
writer has actually influenced the same num- 

ber of men to form a definite purpose to 
vote the Prohibition ticket. 

The suggestion is one that the busiest, 
" most hurried man in the party can hardly 
fail to observe. It strikes us like a blow. 
Why, if one man can accomplish results like 
this, can we not have such results multiplied 
by 10,000? 

We soberly, thoughtfully and earnestly 
protest that, in our judgment, it would be 
perfectly feasible for the men who read this 
paper, before the month of January, 1908, 
has passed, to secure the actual signatures of 
at least 175,000 men to a promise to vote the 
Prohibition ticket, and that, too, without 
cumbersome organization, without appreci- 
able expense, but with tremendous effect. 

If the first number of this paper in the 
month of February could make the statement 
that almost 200,000 men had, in six weeks’ 
time, promised to vote the Prohibition ticket 
next fall, we will guarantee that the short 
month of February would double that num- 

ber, and, before the national convention at 
Columhus should sit, a million men would 
be under promise to vote for the candidates 
who will be nominated there. 

And what would that mean? We mate- 

rially "miss our reckonings” if that would 
not mean the starting of a landslide that 
would bury the saloon and saloon politics 
and saloon parties "deeply down” and for- 
ever, on a certain swift-coming day in No- 
vember. 
_ 

GRANT ON THE CANTEEN 

General Fred D. Grant, before an audi- 
ence gathered at a Civic Federation dinner 
in- New York city, has again taken pains to 

put himself on record as in favor of the can- 

teen, emphasizing his remarks in that direc- 
tion by the assertion that he is himself a 

total abstainer and would be glad to see the 
liquor traffic abolished. 

We are willing to give General Grant the 
benefit of the doubt, so far as his honesty in 
his advocacy of the canteen is concerned, but 
neither upon that question itself nor upon 
his ability to render a competent verdict 

upon the question, is there any ground for 
doubt. The beer-selling canteen had a long 
and exhaustive trial in the United States 
army; it proved itself to be an agency for 
disorder, drunkenness and crime. Until it 
gained a position of political influence it 
was always opposed by the best officers of 
the army. Today its most vociferous cham- 
pions are either men who have had slight ex- 

perience in military affairs (like General 
Grant) or men whose personal habits are 

such as to naturally align them upon the side 
of official beer-selling. As against the views 
of a man like General Daggett, the opinion 
of a man of General Grant’s limited experi- 
ence counts for very little. And General 
Daggett does not stand alone; with him 
stand—or did stand while they lived—such 
men as Howard and Wheeler and Ludlow 
and Henry and Miles, men whose military 
experience was real, and had covered long 
years of active service. 

Not only is this true, but the representa- 
tions upon the basis of which General Grant 
and the men who are associated with him in 
the pro-canteen movement, make their plea 
for the restoration of official beer-selling, 
have been again and again proved false. The 
army is better off today for the absence of 
the canteen, and would be still better off, 
if the officers who are wasting their time 
clamoring for the re-establishment of the 

government saloon would devote their atten- 
tion to the real welfare of the service and the 
performance of the duties of the positions 
which they hold. 

THE BREWERS' REFORM 
In an editorial entitled “Brewers and Low 

Salooons/’ which The National Prohibition- 
ist purposes to place in full before its readers 
at an early date the Daily News of Chicago 
makes this significant statement: 

“The brewer’s stated repentance will last just 
as long as he finds it necessary to his business to 
be repentant.” 

That sentence indicates a clear vision of 
the exact truth regarding the outcry for 
“reform” raised by the various liquor organ- 
izations of the country, and so widely cir- 
culated by the public press. The liquor busi- 
ness has met with no change of heart; the 
drink devil is the same unclean, untamable 
brute that he always has been. It simply 
has been discovered by the greed that uses 
the drink appetite as a means of robbery 
that the continuance of the chance to rob 
depends upon at least an apparent and tem- 
porary change in the way of doing busi- 
ness. 

The brewer (and the same remark applies 
to the distiller) is interested in the retail 
liquor business just as the foundry owner is 
interested in the hardware store. It is the 
place where his output is distributed. Close 
it and, to all intents and purposes, you stop 
his business. The liquor manufacturer would 
choose to have the liquor business go on 
as it has been going on, wide open, doing the 
greatest possible amount of damage, not 
because he desires the damage done, but be- 
cause that is the most profitable way of 
doing business for him. But he would 
rather change the character of the retail 
business and make less money than to have 
it stopped entirely and make no money at all. 
He specially is willing to talk about change 
and to pretend change, if by so doing he 
can allay the public indignation, and come 
back to old methods after the storm has 
blown over. 

