
cast for a Prohibition candidate in any city of 
the country. 

The legislature of Alabama passes a Proh.bi- 
tion bill to take effect January 1, 1909. 

Two of the four excise districts of the state of 
Delaware vote no-license. 

Thirty-nine Prohibitionists elected to office in 

Oswego county, New York, and other Prohibi- 
tion candidates in same state. 

Numerous Prohibition candidates in local elec- 
tions elected in Ohio and other states. 

The National Committee of the Prohibition 

party reelects National Chairman Jones and fixes 
Columbus, Ohio, as the place for holding the next 

national contention. 
The first number of The National Prohibition- 

ist appears, November 28. 

Great increase of no-license vote in Massachu- 
setts. 

Raleigh, the capital of North Carolina, abol- 
ishes the dispensary and adopts local Prohi- 
bition. __L- 

RALEIGH DISPENSARY GONE 

Prohibition Carries in North Carolina’s Capi- 
tal and Overthrows the Pious Public 

Gin Mill 

Raleigh, N. C., December 26—(A press Dis- 

patch)—By a majority of 545, Raleigh today 
voted out its liquor dispensary and becomes a 

Prohibition city. The dispensary has been in op- 

eration here for four years. The sales have 

amounted to about $250,000 a year, with about 

$75,000 profit for the city. 

This should properly be considered one of the 

most pronounced victories over the liquor inter- 

ests that has taken place in the state of North 

Carolina—not even second to the recent victory 
at Asheville. The Raleigh dispensary was a 

strong feature of the opposition to Prohibition 

in North Carolina. In the hands of the “best 

people of the city,” managed by church members, 

and producing big revenues, it was looked upon 

as a lasting bulwark against the Prohibition 

movement in the state capital, its overthrow is 

a matter of much importance. 

THE BREWERS AND DIVES 

Mayor of Cincinnati Declares That Worst 

Places in the City are Supported by the 
Loud-Mouthed “Reformers” 

Cincinnati, December 29.—(Special corre- 

spondence.)—The blatant pretensions of the brew- 

ers toward reform have received a worthy coun- 

ter blow in a statement made by Mayor Dempsey 

of this city, who was appealed to by the brewing 
interests in the matter of dives. Mayor Dempsey 

says: 
“I have had for some time an investigation on 

as to the character of the saloons. I have re- 

cently directed particular attention to the so- 

called ‘low dives,’ and on Saturday I received a 

report on this particular phase. From this report 
I find that some of the very lozvcst dives in the 
city are supported and supplied by the members 
of the Brezvers’ Association. This information 
was gathered and this report made by men of the 
most trustworthy character. These very brewers 
have in their own hands the power to change the 
conduct and character of these dives, and no ap- 

peal to me, the police nor the courts is required. 
Let them exercise this power; let them cut from 
under these dives the support they are now giving, 
and then their fight will be believed to be in good 
faith and sincerity. In other words, as the law- 

yers say, the brewers must come into court with 
clean hands.” --- 

More Attention Than Ever Before 

[From the Globe-Democrat, St. Louis.] 
The growth in the anti-liquor sentiment 

throughout a large part of the country in the 

past few years has frightened both the Repub- 
licans and the Democratic politicians, and the 
coming Prohibition convention in Columbis, Ohio, 
will attract far more attention than any previous 
national gathering of that party commanded. 

SUNDAY CLOSING—AN ADDRESS 
By OLIVER W. STEWART 

[At a recent luncheon the City Club of Chicago invited the Hon. Oliver W. Stewart and Mr. 
Harry Rubens, a well-known Chicago lawyer, to discuss the “Sunday closing” proposition. Mr. 
Stewart opened the discussion, after which Mr. Rubens spoke in behalf of the saloons, and Mr. 
Stewart closed the discussion with a brief speech. Mr. Rubens’ speech was the usual mixture of 
personal-liberty, rights-of-the-foreign-born, anti-bigotry argument that is heard more or less common- 

ly. The debate was listened to by a large number of prominent men, including many brewers 
and brewers’ agents. It was conceded by all that, as a matter of argument, Mr. Stewart’s presenta- 
tion was vastly stronger than that of his opponent. Mr. Stewart’s opening address is in major part 
presented here.—Editorial Note.J 

It is certainly an interesting fact in these later 
days that generally over the United States there 
is a revival of interest in and discussion of what 
might broadly be known as the saloon problem. 
That is to say, there is a recognition of the fact 
that we have not yet reached a solution of the 
drink problem on the one side, or of the question 
of the right attitude of the government toward 
what might be known as the liquor traffic on the 
other side; that both these questions are yet in 
the court of the people for consideration. The 
minds of the people appear to be crystallizing 
with reference to that question, north and south, 
east and west. In some places it is a city, in 
others a county movement. In still others, espe- 

cially in the South, there is, as widespread as the 
lines or confines of the state, a consideration of 
the question of the drink problem and the rela- 
tionship of the government toward the liquor 
traffic. 

