
CAMPAIGN IN DENVER 

Anti-Saloon League and Preachers Lined Up 
Against Prohibition With Drinking 

Republican Candidate 

Denver, Colo., May 2—(Special correspond- 
ence)—Local politics in this city presents a Chi- 
nese puzzle in which only one thing stands 
out clearly and distinctly and reputably—the at- 
titude of the Prohibition party, four-square with 
righteousness and opposed to the Saloon devil 
and all his works. The Prohibitionists have a 
full ticket in the field, with candidates for all 
offices excepting that of alderman in one ward, 
and with an excellent candidate for mayor in the 
person of Dr. T. E. Taylor. 

The Republicans have nominated for mayor 
a man who is notoriously a drinking man, who 
has publicly declared since his nomination that, 
when he wants a drink there isn’t a man on 
earth who can stop him, and the Republican 
county machine, including the district attorney 
and sheriff, who have been responsible for years 
past for the unchecked violation of law in this 
city, are supporting him. 

The Democrats, on the other hand, have nom- 
inated the present mayor who for four years 
past has allowed the saloons to trample the law 
to fragments and to sell their poison seven days 
of every week. 

Perhaps the most curious feature of the cam- 
paign is the fact that, because the Republicans, 
with such a candidate for mayor so supported, 
have made a public declaration in favor of clos- 
ing the saloons on Sunday, the Anti-Saloon 
League, under the leadership of E. E. McLaugh- 
lin, the state superintendent, has declared "for 
the drinking Republican candidate, and on 
Wednesday the Methodist ministers at a special 
meeting at the invitation of Mr. McLaughlin, 
formally endorsed the same candidate. 

LARGELY PERSONAL. 
Mr. 0. D. Ellett, a well known party worker 

and editor of the Iowa Prohibitionist, published 
at Marshalltown in that state, was seriously in- 
jured by being caught in a printing press on 
the morning of May 1. The surgeons in the 
hospital found it necessary to amputate a part 
of Mr. Ellett’s foot, and he is reported to be 
in a serious condition. His speaking dates 
throughout the state have been canceled. Mr. 
Ellett deserves and will have the sympathy of 
the Prohibitionists of his state and of the coun- 

try. 

The March number of Our Church Chimes, is- 
sued by the First Methodist Episcopal church of 
Brooklyn, is a memorial to the Rev. Robert 
Turner MacNicholl, lately pastor of that church 
who “ceased at once to work and live” on Feb- 
ruary 22. Mr. MacNicholl was the father of Dr. 
T. Alexander MacNicholl who is well known to 
readers of The National Prohibitionist as one 
of the foremost students of the medical and 
physiological problems which center about the 
alcohol question. Mr. MacNicholl had served in 
the ministry of the Methodist Episcopal church 
for thirty-three years, twenty-five years of which 
were spent in the pastorate of New York city and 
Brooklyn churches. 

The Rev. Hiram Gould of Forest Grove, Ore- 
gon, protests, with some reason, against the pub- 
lication of his name as “Goner” in the list of 
Oregon’s delegates to the Columbus convention. 
Mr.« Gould has the reputation of a stayer and 
/ he National Prohibitionist regrets that a bad 
copy writer appeared to rob him of that credit. 

Editor of The National Prohibitionist:—1 
am proud of our national paper. I wish it could 
be read by 50,000 voters in our Illinois. If it 
could be sent to 1,000,000 voters in the United 
States for three months before the November 
election, 1908, the result would be a revelation to 
us at the counting of the ballots. 

[The Rev.] J. E. Masters. 
Dorchester, 111. 

Editor of The National Prohibitionist:— 
I desire to present my congratulations to The 
National Prohibitionist, both concerning the com- 
bination that makes the paper and the name 
chosen. It is what we have longed to see for a 

good while. Dr. A. D. Bridgman. 
Decatur, 111. 

PRESBYTERY OPPOSES PROHIBITION 

Minister Who Drinks Champagne Leads Mis- 
souri Presbyterians 

St. Louis, April 28.—(Special correspondence) 
—The action of the St. Louis presbytery of the 

Presbyterian church in session in this city last 
week when it voted down a resolution favoring 
the Prohibition of the liquor traffic in the state 

of Missouri and the nation and adopted in its 

place a resolution favoring local option, is easily 
understood when the situation is analyzed. 

The leader of the movement against Prohibition 
in the presbytery was the Rev. Dr. S. J. Niccolls, 
pastor of one of the most prominent Presbyterian 
churches in this city and moderator of the Pres- 
byterian General Assembly in 1872. As soon as 

the the Prohibition resolution was offered, Dr. 
Niccolls took the floor against it and brought to 
bear upon it all his popularity and eloquence, 
arguing, not against Prohibition, but that the time 
is not yet ripe for Prohibition in the state of 
Missouri. It was his personal influence and pop- 
ularity that carried the amendment. 

Behind this fact the other fact which needs to 
be understood is the matter of the personal habits 
of Dr. Niccolls, and the best commentary upon 
that which is open to public observation is the 
fact that at the banquet or “luncheon” given to 
President Roosevelt in the Jefferson Hotel in this 
city last fall, Dr. Niccolls was one of the three 
clergymen who publicly drank champagne with 
the President. 

