
bath, which concerns so many, we feel little 
anxiety; it is not the sale of liquor on a day 
that impresses us, but the sale of liquor to a 

man. If we have any proper conception of 
the Divine thought, God is much more con- 

\ cerned over the fact that His children are 

poisoned than He is over the fact that the 
rest day is violated. 

The special importance of Sunday closing 
in Chicago at the present time lies in this 
fact: The law commands it. The failure 
to obey the law on the part of the saloon- 
keeper and failure to enforce the law on the 
part of the public officials make an object 
lesson in anarchy, in comparison with which 
the Haymarket riot was as insignificant as a 

Sunday school picnic and present a case of 
rebellion more menacing than the firing on 

Sumter. 
This is how the Post defends and argues 

for the saloon’s anarchy and rebellion: 
“The Sunday closing law is a statute of the 

state imposed upon the people of the city, not 
by their will, but by a will only partly theirs. 
Whatever may be said of the essential wis- 
dom and righteousness of the law, it is not the 
product of the sole will of the community it 
affects, although it deals with matter which 
the people of the city believe concerns them- 
selves only. It is in short a survival from a 
day which did not recognize the need or the 
justice of local autonomy.” 

The sheer drivel of this sort of thing 
# 

would be ridiculous were it not serious, in 
the fact that it shows how intelligence and 
influence can be hired to prostitute them- 
selves in the service of villainy and corrup- 
tion. The Post editor knows, and every in- 
telligent man connected with that paper 
knows, that there is no sound foundation for 
that species of argument. The Sunday clos- 
ing law is no more “imposed upon the peo- 
ple” of Chicago than any other law which is 
enacted at Springfield. Chicago is a part 
of the state of Illinois, an important part, 
but still only a part, and the people of the 
city of Chicago are subject to the laws of the 
state of Illinois, rightly and properly, and 
should be taught that subjection by vigorous 
means, if it be necessary. The saloon ques- 
tion of Chicago does not concern the people 
of the city only; it concerns the whole state, 
and in a very proper sense, the whole nation. 
Neither state nor the nation can by no possi- 
bility waive its right to legislate for, and ex- 

ercise its control over, every part of its do- 
main. 

“Local autonomy” is a thing that can be 
easily overdone. It requires but a moment’s 
thought to see this. There are sections in 
the city of Chicago which might demand lo- 
cal autonomy with just as much reason as it 
is demanded for the city by these champions 
of anarchy and rebellion, in which hardly 
one of the laws that make for the protection 
of property or the preservation of morals 
would be sustained by a popular vote. It is 
to be doubted if the voters of the first ward, 
in which are located the great business es- 

tablishments of Chicago, could be trusted to 
enact such laws as would make even life and 

property—to say nothing about morals—safe 
in that ward. The Post would never for a 

moment listen to the proposition to revise the 
criminal code or the corporation laws in har- 
mony with the wishes and views of the vot- 
ers who have made the names of “Hinkey 
Dink” and “Bath House John,” the first 
ward’s aldermen, famous and infamous 
throughout the world. 

There are blocks of the ward, which again 
might demand local autonomy, in which the 
state’s law against highway robbery would be 
looked upon as “imposed upon the people.” 

Carrying the subdivision far enough, “lo- 
cal autonomy” would mean that every man 

who owns or rents a piece of property, if it 
be nothing more than a hall bedroom, or 

who sleeps under some particular lumber 
pile, should have leave to do as he may 
please. 

This is a perfectly legitimate interpreta- 
tion of the Post’s argument, and the Post’s 
argument is the saloon’s stock-in-trade argu- 
ment to secure exemption from the law. 

Shame upon a great daily paper that 
makes itself the mouthpiece of anarchy and 
rebellion! 