There remains but one thing to do—secure 
the legal entry of judgment upon the people’s 
verdict against the drink business and put it 
in execution at once. The convicted felon, 
after his kind, will doubtless patter forth 
prayers and promises all the way to the 
gallows, but it is too late. We can not even 
hear them. The clamor from the heaven- 
crying blood of his victims is too loud. 

CERTAINTIES AND UNCERTAINTIES 

According to the press reports from va- 
rious parts of the country, one, calling him- 
self "the Rev. William T hompson" and 
naming Dunedin, New Zealand, as his 
"hailing port,” and posing as the official rep- 
resentative of the government of that coun- 

try, is going up and down asserting that 
"after months of investigation” he has dis- 
covered that there is "more drunkenness in 
Prohibition towns in the United States than 
in license towns.” 

Mr. Thompson, by whatever alias he 
should properly be known, is developing rap- 
idly. His first appearance before the Amer- 
ican people was in Wilmington, Delaware, 
during the recent no-license campaign there, 
where he was simply "Mr. Thompson", who 
had "investigated the conditions in Portland, 
Maine”, and was aching for a chance to de- 
bate with somebody upon the Prohibition 
question—and forgot all about his anxiety 
in that direction as soon as a Prohibition 

champion appeared. Whether he has or has 
not claim to the titled of “Rev.”, and wheth- 
er he comes or does not come from New 
Zealand, we do not know. There are other 
things concerning him which are in obscur- 
ity. For example, we are not sure that he 
has qualified on the old frontier description, 
“a liar and a horse thief,” but we are very 
sure concerning his ultimate destination. A 
volume of unimpeachable veracity asserts 
that all of a certain guild shall have their 
part in a certain lake of peculiarly unpleas- 
ant characteristics. 

Investigation will reveal the fact that there 
are a good many hypocrites behind this Prohibi- 
tion movement.—Adolphus Busch, Brewer. 

Oh, put quotation marks on that! Bishop Pot- 
ter said the same thing ten years ago. 

What would be the condition of the com- 
munity if those sections of the liquor tax law 
which prohibit the sale of intoxicants in saloons 
between the hours of midnight on Saturdays 
and 5 o’clock in the mornings of Mondays should 
be enforced by the police of this town?—The 
New York Sun. 

That’s easy. Sober. 

Human nature is at eternal war with Prohibi- 
tion. Human freedom should not and will not 
endure it.—The Louisville Courier‘Journal. 

A highly enlightened sentiment to which ever) 
thug and bum, every bawd and rake, every anar- 

chist and traitor in the world will gladly sub- 
scribe. 

So long as so many of my fellow citizens be- 
lieve that they have a right to make and drink 
beer, I do not believe that I have the right to 
forbid them by law and to compel them by force 
to desist.—The Rev. Dr. Edwards (of Milwaukee). 

But when the burglar climbed into the good 
Doctor’s bed-room window to carry out his belie! 
in his rights, what did the good Doctor do then? 

If public sentiment in, and the proper authori- 
ties of, the city of Milwaukee believe that the 
closing of saloons in the city between 12:30 or 
1 o’clock and 5 or 6 o’clock a. m. will aid in 
protecting and raising the standard of morals in 
the city and will have a tendency to bring about 
the discontinuance of any such places [dives] in 
the city, the brewers of Milwaukee as such, have 
no objection to the passage of any such ordi- 
nance.—Milwaukee Brewers’ Association in Reso- 
lution, Dec. ii, 1907. 

If public sentiment in and the proper authori- 
ties of Milwaukee believe that our. business can't 
go on here longer, unless we will make some 

changes in our methods, we're willing to do any 
old thing for the sake of the chance to go on.— 

Pickpockets of Milwaukee in Resolution, Dec 36, 
1907. 

Prohibition seems to be making headway, but 
we don’t see that the Prohibition party benefits 
thereby.. In the whole country there are only four 
Prohibitionists in office, and they are members of 
legislatures.—The Chicago Journal. 

It is written in the Book of the Wisdom of Josh 
Billings that it is “better not to know so many 
things than to know so many things that ain’t so.” 
If the Journal wants to take the trouble it can 
find three Prohibitionists in the legislature of its 
own state, three in Minnesota, one each in the ex- 

piring legislatures of Connecticut and Massa- 
chusetts ; some 500 minor officials in various states 
and a number of fusionists who have gone in on 

Prohibition votes. 


