'--"3 A. Coos, respondent,

t, . M. G, men, ot al, appel | fleld, administrator, munt. . thern | Dmpress Theatre Co,, -nmlnu, J

! Peritic company, res ¥ 85. Hood River c.anty—Martin Dnrll.
-z‘w% Basmursen, et 62. Multnomal county—Bissiager & Co., re— l:gn.ut vw. A L ll.a:u responden
al, nmll.l ris Winters and wife, | spondent, vs, Massachusetts Bondlng & Ilo- Mnomah county—Martin W, Hawk-
sirance company, appellant ins, Aﬂ-r, appeliant, vs. Aoderson* & Crowe,
Columbia ecounty — L. A. Jones, l’- 63, Marion county—T, Rossnwald & Co., |T™
!ptlllllt. ve. Mrs. Frances Ross, et al” appellant, vs, Oregon City Trausportation l‘ﬂ'wh coun n“ﬂl Reimers
spondents comrpany, respondest. snd Eva Keimers, sppe va, T. F. Bren-

Containg Total of 184 Cases, g F-Biliat R g P s

River ll'!‘ll"ﬁﬂl & Power comma ment Co., et al, appellants. ent, vs. Catherine B

‘Catalogued by Counties for | 8" Mutmemu ‘ssurts=sieory toia. ot a) | miver RaiirsaaCo. respodest, we. Forilaad, Oy aponiiont: ve. Bk o Marsien Kivwr, €0

| ta, vs. Troutdals IA company, & Bmstern Ry Co,, appeliant. cen et al, respondents.
Convenlence Sake al, appellants. Multnomah eounty—Metropolitan Inv.| 90. Multnomah county—Earl A. Blakney and
' 20. Josephine county—Iia re Water Rights |Imp. Co.. lant, vs. M. E. Bchouweller, | Lena M. Bl.lkm. respondents, ve. Msry C.

— of Bucker créek, Mury Ellem Leopard, sp- et al, re:r:xml Ilowen al, appellants.
pcﬂnt. 57." Multnomah m!y-—lnbﬂln Canidwell, ')(ultmh county—Fred West, respond-

