
HOWARD SCORES DUFFY 

Rochester’s Pious Distiller and His Preacher Allies Under Fire 
of Prohibition Orator 

SUBJECT: At the recent convention of New York brewers in Rochester, Duffy of “poor, 
raw whisky" fame was the orator and three clergymen were the “guests of honor.” Clinton N. 
Howard tells what he sees in the case. 

Rochester, N. Y., January 27—(Special cor- 

respondence)—Taking for his text “The Last 
Stand of the Saloon: Walter B. Duffy’s Mo- 
tion for a Stay of Execution Reviewed and 
Denied,” Clinton N. Howard in his lecture 
today in the Asbury church reviewed the New 
York Sate Brewers’ convention held last week 
in this ctiy. 

This convention was one of the most spec- 
tacular ever held by the trade in the Empire 
state. The New York delegation brought along 
as guests of the liquor dealers three preach- 
ers, Rector Wasson of Riverhead. Dr. Shoen- 
field, a Lutheran minister of New York, and 

“Chaplain” Smith of Governor’s Island. These 
clergymen addressed the convention, attended 
the evening banquet, and were warmly received 
by the brewers. 

An even more important event was the appear- 
ance at the convention of Rochester’s king dis- 
tiller, Walter B. Duffy, president of the com- 

pany which makes the notorious whisky known 
as ‘‘Duffy’s Pure Malt.” Mr. Duffy made the 
principal speech of the convention, and was 

given three columns in the press reports. The 
chairman of the local brewers’ committee to 
“welcome and entertain” the visiting brewers 
and preachers, was John Bradley, president of 
the Rochester association, who is still fighting 
an order from the court, now on second appeal, 
for his examination in the saloons’ conspiracy 
to destroy the reputation of Mr. Howard. 

The announcement that Mr. Howard would 

review the convention brought out a large audi- 
ence on one of the most disagreeable Sundays 
of the year. The address delivered first in 
the Memorial Presbyterian church and repeated 
at the Asburv, was in part as follows: 

“Tried, condemned and on the way to the gal- 
lows, the saloon is getting ‘good.’ Denied its 
last appeal for a stay, it sends for the chaplain 
to perform the last sad rites and insure a re- 

spectable funeral. 
The rector and the rectifier have granted 

absolution to the departing brewery. Like the 
Philistines in the days of Saul, the saloon has 
selected its champion, and a Rochester distiller 
has defied the armies of the Lord. This is the 
first time within my knowledge in this city 
when a man engaged in the business has risen 
to defend it. The gentleman who prepared 
the distiller’s argument possesses a keen sense 
of humor. He devotes one half to proving 
that Prohibition is a failure and increases the 
market for the distiller: and the other half 
to proving that Prohibition is confiscation be- 
cause it destroys the value of the distiller’s 
property by taking away his market for whisky! 

“It is a failure because it increases con- 

sumption ; it is confiscation because it destroys 
the market! It is something in the nature of 
an Irish bull. Tt is the same kind of logic 
which says: Whisky makes good business; 
Prohibition increases the sale of whisky; there- 
fore Prohibition will kill business! 

“Mr. Duffy denounces Prohibition as ‘an 
arbitrary and despotic power.’ The state has 
always been obliged to use arbitrary and des- 
potic power when dealing with criminals. It is 
arbitrary and despotic for the state to take 
away a man’s life, but it does even that to pro- 
tect the life of its citizens. And if to protect 
society the state has the right to take the life 
of a citizen, who shall deny it the right, for 
an even larger reason, to take the life of the 
saloon ? 

“Mr. Duffy denounces as highway robbery, 
as confiscation without compensation, the ‘tak- 
ing of six hundred million dollats' worth of 
property’ away from the brewers and distillers. 
Who proposes to •‘take’ it away? What tem- 
perance society or Prohibitionist would want 
it? This is the cry of the infant that loses its 
nipple with the bottle in its hand. 

"Prohibition does not destroy the distillers’ 
property, appropriate it or confiscate it; it sim- 
ply prohibits its use for unlawful and harm- 
ful purposes. 

“The property is still there. Every brick and 
shingle, every beam and belt, every horse and 
wagon belongs to the brewer and distiller. 

“It may be converted into a soap factory to 
wash humanity, instead of nuking it dirty; a 

tannery to tan the hides of cattle, instead of the 
backs of little children, or a shoe factory to make 
the hides into foot-wear, instead of a product 
that strips the little feet and exposes them to wet 
and frost. 

“If the people of Rochester should decide by 
popular vote that Duffy’s whisky is neither ab- 
solutely pure nor indispensable, the splendid 
property on Lake avenue that houses the stock 
and offices would still belong to the Duffy com- 
pany, and could be used as a warehouse, for the 
Duffy department store on Main street for the 
largely increased business that would follow the 
confiscation of poverty, misery and crime by the 
Prohibition of whisky. 

“It may be argued that the property may not 
be as valuable for other purposes. We concede 
that. Legitimate industry does not pay such 
usurious dividends as beer and whisky; but that 
does not impose upon the people the obligation 
of making good the loss to the distiller any more 
than the tools of the burglar and counterfeiter. 

“Mr. Duffy insists that Prohibition is poison 
because wherever it has been tried it ‘has caused 
a deterioration in the quality of whisky used.’ 
Tf the distiller means to imply that license and 
regulation is a guaranty of purity in the whisky 
made and sold, how does he account for the 
poor quality of ‘Duffy’s Pure Malt Whisky,’ which 
enjoys the protection of the law?” 

