
saloon question. Mr. Koelling understands 
it. He knows that the something like ten 
thousand men who voted the ticket of the 
Prohibition party in the city of Chicago rep- 

jrpsent the one force that the liquor power 
/ understands to be irrevocably and unrecon- 

cilably opposed to it—and they alone. 
Of course, there are many very excellent 

citizens in Chicago who will disagree with 
that interpretation of the vote, and to sup- 
port their disputaiion they will point you 
to the fact that they pay money for law en- 

forcement societies, that they make and listen 
to speeches at law enforcement meetings, that 
they belong to leagues for this and for that, 
more or less in opposition to the liquor traf- 
fic. All of which testimony is exceedingly 
interesting, but wholly irrelevant in the case 
at issue. 

There are only certain days in all the year 
when the citizen has the chance to formally 
and legally speak his opinion and express 
his will concerning the liquor traffic. Those 
days are the days of election, and at the 
election of Tuesday of last week only about 
ten thousand of the citizens of Chicago cared 
enough about the saloon’s lawful and un- 

lawful infamies to mention it in the expres- 
sion of their will as the sovereign rulers of 
the city. Even those citizens who voted for 
some Republican or Democratic candidate, 
believing him to be less committed to the 
liquor interests than his Republican or Dem- 
ocratic opponent, voted at best an equivocal 
ticket, which not only gave no indication of 
the views of the voter, but also helped to put 
in power, if the “good man” was suc- 

cessful, an office-holder who now represents 
a divided constituency and who, as always 
in such cases, is under chattel mortgage to 
the lowest element of his constituency. 

^ Yet Mr. Koelling fails to see the full sig- 
nificance of those ten thousand votes. They 
represent a tremendous growth in the public 
sentiment of the city of Chicago upon the 
saloon question. In spite of opposition, in 
spite of the dust-throwing of the politicians, 
in spite of the time-serving of the daily pa- 
pers, in spite of the ignis fatuus signalling of 
the so-called temperance men who tell the 
citizen that he can stay in his old party and 
settle the saloon question, the vote of the 
Prohibition party in Chicago has grown from 
something like 500, ten years ago, to its 
present respectable proportions of four per- 
cent of the total vote of the city. 

We extend to Mr. Koelling a cordial in- 
vitation to “watch us grow.” 

WOMAN’S PROHIBITION CLUB 

In a recent number of The National 
Prohibitionist there was published the call 
for the national convention of the Woman’s 
Prohibition Club of America, to be held in 
Columbus in connection with the national 
Prohibition convention. It seems to us that 
it would not be improper for the party lead- 
ers to give very marked encouragement and 
assistance to this branch of our work. We 
speak of it in this way because we do not un- 

derstand it to be an independent organiza- 
tion, like, for example, the W. C. T. U., but 
as clearly a branch of the Prohibition party 
work as the National Issue Club. To use a 

more pertinent illustration still, we might 
compare it to the Intercollegiate Prohibition 
Association, which has alwayfc been recog- 
nized as a party organization. 

We should be sorry to see the Woman’s 
Prohibition Club attempt to form an inde- 
pendent organization or to build up a great 
“movement.” It is of the Prohibition party, 

in the Prohibition party and for the Prohibi- 
tion party. The less the machinery and for- 
mality it has the better, but it has a very def- 
inite work which it can accomplish for the 
advancement of the Prohibition party, and in 
that work it ought to have the assistance of 
individual workers and of the party commit- 
tees. 

A KNOWING FELLOW 
A gentleman who signs himself “A. H. 

Berger/’ and at times appends “Treasurer Travel- 
ing Men’s League,” has rare good fortune in 
finding publication for his “letters to the editor” 
in the daily papers of Chicago. Without ex- 

ception, so far as these productions have come 
to our notice, Mr. Berger’s one and only theme 
of discussion is the failure of Prohibition. Like 
most other writers upon the same subject, Mr. 
Berger, in view of the paucity of facts, draws 
largely upon fancy. We did not say “his fancy”; 
Berger usually takes his mendacities second- 
hand from the posters of the “booze” propaganda 
posted in the saloons. Still, it would be un- 

just to accuse Mr. Berger of lack of an imagin- 
ation of his own. It bursts forth at length. It 
dazzles with its glitter. 

In the Inter Ocean a few days ago Mr. 
Berger breaks away from the posters and ven- 
tures an assertion that even the boldest of the 
traffic’s knights mendacious have not heretofore 
dared to make. Hear him : 

“I do not know whether Abraham Lincoln 
drank or not, but I do know that he delivered a 

speech of which the following is an abstract: 
‘Prohibition will work great injury to the cause 
of temperance,”’ etc., etc. (the remainder of the 
passage is the old Atlanta fake that first appeared 
in 1887). 

Now, if Mr. Berger “knows” this much, he 
doubtless knows some other important things. 
When did Abraham Lincoln make that speech, 
and where? In what book, paper or magazine 
was it recorded? Where, prior to its fraudulent 
use on a liquor poster in the Atlanta campaign, 
did the passage ever appear in type? 

Mr. Berger is the first man to venture the 
assertion of knowledge in connection with this 
matter and these questions may very properly be 
considered “up to” him. 

Will he try to answer them ? 
Nay, verily. 

