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“THE FAITH DELIVERD TO THE 
SAINTS” 

On our desk lies a letter from an excellent 
Prohibitionist who says: 

‘‘You and I do not care whether it is the 
Prohibition party or the Democratic party 
which enacts and enforces state and national 
Prohibition laws.” 

Excuse us; we do care. Not only do we 

believe it to be in accord with the “eternal 
fitness of things” that the Prohibition party 
now come to its own and take the position 
of leadership and power that rightfully be- 

longs to it, but we do not believe that either 
the Republican or the Democratic party can 

accomplish the needed reformation or can be 
trusted to even faithfully try to accomplish 
it. 

It is true that our ultimate aim is, not 

party success, but the accomplishment of the 
Prohibition reform; but long years of ex- 

perience and sound philosophy have taught 
us that the accomplishment of Prohibition 
reform is impossible without party success. 

The traveler who has started for London 
and knows that he must pass through Liver- 

pool to get there, may not be thinking of 

Liverpool as the objective of his journey, 
but an attempt to prevent him from reach- 

ing Liverpool is an attempt to prevent him 
from accomplishing his journey and he must 

resent and resist such an attempt, striving to 

reach Liverpool as strenuously as if it w’ere 

his final objective point. 
Party success is our “Liverpool” on the 

way to our “London” of Prohibition. 
The business before us as a party, just 

now, is, not to increase Prohibition territory 
under old party rule and local Prohibition 
laws, but to build up the Prohibition party 
that it may grasp the reins of government 
for the enactment of all its laws and the ad- 
ministration of all its affairs in harmony 
with the principle of Prohibition. 

That is the faith delivered to the saints, 

from the days of John Russell and the Far- 
well Hall convention down. 

To weaken our party lines now, to admit 
a change of battle plan, to assume an atti- 
tude that, never so slightly, savors of com- 

promise of the party position, to recede a 

single inch from our full, partizan conten- 
tion that the government must be committed 
lo our hands, were both suicide for the party 
and treason—even though unintended— 
treason to the cause. 

And, more than that, compromise or even 

the slightest weakening of the party position 
is wholly unnecessary. The people are will- 
ing to concede our leadership. The politi- 
cians only wonder that we do not demand it 
more aggressively. 

There is no excuse for modesty or retire- 
ment now; the Prohibition party’s place is 
at the head of the column—in command. 

LOCAL OPTION 

Elsewhere in this paper there will be 
found an able article upon the local option 
policy and principle, by Mr. F. M. Mecart- 
ney, the former state chairman of the Pro- 
hibition party in Ohio. It is due to Mr. 
Mecartney to say that his article was pre- 
pared several weeks ago, but that the pres- 
sure upon these columns has made it im- 
posible to present it earlier. 

We are in perfect agreement with Mr. 
Mecartney concerning the principle of local 
option. We do not believe that any legisla- 
ture has, or ever had or ever can have, the 
right to leave to the popular vote of any 
locality the decision whether the enormity 
of selling liquor shall be licensed and legal- 
ized in that locality. The legislature that 
does this evades its responsibilities and 
neglects its duties, for, as Mr. Mecartney 
has very clearly pointed out, the theory of 
“home rule” does not enter into this ques- 
tion at all. 

We are just as certain that in policy local 
option, coupled with high license, has been 
one of the most successful of the agencies 
for opposing and delaying real Prohibition. 
There are a dozen states in the Union that 
would have adopted Prohibition ten years 
ago had it not been possible to keep the dan- 
gerous Prohibition sentiment segregated by 
means of a local option permission that was 

largely worthless, had practically no bear- 
ing upon the results of the traffic in the 
state but quieted the consciences of thou- 
sands of good men with the idea that they 
had done their duty. 

But a practical question of very great 
importance arises and confronts us in a 

dozen states, What ought the Prohibitionist 
to do in the matter of local option? 

It seems to us very clear that toward the 
securing of a local option law the Prohibi- 
tionist ought to do nothing. He ought per- 
petually to insist that the legislature do its 
duty and prohibit the liquor traffic. Yet, 
after the legislature has neglected its duty 
and has failed to prohibit the traffic and has 
passed a local option law, it seems to us to 
become the duty of every citizen to use the 
meager opportunity so presented to gain 
for his county or town the small, portion 
of advantage that can be gained for it under 
the law. 

Some illustrations suggest themselves: It 
is the duty of the police to protect the pub- 
lic and arrest criminals, but if a policeman 
through negligence or cowardice, allows the 

duty to go unperformed, it becomes the duty 
of the by-standing citizen to interfere for the 
enforcement of the law and the preservation 
of order to the fullest extent in which he 
may do so. It is the duty of the firemeiP 
to protect the city from fire, but if the fire- 
men are overmastered by the conflagration, 
or if such a thing should happen that they 
should be found incompetent or cowardly, 
the citizen must take such opportunity as is 
offered him of. performing their unper- 
formed duty. 

We look at the local option agitation and 
local option voting in just that light. 

Upon one thing, it seems to us chat we 

ought to be insistent. The demand is fre- 
quently made by the local optionist that the 
Prohibition party shall be kept in the back- 
ground in every local option contest. Fre- 
quently a large part of the work is thrown 
upon the shoulders of Prohibitionists and 
the Prohibitionist is expected to contribute 
generously but the Prohibition party is ex- 

pected to efface itself and frequently even 
to refrain from nominating candidates in 
an election where there is to be a local 
option contest. 

To that demand no Prohibitionist ought 
to accede for a moment or grant it a mo- 

ment’s consideration. The root of the de- 
mand is either in despicable cowardice or 

in rascally treason to the cause. There is 
just as much reason to ask that the Re- 
publicans or the Democrats efface them- 
selves and refrain from nominating—often 
more reason. Upon the other hand, there is 
every reason why, if the no-license policy 
is to be adopted in a town or county, Pro- 
hibition officials should be nominated and 
elected in order that the law may be prop- 
erly enforced. 

The Prohibitionist may legitimately take ^ 

the initiative in leading the people to per- 
form the legislature’s neglected duty—al- 
ways keeping it clear that it is the legisla- 
ture’s duty—and may help to enact a pro- 
hibitory law for such a region of territory 
as the people are able directly to govern. 
Prohibitionists who in this way put them- 
selves and the party at the front of such a 

movement are doing wisely, and the Prohi- 
bition party should seize every local option 
election, as the occasion of saying to the 
people that, if they wish no-license laws 
enforced, they must place their execution in 
the hands of Prohibitionists elected upon the 
Prohibition ticket. 

But let no Prohibitionist for a moment 
allow the real issue to be obscured or the 
true responsibility to be overlooked. 

The cure for the evil of the liquor traffic 
is to be found in Prohibition statutes en- 

acted by Congress and by the legislatures, 
not in cross-roads home rule. 

JOHN W. BARRUS AND HIS FILE- 
MATES 

The death of John W. Barrus, to one 
who has been familiar with Prohibition party 
politics in New York state in years past, 
seems like the removal of an old landmark. 
Mr. Barrus was not a remarkable man above 
his fellows. If he ever made brilliant 
speeches, we never heard of them. If he 
ever wrote remarkable articles, they ap- 
peared apart from his name. He was a N 

generous contributor to party funds, but not 
able to give sums that attracted the atten- 
tion of the galleries. But 365 days every 
year, and 366 days every fourth year, John 
W. Barrus was as faithful to the Prohibition 
cause as the sun to its rising and its setting. 


