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or Bucket Bowl?
or ' Gomplicated?
lzzers or Hasbeens?
Right Now or Were Onoe?
Waist Low Can or Head High Can?
self Olling or 01l Yourself?
Wash 3 Minutes or  Wash Thirty?

AH the Cream or Most AlI?

Best Bufter or Medium Butter?

Tubwiar Bowl or  Bucke! Bowi? |

WHICH DO YOU WANT?

Tubulars are dif-
ferent, very dif-
ferent. Just one
Tubular—the
Sharples. All
the others make s l

.

Tubular
simple Bowl

bucket bowls —
8\ can’t make Tubu-
i\ lars because the

are patented. As

for catalog B-228,

The Sharples Ca,
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A Shock to Senator Hoar.

There was one hearty outburst of
laughter in the Smoot trial. President
Smith had sald that ex-Apostle Moses
Thatcher differed from Lhe other lead-
ers of the Mormon church and wanted
to go into politics against their judz-
ment and advice. :

“Why was this?” asked Mr. Taylor.
“Did Mr. Thatcher desire any office?’

“Yes, he wanted some office, I be-
lieve,” replied President Smith,

“Can you remember what office he
wanted 7"

“I do not just recollect.”

“Wasn't it that of senator? Didn't
Mr. Thatcher want to be United States
Senator?”

"Oh, yes,” said Smith; “1 think it
was that. It was senator--or some-
thing like that.”

The look that came over Senalor
Hoar's face as he heard the words
that meant that any living being
thought there was an office on earth
like that of United States senator was
something awful to witness. In a mo-
ment it had passed and the whole
Committee burgt into laughter, in
Which Mr, Hoar joined feebly.—New
York Times,

BOOKS RECEIVED.

Mrs. Maud Ballington Booth has re-
tently issued, through Fleming H.
Revel Co., New York and Chicago, a
very interesting work entitled, “After
Prison, What?” WMrs. Booth’s promi-
Dent connection with prison reform
and the Volunteer Prison league en-
ables her to speak from an extended
Observation, and she makes an elo-
quent plea for those who, having

;i;?lrved a term in prison, go out to meet
e

world,

“The Shame of the Cities,” by Lin-

€oln Steffens, is a new book issued.

by McClure, 'Phillips & Co., of New
hc?;rk{ The bhook ti:a.ls in a compre-
iD&llS Ve and inclsive way with munic-
out o ruption as it has been brought
Mt at recent Investigations. St. Louis,

\neapolis, Pittsburg, Philadelphia,

hicago and N - 2
Cipal clities dia York are the prin
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cold and oftentimes uncharitable.

When the New York Times tells its
readers that the democratic party
“was sick unto death” for “four years,
from 1896 to 1900,” implying that it
fell sick under the leadership of Bry-
an, having theretofore and under
Cleveland's leadership been of sound
and disposing mind and memory, the
Times displays the same symptoms of

malignant groverclevelanditis with
which the Brooklyn Bagle suffers. If
the editor of the Times were to ex-
amine his political almanacg he would
find that the democratic party fell
deathly sick under the leadership of
Cleveland. We have advised our read-
ers of the affliction in this respect un-
der which the Bagle suffers (vol. vi.,
p. 785); but the Hagle’s symptoms
were more localized than are those of
the Times, The Eagle pointed only to
Tllinois, where it found democracy In
fine feather in 1892, but observed that
it began to droop in 1896 and has con-
tinued to droop ever since. The Times,
however, implies that Bryan demoral-
ized the democracy of the whole coun-
try in the years running from 1896 to
1000. Yet the fact is, and all political
almanacg prove it, that the democracy
was demoralized in 1894 not only in
Illinois, but all over the country; not
in 1896 under Bryan, mind you, bat
in 1894 under Cleveland.

