
thus indicated. It serves as a landmark. Stand- 
ing in this year which marks the centennial of 
organized temperance effort, we look back and 
appreciate, perhaps more clearly than we could in 

other. way, how truly marvelous has been 
the progress of the movement. 

hrom the March night when Dr. Billy J. Clark 
rode to the home of his pastor with his burden 
of apprehension for the morals of the people, to 
the June day when people from a dozen great 
states assembled at his old home and dedicated 
a memorial, marks but a century in years, but 
sees a revolution in public thinking and reveals 
a wide open door for further progress. 

The inspiration of the occasion, too, counts for 
much, and scores of those who were present at 
the Saratoga gathering will go away fired anew 

by the spirit of that March ride of the country 
doctor who lies buried among New York's hills. 

DR. CLARK AND BEER 
1 he attempt made by the brewers in their 

convention at Milwaukee to claim Dr. Billy J. 
Clark as an advocate of their views, was char- 
acteristic, but based upon a wilful misinter- 
pretation and misrepresentation that amount 
practically to deliberate mendacity. A circular 
circulated at Milwaukee, and for which, it is 
said the American Brewers’ Review of this city 
was responsible, says of Dr. Clark's first tem- 
perance society: 

fihat it was a genuine temperance movement 
aiming to promote the temperate use of fer- 
mented drink, neither its abuse nor its disuse, 
by pledging the members of the society to dis- 
continue the use of spirituous liquors and con- 
fine themselves to mild fermented beverages— 
wine and beer—among alcoholic drinks.” 

The facts are that when Dr. Billy J. Clark 
and his associates formed the first temperance 
society at Moreau, beer was practically unknown 
in common use among the American people, 
with the exception of the common, home-made 
beers, which had hardly been recognized as in- * 

toxicating, even in a mild degree. A third of 
a century later the per capita use of malt 
liquors in the United States amounted only to 
1.36 gallons, and it was not until after the Civil 
War that the beer habit made itself at all prom- 
inent. Naturally, then, when in 1808 the con- 

stitution of the first temperance society was writ- 
ten, no need was felt for mentioning beer or any 
malt liquor. 

The pledge did forbid the members of the so- 

ciety to drink wine, making an exception of wine 
at public dinners, which in those days were 

matters of even more form and ceremony than 
today, and were occasions where the drinking 
of toasts was considered almost as binding as 

a religious obligation. It is true, too, that the 
intoxicating character of wine, particularly of 
the domestic, home-made wines, was not fully 
recognized. Fifty years later plenty of people 
could be found who asserted, with all confident 
belief, that the blackberry and currant wines 
which our grandmothers used to make, were 

without intoxicating properties. 
The original pledge, in Article 4 of the con- 

stitution, read: 
“No member shall drink rum, gin, whisky, 

wine or any distilled spirits or compositions of 
the same, 6r any of them, except by advice of a 

physician or in case of actual disease, also ex- 

cepting wine at public dinners.” 
Later Dr. Clark came to understand the situa- 

tion even more clearly, and in 1843 at a specially 
called meeting of this same society which 

brought together widely sundered members, upon 
the motion of Dr. Clark the constitution adopted 
in April of 1808 was amended, to quote from the 

record, “by adopting the pledge of total ab- 
stinence from all that can intoxicate.” 

The original constitution can be found on page 

twenty-three of “The Temperance Reform” and 

•the amendment upon page thirty-two of the 
same work. The author of “The Temperance 
Reform” was the Rev. Lebbeus Armstrong, Dr. 
Clark’s associate and the pastor to whose house 
he rode on the stormy March night in 1808 when 
the crusade had its beginning. 

There is no comfort for the harried brewers 
in harking back to Dr. Clark. 

THE PRESBYTERIAN COMMITTEE 

From a full copy of the Twenty-seventh An- 

nual Report and Year Book of the Presbyterian 
committee on temperance we learn with great 
pleasure that the paragraph of that report which 
was emphasized in the press dispatches and which 
seemed to us to open serious criticism by no 

means represents the report as a whole. Anyone 
receiving a copy of the report may turn, for ex- 

ample, to page eleven, where, under the heading 
“What Remains to be Done,” the committee ex- 

presses its full realization of the colossal char- 
acter of the yet unsolved problem, pointing out 

the growth of the liquor business and the in- 

trenchment of the liquor evil in the city and says: 
“In fact, the battle has only just begun and only 
the skirmish lines of the enemy have been put to 

rout.” 
We found it difficult to believe that the passage 

which we formerly quoted represented the views 
of the men of that committee which is doing 
such splendid work. 

FALSEHOOD IN LIBERTY’S NAME 

Clarence Darrow, Esq., who has something 
of a reputation as a member of the Chicago bar 
and during the past few months has been inti- 
mately associated with certain phases of the So- 
cialistic movement, in a recent speech at Toledo, 
Ohio, is quoted as saying: 

“I would rather bury every drunkard on earth 
than to lose the personal liberty for which we nave 

struggled so long.” 
► Perhaps Mr. Darrow’s hearers gathered some- 

thing like an intelligent idea from this statement, 
and probably Mr. Darrow labored under the sup- 
position that he was saying something very 

strong against the Prohibition movement in oppo- 
sition to which he was speaking. But the reader 
who stops to- analyze the sentence is likely to 

gain a very different impression. To begin with: 
Mr. Darrow doubtless knew—and his hearers 
ought to know—that the burying of the present 
drunkards is a very small part of the price which 
we pay for the continuance of the liquor traffic 
which he champions. If every man who is today 
a drunkard could die and be decently buried and 
that end the liquor curse, terrible as the holocaust 
seems, there would be redeeming features in the 
case. The intolerable fact is that the drink 
traffic which Mr. Darrow desires to see con- 

tinued in this countfy, lest that something which 
he calls “personal liberty” should be lost, will go 
on indefinitely and interminably, making more 

drunkards, and in spite of Mr. Darrow’s wil- 
lingness to bury the present crowd of drunkards, 
we emphatically object to the making of count- 
less thousands more so that he may enjoy his 
“personal liberty” to the full. 

To tell the truth, we have very little patience 
with Mr. Darrow and men of his stamp, for this 
sort of thing upon their lips indicates, not a 

blundering form of expression, but a deliberate 
attempt to befool their hearers. Clarence Dar- 
row knows that the “liberty” for which the anti- 
Prohibitionist is concerned is not the liberty of 
the poor man to drink alcoholic poison, but the 
liberty of the gin miller and the brewer to exploit 
the poor man’s appetite for poison for the filling 
of their own plethoric pockets. He knows that 
when he excites the working man against Pro- 
hibition he is not defending any real right of the 
worker, but helping to fasten upon him more se- 

curely the heaviest fetters that impede his prog- 

ress—and is doing it in the interest of capital as 

represented by the brewery. He knows that there 
is not a valuable right of man that would not be 
richer and more worth having with the drink evil 
out of the way. 

There is no reason why a poor man or a rich 
man should have personal liberty to buy and 
drink alcoholic poison, more than why he should 
have personal liberty to buy and take cocaine or 

buy and eat tainted meats and rotten fruit or to 

commit suicide if he happens to feel like it. The 
personal liberty argument is the merest shadow 
play, through the sophistry of which Clarence 
Darrow sees at a glance, but which it suits him 
to proclaim in the advocacy of a cause which he 
thoroughly knows is mercenary and tyrannical 
beyond any trust against which he ever raved. 

“In a spirit of entire fairness, we desire to say that 
organized liquor interests of the country do not in any 
way control or influence the Associated Press.—The 
Times, Bay City, Mich. 

Of which some hundreds of remarkable 
cases of suppressio veritatis are proof, clear as 

the noonday’s—mud. 
North Carolina must have its fling in the attempt to 

prove that Prohibition is practicable. If she succeeds— 
which she can not, of course—nothing will be impossible 
thereafter.—The New York Commercial. 

Does the Commercial mean by that “nothing” 
that, if one more state will add its quota to 
the demonstration that Prohibition reduces 
drunkenness and crime, empties the prisons 
and makes the homes happy, even its wicked 
editorial heart may “meet with a change”? 

Legally and legitimately a man can not get drunk in 
either of these southern states, any more than he can in 
Maine, the original “dry” state. Illegally, incidentally, 
and quite easily one may find the wherewithal to quench 
a thirst.—Beverages. 

So, inferentially and conclusively, it seems, 

*the gin millers of the South, like their fellows 
in the North, are busy teaching the truth that 
a saloonkeeper is essentially and consistently 
wilfully and constantly, a lawbreaker, and so- 

ciety safe only when he is in the chain gang. 

OHIO ITEMS 
Mr. F. M. Mecartney of Columbus has been 

elected chairman of the Prohibition central com- 

mittee of Franklin county. 
The Prohibitionists of Franklin county. Ohio, 

recently held their county convention at Colum- 
bus, nominated a strong ticket and made a good 
start for a campaign fund. 

The Rev. L. L. Magee, pastor of the Mt. Ver- 
non Avenue Methodist Episcopal church of Co- 
lumbus, has been nominated by the Prohibition- 
ists of the Tenth Senatorial District of that state 
for state senator. 

Mr. Daniel A. Poling, who is well known in the 
work of the Intercollegiate Prohibition Associa- 
tion, has been nominated for Congress by the 
Prohibitionists of the Twelfth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Ohio. 

The Prohibitionists of Muskingum county will 
hold their county convention in a park near 

Zanesville on Saturday, June 28, beginning at ten 
o’clock. Music will be furnished by the Moon- 
light Quartet of Roseville. A county ticket will 
be nominated and delegates chosen for the state 
convention, which meets in Columbus on July 13. 

Tuscarawas county, Ohio, Prohibition conven- 
tion was held at Uhrichsville, June 16. A county 
ticket was nominated, delegates to state conven- 

tion selected, and a new county committee elected 
with Harry E. Martin of Gnadenhutten, chair- 
man. 

The Prohibitionists of Columbiana county, 
Ohio, held their couny convention at Lisbon on 

June 12 and selected thirty-eight delegates and 
the same number of alternates to the state con- 

vention, and nominated the following county 
ticket: Representative, Homer B. Shelton; audi- 
tor, Rayburn Barbour; treasurer, William A. 
Hill; sheriff, Chas. F. Bough; clerk of courts, 
Jas. D. Caldwell; recorder, Jos. E. Ream; coro- 

ner, James Cope; commissioners, Joseph E. Wal- 
ton, Philip N. McLean, T. C. Willis; infirmary 
directors, James McKenzie, B. F. Hartsough, 
George Lowry; surveyor, Luther Fawcett. 


