The 17th of this month will be the gighth anni-

versary of Hational Prohibition, and despite the agitstion egainst
the 18th Amendment, I do noi see how any thoughtful person can
question the wisdom or the benefite of the law.

It has often occurred to me that National Prohibition
came at a providential time in the history of this country. With :
the tremendous industrial growth of the Hation following the war,
with work available for every able-bodied eitizen and an asctual need
for his work, the country was in no poaition to longer continue thé
tremendous economic waste arising from the legelized menufacture
and sale of intoxieaﬁing liiquors for bheverage purposes. All this
talk gka&hscuﬁ by the enemies of prohibition, to the effect that
more ligquor is consumed today then in pre-prohibiticn days,is so
utterly foolish and so entirely foreign to the truth that it
would not deserve to be noticed but for the fact that it has been
8o often repeated that many well-meaning citizens have come to
velieve in its truth. Yet any one who lived in a licensed saloon
town prior to prohibition, and who has coatinued to live there
since, knows that this eftérepeated statement is without foundation.

Prohibition has put out of business in this Hation
177,000 licensed saloons; has closed 18200 breweriés. which used to
brew annually 100 gallons of beer for every adult male citizen
in the lend; and 500 distilleries which f#lourished before prohi~
bition, with an annual production of wmore than ten gallons of in-
toxicating liquor for every man in Kentucky, are mo longer in
operation. It is indeed = credulons person who is able to balieve
that the moonshine etills.vbootlaggera and rum-ranners have been
able to produce a stream of intoxicents equal to that of pre-

prohibition days. 3avings accounts have mounted %o an unheard
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of extent. The general health of the eitizenship of the country

has undoubtedly benefitted, and thousands of men who before pro-
hibition were in an almost coﬂtihuous state of intoxication
hava been recleimed for their femilies and have become useful
economic units in the life of the community.

fheras is no use trying to discount the fact that
tha overwhelming sentiment of the people of the United States
favored the adoption of the 18th Amendment. Contrary to the
asse?tion often made, tﬁa'paopleﬁwsre not alipped up on in its
adoption. Mo other amendment to the Constitution of the United
States ever written into the organic law was adopted by any such
overwhelming majorities as was the 18th Amendument. 46 of the 48
atates of the Union, by ratification, set the seal of their ap-
proval upon it, and 33 of the States of the Union, by indepehd-
ent action prior to the adoption of the 18th Amqndment. had
written prohibition into their own organic law. Yo other sin-
gle amondment to the Constitution was ever adopted after such a
thorough discussion of the subject, nor after such a complete
campaign of sducation waged in its behalf, covering a period of
more than 75 years.

These facts of themselves, it seema to me, ought
to be a sufficient argument, if any were needed, for every citi-
gen of this country, where the majority controls, to bow in sub-
mission %o this law.

It is true, enforcement has not been parfect, nor
will it over be, but if those who call themselves good citizens
obssrve the law themselves and demand £mx that the public offi-
cials of the State and Nation observe and enforce it, enforce-
ment will approximate perfection. Po my mind the two things

most essential to bring about a better enforcement of the prohi-
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liquor for you, In every way possible
flaunt your defiance of the Eighteenth
Amendment. Render it inoperative,
Ignore it, abrogate it, wipe it out,
While it stands thére, let it be dis-
obeyed.” Is this maker of Al Capones
and “Legs” Diamonds .the type of
citizen to move members“of Congress
who respect their country’s laws and
its law-making power to submit a
resolution to repeal an” amendment
because it is not agreeable to such
lawless spirits? Would persons capé-
ble of uttering such assault upon the
explicit and authentic act of the
whole - people obey any law not of
their own making and that only so
long as that particular mood lasted?

The New York division of the Wo-
men’s Repeal Organization is con-
ducting an anti-prohibition institute
in New York this winter, . The New
York Times of November 5 quotes one
of the speakers, George Whitney Mar-
tin, as urging as a = patriotic duty,
“flouting. the dry law whenever pos-
sible, purchasing liquor on every oc-
casion,” It is of record that similar
advice was given at a meeting of the
in st. Louls,

TUESDAY....

THE PROHIBITION SERIAL.
To the Editor of The Courier-Journal,
On December 16, 1931, Mr, Willlam
Stokes of Indianapolis, in Louisville
representing the Association Aﬂa{:sb
‘[the Prohibition Amendment, as
asked: “What deo the wets mean by
a referendum? Is fhere any way of
i| getting an authentic expression of
the will of the people of the United
!|States regarding a constitutional
amendment_except the way provided
.|in Article V of the Federal Constitu-
tion?” Mr. Stokes replied: “Referen-
./ dum is a word to Handy about. There
s no other way than that providecd
_|in Article V to ascertain the will of
.| the’ people.” 1
| Is it not the duty of all intelligent,
responsible citizens and of all news-
papers that oppose the Eighteenth
Amendment to make clear that what
the wets desire is that two-bhirds of
the Congress shall submit to the
‘| States for ratification a resolution to
repeal the Eighteenth Amendment
.Jand not mistify and mislead by
‘| plausible, speclous talk of an inno-
‘| cent referendum?
Some hope to win by purring, some
by the use of tooth and claw. In
every way they seek to induce num-
bers of both branches of the Con-
gress to abdicate the responsibility
vested in them by the 'Constitution
/| and "'plaée - upon 'the'vmasses#of
. i people a responsibility which the Con-
.| gress must share or else become less
than puppets. very Representative
and Senator who votes to submit a
resolution, by that act recommends
its ratification to the States, other-
wise he falls to fill the explicit func-
tion for which the office of member
of Congress was created. ' Age, expe-
*|rience, information and opportunity
*| for study and counsel are supposed to
f Ci to take

The: C of the United
States should not be tampered with
every other week to satisfy every gust
of passion. Give prohibition at least
twenty-five years—better 100 years.
The saloon and so-called control had
295 years in America. The Govern-
ment 1is constantly acquiring better
enforcement technique. Time spent
in a resubmission fight would be pet-
ter spent in securing fuller State co-
operation for! enfo.cement in such
cases as do not properly belong in the
Federal Courts. Resubmission would
encourage ‘and accelerate violations
of the lJaw. The wets would not ac-,
cept a dry victory as settling the qués-
tion. They will continue the fight so|
long as there is one man who believes
that a poisonous, habit-forming, na.r-!
cotic drug used #s a beverage by hu-|
man beings is compatible with public ;
safety and the general welfare.

‘The announced purpose of the wet
leaders in seeking & roll-call’ in the
present Congress is that they may
have a mark to alm at in the 1932.
Congressional and Senatorial elec-
tions. They wish 'to know whom to
seek to defeat and whom to work to
elect. # The drys will be equally mind-
ful of the record in the event of a
roll-cally Should there be a roll-call,
the only honorable course for eévery
member of both branches of the Con-
jgress to pursue is to vote, not to shirk
‘esponsibility - and ' straddle’ the ‘issue,
ut as he shall “deem’ it necessary”
from the standpoint of the general
welfare, Ir members vote according to
this principle laid down in the Con-
stitl.ution a vote to submit is a wet!
vote. 2 i
The wets  cannot carry either a
beer bill or a rtex:gal bill. Why should |

any (2 who believes
dry ‘pla.ce himself in the anomalous:
of voting wet? Unless his

*| qualify 0f

the first, the initial step, in amend-
ing the Constitution. They shall
submit no amendment unless they
shall “deem it necessary.”

In the language of Senators Ashurst
‘|of Arizona and Sheppard of' Texas,
| why should dry Representatives and
Senators “waste time alding those
who are attempting to weaken or re-
lax the prohibition laws?” Senator
.| Barkley but shows his loyalty to the
.| Constitution when he says, as re-
ported in the newspapers: ‘A ‘won’t
vote for any beer bill that 1 believe
.| violates the Constitution.” The Car-
negie Institution at Washington finds
2.75 per cent beer intoxicating. Two

constituents made a poor choice at
the last election, no member of Con-
gress will make the mistake of think-
ing he can curry favor with hoth
sides by voting for a measure in which
he does not believe, leaving to the
people the responsibility of correcting
his irresponsible vote. No plausible |
term like “referendum” will atone for
his weakness in failing to perform his
constitutional duty, to vote as he
“shall deem it necessary.”

s ALICE OYD,

Director Christian Citizenship and
Publicity Kentucky Women’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union.

and seventy-five hundredths per cent
alcoholic content by weight is 5 per
cent alcoholic content by measure.
‘| The beer clamor is for an infoxicat-
| ing beverage, and the Constitution
‘| forbids intoxicating beverages, because
intoxicated persons are a menace to
public safety and the general welfare.

In addition to the foregoing con-
clusive reasons, the Drys oppose re-
submission because the noisy wet
minority has reached its present pro-
portions as a result of twelve years
of assiduous, well-planned, well-fi-
nanced and much unscrupulous work,
At the moment the legality of the
Eighteenth Amendment was being an-
nounced, certain official heads of the
organized and united distillers, brew-
ers, consumers and supporters of the
liquor traffic, announced that viola-
tions would begin at once and con-
tinue with such unabated flagrancy
and scandal that soon. the. public
would rise in protest and demand
repeal of the law.

Such expressions as the following
have appeared in full page newspa-
per advertisements:

“I should like to'call on every free-
thinking .qmerlcnn of my generation,
and every' American of the older
+|generation who can think at all, to
break this law; break it repeatedly;
_|break it whenéver he can, Drink
;/what you please, when you please.

Urge others to drink. Don't betray
| the bootleggers who are smuggling

THE PROl‘ilB}TION SERIAL.
To the Editor of The Courier-Journal,
Two editorials in the Courier-Jour-

‘| nal, one under the caption, “The Ref.
‘| erendum - Fight,” the other headed,
‘| “A Question fop Dr. McBride,"” indi-

cate misinformation’ as to what Dr.
McBride said during his recent visit
to Louisville and misunderstanding of
his views &nd the views of other sup-
porters of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment concerning submission by the
Congtess of a resolution to repeal the
amendment.

The editorial, “The Referendum
Fight,” contains this sentence: “Dr.
McBride stated that he copsidered &

vote for resubmission a wet vote, be=
cause resubmission, he declares,
means inevitable repeal” Dr. Mc=
Bridge did not at Trinity M. E. Church,
the Kentucky Hotel luncheon or in a
meeting of répresentatives of five dry
organizations say: “resubmission
means inevitable repeal” nor' did he
remotely intimate that he so thought.
Because they are so widely at variance
with what he said on the occasions
mentioned, it seems improbable that
at any other time during bis stay in
Louisville . Dr. McBride should have w
used the words or expressed the
thought attributed to him in the edi-
torial. The writer of the editorial
must have been misinformed. At one
of the meetings Dr. Briney commente:

slon Dr, McBride's confident, reassur-
.|ing messages. 5

The editorial concludes: “Unless

.| the dry leaders are afraid of a reve-

lation of how the country really“

‘| stands on prohibition, their opposition

t%la referendum_is not understand-yJ
able.”
Artlcle 5, the amending clause of
the Constitution, says: “The Ccongress,,
whenever two-thirds of both houses,
shall deem it necessary, shall propose
amendments this Constitution.”
The meaning is clear, Congress shall
propose’ only such amendments as “it
deems necessary.” The act of sub-
mission is an expression of approval
by the Congress and of a judgment
that the amendment is necessary,
Through July, 1926 (the last officlal

| compllation), nearly 2,500 resolutions

proposing amendments to the Federal
Constitution had been introduced in
the Congress. Of, these Congress cast
aside 2,476 as not desirable and sub-
mitted to the States for ratification
only twenty-four, nineteen of which
have been ratified. It is evident that
the 'Congress has hitherto faken the
very rational ground that submission
by the Congress is an expression of
approval and a recommendation to
the states that a proposed amend-
ment-beratifiedist oo ALIG%

Submission and ratification are the
two steps to amending the Constitu-
tion, Submission is the first step.
‘Without doubt this was Dr. McBride's
meaning when he said: “The first
step toward repeal is re-submission,”
and his hearers so understood ' him.
Submission was:the first step in the
adoption of each of the nlneb%;n
a d. fu e
second step,  ratification by three-
fourths of the - States, was taken.
Submission was also the first step in
each of the five other proposals, un-
successful because the second step,
ratification, was never taken.
Only a Congressman who approves
the repeal of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment and whose judgment “deems it
necessary,” is justified in voting for
the resolution to repeal. No doubt
Dr. McBride so reasoned when he
said: ' “A Congressman who votes for
re-submission is voting wet.”
The drys do not believe that “a
majority of the American people are
opposed to prohibition.” The drys
do believe that {if repeal of the
Eighteenth Amendment “is a cam-
paign issue the voters will see that
prohibition stays.”” The drys do not
“oppose re-submission because they
believe re-submission would lead to
repeal.” -
Every two years the-voters in every
Congressional ,District in the United
States have opportunity to send fo
the Congress a representative who ap-
proves repeal of the Eighteenth
Amendment and whose judgment
deems repeal necessary. Every two
years one-third of the Senate changes,
making , an entire change every six
years, Whenever the voters - elect
Representatives and Sepators two-
thirds of whom are convinced that
the Eighteenth Amendment should be
repenled, and are ready to go back
to their districts and States and ad-
vocate repeal, the drys will not pro-
test re-submission. The drys do not
believe that a dry member of either
house should cast a vote for re=~
submission, Submission of an amend-
ment by Congress is a recommenda-
tion to the States by Congress that
the Constitution be so amended. Drys
do not believe a member should vote
wet in Congress and vote dry in his
home precinct. . There is enough’ un-
avoidable strife in the world without
precipitating a fight for the fun of
seeing the feathers fly.

ALICE LLOYD,

Director Chrfstian Oitizenship and
Publicity Kentucky Woman'’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union,

Ritedisa
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A MESSAGE to the AMERICAN PEOPLE

B << G o

@ To every American citizen the recent messages of President Hoover are a challenge
to patriotism and a call to duty.

“Our whole system of self government will crumble either if officials elect what laws they
will enforce or citizens elect what laws they will support. The worst evil of disregard
for some law is that it destroys respect for all law. For our citizens to patronize the viola-
tion of a particular law on the ground that they are opposed to it is destructive of the
very basis of all that protection of life, of homes and property which they rightly claim
under other laws.”

@ These are momentous words. Their application is specific and personal:

“A large responsibility rests directly upon our citizens. There would be little traffic in
illegal liquor if only criminals patronized it. We must awake to the fact that this patronage
from large numbers of law abiding citizens is supplying the rewards and stimulating
crime.” ~

@ President Hoover's acceptance of his official responsibility is rightly joined to his
statement of our obligation as private citizens:

“I have been selected by you to execute and enforce the laws of the country. I propose to
do so to the extent of my own abilities, but the measure of success that the government
shall attain will depend upon the moral support which you, as citizens, extend. The
duty of citizens to support the laws of the land is co-equal with the duty of their govern-
ment to enforce the laws which exist. No greater national service can be given by men
and women of good will—who, I know, are not unmindful of the responsibilities of
citizenship—than that they should, by their example, assist in stamping out crime and
outlawry by refusing participation in and condemning all transactions with illegal
liquor.”

@ We believe that prohibition should be given an honest trial, that it was enacted
for the *‘protection of the American home’’, and that the moral force of the
country is behind President Hoover in his endeavor to combat those forces which
are attempting to frustrate this effort.

@ President Hoover placed this matter first in his Inaugural message. Itisa compelling
invitation.

@ We invite our fellow citizens, whatever their previous opinions and social prac-
tices, and particularly those in business and professional life, to join with us in
following the President.

@ Let us unite to give the Eighteenth Amendment an honest chance for complete
enforcement.

@ To the full extent of our example and influence let us support our President and
the Constitution—the Constitution that is the instrument of our sacred honor, the
protection of our homes and property, and the bulwark of our national existence.




The initial signers of the Message
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Rarre H. BurNsiDE

Willapa Lumber Company, Port-
land, Ore.

Cor. Patrick Henry CALLAHAN,

President, ILouisville Varnish
Company, Louisville, Ky.

Freperick S. Cuase, President

Chase Companies, Waterbury,
Conn.

Cuarvres B. Cooxk, Vice-President

Royal Typewriter Company,
Hartford, Conn.

W. H. Crossy, President

The Crosby Company, Buffalo,
N Y.

RoserT Furton Currineg, Director

International Telephone & Tele-
graph Co., New York City

CaprraiN RoserT DoLrrAr, President

Dollar Steamship Company, San
Francisco, Calif.

TaoMmas A. Epison, President

Naval Consulting Board, West
Orange, N. J.

Henry Forp, President
Ford Motor Company, Detroit,
Mich.

Avrrep C. FuLLer, President
Fuller Brush Company, Hartford,
Conn.

A. A. Hypg, President

The Mentholatum Company,
Wichita, Kansas

James N. Jarvie, Director

Cuba Cane Sugar Corporation,
New York City

Crarence H. Keisey, Chairman of
the Board, Title Guarantee &
Trust Co., New York City

R. A. Lona, Chairman of the Board
Long-Bell Lumber Co., Kansas
City, Mo.

Georce F. Mivton, Editor
Chattanooga News,
nooga, Tenn.

J. C. Penxngy, Chairman of the Board
J. C. Penney Co., New York City

GEORGE A. PLimMpTON
Ginn & Co., Publishers, New
York City

James H. Post, President

National Sugar Refining Co.,
New York City

Frep W. Ramsey, Director
Cleveland Metal Products Co.,
Cleveland, Ohio

Jurius Rosenwarp, Chairman of the
Board, Sears, Roebuck & Co.,
Chicago, I11.

WinsLow Russerr, Vice-President
Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance
Co., Hartford, Conn.

Dr. WiLLiaM JAY SCHIEFFELIN,
Chairman of the Board, Schieffelin
& Co., New York City

ArrrED P. Sroan, Director
General Motors Corp., New York
City

AMBROSE SWASEY
The Warner & Swasey Co., Cleve-
land, Ohio

A. A. WEeLcH, President

Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance
Co., Hartford, Conn.

Chatta-




ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THIS MESSAGE MAY BE SECURED FROM
MR. CARLTON M. SHERWOOD, 100 FIFTH AVE., NEW YORK CITY
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AMERICA THE BEAUTIFUL

O beautiful for spacious skies,
For amber waves of grain,
For purple mountain majesties
Above the fruited plain!
America! America!
God shed His grace on thee,
And crown thy good with brotherhood
From sea to shining sea!

O beautiful for pilgrim feet,
Whose stern, impassioned stress
A thoroughfare for freedom beat
Across the wilderness!
Americal America!
God mend thine ev'ry flaw,
Confirm thy soul in self-control,
Thy liberty in law!

“You can see to it that no social event in your charge shall
your tables be disgraced by the presence of unlawful liquor.

“You can, if you will, make the serving of unlawful liquor
at social functions of your acquaintances so unpopular that it will
cease.

“Will you do your part?”’—Attorney General Sargent.

“While we are here particularly considering the enforcement
phase, is it not clear that you women of the country must give
prime consideration 2lso to the observance phase?

“You can hasten the day when the hostess will feel apolo-
getic for serving cocktails, rather than feel apologetic for not serv-
ing them. You may even bring about such public sentiment that
every officer of Government, in all its branches, sworn to support
the Constitution and the laws of his country, will shrink from
being personally a violator of the law. This is no small task
imposed upon you, but I honestly believe that it is an essential
element in the solution of our problem.”’—Lincoln C. Andrews.




I AM
MIITH YOU

American Business Men’s
Prohibition Foundation,
7 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, IlL.

I am heartily in favor of your program for spread-
ing the truth about Prohibition. I realize that the
best way to get Prohibition facts and news directly
to the American people is through the press which
they read, and that the purchase of advertising

space should be speedily carried on. For this
program, I am glad to give as generously as pos-
sible. Enclosed is my check in the amount of

[] $400 payable

[] $100 payable

[ $25 General Fund
] $10 Membership

Make check payable to ALONZO E. WILSON,
Treasurer.
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- The American Flag

 That Flag pictures the vision of a people whose
eyes were turned to the rising sun. It represents
the hope of a father for his posterity. It was
never flaunted for the glory of royalty, but to be |
born under it, is to be born a King; and to estab-

lish a home under it, is to become the founder of

a royal house. _

Whoever lives under it and is loyal to it, is
loyal to truth and justice everywhere. Whoever
lives under it and is disloyal to it, is a traitor to
the human race.—Calvin Coolidge.

~o

Presented by the
Mason County Women’s Christian Temperance Union




June 3rd.

Mr. Dover called up about Edgar Hammond. H
talked to you about this man a while back. He got 6 mos.
and has been in jail two months and a half. He can get a

job with the Hazelip Coal Company at 1lth & Magnolia as SO
as he is released. His father-in-law has been living with
them, but his father-in-law is now out of work.

Lumber Company, for whom he worked, said he was a good man
but they just had to let him go, soO he is now out of a job
If Rdgar Hemmond could get out he could help both families
but unless he can both families will soon be on charity.







PRESIDENT COOLIDGE

DEFENDS PROHIBITION

From the President’s Annual Message to
Congress, Dec. 7, 1926

“The duly authorized public authorities of
this country have made prohibition the law
of the land. Acting under the constitution,
the congress and the legislatures of practi-
cally all the states have adopted legislation
for its enforcement. Some abuses have arisen
which require reform. TUnder the law the
national government has entrusted to the
treasury department the especial duty of
regulation and enforcement. Such supple-
mentary legislation as it requires to meet
existing conditions should be carefully and
speedily enacted.

National Woman’s Christian ‘I'emperance Union
Publishing House
Evanston, TIll.




Failure to support the constitution and
observe the law ought not to be tolerated by
public opinion. Especially those in public
places, who have taken their oath to support
the constitution, ought to be most scrupulous
in its observance. Officers of the department
of justice throughout the country should be
vigilant in enforcing the law, but local
authorities, which had always been mainly
responsible for the enforcement of law in
relation to intoxicating liquor ought not to
seek evasion by attempting to shift the
burden wholly upon the federal agencies.

