great variety of things—some station-
ery, a knife, fountain pen, paste, ink, etc, etc. The vouchers for this
assortment, known legislatively as “the batch,” conveyed the informa-
tion that the purchases were made by the Secretary of State and “author-
ized by law.” “The batch” for both branches included 282 fountain pens
—a hundred more than sufficient to supply the members—and 288 pocket
knives. It is only justice to the Chief Clerk of the House and the Sec-
retary of the Senate, who made the later purchases of supplies, to give
in detail what Mr. Schmahl bought, although it does make the subsequent
acquisition of fountain pens and pocket kmves seem slightly unnecessary.
“The batch” was made up as follows:

Houston Pen Co. MeClain & Gray Co.
282 fountain pens ................ $846.90 12qts. dink ... L., §$10.00
The Great Western Ptg. Co. 18 doz. erasers .................. 37.50
216 boxes rubber bapds ........... $84.24 ldgts. ok ...l 9.30

24 gross rubber bands .. 60.60 15 gts, library paste............. 9.38
18 gross rubber bands . 16,92 240 gerateh pads .................. 27.60
50 1bs. twine 10.00 216 pen holders .................. 8,92
3,000 blotters .. 10.00 216 pen holders 6.30
17 reams paper ........ .. 80.76 216 blue pencils 9.55
6 reams bond paper .. 9.00 216 peneils . ...l 7.40
5 reams DAPEL ..............ones 62,00 Sgi nens ?8(0)
Louis F. Dow Co. pens 3.9
150 paper bOXeS .................. $27.00 gg pens - é-"o
250 paper bLoxes X 730000 pens ......... e Ni.i3
200 boxes of fastener 15,00  Brown, Treacy & Spervy Co.
200 paper box fasteners 18.00 288 pecket knives $011 92
264 packages pins .... Lo 22,00 216 wire baskets .. 64.80
20 doz. hottles paste ............. 60.00 ;?Jg gencils N .. Zg gg
McGill Warner Co. oxes clips 20
900 bill and journal files........ $1,682.30 240 rulers ....... 80.00
50,000 letterheads 250.00 390 paper boxes 64.40
48,500 envelopes ...... . Lo 21728 Union BRrass & Metal Co.
2,000 “An act’’ sheets .......... 50.00 24 brass card holders................ $38.40

Total cost of ‘‘the bateh,” $4,494.61,

Average per member,

$24.99,
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If the supposition of Representative J. T. Johnson (referred to
later) as to fountain pens is true, and the same “liberal” price was paid
for other things in “the batch,” the state might have been saved $1,797.84
of its total cost. If unnecessary items had been eliminated almost all
of that $4,494.61 bill could have been saved.

January 3d, the opening day of the session, W. F. Kunze offered this
usual resolution, which was adopted by a vote of 96 to 1:

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk be, and is hereby, instructed to purchase such supplies
u8 are necessary for expediting the business of the House, including a copy of the anno-
tated statutes.

That constituted the Chief Clerk’s license to do the things which we
are to consider in this chapter. * A similar resolution was adopted in the
Senate, giving to the Secretary of that body the same opportunity. Some

“of their phenomenal purchases are grouped, the items included in “the

batch”™ by the Secretary of State being indicated by a star:
y
POCKET KNIVES FOR THE HOUSE.
No. bought Price paid Date paid

Brown, Treacy & Sperry Coovirniniiiin e eiiinnnn ”192 < $341.28 Jan. 23
Louis I'. Dow Co. ..., . 21.00 Jan. 3¢
McGill Warner Co. .. .. 24 54.00 Feb. 2
McGill Warner Co. ......... Lo 42 53.50 Feb. 2
Brown, Treacy & Speu'y Co. .. 36 41.60 Feb. 2
Louis ¥. Dow Co. . 60 150.00 Feb. 8
Louis F. Dow Co. 12 30.00 Feb. 8
MceGill Warner Co. o.ovtiitiit e 72 150.00 JApr. 15
Total8 . et 443 $841.28

POCKET KNIVES FOR THE SENATE.
No. bought Price paid Date paid

Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co. ....ovoviiivienn. . . %96 $170.64 Jan. 23

McGill Warner Co. .. . 72 106.00 Jan. 26

MecGill Warper Co. .. 48 62.00 Feb. 20

McGill Warner Co. ......... oo 12 13.50 Feb. 20

Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co. ....oviiiiiiiiiiienninnn. 36 41.50 Apr. 19
TOtRIS  viirei e iy 264 $393.64

Four hundred and forty-four pocket knives for 120 House members
and 264 pocket knives for 63 Senators! Who got the rest? Even if
every employee of both branches, all the “alumni coaches” and brewery
lobbyists were supplied there would still be several hundred to be ac-
counted for. And there are citizens of the state who even maintain that
lawgivers themselves should not be supplied with knives at the expense
ot the people any more than they should be given socks, shaving sets
or manicure machinery.

FOUNTAIN PENS FOR THE HOUSE.
Bought from No. bought Price paid Date paid
Houston Pen Co. §$564.60 Jan. 23

Louis F. Dow Co. 9.00 Jan. 80
Houston Pen Co. .... 144.00 Feb, 2
MeGill Warner Co. 100.00 Feb. 2
McGill Warner Co. 8.75 Feb. 2
Louis F. Dow Co. 30.00 Feb. 17
Louis F. Dow Co. 29.50 Apr., 15
Louis ¥. Dow Co. 21.00 Apr. 15
McGill Warner Co. 106.25 Apr. 15
Houston Pen Co. 144.00 Apr. 18
Louis F. Dow OCo. 6.50 Apr. 22
Totals ... ... ... . $1,163.66
FOUNTAIN PENS FOR SENATE.

Bought from No. bouaht Price patd Date paid
Houston Pen €o. ...ttt iieiiiianeans 94 $282.00 Jan. 20
MecGill Warner Co. . 20 ©66.00 Keb. 20
MceGill Warner Co. o 8,45 Mar. 31
MecGill Warner Co. 2 4.00 Mar. 33
Houston Pen Co. 12 36.00 Apr. 15

Dotale e et 13 $897 2'»
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When one remembers that the Secretary of State was very gener-
ous, perhaps even profligate, supplving 99 more fountain pens than was
necessary to equip all the members of both branches, a query or two
becomes pertinent. Why did the Chief Clerk of the House and Secre-
tary of the Senate subsequently buy 211 more fountain pens, and to
whom were they given?

I am indebted to Representative J. T. Johnson for some illuminat-
ing facts concerning the price paid. Mr. Johnson did not think the state
was getting quite value received for its pen expenditures and he wrote
to the Houston Pen Company for a price on what he decided was the
identical pen used by the commonweath in such generous quantities.
He solicited this information, not as a legislator, but as the proprietor
of a drug store at Fergus Falls. The Houston Pen Company quoted
him a wholesale price of $1.80 each with 2% off for cash, and “a hand-
some oak, plate glass display case” if two dozen were ordered at one
time. The House and Senate in some way utilized 390 of these Houston
pens at $3.00 each.

SHEARS AND SCISSORS.

The detailed account of legislative expenditures in this direction is

interesting and instructive. Study the items. The House comes first:

Bought from No. bought Price paid Date paid
Louis F. DOW 0. vvvvreriiritirnainenananinsnonsnres 1 pr. $2.75 Jan. 80
Pioneer Co. ........ . 48 pr. 60.00 Teb. 2
Mewill Warner Co. ........ 87 pr. 68.25 Feb. 2
Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.. ... 86 pr. 38.00 Feb. 2
Louis F. Dow Co. .evuvunnnnn . 12 pr. 75.00 Feb. 8
Louis F. Dow Co. ... e ... 8 opr. 13.50 Feh. 8

Totals . .vviiiiiiini it i i 187 $257.50
SHEARS AND SCISSORS FOR SENAT v

Bought from No. bought = Price pald Date paid
Wallblom Furniture €Co. +.vvvevnriviiiiiininiinein 1 pr. $0.95 Jan. 6
McGill Warner Co. ...... s 3 pr. 5.28 Jan, 22
Pioneer Co. ....... . 24 pr. 20.00 Jan. 22
MecGill Warner Co. 24 pr. 30.00 Feb. 8
MeGill Warner Co. . e ... 12 pr. 7.50 Feb. 20
McGill Warner Co. .. e 2 pr. 3.50 Mar. 31
Ploneer Press CO. ..cuvviniinvnnnanrunaeensnernnennas 1 pr. 1.00 Apr. 18

Totals .. ..ciuiiiii i i i 67 pr. $78.20

STATIONERY FOR THE PRESENT AND POSTERITY.

The followmg items of statlonery were purchased for the House,
enly the printer, quantity and price being given:

McGill Warner Co. 1,000 letterheads ................ 10.00
30,000 letterheads 150 cnvelopes ...viiiiiiieiaea.n 4.50
20,000 envelopes
10,000 envelopes

1,000 letterheads
1,000 envelopes
1,000 letterheads
1,000 envelopes
10,000 letterheads
10,000 envelopes ....
20,600 letterheads .

Louis F. Dow Co.
132,000 letterheads
132,000 envelopes

7,000 letterheads
7,000 envelopes
1,000 envelopes
1,000 letterheads
1,000 envelopes

20,000 envelopes 87.50 1,000 letterbeads
The Senate used, or in time expects to use:
McGill Warner Co. 75,000 letterheads ................ 112.50
20,000 letterheads ................ $100.00 80,000 envelopes
18,500 envelopes .... .. 97.25 5,000 envelopes .
10,000 letterbeads 50.00 4,000 letterheads and envelopes.... 60.00

2 doz. envelopes ..... 1,10 Embossed stationery .............. 20.00
3,000 second sheets . 6.75 6,000 letter heads ... 39.00 .
7,500 envelopes . ....... ... 32.50 700 envelopes .... 8.50
11,000 letterheads . 55.00 5,000 letterheads .................. 25.00
6 doz. envelopes ......... Lo 4.20 Louis F. Dow Co.

Note heads and envelopes. . 187.50 10,000 letterheads

80,000 letterheads ....... . 400.00 10,000 envelopes «.ovvnnveernanrans $140.00

Total for stationery for House rmd Senate ........ Ceieedsensarrereeanas N $5,726.80
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SORATCH PADS EXHIBIT,
The item indicating that the state paid as high as forty cents each
for scratch paper pads revives one'’s inclination to stop and moralize a
tittle. These were for both branches:
Louis F. Dow Co. Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.

pateh DPAAS ...oiiiiiiiaie..s . 36 scratch pads $6.28

200 seratch pads 8000 7y serateh pads 10.40

MeGill Warner Co. 75 scratch pads 15.00
48 serateh pads ...l 6.00 McClain Gray Co.

212 geratch pads ..............e 21.50 240 scrateh pads .............. ... $27.60

OFFICE FURNITURE.

The following items of furniture were purchased by the Chief Clerk
of the House of Representatives, only the dealer, article and price being

given:

Gribben Lumber Co. . 1stand  ....iiaiiiiiiiii
Mahogany desk and chair.......... $125.00 1 table ......

Louis F. Dow Co. 1 hat rack
I £ < S $480.00 McGill Warner Co.
1 desk .. 70.00 Tehair ..t 17.50
1 desk 75.00 2 chairs .. 25.00
2 desks . 160.00 1 chair 7.50
1desk ............0 75.00 4 desks 345.00
8 chairs, 11 filing cases 218.00 2 desks . 112.50
2 file cases .....iieeaa. 38.00 1 desk ......... 35.00
20 file cases ..... 120.00 1 desk and chair 37.60
15 transfer files 90.00 1 cabinette ....... 40.00
24 chairs ........ 108.00 2 tables ..... 80.00
1 chair 12.00 1 ehafr ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie., .50
1 chair 16.00 —_—
G ehalrs ...l $60.00 Total for House furnituvre....$2,392.5¢

The Senate furniture consisted of three dozen chairs purchased from
the Wallblom Furniture Co. for $90.00. There was some difference be-
tween the two branches in this particular and I asked an old timer why
the upper body bought so much less. He said it was probably because
less of the Senate furniture used at the previous session had been
stolen—which brings us to the delicate question: What has become of
the property bought biennially for the legislature? Did it wear out in
four months or have spigot statesmen been accustomed to ship it home?
Most of the furniture bought at this session was saved to the state. This
ggs due largely to the different insurgent resolutions- safeguarding sup-

ies.

Representative Kerry E. Conley compiled a partially complete list
of the incidental supplies purchased, articles which should not have been
used up, with the price paid, which follows:

2 stamp affixers .......... .. 0023100, 6 doz. heavy tumblers ............. 3.00
1 protectograph ............... .. 85.00 3 large willow baskets ... 2.8
§ cut glass fnk wells ...... 15.00 3 heavy butcher baskets .. 7.60
8 file sections ............. 15.00 1 doz. turkey dusters .... 12,00
4 doz. perfection ollers .... 3.00 6 heavy galvanized pails .. 8.80
8 flexible rulers 4.50 1 doz. cuspldor brushes .. 1.20
MecGill’s fasteners 70.00 3 mop pails and ringers 8.26
1 inkwell mat .........000.0 1.50 1 doz. dust pans ......... .. 3.00
1 Webster’s pencil sharpener 8.00 1 hair brush for Speaker.. 1.50
1 Hotchkiss machine ....... 2.25 1 comb for Speaker ...... 76
4 doz. large wire baskets. 48.00 12 rubber mats ...... 6.00
4 doz. pr. shears ......... 60.00 3 Hoor brushes .........coeuuunes “o.. B20
2 eyelet presses 0.00 Halr brush and comb for C. Clk... 2.25
1 document case .. 7.50 1 carpet sweeper .............. vee. o 8,00
3 pra. shears .......occoveven 5.25 2 doz. Tubber mats ...........00... 12.00
1 Webster pencil sharpener 3.50 15 doz. inkwells ..... 126.00
1 dating machine ... 5.00 24 cuspidors ..... 66.0¢
1 doz. letter files . 5.00 12 clipless fasteners . 42.00
1 water pitcher ..... 3.50 1 branding Iron ..... .o 812,00 -
% cut glass pitcher . 4.00 10 copy holders ........... . 25.00
1 mirror ..... [ . 2.25 8 cut glass red ink wells.. . 12,08
1 cut glass ink stand . 7.5 3 Maxim moisteners 1.50
86 India water Jugs ... 23.40 2 cuspidors  ........... . 8.08
8 nlekel TPLFS . oovviniieiniinaaann 1.50 1 doz. Challenge eyelets 36.66
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1 doz. flexible rulers .............. 12.00 8 doz. tumblers ............ ... ..., 4.50
{ flexible ruler ...... 1.00 2 doz. hair brushes . 24.00
3 Ideal copy holders 6.00 2 hotel carpet sweepers .. 9.50
1 doz. No. 1232 cuspidors 27.00 6 large water jugs ....... 8.00
4 doz. Pico letter files .. 20.00 2 doz. clothes Dbrushes 24.00
1 doz. Perfect oilers ... 3.00 3 shoe blacking boxes . 9.75
2 No. 794 wire baskets 2.00 8 pieces cleaning cloth. 10.50
83 rubber stamps ........ 22.50 1 doz. mop heads ..... 1.80
1 Triumph eyelet punch . 2.50 1 hatehet .......... g5
1 Superior postal scale ............. 2.50 1 doz. hair brushes 13.80
1 No. 50a Bates numbering machine. 15.00 1 ¢6-£t. step ladder .. N6
2 doz. Seng Busch Ink stands........ 48.00 2 carpet sweepers 6.00
2 letter filex ........... 1.60 1 doz. waste baskets 9.50
1 water pltcher 3.00 12 hook shelves ..... 6.00
6 glasses ....... 3.38 3 telephone brackets 15.00
1 ebony gavel ....... 1.25 10 machine fasteners 30.00
2 doz. pr. 8-in. shears 20.00 12 clipless fasteners 42.00
8 carpet Sweepers ...........0000.. 22.50 4 clipless fastemers ................ 14.00

The item, “1 branding iron,” may prove puzzling. When his atten-
tion was called to that twelve dollar expenditute one of the insurgents
suggested that it might have been purchased for the purpose of putting
the brewery sign on Clinton Robinson or J. N. Johnson. At any rate,
it must have had some use, for according to Mr. Conley’s checking it was
stolen with the other stuff.

Mr. Conley sent the above list to the custodian at the capitol, with
the request that that official check the articles which had been given
into his keeping after the session adjourned, as all supplies and furniture
should be. Of the entire list published above only the following articles
were left behind, according to the checking of the custodian:

Six cut glass ink wells, protectograph, 23 out of four dozen large
wire baskets, six nickel trays, 13 out of six dozen heavy tumblers, 1 out
of a dozen turkey dusters, two out of three willow baskets, 1 out of six
pails, one dozen cuspidor brushes, one out of three mop pails and wring-
ers, 9 out of a dozen dust pans, one out of three floor brushes, 32 out
of 15 dozen ink wells, 6 out of twelve clipless fasteners, 6 out of ten copy
holders, 10 out of 12 cuspidors, 12 out of four dozen letter files, 3 out of
six carpet sweepers, 4 out of 24 clothes brushes, six cleaning cloths, 5
out of a dozen mop heads, one dozen waste baskets, and two out of
four clipless fasteners.

* * %

The following purchases, only a part of the total number, are none

of them included in any of the lists already published in this chapter:

Iouis F. Dow Co.
Baskets and cuspidors
Typewriter paper
130 bottles of ink..
6 felt mats ....
12 ink wells

........... 814

12 mucilage holders
6 envelope openers
1 index memo

3 calendars .
24 bottles of ink .
1

2

10

1.

ledger
record books
reams paper
roll drawing paper
Record books and typewriter
1 bottle Ink ............ ... ...
Typewriter paper, ete
T2 envelope openers
24 boxes eyelets
Typewriter oil
5 doz. erasers
Carbon. paper
1 inkwell
1 red ink bottle
File boxes, etc
98 envelope openerd

10 reams paper ................... 25.00
3 copy holders 6.00
720 pencils 40.00
72 pencils 8.70
10 boxes carbon .. 50.00
50 reams paper .. 175.00
5 M staples 5.08
288 penecils 12.00
100 note books .. 10.00
144 erasers LN 21.69
144 elips .......... 14.40
24 bottles of Ink ................ $5.90
Frank P. Dufresne
Annotated statotes ............... 786.50
Minnesota Law Book Co.
2 sets Digest ..................... 10.00
H1. C. Boyeson Co.
supplies ... .o 4.60
T.onis ¥. Dow Co,
8 boxes earbon paper.. 40.00
11 boxes paper ........ 44.00
1DboX PemB ...ivviiiiiiiiaa 1.06

I'ritz & Cross
120 perforated pads .
R 1lbs. rubber bands................

:
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. Pioneer Press Co.
8 M clips
12 calendars
13 qts. ink
24 typewriter records
12 typewriter brushes
12 bottles oil
¢ ink wells ..
24 blotters
24 pkgs. pins ...
24 boxes clips ....
6 paper weights
2 boxes carbon

.

PN HOIAHIRNWRRKEOD®

SHEkEE33533333

24 ink wells .......iceiiiiniiae 2
6 boxes carbon ..........caenenin 2
1 box pens .50
72 pencils ...... 50
864 rubber bands 10
6 EIASEIB +e.cversianeaoecaarenans .00
MeGill Warner Co.
5 boxes rubber bands ............ 25.00
24 red ink bottles ...... 6.00
36 ink stands ..... 9.00
Kuife cases 2.&20
8 spindles ..... .60
2 boxes carbon ........ 9.50
2 numbering® machines 20.00
1 quart mueilage ...... .15
1 quart Ink ....o..iieiiiiieiens 1.00
156 peneils ... ..l 7.00
1 box typewriter paper 2?_(_)
3 stamp pads ... 1.75
1 ring book .. 2.50
1 eyelet press ........ ..o 2.50
1 doz. boxes eyelets . 2.25
6 boxes paper ....... 5.00
6 memo books 1.50
24 DOXES PAPEL suvr.venacrariiaons 6000
i2 boxes carbon ... 60.00
20 pkgs. toilet paper .. 18,09
1 dater ........000.en 25
1 arm rest .... 1.00
84 pen holders ... 5.25
B4 GFASEIS ovsiurnorocrsarcanrrens 6.55
888 blotters .........iciaeeiiiiannn 2.50
24 noté hooks 2.50
4 rubber rulers 1.00
8 boxes fasteners 1.40
4 boxes ping ..... .40
1 doz. erasers 7.20
6 copy holders ..... 18.00
1 pocket dictionary .............. .25

Henry E. Wedelstaedt
10 boxes carbon
10 reams paper
12 memo books

Less 2 per cent.

MeGill Warner Co.

Error in bill
Louis . Dow Co.
+ 11 copy holders

40 reams paper

20 boxes carbon
copy holders
punches

10 boxes eyelets

15 boxes bands ...
6 dictionaries
Record books

MeGill Warner Co.
Note books, ete

Walter Salinger

aw

Bngrossing Clapp election certificate 48.50
Manheimer Bros.
3 cut glass pitchers, 6 glasses and
1 mirror .....eeeiiieniianan 2.10
Brown, Treacy & Sperrr Co. -
1qt. ink ... 1.50
8.50

84 penholdera

MeGill Warner Co.

6 Gross Dens ......iieeiiaaL....,
14 bottles mucilage
144 pencils
Knife cases

20 bottles paste ............
48 boxes rubber bands ......
9 M typewriter paper......
2qgts. Ink .......iL...L.

1 M typewriter paper ...
Sponges and cups .....
10 boxes carbon paper ....
10 reams typewriter paper...
1 binder ..................
1 env. distributor .
Pen rack and ecards...............
Wallblom Furniture Co.
48 brooms ........i.eeeionnn
36 boxes blacking
2 shoe brushes
24 combs ,.......
doz. sponges
doz. cakes soap
boxes nickel polish
chamois skins ......
doz. sapolio and soap.
scrubbing brushes
24 boxes ghoe blacking .
12 gross matches
J. D. Neusame
1 DOX eraso ...vaevnrvnnnnnninaa.,
Louis ¥, Dow Co.
Paper eclips
Carbon paper .......
Typewriter paper
Lead pencils
1 filing case
1 record ......ovviiiiiiiieiii..
150 memo books stamped in gold..
8. H. Drumm
Services Wisconsin boundary case..
Dr. Eshelby
Medical services
Mark B. Dunnel .
3 sets Minnesota Digest............
John G. Lennon
Contest expenses
John P. Nash
Contest expenses
R. J. Clarke
Contest expenses

-t
=R R S LY

4+ M pocket manuals ..............
1,600 of same stamped in gold
600 lettered in gold with member’s
TAMEC  vvevverensinnronsseennns
2 M auditor reports...............
¥rank B. Dufresne
Law books .....coviiiiiiiiiiiia,
Louis F. Dow Co.
48 boxes carbon
15 boxes files ....
2 bottles ink
drushes and tacks ..
Drawing paper
2 Shannon boards
20 1bs. rubber bands ...
20 boxes paper .i......
2 rulers ....... e
Rent adding machine
1.440 lead pencils
24 sheets carbon
4 rolls adding paper
Shamion boards, ete
1 perforater
144 bottles ink ..
500 sheets paper .
3 dust files .
8 hoxes eyelets ....
120 boxes fasteners

3.00
35.00
§5.00
T1.50
37.50
18.00

6.00

300.60
225.00

15.00

60,00
251.00
250.00
250.00

950.00
720.00

170.00
312.60

46.00

220.00
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2 rolls adding paper ............ .
80 reams PAPET .v.eivirrarrareens !
12 boxes Smead envelopes..... .
15 reams paper ........... 60.00
5 boxes carbon ... 25.00
1 Challenge press . 3.60
Miscellaneous ..... 2.85
130 letter files .. 65.00
200 scored cards .... 3.50
10 M gallery tickets . 20.00
Cards and paper ........... 6.50
80 boxes typewrlter paper . 120.00
12 bottles ink ............. 3.00
Typewriter supplies 10.00
20 reams carbon ..... 100.00
1 box Smead files ...... 7.60
Roosevelt visit expenses ............ 11.25
Walter Salinger
Bngrossing resolutions ............ 81.25
McGill Warner Co.
1 doz, DOXES ....ieiiiiiiiniianns X
28 boxes paper ... X
1 rubber stamp ... .
10 boxes ecarbon .
" Knife cases ....... 6.
82 record books . .
1 gtamp rack ... .
iPruler ........... B
Stamps, pads, ete. . X
24 binders v.o.eieeeiiiiinniienan .. .
v 24 pen filllers, rubber bands, ete.... 30.95
87.50

1 M. “An act” sheets.,..........
4 reams legal cap ... .
15 reams MSS covers

Hplm & Olson

Flowers for Roosevelt reception.... 100.00

Flowers for Fisher funeral......... 38.50

Desk decorations for Fisher funeral 26.50
Hlghland Spring Co.

1745 gal. spring water............ 87.2%
Blk Laundry Co. '

Washing towels ............... ... 189.04
Frank Dufresne

Annotated statutes ............... 162.560
Wallblom Furniture Co.

8 mop pails, ete. ...........t ... 825

§ clothes brushes ... .. 6.00

1 tack hammer ..... 25

1 doz. dust pans .... 3.00

1 doz, feather dusters 12.00

24 rubber mats ...... 12.00

2 cuspidor brushes .40

3 clothes taskets ... 2.85

3 butcher baskets ... 7.50

24 faney Jugs ....... 10.80

10 large fancy jugs .00

36 halr brushes ...... 36.00

1 comb and brush . 2.25

8 large sponges ...

3 floor brushes

§ doz. towels ....... 2

1 doz. rubber mats .

1 doz. nickel polish .

24 mateh safes .......

2 bolts cleaning cloth
2.doz. cakes sapolio ..
4 scrubbing brushes ..
8 brass water bowls .
1 doz. ‘willow baskets
2 cut glass jugs
4 cut glass tumblers ..
3 doz. whisk brooms ...
12 nickel trays

5 doz, tumblers ...
8 carpet sweepers
1,728 boxes matches ..
168 caken toilet soap ..
24 brooms
6 pails

b el Lol
BEPADWROARO, BRB, HEae

8838383538358k

1 doz. mop heads .............un. 1.2¢
48 boxes shoe blacking.. 4.80
6 shoe blacking brushes 2,10
36 combs with chains... 2.00
144 lead pencils ...... 5.50
1 doz. rubber erasers ... .69
2 boxes rubber bands .. 1.40
2 chamois skins ...... 3.7¢
2 doz. brass cuspidors 21.60
3 rulers ......ii0eln .45
72 peuncil sharpeners 9.00
120 peneil holders ......... 15.00
6 hair brushes with chains... 7.50
Serew eyes, picture hooks, ete. R

36 bars S0aps .....-v.0e... 1.80
1 hamper ....... .. 1.26
6 nickel trays ......... .. 1.50
1 large waste basket 1.20
1 case toilet paper 9.75
Rental on 4 desks .. 40.00
Rental on 5 lockers ... .. 15,00
1 doz waste baskets .............. 9.00
MeGill Warner Co.
78 letter files .....cccieniiiiiii. 33.00
§00 manuscript covers .. 5.00
1 U. 8. dater ........... 30
Rubber bands ..... 10.00
5 doz. note books .. £.00
1 doz. penholders 5
2 gross pens ...... 3.00
24 typewriter erasers . 2,50
12 rubber rulers ........ 2.50
1 doz. paper fasteners .. 18.00
8 boxes staples ,....... 1.80
72 lead pencils ........... 3.25
6 boxes typewriter paper 15.00
1 penecil sharpener ........ 3.50
6 spindles ........-... .60
2 boxes carbon paper... 9.6¢
1 numbering machine 15.00
1 dating machine . 5.00
1 qt. muecllage 1.50
1 qt. Ink ....... 1.00
72 lead pencils ..... 8.25
8 mucllage bottles ...... .76
1 box typewriter paper . 2.50
1 postal scale .......c...oivaninnn 2.50
The Pioneer Company
1 Eross Pens .....cccevecanonanasn 1
2 arm rests .. 1
72 lead pencils 3
72 rubber bands 2
€ steel erasers ........ 6.
12 typewriter brusbes 3.
12 ofl cans ..... P 3
12 bottles oil 2
6 ink wells . 3.
24 desk blotters 2,
24 pkgs. pins .... 2
24 boxes clips 2
4 paper weights ...... .
2 boxes carbon paper 1.
1 gross pins 1,
Typewriter ribbons ............... 18

McGill Warner Co.
2 doz. key rings ........ ..ol
2,000 cards ...... ..
2 record books .
12 ink stands
6 ink bottles
12 pen racks
60 letter openers
12 memo books ..
24 pen holders ...
1 arm rest
12 boxes typewriter paper
12 letter files
1 gross lead peucils .... e
5,000 sheets manila paper..........

o
Brmelon

-
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Tri-State Tel. Co.

Toll feeS .ovvvevveases teiesareasss 3,60
Wwest Pub. Co.
10 sets Minnesota R. L............ 80.00
2 copies 1905 R. L. and supplement
to 1909 1aws c..viiiineannaan 15.00
53 copies Minn. laws and 28 Minn. -
COdeS  teiieiiiiiiiiiiconiienns 310.00
Less $5.00.
Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.
1 cut glass inkstand ...... FRSRN 7.78
1 I. P. ring binder . 3.05
24 letter openers .. 6.00
24 Dbottles paste .. 6.00
12 ink erasers .... 2.50
1 ink pad ....... .40
72 lead pencils ...... 3.60
1 doz. ink erasers .. 7.20
6 ink wells ........ 6.00
8 ruling pens ...... 1.35
12 rubber rulers ......... 4.20
10 boxes carbon paper . 35.00
2 stamps with pad 1.10
Rent for 3 desks .. 80.00
Rent for 2 chairs ...... . 6.00
Senate members’ mileage......... ..1,998.60
Frank P. Dufresne

Annotating code ....oiiiiniennn vees 15.00
McGill Warner Co. -

1 paper weight .....c.cvoiviiines 1.75
12 document boxes .. ... 3.50
72 pencils ........0n 3.00

4 paper fasteners . 6.00

1 doz. boxes staples 3.60

8 doz. Dblotters ..... 3.75

Louis F. Dow Co.
Bxpert to open safe .............. 7.50

Rent of desk and chairs. ..

Rent of desk and chairs
McGill Warner Co.

Records of Farrington-Froshaug elec-

tion contest ..... beeeresaannan .,197 50
2,000 cards ‘e 5.00
12 boxes typewriter paper.......... 18.00

Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.

Rubber stamps .. 1.00
1 dater ...ieiceenon 25
1 doz. paper knives . 8.00
1 doz. stamp pads .40
1 doz. bill books ... 21.00
1qt. ink ........ 75
1 qt. mucilage . . .65

72 pencils .....vienn 2.25
1 doz. note books . b0
1 doz. note boOKS .......ccviienns 1.00

Wallblom Furniture Co.

36 boxes shoe blacking ... 3.60
3 hair brushes ....... 4.50
8 combs ........ 2.25

Rent of 3 desks .. 30.00
5 mirrors ..... s 18.76

24 shoe brushes 8.40
2 carpet sweepers 11.00
1 case toilet paper ...... 9.75
6 doz. cakes toilet soap.. 6.00
2 feather dusters ....... 2.00
1 piece cleaning cloth ... 2.85

McGill Warner Co.
3 gross blotters .....cciieiiiiins 3.75
6 letter files ..... 3.00

-6 document boxes . 2.00
8 doz. pen holders .... 1.55
6 boxes carbon paper .... 30.00
12 boxes fypewriter paper 30.00
1 gross lead pencils ...... 6.50
6 receipt books ....... 2.40
3 doz. copying pencils ... 3.15
3 doz. point protectors 5

18 boxes typewriter paper 45.00
1 gross pencils ......0000.n 6.50

150 letterhead boxes

140z, COTAS c.viiuinniuiensnnaans
Frank E. Wood

3 GroSS PED8 eaevriiiriienerenn e 450
H. H. Fritz

Trip to training' school............ 14.91
Blectric Blue Print Co.

Blue prints for reapportionment com-

mittee ..o.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 3.94

Northwestern Elec. Equipment Co.
Lamp shades .
F. W. Babcock

Lettering doors ........ Cerreiareae
McClain & Gray

Mdse. for Senate ...... feereraenas 7.50
John Saugstad

Expense of contest ............... 1,794.26
S. J. Froshang

Expense of contest.......eenevans 1,436.50
John J. Ahmann

Expense of contest ......... Ceenees 650.00
American Linen Supply

Clean towel service ............... 59.18
Highland Spring Water Co.

1,670 gals. water «......... e . 83.50
8. D. Works

Expense election contest .......... 900.00
James Handlan

Expense election contest........... 450.00

Louis F. Dow Co.
Typewriter paper, ete.
Rent on furniture

Pioneer Press Co.

1 doz. copy holders
1 gross rubber bands

Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.
1 gavel ......... .
Carbon paper .
Ink

1 doz. knife cases .
3 doz., erasers
180 pencils
8 M second sheets .
2 M staples
Rent of furniture
Pen holders .......
150 filleS ..uiieiineriieiiiiiiienes
McGill Warner Co.
Legal blanks and covers..........
300 ‘‘An act” sheets and second....
Pencils, mucilage, ete.
Rubber bands and staples, etc.
12 boxes typewriter paper...
Carbon paper and boxes.
500 ‘“An act’’ sheets ....
2 boxes typewriter paper..
Mileage for Representatives

Expense of Red Wing investigation. 1 622 88
F. W. Babcock

Lettering committee rooms........ 24.35
Brown, Treacy & Sperry Co.

1 M typewriter paper ............ 2.50

1 le ciiininiiinniinnnns .65

60 records books .. 96.00

2 doz. paper kmves 16.00

2 doz. knives in cases.. 42.66

6 typewriter ribbons 6.00

Ledger and files .o.ovveiiiininnas 2.45
L. C. Smith Typewriter Co.

Rentals and covers .......c...veuns 7.00
Louis F. Dow Co.

Tickets for Roosevelt reception.... T.00
The Pioneer Co.

Typewriter paper and ribbons...... 16.50
Louis F. Dow Co.

6 boxes and 6 arches ............. 2.00

1 gross pencils ...... 9.00

2 balls twine ... 1.50

1 ledger .veeeevense 5.50
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H. H. Dunn A. D. Stephens
8 days extra signing bills, ete..... 15.00 Legislative trip .......civivanns 38.3¢
0. F. Doyle Some extra salaries .$1,220.70
Drainage investigation ............ 8.88 Drainage investigation . 1,647.86
N. W. Elec. Equipment Co. Witnesses, election contests 988.22
Lights for committee rooms....... 32.63 Committee junkets—
Globes for commitee rooms........ 47.24 House 1,445.81
A. A. Christenson Senate 484,13
Rent of taxicab to bring in absent Rent of typewriters, ete.. . . 684.30
members of Senate ............. 11.00 “Telephone rent and tolls.......... 338.75

*Twin City and long distance calls were paid for by individual mem-
bers at the time of talking, none of which are included in this item.

Chief Clerk Arneson secured rebates on some of the House pur-
chases amounting to nearly $2,000, which were turned back into the
treasury.

* * *
INEFFECTUAL INSURGENT PROTESTS.

When the Kunze resolution, giving the Chief Clerk authority and
instructions to purchase supplies, was presented to the House, Clinton
Robinson alone voted against it. He was a new member, with an in-
stinctive nose for graft. He did not speak upon the Kunze motion, but
told me afterward that he thought supplies ought to be purchased by a
committee, with every opportunity for competition, economy and proper
checking.

] W. A. Campbell was another House member who recognized the op-
portunity for graft or extravagance in the customary method and on
January 10th he presented this resolution and forced its adoption:

‘‘Resolved, that all unpsid bills for supplies purchased or to be purchased by the Chief
Clerk pursuant to the resolution adopted January 38rd, sball not be paid until audited and
approved by the Comumittee on Legislative Kxpenses. The Committee on Legislative Expenses
shall meet on the Ist and 15th of each month and as much oftener as necessary during the
legislative session for the purpose of passing upon and auditing such bills and shall keep =
publie record of the details of all meetings held for that purpose.’”

The Committee on Legislative Expenses, thus empowered to check
and prevent graft or extravagance, consisted of Messrs. Perry, Greene,
Edwards, J. E. Peterson and Knapp. The first two were old reactionary
members; the others inexperienced men. I shall make no comment on
the manner in which this committee met their opportunity to serve the
people. .

Kerry E. Conley paved the way for publicity in the purchasing of
supplies through the following amendment to the rules which he offered
January 10th:

The Chief Clerk shall require an itemized invoice in duplicate form of all purchases of
supplies made by him, the original invoice to accompany the order for payment to the State
Auditor, who shall file the same.

Mr. Conley’s own comment on this and his later resolution, which
follows, is astonishing. He said: “From time immemorial, it has been
the custom to purchase large amounts of furniture and fixtures, and
when the next session came around no trace could be found of it.” It
was to save something for the state that Mr. Conley introduced and
had adopted this resolution on the last day of the session:

Whereas, there was a committee appointed during the early part of the session to audit
all accounts; and

‘Whereas, the invoices for large amounts of supplies, office furniture, etc., have just been
turned in with apparently no check or approval of the committee; and

‘Whereas, the purchasing powers of this House have invested the sum of $2,451.00 in office
furniture and $1,559.50 in office fixtures;

Resolved, that the committee appointed to check up these accounts be instructed to
proceed to complete its work and to turn over to the Custodian of the Capitel all items accord-
ing to the rules of this House.

Previous to the passage of Mr. Conley’s resolution, on March 14th,
the following was introduced by John O. Rustad. It was blocked tem-
porarily by George M. Nye, but was adopted a few days later and be-
came a law of the legislature:
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Resolved, by the House of Representatives, That it shall be the duty of each officer and
employee of the House of Representatives, at the close of the present session, to deliver all
state property and supplies in his or her possession to the Chief Clerk, and it shall be the duty
of the Chief Clerk to make an inventory of all such property and supplies and deliver the
game and the inventory thereof {o the Custodian of the State Capitol, to be by him kept and
delivered to the Chlef Clerk of the House of the next succeeding legislature, The Chief Clerk
shall take the Custodian’s receipts for such property and supplies in duplicate and file one
of the same with the Governor of the state.

Dr. W. T. Stone had in mind the valuable law books carted away
after each session when he presented this resolution on April 5th:

Resolved, by the House of Representatives that, beginning with the 38th Session of the
State Legislature, each member of the IHouse shall be provided with an annotated copy of the
Revised Laws of 19035, or later compiled statute, by the Chief Clerk of the House, and shall,
upon receipt of same, sign a voucher, therefor, which shall be filed by the Chief Clerk of the
House with the Secretary of State. At the end of the session each member shall surrender
his book to the Secretary of State, whereupon said voucher shall be returned to him. The
Secretary of State shall safely keep said books for use at subsequent sessions. The Secretary
of State shall make a list of all vouchers uncalled for, which shall be submitted to the House
of the next succeeding Legislature and entered ou the Journal of the House.

J. T. Johnson introduced a most important measure to reform these
conditions. It provided that supplies should be purchased by the Board
of Control. But plunder is a part of politics and his bill was defeated.
I regret that there isn’t space here to give further credit to Mr. Johnson
and other insurgents for their efforts to bring about competition, econ-
omy and conservation in the matter of supplies.

The phase of it all which seems most deplorable is the sp1r1t of
plunder wh1ch prevailed about the capitol. “The state pays for it; get
all you can,” was apparently the attitude of many members and elnploy-
ees. It is smmﬁcant and shocking that conditions would have been even
worse had it not been for the v1g11ance of the insurgents. If not re-
sponsible, the Speaker of the House at least had the power and the op-
portunity to remedy the evil, He could have named a Committee on
Legislative Expenses made up of old members who would have displayed
experience, patrotism and activity in the discharge of their duties. More
than that, vouchers were signed by the Speaker, as well as the Chief
Clerk, which enabled him to have full knowledge of what was happen-
ing. ,

* * %
THE THIRD HOUSE.

Statesmen require assistance in making laws—and playing politics.
Congressmen, especially the stand-pat kind, experience little difficulty in
building a machine composed mostly of postmasters. Legislators have
no such legitimate opportunity to supply places for their campaign work-
ers, but improvise means of rewarding a horde of petty politicians at
public expense by having them appointed door-keepers, gallery sergeants,
clerks, etc., etc., in the legislature. Practically all of these political ap-
pointments are dependent upon the speakership and are important fac-
tors in deciding the incumbency of that all-powerful position.

The elective positions in the House, the legitimacy or necessity of
which should not be questioned, are: Chief Clerk, Oscar Arneson, whose
regular salary of $10. 00 a day was aurrmented by $200 for indexing the
journal and $30.00 for “extra clerk services;” G. O. Hage and Jerome
J. Rice, assistant clerks, at a salary of $7.00 a day, with $84.00 cash for
extra clerk services; Sheldon Crawford and Reuben G. Thoreen, engross-
ing and enrolling clerks at $5.00 a day, with $15 and $20.00 for extra
services; George H. Deans and B. F. Seiz, sergeants-at-arms, at $5.00
each a day, with $267.50 extra pay voted to ‘each and $131.40 for serving
subpoenas; W. J. Scanlon and Ole O. Holmen, pastmaster and assist-
ant, at s'tlarles of $5.00 each per day; and Rev. Moses E. Maxwell, who
~hap1a1ned the performances at a daily stipend of $5.00. David W. Knowl-
ton was appointed reading clerk at $10.00 a day. T. V. Knatvold was
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appointed Speaker’s clerk at a salary of $10.00 a day and Mary V. Robert-
son, Speaker’s stenographer, at half that salary.

Claude C. MacKenzie, a son of George MacKenzie, floor leader of
the administration, landed the best clerkship, that of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, at a salary of $1000 a day. Mr. MacKenzie was called away on
his own legal business for about a week at one time during the session,
but the Judiciary Committee managed to struggle along, nor did the pay-
roll profit by his absence. He was assisted by Frank E. Reed at a salary
of $5.00 a day.

The Reapportionment Committee proved quite expensive to the
state. N. T. Moen drew $10.00 a day from January 16th to the end of
the session as clerk of that committee and Roy H. Currie, a draftsman,
was placed upon the payroll at $10.00 a day February lst and stuck
through to the finish, And there were other expenses. Of course there
was much drawing of maps and redistricting schemes, but I am not the
only one who believes that all the work actually necessary could have
been performed by a $5.00 a day man in a week.

The cloak room keepers were also a luxury. There were three in
the House—George E. Byers, Gust Bender and J. B. Conley—at $5.00 a
day each. They were forced to operate in a little corner where not
more than one could easily labor at a time. The others acted as re-
serves. In 1909 Kerry E. Conley introduced a bill to replace these
cloak room keepers with a locker for each member, Besides being bet-
ter in every way the change would have saved the state many thousand
dollars in the course of a decade. But the politicians preferred to keep
this plunder for their friends. Again at the last session L. Wisniewski
championed a similar measure, which was defeated in the Senate.

William Lovely was “sergeant of the reserve gallery;” other gallery .
keepers were James Hunter, Franklin L. Stauffer, Guy Bye, Joseph
Cousineau, Sr,, and Thomas Liddy. Perhaps one of these might have
been necessary, but there certainly was no excuse for reinforcements,
yet William J. Pomplun was appointed a gallery keeper on March 28th.
The House journal states that he was named “in place of F. L. Stauff-
er.” My report from the state treasurer’s office shows, however, that
Mr. Stauffer drew pay until the close of the session. These were all
$5.00 2 day men.

The sergeants of committee rooms were Alex Herbst, A. J. Reibes-
tein, Frank L. Waren, Gordon T. Bright and M. A. Giere, five $5.00 a
day idlers, made so mostly by the unnecessary and unstrenuous nature
of their occupation. And the door keepers—there were eight of them,
George J. Schillo, C. W. Borgey, Richard Thomas, Rudolph Paul, Har-
vey Gordon, Thomas M. Quinn, John C. McLaren, and Albert E. Dorff,
costing the state $400 every ten days. i

W. J. Brown was a special clerk at $10.00 a day. The $5.00 a day
clerks .were numerous and nifty, including J. M. Peckenpaugh, K. G.
Oldre, Robert B. Forrest, C. A. Reil, Henry Siemering, John W. Loftus,
E. B. Dahl, Clarence R. Anderson, John McMillan, C. S. Broton, A. G.
Rutledge, and S. W. Frasier—setting the state back $600 every ten days.
With the exception of a special clerk, of honest intentions and equipped
to draft bills, all the others in this class could be eliminated. The aver-
age clerk did not work half an hour a day and even then his labor could
have been performed by some committee member without removing his
feet from the table. The little that is done by clerks should be added
to the duties of the stenographers and their number increased accord-
ingly. Two stenographers would be worth more in actual service than
a dozen clerks—but not for political purposes.

