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the time would come when the “'statu-
tory privilege of ﬁequest and devise"

would have to be limited in the
fnterest of the well-being of =o-
clety “in  whose interest” it
had been granted, and that the

amount which could be left by bequest
or devise to any one person or for any
one purpose should be demarked.

Intelligence, subtle and far-seeing;
character broad and all loving; a moral
couragze superb; consideration for the
foibles and prejudices of others; ex-
quisite courtesy; indifference to per-
sonal ernrichment; all these marked
him a gentleman; and, as such, an em-
bodiment of the highest iceals of the
English-speaking race.

I am, with every expression of re-

gard, Very truly yours,
(Signed) JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS,
Mar. 4, 19,

FASHIONABLE ANARCHY.

Some ten day® hence

all the assessors

in eighty-three countles
asgembling by countles

wlil agree among themselves
to nullify the law,

to repudiate their oatks,

to ignore the constitution—
ail the people consentirg.

According to their custom
they will adopt their own standards,
cne ciass of property 3 per cent,
another 25 per cent,
anothér 20 per cent,
anotker 60 per cent,
another 80 per cent,
another full 100—
. all In despite of the law.

Other classes they wiil rate

at $0 aplece,

others at $1.30 a hundred,

others at $ apiece,

others at $5 to $75,

without regard to value. .
others they leave entirely

to the wh!m of the ussessor,

Theén they'll go home

and {gnore thelr agreements
even as the agrecments

set aside the law,

ail the people consenting.

Here is a shame

and a veritable scandal,
the most fundamental
law of our government
awept into the dust bin
by the very officers
sworn to enforce {t—

ail the people consenting.

It strikes at the bottom
foundations of the government,
It saps and enfeebles

the bulwarks of state,

1t undermines decent

respect for the law,

It is virtual anarchy

with its red shirt concealed

by a mild gray di=gulse.

It is the same brand of disorder
that is seen in our great citles

wkere it spreads Into corruption,
into purchase of special favors
by otherwise honest citizens,
where polltics is tainted

by upright buslness interests,
where the clvie llfe is rotten
and honevcombed with grafts
because law Is despised. .

This disregard of law

ia the republic’s only peril.

There is one place to cure it

which [s right here at home.
Goodhue Co. (Minn.) News of Apr, 16,

MR. BRYAN ON THE NEW YORK
PLATFORM.

Abstract of the speech deilvered by Wil-

liam J. Bryan at the Second Regiment

armory In Chicago, Saturday evening,
April 23, 19v4.

As it Is somewhat unusual for a po-
litical speech to be made as this one
is to-night, let me preface my remarks
with an explanation. I have hired this
hall, and I introduce myself, because
I do not care to speak under the au-
spices of any club or organization
which is committed to any particular
aspirant for office. My concern is not
about the pame or the personality of
the nominee, but about the prineiples
for which the Democratic party is to
stand. While many of the papers seem
to assume that the contest for the
Democratic nomination is necessarily
between Judge Parker and Mr. Hearst,
and that every Democrat must either
be for one or the other, such a posi-
tion is illogical ard without foundation.
Those who are classed as reorganlzers
—and by that I mean those who would
carry the party back to the position
that it occupied under Mr. Cleveland's
administration—are not entirely agreed
dmang themselves as to the proper
candidate upon whom to concentrate
their votes, and so those who are in
sympathy with the spirit of our re-
cent platforms may differ as to the
relative avallability of those who rep-
resent the progressive element of the
party. My own position is one of neu-
trallty. 1 regard as available all can-
didates who are in favor of making the
Democratic party an honest, earnest
and courageous exponent of the rights
and interests of the maeses; and I re-
gard as unavailable all who are in sym-
pathy witn, or obligated to, the great
corporations that to-day dominate the
policy of the Repubiican party, and seek,
through the reorganizers, to dominate
the policy of the Democratic party. |1
have no favorites among those on our
side, and no special antagonism to
those who represent the reorganizers.
[ believe that the line should be drawn
between principles, not between men;