After our disclosure of this fact
with reference to Illinois and in an-
swer to the Brooklyn Eagle, the daily
Banner, of Nashville, Tenn,, came {o
the Bagle's support. In itg issue of
April 2 it pointed out the unwisdom
of relying upon political almanacs,
and went behind the statistical re-
turng to show that really it was nct
Cleveland’s fault that the democratic
party became so sick in 1894. We are
very much at one with the Banner re-
garding statistics in general, although
for election returng we have never
been able to find a satisfactory substi-
tute. But when the Banner under-
takes to explain why its party col-
lapsed in 1894, it begs the question;
or, ag it would doubtless prefer to ex-
press it (in keeping with its “‘sup-
pressio veri” and “expressio falsi")
it is guilty of a *“petitio principil.”
The point the BEagle made, the poiat
the New York Times makes, the point
Mr. Cleveland himself made in a pub-
lic speech about a year ago, was this.
that the democratic party was In
healthy' condition until Mr, Bryan took
it in hand in 1896, and that from that
time on it has been sick. Our answer
is that the democratic party was
gicker in 1894, under Cleveland, than
in 1896 under Bryan, It is a transpar-
ent evasion to meet that answer, as
the Banner assumes to do, with aay
explanation whatever, either good or
bad, of why the fact was so. The is-
sue i the fact itself, not the reason
for It

But the Banner's reasons are ex-
ceedingly poor. It explains the 18J4
reverse in Illinois on the ground that
under Altgeld the people of this stale
had become strongly antagonistic Lo
Cleveland. But that couldn’'t have
been 80, let us remind the Banner, if
Cleveland had commanded their con-
fidence. Moreover, the collapse of
1894 was not confined to Illinois. It
was general. Even New York and New
Jersey' voiced their condemnation of
Cleveland in that fateful year. The
Banner may amuse itself at explain-
ing this; but the more it explaing the
plainer it makes it that it was Cleve-
jand who demoralized the democratic
‘-"?h’n, far the Nashville Ba.n:{er
shows no symptoms of grovercleve-
landitis, It honestly admits that the
collapse did occur in 1894, But nont'
some Ssymptoms of the malady tha
hag attacked the Bagle and the Timef
begin to appear in the Baunner. Fos

| sibly this may be attributed to its

The Lesson of 1894,

method of ignoring election statistics
and roaming around its editor's brains
for facts. That g convenient, no
doubt; but with reference to reputa-
tion for veracity it is somewhat risky.
Of 1896 the Banner says: “But as bad
ag the reverse of 1894 may' have been,
it was nothing compared with the
crushing defeat of 1806, when Bryan
had obtained full control of the demo-
cratic party.” The fact, however, is
quite otherwise. We are obliged to go
to election statistics to prove it, and
therefore cannot hope to convince the
Banner; yet the election statisties do
testify most impressively that at the
elections of 1896 the democratic parly
regained to a considerable extent its
congressional losgeg of 1894. In the
cengress elected in 1894, under Cleve-
land’s leadership, the democrats had
only 93 representatives: in the con-
gress elected in 1896, under Bryan's
leadership, the democrats had 130 rep-
resentatives, In the former, the re-
publican majority wag 74: in the lat-
ter it was only 24. And in the con-
gress elected In 1900, also under Bry-
an, the democratic representation had
risen to 153 and the republican major-
ity had fallen to 20. We fear that the
Nashville Banner, like the Brooklyn
Eagle and the New York Times, may'
indeed be suffering with an attack,
temporary we trust, of grovercleve-
]anditls.—chuago Publie.

Public Men and Friende® Wills.

The comments made here, there and
everywhere upon the Bennett will
case trial in New Haven last week
illustrate the perils to a public man
of being made a beneficiary under a
friend's will, Very few of the re-
marks made about Mr. Bryan’'s con-
nection with the case have been de-
liberately’ misleading, prabably, for
there has been more ignorance than
malice abroad; but the ease with
which distorted impressiong travel in
such an affair {s wonderful to behold.

“The experience of history,” wrole
the late lLord Acton to Mary Glad~
stone, “teaches that the uncounted
majority of those who get in the
pages are bad. Most assuredly, now as
heretofore, the men of the time are in
most cases unprincipled and act from
motives of interest, of passion, of pre-
judice, cherished and unchecked, of
selfish hope or unworthy fear.” Pos-
sibly that is true, terribly pessim-
istic though it be, of public men In
their political capacity; but one may
well hesitate to believe it of the pub-
lic men in genmeral, of our time, in
their private characters. Now and
then one is proved to be a scoundiel
or a thief who has held high pubiic
station and has gained the confidence
of & large number of citiezns. But
certainly, The Republican hag not
been willing to think that Mr. Bryan
had been gullty of a reprehensible act
in connection with this will, or had
committed anything worse than pos-
gibly a mistake of judgment in allow-
ing his friend to bequeath him mon-
ey, without a serious protest.