About the only department of service that was not overdone was
that of the stenographers. There were a dozen of these ladies and most
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of them earned their $5.00 salaries. And a small minority of the seven
pages, some of them sons of members, were needed. But it can safely
be said that two-thirds of the entire list of employees are absolutely un-
necessary.

In the House, the Committee on Rules provided for the appoint-
ment of practically all of the employees of that body by the Speaker,
who bestowed most of the plums upon his supporters in the speakership
contest. A part of the rule on this subject is as follows: “No employee
of the House shall receive any pay for any time prior to the time of
appointment,” yet on the last day this resolution was presented by
Messrs. Frankson, Henion, Hopkins, Converse, Crane, Bouck, Ferguson
and Kunze, in behalf of that number of clerks:

Be it Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the House be, and he hereby is, instructed to
draw and deliver to the following named persons warrants for the sums set opposite the
respective names the same being for the per diem of such persons between the time they
respectively reported for duty and the time of their appointment, at the rate of five dollars
per day, viz.: H. R. Soule, $45.00; Leonard Lyman, $50.00; E. B. Dahl, $45.00; J. M. Peckin-
paugh, $40.00; Charles Reil, $45.00; Guy Bye, $45.00; Joseph Cousineau, $45.00, and Albert
Dorft, $45.00.

W. A. Campbell blocked this attempt. He and other insurgents

saved the state from several similar assaults upon the treasury.

Andrew Davis originated a measure to completely correct these pa-
tronage abuses. W. I. Nolan and George H. Mattson joined with him
as joint authors of the bill, which eliminated about two-thirds of the
employees and provided proper safeguards for the future, The bill was
defeated in the Senate. The upper branch could have had no interest in
it and apparently permitted it to die on general orders, at the request
of certain representatlves who did not dare to go on record against so
meritorious a measure in the House and yet wanted it killed. The his-
tory of the Wisniewski locker bill is identically the same. Keep in mind
this lack of team work between House and Senate., It saved the corpor-
ations and politicians on numerous critical occasions,

* * *

SENATE PATRONAGE PARASITES

The presiding and organizing officer of the Senate is the Lieutenant
Governor, elected by the people. The power of patronage can in no
way influence his selection. Accordingly, the politicians have taken the
whole matter into their own hands. It is customary for the Republican
majority members to caucus and apportion the pelf. This is done be-
fore the session assembles. After filling the elective positions, on the
opening ‘day, Senator L. O. Cooke presented the usual “omnibus” patron-
age resolution, the result of the customary caucus:

.Rcsolved, That the following named persons be and the same are hereby appointed for the
session, and at the compensation set opposite their respective names, to-wit: Secretary to
Lieutenant-Governor, J. S. Arneson, $7.00 per day; Messenger to Lieutenant-Governor, ¥. C.

Tuttle, $5.00 per day; Chaplain, Mr. Andrew D. Stowe, $5.00 per day; Second Assistant Secre-

tary, C. A. Anderson, $7.00 per day; Third Assistant Secretary, E. A. Nelson, $7.00 per day;
Fourth Assistant Secretary, D. W. BMceker, $7.00 per day; Assistant Enrolling Clerk, W. E.
Hutchinson, $5.00 per day; Assistant Engrossing Clerk, Wm. B. McGee, $5.00 per day; First
Assistant Sergeant-at-Arms, A. A, Christianson, $5.00 per day; Second Assistant Sergeant-at-
Arms, 8. E. Fay, $5.00 per day; Committee Clerk, Henry Lokensgaard, $5.00 per day, Janitor
Senate Chamber, W. H. Lake, $5.00 per day; Assistant Janitor, John H. Dillingham, $5.00
per day; Postoﬁice Messenger, Wm., Jones, $5.00 per day; I{eeper of Cloak Room, Albert
Boemer, $5.00 per day; Doorkeeper, Ole Anderson, $5.00 per day; Assistant Doorkeeper,
M. ¥. Doty, $5.00 per day; Sergeant-at-Arms of G'lllmy N. H. Hanson, $5.00 per day;
Sergeant-at- A!ms of Retiring Room John Bucknell, $5.00 per day; Sergeant of Committee
Rooms, Steve Eklund, $5.00 per dqv, Sergeant of Committee Rooms, Anton Hanson, $5.00 per
day; File Clerk, O. B. Dieson, $5.00 per day; Assistant File Clerk, Alfred O. Schmidt, $5.00
per day; Clerk Judiciary Committee, W. ¥. Hodgman, $10.00 per day; Assistant Clerk
Judiciary Committe, James D. Doran, $5.00 per day; Committee Clerks, A. H. Frosbaug,
0. N. Hern, C. BE. Johnson, F. A. Wilson, Roy Johmson, C. M. Wilkinson, R. 8. Hyers,
W. W. Willlams, D. Donahue, O, 0. Distad, P. ¥. Simmons, Llye J. Johnson, N. C. Koel,
Annie Connors, each $5.00 per day; Stenographers, Henry Lemont, Miss K. H. Hanson, Minnie
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Kallestad, Mrs. W. A. Norred, Annie Fering, Alta Xingsley, Minnie H. Wilson, Hlizabeth
C. Cook, and Louise Christianson, each $5.00 per day. And that the First Assistant Secre-
tary be paid $3.00 per day, for the session, additional compensation.

Eight days later, on January 11th, it was discovered that there were
still a few politicians to be provided for and Senator J. D. Denegre came
to the rescue with the following:

Resolved, That the following named persons be and the same are hereby appointed for
the session, and at the compensation set opposite their names, to-wit: Assistant Janitor,
Senate Chamber, Charles Engstruwn, $5.00 per day; Henry M., Gallagher, Committee Clerk,
$5.00 per day; M. D. Fritz, Committee Clerk, $5.00 per day; Andrew J. Rus, Committee Clerk,
$5.00 per day; C. F. Sivanson, Janitor, $5.00 per day, and Spencer Folkedal, Committee Clerk,
$5.00 per day.

This resolution was referred to the- Committee on Rules, recom-
mended to pass by that body and adopted by the Senate, with only one
dissenting vote, that of Senator A. L. Hanson,

Lieutenant-Governor Gordon was permitted to appoint the seven
pages of the Senate, presumably because they were not adult politicians
capable of contributing to the machine.

. In addition to regular salaries, these gratuities or additions to sal-
aries, were voted by the Senate:

A. A, Christianson ....... ..o $267.50 Charles Wagner ..e.veeivinveeenens 50.00
Emma 8. Paulson . 150.00  John McColl ...... . . 50.00
Paul Colburn, page 50.00 Charles Cummings . 50.00
Carl R. Anderson ... .. 50.00 James . Ege ...... ... B17.90
C. ¥.-Swanson ..... .. 50.00 D. W. Meeker .. ... 300.00
Donald Kulka .. 50.00 Wm. J. Havdy ... 117,00
S. G, Phillips «.ovviiiiiieiiiin., 2100 8. B, Fay ..ot 267.50

Even the telephone girls, paid regularly by the telephone companies
which employed them, came in for gratuities, Mollie Seebick, Sarah Red-
mond and Lucetta King each being voted $150.00 of the people’s money
to show that the Senate was well-to-do and kindly disposed.

* * ®

There is still plenty of paint and inspiration and landscape, but we

must leave this picture of political piracy and depart to fields of greater
fundamental importance,




CHAPTER IIL
FUNDAMENTAL LEGISLATIVE LAW,

Monarchial England is making more progress toward democracy
than is republican America. This is because she has no supreme court
with higher authority than her law-making body and no written con-
stitution for the judiciary to interpret. The legislature of this state is,
in miniature, a reproduction of the national problem in this respect.
The enemies of the people operate through the rules, which correspond
in function to the constitution. Yet there is this difference: Nationally, -
the corporations and politicians are at times compelled to interpret from
or even enact into the fundamental law of the land a spirit and pur-
pose which do not exist; legislatively, the special interests and their
servants encounter no such handicap—they make the rules, their con-
stitutional authority, in the first instance.

The Committee on Rules far exceeds in importance any standing
committee of the House. These five men virtually create all the other
committees. The rules they report provide for the employees discussed
in the preceding chapter and regulate the whole course of legislation.
This committee is looked upon as the personal committee of the Speak-
er, and its chairman is regarded as the floor leader of the Speaker’s ad-
ministration, or organization. Speaker Dunn appointed as his commit-
tee on rules, George A. MacKenzie, of Sibley County, Chairman; Chester
A. Congdon, of Duluth, Charles R. Fowler, of Minneapolis, C. E. Stone,
of St. Paul, and W. H. Wescott, of Dakota County. Consider the po-
litical character and inclinations of these men:

Mr. MacKenzie was recognized as the representative of the brewery
interests. I do not know whether or not he was their attorney, and
his legislative activity in their behalf may have been due to unselfish
convictions. That is immaterial. The point is that he was considered
by the insurgents as the special advocate of the liquor forces. -

Mr. Congdon, beyond question, stood for the iron ore interests of
northern Minnesota.

Mr. Fowler was an attorney for the Val Blatz Brewing Company
and his legal firm also represented a number of liability insurance com-
panies.

Mr. Stone came to the legislature from the Great Northern Railway
Company.

Mr. Wescott was a professional politician and throughout the ses-
sion was known among his colleagues as the Speaker’s “handy man.”
Sho méx.cdh for the personnel of the committee. The vital thing is what
they did.

Recognizing that most of the evils of legislation are due to the work
of standing committees, the progressives of the House, always a minor-
ity, demanded two vital reforms in the regulation of these committees:
(1) that standing committees should keep a public record of their acts;
and (2) that there should be a reasonable limit as to the time standing
committees could keep business pigeon-holed away from the House.
Both of these demands, in the form of written amendments, were pre-
sented to the Committee on Rules, but the first was not included in their
report which was presented to the House for adoption on the third day
of the session, January 5th, W. I. Nolan, of Minneapolis, one of the
insurgent leaders, then offered this “publicity” amendment, which was
in substance what the committee had rejected:
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‘“The final action on all bills and resolutions in committee shall be by roll call, and the
roll call shall be a part of all committee reports, stating the final action taken on all bills and
resolutions.””

The roll call on this Nolan amendment furnished the first real “line-
up” of progressives and reactionaries. In my opinion it is one of the
four supreme tests of whether House members were there to represent
the people or the special interests. Those who voted “aye’ favored let-
ting the light shine into the commlttee rooms; those voting “no” pre-
ferred the poht1c1an method of giving the people no opportunity to know
what transpired behind closed doors.

Those voting in the affirmative were: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Camp-
bell, Conley, Crane, Davies, Davis, Edwards, Farley, Fisher, Frankson, Harding, Hauge,
Hillman, Hoffman, Holmberg, Holten, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Just,
Klemer, Kunze, I. J. Lee, 3. F. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, MeMartin, Morton, Nolan, O'Neill,
Orr, Palmer, A. J. Peterson, J. B. Peterson, Putnam, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Skartum,
W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, B. Warner and Whiting—46.

Those who voted in the negative were: Aker, Aud. Anderson, Beothroyd, Borgen, Bouck,
G. W. Brown, Christie, Clarke, Congdon, Converse, Denzer, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler,
Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Herzberg, Hopkins, Hurley, Jelinek, Keefe, Xnapp, Kneeland, Knut-
son, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, Mattson, Mettling, Minette,

¢ Moriarity, A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O’Brien, Papke, Perry, Peters, O, Peterson,
Pfaender, Reed, Rice, Robertson, Schuler, Schwartz, Spooner, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen,
Utecht, Virtue, C. H. Warner, Webb, Wescott, White, Wisniewski, Speaker H. H. Dunn—62.

Following the rejection of this amendment there was a storm of
protest from all parts of the state. The reactionaries became alarmed
and, on January 12th, reported to the House a modification of the Nolan
amendment, but without even mentioning Mr. Nolan’s name, and recom-
mended its adoption. It was as follows:

“62 (a) The final action on all bills and resolutions in committee shall be by roll eall
showing the vote of each member present.

““(b) A record of the final vote on all bills and resolutions shall be kept by the chairman
of each committee showing the names of those present and the vote of each member, which
record. a5 to each bill or resolution, shall be filed for public use by the chairman of the com-
mittee with tbe Chief Clerk of the House within twenty-four hours after final action on such
bill or resolution. At the close orf the session such reports shall be filed with the Secretary
of State for public use. Such record shall not be entered in the House Journal except upon
a majority vote of the House.””

This was adopted by a vote of 104 to 5 on January 19th. Mr. Spoon-
er and others spoke against it, but voted for it. The five negative votes
were cast by Borgen, Bouck, L. D, Brown, Clarke and Hurley. Andrew
Anderson voted “no,” but before the result was announced arose, as
though to change his vote. The journal does not record him as voting
either way. Such is the history of the progressives’ semi-successful
fight to bring about publicity in committee rooms. Although ignored in
some cases, the change accomplished a great deal in the direction in-
tended.

A WHOLE FAMILY OF WOODCHUCKS,

The second reform demanded by the progressives was “conceded,”
and it was a most marvelous concession. Read it carefully, remember-
ing that it was intended to prevent the delaying and distorting of bills
in commuittee:

Every bill, other than for appropriations, claims or reapportionment, referred to a stand-
Ing committee shall be reported therefrom within twenty days after its receipt by the com-
mittee.

Any such bill not so reported within such period, unless such period is extended by a vote
of the Fouse, shall, five days afier any member gives notice in the House that he requires
such bill to be reported to the House, unless sooner duly reported, be delivered to the Speaker
with or without a report of the committee and lie on the table of the House.

There were no less than five woodchucks in this one concession to
the reformers. Here is the list:
Joker No. 1.—The amendment proposed by W. A, Campbell for the

progressives provided that the rule should apply both to bills and reso-

lutions. The rules committee omitted the reference to resolutions.
Joker No. 2—This wonderful new rule provided for its own viola-
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tion. Instead of stating honestly and specifically that a bill or resolu-
tion should be reported back within twenty, or twenty-five days, it pro-
vided that if a bill were not reported back within a given time, then
any member might demand its return. In other words, if the committee
did not report the bill and no member asked for its return to the House,
it remained in the committee indefinitely as under the old order of things.
And that was the way it worked. It was a clever subterfuge, far too
clever to be accidental, as the committee claimed when its mask was
removed.

Joker No. 3.—If a bill were forced out of a committee under this
rule, it would come before the House “five days after any member gave
notice”—the reactionaries would know exactly when it was coming and
could prepare for it or be absent if it were anything they wished to
dodge.

Joker No. 4.—The best parliamentarians held that this “concession”
destroyed the right of the majority to recall a bill from a committee
in any other manner than that specifically provided.

Joker No. 5—The regular course for a bill coming from a commit-
tee is for it to go on general orders, the next step toward the statute
books, This “concession” provided that it should “lie on the table,”
where it had little parliamentary advantage over being in committee.

‘The progressives demanded this reform in order that business might
be kept moving. The reactionaries did not want any “time-limit rule”
that would work for they desired to defeat all reform measures by de-
laying and congesting business at the end of the session. Everyone who
watched the last leclslature knows that this rule was exactly what the
Rules Committee must have intended it to be—a farcical failure. Under
it there was delay and disorder and chaos at the close, a condition which
accomplished the defeat of many a measure of the deepest fundamental
importance. The session adjourned with final action pending on the state-
wide primary, the recall, the initiative and referendum, the income tax,
etc, etc. If there had been even one day more a dozen vital laws might
have been enacted. Had this rule not been full of jokers, and honestly
enforced, the entire program of reform measures woud have been reached
weeks before adjournment. Were it the only purpose of this book to
give the main reason why the last session proved a cemetery for anti-
corporation bills, it might well end here with the story of this ‘“‘con-
cession,” for without this rule and the reactionary rules committee which
created it no coterie of brewery representatives could have saved their
masters by guarding the clock at the finish.

The vicious character of the rules extended in other directions. By
providing for three times as many standing committees as were neces-
sary they enabled the Speaker to pack the important ones with reaction-
aries and sidetrack the progressives upon committees which had little
to do with legislation. This will be discussed in a later chapter. The
rules gave the Speaker and his Committee on Rules almost absolute
control of patronage—a most effective means of building an organization
and of holding members “in line.” Read Rule 35 on this point:

35. All propositions for appointment of employees of the House other than those pro-
vided by law shall be referred to the Committee on Rules, and no appointment shall be made
unless reported favorably by said committee, or its 1ep01t be overruled by three-fourths vote
of the whole House, and said committee Shﬂll report to the House the amount of compensa-
tion that shall be pald each of said employees.

The new rules were reported by the Committee on Rules on the
third day of the session, read and immediately adopted. They contained
changes which the progressives desired a little time to consider, but
when J. A. A. Burnquist made a motion to have them printed in the
journal and acted upon the following day, it was voted down and the
rules railroaded through. When once adopted they could not be changed
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except by a two-thirds vote and the progressives were helpless, unless
they could bring public opinion to bear upon the administration, as was
done when the Nolan amendment was carried and the right of a major-
ity to recall a bill from a committee established. Custom has decreed
that it is the very extreme of insurgentcy to vote against the final adop-
tion of the rules, yet Ernest Lundeen, of Minneapolis, did that, casting
the only negative vote.

* % %

The progressives 111 the Senate also demanded a time limit rule, and
a straightforward provision was reported by the Rules Committee of that
body, as follows:

70. AN Committees, except Finance Committee, to which any bill or resolution has been
referred, shall return the same to the Scnate with or without its recommendation and report
not Iater than twenty-five days from the date of vefevence, unless at the formal request of the
committee the Senate has granted a definite extension of the time, during which the bill or
resolution may be held for consideration in committee.

However, this was not adopted with the other rules, but was re-
ferred back to the Committee on Rules. In the meantime some influ-
ence was at work and when the rule was re-reported to the Senate and
adopted, it was practically the same as the vicious House law and cer-
tainly accomplished the same purpose.

* s sk

After it had become apparent that the Rules Committee of the
House was packed with politicians, Clinton Robinson offered this Reso- §
lution: :

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules be incrcased by the addition of one member from §
each congressional distriet as follows: Iirst District, John 0. Rustad; Second District, W. A,
Just; Third District, A. V. Anderson; Fourth District, C. N. Orr; Fifth District, W. A.
Campbell; Sixth District, J. B. Lee; Seventh District, A. J. Peterson; Eighth District, Andrew
Davis; Ninth District, H. A. Putnam; and one at large, J. N. Johnson. i

It was referred to the Committee on Rules and later reported for
“indefinite postponement” by that body, which recommendation was
sustained by the House without a roll call. Ordinarily committees are
appointed by the Speaker, and Mr. Robinson was asked why he had |
named the members in his resolution. “Because I wanted some-pro- ¢
gressives on the committee,” he answered. Yet he was not Klemerized.
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CHAPTER IIL
HOW THE HOUSE WAS ORGANIZED.

“This house as at present organized with its sixty-two standing com-
mittees is a farce and a burlesque on the rights of the people of this
great state of Minnesota. * * * THalf of the membership are on com-
mlttees that amount to nothing at all. * * * The committees are
packed in the interest of the spec1al interests and with the intent and
purpose to defeat good and wholesome legislation.”—Representative
F. L. Klemer.

Growing out of the Klemer. controversy, his colleague and fellow-
insurgent, Dr. W. T. Stone, introduced a resolution making specific
charges, and also demanding an impartial investigation into the whole
matter of special interest dommatlon of the legislature. A part of the
| long preamble was as follows: “The mover further believes an impar-
tial investigation will bring to light facts and circumstances sufficient to
{ convince 1mpart1al members that the election of the Speaker and the

organization of the committees of this House were due in a large meas-

ure to the influence of the special interests and for the purpose of fur-
thering and perpetuating the control of the government of this state by
the said special interests.”

There are districts in this state where the special interests indicated
1a friendliness toward the candidacy of certain statesmen by sending
substantial contributions to aid in their election. Some of these checks
{ were returned, after being photographed. Others were neither returned
{ nor photographed The brewery combine was obviously interested in
{the defeat of Mr. Burnquist for Speaker. I assume that if Mr. Klemer
fand Dr. Stone had been given an impartial investigating committee they
1 would have gone into the situation herein suggested. And that ought
1 to have been done. But it was not necessary for them to go outside the
records of the session to prove their charges.

Twelve reactionary members were so placed upon the most impor-
tant committees that they practically controlled the conduct of the legis-
tlature. The dozen thus entrusted with this opportunity and power were:
1 L. D. Brown, of Little Falls; C. A. Congdon, of Duluth; R. C. Dunn, of
i Princeton; C. R. Fowler, of Minneapolis; John G. Lennon, of Minne-
fapolis; George A. MacKenzie, of Gaylord; Albert Pfaender, of New
Ulm; L, C. Spooner, of Morris; C. E. Stone, of St. Paul; Leonard Vir-
“tue, of Blooming Prairie; W. H. Wescott, of West St. Paul, and Harri-
son White, of Luverne.

First, let me explain how I classified reactionaries and progressives.
The four supreme tests were: (1) The vote on the Nolan publicity
amendment to the rules; (2) the roll call killing the Sulerud bill to give
ke people the right to change their own constitution by a majority of
he votes cast for any amendment; (3) the first vote to advance an honest
initiative and referendum bill; and (4) the vote censuring Klemer with-
out a semblance of a trial or hearing on his charges of corruption. The
ivote on a number of progressive measures meant little, because the reac-
itionary House leaders included some features which they knew the Senate
would not endorse, and vice versa. The fact that both branches voted,
for many reforms which a lack of team work, or rather a subtle, skill-
fully contrived and executed lack of team work, defeated, proves this.
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The Twelve—Ten of them were Republicans; two, Pfaender and
Virtue, were Democrats. All of the republicans supported H. H. Dunn
for Speaker. All of the twelve, excepting L. D. Brown, who did not
respond to the roll call, voted against the Nolan amendment. All of
them voted against the Sulerud constitutional change bill. Every one of
the twelve voted against making the progressive initiative and refer-
endum bill a special order where it could be acted upon speedily in the
open with some chance of passage. The entire twelve voted to censure
Klemer without a hearing. Mr. Pfaender was the only one of the twelve
to vote against the attempt of the tax committee to kill the tonnage
tax bill in committee, and he also voted against the measure on its final
passage. All of them except R. C. Dunn, and Spooner who was absent,
voted to take away from the majority the right to make a special order
of a bill, thus giving one-third of the membership the power to defeat |
legislation by delaying action. This might be continued, but I have
suggested sufficient to show the reactionary inclinations of the twelve.
The same general basis of judgment was used to determine whether or
not other members were for the conditions favored by the special in-
terests,

The standing committees of which the twelve leading lieutenants
of Speaker Dunn had absolute control were: (1) The crucial Committee:
on Rules, where they had all five places; (2) The Committee on General:
Legislation, next in importance, where they had nine out of seventeen
places; and (3) the Committee on Taxes and Tax Laws, where they had
nine out of seventeen places. They had eight out of twenty-one places
on Appropriations and six out of fifteen on Temperance. Of the 75!
places on these five most important committees, these twelve, or one
tenth of the membership of the House, had 37, or about half of the:
whole committee strength. On these same ﬁve committees, the most |
liberal construction of the word ¢ procrresswe could not muster more:
than 17 out of the 75, and they were not in control of any one of these
committees. ;

Adding five more, making a list which includes the ten most impor-
tant committees which the Speaker had to appoint, a comparison shows

Places by the Other Pro- -

Name of Committee Twelve Reactionaries gressives ‘&

Rules 5 0 0 |
General Legislation .. 9 7 1
Taves and Tax Laws 9 5 3
Appropriations ...... 8 6 7
Temperance 6 [} 5
Blections ........ 4 8 5
Public Health and Pure Food.. 3 10 0
Reapportionment ....vccvuvennn.. 8 21 6
Raiflroads ..........000oiiile, .. 4 12 3
Legislative EXDONSES .evivvenvrnrirannss ] 4 1
Total places .........cevuunne. 56 79 31

Every informed person knows that one-third of a committee, with
the harmony of act and inclination which characterizes those carrying
out “a program,” can control. The twelve had more than one-third of
the total number of places on the ten committees which determined the
results of the session. They had almost twice as many places on these
‘committees as all of the forty-odd progressives put together. On these
tenlcommittees the ratio of reactionaries to progressives was almost 5
to L.

The Twelve had six of ten chairmanships on these committees.
They had 37 out of 75 places on the first five committees, while all of
the Burnquist supporters were given only a total of 11 of these 75. The
progressives who voted against Dunn for Speaker were given only 20
of the 166 places on the ten committees of paramount importance. Not
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one of the four prohibitionists was named on any of these committees.

Compare the Twelve now with 43 progressives. Messrs. A. V. And-
erson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Campbell, Conley, Farley, Fisher,
Harding, J. N. Johnson, Klemer, J. F. Lee, Lundeen, McMartin, Morton,
Nolan, Rustad, A. J. Peterson, Putnam, Robinson, Sampson, Schwartz,
W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, and E. Warner—25—were not given
a single place on the ten most important committees; while Messrs.
Crane, Davies, Davis, Frankson, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, C. E. John-
son, J. T. Johnson, I. J. Lee, Lindberg, Orr, Palmer, J. E. Peterson,
Rines, Skartum, Webb and Whiting—18—were given only a total of 28 of
these places. The Twelve each had an average of nearly five places on
these ten committees: forty-three progressives each an average of a little
more than half a man on all the ten.

In these comparisons I have not considered either the Judiciary
or Tri-County Committees for the reason that Speaker Dunn had little
to do with them, more than to appoint a chairman, who in each case
was a reactionary. The Judiciary Committee was composed of all the
lawyers in the House and the Tri-County Committee of all the members
from the three big counties, Hennepin, Ramsey and St. Louis. Adding
these two to the temr already considered gives the legislature all the
standing committees that are really necessary or essential to the best
interests of the people. If the whole membership of the House were
distributed wisely among twelve committees it would not be possible
to contrive a condition where a few could control legislation in the
formative period and dominate the situation throughout the session.

Sixty-two standing committees affords the Speaker an opportunity
to pack the few important ones according to the interests he serves and
use the unimportant ones to sidetrack the progressives. As an example
of this consider the committee assignments of F. L. Klemer.

Klemer—ILogs and Lumber, Manufactures, Public Buildings, School
for Defectives, Enroliment.

The total number of bills referred to all of these committees was
five, which gave Mr. Klemer an opportunity to consider in committee
only that number.

Here is a partial list of the committees which served no necessary
purpose save that of giving the Speaker an opportunity to plveonhole the
progressives where they could do the least harm to the special interests,
the total number of bills referred to each also being given: Soldiers’
Home, 5; State Libraries, 5; Printing, 3; Immigration, 3; Manufactures,
2; Board of Control, 2; Loqs and Lumber 2; State Hospltals 2; State
Normal Schools, 3; Local Bills, 1; Public Buﬂdmgs 1; State Tnmmg
School, 1; Sleepmcr Cars, 0; Bmding Twine, 0; Horticulture, 0; Prison
Labor, 0; School for Defectives, 0; School at Owatonna, 0; Enrollment,
0; Engrossment, 0.

Continuing the comparison, the records show that the Twelve had
an opportunity to consider in committee 3,658 bills, or an average of
more than 300 to cach member, while all of the progressives who voted
for Burnquist for Speaker, with the four prohibitionists, the one socialist
and t1e twe unvarying insurgent democrats, had an opportunity to con-
sider in committee only 3537 bills, or 121 less than the Twelve. The
partiality of Speaker Dunn toward his own followers, who were with
few exceptions reactionaries, is illustrated in a general way in the above
comparison, but more specifically in the respective committee opportuni-
ties which he gave to Alva Henion, reactionary, and F. L. Klemer, in-
surgent. Both were new members and equal so far as experience
counted; in all other respects Mr. Klemer’s equipment for public service
was superior. Mr. Henion’s committee assignments enabled him to con-
sider 205 bills; Mr. Klemer had an opportunity to consider just five
in committee.
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All of The Twelve were old members, which naturally gave them
preference over new members upon committees. But W. [. Nolan, an
insurgent of the highest ability and serving his fourth term was not given .
even a chaxrmgnsmp—an unprecedented thmg Nor were such conspicu~
ous progressives as J. N. Johnson, Kerry E. Conley, J. A. A. Burnquist,
H. A. Putnam, John O. Rustad, I J. Lee, N. J. Holmberg, J. T. John-
son, Finlay McMartin, C. E. Johnson, and John A. Sampson, all old
members, placed where they could accomplish results for the people, :

The machinery of legislation in the lower body was given into tite
hands of politicians, unprogressives and representatives of the special
interests. That interpretation of the situation would only be further
emphasized if I were to continue the comparisons already indicated in
this chapter. A select list of reactionaries, about twenty in number,
were placed upon so many committees that they could not attend half
the meetings scheduled. On the other hand, an inspection of the House
chamber at almost any time when the committees were in session showed
practically all of the insurgents idle so far as committee room work was
concerned.

Speaker Dunn proved himself a poor politician by overdoing the
“packing of comrmittees.” A clever reactionary organizer would have
presented some semblance of fairness in his appointments; but the or-
garizing of the 1911 legislature was done apparently upon the theory that
five reactionaries to one progressive was better than a ratio of three to
two. The result was reports from these stacked committees so obvi-
ously crude and unjust that hardly a week passed in which the House
did not rebuke the organization by overturning some Cannonistic action
of a committee. Examples of this will come later.

I have it upon good authority that it was the intention to make the
committee on General Legislation the “steering committee” of the ad-
ministration. Therefore its personnel will be interesting at this time,
Speaker Dunn appointed upon this committee: George H. Mattson,
chairman; C. R. Fowler, R. C. Dunn, C. A. Congdon, George A. Mac-
Kenzie, W. D. Washburn, Harrison White, Alva Henion, W. H. Wes-
cott, E. G. Perry, John P. Nash, C, E. Stone, John G. Lennon, George
G. Reed, George M. Nye, L. C. Spooner, and Charles W. Bouck.

Now we are ready to consider the House machine.




CHAPTER 1V.
MAKING AND MANIPULATING THE MACHINE,

‘““The system hag been in full swing on other {ssues concerning the corporations and pol-
tliclans. On Thursday the Robinson resolution calling for an investigation into the campaign
receipts -and expenditures of the state central committees was chloroformed, and interred
before it had a chance to regain consciousness. The manner in which the administration forces
rode roughshod over Robinson was a sight to make men and angels weep. First the Com-
mittee on Genperal Legislation delayed consideration as long as it possibly could and then
imposed@ the usual sentence—death by ‘*'indefinite postponement.’”” Their report was opposed
by the fighting insurgent father of the resolution. But shackled and muszzled, he was led to
the slaughter. As soon as the matter was placed before the House Alex Nelson, of Ottertail
County, shut off all debate by the cowardly device of moving ‘‘the previous question.’”” His
position was sustained by a majority, which of course prevented Mr. Robinson or any other
member from setting forth his reasons for asking the inquiry into special interest activity in
state politics. Then there was a general justification of votes against the investigation on
the ground that the House had not sufficient evidence to warrant such action. And they voted
it down.  Whereupon there was great rejoicing among the brewers and professional poli-
ticlans.”’—From News Letter, March 13, 1911,

On February 7th, Clinton Robinson introduced the resolution re-
ferred to, calling for a committee to inquire into the campaign contribu-
tions of the special interests in Minnesota. Back of it were a number of
progressives outside of the legislature who were prepared to uncover a
lot of political corruption, if given the machinery to investigate. Some
members themselves would have been involved and, of course, there was
a scurrying for cover. Politicians and special interests members Jomed
hands to kill the resolution. First, John G. Lennon blocked it by giving
“notice of debate.” The next day Mr. Robinson attempted to force a
vote upon it, and Mr. Lennon made a substitute motion that it be “in-
deﬁnitely postponed ” Then L. C. Spooner averted a roll call by carry-
ing a motion that it be referred to the Commlttee on Genelal Legisla-
tion, which had already become known as “the cemetery.” This gave
the reactionaries more time to muster their forces.

In spite of repeated protests, the Committee on General Legislation
kept the resolution buried for more than a month. On March 9th it
was reported by the committee for “indefinite postponement.” Mr. Rob-
inson made a substitute motion that it be adopted. A number dodged
the roll call on the resolution, which was as follows, those voting “aye”
being for the investigation and those voting “no” against it,

Those who voted in the affirmative were: A, V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Borgen,
Burnquist, Conley, Crane, Davies, Edwards, Frankson, Harding, Hillman, C. E. Johnson,
J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Just, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lundeen, Minette, Morton, Nolan,
Nygren, A. J. Peterson, Putnam, Robinson, Rustad, Schuler, Skartum, W. T. Stone, Sulerud,
and Wisniewski—31.

Those who voted in the negative were: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Bouck, G. W.
Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Denzer, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Hafften, Henion,
Herzberg, Holmberg, Hopkins, Hurley, Jelinek, Keefe Klemer, Kneeland, Knutson, Kunze,
S. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, MacKenzie, McMartIn, MeNeil, Mattson, Mettling,
A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nye, O’Neill, Orr, Palmer, Papke, Perry, J. E. Petelson, 0. Peterson,
Reed, Rlbenack Rice, Saggau, Sampsou, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Virtue,
(I'J) H. gamer, B. Warner, Washburn, Webb, Wescott, White, Whiting, and Speaker H., H.

unn-—ol.

An cntire chapter might be written about this incident. It has a
place here because it serves to suggest that there were many reactionary
reasons for a House machine in addition to the main object of defeating
reform legislation. The means and methods of creating a combination
through which the politicians control for themselves and the special in-
terests are interesting.

The first essential element is what I call “a corporation cabinet,”
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a carefully chosen coterie of the shrewdest politicians whose duty it is
to make and manipulate the machine. Some members of the cabinet
in this case were within, some without the legislature. Half of their task
is accomplished with the election of a satisfactory Speaker who will
“pack” the important committees as they desire. Without favorable
rules they are badly handicapped and in constant danger of disruption.
Assuming that the initial step, the selection of an obedient organizing
officer, has been accomplished, the system of the ‘“corporation cabinet”
is about as follows:

1. The Nucleus—There can be no doubt that a number of members
owed their election to liquor money and were directly controlled by the
brewery combine. It is equally obvious that certain representatives
were the political property of the steel trust. Others were there pri-
marily to serve the railroad ring, or the public utility companies. All
such statesmen responded easily to the efforts of the corporation cabi-
net, it only being necessary to get them to working in a pool.

2. Chairmanships—This influence brings no small number into the
combination. It is a most important factor in the selection of the Speak-
er, and subsequently if his organization is attacked in any way or has a
program of any kind to carry out those securing good chairmanships
feel forced to fight with the administration. Some of the representatives
chiefly responsible for Speaker Dunn’s election were rewarded with
chairmanships as follows: L. C. Spoorler, Appropriations; Thomas
Kneeland, Judiciary; R. C. Dunn, Taxes and Tax Laws; W. F. Kunze,
Education; C. H. Warner, Public Lands; W. D, Washburn, Railroads.
These were all county option men, yet stood with the organization
through practically all of the session.

3. Patronage—The opportunity to pay political debts through the
appointment of employees appeals to some and always results in re-
cruits for the combination. It is claimed that every supporter of Speaker
Dunn had the naming of at least one member of the third house. John
Holten refused to vote at the speakership caucus, which may possibly
be explained by the fact that he had a son who was a candidate for an
appointive position. The Speaker and his Rules Committee had almost
absolute authority over employees, which might have been used as a
club to compel members to adhere religiously to the program.

4. Appropriations—Log-rolling, or trading in appropriations, is the
chief instrument through which the cabinet constructs a controlling com-
bination. - It adds more to the machine than almost all other influences.
As a rule, every member goes to St. Paul with the idea of obtaining
some special thing for his district. The result is simply this: the reac-
tionaries get possession of the organization in general and the commit-
tee on Appropriations in particular; then they are in a position to say
to representatives desiring local appropriations, “You stand with us and
we will pass your bills” The result is two-fold: (1) The country
member secures something special for his community and thus becomes
a big man at home by being small and “useful” in St. Paul; and (2)
there are appropriations for the people to pay aggregating about $16,000,-
000.00, which doubles the tax levy of the state. .

T shall recite one complete story to illustrate this practice. There
might be a score of similar tales, but this one is typical and should
suffice. P. L. Converse of Becker County wanted a fish hatchery for
the City of Detroit. That was the beginning and the end of it.

Mr. Converse introduced H. F. No. 93, appropriating money for a
fish hatchery at Detroit, on January 17th. The bill was referred to the
Game and Fish Committee. In due time it was reported from that com-
mittee with a favorable recommendation and placed upon general orders.
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On February 14th the bill was sent to the Appropriations Committee,
“retaining its place on general orders.” There it was pigeon-holed for
a month and seven days while the work of disciplining and making sure
of its author went on. Mr. Converse had voted for Dunn for Speaker
and against the Nolan publicity amendment—satisfactory reactionary
conduct. But at this period of the session he was wavering. He seemed
uncertain on county option. The recactionaries also dlscovered that he
had pledged his people to vote for a tonnage tax. But far worse than
that, after voting with the majority against makmor a special order of the
progressive initiative and referendum bill, Mr, Converse seconded a mo-
tion to reconsider the vote and voted with the msurgents on that vital
question. So the pigeon-hole held its prey and it looked bad for the
Detroit fish hatchery.

: The Appropriations Committee kept his pet bill, while its sponsor
fretted and fumed. Finally, according to the story he told to me, Mr.
Converse went to the chairman of the sub-committee which was holding
his bill and reiterated his demand that action be taken upon it. That
was the day before the first test vote on the tonnage tax and it was
proposed that if he would vote against that bill <omet}‘1no would be done
for the fish hatchery. “But I promised Bjorge”—began Mr. Converse.
“To hell with the Norwegian,” responded the statesman on the lid. Mr.
Converse voted for the tonnage tax and his bill remained in the Appro-
priations Committee. Then there came a change.

About the middle of March a letter ready to sign, with one of Mr.
Converse’s envelopes, was found upon the desk of Dr. W. T. Stone
where it had seemingly been dropped during a conversation with his col-
league. Mr. Converse has denied either writing or mailing this letter
and, I understand, also threatened a libel suit if I published it in this

book. It was as follows:
Marveh 17th, 1911.
“Mr. D. L. Durkin,

Frazee, Minn.

“Dear Sir: (This first part of the letter related to an appointment the writer was trying
to secure for the one addressed, and iIs omitted. Then the letter goes on)—

““I have been working hard every day to get the Fish Hatclbery for Detroit. I have been
voting with the gang right along and if I don’t succeed in getting it, it will be because when

the time comes they will go back on their promise to me. It was reported out of the Fish and
Game Committee immediately and is now in the Appropriations Committee, and the boys
* promised me yesterday to report it out at ouce.
“Yours very truly,”

Subsequent events tend to substantiate this letter, even if it never
was written or sent by Mr. Converse. A few days later, the Klemer
controversy arrived and Converse certainly “voted with the gang.” On
March 23rd the Appropriations Committee raised the embargo on his
bill and it passed the House by the following vote five days later

Those who voted in the affirmative were: Aker, And. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Booth-
royd, Borgen, Bouck, L. D. Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Clark, Converse, Davies,
Davig, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Henion, Herzberg,
Hillman, Hoffman, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, Hurley, Jelinek, C. B. Johnson, Just, Keefe,
‘Kelly, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, S. N, Lee, Lennon, Libera. Lundeen, Lydiard, MacKenzie,
MceMartin, MeNeil, Mattson, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Morton, O'Neill, Orr, Palmer,
Papke, Peters, 0. Peterson, Ribenack, Rice, Robertson, Robinson, Saggaun, Sampson, Schuler,

* Schwartz, C. E. Stone, Sulerud, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Voxland, C. H.
‘Warner, Washburn, Wescott, White, Wisnlewski, and Speaker H., H. Dunn—78.

Those who voted in the negative were: Conley, J. N, Johnson, Klemer, I. J. Lee, J. F.
Lee, A. Nelson, Nygren, A. I. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Rustad, W. T. Stone,
B. Warner and Whiting—15. .

When the result was announced a number of cabinet officials and
even some ordinary reactionaries looked over at Mr. Converse with
knowing nods and smiles, as much as to say: “Didn’t we tell you it
would pass?”

5. Ambitions—Some statesmen cannot be reached by the reaction-
aries except through an appeal to their ambitions. Many a man will

“
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yield to that influence, when none other would move him. George H.
Mattson, although he voted for Burnquist, acted as one of Dunn’s com-
missioners to settle the speakership contest, and during the early part of
the session stood quite consistently with the organization. It was freely
suggested about the capitol that he had been brought into the reaction-
ary camp through his ambition to be Secretary “of State. Whatever
the reason, it shouId be said that Mr. Mattson reversed himself and
fought with the insurgents during the closing weeks of the session. I
know of members of both branches who were taken up onto a Lhigh
mountain and given an enchanting view of the polmcal umverse which
lay open before them, if they would adopt the “safe and easy” course.
Senators Lende and Boyle, brilliant young men, were two of these.
Both bade Satan to get behind them. Others were not so patriotic, or
so strong.

6. Flattery—There are always some who like to be told through
attentions of various kinds that they are great men. The opportunity
to make speeches makes a strong appeal to weak men’s vanity. It is
my belief that Knute Knutson was one of the members amenable to
this subtle influence.

7. The Corporation Press—Akin to the influence of flattery was the
work of reporters in this respect. Members who would “play the game”
with the reactionaries, even if their ability did not entitle them to any
distinction, were praised and paraded before the people as great states-
men, while the insurgents were mentioned only when it was necessary
and often in a manner to belittle their ability and discredit their inten-
tions.

8. Good Fellowship—*“You are hereby requested to be at the Ryan
Hotel on Thursday evening, March 2nd, at 7:30 P. M. to join with the
Representative Hurley in a journey to the Yoerg Brewery to be enter-
tained to a Dutch Lunch. Yours for a good time, J. J. Hurley.” This
typical invitation to a “brewery banquet” was addressed to a democratic
member who instead of attending gave me the letter,

On the last night before the big battle on the initiative and refer-
endum bills, Albert Pfaender, bell wether of the democrats, had his
crowd in one end of Carling’s, while W. H. Wescott, rounder for the re-
actionary republicans, was holding forth with his followers in another
part of the same cafe. Presumably it was figured, and rightly, too,
the “good time” would not be forgotten when the voting took place.
While organizing the democrats for this gladsome event, Mr. Pfaen-
der called Clinton Robinson aside and invited him, exp]ammg that he
had been made the floor leader for his party and to show his apprecia-
tion of thxs honor he was giving a dinner to the boys at Carling’s that
evening. “What is Wescott showmcr his appreciation for?” asked Mr.
Robinson, who further intimated his belief that the banquet had a deeper
significance. Messrs. Farley and Robinson were two of the twenty-six
House democrats who did not attend.

Free theater tickets represent another phase of the good fellow
ship influence. Understanding human nature and realizing that the ac-
ceptance of such a favor would make the recipient easier of control, some
of the reactionary leaders made it possible for country members to se-
cure passes to the theaters., Probably some of them did not know that
the theaters had been “held up” for these tickets. This is how it hap-
pened at the last session, and it was the orthodox method: On January
16th, Charles W. Bouck introdiuced H. F. No 71, “A bill prohibiting
theatrical performances on the sabbath” which was sent to “the ceme-
tery,” the Committee 6n General Legislation. Of course the hill died
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9. Bribery—I believe that the buying and selling of votes for se
much cold cash has been reduced to the minimum; but there are many
indirect ways of accomplishing the same result. Option schemes are
sometimes used, as are also other methods almost too subtle for com-
prehension and so clever as to place both briber and bribee beyond the
reach of the law, Poker has been a favorite means of bribery and during
recent sessions there were three different “legislative games” patronized
regularly by members. It worked like this: If the representative of
some special interest or some “held-up” institution desired to get into
the good graces of a certain Senator or Representative, it somehow
happened that both would meet at the same poker table. Assuming
that $100 would do the required business, during the night the outsider
seeking legislative favors would lose that amount and the legislator
would win it. Both understood why one lost and the other won, yet
technically and legally it was not bribery.

10.. Blackmail—Wine and women have enabled the cabinet to con-
trol many a member. In times past, when all other influences had
failed, good men have been led into paths of intemperance and while in-
toxicated directed into the “red light district.” Following that “orders”
were rarely disobeyed.