Mr. Howard here reviewed the case in the 
New York supreme court in which the state re- 
covered $500 from a druggist who had sold the 
Duffy whisky as a medicine not subject to the state 
tax imposed upon the sale of whisky; and quoted 
the testimony of the expert chemists of the state 
and the chief chemist of the Internal Revenue 
Bureau at Washington, that the famous “abso- 
lutely pure” medicine was a very ordinary and 
poor quality of whisky, such as is sold every day 
over the bars of hotels and saloons. 

“We admit the charge,” said Mr. Howard, "that a poor quality of whisky is sold under Pro- 
hibition. made by the distillers in license states 
and sneaked over the line in violation of the law; 
exactly as they impose a poor quality upon the 
sick and afflicted ‘as a medicine’ under license 
and regulation.” 

1 he closing part of Mr. Howard’s address 
was devoted to the “honored guests” imported 
from New7 \ork to give tone and respectability 
to the convention. 

“The saloon,” he said, “has taken its last 
stand. There is no surer indication of this than 
its disposition to offer the clover leaf to men 
who wear the garb of the church. 

1 his attempt to put a white tie around a bar- 
rel of beer by pulpit freaks will fool nobody, there are freaks even in nature, but they do not 
change the law of gravitation. In our anxiety for the reputation of the pulpit, let us not con- 
fuse the shooting meteor with the fixed star. 
It does not help the cause of the Sunday saloon 
to have a minister express to a brewers’ con- 
vention his willingness to surrender his Lord’s 
day to their traffic, except that part of the morn- 
ing which he devotes to preaching and prayer. 

“It did not help the cause of the canteen for a 
preacher to win the cheers from a brewer’s con- 
vention by advocating its restoration to the army. 

“The ministers of the Gospel who participated 
as honored guests in the brewer’s convention, pub- 
licly defended their business, stretched their legs 
under the same slab of mahogany, drank to the 
health of the saloon at a German kommers, and 
offered them the Christian Sabbath on the com- 
munion platter, do not represent the church; they 
represent the saloon, and the saloon represents 
the devil.” 

LOCAL OPTION 
BY F. M. MECARTNEY 

Local option may be defined as that principle 
in government which gives to each county, town- 
ship, municipality or individual the right to con- 
trol those subjects and matters which concern 

themselves alone, and are not such subjects and 
matters as naturally and necessarily concern a 

larger unit of government. 
Against this principle no objections, it seems 

to me, can be raised. It is fundamental in our 

republican form of government and has been 
discussed under the aliases of “Popular Sov- 
ereignty,” “Home Rule,” etc. But when an at- 
tempt is made to apply it to a subject which nat- 

urally concerns the whole people of the state, 
the principle itself is violated and the object for 
which popular government is founded is de- 
feated. Right and wrong then become in the 
sovereign individuality of the state a mere mat- 
ter of local caprice or option, and one part of 
the state is arrayed against another in so in- 
congruous a manner as to make it a crime to do 
in one part thereof what is a perfect right to do 
in another. 

Abraham Lincoln, in discussing this subject of 
“popular sovereignty” in an address delivered at 

Columbus in 1858 said (I quote from memory) : 

“I conceive popular sovereignty in the abstract 
to mean that a man has the right to do what he 
please with that which concerns himself alone, 
and a community or a state has a right to con- 
trol the matters which concern themselves alone. 
With such a view of the doctrine I am not to 
be quoted as objecting, and I conceive it to be 
the basis upon which our government is built. 

But when the subject is one which con- 
cerns the whole people, how recreant to our duty 
will we be if we relegate it to the option of a 
few.” 

No plainer violation of this principle can be 
found than the effort to apply it to the liquor 
question in the relegation of the question ta 

townships, cities or counties of the states. The 
objection is not to the option but to the relega- 
tion of the option to local communities which 
have not the right logically or naturally, or 

even possibly, because the results of the business 
of trafficking in intoxicating liquors cannot be, in- 
herently, naturally nor possibly, confined to such 
localities. 

The liquor traffic, from the manufacturing to 
the selling, wholesale or retail, produces certain 
natural and inevitable results, viz., crime, pauper- 
ism, insanity and disorders of a public and gen- 
eral nature which affect the people of the whole 
state. If the crime, pauperism, insanity, etc., pro- 
duced by the liquor traffic in the district, town- 
ship or county voting “wet” could be confined to 
the people of that locality and the results did not 
affect every other locality of the state, directly or 

indirectly, the option whether or not the traffic 
should be carried on within that locality would 
inhere in the people of that locality. But the re- 
sults of the traffic cannot be, in the nature of the 
case, so confined. Every citizen of the state is 
directly or indirectly interested and affected by 
the traffic wherever carried on under the 
sovereignty of the state. 

The people in the “dry” counties will be taxed 
to support state institutions which are rendered 
necessary to care for the criminals, idiots and in- 
sane from the “wet” counties. People of dry 
counties will be shot, stabbed and otherwise dis- 
turbed by the citizens made drunken and irre- 
sponsible in the wet counties. 

It may be urged that this argument proves too 
much, that it would necessitate leaving the ques- 
tion to the action of the national Congress, but 
this would not necessarily, and does not, follow'. 
The state is a sovereignty within itself. If the 
national Union ceased to exist, the states are still 
sovereignties w'ithin themselves, but towns, cities, 
and counties are mere political divisions subject v 

to the control of the state of which they are a / 
constituent part. They have no individuality 
separate and apart from the state which confers 
it. 

Considered as a policy local option is an at- 
tempt to cure a general disease with a local 
remedy. Those who are thus fighting the liquor 
traffic on moral grounds are not consistent. It 


