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In Re Local Option: Important Con- 
siderations 

Editor of The National Prohibi- 
tionist:—When Oliver W. Stewart 
spoke in this city last Monday evening 
he paid an eloquent tribute to that dis- 
tinguished citizen of Peoria, Dan R. 
Sheen, and prophesied that the final 
history of the Prohibition conflict would 
devote a page to a chronicle of his 
clean life and brave fight in the home 
city of the mighty whisky trust. All 
who know the facts in the case agree 
with Mr. Stewart and delight to honor 
Mr. Sheen, but there are some things 
in Mr. Sheen’s letter published in your 
paper of May 21 that seem to invite 
adverse criticism. 

It strikes me as peculiar that a man 
of Mr. Sheen’s Prohibition principles 
should advise us to “stay with the pro- 
cession as long as they are going our 

way.” It is my understanding that the 
Prohibition party would never have 
been born, if Prohibitionists had always 
followed that course of least resistance. 
To do so now would make our party in 
this state of Washington a mere non- 

entity, for the Republican party has 
inserted a local option plank in its state 
platform and the Prohibition party of 
Washington must either acknowledge 
the correctness of the Republican posi- 
tion and “stay with the procession” or 
make war on that position and show 
that the Prohibition party presents the 
real method for the solution of the 
question at issue. To go with the Re- 
publican party this year in this state, 
“as long as it goes our way,” would 
mean that we had read and would fol- 
low the advice of the Seattle Times 
which declares that all the people must 

'jQU^for the speedy enactment of a local 
option law or be overtaken by the dire 
disaster of Prohibition within ten 
years. The Times goes on to say that 
local option is a^ step in advance but 
should be satisfactory to the brewers, 
for under local option their breweries 
will not be molested and the local op- 
tion law can be easily evaded by blind 
tigers while Prohibition will mean the 
complete destruction of the whole liquor 
business. Will Brother Sheen still ad- 
vise the Prohibitionists of Washington 
to give aid and comfort to the local 
option movement when we are told by 
our enemies and know by experience 
that it means the postponement of Pro- 
hibition ? 

I hen will some one kindly explain 
more fully this vaunted principle of 
“home rule” as exemplified in local 
option? The local optionist says, for 
instance, that every township should 
have the right—the democratic right of 
self-government—to say whether it 
shall legalize or expel its saloons. (Fun- 
damentally, the local optionist gets off 
the track right here, for it• is not within 
the province of government to say that 
its people may do wrong by majority 
vote.) Waiving the doubtful moral 
quality of the idea, the same local op- 
tionist will urge county option for the 
reason that that is the only way of 
drying up some city that may be sit- 
uated in some particular county. What 
then becomes of the boasted right of 
home rule in that city? Will not local 
option, if carried to its logical conclu- 
sion, bring us to the option of the in- 
dividual? Mr. Sheen’s seeming answer 
is that “We must crawl until we learn 
to walk and must stay with the proces- 
sion.” Out here in Washington we feel 
that too many Prohibitionists have 
Staged with the procession of local op- 
tion and other compromises entirely too 
long and have by that weak attitude en- 

couraged others to stay in the old 
whisky-controlled parties. If those of 
us who have the light dally in darkness 
and fool with compromises, can we ex- 

pect others to find the light by our ex- 

ample? Mr. McNeill, in the same num- 
ber of The National Prohibitionist, 
points out that local option represents 
a low moral status. If that be so, can 
we afford to get down to it? Can we 
preach the abandonment of a low moral 
status by others while we ourselves are 
part and parcel of it. 

Both Mr. Sheen and Mr. McNeill 
seem to think that the local optionist 
is true to the cause of Prohibition at 
heart but ignorant as yet of the right 
way to destroy the saloon. But the lead- 
ers of the local option movement have 
studied the saloon question for years. It 
is such men as Governor Hanly and P. 
A. Baker who have led the Methodist 
Episcopal Church from Prohibition to 
the local option standard, and yet we 
could not well claim that these men are 
ignorant on the question of saloon des- 
truction. Would it not be well for us 
to recognize at once that it is preju- 
dice against the Prohibition party and 
love for the Republican party, and not 
ignorance, that dictates the policy of 
local option to these men and their fol- 
lowers? It is not ignorance but the 
lack of a fine moral courage that the 
Prohibition party has to fight. Can we 
overcome this condition by “staying 
with the procession”? 

