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KEM AND THE PICKLER BILL.

Happily the day has arrived in (his
country when nublic servauls are to
be held accountable for their ofiicial
acts, to be tried by the recor!s they
make. This is one of the good results
of thereform movement. To the man
who has honestly and faithfully per-
formed his duty, the trial by frecord is
most welcome. But to such as have
misrepresented and betrayed their
constituents it means political death.

The republicans of the Sixth district
are proposing to make a campaign
against Congressu.n Kem on his re-
cord. No one sheould be better pleased
over this than Mr. Kem himself. He
has made a record that is absolutely
clean. It will bear the closest inspec-
tion. He has also secured recognition
and wielded an influence far beyond
the average for a new member and a
young man.

Strange to say Mr. Kem's critics do
not find fault with his voles on the
greatest questions that affect the whole
people—the questions of money and
taxation. They do not condemn his
vote for free coinage of silver, and ihe
reduction of tariff taxes. Oa the con-
trary his action on a measure alflfecling
the interest of a fow people in his dis-
trict is made the basis of attack. The
measure referred to is the [ Pickler bill.
On the record he made on this bill, Mr.
Kem may very properly be tried, It
was not a party measure, but one on
which his individual judgment had fall
scope.  In fact he led the light and is
probably more responsible for the re-
sult thau any other member.

To understand the merits of the case
ote must know something of the his-
tory of legislation on the subject, For
there has been a contention between the
U. S. senate and the house of repres-
entatives’ concerning th: truc policy to
be pursued in disposing of the public
land. The bouse has sought to apply
the homestead principle exclusively
and t6 do away with the preemption
and timber culture laws. The object
was to prevent fraud, aud
homes for a greatcr number of actaal
settlers  The senate cpoosed the house
in this matter. Bat finally, March 3rd, |
1801, a bill was passcd repealing the
timber culture and preemption laws.

Oae of the important previsions of
this bill required that hereafter any one
making final proof on a timber claim or
entering land under the desert land law
should be a resident of the slate or
territory in which the land lies

Tnis was the situntion at the time Mr.
Kem entered congress. Mr. Pickler, a
member from South Dakota, introduced
the following bill:

Be il enacled, ele., That seclion1 of an
act entitled ““Au act Lo repzal timber-
culture laws, snd for other purposes,”
approved March 3, 1801, be and hereby |
is, amended by adding the following
words to the fourth proviso thercof:

“dnd provided further, That if 1rees, |
seeds or cuttings were in good fuith
planted as vrovided by law, and the
same and the land upon which so
planted were thereafter in good faith
cultivated as provided by law forat
Jeast eight years at the date of this act [
bv a person qualilied to make entry
and whd has a sutlsisting entry under
the timber-culture laws, flinpl prool

furnish

in a few years the curse of monopoly

may be made without regard to the

number of trees that may have been |~
!

then grov.ing on the land.” |

SEC. 2. That the first section of said |
act be, and the sawe is Hurlher amended |
by striking out of the tifth proviso there-
i f the fellowing words: *“And who is
ar actual bona fide resident of the state
or territory in wiich the said land is
located.”

SEc. 3 That sgection 8 of gaid act be,
and is bereby amended by striking out
the following words at the end thereof,
pamely: “And no person rhall be en-
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titled to make entry of desert land ex.
cept e be a resident citizen of the state
or territory in which the land sought to
be entered is located ”

It will be seen that the first section of
this bill is a measure of relief for such
persons as have faithfully complied with
the timber culture law for eight years,
but bave failed to raise the required
number of trees. This is certainly a
very worthy measure, and Mr. Kem is
heartily in favor of it. But tacked on
to this worthy provision were two other
sections the meaning and purpose of
which were to remove one of the prinei-
pal safeguards contained In the bill of
March 3rd, 1801,—that which required
residence in the state or territory where
the land lies

The evident purpose of those who had
this bill in charge was to rush
it through on the merits of the
first scction, saying as little as
possible about the other sections. When
Mr. Kem became awars of the true
situation, he went to Mr. Pickler, pro-
tested agaiinst his course and tried to
persuade him to have the last two sec-
tions stricken out, This Mr. Pickler
refused to do, and so the light resulted
[f Mr. Pickler had consented the bill
would have gone through without ques-
tion.

The following remarks from members
who took part in the discussion will
throw light on the tiue character of the
hill.

