
Prohibition Sweeps West Virginia
Prohibition gained one of the great-

est victories in West Virginia at the
last election ever won in this nation.

The people ratified the constitu-
tional amendment by a vote of sub-
stantially three to one. The drys won
every county in the state except two.
They even carried the capital city of
Charleston. The total majority for
prohibition will not be far from 75,000.
Cabell county in which the city of
Huntington was located went dry and
also Wood county in which Parkers-
burg is located.

The victory was so overwhelming
that both wets and drys are stunned
by the returns. The prohibition
amendment to the constitution goes
into effect in 1914.

The people started the ball rolling
away up in Hancock county, where
they won a dry majority with 600,
then came down to Brooke county,
where 769 more were added. Ohio,
touted as the banner wet county, was
next in order, but the drys had placed
a burr under the saddle and the county
bucked. It gave the saloon a major-
ity of 4,305 in place of the expected
seven or nine thousand.

Marshall county gave a dry major-
ity of 1,252, even wet McMechen going
back on the saloon.

Eastern Counties.
Over in the eastern counties of the

state prohibition fared well. Berkeley
rolled up from 500 to 1,000 dry major-
ity, Jefferson turned in a thousand ma-
jority, while Morgan, not to be out-
done, came in with a 600 majority.
Preston 2,500, Barbour, 1,600.

Other counties in West Virginia
gave the following dry majorities:

Boone, 1,500; Braxton, 3,500; Cal-
houn, 1,200; Clay, 1,200, Gilmer, 1,000;
Hancock, 600; Jackson, 300; Lewis,
1,600; Roane, 2,000; Wirt, 800; Ran-
dolph, 1,200; Tucker, 1,000; Monroe,
1,000; Logan, 400; Monongahela, 2,207;
Morgan, 600; Hatfield carried Poca-
hontas county and the amendment ran
600 ahead of him; Putnam, 1,000; Rit-
chie, 1,201; Tyler, 3,000; Upshur, 2,420;

Wetzel, 2,200; Cabell, 1,000; Fayette,
2,000; Harrison, 3,500; Kanawha,
3,000; every precinct in the city of
Charleston save two went drv; Mercer,
3,500; Pleasants, 1,000; Taylor, 1,650;
Wood, 550; Doddridge, 1,200 and
Marion, 4,000.

The only wet counties reported
Wednesday night were Ohio, Mingo
and McDowell.

In Pleasants county a fact of inter-
est was in LaFayette precinct, where,
with 165 votes, all but three were for
the amendment.

Ohio County’s Small Vote.
There were 17,000 voters polled in

Ohio county prior to the election, but
only 10.333 voted on the amendment,
3,446 for and 7,869 against, giving a
majority of 4.305 for the wets. Many
votes, it is said, were cast out, because

the voter’s intention was not evident.
Cabell county was one of the sur-

prises of the election. It rolled up a
handsome dry majority. Guyandotte,
a part of the city of Huntington, alone
gave 324 for and 123 against the
amendment. The rest of the county
was running nearly two to one for
prohibition. Seventeen out of twenty-
four precincts in Taylor county gave
1,705 for and 705 against the amend-
ment.

Marion, Taylor, Tyler, and Wetzel
were a few of the wet counties in the
upper and central oortion of the state
that deserted the wet column for the
dry. .A fact worthy of comment is
that each of the wet counties to climb
into the dry wagon were counties
where C. A. Windle, the Chicago
infidel orator, spoke for the wets just
before the election.

Nearly one-third of the 2,200 voting
precincts of the state are yet to be heard
from so the figures given are not more
than approximately correct. The wet
centers are all in and the returns now
to come are from the remote country
districts which are apt to increase the
majorities for the enemies of the sa-
loon.

The new legislature will now be
called upon to enact legislation to
carry the verdict of the people into
effect. There is no doubt whatever
that this will be done and be done
promptly.

How It Was Done.

The campaign was conducted under
a federation of all the dry forces
of the state under the name of
the “ Ratification Federation of
West Virginia.” The Feder-
ation was made up of Anti-Saloon
League men, Party Prohibitionists
and W. C. T. U. representatives. T.
M. Hare, superintendent of the West
Virginia Anti-Saloon League was the
campaign manager and Mrs. Lenna
Lowe Yost, president of the state W.
C. T. U., served as the chairman of
the literature committee. Rev. G. I.
Wilson, of Sistersville, managed the
speakers’ bureau.

The literature campaign was greatly
emphasized and met with much suc-
cess. Nearly 150 papers of the state
used from one to three columns per
week of matter prepared by the lit-
erary bureau of the “ratificationists.”
The balance of the papers, about 75
of them, had little or nothing to say.
A few of the dailies in the large cities
used matter prepared by the wets but
extorted high prices from the liquor
men for doing it. The 150 dry papers
ran the matter against the saloon
without any compensation whatever
and in spite of the fact that the liquor
men were constantly dangling all
sorts of money in front of their faces.
The loyalty of the newspapers of the
state was one of the remarkable fea-
tures of the contest.

Campaign of the Liquor Men.
The campaign of the liquor men was

characteristic of the saloon craft. It
was conducted under the personal di-
rection of George M. McDowell, one
of the regular campaign managers of
the United States Brewers’ Associa-
tion and came direct from the New
York office of that concern. McDow-
ell had managed other campaigns of
the brewers in other states and was
well versed in the trickery necessary
to deceive the people as to the issues.
He posed at first as a “corporation
lawyer” and opened offices in the
Schmulbach building which is owned
by one of the members of the United
States Brewers’ Association.

Soon McDowell blossomed out as
“Manager” of the “West Virginia Tax-
payers’ Association,” which was noth-
ing more than a name under which
the brewers conducted their campaign.
During the whole time, not a single
name was given out as an officer or
member of the Association. McDowell
merely used it as an alias under which
to do business.

Then an attempt was made by the
brewers to use the name of the “Na-
tional News Bureau” through which
to get things into the papers but that
was not successful. In some towns,
literature was gotten out in the name
of a “Citizens’ Defense Committee.”
All of these fakes were quickly ex-
posed by the drys and availed noth-
ing for the brewers.

The big business concerns of the
state actively espoused the dry cause
as did most of the fraternal organiza-
tions. When the brewers opened their
speaking campaign in Charleston, no
reputable business man could be found
to sit on the platform or introduce
the speaker. The result was that
McDowell, the brewers’ agent himself,
was compelled to preside.

The brewers loudly proclaimed that
they would have 150 speakers in the
state to talk for the wets but only
produced a half dozen. Three f
these are men of very bad reputation.

Labor and Liquor
I have looked into a thousand

homes of the working people of
Europe, and I do not know how many
in this country. In every case, so far
as my observation goes, drunkenness
was at the bottom of the misery, and
not the industrial surroundings of the
men and their families.—Carroll D.
Wright, when United States Commis-
sioner of Labor.

Victory in Tennessee
The drys won out heavily in the

Tennessee contest. The issue was
law enforcement. The Patterson com-
bine which has scandalously failed to
enforce the prohibitory law suffered
overwhelming defeat. The dry Dem-
ocrats combined with the Republicans
and won out by a large majority.