Our national convention will do well 
if it meets the issue boldlv and says in 
substance (circulating F. M. Mecart- 
ney’s fine article for the argument) : 
“While we sympathize with the efforts 
of small communities to rid themselves 
of the saloon by local Prohibition, we 
record it as our judgment that local 
ontion is wrong in theory and dilatory 
and often ineffectual in practice.” 

W. F. McDowell. 
Olympia, Washington. 

Local Option: An Important Criticism 
Editor’s Note:—Mr. Huntington’s letter 

serves to give us the point of view of a good 
many faithful Prohibition workers—extreme 
perhaps, but loyal to a rigid interpretation of 
a principle which all of us profess to believe. 

Editor of The National Prohibi- 
tionist :—Recently you have given an 
article by Dan R. Sheen a very prom- 
inent place in your paper. He says he 
has been feeding the people of his 
state on a milk and water diet, 
as he calls it, “lessons in A, B, 
C,” because “Local option stands 
for popular sovereignty.” This is what 
“Jeff” Davis said fifty years ago, and 
the same devil that fooled him is still 
at his old tricks. You might as well 
leave the question of polygamy to the 
sovereignty of the people in wards, dis- 
tricts, villages, towns, cities, states, etc. 

Again he says: “We must crawl be- 
fore we walk.” Who does he mean by 
“we”? If he means himself and the 
Anti-Saloon League well and good, but 
if he means that we Prohibitionists 
must crawl with his A. B. ‘C. scholars, 
he has reckoned without his host. We 
will not crawl. We will fly ahead of 
the crawling, scringing, fearful crew 
and plant our banner on the mountain 
top and cry, Excelsior! Come on! 

Again he says: But I will stay with 
them as long as they are going my 
way.” It seems strange, to my mind, 
that when a soldier is fighting and finds 
himself shot in the back, he will consent 
to stand being shot to death by his 
“friends”! Why not shoot back? 

Local option is a sop from the devil. 
Throw it down as you would a hot coal 
and fight manfullv for the truth. Grant 
said: “I will fight it out oh this line 
if it takes all summer,” and so will I 
fight for the abolition of the liquor 
traffic and for a President who will 
sign the liquor traffic’s death warrant 
in every state in the Union, forever. 
No local option, soppy, seesaw meth- 
ods for me.” 

The way to get Prohibition of the 
liquor traffic in America is to take the 
headquarters of the United States, and 
this can be done as quickly and easily 
as to take a small ward in a small city. 
But how shall the people know with- 
out a teacher and how shall they hear 
without a preacher? 

H. L. Huntington. 
Yonkers, N. Y. 

Law (?) Enforcement (?) 
Editor of The National Prohibi- 

tionist :—The socalled laws for the 
regulation of the liquor business and the 
futile attempts toward their enforce- 
ment are simply ridiculous. They have 
served as a blind and deception to keep 
“good people” busy “enforcing the laws 
we have” before taking the advance step 
of Prohibition. I have been an eye 
witness in Denver for sixteen years to 
this farce which has employed the ener- 

gies of the church, Anti-Saloon League, 
and “Law Enforcement League,” while 
at every election these forces sustained 
a license ticket, thus getting a wide 
open town for the “trinity of evils.” 

The usual saloon restrictions are 

sumptuary laws, though enacted by par- 
ties disclaiming all such legislation and 
favoring the “greatest amount of per- 
sonal liberty.” But the chief objection 
I urge against them is that they are un- 
constitutional. If our license system 
constitutes the saloon a legitimate 
business, as is claimed by some, and 
which the liquor dealers are laboring to 
substantiate, then the usual “regula- 
tion” laws can not be upheld by any 
court of justice since they become class 
legislation; no other legitimate business 
being handicapped by such legislation. If 
one would escape the dilemma of class leg- 
islation by applying these laws to other 
lawful callings, as, for instance a bakery 
or clothing house, he will exemplify 
the charge of ridicule. But, you say, 
the saloon is a criminal business as at- 
tested by the courts. Agreed we are 
on this point, and the outlined regula- 
tions and restrictions are the best 
proof we have of its criminality. 