] o Leonard, asp- | re: pondents. @#2. Marion county—Allcs Hd.‘.w. Appellant,
a F"“I.BL 58. Multnomab county-——Thomas Wike, re- |ve. K. A. Tb
- - - -—NM Caro, et al, ap- | spendent, v, O-W. R. K. Co., appellant. lB Multuomab coanty—N. Whealdon, st al,
e e m%l'ntl“ J' mm-1 50, alalu;muh county—Ah Pmd “l ljl re- mnw Pacific Life Ins. Co., et
n i com - mmnu. obn Stevenson, muni udge, l respindents
: Title of Capes, Number on Dooket, | peny et al, lppclluu Roman Catbolle | et appeliants, ox B4. Linn county—Willlam Pw,:lu. appel-
: With Names of Fersons Concernesd, Archbishop ‘for the Dioccese of Ongvn, A, ou. Marion county—Henry Bock, respond-|lant, vs. B. M. Grove,
<1 Christle, rnwndcn ent, wva_ Clty -of Siiverton, appellant. 85. Yamhill mntk ar ('Ill.'l W'lnn. ot
Are Included in the List. 80. Mol 61. AMarion—A. F. McClalpe, et al, re-|al, appeliants, ve. C, Follett and J. L
spondent, vs. l an, ul'mdaut. lpnudmu vs, Uity of Silverton, lw!ll"i lsham, respondents.
Welch Bmith, lmlhnl Multnomah eounty—H. Clitford, | o, 'Jackson county—Aaron Andrews, pe.
Salem, Or. Nov. 15.—The supreme' gcyrventer” ;,‘“;:;g;,‘{,‘ "n"‘f;,’?“o:’:ﬂa.’“.‘:. :gg;&';‘- ve, Frank L. Bmith Meat Co.. T |apondent, ve. Winifred Sercombe, et al. ap-
eourt trial docket, which has just been peliant. 83. Multnomah Mﬂ% Wouochter, re- pm-n Marion county—Jullet M. Lord and Mon-
printed, contalns a total of 184 cases. 2. Ocos county—National BSales !- spondent, ve, Charles Fitagerald, et al, 8p- | yague Lord, respondents, vs. City of Salem, ap-
The title of the cnses, in the order in ::;"'u:e"." ?‘;nf Masnclet and George p‘:‘““n“ ty—alfred Todd. sppellant |Pellant.
whichi they appear on the calendar, 83. ultnomah mrz!— J. Wilson, | va, Dennis Cormier, wmayor of the City of en?"‘-.”:;u dww.wnltnf = .
e follows: respondent, va. Phll vurts and Willlam | Tabanon, respondent, 99. Marion mm,__b‘:ﬁd J. Fry and Het-
1. Cuos eounty (rehearing) — Jobm M, ' Druck, defendants; M, Paliay and B. Pallay, 65. Multoomab county—L. F, Gerdets, ap-| .. '@ Fry. respoudents, va clli‘ of Balem, ap-
Foulkes, appellant, ve, Heury Hengstacken, lpgl.llnu peliant, wa, Central Ore. Irrigation Co., re-| o py.., " " - '
ot al, respoudents. Hout Jm GWT‘U—" L.“lf;'.?‘ckm ‘Wog_‘“'"' =Bt oL i 100. Multpomah county—E. C. Boardmasn
C {1 =] ! ate o
e Ve ] e o Snipdly eppetlnai ente vi Bibal Howel and m"‘n"""un'm"‘”w e
o tihton county—Grand Prise Rydresile | pgignt " vs, 'M'ﬁ'i';f ef‘u nl'ponr “’mul‘ulmmnh county—Lyle 101. Multhomah —county — Albert ° Conrts,
'll:ﬂ‘;;d:;l:l sppellants, vs. B, Boswell, et al, o) ﬁa'“" w. 0. H smith sud me_ - | 20 deu::: ve. T, ﬁ..c'mt. and Mitchell, Lewls
§. Mulinomsh eounty—Zer Snow and Wal. 1L e S I e ith, respondents. 102, Wasbington county—The Hillsboro Nat.
Mot MeChmmtat, resbindents v Roscoe "pondent, ve. B, L. als Jr. and A&m& 68. ' Marion county . Watson, et = o ;‘-:‘““ ‘\',Tlllo Garsavies sad
Boncs ond Mary A Erl M. " meni Bureau, Association Credit Men, sp-|al, respondents, vs, (it Sllem appeilant, B nk, ""';9"‘[' & “I'I N8 ar
6. Multnomas rmmfi .z H ll,'r‘:' .R‘ hart, re pelante, . county—J. “‘ Albest, ¥ . olu G.I‘;ol" i amas Hart, et al
. SR CRMIEL-Snry_ Sarihast, 37. Kiamath eounty—A. F. Clubins, ap- |eot vs, City of Salem, mppellant, a3, N ORI 5. Fort. 8¢ ol me-
Mllu:t' : nellle T coilpaLy, pojlant, vs, City of i1, rvlpondrnl 70. Lane county—George D, Ward, sppe:. |#pondents, va. city of Independence, appellant.
lnr s p— . 85. Multnomah mum;-—n l'n(lrt{ p- [lent, vs, W. F. James, et al, respondents. 104. Marion county—Lells Knighton, re.
Bant : "ﬂl tr‘,f:m‘!-l—l— allman Dlur ng, ep- llant, ve, Frank T Ihmlcr. 71 Ynmhlll mm . Van Orsdol, ap- dent, vs. L. 0, Herrold, appellant; J. W.
‘ l" ﬂnl: ‘.h : :“h A'lrl.mm.rrmjm p | fendants: W, R. Crawford, et al, mpundnu pellant, s, R. {’llrhcrurt respondent, amberiain, et al, respondenta.
UL Hant, l:;msohn":m (luwnl‘“niwaule::m 3 8 i L"‘“wc:::t{.._c'. % h‘;;f“ﬂr.tan? N“ ‘g 1‘2.“ HC:"IIOHIIH Mnl]—wm"n L;’“;;“{ ad{'cn'?‘nlt:lull::mdmkl{_vl Pll;l:: Bf"kﬂl{
frung, rea nis, ve, BC o 0. B, | *gra responde uas . uri-
. Multoomub county- J. Freeman, re- .w,,.“‘.m‘ h:,,_ sheriff, .mufét_ loney, et al, appelanta.

.prlwlnd.aul v, Southeru Il-ll‘lr company, ap- 40, Kiamath ecomnty—Clarinda Trust & 73 Multnomah county—Marr H. Evans, 100. Multooman county—Eugene Marmesal,
pellant. Savings Bank, respoudent, va. M, R. Doty, | respondent, vs. Meridlan Inv, & Trust Co., |appellant, va. Henry J. Bellarts, respoudent.

