
than do the statistics of license cities, while 
in cities where there are lawful saloons the 
arrests for drunkenness are in inverse pro- 
portion to the number of licenses granted. 

Of course, the well-informed Prohibition- 
ist understands these figures, but the absolute 
inability of the old party editor to see in 
them anything save an argument against 
Prohibition, makes comment pertinent. 

In the first place, examination shows that 
the figures which have formed the basis of 
the numerous hostile editorials were not 
given out by the Census Bureau, but werq 
gleaned from certain Census documents by a 

newspaper man. A moment’s examination 
of them warrants the belief that they were 

carefully picked to support a theory. Be 
that, however, as it may, everybody who 
knows anything about the question knows 
that in the average no-license or Prohibition 
town every man who appears drunk is ar- 
rested. There is a two-fold cause for this: 
The public that has voted out the saloon 
will not tolerate public drunkenness, while 
the public officials, usually in sympathy with 
the liquor traffic, desire to roll up the iargest 
possible report of arrests for the purpose of 
discrediting the Prohibition policy. On the 
other hand, everyone knows that in the aver- 

age license city no arrests are made for 
drunkenness where they by any possibility 
can be avoided. 

In New York, Chicago and Milwaukee, 
thousands of men reel through the streets 
drunk and the police never officially see 
them. The more completely the city is un- 
der the domination of saloon influence 
(which may be measured in considerable part 
bv the number of saloons in the city), the 
more certain is the drunken man to go his 
way without police interference. 

The learned editors are concerning them- 
selves with a “mare’s nest.” The “figures” 
mean nothing as regards the kind of Prohi- 
bition that Prohibitionists are concerned 
with and fighting for. 

A CHIC\G0 REFERENDUM 
It is difficult to believe that tbe common 

council of the city of Chicago, in passing a 

resolution in which they instructed the 
mayor to secure between the citizens who are 

seeking law enforcement in this city and 
the saloonkeepers an agreement by which the 
question of the Sunday saloon should be 
submitted to a vote of the people of the city, 
were acting in earnest. The thing looks like 
a grim jest. Yet there is reason to think 
that the members of the city council did not 
see it in that light and really entertained the 
notion that such a referendum might be 
submitted. 

Of course, it is nonsense. The enforce- 
ment of a law, written upon the statute 
books of the state of Illinois or any other 
state of the Union, is not a matter upon 
which the people of any city or village or 

other section of a state are at liberty to vote. 
The township that occupies the watershed 
that furnishes the water supply for some city 
has just as much right to vote as to whether 
it will obey the sanitary code. The hold-up 
men of Chicago’s first ward will be just as 

reasonable in asking that a referendum be 
held with a view to securing permission to 
conduct their business.” The whole ques- 
tion has been settled, so far as the law is con- 

cerned by the legislature, and the statute 
' book has said its last word. It remains to 

be determined merely whether the executive 
officers and the courts will perform their 
sworn duty and enforce the law. 

Yet there is one question upon which the 
saloonkeepers of Chicago can have a refer- 

endum vote, if they want it, and it will be 
legal and its result binding. 

In accordance with the statute recently 
passed by the legislature of Illinois, a refer- 
endum can be held in the city of Chicago, not 

concerning the Sunday saloon as distin- 
guished from the saloon of any other day of 
the week, but concerning the very existence 
of the saloon in this city. It is within the 
power of the people of the city of Chicago 
to say at the ballot box, not that the saloon 
shall be closed on Sunday—that has already 
been said by the legislature—not that the 
saloon may remain open on Sunday—that is 
forbidden by law—but that the saloon shall 
not exist at all. 

We respectfully suggest that if the saloon 
desires a vote for the purpose of determining 
what is the attitude of the people of Chi- 
cago upon that question, it can be accommo- 

dated. 

Frankly, we believe that six months ago 
the people of Chicago wrould have voted al- 
most overwhelmingly for the retention of the 
saloon, had the question been submitted to 
them. We are by no means sure that they 
would so vote today. Public sentiment in 
this city has undergone a tremendous change 
and is changing with marked rapidity, al- 
most hourly. Thousands of men who, but a 

short time ago, had never considered the 
possibility of getting rid of the liquor traffic 
now recognize the fact that it would be pos- 
sible to abolish it. Thousands of men who, 
only yesterday, did not recognize the evils 
of the traffic and had felt only an indefinite 
irritation upon the subject, now see the 
saloon, more or less clearly, in its real char- 
acter and are controlled by growing hatred 
for it. 