Mr. Holman of Indiana, one of the

oldest members and a most watchful
friend of the people, said:

The third geclion authcrizes theentry |

of desert lands, so called by persons
who do not reside in the state or terri-
tory in which the lands are situated,
and I have no doubt that the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. Kemj, who has
had his attention called to the subjeet,
will iaterpise a motion to strike out
that section, This section is in direct
violation of the principle upon which
this house has for many years acted in
relation to the public lands; that is, that
the publie lands shall be granted only to
actual settlers. 1 was talking about it
the other day with the gentleman from
Illinois, Mr. Payson, who has been
promivently identitied with our land
legislation in former years, and I found
that he, like myself, was astonished
that any such proposition should be
made to permit the enlry of these lands
for speculation. The peliey of the
housc has boen to bring the desert
lands as nearly as possible under the
provisions of the homestead principle,
as provided by the act of March 3,
1401,

Open up th? Jands to monopoly, as
this bill wiil dv if it becomes a law, and

will rest uvon cevery acre that now re-
mains.

The commu'tee of this house on Pub-
lic lands in the Forty-ninth congress
made a report on this subjzet—a report
in which every member of that commit-
tee agreed—Domoerats and Republi-
cans. They reported to the house that
it was better thit these lands shoald
remain & barren wilderness for all
‘ime than that they should be accursed
by monepoely The wealth of monopoly
i3 a curse, nnt a blessing, to a republie.
[t is better we should never have any
beuefit from those lands than that py
the process of their development they
be formad into great landed estates
Baronial possessions have cursed for
conturies the Old World., Shall we es-
tablish themin the New ¢

-INDEPENDENT.

mony with the policy of those who
look to the rights of the whole people,
and to the building up of states by the
lanting of settlers upon the publie
ands; but it is well worthy the support
and favor of those who desire to see
these large portions of the public do-
main controlled by powerful menopo-
lies, and to see principslilie&-—klsg-
doms, almost—built up withic the
Union.

Mr. Outhwaite of Ohio said:

Mr. Chairman, I have listened for
some reason to convince me that this
bill should become a law other than the
reason that it will afford an opportunity
for capital to seek an excellent invest-
ment.

I hava desired to hear something in
favor of the passage of this bill looking
to the welfare of the people who are
most interested in the public domain.
There is one declaration of principle
which has been made by both political
parties, and repeated continually with
emphasis; that is, that the puble domain
should be preserved for actual settlexs.
That principle it is now proposed to
violate by this bill.

1t i3 proposed that the public domain
shall be turned over to the eapitalists.

Those who are familiar with the
working of the timber-culture act and
the working of this desert-land act, the
evils of which led to the repeal or modi-
ficalion of those laws, know very well
that in many instances men of siraw
were set up; men were sent out to those
lands for the mere purpose of making
entries; perjury and forgery were com-
mon instruments by which large tracts
of the public domain were obtained
from the United States government to
be placed in the hands of capitalists.
This bill, if passed, will afford most ex-
cellent opportunities for resuming that
kind of business.

Mr. Kem said:

Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the
las; section of this bill, and upon that
motion I wish to offer a few remarks.
As the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
Holman) has well said the spirit and in-
tention of the land laws of our country
was to provide homes for the homeless—
for those who were willinr to exercise
their energy and courage in developin
a new country for the purpose of build-
ing up and establishing new homes.
And it was the intention of congress in
passing these laws that all possible safe-
guards should be thrown around them
so as to protect the nomes of settlers
and to carry out the spirit and intent of
legislation 1n question.

Under these laws vast areas of wild
and desert lands have been reclaimed
from their wild state, and have become
settled and civilized, and good, comfort-
able homes established all over them.
We have for a number of years been
strugglinpi)against the land-scarks, the
land-grabbers who have been trying to
{et possession of the.public domain.

‘he people have been earnestly protest-
ing and have been endeavoring to throw
additional safeguards around these
lands to preserve the remainder of them
for the purposes for which the land
laws were originally enac'ed. I am
astonished that my friend from South
Dakota who must be ccgnizant with the
practical workings of our land laws,
and the dangers that have beset the
Erincip!es involved, should father this

ill with that clause in it.

set the principles iavolved, should fa-
ther this bill with this clause in it.

Mr. Kem contioued in the same
strain for some time, when he was in-
terrupted :

MR. PICKLER. I understand that
you are not opposed to the timber cal-
ture part of the bi I, but to the desert
land system?