V. Uoos county—Thomgs J. Clark, respond-

appellant, city of Portland, appelinnts, 07. Mauitnomah mnu-——l’ 8. Lawrence,
'";h “("1::::. ‘-‘:L‘:J‘“ ap "'ll;’l":' River com Lans County. 74. Multnomah ecounty — Mary Somo, re.|et al, appellants, vs, city of Portland, respond.
LY mwntda-nl “’; - .I’ hn' : Smith  =nd 4!. Lane eounty—Eugenie Hoffman, et al, | spcndent, wvs, Order of Foresters, sppellant. eut.
usanas Nmith s “‘.n““ * sppellants, va. George B. Dorris, respondent. 75. Multnomah county— Bertha M, Crowder, 108. Washington county—Walter P. Btew--
11 lackainas p?:mniy Bleonors K. Hill 42, I‘Iil.!l ezuntﬁ.—ld:‘ u-; Wicks, ",;""“ﬂ {:-wndtnt, va, Yanke Y, Yovovich, appei- nrtt‘ appellant, vs, 8. M. Mann, et al, respond.
5 3111 . ‘| eut, ve. <. tcalf and Andrew Brun ut. ents.
nnl 'ﬂnﬂl":‘:;w:;- '{:‘:1"’1' ”H::lilln: l",l.'l_‘::‘l"‘t'é.w_ sppellants, 76. Multnomah county—P, G. Wascher and 100 Douglas county—Ads Tharp, respond-
ant. vs, Abton H. Hapson, sppellinl 43. Multnomah eounty—Martin Johoson, et|F W, Wascher, rvespondents, vs, FEst. of ve. Aura D, Jackson, sdministrator, sp-
15 Crouk count *," A l.!"_ue, 'rupond- al, respondents, vs, Josephine Paulsens and Willlam C. Barker, ndihrift, sppellant. puliant.
vs, Jane McAllister. 8o "mu ¥s W. J. Clemens, trostee, appeliants, 77. Wasco county—F, E, Strang and North 110. Hulmh ecounty—Frank L. Waller,
.4 Douklas cotntyr Wilat A ¥ win.| 44 Clscksmas county—Theodore enbur- [ British & Mer, Ins. Co., respondents, vs. Ore- m{xoa dent, vs. clty of New York Ins. Co., ap
Hams, apiaiiant. va” L. Belle Williata, re. | €7, respondest ve. Town of Milwaukle, ap-|gon-Washington R. & N. Co., appellant. peilant.
lpwmlml o . pelfant. 78. Multnomah county—Golden Rod Milling 111. Multnomah county—F. E. Rowell, re-
18 Slen cowbty=—Botaty #f lmlrpendcnt 43, Cha county—C, N. Bennett, lp— Co., appeliant, vs, Joseph Counell, et al, re-|spondent, vs. American Life & Ace. Ipns. Co.,
Douthobors, ot a1, respusdents, ¥a, B pellant, vs. Emma K. Bennett, resp spondents respondent; N. Whealdon and R. 1. Young,
Hockar vod Adk Hucker V:l i lhnis. ‘ 46, Marlon  county—Britt  Asplowall, re-| 79, Multpomah ecounty—Aaron Holtz and | appeliants.
16. Multbomsh pounty- j U Morrls, re- |%poadent, va, Jobn 8, Dunlary, appellant. Mux Holtx, lpprltanl.s vs, Olds, Wortman & 12. Marijon eounty—J, C. Gregory, respond-
i;lonilenl vs. Juhn P. Leath. appellant 47. Multnomah county —Joseph R. Bowles, | King, responde ent, vs. Uregom Frult Julee Co., appellant,
* et al, appellants, wvs. Calvin U, Ganotenbeln, 80. Muitnomah county—M, Hetrick and W, 118. Jackson county—Rogue River Frult &
Multnomah County. respondent, M. Cline, respondents, vs. Gerlinger Motor | Product Asso., respoudent, vs. Glllen Chambers
17. Maltnomab county—W, F. Frazier, re- . Columbla ecounty, for use and benefit| Car Co.. appelisnt, Co., appellant,
spondent, wa, I, K. Cottrel,, appellant. of O, B, Bennett, respondent, va, Consolidated #1. Multnomah county—H, D. Hamlilton, 114. Multnomah county—Wakefleld Fries &
——