Our interest in public men, conse-
quently, led us to make as careful an
examination as wag possible into this
celebrated will case—celebrated only
because of Mr, Bryan’'s prominence
in it. And the conclusion reached
was that there was no moral taint
whatever upon Mr, Bryan’'s character,
This was confirmed by the decision of
the judge of probate, which still
stands, that the late Mr. Bennett was
the victim of no “undue influence”
when he made his will. It seems that
Mr, Bryan is entitled to have this said
in his behalf; and it should also be
said in behalf of the general reputa-
tion of public men in America, which
would surely suffer if a man of Mr.
Bryan's prominence and presidential
candidacies should be fairly chargea-

ble with sordidly seeking to deprive

: widow of a fortune that was rightly
ers.

The chief question Involved was,
perhaps, raised by the attorney for
the contestants—and Mr. Bryan is not
a contestant, he gimply defends the
will ag its maker left it, not alons be-
cause he ls himself a beneficdary, but
because he is an executor of the will,
This able attorney, Judge Stoddard,
has been reported In the newspapers
as saying that “Mr. Bryan could not
afford” to accept the $60,000, which
Mr, Bennett directed his widow, in
the sealed letter, to give to him. The
ethics of wills and of the inheritance
of money openg up an Interesting
range in discussion. Granted that
the late Mr, Bennett was of sound
mind and that he was under no “un~
due Influence” when he made his will,
It may be asked, who can afford to
accept that $50,0007 1t is well known
by those who have examined the case
with any care that Mr. Bennett left
an estate that has been appralsed at
nearly $300,000, and that to hig wile,
who is childless, he bequeathed prop-
erty yielding an abundant income. It
cannot be charged that, by accepting
this legacy of $50,000, Mr, Bryan
would be reducing the widow to want,
or anything resembling i{t. Who, then,
can afford to accept the $560,000 with
a clearer consclence than the one per-
son for whom the $50,000 was intended
by the man who had earned It?

This is a question of universal ap-
plication, and it would be of Interest
were the man named Brown, Instead
of Bryan, whom the testator had des-
ignated as the beneficiary. If the be-
quest finally is Jdiverted to some one
else, that person will get property
which the man who earned it did no
desire should ever receive it. Could
that person afford to take the money?
Legally, yes; but moraliy—what? The
testator’'s desire would have been frus-
trated by technical pointg of law.
These technicalities, doubtless, are
necessary, but when a testator's wish
is 80 obviously defeated by technical-
ities, when it is clear to all the world
that his purpose Is being Jdefeated oy
points of law, the moral question, who
can afford to receive the legacy, as-
sumes a peculiar status, which any of
us is as competent to discuss as Lhe
learned memberg of the bar.

It Is a conservative judgment that,
inasmuch ag Mr, Bennett, belng in
sound mind, plainly desired that Mr,
Bryan should receive the $50,000, no
other living person could accept it
with a clearer conscience than the
man for whom it was Intended. Still,
the case {llustrates the dangers a pub-

He exposes his acts and motives to
misconstruction and renders life the,
lesg worth living. The moral Is that
no public man should suffer himself
to be provided for in a friend’'s will-—
if he can help himself. ‘The man
who, after all hig striving to preveat’
such a benefaction, should then find
himself thus hoisted upon public at-
tention in the inevitable will contest,
would surely be worthy of sympathy,
But Mr. Bryan must take the punishe
ment of his Indiscretion, as he de-
serves.—Springfield Republican. \Q

Chicago has a novel organization In
the way of an association created to
supervise the celebration of Indepens
dence Day* wilth fireworks. The as-
sociation is planning to furnish free
fireworks to every chiid in Chicago,
but these fireworks must be set off
in the parks and public pla.ygroundq
under the supervision of a fireman, a
physician and a member of the ase0«,
clation. ‘

lic man must face in allowing himself.
to become entangled in such a soarl,’
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