The country should not judge the Presbyterian 
ministers, and much less the Presbyterian people, 
of Missouri by the action of the St. Louis pres- 
bytery. The mass of both preachers and people 
will agree with Governor Cobb of Maine, who 
happened to be visiting in the city at the time 
when the presbytery sat and who said: 

“As governor of a state which has had Prohibi- 
tion for nearly fifty years, I represent a people 
who do not consider Prohibition at any stage of 
the game as premature. Of course, I do not un- 
derstand how long it takes public sentiment in 
Missouri to ‘ripen,’ but Maine would look on 
Prohibition as timely whenever a state could get it. 

“No matter what rumor may be circulated to 
the contrary, I believe firmly that if the people 
of Maine were to vote on the Prohibition ques- 
tion tomorrow they would vote solidly for the 
Prohibition of the liquor traffic.” 

LET THEM DRINK 

Chicago’s School Board Scorns the Proposition 
to Require Sobriety of Its Responsible 

Employees 
The school board of the city of Chicago evi- 

dently is not really sure that the men who have 
care of the huge buildings in which Chicago’s 
thousands of school children are penned up dur- 

ing school hours—the men who heat and ventilate 
those buildings and have under their control the 
fires and steam that warm, and at the same time 

imperil them, need to be sober all the time. 
The question came before the school board 

when Mr. Louis F. Post, the editor of the Public, 
introduced a resolution requiring employees 
of the board to totally abstain from the use of 
intoxicating liquors, it being understood that the 
resolution was particularly aimed at the janitors, 
engineers and firemen. 

According to the statement of the Chicago daily 
papers, President Schneider, who recently told a 

representative of the W. C. T. U. that, rather 
than enforce the law concerning scientific tem- 

perance instruction in the city of Chicago, he 
•would teach the school children how to drink 
beer—this eminent President Schneider is said to 

have told Mr. Post that the resolution was "ridic- 
ulous,” and the board evidently held with its 
president, since it voted the resolution down by a 

majority of six to three. 
Feeling, perhaps, that after being brought into 

the lime-light upon the matter, it must do some- 

thing, the board then proceeded to adopt the 

illogical and nonsensical rule that the president 
of the board (this same excellent Schneider) 
shall suspend any janitor or engineer who in- 

dulges in the use of intoxicating liquors while on 

duty. 
Of course, this will be a great ground for re- 

joicing among the parents of Chicago. Hereafter 
if a janitor stupefies himself with liquor over 

night, and by his carelessness burns up a school 

building with half-a-thousand children, or gets 
drunk on the way to school in the morning and 

perpetrates some horror to make the ears of every 

parent in the city tingle, it will be very soothing 
to remember that he did not drink while on 

duty. 

NOTATIONS 

A made-to-order article, built upon the ‘elas- 
tic,” “fit-anywhere” principle that makes it possi- 
ble to present it in almost any shape, is going 
the rounds of the beery press, accusing the Pro- 

hibitionists of an attempt to ruin a manufactur- 
ing business that has a “total physical investment 
of $3,100,000,000.” Even were it true that the 

investment in the business of manufacturing 
liquors were so enormous as this, it would not 

prove that the business is a good business or that 

its continuance is for the welfare of the American 
people. But the statement is not true. Accord- 
ing to the latest government statistics published 
upon the question—those in Bulletin 57 of the 

Census issued in 1905—the business of manu- 

facturing wine has a nominal capital of $17,775,- 
240; the distilling business has $50,101,362; the 

malt business, $47,934,204; the brewing business, 
$515,636,792, or, in all told a capital of $631,447,- 
598, “water” included. The probable actual value 
of the real investment in the four lines of liquor 
manufacturing is less than $500,000,000, perhaps 
does not exceed $250,000,000. 

Some paragraphs are floating the rounds of 
the papers, representing that Lewiston, Maine, 
has furnished another example of the “failure 
of Prohibition” in the fact that, according to 

the report of the state liquor agent, every man, 
woman and child of that city drank something 
like four gallons of intoxicating liquors of one 

sort and another, last year, according to the 

purchases from the state agency which is sup- 
posed to deal in liquors only for lawful pur- 
poses. We are not convinced, by any means, 
that the statement is correct, yet, perhaps, the 
people of Lewiston did purchase that amount of 
liquor from the agency. In that event the fact 
is highly interesting, showing that the liouor 
consumption of Lewiston was a trifle more than 
one-sixth of the average liquor consumption of 
the United States, which in the last fiscal year 
was 23.53 gallons of liquors of all sorts, for 

every man woman and child in the Republic. 
If Prohibition in Maine, under a hostile admin- 
istration, cuts down the average consumption 
of liquor to one-sixth of the national average, 
why, in the language of the street, “it’s going 
some.” 

When the Republican party declares for a 

personal liberty that means affiliation with 
the law-breaking, order-defying, criminal- 
making saloon by standing with it to “repeal 
the Sunday excise laws as well as every one 

of the laws that call for local option;” it for- 
feits the right to be called the party of Abra- 
ham Lincoln, and deserves the condemnation 
of every man who loves and honors that 
glorious name.—Resolutions of the Chicago 
Methodist Preachers’ Meeting. 

We deplore and condemn the so-called per- 
sonal liberty plank in the state platform of 
the Republican party as indicating a shame- 
less subservience to the liquor interests.— 
Action of the Chicago Presbytery of the 

Presbyterian Church. 