and tLat men should only be consid-
ered as they may be able to advance
or retard the progress of Democracy.
I have come to Chicago because from
this point I can reach a large number
of voters in the Mississippi valley; and
I have expressed a desire to have the
ministers attend, because they can and
should exert an influence in-behalf of
honesty and fairness in politics. When
some two years ago | became satisfied
that ex-Senator David B. Hill was
planning to be a candidate, I pointed
out the objections to his candidacy.
When the Cleveland boom  was
launched, I pointed out the objections
to his candidacy; ard now that Mr.
Parker seems to be the leading candi-
date (though not the only candidate)
among the reorganizers, I desire to
present some reasons why he cannot
be considered as an available candidate
for a Democratic nomination; and I
find these reasons not in his person-
ality, but in his position upon public
questions. For a year he has been
urged to speak out and declare himsell
upon the important issues of the com-
ing campaign, but he has remained si-
lent. If this silence meant that no-
body knew his views, those who have
been loyal to the party in recent years
would stacd upon an equal footing
with those who deserted; but it is evi-
dent now that while to the public gen-
erally his views are unknown, they are
well known tq those who are urging
his nomination. Whatever doubt may
have existed on this subject hereto-
fore, has been dispelled by the plat-
form adopted by the New York State
convention; and. taking this platform
as a text, I am sanguine enough to be-
lieve that I can prove to every um-
biased mind inat Judge Parker is not
a fit man to be nominated, either by
the Democratic party, or by any other
party that stands for honesty or fair
dealing in polities. I cannot hope to
convince those who favor deception
and fraud in politics, but I am satis-
fled that we now have evidence suffi-
cient to convict Judge Parker of abso-
lute unfitness for the nomination. If
he did not know of the platform in ad-
vance, if he did not himself dictate it,
or agree to it, he has allowed it to go
out as his utterance, for the convention
was dominated by his friends, and
adopted a resolution presenting him as
the candidate of the party of the
State. This platform, then, can fairly
be regarded as his declaration upon
public guestions, and what does the
platform say? The first plank reads:

This 18 a government of laws, not of
men; one law for presldents, cabinets and
poople;, no, usurpation; no executive en-

.
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croachment upon the legisiative or judi-
ciul department.

This is a general plank that says
nothing vefnitely. It is probably in-
tended as a condemnation of the presi-
dent's pension order, but the idea is
s0 vaguely expressed that those who
support the platform can deny that any
criticism was intended, if they find
that such criticiem is unpopular.

The second plank reads:

We must keep inviolate the pledges of
our treatles; we must renew and reinvig-
orate within ourseives that respect for
law and that love of llberty and of peuce

which the spirit of military domination
tends inevitably to weaken and destroy.

This is probably intended as a re-
buke to the President for his action
in the Panama matter; but this, too,
is so indefinite that the supporters of
the platform can repudiate any such
intention if it ever becomes convenient
10 do so. :

The third plank reads:

“Unsteady national policies and a rest-
less spirit of adventure engender alarms
that check our commercial growth; let us
kave peace, to the end that buslness eon-
fidence may be restored, and that our peo-
pie may again in tranquillity enjoy the
gains of their toil.

This, possibly, is intended as a
criticism of the rashness of the Presi-
dent and of his emotional temperament;
and yet it is so impersonal lt‘lat those
who support the platform can very
plausibly insist that it has no particu-
lar reference to any person, but is in-
tended as & very broad statement of
a very general principle.

The fourth plank reads:

Corporatlions chartered by the State must
be subject to just regulatlon by the State
In the Interest of the people; taxation for
public purposes only; no government part-
nership with protected monopolles.

