
“WINE WHICH CHEERETH GOD AND 
MAN” 

“Does the Bible say that wine cheers God and 
man ?” 

^'“The writer of this question has evidently been 

'reading some of the literature that is being sent 

out by the Traveling Men's Liberty League in 
which considerable prominence is given to this 
remarkable Scripture. For the Bible does say 
it, that is, it does say it just about as much as it 
says “There is no God” and in about the same 

way in which it says of Jesus “Thou hast a devil 
and art mad.” 

The passage is a trifle obscure and for that 
reason we ought to be more thankful to the 
eminent Biblical students who have unearthed 
it and brought it forth to teach the world wis- 
dom. 

If the inquirer will take his Bible and will turn 

to the book of Judges he will find in the ninth 
chapter of the book, upon the eminent authority 
of Jotham, son of Jerubbaal, that once upon a 

time the trees wTent forth to choose a king, and 
after being “turned dowm” by several trees, they 
asked the vine to be their king and the vine said: 
“Should I leave my wine which chcereth God 
and man to go to be promoted over the trees?” 

Yes, that is in the Bible, and, according to the 
Traveling Men’s Liberty League and all the rest 
of the beery, whisky-soaked crowd, it means 

that, to the end of time all men, as they hope 
for salvation, must knock their heads on the 

ground before the gin miller. 
The interesting character of the passage is 

not the only interesting thing about this appeal 
to the Bible. If we are not mistaken, Mr. M. M. 
Mangasarian of this city was the first eminent 
ecclesiastical authority to quote this passage of 
Scripture against Prohibition. Mr. Mangasari- 
an’s devotion to the Scripture is something won- 

derfully touching, particularly in view of the 
fact that less than six months ago in public de- 
bate in this city he denied the authenticity of the 

Scriptural statement that there was once living in 
Palestine such a personage as Jesus Christ. 

WHAT ST. LOUIS PRESBYTERIANS 
MEAN 

The Rev. Dr. Samuel J. Niccolls of St. Louis, 
who was mentioned in this paper in connection, 
with the report of the doings of the presbytery 
of St. Louis, sends us a copy of resolutions 
adopted by the presbytery on May 11, referring 
to the public understanding of certain resolutions 
adopted at a former meeting. In these later reso- 

lutions the presbytery assert that its former reso- 

lutions were misinterpreted and that it is “not 
to be understood as opposing Prohibition” and 
that it “thankfully rejoices in the spread of popu- 
lar opposition to the liquor traffic.” 

e gladly give publicity to this afterthought 
of the St. Louis presbytery and trust it will not* 
be taken unkindly when we say that the matter 

would have been much better understood by the 

public if the presbytery had said what it meant in 
the first place. 

Dr. Niccolls also assures us that the statement 

that he drank champagne with President Roose- 
velt at the luncheon in St. Louis is “false and 
has no warrant.” Dr. Niccolls says: 

“I was one of the guests at that banquet and, 
when the President proposed a toast, all the gen- 
tlemen at the table arose and lifted their glasses 
before them, as is the custom. I did this with 
the rest. Plow many drank wine I do not know, 
but that I, then or at any other time, drank 
champagne or any other wine with the President 
is not true. I refrained for reasons personal to 

myself. The intimation of the article that I am 

in’ the habit of using wine or any other strong 
drink is equally false and has no warrant.” 

We deeply regret that an injustice has been 

done Dr. Ntccolls, though we feel no responsi- 

bility for it nor do we think that responsibility 
lies with our correspondent. The statement that 
Ur. -ccolls drank champagne on that occasion 
became current shortly after the affair and, so far 
as we know, has never before been denied. And 
it must be admitted that upon the Doctor's own 

showing of the case there was at least a shadow 
of excuse for the report. We arc glad to know 
that the good Doctor didn't drink and to learn 
that, while ne perhaps lacks some of the charac- 
teristics of a Daniel, he, at least, commendamy 
imitated the example of Naaman, as suggested 
in II Kings, 5:18. 

LOCAL OPTION 

With the presentation of the two articles 
which appeared in this paper last week, it seems 

to us that pretty nearly everything has been said 
that can be said in favor of local option. There 
are always differences of opinion in any company 
of men who think. There will probably always 
be differences of opinion among Prohibitionists 
as to what is, or has been, the bearing of local 

option upon the Prohibition movement. How 

ever, a large part of what we suppose to be 

differences of opinion, if examined, will prove 
to be only a misunderstanding of terms. About 
no-license all Prohibitionists are at practical 
agreement, and again, about local option, when 
we strip that term of its supposed character as 

a synonym for no-license, we are practically 
agreed. 

Just at present we wonder whether in the very 
near future, we shall not be almost disgusted 
with ourselves for spending so much time and 

thought upon local option at this advanced stage 
in the progress of reform. Today is not the 

day of local option but of real Prohibition. 

