
ruption until the pile of ballots, containing the 
“splits” in favor of the Prohibition legislative 
candidate began to be counted. When this work 

Mmgan. a gentleman who had been present most 

7 of the evening and concerning whose status I 
* 

was in doubt, but had refrained from asking 
questions because of a desire to avoid agitation, 
seated himself at the table and began to call 
from the ballots the vote to be recorded by the 
clerks. 

The law of Illinois is slightly peculiar and will 
need explanation for readers outside this state. 
Three members of the lower house of the legis- 
lature are elected from each legislative district and 
each voter is entitled to vote one vote for each of 
three men, one and one-half votes for each of 
two men or three votes for one man. In the 
district where I was watching the Republicans 
had nominated two candidates, one supposed to 
be a “good” candidate and one supposed to be a 

“bad” candidate. The Democrats had nominated 
one, the Prohibitionists one, and the other minor 
parties one each, though there were, so far as I 
remember, no “split” votes for them and they 
did not enter into the question at issue in the 
count. 

The law prescribes that, if a ballot be marked 
in the circle at the top of any party column and 
the voter shall go out of that column and mark 
the name of a legislative candidate in another 
column, the ballot shall be counted as three votes 
for the legislative candidate so marked, unless 
the names of other candidates, in the voter’s 
party column or elsewhere, be individually marked 
in the squares before them. 

The first vote to raise trouble was a vote 
marked at the head of the Republican column 
and in the square before the name of the legis- 
lative candidate of the Prohibition party with- 
out marks for any other legislative candidate. 
By the clear terms of the law, posted in a dozen 
places around us, that was three votes for the 
Prohibitionist. 

The matter was of importance because a large 
number of votes were marked in that way. 

The intruder, who was counting the ballots, 
and who I now have learned is a Republican 
near-boss, named Boone, a contractor in private 
life, called this vote “one and one-half votes” for 
Dahlberg, the Prohibition candidate. I respect- 
fully requested him to observe that it was three 
votes. My first word was the signal for an out- 
burst. The judge sitting nearest me, Mr. Wilson, 
thrust his head at me aggressively and said: 
“Take it from me that you go right out of here. 
We’ll throw you out, if you don’t shut up and 
stand back.” The presiding judge, Wright, came 

hurrying across the room to give me the same 

information in somewhat similar language. At 
the same time someone was shaking his fist in 
my face, though I failed to identify the fist in 
the melee. 

I protested that I wanted nothing but what the 
law gave my party and my candidate and that 
for that I should stand vigorously. Threats of 
throwing me out were renewed. The presiding 
judge informed me that he and his pals had “run 
elections” for a good many years without my 

help and they didn’t propose to have any inter- 
ferance from me. 

I insisted that the law should be read. 
One of the clerks, a young fellow named 

Schultz, thereupon declared that they didn’t “give 
a damn” for the law; they knew how to run the 
election and they were going to run it without 

any talk from me. 
*■ I still insisted that the law should be read and 

held a copy of it before Wright’s face. He re- 

fused to read it and asked Boone if there was 

any merit in my contention. The near-boss, with 
a shrug of his shoulders and closed eyes, assured 
him that there was none, whereupon the unani- 
mous order was given to count the vote as it had 

been announced. Boone, then, revised his count 
and in plain defiance of the law give one vote 
each to the two Republican candidates who had 
received no votes upon that ballot, robbing the 
Prohibition candidate and giving him one vote. 

I renewed my protest and made a note in my 
handbook and was again threatened with ejection. 

A few moments later a ballot' appeared, marked 
at the top of the column for the Democratic 
ticket but split at the legislative candidates and 
marked for one man. the “bad” Republican. This, 
without a moment’s hesitation, was counted as 

three votes for the Republican. I called atten- 
tion to the manifest unfairness and got no reply 
except surly growls, ordering me to “keep still.” 

I may remark that by this time I had compre- 
hended the situation well enough that I under- 
stood that nothing but fraud was to be expected 
and was perfectly willing to be violently ejected 
for the purpose of making fraud more apparent. 

I now sent my colleague to my residence to 

telephone the board of election commissioners. 
He obtained the complaint department but the 
moment he mentioned that his complaint related 
to the count of a Prohibition candidate, the clerk 
in charge of the telephone told him not to waste 
his time but to come in and report in person the 
next day, and hung up his receiver. I have every 
reason to believe that such conduct was not in 
accordance with the instructions given by the 
election commissioners. 

After occupying the usurped place for some 

little time, Boone retired, alleging that he had 
some affairs at home which needed his attention, 
but would return later. While he occupied the 
place of judge ten and one-half votes had been 
taken from the Prohibition candidate and given 
to his Republican opponents. 

Wright, the head judge now took the position 
vacated by Boone and took up the count. The 
first ballot split to the Prohibition candidate evi- 
dently embarrassed him. He had been reading 
the law in the interim. Putting on as bold a 

front as possible, he announced it as one vote for 
the Prohibition candidate. I renewed my protest 
which I had not failed to make over every bal- 
lot that was miscounted and was again told to 

keep still. I, however, continued the protest, in- 
sisting that, if they were so under the domina- 
tion of their petty boss that they could not obey 
the law, they could at least be certain that, in 
event it should seem important to do so, the 
votes would be counted again where honest men 

would count them. Upon this representation they 
yielded, counted the ballot as it should be counted 
and continued so to count through the remainder 
of the night. 

