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IN MENORIAM 

The past is our schoolmaster. The men 

of the past make tis their debtors, not so 

much by the broad acres which they leave us 

cleared for the plow, not so much by the 
homesteads they have reared or the public 
edifices th«y have piled, not so much by their 
law, not so much by their victories of war, 
not so much by their organizations of peace, 
as by the spirit which they inspire within us. 

We may live in the enjoyment of all the 
material things that our ancestors won for 

us, the plenteous harvest of their painful 
showing may pour in profusion into our 

thankless laps, and we may be a race of cra- 

ven slaves, none the less. But if the spirit that 
made our fathers great dwell in us, then, 
though we be poor as they, then, though we 

again were cast, empty-handed, upon the 

rocky shore of a wilderness continent, we too 

would be great. 
On a day like that which we celebrate this 

week, amid the flags and the laurel that 

speak of the heroic courage of a decade long 
gone, it is well that we search our own souls 
to test if we be worthy sons of our great 
fathers. 

If we of today upon whose shoulders the 
ark of Progress rests—if we have that same 

devotion to duty, that same unflinching de- 
termination, that same unfaltering confi- 
dence in the ever-living, ever-conquering 
Eight that made great the great men of the 

past—in that possession of ours, rather than 
in our inexhaustible material resources or 

the far-flung line of our battle ships, the 

Republic is safe. 

BRYAN OUT OF THE WOODS 

Mr. William Jennings Bryan has our cordial 
thanks for bringing himself squarely “out of the 

woods” and lining up so that the people of the 
United States who hate the liquor traffic and be- 
lieve that it is an issue in politics know upon 
which side of that issue Mr. Bryan stands, for 
stand he does, though lie may attempt to deny it. 
According to a special dispatch published in that 
unimpeachable Democratic paper, the Courier- 
Journal of Louisville, and confirmed by reports 
in other papers, Mr. Bryan, at Hagerstown, Md., 

last week, in answer to a question addressed to 

him by a reporter, said: 

"I do not regard the liquor question as a na- 

tional question. And, as it will not be in the 

campaign, it is not necessary to discuss it. I 

am a teetotaler, so far as my personal habits are 

concerned, and I have never had occasion to act 
on the Prohibition question but once, and that 
was in 1890, when I voted against a state Pro- 
hibition amendment and in favor of the retention 
of what is known as the Slocum law, which fixes 
a minimum license where a license is granted, 
and allows communities to decide for themselves 
whether they will grant a license or not. 1 hat, 
as 1 say, is the only occasion when I had to deal 
with the question, but as it will not be a na- 

tional issue in the coming campaign, a discussion 
of the subject would simply divert attention from 
subjects which are at issue.” 

Mr. Bryan might have said that he not only 
voted against Prohibition in Nebraska, but cam- 

paigned against it, according to the testimony of 
his friends in Nebraska, speaking against it in 

every speech he made in his campaign in that 
state during the time when that question was 

before the people. 
We are not concerned with Mr. Bryan's views 

about the relation of Prohibition to national is- 
sues. It is a national issue whether he so rec- 

ognizes it or not, and it will not ask his per- 
mission or the permission of anyone else to be 
a factor in the national campaign. Mr. Bryan's 
views are of interest to us simply because they 
line him up squarely against Prohibition and 
therefore simplify the honest citizen’s duty in 
voting. 

DRINK AND SOCIALISM 

“Having said what The National Prohibitionist 
said last week concerning Socialism and the So- 
cialists, will you not give a full expression to 
your views upon that subject, particularly on 
the relation of the Socialist party to the Prohibi- 
tion reform ?” 

The above request, from one of the warmest 
friends of The National Prohibitionist, is not un- 

reasonable, although “full expression” might re- 

quire far more space than can be devoted to the 
subject. 

The editor of The National Prohibitionist 
firmly believes in that principle which at least 
used to be considered the foundation stone of 
Socialism, “From every man according to his 
ability; to every man according to his necessity.” 
We believe that the civilization of the future 
will be adjusted according to that principle; we 

believe that the world’s activities are to move 

in harmony with that idea, and we believe that 
that only is progress which makes toward that 
high ideal. 

