S. M. COCHRAN & CO.,

ARE AGENTS FOR THE CELEBRATED

Union Press Drills and

One Horse Hoe Drills,

WAGONS AND BUGGIES.
ALSO KEEP REPAIRS FOR ALL KINDS OF MACHINERY.

Absolutely Rust Proof Tinware

Their prices on all goods are as low as the

lowest possible.

S. M. COCHRAN & CO.,

West Dennison Street,

- MeCOOK, NEBRASKA,

W. C. BULLARD & CO.

r

LIME,
CEMENT,
DOORS,
WINDOWS,
BLINDS.

LUMBER.

BED CEDABR AND OAK POSTS.

FrU.J. WARREN,

Manager.

o =r

B. & M. Meat Market.

F.S. WILC OX&CO , Props.

FRESH AND SALT
MEATS,
BACON, BOLOGNA,
CHICKENS,

TURKEYS, &c., &c.

Notary Public.

Justice of the Psace.

- EH. COI N\ IV,

:REAL:

ESTATE,

LOANS AND INSURANCE.

Nebraska Farm Lands to Exchange for Eastern Property.
Collections a Speeialty.

DL cCooxR, -

Nemacsma,

Mexican
Mustang

[_iniment.

A Cure for the Ailments of Man and Beast

A long-tested pain reliever.

Its use is almost universal by the Housewife, the Farmer, the
Stock Raiser, and by every one requiring an effective

liniment.

No other application compares with it in efficacy.
This well-known remedy has stood the test of years, almost

generations.

No medicine chest is complete without a bottle of MUSTANG

LINIMENT.
Occasions arise for its use

ajn

105t every day.

Al druggists and dealers have it

Tﬂ thll

AND STOCK RANCHES.

———

40 TO 2000 ACRE TRACTS.
$5_TO 815 _PER_ACRE.

8= Send stamp for Price List and Descriptive
Circular of Southwestern Nebraska to

S. H. COLVIN, McCook, #ea witiow co., Neb,

District Oourt Proceedings.

CABER CONTINUED,
Nebraska & Kansas Farm Loan Co. v, Wm.
Nutt et al, equity. .
Burnbam Tulleys & Co. vé. George E. Mayo
et rl, equiry.
Western Loan & Investment Co, ve. John
Green et nl, equity.
First National Bank, Alnsworth,
Edward j‘riue. appeal.
The Anglo-Am. Loan & Trust Co. ve. W,
Y. Johnson et al, equity.
Nina A, 8mead vs. George C.
report of referee.
Gilmore & Rhul vs. Henry Crabiree et al,
replevin,
Nat Bruen ve, Harrison National Bank et al,
replevin,
The Anglo-Am. Mortgage & Trust Co. ve.
John P'. Heiter et al, equity.
Susun I3, Van Vilet vs. Allen R. Mitzhell et
al, equity.
Phelps & Bigelow Windmill Co. vs. Mary F.
Gray et al, equity.
7. H. Rider vs. Sam'l Young et al, equity.
Emms J. Lane vs. Mary Leonard et al,
equity.
J. H. Ludwick vs. J. H.
plevin.
William L. Metcalf vs. Home Fire 1ns. Co.
of Omaha, appeal.
The Citizens Bank of McCook ve. R. C. Orr,
appeal.
Samuel . Smith et al vs, Laura V. Marker
et ul, equity.
Lewis 3. Korng et al v8, Red Willow Co.
Live Stock Association.
Citizens Bank of McCook ve. E. R. Banks et

al, appeal.
Great Western Watch Co. vs. John W, Wolt,

uppeal.

Mass. Mutual Life Insurance Co. vs. Alfred
Carter et al, equity.

E. C. Popejoy vs. Thomas Real, appeal.
Minnie C. Ballard ve. John Green et al,

equity.
Nebrasgka Morteage Co. ve. August Kreidt

et al, equity.

A. M. Beveridge vs. Ellen Durdick et al,
equity.

Helen T.Campbell vs. Sarah R. Snavely et
al, nppeal.

Augusta Schultz vs. Henry Schuneider et al,

equity.