What will follow this outrage in the way of 
legal retribution I do not yet know. If any ave- 

nues are open along which justice can be se- 

cured or crime punished, I shall follow them. At 
present I am concerned with the lessons of the 
event, and in particular I want to ask the Pro- 
hibitionists of the country to form a mental esti- 
mate of what this sort of thing, repeated, as it 
doubtless was, in a large part of the 50,000 polling 
precincts of the United States means. 

An Ohio Fight 
Bellaire, Ohio, November 9—(Special correspondence) 

—The people of Belmont county are in the midst of a 

hard fight with the saloons. An election is to be held 
on November 17. Oliver W. Stewart of Chicago held 
three great meetings yesterday. He spoke at 3 o’clock 
in the opera house in Bellaire and to an overflow meet- 
ing from the steps of the city hall at 4 o’clock. He 
was heard by great audiences both times. In the even- 

ing he addressed a union meeting of the churches of 
St. Clairsville, in the United Presbyterian church, which 
was packed to the limit. It was admitted on all sides 
that his speeches made votes. 

Posey County, Indiana 

Mt. Vernon, Ind., November 4—(Special tele- 
gram)—The vote for Swallow in Posey county, 
Indiana, was 124. The vote for Chafin is 150. 

MASSACHUSETTS RESULTS 

Stampede to Taft Holds Down Prohibition 
Presidential Vote 

Boston, Mass., November 8—(Special corre- 

spondence)—The vote cast for Chafin in this 
state will be approximately the same as cast for 
Swallow. Returns from all but thirty-eight 
towns give Chafin 4,100. Swallow received 
4,279. The vote for the state ticket runs con- 

siderably above these figures, Wylie for governor 
having between 5,000 and 6,000, but the official 
tabulated returns have not yet been given out by 
the election commissioners. 

It is evident that the scare cry of business de- 
pression in the event of Bryan’s election swept 
Prohibitionists of their feet into the Taft camp. 
Massachusetts Prohibitionists may be disappoint- 
ed, but not discouraged. In many ways we are 

stronger than we have been for years and the 
campaign of 1912 has already opened. 

Wisconsin Fragments 
Marinette, Wisconsin, November 5—(Special 

correspondence)—Marinette county gives Chafin 
235. In 1904 Swallow had 144. Otto Nelson for 
member of assembly received 624 votes out of a 

total of 2,526; the Republican candidate receiving 
1,312; Prohibition 624; Democratic 590. 

Spring Green, Wisconsin, November 3—(Spe 
cial correspondence)—This town and village com- 

bined cast thirteen votes for Chafin, and the 
same for W. D. Cox for governor. In 1904 
Swallow had three votes. Will N. Cork, the 
Prohibition watcher, properly authorized, was ex- 

cluded from the count and kept outside a railing 
which was so far from the table that he could 
not see how the tickets were marked. 

Beaver Dam, Wisconsin, November 4—(Spe- 
cial correspondence)—Chafin’s vote in this city 
was forty-three, against thirty for Swallow in 
1904. 

Janesville, Wisconsin, November 4—(Special 
correspondence—Chafin received ninety-six votes 
in this city, .where Swallow in 1904 had only 
fifty-nine. We had only one meeting, held with 
local talent, yet we have this fine gain. Now for 
1912. 

Emerson, Wis., November 4—(Special corre- 

spondence)—Four towns of Iron county, which 
four years ago gave Swallow four votes, this 
year gave Chafin forty-five votes. 

Elkhorn, Wisconsin, November 9—(Special 
correspondence)—Complete returns of the elec- 
tion in Walworth county show 488 for Chafin 
and Watkins as compared with 263 for Swallow 
and Carroll in 1904. The state and county 
ticket runs from 387 to 449. The Prohibitionists 
are greatly encouraged and are now arranging 
to keep up the work and make things warm 
in the next campaign. 

Samples from Minnesota 

Winnebago, Minnesota, November 7—(Special 
correspondence) — Prohibitionists are exultant 
over the great increase in their vote in Faribault 
county. Chafin received 357 votes. Swallow in 
1904, 165. This shows an increase of more than 
one hundred and sixteen percent. 

St. Peter, Minnesota, November 4—This city 
yesterday gave Prohibition votes as follows: 
Chafin nine; Haggard (for governor) four; An- 
derson (lieutenant governor) twenty-six; Damon 
(secretary state) twenty-two; Lindsay (railroad 
commissioner) thirty-six. 

Tintah, Minnesota, November 3—(Special 
correspondence)—There were seven votes cast 
for Chafin and Watkins in this little town. Four 
years ago there were none. 

This result is largely due to the efforts of one 

man, a minister who lectured here and in three 
other places and talked with his friends. 

Heiberg, Minn., November 4—(Special corre- 

spondence)—The town of Wild Rice, Norman 
county, gave Swallow fourteen votes. Chafin 
had twenty-three votes yesterday. 

Professor A. M. Thatcher, who sang through 
the campaign with such acceptance before many 
large audiences, is available, with his daughter as 

accompanist, for engagements during the month 
of November and may be addressed at the Con- 
tinental Hotel, Chicago. 