Under the constitution the states are jointly
charged with the nation in providing for the
enforcement of the prohibition amendment.
Some people do not like the amendment,
some do not like other parts of the constitu-
tion, some do not like any of it. Those who
entertain such sentiments have a perfect right

to seek through legal methods for a change.

But for any of our inhabitants to observe
such parts of the constitution as they like,
while disregarding others, is a doctrine that
would break down all protection of life and
property and destroy the Amerlcau system of
ordered liberty.”

In the annual budget the President asks
for $30,000,000 to enforce the law, backing
his recommendations with these words:

“Whatever is necessary to put into effect
the expressed will of the people as written
into the eighteenth amendment of the Consti-
tution of the United States, and the will of
Congress as expressed in the Volstead act,
will be done.

“Whatever funds may be necessary to vin-
dicate the law and secure compliance with all
its provisions should be provided.

“The constitutional duties of the President
and the Congress make any other course
indefensible.”
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THE ENFORCEMENT

OF THE

EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT

AND THE

VOLSTEAD ACT

from the Point of View of the
Individual States

ADDRESS BY

GOVERNOR ALBERT C. RITCHIE
OF MARYLAND
At the Institute of Public Affairs,

University of Virginia

Wednesday Evening, August 14, 1929

Issued by the

ASSOCIATION AGAINST THE
PROHIBITION AMENDMENT
NATIONAL PRESS BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D. C.




and out of it all we are developing new forms
of crime, of corruption, of law defiance and
maladministration.

National prohibition is not a success and
the sooner we admit it the sooner we shall
find a way to do something constructive. The
appointment of a Presidential commission to
study an increase in crime which where it
exists every police chief knows is due to the
present system of National prohibition is
certainly an extraordinary phenomenon in
Government and is itself a sufficient admis-
sion of failure.

It is my purpose first to discuss the claim
that the States have either a legal or a moral
duty to take over as a State proposition the
enforcement of the eighteenth amendment.

There are no State enforcement acts in New
York, Nevada, Montana, Wisconsin and
Maryland. Of these States the first four had
enforcement acts but repealed them. Mary-
land never passed one. The position of
Maryland is simple enough, and I presume it
is the position of these four other States also.

The eighteenth amendment gives the Fed-
eral Government and the several States con-
current power to enforce it by appropriate
legislation. Some contend very earnestly
that this imposes a concurrent obligation to
enforce,—that the power implies the duty.

Maryland does not so construe it. Because
we do not, we are accused by militant drys of
treason, sedition, secession, nullification and
every other high crime and misdemeanor in
the catalogue of prohibition abuse.

All this is sheer nonsense. The people of
Maryland are as patriotic, as law-abiding and
as law-respecting as the people of any other
State. No one has the right to say less for
the people of New York, Nevada, Montana
and Wisconsin. Maryland is not guilty of
rebellion against the Nation or of contempt
for the Constitution in not passing a State
enforcement act and neither are these other
States in repealing theirs. We are as solici-
tous as any State in the Union to find the
solution for intemperance, but we want the
right solution. Our position is a reasoned
position, and I think the sound and intel-
ligent one.

The duty of the people to obey the eight-
eenth amendment is not involved in this
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the southern States was suddenly confronted
with a constitutional mandate which they
justly believed would wreck the foundations
of their civilization. They did not seek to
prove that the way to get rid of it was to en-
force it. They resisted it by any means at
hand until they were able to find devices and
legal fictions to outwit it. And this Fifteenth
Amendment is still law. Forgotten, but not
gone.

After all, you are putting a pretty hard
job up to the States when you tell them they
must enforce the Volstead Act in order to get
rid of it. Do you really believe it possible
to enforce any law if to do so you must sup-
plement the regular enforcement officers by
calling out the Coast Guard on sea and the
Marines on land, and enclose the Nation with
barbed wire?

The real trouble is that for most people
disobedience of the existing prohibition sys-
tem does no violence to their conscience. They
realize that the crimes created by these statutes
are simply mala prohibita. No such attitude
is ever taken against crimes that are mala in
se. We do not have to prohibit murder, ar-
son, burglary or offenses which social con-
sciousness has long regarded as crimes; all we
need do is inflict punishment. If the law did
not punish, society, in self protection, would
at once find a way to do so.

Because prohibition is not enforced, one
might gather from current talk, even in high
position, that our entire legal system is break-
ing down. This is absurd. Respect for
law, like hostility to tyranny, is part of the
very fibre of our national character. Our
legal foundations are not tottering because
millions decline to respect a law that is alien
to human nature and to American institu-
tions. All that sort of talk seems to me to
grow out of a concerted effort to shift the
public interest from the concrete issue of pro-
hibition, on which so many disagree, to the
abstract issue of law observance, on which
really all agree. No one wants to be a law-
breaker, so let us not befog the issue with ab-
stractions. QOur difficulty is not disrespect
for law in general, but for this law in pat-
ticular. Our problem is not law-enforcement,
but enforcing obedience to this particular
law, and when obedience can be hoped for
only by force instead of by acquiescence, it is
time to ask what is wrong.
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A law must be more than an experimental
command, if it is to be obeyed. It must
conform to the social needs and ideas of its
time, and the element of popular consent and
custom must enter, if any system of law or
law enforcement is to have life and vitality.
It must also comport with the moral sensi-
bilities of the community. You see this il-
lustrated in the wave of moral indignation
that is sweeping over the nation because of
these so-called prohibition-enforcement
murders. These officers may be within their
strict legal rights when they shoot, but such
legal action none the less does violence to the
fundamentals of law.

Here is the prime difficulty with the prob-
lem of prohibition enforcement. The coun-
try was not yet ready for the “noble experi-
ment,”” and it has put the times out of joint.
T'he law 1s not in tune with the popular will.
They say it was passed by a majority of our
people, but it certainly did not express the
reasoned judgment of the majority. It was
thrust upon us in a period of war unrest.
It was passed while millions of our younger
voters were over-sea defending the battle line
of freedom. It was jammed through Legis-
latures in States where a referendum to the
popular will would unquestionably have
registered against it.

Now that it is being defied by so many
millions, it has led to another enforcement
fallacy, which befuddles many and finds
favor even in quarters that know better,
namely, that the best way to get rid of a bad
law is to enforce it. I can think of no case in
history comparable to prohibition where this
theory has ever worked or even been tried in
practice.

Most repeals come about because experience
proves a given law unenforceable. We did
not get rid of the Stamp Acts or the fugitive
slave law by forcing repeal through enforce-
ment. States like Kansas did not repeal their
anti-cigarette laws, for example, because ac-
tual enforcement proved them to be foolish,
but because experience proved them unen-
forceable. Many Sunday laws are objection-
able even to their advocates, but they are
never enforced so as to induce their repeal.

A lesson in the ethics of enforcement can
be found in our experience with the Fifteenth
Amendment. Here the white population of
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discussion. My State does not question the
legal obligation of its citizens to obey the
amendment and the Federal laws passed un-
der it. Both are in as full force and effect
in Maryland as they are in every other State.

Our position simply is that when the Con-
stitution declares that the States shall have
concurrent power with the Nation to enforce
the eighteenth amendment, this does not mean
that the States are legally or morally obliged
to exercise this power. They have the clear
right to exercise it or not in their sound dis-
cretion.

No State is called upon to provide en-
forcement machinery for the Federal Income
Tax law, or the Narcotic law, or the Mann
Act or any other Federal enactment that I
know of. All of those acts are in full force
in every State, but no State sets up State
machinery to enforce them. They are the
laws of the Federal Government and the
Federal Government sets up its own Federal
machinery to enforce its own laws. Why
then should any State be obligated to set up
State machinery to enforce just one out of all
the thousands of Federal laws,—the Federal
prohibition law,—merely because the eight-
eenth amendment says that it has the power
to do so?

At the recent Governors’ Conference in
New London I made the statement that
whether the States exercise their power to en-
force the eighteenth amendment “‘is optional
with them. If they choose not to do so,
they violate no legal or moral obligation.”

Senator Borah did me the honor of reply-
ing to this in the New York Times of July
28, 1929, and he there stated, as forcefully
as they can be stated, the arguments for the
proposition that the States are under the duty
of enforcing the amendment.

Senator Borah’s position is that when the
will of the people is expressed in the Con-
stitution, ‘“‘neither Congress nor the States
can disregard this command;”’ that the second
section of the eighteenth amendment confers
concurrent power on the Nation and the
States to enforce the amendment, and this
legally and morally binds the States as well
as the Nation to enforce it; that ““where the
authority is given it creates correspondingly
a legal and moral obligation to act.”

I would be the last to contend that the
States are not under both a legal and a moral
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obligation to play the full part in our govern-
ment which the Constitution assigns to them
and intends them to play. They are, of
course. But no such duty as Senator Borah
describes is assigned to the States by the eight-
centh amendment. Any belief that it is
rests upon a complete misconception of the
actual situation.

It is true this misconception is prevalent
among a great many people, who really seem
to believe that the States are under some sort
of a binding obligation to set up State en-
forcement machinery under the amendment,
and it is an amazing and deplorable thing
that discussions of this proposition, which
lies at the very root of the rights and duties
of the States with respect to enforcement, are
usually confined to personal abuse and ex
cathedra utterances, with little apparent at-
tempt or desire to get at the truth about it.

Under our system of dual sovereignty the
established general principle is that a State
" officer has no power to make an arrest for the
violation of a Federal law, unless the Act of
Congress authorizes such State officer to make
arrests, and while in that case the officer may
exercise such authority, he cannot do so if
the same is prohibited by the Constitution
or laws of his State. Dallemagne vs. Moisan,
197 U. S. 169.

The Volstead Act does not purport or at-
tempt to confer power on State officials to en-
force either its provisions or the provisions of
the eighteenth amendment, nor is there any
other Act of Congress which does.

There is, therefore, no Federal legislation
which can be said to impose any duty upon
the States to enforce the amendment, and if
any such duty exists it can only be because
the amendment itself prescribes it.

The only possible argument for this is
that Section 2, in declaring that the States
shall have concurrent power to enforce the
amendment, is a grant of power to the States
and the source of their right to pass enforce-
ment laws at all; that this power so granted
the States coupled with the like power
granted the Nation shows that the eighteenth
amendment contemplated a joint or dual en-
forcement machinery, and that the States were
to aid the Nation in this work; and that it is
the duty of the States to do what the amend-
ment contemplates they shall do, and pass
appropriate enforcement machinery of their
own.
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impossible. There is no State that really en-
forces its Sunday laws, its blue laws, its laws
against profanity, or a hundred other legal
prohibitions I could name. If all existing
laws affecting business were enforced, big
business would have to stop, or at least our
Hoover prosperity would suffer a fatal chill.

I go one step further. If the inadequate
enforcement of the eighteenth amendment or
the failure to enforce it amounts to nullifica-
tion, then not the States but Congress is the
nullifier.

There are doubtless those who believe the
eighteenth amendment can be enforced, but
surely there is no one who thinks it is being
enforced.

Of course Congress will never make an ade-
quate effort to enforce the law. I mean ade-
quate in the view of those who think it pos-
sible to enforce it. Mr. Doran, the Prohi-
bition Commissioner, told the committee of
Congtress that this would cost the Govern-
ment at least $300,000,000. a year. Con-
gress will never appropriate any such sum
and it will never create the gigantic enforce-
ment machinery which would be required.

But if Congress does not do these things,
the responsibility rests directly on its own
shoulders. There is no escape from it. The
eighteenth amendment places on the States no
duty to enforce it. The States can help if
they wish, but there is no duty. The dry
spokesman of the House Judiciary Committee
in reporting the amendment said so and the
Supreme Court has settled it.

But it is, I submit, the duty of Congress
to enforce the requirements of the Constitu-
tion. To meet that duty Congress passed
the Volstead law, and it is now the duty of
Congress either to carry out that law by
providing adequate appropriations and ade-
quate machinery, or, if enforcement is not
possible, to change the law so that enforce-
ment will be possible.

Those who talk so glibly in this connection
about treason, nullification and the sanctity
of law, have a wrong conception of law, of
its nature, origin and sanctions. They seem
to think that some spiritual significance at-
taches to a legislative enactment, instead of
recognizing it as a purely human product.
Law gets its sanctions from the internal life
and spirit of the community; from its cus-
toms, traditions, ideals, needs and aspirations.
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tion of supposedly inalienable rights and
liberties, what is it?

Yet Maryland as a State offers no resistance
of any kind to the law which does these
things. Maryland makes not the slightest
attempt to abrogate it or to nullify it. We
simply say it is Federal law, not Maryland
law, and it is no part of our duty as a State
to adopt it as our own and set up State
machinery to carry it out. We leave its en-
forcement in our State to the Federal Govern-
ment which made it. To call that nullifi-
cation is wholly absurd.

There is no historic or legalistic sense in
which the word ‘“nullification” can possibly
apply here. None of the five States which
have no State enforcement acts seek to prevent
the enforcement of the Federal prohibition
laws within their confines; and nullification
means affirmative resistance.

The doctrine of nullification, which made
its first appearance in our history about 1799,
was that each State had the right to decide
for itself whether a given Act of Congress
under certain circumstances was binding upon
it. Asto such Acts, it was claimed that each
State had an equal right to determine the ex-
tent or method of its local observance or en-
forcement; and, under certain conditions,
States claimed the right to destroy it, to treat
it as “‘null and void and of no effect.”

In the words of the living former Attor-
neys General of Massachusetts and other dis-
tinguished lawyers in advising the electorate
of Massachusetts:

“Nullification as defined by the highest
authority is the action of a State intended to
abrogate within its limits the operation of a
Federal law.”

This political doctrine, like that of seces-
sion and old-time States’ Rights, has gone for-
ever into the discard. No State asserts it or
practices it, and it is sheer buncombe to in-
dulge in such accusations today.

If a State’s failure to enforce a law or to
try to enforce it, is to be called nullification,
then all the States could be found guilty of
it on many counts. All our Statute books
are full of laws that are not enforced; laws
that are obsolete; laws that we never try to
enforce and that were never meant to be en-
forced; laws that are merely held over us in
terrorem; laws that are palpably absurd or
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I refrain from discussing how completely
this would destroy our basic American prin-
ciple of dual sovereignty, because it is pet-
fectly clear that no such meaning as this was
intended to be given or can be given to the
amendment.

In the case of United States vs. Lanza, 260
U. S. 377, (1922), the Supreme Court held
that the amendment was not ‘‘the source of
the power of the States to adopt and enforce
prohibition measures;’’ that the States always
had that power, and that it had been guar-
anteed them by the Tenth Amendment; and
that the purpose of declaring a concurrent
power of enforcement in the States was ‘‘to
negative any possible inference that in vesting
the National Government with the power
of country-wide prohibition, state power was
excluded.”

In other words, the concurrent clause was
not intended to and did not give the States
any power at all to pass State prohibition acts
or acts to enforce the eighteenth amendment.
The intention was simply to make it clear
that the amendment did not take away from
the States the power which they already had
in this regard, and that they were still free
to exercise this pre-existing power, although,
of course, subject now to the prohibitory
requirements of the amendment.

The Supreme Court further said that “‘the
second section means that the power to take
legislative measures to make the policy (pro-
hibition) effective shall exist in Congress in
respect to the territorial limits of the United
States, and at the same time the like power
of the several States within their territorial
limits shall not cease to exist.”

In the later case of Herbert vs. Louisiana,
272 U. S. 312, (1926), a State law was be-
fore the court, and the argument was ad-
vanced “‘that the State in denouncing the
manufacture of intoxicating liquor for bever-
age purposes as a criminal offense and in tak-
ing proceedings to punish the offenders, is
exerting a power derived from the eighteenth
amendment, and therefore that all that is done
by the State in that regard must be taken as
done under the authority of the United
States.”” This is the only argument that can
be made to support the proposition that the
States are under any kind of a duty to pass
State enforcement acts. The Supreme Court
rejected this argument on the grounds stated
in the Lanza case.




Consequently, the authority of a State to
pass State prohibition laws, including laws
to enforce the eighteenth amendment, does
not come from that amendment at all. It
comes from the State’s reserved powers, guar-
anteed by the Tenth Amendment; and the
concurrent clause, instead of being a grant of
power, was inserted merely to make clear
that the States’ reserved powers, so far as
prohibition is concerned, had not been de-
stroyed by putting prohibition in the Federal
Constitution.

In a word, the concurrent clause grants the
power of enforcing the amendment to Con-
gress, but it grants no power at all to the
States. As to them it simply preserves their
pre-existing sovereign power to enact State
prohibition or enforcement measures, sub-
Ject to the limits set by the amendment.

Since the State’s power to enforce the eight-
eenth amendment does not come from the
amendment at all,—since, as the Supreme
Court said in the Lanza case, prior State
prohibition laws ‘“‘derive their force, as do all
new ones consistent with it, not from this
amendment, but from power belonging
originally to the States, preserved to them by
the Tenth Amendment,” it cannot possibly
be said that the amendment imposes any sort
of obligation on the States to enforce it.

As Professor Howard Lee McBain, in his
recent work “‘Prohibition, Legal and Illegal,”

correctly and succinctly says: ‘‘Manifestly if -

the States derive from the amendment no
power to enact prohibition laws, they are of
a certainty under no obligation, moral or
legal, to enact such laws because of the amend-
ment.”’

There is, of course, no higher or more
binding or more final authority on this ques-
tion than the Supreme Court of the United
States. But let me supplement and reinforce
their decision with the following remarks
made during the debates on the eighteenth
amendment by Representative Webb, a lead-
ing Prohibitionist, who was at the time act-
ing as spokesman for the House Judiciary
Committee:

“Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House:
I believe I will take up your time but briefly
in explaining the committee amendments to
this resolution as it passed the Senate. The
first amendment adopted in the Judiciary
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jected to the influences which experience
everywhere shows go hand in hand with the
enforcement of the Volstead Act. Now our
criminal cases are tried within three weeks or
less after the arrest. We do not want the
dockets overwhelmed with cases under the
Volstead law.

We are justified in saying that law and or-
der is not promoted by a State Volstead act.
There is infinitely more law and order in
Baltimore City which has none than in many
other great cities which have. It is our firm
conviction that by declining to have our po-
lice and our courts undertake local Volstead
enforcement, we have less corruption, less
crime and a higher character of peace, har-
mony and orderly and efficient government
than many of the enforcement States which
also have large cities.

These are briefly our reasons for not want-
ing a State Volstead Act in Maryland. Sure-
ly they are not sinful or wanton or immoral
or treasonable reasons. They are simple and
easily understood, and appeal to us as the
surest way to attain the highest measure of
law and order in our State.

Yet we are told that this position is one of
nullification.

I bave already shown that the Supreme
Court itself has absolved us of any such
charge. There is no duty, no obligation on
any State to adopt a State Volstead or en-
forcement act if it does not want to.

But the truth is, Maryland’s position, in-
stead of being an effort at nullification, is in
fact a protest against nullification. Mary-
land feels that Congress and its sister States
bave nullified certain rights and immunities
guaranteed to it under the express and implied
covenants of our Federal compact. They have
nullified our right to govern ourselves in a
domain where only self government can
work. Our houses are no longer our castles:
we are denied the right in certain cases to be
judged by a jury of our peers; we can be
halted and searched as we go about our law-
ful adventures, and can be hectored, brow-
beaten and even cold-bloodedly shot down,
—all in the name of the law. We can be
punished twice for the same offense, have
our property seized for wrongs we did not
ourselves commit, and we can have our homes
padlocked on orders that are more executive
than judicial. If all this is not the nullifica-
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stead law, just so long will we leave the en-
forcement of the amendment to the Federal
government. We are under no duty to help
relieve the Federal government of the burdens
and the cost it has assumed under the Vol-
stead law by making that law a Maryland
measure and setting up our own State machin-
ery to enforce it, and thus making the people
of Maryland share its burdens and its costs;
and we decline to do it.

We are not willing to see our present
capable police system and its remarkably suc-
cessful handling of crime and criminals jeop-
ardized in order to try out this experiment.

I turn to the Illinois Crime Survey, com-
piled and published this year by the Illinois

Association of Criminal Justice in cooperation -

with the Chicago Crime Commission, and
read there the story of an organized under-
world of crime, which enforces its decrees by
bombs and death, and dedicates itself to com-
mercialized vice, gambling, bootlegging, hi-
jacking and racketeering, as well as to old es-
tablished crimes like murder and robbery;
and I recall that Illinois has a State prohibi-
tion act, the “Illinois Search and Seizure
Law,” and that the Chicago police are
charged with its enforcement and that they
also cooperate fully with the Federal authori-
ties under the Volstead Act.

I see similar conditions, varying only in
degree, in other great cities of the country
where State enforcement acts are in effect.

Then I turn to my home town, Baltimore
City, and see there an amazing decrease in the
number of major crimes during the past six
years and an increase in arrests and an in-
crease in convictions. Where crime waves
exist and what may be their cause I leave
others to expound; there is no crime wave in
Baltimore, nor the semblance of any.

The Baltimore City Police and the Balti-
more City Courts are not charged with the
duty of enforcing a State Volstead Act, and
the police do not arrest for violations of the
Federal Volstead Act. The police and the
courts are free to give their whole time to the
detection and punishment of crime, and the
result is there is far less crime than ever be-
fore.

The Maryland people want the Maryland
police and the Maryland courts to keep on
that way. We do not want our police sub-
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Committee was the new section 2. As it
passed the Senate it provided that the ‘Con-
gress’ should have the power to enforce this
article by appropriate legislation. Most of
the members, including myself, of the Judi-
ciary' Committee, both wet and dry, felt that
there ought to be a reservation to the State
also of power to enforce their prohibition
laws. And therefore we amended the resolu-
tion by providing that the Congress ‘and the
several States’ shall have ‘concurrent’ power
to enforce this article by appropriate legisla-
tion. So the amendment reads:

“The Congress and the several States shall
have concurrent power to enforce this article
by appropriate legislation.’