A SINGLE PAGE 

A single page of the Chicago Record- 
Herald, bearing date of Saturday, December 
7, gives a wholly undesigned, and therefore 
the more striking, picture of the part that 
the drink devil plays in modern American 
life. On that page is found, in the first col- 
umn, a reference to the recent decision of 
the Illinois supreme court against Bleigh, 
the poor boy who has recently been sentenced 
to thirty years in state’s prison for a murder 
committed while he was drunk, and whose 
old mother has died of shame and sorrow 

since his sentence. In the next column is 
the story of a poor woman, whose husband, 
after weeks of intoxication, committed sui- 
cide, and left her with her four children to 
starve. The next column has a story of the 
divorce court, in which “the bird and the bot- 
tle” appear at every turn. The next column 
tells of the disaster that befell two chorus 
girls of apparently former blameless life, who 
drank with a Chicago business man and 
while intoxicated stole articles from a de- 
partment store. The next column tells of a 

Chicago girl who went upon an automobile 
ride with two business men, drank with them 
at hotels and restaurants and ended her first 
plunge in fast life in the police court in most 
disgraceful predicament. The same column 
contains the story of another poor girl held 
for months a slave in one of the dives of 
Chicago, where she had been sold for ten 
dollars. 

The most startling thing about it all, when 
one pauses to think of it, is that there is 
nothing very startling about any of these 
stories; that almost any day brings their 
parallels, and that the people have become so 

callous to their horror that they receive 
scarcely any attention at all. The American 
people have become so accustomed to raising 
their revenue by the sale of permission to 

bring about just these horrible and shameful 
things, that when they happen we take them 
as matters of course, regrettable but unavoid- 
able. 

The reader is respectfully recommended 
to weigh with himself, for a few moments, 
how any voter whose ballot, however it may 
be marked party-wise, says "yes” to the prop- 
osition to continue the system of license and 

“regulation,” under which these things are 
not only possible but inevitable, escapes re- 

sponsibility for them. 
A good deal his been said in Chicago pa- 

pers during the past week about the sins of 
one Brown who bought the chorus girls the 
wine that sent them to the police court as 

thieves. Should not something be said about 
the “respectable” Christian voters who were 

partners in the act? 

TRUTH ABOUT IOWA 

The Detroit Free Press, in a recent edi- 
torial, undertakes to deceive its readers with 
regard to the results of Prohibition in the 
state of Iowa. It says: 

“For a brief time the movement seemed a suc- 
cess. Then the violator of the law appeared in 
hamlet, village and city, secretly disposed of beer, 
whisky and wine, all of an inferior quality. The 
police authorities, deprived of license money with 
which to fight this evil, saw more drunkenness 
than ever before. Its prevalance aroused the 
people, the supreme court and the legislature, 
the blanket Prohibition law was abolished, a rigid 
high license law was established, the authorities 
were thus provided with money to enforce the 
law and it stands today approved as far better 
than the results of the attempted reform.” 

It would be difficult to imagine a state- 
ment more inconsistent with the facts in the 
case. The breaking down of the Prohibition 
law in Iowa was the direct result of a delib- 
erate alliance between the liquor interests 
and the old-party politicians of that state. 
There, was never an hour, from the day of 
the law’s enactment up to the perpetration 
of the malicious farce that placed the mulct 
law as a blight and disgrace upon the statute 
books of Iowa—there was never an hour 
when the public officials of that state were 
not able, by the honest exercise of the pow- 
ers in them vested, to almost completely 
expel the liquor traffic from the state’s bor- 
ders. 

The surrender was a political deal, trea- 
smable in its character, wicked, and wholly 
inexcusable. The result of the surrender is 
not a better condition of things. There is 
not a city in Iowa in which conditions today, 
under the operation of the mulct law, are 

not worse than they were even in the days 
of repudiation, beiore the enactment of that 
measure, while in every part of the state 
where the mulct law is in operation, con- 
ditions are infinitely worse than when the 
Prohibition law prevailed. 

Wine growers declare that wine is a temper- 
ance drink, but how about Prov. xx, 1?—Chicago 
Evening Post. 

So the Post has a Bible? “Do tell!” 

There is no great outcry for Prohibition in 
Michigan.—The Detroit Journal. 

Say rather that the politicians and the “kept” 
editors, up to this time, have been able to largel* 
stifle the “outcry.” But recall the words of an old 
Book, “He that formed the ear, shall He not 
hear?” 

Alcoholic beverages will continue to be man- 
ufactured and sold so long as there is a de- 
mand for them.—Barrels &r Bottles. 

So, probably, will slung-shots, brass knuckles, 
jimmies, and the like; but what does that prove 
about the statutes, “Thou shalt not kill” and 
“Thou shalt not steal”? 