It is not a part of my work or intention at 

this moment to enter into any general discussion 
of the broad principle of the Prohibition of the 
liquor traffic. I might spend all of my time re- 

counting the benefits of Prohibition where tried, 
in the diminishing of crime on the one side, in 
the increasing of attendance at public schools on 

the other, in the decreasing of the taxes of the 

people, on one side, and the increasing of respect 
for the law upon the other. But that would 

really be beside the point, and would not come 

to the real problem that is in your minds at this 
time. 

It can hardly be expected, however, that where 

the Prohibition of the liquor traffic obtains on 

bi one day of the week, anything like such large 
results would be seen as where Prohibition ob- 
tains for seven days in the week. Prohibition for 
one-seventh of the time can hardly be expected 
to show the results that might be looked for 
where it is in effect seven-sevenths of the time. 
But a rather startling phase of this question is 
to be found in such facts as these: When Kan- 
sas City, Kansas, closed the saloons she found 
that in the course of a year she decreased crime 

thirty-three and one-third percent. When St. 

Louis, Missouri, closed the saloons on Sunday 
she found that she decreased crime fifty percent. 

I might mention in passing that Kansas City, 
Kansas, found that, instead of losing business as 

a result of compelling obedience to her law and 

closing her saloons, she increased her bank 

deposits by two million dollars, which, for a 

little city like that was somewhat remarkable. 
She increased the number of children in her 

public schools by six hundred, and when investi- 
gation was made with reference to that, it was 

discovered that the 600 children very largely 
were kept out of schools the year before because 
of the fact that they were the children of drink- 

ing parents and had not the means to get clothing 
or other things necessary to put themselvess in 

presentable condition to go into the schools. 

I do feci disposed to point out that the legis- 
lature in enacting a law providing that the sa- 

loons should be closed on Sundays in this state, 
for that is the effect of the law in this state, 

acted wisely, that it was doing the very thing 
calculated to get the best possible results for the 

people of the state, and that the act of the 

legislature providing for the closing of the sa- 

loons on Sunday in this state is one that can be 
vindicated by the results shown wherever it has 

been put into effect and the will of the people 
obeyed. 

But the question in Chicago today is not 

whether the law that prohibits the saloons on 

Sunday is a wise law. It is the law. Now, is 
the city of Chicago to obey that law, or is the 

city of Chicago, publicly and openly, to violate 
that law? That is the question we have before 
us in this city at this moment. It may be said 
that the law cannot be enforced, but the question 
is, Shall the city attempt it? Shall the public 
officials undertake, to the best of their ability, in 

keeping with their oaths of office, to enforce that 

law, like any other, or shall the public officials 
of the city announce, prior to election and after, 
that they will not obey or enforce this particular 
law? 

My proposition now is that the law ought to 

be obeyed because it is the law. It is a wise 
law, but I should stand for obedience to it if 
it were not the wisest law upon the statute books. 
If it were shown to be an unwise law, I should 
still insist that the best thing to do is to obey it, 
and then go to the legislature of the state and 
ask to have a wiser law put in the place of it. 

(Applause.) 
Now, the point is not whether we can enforce 

the law. The question is, Are we willing to try 
it? It is proposed in these very recent days 
that the city officials, headed by the mayor, shall 
not enforce the law. My proposition is that the 
only safety for us is to insist that the law must 
be obeyed. Many of you gentlemen own property 
in this city. Your safety in the possession of ^ 
your property‘is along the line of obedience to 

the law. Danger stares us in the face at every 
turn in the road if the police officials or the city 
officials, or public officials of any sort, who are 

not constituted by law with the power to pass 

upon the law, are to take it upon themselves to 

determine that this particular law shall not be 
enforced. How long will it be until the mayor 
or the police force may take up some other law 
and announce that that law shall not be enforced? 
Your possession of your property and the se- 

curity of your life are contingent upon obedience 
to law. Danger confronts us at every turning 
aside from the line of obedience to law. 

Gentlemen, how can we wonder that we pro- 
ceed lamely in the protection of life and property 
in this city, if the city itself, through its public 
officials, is to set an example of open outlawry by 
their refusal to obey the law or by their claim 
that they or some portion of the community are 

above the law? How can we wonder, under 
those circumstances, at the great amount of 
crime? 

As against the proposition that the law ought 
to be enforced, that the city at least ought to put 
itself on the side of the enforcement of the Sun- 
day closing law, so long as that is the law, I get 
two general objections. One is broad and more 

or less fundamental, namely: That closing the 
saloons at all—and that would apply to any 
hour of the night as well as any day—is an in- 
fringement of personal liberty! that a man has a 

sort of inalienable right to drink—and of course, 
if he has the right to drink and is to exercise it, 
there must be a place where drink is to be 
bought—that the seller of the stuff has, therefore, 1 
the right to sell it; and that if you interfere 
with him, you are interfering with the personal 
liberty of the man. 

Of course a very careless or superficial student 