!Wmi?.HIMIMB’m.%" mnm-:m'm.t:' - ﬁh !'l..o-n

A”’EAR IN THEIR ORDE o “ Josephine l'ﬂtltrh!amr: Water Rights | appellant, vs. Binghsm & Sbelley Co., et al. !m “vs. Rcott-McClure Land Co., appellant,

m—moﬂg-m mwnmln!;ﬂnmmﬂ.!«ummm

s de ots; Moltoomsh cousty, sppellast Porthul. et al,
lllﬂn MIH Eavage. re- 80. MMrnofaah Ir—-'llil.l- ﬂm 83. Multoomabh eousty—D. V. Meagher, &
. m h m and W, C. mt,l ., 5‘3? ratern ?bn- peliant, .v- Ellers n-‘ie House, r-nﬂng'
suranee cumpany, appeilast. 84. Multnomah couniy—Uregon Art Tile
lllﬂno-nh ecounty—Calla M. Hostad, pl. Clackamas eminly — Edward mmer- | Co., respondent, wa, l-i' Hegele, and
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THANKSGIVING!
CHRISTMAS!

Surely These Are Times for New Clothes

F EVER there was need for thought and care in
clothes buying, it is in these times. For stores are
full of merchandise which has been cheapened to

meet a_price—merchandise. with all the worth-while

qualities nibbled out of it—merchandise without the
name of a maker who stands in the American public
eye for something definite and concrete.

(-?

A O

What the name Kirschbaum means in
a Suit or Overcoat

FIRST—All-wool fabrics, 100 per cent
and no compromise.

SECOND—The highest standard of ma-
terials — canvas, linings, interlinings,
even down to such details as the thread
and buttons.

THIRD. — Good tailoring, and by that
we mean a spirit of genuineness, of in-
telligence in every one of the scores of
operations which a garment represents,
whether you pay $15, $20, $25 or up
to $40. =

Y

The new hats — the new shirts — the new
neckwear — the new gloves — everything
needed to make a man comfortable these
brisk November days—here at the moderate

prices for which we are known.

Phegley & Cavender

At the Sign of the Cherry Tree
CORNER FOURTH AND ALDER STS.
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LEARUE FOR PURPOSE
APPROVED BY BRYCE

Says Britain Not to Be-Ready
Until Decisive Victory but
Is Making Ready.

London, Nov, 15.—Approval of the
proposal that “a combination of peace-
luving nations” be formed at the close

of the war for the purpose of estab-
lishing a permanent peace was voiced
last night by Viscount Bryce, former
British ambassador to the United
States, at the meeting of the May-
flower club, an organization of Ameri-
cans and Britons in honor of the PH-
grims,

“Already many leading slateamen
have proposed sucm a &cheme,” ha
exld. *“Both Mr. Wilson and Mr.
Hughes have given it their hearty ap-
proval; public opinion in both parties
alike is dally growing In its favor,

“Here in Great arltaln we cannot
take practical steps till this war has
been—as it certainly will be—fought
through to decisive vicrory. But mean-
time we may begin to consider what
those practical steps would be and wa
can assure our friends in America of
our sympathy with their scheme and
our willingness to cooperate in a work
to which our common ldeils turn.”

Professor Gilbert Murray of Oxford
discussed the American attitude as he
discovered it during a recent visit Lo
the United States, giving his approval
to the proposed peace ledgue and say-
ing that he did not Dbelleve hatred
would be lasting between the nations
at war. 5

L
Ceo., respondent, vs. Alfred L. Parkhurst, ap-
peliant; H. Moumal, et al, n;rmdeulu.

115. Lane county—A. J. Mishler, respondent,
ve, J M. Edmundson, appellant.

116. Douglas county—H. P. Marks, appel
lant, vu. The First Nat. Bank of Roseburg, rv
spondent.

117. Muoltnomah county—Ralph B. Dunlwa:
appellant, vs, Clarissa Wiley and Andrew
Bmith, reﬂnndenll

118. Jackson county—L. P. Flabbard, et al,
appellants, ve. Willlam Scott, respondent.

19. Muyltnomah county—Portiand Gas &
Coke Co., appellant, vs. Gleblsch & Joplin, re-
epondent.

120. Maitnomah county—Eda J. Lindstrom,
{:qzm“m' vs. Natlonal Life Ins. Co., appel

nt.

121. Clackamas county—In re appeal of
the Weyerhaoser Land Co. from decislon of
borrd of egqualization.

122, Multnomalh county—W, C. Alvord et
al sppeliunts, vs. M. C. Banfield, respondent.