‘I believe, regardless of our division on the
dry and wet question, every Member will
agree with us that this is a wise and proper
amendment. Nobody desires that the Feder-
al Congress shall take away from the various
States the right to enforce the prohibition
laws of those States. If we do not adopt
this amendment from the committee there
might be a fight in Congress every two years
as to whether the States should be given the
right to help enforce this proposed article of
the Constitution. Because, as I see it, after
the States have delegated to the Federal Con-
gress power to do a certain thing, for instance
to stop the manufacture and sale of alcoholic
liquors for beverage purposes, the question is
whether the State has not turned over to the
Federal Congress the exclusive right to en-
force 1t.”

Therefore, in adopting the concurrent
clause Congress had no thought of making it
the duty of any State to pass a State enforce-
ment act. The idea simply was not to let
the eighteenth amendment take away from the
States the right to pass any prohibition and
enforcement acts at all.

President Hoover, in his inaugural address,
ascribes part of the abuses which have grown
up under the eighteenth amendment ‘“‘to the
failure of many state and local officials to
accept the obligation under their oath of
office zealously to enforce the law.”

Senator Borah makes the same point, and
asks: “May the Governor of a State remain
quiet, is he under no legal or moral obliga-
tion to act, when violence challenges the Con-
stitution which he has taken an oath to sup-
port?”’ And he further asks whether ‘‘the
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members of the State Legislature who take
their oaths to support the Constitution of the
United States under the second section of the
eighteenth amendment satisfy their oaths if
they refuse to legislate or to appropriate
money to uphold and maintain the Constitu-
tion?”’

Senator Borah'’s expressed position is that
whenever the Federal Constitution undertakes
to define any national policy, then every
Senator, Congressman, Governor, legislator
and other official, state or national, sworn to
support the Constitution, becomes, by virtue
of this oath, bound not only to support such
national policy but also to enforce it: and if
they do not he is convinced our government
will go on the rocks. If this were so, the
rock of ages would be strewn with no end
of wrecks, for the course of history has not
been charted along any such route.

But it is not so. No Governor, no mem-
ber of the State Legislature, and no other
State or local official has taken any oath
which obligates him to enforce any Federal
law, including the eighteenth amendment, by
legislation, appropriation or otherwise. The
oath to support the Constitution does not
make any of them a Federal enforcement
officer. It confers on them no duty to con-
stitute themselves the machinery or to provide
the means for enforcing Federal law.

The President holds no executive power
in the States, and has no duty with respect
to the enforcement of State laws. The Gov-
ernors of the States hold no executive power
in the Federal Government and have no duty
with respect to the enforcement of Federal
laws.

Under the American system of government
the States owe no duty to the Nation to en-
force the laws of the Nation and the Nation
owes no duty to the States to enforce the laws
of the States.

Federal officials are bound to enforce
Federal laws and State officials are bound to
enforce State laws, but neither Nation nor
State is bound to enforce the laws of the other
sovereignty.

The eighteenth amendment went far in
invading the domain of the States when it
regulated for all the States a subject which,
under the Tenth Amendment, had always
been theirs to regulate for themselves. But
it did not go to the extent of imposing upon
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State governments or State officials the duty
of enforcing Federal laws. If it had done
that the dual system of sovereignty, without
which our form of government cannot en-
dure, would have been destroyed.

For these reasons the people of Maryland
have the clear right to decide for themselves
whether they will adopt a State enforcement
act or not, and the people of every other
State in this country have the same clear right.

As a State we do not defy the Federal law;
we do not ignore it or try to nullify it. We
put no obstacles whatever in the way of its
full enforcement by the officials of the Federal
Government which passed it. In every way
we concede the right of the Federal author-
ities to enforce the Federal law in Maryland
to any limit they see fitt We would not
want to see the Marines so misused, but I
expect we would not question the Govern-
ment’s legal right to call them out if Wash-
ington is willing to go along with Dr. Clar-
ence True Wilson that far.

We recognize the principle of local option
to the fullest extent. Nearly all the twenty-
three counties of the State had gome ‘‘dry”’
before the eighteenth amendment was a-
dopted, and through the tried and true proc-
esses of local self government we were
mastering the liquor evil more effectively than
can possibly be done under the present sys-
tem. In the ten years since I became Gov-
ernor, during which the amendment and the
Volstead Act were, of course, in force, I
have signed fifteen measures which the Legis-
lature passed strengthening these local option
laws for the counties. We concede the right
of the communities in our own State to pass
and strengthen and enforce such prohibition
laws as their people see fit.

But we do exercise our sovereign right,
which neither the eighteenth amendment nor
any other advancing Federal power has yet
taken away, not to incorporate the Volstead
Act into Maryland State law.

I say the Volstead Act, because when
people insist on a State enforcement act what
they always mean is the enactment of the
Volstead law as a State measure or of some-
thing more stringent or more arbitrary or
more costly. In Maryland we decline to make
the Volstead Act a law of the State. So
long as the Federal government elects to en-
force the eighteenth amendment by the Vol-
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DR BIGELOW’S STATISTICS ON ALCOHOLISM DEATHS

Official of Massachusetts Health Department Has Used Figures of Actual
Deaths Instead of Death Rate; They Prove, However, That Alco-
holism Is a Preventable Cause of Death

(By Cora Frances Stoddard)

employed by Dr. Bigelow.

Actual
2,616
2,711
3,365

660
2,207
2,728

1910
1914
1917
1920
1923
1925

)
5.3
6.3
1.2
39
4.4

nished the 2,909 deaths of 1910.

The publicity. given to a recent statement by Dr. George Bigelow, of the
Massachusetts Health Department, is likely to place his somewhat misleading
use of statistics in thHe wet propaganda armory. Following is a table which shows
how misleading as to the real situation is the use of figures of actual deaths, as

ALCOHOLISM MORTALITY
Registration States of 1910
Per 100,000

Population

The 3,694 deaths of 1925 came from almost double the population that fur-
Had the old normal pre-prohibition rates con-
tinued, 5,361 people would have died of alcoholism in 1925 instead of 3,694.

Registration Area

Per 100,000

Population
54
4.9
o2
1.0
3.2
3.6

Actual
2,909
3,257
3,907

900
3,143
3,694

Fourteen thousand, six hundred “and
forty (14,640) fewer deaths were caused
by alcoholism in the six prohibition years
in the United States than would have oc-
curred at the normal pre-prohibition rates
of 1910-1917, The average annual death
rate in the pre-prohibition years was 5.2
per 100,000 population. In 1925, it was
but 3.6, according to recent tables of the
Census Bureau. The increase after 1920
mostly ocgurred by 1923. Since 1923,
there has been but a slight increase; in
many states the rate was lower in 1925
than in 1923.

t saving of 14,640 lives has

since ﬂ]e sharp drop of the

tion year. This reaction due to organ-
ization of the illegal traffic and the ridi-
cule of prohibition and of total abstinence
which induced drinking has needlessly
cost the country about 9,000 lives that
might have been saved had purposeful
abstinence and law observance maintained
the alcoholism mortality rate of the first
prohibition vear.

A little smallpox epidemic sets health
departments ‘hustling to exterminate the
disease and' to inform the public how to
avoid it. Smallpox caused only 709
deaths in the United States in 1925; al-
coholism caused 3,694. A man who dies
of alcoholism is just as dead as the one
who dies of smallpox. Yet alcoholism is
even easier to avoid than smallpox. It is
a curious twist of the mental operations
that for the most part has kept health
departments quiet about the health dan-
gers in alcoholic liquors, or when' they
speak has lent, their speech to opposing
prohibition.

Neither of these descriptions is true of
the recent statement about alcoholism
mortality issued by Dr. George Bigelow
of the Massachusetts health department.
Buried in a sensational use of statistics,
which were not wholly accurately or sci-
entifically used, were two important facts
of warning to the public:

1. Alcohol is probably the poison in al-
coholic. beverages chiefly responsible for
alcoholic deaths. People who think that
“pure” whisky can be drunk with im-
punity and without injury, says Dr. Bige-
low, “ignore the fact that alcohol, the
principal constituent of whisky,"is a poi-
son;” and he goes on to state that “aged”
whisky contains “more fusel oil, alde-
hydes, acids, etc., than does unaged lig-
wor.”
| 2. Dr. Bigelow suggests that the alco-

holism death rate can be reduced most ef-
fectively by reducing the drinking of in-
toxicating liquors, a fact that = every
school boy ought to know by this time;
but the public health loss caused by this
deliberate drinking is too little sensed.
The facts with which this statement be-
gin may well be repeated:

14,640 lives have been saved in the six
prohibition years that the former alcohol-
ism death rate would have snuffed out in
the United States.

9,000 more lives might have been sav-
ed had the voluntary or involuntary ab-
stention from liquor of the first prohibi-
tion year continued

£S5
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Dr. Bigelow’s statistics, howevﬂ- Te- ‘Been released frorn the workhouses un-

ceived the chief publicity. Part of them
were misleading because he used figures
of actual deaths instead of death rates,
thus ignoring the constant increase: in
population. That was the only way he
got a “500 per cent” increase for Rhode
Island in 1925. Even at that the actual
number of alcoholism deaths in Rhode
Island was only 39 as against 8 in 1920.
Besides there were fewer in 1925 than in
1923 or 1924, and the death rate was
about 20 per cent lower than in the av-
erage normal pre-prohibition year.

The increase in Massachusetts has not
been 500 per cent either in actual deaths
or in death rates. There were 70 alco-
holism deaths in Massachusetts in:1920;
303 in 1925—a serious enough increase,
but it need not be exaggerated. Present
indications are that the rate will be lower
in Massachusetts in 1926 as the Vital Sta-

tistics Department  reports a - slightly
smaller number of deaths.

In both Massachusetts - and Rhode
Island, the increase. in alcoholic mortal-
ity rates since 1920 has been greater
than in the country at large, partly be-
cause of a strong residuum of public sen-
timent favoring drinking and opposing
the protective legislation of prohibition.

It is significant perhaps that the group
of States which have showed the heaviest
percentage of increase in alcoholic deaths.
losses since 1920 includes those common.
1y known as “wet’” strongholds. Maryland
which has never had a state enforcement
law, heads the list with an increase of
nearly 800 per cent in its alcoholic death
rate since 1920, and a 1925 rate nearly 25
per cent above its average normal pre-
prohibition rate,

Freed from the sensational and not
wholly accurate elements in its statistics,
Dr. Bigelow’s statement may well serve
to remind the entire country that alco-
holism is an absolutely preventable cause
of death; that it still is killing an unnec-
essary number of citizens; and that pro-
hibition is igned, among other objects,
as a protective health measure.

CAN’T JAIL THEM FOR LONG

Insolvent Bootleggers Can Be-Held for
Fine Only Sixty Days i

By a recent court decision no insolvent
convicted bootlegger in Ohio can be held
in jail a longer period than 60 days. Here-
tofore bootleggers unable to pay fines
assessed against them were sent to jail
or workhouse where they worked out the
fine at a per diem rate. It is now antici-
pated that all bootleggers in Ohio will be
insolvent when haled into court, and
there will not be nearly so much talk
about profits -and million-
aire bootle

bootleggers’

of t e already
der this ruling. Wet newspapers are tak-
ing a great deal of satisfaction in it, in-
sisting that the poor harassed bootlegger
has not had a square deal up to this time.
TJust what effect the ruling will have upon
enforcement in the state remains to be
seen.

BETTER THINK TWICE

Those “smart” Americans who are
thinking of going to Canada and coming
home with liquor in their automobiles
will do well to heed what befell William
Price of Toledo, Ohio. Price was’ arrest-
ed at Detroit by customs officers. He had
116 bottles of Canadian whisky in a secret
comparetment of his automobile. He was
charged with violating the tariff act and
was sentenced to federal prison at Leav-
enworth for a year and a half and fined
$500.¢

In this respect it is a distinct advance.
the character of administration.

law.

passed.”

NO APRIL FOOL MEASURE

(Wayne B. Wheeler, General Counsel Anti-Saloon League)
The wets would not have fought the Prohibition Reorganization Civil Service
bill so desperately if it were the April Fool measure which they now assert.—
“The dry forces worked four years to secure a bill definitely fixing respon-
sibility for prohibition enforcement. This bill does that indirectly by making
the Secretary of the Treasury responsible for the appointment of a Commission-
er of Prohibition and the organization of a Prohibition Bureau.
closer coordination of responsibility for enforcement than has heretofore existed.
Its success or failure will depend upon

“The placing of more than 2,000 agents and officers of the Prohibition Bu-
reau under civil service will help to weed out the incompetents, protect the ef-
ficient, and safeguard the kind of new employes who' will come into the service.
There will be less politics and more pep in prohibition enforcement under this

“The published criticisms 'of this 'measure by Mrs. Willebrandt referred to
the bill before it was amended by the Senate and not to the act as finally

This is a

FANUFACTURERS FAVOR DRY LAW

Babson Institute Questions Manu«
facturers and Finds Three Fourths
Favorable to Prohibition Law

The Babson Statistical Institute of
Wellesley, Mass., founded by Roger
Babson, the world authority on econom-
ics, framed and sent out a quesiions
to manufacturers in an effort to de
mine the effect of prohibition from an
employer’s standpoint.

Seventy-five per cent of the large num-
ber of employers in the country, rep-
resenting thousands of workers, stated
that the economic effects of prohibition
have been beneficial, both to their com-
panies from their own viewpoint and also
from that of their employes.

Fifteen per cent said they could not de-
tect any particular difference one way or
the other, and the remaining ten per cent
condemned prohibition, declaring it had
done more harm than good.

The questionnaire was not sent to se=
lected manufacturers whose attitude was
known to be favorable, but to large em-
ployers of men in various i of the
country and engaged in various f
production. Of course employers
other classes are not unanimous on the
effect of prohibition any more than three
fourths of those who replied believe the
dry 'law in beneficial; while only one=~
tenth condemn it, and less than one sev=
enth found any fault with it.

THE COURIER-EXPRESS SAYS:

March 22:—In “Delinquents and Crim=
inals, Th ng and Unmaking,” Dr.
Wm. Healy and Augusta F. Bronner pre-
sent a thoughtful study of the causes of
‘Juvenile delinquency.” They enumerate
many causes of delinquency, and prohibi-
it —not even one
Tul siudy" by quahﬁed ln'Vest;géMr
“hot air” shot off by wet propagandxsts

March 25:—“We can conceive nothing
worse for the criminal, nor anything bet-
ter for society, than this proposal that
every state should have laws similar to
the Baumes laws.” So speaks the editor,
thus recognizing the need of laws. “You
can’t make people good by law,” is a fa-
vorite slogan of those who do not:like
any particular law.

“No rogue ere felt the halter draw

‘With good opinion of the law.”

The object of the law is not to make
people good — but to make them behave
—or suffer the consequences—and there-
by protect society.

And that other worn-out slogan, “Too
many laws,” is no argument against legis-
lation. The more complex our civilization,
the more are laws needed.

H. H. Culver,
Collins,: N. Y.
Mch. 26, 1927.

PRINCETON DRIED UP

All-night raids on the night of March
18 by Federal officers from Newark
swept Princeton bone dry. A quantity of
liquor ‘was confiscated near the university
campus, according to report. The Prince-
ton police knew nothing about the raids
until they were over. No doubt the own-
ers of this illicit liquor will join Governor
Ritchie of Maryland in his plea for state’s
rights. Tt was rumored that Dean Chris-
tian Gaus instigated the clean-up.

Prohibition Administrator E. C. Vel-
lowley of Chicago last week announced
the revocation of permits held by four
physicians of Illinois, and also the revo-
cation of a permit held by a Marion, IIL,,
drug company. In addition, four licerses
were revoked by consent of their holders,
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The Anti-Saloon Lisague and Appointments

In discussing the appointment of Major Roy A.
Haynes as prohibition commiissioner, some wet editors
have referred to the Anti-Saloon League as a “super-
government.” The way these same wet editors are
howling over this appointment of Major Haynes is
for the good of the Prohibition cause.

Any part the League may have had in this matter was
not actuated by any sentimental reasons. The League has
freely contended since the enactment of Prohibition that

the law should be administered by officers who believe

in Prohibition and that such officers should be effi-
cient and capable.

Assuming that all the candidates possessed the mec-
essary ability to fill the post, the important determining
factors seemed to be:

First, the candidate’s attitude toward the Prohibition
policy. It is certainly essential that the. commissioner
be in full sympathy with the law he is charged to en-
force.

Second, the candidate’s experience. The duties are
arduoud and complex, and Major Haynes had the ad-
vantage over other men mentioned for the post of hav-
ing served effectively for six years in the department.

The Anti-Saloon League in this case conformed to
its settled policy in standing for fundamental principles
rather than for an individual candidate,

Arrived on Schedule Time
The war was started in Chicago. It will soon
< spread “all over” the civilized world. Four hundred
young people’s societies have. held meetings favor-
ing a “saloonless city.,” After capturing the. city
and state, the young warriors will press forward

with the slogan, “A saloonless nation by 1920.”

"Heaven help us—and so soon!

The above is a quotation =on. Beverage Trade News
of date of November 24, 1911, a liquor trade journal
published in Philadelphia. Carried on the title. page is
the announcement, “A National publication, a common
sense journal.” Had the Beverage Trade News been
true to the slogan “a common sense journal,? it would
not have treated the action of four hundred young peo-
ple’s societies with such contémpt. “Heaven help us—
and so soon!” Yes, so soon. ‘It arrived on schedule
time, didn’t it? And yet these outlawed liquor manu-
facturers and dealers insist that they had no warning.

Let t-e Heathen Rage

The disapproval -by the wet press of the country of
the appointment of Major Haynes as acting Federal
Prohibition Commiissioner is good evidence that the ap-
pointment was a wise one. :

A commissioner satisfactory to the bootleggers and
to wets who condone bootlegging and condemn the
prohibition policy, would certainly not be an efficient
law enforcement officer.

Comments by the wet press compel the belief that
Major Haynes will be damned by the wets if he does
enforce the dry law, and will be damned by them if
he does not. If he does enforce it he will be declared
a tyrant and a czar, and if he does not enforce it he
will be declared weak and inefficient. But who thinks
for a‘monute that Major Haynes or any other enforce-
ment officer will strive to please the wets?

It is a long time until next year's presicdential election,
but the women in both parties are active in the cause of

law enfotcement and against any candidate known to

oppose the dry law.

Assault on Personal Liberty

May 15 is the earliest possible date at which the
sale of liquor in Ontario will begin according to a state-
ment by Premier  Howard Ferguson, quoted in the
Detroit Free Press.  The liquor control law gov::rning
the manufacture and sale of liquor is full of prohibitions.

It is specifically designated who can buy and under
what conditions.

Individuals must have permits to purchase,

The government has a monopoly on the sales.

These strict prohibitions clearly indicate an, utter
disregard for “personal liberty.” Not only that, but they
imply that the government recognizes that liquor is a
dangerous commodity, a menace and an evil. Being
such, why attempt to regulate it? There is only one
remedy, absolute prohibition.

Specimen of Wet Argument

It was our privilegé the other night to attend a
dinner given by the graduates-and undergraduates
of a certain university and as fine fellows as we
ever .met. Before dinner there were cocktails,
many of them, and as far as we could make out,
they were pretty good. At dinner small bottles of
whisky were produced from pockets, and you were
plied with invitations to partake of highballs. After-
wards the diners adjourned to a room where both
whisky and’gin found companionship with soda.

And. the speeches of the graduates recalled the
good old days when beer was a beverage. The
speeches of undergraduates expressed the desire that
they might have ‘been instead of whisky and-gin.
It was the vain regret of a whisky and gin age that
the days of beer were past.

‘We have drawn the picture from life. We make
no comment. But we wonder wkich age, the pres-
ent of strong liquors of dubious quality, or the past

* of milder beverages of good quality, is more con-
dacive to temperance.

The above is an editorial from the Cincinnati Times-
Star of Wednesday, March 23, 1927. The editor who
wrote the above would be much more convincing had
he had the courage to name this certain university where
these graduates and undergraduates, “as fine fellows as
we ever met”

undergraduates were indulging in cocktails, “many of
them” before dinner; they drank again at dinner whisky
produced from flasks, and again after dinner, whisky,
gin and soda were consumed.

But they weren’t satisfied; they wanted beer, This is
indeed unusual. Old topers will smile. This wet editor
let ‘his enthusiasm run away with his judement in this
argument. And what an unfortunate slip he makes in
his last paragraph—‘“strong liauors of dubjous aualitv”
—when not a moment before h~ had declared that the
co’cktai]svwere pretty good:. We dare the editor to

‘name .the university.

Has the Tribune Forgotten?

The W. C. T..U. is making a campaign against drink-
ing in homes, and of course the Chicago Tribune offers
unfriendly criticism. The Tribune asserts that the wom-
en are beginning wrong. “The way to stop drinking in
the honies is to modify the prohibition law which start-
ed the custom,” says the Tribune,

Has the Chicago Tribune forgotten how in the sa-
loon ‘days little children “rushed the growler?” Parents
sent the tots to the near-by saloons with pitchers, jugs
or buckets to carry home the beer. Home beer parties
were the order of the day in certain districts of Chicago.
Drinking began in the homes under the saloon regime,
and now if homes are raided the Tribune and other
wet sheets wail about the “sanctity of the home” being
invaded.

Fair Exchange

It is rumored that in some parts of Ohio patrons of
bootleggers are paying for their “poison” in_counter-
feit money. Well, is it not a fair exchange—counterfeit
money-for counterfeit liquor?

With great unanimity, the wet press of the country as.
serts that Major Haynes is sure to fail in the enforce-
ment of the law. .

