
party, in a crisis compared with which 1896 
was a midsummer holiday, stood firm, in- 
creased its vote and held its ranks steady for 

-dtfTvance. 
/ And now to the future. 

Let us carefully review our work in the 
campaign. Let us plan to correct any errors 

which we made. Let us reorganize wherever 
organization is needed. Let us lay our plans 
broadly and carefully. Let us redouble our 

generosity. Let us furnish every committee 
with all needed means, giving like patriots 
for the salvation of the land that we love. 
Let us keep our speakers before the people. 
Let us organize clubs and alliances for con- 

tinuous work. Taking notice of the fact that 
the best work of the campaign was done 
where our papers were most widely circulated 
and most completely covered the field, let us 

push subscription-getting as never before. 
Our cause is right. Our course is ordained 

of God. Soon or late, far or near, by few or 

by many, right must and will prevail. But 
our victory is nearer, perhaps, than even the 
most sanguine of us dream. The enemy 
realizes that the momentary check of this 
election is hardly a “breathing spell” in their 
retreat. The war is going on—to a finish. 
A Prohibition President in the White House 
and a Prohibition Congress in the Capitol— 
these are things of the near future. 

And 1912 spells VICTORY today, just as 

certainly as we thought it did amid the en- 

thusiasm of the campaign. 

COUNTING THE VOTES 
The story of the election, which is told on 

other pages of this paper, is one which may 
properly be commended to the careful study and 
thoughtful consideration of Prohibitionists every- 
where. We have believed for years, with absolute 
proof in many cases, that large numbers of votes 
cast for the candidates of the Prohibition party 
are never correctly counted. The ignoring, 
throwing-away and miscounting of our vote by 
corrupt old party officials has been one of the 
constant embarrassing factors in the progress of 

the party. But the case in hand presents the 

situation in a rather extraordinary light. As the 
writer of the article well says, it was not on the 

Bowery nor yet in the river wards of Chicago 
that this thing was done. It was in a residence 
district, among respectable citizens and by of- 
ficials who are considered good citizens and 
honest men by their neighbors. If, under such 
conditions, events of such character take place, 
what are we to believe of the happenings in the 
thousands of “bad” precincts, in the places con- 

trolled by notorious political corruptionists, with 
no Prohibtion watchers present? 

What happened in the sixth precinct of the 

thirty-third ward of Chicago happened, to our 

knowledge, in one form or another, in scores of 

precincts all over the state of Illinois, even where 
watchers were present. We believe it is perfectly 
within the facts to say that the reported vote for 
Prohibition candidates in Illinois will bear only a 

very small resemblance to the vote actually cast. 

It is probably true, too, that in hundreds of 
*■ places where no fraud is at present suspected, the 

absence of suspicion is wholly the result of ab- 

sence of information. Had the editor of this pa- 

per gone home on election night and sought rest 

that he was badly in need of, instead of spending 
the night in fighting for the rights of the party, 
he would have read the election returns of his 

precinct in full confidence that the vote had been 
honestly counted and would never have suspected 
that his neighbors had refused to register the 
votes which had been cast for the Prohibition 
ticket. 

Whether there was a widespread plot to count 
out Prohibition votes this year, in view of the 
special need of the hard-beset liquor traffic, and 
whether orders went out from somewhere to 

political bosses to bring their power and influence 
to bear upon election officials to reduce the return 
of the Prohibition vote, it is impossible to doubt. 
Though, perhaps, we shall never have legal proof 
upon that point, known facts are sufficient to 

convince the open-minded. 
The practical question is, How may we prevent 

this sort of thing in the future? and the answer 

lies in one word, organization. When we have 
our precincts sufficiently well organized that the 
individual Prohibitionist is not alone, that the 
Prohibitionists of the precinct are recognized as 

a united force, that Prohibition watchers, as many 
as the law allows, will be present on every elec- 
tion at every polling place, so that old party of 
ficials will know the failure to count honestly will 
be challenged and reported—and punished, if pos- 
sible, then—and not until then—can we be sure 

that the votes which we cast and which we per- 
suaded others to cast, at the cost of so much toil 
and sacrifice, will be honestly counted for the can- 

didates for whom we cast them. 

ADVANCE IN WASHINGTON 

Prohibition Vote in Far Northwest Shows 
Favorable Increase 

Seattle, Wash., November 6—(Special corre- 

spondence)—As yet the report of the election, 
so far as it concerns the Prohibition vote, is 
very meager. In Snohomish county Chafin and 
Watkins received 496 votes where Swallow had 
252. King county gave Chafin and Watkins eight 
hundred votes against 597 four years ago. Partial 
returns from twelve counties give Chafin and 
Watkins 2,606 votes where Swallow had 2,203. 

Olympia, Wash., November 4—(Special corre- 

spondence)—The Prohibition vote for Thurston 

county is not fully counted as yet, but as nearly 
as it can be determined the vote for Chafin and 
Watkins is 111. The vote for Dr. Swallow in 
this county four years ago was forty-seven. 

New York Election Notes 

Odessa, New York, November 5—(Special cor- 

respondence)—In the first election district of the 
town of Catherine, Chafin and Stockwell each 
received thirty-five votes, as against twenty-eight 
given in former years. It pays to have watchers 
at the polls. 