This plank might find a welcome
place in any platform. It would be dif-
ficult to concelve of a party that would
object to “just regulations by the state
in the interest of the people,” nor Is
there any party that is likely to de-
fend taxation for any other than a
public purpose. Even the Republican
party has never declared itself in fa-
vor of “government partnership with
Protected monopolies.” The plank,
therefore, has no meaning at all as it
stands, unless there is a secret sug-
gestion that the regulation of corpora-
tions must be left entirely to the
States. This is the position that is
taken by the trust magnates. When-
€ver congress attempts to interfere with
a trust the friends of the trust at once
Insist that the state must do the regu-
lating—that is the position taken by

the dissenting members of the Su-
preme Court in the merger case, and if
this plank means anything, it is an
indorsement of the minority members
of the court, rather than an indorse-
ment of the decision of the majority.
The fact that the platform is silent
about the merger decision lends color
to this construction.
The fifth plank reads:

Opposition to trusts and combinations
that oppress the peopie and stifte healthy
industrial competition,

This is the anti-trust plank of the
platform! At least it is the only plank
in which the trust is mentioned by
name. The plank containg 14 words,
and it will be noted that the opposition
Is not to all monopolies, or even to all
trusts, but simply to those that'‘oppress
the people and stifie healthy industrial
competition.” That' is the position
taken by Judge Brewer in his separate
opinion. He contends that the Sherman
law was not intended to prevent all re-
straint of trade, but only “unreasonable
restraint,” and so Mr. Hill and the other
New York friends of Judge Parker so
have worded their trust plank as to
make their meaning uncertain. They
have so worded the plank as to present
the trust view of the question, rather
than the view entertained by the people
at large. In order to excite the opposi-
tion of the friends of Judge Parker the
trust must be shown to be “oppressive.”
It must be shown that it 18 not only
stifling industrial competition, but that
it is stifling a “healthy industrial com-
petition.” The trust magnates claim
that the object of the trust is tostifieun-
healthy industrial competition and to
promote & “healthy industrial compe-
tition.”” The qualifying words used in
this very brief and ambiguous plank de-
stroy whatever vitality it might have
had without them. The Kansas City
platform declared a private monopoly
to be indefensible and intolerable. It
not only arraigned private monopoly as
an unmitigated evil, but it pointed out
speciflc remedies for the destruction of
this evil. Compare the Kansas City
platform with the cowardly and strad-
dling anti-trust—or rather trust—planl
of the New York platform, and you will
understand why Mr. Hill ‘and Judge
Parker are so afraid of the Kansas City
platform.

The sixth plank reads:

A check upon extravagance in public ex-

penditures; that the burden of the people’s
tauxes may be lightened,

There i{s another plank that is as
meaningless as those that have preced-
ed it. Who advocates extravagance?
Even when the Republican party is

guilty of the largest appropriations, it
insists that it is not extravagant, but
that it is simply legislating for a large
country.

The seventh plank reads:

Reasonable revislon of the tariff; need-
less duties upon Imported raw material
weigh upon the manufacturer, are a men-
ace to the Amerlcan wage-earner, and by
Increasing the cost of productlon shut out
gur products from forelgn markets,

This plank is also evasive. The tariff
revision must be “reasonable.” What
party ever advocated what it belleved to
be unreasonable on any subject? The
duties upon raw material must not be
“needless” duties. What party ever ad-
mitted that it put needless duties on any-
thing? This plank Justifies the criti-
cism of one of the leading Republican
papers of the West which says that the
platform “does not even -<dare to recom-
mend the abandonment of the Republic-
an doctrine of protection of home indus-
tries, which had been fondly supposad
by the old-fashioned Jeffersonian fel-
lows to be about the only thing the
party dared to cheep about at St. Louis.”

The eighth® plank is as follows:

The malntenance of State rights and
home rule; no centrallization.

Now here is a plank that is a model of
obscurity and brevity. Ondy ten words
in the plank. To what issue'is it to be
applied? How is it to be construed?

The ninth plank reads:

Honesty In public service: vigliance in
the prevention of fraud; firmness in the
punistment of guilt when detected,

As President Roosevelt prides him-
self upon his enthusiastic advocacy of
honesty in the public service, and as hls
friends boast of his vigilance in the pre-
vention of fraud and his firmness in the
punishment of gullt, that plank might
be regarded as an indorsement of him
but for the fact that it is contained in
a platform that suggests a candidate to
oppose him.

The tenth plank reads:

The impartial maintenance of the rights
of labor and of capital; nounequal diserim-
ination; no abuse of the powers of law for
favoritism or oppressicn.