What worries wet Democrats who are boosting' Gov-
ernor Al Smith is that his candidacy means a revolt in
the party, should he be nominated.

indulged in ‘this drinking orgy. We say .
__orgy, because it will be noted that these graduates and

Makes the Wets Tremble

The Association Against the Prohibition Amendment,
despite the fact that the wets fought the enactment of
the Prohibition Reorganization Civil Service bill, and
were only thwarted by application of cloture, in their de-
termination to kill the measure in the Senate by fili-
buster, now pretend to make the public believe that
the measure is of no consequence. *

The Chicago Journal, one of the wettest newspapers
in the country, evidently does not share this optimistic
wet opinion. That paper reveals its genuine fear of the
results of this tightening of the enforcement law in the
following editorial:

There is no desire to anticipate the list of ques-
tions to be asked candidates for jobs as prohibition
enforcement agents at the forthcoming civil service
examinations, but there are several which naturally
suggest themselves in view of the way the law has
been “enforced” heretofore.  For instance:

State your age; also character—if any.

‘What previous expetience have you had as a gun-
man?

What special inducements should be offered law-
abiding citizens to violate the law, so that you can
make an arrest?

When breaking into a private residence, is it better
to use a blunt instrument or an ax?

How soon after breaking in should you begin
shooting?

How do you determine what liquor to destroy
and what to divide?

What “higher-ups” in the government
should be favored when you split a quantity of fine
wines or good old bourbon?

service

POWER OF WORLD'S WET INTERESIS

(Christian Science Monitor)

How great the influence of the liquor trade through-

out the world is when concentrated upon a desired end
is illustrated in the difficulty which attends the effort to
have the League of Nations make an inquiry into the
effects, industrial, enonomic and social, of alcoholic liquor
in various countries. It would seem to be a subject em-
inently worthy the ILeague’s attention. ‘painstaking
Tnquiry into the effect of narcotic drugs has been made,
and a commission appointed which is pressing proposi-
tions for the annihilation of that trafiic. Alcoholism has
unquestionably done more evil, because of the greater ex_
tent of addiction to it, than has the use of habitsforming
drugs, but every effort thus far to get the League to
take up this vital issue has been blocked by representa-
tives of those who sell alcoholic liquors for profit.
* It should be remembered that not a promouncement
upon remedies, but rather an investigation into the
extent of the resultant evils is what is sought. The vol-
ume of the liquor trade in various countries, its econom-
ical and social effects, the advantages of various methods
of regulation, from the least drastic up to complete pro-
hibition, are all subjects which seem to be suitable for
the consideration of a League commission, and upon
which might hang very vital action to be taken by dif-
ferent nations. The question of economic pressure being
brought to bear by wine-producing nations upon others
which have sought to prohibit alcoholic beverages is one
that' seems eminently within the scope of such an in-
ternational organization ‘as the League.. That pressure
has been exerted by both Spain and France upon coun-
tries: which looked te them for their markets.

The part that liquor plays in increasing’ pauperism
or in reducing the demand for the products of various
countries is also worthy of inquiry. Prohibition in the
United States could hardly fail to come in ‘or search:
ing investigation, but we believe that the people of Amer-
ica, whether prohibitionists or otherwise, would wel=
come an honest, thorough and impartial inquiry inte the
economic and social results of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment so far as it has been enforged The questions of
smuggling and of forcign interference with domestic liq-
uor regulations are points that oaly a great international
body could properly consider.

Thus far every effort to bring ' this matter -officially
before the League has been blocked by the opponents of
the liquor interests, The situation berrs convincing
testimony to the irzmense power exercised by these in-
terésts, not merely in domestic affairs, but in a matter
of concern to the whole civilized world. It scarcely
seems credilde, however, that a purely mercenary in-
fuence, operating for evil, should be able to overcome
the united demand of the forces of temperance and re=
form. v
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RIVER CLAIMS WIEDEMANNS STOCK OF BEER

70,000 Gallons Flow Into the Licking River at Newport as Brewery Is

Closed by United States; Four Gaugers Suspended

Federal Men Use 20,000 Nails, Hundreds of Locks to Carry Out Order

By Mary Chenoweth, Staff Correspondent of the Courier-Journal

Weidemann Brewery, Newport, Ky. Main building

25—A beer trib-
utary to the Licking River was started

Covington, Ky., Mar.

today when Federal officers turned the
spigots at the Weidemann Brewery Com-
pany’s plant here that sent 2,800 barrels,
or 70,000 gallons of the pre-war drink
streaming through pipes into the water.
It will be several days before all the beer
is drained out.

An amazed crowd looked on, each voic-

and a staff of deputles used 20 000 nails
and several hundred locks to close the
plant for one year, as ordered Thursday
by Federal Judge A. M. J. Cochran. The
court decision followed a trial on charges
of violating the prohibition law.

Four Suspended

Four storekeeper guagers: who have
been assigned to the brewery were sus
pended today by Robert H. Lucas, Col-
lector of Internal Revenue for Ken-
tucky. An investigation into their alleged

_carclessness was begun.

The men suspended were J. E. Richer,

C. L. Abbott, W. R. Wilson and E. L.
McClanahan. Wilson and.Abbott still are
assigned to the plant and the other two
recently were assigned to the New En-
gland Distilling Company plant at Cov-
ington, Mr. Lucas said.

The action was taken after Sawyer
Smith; District Attorney, charged during
the trial that the men wére careless. Mr.
Smith attacked the integrity of the gang-
ers and praised the work of the Wash-
ington agents whose work resulted in the
i the plant.

The brewery plant with all buildings
occupies approximately five acres in the
heart of Newport and cost- $2,500,000 to
build “under prices of the real old days”
George Delatone, brewmaster for eight-

een years, said. “It could not be built
today for $10,000,000” he added.

Frank and Howard Benton, counsel
for the Wiedemann Company, made a fu-
tile appeal to Judge Cochran, Friday
morning to modify his order of the day

before and allow the company to save the

beer, which they contended was manu-
factured legally.

“It is simply pouring money directly
into the sewer,”. Frank Benton said.

Thirty Padlocks and thirty notices of Federal Court Crder like. above comp!etel};

Elose the Weidemann Brewery property in Newport, Ky., to abate a nuisance.

BRISBANE WRONG AGAIN

The Callahan Correspondence

April 5, 1927
Mr. Arthur Brisbane,
238 William Street,
New York City.
Dear Mr. Brisbane:

Referring to an item in a recent issue
of your Today Column anent Burleson
coming out for Governor Smith. 4

You will recollect that you added
something like this: “And remember that
Burleson is as dry as the dryest spot in
the Sahara Desert.”

This is another mistake on your part
as much''So as your recent statement
about - Prohibition being responsible for
such a large increase in déaths from al-
cohol when the figures show just the op-
posite result, viz:

1912 1913 1919 1920
59 5.2 1.4 0.6

In 1919 we had limited Prohibition due
to the war and in 1920 we had the Eight-
eenth Amendment which was taken quite
seriously ‘until its opponents “got going®
with their propaganda and violations.

You perhaps know of Mr. Bryan be-
ing my very close friend and of my know-
ing Mr. Burleson almost as well and he
‘was never in any prohibition movement.
You would have been more correct if
you had said that Burleson is as wet as
the wettest spot in the Atlantic Ocean.

In 1924 Burleson made an effort to
carry Texas for his friend Underwood on
a Wet and a Religious issue, all of which
prompts your friends to ask “How do
you get that way?”

‘With very®best wishes, beg to remain
. Yours very truly.

(Signed) ,
PHC:N.

P. H. Callahan

A MAIL MESSAGE

Nashville, Tenn.
March 26, 1927.
Mr A. C."Graham, Supt.
Anti-Saloon League of Ky,
504 Republic Bldg.,
- Louisville, -Ky.

My dear Mr. Graham:

Your letter with tract and pledge card
has just been received and it makes me
wish I had time and money at my com-
mand and could get out in the field and
work for prohibition. As it is I am a
student here at Scaritt College and ex-
pect to graduate this June 7th, returning
to Korea late in July or early in Au-
gust.

I am enclosing my check for $5.00. I
wish it were very much more but this is
the very best I can do in the way of
material help.  The cause is constantly
on my heart and in my prayers. Just re-
cently in- Brownsville, Tenn., where I
went to speak at a Missionary Confer-
ence, my talk was really a temperance
talk for I told them that what they did

or did not do for the enforcement of pro-

hibition vzta]ly affected Mission work m
all our mlssxon fields. |

I am wondering what the Anti-Saloon’
League does toward securing the coop-}
eration of the State Teachers Colleges.

We very much enjoyed the visit of the
Anti-Saloon League representative to
West Kentucky last fall. I have forgot-
ten his name, but I have not iorgotten‘
the magnificent address he gave at our’
church, other churches and the high'
school.

If at any time I can cooperate with
you in any way, dont hesitate to call on
me.

Cordxally yours,
(Signed) Cordelia Erwin

EASTER

And. again the “Good News” story is told in sermon and song.

‘Wise men of old heralded the good news—a Savior born.

That was prophecy

fulfilled. The risen Savior marked another epcyh—women were the first at the tomb
and first to tell the Good News—the story of faith and hope:——for they who belxeved

were not surprised to see the risen Lord.

Shall we have less faith—less hope—less love and trust in this great day in which,

we live—or shall we meet the new day of challenge and opportunity, ready to behcw|

and to do our part to bring results?

Glorious opportunity for service—just

“To be alive in such an age;
Ta live to it—to give to it;”

; The Master said to the woman “Great is thy faith.””

To Peter the Rock, as He

sent him out to serve, He said “I will give unto thee the keys.”
‘We grow impatient for results in this busy, ever-changing world; we forget it takes

time to grow an Easter lily.

A seed planting time there must-be, and just as sure

as there is a seed planted there must be a blossom time; and blossom time will be

followed by fruit.

The need of careful seed time is as apparent today as in the early days of those
first men and women who sowed the seeds of loyalty, patriotism, prohibition, purity

and  peace.
hands and mine, your heart and mine.

The gospel does not go snywhere unless carried by come one.
Shall we not feel personal responsibility in

Your

carrying the good news of a better state and nation because of the advent of a new
day when prohibition became the law of the land; and shall we not help to send the
ringing note of Faith and Trust and Hope in a better day to be?

Each then must do his part in helping in this new seed-sowing time.

The National Educational Association, at Dallas, Texas, March 3, passed the
resolution that “a worthwhile health program carried on throughout the country
emphasizing in particular, personal hygiene and the evil effects of narcotics and al-
cohaglic beverages.”

; This resolution recognizes the fact that there must be continued building of in~

telligent public sentiment.

Dr. P. P. Claxton, while U. S. Commissioner of Educa-

tion, well expressed that idea when he said “The fight for temperance, sobriety, clean
and healthy living, can be won for only a generation at a time, or even for a few years
at a time, and he urged continued emphasis of “health and of thmgs pertaining
thereto.”

P. H. Callahan emphanzes this thought when he says, “In my opinion the Amer-
ican people will take even further steps if necessary to remove liquor from the family
and political life of the country.” Shall we not accept the commlsswn and feel the
responsibility to serve as we hear again the words of our Lord:

“T will give unto thee the keys.”

And you and I must pass the keys to the generation that comes after us. In
what condition do we hand the keys? What doors will they unlock? The fate of the
~stion rests in your hands and my hands, s
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THE AMERICAN ISSUE

Arguments of Senator Glass Call for Warning t6 Drys to be on Guard

An Associated Press dispatch carrying an Asheville, North Carolina, dateline of
April 5, says:

The Asheville Citizen today quotes Senator Carter Glass of Virginia as
saying that Al Smith can be elected president despite the fact that he is a
Catholic and a wet, but he must let the prohibition issue alone.

“I am sure Al Smith understands that the presidency means nothing at all
in the fight to modify prohiibtion,” Senator Glass declared.. “The President
can not change the Constitution. He can not even veto a joint resolution
passed by Congress submitting the matter to the states, and his influence
with Congrses on such an issue would be negligible,

“Yet, for some reason, the people who talk about electing a President
on a wet issue, lose sight of that particular consideration. The President has
nothing to'do with it.

“So why in heaven’s name should the Democrats make the Eighteenth
Amendment a party issue in the next campaign, as though electing a wet
President would affect the prohibition law?” .

We have no desire to reflect upon the sincerity of Senator Glass, but the above

statement no doubt is a sample of argument that will be brought to bear upon dry
Democrats to win their support of Al Smith, or possibly some other wet candidate.

He cannot give the thirsty beer and wine, any more than Senator Edwards has
given the thirsty of his state beer and wine, even though he led them to believe that
he could.  But the President is the chief executive of the nation. He is the chief
law enforcement officer. He must take a solemn oath to uphold the Constitution of
the United States.

He appoints the Attorney General, who is charged with making the laws of
this nation effective.

He appoints the Secretary of the Treasury, who is chief of the prohibition enforce=
ment department. In short, the President is the most important factor in the country
in the matter of prohibition law enforcement.

The issue is not the repeal of the Eighteenth Amendment. The issue confronting
the pcople today is the issue of law enforcement and law observnace. What folly,
then, to infer that Al Smith, if he ignores the prohibition issue, would be acceptable—
Al Smith, who has not only declared in emphatic language his opposition to the
prohibition: policy, but has shown that he has the courage of his convictions by sign-
ing the measure that repealed his”state’s prohibition enforcement law, thereby re-
moving all state assistance from the federal government in the enforcement of the
law in New York,

What could be expected from a man of this type in the White House?

How much encouragement, how much real assistance would the prohibition en-

It may be used by wet Republicans to ‘win support of a wet Republican candidate.
Certainly if Smith wins the nomination, argument following the line of reasoning

of Senator Glass will be worked overtime.

It calls for a warning,

Anyone with the least smattering of knowledge of our form of government knows
that what Senator Glass says is true; the President can not repeal the Eighteenth

Amendment.
He cannot modify the Volstead law.

forcement department receive from him?

In the forthcoming presidential election party platforms will be submerged by
the personalities and the attitudes of the candidates heading the party tickets.

Al Smith running upon a dry Democratic platform would be no more acceptable
to the drys than Al Smith running upon a wet Democratic platform.

The drys need to be forewarned and forearmed against such argument as ad-

vanced by Senator Glass.

GAINS IN UNITED STATES UNDER PROHIBITION

The Information in the Following Article Has Been Compiled and Verified
from' Authoritative Sources and Were Published by the Woman’s
National Committee for Law Enforcement.

Health Improved

“This’ year every important cause of
death showed a decrease from the year
before.”

“The health of the nation is in all
probability better than ever before.—
Mutual Life Insurance Company, 1926
Report.

One million lives saved, as shown by
the death rate. Infant mortality showed
a definite decline—U. S. Census, and
Children’s Bureau, Dept. of Labor.

Crime Decreased

Every age group has fewer commit-
ments in proportion to population in
1923 than in 1910.

Rate of decrease in commitments for
all crimes is 37.7 per cent—U. S. Census,
Bulletin 8-5503A, 1926.

Drunkenness Decreased

Commitments to prison for drunken-
ness decreased 55.3 per cent.—U. S. Cen~
sus, Bulletin 8-5503A, 1926.

Arrests for drunkenness decreased 500,-
000 per year—Report of Committee on
_ Alcoholic Liquor Traffic of 68th Con-
gress.

Alcohol insanity reduced 66 per cent in
first three years.

Death from alcoholism less in the six
dry years as compared with the six wet
years by 3,300 a year, or 19,800 persons
in six years.

Six thousand fewer deaths from cirrho-
sis of liver in 1923 than in 1915. (This
disease is due chiefly to alcohol—U. S.
Census, Bulletin 8-5503A, 1926.

Salvation Army drink cases reduced
from 50 per cent to 1 per cent—Com-
mander Evangeline Booth.

Drinking in Colleges Decreased

“The poll of college publication editors,
and ‘that of college presidents, indicate
decrease in drinking in the colleges and
by the youth at large.” Only six editors
of almost 100 report an increase.—Liter-
ary Digest, July 17, 1926.

Two hundred thirteen presidents report”

improvement.
" Economic Conditions Improved
A 1920-1925
‘Savings bank depositors increased by
23 million persons.

Amount in savings banks increased by
8 billion dollars.

Increase in life insurance, 1923-24, 37
billion ‘dollars.

1918-1925 the country’s Svage account
increased 8 billion dollars.—Girard Trust
Company of Philadelphia.

THIS MEANS
More Homes

The sale of small houses has tripled
since 1919,

Building and loan association assets in-
creased 2 billion dollars.—Report of Com-
mittee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic of 68th
Congress.

Better Homes

“Homes are better furnished.

“Wives and families, not the saloon,
get the income.

“Children better- clothed.

“Sanitary and health conditions ‘m-
proved.”—The Salvation Army, in a re-
port from 40 cities.

Less Poverty

Applications for relief reduced 50 per
cent—The Salvation Army, in a report
from 30 cities.

More Food (Not Wine and Beer), Milk
and Meat

Meat—Per capita consumption in-
creased from 139 to 165 pounds.

Sugar, grapes, vegetables, grain report
similar increases—Illinois Agricultural

Association,” from a nation-wide poll.
This is the condition after six years of
prohibition, two of which “were years of
great financial depression—
WHY MODIFY? WHY RETREAT?

RESPECTS OUR LAW

Famous Scotch Distiller Abstains While
in U. S. out of Respect for Our Law

In striking contrast to some other titled
Britishers who have recently visited the
United States, who openly boasted of the
many cocktails they drank in prohibition
United States, Lord Forteviot of Dupplin
Castle, Pertshire, Scotland, as John Al-
& der Dewar, chairman of the board of
directors of John Dewar and Sons, wh
ky distillers, in an interview with the Chi-
cago Tribune, declared that out of respect
for the Eighteenth Amendment he had
drunk no liquors in this country and
would drink none as long as he remained
here.

Lord Forteviot merits the commenda-
tion of all good citizens for the respect
he is showing the laws of the country
whose guest he is. Though a distiller he
puts to shame some distinguished citi-
zens of our own country who make a pre-
tense of being superior to mere distillers.
Incidentally Lord Forteviot made a state-
ment which it would be well for our up-
per-crust bootleg patrons to heed. He
said, “There is very little Scotch, in spite
of what your inférmants may allege, now
being brought into the United States.”

One reason why Wayne B. Wheeler
has so many warm admirers is because of
the enemies he has made.

~ WHY

MODIFY? WHY RETREAT?

(Christian Science Monitor)

The California Liberator carried not long since a statement covering a full page

and carrying the caption: “Gains in U. S. A. During Prohibition Period. Reasons
‘Why We Support the Eighteenth Amendment” It was compiled under nine main
headings: “Health Improved; Crime Decreased; Drunkenness Decreased; Drinking in
Colleges Decreased; Economic Conditions Improved 1920-1925; More Homes; Better
Homes; Less Poverty; More Food—Not Wine and Beer—Milk and Meat.” The figures
given, which are a standing challenge to those who claim that prohibition is a failure,
were all taken from autﬁoritative sources and have been verified, while the authorities
quoted include the Mutual Life Insurance Company 1926 report; the United States
Census, and Children’s Bureau, Department of Labor; Report of Commission on Alco-
holic Liquor Traffic of the Sixty-Eighth Congress, etc. A comment is added, to the
effect that this is the condition after six years of prohibition, two of which were years
of great financial depression. And the questions are asked, “Why Modify? ‘Why
Retreat?” Really, it would seem that the burden'of proof is on the shoulders of those
demanding such action.

ATLANTIC CITY TRANSFORMED

Old Saloon Sites Now Occupied by
Legitimate Business Houses; W,
C. T. U. Gives Interesting Facts

The Atlantic County, N. T W-CSE
has given the public some interesting
facts concerning the transformation that
has taken place in Atlantic City in dis-
tricts where saloons once flourished, since
prohibition became operative.

In the year 1916 there were 224 sa-
loons in Atlantic City, They were scat-
tered in all parts of the city, including the
beach front. from Texas T to the

led of former saloons
ating on the various avenues is given,
designating the business now conducted
in these old saloon properties. The list
shows that saloons have been transformed
into real estate offices, auto supply stores,
grocery stores, one school, gents’ fur-
nishing stores, banks, department stores,
restaurants, candy stores, jewelry stores,
shoe stores, railway station, freight of-
fice, Buick auto agency, meat markets, etc.
The report concludes.

Many of these buildings when they
ran as saloons were old and dilapi-
dated. A large majority have disap-
peared and new large buildings have
taken their places. Values have many
times: doubled themselves since sa-
loon days, those at $400 or $500 per
front foot now worth $5,000 a front
foot. Boardwalk properties have in-
creased at a greater rate than Atlantic
Avenue properties. Also all properties
in‘the entire island have increased in
value. There have been thousands of
homes built and many large hotels. ;-
and apartments since the war.

The legalized red light district has
absolutely” disappeared. While there
are some saloons in the back part of
town and probably some gambling,
the condition everywhere is much bet.
ter than ever before,

SURE—LET’S HAVE IT!

The editor of the Columbus, Ohio, Dis-
patch says:

Now that the sum the drys have spent
in the last six months in the furtherance
of temperance measures is ascertained,
would it be asking too much for the pub-
lic to have a look-in on the books of the
whisky crowd ‘as to their expenditures
in resisting the acts?
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N discussing the national advertising

program of the American Business
Men’s Prohibition Foundation, A. W.
W. Woodcock, United States Director
of Prohibition, said,

“This is the finest thing
yet done for prohibition”
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As always, the TRUTH is immeasurably stronger than fiction.
The facts are overwhelmingly in favor of prohibition. These
facts are being presented in a straightforward, understandable,
convincing manner that cannot help but impress any fair-minded
reader.

Leaders throughout the country recognize in this program the
perfect answer to a long-standing and acute need. A. W. W.
Woodcock, United States Director of Prohibition, says of the
campaign, ““This is the finest thing yet done for prohibition.”

The program is well under way. Advertisements are appearing
in many communities. Others are being added as quickly as funds
are available. It is a huge undertaking, requiring $3,000,000 yearly.