At the last session a tragic thing resulted from this weapon of drink.
It is a sad story, but every citizen in the state should know it. One of
the staunchest insurgents was J. J. Anderson, of Alexandria. He was an
excellent legislator, with the deepest convictions and most patriotic pur-
poses. Clean, courageous and immovably opposed to special privilege in
every form, he took his stand with the progressives and remained there
to the end. Earlier in his life there was a period when he used intoxi-
cants freely; but he conquered the old habit and for years before coming
to the legislature had been master of his appetite. The brewery mem-
bers knew of this weakness (they always possess each man’s history
from childhood up), and for honest John Anderson the session became
more than a battle between special interests and the people. The
enemies of good government wanted to control his conduct and with
diabolical subtlety they labored to revive the old love of liquor. Think
of this man’s struggle! The idea of drink, drink, drink, was kept con-
stantly before him for weeks. Finally the persistence of his persecutors
prevailed. They induced him merely to taste. That was enough, for the
flood gates of appetite gave way completely to the pushing, piled up,
torrent of dozens of daily temptations and he fell before it. For a week
he drank, drank, drank, and soon after adjournment, he died. The “sys-
tem” had added murder to its other crimes.

% x *

Battling against all of these machine influences, always outnum-
bered, but acting under the wisest and most patriotic leadership 1 have
ever seen, were this band of forty-three progressives, occasionally rem-
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forced by a few others who wavered between the two elements: J. J.
Anderson, J. A. A. Burnquist, Wm. A. Campbell, Kerry F, Conley, Ralph
E. Crane, Jos. Davies, Andrew Davis, W. A. Fisher, Thomas Frank-
son, W, A. Harding, N. J. Holmberg, John Holten, C. E. Johnson, J. N.
Johnson, J. T. Johnson, F. L. Klemer, Iver J. Lee, J. F. Lee, R. J. Lind-
berg, Ernest Lundeen, Finlay McMartin, W. I. Nolan, Charles N. Orr,
F. L. Palmer, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, H. A. Putnam, Henry
Rines, John O. Rustad, John A. Sampson, K. G. Skartum, W, T. Stone,
E. Warner, Henry P. Webb, and E. F, Whiting—35 republicans; Clinton
Robinson, F. L. Farley, and Martin Schwar{z—3 democrats; A. V.
Anderson, Rufus P. Norton, C. L. Sulerud, and George H. Voxland—4
prohibitionists; and N. S. Hillman, socialist.




CHAPTER V.
KLEMERITIS AND STONE BRUISES.

Senatorial courtesy and tory tradition have decreed that it is unpar-
liamentary for a member of any legislative body to tell the truth con-
cerning his colleagues. Accordingly, when F. L. Klemer, of Faribault,
charged that the committees of the House were “packed for the special
interests,” he created a sensation unprecedented and unparalleled in
the annals of Minnesota law-making.

The “Klemer incident,” with its antecedent conditions of corruption,

had a most appropriate background—the Sulerud bill granting to the
people the right to change their own constitution by a majority of the
votes cast on any amendment. At present it requires a majority of all
- the votes cast at the election to adopt any constitutional amendment.
The law which the Sulerud bill sought to change in the interest of the
people was passed in 1897 through the influence and at the instigation
of the brewers., W. W. Dunn, attorney and legislative agent of the
Hamm Brewing Company and law-making representative in general of
the brewery combine, was at that time a member of the House (he is
‘now a state senator), and he introduced and pushed through the legis-
lature the provision which Sulerud and the insurgents were trying to
amend. By requiring a majority of all the votes of an election, it was
made practically impossible ever to change the constitution. This safe-
guarded the brewers and all the other special interests, because most of
the vital fundamental reforms such as the initiative and referendum, tle
recall, and woman suffrage, could come only through constitutional
amendments. That is why the vote on the Sulerud bill is one of the
best tests of the entire session. The only vote upon this measure re-
sulted as follows:

For the Sulerud Bill Giving the People a Legitimate Chance to Change Their Own Consti-
tution: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Campbell,” Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane, Farley,
Frankson, Harding, Hillman, Holten, C. . Johnson, J. N. Johnson, Klemer, I J. Leb,
Lindberg, Lundeen, McNeil, Morton, A, Nelson, Nolan, O'Neill, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson,
Putnam, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Schwartz, Skartum, Sulerud, Voxland, and
B. Warner—35. ’

Against the Sulerud bill: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown,
I. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Davies, Davis, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Duun, Edwards, Fer-
guson, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Henion, Herzberg, Hoffman, Holmberg, Hopkins,
Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Xeefe, Kelly, Xnapp, Kneeland, Knutson, Kunze, J. F. Lee S. N. Lee,
Lennon, Libera, Lydlard, MacDonald, MacKenzie, McMartin, Mattson, Mettling, Minette,
Moriarity, H. Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien, Orr, Palmer, Papke, Perry, Peters, O. Peterson,
Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Saggau, Schuler, Spooner, C. E. Stone W. T. Stous,
Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, C. H. Warner, Washburn, Webb, Wescott, White, Wis-
niewski, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—77.

Mr. Klemer made his sensational charges on March 22nd when the
Judiciary Committee was astraddle this Sulerud bill and slowly strang-
ling it into insensibility. The committee had reported the bill for “in-
definite postponement” and it was upon Sulerud’s substitute motion that
the bill be advanced to general orders that the test vote was taken.
The administration forces had pummelled almost the last expiring ga$p
from the helpless measure when Mr. Klemer, mild and unarmored, en-
tered the arema. John G. Lennon.had just reuttered that convenient
sentiment, always and forever the refuge of the reactionary—"“stand by
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the committee; we must uphold the report of the committee.” Then
Mr. Klemer arose and in a soft, gentle, voice reminded him and the
House that the committees were packed for ‘the special interests. The
howl that went up proved that his charges were true. If unfounded and
“spoken only in the heat of debate,” they would have been jokingly cast
_aside—which would have been an excellent way for the reactionaries.
But Klemer had touched a tender spot. They were guilty.

There was another reason for their unrestrained fury. Mr. Klemer
is a slender gentleman and very, very meek. His face is kindly and
his voice exceedingly sweet and tender in all its tones. That was why
the reactionaries blundered. Up to that time Klemer had stood consist-
ently with the insurgents, but had said little. He was mild and it seemed
safe, perfectly safe, for the administration machine to proclaim their
political purity at his expense. Others had made statements more “un-
parliamentary” than his. W. I. Nolan, of Minneapolis, had asserted that
the brewers were busy as bees in the present legislature. Special in-
terest members will stand for almost any accusation rather than that
they are subject to the unscrupulous brewery combine. But they knew
that Mr. Nolan was experienced and forceful and fearless. It was dif-
ferent with Mr. Klemer. He did not look loaded, so the bulldozing
brigade proceeded to make an example of him.

A number of machine members simply could not restrain their
“righteous indignation,” and with a display of voices and fists and teeth
intended to induce the mild- mannered Mr. Klemer to retire through the
keyhole, they demanded that he apologize. Next, Speaker H. H. Dunn
hied himself into the blustering business and threatened physical restitu-
tion for the insult. Mr. Klemer, still meek and mild, arose to reply—
and, of course, to apologize. But he didn’t, The blustering had been
overdone. Instead, he reiterated his charges. Whereupon the bluffing
began again and R. C. Dunn moved the appointment of a committee of
three to inquire into the Klemer charges. Speaker Dunn appointed R. C.
Dunn, L, C. Spooner, and Albert Pfaender.

The following morning this specially packed investigating commit-
tee reported in part as follows:

“We find that the language used was not only highly improper and grossly unparlia-
mentary, but also that it constituted a grave and serious reflection upon the honor and
integrity of the Honorable Speaker of this Xouse and upon the entire membership of this
House, and we rccommend that the said member be required forthwith to apologize to the
Hororable Speaker of this House and to the members of this House In unconditional language
and that in addition thereto he be required forthwith to speclfically retract the charges made
and each and every thereof, or that in default thereof, he be censured therefor by a vote of
this House.”

Instead of apologizing, Mr. Klemer made this statement:

““Mr. Speaker: In my remarks yesterday on the floor of this House, I said that the com-
mittees of this House were packed in the interests of the special interests. I simply said
what I believed to be true from what I have learned since my election; I am not the only
person in this state who entertaing this belief. I am simply voicing the sentiments of a large
proportion of the general public. A great deal of indignation has been expressed on the foor
of this House on account of my remarks, and I have been asked to make a publie apology in
order to exonerate the Speaker and his appointees, [ wish to say frankly that anything I
might say at this time would not help to change public sentiment or add any honor to any
member of this body. This matter has been given wide publication in the public press and
will be discussed generally throughout the state.

“I am willing to apologize for what I have said if, after a thorough and impartial inves-
tigation by this House it shall appear that my convictions and the convictions of the public
are not well founded. I therefore propose, Mr. Speaker, that a committee of seven members
be appointed, of which I shall be allowed to name three members and the Speaker three and
the six members so appointed be authorized to name the seventh member, for the purpose of
investigating the charges that I have made, and that such committee be given full power
to subpoena witnesses and compel the production of books and papers bearing on this question,
and 1 heg leave to express the wish that it may conclusively sppear that this House Las heen
organized in the interests of the people of this state and not packed for the special Interests.
Until sueh time, I respectfully request that my apology be deferred.”’

Next, Mr. Klemer further surprised and completely routed the re-
actionaries by offering the resolution which follows. At this point oc-
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eurred the most unparliamentary incident of the whole controversy, when
Speaker Dunn sneeringly referred to the Klemer resolution as being
unfit for consideration by any parliamentary body. And the Speaker
was saved from presenting it to the House by Mr. Spooner’s motion for
a recess. The reactionaries sought safety from the meek, mild little
man from Faribault in adjournment. - His resolution was as follows:

Be it Resolved, by the House of Representatives, that a committee of seven be named,
three members of sald committee to be named by the mover of this resolution, and three mem-
bers of such committee to be appointed by the Speaker, and that the six members so appointed
be autborized to name the seventh member of sald committee; that the committee so0 named
pe constituted a committee of this House for the purpose of investigating the charges made by
me yesterday, namely, ‘“That this Fouge and its committees have been packed in the finter-
ssts of the speclal interests,”” and that such committee be given full powers to subpoena and
swear witnesses, to compel the production of books and papers, and that such committee be
required to report back to the House all the testimony and proceedings In the premises.

Mr. Klemer had put them in a desperate dilemma. I believe that the
reactionaries reasoned like this: If we give Klemer an impartial com-
mittee, appointed partly by himself, he will prove his charges; so.we
can’t do that. But if we attempt to discipline him without the hearing
he demands, if will be so obviously unfair that the people will not stand
for the injustice. Yet the reactionaries risked the latter. The next day,
March 24th, they attempted a vote of censure against Klemer. But they
could muster only 68 votes, whereas they needed 80 to do the deed at
that time under a suspension of the rules. The vote was as follows:

To Censure Klemer Without a Hearing: Aker, And. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G. W.
Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene,
Hafften, Hauge, Healy, Henion, Herzberg, Hoffman, Hopkins, Flurley, Jelinek, Just. Keefe,
Kelly, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, MacKenzie, McDonald,
McNeil, Mettling, Moriarity, H. Nelson, Nye, O'Brien, 0'Neill, Orr, Papke, Perry, Peters, O.
Peterson, Pfaender, Ribenack, Rice, Robertson, Saggau, Schuler, Schwartz, Spooner C. E.
&tone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, C. H. Warner, E. Warner, Washburn,
Wescott, White, Whiting, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—68.

For Klemer: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Burnquist, Campbell, Christle,
Conley, Crane, Davies, Davis, Farley, Frankson, Harding, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, C. H.
Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, Knutson, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg,
Lundeen, MeMartin, Mattson, Minette, Morton, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, Palmer, A, J.
Peterson, J. E, Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Skartum, W. T. Stone,
Sulerud, and Wisnlewskl—44,

The reactionaries rested and thought it over until March 27th. They
realized that something would have to be done, and the unequal fight
was resumed—I say unequal because the machine had the majority and
the inclination to use the “steam roller.” Mr. Pfaender had read into
the resolution of censure and the records a long statement which had
been prepared for Mr. Klemer to sign. At this point Mr. Klemer made
the following apology for “unparliamentary” language but refused to
retract the truth of his statement:

“Mr. Speaker: In my remarks before this House last Wednesday I belleve that my
language was unparliamentary, and I hereby wish to offer an apology to the Speaker and the
members of this House in 8o far as my language was unparliamentary.””

Still ignoring his resolution demanding an impartial investigation,
not even having made it a part of the records, the House reactionaries

ecensured Mr, Klemer by the following vote:

Those Who Voted to Censure Klemer Were: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen,
Bouek, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Converse, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Dunn,
Ferguson, TFowler, Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Hauge, Herzberg, Hillman, Hoffman, Hopking,
Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Kelly, Knapp, Kneeland, Munze, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard,
McDonald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash. H. Nelson, Nye, O'Briea,
0’Neill, Orr, Papke, Perry, Peters, Pfaender, Rlbenack, Rice, Robertson, Saggau, Schuler,
%&m;mer, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedf, Utecht, Virtue, C. ¥. Warner, Wescott, and

hite—66.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: A, V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist,
Campbell, Christle, Conley, Crane, Davies, Davils, Edwards, TFarley, Frankson, Harding,
Holmberg, Holten, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Knutson, 1. J. Lee, J. F. Lee,
Lindberg, Lundeen, McMartin, Mattson, Morton, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, Palmer, A. J.
Peterson, J, E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robinson, Rustad, Skartum, W. T. Stone; Sulerud,
B. Warner, Webb, and Wisniewskl—42.
~.
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Then Mr, Klemer reintroduced his resolution for an investigation
and moved its adoption. In the turmoil which followed, Speaker Dunn,
who was on the floor of the House, suddenly moved that Mr. Klemer
and Dr. W. T. Stone be ordered before the bar of the House to specify
which committees had been “packed” and by which members. Dr. Stone
was thus honored because in .the debate he had expressed the opinion
that Klemer had only told the truth. J. N. Johnson offered an amend-
ment to the motion of Speaker Dunn that they be given until the morn-
ing of March 29th to prepare their charges in writing. But the reac-
tionaries did not want specific charges in writing and voted down the
Johnson amendment, 66 to 40, as follows:

To Give Klemer and Stone Time To Prepare Their Charges: A. V. Anderson; J. J. An-
derson, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Conley, Crane, Davles, Edwards, Farley, Ferguson,
Frankson, Harding, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, C. BE. Johnson, J. N, Johnson, J. T.
Johnson, Klemer, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, MeMartin, Mattson, Morton, Nolan,
Orr, A. J. Peterson, J, E, Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robinson, Rustad, Skartum, Sulerud,
B, Warner, and Webb—40.

For The Steam Roller Method: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Bouck, G. W.
Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Converse, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Dunn, Fowler,
Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Herzberg, Hoffman, Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Knapp, Knee-
land, Knutson, Kunze, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, McNell,
Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash, A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien, O’Neill,
Paimer, Papke, Perry, Peters, Pfaender, Ribenack, Robertson, Saggau, Schuler, Spooner,
C. BE. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untledt, Utecht, Virtue, C. H. Warner, Wescott, White,
‘Wisniewski, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—66,

Speaker Dunn’s motion then carried and Mr. Klemer and Dr. Stone
were ordered before the bar of .the House. An attempt was made to
heckle and embarrass them, but both refused to make specific charges,
without being given time to prepare them in writing.

Following that, Speaker H. H. Dunn was ill for several days, John
G. Lennon being elected Speaker pro tem, and there were no further
incidents or developments in the controversy until April 4th. Then Dr.
Stone made specific charges, and more, too, in a resolution in part as

follows:

Whereas, On the 27th day of March, 1911, F. L. Klemer, a member of this House, was
censured for usging unparliamentary langunage and for making certain charges against the
Speaker and the organization of this House, which appear more fully in the record of the
journal, reference to which is hereby made; and

Whereas, Upon the same day, upon a motion made by the Speaker of this House and
carried by the vote of said Speaker and other members agalnst whom the charges had been
made, in violation of the rules of this House and contrary to all parliamentary practice,
gaid F. L. Klemer and W, T. Stone, members of this House, were called to the bar of the
House and a demand made for an immediate specification of the individuals and the committees
gpon which is based the belief that ‘‘Committees are packed in the interest of the Interests;”
and

‘Whereas, The F. L. Klemer and W. T, Stone before the bar of the House, each requested
additional time in which to formulate a proper statement of the basis of these charges, which
request was preemptorily refused by the House; and

‘Whereas, It appears from the Journal of the House and the records of the proceedings of
the present session that 12 members control the important committees and through them the
less important; and

‘Whereas, Sald W, T. Stone proposes to show by the records and journal of this House and
by other testimony that the most important legislation that has come before this legisiature,
including the bills on the initiative, referendum, recall, corrupt practice act, and direct
primary have been controlled and killed by the committees above named. That these com-
mittees are not only packed but jointly packed, there is no lack of proof. Members of this
House have boasted that they are able to hold up any bill they see fit and are able to kill
any legislation proposed. This has been done time and again; and

Whereas, The charges for which . L. Xlemer and W, 7. Stone were brought before the
bar of this House cannot in fairness be pronounced untrue without the most ample investiga-
tion for the reason that it i{s common knowledge throughout the state and country that there
is a well defined political faetion existing in both parties not only within the State of Minne-
sota, but within every state in the Unifon, and in the National Government, known as *‘Stand-
patters’ or “Reactionaries.”” That a considerable number of this faction have heen elected
through the influence of the corporations and individuale enjoying special privileges. That
the position and aim of this faction in the government of the different states and 1n the
National Government is to prevent any legislation that will increase and further government
by the people, or restrict speecial privileges, That in the State of Minnesota there is a well
known combination of corporations of this character including the railroads, the brewerles,
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and Mquor Interests, the street railway companles .of the three large citles, the U. 3. Steel
Company and the Medical Trust, with other comwbinations and interests; and -

Whereas, the mover of these resolutions sincerely believes that an impartial investigation
will show that at the last election the corporations and Interests above mentioned and known
as the special Interests contributed large sums of money to the State Central Committee of
the Republican party, of which Ex-Senator E. E. Smith was chairman, for the purpose,
among other things, of electing as many members asg possible of this House favorable to the
said special Interests; and

Whereas, The mover further belleves an impartial investigation will bring to light facts
and circumstances sufficient to convince impartial members that the electon of the Speaker
and the organization of the committees of this House were due in a large measure to the
fnfluence of the special interests and for the purpose of furthering and perpetuating the con-
trol of the government of this State by the said special interests above mentioned; and

Whereas, The Legislature of the State of Minnesota is the only body in the State that
has full posver and authority to order an investigation that is public and that can properly
lay the faets in relation to the control of this State Government by sald interests before the
people; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by the House of Representatives of the State of Minnesota, that a committee
of seven be constituted from the members of this House, three of whom to be selected by the
mover of this resolution, three to be selected by the Speaker and the six so named to choose
a seventh member, for the purpose of investigating the matters herein set forth. That said
committee 1s given full power and authority to subpoena witnesses, compel the production of
hooks and papers, to take testimony under oath, concerning the funds used by the State
Central Committees of both the Republican and Democratie parties, during the last campaign
in the election of members of this Legislature. That it be further empowered and directed
to investigate the npomination and election of the Speaker of this House, the appoiutment
of the commmittees of said House and the organization of the committees and further authorized
and directed to hold public sessions and to permit the mover of this resolution to be repre-
sented before the committee by attorneys to be selected by him without cost to the State,
who shall be allowed to examine witnesses and to designate such witnesses as they desire
to be called. That said committee is further requested and directed to keep a stenographie
report of the testimony taken before them and to report the same back to this House with
such recommendations as to them may seem proper.

Neither the Klemer nor Stone resolutions demanding impartial in-
vestigations was ever acted upon, and the legislature adjourned without
having in any way met the issue of corruption raised by these resolu-
tions.



CHAPTER VI
THE SPEAKERSHIP CONTEST.

The Speaker of the House of Representatives should be judged:
(1) by the character and political program of his supporters; (2) by
his attitude toward political plunder as that element is represented in
patronage and supplies; (3) by his Committee on Rules and the funda-
mental legislative laws which are made to govern the session; and (4). by
his organization of the House. Some of these avenues of judgment have
been approached in preceding chapters. The Klemer-Stone clash with
the reactionary organization also served to emphasize the importance of
the speakership and to prepare you for the story of the contest for that
position. Before beginning that recital let me present one concrete
incident bearing upon the subject, which was thus discussed in a news
letter April Sth:

‘““Were you watching the lower House of the Legislature last Wednesday? A most
interesting and significant thing happened. First, let me offer a few explanations and intro-
-duce a few characters.

“Previously the Senate had passed a bill extending the primary to the nomination ef
state officers. The House reactlonaries did not Intend that this bill should become a law.
Accordingly it was sent to the Electlons Committee where it was to be held Indefinitely.
The Electlons Committee had a reactionary chairman and a reactionary majority, which was
a2 good and sufficlent guarantee to the special interests and professional politiclans that this
primary bill would not be reported out in time for its passage. In order to understand the
situation you must know that business bad become so congested in the Flouse as to render
the assassinatlon of any measure safe and easy. That 18 the modern method—the one Con-
gress employed to kill the non-partisan tariff commission. At that time there were so many
bills on general orders and the calendar that there was not the least possibility of any
fundamental reform being reached unless it was advanced out of its regular order. A
reactionary ruler and reactionary rules were at hand to see that no important progressive
measure was given precedence. A reactionary one-third, under the Cannonistic conditions
whieh prevailed, could delay and defeat any and all reforms, and this desire for death
included a number of measures besides the primary.

“Next consider a vastly different sort of measure. Minneapolis has a liguor lcenze
gone. It limits the teu‘ltoxy in which saloons can legally exist. Two large hotels—the
Dyckman and the Radisson—are outside this zone. A bill was Introduced to make an
-axception of these two hotels and permit them to dispose of intoxieants., The people of
Miuneapolis were violently opposed to the granting of this speeclal privilege, which amounts
to an extension of their patrol limits, Hence it can readily be seen that this particular bilt
must have had substantial impetus, personal and otherwise, to make it move under such
conditions.

“‘Now meet the characters in the play. Speaker H. H. Dunn was ill and unable to act
his part. His understudy, the speaker pro-tem, was John G. Lennon., Mr. Lennon is s
reactionary and an exponent of the modern method-—congestion and obstruction. He held
that a majority had not the power to advance a measure at a critical time. This speaker
pro-tem was opposed to the primary, and progressive ideas generally. On the other bhand,
he was author of the hotel license bill and entrusted with the responsibility of passing
it through the House. I next present a group of progressives, naming only two, N. J.
Holmberg, of Renville, and Henry Rines, of Mora. Between forty and fifty others might
be included in the list of thnse who carried on the almost hopeless fight for fundamental
reforms. But Messrs. Rines and Holmberg acted the stellar parts on this occasion.

““Let us assume that this happened before the sessjon gtarted that morning: Mr. Holm-
berg sought the speaker pro-tem and informed him that the progressives were determined
to unlock the death grasp of the Elections Committee upon the throat of the primary bild
and bring that measure before the House where it could be acted upon in the open. Stifl
assuming, the speaker pro-tem sought to discourage thig insurgency by informing the ex-
ponent of progress that the Chair would bold that it took a two-thirds vote to recall a bill
from a committee and make it a special order. Of course, Mr. Holmberg was sorry and to
-emphasize his grief probably threatened to connect the incident with the Klemer-Stone
charges of special Interest control of the organization. Whereupon the speaker pro-tem’s
voice became lower and more olly, and he made this proposition to the progressive leader:
If you and a few of your followers will vote for my hotel bill, I'll let the primary bill
be advanced in this way—when we reach motions and resolutions in the ovder of business,
{ will find an excuse to vacate the chalr and will ¢all upon any one you nams to preside.
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While I am out you can make your motion and your man will rule that it takes ouly a
majority vote to make a speeial order of the bill, Mr. Holmberg sccepted in considerably
less than a second and Mr. Rines, another dependable progressive, was selected to preside
during the brief, but epochical peried during which Mr. Leunon was summoned from the
ehamber.

““The rest is simple and comparatively unimportant. Mr, Lennon vacated the chafr,
agecording to contract. Mr. Rines wae called upon to preside. Next Mr. Holmberg moved
that the primary bill be recalled from the Elections Committee and made a special order
for April 12th. A reactionary raised the point of order that it would require eighty votes
0 carry the motion. *Acting Speaker Rines ruled that a majority could do whatever they
pleased with the bill. That settled the question and the resetionaries, after being defeated,
elambered aboard the band wagon. All present, excepting Greene, Hoffman, Lydiard, H.
Nelson, O'Brien, and C. E. Stone, voted with the progressives.

“Do you comprehend what all this means? The fate of the primary election bill de-
pended absolutely and alope upon the man In the chair. It should not require very many
more expensive lessons in politics like the present session to convince people of the para-
mount importance of the speakership.”

* * *

The result of the elections made the legislative situation look threat-
ening to the politicians and their masters. When the battle of ballots
was over it was apparent that the brewery combine had won a safe
majority against county option, but there was a general demand for the
initiative and referendum, the recall, extension of the primary and other
progressive measures, all of which menaced the political supremacy of
the brewers and associated special interests. Their only safeguard lay
in a reactionary organization of the House—which meant the election of
a “safe” Speaker.

J. A. A. Burnquist, of St. Paul, a progressive with an excellent legis-
lative record, was the first to announce his candidacy for the speakership,
the public being informed on September 3rd, 1910, that he was an
aspirant for the position. The belief is general that the reactionaries
had agreed upon their candidate, H. H. Dunn, of Albert Lea, long before
this time. But he was not publicly in the field until all indications
pointed to the success of Mr. Burnquist. It was probably a part of the
game to keep Mr, Dunn in the background and thus encourage other
progressives to enter the race and divide the Burnquist strength, which
was the way the insurgents were finally defeated.

As the crisis of the contest approached, the only candidates were
J. A. A. Burnquist and H. H. Dunn, progressive and reactionary, re-
spectively. Mr. Burnquist seemed certain of success. He had been
given repeated assurances of support from several of the Hennepin
county delegation and was generally the choice of county option mem-
bers from all sections of the state, especially the Seventh and Ninth
congressional districts. Mr. Dunn was favored openly by reactionary
republicans like John G. Lennon and others of the political character of
MacKenzie and Wescott. There is evidence also that he was the choice
of reactionary state officials and “alumni coaches.” Nor can it be dis-
puted that political agents of the brewers were active in his behalf.

Through strategy, spoils and misrepresentation, the supporters of
Mr. Dunn succeeded in overcoming the handicap of the earlier situation,
and defeated the progressive candidate. This is how it was done.

1. Dividing the Progressives.—The reactionaries played the old, old
game of bringing other candidates into the field and scattering the
strength -of Mr. Burnquist, thus creating dissension and delay until such
time as they could bring enough recruits into their camp to win. This
had to be done in the Seventh and Ninth districts where the pro-
gressives were strongest. At the proper time for their purposes, J. T.
fohnson, of Fergus Falls, began to be “mentioned” as a speakership

*Speaker Dunn would probably have ruled, as did Mr. Rines, that a majority ecould
make a special order of a bill, which does not affect my point, that of the presiding
afficer’s power to control legislation.
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candidate. Upon Mr, Spooner’s invitation, Mr. Johnson went to Morris
for a conference, which gave further 1mpetus to his candidacy. But
events in this direction soon traveled too fast for the reactionaries.
From their standpoint two dangers developed out of the Johnson candi-
dacy: (1) it grew in the Ninth district to such an extent that there was
a remote possibiltiy that he might win; and (2) Mr. Johnson was a bona
fide progressive who would hardly consent to having his following
“delivered” to the enemy.

Neither of these dangers appeared to apply to Mr. Spooner, so he
became the candidate who ultimately accomplished the “dividing” which
defeated the progressives. The Seventh congressional district caucussed
at Willmar on November 28th and those present adopted a resolution
inviting Mr, Spooner to be a candidate, but supporting Mr. Burnquist
in case Mr. Spooner did not enter the race. Most of the Twin City
papers published the misleading information that the Willmar meeting
had unanimously indorsed Mr. Spooner for Speaker Following thxs
and influenced no doubt by the misrepresentation of what actually was
done by the Seventh district, the Ninth congressional district caucussed
at Crookston November 30th and indorsed Mr. Spooner,

The day previous, November 29th, the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict caucussed on the speakership at the Merchants Hotel in St. Paul,
all of the delegation being present excepting C. E. Stone. Mr. Burnquist
was endorsed by a vote of six to two, Messrs. Perry and Greene oppos-
ing the endorsement. Almost immediately the brewery interests in
Ramsey county became busy and Messrs. Perry, Fuchs and Jelinek
signed a call for another meeting of the Ramsey delegation the next day,
at which a steering committee was appointed and a resolution adopted
which practically rescinded the previous action in behalf of Burnquist.
A St. Paul business man overheard a conversation in a St. Paul brewery
in which it was stated that “it took us three hours” to get one of the men
to change from Burnquist to their candidate. When the Fourth district
caucussed again, Burnquist had only three votes.

At a meeting of the Northern Development Association in Brainerd,
December 1st and 2nd, attended largely by legislators, it was intended
to settle the speakership contest. Mr. Spooner had developed his full
strength which, of course, was insufficient for him to win. It had
seemingly served the “dividing” purpose and all that remained was the
“getting them together” process of the Dunn leaders.

There was an attempt to rally the insurgents but the mischief had
been accomplished and the combination of alleged progressives had a
sufficient number ready for “delivery” to elect the reactionary candidate.
On December 5th the Seventh Congressional district held a second

caucus at Granite Falls, and nine out of eleven, either in person or by -

proxy, adopted these resolutions:

““We, the undersigned, members elect of the Seventh Congressional District, assembled
at Granite Falls, December 5th, 1910, adopt the following resolution:

Whereas a majority of the members elect of said district had previously in caucus Iu
sald district, beld at Willmar, November 28th, 1910, prowmised their vote and support to M:.
J. A. A. Burpguist, of St. Panl, for Speaker of the next Iouse; and,

‘Whereas at sald cancus a large number of sald members who had so pledged themselves
were absent; and,

Whereas, at said caucus a resolution was passed inviting Mr. L. C. Spooner to hecome
8 candidate for Speaker, and to support said Mr. Burnquist In tbe event that AMr. Spooner
would not become a candidate; and,

Whereas the members elect of this district who were absent at sald cancus at Willmar
refused to concur in said action taken at said caucus held at Willmar; and,

Whereas they have come to the conclusfon that sald Mr. Spooner cannot receive the

nomination;

Therefore, Be it Now Resolved, That we unanimously vote to rescind the action at
the Willmar caucus and to pledge ourselves to vote for and support to the end Mr, J. A, AL
Burnquist.”
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2, Boarding the Band Wagon.—Despite this action, which was
known to them, on the same evening the Hennepin county delecratmn met
and indorsed Mr. Dunn. At that meeting it was represented to the
Minneapolis members that Mr, Dunn had the unanimous support of the
First, Second and Third Congressional Districts and was therefore cer-
tain of election. The followmg day, when the Dunn leaders were trying
to carry a caucus of the First district, which at the time of the Minne-
apolis meeting stood only six out of eleven for Dunn, they argued that
the action of Hennepin county made his election sure and that the band
wagon was both comfortable and commodious. Nor did Mr. Dunn ever
have the unanimous support of either the Second or Third districts. The
Spooner candidacy paved the way, and the clever manipulation of mis-
representations as to the real status of the contest, together with the
endorsement of Hennepin county at the critical time, completed the
stampede to Dunn which cost the state all that has been suggested in
preceding chapters.

April 22nd, after the final adjournment of the legislature, the Satur-
day Lunch Club of Minneapolis, devoted a meeting, attended by 150 of
its members, to a review of the records of the Hennepin county delega-
tion. This mxhtant reform organization had taken an active interest in
the legislative elections and was largely responsible for the successful
candidacy of more than a majority of the Minneapolis house members.
On this occasion Mr. S. R. Child, Chairman of the Executive Committee
of the Club, spoke on the subject of the speakership, in part, as follows:

“The Saturday Lunch Club had no set legislative program. The
only principles enumerated were those as a general basis of selecting
candidates for the legislature and were the following:

‘1. A candidate should be a man of strong character, with a record for honorable deal-
ings, with convictions on matters of public policy, and capable of maintaining hig position
with force and efficiency.

““2. He should show a favorable attitude toward county option and be opposed to any
extension of the patrol limits of the City of Minneapolis.

“2. He should show a disposition to veform the rales of the legislative body.

‘4. He should have a higher regard for people than for property and for community
interests than for private interests.

5. He should show a favorable attitude towards the initiative and referendum.”

“T would strongly advise that in the next campaign we add a sixth
principle, or pledge, as follows:

““We recognize that in the state legislature there 1s a party representing the special in-
terests whose supreme effort is to select the speaker, thus controlling patronage, committee
assignments and to a great extent influencing legislation. To this party we are unalterably
opposed. Will you pledge yourself if elected, not to surrender yourself upon the questlon of
the organization to that party?’

Continuing, Mr. Child said: “This Club endorsed as progressive
Kunze, Palmer, Fowler, Fisher, Washburn, Kneeland, Lundeen, Camp-
bell and Nolan. It strondly opposed Lennon. Nash, Lydlard and Nye as
reactionaries on their record. Those four reactlonary members were
for Dunn from the start, while the nine progressives were presumed to
be for some progressive member. That these nine should have yielded
to the four was another case of the lion and the lamb lying down to-
cether, but wonderful to relate—‘the lion inside the lamb’.”

Then followed a clear cut recital of how the Hennepin county “pro-
gressives” had been stampeded for Dunn and what each had received
from the organization, presumably in consideration of their support, and
in this connection Mr. Child pointed out that Messrs. Nolan and Lun-
deen, who refused to climb aboard the band wagon and voted for Burn-
quist, were the only Minneapolis republicans who were not awarded with
chairmanships.

3. Patronage and Chairmanships.—It is conceded by the keenest
politcal observers that Mr. Burnquist could have won the Speakership if
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he had made the usual promises; but he refused to barter away a single
piece of plunder or to be bound by a single “concession” in reference
to the organization. On the other hand assurances were given to those
supporting Dunn that they would be “cared for” and it 1s asserted on
good authority that every member who voted for Mr. Dunn was given
the appointment of at least one employee, W. H. Wescott, the profes-
sional politician who was most active in the Speakership fight, did most
of the “promising,” perhaps far in excess of his authority or ability te
deliver, but it had the desired effect and undoubtedly influenced enough
members to decide the contest. As has been shown in the chapter on the
House organization, the best committee chairmanships were bestowed
upon Dunn’s supporters, Spooner, Kneeland, R. C. Dunn, Wescott, Mac-
Kenzie, Congdon, Washburn, Perry and L. D. Brown getting the choicest

plums.
* % *

Mr. Burnquist was criticised for continuing the fight to the beginning
of the session. The advocates of “harmony” urged him to withdraw
when it became apparent that his strength had been successfully “divid-
ed.” But he refused, and no more patriotic thing was ever done. He
knew that if he eliminated himself it would mean either Dunn or
Spooner, both reactionary, so he kept up the fight for progressive
principles.

The republican caucus of House members, which finally settled the
contest, was held on the evening before the opening of the session.
The followers of both Dunn and Burnquist held meetings previous to the
caucus and each selected three commissioners authorized to make final
arrangements. Mr. Dunn’s commissioners were L. C. Spooner, R. C.
Dunn and Geo. H. Mattson, although the latter voted for Burnquist in
the caucus. Mr. Burnquist’s commissioners were W. I. Nolan, Andrew
Davis and Kerry E. Conley. :

At the republican caucus held in the House Chamber at 8 o’clock
p. m., January 2nd, H. H. Dunn was nominated for Speaker by L. C.
Spooner and J. A. A. Burnquist by W. I. Nolan. Mr. Dunn’s nomina-
tion was seconded by Messrs. MacKenzie, Fowler and Hopkins. Messrs.
J. N. Johnson and Ernest Lundeen seconded the nomination of Mr.
Burnquist.

The vote of the caucus was as follows:

For Dunn-—Aker, Andrew Anderson, Boothroyd@, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. ®.
Brown, Campbell, Congdon, Christie, Converse, Crane, Denzer, Diessper, R. C. Dunn, Es-
wards, Ferguson, Fisher, Fowler, Frankson, ¥uchs, Greene, Hafften, Hauge, Healy, Heniou,
Hoffman, Hopkins, Jelinek, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, S. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard.
MacKenzie, McNeil, Nash, A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nye, Palmer, Papke, Perry, O. Peterson.
Reed, Rice, Spooner, C. E. Stone, C. H. Warner, Washburn, Wescott, White and H. H,

—55

Duml]?‘oroaﬁurnquist—-:l. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Conley, Davis, Harding, Holmberg, C. L.
Johuson, J. N, Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, Knutson, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg,
Lundeen, MecMartin, Mattson, Nolan, O'Neill, Orr, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam,
Rines, Robertson, Rustad, Sampson, E. Warner, and Webb—29.
- John Holten, although present at the caucus, asked to be excused
from voting. Joseph Davies, K. G. Skartum, W. T, Stone and E. F.
Whiting, Burnquist supporters, did not arrive in time to attend the
caucus.

Among those voting for Mr. Dunn, W. A, Campbell, Ralph Crane,
W. A. Fisher, Thos. Frankson and F. L. Palmer opposed the reactionary
machine through all the session and did excellent work with the insur-
gents. Of those voting for Mr..Burnqmst, K_nute Knutsgn, cpnspicu—
ously, and Donald Robertson, at times, stood with the reactionaries.

* * * .
Although Mr. Burnquist should have controlled the caucus of the
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Republican party, which was the majority and, according to precedent,
the organizing party, yet I do not believe that even then it would have
been possible for him to be elected Speaker. The incumbency of that
position meant too much to the brewery interests for them ever to con-
sent to the seating of a progressive of his uncompromising character.
I am convinced that if Mr. Burnquist had been able to control the votes
of all the county option republicans in the caucus, which would have giv-
en him a majority of that party, the reactionary republicans, would have
bolted and joined with the anti-county option democrats, electing either
Dunn or some democrat like Pfaender. If an unprecedented “bolt” of
that kind had been necessary, judging members by their records through
the session, the result would have been about as follows:

For Dunn or Pfaender—Republicans, 43; democrats, 23; total, 66, or
a majority of 5.

For Burnquist—Republicans, 46; prohibitionists, 4; democrats, 3;
socialist, 1; total, 54. i

But nothing of that revolutionary nature was necessary, and the
triumph of Mr. Dunn in the republican  caucus left undisturbed the
“party solidarity” when the formal vote was taken on the opening day.
Mr. Dunn received the total republican vote, except that of Alex MecNeil
who was detained at home by quarantine, and the 26 democrats voted
for Albert Pfaender. The four prohibitionists voted for C. L. Sulerud.
N. S. Hillman, the lone socialist, could not with modesty nominate and
support himself, so voted with the majority.




CHAPTER VIIL
GORDON AND THE OLD GUARD.

At the time of the Klemer excitement in the FHouse some one sug-
gested that the Senate committees also were “packed” and Lieutenant-
Governor Gordon is reported as answering: “They are packed—with the
best men in the Senate—and I did it all myself.” That was quite gener-
ally true. For the first time in a decade, the most important committees

.were given into the hands of progressives and the remnants of the old

guard machine were placed in the less conseguential positions. The
upper body was organized in the interest of the people, an advantage
which it took the reactionary ‘majority two-thirds of the session to over-
come.

The nine most important committees, Rules, General Legislation,
Elections, Finance, Temperance, Taxes, Reapportionment, Railroads, and
Public Health had 127 places and the ratio of progressives and reaction-
aries on these nine was 73 to 54. The best chairmanships went to
progressives like Gunderson, Sundberg, Haycraft, V. L. Johnson, Bed-
ford, Hackney, Boyle, Lende, and Dwinnell.

The appointment of Carl Wallace, supposedly progressive, as chair-
man of the committee on Taxes and Tax Laws was probably what de-
fecated the income tax amendment to the federal constitution, as that
bill was pigeon-holed in the committee until too late for it to be acted
upon in the Senate.

But by far the worst committee of the Senate was the Judiciary.
The Lieutenant-Governor had nothing to do with the personnel of this
committee more than to name its chairman, F. E. Putnam, of Blue
Earth. Senator Putnam appointed as his sub-committee on Constitutional
Law, Messrs. Dunn, Wilson, Gunderson, Rockne and Duxbury. This
body was headed by the attorney of the Hamm Brewing Company, who
thus had an opportunity to block any and all reforms through consti-
tutional amendments. The bills on the initiative and referendum were all
referred to this sub-committee which contained only one real progressive,
Senator Gunderson, and nigeon-holed until the very end of the session.

The Senate had no committee on Legislative Expenses, whereas it
needed several.




CHAPTER VIIIL )
THE FIGHT FOR DIRECT LEGISLATION.,

‘“‘Direct Leglslation consists of the Inifiative, Referendum and Recall. Tt is in direet
accord with our theory of government. It leads to efficient and just application of law,
gives a businesslite administration of the affairs of state, city and town; increases economy,
promptness and efficiency in doing the business of the people and for all alike with no
favor or graft for anybody. It belps government for the people and not that condition
where the people scem to be created for the government. It belps to cut out the boodlers
and so assist the politicians to be good. .

“The only opponents of Direct Legislation are those who seek to exploit the people,
those secking special favors through legislation.

“Direct Legislation requires a constitutional amendment providing that while the legis-
lative power remains the same as it now is, the people reserve to themselves the power to
propose laws and amendments to the constitution and to enaet and reject the same at the
polls, independent of the legislature. This power reserved by the people is called the ‘Initi-
ative’ and the ‘Referendum’ that ix, the right of the people to initiate and to reject legis-
fation. In states where the Initintive is in practice, it requires a certain per cent of the
legal voters (usnally eight per cent) to propose any measure by petition aud every such
petition must include the full text of the measure so proposed.

“The sccond power which Direet Legislation seeks to rvestore to the people is that eof
the “Referendum,’ the right of the people to puass upon, to ratify or reject any law that is
passed by the legislature. “The ‘Referendum’ is authorized after a certain per cent of the
fegnl voters have petitioned (usually five per ceut), and the people vote upon the law,

“Under the ‘Recall’ any public officer may be called upon to resign by the filing of a
petition signed by a certain per cent of the legal voters who participated in the last pre-
ceding clection in the official’s election district. ('lhe percentage is usually twenty-five
per cent.) The petition must set forth the reasons for the recall and If the officer doea
not resign in five days after the petition is properly filed, a special election must be held
withinn twenty days at which the veters of the district determine whether the official is teo
be ‘Recalled.’

“The ‘Initiative, Referendum and Recall’ seek to maintain the rights and liberties of
the peopie and the power and majesty of the government as against the encmies of both.
Thege measures give the people divect veto power upon undesirable laws; permit them to
propose legisiation and to retire inefficient or corrupt officers.”’—Dr. W. T. Stone, Repre-
sentative, Jubbard County.

* * 3k
THE BEST TEST ON THE INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM.

Andrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Burnquist, Campbell,
" Ohristie, Conley. Crane, Davies, Davis, Farley, Ferguson, Frankson, Harding, Hillinan, Holin-
berg, Holten, Hopkins, C. E. Johnsen, J. N. Jchnson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, [Kneeland, Knut-
son, I. J. Lee, J. ¥ Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, McMartin, Mattson, Morton, H. Nelson. Nolan,
0'Netll, Orr, Palmer, A, J. Petevson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robinson. Rustad,
Sampson, Skarinm, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, EB. Warner, Washburn, and Webb—51
—voted, on February 21st, to make the progressive Initiative and Referendum bill a special
order where it had some show of passage.

Aker, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Browa, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Converse, Denzer,
R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, IIafften, Hauge, Healy, Henion, Herzberg,
Hoffman, Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Knapp, Kurze, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Ly-
diard, McDonald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mettling, Minette, Morlarity, A. Nelson, Nye, Nygren,
O'Brien, Papke, Perry, Peters, 0. Peterson, Pfaender. Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Robertson, Sag-
gaun, Schnler, Schwartz, Spooner, ¢. E. Steone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue,
€. . Warner, Wescott, White, Wisniewskl, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—65 voted against
advanciug an honest initiative and Referendura bill.