Unless we mistake, it is within the range 
of the possibilities that within the next year 
the people of Chicago may have a chance to 

speak upon this question in a referendum. 
The day may come when the vote of the 

city council to which we have referred may 
be recognized as one of the grimmest of the 
jokes that the saloon devil ever played upon 
himself. 

INSULTS TO THE CHURCHES 

The Northwestern Christian Advocate is 
somewhat moved over the pro-canteen speech 
delivered at a recent banquet in Chicago by 
the “Hon.” Joseph G. Cannon, speaker of 
the House of Representatives. Mr. Cannon’s 
speech was far from temperate—indeed, was 

such as might have been expected from a 

gentleman of his character in the alcoholic 
stages of a festive occasion. The Advocate 
rightly takes offense. It says: 

“Can it be possible that Speaker Cannon meant 
deliberately to insult the ministers and members 
of the Christian churches of America who en- 
tered their protest against the canteen?” 

For our part, we doubt if Mr. Cannon had 
the slightest notion of insulting any one. 

His language was grossly insulting, but it 
never occurred to him that his speech could 
be considered an offense. The War Depart- 
ment, with the full sanction and approval 
of the administration, has been saying as 

bad things, and even worse, for years past; 
and nothing but slight verbal resentment has 
ever come from it. The present occupant of 
the Presidential chair, at a time when the 
canteen controversy was in a far more acute 

state, when an anti-canteen law existed and 
President McKinley had allowed it to be 
nullified bv the act of a member of his official 
family—Mr. Roosevelt then pronounced the 
Methodist ministers who protested against 

that nullification, “fools"; and no one has 
ever resented it. So far as we recall, none of 
the great Methodist papers has ever com- 

mented upon it editorially. 
In view of these facts, why should not Mr. 

Cannon feel himself at liberty to ramble up 
and down at will, slapping the respectable, 
decent and law-abiding in the face? 

American churches will be respected and 
well treated by American politicians just as 

soon as they make it clear to the politicians 
that they must be respected, that morality 
and religion represent strength and courage. 
But so long as the church vote can be had in 
return for insults and kicks, that long will 
insults and kicks be the portion of the 
churches. 

“Old Joe” Cannon, amid the fumes and 
smoke of a banquet, bullying and hectoring 
the moral and religious elements of our citi- 
zenship for the entertainment and amid the 
applause of a crowd of admiring fellow 
“boozers,” is a miniature of the whole politi- 
cal situation as the Cannon-IIoosevelt class 
of politicians see it. 

In our way of looking at it, the blame for 
the condition lies not more with the bullies 
than with the bullied. 

For the benefit of some who have inquired 
and of many who may have wondered, it may 
be announced that the connection of Mr. 
Oliver W. Stewart with the railroad company 
whose advertisement appears in this paper, 
does not signify nor portend his withdrawal 
from Prohibition work. Mr. Stewart is at the 
present engaged in a campaign in West Vir- 
ginia and has a line of work mapped out for 
months to come. 

Wholesale liquor dealers are waiting for some- 

thing to turn up in their favor.—Bar and Buffet. 
It looks as if it might be a good long wait. 

Things don’t seem to be turning that way. 

The objection urged against Prohibition [in 
Washington] is the old one that it does not 
prohibit.—New York Times. 

That is to say, the devil still continues to be 
the liar that he has been from the beginning. 

Vermont had the courage to repeal its Pro- 
hibition law four years ago and seems fairly 
content with the high license and local option 
law, which is good enough for most of the 
Northern states.—The Post-Standard, Syracuse, 
N. Y. 

Oh, get somewhere within sight of the truth! 
Vermont was fooled by a shyster politician with 
a band of negro minstrels and a “reverend” end- 
man. Since that event it has repented in sack- 
cloth and ashes on every town meeting day and 
used its option to get as nearly as possible back 
to Prohibition. 

Even in those communities which have declared 
against liquor of their own free will there is 
found to be a species of crime more repugnant 
than mere drunkenness, for while including this 
offense it develops the further crime of a dual 
lawbreaking; often, too, leading to that official 
connivance and condonement that proves a verita- 
ble canker in corrupting public morality and civic 
virtue.—The Memphis Commercial Appeal. 

And why not add. that third sort of “repug- 
nant” crime never is found where the saloon is 
licensed? Just issue saloon licenses and the “ver- 
itable canker” disappears. Nobody ever heard of 
“official connivance” in Chicago, nor in ’Frisco, 
nor in Memphis. Oh, no! 