Where is the money coming from to finance this great program?
It is coming from individual donations by public-spirited citizens.
Everyone is invited to help. Generous contributions are needed.
There is no time to be lost. Prohibition facts must be placed be-
fore the public to block the menacing onslaught of wet propa-
ganda.

Many believe that the Eighteenth Amendment cannot be repealed.
Let us not be deluded by any false sense of security. Our mem-
ories are short indeed if we forget when the liquor interests were
equally confident that National Prohibition could never be enacted!
The time is here for action. Back your beliefs with your dollars.
Share in this vital work now. Mail your check or money order to

AMERICAN Business MEeN’s ProHIBITION FOUNDATION
7 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois.

Your co-operation in circulating
this booklet will be appreciated.
Special rates for quantities may be
obtained by writing or telegraphing
to American Business Men's Pro-
hibition Foundation, 7 South Dear-
born Street, Chicago, Illinois.
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Let’'s Have the TRUTH
About Prohibition

IMPLE subjects often assume the aspect of being extremely
complex when propaganda and argument step in to cloud the
real issue.

That is exactly the situation with reference to National Prohibi-
tion. In the maze of arguments growing around it, many people
have lost the real “why” of prohibition.

It will help if we spend just a moment in getting down to bed
rock on the subject. First of all suppose we ask: What is National
Prohibition? Prohibition is so easily defined that a full and effective
definition can readily be given in a single sentence. Here it is:

National Prohibition is a method of reducing
the consumption of alcoholic beverages—noth-
ing more, nothing less.

Prohibition is not the only method of achieving this result, nor is
it a perfect one. But it is the best method.

Since the adoption of National Prohibition, twenty million and
more Americans have become of voting age. Many of these twenty
millions never saw alcoholic beverages sold legally. Is it not natural,
then, that they are easily deluded by the wet propaganda which
floods the daily press?

Many of them do not understand even this simple truth: that
opposition to drinking is based on the indisputable fact that bever-
ages containing alcohol in excess of the present legal content are
injurious. Injurious to the drinker himself, injurious to those with
whom he comes in contact, injurious to the nation as a whole.
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No group—reputable or otherwise—dares contradict this basic
truth. Hence it is that this fact, which really forms the crux of
the entire subject, is studiously avoided by every advocate of liquor.
Hence it is, too, that opposition to the Eighteenth Amendment
takes form in the shape of befogging propaganda of which the
following is typical:

1. The Eighteenth Amendment is not and never
has been the will of the American people.

2. The Eighteenth Amendment was adopted with-
out being put to popular vote.

3. The Eighteenth Amendment is a violation of
state rights.

4. National Prohibition has increased lawlessness
and put the bootleggers in power.

5. Prohibition has increased drinking.

6. Prohibition is corrupting and debauching young
people.

7. Prohibition has increased taxes.

8. Prohibition has brought an increase in alcoholic
diseases and deaths.

9. The repeal of prohibition would end unemploy-
ment.

10. Prohibition has destroyed personal liberty.

These ten major attacks on prohibition could be increased in num-
ber, but the main points are covered here. The average person has
neither the time nor facilities for investigating every assertion
made within his hearing or reaching him through the printed page.
Hence it is easy for him to gather impressions which are not at all
in accord with fact.

The attacks made under the ten headings just enumerated are
plainly propaganda. Not one of them will hold water under close
analysis. It is high time the TRUTH were being told about pro-
hibition. That, in fact, is the mission of this booklet. Let us
analyze, point by point, the wet claims listed above.
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Then came National Prohibition. What happened? The job ap-
peared to be done. Educational efforts reached a virtual standstill.
Meanwhile, what has taken place on the wet side of the fence?
Did prohibition silence the wet guns? Not by any means!

Wet propaganda—highly colored and distorted, but often cleverly
prepared—has flooded the nation in increasing volume. Millions
of people are being deluded daily by this constant huge outpouring
of misinformation.

It is high time the TRUTH were told! Ignorant of the facts, and
blinded by the unanswered charges of the wet press, growing hordes
are nullifying the prohibition amendment today, and are seeking
its repeal.

With a full realization of this situation—and with the knowledge
that education, the force which led to prohibition, must again be
employed to save it—there was formed early in 1930 the American
Business Men’s Prohibition Foundation.

The American Business Men's Prohibition Foundation is incorpo-
rated in Illinois “‘not for profit.” It is a voluntary association
organized to collect, correlate and disseminate facts regarding the
results of National Prohibition and its relation to the progress and
welfare of the people of the United States.

The Foundation has mapped out a definite and adequate program
for placing before the public the truth about prohibition. The
backbone of its program is paid advertising—in newspapers, maga-
zines, radio and other media—the selfsame vehicle which big busi-
ness employs for creating public good will.

The wet press, in their news columns, give only one side of the
story, highly colored. But through their paid advertising columns
the American Business Men’s Prohibition Foundation has found
the means of placing the facts squarely before both wets and drys.

The advertisements of the American Business Men’s Prohibition
Foundation contain facts and figures similar to those contained in
this booklet. The utmost care has been taken to obtain reliable
and authentic data. Under the slogan “Let’s Have the TRUTH
About Prohibition,” this data is being broadcast through adver-
tising and news channels.
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control. Brain dulled. Speech impeded. Staggering, loss of equili-
brium. Nausea, vomiting. Stupor—unconsciousness resembling the
‘deep anesthesia produced by ether or chloroform.

Are these the effects of wholesome food? By no means! If we
partook of food which produced any such effect we would call it
poison. And that is exactly what alcohol is—a poison—a dangerous
habit-forming drug. In fact, if alcohol anesthesia lasts more than
ten to twelve hours, it is often fatal.

These are scientific facts, not theories. They cannot be disputed.
But there are those who believe that liquor drinking is a problem
for the individual, not the state. That would be true if the effect
of drinking were felt only by the drinker. But unfortunately,
that is not the case. The whole community is affected—not only
from the moral side, but from the economic side as well.

This is a complex age—an age of motorized highways, motorized
airways, motorized factories and motorized farms. In this day of
speed and progress, the mind that is dulled by alcohol anesthesia
is not only a deterrent, but a menace—a menace more potent than
ever before! America has led the world in twentieth century
economic progress. To maintain and increase that leadership, it
was inevitable that she also lead the world in establishing National
Prohibition!

This chapter has been made readable by the use of

common terms. It is, however, entirely scientific. The

basic pharmacological and medical fact in every state-

ment has been approved by Arthur Dean Bevan, M.D.,

former President of the American Medical Association,

President-Elect of the Interstate Postgraduate Medical

Association of North America, Head of the Depart-

ment of Surgery of Rush Medical College of the Uni-

versity of Chicago, Chief Surgeon, Presbyterian Hos-
pital, Chicago.

\{ Tuae AMERICAN Business MeN’s
ProuisirioN FOUNDATION

WHY IT WAS ORGANIZED

NE hundred years of education preceded the enacting of the
prohibition amendment. This protracted educational program
reached a climax in the years leading up to the World War.
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Was THE EiGHTEENTH AMENDMENT THE
WiiL oF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE!

DID prohibition steal upon us like a thief in the night? Was it
the outgrowth of hasty and impulsive action? Was it the will
of the few inflicted without reason against the judgment of the
many?

More than one hundred years ago the first conference of a nation-
wide effort to oppose the liquor traffic met in Boston. Since that
time, constant concentrated thought and effort have been devoted
to both sides of the question.

Indeed, prohibition was not hastily adopted. Ten years before the
beginning of the Civil War—back in 1851—Maine adopted the
first law calling for State Prohibition. Between that date and the
time when National Prohibition became a fact, more than half
the states followed the lead of Maine.

Before the United States entered the World War in 1917, 25
of the 48 states had adopted State Prohibition! By action of the
states themselves, together with local option, approximately 2,625
counties throughout the country were dry at the time National
Prohibition was enacted, leaving only about 419 in which liquor
was legal.

Yet there are those who say that the Eighteenth Amendment
would not have been adopted were it not for the absence of two
million men overseas in the World War. The statement is absurd
in light of the facts! Was prohibition, as charged by some, the
child of war hysteria? Let facts answer that charge for all time.

The Senators and Representatives from every state in
the Union who decided the question of National Pro-
hibition were chosen prior to April 6, 1917, the date
when America entered the war, and prohibition at that
time had become such a dominant issue that there was
scarcely a Senator or a Representative who was not
elected as a result of his stand for or against the legal-
ized sale of beverage alcohol.

So America had gone on record before even the first troops were
mobilized! And at no time during the war was more than ten per
cent of the voting strength excluded by war-time necessity from
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the ballot privilege. Furthermore, at least half of this ten per cent
was from territory which had already become dry.

Did the nation want prohibition? That it did, cannot be so much
- as questioned. The Eighteenth Amendment was ratified by the
largest number of states, and by the largest percentage of states
that ever ratified any Amendment to the Constitution in the en-
tire history of our country.

Only two states failed to ratify the Eighteenth Amendment after
its enactment by Congress; 46 signified their approval by voting
“Yes”! Even the Constitution itself received the immediate sup-
port of but 84.62% of all the states; the Eighteenth Amendment
received 95.83% state support.

During a period of 130 years, more than 2,000 proposals of vari-
ous sorts had been considered for amending the Constitution of
the United States. Only seventeen of this number had been
adopted. The prohibition amendment was the eighteenth. Do you
suppose the American Congress would have sanctioned such a
move without most carefully weighing every factor? And do you
suppose it would have been so overwhelmingly ratified by the
states if there were any question about what the voters wanted?
America wanted prohibition. America has prohibition. America
has advanced by reason of the Eighteenth Amendment and will
benefit even more as time goes on.

Was THE EiIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT ADOPTED
Witaout Bring Put o Porurar Votr?

EMPHATICALLY, the Eighteenth Amendment was adopted
without being put to popular vote. That, in fact, is the only
way in which it could have been legally adopted. That is the only
way in which any amendment to the Constitution of the United
States can be adopted. George Washington, Benjamin Franklin,
Alexander Hamilton and the 37 other signers settled that definitely
on September 17, 1787, when they affixed their signatures to the
Constitution, Article 5 of which clearly prescribes the method of
passing any amendment.

Article 5 of the Constitution stipulates that the adoption of any
amendment requires a two-thirds majority in both Houses of Con-
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AircoroL—WHAT IT Is AND
WHAT IT DOES

THERE is one side of prohibition about which little is said in
ordinary discussions. It is a side that simply does not permit
of theory. One either knows or one does mot know. And the
truth is, only a few are qualified by training and study to pass
reliable judgment.

We have in mind the very heart of the whole subject—alcohol
itself. Has alcohol been wrongfully placed on the defensive all
these years? Has it been maligned and outlawed through ignor-
ance of the facts? What is its value as a food? As a supplier of
energy? What is its physiological effect on the human body?

Seeking the truth, we turned to those from whom the truth can
be reliably learned. We sought the findings of eminent scientific
authoritiecs. What did we learn? The verdict was unanimous.
Alcohol, though possessing limited food value, is mot a desirable
food. Alcohol stimulates—thus it supplies energy. But its stimu-
lating effect soon wears off. Then it destroys energy. And it
destroys far more energy than it ever supplies!

Well—that is interesting. If alcohol is not a desirable food, what
then is it? Again the authorities are in complete agreement. Alco-
hol is a drug—a narcotic. It belongs to the same group of nar-
cotics as ether and chloroform. “But,” you say, “ether and
chloroform are anesthetics.” True. And the effect of alcohol is
very much the same!

What happens to alcohol after it enters the body? The blood-
stream takes it up rapidly. Heart action is quickened. Temporary
stimulation is a natural result. But damaging reaction soon sets in.
In larger quantities, alcohol actually paralyzes.

Nearly everyone has seen the outward manifestations of alcohol
as exhibited in others. In fact, this very familiarity has had
much to do with our failure to appreciate the seriousness of the
physiological reaction which the victim is experiencing. If similar
manifestations were noted from an unknown cause, we would
send at once for a doctor!

Consider for a moment some of the common manifestations.
Face flushed and hot. Pulse accelerated. Gradual loss of self-
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Quite apparently, our traffic problem is unlike that of any other
nation. Has prohibition aided traffic conditions? Let us see.

Motor vehicle fatality figures for England, Scotland and Wales
are available for 1928. Suppose we compare them with similar
figures for the United States. Here is what we find: In England,
Scotland and Wales, one fatality for every 365 motor vehicles:
in the United States, one for every 917.

What a volume that tells in favor of prohibition! This is the age
of speed—and speed is typically American. It was not only logical
but inevitable that the United States — pace-maker in this age of
motor advancement — should have led the world in adopting
National Prohibition!

How cheaply we would hold human life if we legalized the sale of
alcoholic beverages! Legalized liquor selling in any form would
place constant temptation before the motorist — with placards
plainly proclaiming every liquor selling establishment along the
streets and highways.

Such a condition is unthinkable!

And finally, on the subject of personal liberty, suppose we get
right down to the heart of the whole matter—alcohol itself. The
greatest destroyer of personal liberty man has ever known is found
in the underlying reason for the Eighteenth Amendment, which
is alcohol.

A drug—a narcotic of the same family as ether and chloroform
—a dangerous, habit-forming poison, alcohol grips its victim re-
lentlessly, weakens the moral fiber, impairs mental and physical
fitness, interferes with enjoyment of the finer things of life, de-
stroys personal liberty in a manner peculiar unto itself.

Personal liberty? That is among the strongest arguments in favor
of prohibition! For real personal liberty, would you choose the
stein and goblet of the European?—or the modern home life, the
higher wages, the advanced living standards of the United States
— the accelerator, steering wheel and 662,435 miles of hard-
surfaced highways that give to every American the boundless free-
dom of this whole great continent? -
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gress, followed by ratification in three-fourths of the states. The
Eighteenth Amendment passed the Senate on August 1, 1917, by
a vote of 65 to 20. It passed the House on December 17 by a vote
of 282 to 128. It was amended in the House and repassed by the
Senate on December 18, 1917.

It was submitted to the states on December 22, 1917, was ratified
on January 16, 1919, and went into effect on January 16, 1920.
Forty-six of the 48 states ratified the Amendment, the total vote
in the Senate of the 46 states being 1,309 for and 240 against—
84 per cent in favor of prohibition. The total House vote was 3,775
for and 1,025 against—79 per cent in favor of prohibition. But how
about the members of those 98 legislative bodies—at Washington
and at the various state capitals—who voted for and ratified the
Eighteenth Amendment? How were they elected? They were
elected by the popular votes of the people in their own respective
states. And their stand on prohibition, as previously stated, was a
considerable factor in their election! Hence, in the final analysis,
the popular vote was essentially the governing factor behind the
adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment.

Is THE EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT A
V10LATION OF STATE RigHTS!?

! I ‘HE Eighteenth Amendment not only does not violate state
rights, it protects them.

Before the adoption of National Prohibition, a majority of the
states had enacted laws prohibiting the manufacture and sale of
alcoholic beverages within their borders. The rights of these states
were in constant jeopardy when liquor could be easily smuggled in
from other states which had not outlawed it.

The United States could no more remain divided over liquor than
it could over the problem of slavery. Abraham Lincoln said, * ‘A
house divided against itself cannot stand.’ I believe this government
cannot endure half slave and half free.”

If that statement was pertinent as it applied to slavery, it is even
more pertinent as it applies to liquor. Slavery in this country was
relatively confined in its scope. But the use of liquor is such a
flexible matter that transgression of state rights and state desires
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would be and was inescapable with the nation partly wet and
partly dry.

Liquor logically became a national issue. It involved interstate
commerce and inter-relationship between the forty-eight states.
With state after state outlawing the liquor traffic, it was inevitable
that Federal action be taken to bring about a unified stand on
liquor and thus protect the will of the majority.

State rights? Who wanted National Prohibition if it was not the
states themselves? The legislators who voted for the Eighteenth
Amendment in the Congress of the United States were the duly
elected representatives of the states which sent them there. They
clearly expressed the will of the people who elected them.

But even their action on the Eighteenth Amendment was not final.
It was only a beginning. For after they had passed the Amend-
ment it was put before each state for ratification or rejection. Any
question of state rights was forever settled when 46 of the 48 states
ratified the Amendment, reflecting an overwhelming majority of
public sentiment in favor of National Prohibition.

The rights of the states would have been utterly ignored had the
Federal Government failed to add the Eighteenth Amendment to
the Constitution of the United States after the states themselves
had taken such decisive action!

HaAs NaTionaL ProHIBITION INCREASED
LAw1iEssNESS AND Put TaE Boot-
LEGGERS IN POWER!

T is a common thing, in any discussion of prohibition, to hear
prohibition condemned on the ground that it has brought about
an increase in the crime rate.

There is a simple way to get at the root of that question. We have
always had crime. But we have not always had prohibition. How,
then, does the crime situation today compare with the situation
before prohibition?

Dr. George W. Kirchwey is recognized nationally as a leading
authority on crime. He is the President of the American Institute

[8]




Q

N

J. C. Penny Cites |
" Dry Laws Benefit§

NOTED MERCHANT BAYS THAT

. FORMER SALOON MONEY IS
NOW BUYING HOMES AND
NECESSITIES

In an interview with Charles. R.
Jones, chairman of the American
. Businegs Men's Prohibition IFoun-
| dation, J. C. Penny, American mer-
chant and philanthropist, discussed
prohibition, He sald in part: °
| “Since mnational prohibition I
have seen our whole business in-
| crease many times over; that, of
| tours . =

grat!. Clarification.
of th
:;.:“L;: The American Business Men's
mova] Prohibition Foundatiofiis exercised

saloof over the confusion that grew out

from

o lard ot Mr, Wickersham's address be-

monef 1o — - Ed_[ --;~‘z-— —— 3
tfat woriat 2
okt » s Memphis Commercial Appeal |ou

arns étt;fn;sé Men
That Repeal Would
Restrict Their Trade

“Ihis natior is on its way to economic
liberiy," and it ix prohibition that has
maie it possible for us to speak about
true liberty ax a fact instend of a state
of mind for philorophera to talk about,”
suid the great chain store magnate, J. C.
‘Peimy. when recenfly attending a con-
vention 6T #linin store niapagers in Chi-
eago, as reported by the Awerican Rusi-
ness Men's Prohibition Foundaflon. By
olimina¥ing (0O¢ warte-of the
ailoon.” proliiition has been of tremend-

mg value in improving business and so-
inl conditions, is the belief of Mr. Penny.
“Sinee national prohilition T have seen
our whole business inereaye many times
qver,” he gnil  “Our managers report-
i.llmt' a llnrg(- part n!‘ 1his inr:ren,«:»,-.--" -

3, o Zop'y
T o™ 3
 Brogl el g2

Fditorial

Kansas City Star :

1y inactive following adopti)
tion amendment. ~ Yet tha
fortunate, as repeatedly

There has been a need of d
support of prohibiticn. Par]
existed a necessity of int
educational effort to show t
and the benefits to be h
restriotion of the liquor trg

an opening, which they hav|
by means of extensive ang
L

Glving the Facils Against Liquor,
1t was but nafural that the dry forces of the
country should become complacent and relative-

Home Security
Outweighs Wet

Plea, Says Dry

activity in that direstion B Head of Business Men’s Prn-
hibition Foundatiom De-
fends -18th Amendment | o thop

l:rd &ro oS
r dx, d
b ;‘aq.,,,;[;:n,,,';%n,f e aed 4, J 4 7
ety ing o,. Ibmon,-;nn"e s

Prohibition to Be Advertised
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w:n our opinion national prohible
tion hss had 8 very decided beneficisl
effect on the economle status of our
employees. In former years the Influ.
ence of the saloon was one of the worst
things we had to contend with, Whereas
under present conditions we can say
that drink has ceased to be one of our
problems. We are infinitely better off
than we were under the old system.'

Labor Turnover Reduced

*The Willapa Lumber Company, one {.

the | pel lumber companies of

and others of national repute. Some
of those interviewed during recent
months are Thomas A. Edison, John
E. Edgerton, Judge A. A. Bruce of
Northwestern University, Edward T.
Lee, Dean of the John Marshall Law
School; James C. Penney, nationally
known merchant; Louis J. Taber, Mas-
ter of the National Grange; Bishop
James E. Freeman of Washington,
Bishop Joseph Berry of Philadelphia,
Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, Robert Treat
Paine, United States Senators Arthur
R. Robinson of Indiana, Henry J.
Allen and Arthur Capper of Kansas,
Clarence H. Kelsey, banker, of New
York City; Amos Alonzo Stagg, Uni-
versity of Chicago; Dr. Arthur Dean
Bevan, former President of the Amer-

ican Medical Association and Chief
Surgeon of the Presbyterian Hospital,
Chicago.

A few typical clippings from rep-
resentative papers including the Chi-
cago Daily News, Kansas City Star,
New York Herald-Tribune, Spokane
Chronicle, Christian Science Monitor,
Indianapolis Star, St. Paul News, Los
Angeles Times, etc., appear on these
pages. All of these clippings— and
thousands of other similar ones—are
the result of news releases supplied by
the Press Department of the American
Business Men's Prohibition Founda-
tion. This branch of the work aids
in a vital way the Foundation’s en-
deavor to place before the public the
truth about prohibition.

