
following table, taken from the Special Census 
Report on Prisoners, shows this: 

NUMBER OF PRISON- 
ERS PER 100,000 

STATES OF POPULATION. 
North Atlantic division .121.6 
Maine. 70.0 
New Hampshire.97.7 
Vermont. 78.7 
Massachusetts .... 187.2 
Rhode Island.130.6 
Connecticut..115.4 
New York.126.7 
New Jersey.131.9 
Pennsylvania 92.3 

Another highly instructive table can be made 
from the same report : 1 NO. OF PRISONERS 

PER 100,000 
INHABITANTS 

Average of North Atlantic States.121.6 
Average of South Atlantic States.100.5 
Average of North Central States. 75.2 

Average of South Central States. 95.7 

Average of Western States.169.4 
The State of Maine.7°-o 

The extensive tables from which these are taken 

are compiled by the Census Bureau upon an 

enumeration made on June 30, 1904, and may be 

studied by any one who can obtain the Bulletin 

upon Prisoners. 
Should the fact come to the notice of any reader 

of this article that a like favorable showing is 

not made in the Census for Kansas, such reader 

is referred to the article discussing that point in 

The National Prohibitionist on March 19, 1908, 
in which it is shown that for some unknown rea- 

son Kansas has been charged by the Census 

Bureau with a host of Federal prisoners and pris- 
oners from Oklahoma. 

With these considerations in mind let us now 

examine the official statistics of the two states 

Maine and Minnesota. It is impossible to make 

a comparison for identical years since Minnesota 
lias no published documents covering the year 

1907. 
We have for the state of Maine the “Maine 

State Prison Report” for the year 1907, trans- 

mitted to the governor on December 1, 1907, and 

covering the year ending November 30, 1907. 

We have for Minnesota “The Third Biennial 

Report of the State Board of Control,” covering 
the years 1905 and 1906, ending July 31, 1906. 

The showing of these reports is as follows: 
Maine in the year 1907 had in her state prison 

247 prisoners. Of these nine were women. 

In her jails during the same year there were, 

for long and short periods, a total of 5,769 pris- 
oners of whom 207 were women. There is a 

discrepancy in the report of Maine jails, from 

which it appears that the correct total of prison- 
ers for that year may have been 821 less, or 4,948. 

Allowing, however, the larger total, this gives 
Maine an aggregate prison population of 6,016, of 

whom 216 were women. 

.Turning now to Minnesota, we hnd from the re- 

port cited above, that, in the year ending July 31, 

1906, the Minnesota state reformatory had inmates 
to the number of 490 of whom two were women; 

the Minnesota state prison had inmates to the 
number of 981, of whom 21 were women, while 

the jails of the state had a total of 6,411 prisoners 
of whom 517 were women. In arriving at a com- 

plete census of the prison population there are to 

be added the prisoners in what is known in Min- 

nesota as the state training school. This school 
is a place for the confinement and discipline of 

criminals and delinquents under eighteen years of 

age. In the year ending July 31, 1906, there were 

348 prisoners in that school. Deducting those who 
were committed for offenses which would not 

have caused them to be confined in jail in Maine, 
there are left 188 prisoners, of whom 35 were 

girls. 
There is still to be added the population of the 

city workhouse of Minneapolis, not obtainable 
from available- statistics, but amounting to about 

400. 

T he following table will show a definite com- 

parison between the two states: 

Prison Maine Minn. 

County jails.5,769 6,411 
State prisons. 247 981 
Reformatory 490 

“Training School". 188 

City Work House. *400 
Woman Prisoners. 216 540 

♦Estimated. 
An analysis of this table shows that Maine has 

thirty-five prisoners in her state prison for every 
one hundred thousand of the population, ivhile 
Minnesota has fifty-one for every one hundred 
thousand, or, if the prisoners in the reformatory 
he added to those in the state prison, seventy- 
seven for every hundred thousand of the popula- 
tion, and counting the training school eighty- 
seven. 

Maine has a little more than one woman in a 

state penal institution for every one hundred 
thousand of the population, while Minnesota in 
her three state institutions where prisoners are 

confined, the state prison, the reformatory and 
the training school, excluding those prisoners in 
the training school who are there for insignificant 
offenses, has THREE women prisoners for every 
one hundred thousand of the population. 

The statement of the document under criticism, 
concerning the cost of prisons in Minnesota and 
in Maine, must be sheer guesswork upon the part 
of whomsoever may have been responsible for this 
matter. No complete statistics of the cost of 
prisons and jails are available for either state, 
but in the matter of state prisons we have the 
records before us. 

In Maine, for the year 1907, the net cost of the 
state prison to the people of the state was $16,- 
948.87. In Minnesota for the year ending July 
31, 1906, the net cost of the state prison and 
reformatory, making no account of the expenses 
of the state training school, amounted to $94,351.07 

If we should add to this one-half of the cost of 

the training school the showing for the two states 
in the matter of the cost of state penal institu- 
tions would be: 

Maine Minn. 
Cost of State Penal Institutions. .$16,498 $148,493 

The statement concerning arrests for drunk- 
enness in Maine and Minnesota is also mere reck- 
less guesswork. There are no statistics available 
anywhere, showing the whole number of imprison- 
ments, much less the number of arrests for drunk- 
enness in the state of Minnesota. The number of 
imprisonments for drunkenness in Maine does not 

cover the whole number of arrests, although it 
certainly approaches much nearer to it than the 
number given for the state of Minnesota. 