John A. Thomas vs. Chas D. Cramer et al,
equity.

Newman Dutcher vs. Albert Stegman et ule
equity.

Great Western Watch Co. vs. Charles H.
Liston, equity.

McKinney, Hundley & Walker vs. O. M.
Kunipple, revivor of judgment.

Franklin W. Eskey vs.Chas F. Weehner, ap-
peal.

The American Investment Co. vs. Richard
G. Mitchell et ai, equity.

David Fisher vs. Chag. W, Beck, appeal.
Chas. C. Ely vs. Francis M. Burt et al, equi-
ty.

Mary N. Clark vs. Isaac 8. Shirey et al,
equity.

The State of Nebraska ve. C. B. Thompson,
appeal.

People's Building Loan and Savings Asso-
ciation vs. Sammnuel R. Smith et al, equity.
Wm. A. Hinesley vs. Peitsch & Kimberly,

appeal.
Michael Waleh vs. George Nicholson, ap-

peal.

The Great Western Watch Co. vs. A. P. Bod-
well, appeal,

The Great Western Watch Co. vs. J. F. Black,
appeal.

Edward H. Ogden vs. Stephen S. Brown et
ux, equity.

B. M. Vincenl vs. George S. Cundiff etal,
equity.

Howard H. Shields. administrator, vs. J. M.
Inman’s estate et &l, equity.

Esther G. Shaw vs, C, J. Higgins et al, equity.

5. L. Sticther ve. W. H. Williams et al,
equity.
- W. L. Bullard & Co. vs. Nettie B. Moore etal,
equity.

The State of Nebraska vs. John L. Houch,
grand larceny.

Charles Nash vs. Allen Bartley et al, equity.

American Savings Bank ve. Ella M. Piper,
equity.

G. H. Warring, Jr., Trustee, vs.
man et al, equity.

Susan Cutting vs. Santord McGriff et al,
equity.

Garwood H. Atwood vs. Louis Mather et al,
equity.

St. Joseph Loan & Trust Co. vs. Annie Hillet
al, equity.

Warren O, McClure ve. H. M.
al, equity.

Ruth W. Lathrop vs. Wm. Anderson et al,
equity.

Charles C. White, Receiver, vs. lda M. Fisk,
confirmation of sale.

Neb., vs.

liabertl et al,

Benpett et al, re-

A. H. Or-

Ashmore et

CASES DISMISSED,

Edward Pierce, executor, vs. Chas. D. Cram-
er et ux, equity.
Agnes E. Smillie ve. A. H. Bowdish et al,
equity.

B. B. Davis & C. H. Jones VI.EIOCO Red
Willow, appeal.

Kate W. Doty vs. Thos.
equity.
F.S. Smith vs. H. Schlcesser et

Muttle G. Wood ve. Nichols Marey et ul, equi-
1y, due $571.

John J. shepherd vs. Elisha Hoyee ot
equity, due S87.
Nancy S.ocum
equity, due §4i0,
Charles Slocum va,
equity, due $£1,03%.
H. G. Brainurd ve, Sadie Dates et al, equily,
due §732.60.

Lilliun M. Whish vs. John N.
equity, due £719,

8. G. Edmonds wva. Chus. A,
equity, due 3383,

Churles N, Griflin vs. W, E.
equitv, due $674.50.

Mary E. Bliss va. Jnmes A,
equity, due §570.75.

M. E. A. Van Viiet ve. Deatrick Blake et sl
equity, due $£752.15.

George Hocknell vs. Jumes W, Speer et ul,
equity, due $108.17.

Martha A. Farrington vs. Samnuel Eilis et al,
equity, due §850,

J. 1. Moore, Trustee,
eqguity, due $415 05,

J. A, Hurris vs. John N. Yarnal et nl, equity,
due F105.

nl-

vy, Elizabeth Joy et al,

Blgenm Penrson ot sl

Lueus et oul,

Ditbbie et ul,

Houchin et nl,

v, Win. Relph et ul,

MISCELLANEOIS CASES.

Co. ve. Swan Peharson
with West vs,

Western Loan & Inv.
et al, equity, consolidated
Peharson.