123, Multwomah county—Opcar L, Smith,
nufundenl_, vs, Floyd J. Campbell, appeliant

124. Maultnomah conuty—George E. Mliller,
rupnndem vs. Stale Industrial Accident com-
mieshon, app-llnnl.

126, Clackamas conntyr—M, T. White, re.
spondent, vs. FPortland Ges & Coke Co., ap-
pellant,

128. Jackson county—S8. F. Relchert, re.
spondent, ve, Josephine Rooy-Smith, appellant

127. Washington county — J. . Shane, re-
spondent, vs, J. D), Gurdon. appellant.

128, Iouglas county—E, C. ﬁ:nmn. trus.
tee, appellsnt, vs. Harley L. Johnson, respond
ent. ’

120. Multpomah county—California Trojan
Powder Co., respondent, vs. Wadbams & .Cao.,
appellant,

130., Multnomah eounty—Frans H, Elllng,
reﬁpondenl vs. Blake McFali Oo., appellant.

131. *Clackamas connty—Daeld N. Briden-
stine, and Pbebe 8. lridenstine, respondents,
vs, Gerlinger Motor Cur Co., et al, appellants,

132. Juckson county—W, H. Blewart, re-
lpc.ndm s, George F. Klu.c. nppellant.

Jackson oounl; - Young, re-
spond-ent vs. George hlnl appellant.

184. Marion county—8berm Swank, respond-
ent, va, Mart T. Moisan und J, M. Moisan,
appeliants,

35. Marlen county — Arthur Ranzau, by
Dorothes V. lhnnn guardian ad litem, =
pellant, ws, Davia and Wililam E h,
sberifr, re-pondenn

138, Clatsop county—C, G, Monroe, et al,
respondents, vs, James Withycombe, et al,

llants,

87. Washington county—Gustavre B. Hen.
gen, respondent, va, Margarete dengen, ap-
pdlum °

138, Multnomah umaty—u_ Merriman Hous-
ton, retpondent, va . L. Keats Auto Co.,
appellant.

189 uul:mh mng — Mollle Albright,

i ndeut A, ents Auto Co., ap-
pella

140 " Multnomah eounty—A. J, Parrington,
eppellant, ws. Andy Welnberger, constable,
respondent,

141. Yambill county — Interpational Har-
vester Co., respondent, vs, Jean Bauer, et al,
ap llant,

42, Multpomah county—James A. Kelley,
l&;m!nu vs. (nicar Anderson and Annetie

rson, appellaots,

143. Marion county—Willlam Mickenham,
appeliant, va, Heury H, Gralapp sand Amells
Gralapp, respondents,

144. Mulmomabh county—Lillle T. Webb,
eppeilant, v, Willlam Itensee, respondent,

f'.'» altnomah county—Chariotie . Nelson,
appellant, vs. United HKallways Co., respound-
est.

148. Mulinomah eounty—8, E. Emerson, re-
spendent, va. Purtland, Kugene & Esstern Hy.
Co., appellant.

147. Muitnomah county — First Natiomal
Bank of Albany, respondent, wvs. Klock Pro-
duce Co,, defendant; Hazxelwood Co., wppel-
lant,

148. Multnomah county—Oliver M. Hickey,
appellant, vs. John B. Coffey, county clerk,
respendent.

149. Marlon county—Kohler & Chase, re-

rpondent, va, L. F. Savage and J, S, Sav-,
age, appeliants, i

130. ultnomah county—M, Kruse, respond-
ent, v, H. I'. Bush and A. E. Borthwick,
appellants,

151. Multnomah county—(Two cases) in re
esiate of Richard Wilson, deceased; “nncr
Mopckay, et al, appellants,

152. Multnomah county—H. E. Tabor, re-
spondent, vs. Coln Mfg. Co.,, appellant.

1533. Columbls county—City of Clatskanie,
appellant, wvs. J. W. McDonald and Charlotte
M. MeDonald, respondents.

154. Multnomal county—Wm. D. Allen, ap-
pellant, vs. People’s Amusement Co., respoud-
Cnt.

135. —Mulinomah county—Mary F. W. V.
AMstlock, respondent, ve. J, D. Matlock, ap-
peljant.

13. Multnomab county—Seattle Dock Co.,
respomdent, va, Mac-Ite Fire Proofing Co.. et
al, respondents, Pacific Burety Co., appelilant.

157.—Marion county—J. (.. Jones, appellant,
vs. G. W. Skiles sad M. N. Lewls, respoond-
ents.

58 —Multnomah county—Robert Balfogr, et
al, sppeliants, ve. Richard B, Knight, re-
spondent.