Senator Allison has & reputation of
being able to walk on eggs without
breaking them, and this plank, if it ap-
peared anywhere else than in a Demo-
cratic platform, might be attributed to
him, for it is about as nice a piece of bal-
ancing as has appeared in many a day.
The party stands “impartiaily’’ between
labor and capital. If any discrimination
is made, it must not be an “unequal”
discrimination. That is, if the party dis-
criminates in favor of one side, It must
offset it by an equal discrimination.in
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favor of the other side. There must be
no abuse of the powers of the law, either
for favoritism or oppression. Why this
prodigality in the use of type? If the
convention had said that it 'was in favor
of doing right as between capital and
labor, the plank would have been just as
clear and just as useful as a guide tu
the party. In fact the whole platform is
so noncommittal, so absolutely color-
less, and so capable of being construed
inany way, that “we will do right’’ would
have answered as well for the whole
platform. A Republican could run on
that platform, and after the election con-
strue it as an Indorsement of every pol-
icy for which the Republican party
stands, or at least he could find nothing
in that platform that would rebuke him
for doing anything that a Republican
might want to do.

Whataretheissues before the country?
The trust question s certainly an issue,
and yet there Is nmothing in that plat-
form that gives any encouragement to
the opponents of the trusts. There is
not & word or syllable that binds &
person elected on such a pla{form to do
anything that the trustsare unwilling to
have done. The Kansas City platform
stated the party's position on the trust
question, but the New York platform

not only fajls to indorse the last na--

tional platform, but also fails to pro-
pose any definite or positive plan of re-
lief.

Imperialism is an issue. Our govern-
ment i8 now administering a colonlal
policy according to the political princi-
ples employed by George III. a century
and a quarter ago, and yet there is not
in this platform a single word re-
lating to the question of imperialism. no:
a plank that defines the party’s position
on that subject, not a protest against
the surrender of the doctrines of self-
government, The Kansas City platform
stated the party's opposition to a colo-
nial policy, but the New York platform
not only fails to indorse the Kansas City
platform, but fails to take any position
at all on this important question.

The labor question is an issue. The
laboring men have been before the com-
mittees of congress endeavoring to se-
cure three important measures. One is
the arbitration of differences between
corporations engaged in interstate com-
merce and their employes. Both the
Chicago and Kansas City platforms de-
clared In favor of arbitration, but the
New York platform not only fails to re-
fer to the arbitration plank of these
platforms, but it fails to write a new
plank covering this subject.

The laboring men arealsotrying tose-
cure an eight-hour day, but the New
York platform is silent on this subject.

The laboring men are aiso trying to se-
cure the abolition of government by in-
junction. Both the Chicago and Kansas
City platforms contained planks
on this subject, but the New
York platform dodges this as it
does all other vital questions.
As the capitalists now have what they
want and are in the ‘position of defend-
ants in a suit, while the laboring men
are in the attitude of plaintiffs seeking
rellef, the failure of the New York plat-
form to advocate what the laboring men
degire is really a declaration against
them.

On the tariff question no issue |is
joined. It was reasonable to suppose
that on this question, at least, some-
thing would be said, but Mr. Hill and
Judge Parker seem to be as much afraid
of the tariff question as of other issues.

The money question s ignored entire-
ly. No reference is made to bimetallism
at any ratio—not even to international
bimetallism to which Mr. Hill seemed
to be so attached in the Chicago con-
vention. No reference Is made to the
measure now before congress to melt up
nearly six hundred million legal tender
tilver dollars into subsidiary coin that
is only a limited legal tender. Nothing
is said about the asset currency which is
a part of the scheme of the financiers.
Nothing is said about the Aldrich bill
which proposes to subsidize the banks
into opposition to tax reduction by
loaning them the surplus money in the
treasury. There is no condemnation of
the corruption that such a system would
lead to. The platform does not antag-
onize the proposition now before Con-
gress to give the national banks unlim-
ited control over the volume of paper
money. In other words there is not a
line in the platform that is written in
behalf of the people; not a line that will
excite criticism in Wall street.