Charles F. Elliott vs. J, 1. Benunett, judg-
ment for defendent to nmount of SIH2.0.

Ell C. MeMillen vs. Garner, Brown & Friend
paint company, attachment, attachment sue-
tamed, duc £5,415.048,

Eugene A, Hose va, A, D, Ashley et ul, eqmi-
ty. motion for trin! withdrawn, decrec
last term.

Edna E. Brigile vs, Albert DBrigele, divoree,
divoree granted,

Laura Cole vs., Rufus A.
divoree granted without further alimony.
Joseph 8. Holmes wva. Jannette Holmes,
divoree, set for trinl at chumbers,

Robert H. Thomas, coutestant, vs. Vocances
Franklin et ul, contestee, at request of con
testees case continued and restraining order
issued against county oflicers.

State of Nebraska vs. Earl Kelley,
Ibility, found guilty and committed to reform
school at Kearney.

Frees & Hocknell Lumber Co. vs. Robt. H.
Thomas, confirmation of sale, taken under
advisement.

Ann Huff vs. Sumuel A. Shaffer, conflriua-
tion of sale, settled,

McCook Co-operative Ruilding & Saving
Association vs. Sweeney Munson, confirman-
tion sale, taken under advisement.

Petition to sell real estate in the matter of
the estate ol Geo, H. Starbuck, decensed,
hearing set for December 3d, 1892, at chambers
at Cambridge Neb.

In the matier of the estnte of Frank I
Fowler, decensed, petition to sell real estate,
get for hearing at chambers at Cambridge,
Neb., December, 2, 1802,

CASES CONFIRMED.

Nebraska Loan & Trust Co.
ong, confirmation of sale,
ment £24.55.

Nebraska & Kansus Furm Loan Co. vs. Julia
A. Newkirk, deceased, conflrmution of sule.

Nebraska Loan & Trust Co. vs. J. A, Barton
et al, contirmation of sile.

Clark & Leonard lovestment Co. vs.
Whalters, confirmation of sale.
Edward Pierce ve. Palmer

tion ol sale,

Huddleston Lumber Co. vs, J. Byron Jen-
nings, confirmation of sule.

Josepb Menard vs. Susan Farley,
tion 08 sdle.

Thomus Lonergan vs. Stanton Rolly, confir-
mation of sale.

A. M. Doty vs. Geo. W.
of sale, deficiency £5.86.

Jennie Bush vs. Adolph Schamoni, confir-
mation of sale, deflciency $1,017.95.

Harriet Coomer et al ve. A. ..
confirmation of sale.

Margaret Mullen vs. John F.
firmation of sale,

George Hocknell vs. J. A. Brewer, conflr-
mation of sale, deficiency $U53.

Geo. A. Kelsey vs, Jesse D. Welborn, con-
firmation of sale.

J. W. Dolan va. Mary E. Goodrich, couflrma-
tion of sale, continued.

Nebraska Loan & Trust Co.
Gilstrap, confirmation of sale.

new

Cole, divoree,

incorrig-

ve. F. J. Bush-
deficieney judg-

Jennie

Way, confirma-

confirma-

Koous, confirmation

Puate et al,

Buskirk, con-

vs. James R.

"

er, contfirmation of sale, deficiency $262.03.

Cyrus Eastman, trustee, vs. Austin I3 Wil-
son, confirmation of sale, deficiency $528,63.

Martha A. Wilson vs. William Fruin, confir-
mation of sale.

Jas. H. Clark & Jos. C. Glenn vs.
Dollar, confirmation of sale.

Elizabeth S. Brayton vs. Jobn Peuake,
firmation of sale, deflciency $57.43.

George A. Kelsey vs. Almond Gustin, con-
firmation of eale.

David A. Boyeret al vs. Katherine K. Boy-
er, confinmation of gale.

Pheenix Insurance Co. vs. Jacob Schaffert,
Sen., confirmation of sale.

New Home Machine Co. vs. John G. Winsor,
confirmation of sale.