= L] Ll

S. A. Stockwell, one of Minneapolis’ most useful citizens, was for-
merly a State Senator. When in the Senate Chamber. early in January,
he was greeted by Mr. Blank, of a well known printing firm, whe
inquired why he was there. .

“T am interested in direct legislation,” answered Stockwell,

“By that you mean the initiative and referendum?”

“Yes, and the recall,” said Stockwell.
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“They have the initiative and referendum in South Dakota, and the
ballot is several feet long?” ventured Mr. Blank.

“Yes, but in Oregon the ballot is more like the page of a newspaper,”
said Stockwell.

“l know,” returned Mr. Blank, “we are printing some samples of
both of them.”

’ “Who is having them printed?” asked Stockwell.

“Zollman,” was the answer.

From which Mr. Stockwell rightly inferred that the brewers were
busy. Mr. Zollman is attorney for the Minnesota Liquor Dealers Asso-
ciation. Obviously the brewery combine was at that early date arming
its ledlslatwe agents with arguments with which to oppose the pro-
gressives in their battles for the initiative, referendum and recall. With
those brewery printed documents as ev1denge the professional politi-
cians were to hold up to legislators “the spectre of expense and the plea
of impracticability.” Why were the brewers and associated special inter-
ests concerned above all else in the defeat of direct legislation?

In a national sense, the combined property power in politics is repre-
sented by three great groups: (1) the transportation trust; (2) the
industrial corporations, like Standard Oil; and (3) the public utility
companies. All of these were opposed to the enactment of a bona fide
initiative and referendum law by the Minnesota Legislature, because this
state is a part of the whole federal field in which they harvest a monthly
crop of special privilege through their control of politics and politicians.
Direct legislation would restore government to the people and serve te
re-establish equality of industrial and political opportunities. In this
state the “system” is composed of five elements: (1) the steel trust;
(2) the railroad companies; (3) a number of “tramp” corporations, like
the Twin City Rapid Transit Co.; (4) the liquor interests; and (5) scoreg
of professional politicians. For reasons that are obvious this state
machine influenced the situation sufficiently to make necessary this
unpleasant recital of the story.

Eight direct legislation bills were introduced in the House—No. 13
by L. C. Spooner, No. 17 by W, A. Campbell, No. 24 by J. N. Johnson,
No. 35 by F. L. Kelly, No. 47 by N. S. Hillman, No. 101 by Albert
Pfaender, No. 191 by W, T. Stone and No. 285 by M. J. Sullivan. The
number of bills presented was not so much an evidence of the popu-
larity of the idea as it was of the system at work. With that condition
it was easier for the reactionaries to bring about controversy and dis-
cord among the various authors of these bills. To dissipate the pro-
gressive strength is always the initial manoeuvre of the amalgamated
special interests led by the brewers. Of these authors Messrs. Spooner,
Pfaender, and Kelly voted against the initiative and referendum in the
1909 session. The Pfaender bill provided that 35 per cent should be
required to initiate laws, which made the measure practically worthless
and unusable, It was the opinion of leading progressives that the
spurious Pfaender bill was presented for the main purpose of defeating
an honest, effective initiative and referendum measure.

All of these initiative and referendum bills were referred to the
Committee on Elections, excepting the Pfaender bill, which for some
reason not known to me was first referred to the Committee on General
Legislation, but later sent to the same committee as the others. If this
all-important Committee on Elections had been picked by the brewers
and acted under their direction it could not have been more accommodat-
ing to the arch enemies of direct legislation. This committee held all
the initiative and referendum bills away from the House until February
21st, when the entire eight were dumped back into the House, without



THE MINNI}SQTA  LEGISLATURE: -
recommendations of any kind, with the Pfaender “subterfuge” at the
head of the list. :

The progressives among the authors of these bills had agreed to
unite upon H. F. No. 17, the Campbell measure, and to attempt to make
it a “special order” where it could be acted upon speedily and out in
the open. The program of the brewery members and their dissimulat-
ing assistants was to place the bills upon general orders where it would
be possible to contrive delay after delay and prevent a final vote until
too near the end of the session for any bill to become a law. According-~
iy, when the reports of the elections committee came in on that mem-
orable morning, with the Pfaender bill in the lead, Mr. Pfaender prompt-
ly had it placed upon general orders, whereas if he had been honestly
and intelligently interested in having it become a law, it seems that he
would at least have attempted to advance it to the special order stage.
The progressives’ measure, H. F. No. 17, came fifth in the list and when
it was reached, Mr. Campbell moved that it be made a special order
for the following week. The roll call on that motion separated the
real friends and the real enemies of direct legislation better than any
subsequent vote. That is the roll call given in the beginning of this
chapter. Three days later, when Mr. Pfaender was absent, there was a
second and successful attempt to advance the Campbell bill. On mo-
tion of Mr. Edwards, seconded by Mr. Converse, the previous vote was
reconsidered and H. F. No. 17 made a special order for March 9th by
the following vote:

To Advance H, F, No, 17.—A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Bnothrord, Burnguist, Camp-
bell, Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Diessner, Edwards, Farley, Ferguson,
Frankson, 1ilavding, Tlauge, IilUman, ¥Holmberg, Ilolten, Hopking, C. E. Johnson, J. N.
Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Keefe, Kilemer, Kneeland, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindherg,
Lundeen, McMartin, Mattson, Morton, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, O°'Neill, Orr, Palmer,
A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Dutnam, Rines, Robinson, Rustad, Schwartz, Skartum, W.
T, Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, B, Warner, Weblb, Whiting, and Wisnjewski—D57,

Against the Special Order.—Aker, Andrew Anderson, Borgen, Rouck, G. W. Brown, L. D.
Brown, Clarke, Denser, R. C. Dunn, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, lealy, [lenion, Herzberg, off-
man, Just, S. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, MeNeil, Mettling,
Minette, Moriarity, *Naxh, I1. Nelson, Nye, O'Brien, Pervy, Peters, 0. Peterson, Reed, Riben-
ack, Rice, Robertson, Saggau, Schaler, Spooner, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Untiedt, Utecht, Vir-
tue, C. H. Warner, Wescott, White, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—>50.

Meanwhile, a new progressive bill had been prepared and substi-
tuted for H. ¥. No. 17. This was H. F. No. 681. And Mr. Pfaender
had added his bill, H. F. No. 101, later replaced by his redrafted bill,
H. F. No. 718, to the special order for March 9th. The Sullivan bili
was left upon general orders; all the others were disposed of in some
way, which left only the Campbell and Pflaender measures for the big
battle, at the time of the special order.

The brewers fashioned the fight from inception to finish. Their
lobbiests, in and out of the legislature, made and manipulated the com-
bination that finally yielded the sixty-two votes against the people. A
few were “fooled” into taking the position that they did. But the brew-
ery machine was built, and T have never seen a more compact and per-
fectly operating organization. Not once during the two days’ struggle
did the politicians make a mistake or lose contro! of the combination.

When the battle began at eleven o’clock H. F. No. 681 was a good
hill, one of the best that could be drawn on the subject. Through five
hours of speeches and attempted amenglments the measure remained
practically the same. And in that connection occurred a Iegisliative anom-
aly that I never expect to see equalled. The progressives tried to make
the bill worse by amendments. The brewery leaders successfully op-
posed every important change for the worse. The progressives knew
that the reactionaries would not support the measure without certain
concessions and accordingl it%frgnds of the bill tried to yield enough
i,
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to add a few votes. The brewery crowd knew that they had votes
enough to kill the bill in the effective form in which it was introduced
and they opposed every vital amendment to make it less effective through
fear that it might become so bad that some of their men would vote for
it. The people ought to know that a number of members who were a
part of the combination which opposed the adoption of certain amend-
ments urged the failure to incorporate these amendments in the bill as
their excuse for voting against it on its final passage. Verily, “the voice
was Jacob’s voice, but the hands were the hands of Esau.”

The enemies of the initiative and referendum, led by Charles R.
Fowler, a brewery attorney, and Geco. W. Brown, attempted to amend
the Campbell bill so as to render it inapplicable to measures except by a
majority of all the votes cast at the election, instead of a majority of the
votes cast for any measure itself——the point raised in the Sulerud bill dis-
cussed in another chapter. Thomas Kneeland also objected to the meas-
ure on the ground that it made it too easy for the people to change their
own constitution and proposed an amendment eliminating constitutional
changes from the initiative provisions of the bill. All of these and other
amendments were voted down, and H. F. No. 681 was placed upon its
final passage in a form which would have played havoc with the special
interests and professional politicians of Minnesota, had it been passed
and adopted into the constitution of the state. It was defeated by the
following vote, Messrs. lunze and Spooner voting for it under protest:

Tor the Progressive Initiative and Referendum Bill.—A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson,
Boothroyd, Burmuist, Campbell, Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Farley,
Ferguson, Frankson, Greene, Harding, Hillman, Holmberg, FHolten, C. B, Johnson, J. N,
dohnson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, Kuuze, I. J. Lee, J. F, Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, MceMartin,
Mattson, Morton, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, O'Neill, Ovr, DPalmer, A, J. Peterson., J. B,

Peterson, Putnam, Ribenack, Rines, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Skartum, Spoon-
er, W. T. Stone, Sulernd, Voxland, E. YWarner, Webb, Whiting—54.

Against an Effective Initiative and Referendum Bill,.—Aker, Anrdrew Anderson, Borgen,
Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Denzer, Diessner, R. C. Duan, Edwards, Fowler,
Fuchs, Hafften, Ilange, Ilealy, HHenion, Herzberg, Hopkins, Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe,
Kelly, Knapp, Kneeland, Kuutson, 8 N, Lee, Lennon, Libeva, Lydiaed, MeDonald, MacKenzie,
MeNeill, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity. Nash, H. Nelson, Nye, O Lm-n Papke, Perry, Peters,
Q. Peterson, Pfaender, Reed, Rice, Saggau, Schuler, S(h\\uxt? C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thiel-
en, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Washburn, Wescott, Whlte, VWispiewski, and Speaker H. H.
Dunn—G2.

The followmcr morning the special order was continued and the
Pfaender bill was considered. This bill was bad at the beginning. But
it was not deemed sufficient that it provided for percentages whlc1 made
it practically wotthless. TIts friends. the brewery element, made it even
worse by amendments., They wanted to make it so bad that the progres-
sives would join with those of their forces who were bold enough to
oppose any bill on the subject, and vote against it,

First, Mr. Pfaender had adopted an amendment which made it im-
possible later to initiate legislation with less percentages than those
named in his bill.

Then an amendment was adopted which made it impossible for the
people to initiate constitutional amendments as they could other laws.
This was aimed at such questions as woman suffrage.

Next Mr. Fowler championed an amendment which provided a
further and almost insurmountable handicap for the people by requiring
that each law initiated by them must receive a majority of all votes
cast at the election, instead of a majority of those voting on that par-
ticular question.

As a final safeguard for the interests, two amendments aimed at
organized labor were voted into the bill. The first, offered by Mr. Hop-
kins, provided that the people should not have the right to initiate a
law unless it had been before the legislature and had recelved at least
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20 per cent of the votes of either House or Senate; which would not en-
able labor to use the law on many of the reforms they are working for,
because a large number of otheir measures are killed by committees
and never get even one vote on their final passage. The other amend-
ment against organized labor was offered by Mr. Pfaender, and pro-
vided that the signers of an initiative petition must be “So distributed
as to include at least seven percentum of the legal voters in each of at
least three-fifths of the counties of the state.” This “wise” provision
would have made it impossible for the labor element to initiate any law
because their forces are conjested in a few centers.

With these many and ample “safeguards,” the Pfaender bill was
passed by the following vote of 63 to 50:

Those Voting in the Affirmative Were: A, V.. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd,
Burnquist, Camplell, Clarke, Davies, Davis, Ferguson. Fowler, Frankson, Ferzherg, IJilk
man, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, IHuarley, C. E. Johnson, J. T, Johuson, Just, Keefe, Kelly,
Kilemer, Knapp, Kneeland, Koutson, 1. J. Lee, J. [IF. Lee, 8. N. Lece, Lenunon, Lundeen,
McNeill, Mattson, Mettling, Minette, Morton, Nash, . Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O Brien,
O'Neill, Palmer, Pfaender, Putnam, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad,
Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Sulerud, Sullivan, Utecht, Voxland, Washburn, Webb, White,
Whiting, and Wisnjewski—G3.

Those Voting in the Negative Were: Aker, Andrew Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G. W.
Brown, L. D. Brown, Christie, Conley, Converse, Denzer, Dicssner, R. C. Dunn, Edwards,
Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Harding, Hauge, Ilealy, Henion, Jelnek, J. N. Johnson, Kunze,
Libera, Lydiard, McDonald, McKenzie, MeMartin, Moriarity, A, Nelson, Nolan. Orr, Papke,
Pervy, Peters, A, J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, 0. Peterson, Reed, Saggau, Skartum, C. B
Stone, W. T. Stone, Thielen, Untiedt, Virtue, C. I1I. Warner, B, Warner, Wescolt, and
Speaker H. H. Dunn—50,

The fifty-four who supported the honest measure divided on the
final passage of the Pfaender bill. But I think all the progressives were
agreed that it was worthless. Because of that conviction a number voted
against it. Other insurgents voted for it in the hope that the Senate
would amend it into effective form. Figure it any way you will, the
brewers won the House battle.

In the Senate progressive initiative and referendum bills were in-
troduced by O. A. Lende and John Moonan. These measures were
pigeon-holed in a subcommittee of the judiciary headed by W. W, Dunn,
brewery attorney, throughout the session. The Pfaender bill, after its
passage by the House, was also given into the custody of this same sub-
committee where it remained until too late for any action by the Senate.
And yet there are citizens of the state who will maintain that the brew-
ery combine did not dominate the session and control its most vital

actions.
* * *

THE RECALL,

S. F. No. 8, by John Moonan, providing for the recall of public offi-
cials, except judges, passed the Senate March 28th by the following vote:

For the Recall.—Ahmann, Bedford, Beuson, Borle, Carpenter, Cashman, Cheadle, Clague,
- €. F. Cook, Dale, Denegre, Donaldson, Duea, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Froshang, Gundem
son, ITackney. Hanson, Hayeratt, C. D. Johnson, V. L. Johnson, Johnston, Klein, Lende,
L’Herault, McGrath, Marden, Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Pauly, Peterson, FPoehlen,
Rockne, Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, Schaller, J. D. Sullivan, Sundberg, Thoe, Wallace, Wels,
Wilson, Works-—48.

Against the Recall.—Anderson, Coller, L. O. Cooke, Dunn, Duxbury, Gunn, Handlan,
Pugh, G. H. Sullivan, Van Hoven—10.

This bill then passed into the House and was referred to the Com-
mittee on Elections, from which it was recalled April 10th and made a
special order for April 13th. Here occurred some of the notorious
“team work” between House and Senate. The reactionary House leaders
knew that the Senate was seeking an excuse to defeat the recall bill
and provided that excuse by amending S. F. No. 8 so that it applied to
judges, which the upper body had excepted. Amended in that form
the Moonan recall bill passed the House by the following vote:
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For the Recall,—Aker, Andrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Bonthroyd,
Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Burnqguist, Campbell, Chllbll(‘ Conley, Con-
verse, Crane, Davies, Denzer, Diessner, Ddwards, Farley, Ferguson, Fowler, Frankson, Fuchs,
Greene, IHafften, Harvding, Hauoge, IHer rg, IHiltman, IHolmberg, Holten, Ilopkins, Jelinek,
C. B. Johusen, J, N. Johnson, J. T. Johuson, Just, Keefe, KRelly, I\'lmm-r, Koapp., Kaeeland,
Kunze, [ J. Lee, J. F. Lee, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard, Me-
Donatd, McMartin, MeNeil, Mattson, Mettling, Minette, Morton, Nash, A. Nelsou, H. Nelson,
Nolan, Nye, Nygren, O'Neill, Orr, Patmer, Perry, Peters, A, J. Peterson, J. B, Peterson,
0. Peterson, Praender, Putiam, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Robinson, Runstad,
Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Skartuwmy, Spoover, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Sullivan, Untiedt,
Utecht, Voxland, C. H. Warrer, L. Warner, Washburn, Webb, Wescott, White, Whiting,
Wisniewski, Speaker . . Dunn—104.

Against the Regall,—Clarke, Congdon, R. C. Dunn, Healy, Ienion, Hurley, Knutson,
Maclsenzie, Moriarity, Papke, Suggan, C. E. Stoune, Thiclen, Virtue—14.

Of course the Senate refused to concur in the House amendments
to S. F. No. 8. When Senator Moonan moved that the bill be placed
on its repassage as amended, Senator Putnam made a substitute motion
that a conference committee be appointed, which carried, thereby de-

feating the recall.

The conference committee consisted of Senators Putnam, Moonan
and Coller, appointed by Lieutenant-Governor Gordon, and Representa-
tives Kneeland, J. N. Johnson, and Congdon, appointed by Speaker Dunn.
This committee reported late in the alternoon of the last day, recom-
mending that the bill be passed with the judges eliminated, and the con-
ference report was adopted by both branches, and the bill repassed the
House by the following vote:

For the Recall.—Aker, Audrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, Boothroyd, Bouck, G. W,
Brown, Burnquisf, Campbell, Christie, Counley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Farley, Fer-
guson, Fowler, Frankson, Greeune, Hallten, Hauoge, Healy, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, Hop-
kins, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johunsou, J. . Johnson, Just, Kelly, Klemer, Knapp, Kneeland,
Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, S. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiacd, Me-
Douald, MeMartin, MeNeil, Mattson, Minette, Morton. Nash, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nye, Ny-
greu, O'Brien, O'Neill, Ovr, Pahwer, Perry, A. J. Peterson, J. B. Peterson, 0. Peterson,
Putnam, Reed, Ribenaek, Rice, Rines, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Skar-
tum, W. T. Stone, Sulernd, Uteeht, Voxland, C. 1. Warner, E. Warner, Washburn, Webb,
White, Whiting, Wisnicwski, and Speaker . H. Dunn—85.

Against the Recall.~—~Bnrgen, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Diessner, R. C. Dunn,
Hoffman, ITurley, MacKenzie, Moriarvity, . Nelson, Peters, Saggau, C. 5. Stone, Sullivan,
Thielen, Unticdt, Virtue—I18.

The best test in the House on the recall came on April 10th, when
Thomas Kneeland moved that S. F. No. 8 be withdrawn from the Com-
mittee on Elections and made a special order. The following voted
against that attempt to advance the bill and to make its passage possible:

And. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, 1. D. Brown, Congdon, Denzer, Diessner,
R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Farley, Hafften, Healy, Ienion, Hurley, Knutson, 8. N, Lee, Lennon,
Lydiard, McDonald, MeKenzie, Mettling, Nye, O Brien, Perry, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Saggau,
C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thiclen, Virtue, C. H. Warner, Wescott, White and Speaker H. H.
Dunn—37.

But final adjournment, through a mistake in announcing the vote,
saved the politicians in the Senate. The recall bill had been reached
and the report of the conference committee adopted. All that remained
was for S. F. No. 8 to be put upon its final passage, and it would have
become a law, with the Governor’s signature. The reactionaries, led
by George H. Sullivan, were fighting desperately. It was the last night,
remember, and adjournment was their only hope. A motion to adjourn
had already been voted down. Then there was a last attempt—and the
mistake which cost the people both the recall and the primary extension.
Senator Moonan had moved that the roll be called on the repassage of
the recall bill, when Senator Dunn, brewery attorney, made a substitute
motion that the Senate adjourn, sine die. What follows is an exact
copy of the Senate record:

“Mr. Dunn moved that the Senate adjourn until 11 o’clock tomorrow
morning.

“The question being taken on the adoption of the motion,
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“And the roll being called, there were yeas 33 and nays 30, as follows:
“Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Anderson Froshaug Pugh

Boyle Glotzbach Rockne
Carpenter Gunu Rustad

Clague C. D. Johnson Stehhing
Coller Johnson G. II. Sullivan
L. 0. Cooke Klein J. D. Sullivan
Deuvegre Marden Swanson

Dunn Murray Van Hoven
Duxbury Olson Wallace
Vosseen Poehler Wels

Those who voted in the negative were:

Ahmann Gunderson Odell
Bedford Hackuney Pauly
Benson Haudlan Poeterson
Cashman Hanson Putnam
Cheadle Hayeraft Sageng
C. I'. Cook V. L. Johnson Saugstad
Dale Lende Sclhatller
Donaldson . L’Herault Sundberg
Duea McGrath Thoe
Dwinnell Mocenan Wilson
Tlwell Nelson Works

“So the Senate was declared adjourned.”

The motion to adjourn was lost—33 to 30—but Assistant Secretary
Simonton reversed the figures in handing the result to Lieutenant-Gov-
ernor Gordon and that official announced that the Senate stood ad-
journed. Instantly almost there was such a scattering of members that
it seemded impossible to reassemble the Senate when the mistake was dis-
covered.

The thirty-three who voted against adjournment would undoubted-
ly have voted for both the recall and the primary. Mr. Simonton’s
mistake was an expensive blunder.

In both House and Senate the reactionaries depended upon the
general policy of delay and subtly contrived, shrewdly masked discord
between the two bodies. A simple, straightforward rule limiting the
time standing committees could keep bills pigeon-holed would have pre-
vented the pitiable congestion of business which existed at the close,
and made possible the success of their scheme. The people should under-
stand that there was nothing accidental in this condition, which enabled
a majority in both branches to say, “we voted for all progressive meas-
ures”—only one of which was enacted into law. Tt is indeed difficult to
procure reforms from legislators whose only interest in reform is to
escape the wrath of the people in subsequent elections.




CHAPTER 1X.
ELECTION MEASURES.

Telling the truth is unpleasant. It would be far more agreeable to
pass over certain incidents in the fight for reform and progress in the
election laws of the state. For example, I should very much prefer to
give everyone connected with the passage of the Keefe bill full credit
for honest intentions. That measure, which provides for the popular
election of United States Senators, was voluntarily reported from the
House Committee on Elections with the recommendation that it “de
pass”’—which made one wonder. Then, a few days later, it passed the
House unanimously, which was more wondrous still.

Possibly one reason was unintentionally indicated by Mr. Fowler
when in arguing against the initiative and referendum he suggested that
direct legislation was wholly unnecessary. “The people can get anything
they want from the legislature. See how easily the Keefe bill was
passed.” It certainly came in handy for such purposes at that critical
time. But it is my belief that it journeyed through the House, prac-
tically unopposed, because the reactionaries thoucrht it could ultimately
be defeated in the same way that the recall, the primary and other vital
{)ne;_sures were killed—through a lack of team work between the two

odies.

Precisely the same situation prevailed in reference to the income
tax amendment to the federal constitution. The Clinton Robinson in-
come tax bill passed the House unanimously, as did the Keefe bill. But
some of the reactionaries had intended to fight the income tax and at
least one speech was carefully prepared for dehvery against it. Suddenly
all signs of opposition subsided and when the measure was placed upon
its final passage there was not a single negative vote. I believe this was
because its enemies knew that the blll would be killed in the Senate, as
it was. It is also my belief that the politicians permitted the Keefe bill
to sail smoothly through the House because they had the same unfalter-
ing faith in the ability of certain political pirates to wreck the measure
in the Senate.

The Keefe bill was substantially the Oregon law which provides that
party candidates for United States Senator shall be nominated by the
people at the primary election, and then pledges legislators to vote for
the one receiving the highest number of votes at the general election,
regardless of which party he represents. After its passage by the House,
Senators Lende and Works sidetracked their bills covering the same
ground, giving precedence to the House measure.

It was on April 7th that the notorious “team work”—the House pull-
ing in one direction, the Senate in another—began on the Keefe bill. 1t
was necessary, of course, for the Senate to have a substitute with which
to oppose the progressive measure. This was supplied in S, F. No. 14,
introduced by Frank Murray, a partisan measure, eliminating all possi-
bility of the election of a democratic United States Senator by a republi-
can legislature, and vice versa. The Keefe bill was the Oregon idea; the
Murray bill followed the less progressive plan adopted in North Dakota.
It was expected, I believe, that the House would pass one, the Senate
the other—and the people would get neither. But Senators Lende, Boyle,
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Haycraft, Moonan, Works and others outgeneralled the reactionaries;
and the Keefe bill became a law, the only vital reformm accomplished at
the last session.

The two “team work bills,” H. F. No. 127 by Keefe, and S. F. 14 by
Murray, were considered by the Senate as a special order April 7th. Af-
ter an unsuccessful attempt to have the Keefe bill considered first, as it
should have been, the Murray bill was passed by the following vote:

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Andetson, Bedford, Benson, Boyle, Cash-
man, Clague, Coller, L. 0. Cooke, Dale, Denegre, Duea, Dunn, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen,
Froshaug, Gunderson. Gunn, Hackney, I[Ianson. Haycraft, V. L. Jobuson, Johuston, Klein,
Lende, Marden, Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Pauly, Peterson, Pugh, Putuam,
Rockne, Saugstad, Stebbins, G. H. Sullivan, Sundberg, Swanson, Thoe, Wallace, Wilson.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Abhmann, Cheadle, C. F. Cook, Donuldson,
Duxbury, Glotzbach, Handlan, C. D. Johnson, L’Herault, Poehler, Sageng, Schaller, J.
Sullivan, Van Hoven, Wels, Works.

But the progressives had outwitted the reactionaries in this; several
voted for the Murray bill with the understanding that the Keefe bill
would at once be placed at the head of the calendar and remain there,
ready for final action, whenever the Senate should decide to consider it.

Then for a time the usual “team work” situation .prevailed. The
House had passed the Keefe bill and sent it into the Senate. The Senate
had passed the Murray bill and sent it into the House. Both branches
were in a position to say to their constituents: “We voted for a bill
providing for the popular election of United States Senators,” and yet
such a law had not been enacted. But for once, and the only time dur-
ing the session, on a vital issue, the House democrats exerted their bal-
ance of power in behalf of the people and refused to consider the Mur-
ray bill. Whereupon the Senate was forced to take up and pass the
Keefe bill, which was done on the last day, April 18th, by the following
vote:

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Ahmann, Anderson, Bedford, Benson, Boyle,
Cashman, Cheadle, Clague, Collet, C. F. Ceok, L, O. Cooke, Denegre, Donaldson, Duaxbury,
Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Iroshaug, Glotzbach, Guunderson, Hackuey, ITandlan, ITaunson,
Hayeraft, C. D, Johnson, V. L. Jolnson, Johnston, Klein, Lende, L' lTerault, MeGrath, Marden,
Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olzon, Pauly, Peterson, Poehler, Putnam, Rockne, Sageng,
Sangstad, Schaller, Stebbins, J. D. Sullivan, Sundberg, Swanson, Thoe, Van Hoven, Wallace,
Weis, Wilson, Works.—55.

'Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Carpenter, Dale, Dunn, Gunn, Pugh, G. H.
Sullivan.—86.

But this was not accomplished until after the reactionaries, led by
Geo. H. Sullivan, had made a desperate attempt to kill the bill by attach-
ing at least one amendment. Even the changing of one word would
have necessitated its repassage by the House, and it was the last day,
remember. This roll call upon one of Mr. Sullivan’s proposed amend-
ments is significant as indicating many of the “team work” Senators:

. For the Amendment: Anderson, Carpenter, L. 0. Cooke, Dale, Denegre, Dumn, Duxbury,
Dwinnell, Elwell, Gunn, Johnston, Klein, Marden, Murray, Nelson, Olson, Pugh, Putnam,
Rockne, Rustad, Stebbins, G. H. Sullivan, Swansen, Thoe, Wallace,” Wilson.—26.

Against the Amendment: Ahmann, Bedford, Benson, Boyle, Cashman, Cheadle, Clague,
Coller., C. F. Cook, Donaldson, Duea, Fosseen, Froshaug, Glotzbach, Gunderson, Hackney,
Handlan, Hanson, Hageraft, C. D. Johnson, V. L. Johnson, Lende, L'Herault, McGrath,
Moonan, Odcll, Pauly, Peterson, Poehler, Sageng, Saugstad, Schaller, J. D. Sullivan, Sund-
berg, Van Hoven, Wels, Works.—37.

* * *
CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT.

A complete revision and reform of the corrupt practices act was
provided for in bills introduced in the House by W. A. Fisher and W T.
Stone. The latter followed the Oregon statute and included the “pub-
licity pamphlet” which has accomplished so much for political education
and purification, in that progressive state. Both were “indefinitely post-
poned” by the Committee on Elections, but Dr. Stone succeeded in hav-
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ing the report of the committee overturned on March 7th, and his bill
placed on general orders by the following vote:

To Advance the Stone Corrupt Practices Bill: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, G. W.
Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Christle, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Diessper, Far-
ley, Ferguson, Frankson, Green, IHarding, Iauge, Henion, Hillman, Hoffman, Holmberg,
Holten, Hopkins, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johuson, J. T. Johnson, Just, Klemer, Knapp, Knee-
land, Knutson, L. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, MeMartin, MeNeil, Mattson, Minette,
Moriarity, A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, O'Neill, Orr, Palmer, Peters. A; J. Peter-
son, J. B. Peterson, O. Peterson, Pfucnder, Putnam, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Robinsen, Rustad,
Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Skartum, Spooner, W. T. Stoue, Sulerud, Untiedt, Utecht,
Webb, Wisniewski—70.

To Kill the Bill in Committee: Aker, And. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, L. D. Brown,
Clarke, Congden, Denzer, R. C. Dunn, Fowler, Fucls, Hafften, Healy, Herzberg, Hurley,
Kelly, Kunze, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Lydiard, MeDonald, MacKenzie, Mettling, Nye, O'Brien,
Papke, Poerry, Reed, Ribenack, Saggsu, C. E. Stone, Thielen, Virtue, C. H. Waruer, H.
Warner, Washburn, Wescott, White, Speaker . H. Dunun.—39.

The Stone bill never progressed beyond general orders. It fell a
victim to the general congestion of busmess and was not considered on
its final passage.

PRESIDENTIAL DELEGATES,

Earnest Lundeen introduced a bill providing for a primary election
to choose delegates to national conventions. This was a copy of the
excellent Wisconsin law, which would have interfered with the opera-
tion of the federal machine; accordingly it was held in the Committee on
Elections until April 12th—too late for it to survive the general conges-
tion. .

* * ES
THE STATE-WIDE PRIMARY.

S. F. No. 603, extending the primary election law to state officers,
passed the Senate, March 24th, by the following vote:

For State-wide Primary: . Ahmann, Anderson, Bedford, Benson, Boyle, Carpenter, Cash-
man, Cheadle, Clague, Dale, Denegre, Donaldson, Duxbury, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Fros-
haung, Gunderson, Hackney, Hanson, Ilayeraft, V. L. Johnson, Jobhuston, Klein, Lende,
L'tlerault, Mcetirath, Mavden, Moouan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Peterson, Pugh, Tutnam,
Rockne, Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, Schaller, Stebbins, J. D. Sullivan, Sundberg, Swanson,
Thoe, Wallace, Wels, Wilson.—49.

Against 8. F. No. 603: Coller, C. F. Cook, L. O. Cooke, Dunn, Gunn, C. D. Johnson,
G. H. Sullivan, Van Ioven.—8.

Then the “team work” began. This bill went to the House Commit-
tee on Elections, from which it was recalled April 5th and made a spe-
cial order. ‘The story of that incident has already been told in the
chapter on the speakership. Following that unexpected advantage for
the progresswes there were hurried oathermds of “alumni coaches” and
representatives of the state and federal machines. T:nally, after several
adjournments of the special order to give the reactionaries more time,
S. F. No. 603 passed the House on April 15th, three days before final
adjournment, by the following vote:

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Aker, And. Anderson, A. V. Anderson,
Bouek, G. W. Brown, L. D. Browu, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane,
Davies, Davis. Denzer, Fowler, Frankson, Fuchs, lafften, Harding, Hauge, Flenion, Herzberg,
Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, Flurley, Jelinek, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, Just,
Keefe, Kelly, Klemer, Knapp, Kneeland, Knutson, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lennon,
Libera, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard, McMartin, MeNeil, Mattson, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity,
Morton, Nash, Nolan, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien, O'Neill, Orr. Palmer, Perry, A. J. Peterson, O.
Poterson, Pfaender, Putnam, Ribenack, Rice, Rines. Robhertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson,
Schuler, Schwartz, Skartum, Spoouer, W, T, Stone, Sulerud, Thiclen, Uutiedt, Utecht, Vox-
land, C. F. Warner, E. Warner, Washbura, Webb, Wescott, Whiting, Wisniewski, Speaker
H. H. Dunn.—92.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Borgen, Diessner, R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Healy,
Hoffman, MacKkenzie, A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Papke, Peters, Reed, Saggau, C. E. Stone, Virtue,
White.—16

Of course the bill had been amended by Pfaender and others and had
to be repassed by the Senate. On April 17th Senator Haycraft moved
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that the Senate concur in the House amendments. Senator Rockne

moved a substitute motion that the Senate do not concur, but appoint a
conference committee, which carried by a vote of 32 to 30 thereby de-
feating the state-wide primary. The vote was as follows:

To Delay the Passage of S. F. 603: Bedferd, Carpenter, Clague, Coller, Denegre, Dues,
Dunn, Duxhury, Dwinuell, Elwell, Fosscen, Froshaug, Gunn, Hackney, C. D. Johnson, Johunston,
Klein, L’Herault, Marden, Murray, Nelson, Olsofi, Pugh, Putuam, Rockne, Rustad, Schaller,
Stebbins, G. H. Suallivan, Swanson, Wallace, Wilson—32,

To Repass the Primary Bill: Ahmann, Anderson, Benson, Boyle, Cashman, Cheadle, C.
F. Cook, Dale, Donaldson, Glotzbach, Gunderson, Handlan, Lianson, Hayeraft, V. L. Jobnsen,
Lende, McGrath, Moonan, Odell. Pauly, Peterson, Poehler, Sageung, Saugstad, J. D. Sullivan
Bundberg, Thoe, Van Hoven, Wels, Works.—30.

The Conference Committee consisted of Senators Rockne, Haycraft
and Putnam, appointed by Lieutenant-Governor Gordon, and Representa-
tives Holmburg, R. C. Dunn and MacKenzie, by Speaker Dunn. Their
report was never considered by either body. In both branches the poli-
ticians and special interests were saved by final adjournment.




- CHAPTER X.
LIQUOR LEGISLATION.

The brewery combine is corrupt. This element probably spends
more money to elect “controllable” members than all the other special
interests placed together. I shall not attempt to suggest the number of
legislative candidates who received a “small contribution from friends”
in liquor circles to help out with campaign expenses. A check for $500.00
was ‘‘small.”

The brewers exert.an immeasurably evil influence in Minnesota poli-
tics. Their proﬂwacy and unscrupulous practices in campaigns make
the better class of citizens hesitate to become candidates for the legis-
lature, and results dlrectly in the election of law makers lacking both in
a patr 1ot1c conception of their duties and in the character Wthh should
accompany such responsibility. The liquor interests do not require a
high order of intelligence in the ordinary legislator elected through their
aid, and only sufficient integrity to insure that he will stay bought after
being paid for in campaign expenses. The logical and inevitable sequel
is what is known legislatively as the “brewery bunch,” whose chief re-
quisite for statesmanship, from the saloon point of view, is a faithful fol-
lowing of a few shrewd bell wethers, of which the special interests are
never in need.

It has already been indicated why the brewery combine wanted to
elect members and dominate the session, as they undoubtedly did. A
number of measures of the deepest fundamental importance,—the initia-
tive and referendum, the recall, the bill making it possible for the people
to change their own constitution, extension of the primary, etc.,—men-
aced thelr political supremacy and had to be killed. Then there were
many attempted reforms relating dxrectly to their own field of business.
This chapter deals with them.

The Temperance Committee appointed by Speaker Dunn consisted
of F. L. Palmer, chairman, and four other progressives, Henry P. Webb,
J. E. Peterson, E. F. Whltmg and Ralph E. Crane, the last three of
whom, like the chairman, were new members and inexperienced in com-
mittee room controversy; Alex. Nelson, a rather unprogressive county
optionist; and Harrison White, Albert Pfaender, Leonard Virtue, Geo.
A. MacKenzie, L. D. Brown, W. H. Wescott, W. A, Just, E. J. Fuchs, and
Henry A. Hoffman, reactionaries, the first six being experienced, espe-
cially shrewd, and loyal to the liquor interests. In the Senate Lieutenant-
Governor Gordon appointed a Temperance Committee composed of V. L.
Johnson, chairman, Julius E. Haycraft, C. J. Gunderson, T. E. Cashman,
Geo. H. Elwell, C. W. Odell and A. L. Hanson, progressives; and Julius
Coller and T. M. Pugh, anti-county optionists. These committees are
given here because they had vital connection with the measures to be
considered.

* * *
COUNTY OPTION.

Speaker Dunn promised the appointment of a Temperance Commit
tee which would report out a county option bill. That was done, and
much more. Henry Rines introduced H. F. No. 201, the county option
bill of the Anti-Saloon League, on January 25th. Within less tham z
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week the Temperance Committee acted upon it at a meeting attended
by Speaker Dunn. At his request the bill was sent to the House with
the recommendation that it be made a special order for February 3rd,
two days later. Mr. Rines protested, but in vain. The administration
was determined not only to redeem its promise to act promptly, but to
push the bill so fast that its advocates would not have time to prepare
adequately for the debate. Two years before the politicians had shut
off discussion by moving “the previous question;” this was an attempt
to diminish the dreaded debate by precipitating final action before the
friends of the bill were ready.

The action of the Temperance Committee was so obviously unfair
that their recommendation was repudiated by a vote of 65 to 48, one
of the most crushing rebukes of the entire session. When Mr, Palmer
moved that the committee report, fixing the time for the special order
on February 3rd, be adopted, Mr. Rines moved that the bill be made a
special order for February 7th. The substitute motion prevailed by the
following vote:

To Overturn the Temperance Committes Report: Aker, And. Anderson, A, V. Anderson,
Jd. J. Aunderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Congdon, Counley, Cov-
verse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Denzer, Edwards, Farley, Ferguson, Fowler, Frankson, Greena,
Harding, Hauge, Iolinberg, HFolten, Fopking, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson,
Klemer, Knapp, Knutson, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, S. N. Lee, Lindberg, Lundcen, dMcMar-
tin, Mattson, Morton, Nash, A. Nelson, . Nelson, Nolan, Nye, Nygren, Orr, Perry, A. J.
Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad., Skartum, Spooner,
W. T. Stone, Sulernd, Voxland, C. H. Warner, B. Warner, Washhurn, Webbh—65.

To Sustain the Committee: DBouck, G. W. Brown. L. D. Brown, Clarke, Divssner, R. C.
Dunn, IFuehs, Hafften, Healy, Henion, Ilerzberg, Iiitlman, Hoffman, Hurley, Jelinek, Just,
Keefe, Kelly, Kneeland, Lennon, Libera, Lydiavd. MacKenzie, McNell, Mettling, Minette,
Morviarity, O'Drien, Palmer, Papke, Peters, . Peterson, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Rice,
Saggan, Schuler, Schwartz, €. E. Stone, Sullivah, Thiclen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Wescott,
Wisniewski, Speaker 1, II. Duun—418.

Then came February 7th, the day of the special order, and the county
option bill was placed on its final passage, where a direct vote could be
taken, for the first time in years. H. F. No. 201 was defeated by the
following vote:

For County Option: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Camphell, Conley, Crane,
Davies, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Fergnson, Frankson, Harding, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, C. BE.
Johnson, J. N. Jobuson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, Rneeland, Kuutson, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F.
Lee, Lindberg, dedlarting Mattson, Morton, A. Nelson, Nolan, O’Neill, Ore, Palmer, A, J.
Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robertson, Rustad, Sampson, Skartum, Spooner,
W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, C. H., Warner, . Warner, Wasbburn, Webh, Whiting—50.

Against County Opticn: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Boueck, G. W. Brown,
L. D. Brown, Christie. Clarke, Congdon, Converse, Denzer, Diessner, Edwards, Farley, Fowler,
Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Hauge, Flealy. Henion, Herzberg, Hoffman, Hopkins, Hurley, Jeliuek,
Just, Kecefe, Kellr, Knapp, 8. N. Lee, Leunon, Libera, Lundeen, Lydiard, MceDonald, MaeKen-
zie, MeNeil, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash, . Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien, Papke,
Perry, Peters. 0. Peterson, Pfacnder, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Robinson, Saggau, Schuler,
Schwartz, C. B. Stone, Sullivan, Thiclen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Wescott, White, Wisniew-
ski, Speaker H. H. Dunn—69.

In the Senate the same county option bill was introduced by V. L.
Johnson. Tt was reported for passage by the Temperance Committee
and made a special order for February 20th, when it was defeated by the
following vote:

For County Option: Bedford Cashman, Dale, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Froshaug, Gun-
derson, Hackney, Hauson, Hayeraft, V. L. Jobhunson, Lende, Nelson, Odell, Peterson, Yutnam,
Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, Sundberg, Thoe, Wallace, Wilson—24,

Against County Option: Abmann, Anidersen, Benson, Boyle, Carpenter, Cheadle, Clague,
Coller, C. . Cook, L. O. Cooke, Denegre, Duca, Duun, Duxbury, Glotzbach, Gunn, Handlan,
@. D. Johnson, Jobnston, Klein, L'Tlerault, McGrath, Marden, Murray, Olson, Pauly, Poehler,
Pugh, Rocknpe, Schaller, Stebbins, G. H. Sullivan, J. D. Sullivan, Swanson, VnuHoven, Weis,
Works—37.

£ * *

STATE-WIDE PROHIBITION,

A. V. Anderson introduced H. F. 389, providing_ for state-wide pro-
hibition, on February 8th. The Temperance Committee reported it for
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“indefinite postponement” March 3rd. The report of the Committee was
overturned and the bill placed upon general orders by the following vote:

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Aker, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson,
Boothroyd, Burnguist, Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Edwards, arley,
Frankson, Hauge, Hilliman, Hoffman, Holmberg, Holton, Hopkins, C. E. Johunson, J. N. Jjoho-
son, J. T. Johnson, Klemer, Noapp, Knutson, Kunze, [ J. Tee, J. . Lee, 8. N. Lee, Lind-
berg, Lundeen, MeceMartin, Mattson, Morton, II. Nelson, Nolan, (’Neill, Orr, Palmer, A. J.
Peterson, J. E, Peterson, O Peterson, Putuam, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Rebinson, Rustad,
 Sampson, Schwartz, Skartum, Spoouner, W. L. Stone, Sulernd, Voxiand, Washburn, Webb,
Whiting, Wisniewski—0,

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: And. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown,
L, D. Brown, Campbell, Clarke, Denzer, Diessuer, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler, IFuchs,
Greene, Hafften, Mealy, Fenion, Herzberg, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Kuneeland, Levnon,
Libera, Lydiard, dMcDonald, MacKen MceNeil, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity. Nash, Nye,
Nygren, O'Brien, Papke, Perry, Peoters, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Saggauw, Schuler, C. I.
Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Uutiedt, Virtue, C. H., Warner, Wescott, White, Speaker H. H.
Dupn—53.

The session adjourned with this measure still on general orders.

* * k

A “daylight lid law” was introduced in the House by J. N. Johnson
and in the Senate by O. A. Lende. This measure provided that saloons
should close at eight o'clock. Bills prohibiting lunches in saloons and
forbidding screens, chairs or tables in saloons were also presented by
these members, but never reached a final vote. All three were “indefi-
nitely postponed” by the House Temperance Committee,

S. F. No. 287, by Senator Lende, making saloon keepers liable for
damages in cases of injury resulting from the sale of liquor, became a
law, after first being amended by Senator Dunn, brewery attorney, to
make it apply only to the “unlawful” sale of intoxicants.

S. F. No. 423, by Senator Hanson, prohibiting the sale of malt ex-
cept in licensed saloons, also passed both branches.

* * *

H. F. No. 296, by Palmer and Hopkins. prohibiting treating in saloous
was defeated in the House, April 4th, by the following vote, 61 affirmative
votes being necessary for the passage of a bill:

Against Public Treating: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Campbell, Conley,
Converse, Davies, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, I‘rankson, Harding, Iauge, Tlillman, Holm-
berg, Holten, Hopkins, C, B. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johmnson, Kelly, Klemer, Knee-
land, Knutson, Kunze, 1. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard, MeMartin, Mattson,
Morton, H. Nelson, Nolan, O’'Neill, Palmer, A. J. Peterson, J. K. Peterson, 0. Peterson,
Putnam, Rines, Rustad, Sampson. Schuler, Skartum, Spooner, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Vox-
land, C. H. Warner, E. Warner, Webb, Whiting-—54.