The demand of the American people is not for 

some mere patchwork nonsense but for aggres- 

sive action against the liquor traffic. Where 
local option is being used to get rid of the 

saloon, it is the Prohibition spirit that is accom- 

plishing the result, and where local option is 

being clamored for as a new law, the leaders and 

directors of the clamor are the politicians who 

want to “settle” the liquor question without ma- 

terially changing the present status and without 

injuring the political parties that have earned a 

death sentence by their subserviency to the sa- 

loon. Local option did not lead up to the present 
position; local option has no relation to the 

present situation. Prohibition is the order of the 

day. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE’S DEGENERACY 

We have seen references to an article in Zion’s 
Herald by the Rev. E. S. Trasker of New Elamp- 
shire, in which he laments the growth of crime 
and immorality in that state and points out the 
fact that, whereas the commitments for drunk- 
enness in 1902 were only 473, in 1906 they were 

2,182. 
We have not seen Mr. Trasker's article and 

must not be understood as voicing a hostile criti- 

cism, but a very ready explanation suggests itself 
to us. For years the good people of New Hamp- 
shire have been quiescent before the liquor power, 
wnile it broke down and finally repealed the 

Prohibition law. The Christian citizens of New 

Hampshire have let the bosses of political parties 
controlled by the liquor interests carry them about 
in their vest pockets and vote them at will. The 
natural result is not only this enormous increase 
of drunkenness, but an increase of all that is 
bad. 

New Plampshire needs a revival of Christian 
manhood and the place whereat to exercise such 
remnants thereof as it may have, is at the door 
of the liquor traffic. 

PROFANE IGNORANCE 

A more disgusting exhibition of blasphemous 
ignorance was perhaps never furnished than that 
which is furnished by one H. F. Davenport, said 
to be the manager of a Chicago lirm which manu- 

factures billiard tables and barroom furniture, 
but principally famous among his fellow citizens 
as the chief executive of an organization that 
assumes to represent the business men of Chi- 
cago in opposing the Prohibition movement. 

In a recent outburst against Prohibitionists in 

general and Prohibition ministers in particular, 
Mr. Davenport quotes the New Testament Scrip- 
ture which refers to Jesus as eating with pub- 
licans, and exhibits his ignorance by assuming 
that the word “publicans” as found in the Eng- 
lish Bible, means liquor sellers. He follows this 
with a quotation of the words of Jesus found in 
the story of the last supper, where He tells his 

disciples that He will not drink the fruit of the 
vine again, “until that day when I drink it new 

with you in my Father’s kingdom,” and upon the 

strength of this asserts that the kingdom of 
Heaven is an anti-Prohibition state and that hell 
is a Prohibition country and the devil the chief 
Prohibitionist. 

Mr. Davenport reaches a depth of ignorance 
and indecency where argument is useless. 

MISS ADDAMS 

Tt is to be regretted that Miss Jane Addams, 
Chicago’s noted settlement worker, who is a 

member of the board of education, voted with 
the majority in opposition to the requirement of 
total abstinence of school janitors and engineers 
in this city. The vote is made the more repre- 
hensible by the fact, as it is now discovered, that 
there are school engineers now holding positions 
vital to the safety of the school children of Chi- 
cago, who have been drunk on duty, discharged 
for that drunkenness, reinstated and been drunk 
again. In the case of Miss Addams the offense 
arainst public welfare at least seems more griev- 
ous than in the case of the politicians with whom 
she is associated, for the reason that from her 

work, and particularly from those things that 
have been said in praise of her work, the public 
has come to expect better things from her. 

Some years ago the editor of this paper was 

forced to bring the views of Miss Addams con- 

cerning the saloon into considerable prominence, 
and we regret to say that the unfavorable symp- 
toms which then appeared have increased and 
grown greater until that eminent woman can be 
properlv classified as squarely committed to the 

heresy that the saloon is a “social necessity.” 
The capture of the name and influence of such a 

woman by the liquor interests is little less than 
a public calamity. 

Incidentally, it may be stated that some of the 
liquor men in Illinois seem to have as little sense 

as some in Kentucky.—The Louisville Post. 

Impossible ! Surely impossible ! 

We don’t want Prohibition.—7 he Record, Hel- 
ena, Mont. 

Sure, sure; lots of children of big and little 

growth, need spanking to make them take the 

things they need. 

—in the state of Maine where the proportion of 

drinking men in the entire voting population is 

unquestionably greater than is the average in all 
the states together—The Nezv York Commercial. 

Oh, you poor, old idiot! 

No one expects that [Prohibition] law, in the 
face of the popular hostility, will be more than 
half successful in Mobile.—The Record, Fort 
Smith, Ark. 

That “no one” overlooks His Excellency, the 

big-backboned governor of Alabama; doesn't it? 

Experience has clearly shown that it was a 

mistake to abolish the canteen—The Chicago Jour- 
nal. 

Well, at least, nothing that Congress ever did, 
before or since, was responsible for so much edi- 
torial lying. 