The platform ignores the income tax;
it fails to indorse the election of Sen-
ators by direct vote; and it also omits
the plank of the Kansas City platform
denouncing corporate domination in
politics,

The New York platform Is a dis-
honest platform, fit only for a dishon-
est party. No one but an artful
dodger would stand upon it. The sub-
mission of such a platform to the
voters of a state is an insult to their
intellizence, for it is Intended to de-
ceive them, and a deliberate attempt
to deceive—especially o clumsy an at-
tempt as this platform is—is a reflec-
tion upon the brains of those to whom
it is submitted.

This platform proves that the oppo-
sition to the Kansas City platform is

not opposition to silver, but opposition
to every needed reform and opposition
to all that the masses desire.

I had expected that a platform pre-
pared by Mr. Hill for Judge Parker
would be evasive'and lacking in frank-
ness, but I did not conceive that any
body of men calling themselves Dem-
ocrats would present such a platform
as a recommendation of a candidate.
If we are to take the New York plat-
form as an indication of what the next
Democratic platform is to be, in case
the reorganizers control the conven-

‘tion, then who will be able to deny the

secret purpose of the reorganizers to
turn the party over to predatory
wealth? It is to this danger that I
desire to call your attention to-night.
With such a platform and a candidate
who would be willing to run upon it,
the party could secure as large a cam-
palgn fund as the Republican party
has ever secured, but in securing it it
would, like the Republican party, se-
cretly pledge the administration to a
construction of the platform satisfac-
tory to the corporations and the com-
binations. If you would know why
the corporations comtribute to cam-
palgn funds, read the testimony given
by Mr. H. 0. Havemeyer before the
Senate committee in the spring of
1894. The answers made by Mr. Have-
meyer to Senator Allen's questions are
conclusive as to the purpose of the
campaign contributions made by the
great corporations:

Senator Allen—Therefore, you feel at Jib-
eriy to contribute to both parties?

Mr. Havemeyver—It depends, In the
Stute of New York, where the Democatic
majority is between 40,000 and 50000, we
throw it thelr way. In the State of Mas-
sachusetts, where ths Republlcan party
is doubtful, lhc‘} probaly have the eall.

Senator Allen—In the State of Massachu-
setis do vou contribute anything?

Mr. Havemeyer—Very likely,

Senator Allen—What s your best recol-
lectlon a= to contributions made by your
company In the State of Massachusetts?

Mr. Havemeyer—l could not name the
amount,

Senator Allen—However, in the State of
New York you contribute to the Demo-
eratic party, and in the commonwealth of
Mas=achusetis you contribute to the Re-
pubiican party?

Mr. Havemeyer—It is my impression that
wherever there s a dominant party, wher-
ever the majority is very large, that is the
party that gets the contribution, because
that is the party which controls the lucal
matters,

Senator Allen—Then, the sugar trua I8
a Demoerat in o Democratic State, and a
Republican in a Republican State?

Mr, Havemeyer—As far as local matters
are concerned, I think that is abour it.

Senatsr Allen—In the Stale of yvour na-
tivity, or the nativity of your corpora-
tion, New Jersey, where do your contribu-
tions go?

i Ll S By T
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Mr. Havemeyer—I will have to
that up.

Senator Allen—I understand New Jersey
is invariably a Democratic ‘State, It
would naturally gQ to the Democratic
party?

Mr, Havemeyer—Under the theory T have
suggested, 1f they were there it would nat-
urally go to them,

Here we have the head of the sugar
trust admitting that his corporation
contributes to campalgn funds, and
that {ts contribution is determined,
not by political convictions, but by its
desire to stand in with the winning
party. Senator Allen tried to ascer-
tain the amounts contributed to the
various campaign funds, but Mr.
Havemeyer refused to answer.

The two Republican members of the
committee, Senator Davis and Senator
Lodge, joined Senator Allen in calling
the matter to the attention of the at-
torney general for the District of Co-
lumbia. Senator Allen individually
reported a resolution in favor of call-
ing the witness before the Senate for
<ontempt, but Senator Gray and Sen-
ator Lindsey, both (old Democrats,
presented a minority report in which
they onposed taking any action in re-
gard to the witness.