[25]




PRESAGE BATTLE IN 1932

' 5 3 d A 5 &3 SRS Ay V= g
CHUMedT TUL,  Nov, *. 14—"Ths v
vavtits of tho November eletctions,
with thpslr gerles of *wel’ victories, §

ters that wors liguor strongholds

mako a greater battle certkin in
1933, snd do emphasize the need of
8 BTeat ‘popular educationsl cam-f CHIUAGU. June .—A remarkable
aign to Intelligently presen 3

ﬁcle'nl!th._{ cts. regatding . slconol [l Rdvance in American standards of
land l(h’l huglan r?::ex:\hnndl t;:? ror}; living during™ehe first m:yela:;m
L o Sishigmnih @ ational prohibition was revealed to-

d. wheraver efficiently ad- . :

.m;:lut?gle’&%' detlared Charles R fli'day in figures from government

capita di

ones, ohairman of the_American 8 sources made public by Charles R.
B\ul:’nu Mgr’s Prohibltion Foulldk® M Jones, chairman of the Amerjcan.
o e Al

! "“The fwi t ylctorles Rrp the dirset M tion, EREEET
results’of A FPreary

yant delug|

Many millig
and viclow

wnloon; (1)
prosent tead

Myefore 1920, did not forenhadow any - (] [ ® T
s i sl Under Prohibition Citedfe:

chines, electric ritt!rtsera:eolt;a.h::gl o
furniture, P ,
Roens-Fadiy tnsisilations .um:lx:; ,»e‘: nomic and Welfare
istrations, silk imports, ¢! \) .
cristomers, vacuum cleaners, and o] Phases of Dry Law,
other outstanding .ftems, and = A
striking drop in the w't;?: d?m rltl: "{.zﬂ y —
¥ ibition founda-|and in per capita deaths o 5
business fen's prohibition ‘under E N apie de infan *\ne

#ai The American Bar Association Wet Poll
oxisting. 1] Dean Lee of John Marshall Law School Says It Was an Illusion (Chicago, III., Special)

Hauor chany ** SACTS which Lave just transpired, in  the twelve cities of New York, Philadelphia,  ticity of which wus admitted by the writer
misled mi n close-up of the American Bar As- Chicago, Boston, Cleveland, Cincinnati, 8t. of it, oceurs n rather startling reference to
that  reatd . ivion’s Prohibition poll, revesl it in Louis, Milwaukee, Detroit, Baltimore, San the American Bar Associntion, which at the
benefit 2 startling colors ns a “wet’ illusion and, Franciseo and Lus Angeles, which means time receivesd little or no nttention in the-
'\1;::9»[‘01;- indirectly at least, ns lha' reflection Jof tJllltll_llOr:.‘ th‘v‘m t\ro:ﬂnrdn’of tsw‘tntul mem-  daily press. :Ihi’l: ‘Ia:-tternrefurs h;l & pam-

COLLEGE COACHES
HAP RUM GHARGES

Athletes Aroused by Story .
Blaming Defeat Upon  §

Use of Alcohol.

: [Ep@'gl‘to The_Indianapolis Btar.]
= CHICAGO, June 21.—College coach-
representing nearly one hundred ;
Y colleges and universit

s [BUSINESS STUDY
=22 OF PRONIBITION

RO eeie stpes sutaos [mroved Living Standards | UNDERWAYHEREI

A)
ne

io\“;’
x 3
stribution of washing ma- i 1°

fs o | New Group to Chart Eco-

on

Orgenization of the
Mania Reohil

N important function of the

American Business Men's Pro-

hibition Foundation is the sup-
plying of news information on prohi-
bition topics to newspapers, maga-
zines and other periodicals.

Through the research endeavors of
the Foundation, facts, figures and in-
cidents shedding truth on the subject
of prohibition are constantly being
uncovered.

These are compiled in the approved
manner by the Foundation’s Press
Department, and are released coun-
try-wide  through the Associated
Press, United Press and other accred-
ited news channels.

During the past year, literally mil-
lions of columns of news stories bear-

ing on the constructive results of

National Prohibition have been pub-
lished as a result of this branch of the
Foundation’s activities. Metropolitan
newspapers from coast to coast have
received these news releases as have
daily and weekly newspapers in small-
er communities as well as other peri-
odicals. Dry and fair-minded neutral
publications have welcomed them and
published them, some even going so
far as to use them as the basis for
editorials. All material put out by the
Foundation is first confirmed and au-
thenticated by the Foundation's Re-
search Department.

Many of the Foundation’s news
releases are based upon actual inter-
views with prominent business leaders
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of Criminal Law and Criminology, a former Dean of Columbia
University School of Law and a former Warden of Sing Sing
Prison. He has made searching studies of the subject. In the
New York Times of May 26, 1929, Dr. Kirchwey said:

(1%

. . . the official record covering the eighteen years
1910 to 1927, inclusive . . . shows a marked decline of
from 35 to 40 per cent in the general crime rate in
the United States.”

That is indeed significant. And it is especially significant in a
period of post-war reconstruction when the normal expectancy
would be an increase, not a decrease in crime!

True, there is bootlegging today—and its effects are undeniably
evil. But—contrary to the belief of many, bootlegging is not the
step-child of prohibition. Long before the Eighteenth Amendment
was ever thought of, we had thousands of moonshine stills—and

tens of thousands of “blind pigs”—and deplorably corrupt politics

—and liquor-bred law violations of every kind.

Liquor and crime have always been boon companions. If the boot-
legger of today shapes his laws to suit his own desires, he is only
carrying forward lessons which were taught by the liquor in-
terests of an earlier day. As a reminder of conditions existing
before prohibition, it is interesting to review the following
editorial from the Chicago Tribune of July 11, 1917:

“If the secret records of the brewing and distilling
industries were ever brought to light, they would tell
a story of social and political corruption unequalled
in the annals of our history.

“If the veritable narrative of the American saloon were
ever written, it would make the decadence of Rome
look like an age of pristine beauty in comparison. . . .
If these men have not made a practice of committing
murder and arson, it is because these crimes did not
seem immediately profitable,

“The liquor business has been the faithful ally of every
vicious element in American life. It has protected crim-
inals, it has fostered the social evil and it has bribed
politicians, juries and legislatures.”

Even in the liquor trade itself, there were those whose eyes were
not closed to the inevitable consequences. The National Liquor
Dealers’” Journal of September 10, 1913, said:
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“To us there is the handwriting on the wall and its
interpretation spells doom. The liquor business is to
blame. It seems incapable of learning any lesson of
advancement or motive but profit. To perpetuate itself

it has formed alliances with the slums. . . . It deliber-
ately aids the most corrupt political powers. . . . There
are billions of property involved . . . but when the

people decide that the truth is being told about the
alcoholic liquor traffic the money value will not count,”

Wherever there is liquor, there will be liquor-bred law defiance.
England and Canada, with rigid government control of liquor
selling, are having problems of their own today. In former days,
our state liquor laws and our local option laws were not respected
by the liquor interests. Bribery, smuggling, under-cover law
defiance were the usual order.

Flagrant liquor-law defiance similarly exists in both England and
Canada. Irving Fisher in his book, ‘““The Noble Experiment,” says
of the conditions in Ontario, which has a government-controlled
liquor traffic, “The increase in number of arrests for violation of
liquor laws, the steady increase in bootlegging and illicit distilling
are much in evidence, and the commissioners frankly state that
they are unable to eradicate 1t.”

There is only one answer to the liquor problem. And that answer
was given when we adopted the Eighteenth Amendment calling
for complete prohibition. Half-way measures have been tried else-
where and have proved a failure. Sir George Paish, the head of
the Commission of economic experts who recently came to the
United States, said, “No custom is more injurious to the British
people than that of consuming alcohol either to excess or in
moderation.”

America has led the way in clear thinking and progressive action
on the liquor problem. The ratification of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment by 46 of our 48 states proves that beyond all question!

\/ Has ProuiBrtioN INCREASED DRINKING?

ANYONE who will make an open-minded comparison of
drinking before and after prohibition cannot fail to reach a
single honest conclusion. Conditions are better today—immeasur-
ably better—and the evidence of this betterment is manifold.

{10}
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One of the serious problems in industry before prohibition was
the absence of employes following pay days. Today the “Blue
Monday” absentees—victims of week-end drinking—are to all
practical purposes a thing of the past. Likewise, the daily drinking
recess periods, so common at one time, remain only in memory.

Hence, today, man-power is more steadily, more dependably ap-
plied. Too, it is more efficiently applied, for cleaner living means
better health, and better health means better workmanship —
steadier, more accurate, less easily tired applying of muscles—
faster, clearer, more intelligent applying of brain power.

The wage earner today is worth more in wages, and therefore
receives higher wage rates. His earnings are spent for useful
articles which he could not even consider owning in former days
when a substantial share of his earnings was dissipated on drink.

Personal liberty? How about the wives and children—millions of
them—who suffered for want of food and shelter and clothing
because the family income was squandered at the bar to satisfy
the craving of a drunken husband and father?

Those wives and those children have found real liberty since pro-
hibition—and those husbands and fathers are enjoying that self-
same liberty along with the other members of their families. Today
26,523,779 motor vehicles are traversing our highways—better
than one for every five persons. Today the typical working family
enjoys a comfortable home, radio, vacuum cleaner, electric washer,
attractive home furnishings and countless other luxuries undreamed
of before.

Personal liberty? There’s a different angle of personal liberty to
consider nowadays with those 2614 million motor vehicles on the
roadways of America. Even the most ardent advocate of liquor
flinches at the menace of the drunken driver. Liquor and gasoline
simply don't mix.

Containing less than 7% of the world’s inhabitants, the United
States owns 74.4% of the world’s motor vehicles— or about
three times as many as the rest of the world combined. The
rate of motor vehicle ownership in this country is 26 times that
in Europe — 21,617 motor vehicles per 100,000 population as

compared to 837 per 100,000 population in Europe.
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sonal liberty was long ago taken from the man who would wilfully
commit-murder. Or the one who found it to his liking to earn a
livelihood by the gun. Or the one who plied the trade of forgery.

After all, personal liberty is largely a matter of personal viewpoint.
To allow the highwayman the liberty of plying his trade at will
would be distinctly to take away the liberty of the vast majority
of people who desired to earn a livelihood by honest means.

The real reason for prohibition is not that imbibing alcohol affects
the drinker himself. That particular side of the question is purely
personal with the individual. But when the drinker trespasses
upon the liberty of others, that is something different.

Unfortunately, it is an inescapable characteristic of drinking that
the drinker does trespass upon the rights of his fellow citizens—
so considerably and in so many ways that he seriously interferes
not only with personal liberty but also with personal and gen-
eral welfare.

In the final analysis, the safeguarding of personal liberty narrows
itself down to protecting the rights of the majority as opposed
to the desires of the minority. A legal liquor trafic had so long
and so consistently encroached upon the rights of the majority in
this country that that majority finally sought and found rightful
protection of its liberty through the adoption of the Eighteenth
Amendment to the Constitution.

Personal liberty? The ones who shout the loudest for personal
liberty are, in fact, enjoying personal liberty to an extent unknown
just a few years ago! And prohibition has been a prime factor
in bringing about this new personal liberty.

No one will deny that the last ten years have been years of un-
equalled economic advancement in this country. Within that time
we have become the richest nation the world has ever known.
Common standards of living have undergone a revolutionary
advancement.

Prohibition has contributed in a very definite way to this unparal-
leled advancement. It has done so by increasing the producing
power of the individual, hence of the nation. Within ten pro-
hibition years the industrial production of the country increased
between 25% and 30%; the normal rate would be nearer 15%.
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True, there is illegal drinking, and it is a problem. But even the
most confirmed wet would hesitate to proclaim that the families
of his acquaintance will drink, apiece, an average of 100 gallons
of distilled liquors, wines and beer this year. That, however, was
the approximate average yearly consumption from 1910 to 1914
—22.43 gallons for every man, woman and child in the United
States, according to United States Department of Commerce
statistics. ‘ :

Contrast that with the situation today. Exact figures cannot, of
course, be obtained. But there have been several carefully-com-
puted estimates. Some authorities state that there is 10% as much
drinking today as before prohibition. Some estimate as high as
20% and even more. But let us consider an extremely generous
estimate.

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, according to the United
States Bureau of Prohibition, the average per capita consumption
of distilled liquors, wines and beer (including home-made prod-
ucts) was slightly more than 7 gallons. That is about 30% of
pre-prohibition consumption.

If people today are drinking 30% of what they formerly did,
prohibition has bettered conditions by 70%! That is indeed a
worth-while accomplishment. “And,” says Colonel Amos W. W.
Woodcock, Director of the United States Bureau of Prohibition,
“consumption of alcoholic liquor grows less from year to year.”

People too easily forget the conditions of ten, fifteen and twenty
years ago. Back in 1908, for example, there was one retail liquor
dealer for every 333 men, women and children in the United
States—which means one for every 74 families. The yearly expen-
diture for liquor in this country before prohibition was three
times as great as the cost of operating our public schools'—and
twice the cost of running our Federal Government!

Commander Evangeline Booth of the Salvation Army says that
whereas before prohibition, in New York City alone, from 1200
to 1300 drunks a night were brought to Army ‘“homes,” the
number now does not average more than seven. Where once there
were ninety-eight “Keeley Institutes” for treatment of the liquor
habit, today there are only eleven. Excessive drinking among
industrial workers, at one time the greatest cause of labor turn-
over, has become negligible.
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Probably no law enjoys 100% observance—and the prohibition
laws are no exception. But history is certain to repeat itself.
Growing observance will increase the law’s effectiveness. That
was the experience of individual states which excluded liquor
prior to National Prohibition. First there was a brief period of
rigid observance—then a recession—and finally, after a period of
years, a powerful, steady, unwavering swing toward effective
observance. National Prohibition is well along on the second stage
now; the third stage should be just around the corner.

\/Is ProuisiTION CORRUPTING AND
DeBAUCHING YOUNG PEOPLE!

OPPONENTS of prohibition are often positive in their asser-
tions that young folks drink more now than formerly. Yet
seldom are they equipped with facts which qualify them to know.
Instead they are guided by hearsay and impression.

Where can one logically look for the facts? Not among the young
folks of today—for they were too young before prohibition to
have any knowledge of conditions as they existed then. Not
among the public at large—for their contact with young folks,
other than their own children, is, generally speaking, superficial
and not sufficiently widespread to permit the forming of sound
opinions.

To whom, then, can we turn for the real facts in the case? The
answer is fairly obvious. Men and women who have chosen for
their life work an occupation that brings them into daily intimate
contact not with one or two young folks but with large numbers
of them: men and women who during vital formative periods in
the lives of young men and young women actually spend more
time with these young people than do their own parents—they
are the ones best qualified to know. And so quite naturally we
turned to them—the educators of America—to find the answer.
Here are some typical opinions based on long observations and
experience.

President Wilbur of Leland Stanford University in California
has this to say: “Compared with the period before the present
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Was the liquor industry, before prohibition, a substantial employ-
ment factor? Did it employ fewer people or more than the motor
vehicle industry of today? Here are the facts—they are enlighten-
ing indeed! People employed before prohibition in the manufac-
ture of beer, wine and distilled liquors: 86,914 — total wages,
$58.432,000. People employed in 1930 in the manufacture of
motor vehicles: 325,124—total wages $647,588,438.

And the motor vehicle industry is only one industry—almost every
industry has benefited from prohibition!

But how about the farmer? Has not prohibition closed an im-
portant market for farm products? Statistics show that purchases
by the liquor industry comprised only a fraction more than one
per cent of the value of farm products even in the days of greatest
liquor consumption! Agricultural products are primarily food
products—and prohibition has made the average family financially
able to invest more money in food than ever before!

The attitude of thinking farmers toward prohibition is reflected
by the action of the National Grange, outstanding organization
in the farm world, which at its annual convention, held at Roches-
ter, N. Y., in November, 1930, unanimously adopted an unquali-
fied endorsement of the Eighteenth Amendment.

Prohibition and employment conditions? Let Roger W. Babson,
the well-known business economist, give his analysis. “There is
probably no one factor,” Mr. Babson has said, “which would more
quickly bring a business panic and a period of unemployment than
the nullification by legislation of prohibition and a return of the
saloon.”

\{‘ Has ProHIBITION DESTROYED
PersoNAL LIBERTY!?

THERE are always two sides to any question. But on the subject
of personal liberty the average wet completely loses his sense of
perspective. After all, what is personal liberty? Is it the right to
do whatever one wants to do whenever one wants to do it?

If it is, then the people of this country have deluded themselves
badly in proclaiming their country the land of the free. For per-

[21]




It is interesting to compare the conditions in these and other states
with those in states where there are effective enforcement laws.
In 1928, for example, the death rate from alcoholism per 100,000
population in Indiana was 2.4; in Kentucky the rate was 2.4, and
in Colorado 2.5.

These latter figures are very simple, extremely easy to grasp, and
utterly convincing. A medical and pharmacological explanation
of alcohol is given elsewhere in this booklet. But the Bureau of
Census statistics just reviewed are more conclusive than any scien-
tific treatise on alcohol and its deleterious effects.

Not only do these statistics prove the priceless value of prohibi-
tion from a humanitarian and life-saving standpoint, but they also
demonstrate the greater benefit inherent in strict enforcement and
lawful observance. They cannot fail to make an impression on
fair-minded public opinion.

\,’ Woulbd THE REPEAL OF PROHIBITION

Enp UNEMPLOYMENT?

THERE are those who say there would be less unemployment
and more prosperity if beer, wine and whiskey were made
legal. That is worth thinking about. Let us see.

Back in 1914—the peak year in American consumption of alco-
holic beverages—it is estimated that two billion dollars was spent
for drink. A huge sum indeed! What is happening to all that
money now? Is it lying stagnant? Not by any means! It is being
spent—for motor cars, radios, automatic refrigeration, better homes
and better living!

Yet that tells the story only in part. For prohibition has greatly
increased the producing power, hence the earning power of the
individual. So not only the drink money, but increased earnings
as well are being spent for commodities which involve the em-
ployment of millions of people.

In 1914 there were 1,700,000 motor vehicles in the United States.
Today there are 26,500,000. Of course, we would have motor
vehicles even if we did not have prohibition. But without prohi-
bition it is certain there would be far fewer cars—perhaps less

than half!
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laws were put into effect, I should say that we have only one-
tenth of the problem we had at that time in connection with
liquor.”

Professor Charles C. Clarke of the Disciplinary Committee at
Yale University says, “In the old days our Committee was con-
stantly busy with cases involving intoxication and the disorders
originating from it. Now we have practically no business of the
kind at all to transact. This is in spite of the fact that in the old
days we rarely troubled ourselves about a case of mere intoxication
if it had not resulted in some kind of public disorder, whereas
now intoxication of itself is regarded as calling for the severest
penalty.”

High school principals throughout the country, responding to a
survey made by the National Education Association, state over-
whelmingly that drinking among high school students has de-
creased since prohibition.

College coaches representing nearly one hundred leading col-
leges and universities were questioned recently about liquor and
college athletics. They stated emphatically that drinking by college
athletes is no problem. Ralph Young, track coach at Michigan
State College, giving a typical reply, said, “We have had no
trouble so far as liquor is concerned in the past seven years
during which I have been coach at Michigan State. In fact, the
liquor problem is negligible in our school, where we have 2,000
boys out of a total of 3,000 students.”

Coach A. A. Stagg of the University of Chicago says, ‘“The
liquor problem is less of a problem here today than it ever has
been in the past.”

The heads of 213 colleges, in answering a questionnaire issued
by Literary Digest, reported almost unanimously that drinking
in the colleges has decreased. Literary Digest draws the follow-
ing significant conclusion: “There are actually fewer drinkers in
the colleges now than in the days when there were only one-third
the present number of students.”

In all the discussions of drinking by young people, the question
is never raised as to whether or not drinking is beneficial. On
this phase of the subject there is complete agreement. Even the
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most ardent advocate of repeal abhors the thought of his son or
daughter becoming a drinker.

If American institutions of learning ever needed the protection
which prohibition affords, they need that protection today. Since
1916, the number of students in our colleges and universities has
increased from 354,328 to 868,793, or 145%. As the student body
grows larger, the problem of close personal supervision becomes
increasingly complex.

Prohibition has removed the temptation of an ever-present, un-
restricted, law-protected liquor supply. But mere temptation was
not in itself sufficient to satisfy the commercial instincts of the
liquor interests. Witness the following excerpt from a speech
made in Ohio in 1912 before the Retail Liquor Dealers’ Associa-
tion: “We must create the appetite for liquor. . . . The open field
for the creation of appetite is among the boys. Nickels expended
in treats to boys mow, will return dollars to your tills after the
appetite has been formed.”

\j Has ProuBiTioN INCREASED TAXES?

BACK in 1914, the Federal income from liquor taxes totalled
245 million dollars. A huge sum, indeed, to cut off lightly!
State and local governments received another 80 million dollars
yearly from the liquor trade.

Woas adequate thought given to this phase of prohibition before
the Eighteenth Amendment was adopted? How has prohibition
affected government income and taxes? What has been'the effect
on the individual tax payer?

Suppose that we first get down to fundamentals in answering
these questions. Who paid those huge liquor taxes in the days
before prohibition? True, the liquor interests wrote the checks.
But who gave the money that made those checks good? . . . There
can be only one answer. In the final analysis the individual
drinker paid every penny of the liquor taxes.

It is always that way with indirect taxation. Producer and dis-
tributor each gets a price that takes care of the taxes without
cutting into profits. Nothing wrong about that. It is just good
business. Now consider this:

[ 14]



to accept the Eighteenth Amendment at its face value and share
in the potential benefits which had led to its adoption. Moreover,
the stringency of war-time necessity had intensified the general
spirit of patriotism and law observance.

The death rates from cirrhosis of the liver and Bright’s disease
have followed much the same course since prohibition as the death
rate from alcoholism—with the following significant result: Under
the three heads of alcoholism, cirrhosis of the liver and acute

Bright’s disease, more than 150,000 lives have been saved since
prohibition, or more lives than all those lost by this country in the

World War.*

That is indeed a worth-while result! But how much more worth
while the result would be with stricter observance and more rigid
enforcement! Those earlier years of prohibition are an irrefutable
object lesson to any open-minded person. The saving of human
life, important as it is, becomes a lesser consideration when com-
pared to the saving in human want and misery. And the two
combined form but one of the many advantages inherent in pro-
hibition. Yet there are those who scorn the Eighteenth Amend-
ment, scoff at the thought of lawful observance and stand in the
way of effective enforcement.

