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THE ONLY QUESTION 
The Prohibition party, on the threshold of 

the Presidential campaign of 1908, looks 
back Over a history of almost forty years— 
forty years of the most remarkable political 
history that was ever written. Without 
immediate prospect of partizan success, with- 
out those emoluments that quicken the po- 
litical activities of others, much of the time 
without the remotest expectation of any 
tangible reward, the Prohibition party has 
conducted a continuous campaign for almost 
four decades in the face of scorn, ridicule 
and hatred, bitter persecution and the un- 

relenting opposition of the political powers 
that be. 

In the world's history there is no grander 
page. The men who founded the Prohibition 

party, the men who faced the scorn and 
ridicule of its early years, the men who have 
borne its burden and championed its cause, 
the men who have toiled and sacrificed for 
it—these men, if history shall ever be writ- 
ten in truth, will be given honors not less 

bright than those that are accorded to the 
men who, in other years and for other great 
causes, have ridden to battle, starved in 

prison cells and died upon the scaffold. 
This glorious history gives us a magnifi- 

cent vantage ground for the present cam- 

paign. We enter it, an army of trained 
veterans, with an established position, a 

recognized right to exist, the respect of the 

great mass of our fellow citizens, and what 
is better, that which we have most lacked in 
all the years—an understanding by our fel- 
low citizens. Recognition for ourselves and 
for our contention, for which we have bat- 
lied so long and seemingly so fruitlessly in 
the past, we have today at the outset of the 

campaign. 
All this is only another way of saying what 

we have said to each other a thousand times 

already—that this is an hour of wonderful 

possibility for the Prohibition cause. We can 

face this campaign with the complacent as- 

surance of sure victors, save for anxiety over 

ane thing—Will we ourselves rise to the 
occasion ? 

The problem of this hour is not how to 

reach the people. The question before us 

now is not, Will the American voter listen to 

i presentation of the Prohibition issue? The 
old wonder whether the country is ready for 
Prohibition is settled. The problem of this 
hour is to marshal ourselves for the reach- 

ing of the people, is to devote ourselves to 
the work in hand so as to give the nation 
what the nation waits for—leadership toward 
Probit ion. 

Already some of us are speculating, 
what our vote will be. Such speculation is 
in large measure fruitless, but this, at leasf, 
can be answered: Our vote will be enormous, 

just in proportion to our willingness to work 
and give as we never have worked and given 
before. 

If some tens of thousands of Prohibition- 
ists are ready, even at considerable sacrifice, 
to give days and weeks to unpaid service for 
the Prohibition cause, if some tens of 
thousands of us are ready to give tens and 
hundreds and perhaps even thousands of 
dollars to our local and state and national 
committees, even if to get the money we 

must resort to such measures as we would 
resort to in great crises of personal or family 
affairs, then the only danger in making an 

estimate of our vote will be the danger of 

setting it too low7. 
In short, the whole question of this cam- 

paign is, How7 well is the Prohibition party 
going to come into the fight? 

And in very large part that is a personal 
question for each man of us, a question as 

serious as any to which a human being ever 

addressed himself. 

WHAT IS KILLING THE CHURCH? 
In an article in the Broadway Magazine Mr. 

Thomas Dixon, Jr., of one-time 'fame as a pulpit 
orator in New York and mere recently before the 
public as the author of certain sensational books 
and plays, portrays the condition of New York 
city churches, pointing out the lamentable de- 
crease in the number of orthodox Protestant 
churches and the deterioration of those churches 
that still continue to exist, until, as he says, many 
of them present claims to existence that are “piti- 
ful absurdities,” while many more are “dead 
and don’t know it.” 