It you desire further testimony in
regard to the purpose of corporations
in contributing, you will find it in a
letter semt by Mr. A. B. Hepburn, of
the National City bank, of New York,
to Lyman J. Gage, Secretary of the
Treasury. The letter bears date of
June 5, 1897, and is published in House
document 264 of the first session of
the Fifty-sixth Congress. In closing
the letter, after asking for deposits,
Mr. Hepburn says:

look

Of course the bank is very strong, and
it you wlll take the pains to lock at our
list of directors you will ree that we al=o
have great political claims in view of what
was done In the campalgn last year.

Here is the president of the most
influential bank in the country call-
ing attention to political service ren-
dered by the directors of the bank, as
2 reason why the bank should be re-
membered in the distribution of gov-
ernment money. .Now, with the testi-
mony of the head of one of the gf‘eat
trusts, and the testimony of an offi-
cial of one of the great banks, can any
one doubt that contributions are made
by the corporations for the purpose of
controlling the policy of the party
after the election? Can any one doubt
that with such a platform as was
adopted in New York, and with a can-
didate whose consclence would permit
him to run upon such a platform—
does any one doubt that with such a
Platform and candidate the party

would be mortgaged beforehand to the
corporations that are now using the
government as a private asset, and
plundering the people at will? .

But there Is another reason why the
Democratic party, cannot afford to go
before the country with an ambiguous
platform and an uncertain candidate.
No matter how people may differ as to
the relative importance of issues, all
must recognize that the trust ques-
tion to-day presents an Iimportant
phase of the great conflict between
plutocracy and democracy. We have
recently had a Supreme Court deci-
slon on the merger case. This deci-
slon was rendered by a bare majority
of one, and that one (Judge Brewer)
in a separate opinion has stated his
position in such a way as to leave no
doubt that in the first case involving a
trust he may join the minority and
defeat the Sherman law. Judge
Brewer construes the anti-trust law to
apply only to reasonable restraint of
trade. He would have the Court de-
cide whether the restraint is reason-
able or unreasonable. His decision,
taken in connection with the dissent-
ing opinions of Justices Fuller, Peck-
ham, White and Holmes, shows that
the appointment of a new judge might
throw the decision to the omne side or
to the other. The judges of the Su-
preme Court are appointed by the
President, and the President to be
elected this fall will doubtless have
the appointment of one or two, and
possibly three, Supreme Court judges.
1f his sympathies are with the cor-
porations he will doubtless appoint
judges satisfactory to the corporations
—especlally if obligated to the cor-
porations by large campaign contri-
butions—and these judges can make it
impossible to secure any remedial
legislation for years to come. If, four
years hence, the people should secure
a President, a Senate, and a House
opposed to private monopolies, they
may find themselves unable to get any
remedial legislation past the Supreme
Court for several years.

The opinion flled by Judge White
and concurred in by the others, denies
the power of Congress over monop-
olles organized in a State. These dis-
senting judges Imsist that Congress
has no power to regulate or restrain
the creation of a monopoly within a
State. It will be remembered that the
decision in the Knight case, known as
the sugar trust case, turned upon that
very question. It was admitted in
that case that the sugar trust con-
trolled the production of sugar; but
the Court held that the Sherman law

did not prevent the buylng up of the
individual refineries, even though the
product of the refineries might ulti-
mately enter into interstate commerce.

The division of the Supreme Court
in the merger case shows the cleavage
on the trust question. The dissent-
ing 'judges would deny the power of
Congress to prevent a private monop-
oly; and when the power of Congresa
to destroy monopolies is denied, the
people are left helpless, because some
of the States, such as Delaware and
New Jersey, find it profitable to per-
mit the creation of these monopolies,
and so long as they are created and
can evade federal laws, no separate
State can fully protect itself against
them.