Failure of state enforcement in some of the states has been a
substantial factor in raising the general death rate from alcohol-
ism and alcoholic diseases above the low marks of earlier prohi-
bition years. For example, in New York state, where the death
rate from alcoholism dropped from a high mark of 8.2 per 100,000
population in 1916 to 1.2 per 100,000 in 1920, the state enforce-
ment act was repealed in 1923. Since the latter date, the death
rate from alcoholism has increased until in 1928 it reached 7.5
per 100,000 population.

Montana is another example. The low mark was reached in 1920
with 1.9 deaths from alcoholism for every 100,000 of population.
In 1926, the death rate from alcoholism was 3.9. The state
enforcement act was repealed that year, and the following year
the rate jumped to 8.1.

*It is conceded by medical authorities that 50% of the
deaths from Bright's disease are attributable to alcohol.
Therefore, in the interest of conservatism, we have in-
cluded in the total of more than 150,000 lives saved,
only half the reduction in deaths from Bright's disease
as shown by Census Bureau figures.
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HAs ProHiBiTioN BROUGHT AN INCREASE IN
A1conoric Diseases AND DeaTHS?

HE United States Bureau of Census maintains yearly records

of deaths in the United States, tabulated according to cause of
death. These records include year by year statistics on deaths from
alcoholism, also from diseases such as cirrhosis of the liver and
Bright’s disease which are caused by the use of alcohol.

The Census Bureau figures dispel beyond all argument the claim
that prohibition has brought an increase in alcoholic diseases and
deaths. Quite the opposite, they show a decided decrease in alco-
holic diseases and deaths.

According to Census Bureau figures, the death rate from alco-
holism has averaged 42% lower since prohibition than it did
during eight years before prohibition. The death rate from cirrhosis
of the liver has been 41% less, and that from Bright’s disease has
been 10% less during the same period.

It is true that alcoholic diseases and deaths are more prevalent
today than they were in the early prohibition years. But there are
reasons for that which will be discussed in later paragraphs. What
is more to the point, the present death rate from alcoholism and
alcoholic diseases is substantially lower than in the days before
prohibition. Deaths from alcoholism are an example. Here they
are for every 100,000 of population:

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR

1910 sy =9 419205, 101925 . =356
IOl 481916 =557 192518 19265 -39
1012931917 521992 = 2651907 .- ~40
1943 60 9IS T 19230033 1998 - 40
1914 —50- 1919 =316 19247230 1929377

Though the Eighteenth Amendment did not become effective until
1920, National Prohibition as a war-time measure became oper-
ative earlier. It will be noted that deaths from alcoholism
reached a low point in 1920.

Now, in the early days of prohibition, the present system of
illicit distribution had not as yet become widely established. The
vast majority of people, not having been tempted by unscrupu-
lous, money-grabbing purveyors of bootleg products, were content
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The cost of running our government is nearly four times as great
today as it was in 1914. There are three very good reasons for
that. First, we have been through the greatest war of all time
and are still paying the bill. Second, our population is 25 per
cent larger than in 1914. Third, the dollar buys less in both wages
and commodities, so that it takes more dollars to accomplish the
same result.

And still our government continues to sail along on an even keel!
The liquor taxes have been wiped out. But we hear no talk of
Federal insolvency. Our financial condition, in fact, has grown
steadily better. We have become the richest nation in the world!
Where is the tax money coming from? Ultimately it is coming,
as always, from the individual tax payer. But he is paying it in
different ways. He pays more in direct taxes. He pays taxes on
his motor car—on theater tickets—and on other things.

But what about prohibition enforcement? Who pays for that?
The answer is simple. Enforcement pays for itself. Here are
figures for the first nine years of prohibition—as supplied by Dr.
J. M. Doran while United States Commissioner of Prohibition:
Total cost of enforcement, $213,179,485; total collections from
fines and penalties and revenue from taxes on lawful distilled
spirits and fermented liquors, $460,502,792.76. Net balance, $247,-
323,307.76—a tidy sum indeed!

The individual who advocates liquor on the basis of the tax revenue
it would bring does not understand even the fundamentals of
taxation. The raising of needed revenue is no unsolved problem
with our government; that matter was settled before the Eighteenth
Amendment became effective.

It would be too bad for America if she were forced to condone
and encourage vices because of the tax money they would bring.
No well-intentioned person would for a moment have our govern-
ment legalize interstate white slavery or trafic in drugs on the
grounds that they could be heavily taxed. With liquor, as with
these other vices, America has taken a fearless stand on the side
of rationality, reason and public benefit.
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College Drinking

—Let’s Have the Truth

HE advertisements reproduced here
in greatly reduced size are typical full
page newspaper advertisements from the edu-
cational campaign of the American Business Men’s Prohibition
Foundation. These and similaz fact messages are carrying the
TRUTH about prohibition to millions of people throughout the
country. Further information about the Foundation’s adver-
tising program will be fou#d on pages 28, 29 and 30.




I{n the Pedaral Courts we are confronted wlth 10

inherent alfficu ity nor w%nﬁtvﬁ~%u:ﬁh»~on£%mnnuanz of lew. OCur

duries sre usually made wup of the best citizenship of the vommu~

nity, end, efter two years of perscnal observatlon and experience,
during which time there were disposed of more then 3,000 oriminal
casos in my court, I think I can nmﬁmly saw that 1t xa & rare
thing for a jury in the Federal Court to fail of conviction when
the fhcts justify comvietion., ¥rom my limited observation of
other Federal Courts snd from what I have learned from other Dis-
triet Juiges, T am satisfied that what is true in my dlstriet is
substantially true im mll the Distrist Courts of the United States.
'%hachar;.rx think 1t mey be sald thg% those who believe in iaw
enforcement have no just complaint sgainst the verdicts of jurles
in the Federal Courts por sgainst the setion of the trisl 3ﬁﬁ¢ni
in the infliction of poualiises upon the vardicts of Juries.

#hile there is po inbarent diffioulty nor problem
in the anforcement of ths cfiminel law in the Pedersl Courts, I
am gorry to say that with the grest incremse of Efininal business
in wost of the ¥edersl Courte in the past ain yaers, thore has
developed 8 very prmwtia&l difficulty, which, unless met in some
amkiafambory WY, thrnaxana to muﬁiuunly imWair, ir ugk t@ sa~'
tually destroy Eaaﬁxa& ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ; not only as & useful ngnuny of
law Qn£§¥¢!ﬂtﬁ$, but as a‘tﬁihunai in which may be determined 1&0

7 manifold guestions affecting property rights, over which those
eourts have sarinﬁiaaian. 1 refer, of course, to the great tﬁw
erease in work thrown upon the Federal Courts &5 the result of
the adoption of the 18%h tnmnﬁmuut to the rca-ril 3ena$1tu§$au




%o one csen be more thoroughly in sywpathy with the
purpsses sought to be attained by the 18%th Amendwment ond the Nate
ional Prohlbition set than Ly but I sm thoroughly satisfied that
unloss sows way is found in which to relieve the Federal Courts
of & part of the work which this law has entslled upon them, the
rosult will be & complete breaking down of Federal judiciel ﬁaahincry.

Puring the last two yesve the Distriet Court for the
Weeborn Dlatriet of Kentueky, over which I preside, hes boen called
upon to dispose of over LBOD ceases snnually, and yet st the bepin-
p;ng of the Fall Terms of my court I find myself confronted with
more than 1,000 cases which must be dieposed of within the next

two and one-helf months st the four pluces st which court is held.

all of the othor Distriet Courts of the United Htetes.
This sibustion conld properly be handled by the

Poderal Courts if eriminel business were the only character of 1i%-

igation with which thesme courts have to desl: but 1% must be remem=

bered that these courte ave ealled upon to decide, not only these

eriminal ceses, but they are the tribunals in whioh n vast variety
F of wivil 1itigstion mast be determined. When this ie bhorne in
;;:;ggf it must at onee bLecome apparent that the Federsl Courts, ss

i

constitubed, can not be made ﬁh@ aﬂlm aganoy, nor aven th
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3@%. aﬁ i see it, tkﬁki are only two ways to wmeet this situation:
One, by 8 vast increasé im the Federsl judicisl machinery, by the
erestion of new courts or additional Judges; or, the Htate Couris
pust be called upon to share & grester part of this work.

I think 1% is idle to expect or hope thet there will
be sny apprecismble iunerease in the Federsl judicisl machinery, and
I very much doubt its wisdom. Therefore, if the Federsl Uourts are




to pet any raliof. thogse who belisve in the enforesment of the
law must commence to demand that the State judicial mschinery do
more then it is now dedng is the enforcement of the Hatiomal ¥Fro-
bivition det. The obligation to enforee the 16th Amgndment, in my
Judgment, is Jjust as imperative sn obligstion upon Htate offlcials
- @8 it ip upon Pederal officials, and, with but few exceptionas, every
‘Btate in the Union has probibition enforesment statutes - in most
enses more stringent than the Pederal stutute. This is sspecislly
true in thie Stete. lvery Mepistrate, every Pollce Judge, County
Judge and Oirenit Judge hes the power to try and punish offenders
agiinut the 1l8th Amendment. FPor some stranpe resson the ime
prossion seeme to have grown up thet all these csses must find
“their way into the Federal Oourts, and nothing could be more fal- §
lselous; and those who believe in the enfovvement of law, snd ae-
pocially this law, cen no longer take refuge behind the clpim that
eanviatﬁéns san bBe seoured and enforeement obtsined omly In the
Federsl Courts. If convictions are not belng secured in the
fitate Courts, 1t is the fmult of the oitisenship of the community,
and 1t is only me ocssary thet these courts should be made to under-
stand that the eltisenshlyp of the cvomounity doess not propose 4o
continue in public office those who do not enforce this lew.
Bvory one of these State officials hold thelr position by virtue
of the suffrage of the voter, and an aroused public opinion, mak-
ing itself heard snd felt, will beyond smy sort of question sseure
in those Stete Courts which are not now funetioning the seme full
L mossure of snforcement as I believe is being secured in the Ped-
eral Courts. If all the courts, both Htate and Hational, wounld
do thelr part toward the enforcement of this law, the boot~legper
and the moonshiner would soon learn thet there wes o tribusal in
wich he could find a haven of refuge, sud in & short time the
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Mr. Barrett Waters,
President Kentucky Power Company,
Avgusta,
Kentucky.

@Kajooigge, 3{3_, May 27, 1927

Dear Sir:

The writing of this letter was authorized by unanimous vote at a regular
meeting of the Mason County Woman's Christian Temperance Union, Monday,
Naye2é; 1927,

Numerous Mason and Bracken County guests at the dinner given by the
Kentucky Power Company Monday night, May 16th, at the Cincinnati Club,
Cincinnati, brought back reports of certain features of the entertainment that
gave a distinct shock, surprise and disappointment to these communities.
These guests report the free and abundant supply of varieties of alcoholie
drinks. Many people of Maysville and Mason County take it as a gross offense
that their city and county officials and prominent churchmen were invited to
witness, if not to participate in, violations of the laws of the State of Ohio
and of the United States. Was it not an affront to the integrity of these
officers and to the people who elected them tc presume that they so lightly
regard their cath of office as to witness complacently violations of the law
they have sworn to uphold, under the guise of hospitality?

The Declaration of Independence was written out of "a decent regard for
public opinion", and since that momentous date it has been wise policy for
those who 1live by public favor to respect that august tribunal. How shall
these officials enforce the law at home if they participate in or acquiesce in
its violation elsewhere? How shall the poor and obscure respect the law and

officers of the law if those of privilege and prominence flaunt the law
unwhipt of justice?

Copies of this letter are being sent to the guest 1ist as published in the
Bracken Chronicle, who of course already know the facts, but out of considera—
tion of the stockholders in the Company no wider publiﬁty iggiven tieo 16+ The
fact that guests present at the three annual dinners affirm that the law has on
each occasion been violated, and the well known fact that it has been violated
by other organizations, is no reason why its violation should continue.

As for burlesque shows and "Midnight Revues"” upon which various comment
was made by the guests, God speed the day when no performance, however artis—
tic, that compromises the dignity of womanhood and displays a daring that no




ES

reputable man desires in his wife and daughters, that does not promote stable,
happy family relations and mutual respect between men and women, will be
selected and offered for the entertainment of a group of representative men.
Mothers, wives and fellow—citizens are proud of the 100% Americans among the
guests who turned down their glasses and left the theatre during the perform—
ance.

"I11l fares the land to hastening ills a prey

Where wealth accumulates and men decay."

One hears much of expansion and progress. What boots it that greater
physical ease and luxury are achieved if our citizenry decays through low
standards and defiance of law? No individual, corporation or board of
directors can hold great power without carrying a like measure of social
responsibility. The City of Maysville has beenaccustcmed to excellent public
utility service under the management of 2 high type of citizens of whom we were
proud. It is with wounded pride and an ominous sense of apprehension that we
learn that regard for law and the best traditions of our community were not
observed at the Kentucky Power Company's entertainment May 16th.

Numerous citizens of the city and county feel that in justice to the
home, the church, and the state, they could not do less than make this
expression of their sense of distress and grievance at this wanton offense to
our laws, our officials, and our best standards.

If the Kentucky Power Company so iightly flaunts the law, how shall
citizens feel confidence in its dealings in the many relations they shall have
with it? It has many young men in its employ whose standards will be greatly
influenced by the association. We had hoped that the Kentucky Power Company
came among us as a constructive, not a destructive agency. We commend to it
total abstinence from alcoholic beverages by both employers and employees as
a good dividend paying policy. The alleged prudent warning to the guests not
to drink to the stage of hilarity would have been unnecessary had no drink been
served in which danger lurked.

Deeply regretting all that made necessary the writing of this communi—
cation and looking to the future., we hope that the Kentucky Power Company will
widen and make more secure and permanent its efforts in material construction
by joining in the endeavor to educate public sentiment up to the standard of
total abstinence from alcoholic drinks, to train and teach the young the
effects of alcohol on physical fitness, achievingability, personal character
and social responsibility. and to secure observance and enformement of state
and federal laws against the manufacture, transportation and sale of intoxi—
cating liquors for beverage purposes.

Yours for the success of every effort to secure greater and more enduring
well—-being for the people of Kentucky.

THE MASON COUNTY WOMAN'S CHRISTIAN TEMPERANCE UNION.
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Louisville, Ky.,
January 8, 1987.

Migs Alice Lloyd,
Maysville, Ky.

Dear Miss Lloyd:~-

I have your letters of January 5rd and 6th.

It will be impossible for me to attend the
Citizens' Conference Dinner in Maysville until about the mid-
dle of February. I am compelled to sit all the week begin-
ning January 10th with the Circuit Court of Agpaals at Cincin-
nati, end the next week I go into my term of Lourt here. &
you will fix some time toward the latter part of Pebruary, I
will make my arrangements to be present.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,

CIn-~B s Chas. 1. Pawson




STATE MOTTO: Standing, Having

President :
MRS. LUDIE D. PICKETT,
Wilmore

Vice-President:
MRS. LELIA H. CANNON,
221 W. 3rd, Nicholasville

Corresponding Secretary:
MRS. T. D. WILLIAMS,
Shelbyville

Recording Secretary:
MRS. JENNIE P. GREIGER,
1010 Third St., Louisville

. Kenturky...

Womans' Christian Temperance Hnion

TIME OF PRAYER—Noontide BADGE—A Bow of White Ribbon
METHODS—Preventive, Educational, Evangelistic Social and Legal WATCHWORD—Agitate, Educate, Organize

Bepartment Christian Citizenship
DIRECTOR
MISS ALICE LLOYD

8 WEST THIRD STREET

Done All, Stand NATIONAL MOTTO: ¥or God and Home and Native Land

Treasurer:
MRS. NORAH B. TAYLOR,
1135 Richmond Road, Lexington

Y. =BsB. Sec.
MISS JUANITA JONES,
‘Wilmore

L. T. L. Secretary:
MRS. J. J. OWEN,
Highlands, Fulton

Associate:
MRS. SARA GRAVES CLARK,
R. No. 9, Lexington

Hditor “Ky. White Ribbon:”
Organizer and S. T. I. Lecturer:
MRS. JULIA R. GUNN,
723 Central Ave., Lexington

@Ka & iffe, g{ = /QW% 5/// 192/«
4 3& / ]




STATE MOTTO:

President :
MRS. LUDIE D. PICKETT,
Wilmore

Vice-President :
MRS. LELIA H. CANNON,
221 W. 3rd, Nicholasville

Corresponding Secretary:
MRS. T. D. WILLIAMS,
Shelbyville

Recording Secretary:
MRS. JENNIE P. GHIGER,
1010 Third St., Louisville

i

Standing, Having Done All, Stand

NATIONAL MOTTO:

.Kenturky...

Womang” Christian Temperance Hninn

TIME OF PRAYER—Noontide
METHODS—Preventive, Educational, Evangelistic Social and Legal

BADGE—A Bow of White Ribbon
WATCHWORD—Agitate, Educate, Organize

Departument Christian Citizenskip
DIRECTOR
MISS ALICE LLOYD

8 WEST THIRD STREET

M-’,

For God and Home and Native Land

Treasurer:
MRS. NORAH B. TAYLOR,
1135 Richmond Road, Lexington

Y. P.B. Sec.
MISS JUANITA JONES,
‘Wilmore

L. T. L. Secretary:
MRS. J. J. OWEN,
Highlands, Fulton

Associate :
MRS. SARA GRAVES CLARK,
R. No. 9, Lexington

Hditor “Ky. White Ribbon:”
Organizer and S. T. I. Lecturer:
MRS. JULIA R. GUNN,

@Kaqooiffc, g{ﬂ"

723 Central Ave., Lexington
/Zﬁ Z /
2 /
1 92Z
/
/







REPRESENTATIVE
-CROWD ATTENDS
CITIZENS’ DINNER

e

Thought-Compelling Address Is Made

By Federal Judge Charles L Daw-

son, Local Law Enforcement Of-
ficers Speak Also.

The Citizen’s Conference Dinner
last evening in the Gymnasium of the
Christian, church under the auspices
of the Womay'’s Christian Temperance
Union was ‘enthusiastically enjoyed
by a fine group of representative cit-
izens of Maysville. One hundred
thirty-eight tickets were sold.

The meeting opened with everyone
facing thy; flag and reading in con-
cert President Coolidge’s matchless
characterization of the American flag,
followed by singing two stanzas of
“America, the Beautiful” and an in-
vocation by Rev. Owen Herring.

Miss Alice Lloyd, President of the
W. C. T. U, presided over the law
enforcement part of the program and
introduced ex-Sheriff C. M. Devore,
who read a brief but encouraging re-
port from Prohébition Agent, W. C.
Manning, who was prevented by his
duties from being present. Speaking
on Law Enforcement by the State
Courts, Circuit Judge C. D. Newell
made an eloquent address, which was
enthusiastically received.« Resolutions
were adopted which 11 appear_in
the Ledger-la

District Federal Judge Charles I.
Dawson was then presented and made
a most powerful and convincing ad-
dress on Law Enforcement by the
Federal Courts. Judge Dawson dealt
with the alarming prevalence and as-

need of vigorous action to apprehend
and convict crimilialg rather than ac-
ademic discussion of the causes of
‘crime ;the perfl of organized crime
over-riding apathy and unorganized
effort to suppress it; the duty of ev-
ery citizen to obey the law and to do
his full share to see that violators
of the law are brought into court.

In her characteristic f®licitous man-
ner Miss Mary Wilson presided over
the Law Observafice section of the
program and fittingly introduced the
speakers; Rev. G. C. Banks, who
spoke forcibly on Law Observance in
the Home; Superintendent J. How-
ard Payne, who made a thought-com-
pelling talk on Law Observance in
the School; and Rev. Robert von
Thurn, who spoke feelingly on the
function of the Church in practicing
and teaching Law Observance.

The program throughout was in-
terspersed with appropriate stirring
songs sung to familiar tunes by all
present. Much credit and thanks
for the pleasure of the evening.are
dfie Mrs. J. H. Payne, pianist, and the
double quartette that lead the sing-
ing. In conclusion the double quar-
tette sang the Recessional and Rev.
M. P. McClure pronounced the bene-
diction. The delicious dinner was
served in Mrs. Harbeson's usual ex-
cellent style.

tounding: cost of crime; the imperative’p

The delicious “inner was served
in Mrs. Harbeson's usual excellent
style.

The following
adopted:

Whereas, In September,' 1914, at a
special glection, after through dis-
cussion, the people of Mason County,
by a majority of 334, voted to Rbohsh
the salox‘ﬂbi" ‘spirituous;”

iquors within''"'the
{the county; and

Whereas, In November, 1919, at a
general election, the people of Ken-
tucky, by a majority of 10,000, voted
so to amend the State Constitution
as to prohibit the manufacture and
sale of intoxicatiug liquors within
| the boundaries ‘of=thé’state; and
!  Whereas, In August, 1917, the
| United States Senate, as elected in |
'1912, 1914 and 1916, voted 65 to
20 against the Eighteenth Amend-'
“ment Resolution;. and in D b

resolutions were

limits of

|

SPLENDID

GATHERING WAS CITIZENS CON-
FERENCE DINNER HELD
LAST* FRIDAY

husiastically Received—Res:

i
|

1

|

|

Judge Dawson’s Address Was En-l
|

|

lutions Were Adopted ;

|

|

ThewCitizenlassConft Dinner
Friday evening in the gymnasium
of "the Christian church, dnder the

11917, the House of Repr itves
!fo the United States Congress, elect-
[ed in November, 1916, five months
before war, was declared voted for
Ithe Eigh th A t Resol
: tion 282 for to 128 agnmst and
{_ Whereas, Kentucky was the third
state to ratify the Eighbeenth Amend
vment, and

 Whereas, & total of 467 st.ates hu
rahfled the 'Eighteenth Amendment,

larger. ne&.mnt,_,thmmnﬂad{
,any other amendment, and by a
i larger vote; and

Whereas, ‘The total Senate and
| House vote for ratiffcation in the 46
|ratifying  State - Legislatures ™ wad,
5,079 for to 1,266 against, a ratio
more than 4 to 1; and

Whereas, in 1919 the United States

' teenth Amendment; and |

Whereas, At every Cengressional
welection ‘since 1917 the dry s(’rength‘
| in both the Senate and the House.
| has increased raher than diminished,
thus demon=trating that the Sena-
tors and Representatives in 1917
Innd 1919: e gresemleu thel
senti; i theu' comhthencleu,<
Whereas, In anticipation of the‘
‘adoption of both the State and Fed- |
Jeral Dry Amendment to the State
| and Federal Constitutions 'in 1918
hthe Legislature of Koatucky (ndct-

ny enact— i
| ments of esch subsequent Legisla- |
ture, particularly the Legislature of
1922; now, therefore,
ville here assembled this March 14,
“"This - ‘group of citizens of :Mays-
1927, ‘do commeng‘qur officers<city,
county, state and federal-—for every
proper effort to enforce all our
lawsLlﬂgydlng the anti-liquor’ laws
"voted for- directly by the people of]
Mason~county. in 1914 and by the_
| people: of Kentucky in 1919, and®
| enacted by their ‘duly elected "Rep-
resentatives in the State Legislature
and the Federal Congress and ap-
" proved by the people ‘in ‘every subse-
| quent election, and we herewith
:pledge them our support in every
further proper effort to enforce the
anti-liquor laws and all other laws.
We regret political trifling, local,
state or federal, that contents itself
with fair words when wgorous ac-

tion is needed -
J "'"_"_@.LEBP ever|
to

TRAsCA

X of the Women’s Chnstlan
Temperance Union, was enthusiasti-'
cally cnjoyed by a fine group of
repres: rtative citizens of Maysville.
One huidred and thirty-eight tick-
ets were sold and only a small
number of ticket holders were not
present.