Of the “program,” however, of modern Social- 
ism as represented by the Socialistic party in 
the United States, particularly of its communism, 
we entertain, to say the least, most seriously 
apprehensive doubts. Communism, as a term, 
is unpopular because of its historic association, 
but modern Socialism is communistic and we 

are by no means persuaded that progress is to 
be sought along communistic lines. The asso- 

ciation of individuals is an essential to the ad- 
vance and the uplifting of the whole, but the 
merging of the individual in the mass, the prac- 
tical abolition of personal identity that the ex- 

treme Socialist preaches, at least needs better 
demonstration than has yet been given it, before 
it will appeal to the judgment of the majority 
of intelligent people. 

Further, whatever be the correctness of So- 
cialistic theories, we hesitate to accept their 
working-out and administration by the kind of 
men who today control the Socialistic move- 

ment. 
Our patriotism, first, holds them in suspicion. 

\Ye are not ready to trade away the “Star 
Spangled Banner” and “America” and what they 
mean of national history and patriotic aspiration, 

and take in place the “Marseillaise" with what 
we find associated with it on the immigran 
ships, in the beer halls and the Socialist con- 
ventions in the back rooms and upper stories ui 

saloons. 
Our religion also holds them in su picion.^ 

We may claim, with some fair truthfulness, to 
have gotten rid of bigotry. We hold up to no 

man our religious beliefs or doubts as a test 
word or shibboleth. But when a Socialistic 
crowd jeers at the Lord's Prayer, and when So- 
cialistic leaders repudiate the sacred institutions 
of Christian civilization that have linked the 
family and home life with religion, we may at 
least beg to be excused from immediately ac- 

cepting them as omniscient instructors. 
Our common sense holds them in suspicion. 

The Socialistic propaganda of today savors al- 
together too much of a senseless appeal to and 
attempt to create class antagonism. It is to be 
admitted ,readily enough, that there are many 

things that are wrong in our present adjust- 
ment of society; but the present day “social com- 

pact" is not the unalloyed mass of fraud and 
falsehood and tyranny that the Socialistic leader 
would have us believe. Sobriety, honesty and 
industry have their rewards, even in present day 
civilization, and would have them in vastly 
larger measure were there removed from the 
civilization of the present certain glaring in- 
famies for the retention of which the Socialist 
stands as firmly as any. 

It is in his refusal to recognize the chief of 
these infamies—it is in the alliance of Socialism 
where it chiefly flourishes with the saloon, that 
we find the gravest ground to distrust the So- 
cialist. 

There are unquestionably among the Social- 
ists a small number of men who recognize the 
liquor traffic for what it really is and are hon- 

estly opposed to it, but just as similar men in 
the Democratic and Republican parties are held 
in bondage to their party, those men are held 
in bondage to the saloonism of the Socialist 
party as a whole. At its recent national con- 

vention in this city, in spite of very strenuous 
efforts made by a few to bring the subject to 
general recognition, the only utterance adopted 
was anti-Prohibition and favored “temperance” 
only as the brewer and the distiller favor it. 

We not only suspect and distrust but we have 
no confidence in and believe to be a political and 
social mountebank that man who fails or re- 

fuses to recognize in the liquor traffic and its 
robbery of the people, the chief source of the 
poverty and misery that the Socialist makes the 
excuse for his propaganda. 

One needs but to go today—today when the So- 
cialist papers are representing in their cartoons 
the workingman as a cadaverous unfortunate, 
with an empty dinner pail, eating out of the 
garbage cans—one needs but to go today through 
the saloons of the workingmen in those sections 
of our great cities where Socialism chiefly flour- 
ishes, to find these same workingmen spending 
enough money for liquor to practically solve the 
whole question of poverty among them. The 
Daily Socialist of this city announces in glaring 
headlines that during the past one hundred and 
seventy-five days the workingmen have lost more 
than eight hundred million dollars of wages, 
but in that time the workingmen in this country 
have spent in the saloons not much less than 
that same enormous amount of money—and have 
been spending at that ruinous rate, all the months 
and years past. 

Socialistic leaders who can see nothing in this 
that merits more than the kind of a resolution 
that the recent national convention in Chicago 
gave us, represent a kind of Socialism toward 
which we do not desire to progress, and are 
leaders under the leadership of whom we do not 
want to make “progress” in any direction. 