The aissenting judges in the merg-
er case refused to draw a distinction
between an individual and a corpora-
tion. Justice White says:

The principle that the ownership of prop-
erty |8 embraced within the power of con-
gress to regulate commerce, whenever that
body deems that a particular character of
ownership, if allowed to continue, may re-
strain commerce between the states or
create a monopoly thereof, is in my opinion
in conflict with the most elementary con-
ceptions of rights of property.

And Justices Fuller, Peckham and
Holmes concur.

“Rights of property,” are, according
to the dissenting judges, supreme, and
when Congress tries to prevent a mo-
nopoly, it is interfering with “the most
elementary conception of the rights of
property.” The issue presented to-day
in the trust question, and in all the
other questions with which we have to
deal, I8 the question between human
rights and so-called “property rights”
—or, more properly speaking, between
ordinary people and the great corpora-
tions. Those who believe that prop-
erty rights are supreme, take the side
of the trusts. If we have a President
who is in sympathy with this theory,
it means that the Dollar will be given
consideration before the Man:; it means
that organized wealth can continue to
trample upon the rights of the people;
it means that the instrumentalities of
government can be used for the protec-
tion of every scheme of exploitation
that the capitalists can conceive.

I, for one, am not willlng that the
Democratic party shall become the tool
of the corporations; I am not willing
that it shall be the champion of or-
ganized wealth. And it s because I be-
lieve that the party has a higher mis-
sion than to be the exponent of plu-
tocracy, that I am protesting against
the schemes of those who would put
it into competition with the Republice
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an party for the support of Wall street
financiers. It is for this reason that
I protest against mortgaging the party
to the capitalists to secure an enor-
mous corruption fund.

If any who are present to-night, or
who read what I say, think that I am
trying to interfere with Democratic
success, let me answer that no Demo-
crat is more anxious for the party to
succeed than I am. No one has suf-
fered more from dissensions and divi-
sions in the party, and no one, I be-
lieve, is more eager for the country
to enjoy the great beneflts which a tri-
umph of real Democracy would bring.
But I do not ‘desire that the party
shall win offices only. If that is the
only purpose of the party, let its prin-
ciples be abandoned, and let its plat-
form simply declare the party hungry
for the patronage. The lesson of 1894
shows the folly of hoping to win by
a surrender to the corporations, but
even if guccess could be bought in such
a wajr, it would not be worth the
price.

No one can defend the Democratic
party without defending its princlples,
and its principles ought to be so clear-
ly set forth as to be easily understood.
We ought to appeal to the conscience
of the public, and arraign Republican
policies as hostile both to the prin-
ciples of free government and to the
principles of morality. We have an
opportunity to make the Democratic
party a power in this country—not only
a power, but a power for good. Let us
array the party againet every abuse of
government gnd against every policy
that is hurtful to the people. Let us drive
out of the party every Democrat who
betrays his trust, every official who
would administer the office for his pri-
vate advantage. Let us make Democ-
racy stand not only for good govern-
ment—for honest government—but for
a government “of the people, by the
people, and for the people.” And the
first step In this directlon is the adop-
tion of a platform that recognizes the
right of the people to decide public
questions, as well as thelr capacity for
understanding public questions. To
present a platform which is evasive
and ambiguous, shows that those who
write the platform elther distrust the
people who are to act upon it, or
have purposes that they desire to con-
ceal,

The New York platform is ambigu-
ous, uncertain, evasive and dishonest,
It would disgrace the Democrats of the
nation to adopt such a platform, and
it ought to defeat as an aspirant for a
Democratic nomination any man who

would be willlng to have it go forth as
a declaration of his views on public
questions. In Illinois, In Wisconsin,
in Michigan, in Minnesota, in Indlana,
in Ohio, and in eval:y other State that
has not acted, it behooves the Demo-
crats to arouse themselves and organ-
ize, to the end that they may prevent
the consummation of the schemes of
the reorganizers. Their scheme begins
with the deception of the rank and flle
of the party. It is to be followed up
by the debauching of the public with
a campaign fund secured from the cor-
porations, and it {8 to be consummated
by the betrayal of the party organiza-
tion and of the country into the hands of
those who are to-day menacing the
liberties of the country by their ex-
ploitation of the producers of wealth.