If the liquor trade is a criminal 
business and license, together with reg- 
ulative laws can be applied to it, why 
tfaay they not apply to other criminal 
business? (Let the reader apply the 
restrictions to horse-thieves and gam- 
blers). Is it not class legislation to 
favor one criminal business by placing 
it under the protection of the law, 
while denying others of the same sort 
equal protection? Is not the fact es- 

tablished, that crime must not and can 
not be regulated by law? All such laws 
are unconstitutional. To attempt their 
enforcement is to admit their legality. 
Wrong can never be made right by any 
human act. Government was established 
to prohibit wrong and conserve the 
right. License for crime is destructive 
of all government, it is anarchy. 

“Shall the throne of iniquity have fel- 
lowship with Thee, which frameth mis- 
chief by a law?” 

J. R. Wylie. 
Denver, Colo. 

The Greater Blasphemy 
[Dr. Joseph Henry Crookcr in Unity.] 

Bad as ordinary “curse-words” are, 
what are they in comparison with the 
profanities that the liquor traffic spreads 
round our homes, so that from the rising 
to the setting of the sun our families 
are never free from these pictorial lies 
in praise of some form of malt or 

spirituous drinks! 
Vulgar as common swearing is, how 

small an evil it is, in comparison with 
the vulgarizing influence of an environ- 
ment overspread and polluted with ad- 
vertisements designed to increase the 

use of that which corrupts morals and 
destroys human life! 

Repulsive as coarse oaths are, what 
are they, in comparison with the dese- 
cration of womanhood by brewers and 
distillers who use the human form di- 
vine to popularize a liquor, the drink- 
ing of which leads men to poverty and 
disease, overwhelms men in shame and 
misery, and prompts men to rob and 
to murder! 

Horrible as is the sin of blasphemy, 
the soul uplifted in anger against God, 
how small this sin in comparison with 
the emblazonry of hell which every- 
where affronts the eye of the Christian 
today; every charm of color, figure, and 
phrase adroitly used to tempt people 
to a larger use of liquors, carrying in 
this way a swifter ruin to the lives of 
the sons of God! The greater blas- 
phemy surely lies, not in angry words 
that dishonor God, but in the selfish 
traffic that corrupts and destroys his 
child! 

No Good Samaritan 
[From the American Issue.] 

Among the thousands of drunken 
men we have seen standing up to the 
bars in Chicago, we have never seen a 
bartender or proprietor refuse a drink 
to one if he had the money to pay for 
it. We have often noticed bystanders— 
drinking themselves—lead or persuade a 
drunken man away from the bar when 
they thought “he had enough.” We 
have seen them even pay bartenders for 
the drinks the intoxicated man had or- 

dered, and then manage to prevent his 
taking them. But we have never seen 
a single white-aproned, white-fronted 
drink seller—in the finest saloons of Chi- 
cago or in any other—refrain from sell- 
ing to the most drunken man that lolled 
and hung about and made himself a 

disgusting specimen before the bar, if 
he offered money for the drink. 

“TWO TOPERS” 

A Teacher’s Experience 
“My friends call me ‘The Postum 

Preacher,’ writes a Minnesota school 
teacher, “because I preach the gospel of 
Postum everywhere I go, and have been 
the means of liberating many ‘coffee-pot 
slaves.’ 

“I don’t care what they call me so 

long as I can help others to see what 
they lose by sticking to coffee, and can 
show them the way to steady nerves, 
clear brain and general good health by 
using Postum. 

“While a school girl I drank coffee 
and had fits of trembling and went 
through a siege of nervous prostration, 
which took me three years to rally 
from. 

“Mother coaxed me to use Postum, 
but I thought coffee would give me 

strength. So things went, and when I 
married I found my husband and I were 
both coffee topers and I can sympathize 
with a drunkard who tries to leave off 
his cups. 

“At last in sheer desperation, I bought 
a package of Postum, followed direc- 
tions about boiling it, served it with 
good cream, and asked my husband 
how he liked the coffee. 

“We each drank three cups apiece, 
and what a satisfied feeling it left. Our 
conversion has lasted several years and 
will continue as long as we live, for it 
has made us new—nerves are steady, 
appetites good, sleep sound and refresh- 
ing.” 

“There’s a Reason.” Name given by 
Postum Co., Battle Creek, Mich. Read 
“The Road to Wellville,” in pkgs. 

Ever read the above letter? A new 
one appears from time to time. They 
are genuine, true, and full of human 
interest. 