158. AMuaoltnomsh eounty—Josephine Chru-

.| dinsky, respondent, vs. Monemla Ewans, re-

spondent, Mary E. Lent, appellant.

160. Multnoémah county—¥Portiand & Oregon
City Ry. Co., respondent, vs. W. A. Banders,
et llat:vpellanu. James Withycombe, et al, re-

s

161. THlamook county—The Henry D, Da-
vis Laomber Co., appellant, vs. A. F. Coates
Lumber Co., respondent.

162. Multnomabh counry—D. J. Dempsey, re-
spoundent, va. R, L. Ball, et al, defendents,
Heury Zorn, sppellant.

183, Maultnomab ecounty—Msary M. Pennlogs,
rerpondent, va, Peter Gliboml. appeliant.

164. Muitnomal county—E. L. McKern and
M. 8. Hoghes, respondeats, va. Corporation of
the Royal Exchange Assurance, appeliant.

1656. Marion county—F, E. Hume, respond-
ent, vs. Elver L. Rice and Willlam Esch, ap-

pellants.

186. Hood River county—W. H. Roundtree
et al, respondents, vs, Mount Hood Raltroad
Co. and Chas, T, Eariy, sppellants,

187. Multnomah county—Clara J. Annand,
appellant, v». Emmas M. Austin, it

89 Washington county—F. M. Heldel, ap-
pellant, vo. J. W. Shute, res 7

189, Clatsop county—J. I’. Palomakl, re-

dent, vs. Oscar Laurell, defendant, T. Tii-

alneén, sppellant.

170. Iulwh m-lr—-.lunh McPhee-
va. Dr. Bmith, respond-

ent.

171. Marion county—Statesman Pub. Co., rer
t, vs. Frank Foltin. et al, aml;hntl.
McClean, et al, def end..

112 Multoomab county—J. Sund et al, ap-

p-llnta. ve. Flagg & Standifer Co., respond-

11'3. Wasco oounty—J. W. Catheart, re-
spondent, va. O-W. H. & N. Co., appellant,

174. Douglas county—{(Two cases), Doug-
las Co,, Tht. n. Southern Oregom Co.,

et ul, flants
170, ‘ﬁ..n. caunty—A. fhiﬂ“. appellant,
vs.

couniy, respondent.
178. lamook county—City of Bay City,
oty

..F, Btone and J.
vs. P, A. Sandberg

mmmmmm l mmm.w.mﬂnaa_mmmummb
179 Multbomah epun ﬁmmlﬂ.mwlt. mgltmmmmmmlo

wllmtn.llﬂ (hrOQ-l h*

Yamblll county—Everdlag & Farmell |of commong yesterday.
. Bell, r&. vs. Oebbardt Lomber Co., appel
Dougiss ecoun ;

l. 8. Doerstler,
’mt,umgl_d-ulandk: No Record of Alleged Murder, ‘_ _e
uF ERMANENT 4" . liitnomah  county—Columbla Reaity | MaBy Naval Prisoners Reported. ). New. York, Nov. 16—(L N, 8.)~xfe 5
lmm-t Co., appeilast, vs. Alamedn Land London, Nouv, 16. — (U, P.) — Forty | police here have no record of any Pas
l'-m

Lane county—H, D. Crites, anpeliant,
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“They do more than
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please your taste—
they satisfy!”

That's why Chesterfields are like a
good cup of coffee—they taste fine and,
in addition, they satisfy!

~ But, besides letting you know you've
been smoking, Chesterficlds are MILD,
too!

: Chesterfield is the one cigarette that
can give you this new delight (satisfy, yet
mild), because no cigarette maker can
copy the Chesterfield blend—an entirely new
combination of tobaccos and the greatest
advance in cigarette blending in 20 years.

Lpsatt e Mypers Iebacco s

“Give me a package of those cigarettes that SA TISFY!"

Your Best Bargain Today Is a Carton of

EDISON
MAZDA LAMPS |

MORE LIGHT—LESS CURRENT

10 TO 40 WATT.....27¢
50 WATT ..........28¢c
60 WATT ..........36¢
75 WATT NlTROGEN .65¢
Discard your old carbon Iampq today and fill every socket with

these current saving, shock resisting MAZDA LAMPS. If you'

do this you will redyce your light bill two-thirds. We carry these
lamps in all sizes and t} pes. Let us help you choose the right
lamps for every room in your house,

thousand German naval prisoners are | trolman Russell ever having ' been .
vs. Eibert Bede and J, W. Grant, respondents. | Neld by the British and 31,000 British | killed.
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