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0f course, if a publishier were flot inclined to sec a mattcr of
tbis kind from the standpoint of the advertiser, the latter would
also bc a loser by discontinuing bis advertisements, but in that
case bis loss would cost him nothing for space, which would be
sômethînig betuer than being a target for bis competitors nt so
much per target.

However, il may be 1 haven't talcen a wide view of the
malter, perhaps 1 haven't duly considered the rights of hini of
the Iladvertisement following," or of the publishcr who bltzves,
and rightly, that one man's money is as good as another's
(alwa>;, of course, providing there is as much of st) and it may
be there is a principle involved which 1 have overlooked. If
so, I ain open to the opinion of any publisher who can reason
me int aniother way of thinking.

CO>MM2NTS ON THE ADOt'E.

Mr. McConnell's article is an able exposition of the case
from on advertisei's point of view. Lilce everything else, the
question has two sides and PRINTER AND PUBLISHER would like
to hear the opinions of publishers. In some respects the case
rest mbles the dispute which arose btjwtven The New Yorkc Post
and a combination of department stores. 1 he Post, in criticizing
the United States Customs regulations, miade the statement tlint
wearing apparel could be bouRbI better and clîtaper in Europe
than. America. Wanamaker, and other large drygoodsmen, can-
celled their advertising contracts with The Post, claiming that
the effect of their advertising had been destroyed by editorial
comment, The Post teck the ground adopted by Mir. Nfc-
Conrutl's fiend-that an advertiser buys the portion of the
paper in which hi% advettlsement appeais and bas no conttol

over othcr parts, nor fias lie the riglit ta dictate the policy flint a
ncwspaper is 10 <ollow on any subject whatever.

The New Y'ork Ilookmati takes another vicw of thie matttr.
It sa>s: IlThe editor bas a perfect rigbt to make the state.
mients in our advertisement appear ta be untrue, but then, as a
matter of business, we have a perfect rigbt to save our mioney
and cease appealing to bis particular set of readers, because we
consider that thuir perTusal of our advettisement will ne longer
be of any advantage, and iii doing this we are by ne means
hoping or expecting or vishing Io influence tbe policy of the
paper. 1%'e are simply declining te throw away our money."

The question is so important that it is worth wbile for every
publisher and advertising manager to give it a hit consider-
ation, and let us bear what be thinks.

A RIt.îIWAY CONTRACT RIJNIO<.

Anewspaperman, who bas been known, on occasion, te
attempt a witticism, writes te PRINTER ANrD PUDLISHFIZ
IlAjîropos of the rematkable clause in the Grand I'runk and
Richelieu and Ontario advcrtising contracts, invalidatîng shem
in case ef hostile criticism, it is rumored that the Canadian
Paciflc us contemplating the insertion o! a clause in ils contracts
te the effect that the agreement will net be vitiated if the coin-
pany gels pounded ta death fairly, unfairly or olherwise. The
reason of ibis is said t0 be that the company has become sO
accustomed te v~iolent attack (rom sorne newspapers, that il
wouldn't (tel that if wu getting the worth et is rnoney unless a
liberal supply of abuse vrai reasonably guaranteed with the
advettitement."
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