There were, indeed, in Maine in the year 1907, 
2,934 prisoners committed to jail for drunken- 
ness. Almost all of these came from a few of the 
cities where, under the corrupt municipal gover- 
ments that exist by the grace of the Democratic 
and Republican parties, liquor selling is almost un- 

checked, and where every man who appears pub- 
licly drunk is immediately arrested for the two- 
fold reason that the community will not tolerate 
drunkenness and that his arrest will help to swell 
the total which can be used to discredit the 
Prohibition policy. 

For Minnesota, as it has already been said, we 

have no figures covering the whole state, but we 

do have for the year 1903, on page 68 of Bulletin 
20 of the Census, the arrests for Minnesota’s three 
chief cities, Minneapolis, St. Paul and Duluth. 
The number of arrests for intoxication in those 
three cities in that year totaled 6,077. The three 
cities contain a little more than a third of the 

population of the state. If the usual custom fol- 
lowed by the police in making up a total of arrests 
for drunkenness were followed, and the cases of 
"disturbing the peace” were added to the cases 

of drunkenness, we should have 1,269 more, or a 

total of 7,346 such arrests in a little more than a 

third of the population of the state of Minnesota. 
In Maine during the year 1907 441 persons were' 

committed to jail for selling intoxicating liquors 
In Minnesota there are no public statistics 
ing the number of people arrested for unlawfulv 
selling of liquor, but the important difference ex 

ists that in Maine the sale of liquor is forbidden 
and when the law is enforced the liquor seller is 
sent to jail, whereas in Minnesota the sale of 

liquor is legalized and the liquor seller is fre- 
quently sent to the legislature. That thousands of 
the places where liquor is sold under the guaran- 
ties of the law in the state of Minnesota, are just 
as much “dives” as the places conducted by the 
unfortunates who went to jail in Maine, is per- 
fectly clear to anyone who knows anything of the 
situation. 

Of course, the exposure of the falsity of these 
“statistics” will not in any way interfere with 
their use, or at least, with the attempt to use them, 
both by the Model License League in the United 
States and their brethren, the “wine merchants,” 
of Switzerland and Germany’s brewers and the 
French absinth manufacturers. 

NORTH STATE GOING DRY 

May 26 Sure to See North Carolina Added to 
Prohibition List 

Raleigh, N. C., May 1—(Special correspond- 
ence)—On May 26 the old North state will vote 
“Yes” or “No” on the Prohibition question, and 
every passing day, as the eventful time draws 
near, makes it clearer and clearer to intelligent 
observers that the only possible question con- 

cerning the election is the majority which will 
be recorded for Prohibition. 

The liquor interests are practically hopeless 
for, in spite of the great effort that they have 
put forth, and in spite of the large sums of 
money which have been brought in from the 
great liquor manufacturing centers, they are 

making but little impression upon the people and 
getting but little hearing, while Prohibition meet- ^ 

ings are large and enthusiastic and the stSTe 
seems on fire with Prohibition enthusiasm. 

Another Prohibition state on the map is just 
as sure as sunrise of May 26. 

MAINE’S LIQUOR DEALERS 

Littlefield Corrects False Statement of Brew- 
ers’ Led Congressman 

Washington, May 1.— (Special correspond- 
ence.)—Today before a sub-committee of the ju- 
diciary committee of the House, Congressman 
Bartholdt of Missouri repeated the worn, old 
liquor dealer’s falsehood that there are 2,500 
people paying the United States retail liquor 
dealer’s tax in the state of Maine. Congress- 
man Littlefield, who was present, challenged and 
denied the statement and produced the last An- 
nual Report of the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, showing that in the last fiscal year, 
counting the one lonesome rectifier and all the 
bootleg, sub-cellar, back-kitchen gang that tried 
to violate Maine’s prohibitory law, only 864 peo- 
ple paid the federal blood-money which made 
Uncle Sam a partner in their lawbreaking. Mr. 
Littlefield mildly suggested that Mr. Bartholdt’s 
remarks along other lines perhaps need as lib- 
eral discount as his statistical statement regard- 
ing Maine. 

CARNEGIE ON DRINK AND TOBACCO 

[Andrew Carnegie, at Pratt Institute, Brooklyn, 
N, Y., March 27, 1908} 

More failures are caused by the drink habit 
than anything else in life. 

A man who begins to drink can rarely, if 
ever, give it up. 

I do not smoke because I could not afford it. 
Chewing tobacco is no longer considered a de- 
cent habit. Smoking will also b$ tabooed in 
the future. 

1 am not only pleased, but delighted, in a su- 

perlative degree, with1 The National Prohibition- 
ist. Every issue punctures the enemy’s armor. 
I do not wonder that they howl.—F. S. Hurlbnrt. 
Casville, Mich. 