“WHEN WAS A DUMB MAN SENT
TO THE WHITE HOUSE?”

At the April dinner of the Gridiron club
at the Arlington hotel in ‘Washington,
April 22, four members sang to the tune
of “The Little Black Bull" a song, the
title of which was given as "Peeping
Through the Knot Hole in Papa’'s Wooden
Leg, or Why Was the Ocean Built 30 Near
to the Shore?' We reprint from the report
in the Chicago Tribune,

David B. Hill came down the mountaln,

Hoosan Johnny, Hoosan Joehnny,
David B. Hill came down the mountain,
Long time ago.

He plcked out A man whose namea !s Parker,
Hoosan Johnny, Hoosan Johnny,

He picked out a man whose name Is Parker,
Long tlme ago.

He saya: “Don't talk, and we'll beat T.
Rooseveit,”
Hoosan Johnny, Hoosan Johnny.
He says: “Don't talk, and we'l] bedat T.
Roosevelt,"”
Long time ago.

And he didn't say a word all spring or sum-
mer,
Hoogan Johnny, Hoosan Johnny,
And he didn't say a word all spring or sum-
mer,
Long time ago.

But when was n dumb man sent to the
white house?
Hoosan Johnny, Hoosan Johnny,
But when was a dumb man sent to the
white house? :
Long time ago,

CHORUS.
T.ong time ago, long time ago,
But when was a dumb mun sent to the
white house?
Long time ago.

Just as in a neglected house there may
be conditlons that attract vermin and
breed a pestilence, so in the mind, long
closed to light, there may be a stock of
old ideas in different stages of decay in
which are nurtured the germs of disease
and death. To go down into the cellar
of the mind and up into the garret, to
dragout the moldy and infected thoughts

and scour the hidden corners and flood
the darkness with the sunshine—what if
we were to do thts‘every spring ?—Her-
bert 8. Bigelow.

Miss Susan B. Anthony at 84, as chip-
per asa blackbird and merry as a cricket,
says: “l may not be here when the cam-
paign opens but if anywhere, I shall be
somewhere.”” This is lucid, diplomatic,
a little mysterlous and delightfully non-
committal. She would make an excel-
lent secretary of state if anything should
happen to John Hay.—Lawrence (Mass.)
Sentinel,

The man with narrow mind and low
ambitions who is irritated at the mers
mention of the wrongs of others and
whose absorbing interest is in personal
galn and pleasure—he is a vulture spirit,
bent on carrion, and has not the moral
perception to realize his own ugliness.—
Herbert S. Bigelow.

BOOKS .

A CHALLENGE TO SO0CIALISM.

The anti-socialism crusade of the
Roman Catnolic church in the United
States, seems upon the surface to be an
ecclesiastical attack upon an economic
and political movement. There are
many things about the crusade and in
the spirit and method of its active par-
ticipants to account for this; but it
must eventua!ly'be conceded that there
is much in socialism that would justify
such & crusade from purely religious.
motives and upon strictly religious
grounds. For socialism, In so far as it
is represented by what are called
“sclentific”  soclallsts—and they are
now dominant in the movement, not
only in Europe but here—stands not
alone for economic and political
change, but also for the destruction of
existing religious institutions and be-
liefs and the denial of absolute moral.
ideals and standards.

This is the keynote of the book be-
fore us: “Socialism; the Nation of
Fatherless Children,” (Boston: The
Union News League), by David Gold-
stein. Mr. Goldstein’s work is edited’
by Martha Moore Avery, His subtitle

is an allusion to the subject matter of .

his chapter on “Homeless Children,”
which explains that under socialism
children would be reared no longer in
family homes, but in collective nur-
series.

It appears that Mr. Goldsteln was for:
elght years an active and studious pro-
pagandist of socialism, Being a theist,.
though not a church-goer or advocate
of any religlous creed, he was always
repelled by the assertions of the Ger-
man socialists, who “controlled the or-
ganization, that ‘you cannot be a so-
clalist without belng an atheist,” " but
for a long time he took this for their:



