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P. F. PAIGE 
Secretary of the Prohibition State Committee of 

Texas 

Perhaps in view of the fact that Texas is now 
engaged in a life and death struggle with the 
liquor traffic I may be allowed a few words of 
earnest counsel through the press. To my mind 
we face a crisis now that can only be met in an 
adequate manner by cool-headed counsel and 
earnest cooperation. Let us counsel together 
over the situation. I believe I can state it fairly 
and squarely. 

I he question before us is submission or not 
submission. The Prohibition forces desire an 
amendment submitted to the voters of the entire 
state. The “antis” desire if possible to avoid 
such an open battle, and are falling back on the 
expedient of local option as their best means of 
fighting the Prohibition forces. So far, I believe, 
all temperance forces are agreed. 

If a Prohibition amendment is submitted, it 
must be by a two-thirds vote of the legislature. 
I believe it will be generally conceded that the 
character of the vote that elects a member of the 
legislature will determine largely how his vote 
will be cast. In other words, if the vote of the 
state at large is in favor of submission, but in 
some particular district is against submission, it 
appeals to me that the member elected from that 
district will consider that vote as his instruction 
rather than that of the state as a whole. This 
view is already being taken by a number of lead- 
ing papers in the state. I believe that most men 
will agree to the correctness of this premise. 

It is perfectly clear, then, that in order to se- 
cure submission, we must control the legislature, 
and to control the legislature we must make this 
question an issue with every candidate and force 
him to place himself unequivocally on record on 
one side or the other. 

Our Democratic submission friends tell us this 
work must all be done through the Democratic 
party, and after four months of effort they have 
succeeded in placing on the official primary ballot 
for July a proposition of “for or against” sub- 
mission of a Prohibition amendment, supposing 
that a majority vote given to this proposition 
would instruct all members of the legislature to 
vote for submission. Whether it would have that 
effect is. however, at least an open question. 
Meanwhile, the tried and true friends of the 
liquor business have also organized within the 
Democratic party and under the cloak of so- 
called “local option” are seeking to prevent sub- 
mission of a state-wide amendment. They suc- 

ceeded in having placed on the ballot a proposal 
to “perfect the present system of local option, 
etc.” It does not take a man with his eyes very 
wide open to see that the only purpose of this 
proposition was to confuse, since a negative on 

the state-wide proposal would have been equiva- 
lent to a vote to continue the present local option 
system. 

Let us briefly consider the logical outcome of 
this situation. Every liquor man in Texas, irre- 
spective of past' political affiliations, will he a 

Democrat this year and vote for “local option” 

and against state Prohibition. Thousands of 
local option Democrats, deceived by the false 

plea that the carrying of the submission proposal, will destroy the present local option laws, will also 
vote for “local option.” Others, thinking to help state Prohibition, and still retain local option, will vote for both. The result will be that even 
if, in spite of the confusion, the state-wide ticket 
receives a majority of the vote cast, the vote for 
local option will be so much greater that the state 
convention, meeting at San Antonio, will have 
abundant excuse for endorsing the “Democratic 
policy of local self-government” and “against state 
i rohibition. In the face of this, will any Demo- 
cratic legislator dare to introduce the submission 
measure? True, there is possibly a small chance 
to carry in the Democratic primaries, in spite of 
these handicaps, but the thoughtful, candid voter 
will certainly agree that this chance is very slim. 
With unlimited funds at their disposal and the 
best politicians in the Democratic party lined up against the submission idea, it looks to me as 
though the Democratic submissionists are fighting 
an almost hopeless battle. If all who hate the 
saloon could take part in the primaries, a con- 
certed action might even win the day there, but 
there are many thousands of honest haters of the 
saloon who cannot afford to tie themselves up, hand and foot,, pledging their vote unconditionally 
to the Democratic party, local, state and national, 
in order to take part in a doubtful contest for its 
control. 

What, then, is the obvious remedy? There are 
probably half the qualified voters of this state 
who, for various reasons, do not enter the Demo- 
cratic primaries. Of course, all of these are not 
Prohibitionists. On the other hand, many thou- 
sands of Democrats are such only for conven- 
ience. They are fast losing hope of controlling 
the Democratic party for righteousness. These 
men, by combining their forces with the clean 
men who cannot conscientiously tie themselves 
up to the Democratic party, could easily control a 

» plurality of votes in a three-cornered contest be- 
tween Democrats, Republicans and Prohibitionists. 
Conceding that half of the Democrats really favor 
state Prohibition, would there not be a much bet- 
ter chance for controlling the legislature by a 
combination of the clean forces, taking in such 
Democrats as would place principle above party, 
thus securing a union of all reform forces, than 
by staking all on contest within the Democratic 
party with the issue so much in doubt? 

