
Those Dinwiddie Letters 
During the campaign that has just closed, the Rev. E. C. 

Dinwiddie, former National Legislative Superintendent 
at Washington, appeared at Danville as a defender of 
Speaker Cannon’s attitude on the temperance question. 
Prior to his coming he had written a letter to the Rev. 
Mr. Dancey, pastor of the First Methodist Church in 
Danville, in which he defended Mr. Cannon. The officials 
of the Anti-Saloon League felt that this made it neces- 

sary to let their friends in Mr. Cannon’s district know 
the standing, or rather the no-standing, Mr. Dinwiddie 
has at the present time in the Anti-Saloon League. 

We said the Rev. Mr. Dinwiddie “had quit the League 
not because he wanted to.” National Superintendent 
Baker made the statement that he had been forced to 

resign. Whereupon Mr. Dinwiddie in a public meeting pro- 
duced and read only a portion of a letter he had received 
from Mr. S. E. Nicholson, Secretary of the National 
Headquarters Committee, to prove that the statements of 
fact that had been made concerning the manner of his 
separation from the League were not true; whereas, had 
he read the whole letter it would have proved just the 
opposite. 

In fairness, therefore, to Mr. Nicholson and in justifi- 
ation of the statements made by Dr. Baker and the 

Illinois Issue, we print below a letter just received from 
Dr. Howard H. Russell, Chairman of the Headquar- 
ters Committee, and S. E. Nicholson, Secretary of the 
same committee, of the Anti-Saloon League of America. 
This is the letter: 

THE ANTI-SALOON LEAGUE OP AMERICA 
REV. P. A. BAKER, D. D., Superintendent 

Headquartera Committee 
Rev. Howard H. Russell, D. D., Chairman 
Rev. S. E. Nicholson, Secretary 
Wayne B. Wheeler 
Bishop Luther B. Wilson 
Nolan R. Best, Esq. 
Filmore Condlt, Esq. 
Rev. E. E. Folk, D. D. 

New York, N. Y., Nov. 16, 1908. 

Superintendent J. K. Shields, D. D., 1200 Security Building, 
Chicago, 111.—Dear Mr. Shields: The facts relating to the 
discontinuance of Mr. Dinwiddie by the National Committee 
of the Anti-Saloon League are as follows: 

1. Dinwiddle’s Insubordination. 
Mr. Dinwiddie was sent by the Committee to Oklahoma to 

organize the National League’s campaign for state-wide pro- 
hibition. In May, 1907, Mr. Dinwiddle was directed to make 
certain changes in his operations in Oklahoma which the 
Committee believed of vital importance to the financial and 
other interests of the League. Mr. Dinwiddle refused to carry 
out the directions of the Committee. 

2. Was Dismissed July 5. 

In a meeting at Columbus on July 5 the Compilttee made 
it clear to Mr. Dinwiddie that his refusal to obey the Com- 
mittee was a plain act of insurbordination which must cause 
his immediate dismissal. Mr. Dinwiddie then filed a resigna- 
tion containing a distortion of the facts in the case. 

8. “In the Pace of the Enemy.” 
In view of the situation in Oklahoma, the breach between 

the League and its employe having come in the midst of the 
battle, an effort was then made to secure acquiescence enough 
from Mr. Dinwiddie so that his discharge might be postponed 
until the end of the campaign in September. A proposition 
was submitted containing six articles of agreement, which, if 
Mr. Dinwiddle should accept, would continue him to the end 
of the campaign, but not otherwise. The letters of the Chair- 
man of July 6 a»d 8, and of the Secretary of JpJy 6, were 

written In the hope that Mr. Dinwiddie would agree to the 
proposition and subordinate himself to the Committee for the 
sake of the cause. 

4. Dinwiddie Again Refused and His Contract Was 
Terminated. 

Mr. Dinwiddle’s letter of July 11 was a refusal to accept 
directions from the Committee. His contract was terminated 
by the Committee as of July 5. He was paid no salary nor 

expenses by the National League after that date. 
5. Baker’s Statement Correct. 

The foregoing facts show clearly that Mr. Dinwiddie was in 
effect dismissed for insubordination July 5, 1907, and that 
Superintendent Baker, when he stated that “Mr. Dinwiddie is 
a discharged employe of the Anti-Saloon League, being forced 
to resign,’’ was stating the exact truth in the case. We have 
personal knowledge of the further fact stated by Dr. Baker, 
that before Mr. Dinwiddle’s dismissal he (Dinwiddie) was 

pronounced in his denunciation of Speaker Cannon for Can- 
non’s opposition to pending temperance legislation. 

HOWARD H. RUSSELL, 
Chairman Headquarters Committee. 

S. E. NICHOLoON, 
Secretary Headquarters Committee, 

Anti-Saloon League of America. 

Wichita “Dry” for Good 
A business man of Wichita, Kansas, who served sev- 

eral years as mayor of that city, was in Chicago not long 
ago, says the Interior, and met two friends who had 
known him as a young man when he was living in Illi- 
nois. Naturally they asked him about his town and espe- 
cially about no license there. 

“Yes,” said he, “we have the saloons tight shut up at 

Wichita. I’ll own to you it wasn’t that way in the years 
that I was mayor. The saloons ran wide open then, with 
no bother, but a regular fine, which amounted to a license 
fee. It wasn’t that I wanted the liquor sold in town. 

But I honestly believed it wasn’t possible to wipe out 

saloons in a city the size of Wichita, and thought I was 

doing the best thing possible. 
“But I was mistaken; I’m free to admit it now, for 

the present mayor has shown us all that it is possible to 

shut up the saloons and get along without them all 

right.” 
One of the Chicago tnends asked the ex-mayor it he 

thought the saloons would ever come back to his town. 

“No, I don’t think there is the slightest chance for 
them ever to get back,’’ was the ready answer. “You 
see the feeling has got so strong against them that they 
ruin the rental value of property wherever they are let 
in. I myself have several stores to rent. If I rented 

any one room to a saloon, the others adjacent would be 
useless for any other business. Nobody in Wichita now 

would try to run a grocery or a shoe store next a saloon. 
“Of course, that situation not only makes me unwill- 

ing to rent any of my storerooms for liquor selling, but 
it makes me mighty interested in seeing that the neigh- 
bors who adjoin me on either side of my property don’t 
ruin my rents by letting out their rooms to any saloon 
business. And that’s the way it runs all up and down 

every business street. You can see that makes a cordon 
that the saloon men can’t hope to break through.’’ 

Belmont county, Ohio, voted dry on Tuesday of this week. 

Ninety-one saloons and two breweries were hit. 