An eastern correspondent asks us to suggest 
an explanation of this lamentable situation of 
which Mr. Dixon is by no means the first dis- 
coverer. \Ve undertake the task with much dif- 
fidence. and yet it seems to us that the matter is 
of such vital importance that, if an explanation 
can be given and a remedy suggested, it were 

criminal to refrain. 
i o take our questioner to Denver for an an- 

swer is perhaps going a long way, but that is 
better than bringing the answer from Denver, 
since in that case it might be considered “far- 
fetched.’’ Denver, we believe, at the present mo- 

ment has a case in point. 
By the laws in force in that city, the mayor, 

through his power to appoint commissioners, is 
able to determine whether the city shall have 
license or Prohibition. When the people of Den- 
ver vote for mayor, they vote upon the saloon 
question. There are three nominations for the 
office of mayor in that city in the election which 
will take place before these lines reach our 

readers. 
The Democrats have re-nominated the present 

occupant of the mayor’s office who stands com- 
mitted to the "wide-open” policy which lie has 
hitherto followed. 

The Republicans have nominated a man who, 
since his nomination, has publicly asserted thaK 
he drinks when he pleases and that no one shall v 

prevent him, but who makes the promise that, 
if elected, he will “enforce all the laws.” There 
is no suggestion of hostility to the liquor traffic 
in his promise. The Sunday Times-Nezvs of 
Denver, in a full-page campaign document which 
is spread before us at this moment,- assures its 
readers that that promise means “that the cribs 
would have to maintain at least the semblance of 

decency”; “that no tenderloin district would be 
tolerated next door to a public school”; "that 
the dishonest saloons would have to keep closed 
after midnight and on Sunday.” These brief 
quotations give the lie to the Republican can- 

didate’s campaign promise, for they admit that 

contrary to the lazu, “cribs” and “tenderloin dis- 

tricts” will be allowed in certain places and under 
certain conditions in Denver. Also they prac- 

tically commit the Republican candidate, as all 
know him to be committed, to license, not only 
saloons in general, but even “dishonest saloons.” 

The Nezvs-Times asserts that this policy will 
be acceptable to saloonkeepers and includes them 
in the “all honest men” whom it expects to sup- 

port the Republican candidate. 
The Prohibitionists, on the straight issue of 

Prohibition, have nominated and have in the field 
a candidate for mayor in the person of a man in 

every way qualified by his private character and 
his public standing to fill the office. 

And at least some of the ministerial associa- 
tions of Denver, including the Methodist minis- 
ters, by formal, public action, have allied them- 
selves wfith the “honest saloonkeepers” and an- 

nounced their support of the Republican candidate. 
And, as these lines are written, they are marching 
to the polls, shoulder to shoulder with the saloon-.^" 
keepers and with the people who want “cribs” 
that “maintain a semblance of decency” to elect 
the man who defiantly announces that “no power 
on earth" can prevent his drinking when he wants 
to drink. 

We are glad to believe that this thing does 
not happen as frequently in this year of grace 
as it has happened in the past and we hope that 
it will happen less frequently, but this sort of 
thing has happened often enough in the history 
of the American church of recent years to ac- 

count, both for a terrible lack of respect for the 
church upon the part of the masses, and a woe- 

ful lack of spiritual power in the church. 
If this plain statement of facts arraigns us be- 

fore any eccleciastical tribunal, we willingly “go 
in the dock” with the greatest of the evangelists 
of the American church, Charles G. Finney 
who, as long ago as 1835, saixl: “Resistance to 
the temperance reformation will put a stop to re- 

vivals in a church. The time has come zvhen it 
can no longer be innocent in a church to stand 

aloof from the glorious reformation ... Thie 
man’s hands are red zvith blood who stands aloof 
from the temperance cause. And can he have a 

revival?” 

UNFOUNDED CLAIMS OF SOCIALISTS 
The Socialist of this city, in a leading editorial 

published during the session of the national con- 

vention of the Socialists last week, made a 

number of somewhat remarkable claims for that 
convention. It asserted that the Socialist con- 

vention is the “only one whose delegates are 

really chosen by the rank and file”; the “only 
convention that will meet this year that will 
be in any sense a deliberative body”; the “only 
convention in which women delegates will take 
equal part with men”; and the “only convention 
that will put principles above candidates.” 

The editor of the Socialist could hardly fail 