For Public Treating: AKker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Rorgen, Bouch, G. W. Brown,
L. D. Brown, Christie, Clarke, Denzer, Diessner, Edwards, Fuchs, Greene, Hafften, Healy,
Henion, Herzberg, Hoffman, Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Libeva, McDonald, MacKenzie,
McNeil, Mettling, Minette, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien, Perry, Peters, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack,
Robinson, Sagau, Schwartz, C. E. Stone, Thielen, Untledt, Utecht, Virtue, Washburn, Wes-
cott, White, Wisniewski—=350. .

* * *

)

THE DUNN ROAD HOUSE BILL,

H. F. No. 637 was introduced by R. C. Dunn, February 28th. It was
reported from the Temperance Committee without recommendation and
made a special order for April 11th. The purpose of the bill was to pre-
vent the licensing of saloons by county commissioners in little country
places which were unincorporated and without local police regulations.
1t was aimed principally at “road house” resorts. This measure passed
the House, but not until it had been hopelessly emasculated by an amend-
ment. .

This amendment was offered by L. H. Rice. It may have been pre-
pared by some legislative agent of the brewers and given to Mr. Rice to
present in the hope that it would attract less opposition than if intro-
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duced by some more prominent reactionary, Mr. Rice being only a pri-
vate in the ranks. It provided that the law should not apply to any “rail-
road town having a postoffice and one or more general stores and grain
elevators, and where passenger and freight trains make regular stops,”
which, of course, included scores of just such little hamlets as the bill
was intended to protect. This “safety” clause was voted into the meas-~
ure without a roll call, but later Mr. Klemer moved to reconsider the
vote, whereby the Rice amendment was adopted. The Klemer motion
was defeated 51 to 61, but it serves to show who wanted an effective
“road house” law. The vote was as follows:

Against the Rice Amendment: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Campbell,
Conley, Crane, Davies, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Parley, Irankson, Harding, ITauge, Hillman,
Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Klewmer, Knecland,
Kunze, Knutson, 1. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, McMartin, Mattson, Morton, A.
Nelson, Nolan, O’Neill, Palmer, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robertson,
Rustad, Sampson, Skartum, Spooner, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, C. H. Warner, B
Warner, Webb, Whiting—51.

For the Rice Amendment: Aker, And. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D.
Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Denzer, Diessner, Bdwards, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs., Greene, Haff-
ten, Healy, Henion, Herzberg, Foffman, [Turley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Knapp, S. N. Lee,
Lennon, McDouald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash, H. Nelson, Nye,
Nygren G'Brien, Papke, Pevry, Peters, 0. Peterson, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Robip-
son, Saggau, Schuler, Schwartz, €. B. Stoune, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue,
Washburn, Wescott, White, Wisnlewski—61.

After an attempt to further amend the bill by Mr. Kelly had failed,
H. F. No. 637 passed the House by the following vnte:

Ayes: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Burnquist, Camphell, Congdon, Conley, Crane,
Davies, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Farley, Ferguson, Fowler, Frankson, Harding, Hauge, Hillman,
Holmoberg, Holten, Hopking, Jelinek, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Just, Keefe,
Klemer, Knapp, Kneeland, Knufson, Kunze, 1. J. Lece, J. IF. Lee, Lennon, Lindberg, Lundeen,
Lydiard, MecMartin, Mattsen, Morton, Nash, A. Nelson, Nelan, O'Neill, Palmer, A, J. DPeter-
son J. ®. Peferson, Putnam, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Schwartz,
Skartum, Spooner, W, T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, C. H. Warner, E. Warner, Washburn,
Webb, White, Whiting, Speaker H. H. Dunn.—6T.

Noes: Aker, Aund. Anderson, Borgen, Bouck. G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Denzer,
Diessner, Edwards, i‘uchs, Greene, Hafften, Healy, Tlenion, Ierzberg, HHoffman, Hurley,
Kelly, S. N. Lee, McDonald, MacKenzle, McNeil, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, . Nelsoun, Nye,
Nygren, O'Brien, Papke, Perry, Peters, (. Peterson, Pfaender. Reed, Ribenack, Saggau, Schul-
er, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thieler, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Wescott, Wisniewski—47.

* * *

Senator Olson slipped a saloon measure through the Senate. It was
8. F. No. 131 to repeal a special law enacted to prevent a certain town
in Jackson County from issuing licenses. The bill was not unmasked
until after it had passed the upper branch and only the heroic work of
J. N. Johnson defeated it in the House. It failed to pass on April 13th
by the following vote:

Ayes: Aker, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Crane, Denzer, Farley,
Fowler, Fuehs, Greene, Henion, Hoffman, Hopkins, Hurley, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Kunze, S. N,
Lee, Libhera, MacKenzie, McDonald, McMartin, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash, H. Nelson,
Nye, O'Brien, O'Neil, Papke, Porry, J. B. Peterson, Reed, Ribenack, Rines, Saggau, Schuler,
Schwartz, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, C. X. Warner, Webb, Wescott, White, Wisniewski,
Speaker H. H. Dunn—50.

Noes: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Burnquist, Campbell, Conley, Con-
yerse, Davies, Ferguson, Frankson, Harding, Hillman, Holmberg, Holten, C. E. Johnson, J. N.
Johnson, J. T. Johuson, Klemer, I, J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lundeen. Lydiard, Mattson, Morton,
Nolan, Palmer, Pfaender, Putnam, Robinson, Sampson, Skartum, W. T. Stoue, Sulerud,
Voxland, E. Warner—35.

Then Albert Pfaender came to the rescue of the measure, had the
vote whereby it was defeated reconsidered, and the bill placed upon gen-
eral orders. It was not reached again.

* * *

THE RORINSON “BREWERY BILL.”

H. F. 745, by Clinton Robinson, was in a class with county option as
a real bona fide menace to the breweries. It provided that all brewery
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wagons should be licensed and specified as to how they should be regu-
lated. The bill was aimed chiefly at houses of prostitution and blind
pigs, and would have resulted in a greatly decreased illegal sale of liquor,
It was of such importance that one of the flercest fights of the session
was waged about it.

The Temperance Committee voted to “indefinitely postpone” this
bill, but never made that recommendation to the House. After learning
of this action Mr. Robinson quietly intimated to members of that com-
mittee that he would make a speech the next morning on the specific
question of brewery influence in the legislature. The “Klemer incident
was still fresh in the minds of these 1aw givers and, following a hasty
consultation, the Temperance Committee was called together in extra-
ordinary session, the previous killing of the Robinson brewery bill recon-
sidered, and the measure sent to the House with the unanimous recom-
mendation that it be placed on general orders,

Subsequently H. F. 745 was made a special order and put upon its
final passage April 11th. It was defeated by the following vote:

Ayes: A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie,
Conley, Crane, Davies, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Farley, Ferguson, rankson, Harding, Hillman,
Hoffman, IMolmberg, Iolten, Hopkins, €, E. Johnson, J. N, Johuson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer,
Knutson, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lennon, Lindberg, MeMartin, Mattson, Morton, A,
Nelson, Nolan, O’'Neill, Orr almer, A, J. Peterson, J. B. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robertson,
Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Schwartz, Skartum, Spooner, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland,
C. IX. Warner, E. Warner, Washburn, Webb, Whiting—57. .,

Woes: Aker, And, Anderson, Borgen, Bouek, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Cong-
don, Diessner, Bdwards, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, IMafften, ITauge, Healy, Heninn, Herzherg,
Jelinek, Just, Krefe, Kelly, Kaapp, Knecland, 8. N. Lee, Libera, Lundeen, Lydiard, MceDonald,
MacKenzie, MeNeil, Mettling, Minetie, Moriarity, Nash, M. Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O'Brien,
Papke, Perry, Peters, O. Peterson, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Rice. Saggaun, Schuler, C. E.
Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Wescott, White, Wisniewski, Speaker . H.
Dunn—59.

* * *
LOCAL OPTJON FOR CITIES OF THE FOURTH CLASS,

The opnonents of county option justify their position by espousing
the other theory—local option. Therefore the story of what an anti-
county ontion 1eglslature did to the bills to extend local option to cities
of the fourth class will be hoth interesting and instructive.

On February 3rd, J. N. Johnson introduced H. F. No. 329, extending
the right to vote on the license que stlon to cities of the fourth class.
The bill did not disturb the present law in so far as it relates to villages,
where the question of license or no license can be submitted to the voters
if a petition is signed by ten citizens. The House Temnerance Commit-
tee considered this measure February 16th and it was “indefinitely post-
poned.” The next morning Mr. Johnson made one of the sensational
apeeches of the session in support of this measure and the majority of the
Temperance Committee who reported killing the bill were overwhelm-
ingly repudiated by the following vote:

To Place M. F. Mo, 329 on General Orders: Aker, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Rooth-
_royd, Borgen, G. W. Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Christle, Conler, Crane, Davies, Davis,
Denzer, R. C. Dunn, Edwards., Farley,. Fergnson, Frankson, Greene, Hafften, Farding, Hauge,
Hillman, Hoffman., Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, Jelinek, €. B. Johnson, J. N. Johnson, J. T.
Johnson, Klemer, Knapp. Kneeland, Knutson, Kunze, 1. T. Lee, 3. F. Lee, S. N. Lee, Lennon,
Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard, MeMartin, MeNeil, Minette, Morton, Nash, A, Nelson, H. Nel-
son, Nolan, Nye, O'Neill, Orr, Palmer, Pery, A, J. Peterson. J, E. Peterson, 0. Peterson,
Putnam, Reed. Rice, Rines, Rohertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson, Schwartz, Skartnm,
Spooner, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, C. H. Warner, E. Warner, Washburn, Webb, Whit-
ing, Wisniewski—84.

To Permit the Committee to XKill the Bill: Andrew Anderson, Bouck, L, D. Brown,
Clarke, Converse, Diessner, Fuchs, Healy, Henlon, ¥lerzberg, Furley, Just, Keefe, Kelly,
Libera, MceDonald, MacKenzie, Mettling, Moriarity, Nygren, Papke. Peters, Pfaender, Ribe-
nack, Saggau, Schuler, C. . Stome, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Wescott, White, ang
Speaker H. H. Dunn-—34,

This vote was so large that it became apparent that stch a bill would
pass. Then it was that Speaker Dunn is said to have gone to his Tem-
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perance Committee and insisted on their introducing a committee bill
on the same subject. H. F. No. 832 was the result. The substitute,
known among legislators as Speaker Dunn's bill, was probably presented
for two reasons: (1) to take away from Mr. ]ohnson the credit of pass-
ing such a measure through the House and give that needed glory to
the reactionary element; and (2) to replace his b1ll which was a good one,
with a substitute full of features more favorable to the breweries. H. F.
No. 892 contained three bad provisions not in the Johnson bill over which
it was given precedence. First, it changed the number of signers re-
quired to submit the license question by petition in villages and towns
from ten voters to twenty-five per cent of the voters. Second, it pro-
vided that a majority of those voting on the license question could carry

. for license, whereas the old law required a majority of all voting at the
election. Third, it exempted cities with home rule charters.

H. F. No. 892, containing all these safeguards for the liquor interests,
although introduced after the Johnson bill was on general orders, was
given the right of way. The day of its introduction L. C. Spooner moved
that it be made a special order for March 15th. It passed the House on
that date by a vote of 84 to 27, several of the progressives and temper-
ance members voting against it.

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Aker, Andrew Anderson, J. J. Anderson,.
Boothroyd, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Burnquist, Camphell, Christie. Clarke,
Coungdon, Couley, Converse, Crane, Davis, Denzer. Diessner, R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Farley,
Fowler, Greene, Hafften, Hauge, Henion, Hillman, Hoffman, Holmberg, Holten, [Mupkins,
Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe. Kelly, Kueeland, Kunze, S, N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Luudeen,
Lydinrd, McDonald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mettling, Moriarity, dMorton, Nash, H, Nelson, Nye,
Nygren, O'Brien, O'Neill, Palmer, Papke, Perry, Peters, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, O,
Peterson, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Robiuson, Saggau, Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Spooner,
C. E. Stone. Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Virtue, C. H., Warner, Washburn, Wescott, White,
Whiting, Wisniewski, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—84.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: A. V. Anderson, Davies, Ferguson, IHarding,
C. E. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Klewer, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, McMartin, Mattson,
Minette, A. Nelson, Nolan, Pfaender, Putnam, Rines, Robertson, Rustad, Skartum, W. T.
Stone, Sulerud, Utecht, Voxland, E. Warner, Wehh—27,

It then passed into the Senate. There it was amended by Senator
Haycraft and others, restoring the old status of villages and towns, and
extending its auplxcatlon to cities with home rule charters When the bill
was reached on general orders, April 10th, Senator Dunn, brewery attor-
ney, had it amended striking out the reference to home rule cities, and
in that form it passed the Senate unanimously April 17th.

Its next journey was back to the House for concurrence in the
Senate amendments. Mr. MacKenzie moved that the House do not con-
cur and asked for a conference committee. Mr. Davies made a substi-
tute motion that the House do concur and repass the bill. This substi-
tute motion was lost, 52 to 56, thereby defeating the attempt to extend
local option to cities 'of the fourth class. This vote, which was the real
test on the question of extendmg local optlon to cities of the fourth class,
was as follows, those voting “aye” being in favor of the bill:

Those Who Voted in the Afirmative Were: A. V. Anderson, Boothroyd, Burnquist. Camp-
bell, Counley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Davis, Farley, Ferguson, Frankson, Farding, ITange,
Hillman, Holmberg, Holten. Hopkins. C. E. Johunson, J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Klemer,
Kunze, 1. J. Lee, J. I'. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, MeMartin, Mattson, Morton, A, Nelson,
Nolan, O’Neill, Palmer, A, J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robinson. Rustad,
Sampson, Schwartz, Skartum, Spooner, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Voxland, C. H. Warner, E.,
Warner, Washburn, Whiting, Wisniewski—52.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Aker, Andrew .Anderson, Borgen, Bouck, G.
W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Christie, Clarke, Congden. Denzer, Diessner, Edwards, Fowler,
Fnchs, Greene. Fafften, Healy, Henion, Herzberg, Toffman, Hurley, Just, Keofe, Kelly 8. N,
‘Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mettling, Moriarity, Nash, H.
Nelson, Nye, O’Brien. Papl\e. Perry, Peters, 0. Peterson, Pfaerder, Reed, Rilenack, Rice,
Saggau, Schuler, C. E. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Unticdt, Uteeht, Virtue, Wescott, White, and
Speaker H. H. Dunn—586.

The conference committee on this bill consisted of Senators Hay-
craft, Sageng and Lende, and Representatives MacKenzie, Wescott and
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Palmer. Their report was never acted upon in the House, and was one
of the things responsible for the disgraceful disorder which marked the
final adjournment.

It has always been the custom in Minnesota on the last night of
the session to set the clock back and thus work after midnight. On this
occasion, with action upon H. F. No. 892, and a number of the most vital
measures pending, a crowd of salogn sympathizers from among the mem-
bers gathered about the clock and refused to permit officers of the House
to touch it. This “brewery bunch,” as they have become known, were
reinforced by a gang of rowdies, some third house members, in the south
gallery, who prevented the insurgents from reaching the clock from that
direction. There is a suspicion that the whole affair was engineered by
brewery lobbyists.

Thus surrounded and possessed, the clock looked down upon a scene
of disorder almost without precedent, even in the annals of tenderloin
saloon brawls, and ticked away the fateful minutes until midnight ar-
rived. Then ignoring all that an-hour more might have meant to the
state, T. J. Greene moved that the House do adjourn. That motion was
defeated by a vote of 37 to 70. But the reactionaries were not to be de-
nied. They had protected the clock; now the clock must protect them.
Its hands pointed to twelve. This “protest” was sent to the Speaker,
read and made a part of the record:

“We, the undersigned, members of the House of Representatives of
the Minnesota Legislature, do, pursuant to section sixteen, of article four,
. of the State Constitution, protest against and dissent from the considera-
tion and passage by this House of any bill or resolution, upon the ground
that it is now after twelve o'clock midnight of Tuesday, April 18th, A. D.
1911, and therefore this session has now exceeded the term of ninety leg-
islative days and this House has no power to consider any such bill o1
}esolution, and the reasons for this dissent we wish entered upon the
ournal
(Signed) “T. M. Ferguson, Geo. A. MacKenzie, W. H. Wescott, Har-
rison White, Chester A. Congdon, C. E. Stone, L. ertue P.J. Mettlmg,
M. J. Sulhvan Geo. M. Nye. -

The Speaker ruled that the hour of twelve had arrived and that the
legislative session under the Constitution was over. A. J. Peterson ap-
pealed from the decision of the chair, but the Speaker was sustained by
a vote of 65 to 48. It was a fitting finish to a session dominated through-

out by the liquor element. That adjournment should be taken with fina}
action pending on so many important measures was an approorlate cli-
max to the session-long policy of delay pursued by the special interest
members.

The following day Speaker Dunn is quoted as saying that he “ought
to have smashed the clock.” The better, saner, safer course would have
been to have smashed the reactionary House machine months before.




CHAPTER XI.
DEFEATING THE DISTANCE TARIFF.

There are only two elements in politics—property and patriotism.
The conflict between special privilege on one hand and equality of op-
portunity on the other is as eternal as the ages. In past political epochs
this property power in politics manifested itself and maintained its ad-
vantage over the people through such crude means as the colonization
of voters, the bribery of election officials, the purchasing of law makers
and executives. In later years sentiment has become aroused and un-
compromising in its condemnation of such practices. Accordingly the
corporations have been compelled to modernize their methods. The
predatory interests no longer depend solely upon boss and boodleism
for the continuance of their commercial supremacy. Instead they go
directly to the people and through the subtle, insidious misdirection of
public opinion shape legislation as they desire. Tt would be impossible
to find a better illustration of this than in the fight over the Cashman
distance tariff bill. A decade ago the railroads might have accomplished
its defeat directly by bribery or blackmail, or both. But at this session
the transportation trust attacked the measure indirectly, through the
_agencies of publicity which were controlled by selfish interests and ob-
viously used by them to misdirect the public mind and dull the publie
conscience.

First, a word about the bill. Every informed person knows that the
1ailroads have corrupted politics; that through their control of conven-
tions and commissions and legislatures and executives they have com-
pelled the public to pay dividends on stock that is at least half water,
But exorbitant rates are not so evil in their influence upon individuals
and industrialism as are discriminative rates. Because they have been
permitted to fix rates almost at will, discriminating as they chose, the
railroads have been able to coldly decree which communities should
flourish and which decay and die. The map of America has been made
by the transportation trust. The ebb and flow of population has been
determined not by the character and industry of people, or by the natural
advantages of one section over another, but by the desire of “empire
builders” to so manipulate the relative growth of communities as to
make the maximum of business for the railroads.

There are two transportation theories, which great railroad minds
understand to be fundamentally different. One deals with the smallest
possible number of large centers. This, in a word, means that both
the producer and the consumer have to pay the maximum of transporta-
tion taxes. The other theory deals with the greatest number of small
manufacturing and distributing centers, each serving its surrounding ter-
ritory. This “would mean the minimum of both f1e1ght and passenger
business for the railroads, and a corresponding saving for the people

Throueh discriminative rates the railroads have contributed largely
to the building of one great center—St. Paul and Minneapolis.—at the
exrense of every other section of the state. They could not keep Du-
luth from crrowth because of its lake port advantages, so that enternris-
ing city was given the same rates as the Twin Cities. But hundreds of
country towns in the state have not been permitted to grow beyond the
importance of little retailing villages. As a direct result it can safely
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be said that Minnesota has a transportation tribute not only exorbitantly
high, but for an aggregate distance at least twice as great, conse-
quently twice as burdensome, as it would have been had not the rail-
roads arrogantly directed the population and industries of the state into
great centers.

The Cashman distance tariff bill was aimed at discriminative rates.
Under its provisions a manufacturer or wholesaler in the smallest town
would have had to pay the same freight charges as his competitor in
the largest city. It would have operated to distribute population more
evenly throughout the state. It would have ended discrimination by
making rates equal for the same distance all over the state.

Senator Thomas E. Cashman first introduced his distance tariff bill
in 1907. Then it was defeated, largely through the influence of a hostile
Senate Committee on Railroads appointed by Lieutenant-Governor Eber-
hart. Senator Cashman again introduced the same measure in 1909, and
again it could not survive an unfriendly, unfair organization of the Sen-
ate. But in the 1911 session conditions seemed more propitious. Lieu-
tenant-Governor Gordon named a Committee on Railroads which was
headed by Senator Sundberg and contained a majority of progressives.
More than that, Senator Cashman had led in a movement, eéxtending
over the entire state and continued for four years, to educate the rural
c¢ommunities as to the evil effect of railroad rate discriminations. The
result of this was the injection of the distance tariff idea into many dis-
tricts as a campaign issue and the election of numerous members in both
branches interested in its enactment which was in itself a notable achive-
ment for the determined author of the bill,

The distance tariff bill—S, F. No. 5—placing freight rates upon a
mileage basis, was introduced by Senator Cashman on January 5th. All
indications pomted to its passage, and there at once began one of the
most modern, spectacular legislative battles ever waqed anywhere in
America. The phase of this contest which every citizen of the state
should understand is that the railroad ring pressed the button that set
in motion the whole special interest system of improvising public opinion
against the measure. Simultaneously the large city jobbers and the large
¢ity dailies chorused their objections to the bill. Then subservient in-
terests here, there and everywhere chimed in with a resounding note of
protest. The result was a state of sentiment, almost wholly mechanical,
which befogged the issue and made it appear that the very communities
to be most benefited by the bill were up in arms against it. Senator
Cashman had this subtle, insidious influence to fight.

The Railroad and Warehouse Commission opposed the measure, per-
haps honestly and without bias.

But mightier than all the combined forces of the Transportation
Trust, Big Busmess the Twin Cities and the Metropolitan Press, was
the verdict of the Attorney General and the lawyers who had been and
for some time will be representing the state in litigation with the rail-
roads These attorneys held and T have no doubt it was their honest
opinion, that the enactment of the distance tariff law would throw out
%f court the commodity rate cases then pending a decision. Senator

ashman insisted that his bill could not have that effect since it did not
fix rates, but only provided that rates should be equal; and he predicted
that it would not matter anyway, because the state would lose the deci-
sion, which was borne out when Judge Sanborn handed down his pro-
railroad opinion shortly before adjournment. The contention of Messrs.

impson and Young influenced enough Senators like Bedford, V. L.
Johnson, Sundbherg and Thoe to decide the issue and on February 24th
the Cashman distance tariff bill was defeated for the third time in as
many consecutive sessions, by the following vote:
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For the Distance Tariff: Anderson, Benson, Cashman, Coller, C. F. Cook, L. O. Cooka
Dale, Donaldsun, Froshaug, Glotzbach, Gunderson, Hanson, Haycraft, C. D. Johuson, Johus
ton, Leude, Moonan, Murray, Olson, Deterson, Poebler, Putnam, Rockue, Rustad, Sageng,
Saugstad, Schaller, Weis, and Works—29, .

Against the Distance Tariff: Abmann, Bedford, Boyle, Carpenter, Cheadle, Clagne
Denegre, Duea, Dunn, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Gunn, Hackney, Handlan, V. L. JuhusunJ
Klein, L Herault, MeGrath, Marden, Odell, Pauly, Pugh, Stebbins, G. H. Sullivan, J.
Sullivan, Suundberg, Swausoun, Thoe, Van Hoven, Wallace and Wilson—32.

No friend of the people ever battled against bigger obstacles or with
greater credit to himself than did Senator Cashman in his advocacy of
the distance tariff idea. He fought practically alone; on the railroad
side were a full score of traffic experts, railroad attorneys and represent-
atives of Twin City wholesale interests. Yet two votes changed would
have passed the bill in the Senate, and it is generally conceded that five
times that number were saved to the railroads because Judge Sanborn’s
decisicn had not been rendered.

In the House the same bill was introduced by Ralph E. Crane. The
Committee on Railroads had the measure pigeon-holed from January 18th
to April 10th, a condition made possible by the joker in the reactionar
rules, Then on motion of Mr. Crane, H. F. No. 106 was recalled fro
the committee and made a special order for April 12th, when it passed
by the following vote:

For the Distance Tariff: Aker, Andvew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Bouek,
G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Christie, Conley. Converse, Crane, Davies, Denzer, Diessuer, Fae-
ley, Frankson, Hafften, IHarding, HWauge, Heniou, Hoffman, Hopkins, C. E. Johnson, .]. N.
Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Kelly, Klemer, Kuutson, 1. J. Lee, J. [, Lee, S. N. Lee, Iindlmrg
MacKenzie, MeMartin, Minette, Moriarity, A. Nelson, Nygren, Papke, Poters, A, J. Potei
son, 0. Peterson, Putnam, Reed, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Saggau, Sampenn, Schwarta,
Skartuni, W, T. Stone, Sulerud, Utecht, Virtue, Vn\laud C. H Warner, E, Warner, Wes
cott, White, Whiting, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—02.

Against the Distance Tariff: Boothroyd, Borgen, Burnquist, Campbell, Clarke, Congdon,
R. C. Dunn, Edwards, Ferguson, Fowler, FFuehs, Greene, IHealy, [lerzberg, Hillman, Holm-
berg, Hulten, [lurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, Lennon, Libern, Lun-
deen, Lydiard, McDonald, MceNeil, Mattson, Mettling, Morton. Nash, H. Nt-lson. anun, Nye,
0’Brien, 0'Neill, Ovr, Palwmer, Perry, J. E. Peterson, Pfaender, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Schu
ler. Spooner, C. LK. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Washburn, Webb and Wisniewski-—506.

This eleventh hour action of the House, although accompanied by
much trumpetry, counted for nothing. It came too late in the sessiot
If the friends of the bill had made an earlier interference with its hiber-
nation in.the Railroad Committee and sent it into the Senate it would un-
doubtedly have passed that body after the Sanborn decision became pub-
lic. At it was, there were only four more Senate days after the distance
tariff measure passed the House, which made it impossible for it to sus-
vive the congestion of business at the close,




CHAPTER XII.
THE CONGDON SCHEME OF REAPPORTIONMENT.

Before me as I write is a great stack of newspaper clippings. They
consist both of editorials and excerpts from news columns. All relate
to the Congdon reapportionment measure. Before me also is a copy
of the bil' itself. The papers and the bill do not tell the same story.

Almost every citizen who will read this analysis of the reanportion-
ment situation will alre'ldy liave had the newspaper view, which was
not an honest or just interpretation. With the exception of the Minne-
apolis Daily News, nearly every large paper in Minneapolis, St. Paul,
and Duluth deliberately, and designedly, I believe, misrepresented the
scope and scheme of the Congdon bill. The modern manipulation of
public opinicn for corporation purposes probably never had a better illus-
tration than in this attempt on the part of the press to force through
the legislature a reapportionment bill favoring the special interests of
Minnesota.

The press asserted that the brewery influence was against the Cong-
don bill; the bill itself shows that the brewery combine would have been
benefited by its enactment. The press paraded the measure before the
people as one in harmony with the spirit and letter of the constitution,
which provides that reapportxonment shall he upon a hasis of” popula-
tion, while the prov151ons of the bill proves that it was full of inequalities
as unfair as those it was intended to correct. The press maligned and im-
pugned such members as Senators Lende and Haycraft, who bore the
brunt of the battle against it, whereas they should have been credited
with the most patriotic intentions. In brief, the almost omnipotent
power of the press was employed to deceive the people and misdirect
public oninion in behalf of a reapportionment scheme which would have
oplemted primarily to perpetuate the influence of the steel trust in state
politics

The bill seemingly was drawn: (1) to safeguard the interest of the
steel trust; (2) to benefit the brewers; and (3) to get votes enough to
pass the measure, These considerations obviously overshadowed any
desire to reapportion in the interest of the peorle or on a basis of popu-
fation. Let us study the measure from these view points.

1. The Steel Trust.—Under the Congdon scheme of reapportion-
ment the iron ore interests would have been practically certain of an
anti-tonnage tax legislature for years to come. To accomplish this,
control of only one branch was necessary and the Senate was the one
selected for this purpose. The Congdon bill eliminated eight Senators
from the First, Second and Third congressional districts—tonnage tax
territory. Two of these were provided for by cutting down the total
number of Senators from 63 to 61; five of them were given to Minne-
apolis, St. Paul, and St. Louis county—'mn tonnage tax terntory, and
districts were so manipulated that only the remaining one went into the
over-populated Eighth and Ninth districts, and in such a way that only
half of that one Senator would he in tonnage tax territory.

No one could find any fault with the decreased Senatorial repre-
sentation in southern Minnesota if a fair share of it had gone to the
agricultural sections of the north. This is what actually happened:
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St. Louis county with a population of 163,270 was given an increase
of two Senators, making a total of ive. The five big districts in north-
western Minnesota represented by Senators Sageng, Marden, Saugstad,
Hanson, and Sundberg, with a population of 215757, were given an
increase of only half of one Senator by the removal of Beltrami county
w1th a population of 19,337 from the empire comprising Senator Han-
son’s_district. This left Senators Sundberg, Hanson, Saugstad, Sageng,
and Marden, in tonnage tax territory, to represent 196420, while the
same1 number of Senators in St. Louis county would represent 163,270
people,

But that does not begin to express the difference. The population
of St. Louis county is swelled many thousands by the unnaturalized
foreigners from southern Europe employed on the Range. Expressed
in citizenship the inequality is much more than doubled. The total num-
ber of votes cast for all candidates for State Senator in St. Louis county
at the last election, according to the Blue Book, was 14,026. The total
number of votes cast for the five Senators from northwestern Minne-
sota in the d15tr|cts given to them in the Conedon bill was 30,884,

Another vicious feature of the Conadon bill was the gerrymandering
of the districts in St. Louis county. The fAve districts were manipulated
into “shoe string” shape, in order to apportion the city of Duluth among
them, This was to safeguard the steel trust in its own doorvard. Du-
luth is beginning to manifest signs of insurgency and it was feared that
progressives might be elected regularly from that city, so “the Zenith
City” was parcelled out, with enough of the Range in each district to
make them all “safe.”

2. The Brewery Combine.—The newspaper claim that the brewery
influence was against reapportionment is ridiculous. The press reasoned
and asked the people to believe that because the brewery combine al-
ready had an anti-county option Senate, they would not care to face a
reversal of that situation through an election, the result of reapportion-
ment, in two years. On the contrary, the brewers consider decades, and
not bienniums. They saw an opportunity to so redistrict the state as
to lessen the chances of county option for years to come. But the brew-
ery combine so subtly masked its moves in this connection, and was
given such skillful and persistent aid by the large newspapers, that the
county option element, both in and out of the legislature, was deceived
into the belief that the Congdon scheme of reapportionment was in the
interest of the anti-saloon element.

Like the steel trust, the brewery combine would be satisfied ‘with

the control of one branch of the legislature. They, too, evidently con-
sidered the Senate sufficient. Let us see how the Congdon bill would
have affected the Senate, from a county option point of view.
) The First, Second, and Third Congressional districts lost eight Sen-
ators. These three districts had twenty-five Senators before. On the
question of county option they stood seven for to eighteen against.
Was it accidental that under the Congdon bill districts were so manipu-
lated that in all probability five of the seven county option Senators
would be eliminated? And does that bear out the oft repeated, over
emphasized, consolidated newspaper claim that the brewers were opposed
to reapportionment?

Elimination No. 1.—Julius E. Haycraft, county optionist, represent-
ing the Twelfth district, comprising the counties of Watonwan and
Jackson, would have been succeeded by an anti-county optionist. The
story of that bit of gerrymandering is doubly and deeply significant,
1t also involved one other adjoining district.

As it was drawn and presented to the House, the Congdon bill left
the Watonwan-Martin district as it was with one Senator for the district
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and a House member for each of the two counties, only its number was _
changed to Nine. The counties of Jackson, Cottonwood, and Murray
were placed in another district, No. 10, with one Senator and two Repre-
sentatives elected at large. The sentimént of one of these five counties,
Watonwan, was strongly for county option; the other four were anti-
county option territory. As the Congdon bill was first presented the
Watonwan-Martin district would with almost absolute certainty have
elected a county option Senator and one county option Representative.
Now note what was done at the eleventh hour.

On February 21st, when the Congdon bill was made a special order
in the House, the administration had an iron-clad organization back of
it. A big majority of the whole House membership had agreed to vote
down every attempt to change the measure by amendment. Congdon
was in command. But obviously, at the last minute, it was discovered
that they were overlooking an opportunity to eliminate a couple of
county optionists, so he himself proposed an amendment changing dis-
tricts Nos. 9 and 10. What follows is an exact copy from the House
Journal, pages 5 and 6 of the 33d day:

“Mr. Congdon moved to amend H. F, No. 477 by striking out lines
ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen and seventeen of
page three of the original bill, being lines forty-four to forty-nine in-
clusive, of page three of the printed bill, and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“The Ninth district shall be composed of the Counties of Martin
and Jackson and shall be entitled to elect one Senator and two Rep-
resentatives.

“The representative districts shall be divided as follows:

“The County of Martin shall constitute one district and shall be
entitled to elect one Representative,

“The County of Jackson shall constitute one district and shall be -
entitled to elect one Representative.

“And also by striking out lines nineteen, twenty and twenty-one of
the original bill, being lines fifty-one and fifty-two of the printed bill
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“The Tenth district shall be composed of the Counties of Watonwan,
Cottonwood and Murray and shall be entitled to elect one Senator and
two Representatives.

“The question being taken on the adoption of the amendment.

“And the roll being called there were yeas 73 and nays 38, as fol-
lows:

“Those who voted in the affirmative were:

Aker Herzbherg Mattson Sampson
Anderson, And. Hillman Minette Schwartz
Anderson, J. J. Hurley Moriarity Snooner
Borgen Jelinek Nelson, A. Stone, C. 1.
Bouck Johuson, J. 1. Nolan Stone, W, T.
Brown, G. W, Just Nye Sulernd
Brown, T.. D, Keeofe O’Brien Sullivan
Campbell Kelly O’'Neill Thielen
Clarke Knapp Orr TUntiedt
Congdon Kneeland Palmer Utecht

Dunn, R. C. Knutson Perry Virtue
Edwards Kunze Peterson, O. ‘Warner, C, H.
Ferguson Lennon Pfaender Washburn
Fawler Lindherg Putnam Wehb

Fuchs Lundeen Ribenack Wescott
Greene Txdiard Rice ‘White

Hauge MeDonald Rines ‘Wisniewski
Healy MeKenzie Robertson Speaker H. H. Dunn
Henion MeNell

Saggau
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“Those who voted in the negative were:

Anderson, A, V. Frankson Lee, J. P, Peterson, A, J.
Boothroyd Hafften Lee, S. N, Peterson, J. E.
Burnquist Harding Libeva Reoed

Christie Holmberg MclMartin Robinson
Conley Holten Mettling Rustad

Crane Hopking AMoarton Skartom
Davies Johnson, C. K. Nelson, H, Voxland

Davis Johuson, J. N. Nygren Warner, E.
Denzer Klemer Papke

Farley Lee, 1. J. Peters

“So the amendment was adopted.”

Joseph Davies vigorously opposed this amendment. In advocating
the change, Mr. Congdon said on the floor of the House, that it was
made because a majority of the members in the districts affected desired
it; that otherwise the amendment would not have been offered. The
five members from the counties involved were: Joseph Davies, Waton-
wan; H. Nelson, Murray; E. Warner, Cottonwood; Henry Untiedt, Jack-
son, and H. A, Saggau, Martin, A moment later, as will be seen by the
roll call on the amendment, the first three of these, or a majority, voted
against the change. Even after this fact was pointed out to Mr. Cong-
don, which by the way was absolute proof of his insincerity in the
matter, he refused to surrender the advantage for the special interests
and a motion to reconsider the vote whereby his amendment was adopted
was voted down.

What was accomplished by this eleventh hour amendment, “proposed
in compliance with the wishes of a majority”—who voted against it? By
placing Jackson and Martin counties together it united two anti-county
option counties and insured the election of one Senator and two Rep-
resentatives favoring the antis. By placing Watonwan, county option,
with two counties, \’Iurray and Cottonwood, anti-county option, it prac-
tically insured the election of a Senator in favor with the liquor element;
and by taking Watonwan out of a Representative district by itself and
compelling House candidates to run at large in the three counties, the
Congdon amendment undoubtedly eliminated a county option House
member. Since county option members are usually progressive on all
other issues, and the anti-county option members are inclined to work
with the special interest combination on other issues, it will be seen
that the steel trust was also concerned in the change.

Elimination No. 2—The Congdon bill placed Steele and Waseca
counties together in a district. These counties were each in a district
and were represented respectively by Senators Cashman and Moonan,
both of whom voted for county option and made much trouble for the
special interests on all other questions. The Congdon scheme would
have eliminated one, and possibly both, of these progressives.

Elimination No. 3.—Nobles county was represented by S. B. Bed-
ford, a sturdy insurgent and county optionist. The Congdon bill joined
his county with Pipestone and Rock counties, anti-county option terri-
tory.

Elimination No. 4—Dodge county, represented by Peter J. Thoe,
county optionist, was placed in a district with Mower, more populous
and with an anti-county option Senator.

Elimination No. 5.—Fillmore county, with a county option Senator,
but so evenly divided that it elected a House member on each side of
the question, was joined with Houston county, represented by an anti-
county option Senator.

All of the foregoing relates to the changes in the First, Second, and .

Third congressional districts. In that territory the Congdon bill elimin-
ated eight Senators and in all probability five of them would have been

N
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for county option and progressive principles generally. That such a
marked advantage should have been given to the special interests does
not seem accidental when one cons1ders those three congressional dis-
tricts had only seven county option Senators out of a total of twenty-five.

The comparison might be continued. For example, Kandiyohi and
Meeker counties, each w1th a county optlon Senator, were placed in a
district together. And the failure to give the over- populated districts
in northwestern Minnesota the representation to which they were en-
titled operated in favor of the brewery combine, as it did the steel trust
and other special interests.

3. To Get Votes.—After these principal special interest considera-
tions, which have been suggested, instead of observing the population
basis about which the oninion mouldmg agencies shouted so loudly and
so long, the Congdon bill was so drafted as to minimize the opposition
and secure enouvrh votes for its passage. On this point, Senator Hay-
craft said:

“T doubt not, with my own county, with a trifle less than twelve
thousand people, that if T would vote for this bill I could have a Senator-
ial district in that county alone, This district was rearranged a little
different than it was first put in here. That was to suit the members in
the House. The night before the special order in the House a change
was made and that change was made upon the floor of the House.
Five House members in this state were the only ones affected by that
change in the House, and when the roll was called three of the five, a
majority, voted against the change, there were only two in favor ofit,and
the will of the majority was disregarded and my district was outraged.
Two reasons existed for that change. One man in the House claimed
control of a bunch of votes, six in number, and he agreed to and did
deliver those votes for that bill. The other reason was to put myself
in the position of going before this Committee and asking to have the
bill changed back to where it was before my district’was outraged, in
order that it mieht be granted me. Arguing, then 1 could not in all
fairness opnose the bill. Let me say to you that that scheme so far as
I am concerned did not work.”

W. A. Harding, in a scathing attack unon the iniquities of the Cong-
don bill, told of how his own district, Faribault county. had first been
placed with Martin county, but later left by itself, evidently with the
exnectation that he would be placated and not fight the measure. Con-
tinuing he said:

“T do not know that Faribault county with less than 20,000 popula-
tion was made a district by itself as a sop for me to keep quiet, but I
do know that the realignment was made to placate some others and se-
cure another vote or two for the bill. This bill was framed on the
plan of taking district by district and pleasing as many as possible in
each district without any particular disnosition to elaborate on what are
the changes elsewhere or general effects throuchout the whole state.
The developments here on the floor of the House an hour ago when
that amendment forcing a change in the Second congressional district
was adopted proves this assertion absolutely true. The amendment to
the bill carried with it the assurance of six democratic votes instead of
two or possibly three as the former change had done. so it went through
rough shod over the protest of those directly affected.”

Note these inequalities in the Congdon bill:

District and Counties. Population No. of Senators
49, Ottertail .......... e 46.036 1
7, Faribault ..., 19,949 1




THE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE OF 1911 75

59, Pennington, Red Lake, Clearwater,

Mahnomen and Norman—an empire 39,501 1
45, Grant, Stevens-and Traverse........ 27,456 1
61, Kittson, Marshall and Roseau....... 37,345 1
5, Freeborn vuveve e e eniaiiannnannnnn 22,282 1
43, StEATTIS v vennrronsunnrecnaaennens 47,733 1
17, Dakota .vvrvrririieeiiienianeanan 25,171 1

These few comparisons are sufficient to prove that the over-adver-
tised basis of population was not observed when it served the special
interests or brought votes for the bill to ignore it. Judging the Cong-
don scheme by the voting strength of the different districts shows even
greater inequities. I quote from Senator Lende’s argument:

“There is one peculiar thing that has come to my notice during
the progress of this debate. Usually when a bill comes before the
Senate the men who oppose the measure must stand upon this floor and
defend their position, but in this instance the case is reversed. Those in
favor of this bill are defending it to the best of their ability against the
indictment brought against it, while those opposed to the bill are simply
presenting to this Senate the case in behalf of the people of the State
of Minnesota.

“Let us analyze this Congdon bill. We proceed now, not upon a
basis of population, but upon the next best basis, the number of votes
cast in each district. By the provisions of this bill the Senate is de-
creased in number from sixty-three to sixty-one. Representation is
taken from Southern Minnesota supposedly to be given to the Northern
part of the State which has been clamoring for more representation, but
in reality the Northern part of the State outside of what may be called
the iron belt, under this Congdon outrage, is given the magnanimous in-
crease of one-half of one Senator. By examining the returns of the last
election you will find that the districts of Southern Minnesota have
more votes than most of the districts in Hennepin, Ramsey, and St.
Louis counties. VYet, representation must be taken from the Southern
part of the State and given to these three counties. The same is true of
the districts in northwestern Minnesota. Still only two districts get in-
creased representation while the others remain unchanged.

“Let us now compare the different districts. The Senator from
the Thirty-eighth District (Senator L'Herault) comes into the Senate
with a vote of 1,616, The combined vote in his district at the last elec-
tion was 2,742. 1 ran without opposition in my district and T received
2,120 votes more than all three of those candidates put together, or tn
put it in another way, those three men togethe1 got only 348 votes more
than the registered number of votes in Dodge county, the smallest
county in the State. The following Senators have received in their
districts more votes than the Senator from the Thirty-eighth (Senator
L’Herault), namely: Senators Duxbury, McGrath, 1. O. Cooke, C. F.
Cook, Nelson, Stebbins, Cashman, Anderson, Works, Putnam, Hay-
craft, Olson, Bédford, Dale, Clague, Murray, Peterson, Donaldson, Klein,
Coller, Weis, Glotzbach, Rockne, Poehler, Odell and myself.”

Senator Lende next compared all the other districts in Hennepin
and Ramsey counties, and proceeded:

“Next we come to St. Louis county. I well remember the state-
ments of the Senator from St. Louis county, who preceded me (Senator
Boyle). On the 2nd day of February he made the statement that he
represented upon the floor of this Senate something like 87,000 people;
the people of his district having only one-fifth the representation in
this Senate that the people of Dodge county had, represented by Senator
Thoe. Let us consider his district, Senator Boyle comes here with
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5,144 votes. The combined votes of the two men running against each
other were 7,223 votes, or 582 votes less than the remstered number.
of votes in my district, and 2,312 votes less than the combmed votes in
Senator Hanson's district.

“From the Fiftieth District Senator Pugh comes here with 1,649
votes, elected from St. l.ouis county upon the issue of reapportionment.
Think of it! On that important issue of reapportionment and- just repre-
sentation upon this floor, he is elected by 1,649 votes! Isn’t it an out-
rage not to be granted more representation?

“Senator Pugh ran with opposition and the two together got 2,639
votes, 913 votes less than Senator Cashman. The two together got
1,667 votes less than Senator Gunderson. The two of them together
got 638 votes less than the Senator from Kandiyohi (Senator Odell),
or 794 votes less than the Senator from Meeker (Senator Peterson).
Kandiyohi and Meeker must be reduced, but the Fiftieth district must
be increased. Is this fair? I must not forget my little friend, the
Senator from Dodge (Senator Thoe). The combmed votes in Senator
Pugh’s district were only 245 more than the registered number of votes
of Dodge county, the smallest county in the state.

“Now we come to Senator Hanson's district. Senator Hanson’s com-
bined vote is 9,545 votes. The combined vote of Senator Gunn and his
opponent is 7925. Senator Hanson today represents 9.550 combined
votes and he is given the magnificent concession of one-half of one
Senator. Senator Gunn with 7.900 votes representing today the counties
of Carlton, Aitkin, Cass, Itasca and Koochiching, with some 1,500 less
than Hanson’s district, is given a senator and a half. Is there any
justice in that? I can conceive of only one reason why the Senator
from Ttasca (Senator Gunn) is given a senator and a half, and that is
because it is pretty close to the west line of St. Louis county and near
the operations of the United States Steel Corporation.

“Senators Boyle, Pugh, and Cheadle come upon the floor of this
Senate with a combined vote of 14,027, and they are given two more
Senators. Under the new bill five senators would represent 14,027 votes
which means that each senator would have the honor of representing
on this floor the enormous number of 2,805 votes. The districts repre-
sented by Senators Hanson and Gunn get one senator together, three
senators to represent 17,470 votes, or each senator renresenting 5823
votes. In St. Louis county each senator representing 2.805 votes “and in
these other counties each senator representing 5.823 votes.

“I am firm in the conviction that this bill is one of the most vicious
and outrageous bills which was ever presented to any legislature. Talk
about this cry for reapportionment! 1 am in favor of reapporhonment
and I sincerely hope that a bill can be drafted which will do justice
to the people up north. This Congdon bill has given to our friends in
the north, in order to et their votes for this bill, only the crumbs which
fell from the overloaded table. When 1 listen to the clarion call for
reapportionment coming from the people of the north, when T read the
Republican and Democratic Dlatforms upon the question of reapportlon-
ment, and when I analyze the vicious and outrageous provisions of this
Conedon bill, T am forced to exclaim that ‘The voice is Jacob’s voice,
but the hands are the hands of Esau.

“Under the present law, and at this time the counties of Hennepin,
Ramsey, and St. Louis are represented upon this floor by fifteen senators,
less than one-fourth of the number of members of this Senate. Under
the new bill, if this hill should become a law, they would be renresented
upon the floor of this Senate by twenty men, or cne-third of the Senate.
Think of it,—one-third of the members of this body would mean practi-
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cally to surrender entirely the agricultural part of the state, the greatest
and best part of the state, to the three counties,

“The men up north have not been treated right in this bill, Tt is
not a just reapportionment. The bill has concentrated all of its efforts
to centralizing the power in these three counties (Hennepin, Ramsey,
and St. Louis). Is there any wonder that we are opposed to surrender-
ing the birth-rights of the peopie of this state to this Congdon blll and
to put it in plam English, to the United States Steel Corporation.”

On this point 1 want to quote from Julius E. Haycraft, a county
optionist and one of the most consistent insurgents in the Senate. He
began his speech against the Congdon bill by saying:

“There has grown up in this state quite a cry for reapportionment,
An organization was perfected in the north known as the Northern
Minnesota Development Association, with a Secretary and a President,
who devote their entire time fo this matter. By whom these officers
are employed and by whom they are paid I do not know, hence I make
no comments, but the systematic reapportionment scheme which they
have carried out has not been a fair one.

“] doubt if one thousand people in the State of Minnesota out of
the two million and over realize the real intent and purport of the pres-
ent bill. Perhaps a majority of the members of this body thought that
'reapportlonment meant to rénder due justice to the great agricultural
section of the north. It was carefully guarded that the great counties
of Hennepin, Ramsey, and St. Louis should be the chief beneﬁcnrles of
this bill, yet that is exactly what occurred when the bill was drawn.
Not only has that agitation for reapportionment been spread over this
state through a systematic campaign, but every method of maligning the
members of this Senate in advance. has been resorted to. We have come
down here and upon no cause at all have been maligned and libeled for
what we might or might not do. That thing has gone on here from
day to day with the idea of drawing any kind of a bill and pushing
it through the House and the Senate irrespective of what it did in the
way of reapportionment.”

The following comparisons, from a speech in the House by W. A,
Harding, indicate some of the changes attempted in the Congdon bill:

The First District Had............ 10 Senators and 16 Representatives
Congdon Bill Gave First Dist...... 6 Senators and 13 Representatives
A Loss of cooviieiiaa. 4 Senators and 3 Representatives
Second District Had ............... 6 Senators and 11 Representatives
Congdon Bill Gave Second Dist.... 5 Senators and 10 Representatives
A Lossof covvviiniinnnnn.. 1 Senator and 1 Representative
Third District Had ................ 9 Senators and 14 Representatives
Congdon Bill'Gave Third Dist...... 6 Senators and 10 Representatives
A loss of ..ooiieieii.... 3 Senators and 4 Representatives

Under the Congdon bill the First, Second, and Third Congressional
Districts lost eight Senators and eight Representatives. What was done
with them? )

The Sixth, Seventh, Ninth and Eighth, outside of St. Louis county,
comprising ahout two-thirds of the area of the state. and the section
which stood most in need of reapportionment, gained in the Congdon
bill only one Senator and six Representatives, the latter being the num-
ber of House members added under the new plan. Even that does not

[
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express the unfairness of the Congdon scheme, for in reality only a half
a Senator went to the Ninth district in anti-steel trust territory, the
other one-half being given to Senator Gunn's district which adjoined
St. Louis county and could be counted as “safe” for the iron ore interests.

The eight Senators and eight Representatives lost to the First, Sec-
ond, and Third districts were disposed of as follows:~ One Senator went
to the northern county outside of St. Louis county, and the districts were
so manipulated that the steel trust was not likely to suffer more than
half a member; two were disposed of by cutting down the number of
Senators; and the other five went to St. Louis, Ramsey and Hennepin
counties.

The Congdon bill passed the House February 2lst by the following
vote:

Those Who Voted in the Afirmative Were: Aker, Andrew Anderson, A. V. Andersen,
J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgeun, Bouck, L. D. Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Congdon,
Converse, Davis, R. C. Dunn, Edwards, IFerguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, Fafften, Hange,
Healy, Henion, Herzberg, Hillman, Hoelmberg, Holten, Jelinek, €. E. Johnson, J. N. Toho-
son, J. T. Johnson, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Knapp, Kuoeeland, Knutson, Kunze, I. J. Lee, J.
F. Lee, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard, MacKenzie, MeNeil, Mattson,
Mettling, Minette, Morton, Nash, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nye, O’Neill, Orr, Paimer, Perry,
A. J. Peterson, O. Peterson, Pfaender, Putnam, Ribenack, Rice. Rines, Robertson, Saggan,
Sampson, Skartum, Spooner, C. E. Stone, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Sullivan, Untiedt, Utecht,
Virtve, Voxland, C. H. Warner, Washburn, Webb, White, Wisniewski, and Speaker H. H.
Dunn—=85.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: G. W. Brown, Christie, Clarke, Conley.
Crane, Davies, Denzer, Farley, PFrankson, Farding, Hoffman, Hopkins, Hurley, Klemer.
Libera. McDonald. MeMartin, Moriarity, H. Nelson, Nygren, Papke, Peters, J. E. Peterson,
Reed, Robinson, Rustad, Schuler, Schwartz, Thielen, E. Warner, Wescott—31,

It was defeated in the Senate March 16th by the following vote:

For the Congdon Bill: Ahmann, Boyle, Cheadle, Denegre, Dunn, Dwinnell, Elwel}
Fosseen, Froshaug, Gunderson, Gunn, Hackney, Idanson, C. D. Johnson, V. L. Johnson,
Jchnston, L’Heranlt, Pauly, Pugh, Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, G. H. Sullivan, J. D. Sulll-
van, Sundbergn Wallace, Wilson-—27.

Against the Congden Bill: Anderson, Bedford, Benson, Carpenter, Cashman, Clague,
Coller, C. F. Cook, L. 0. Cooke, 'Dale, Donaldson, Duea, Duxbury, Glotzbach, Handlan,
Hayeraft, Klein, Lende, McGrath, Marden, Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Peterson,
Poehler, Putnam, Rockne, Schaller, Stebbins, Swanson, Thoe, Van Hoven, Weis, Works—36.

* » *

S. F. No. 360, by Senators Duxbury, Moonan, Haycraft, and Weis,
was introduced February 14th. Tt met the country vs. the city issue
squarely by providing for a constitutional amendment limiting the num-
ber of Senators any county could have. As amended in the House, it
would have made it impossible for any subsequent reapportionment te
give to either Ramsey, Hennepin, or St. Louis counties more than seven
Senators, regardless of their population. The bill passed the House

April 17th by the following vote:

-For the Seven-Senator Bill: Andrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, Boothroyd, G. W. Brows,
L. D. Brown. Christie. Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Denzer, Diessner, Edwards, Farley,
Frankson, Hafften, Havding, Hauge, Henion, Herzberg, Hoffman, Holten, C. BE. Johnson,
J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Klemer, Kuutson, I. J. Lee, 8. N. Lee,
T.ibera, Lindberg, MeMartin, Minette, Moriarity, Morton, A. Nelson, Nygren, Papke, Peters,
. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, 0. Peterson, Pfaender, Putnam, Reed, Robinson, Rustad,
zau, Sampson, Schuler, Schwartz, Skartnm, W. T. Stone, Sulerud. Untiedt, Utecht,
voxland, E. Warner, Wescott, Whiting, Wisniewski, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—65.

Azainst 8. F. No. 880: Aker, Borgen, Bouck, Burnuist, Campbell, Clarke, Congdon,
Davis, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, Healy, Hillman, Holmbherg, Hopkins,
FHurley, Jelinek, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, J. F. Lee, Lennon, Lundeen, Lydiard, MeDonald,
MacKenzie, nsfeNeil, Mattson, Nash, H. Nelgon, Nolan, Nye, O'Brien, O'Neill. Orr, Palmer,
Irorry, Ribonack, Rice, Rines, Robertson, Spooner, C. K. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Virtue,
C. H. Warner, Washburn, Webb, White—52.

Then the bill went back to the Senate for concurrence and was
finally repassed on the last day, after hours of spectacular controversy,
as follows:

. Those Who Voted in the Affirm.tive Were: Ahmann, Anderson, Bedford, Bénson, Car-
penter, Casbman, Coller, C. F. Qook, L. O. Cooke, Dale, Donaldson, Duea, Duxbury, Fres-
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haug, Glotzbach, Haycraft, Johnston, Kiein, Lende, McGrath, Marden, Moonan, Murray,
Nelson, Olson, DPeterson, Poehler, Putnam, Rustad, Schaller, Stebbins, J. D. Sullivan, Thoe,
Weis, Works—35.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Boyle, Cheadle, Clague, Denegre, Dunn,
Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Gunderson, Gunn, Hackney, Handlan, Ianson, C. D. Johuson,
V. L. Johuson, L'Herault, Odell, Pauly, Pugh, Roackne, Sageng, Saugstad, G. H. Sullivan,
Sundberg, Swanson, Van Hoven, Wallace, Wilson—28.

» » *

The Congdon scheme of reapportionment failed, but it served one
useful purpose for the special interests. The fight, long drawn out,
bitter and often spectacular, took up days of time in both branches, and
fitted nicely into the general policy of delay. Two years before much
of the session was given to anticipating mythical smells from “an Armour
packing plant,” which never materialized. But in this case, real odors
might have developed.




CHAPTER XIIL
DULUTH AND THE TONNAGE TAX.

H. T, No. 404 was the sequel of H. F. No. 477. As soon as the nature
of the Congdon scheme of reapportionment was revealed, even before
the bill was introduced, certain insurgents began to “back fire” with a
bill imposing a tonnage tax on iron ore.

1t is safe to assert that this measure would not have been presented,
had it not been for Mr. Congdon's attempt to ride, rough shod, over the
progressives and railroad through the reapportionment bill described in
the preceding chapter. By that [ do not infer that those pushmv the
tonnage tax idea were insincere; but I think they realized that it was a
hopeless fight and a waste of cﬂ’oxt It was the opinion of many that
even thotmh such a measure could be passed in both branches, it would
be vetoed by the Governor. And later the impression that a Big Poli-
tician might attempt to use this veto for personal purposes, helped to de-
feat the bill in the House.

H. F. No. 404, by Frankson, J. N. Johnson and Moriarity, was intro-
duced February.9th and referred to the Committee on Taxes and Tax
Laws. That committee, packed especially for that purpose, reported
the bill for “indefinite postponement” on March 8th by a vote of sixteen
to one, Henry A. Hoffman heing the only member out of seventeen to
sign the minority report. The real meaning of this action can best be
understood when one considers that it was an attempt to “kill in com-
mittee” a measure involving millions of dollars and of state-wide interest.
To sustain the report of the sixteen meant that there would be no
opportunity to change the bill by amendment or to get a direct vote upon
it. I have no criticism of anyone who finally opoosed the tonnage tax,
many of its enemies being honestly against that method and prmcwle
of taxation, but there does not seem to be any justification for those
who supported the Tax Committee in its Cannonistic treatment of the
measure. An overwhelming majority of the House evidently took this
same view, for they repudnted the sixteen and adopted the minority
recommendation of Mr. Hoffman making H. F. No. 404 a special order
for March 16th.

When R. C. Dunn. Chairman of the Committee on Taxes, moved that
the majority report killing the tonnage tax bill in_committee, be adopted,
Thomas Frankson made a substitute motion that Mr. Hoffman’s minority
report be adopted, which carried by the following significant vote:

To Sustain the Owe: Aundrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, G. W. Brown,
Burnquist, Cawmpbell, Christie, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Denzer, Diessner, Edwards,
Franksoun, Greene, Hafften, Harding, Hauge, Herzherg, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, C. E.
Johnson., J. N. Johnson, J. T. Johpson, Just, Kelly, Klemer, Knutson, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee,
8. N. Lee, Libera, Lindberg, Lundeen, McDonald. MeMartin, MeNeil, Méttling, Minefte, Mor-
ton. A. Nelson, H. Nelson, Nolan, Nygren, O'Brien, O'Neill, Palmer, Papke, Peters. A, J.
Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Pfaender, Putpam, Reed, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson,
Schuler, Schwartz, Skartum, W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Untiedt, Utecht, B. Warner, Whiting,
Wisniewski—70. :

To Sustain the Sixteen: Aker, Borgen, Bouck, L. D. Brown, Clarke, Congdon, Davis, R. C.
Dunn, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Healy, Hillman, Hurley, Jelinek, Knapp. Koeeland. Kunze,
Lennon, Lydiard, MacKenzie, Mattson, Morviarity, Nash, Nye, Orr, Perry, 0. Peterson,
Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Saggau, Spooner, C. E. Stonme, Thielen, Virtue, C. H. Warner, Wash-
burn, Webb, White and Speaker H. H. Dunn—41.
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It will be noted that J. J. Moriarity, one of the authors of the bill,
voted with the organization. Mr. Moriarity had previously chanoed
front on this bill, and had his name removed from the list of its authors.

After a bitter fight on the day of the special order, March 16th H. F.
No. 404 was defeated decisively. The vote was as follows:

For the Tonnage Taz: Andrew Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd,
Campbell, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Diessner, Farley, I'rankson, Hafften, Harding,
Hauge, Heenion, Hoffman, Holmberg, Holton, C. E. Johnson, J. N. Jobnson, J. T. Johnson,
Klemer, Knutson, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, S. N. Lee, Lindberg, McMartin, Minette, A. Nelson,
Papke, A. J. Peterson, J. B, Peterson, Putnam, Reed, Robertson, Robinson, Rustad, Sampson,
Schuler, Schwartz, Skartum, Sulerud, Voxland, B. Warner, Wescott, Whiting—48,

Against the Tonnage Tax: Aker, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Buruquist,
Christie, Clarke, Congdon, Davis, Denzer, R. C. Dunn, Bdwards, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs,
Greene, Healy, Hillman, Hopkins, Hurley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelly, Knapp, Kneeland,
Kunze, Lennon, Libera, Lundeen, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, McNeil, Mattson, Mettling,
Moriarity, Morton, Nash, H. Nelson, Nolan, Nye, Nygren, O Brien, O'Neill, Orr, Palmer,
Perry, Peters, 0. Peterson, Pfaender, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Saggau, Spooner, C. E. Stone,
W. T. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, C. X. Warner, Washburn, Webb,
‘White, Wisniewski, Speaker H. ¥. Dunn—70.

Nine of the old members who voted against the Frankson-Johnson
tonnage tax meastre voted for the Bjorge bill on the same subject in
the 1909 session. They were L. C. Spooner, Albert Plaender, Geo. H.
Mattson, Alex McNeil, F. L. Kelly, H. Nelson, G. H. Denzer, Jos. Peters
and O. Peterson.

Several unusual influences entered into that roll call. In previous
sessions most of the supporters of the tonnage tax bill were progres-
sives, and most of its enemies reactionaries. In this case “the lion and
the lamb” were often found together against -the measure. A few in-
. surgents, like J. A. A. Burnquist, opposed the principle of taxation in-
volved. Other progressives, like Andrew Davis, obeyed the sentiment
of their districts in voting negatively. But the bulk of the progressive
opposition came from two exceptional causes:

First, the Veto Possibility.—It has already been hinted that some of
the progressives were fearful that Governor Eberhart would not sign
the bill, if it were passed. ILater a story started which indicated that
an “alumni coach” might profit in a political way by hawving the bill go
through both branches and reach the veto stage. Accordingly, some
may have regarded it as a duty to defeat the measure at the first oppor-
tunity.

Second, Progressives flom St. Louis. —The 1911 session was the first
in years in which “the Duluth delegation” in both House and Senate
had not been solidly reactionary. They had stood with the brewery com-
bine, the railroad ring and the special interests generally. Because they
were universally “wrong” on all other fundamental and moral questions,
the insurgents who had not made a personal study of the tonnage tax
naturally reasoned that the St. Louis county members must be wrong
also in their position on that question. Accordingly they refused to be
influenced in the slightest degree by what the Duluth members said or
did against the Bjorge bill.

But at this session the situation was differént. Although most of
the Duluth delegation in the House were reactionary to the core and
dominated by Mr. Congdon, there were exceptions. N. S. Hillman was
an unvarying insurgent, and E. R. Ribenack had progressive inclinations
and performed excellent service for his home ¢ity on local issues. In
the Senate, Boyle and Cheadle were both progressive on all fundamen-
tally democratic questions. Because of this fact, they developed large
influence among the insurgent element, which had its effect on the to
nage tax situation in the House.

. * * *

The lesson of the 1911 session should not be lost upon Duluth and
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the iron range region. All that was accomplished for that section came
through the influence of the few progressives in their delegations. Sen-
ator Cheadle and Representative Ribenack were chiefly responsible for
the enactment of the special law giving to Duluth the opportunity to
escape from a local concern which had a practical monopoly of the elec-
“fric supply for the city.

The failure of the reapportionment bill was due to the greed of the
reactionaries back of it—they were seeking too much advantage for
the special interests; as a result St. Louis county received nothing in
that direction, and it was entitled to a great deal,

The time has passed when even “a master of men” like Chester A.
Congdon can dominate through the usual methods of combination. Mr.
Congdon is of a splendid type. Intellectually, he was one of the strong-
est individuals in the legislature. But he sacrificed all his fine qualities
and worked hand in hand with brewery representatives and professional
politicians through all the session—associations for which superior men-
tality and personal character could not atone in the eyes of the better
class. He had the opportunity and the power to make the 1911 legisla-
ture truly representative of the people, but instead he permitted, even
aided, the re-establishment of the old alliance between the brewery
combine and the other special interests. Duluth lost what would have
been gained by a different course.




CHAPTER XIV.
THE FARRINGTON-FROSHAUG CONTEST.

It is bad enough to win an election, Lorimer-like, by buying votes;
it is immeasurably more immoral and more criminal to change an elec-
tion after the votes have been cast and counted. This is the story of
how the Minnesota State Senate was saved the disgrace of giving ap-
proval to such ballot box tampering by only a single vote.

The 56th Legislative District, comprising the counties of Swift and
Big Stone, witnessed a Senatorial race among S. J. Froshaug, prohibi-
tionist, Ray G. Farrington, democrat, and T. J. McElligott, republican.
Froshaug won by a plurality of twenty-one votes over Farrington, who
in turn led McElligott by a few votes. The “friends” of Farrington
instituted a contest and the ballots were recounted, giving Farrington
a plurality of twenty-two over Froshaug. Mr. McElligott was evidently
not an issue with those who prepared for and prosecuted the recount,
for his total did not differ materially from the figures of the first re-
turns. The canvassing boards gave Froshaug 1,406, Farrington 1,385;
in the recount Farrington had 1,393, Froshaug 1,371. The difference
meant that a clean cut, independent, progressive member would be un-
seated and his place in the Senate filled by a politician in every sense
satisfactory to the brewery combine; but the change itself was not so
serious or menacing as the fact of its accomplishment by the grossest,
most palpable election frauds.

All criminality should be considered from two viewpoints: (1) the
motive, and (2) the method. The motive of Farrington’s “friends” is
obvious—the liquor element were enraged over the election of a party
prohibitionist, especially in a district served by one of their most faith-
tul followers, and they resorted to the only possible method, that of
entering ballot boxes and deliberately altering enough ballots to re-
verse the verdict of the voters. This was done in five precincts, Grace-
ville, Clinton, Odessa, and Ortonville in Big Stone county, and Edison
in Swift county, resulting as follows:

Blection Returns. Recouni.

Precinet. Farrington. Froshaug. Farrington. Froshaug.
Graceville .......iiiiiiiiiiiaa, 149 [ 1560 3
Glinton ..... 39 29 43 21
Odessa . 61 42 68 36
Ortonville . 238 81 236 73
Edison ..... .. 4 13 4 8

Totals sovviiiiiinnnianennnns 491 171 501 141

The gain for Farrington in these five precincts, where ballot boxes
were entered and votes changed, was forty.

Lieutenant-Governor Gordon appointed a Committee on Elections
consisting of J. E. Haycraft, chairman; C. F. Cook, T. E. Cashman, F.
E. Putnam, O. G. Dale, J. M. Hackney, James P. Boyle, Carl Wallace,
and C. J. Gunderson. To this body was entrusted the task of investigat-
ing this contest, which they did with a thoroughuness and patriotic devo-
tion to duty which has rarely been equalled by public servants any-
where. For weeks they delved deeper and still more deeply into the case
and finally, in the boxes themselves, found undisputable evidence of
the fraud. If that committee had been even a trifle less conscientious
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and determined to get at the truth, the dastardly crime would have been
condoned by the sanction of the Senate. After nearly a month and a
half of investigation, a period of almost continuous personal work on
the part of several ‘members of the Elections Committee, a majority
report, recommending that Dr. Froshaug retain his seat, was sent to
the Senate February “15th. Much of the story is told in that report. I
quote from that document:’

“From the evidence brought to the attention of your committee,
the following combination of circumstances and conditions appear:

“Tirst. The character of the ballot boxes in all but one ¢f these dis-

puted precincts is shown to have been peculiar and different from boxes

ordlnarily used for the purpose intended, and boxes affording easy
means of access to their contents.

“Second. It appears that the care and custody of all but one of
these ballot boxes was not as required by law, in one or two instances
a ballot box not being in the care and custody of the legal custodian at
all.

“Third. The testimony shows that the character and custody of the
ballot boxes in dispute was such as to afford ample opportunity for
tampering with the same.

“Fourth. It appears from this testimony that when the ballot boxes
were opened, the contents examined and the ballots recounted, extra-
ordinary and exceptional conditions were found to exist in each box,
discrepancies of an unusual and unnatural character, and dlscrepanc1es
which have never been in any manner explained. It further appears
that crosses were made on ballots by persons other than the voter vot-
ing the ballot.

“Fifth. It appears that there was an exceptional and extraordinary
number of ballots double crossed for candidates for Senator, to an ex-
tent making these five precincts differ abnormally from all other pre-
cincts in the district.

“Sixth. It is reasonable to presume that if these double crosses
were placed thereon by the voter voting the ballot, the same conditions
would have been found to exist in other offices for which there were
two candidates on the same ballot, whereas an examination shows exactly
the contrary to exist.

“Seventh. Out of the remaining thirty-seven precincts in this dis-
trict re-counted by the inspectors, no irregularities such as stated above
were found to exist at all, and this fact is conceded by both parties to

this contest. That one of these conditions might exist alone and yet |
admit of explanation may be conceded; but that all of these conditions |

should exist together and concur cannot be explained or reconciled.
The chain of circumstances proven by the existence and concurence of
these unusual, abnormal conditions constitutes almost absolute proof that
these ballots and ballot boxes have not only not been properly kept,
put in fact have been tampered with; and such testimony and chain
of circumstances prohibit a finding which could affect the correctness
of thk original returns.”

The majority report. of the Elections Committee considered separ-

ately each of the five precincts in which ballots had been tampered
with, describing the conditions and changes as follows:

“QOdessa.~The ballot box used in this precinct was a wooden box,

lid on hinges, locked in front with a padlock, sealed with paper and |
sealing wax. This box was kept under the stage in the village hall |
This hall was used for entertainments, lectures, dances, band practice, |
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and public functions in general. The marshal had a key to the build-
ing, as did also another, The apartment under the stage containing the
box was not locked. The building was sometimes left unlocked for the
use of the band boys, and left with no one in care of it. The custodian
had no key to the building. He kept the township seal, an impression
of which was placed upon the sealing wax when the box was locked
and sealed on the night of election, in his desk at home, in which desk
he kept township records, which records were examined by people other
than custodian and family.

“The judges and clerks of election all testified before your Commit-
tee. It is shown from this testimony that one or two ballots were
double crossed for senator, meaning by double crossed, where two candi-
dates for senator were attempted to be voted for. The people testifying
included the judge who read the ballots and the judge who watched him
read them.

“When the box was opened by your committee and the ballots re-
counted, it was found that six” ballots were double crossed for senator,
while on the contested election for representative there were none
double crossed. There were four double crossed for sheriff and two ap-
parently in dispute. The original count in this precinct gave Froshaug 42,
Farrington 61, and McElligott 18, The recount showed Froshaug 36,
Farrington 68, and McElligott 16. Froshaug lost six votes, McEligott
two, and Farrington gained seven. There was one Froshaug ballot
with the initials D, A. on the bottom thereof, and one with the initials
M. E”

The returns of the canvassing board showed that several of those
voting at the November election did not vote for any candidate for
State Senator; but the recount showed every ballot marked for that
office. Senators Haycraft and Gunderson of the Committee on Elec-
tions made a careful inspection of all the ballots in this precinct to ex-
plain the discrepancy. They first placed the ballots in three piles—
Farrington’s in one, Froshaugs in another, and McElligott’s in a third.
Then they studied each for signs of fraud. In the Farrington pile they
found seven with an X after his name which had obviously not been
marked by the same person who made the other X’s upon the ballot.
In addition to being different from the regular marks of the voter, all
of the seven—the number not originally voted for State Senator in that
village and the number which Farrington gained in that precinct—were
of similar style, as though written by the same person.

“Graceville.—The ballot box in this precinct was a fifty-pound lard
can made of tin, had one hinge in the back and a hasp in the front. It
locked with a padlock. The evidence shows that after the ballots were
counted by the judges on the night of election, they were placed in this
ballot box and the box closed and locked. A strip of paper attached
to the can near the hinge was drawn across the top and attached to
‘the can near the lock, both ends being sealed with sealing wax,—that the
sealing wax and paper failed to adhere to one side. The clerk Williams,
testifies that the paper failed to adhere to the can probably on the hinged
side. Inspector Thornton testifies that the paper was loose on the lock
side and that when he opened the box to recount the ballots, he opened
the same without breaking the paper.

“This box was kept in a vault in the village hall to which vault the
custodian Williams and at least one other person, a Judge McDonald,
knew the combination. It also appears that the members of the v111age
council had access to the room in which the vault was situated. Such
was the character of the box and such was the character of its care
and custody.
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“We next considered the condition of affairs when the box was
opened. When the box was opened by your committee, it was found
upon the recount that Froshaug had six votes, Farrington 150, and Mec-
Elligott 44, whereas on the original count Froshaug had 9, Farrington
149, and McElligott 44. It appears that Froshaug lost 3 votes, or one-
third of his entire vote on his original count, Tarrmoton gained 1 vote,
while McElligott’s was the same. There were two ballots upon which
two candidates for Senator had been crossed. There were two Froshaug
ballots with the initials E. T. S. on the bottom thereof, one Farrington
ballot with the name Paul Mahoney on the back thereof, and one with
the initials J. K. on the back thereof.”

“Ortonville.—The box used in this precinct was a peculiar box—a
round metal box with a rod extending up in the center from the bottom
of the box, with a thread on the end of the rod. The lid was fastened
down by the rod, extended through a hole in the center of the lid, upon
which a peculiar piece of iron with handle was screwed onto the rod,
holding the lid down. It was then locked with two ordinary padlocks.
The box was not sealed in any manner. It was kept in the room of
the custodian, Matthews. The keys and the padlocks were kept in an
ordinary envelope in the unlocked desk of the custodian in the same
room. Custodian was a few times away from his room when it was
not locked, once being called to Graceville upon a sort of fictitious, un-
explained teIephone message for a purpose in which it was known
custodian was interested, but which trip when so made proved to be of
no consequence for anybody, the man agreeing over the telephone to
meet him failing to appear.

“The judges and clerks of election testified that there were three
or four double crossed ballots for Senator. It also appears that a young
man occupied the room with the custodian in which the ballot box
was kept.

“The original count in this precinct was Froshaug 81, Farrington
238, McElligott 31. When the box was opened and the contents ex-
amined and the ballots recounted, it was found that Froshaug had 73
votes, Farrington 236, and McEllwott 31; McElligott’s vote remaining
the same, Tarrlncton losing two and l‘rosh'luc 1osmv eight. In this
precinct thirteen Dallots were found double crossed for Senator. Upon
examination of these ballots, it conclusively appears that some of the
double crossed ballots for Senator had one of the crosses placed thereon
by some person other than the voter voting the ballot. This also ap-
pears in the precincts of Clinton and Odessa. While there was the un-
usual and unreasonable number of thirteen ballots double crossed for
Senator, thereby being absolutely inconsistent with the testimony of
the judges of clection, there was only one ballot double crossed for
sheriff, a hotly contested election, and none whatever double crossed
on the contest for Repxesentatzves Ortonville is contestant’s home
precinct.”

The telephone message referred to in the report seemed full of
mystery and significance. “Mr. Matthews, the custodian of the Ortonville
ballot box, was summoned to Graceville, by telephone, to meet a stranger
on a matter of business in which he was interested. Upon arriving in
Graceville he discovered that no such man was awaiting him there.
The trip took him away from his office, where the ballot box was kept,
for a part of one day and night. Later it was found that instead of
coming from Graceville, as Mr Matthews was led to believe, the fake
telephone message had been sent from a public booth in the Saint Paul
Hotel. The 100'1C211 conclusion is that some one had telephoned from
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St. Paul for the purpose of getting Mr. Matthews out of town and giv~
ing the Ortonville artists an opportunity to open the ballot box in his
absence.

If you will turn to the first inside page of the cover you will see evi-
dence that the Ortonville box was opened and tampered with, either then
or at some other time before the recount. Two sides of an Ortonville
ballot were photographed and they tell the story almost as well as does
the ballot itself. Only one end of the front and back of this ballot is
shown in the cut. Note the peculiar, trembly appearance of the X placed
after the name of S. J. Froshaug, which is almost identically the same
as all the other X’s on the ballot, except the much larger and in every
way different one placed after the name of Ray G. Farrington. Obviously
that X was made when the box was opened, for the purpose of invalidat-
ing the ballot and throwing out a vote for Froshaug, which, of course,
it did.

But even more striking proof of fraud is shown by the back of this
particular ballot. The voter had evidently marked his ballot writing
on a rough board surface, which, together with unusual pressure of the
pencil, made an impression clear throucrh the ballot. On the back of
that ballot every X is plainly visible, excepting only the extra X which
invalidated it, which indicates that that X was not made by the same
person and under the same conditions as the others. Those back side
impressions were so plain that it was possible to photograph most of
them, as is shown in the cut. The corresponding number, 1-1, 2-2, 3-3,
etc., show the original X’s and where the same ones are impressed on
the back of the ballot. The O’s show the spurious X on the front and
the corresponding place on the back of the ballot where there is not
the slightest sign of it. Other ballots might have been photoorraphed
to test1fy to similar signs of tampering.

“Clinton.—This box was a wooden box and not locked—in fact, it
never had a lock, being fastened with a nail—the cover fastened with
hinges. It was sealed with paper and sealing wax in front, the paper
extending over the lid. The clerk was not present when the box was
sealed, but the witness, Blair, was present when it was sealed and fas-
tened with a nail as aforesaid. This box was kept in a vacant store
building used by J. D. Ross for the keeping of extras to machinery. The
store building was a frame building on Main street in the village of
Clinton. Mr. Ross and his two sons had keys to the doors. There were
two windows in the rear of the building. The building was an old one—
one of the oldest in town. The box was in plain sight.

“It appears from the returns and the testimony of the election offi-
cials that there were 80 votes cast in this precinct and 79 of them cast
for Senator, the original count being Froshaug 29, Farrington 39, Mc~
Elligott 11.  When the box was opened and the contents examined and
ballots counted by your committee, it was found that Froshaug had 21,
a loss of 8 votes, McElligott 10, a loss of one vote, and Farlmdton 43,
a gain of four votes. There were also found six ballots upon whlch two
candidates for Senator had been crossed. There were two other offices
contested in Big Stone county, viz.: representative to legislature and
sheriff. There were two ballots upon which two candidates for sheriff
had been crossed, but none where two candidates for representative
had been voted for.”

“Edison.—The box in this precinct was an ordinary metal box, lid
on hinges, fastened in front with an ordihary padlock. This box was
produced before the inspectors at Benson, aneso’m, last December, by
the custodian, Fred Hallaway, who had kept it at his house. It was
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sealed and locked. The box was brought by the custodian to Benson
and taken to the Aldrich hotel shortly before midnight preceding the
day on which it was recounted. It was placed in the office room of the
hotel near the cigar case during the night. It had two coverings of paper
around it and the string wrapped around the paper in a partlcular man-
ner. When the custodian reached the box the following morning, to
take it to the court house to be recounted, he immediately discovered
that the box had been tampered with, the first thing being noticed was
that the string was tied around the box in a different manner. He made
this known to everybody who cared to hear there in the office of the
hotel, including the attorneys for contestee and one Thomas B. Boyle,
the custodian of the ballot box from another precinct in Swift county.
The matter was talked about the hotel, the box taken to the court
house, and the statements relative to its tampering reiterated in the
presence of all there, including contestant. When the papers were re-
moved from the box, the seal was found to be broken. It conclusively
appears to your committee that this box had been opened the night
preceding the recount at Benson.

“The clerk and one of the judges of election testified that in this
precinct there was one ballot double crossed for Senator, and which
was not counted, there being 45 votes cast and 44 counted for Senator,

“When the box was opened by your committee and the contents
noted and the ballots counted, there were found to be six ballots double
crossed for Senator, five more than were double crossed on the original
count as shown by the evidence of the clerk and judge of election, and
it is significant that contestee lost just five votes, and these ballots
so double crossed for Senator are all ballots upon which a cross appears.
opposite to the name of contestee. The original count in this precinct
showed 13 votes for Froshaug, 27 for McEthott and four for Farring-
ton. The recount showed Farrington’s the same, but Froshaug’s eight,
a loss of five votes, losing about 40 per cent of his entire vote. The
offices in Swift county for which there were more than one candidate
were the offices of Representative, Treasurer, Sheriff, and County At-
torney, and it appears there was a sharp contest in this precinct for.
all these offices. There was one ballot double crossed for Sheriff, one
double crossed for Representative, and none double crossed for the
other offices enumerated.

“An examination of each double crossed ballot convinces your com-
mittee that with the exception of one, there was a cross placed thereon
for Senator by some person other than the voter who voted the ballot.
It is somewhat significant that the judges testified that there was one
ballot double crossed for Senator on the original count, and your com-
mittee’s examination of all crossed ballots confirms that statement.”

On the inside back page of the cover is reproduced a photograph
of one of the changed ballots in this precinct. If there were not other
absolute proof that the Edison ballot box was entered, this cut would
tell the story. You will notice that all of the X’s are almost uniform
and obviously marked by the voter, excepting the extra X after the
name of Thomas J. McElligott, which invalidated the ballot and made
one less vote for Dr. Froshaug. On the original ballot, the voter, evi-
dently some methodical citizen, drew his lines from corner to corner
of the squares, while the spurious X was much smaller and in no way
harmonized with the others.

The minority report of the Committee on Elections, signed by C. F.
Cook, ended with this conclusion:
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“There is no direct evidence at all, and no satisfactory evidence of
any nature that any of these ballot boxes, or of the ballots therein, had
been tampered with between the date of the election and the date of the
recount by the inspectors, and the differences in the result of the recount
of the inspectors and the return made by the judges of election must be
attributed to mistakes of the judges and clerks of election.”

Senator Cook in this connection, recommended the adoption of the
following:

“Resolved, That Ray G. Farrington was duly elected Senator of the
56th Senatorial District at the General Election held November 8th, 1910,
and that he is entitled to and be given the seat of Senator of that District
in this Senate.”

* * *

In order to get another view of the fight for Farrington, it is neces-
sary to give brief consideration to one other contest for a seat in the
Senate. John Saugstad and A. D. Stephens were candidates for the Re-
publican nomination for State Senator in Polk county. Mr. Stephens
won. Then Mr. Saugstad's friends instituted a “sticker” campaign, and
by the use of stickers he defeated Mr. Stephens in the November elec-
tion. Next Mr. Stephens prosecuted a contest, which was considered by
the Committee on Elections. QOn February 2nd this body reported unani-
mously in favor of Saugstad, finding that his plurality over Stephens
was 202. The will of the voters was expressed more unmistakably
than those figures indicated, a great many Saugstad votes being thrown
out because they were improperly marked,

Mr. Stephens was a reactionary of the most pronounced and un-

alterable type. Mr. Saugstad was a progressive in politics. But that was

not the issue in the contest between them, which the Senate had to de-
cide. The citizens of Polk county preferred Saugstad and gave him a
majority of several hundred votes. He was elected and had every right,
moral and legal, to retain his seat. I studied this Stephens-Saugstad con-
test from all possible angles. Every point of view led to the one inevit-
able- conclusion: Its institutors must have been mistaken in their esti-
mate of the probity of the Senate. There was nothing else upon which
to hope for success in the attempt to thwart the plainly expressed will
of the people and seat a Senator who had not been elected. Mr, Stephens

had not the slightest legal or moral right to a place in the Senate, yet’

the reactionaries almost succeeded in creating a combination with votes
enough to accomplish the dual disgrace of seating both him and Farring-
ton.

The real test in the Saugstad-Stephens contest came on February
7th, the day fixed for final action on the case. The Froshaug-Farring-
ton special order had been postponed to give the Committee on Elections
more time to investigate. The brewery influences back of the combina-
tion wanted the Farrington matter settled first and if they had succeeded
in that effort Farrington would have received enough support from
Stephens’ friends to have been seated, and the combination would prob-
ably have held together for the other contest. Everybody understood
the issue when on February 7th, Senator Duxbury moved that final ac-
tion in the Stephens contest be postponed until February 15th. Study
the roll call on that motion and note the changes when the vote was
taken on the question of seating Farrington. Senators Duxbury and
Marden voted to postpone the Stephens contest. If that had been done
in all probability they would have voted for Farrington, had his case
been settled first. Even one of those two votes would have seated him.
The roll call on the Duxbury motion resulted as follows, those voting
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“aye” being either knowingly or unknowmgly in favor of the objects of
the combination for Farrington and Stephens:

Those Whe Voted in the Affirmative Were: Anderson, Carpenter, Coller, ¢. F. Cook, L. O.
Cooke, Denegre, Donaldson, Dunn, Duxbury, Glotzbach, Gunn, Handlan, C. D. Johnson, John-
ston, L’Herault, McGrath, Marden, Moonan, Paunly, Poehler, Pugh, Schaller, Stebbins, G. H.
Sullivan, J. D. Sullivan, Van Hoven, Wels, Works—28.

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Ahmann, Bedford, Boyle, Cashman, Cheadle,
Clague, Dale, Duea, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Froshaug, Gunderson, Hackney, Hanson, Hay-
eraft, V. L. Johnson, Klein, Lende, Murray, Nelson, Odell, ;,0lson, Peterson, Putuam, Rockne,
Rustad, Sageng, Sundberg, Swanson, Thoe, Wallace, and Wilson—3838.

After failing in this, only six Senators actually voted for Stephens
when final action was taken later the same day. Chairman Haycraft of
the Committee on Elections moved that the resolution seating Saugstad
be adopted. Geo. H. Sullivan made a substitute motion that Stephens
be seated. The vote was as follows:

For Stephens: L. 0. Cooke, Dunn, Glotzbach, C. D. Johnson, G. H. Sullivan, Works—=8.

For Saugstad: Ahmann, Anderson, Bedford, Boyle, Carpenter, Cashman, Cheadle, Clague,
Coller, C. F. Cook, Dale, Denegre, Donaldson, Duea, Duxbury, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen,
Froshaug, Gunderson, Guon, Hackney, Handlan, Hanson, Haycraft, V. L. Johnson, Johnston,
Klein, Lende, L’Herault, McGrath, Mavden, Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Pauly,
Peterson, Poehler, Pugh, Putnam, Rockne, Rustad, Sageng, Schaller, Stebbins, J. D. Sullivan,
Sundberg, Swanson, Thoe, Van Hoven, Wallace, Weis, Wilson—55.

A difference of three votes on the Duxbury motion might have kept
the combination intact against Froshaug, but its failure removed the
Stephens element from the Farrington contest and undoubtedly pre-
vented the disgrace which only the heroic work of Senators like Hay-

craft, Sageng, Gunderson, Putnam and Boyle, averted as it was.

* * %

There were four distinct stages in the fight for Farrington. First,
the early indications were that the figures of the recount would stand.
Next, the Elections Committee probed deeper into the case and discov-
ered additional and conclusive evidence that ballot boxes had been en-
tered and votes changed, which turned the tide in Froshaug’s favor.
This condition continued almost up to the day before the contest was
decided -and it was the general opinion that Farrington would not recelve
more than twenty votes

Then came the final effort for Farrington. They cracked the party
whip over the Democrats. Farrington’s personal popularity was_ em-
ployed to bring some of his old senatorial associates into line. Votes
for the Concrdon reapportionment bill were traded for votes against
Froshaug. Most potent, however, was the brewery organization, which
brought into the new combination a number of the “old guard.” Still
a few were lacking on the day before final action and these were sup~
plied, only the Lord knows how, in a last all-night hunt for votes. As
a result, Farrington’s friends, jaded but happy, entered the contest,
claiming 34 who either did not understand the situation or else believed
not in the will of the majority.

The last stage was the closing hour of the debate in which “the
four” swung back to Froshaug and gave him the victory. That debate
was dramatic and of epochical importance to the state. Senators Put-
nam, Gunderson, Sageng, Haycraft, and Boyle bore the brunt of the
battle for the integrity of the ballot and the latter two closed the de-
bate with a challenge to every friend of Farrington to inspect the
changed ballots, which were in the building, before voting to unseat the
man who was being cheated out of his position by an election fraud as
heinous as it was obv1ous That debate lasted five hours. It was so
intense, so conclusive, that even Duxbury, one of the Senators who spoke
for Farrington voted against him.

When Senator Haycraft moved that S. J. Froshaug retain his seat,

11
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Senator Works, leader of the Farrington forces, made a substitute mo-
tion that Ray G. Farrington be seated. The roll call resulted as follows,
Senator Hackney being absent, and Froshaug not voting:

For Farrington: Ahmann, Anderson, Carpenter, Cheadle, Coller, C. F. Cook, L. 0. Cooke,
Denegre, Donaldson, Dunn, Gletzbach, Gunn, Handlan, C. D. Johnson, Jobnston, L’'Heravlf,
McGrath, Moonan, Murray, Olson, Pauly, Poehler, Pugh, Schaller, Stebbins, G. H. Sullivam,
J. D. Sullivan, Van Hoven, Weis, Works—30.

For Froshaug: Bedford, Benson, Boyle, Cashman, Clague, Dale, Duea, Duxbury, Dwinnell,
Elwell, Fosseen, Gunderson, Hanson, Hayeraft, V. L. Johnson, Klein, Lende, Marden, Nelson,
QOdell, Peterson, Putnam, Rockne, Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, Sundberg, Swanson, Thoe,
Wallace, Wilson—31.