Lillian M. Whish vs. Rarvey Z. Jessup, con-
firmation of sale,

Lillian M. Whish vs. Joseph A. Hays, confir-
mation of sale.

Daniel

con-

John W. Vandike vs. C. B. & @
damages. .
Angelo P. Welles vs. Geo. Huggins
peal and attachment.
Emily M. Heed, executor, vs. J.
mond et al, equity. . !
John W, Hart vs. Elizabeth A. Harti
equity. adiat
People’s Building Loan & Savings Ass'ny
Geo. W. Short et al, equity.
Arthur W. Evans vs. Edward B. Brown, &
tachment.

Joseph A. Webster vs. Mrs. T. Boyd et al,

equity.
DECREES OF FORECLOSURE,

Herbert E. Vail vs. 0. 8. Vandoren et al,
equity, due $528.

V. D. Reed vs. J.
due 5677.75.

The Phaenix Ins. Co. v8. Wm. Knape et al,
equity, due £1,103.33.

Ezra Crowell vs. W. 0. Russell et al, equity,
due £670. 66.

Edinburg Lombard Investment Co. ve. Mary
Lang et al, equity, due $368.18,

Ellen Law vs. J. Morgan et al, equity, due
$830.93.

Smith Bros. vs. Eilzabeth Lyon et al, equity,
7410,

A. M. Beveridge ve. Wm. W, Gerver et al,
equity, due $§642.41. -

Arthur A- Hyde vs.*Robert 8. Cooley et al,
equity, due §1,651.45.

E. M. Leach vs, George Leland et al, equity,
due $558.40.

Mary J. Cole ve. Stephen Tattle et al, equi-
ty, due $710.84.

Nebraska Loan & Trust Co. vs. Kate Thomas
et al, equity, due £295.85.

Wm. J. Parkinson vs. Wm. H. Gerveretal,
equity, due $860.

Mary Spier vs. John Janeck et al,
due 2631.35.

R. Frunson & Co. vs. W. M. Nutt et al, equi-
ty, due $1,207.70.

Montgomery Bennett vs. J. C. Morgan et al,

A. Cordeal et al, equity,

equity,

equity, due £5860.35.

Jennie Pierce vs. J. B. Teeters et nl, equity. _'

Li'lian M. Whigh vs, Chas, A. Dibble, couflr-

mation of sale, deficiencyE325.08.
W. V. Jones vs. George Ray, conflrmation
“ gale.
L. Brown et al v&. Jas. C. Lafferty, confir-
pn of sale. settled.
e T. Van Zandt vs.
pmation of sale.
jgm Rankin vs. Corintha Conklin, con-
p ol sale.
& Eastman, trustee, vs.
n, confirmation of sale.
@@FKinley-Lanning Loan & Trust Co.
Zeri H. Sherman, eonfirmation of sale.
Eleanor G. Little vs. Thos. F. Coward, con-
firmation of sale.
Elsie C. Prichard vs. Mary J. Gore,
mation sale, deficiency 328458,

John E, Arthur vs, Western Farm Mortgage
Co., confirmation of sale.
Powell Bros. vs, 8. A,

of sale.
C. H. Fargo & Co. vs. Hiram W. Johnson.
K. W. Griswold vs, Jas. A. Everist.

Dennis St. Germain,

Francis A,

VE.

confir-

Brown, confirmation

CANDIDATE ANDREWS in this big
| Fifth congressional
not cast a %mrrlo vote to the
|credu of the district, of the siuie

l;i:‘i-

or nation; but his ‘-’I ponent, T‘I;'.,

McKeighan, will, just as he did a
the last session. Mu.

tions. Mr. MeKeighan is for W.
A. McKeighan first, last. and all
the time.
are not in it, so far as any effort he |
may make for their advancement.
—Harvard Courier.

Winslow ¢t ul, |

SHE BUYS C l RTAIL

CCROTHY SELECTS WINDOW DR/
ERIES FOR HER BACK PARLOR.

And with Her Little Feminine “Fist" She
Drives a Large Sired Splke Throngh o
MeKinley High Price—Any Other Wo-
man May De as Enterprising.

