
Need of a Local Option Law 
Some time since I was talking with a gentleman who seemed to have 

more than ordinary intelligence upon the questions of the day, and espec- 

ially upon the questions touching the licensing of saloons. In the conversa- 

tion he made an argument to the effect that there was really no need of 
the agitation now going on in the state of Illinois on the part of the church 

people, conducted by the Anti-Saloon League, for the purpose of trying 
to secure County Local Option, inasmuch as the cities and villages already 
enjoyed that privilege, and stated that a town that so desired might, by 
the election of aldermen who were in favor of no-license, secure the very 
result asked for by the Anti-Saloon League, inasmuch as there were 

very fe\vT saloons licensed outside of incorporated towns and cities in this 
state. 

At first thought this argument might seem to have some weight, but 

what are the facts? I want to give the condition of things as they exist 

today in the town of DuQuoin, Perry County, Illinois. AVe have eighteen 
saloons in the town. Something over a year ago a man desired a license 
to open a saloon on North Division street. The building in which he 
wanted to do business is adjacent to the residence district in that block. 
The city ordinance requires that a majority of the freeholders must be 
secured on a petition before a saloon license can be granted. A petition 
was circulated, but the requisite number of signers could not be had, so 

a property holder in that block saw fit to deed a piece of property to his 

sons and sons-in-law, daughters and daughters-in-law, thus securing the 

required majority of freeholders in the block. The petition, with the bond, 
was taken to the city council, and the city council, by a majority vote, 
refused to grant the license. But the mayor issued the license in spite of 

the vote of the council and in opposition to a majority of the people of the 
block. Since that time, another man wanted to open a saloon on East 

Main street. Very similar conditions prevailed, and in like manner a 

majority of freeholders were secured by other parties deeding property in 

that block. The petition, with the bond, was carried to the city council, 
the city council again refused to grant the license, whereupon the mayor 
issued the permit, and these two saloons are running today (because I 

have just passed both of them), in opposition to the will of the people of 

the block in which they are located, in spite of a majority of the votes of 

the city council, and only by a permit issued by the mayor. 
I have asked some of the leading legal talent of southern Illinois m 

regard to this condition, and they are agreed that these saloons are running 
in perfect harmony with the laws of the state of Illinois as interpreted by 
our courts, especially by the appellate court. From the above, do you see 

any need of the vote of the people being mandatory upon this question? 
The city council may vote to grant no license; but where a town or city 
grants license at all, the courts have held that no one can be discriminated 

against; hence it follows that if a saloon keeper desires to buy the lot 

next to my residence, and gets a sufficient number of signers in the block 

(if he did not someone might deed property to enough persons to make 

the required majority), the city council might vote not to grant the license, 
yet, the court says that man can run the saloon upon that lot regardless 
of the damage he may do to me personally, or to my family, or to my 

property, and no man by his vote has the power to remove it.—“Danbury.” 

petuating body, and report such plan 
the following year. 

These representatives met in April, 
1904, and the plan agreed upon was 

adopted by practically every leading de- 

nominational body in the state during 
that year, and in May, 1905, the rep- 
resentatives elected to membership on 

the state board, met, organized, adopted 
a constitution, elected officers and as- 

sumed entire control of the movement 

and its finances and the direction of its 

general policy. 
Mr. Anderson was alone in the work 

for almost a year. Later a worker was 

added occasionally as Field Secretary 
or District Superintendent, each man 

being responsible for his own support 
and for the performance of all detail 

duties connected with his territory. In 

March, 1904, the plan contemplated 
from the beginning of the reorganiza- 

tion of a single unified business system 
was brought into full operation. On 
October 1, 1 904, the field force was in- 

creased to ten men, giving their entire 

time to the work, which is in addition 
to a clerical force equal in number. 

The revenue has increased from less 
than $2,500, the first year of the re- 

organization, to $40,000 in 1 905. 
The thing which has united temper- 

ance forces of all shades and degrees of 

opinion is the effort for the passage of 
a simple, elastic, comprehensive local 

option law, that will make a popular 
vote on the saloon question mandatory 
and directly operative. This was not 

proposed as the solution of the saloon 

problem, but as the first step in that 

direction, viz., establishing the right of 

the majority of the people of any voting 
division to get rid of the saloons by 
direct vote. 

A local option bill was drafted and 

introduced in the legislature which met 

in January, 1901. The bill was crude, 
but met with general approval.* The 

purpose of its introduction was to draw 
the fire of the opposition and define an 

issue. As there was no organized sen- 

timent behind the bill its experience 
could not be dignified with the name of 

campaign. 
The session of 1903 witnessed the 

first real campaign. The moral support 
of the church was behind the movement 
and the campaign was waged so vigor- 
ously, the bill being kept alive to the 

end of the session, and such widespread 
interest was aroused through the means 

of the “letter campaign” carefully 
worked up by the Anti-Saloon League, * 

which resulted in tens of thousands of 

letters being sent to the legislature, 
that the far-seeing politicians recog- 
nized at once that a new political factor 

had appeared. The bill proposed in 

this session was revised and greatly im- 

proved. 
Immediately at the close of the ses- 

sion the League went out with the roll 

call which it had secured, to make sen- 

timent. So far as known, no man who 

was opposed by the liquor men for vot- 

ing right on the local option bill in 

1903, was defeated, while a number of 

the opponents of the bill failed of re- 

nomination, and many who had been 

silent were compelled by their constit- 

uents to pledge themseives to support it. 
The “minority representation” in 

Illinois, which makes almost certain the 

election to the lower house of the legis- 
lature the regular party nominees in 

most cases, offers peculiar advantages 
in the election of independents, and the 

election of 1904, although it rolled up 
the largest Republican majority in the 

history of the state (300,000 in round 

numbers) sent three Prohibitionists, in- 

cluding one from Peoria, the world’s 

whisky center, elsewhere referred to, 
and three other independents, all of 

whom were friendly to local option, into 

the lower house. 
(Continued to Pago Five) 