Newburg, New York, November 6—(Special 
correspondence)—The correct results of the elec- 
tion taken from the tally sheets in the city hall 
give Chafin 101. Dr. Swallow in 1904 had sixty- 
nine. Stockwell for governor has seventy-six. 
McKee in 1904, sixty-seven. This shows a good 
gain of nearly fifty percent after a hard fight. 
On alderman the Prohibition vote amounted to 
141. 

Long Eddy, New York, November 5—(Special 
correspondence)—Chafin and Watkins received 
twenty-six votes, and Stockwell for governor 
twenty-five. In 1904 Swallow had four. 

Newstead, New York, November 3—(Special 
correspondence)—Chafin and Watkins received 
thirty-eight votes and Stockwell for governor 
thirty-five. In 1904 Swallow had twenty. 

Borodino, New York, November 3—(Special 
correspondence)—The vote for Swallow in one 
election district of Spafford was two; the vote 
for Chafin in same district was fifty-five. Total 
vote was Republican seventy-eight; Prohibition 
fifty-five; Democratic thirty. We had C. E. New- 
lin here in September and C. N. Howard in Oc- 
tober. 

Prattsville, New York, November 4—(Special 
correspondence) — Chafin received twenty-seven 
votes and Stockwell twenty-five. Two years ago 
our vote was ten. An ex-bartender, brother of 

the saloonkeeper supervisor of the town, tried to 
prevent our first Prohibition rally by a trick with 
the gasoline, but he failed. Some verses, “Rum 
and Gasoline,” appearing next day, took like hot 
cakes. They were sung all over the country. 
His trick was a boomerang. 

Malone, New York, November 5—(Special cor- 

respondence)—Franklin county complete cast 231 
votes for Swallow in 3904. On Tuesday last the 
vote for Chafin and Watkins was 332. 

Kennedy, New York, November 9—(Special 
correspondence)—The first district of the town 
of Poland, Chautauqua county, gave Chafin 42 
votes and Stockwell 41. In 1904 Swallow had 
13. No stampede for the “good man” in Poland 

Welch of Chautauqua 
Westfield, New York, November 7—(Special 

correspondence)—Mr. Edward T. Welch, the 
Prohibition candidate for legislature, failed of 
election but had the liquor interests badly fright- 
ened and polled a comparatively very large vote; 
while his campaign, which he conducted with 
great vigor throughout the whole of Chautauqua 
county, making use of advertising space in the 
papers, helped the state and national tickets very 
much. 

Mr. Welch polled 988 votes. The vote in the 
county for the Presidential ticket seems to have 
been handsomely increased. In this town where 
the normal Prohibition vote has been about 
twenty, this year there were sixty-one votes for 
Chafin, while Dr. Stockwell, the Prohibition can- 
didate for governor, in spite of the terrific pres- 
sure, polled fifty-nine votes. 

Glimpses from Pennsylvania 
Decatur, Pennsylvania, November 4—(Spe- 

cial correspondence) — Kephart precinct gives 
Chafin thirty, Bryan twenty-two, Taft sixty-seven. 
The Prohibition vote runs ahead of the Demo- 
cratic throughout the ticket. The 1904 vote was 

Republican seventy-nine, Democratic eighteen, 
Prohibition four. 

Avalon, Pennsylvania, November 5—Special 
correspondence) —The vote for Chafin was 

seventy in the three wards; Swallow in 1904 had 
thirteen. 

Montgomery, Pennsylvania, November 4 — 

(Special correspondence)—The vote for Chafin 
and Watkins in this township was sixty-eight. 
The vote for governor two years ago was six- 
teen. 

Washington, Pennsylvania, November 6 — 

(Special correspondence)—Washington county 
complete gives Chafin 1,020 votes, where Swallow 
in 1904 had 720 votes. Dr. Fish for Congress re- 
ceived 3,495 votes in the county and 5,706 in the 
whole district. Much of the gain is to be credited 
to the powerful addresses of Oliver W. Stewart 

McKeesport, Pa., November 8—(Special cor- 

respondence)—The Prohibition vote of 1904 in 
this city was 120. Last Tuesday the vote for 
Chafin and Watkins was 297. 

Butler, Pa., November 4—(Special correspond- 
ence)—Our vote in Butler county four years ago 
was 360 for Dr. Swallow. This year the vote 
for Chafin is 738. Mr. R. S. Irwin, candidate for 
the assembly, polled 1,041 votes. 

New Wilmington, Pennsylvania, November 
6—(Special correspondence)—In this borough 
the vote for Taft was 92, for Chafin 40 and for 
Bryan 23; Chafin thus leading Bryan by 17 votes. 
This same was true all through the ticket, the 
Prohibitionists having a stronger vote than the 
Democrats in every case. 

Erie, Illinois, November 4—(Special corre- 

spondence)—Chafin received forty-six votes in 
this township, against twenty-four for Swallow 
in 1904. 

Goodland, Kansas, November 7—(Special cor- 

respondence)—Chafin received thirteen votes here 
No vote recorded for Swallow in 1904. 

Port Huron, Mich., November 7—(Special 
correspondence)—The vote for the Presidential 
condidate of the Prohibition party in 1904 was 
241 in St. Clair county and in this city fifty. 
The vote last Tuesday for Chafin and Watkins 
was ninety-four in this city and 326 in the 
county. 