Dorothy had determined to have only
“real” things in her home, you know;
but when it came to lace curtains for
her prospective back parlor, she had to
draw the line. They cost several hun-
dred dollars a pair, and Dorothy’s ship
has not eome in. While we were con-
sidering the matter | saw a privaie let
ter from Marshall Field, the great ¢
Cilo mercnant, in which a
clerk said that such curtains as Doroty
wanted cost *‘thirty-five cents more ‘
yard than they did before the MciKinley
bill."

“And I don't believe it,” said L

“Neither do 1,” said Dorothy.

“Let’s look it up,” we both said. Upon
which we made up our minds that we
wouldn’t buy a stitch from anybocy
who lied to us about “McKinley high
prices.”

My official tariff book (you can get one
yourself by writing to Washington for
it) tells me that the duty on lace curtains

drs Y 8ot s

Phoenix Insurance Co. vs. Henry C. Schroed- |

distriet will!

Andrews is |
for America and Ameriean institu- |t

Distriet, state or nation !

has been raised from 40 to 60 per cent
by the McKinley law.

“Why was it raised? What was the
Iresult of it?" Dorothy and 1 wanted to
know. If we liked the answers we would
buy the curtains. If it was to make ‘‘the
rich richer” and *‘the poor poorer,” as the
Democrat papers claimed (I have been

certainly not be a party to that sort of
thing. [If, us the Republican papers
said, this advance in duty was really a
benefit to the men and women who work
at curtain making and to the people who
buy them I should do everything in my
power to let the women of the couniry
know what unprincipled, selfish people
Democratic McKinley tale fabricators

are.
We went to O'Neills on Sixth avenune

first, They had such curtains as we
wanted, but the price was eighteen cents
& yard higher than before the McKinley
bill. We didn't deal with them.

Next we went to Simpson & Craw-
ford's. A politeman said that “the price
of curtains had mot been raised in that
store anyway by the McKinley bili.”
He laughed in a funny little way wh-on
we asked the question, and seemed to
have something in mind which was a
good joke on somebody. Then he said,
“No, indeed, we can't raise the prices on

| us if we did.”

“Then it isn't
more?" persisted Dorothy.

“I wouldn't like to answer that, miss.
The wholesale people can tell vou ali
about prices.” Then he gave us the ad-
dressof Mills & Gibbs, of Broadway nnel
Grand street.

*Yes, the duty has been raised, and
there was good reason for it,” said the
salesman at that store. ‘““There are a

tablish themsélves here, and they coulil
not compete successfully with imported
curtains mad= by laborers who work for
one-third of what our curtain people are
paid. By raising the tariff the curtain
manufacturer can and does pay his
workmen enough to live comfortably,
even luxuriously, as American cifizens
ghoull live. At the same time he can
compete with the imported curtains,
even though the labor on them costs the
foreign maker but one-third as much.”

“Why, thit s as clear asdaylight”
said Dorothy. *‘But when I come 19
[think of it we who buy lace curtains
have to pay that extra duty, don't we?”

“No; the foreign maker lowers
workman's or workwoman's wages
enough to pay that duty.”

“Well, what keeps the American man-
ufacturer from charging too much?”

“Competition, miss: sharp competi-
tion, such as is stimulated by a fairly
high protection.”

““Well, then,” 1 put in, “why are not
the American workers’ wages lowered
by this competition?”

“DBecause there is a constant demand
for their services, and if one employer
doesn’t do the right thing by a man L«
can go to another.”

“Well, I think that tariff is the best
thing I know of for working people, and
I don’t care if it does make the rich em-
ployers keep their eyes wide open. It
seems to me that Mr. McKinley has
made the poor richer and the rich a
trifle more energetic,” I added.

“Now finally,” Dorothy went on, *1
want to know the truth. I[s curtain
muslin more expensive than it was be-
fore the McKinley law went into ef-
fect?"

“No, it is as cheap, and in many in-
stances cheaper. For, as I told you, the
foreizn manufacturer pays that extra
duty.”

“Well, then,” Dorothy replied tri-
umph'mtlv ‘“‘please show me some whits
lace curtains of fine net, with a fern pat-
tern.”