MR KEM. I wish tosay in reply to
the gentleman from South D ikota that

The only effect of tais measure wounld
be that the wealth of the east would |
monopolize an 1 hold thesa so-ealled da- |
sert Jauds in great private estates, lands |
hat if left to natural development willf
become: the independent homes of our|
iaboring people. !

Mr. Ds Armonu of Missouri, said: |

This is not in accord with the pelicy |
of the government with re‘erencs 10 its|
public jands. Itisnotin aecord with
the policy of the government attha
time ithe timber-culture law itself was
enacted. It is notin accord with the
policy of the government as embodied

in the homestead law. It is not in har-

I am speakiog particularly now to the

last ¢lause in the bill. I had that par-
ticularly in mind, for I thought in
glancing over the bill that I hid no par
ticular objection except to tha' section.
Bat I discover, upon investigating the
matter further, thiat I am orrosEp TO
THE PASSAGE OF THK WHOLE BILL, he-
cause the principle is the same principle
is involved in one as in  the
other, viz , allowiog non residents to
acquire title to our public lands. Now
I recognize the f: ct that the timber cul-
ture law, as the gentleman from Indi.
ana has well said, is in such a condition

. —

that portion of the land laws and am in
FAVOR OF THAT PORTION OE THE BILL
RELATING TO ACTUAL SETTLERS,

Further on in his speech Mr. Kem
said :

In view of that fact I am orrosen
TO THE WHOLE BILL £0 FAR AS IT RE-
LATES TO NON-RESIDENTS, and I am de-
cided! ogpoued to the last section of
the bill, the one that my amendment
affects; and 1 want tosay ihat after all
the information we have in regard to
the land steals in our country and the
rapidity with which the lands have been
monopolized by private corporations,
syndicates, an fnbllc ccrporations, at

ifferent times, I hope the house will
not allow this bill to pass.

In the above extracts certain
words have been prio-
ted in small capitals to bring them into
especial prominence. The Chadron
Journal, which bas been leading this
campaign against Kem, has attempted
to make it appear that Kem is opposed
to the “whole bill,” but Mr. Kem’s
meaning is made perfectly clear furcher
on when he says that he 1is in “favor of
that part of the bill relating to actual
settlers,” and only “‘opposed to the bill
so far as it relates to non-residents.”
Mr. Kem was in fact opposed to the
passage of the “‘whole bill,” but not op-
posed to the passage of a part of it;
hence he fought to have it amended.

After the debate was closed, a divi-
sion was taken on Mr. Kem's amend-
ment, and it carried by a vote of 92 to
53. But theve still remained the ob-
jectionable feature in the second sec-
tion. A division was then taken on the
amended bill. It appeared to be de-
feated. Tellers were called for. Mr.
Pickler then arose and begged for the
privilege of amending the bill so as to
remove the objection, This was re-
fused. He then asked ‘“‘unanimous
consent to withdraw the hill and let it

lie over without prejudice.” Here the
record reads as follows:
The Speaker pro fempore: Is there

objection to the f ntle-
mgn from Sout.lll-e(g]::gti? uf?i g:u:e.]
The chair hears none.

Mr. Kem: I object.

Mr. Pickler: Too late.

Mr. Kem informed the writer that on
account of the confusion which pre-
vailed in the hall, he did not understand
the effect of granling Pickler’s request,
but on that effect being pointed out by
a fellow member he did not press his
objection and was very glad to have the
request granted. The hLill bas thus re-
tained its place on the calander and can
be called up for passage when congress
reassembles. Mr. Kem says that Pickler
has since consented t> sirike out all
but th: first section, and that he [Kem]
will do all ir his power to secure the
pessage of the bill thus amended.

Mr. Kem may well be proud of the
record he made on this bill.

He stood for the actual sottler and
agaiost the land grabbers.

He stood for the people and against
the worst form of monopoly.

He did something for which every
honest settler and home builder in his
district should thank him,

But how is it with Mr. Whitehead,
his epponent? In a vaia effort to pick
flaws in Kem's record, he has taken up
the advocacy of the Pickler bill. He
has thus put himself on the side of the
non-resident speculator against the
honest settler. He will have to answer
to the people of the district for this
stand. He will either have to contess
that Kem was right, or he will haye to
defend Lhe whoie Pick'er bill,

Mr. Whitehead bhas °deliberately
placed himself between the horns of a
dilemma. Whichever horn he may
ohoose, he is lost.

that we can eafely begin to wipd up