Perhaps the people of Minnesota needed just such a disgrace as
was averted by one vote, to arouse them to a realization that the brew-
ery combine does not consider suffrage a sacred thing.




CHAPTER XV.
LABOR AND THE LEGISLATURE,

The proletariat is beginning to understand the significance of gov~
ernment. Political conditions always outweigh mdustnal conditions in
the battle for bread. Laws more than labor determine how much of this
world’s wealth each shall possess and enjoy—which applies equally to
overlord and layman. It is because men and women now realize that
government means more, not in sentlment but in dollars and cents,
than any one’s business, that they are rising everywhere to drive special
interests and professlonal politicians out of power. The tidal wave of
reform sentiment that is sweeping the country, is not due to a moral
impulse on the part of the people—its origin and impetus exist in that
uncompromising law of self-interest and self-preservation which ulti-
rr%atelly actuates every race, and nine-tenths of ‘America is in the ranks
ot tol

Commercial condmons the sequel of political conditions, are fast
converting industrial democracy into a state where the rank and file
are dependent upon more than their labor. There is neither competi-
tion nor co-operation to lessen the high cost of living for those who toil.
Competition has been superseded by monopoly, and co- operatlon by pa-
ternalism in business. Both competition and co-operation, the only
safeguards for the many, depend upon politics, controlled by the few.
Legislation is becoming a matter of millions for the special interests
and of bread and butter for all who contribute their mite.

What did the Minnesota Legislature of 1911 do in respect to labor?
I shall only recite enough to suggest the general situation.

DIRECT LEGISLATION.

Labor was supremely interested in the enactment of an initiative
and referendum amendment. The story of that struggle and of its phases
of special importance to organized labor, has already been told. The
Joint Labor Legislation Board published a report after the session, signed
by Robert E. Jones, Dennis J. Hayes, and Tom J. McGrath, in which
this issue was discussed as follows:

“Several bills on this subject were introduced by different House
members. The Joint Board endorsed the bill known as H. F. 681, which
provided that legislation might be initiated upon the petition of 10 per
cent of the legal voters of the state, and that the referendum might be
invoked by 7 per cent of the voters. The only pronounced opposition
to this bill emanated from the brewery interests.

“However, we have every reason to believe that the bill would have
passed had not the President of the Minnesota State Federation and its
legislative agent, without the knowledge or authority of the Board and
in violation of its by-laws, attempted both verbally and through the
press to release members of the Legislature from the pledges made to
the Board to vote for the bill. The following named members of the
House pledged themselves without qualification to vote for the Initiative
and Referendum bill which might be endorsed by the board, and then
afterwards repudiated their pledges by voting against the bill; K. S.
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Aker, Neillsville; C. W, Bouck, Royalton; R. J. Clarke, St. Paul; Moyle
Edwards, Breckenridge; E. J. Fuchs, St. Paul; John A. Healey, Hibbing;
Frank Hopkins, Fairfax; J. J. Hurley, St. Paul; J. P. Jelinek, St. Paul;
Jos. Peters, Farmington; Frank Minette, Sauk Center, and .C. P. Schuler,
Winona.

“After a discussion of the proposition, which consumed two days
of this session, the so-called Pfaender Bill, H. H. 718, passed the House
by a vote of 63 to 50. The percentages in this bill were so high as to
make the bill impracticable and inoperative and therefore we publicly
denounced the bill, which failed of passage in the Senate.”

* % *

WORKINGMAN'S COMPRENSA'TION ACT,

This session, like its predecessor, succeeded in averting any final
action on an employers’ liability bill. Several measures were introduced,
which accomplished the usual condition of chaos and discord. This leg-
islation was of more importance to the laboring element than any other,
excepting the initiative and referendum. Yet it was defeated almost
without effort.

* * *
THE LUNDEZEN BILL.

In this connection, after the hardest kind of a struggle, Ernest Lun-
deen did succeed in securing the passage of a bill increasing the amount
for damages which could be collected for “wrongful death” from $5,000
to $7.500. This was H. F. No. 84, introduced January 17th. It met with
many parliamentary obstructiorns, imposed in its path by Alex Nelson
and others, but finally passed the House February 24th by the follow-
ing vote:

Those Who Voted in the Afirmative Were: Aker, And. Anderson, A. V. Anderson, J. J.
Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D, Brown, Burnguist, Campbell,
Christie, Clarke, Conley, Converse, Crane, Davies, Diessner, R. C. Duun, Edwards, Farley,
Ferguson, Fowler, Frankson, Fuchs, Greene, Harding, Hauge, Herzberg, Hillman, Holmberg,
Hopking, Hurley, C. E, Johnson, J. N. Johnson, Just, Keefe, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, I. J.
Lee, J. F. Lee, 8. N. Lee, Lennon, Libera, Lundeen, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzie, McMartin,
MeNeil, Mattson, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Morton, Nash, H. Nelson, Nolan, O’Brien, Orr,
Palmer, Perry, Peters, A. J. Peterson, J. E. Peterson, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Rines, Robertson,
Robinson, Rustad, Saggau, Schuler, Skartum, Spooner, W. T, Sione, Sulerud, Utecht, C. H.
Warner, B. Warner, Westcott, White, Whiting, Wisniewski, and Speaker- H. H. Dunn—87,

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Denzer, Henion, Hoffman, Holten, J. T. Johnson,
Klemer, Knutson, Lindberg, A. Nelson, Nye, Nygren, O’Neill, O. Peterson, Putnam, Schwartz,
C. . Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Virtue—=20.

The measure had even more difficulty in the Senate. After surviving
an onslaught in the Judiciary Committee, it passed the upper branch on
the last day by a vote of 33 to 30, as follows: -

Those Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Ahmann, Bedford, Boyle, Cashman, Cheadle,
C. . Cook, Duxbury, Fosseen, Gunderson, Hackney, Handlan, Haycraft, Johnston, Lende,
I/ Herault, McGrath, Marden, Moonan, Murray, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Pauly, Peterson, Pugh,
Putnam, Rustad, Sageng, Saugstad, Schaller, Sundberg, Van Hoven, Works—33. -

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: Andersou, Benson, Carpenter, Clagne, Coller,
L. O. Cooke, Dale, Denegre, Donaldson, Duea, Dunn, Dwinnell, Elwell, Froshaug, Glotzbach,
Gunn, Hanson, C. D. Johmson, V. L. Jobnson, Klein, Poebler, Rockne, Stebbins, G. H. Sulli-
van, J. D. Sullivan, Swanson, Thoe, Wallace, Weis, Wilson—30.

* * *

THE KNUTSON BILL,

The report of the Joint Labor Legislation Board discussed an at-
tempt at “constructive” work as follows:

“Another bill of vital interest to the laboring men was H. F. 455,
introduced on February 14th, by Knute Knutson, of Swift Falls. It
was referred to the Committee on General Legislation and reported
back March 3rd. The bill in substance purported to compel the submis-
sion of industrial disputes to 4 board of arbitration, before a strike could
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be declared. The bill was so drafted that a strike could not be called
within a period of seventy-five days from the time the controversy arose,
without subjecting the participants to a severe penalty, while the em-
ployer might discharge his men any time during that period. The bill
in its other features was so inequitable and unfair that we deemed it
to the best interests of the laboring men to use our influence in killing
it, which we accordingly did.”

This Knutson bill was placed upon its final passage in the House
March 29th, and defeated:

For the Knuison Bill and Against Labor: And. Anderson, A. V. Anderson, Congdon, Cou-
verse, R. C. Dunn, Ferguson, Harding, Hauge, IHoffman, Holten, Hopkins, Knutson, Lennon,
MacKenzie, McMartin, McNell, Mattson, Morton, H. Nelson, Nygren, 0’Neill, A. J. Peterson,
J. H. Peterson, O. Peterson, Rines, Robertscn, Sampson, Schwartz, Skartum, Spooner, €. H.
Warner, Washburn, White, Wisniewski—34.

Against H, ¥, No, 465: Aker, J. J. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen, Bouck, G. W. Brown,
L. D. Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Clarke, Conley, Crane, Davies, Denzer, Diessner,
BEdwards, I"arley, Fowler, Frankson, I‘uchs, Greene, Hafften, Healy, Hersberg, Hillman,
Holmberg, Hurley, Jelinek, C. E. Johnson, J, N. Johnson, J. T. Johnson, Just, Keefe, Kelley,
Klemer, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, 1. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, 8. N. Lee, Lindberg, Lundeen, Lydiard,
McDonald, Mettling, Minette, Moriarity, Nash, A. Nelson, Nolan, Nye, O’Brien, Orr, Palmer,
Papke, Perry, Peters, Pfaender, Putnam, Reed, Ribenack, Robinson, Rustad, Saggau, Schuler,
W. T. Stone, Sulerud, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Utecht, Virtue, Voxland, B, Warner, Wes-
eott, Whiting, and Speaker H. H. Duon—79.

- - ®

CHILD LABOR LAW,

H. F. No. 558, by W. A. Campbell, of the Committee on Labor, was
an excellent measure designed to protect both the morals and health
of the young. It was drafted with especial reference to the white slave
traffic in young girls. But it went down to defeat because it would
have interfered a little with the employing class. “Team work” and the
“brewery bunch” accomplished the killing, The bill passed the House
and was held in the Senate until .a few minutes before twelve on the
last night. The upper branch had amended the measure by striking out
one word, necessitating its repassage by the House—which was the
“team work.” The “brewery bunch” was guarding the clock and forced
final adjournment before it could be acted upon.

* * *
THRE FIREMEN’S BILL.

H. F. No. 66, by Mr. Fuchs, authorized street railway companies te
grant free transportation to firemen and policemen. It passed the
House January 26th, by a vote of 77 to 32, many of the progressives op-
posing on the crround that it conflicted with the principle of the anti-

pass law. The vote was as follows:

Thoge Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Aker, And. Anderson, Boothroyd, Borgen,
Bouck, G. W. Brown, L. D. Brown, Burnquist, Campbell, Christie, Clarke, Congdon, Converse,
Denzer, Diessner, Farley, Ferguson, Fowler, Fuchs, Greene, Hauge, Healy, Henion, Hergberg,
Hillman, Hoffman, Burley, Jelinek, Just, Keefe, Kelley, Knapp, Kneeland, Kunze, S. N. Lee,
Lennon, Libera, Lundeen, Lydiard, McDonald, MacKenzle, McMartin, McNeil, Mettling,.
Minette, Moriarity, Morton, H. Nelson, Nolan, O’Brien, O'Neill, Orr, Palmer, Papke, Peiry,
Peters, 0. Peterson, Pfaender, Reed, Ribenack, Rice, Robinson, Saggau, Schuler, Schwartz,
O. B. Stone, W. T. Stone, Sullivan, Thielen, Untiedt, Virtue, &. Warner, Washburn, Westeott,.
‘White, Whiting, and Speaker H. H. Dunn—77,

Those Who Voted in the Negative Were: J. J. Anderson, Conley, Crane, Davies, Davls,
Edwards, Frankson, Hafften, Harding, Holmberg, Holten, Hopkins, C. E. Johnson, J. N.
Johnson, Klemer, Knutson, I. J. Lee, J. F. Lee, Lindberg, Mattson, A. Nelson, Nygren, A, J.
Petexson, J. B. Peterson, Putnam, Rines, Robextson Rustad, Sampson, Skaxtum, Spooner,
Sulerud, Voxland, Webb, and Wisniewski—32.

The fireman’s bill passed the Senate March 9th by the following vote:

Thoss Who Voted in the Affirmative Were: Cheadle, Clague, Coller, C. I’. Cook, Denegre,
Duea, Dunn, Duxbury, Dwinnell, Elwell, Fosseen, Froshaug, Hackney, Handlan, Haycraft,
V. L. Johnson, L’Herault, MeGrath, Moonan, Nelson, Pauly, Poebler, Pugh, Rockne, Rustad,
Saugstad Schaller, J. D. Sulhvan, Swanson Van Hoven, Wallace, Weis Wilson—33.

hose Who Voted in the Negative Were. Abmann, Anderson, Bedford, Benson, Boyle,
Calpenter, @ashman, L. 0. Cooke, Dale, Donaldson, Glotzbach, Gunu, Hanson, C. D, Jolnson,
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Jolinsten, Klein, Lende, Marden, Murray, Odell, Olson, Peterson, Sageng, Stebbins, ¢, H.
Sullivan, Sundberg, Thoe, Works—28,

Governor Eberhart vetoed the measure and an attempt to pass it
over his veto failed. When H. F. No. 66 was placed upon its repassage
Representative W. A, Campbell suggested that it had been vetoed in the
interest of the Twin City Rapid Transit Co., through the influence of
B, E. Smith, but subsequently apologized voluntarily for “unparliamen-
tary” language.

The Committee on Labor in the House was headed by W. A. Camp-
bell and contained a majority of other progressives, This committee
was virtually selected by the labor organizations and performed excel-.
{ent service throughout the session. But some of the most important
-measures affecting labor were sent elsewhere. The employer’s liability
bills were placed in the hands of the Judiciary, and the Knutson bill
against labor went to the Committee on General Legislation,



CHAPTER XVI
WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

Sometimes the only way to measure the importance of a political
issue is to consider the character and purpose of those opposed to it.
Viewed in that light female suffrage at once takes rank with the most
crucial questions that concern our citizenship. The three things most
feared by the special interests and professional politicians were: (1) the
initiative and referendum; (2) woman suffrage; and (3) an amendment
such as was attempted in the Sulerud bill, giving the people a chance to
change their own constitution.

There are only two fundamental phases of the question of political
equality., The first embodies the idea of the right of every intelligent,
law-abiding individual unit of society to a voice in government. The
second is the idea of more collective authority, more ultimate power in
government for all who vote. The first means woman suffrage and the
second, direct legislation through the initiative, referendum and recall.
These two reforms are kindred in every sense, just this difference ex-
isting between them; one relates to the unit of society; the other to
society as a whole.

The brewery opposition to woman suffrage was subtly masked. The
fundamental nature and consequence of the issue was kept completely in
the background. The fight was made on the ground that it was only a
woman’s question and that the women themselves were not seeking the
ballot—a pitifully inadequate excuse which must have induced no end of
bacchanalian laughter in Carling circles. It is a man’s question. Equal
suffrage should not be considered as a means of giving to women some-
thing which they want and to which they are entitled, but as an agency
of good government. That is precisely why the brewery combine classes
woman suffrage with direct legislation as a menace to their political
supremacy in the state.

Senator Sageng introduced S. F. No. 59, proposing a constitutional
amendment giving the ballot to women. The bill did not grant woman
suffrage; it only gave to the people an dpportunity to vote upon the
question and decide for themselves whether or not that amendment
should be incorporated into the constitution. Those who voted against
“the measure did more than signify their opposition to the idea of equal
suffrage; they assumed an intelligence and power higher than sovereignty
itself by denying to the people the right to settle the question. Is it
any wonder that direct legislation is demanded, and is coming?

The question did not come to a vote in the House. In the Senate
the bill was defeated by the following vote:

To Give the People an Opporiunity To Decide the Question of Woman
Sufirage: Bedford, Benson. Boyle, Cashman, Cheadle, C. F., Cook, Dale, Dene-
gre, Duxbury, Elwell, Froshaug, Gunderson, Hanson, Haycraft, C. D. Johnson.,

V. L. Johnson, Lende. Moonan, Nelson, Odell, Olson, Peterson, Putnam, Rus-
tad, Sageng, Saugstad, Schaller, Sundberg, Thoe, Wilson—390,

To Kill Woman Suffrage, Denyving the Right of the People to Veote Upon
the Question: Ahmann, Anderson, Carpenter, Clague, Coller, L. O. Cooke,
Donaldson, Duea, Dunn, Dwinnell, Fosseen, Glotzbach, Gunn, Hackney, Hand-
lan, Johnston, Klein, I’Herault, McGrath, Marden, Murray, Pauly, Poehler,
Pugh, Rockne, G. H, Sullivan, J. D. Sullivan, Swanson, VanHoven, Wallace,
Weis, Works—32.

Thus again was the judgment of the reapportionment schemers justi-
fied. Verily, a “safe” Senate would be sufficient for their purposes.

ke



CHAPTER XVIIL
“HOLD-UP” LEGISLATION.

Legislators are no ordinary burglars, or “hold-up” artists. They
do not go forth upon the highways and, at the point of a pistol, take
away a man’s valuables. With them, it is not the usual salutation—
“your money or your life!” Instead they say—"“pay our price, or we
will legislate against your business.”

For example, when H. F. No. 71, prohibiting theatrical entertain-
ments on the Sabbath, came into the House, it was the signal for show-
men to hold up their hands, while the legislative highwaymen went
through their pockets and extracted passes to the theatres. i the man-
agers had resisted, the robbers would not have shot them; but they
would have tried to pass the bill, Rather than face decreased revenue
from being forced to keep their playhouses dark on Sundays, the theatre
men gave up the tickets, in return for which the measure was “indennitely
postponed.” This was done by the Committee on General Legislation
on February 28th. Chas. W. Bouck was the author of this bill. He
may not have known how it would tap the ticket tank., It is possible
that he may have been imposed upon and “used” by “alumni coaches”
or others who were familiar with the orthodox method of obtaining
passes.

A “hold-up” bill is not always a sign that its author is a highway-
man. Many measures presented for purposes of graft are not intro-
duced by grafters., New members often give parentage to such Dbills,
and neither profit nor understand why they are killed. “Hold-up” bills
always have merit—otherwise none would be interested in their defeat
—and the merit is all that the inexperienced lawmaker sees. So the
fact that a certain member introduced a certain measure of the char-
acter indicated in this chapter is not an accusation that his act and
inclinations were criminal.

In previous sessions fuel and lumber dealers have had opportunities
to hold up their hands, leaving their pockets unprotected. This condi-
tion has been brought to pass through legislative investigations. Some
members would introduce a resolution provmmu for the appointment of
a committee to investigate the fuel or lumber “combine,” alleging that it
was in restraint of trade and consequently illegal. Thcn. if those to be
investigated, made satisfactory “arrangements” with the investigators,
the inquiry became a whitewash. On Janu’ny 12th, Moyle Edwards pre-
sented a resolution asking for an investigation of the fuel compames in
Minnesota. Chas. R. Fowler blocked it temporarily by giving “notice
of debate,” and \4r Edwards never attempted to force it to a vote.

“The fur bill” is a good illustration. It was H. F. No. 518, introduced
by W. H. Wescott on February 17th. This measure sought to regulate
the manufacture and sale of fur garments m such a way that it would
have interfered with the profits of those in that business. T do not
know that Mr. Wescott and those on the outside who drafted this
measure, or any of them, had any hold-up mtentmn\ in the premises;
nor do T know that the furnem acted thelr part in killing the hill; but
the Committee on General Legislation “indefinitely postponed” it on
March 23rd. If this measure had been presented for the purnose of
“holding-up” fur men, and if they had paid money to have it kiiled. the
transaction would have been typical of this kind of legislation.

“Hold-up” bills are of two classes: (1) those introduced for the
purpose of being killed, the interests attacked often being willing to pay
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for their defeat; and (2) the constructive kind—the enactment of some
law so favoring certain concerns that they would pay for its passage.

The method in the first class is about as follows: a coterie of pro-
fessional politicians get control of two or three committees, usually the
committees on Public Health and Pure Food, and Commerce and Retail
Trade. Then some one of this crowd, or often some inexperienced and
wholly innocent progressive, will introduce a bill aimed at some in-
dustry or individual. It will be referred to one of these committees
which the plunderers control, where it will be killed—when those at-
tacked have agreed to the terms of the robbers. And it would surprise
you to know how little it takes at times to influence “statesmen” of this
class. I know of $25 men, and a few even lower in the scale of criminal
indigence.’

Here are a few from a long list of bills of a character to indicate
t}}xlat they might have been such as to illustrate the suggestions of this
chapter:

H. F. No. 523, prohibiting the sale of snuff, introduced February 17th,
%y I\é[r. O’Brien. Referred to the committee on Public Health and Pure

ood.

H. F. No. 660, to prevent the sale of snuff, introduced February
28th, by Mr. Denzer, and referred to the committee on Public Health
and Pure Food.

H. F. No. 668, prohibiting repeating shot guns, introduced March
1st, by Mr. Denzer, and referred to the Committee on Game and Fish.

H. F. No. 870, to prevent fraud in the sale of precious stones, intro-
duced March 11th, by Mr. Denzer, and referred to the committee on
Commerce and Retail Trade.

The Hauge Stock Food Bill—H. F. No. 476—was a measure about
which there was much speculation. It would have greatly restricted the
mammoth business of the International Stock Food Company. It passed
the House but died in the Senate, largely because of the impression that
lc)el;ltain Representatives had been in a “receptive” mood in the lower

ody. :

The other kind of “hold-up” legislation might be suggested in these
two specific cases: Chester A. Congdon introduced H. F. No. 381, re-
pealing the anti-cigaret law, which was reported for passage unanimous-
ly- by the Committee on Public and Pure Food. I use this bill, and
the one which follows, only as illustrations of the general character and
aspect of such measures. Mr. Congdon is a man high above “plunder.”
I do not believe that the tobacco companies gave any impetus to the
'bill. At the previous session, when the anti-cigaret law was enacted, if
a little money had been used judiciously the bill might have been de-
feated. Perhaps the plunderers thought the Tobacco Trust had ex-
perienced a change of heart in the intervening two years and would be
ready to do business,

The Hopkins bill—H. F. No. 190—requiring all cities and villages
in the state to use voting machines was the kind of a measure which
might have been used for “hold-up” purposes. Voting machines are
practically controlled by a monopoly H. F. No. 190, if enacted, would
have proved a “gold mine” for those in control, and, had they been un-
scrupulously inclined, they could have afforded to pay well for its pass-
age. Probably neither Mr. Hopkins nor the voting machine monopoly
ever thought of corruption in connection with the measure, which was
defeated by a vote of 17 to 59, but it serves to illustrate the class of
bills which confer special or monopolistic privileges.

This might be one of the longest chapters in the book. It is short
because I desire to do no more than suggest the principle and practice
of “hold-up” legislation.




CHAPTER XVIIL
A CHARACTERIZATION CF MEMBERS.

Before proceeding to a classificaticn of members, you should see
something of the varicus avenues lecading to the conclusions of this chap-
ter. My task in this respect has been extremely difficult, made so by the
masks which men wore, Because it was so complex, I have peered into
many unusual legislative by-ways. Some of these were inspected in
confidence, and I cannot indicate the foot prints therein revealed; in a
fev’v exceptional cases they showed that crafty statesmen had “backed
in.”

Just before final adjournment I sent a letter to each member of
both House and Senate asking for a list of the bills in which he was
especially interested and such suggestions as he cared to offer concerning
the work of the session. Here is a sample of the statements contamed
in the responses: “I twice voted for the Recall. I voted for the State-
Wide Primary. 1 voted for the Distance Tariff. I voted for the income
tax amendment and stood with the temperance people on every temper-
ance measure this winter.,” And yet neither the recall, the primary ex-
tension nor any of the other reforms mentioned or suggested was
enacted into law. In preceding installments and in what follows, I have
attempted to fix the responsibility for the shortcomings of the session
without fear or favor. The main tests in the House were:

Fundamental Matters.—There were a number of vital issues relating
to the legislature and to the more important question of enlarging the
political opportunities of the people. These involved:

1. The Speakership—The organization of the House overshadowed
in consequence every other phase of the session. The part republican
members played in that contest is considered, their subsequent attitude
toward the reactionary administration being taken into account. The
democrats were not forced to disclose their real inclinations in refer-
ence to the speakership, but had many later opportunities to demonstrate
where they stood. Almost in this same connection their votes in the
selection of a successor to Senator Clapp is significant.

2. The Nolan Amendment—The attempt on the part of the Pro-
gressives to compel publicity in  the work of the standing committee first
demonstrated which members wanted to reform the rules in this respect
and which preferred the old Cannonistic conditions.

3. The Two-Thirds Resolution—The reactionaries attempted, thru
this resolution, to destroy the right of the majority to advance a bill,
thus giving one-third the power to delay and defeat reform measures.

4. The Klemer Controversy.—The Klemer-Stone clash with the
organization involved the fundamental issue of truth on one hand, and
the rule or ruin principle of the reactionaries on the other.

5. Direct Legislation—The first vote to advance the progressive
initiative and referendum bill was the best test on this question, fol-
lowed closely in consequence by the roll call on the progressive meas-
ure itself. The best test on the recall is the vote by which the Senate
bill was taken from House Commlttee on Elections and made a special
order where it could be voted upon in the open.
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6. The Sulerud BillL—The special interest enemies of popular gov-
ernment are safeguarded by the present provision which makes amend-
ments to the constitution practically impossible. Therefore, the vote
on the Sulerud bill which aimed to give the people a Iecrmmate chance
to change their own constitution is one of the most vital tests. In the
same connection the Kneeland bill for a constitutional convention is
important.

7. Election Measures.—“Team work” made unnecessary any crucial
vote on the state-wide primary in the House and the general scheme
of delay enabled the reactionaries to escape without a final vote on the

tone corrupt practices act and other election bills.

Moral Questions.—County option involved both fundamental and
temperance principles. It was vitally democratic, because it gave to
the people of each county the right to decide whether or not there should
be saloons in that county. There were two test votes on county option:
(1) When the administration attempted to diminish debate by hurrying
the special order; and (2) the final vote on the bill. Other important
temperance or moral tests were:

1. Local Option for 4th Class Cities—The roll call which best
separated the friends and the enemies of this idea was on the motion
to concur in the Senate amendments to the “Speaker .Dunn bill.”

2. The Road House Bill.—The vote on the Rice amendment divided
the sheep from the goats on this measure,

3. The Robinson Brewery Bill.—This measure regulating breweries
in their relation to blind pigs, etc., came to a direct vote.

The Tonnage Tax.—The most significant roll call on the Frankson-
Johnson bill was the one overturning the report killing it in committee.

. The Distance Tariff —The eleventh hour action of the House meant
iittle because it came so late in the session that there was small chance
for its reconsideration in the Senate.

Reapportionment.—The Congdon scheme of reapportionment was
not completely unmasked until it reached the Senate. The Seven-Senator
Bill came later, and largely as a result of a reaction against the Congdon
measure.

Neither the vote for the Keefe bill nor the income tax amendment
was very vital as a test in the House, because it appears that their defeat
was expected in the Senate.

PARTY RECORDS.

Before taking up individuals, it may be well to briefly consider parti-
san influences and actions. Four political parties were renresented in
the membership of the House. They were Socialist, Prohibitionist, Dem-
ocratic and Republican,

1. Somalx%t——N S. Hillman was the only membher. He stood with
the progressives on every issue, and if that party can bhe judged by
his legislative acts and inclinations, it stands for fundamental democracy

2. Prohibitionist—There were four of this political faith in the
House. All of them were active, conscientious procrre';swes They stood
with the insurgent representatives of the other parties on all vital ques-
tions—temperance and otherwise.

3. Democratic—So far as party influence was concerned the demo-
crats were decidedly reactionary, They numbered 26 and had the bal-
ance of power throughout the session. Two of them. Clinton Robinson
and F. L. Farley, were unvarying insurgents. Martin Schwartz was
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nearly as progressively inclined, but felt restrained at times by the
sentiment of his district. W. A. Just, L. Wisniewski, and Nygren weré
semi-progressive. On fundamental questions, Farley, Robinson, and Just
voted for the Nolan amendment and only the first two for the progres-
sive initiative and referendum bill on the real test. Schwartz Joined with
these two in supporting the Sulerud bill. The two were again alone on
the two- thirds resolution, but were reinforced by Nygren and Wisniewski
in their vote against the censuring of Klemer. Not a single democrat
voted for county option, and at least 21 of the 26 stood with the liquor
element on every vital question. The democrats, under the leadership
of Albert Pfaender, were responsible for the defeat of an effective direct
legislation bill. ’lhey had the same power and opportunity to extend
the scope and scheme of democracy in other directions, but maintained
their alliance with the reactionary republican organization on all vital
questions, excepting the Keefe bill.

4. Republican.—There were eighty-nine republicans, the majority
of whom were reactionary. The stand pat element, reinforced by the
democrats, controlled the session. The progressive republicans aided
by the four prohibitionists, one socialist and from three to five democrats
kept up the unequal fight for fundamental reforms from start to ﬁmsl}
With 7<5ma11 variations, the forces stood: Progressives, 45 Reaction-
aries,

TRI-COUNTY DELEGATIOHN.

More than one fourth of the entire House membership came from
the three large counties, St. Louis, Ramsey and Hennepin. Of these 32,
24 were reactionary and eight progressive. On vital questions the Tri-
County delegation stood as follows:

The Speakership: For Dunn, 20; for Burnquist, 4.

Nolan Amendment: Ayes, 9; Noes, 19.

Initiative and Referendum: Ayes, 9; Noes, 20.

"The Sulerud Bill: Ayes, 4; Noes, 21,

Revision of Constitution: Ayes, 5; Noes, 21.

Two-Thirds Resolution: Ayes, 14; Noes 8.

To Censure Klemer: Avyes, 23; Noes, 5

County Option: Ayes, 9; Noes, 22.

Rice Amendment: Ayes, 21; Noes, 8.

To Concur, 4th Class City Bill: Ayes, 7; Noes, 20.

Tonnage Tax: Ayes, 1; Noes, 30

Distance Tariff: Ayes, 0; Noes, 31.

The Congdon Bill: Ayes, 27; Noes, 3.

The individuals in the tri-county delegation are considered first, the
members from St. Louis, Ramsey, and Hennepin counties being takeh
up in that order.

Anton Borgen, 50th Dist, Duluth.—A reactionary of exceedingly
small capacity; always followed his bell wethers into the special interest
camp; supported Speaker Dunn and remained loyal to his administra-
tion throughout the session; on real fundamental tests, he voted against
the Nolan publicity amendment, all initiative and referendum b1lls the
Sulerud bill, the attempt to amend the Constitution and was for the
two-thirds resolutlon on election issues, he opposed the recall, exten-
sion of the primary and the Stone corrupt practices act; opposed county
option and stood with the brewery element on every vital question. Mr.
Borgen displayed little individual initiative or character as a law-maker
and unhesitatingly followed the lead of bigger men.

Chester A. Congdon, 51st Dist, Duluth.—One of the brainiest and
biggest men in the House. He controlled enough members so that it
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was in his power to elevate the legislature high above the plane of po-
litical plunder upon which it acted; instead he permitted the re-establish-
ment of the old alliance between the brewers and other special interests
of the state; was one of a few responsible for Speaker Dunn’s election,
and was with his reactionary organization from start to finish; was a
member of the Committee on Rnles; opposed the Nolan amendment to
the rules and was against the insurgents on all fundamental tests. Voted
to censure Klemer without a trial; voted three times against the recall
and was opposed to election reforms; voted against-county option
and was with the brewery element on every important question affecting
the liguor interests; was one of the signers of the protest which aided
the efforts of the “brewery bunch” in defeating reforms by forcing final
adjournment; was chairman of the reapportionment committee and was
chiefly responsible for the scheme of reapportionment discussed in a prev-
ious chapter.

John A. Healy, 49th Dist., Hibbing.—One of the St. Louis county
delegation who followed the lead of Congdon and always voted with
the reactionary combination; supported Dunn for Speaker and stood con-
sistently against the progressives on every vital economic and moral issue.
Mr. Healy had small influence.

N. S. Hillman, 51st Dist., Lake County.—The only Socialist member
in the House; aligned himself with the insurgents; took a prominent
part in the fight for the initiative and referendum and all other pro-
gressive measures. Stood consistently against the special interests; had
no part in the speakership fight, but cast his vote for Thomas Van Lear

for United States Senator; voted for the Nolan publicity amendment;

introduced one of the best initiative and referendum bills, but side—
tracked his own measure in the interest of harmony among the progress-
ives who were fighting for that reform; was for the Sulerud bill; wanted
to revise the Constitution and opposed the two-thirds resolution; for
Klemer; was progressive in all election questions; voted for county op-
tion, and with the insurgent element on every question affecting the
recrulatlon of the liquor trafic. Mr. Hlllman was one of the most mtclh—
gent and uncompromising of the progressives.

C. T. Knapp, 49th Dist.,, Chisholm.—One of the youngest members;
was clean and inclined to be progressive, although almost invariably
found in the reactionary camp. Supported Dunn for Speaker; opposed
the Nolan amendment; was against the progressives in all phases of the
fight for direct legislation; opposed the Sulerud bill and the revision of
the state constitution; was for the two-thirds resolution; stood with the
organization against Klemer; was against county option; voted against
the distance tariff. On real tests of strength between the special inter-
ests and the people Mr. Knapp stood with the former, but frequently
voted to repudiate the Cannonistic action of committees.

E. R. Ribenack, 50th Dist., Duluth.—One of the twenty-six House
Democrats. Was somewhat independent of bell wether influences and
performed excellent services for the people of his home city. Voted
for Clapp to succeed himself as United States Senator; was opposed
to county option and all of the progressive attempts to restrict or reg-
ulate the liquor traffic, which associations carried him into the reaction-
ary camp on many fundamental questions; he voted for the progressive
initiative and referendum bill; stood with the organization against Klem-
¢r; opposed the Stone corrupt practices act and voted against the recall
on the motion to concur in the Senate amendment on the last day. Mr.
Ribenack was largely responsibie for the passace through the House of
the bill giving Duluth power over the Duluth-Edison Company
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ST. PAUL MEMBERS.

J. A. A. Burnquist, 33rd Dist.—Strong insurgent leader; was the
progressive candidate for Speaker, which contest is discussed in the chap~
ter on Speakership; was an uncompromising progressive and never
failed to vote to give larger political opportunities to the people; sup-
ported the Nolan publicity amendment and took a prominent part in
the fight for every fundamental fight for reform; opposed the two-thirds
resolution and the censure of Klemer; stood with the progressives on
every issue affecting the liquor traffic; opposed the tonnage tax and
distance tariff. Mr. Burnquist displayed unusual ability and courage in
his legislative work and made some of the best speeches of the session.

R. J. Clarke, 34th Dist.—Reactionary democrat who never wavered
in his support of the special interest program. Voted for Dick O'Connor
as a successor to Moses E. Clapp; opposed the progressives on every
real test of strength: favored censuring Klemer without a hearing;
opposed all election reforms; was with the brewery element throughout
the session; one of the small minority who voted to whitewash the Sec-
retary of State.

E. J. Fuchs, 33rd Dist.—One of the lesser reactionaries who never
wavered in his support of the special interest program; voted against all
initiative and referendum bills; was against Klemer. Mr. Fuchs was
author of the firemen’s bill.

T. J. Greene, 34th Dist.—A reactionary who voted consistently with
the Dunn organization, excepting on the final passage of the progressive
initiative and referendum bill; was unprogressive on moral issues; op-
posed county option; voted for the Rice amendment to the Dunn road
house bill; opposed the Robinson brewery bill; voted to whitewash
Schmahl., Mr. Greene made the motion that resulted in the final adjourn-
ment of the House with so much important work undone. )

J. J. Hurley, 35th Dist—One of the reactionary Democrats who
made no trouble for the system. Was unprogressive on every vital ques-
tion; voted three times against the recall and opposed the Stone corrupt
practices act; voted for the extension of the primary which had no
chance of passage; stood with the brewery element throughout the ses-
sion. Mr. Hurley exerted no influence except in a petty political way.

John P. Jelinek, 35th District.—Supported Dunn and stood with the
reactionary organization throughout the session; opposed both direct
legislation bills, the Nolan amendment, county option and Klemer.

H. W. McDonald, 34th Dist.—Another machine democrat. Voted for
Dick O’Connor to succeed Moses E. Clapp; opposed all initiative and
referendum bills and was reactionary on other fundamental tests; voted
with the brewery element from start to finish; voted to whitewash
Schmahl. Mr. McDonald evidently regarded law making from the poli-
tician's point of view. ‘

John D. O’Brien, 36th Dist.—One of the democratic bell wethers.
Tried to lead his party associates to support Dick O’Connor for United
States Senator; opposed the progressives and stood with the reactionary
republican organization throughout the session; was the author of the
twelve o’clock lid law and never missed an opportunity to exert his
influence in behalf of the liquor element; voted against the recall on the
real test; voted to whitewash Schmahl.

Charles N. Orr, 37th Dist—One of the two insurgents from Ramsey
county. Possessed good equipment, which was generally employed in the
interest of the progressive program; supported Burnquist for Speaker,
and stood with the progressives on the initiative and referendum, but
opposed the Sulerud bill and the revision of the constitution; voted
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against the two-thirds resolution; was with the organization on some
of the votes agamst Klemer; for all election reforms; stood with the pro-
gressive element in favor of county option and against the brewery
element on all other questions affecting the liquor interests; opposed the
tonnage tax. Mr. Orr performed excellent service for his city, being
largely responsible for the bill increasing the river port opportunities of
St. Paul. He introduced three play-ground bills, a measure practically
ixbbolishing capital punishment and other bills of vital interest to St.
aul.

E. G. Perry, 37th Dist.—A reliable reactionary whose influence, when
not negative, was exerted in the interest of the brewery and professional
politician elements. Supported Dunn for Speaker and remained loyal
to his organization throughout the session; opposed both initiative and
referendum bills and was against the people on all other fundamental
issues; opposed election reforms; voted against county option and the
whole progressive program in so far as it related to the liquor traffic.
Mr. Perry headed the Committee on Legislative Expenses, the inactivity
of which is suggested in the chapter about the Plunderbund.

C. E. Stone, 36th Dist.—One of the leading lieutenants of Speaker
Dunn; was reactionary on every important question before the legis-
lature, voted against both direct legislation bills; voted to censure
Kliemer: voted three times against the recall, and was one of sixteen to
vote against the primary election bill; always voted with the brewery
element a memher of the crucial Committee on Rules; was one of the
signers of the “protest” at the close. Mr, Stone was a quiet, scheming
kind of member with considerable ability and influence.

MINNEAPOLIS MEMBERS.

William A. Campbell, 42nd Dist.—Insurgent leader; supported Dunn
for Speaker, but stood consistently with the progressives throughout
the session; supported the Nolan amendment and himself initiated sev-
eral reforms in the rules; was one of the authors of the progressive
initiative and referendum bill and took a leading part in the fight for
that measure; voted for the Sulerud bill and to amend the Constitution;
opposed the organization on its two-thirds resolution and the clash with
Klemer; supported all election reforms; stood with the progressives on
county option and every other temperance question excepting the state-
wide prohibition bill; opposed the Radisson bill. Mr. Campbell started
an investigation of the state insurance department and, in spite cf the
fact that he was given a “packed” committee, succeeded in disclosing a
great deal. Mr. Campbell distinguished himself by fighting the supplies
and third house graft at every opportunity.

W. A. Fisher, 40th Dist.—His illness and death during the session
stopped a promising legislative career. Mr. Fisher was able to attend
only the first few days of the session, but during that time impressed
his progressiveness and patriotism upon all his colleagues. He intro-
duced a number of reform measures of the deepest fundamental impor-
tance and voted consistently with the insurgents.

Charles R. Fowler, 40th Dist.—A leading lieutenant of Speaker
Dunn; considered one of the ablest and most dangerous reactionaries
in the House; was a member of the crucial Committee on Rules; led
the fight against the progressive initiative and referendum; opposed the
Nolan amendment to the rules and voted against the progressives on
every other question of fundamental importance; was against the Stone
corrupt practices act; opposed county option and stood with the brew-
ery combine on all other issues affecting the regulation or restriction of
the liquor traffic. Mr. Fowler was himself a brewery attorney and his
exceptional ability in fighting issues like direct legislation made him
very valuable to those interests in the legislature.
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Thomas Kneeland, 41st Dist.—Reactionary; was largely responsible
for Speaker Dunn’s election; voted against reforming the rules; opposed
the progressive initiative and referendum bill, the Sulerud bill and voted
to censure Klemer; voted for county option and against the Rice amend-
ment to the road house bill but was against state-wide prohibition and
the Robinson brewery bill; did not vote on the real test extending local
option to cities of the fourth class. Mr. Kneeland was the author of
several progressive measures, like the recall and the civil service bill,
which shared the fate of other reforms. He was given one of the most
important chairmanships—that of the Judiciary Committee—and usually
stood with the organization.

W. F. Kunze, 39th Dist.—Began as a progressive, but ended reaction-
ary. Aside from his vote for rules reform and the progressive initiative
and referendum bill, which was cast under protest, he stood for much
of the reactionary program; supported Speaker Dunn and took a lead-
ing pro-administration part in the Klemer controversy; voted against
the Sulerud bill, against a revision of the Constitution and against the
Stone corrupt practices act; voted for county option and stood with the
progressive element on most liquor questions; voted against the Radi-
gson bill. Mr. Kunze represented the University district and seemed to
feel that it was necessary to stand in with the reactionary powers m
order to get appropriations for that institution.

John G. Lennon, 41st Dist—One of the leading lieutenants of Speak-
er Dunn; chosen spealxel pro-tem. during Dunn’s illness; a polmuan of
e\tra01dmary energy, which was employed against progressive mieas-
ures; was closely allied with reactionary democrats; has a record con-
sistently bad, except for one occasion when he sacrificed the system to
promote a bill in which he was selfishly interested. On fundamental
questions he was invariably unprogressive; always voted with the brew-
ery element on liquor questions; supported the Rice amendment and
voted against extending local option on the real test; had charge of the
Radisson bill in the House.

Ernest Lundeen, 42nd Dist~—Insurgent leader; a fearless and able
young man; made a speech seconding the nomination of Burnquist for
Speaker, in which he asserted that reactionary influences were back of
the other candidate; insurged beyond any other member by casting the
only vote against the Cannonized rules; has an excellent record on pro-
gressive measures; voted for the Nolan amendment, the progressive
initiative and referendum bill, the Sulerud bill, for revision of the state
constitution; was against the two-thirds resolution and against the ad-
ministration in the Klemer controversy; stood for all election- reforms;
opposed the county option bill, but introduced a measure on the same
subject; voted with the insurgent element on all other liquor questlons,
except the Robinson brewery bill; voted against the Radisson bill. "Mr,
Lundeen introduced a measure providing for the election by the people
of delegates to presxdentlal conventions. He was active in behalf of leg-
islation in the interest of the laboring class and secured the passage of
a bill increasing damages for wroncful death to $7,500.

L. A. Lydiard, 43rd Dist.—Stood by the reactionaries in the legisla-
ture and gave evidence of acting in harmony with bosses higher up; was
active in the fight against Whittier, which seemingly began as a political
scheme to oust certam members of the Board of Control voted against
the Nolan amendment; opposed all initiative and referendum bills and
was reactionary on other fundamental questions; voted to censure Kle-
mer; voted against the recall on the real test; opposed county option
and stood with the brewery combine on the most vital questions; voted
against the Radisson bill
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Alex McNeil, 44th Dist—~Supported Dunn for Speaker; opposed the
progressive initiative and referendum bill and the revision of the state
constitution, but voted for the Sulerud bill; was against Klemer; voted
for the recall and state wide primary; stood with the brewery mt/*rests
against county option, public treating; was for the Rice amendment;
voted against the Robinson brewery bill and extending local option to
cities of the fourth class; voted for the Radisson bill.

John P. Nash, 41st Dist.—A reactionary politician who voted against
the people, excepting when he was absent, which was a great deal of
the time; voted against Klemer; opposed county option and stood with
the liquor element on all vital issues; voted for the Radisson bill. Mr.
Nash was author of the weights and measures bill which adds {o the |
political opportunities of the’ Railroad and Warehouse Commission.

W. 1. Nolan, 43rd Dist—Was exceptionally well equipped for public
service and made an enviable record as the floor leader of the progressive
group; supported Burnquist for Speaker; was author of the Nolan
amendment to the rules and took a prominent part in every fight for
fundamental reforms; voted for the progressive initiative and referen-
dum bill and against the Pfaender measure on the same subject; sup-
ported the Sulerud bill and revision of the state constitution; was re-
sponsible for the defeat of the two-thirds resolution; supported ccunty
option and stood with the insurgents on every liquor question; voted
against the Radisson hill. Mr. Nolan was aggressive, fearless and force-
ful in all his work. He was especially active in supporting Minneapolis
measures in the interest of the people.

George M. Nye, 44th Dist.—Of small caliber but perniciously active
as a reactionary; supported Dunn and voted with the organization on
every issue; opposed all fundamental reforms; voted against the recall
on the real test: stood with the brewery combine whenever a vote was
needed; voted for the Radisson bill.