We found what
dollars a pair; thev
higher two years bunr And Dorotuy
had another treasure for that “*home.”

On our way to tha station we stopj
| at Mr. Horner's gorgeous farniture stors
on Tiwenty-third to abou?
| some furniture, and Mr. Horner himsei:
|told usthat he knew of a very larze
{ concern ““‘on the other side” that is co
.m" to this country if \Ir. Harrison is
|Elt-‘( ted. That would mean another b
| factory here with employment tul ever

we wanted at four
had been a trifle

street see

[ £o many people.

Oh, it W‘:'u?:l'i Lo sncl
u Grover ('i*"-"':.lu'.

ytariff would |

\\'u'iid
i work "i-}“:'
{toreali
1o voia
happine

l} CONnrsa
| whether ~""~‘-:;_
| direct the
the .“ i«-.,.'_
preivy sinall 1 T::.' i L
i concerns dv sanction such dealn
| (RACE LSTHER 1

OTLi:

111 I8
dh

reading tariff literature lately), weshould |

Sixth avenne; the people would getafter |

necessary to charge |

large number of factories trying to es- |

his |

CPEAK.

‘HMCY TELL WwWHY THEY SUPPOR
HARRISON FOR PRESIDENT

Bome fmportant Suggestions Which E»
Will Fead Virwn

| nny Prominent (iermnn-:ﬁnn-rir..

German Voler

Izenas.

The following letter ndilressed to =
voters of German descent” has beon i
gucd by a lurge number of leading 3
wun-American citizens of New Yuorl

tecoguizing the great commercial gud i
dustrial importance of the nppioachiog pre-!
flential election to our adopted Lt herlnnd, wal
being fully convinced rhat lh- Hept denn
party not only represents the best intervsts of
the nation, bul is ever most actively vopaged
to further them, the uundersigned citizens of
German descent have constituted thomselves
a comvunittee to work for the election of the
standurd bearers of that party. We have
ective eonnection with politics, but as citize
and business men who realize that the pris-
perity of this country isdue to thoe wise comn
mercial polley of the Republican party, we
consider it our duty to give energetic expres-
slon to our convictions, and to oppose the vague
theories of the free traders, which have no
substantial basls In fact.

The Republican party has, true to {ts tradi-
tions, declared iself for the protection of our
fndustries and for honest money. The Demo-
cratic party has declared itself for unlimited
free trade and for a return to that (lnn;:o-n s
system of state banks which in times past at
fected our commerce so disastrously. It was
the small business man and the workman who
were chiefly injured by that system, and it Is
these men who will be injured if it is reintro.
duced.

Both free trade and protection have been
sufliciently tested. The direct consequence of
the free trade legislation of 153 was the mari.-
ed decline in our national prosperity, which
culminated In the great commercial crisis «f
1857, Protection took the place of the tu.. .
| for revenue only; the country recovared, eon
meres ard industry thrived, till in 1845 ti.
tarilf was again reduced and the terrible pari
of 1647 was the result. Again the people of 1l
United States declared for protection. T«
consequence was a development of all onr
national resources beyond the wildest exper-
tation and a general prosperity such as 1he
world had never seen before.

When Grover Cleveland, true to the reac-
tionary principles of the Democratic party, de-
clared himself for free trade in his message of
Dec. 6, 1857, the people, mindful of the bad ex-
periences which it bad made in the past with
free trade, rejected the Democratic party and
again intrusted the government of the natiug
to the Republican party.

Never was the balance of trade so favorable
to us as now; never was the prosperity of the
i whole country so general: never were the wags

earners o well off,

The legslative activity of the Fifty-first ci:
gress and the shameful inactivity and unecr-
tainty of the Fifty-second congress suflicient!y
illustrated the difference between the parties,
joth the presidential candidates have been
tried by the people; both have served a full
presidential term: their administrations belong
| to history.

Every reason given in the year 1888 for the
election of Harrison Is valill today, only ina
higher degree. Through his lirm stand on the
silver question bLe saved the country from a
great linancial erisis.