A little periodical, published in an Illinois town 
and commonly known as a Prohibition paper, an- 
nounces with much vehemence that the Prohibi- 
tion party is no longer a necessity. In view of 
the fact that, in the same number in which the 
announcement appears, it fills nearly two square 
feet of its space with matter stolen from The 
National Prohibitionist, without a line of credit 
or acknowledgement, it is safe to assume that 
the editor holds another view about the neces- 

sity of Prohibition party papers. 

Says the Mirror, that erratic and sometimes 
risque journal that hails from St. Louis: “God 
put alcohol in the grape, the grain, the fruit and 
the vegetable.” Did he? Well, if He did, He 
also put rot in the apple and decomposition in 
the beef; but that does not make it proper to 
sell rotten fruit or tainted meat. He also put 
the cut in the steel, and that does not make 
murder a virtue. 

Says the liquor advocate, “Where would you 
get the money to run Chicago, if Prohibition were 

adopted and the $7,000,000 gin mill revenue lost?” 
Says the Prohibitionist, “Don’t worry; we would 
make a fairly good start by stopping that $9,000,- 
000 ‘water graft’ that the gin mill government 
gives us.” 

No one can question the misery caused by 
drink, but thus far, every effort made to stamp 
it out by law resulted in making a worse state 
of affairs.—The Peoria Star. 

Of which wonderful fact Birmingham, Atlanta, 
Macon, etc., etc., with idle police courts and al- 
most empty jails are splendid demonstrations! ! ! 

Illinois, like Georgia and Alabama, and part 
of Kentucky, will be “dry” theoretically. Prac- 
tically speaking it will be bv no means impossible 
to buy a drink in the “dry” section.—The Louis- 
ville Courier-Journal. 

However, Colonel, ’twill be well to bring your 
own bottle along when next you tour Illinois, 

CHICAGO’S GREAT ADVANCE 

The Aldermanic Vote in the Windy City 
Nearly Reaches the 10,000 Mark — The 

Percentage of the Total Vote 
More than Doubled 

Chicago’s Prohibitionists are congratulating 
themselves upon the fact that for a number of 
years past the strength of the party has steadily 
increased with each succeeding election. 

Tn the election last week they broke all previous 
records and lacked but 183 votes of reaching a 

total that cannot be recorded without using five 
figures. I'lie total Prohibition party vote for 
aldermanic candidates in the thirty-five wards of 
Chicago was 9,817, against 5,8G8 for the same 

offices last year. The vote for W. A. Brubaktr 
for mayor in 1907 was G,020. 

But gratifying as this increase is, upon the sur- 

face, closer examination merely serves to increase 
the satisfaction with which the Prohibitionist may 
contemplate the returns. Mr. Brubaker’s vote in 

1907 was barely 1.8 percent of the total vote cast 
in that election, while the aggregate aldermanic 
vote for Prohibition candidates last week was 

almost 3.9 percent of the total vote, or more than 
double the percentage of a year ago. 

In most instances the results may be regarded 
as distinctively Prohibition party gain. In two 

wards—the Eighteenth and Twenty-seventh—the 
Prohibition candidates for aldermen were en- 

dorsed by the Chicago Daily News. Aside from 
this, the Prohibition candidates earned every vote 

by diligent campaigning against the field. Doubt- 
less the results were favorably affected by the 

fact that most of the Republican and Democratic 
candidates signed the “personal liberty” pledge of 
the United Societies, and thus alienated many 

good citizens; but the increase was nearly uniform 

throughout the city and is not an abnormal growth 
in any sense. 

The spectacular features of the campaign were 

furnished almost wholly by the Twenty-seventh 
ward, where Prof. E. L. Kletzing polled 2,503 
votes and carried six precincts by strong plurali- 
ties. In the Thirty-second ward William C. 
Gibon polled seventy-three votes more than the 
Democratic candidate, but this was due to a strong 
run by Alderman Badenoch, who ran as an In- 

dependent and received the bulk of Democratic 

support. In three wards no Prohibition nomina- 
tions were made. These wards last year polled 
a total of 164 votes. Had the party had candi- 
dates in those wards this year and polled a vote 

equal to that of a year ago, the party vote in the 

city would have lacked but nineteen votes of the 

10,000 mark. The vote by wards is as follows: 
1908. 1907. 

First 109 135 
Second 196 535 
Third 212 106 
Fourth * 66 
Fifth 86 82 
Sixth 269 140 
Seventh 457 344 
Eighth 149 135 
Ninth 45 40 
Tenth * 50 
Eleventh * 48 
Twelfth 204 150 
Thirteenth 288 253 
Fourteenth 205 102 
Fifteenth 103 133 
Sixteenth 57 47 
Seventeenth 171 69 
Eighteenth 566 141 
Nineteenth 89 68 
Twentieth 209 229 
Twenty-first .Ill 111 
Twenty-second 136 72 
Twenty-third 141 74 
Twenty-fourth 203 164 
Twenty-fifth 182 197 
Twenty-sixth 543 264 
Twenty-seventh .2,503 234 
Twenty-eighth 267 182 
Twenty-ninth 82 69 
Thirtieth 99 113 
Thirty-first 407 295 
Thirty-second 441 426 
Thirty-third 420 404 
Thirty-fourth 418 130 
Thirty-fifth 383 200 

9,817 5,868 

#No candidate. 