It would be contended, of course, that no Dem- 
t ought to go back on a primary pledge and 

vote another ticket, no matter how patent the 
alignment of his own party might be with the 
liquor traffic. Tne true patriot, however, recog- 
nizes party lines only so far as they conserve the 
best interests of the whole people. To my mind 
no party pledge ought to bind a man to do wrong; 
and whenever any man is convinced he is in the 
wrong crowd, he ought to change. As between a 
Prohibition candidate pledged to submission and 

Prohibition, and a Democratic candidate pledged 
against it, it seems to me there is but one right 
course open to the Christian man. 

If the Prohibition question is worth anything 
at all, it is worth sacrificing any political party 
or any party nominee in order to win. If the peo- 
ple of Texas want this question submitted, they 
ought to be willing to support only such legisla- 
tive candidates, without regard to party, as will 
pledge themselves now, without reference to the 
primaries, to support and vote for the submission 
of a constitutional amendment. Two things I 
want to suggest that should be done at once. 

First: Every candidate for the legislature, 
Democrat or no, should be publicly questioned 
through all the papers of his district .as to his 
stand—whether or not he will vote for and sup- 
port the submission proposition, if elected; and 
if he refuses to record himself, steps should be 
taken at once to put out a candidate against him. 

Second: Unless the candidates out publicly 
pledge their support to submission, uncondition- 
ally, a county conference should be called, a county 
chairman elected and steps taken to hold a Pro- 
hibition county convention on July 25 and nomi- 
nate a candidate pledged to submission. If, after 
the state convention, the Democrat nominated is 
publicly pledged to our cause, our candidate can 
withdraw if thought best. If this course is not 
pursued, and the Democrats nominate an “anti,” 
or he is tied up on an “anti” platform, then we 
find ourselves in the November election with 
absolutely no man to represent the Prohibition 
idea. 

Fellow workers and Prohibitionists, my heart 
goes out to all who labor in this great cause. I 
plead with you, no matter what your politics, give 
heed to this appeal. We can win this fight, if we 

get at it. Enough members of the legislature can 
be elected to carry it through. If the hold-over 
senators block the game, we can overwhelm them 
next time. But it is possible to give such an 
exhibition of public sentiment, recorded in votesf 

"breaking over all past party lines, this year of 
grace, as to break even their opposition. Will you 
seize the opportunity, or will you let partizan zeal 
absolutely blind your eyes to the necessity of 
combining forces where they can be effective? 

The time for action is short, but I would like 
to hear at once from every man in Texas who 
can see the logic of the present situation and is 
willing to join in a tremendous effort to sweep 
this state for real Prohibition. May I not have 
thousands of letters at once? 

P. F. Paige, 
Secretary State Prohibition Committee. 

Dallas, Texas, June 13. 
N. B.—This address has the hearty endorsement 

of the state chairman, E. H. Conibear, and all the 
members of the central committee, Arthur A. 
Everts, J. B. Cranfill. D. P. Williams, F. G. Man- 
nan, W. C. Swengel, Dallas; H. E. White, Lan- 

caster; John Carnev, Handley; Geo. W. Carroll, 
Beaumont, and E. C. Heath. Rockwall. 

RHODE ISLAND AT COLUMBUS 

Little State Selects Its Delegates to the Na- 
tional Convention 

Providence, R. I., June 17—(Special corres- 

pondence)—A well attended meeting of the Pro- 
hibition state central committee was held here 
this afternoon in Arcanum hall with State Chair- 
man Elisha T. Read presiding. A general feeling 
of satisfaction with the outlook for the party 
in the coming campaign prevailed among the 
members and other Prohibitionists who were 

present on invitation of the chairman. 
The Rev. H. W. Hewitt, of this city, opened 

the meeting with prayer. Resolutions were pre- 
sented and adopted upon the deaths of George 
Conyers of Cranston and William A. Potter of 
Burrillville, former members of the committee. 
Frank B. Scribner was elected a member to fill 
the Cranston vacancy. 

The following named delegates were then 
chosen to represent the state at the national 

convention: Bernon E. Helme, Kingston; Louis 
E. Remington, Providence; William E. Bright- 
man, Tiverton; Frederick T. Jencks, West Bar- 
rington ; Cyrus A. Aldrich, East Providence; 
Cassius L. Kneeland, Providence; William G. 
Lawton, Arlington; Dr. Frank B. Smith, Wash- 
ington. 

It was voted to hold the state nominating 
convention in this city on Labor day, September 
7, at 10 a. m. Representation in said convention 
will be equal to one delegate for every senator 
and representative to which the several cities 
and towns are entitled in the legislature and an 

additional delegate for every 20 votes or major 
fraction thereof cast for the head of the Pro- 
hibition state ticket in the last election. 

The Rhode Island delegates to Columbus will 
probably go with the Massachusetts delegation 
on a special train over the Boston & Albany rail- 
road leaving Boston at 1:45 p. m. July 13 and 

arriving in the convention city at 10:30 a. m. 

the following day. 