Frank L. Palmer, 39th Dist.—Progressive; one of the six supporters
of Dunn \\ho msurcred against the efforts of the organization to defeat
reform measures; voted for the Nolan amendment and the progressive
1mtmuve and referendum bill, but was against the Sulerud bill and a
revision of the Constitution; voted for Klemer: was for all election re-
forms; was chairman of the Committee on Temperance and opposed
the brewery combine both in committee and on the floor of the House
on every issue; voted against the Radisson bill. Mr. Palmer is a citizen
of excellent judgment and good intentions; has a fine record of service
for, the people.

M. J. Sullivan, 38th Dist., Minneapolis.—A Dick O’Connor democrat
with a record consistent] y bad. He voted against the progressive initia-
tive and referendum bill and was reactionary on every other fundamental
question; voted against the recall on the real test; voted for the Radisson
bill. Mr. Sullivan was a signer of the “protest.”

P, C. Thielen, 38th Dist.,, Minneapolis.—A new democratic member
who was “delivered” with the majority of his party associates; was a
colleague of Sullivan, followed him on roll call and invariably voted the
same, bemo subject to the same influences and inclinations; voted for
Dick O’Connor to succeed Clapp in the United States Senate; voted
against all initiative and referendum bills; voted for the Radisson bill.
The last midnight found Mr. Thielen in front of the clock.

W. D. Washburn, Jr., 41st Dist—Has a mixed record, partly pro-
gressive and partly reactionary; supported Speaker Dunn and for the
most part voted with the organization; did not vote on the Nolan amend-
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ment, but oprosed the progressive initiative and referendum bill; voted
against the Sulerud bill and a revision of the Constitution; did not vote
on the two-thirds revolution; was with the organization in its fight
against Klemer; voted against the Stone corrupt practices act, but sup-
ported the recall and state-wide primary; voted for county option and
the Robinson brewery bill and to extend local option to cities of the
fourth class, but supported the Rice amendment which destroyed the
road house bill; voted for the Radisson bill.

* * *

Knute S. Aker, 62nd Dist., Polk County.—Reactionary; occupied a
strategic position at the head of the roster and always started roll calls
in the interest of the politicians; supported Speaker Dunn and remained
ioyal to the organization throu{rhout the session, voting against the Nolan
amendment, county option, initiative and referendum, Klemer, and the
tonnage tax. Mr. Aker was a small, but dependable, servant of the
system.

Andrew Anderson, 31st Dist, Washington County.—Almost always
found on the side of the special interests; closely associated with Senator
Geo. H. Sullivan, one of the most prominent and pernicious survivors
of the old guard machine; voted against the Nolan amendment, the pro-
gressive initiative and referendum bill; the Sulerud bill, and was for the
two-thirds resolution; opposed Klemer; was against the recall on the
last test; stood with the liquor element; voted for the tonage tax and
the distance tariff.

A. V. Anderson, 29th, Goodhue County.—One of the four prohibi-
tionist members; stood consistently with the progressive group on all
fundamental as well as moral issues; opposed the reactionary organiza-
tion in its fight against Klemer and on all other questions affecting the
special interests; voted for the tonnage tax and the distance tariff. Mr.
Anderson developed into one of the most efficient members.

J. J. Anderson, 58th, Douglas County.—One of the most steadfast in-
surgents; an intelligent, conscientious member, always on the side of the
people, on both moral and economic issues. \/Ir Anderson was an un-
compromising progressive; voted for the Nolan amendment, progressive
initiative and referendum bill, the Sulerud bhill, and aided Klemer voted
for the tonnage tax and the distance tariff. In his death the state lost
a valuable legislator.

Frank Boothroyd, 29th, Goodhue County.—Supported Speaker Dunn;
opposed the Nolan amendment the Sulerud bill, and voted to censure
Klemer, but favored the progressive initiative and referendum bill; was
progressive on election measures; voted against county option, but fa-
vored extending local option to cities of the fourth class; voted for the
tonnage tax, but opposed the distance tariff. Mr. Poothroyd was pro-
gressive at tlmes but usually stood with the organization.

Chas. W. Bouck, 48th, Morrison County.—A mere politician who as-
sociated with the spec1a1 interest members; supported Dunn for Speaker
and stood with the reactionary orgamzatlon voted against both direct
legislation bhills; was against Klemer; voted against the recall on the
best test; opposed county option and the bill e:\tendmcr local option on
the last test was for the Rice amendment; voted to Whltewash Schmahl;
favored the distance tariff. Mr. Bouck introduced the biennial bill clos—
ing theatres on Sunday.

G. W. Brown, 24th, McLeod County.—Had progressive 1nc11nat10ns,
but supported Speaker Dunn and became one of the most unvarying re-
actionaries; opposed the Nolan amendment; voted against both initiative
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and referendum bills; voted to censure Klemer; opposed the recall on
the best test; was against county option and the local option bill on the
last test; voted for the Rice amendment; voted against the tonnage tax,
but was for the distance tariff.

L. D. Brown, 48th, Morrison County.—One of the Speaker’s leading
lieutenants; was chalrman of the Committee on Electlons and did more
than almost any other member to block progressive legislation; opposed
both direct legislation bills and was reactionary on all ‘other vital issues;
voted twice against the recall and opposed the Stone corrupt practices
act; invariably voted with the liquor interests; was against the tonnage
tax, but supported the distance tariff.

F. C. J. Christie, 6th, Mower County.—Was reactionary at the begin-
ning and the close, with a progressive period sandwiched in between;
supported Speaker Dunn and opposed the Nolan amendment; in some
way became identified with the insurgents group and stood with them in
the fight for direct legislation, the Sulerud bill; and to sustain Klemer;
was progressive on election measures; opposed county option; did not.
vote on the Rice amendment; opposed extending local option to fourth
class cities on the last test; was against the tonnage tax and for the
distance tariff. Mr. Christie opposed the Congdon reapportionment bill.

Kerry E. Conley, 4th, Olmstead County.—Strong insurgent leader;
supported Burnquist for Speaker and never on any occasion failed to
vote against the special interests. Mr. Conley did more than vote with
the progressives on all moral and economic questions; he was always
working and planning in behalf of the people. Although an old, expe-
rienced and well equipped member, he was given exceedingly small rec-
ognition by the reactionary organization. Mr. Conley was especially
active in the fight against graft and introduced the resolution which made
possible the pubhshmcr of the details concerning supplies in the chapter
on the Plunderbund.

Phillip S. Converse, 60th, Becker County.—A new member who was
buffeted about between progressive inclinations and the snares of the
system; supported Speaker Dunn and was most often found with the
- organization; opposed the Nolan amendment, but supported the pro-
gressive initiative and referendum measure and the Sulerud bill; opposed
county option, did not vote on the Rice amendment, nor the Robinson
brewery bill; supported the measure extending local option to fourth
class cities; voted for the tonnage tax and the distance tariff.

Ralph E. Crane, 6th, Mower County.—A progressive with an excellent
record; supported Speaker Dunn, but later was against the organization;
stood with the insurgents on all economic and moral issues; voted for
county option and consistently opposed the liquor element; voted for
the tonnage tax; was the author of the distance tariff bill in the House
and secured its passage through that body; opposed the Congdon reap-
portionment bill,

Joseph Davies, 13th, Watonwan County.—Insurgent leader; a quiet
but forceful, influential member who always opposed the spec1a1 inter-
ests; was for the Nolan amendment and was active in the fight for direct
legislation and to sustain Klemer; worked hard for election reforms op-
posed the brewery combine as often as he had opportumty, voted for the
tonnage tax and the distance tariff; took a leading part in opposing the
Congdon scheme of reapportionment.

Andrew Davis, 45th, Sherburne County.—Insurgent leader; one of the
strong men of the progressive camp; supported Burnqulst and remained
an insurgent throughout the session; was a county optionist and espe-
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cially active against the brewery influence. Mr. Davis performed excel-
lent service in the preparation of the various appropriation bills.

G. H. Denzer, 27th, Le Sueur County.—A quiet, but experienced re-
actionary, who stood w1th the organization and voted for the special in-
terests; opposed both direct legxslatlon bills and voted to censure Klemer;
was against the recall on the best test; voted against county option and
extendmo local option on the last test; favored the Rice amendment; was
against the tonnage tax, but voted for the distance tariff.

H. R. Diessner, 25th, Carver County.—New member and reactionary;
for Speaker Dunn; against both direct legislation bills; against Klemer;
voted twice against rccal] opposed state- w1de primary; pro-brewery; for
the tonnage tax and distance tariff.

H. H. Dunn, 9th, Freeborn County.—Was the reactionary and suc-
cessful candidate for Speaker; organized the House so as to give every
advantage to the special interests and professignal politicians; his influ-
ence and votes were against the progressives throughout the session;
voted against both direct legislation bills; opposed Stone corrupt prac-
tices act; was against the recall on the best test; stood with the brewery
element, even voting against the motion to concur in the Senate amend-
ments to the biil extendmc local option to fourth class c1t1es which de-
feated the measure,

R. C. Dunn, 45th, Miile Lacs County.—Reactionary leader one of the
Speaker’s lieutenants; was for county option and f’lthered the Road
House bill, but usually stood for the special interest program; supported
Speaker Dunn and remained loyal to his organization; was especially
vehement and active against Klemer; against both direct legislation bills;
opposed state-wide primary, Stone corrupt practices act and voted three
times against the recall; opposed the distance tariff and was a leader
in the fight agairist the tonnage tax. Mr. Dunn proved himself a poli-
tician of the old, old school. He was author of the “good roads” bills.

Moyle Edwards, 60th, Wilkin County.—Has a mixed record; voted
with the progressives on many issues involving economy; supported
Speaker Dunn; for Nolan amendment; opposed both direct legislation
bills; voted against censurmo Klemer; against the recall on best test;
oposed state- wide primary; stood with the brewery element; was acramst
the tonnage tax and distance tariff.

F. L. Farley, 1st, Houston County.—One of the two unvarying demo-
cratic insurgents; except for his vote against county option he stood with
the provresswes throuohout the session; got out of a sick bed to vote for
the progressive initiative and referendum bill; introduced a bill providing
for a road and bridge fund, but his measure was side-tracked for the
R. C. Dunn bill. Mr. Farley was absolutely immune to the usual demo-
cratic “inducements” and kept his own counsel and company. The peo-
ple had no more consistent friend.

T. M. Ferguson, 52nd, Carlton County.—Posed as a progressive; sup-
ported Soeaker Dunn and usually voted with the organization; opposed
Klemer and kept up that course to the end by being the first signer of -
the “protest;” against Nolan amendment and the Sulerud bill, but voted
for the progressive initiative and referendum bill; was for county option,
but supported the Rice amendment to the road house bill; against the
tonnage tax and distance tariff. Mr. Ferguson was uninfluential.

Thomas Frankson, 5th, Fillmore County.—Insurgent leader; always
a sharp thorn in the ﬂesh’of the reactionary organization; supported
Spmker Dunn, but took his stand with the progressives at the start and
remained in that camp; for Nolan amendment, progressive direct legis-
lation bill, Sulerud bill and Klemer; against county option, but voted with
the insurgents on all other temperance questions; led in the fight for a
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tonnage tax and was for the distance tariff. Mr. Frankson attacked the
Congdon reapportionment bill with characteristic energy.

August Hafften, 46th, Wright County.—One of the lesser reaction-
aries; supported Speaker Dunn and his organization on all vital tests;
against both direct legislation bills; opposed county option and stood for
the liquor program; voted for the tonnage tax and the distance tariff;
was willing to whitewash Schmall.

W. A. Harding, 12th, Faribault County.—One of the strongest and
most infuential insurgents; supported Burnquist and never wavered an
inch in his progressive course; made the most telling speeches against
the organization in the Klemer incident and on the Congdon bill; was
a county optionist and progressive on all other moral and economic is-
sues; voted for the tonnage tax and the distance tariff. Mr. Harding
demonstrated exceptional force and influence.

O. Hauge, 31st, Washington County.—Supported Speaker Dunn; was
for the Nolan amendment but voted with the organization against Klemer
and opposed the progressive direct legislation bxll against county option
and the Robinson brewery bill, but opposed the Rlce amendment; voted
for the tonnage tax and distance tariff. Mr. Hauge was the author of
the pure seed and stock food bills,

Alva Henion, 9th, Freeborn County.—Reactionary colleague of Speak-
er Dunn; uninfluential, but consistently against the progressive program;
voted against both progressive direct legislation bills; voted to censure
Klemer; opposed the recall on the best test; opposed county option and
stood for the brewery combine, even voting for the Rice amendment and
against the motion to concur in the Senate amendments to the bill ex-
tendmcr local option to fourth class cities; voted for the tonnage tax and
the distance tariff,

C. F. Herzberg, 11th, Blue Earth County.—One of the democrats
who voted with the reactlonary organization; against the progressive di-
rect legislation bill, the Sulerud bill and Klemer opposed the Stone cor-
rupt practices act; stood for the brewery program; did not vote on the
tonnage tax; was agamst the distance tariff.

Henry A. Hoffman, 4th, Olmstead County.—Had a mixed record, but
was usually reactlonary, supported Speaker Dunn and voted with his
organization in the Klemer case and on most fundamental issues, except-
ing the Nolan amendment; voted against the recall once and against the
state-wide primary; opposed county option and stood with the brewery
element, even voting for the Rice amendment and against extending local
option rxcrhts on the best test; was the only member of the tax committee
to recommend the passage of the tonnage tax, and voted for the distance
tariff. Mr. Hoffman voted against the Convdon reapportionment bill.

N. J. Holmberg, 22nd, Renville County.—Strong insurgent leader;
supported Burnquist and was found with the progressives on every test
of strength; had charge of the state-wide primary and succeeded in forc-
ing that measure throufrh the House; was prominent and influential in
all the councils of the progressive element and displayed excellent con-
“structive ability. Mr., Holmberg was responsible for the passage of H. F.
No. 210, consolidating rural schools, one of the best educational measures
of the session.

John Holten, 62nd, Polk County.—Did not vote in the Speakership
contest, but took his stand with the progressives and remained in their
camp throuOhout the session; was for the Nolan amendment, Sulerud
bill, the progressive direct leﬁlslatlon bill and Klemer; was conststently
against the brewery influence; voted for the tonnage tax and against the
dl.stance tariff.
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Frank Hopkins, 22nd, Renville County.—Was called the “conundrum
of the session;” has a mixed record; suported Speaker Dunun, opposed the
Nolan amendment and the progressive initiative and referendum bill;

voted to censure Klemer; opposed county option; was one of the authors.

of the anti-treating bill and usually voted against the brewery combine
on liquor questions; voted against the tonnage tax; was for the distance
tariff. Mr. Hopkins opposed the Congdon reapportionment bill,

C. E. Johnson, 55th, Kandiyohi County.—Insurgent leader; the first
of “the three Johnsons,” who were all always in the front ranks of the
progressive group; supported Burnquist for Speaker and voted consist-
ently in the interests of the people from the beginning to the end of the
session; introduced a number of meritorious measures, among them being
a bill to regulate the carrying of live stock on railroads; was especially
interested in the county option bill, the initiative and referendum and the
recall of all public officers. Mr. Johnson was one of the most intelligent
and determined of the insurgents.

J. N. Johnson, 17th, Yellow Medicine County.—Strong insurgent lead- ‘

er; one of the two most hated men in the House, a distinction earned by
his unceasing, uncompromising, fight against graft, extravagance and the
brewery program; supported Burnquist and without a single exception
stood with the progressives throughout the session; was one of the au-
thors of the progressive initiative and referendum bill; voted against the
spurious Pfaender bill; presented a number of anti-saloon measures;
among them a bill extending local option to citics of the fourth class,

which was defeated by the administration. In equipment, inclinations.

and influence, Mr. Johnson had no peer in the House.

. ‘T. Johnson, 59th, Otter Tail County.—Insurgent leader; never
lagged behind the other Johnsons in his progressiveness; supported Burn-
quist and was an unvarying insurgent; voted against the special interests

on all moral and economic questions; stood by Klemer; opposed the

brewery combine on county option and other tests of strength; voted for
the tonnage tax and the distance tariff. Mr. Johnson was one of the
watch dogs of the treasury and took a leading part in the fight against
extravagance in the purchasing of supplies.

W. A. Just, 11th, Blue Earth County.—Democrat; voted for Nolan
amendment; against progressive direct legislaticn bill and Klemer; with
the liquor element; against tonnage tax and distance tariff. Mr. Just was
inclined better than he acted.

Joseph R, Keefe, 19th, Redwood County.—A democrat who voted for

the program; opposed Nolan amendment, progressive direct legislation
bill, Suterud bill and Klemer; did not vote on Stone corrupt practices act;
anti-county option and stood with the brewery combine, voting for the

Rice amendment and against extending local option on the last test;.

against the Robinson brewery bill and for public treating; voted against
the tonnage tax and the_distance tariff. Mr. Keefe was author of the
Oregon plan of electing United States senators.

Frank L. Kelly, 11th, Blue Earth County.—Almost a democratic bell .

wether; was conspicuously active and exerted some influence in a polit-
ical way; always pro-brewery and reactionary; against the tonnage tax
and for the distance tariff.

F. L. Klemer, 28th, Rice County.—Consistent insurgent; always voted
for progressive measures and against the special interests. Created the
sensation of the session by charging that special interests controlled the
organization, which threw the house into a condition of chaos from which
it did not recover before adjournment. Mr, Klemer is discussed in the
chapter on Klemeritis and Stone Bruises. He was the people’s friend.

g
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Hnute Knutson, 56th, Swift County.—Supported Burnquist, but was
largely reactionary in his mﬂuence which was small; voted against Nolan
amendment, progressive direct legislation bill and the Sulerud bill;. for
Klemer; county optionist; was for the tonnage tax and distance tariff.

1. J. Lee, 58th, Pope County.—Insurgent leader; supported Burnquist
and was an unvarying progressive on all moral and economic issues; not
necessary to give details, as he was always against the special interests.
Mr. Lee is experienced and well equipped for such public service.

J. F. Lee, 46th, Wright County.—Insurgent leader: supported Burn-
quist; a sincere advocate of county option and as uncompromisingly pro-
gressive on all other questions. Mr. Lee was a new member who showed
fine character and influence; was always on the side of the people.

S. N. Lee, 60th, Clay County.—A private in the reactionary ranks;
pro-brewery; invariably voted against the other . Lees.

Albert P. Libera, 2nd, Winona.—New member of small capacity, who
voted for Dunn and qtood consistently with the reactionary organization.

R. J. Lindberg, 59th, Ottertail County.—Insurgent leader; supported
Burnquist; was with the progressives on all vital questions. Mr, Lind-
berg proved a capable legislator and has a record not surpassed by any
meniber.

George A. MacKenzie, 21st, 8ibley County.—Chairman of Rules Com-
mittee and organization floor leader; was especally active in opposition
to temperance legislation; has a record as a reactionary of the deepest
dye. 4

Finlay McMartin, 7th, Dodge County.—Supported Burnqmst and was
a consistent insurgent, .votnw.al\nys on the side of greater morality,
economy and efficiency in public matters.

G. H. Mattson, 63rd, Roseau County.——Was a little inclined towards
reactionaryism at the beginning of the session, but usually voted on the
reform side and performed excellent service for the progressives at the
finish; a strong, influential member.

P. J. Mettling, 18th, Chippewa County.—Democrat who was coaxed
and caucussed into the reactionary camp.

Frank E. Minette, 54th, Stearns County.—Reactionary democrat on
fundamental questions; inclined to vote right on questions of smaller
mojment.

J. ]J. Moriarity, 26th, Scott County.—One of the democrats.

Rufus P. Morton, 45th, Mille Lacs COUth.—OI]e of the four prohibi-
: tionists: was always with the progressive group on economic and tem-
perance questions. Mr. Morton has fine ability and easily ranked among
the best equipped and most patriotic members of the House.

Alex. Nelson, 59th, Ottertail County.—Supported Dunn; voted against
the Nolan amendment but was for the direct legislation bill, the Sulerud
bill, and Klemer; voted for county option under protest; was for the
tonnage tax and the distance tariff. Mr. Nelson stood with the organiza-
tion a part of the time.

Herman Melscn, 15th, Murray County.—QOne of the smaller reaction-
aries who could do little more than vote against the people; pro-brewery,
and oprased hoth the tonnave tax and the distance tariff.

Carl S. Nygren, 3rd, Wabasha County.—Democrat: supported the
progressive initiative and referendum bill, but was usually reactionary.

D. P. O’Neill, 61st, Pennington County.—Supported Burnquist and
stood with the insurgents on vital questions until the Klemer case; op-




THE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE OF 1911 113

posed the brewery influence throughout the session; was against the
tonnage tax and the distance tariff.

John W. Papke, 10th, Waseca County.—A new member who became
submerged in the reactionary system.

Joseph Peters, 30th, Dakota County.—Voted for Dick O’ Connor to
succeed Clapp; the rest of his record in harmony with that act.

A. J. Peterson, 18th, Lac Qui Parle County —Insurgent leader; sup-
ported Burnquist and was one of the active, consistent progressives; mid-
night found him in front of the clock, but he was there for a different
purpose than the “brewery bunch.” Mr. Peterson represents the most
intelligent and courageous type of legislator.

J. E. Peterson, 57th, Grant County.—Insurgent leader; voted for
Burnquist; was one of minority members of the Temperance Committee
and did excellent work there. Mr. Peterson was one of the best of the
new members.

Ole Peterson, 20th, Nicollet County.—Record consistently unpro-
gressive; gave one the impression that he would have preferred a dif-
ferent course. )

Albert Pfaender, 19th, Brown County.—The democratic bell-wether;
one of the administration lieutenants; was chiefly responsible for the de-
feat in the House of the progressive direct legislation bill,

H. A. Putnam, 59th, Ottertail County.—Insurgent leader; supported
Burnquist, and never once failed to vote in the interest of the people;
no member has a better record. Mr. Putnam has a clear conception of
the right in all public questions and is one of the most dependable and
valuable members ever sent to St. Paul.

George D. Reed, 28th, Rice County.—Reactionary; invariably neu-
tralized the vote of his colleague, Mr. Klemer, on vital questions.

L. H. Rice, 53rd, Hubbard County.—Reliable reactionary; supported
Dunn and always voted with the organization; demonstrated a close
connection with the brewery element by offering the “Rice amendment,”
which emasculated the Road House Bill.

Henry Rines, 32nd, Kanabec County.—Insurgent leader; supported
Burnquist and was conalstently progressive; introduced the county option
bill and ably conducted the fight for that reform played a conspicuous
part in advancing the state-wide primary. Mr. Rines had large influ-
ence and good ability. -

Donald Robertson, 63rd, Marshall County.—Supported Burnquist and
was usually provresslve, opposed the Nolan amendment; was with the
organization against Klemer part of the time.

Clinton Robinson, 2nd, Winona County.—Insurgent leader; one of
the two unvarying democratic progressives; shared with J. N. Johnson
the distinction of being the most hated member in the House; took a
prominent part in the fight for -every fundamental reform; contmually
kept the reactionaries and special mterest members in hot water by
his resolutions and plain talk; put the income tax amendment through
the House; forced his brewery bill to a final vote; cast the only vote
against the “supplies resolution.” Mr. Robinson was almost a daily
edition of Klemer.

John O. Rustad, 5th, Fillmore County.—Insurgent leader; was for
Burnquist-and the whole progressive program; was especially active in
the interest of greater economy and efficiency. Mr. Rustad opposed the
politicians and specral interests from beginning to end.

H. A. Saggau, 13th, Martin County.—Democrat; one of the most
“dependable.”
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John A. Sampson, 23rd, Meeker County.—Insurgent leader; sup-
ported Burnquist and was one of the steadfast progressives. Mr. Samp-
son was a sincere county optionist and equally reliable on other funda-
mental issues.

C. P. Schuler, 2nd, Winona.—An organization democrat,

Martin Schwartz, 27th, Le Sueur County.—Insurgent democrat, ex-
cept when an anti-county option constituency compelled him to be re-
actionary; was naturally independent and progressive.

K. G. Skartum, 17th, Lincoln County.—Was elected as an independ-
ent republican; stood with the insurgents, voting for the Nolan amend-
ment, the Sulerud bill, direct legislation, and Klemer; supported county
option, election reforms, the distance tariff and tonnage tax.

Lewis C. Spooner, 57th, Stevens County.—Largely responsible for
Dunn’s election as Speaker, and had a hand in the organization of the
House; usually voted with the reactionaries on fundamental tests like
the Nolan amendment; voted for the progressive direct legislation bill
under protest; took a leading part in the fight against Klemer; opposed
the distance tariff and tonnage tax.

W. T. Stone, 53rd, Hubbard County.—Strong insurgent leader; dis-
played exceptional equipment for public service; introduced several meas-
ures of the deepest fundamental importance and fought heroicly for
direct legislation, the recall and vital election reforms; opposed the
brewery combine with wvoice and vote; shared in the persecution of
Klemer and came back with charges of corruption which were never
met. The people had no more loyal, intelligent and courageous friend
than Dr. Stone.

C. L. Sulerud, 61st, Norman County.—Insurgent leader; the only
old prohibitionist member; was author of the bill to enable the people
to change their own constitution and was in the forefront of the pro-
gressives on all other vital issues. Mr. Sulerud considered all questions
from the fundamental and moral point of view.

Henry Untiedt, 14th, Jackson County.—A “regular” democrat.

Aug. M. Utecht, 54th, Stearns County.—A democratic “regular.”

Leonard Virtue, 8th, Steele County. —Democrat pro-brewery and re-
actionary on all v1ta1 issues; voted for Dick O’ Connor for U. S. Senator;
signed the * protest ; opposed progressive direct legislation bill, recall,
and state-wide primary.

Geo. H. Voxland, 29th, Goodhue County.—Prohibitionist serving his
first term; stood w1th the progressives on all tests of strength between
the special interests and the people. Mr, Voxland was always busy and
a very valuable member.

C. H. Warner, 52nd, Aitkin County.—County optionist who sup-
ported Dunn; opposed the Nolan amendment, progressive legislation
bill, Sulerud bill and Klemer.

E. Warner, 14th, Cottonwood County.—Insurgent; supported Burn-
quist and has a consistent record of progressive votes.

Henry P. Webb, 32nd, Pine County.—Insurgent leader; supported
Burnquist and stood with the progressives from start to finish. Mr.
Webb did excellent work for the people on the “packed” Temperance
Committee.

W. H. Westcott, 30th, Dakota County.—A politician of the plunder
type; leading lieutenant of Speaker Dunn,

Harrison White, 16th, Rock County.—Supported the administration;
pro-brewery; a reactionary of the unvarying sort.
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E. F. Whiting, 17th, Lyon County.—Insurgent; one of the quiet, new
members, who stood with the progressives; had ability and determina-
tfion.

1. Wiesniewski, 47th, Benton County.-—Semi-insurgent; was pro-
gressive except when the sentiment of his district restrained him; voted
to advance the progressive initiative and referendum bill; opposed the
censuring of Klemer. Mr. Wiesniewski introduced the “locker” bill and
opposed graft and extravagance in every form.

* * *
THE SENATE.

Comparatively few vital questions came to a direct vote in the Sen-
ate. There was too much courtesy and too little Klemeritis in that
body. Senator Dunn, brewery attorney, was permitted to keep the initia-
tive and referendum bills pigeon-holed so long that they were never
reached. Senator Wallace did the same with the income tax amendment,
The best tests in the Senate are the Farrington-Froshaug contest, county
option, woman suffrage, reapportionment, the vote to delay the passage
of the state-wide primary which defeated that reform, and the roll call
upon the question of final adjournment with the recal], state-wide pri-
mary and other important legislation pending.

Tri-County Senators.

James P. Boyle, 49th, St. Louis County.—Insurgent leader; largely
responsible for seating Froshaug; for recall, state-wide primary, Keefe
bill and woman suffrage. Mr. Boyle manifested exceptional ability and
was among the staunchest progressives.

H. W. Cheadle, 5ist, Duluth.—Stood with the progressives except
in the fight for Farrington; did excellent work for his home city.

T. M. Pugh, 50th, Duluth.—Reactionary in everything.

J]. D. Denegre, 36th, St. Paul—For Farrington; reactionary except
for a vote in favor of woman suffrage.

W. W. Dunn, 33rd, St. Paul.—Brewery attorney; for Farrington and
reapportionment; against recall, Keefe bill, state-wide primary and wom-
an suffrage; made the motion for final adjournment.

Jos. ¥ Hackney, 37th, St. Paul—The only insurgent senator from
Ramsey County; an able, courageous progressive; supported county
option. :

James Handlan, 34th, St. Paul—A Dick O’Connor democrat; for
Farrington.

Peter Van Hoven, 35th, St. Pauyl.—Very reactionary; against state-
wide primary; for Farrington.

- * * *

W. S. Dwinnell, 40th, Minneapolis.—Progressive; opposed Farring-
ton: for fundamental reforms; voted against final adjournment; has fine
ability and integrity.

J. T. Elwell, 39th, Minneapolis.—Progressive; opposed Farrington;
for County option and woman suffrage; proved that it is not necessary
to be reactionary to get appropriations for the University.

Manley L. Fosseen, 42nd, Minneapolis.—Semi-progressive; against
Farrington; for county option; did good work for Keefe bill, but onposed
woman suffrage, voted to delay the state-wide primary and supported
the motion for final adjournment.
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N. A. L’Herault, 38th, Minneapolis.—A Dick O’Connor democrat;
for Farrington; supported the motion which killed the state-wide pri-
mary; reactionary influence.

J. W. Pauly, 44th, Minneapolis.—Supported Farrington; opposed
county option and woman suffrage; was deeply interested in direct leg-
islation and election reforms.

Carl L. Wallace, 43rd, Minneapolis.—County optionist and voted
to seat Froshaug; opposed woman suffrage, state-wide primary on last
test, and voted for final adjournment with action pending on several
vital-questions. Mr., Wallace was chiefly responsible for the defeat of
the income tax amendment.

Geo. P. Wilson, 41st, Minneapolis.—For Froshaug and county option;
voted for woman suffrage and opposed final adjournment; was against
the state-wide primary on the crucial roll call,

* * *

J. J. Ahmann, 54th, Stearns County.—Democrat; headed the roster
and’ could usually be depended upon to start roll calls in the interest of
the people; voted for Farrington and against county option; also op-
posed woman suffrage, but supported election reforms and voted against’
final adjournment.

B. N. Anderson, 9th, Freeborn County.——One of the most extreme
reactionaries; voted to seat Farrington; opposed the recall, woman suf-
frage, and voted for final adjournment; supported the distance tariff.

S. B. Bedford, 15th, Nobles County.—A quiet, determined, depend-
able progressive; opposed Farrington; voted for county option, woman
suffrage; opposed the distance tariff and the Congdon scheme of reap-
portionment. Mr. Bedford was among the thirty-three who voted against
final adjournment, but found themselves outweighed by a minority of
thirty.

Henry N. Benson, 20th, Nicollet County-—Opposed the seatmg of
Farrington; against county option, but was progressive on other issues,
voting “for election reforms and woman suffrage. Mr. Benson opposed
the Conodon bill and was against final adjournment.

George C. Carpenter, 46th, Wright County.—Voted to seat Farring-
ton and oposed county opt]on was a consistent and extreme reaction-
ary on other issues, voting against the recall and to delay the passage
of the state-wide primary on the crucial test: he opposed the distance
tariff, woman suffrage and voted for final adjournment.
| Thomas E. Cashman, 8th, Steele County.—Insurgent leader; was
one of the two Democrats to vote against Farrington; supported county
| option, woman suffrage and all election reforms; was against the scheme
of the politicians to force final adjournment. Senator Cashman intro-
duced his distance tariff bill for the third time and nearly passed it |
through the Senate after one of the most strenuous legislative battles
in the history of the state. ‘

Frank Clague, 19th, Redwood County.—Voted against Farringtonm,
but opnosed county option and was unprogressive on election reforms,
voting for the motion which defeated the state-wide primary and against
woman suffrage; voted against the Congdon bill. Mr. Clague was one
of the leaders in the fight against the distance tariff.

Julius A. Coller, 26th, Scott County.—One of the most active for
Farrington and led in the fight against county option; also opposed
woman suffrage and voted against the state-wide primary on the last test.
Mr. Coller was one of those who preferred final adjournment to action
upon the important legislation which was pending.
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C. F. Cook, 6th, Mower County.—Was the only member of the Com-
mittee on Elections to sign the minority report recommending the seat-
ing of Farrington; voted for woman suffrage and favored election re-
forms. Mr. Cook was for the distance tariff and opposed final adjourn-
ment,

L. O. Cooke, 3rd, Wabasha County.—One of the six extreme reac-
tionaries who voted for both Stephens and Farrington; except for a
vote in favor of the distance tariff Mr. Cooke was unprogressive from
start to finish, voting against the recall, the state-wide primary, county
option and woman suffrage; as a climax he voted for final adjournment.

O. G. Dale, 18th, Lac qui Parle County.—Opposed Farrington and
voted for county option, woman suffrage, the distance tariff and state-
wide primary. Mr. Dale was among the thirty-three who voted against
final adjournment.

C. R. Donaldson, 24th, McLeod County.—Was an anti-county option
Democrat and a progressive except in the Farrington case and on the
question of woman suffrage; voted for the distance tariff, all election
reforms and against final adjournment.

S. B. Duea, 16th, Rock County.—Opposed Farrington, but was
against county option and opposed the state-wide primary on the crucial
test and also voted against woman suffrage; he opposed the distance
tariff, the Congdon bill and the last roll call on the question of adjourn-
ment found him still voting in the negative.

F. A. Duzbury, 1st, Houston County.—Led in the attempt to post-
pone the Stephens contest and seemed for Farrington, but voted against
him; opposed county option, the distance tariff, the Congdon bill and
the state-wide primary on the motion to concur in the House amend-
ment; he voted for woman suffrage, but stood with the reactionaries on
final adjournment. ‘

S. J. Froshaug, 56th, Swift County—The only Prohibitionist mem-
ber of the Senate; was handicapped in his legislative work by having
to fight the brewery combine for his seat, after being elected; voted for
county option, woman suffrage, the distance tariff and election reforms.
Mr. Froshaug is discussed in the chapter on the Farrington-Froshaug
contest.

F. L. Glotzbach, 28th, Rice County.—Voted for both Stephens and
Farrington; opposed county option and woman suffrage, but favored elec-
tion reforms and the distance tariff; stood with the professional politi-
cians for final adjournment.

C. J. Gunderson, 58th, Douglas County.—One of a few members of
the Committee on Elections who bore the brunt of the battle for the
integrity of the ballot in the Stephens and Farrington contests; was one
of the ablest insurgent leaders and fought for moral and fundamental
reforms throughout the session; supported county option, woman suf-
frage and the distance tariff; voted against final adjournment.

D. M. Gunn, 52nd, Itasca County.—Supported Farrington and stood
for the whole reactionary program, voting against the recall, the Keefe
bill, the state-wide primary, woman suffrage, the distance tariff, and
stood for final adjournment.

A. L. Hanson, 61st, Norman County.—One of the most uncompror
mising progressives; voted against Farrington; was for county option,
woman suffrage, the distance tariff and all election reforms; voted against
final adjournment. Mr. Hanson went farther than any other Senator in
voting against graft and extravagance.

Julius E, Haycraft, 13th, Watonwan County.—Insurgent leader; the
seating of Froshaug and Saugstad is due largely to his able and com-
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scientious work as chairman of Committee on Elections; also played a
conspicuous and patriotic part in the defeat of the Congdon reappor-
tionment scheme; supported county option, woman suffrage, the distance
tariff and was especially active in election reforms; opposed final ad-
journment.

C. D. Johnson, 48th, Crow Wing County.—Was one of the six who
dared to vote for both Sterhens and Farrington; supported Dick O'Con-
nor to succeed Moses E. Clapp; voted twice against state-wide primary;
opposed county option, but voted for woman suffrage; he stood with

_ the thirty who outvoted the thirty-three and forced final adjournment.

V. L. Johnson, 32nd, Chisago County.—An active, clean, courageous
progressive; opposed Farrington; was the author of the county option
bill and supported woman suffrage; voted against the distance tariff
and final adjournment.

James Johnston, 53rd, Todd County.—Voted to postpone the Steph-
ens contest, and to seat Farrington; was against county option, woman
suffrage and opposed the state-wide primary on the last test. Mr. John-
ston had small influence, but could usually be depended upon to vote
for the special interests. He was one of the thirty who wanted to ad-
journ. .

Charles H. Klein, 25th, Carver County.—Opposed the seating of
Farrington; was against county option, woman suffrage and the state-
wide primary on the last test., Mr. Klein opposed the distance tariff
and voted for final adjournment.

Olai A. Lende, 17th, Lyon County.—Insurgent leader; opposed Far--
rington and was in the forefront of the progressive group on all im-
portant questions; was especially interested in direct legislation, election
reforms and guestions like county option; supported woman suffrage and
the distance tariff; made one of the most effective speeches against the
Congdon bill. Mr. Lende is surpassed by few in ability and by none
in his devotion to public interests,

M. J. McGrath, 2nd, Winona County.—Except for a vote in favor
of Farrington his record is progressive; obedient to the wishes of his
constituents he voted against the distance tariff, but supported woman
suffrage and was especially active against the Congdon bill and in be-
half of fundamental reforms like direct legislation, the state-wide primary
and the Keefe bill.

Charles 8. Marden, 60th, Clay County.—Supported the motion to
delay the Stephens contest, but voted against Farrington; opposed coun-
ty option, woman suffrage, the distance tariff and was ready to adjourn.

John Moonan, 10th, Waseca County.—Voted for Farrington, but
performed excellent service for the people on other vital questions; was
especially active in behalf of election reforms, being the author of the
recall bill and a state-wide primary measure; he fought hard for the
Keefe bill and opposed the Congdon reapportionment scheme with
equal vigor; supported woman suffrage and the distance tariff,

. Frank Murray, 22nd, Renville County.—Supported Farrington; op-
posed county option, woman suffrage and the state-wide primary at
the crucial time; was the author of a measure providing for the North
Dakota plan of electing United States Senators which might have de-
feated the Keefe bill,

S. A. Nelson, 5th, Fillmore County.—Opposed Farrington; supported
county option, woman suffrage and the reapportionment b111,‘but was
against the state-wide primary on the real test; he voted against final
adjournment.
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C. W. Odell, 55th, Kandiyohi County.—Opposed Farrington; sup-
ported county option, woman suffrage and election reforms; opposed the
distance tariff and final adjournment.

A. C. Olson, 14th, Jackson County.—Voted to seat Farrington; op-
posed county option, the distance tariff and the state-wide primary on
the motion to concur; he wanted to adjourn.

E. D. Peterson, 23rd, Meeker County.—Insurgent leader; one of the
two Democrats to vote against Farrington; supported county option,
woman suffrage, the distance tariff and all election reforms. Mr, Peter-
son was one of the most consistent and determined progressives.

A. A, Poehler, 21st, Sibley County.—One of the Stephens-Farrington
combination; opposed county option, but voted for election reforms and
the distance tariff; supported the motion to adjourn.

F, E. Putnam, 12th, Faribault County.—Performed excellent service
.on the Committee on Elections and aided substantially in the seating
of Froshaug; supported county option, woman suffrage and the distance
tariff; he opposed the state-wide primary on the last vote; did not want
to adjourn.

A. J. Rockne, 29th, Goodhue County.—Opposed Farrington; voted
for the distance tariff, but opposed woman suffrage, county option and
the state-wide primary on the test vote; he voted to adjourn.

Edward Rustad, 57th, Traverse County.—Against Farrington and for
county option; ‘supported the distance tariff, woman suffrage and the
Congdon bill; opposed state-wide primary on the last test and voted for
final adjournment.

Ole O. Sageng, 59th, Ottertail County.—The only populist Senator;
one of the ablest insurgents; took a leading part against Farrington and
Stephens; author of woman suffrage bill; for county option and all funda-
mental reforms. Mr. Sageng was one of the thirty-three.

John Baugstad, 62nd, Polk County.—Insurgent leader; had to fight
the “old guard” for his seat in the senate; against Farrington. Mr. Saug-
stad was one of the best equipped and most influential progressives.

Albert Schaller, 30th, Dakota County.—One of the Stephens-Farring-
ton combination; opposed county option, but supported woman suffrage;
voted to delay the passage of the state-wide primary, but was against
final adjournment.

A. T. Stebbins, 4th, Olmstead County.—A dependable reactionary;
voted to postpone the Stephens contest and to seat Farrington; opposed
county option, the distance tariff and the state-wide primary on the mo-
tion which killed it; was eager to adjourn.

G. H. Sullivan, 31st, Washington County.—For both Stephens and
Farrington; voted against county option, woman suffrage, the recall, the
Keefe bill, state-wide primary and the distance tariff; active in behalf
of the Congdon bill; was regarded as the reactionary floor leader,

J. D. Sullivan, 47th, Stearns County.—Favored Farrington; opposed
county option, woman suffrage, and the distance tariff; voted for the
Congdon bill and final adjournment.

B. E. Sundberg, 63rd, Kittson County.—One of the most consistent
and conscientious insurgents; opposed Farrington; for county option,
woman suffrage and all fundamental reforms, The state never had a
more patriotic legislator.

C. J. Swanson, 45th, Ancka County.—Opposed Farrington, county
option, woman suffrage, the distance tariff, and the state-wide primary
when that measure was defeated; was willing to adjourn,
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F. J. Thoe, 7th, Dodge County.—Insurgent; opposed Farrington; for
county option, woman suffrage and election reforms was against ﬁnal
adjournment.

Harry F. Weis, 27th, Le Sueur County.—For Farrington; against
county option and woman suffrage; was for the distance tariff and elec-
tion reforms; stood with the reactionaries for adjournment.

S. D. Works, 11th, Blue Earth County.—A leader of the Stephens-
Farrington combination and voted for both; opposed county option and
woman suffrage; has a bad reactionary record except on election issues
and the distance tariff,




CHAPTER XIX.
A FINAL WORD.

This little volume may seem to be a pessimistic. portrayal of legisla-
tive conditions. Perhaps it is. I have deliberately aimed to suggest the
unwholesome phases of the session—the things about which the people
should have information. There were many beneficent influences and
results. Those have not been emphasized because they are normal. The
public has a right to expect that legislators shall labor for the general
good. It is only when they take the opposite course, and serve the pur-
poses of special privilege and political plunder, that the voters should
know in order that there may be reproof and change,.

Mr. Klemer and Dr. Stone were worth their weight in gold. It re~
quired just such a performance as their clash with the reactionary or-
ganization to arouse the electorate to a realization of the corrupt con-
ditions. And the heroic efforts of those two were seconded, although
in not the same sensational way, by the almost daily samples of plain
talk from men like J. N. Johnson, W. I, Nolan, Clinton Robinson, and
Ole Sageng.

The big problem is to get the facts before the people. The press
has the power to completely change conditions in a year. Such feeble
efforts at enlightenment as this would be wholly unnecessary if some
of the newspapers would do their duty,

The public should insist upon a few fundamental reforms within the
legislature:

First—A constitutional amendment limiting the time for the intro-
duction of bills to the first thirty days of the session.

Second—Standing committees should not be permitted to keep busi-
ness away from the House and Senate for more than fifteen days. This
rule should be free from jokers.

Third—The number of standing committees should be reduced to
not more than twenty. Then “packing” would be impossible,

Fourth—The “Third House” should be reduced about two-thirds, to
a basis of utility.

Fifth—Supplies, except printing, should be eliminated entirely. If
certain purchases are necessary, each member should be given $10 for
incidentals.

Either the Senate or the House might well be abolished. In all my
observations, extending through several sessions, I have never seen the
least excuse or need for the two bodies. On the other hand, the exist-
ence of an upper and lower branch makes possible the “team work”
which has been used so often and so effectively against the people. I
would do away with the Senate. There is already too much “check” in

. the chief executive and the courts.

It is always darkest just before the dawn. DPolitically, conditions
must be bad before they can be better. Viewed in the light of its neglected
opportunities to enact in the interest of the people, the last legislature
was the worst in the history of the state. No previous session ever had
to defeat so many vital reforms, which is in itself the surest sign of pro-
gress. The special interests and political plunderers had to fight as never
before. They were forced into the last ditch on every issue. Had the
insurgents captured the organization of the House and had there been a
Klemer in the Senate, almost the whole progressive program would have
been enacted.

-
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