
to the good order” of this country when he has knowingly, 
willfully and habitually violated the laws of the state in 
which he resides and intends to continue doing the same if 
he is naturalized? The question answers itself. 

While it is true that this is a “government of the people, 
by the people, for the people,” it is just as true that it is a 

“government of laws and not of men.” It is essential to 

the safety and perpetuity of government that laws should be 
observed and enforced until repealed. The decision as to 

the wisdom of the Sunday Closing statute rests with the 

legislature and not with the courts. As long as it is the law 
it should be observed. The courts should not be, and as a 

rule are not, charged with executive or legislative functions, 
but they are charged with the responsibility of deciding, 
when the question is properly presented, that a law is in 
force even if it is not observed by all citjzens or enforced by 
all public authorities. 

Purpose of Naturalization. 

In discussing the subject of naturalization in In re Clark, 
18 Barb. 444, the Supreme Court of New York said, on page 
448: “The intention was to permit those who came here 
from abroad seeking a permanent home, who by five years 
of continuous residence manifested that intention, and by 
good behavior during all that time and an attachment to 

republican principles—a good behavior and an attachment 
to republican principles which could be proved to the satis- 
faction of a court—had shown themselves worthy recipients 
of the benefits to be derived from citizenship and safe de- 

positories of the powers it confers, to be admitted to these 

rights and the exercise of these powers by an order entered 
in open court after an examination into the facts of each 
case and a judicial decision upon the application—an ex- 

amination which should be conducted with the same care and 
a decision which should be made with the same deliberation 
and solemnity as that which should accompany every other 

judicial act.” 

Conclusion of the Whole Matter. 

Applying these principles of law, it is our duty to hold that 
a person has not behaved as a man of good moral character 
and one well disposed to the good order of this country if he 
has habitually, knowingly and willfully violated the Sunday 
Closing Law. The petitioner in this case had not only done 
this for the three years immediately preceding his applica- 
tion, but he stated that he intended, if he were naturalized, 
to continue to violate that law. His application to be natur- 

alized should have been denied. 
The judgment of the City Court of East St. Louis ad- 

mitting appellee to be a citizen of the United States of 

America will be reversed and set aside and the case re- 

manded to that court, with directions to refuse appellee a 

certificate of naturalization. 
Reversed and remanded, with directions. 

At midnight on July 10 more than 1,000 saloons in Texas 

ceased operations because of the coming into effect of the law 

enacted at the recent session of the State Legislature in- 

validating all liquor licenses issued after February 20, 1909. 

This law limits the number of saloons in each county to one 

for every 500 of population and forbids new licenses in con- 

junction with a hotel. 

The saloon is rapidly losing in Iowa. Statistics show that 

there are 150 fewer saloons in the state than there were a 

year ago. 

Served Them Mijglhtt 
A jury in Judge Chetlain’s branch of the Superior court 

of Cook county, on July 15, rendered a verdict in favor of 
Eddie Wisinski, a twenty-one months old child, for $4,000 
for injury to means of support on account of the death of 
the child’s father through intoxication. Judgment has been 
rendered on the verdict and runs against Prank Zamajtnk, 
saloonkeeper at West Hammond, who sold the whisky, and 
Joseph Goyke, owner of the property where the saloon is 
located. 

The action was brought under a section of the state stat- 
ute that provides that every husband, wife, child, parent, 
guardian, employer or other person who shall be injured 
in person or property, or means of support, by any intoxi- 
cated person, or in consequence of the intoxication of any 
person, shall have a right of action both against any saloon- 
keeper that has caused the intoxication, either in whole or 

in part, and against the owner of the saloon property. 
The evidence showed that on November 4. 1908, Charlie 

Wisinski, father of the plaintiff, made a bet with a friend 
that he could drink thirteen glasses of whisky. He drank 
ten and one-half and died from the effects. Two suits were 

brought, one by his wife and another by the child, through 
its mother, as next friend. After both defendants had been 
served with summons, they went to the mother, who is Po- 
lish and understands little English, and prevailed upon her 
to accept $300 in settlement of both cases, without consult- 
ing her attorney. 

When the matter was called to the attention of the court 
the settlement in the child’s case was held to be invalid, the 
mother was removed as next friend and the public guardian 
appointed in her place. The case then went to trial and 
the jury promptly found the defendants guilty and fixed 
the damages at the amount named above. 

The plaintiff was represented by Mortimer W. Mattison 
and Carleton H. Pendleton, two Chicago atatorneys. 

The hardest blow given the liquor interests of Ohio 
since the enactment of the Rose county local option law is 
now being delivered by county commissioners and city 
councils throughout the dry territory of the state. 

It has been the favorite argument of brewers and liquor 
dealers that to close the saloons would mean a heavy in- 
ciease in taxation. 

The friends of temperance throughout Ohio well know 
that this tax argument has been the one great “bugaboo” 
which has had to be met in every campaign. It was to 
be expected that in the larger cities and more populous 
counties the loss of saloon revenue would temporarily in- 
crease the rate of taxation. 

The temperance advocates did not claim that taxes would 
decrease immediately, but did insist that if the rate should 
increase it would only be for a year or two, until affairs 
had adjusted themselves to the changed conditions. 

While the tax rate for the year 1910 has not yet been 
fixed in all the dry counties and towns, enough has been 
reported to prove conclusively that even where there is an 

increase it is exceedingly slight and in no way burdensome. 
Many of the counties and towns have a decreased levy, 

something not even anticipated by the drys, and certainly 
most disappointing and discouraging to the wets. In fact, 
so far as reports have been received, while great wet coun- 
ties have increased the levy, most of the decreases are in 
towns and counties that have closed their saloons. 