Disdaining grandiloquent promises and pre-
ferring to gain the respect of his fellow citi-
zens by a blumeless administration, President
| Harrison has fearlessly defended the hones

and dignity anid has onve more

forced fron Izn nations Lhat respect for
the stars and stripes which Lad been almost
entirely lost under Cleveland. Under Presi-
| dent Harrison civil service reform has beeu a
reality. while his appointments to the most
prominent offices ure admitted even by hLis
most bitter political enemies 1o beunassailable,

If we compare with this the administration
| of Grover Cleveland, we find that in spite of

bombastic promises of reform in the civil
| service, the spoilsmen never since the days of

Jackson raised thelr heads so boldly as when

Grover Cleveland, through Adlai E. Steven-
| gon, deposed .00 postmasters who haa
| honestly and faithfully administered their
| offices to make room for the Demoeratic place

hunters who were to help him to a second

term of the presidency. Not only has Ar

Clevaland been untrue to all his pledges of re-
| form, but as a matter of fact he has ever
yielded to the worst elements of his part
whenever his personal interests were at stake
and inthis very campaign we find him allive
iln. the closest possible way with Tamman:

iall.

The letter is signed by Dr. Williaw

{ Balser, C. F. Balzer, Julius Bien, Julius
| Bien, Jr., S. Bachman, Emil Berolzhe:-
mer, Blumenthal Bros. & Co., Dr. P. A
E. Boetzkes, Julins Brunn, Gustav Blum
& Bros., Henry Brennich, Herman Can
! tor, George Dennerlein, Leopold Deutchi-
| berger, Alfred Dolge, Frederick Flac
' cus, P. Goepel, William F. Grell, F. W
Holls, Charles Homn, C. A. G. Inte-
mann, Max Jaegerhuber, Gustave L.
Jager, Gustave H. Jaeger, Sit. Carl
‘Kapﬁ Dr. Hermann Kudlich, Adolpb
Kuttroff, William H. Klencke, S. ).

| Lesem, Lucius N. Littauer, Joseph
Loth & Co., Charles Maurer,
Paul H. Mehlien, Henry Mesz, Carl
{ Merz, Dr. N. W. Muller, C. W. Neunlingz,
| George Ran, William Reichman, Henry
W. F. Schulz, Nichelas Schultz, Charles
f Splitdorf, Charles Stahl, Moritz Seckal,
| Ralph Traufmann, Edward Vorster, Wil-
liam Vigelius, Dr. H.J. W ackerbarth,
| William Wicke, Wurzburger, Gold-
| schmidt & Co., Henry Zimmerer; from
| Newark, Dr. Edward J. [ll, Fred Kuhn,
| J. L. Kufer, Herman Lehilbach, Carl
| Lentz, Paul Roder, Carl F. Seitz, Julius
| Stapff, R. G. Salomon, and from Brook-
| Iyn, Louis Bossert, Herman Licbmann,
| Charles Naeher, John Rueger and H. C.
| Roehr.

‘ The Australian ballot which now pre-
| vails in nearly every state E‘x(‘l‘pt.lllfmv af
the sonth is not popular with [arme:-.
and workingmen, and has thus kept tho-
sands of Republicans away from the pol!

The Republican leaders should at
Australian ballot schools, go th-:
voter may be at t-«c

OlncCe
establisl:
every Republican
polls and vote intelligently.

Business men should remember that a
vore for Cleveland means a vote to chang
the general business system of the country.
and will certainly result in great business
and
Democratic snccess means

auncertzinties frregularities for the
pext four vears.
Democratie control of senate, house and
presidency, and full reizn of the free trade

jertiment.

if your husiness has been built up dur-
ing the past thirty years a change in the

tariff system under which it has prospered

wonld at !east resnit in great uncertain-

ties and irregularities in the next four

years. Your vote and that of your ane-

guaintanc
your businecss in th

o4 may decide the condition of

near future.

Republicans ghould remember that In
five siates hoaving sesenty-five electorzl
votes & chango of 1 per cent. of the votes
w111 the rerult of 1888 in thouse
| Hates.

reverse

.
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