‘'he  meeting opened with all
i present facing  the flag and read-*
ing in concert President Coolidge’s
matchless characterization of the
American flag, followed by singing
two stanzas of “America, the Beau-
tiful,” and an invocation by Rev.
Owen Herring.

Miss Alice Lloyd, President of
the W. C. T. U., presided over the
{Law Enforcement part of the pro-
gram.

Speaking on Lav: Enforcemenl By
the State State Courts, Circuit
-Jadge. C. D. Newell, made an elo-
Guent address which was enthusiasti-
cally received. .

* Resolutions published below were
adepted:

. Wederal District Judge Charies T.,
Dawson, was then presented and"
made a most powerful and convine-
ing- address on Lu\v Enforcemenr, by
the uu‘el'nl Co Judge Dawson
Fdoalt w“ﬂ the uhmmg prevalence
and " astounding cost of crime, the
imperative neel iur vigorious ucfion
ty, spprehend and conviet crimina!s
rather than academic discussion of

ness cvere» ding  apathy and un-
organized effort to svppress it: the !
duty of every citizen to obes the”
law and o his full share to swe
'that violators ¢f the law arve
‘bxcught into court.  The <. g
thén took’ up,..the xrohibition !a
declared it to be the deliberate \\..]
of the people after long and thor-‘
ough dlscussmn he enumerated the
beriefits derived «ven with ...mu?
q}mte enforcement: a“firmed that tae'
’Etéhteenth Amenrnnrt is in the
‘Constitution .to stay; and pointed
out the duty of the _various _state’
) ice, emmty
and circuit courts fo use all deh.
getice to enforce Lhc law and not'
overburden the Federal Courts with
stich” cases_that should. be. adequately
~dealt . with by the local courts.
wiegIneher charaetenshc felicitious
manner Miss Mary leson, presided
over the Law Observance section: of
the program and fittingly intreduced

in mind that lt is 2
exact the penalties of the law from i
poor and-obscure. violators while no |
cognizances is taken of violations by |
the well-to-do and: prominent, lmow-?
ing that such diseriminations makex
class bitterness, contempt for
oS mnmst\atmns, and in-
Jure the peat ity of the
. Commonwealth.
We hope that Mason .county juries,
ever bearing in mind that we live
under a government not of men but
of laws, guaranteeing equal rights
i to all -and special privileges to none,
will at_all ti ervestheir#oath |
i in accordance with the law
and the evidence, remembering that
experience shows that justice before
slaw is in the end the greatest
merey Esvw_ven as the.. on]y safe-
guard against anarchy.: !
We look hopefully 2or encourag-
ing results from. .all efforts: to sup-'
press crime, bom andismall, and
we commend ‘all endeavors to train
the young in constructive ideals of
personal character and ecivie vespon

.\]mke iorclbly on Law- Obse)vance

"ihe Home; Supermtﬂndn‘ J.
H)ward Payne, who 'made a th- uzht
com"r“lng <talk un Law Obscrwunce
sn the School; ‘aa’ Rev. Robe“t Yon |
Thurn, who spoke feelingly on the|
function of the church in pl"’l"‘rl
ing and teaching Law Obs. :rvance,
The program throoghout was inter-
spersed - with appropriate stirring
songs sung to famiar tunes by all
present.  Much ercdit and thanks
saredue Mrs. J. H. Payne, pianist,
and the double auartette (or the
{pleasure of the evening. In econ-
clusion the double uartette sang
the recessional and Rev. M. P. Me-

ure pron)wiceds.te benediction.
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Louisville, Ky.,
December 11, 1926.

=

Miss Alice Lloyd,
#9 West Third St., v
Maysville, Ky. s

Dear Miss Lloyd:=-
I have your letter of December 9th, and
will be unable to let you kunow when I c¢an have a date open
between now and the 3rd of January until I return from
Bowling Green about the last of the coming week. I will GO

advise you as soon s I know more definitely what my situa-
tion is to ba.

Very truly yours,

Chas. I. Dawson
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Louisville, Ky.,
December 8, 1986.

¥iss Alice Lloyd,
Maysville, Ky.

Dear Miss Lloyd:~

I have your letter of December 7th,
and regret very much thst I can not attmnd the meeting
at Maysville on Jenuary, as on thatidate a speclal term of
my court here at Louisville commences, snd I will be engaged
in court continuously until about the middle of February.

Regretting my inability to be present, I am

Very sincerely yours,

gIn-B8 Chas. I. Dawson
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Discussion of Aims,

Purposes and Benefits
of Prohibition

Prepared for the Daughters of the American
Constitution

We believe the agitation regarding prohibition one
of the most baneful influences in our national life.
With millions of farmers in distress; six million men
out of employment:—crime rampant:—and a fin-
ancial depression affecting the whole world, it is a sad
indictment of our patriotism and responsibility, not
to mention mentality, that men and women concern
themselves so engrossingly with: “to drink or not to

drink.”

The 18th Amendment is a part of the Constitu-
tion of the United States, upheld as constitutional by
the Supreme Court. It is the law of the land and as
such has done away with the saloon, the most vicious
institution of all times. Repealing the 18th amend-
ment in the minds of calm wise thinkers means the re-
turn of the open saloon.

We believe prohibition is a step forward and if
spite of propaganda to the countrary, the Amerigan

people are reaping untold benefits from this law. Every
citizen of the United States must recognize that to
patronize the Bootlegger is to put money into the
hands of the lawless who will eventually undermine
this government. The voice of patriotism should make
an appeal to every loyal American. We believe that
personal pleasure and personal privilege must give way
for the good of the many. There is an orderly pro-
cess for change in all law, for which the Constitution
itself provides, but defiance is not that method.

We believe the great mass of God fearing law-
abiding citizens are against the repeal of the 18th A-
mendment and the Daughters of the American Con-
stitution stand with this group.

THE CREED OF A NATION

“Let every man remember that to violate the law is to trample
on the blood of his father, and to tear the character of
his own and his children’s liberty. Let reverence for the
laws be breathed by every American mother to the lisping
babe that prattles on her lap. Let it be taught in the schools,
in seminaries, in colleges. Let it be preached from the pul-
pit, proclaimed in the legislative halls, and enfqrced in courts
of justice. And, in short let it become the political re-
ligion of the nation, and let the old and the young, the
rich and the poor, the grave and the gay of all sexes and
tongijes and colors and conditions sacrifice unceasingly upon
its altar.”

PLEASE READ THIS ARTICLE AND
HAND IT TO ANOTHER VOTER

SRR @




Prohibition has put out of business 177,000
licensed saloons. It has closed 1200 breweries which used to
brew annually 100 gallons of beer for every adult male citizen
in the land. %00 distilleries which flourished before prohibi-

tion, with an annual production of more than ten gallons of in-

toxicating liguor for each man in Kentucky, are no longer in
S
operation. Saving/accounts have mounted and the general health

of the country has undoubtedly benefited as the result of pro-
hibition. Thousands of citizens who before prohibition were
in almost a continuous state of intoxication have been re-
claimed for their families and have become useful economiec

units in the life of the community.




of personal liberty is very strong,—what other re-
sult can follow, than that juries will hesitate to con-
vict on charges of violation of the law?

What other result can follow than that those
contemplating engaging in the traffic will be encour-
aged by the thought that probably, even if detected
and arrested, conviction will not follow?

No compunction about violating the law? Vio-
lating it how? What for? Anything except to pro-
vide intoxicants for somebody to drink? No.

Such contentions, when made by those who do
not want liquor for themselves, who would not inten-
tionally put obstacles in the way of enforcement of
the law, must be made without realization of the ef-
fect of their position.

That effect can be and is only to weaken public
sentiment in favor of any law enforcement, and to en-
courage violation of all law.

It is only a step—and an easy one—for the man
of loose moral fibre, who hears and reads that men
of education, of standing and influence, aver and urge
that he is not in conscience bound to give allegiance
to one provision of the Constitution, is not in con-
science bound to observe one statute, because it
interferes with his liberty to do as he pleases
in that matter, to come to the conclusion that
he is not in conscience bound to observe another law,
and then another, which interferes with the liberty
he would have to do some other act but for the law;
and when he is told that many of the best citizens
violate a part of the law without compunction, what
conclusion can he reach but that he may violate any
part of it without compunction?

The difference between civilization and barbar-
ism 1s in the presence or absence of law.

The very idea of law in a community carries
with it the surrender of individual freedom of action
for the good of the whole body.

In a state of barbarism one may walk or drive
where he please, unless the “personal Iliberty” of
another stronger than he interferes. ~

In Washington one must drive on the right-hand
side of the street. Why? Because the community
has decided that the welfare of the whole, of which
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he is a part, demands that he be deprived of liberty to
drive where he please, and compelled to go on the
right-hand side.

Does anyone contend that “man cannot be made
over by law” in this matter?

Does anyone contend that because “the instinct
of personal liberty is very strong” he has a right to
endanger the safety of everyone in the street, includ-
ing himself, by asserting his personal liberty and driv-
ing on the left-hand side?

What is the difference between insuring the
safety of travel by depriving men of their personal
liberty through compelling them to drive on the right
side, and compelling them to be sober when driving
through depriving them of the means of getting
drunk?

The real source of the embarrassment to the en-
forcement of the law is, not that the law interferes
with personal liberty,—any law which has any effect
upon the conduct of the individuals composing so-
ciety does that—must do that—but that so many well
intentioned persons, thoughtlessly, or following some
process of unsound reasoning, joins hands with
those who intentionally violate the law and give them
aid and comfort in attempting to justify their unlaw-
ful conduct.

There is no right of personal liberty to perpetu-
ate an institution which the law condemns.

In this country that the liquor traffic shall be
exterminated is established by solemn resolution of
the electorate.

That it ought not to exist is admitted by those
making the arguments and claims I have been dis-
cussing when they say either by way of preface or
conclusion to every discussion, “We do not desire to
bring back intoxicating liquor;” “There is no inten-
tion ever to bring back the saloon.” Those who say
this honestly surely cannot have thought out the re-
sult to which their arguments tend. The rest “do
protest too much.”

Again, if it be true that “the prohibitory law has
never been practically in effect,” that “it has been
a disastrous, tragic failure,” that “the Government is
powerless to enforce it,” in what way does it inter-




fere with the personal liberty of those who would
drink intoxicants?

The answer is, as everybody knows, that by rea-
son of the existence of national prohibition, by reason
of its practical effect, by reason of the exertion of the
power of the federal government, the traffic in liquor
is becoming day by day more and more difficult and
dangerous to carry on.

As the application of the federal power grows
more strict, and the manufacture within the country
and importation from without becomes more restrict-
ed, as the business becomes more difficult and dan-
gerous, the price of the goods dealt in rises, and right
there is where the shoe pinches; right there is the
evidence which cannot be controverted, that the fed-
eral government is not “powerless to enforce” the
law.

I maintain that to show the law, any law, is vio-
lated, is not to show that it is not being enforced, or
that it cannot be enforced.

If that argument were sound, then because
crimes of murder, rape, robbery, smugglmg, stealing,
embezzlement continue to be committed, we must
say the penalties against them cannot be 1mposed

No one thinks that.

As the amount of liquor available for consump-
tion decreases, and the price of liquor rises and the
profit per quart or per gallon increases, new and keen-
er wits and ingenuity are attracted to the business,
new and complicated and skilful schemes are devised
for evading the law, and constantly increasing watch-
fulness, activity and study required for their detec-
tion; many of them go on for a time without detec-
tion. But ways of meeting and over-coming them
are found, and can be found for all of them.

Recently someone made an argument that the
great increase of cases in Court for violation of the
prohibitory law is an indication that law is not being
and cannot be enforced.

I submit that the increase in cases in Court is
an index of the activities which have resulted in whis-
key being unobtainable except at an expense many
times as great as before those activities were exerted
by the federal government.
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sentatives in Congress, it has been decreed that traf-
fic in intoxicating liquor shall cease.

There is no room for discussion as to what the
voters of the country have said.

There is no half way place in the command they
have laid upon their servants chosen and appointed
to administer the law.

But, notwithstanding that the law is as it is,
notwithstanding the will of the people is that this
traffic—and, of course, the drinking of alcohol,—
shall cease, a considerable number of persons insist
they will not obey the law, and persist in the traffic
to supply drink for themselves and others who are
willing to reward them for the chances they take.

Those who engage in the business, those who fur-
nish the business by buying its wares, and some who
do not wish to either sell or buy liquor, undertake to
excuse the violators by saying over and over that this
law is an infringement of personal liberty.

They declare that since the prohibition law went
into effect it has never been practically in effect;

That it has been a disastrous, tragic failure;

That the federal government is powerless to en-
force it; because, they say, “the instinct of personal
liberty is very strong,” “Man cannot be made over by
law” and “Thousands of the best citizens of the coun-
try have been brought into contact with the bootleg-
ger and have no compunction whatever about violat-
ing the law.”

Let us examine these propositions briefly:

Though some of those who make these claims
and arguments may not, do not, have in mind a pur-
pose to make the thing prohibited easier to procure,
and less dangerous to make and sell by those who
would provide it, nevertheless such is the effect upon
the execution of the law.

Personal liberty to do what? Anything except
to facilitate the making, sale and use of intoxicants?
Why? Any reason except that the use of them may
not be interfered with?

What other result can follow the constant declar-
ation that the law in not binding on the consciences
of those who do not favor its provisions because they
say it interferes with personal liberty and the instinct




provide courts to pass on the question of whether
there has been an infraction of the law, and provide
representatives of the community to present in such
courts charges against persons accused of infrac-
tions of the law,—prosecuting officers.

What is the duty of such a representative of
the community toward its laws?

It seems to me that a prosecuting officer while
and so long as he holds his place as the representative
of the law, ought not to take the position that the
law as it is ought not to be the law.

The law is the will of the body politic, and we
are in our places by the will of the body politic, put
there to execute that will: and if we go about declar-
ing in speech and in print that the law ought to be
changed, so that acts which are offenses against the
law will not be offenses, we thereby weaken our
causes in the minds of the tribunals before whom we
must try them.

I notice on the letterheads of this Committee
that the purpose of the organizations it represents
is to encourage the enforcement of all the law, with
especial emphasis on the Eighteenth Amendment and
the Volstead Act, and I have been informed by some
of your officers that you are particularly anxious for
an expression of my views on that subject.

Let me say that what my views are is not, as
I see it, of much greater importance than what your
views are. I can keep the machinery of prosecution
of violators of the law in motion, but you can make
the results of such work effective, or to a consider-
able extent impair its effectiveness.

In this country, under our system of Govern-
ment, the will of the people expressed by their vote
becomes and is the rule of conduct which all citizens
are bound to observe, and which all citizens or aliens
must be compelled to observe. That rule of con-
duct creates the duty of every inhabitant of the juris-
diction doing the voting.

The Eighteenth Amendment is the law of the
land. :

The Volstead Act is the law of the land.

Both by constitutional command of the whole
people, and by legislative enactment of their repre-
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And as the work of detection, seizure and arrest
resulting in such cases in Court goes on, the extinc-
tion of the traffic draws so much nearer.

That this traffic may be declared an evil thing,
and may be abated under the provisions of the now
existing law, is firmly settled by judicial decision of
the highest court.

What remains in the way of its complete abate-
ment?

The temptation to make money in the trafﬁc
created by those who either wilfully or thoughlessly
disregard their highest obligations to their country
and themselves and offer and pay for violation of the
law a bribe large enough to offset the danger of pro-
secution, fine and imprisonment.

To those “thousands of the best citizens of the
country who have no compunctions whatever about
violating the law” I address the question:—Upon re-
flection, having called to your attention what your
action really means and is in paying an outlaw for
violating the law of your country in order to furnish
you the means of gratifying your desire for drink,
don’t you think it better to refrain from such br1bery
in the future?

Don’t you feel that, unless you so refrain, there
may be some doubt about your being longer entitled
to the designation “best citizens of the country?”

Can you afford to endanger your property, your
safety, your lives, and the property, safety and lives
of your wives and children by teaching and practic-
ing the doctrine of purchasing the commission of
crime?

Laying aside for the moment any consideration
of your duty as citizens, does not your interest lie the
other way?

To those who, after considering the character
and consequences of their acts, persist in promoting
and fostering the violation of the law, I say that the
hand of punishment shall fall as often and as heavily
as those now charged with the duty of administering
the law can cause it to fall.

To you, the women of this country, I say, you
can by your influence and your votes secure the elec-




tion and appointment of honest, faithful administra-
tive officers, and the discharge and retirement of
those who prove to be dishonest, unfaithful, ineffi-
cient.

More than this,—

Remember that the business of making, trans-
porting and selling liquor is not entered upon from
the motives which incite the commission of most other
crimes,—jealousy, revenge, sudden anger, ill will
toward society generally, but only for profit.

The market for the goods is the whole founda-
tion of the great cost in money, time and effort of
suppression of the traffic.

You can see to it that at no social event in your
charge shall your tables be disgraced by the presence
of unlawful liquor.

You can, if you will, make the serving of unlaw-
ful liquor at social functions of your acquaintances so
unpopular that it will cease.

Will you do your part?

I notice further on your letterheads “Allegiance
to the Constitution” on the one side, “Observance of
law” on the other side.

With two such supporters staying up its hands,
Enforcement of the Law must win.

“Then came Amalek and fought with Israel
in Rephidim.

“And Moses said unto Joshua, Choose us out
men and go out and fight with Amalek; tomor-
row I will stand on top of the hill.

“So Joshua did as Moses had said to him and
fought with Amalek, and Moses, Aaron and Hur
went up to the top of the hill.

“And it came to pass, when Moses held up
his hand that Israel prevailed: and when he let
down his hand Amalek prevailed.

“But Moses’ hands were heavy; and they
took a stone and put it under him and he sat
thereon: and Aaron and Hur stayed up his hands,
the one on the one side, and the other on the other
side; and his hands were steady until the going
down of the sun.

“And Joshua discomfited Amalek and his
people with the edge of the sword.”
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Remarks by the Honorable John G. Sargent
Attorney General of the United States,
at the meeting of the Woman’s National
Committee for Law Enforcement, Wash-

ington, D.C.

To me, the matter of having the law observed,
in a country under a government like ours, seems a
very simple thing. All that is necessary is that each
member of each family in each community in each
State shall go about his and her business each day
with the purpose in mind to obey the rules made by
society for its own guidance. But it happens that
there are here and there among us persons who do
not have such purpose; persons who, instead of try-
ing to earn an honest living, by honest toil, under-
take to get the means of living in what they think and
hope will be an easier way.

We must remember that a living for all must
be earned by all, and each member of society who
does not by some useful action earn his keep, in-
creases the burden of the rest who have to earn it
for them.

With those who are a burden from being mere
drones, shirks, we need not further concern ourselves
here; with those who by active preying on their fel-
low members of the social body undertake to get a
living, or more than a living,—the means of luxury,—
we are here very much concerned.

With those who undertake to set aside the rules
of life which we ourselves have made, and satisfy
their cravings of lust, of appetite, of revenge, of malice
by reprisals on individuals, on the community, we
are very much concerned.

We make law governing the relations of individ-
uals to each other and their property, and we pro-
vide courts in which individuals may seek redress fo1
violations of their legal rights by other individuals.

We make laws governing the relations of indi-
viduals to the community, and provide by law penal-
ties for infraction of such law. The community as
a body cannot well impose such penalties, and so we







National W. C. T. U. Publishing House
Evanston, TII.




e




STATEMENT, BRIEF and ARGUMENT

HON. JOHN
GARIBALDI
SARGENT

ALTEORNEY GENERAL OF
PHE: N T ED STATES

DELIVERED BEFORE THE WOMAN'S NAT-
IONAL COMMITTEE FOR LAW ENFORCE-
MENT, WASHINGTON, D. C., APRIL 12, 1926




N
Nz

I do not agree with that element of the tem-
perance forces which takes the position that the people
shall be gifen no opportunity to express their views as to
whether or not they desire a continuation of the 18+th Amend ~
ment in its present form. To my mind it is just as un-Ameriean
to deny the American people an opportunity to change their L
Constitution, when it becomes apparent that a material ele~
ment of our citizenship is dissatisfied with any of its pro-
visions, as it is to advocate nullification of its provisions.
Such an attitude on the part of Congress encourages nullifi-
cation,

No one can deny that there is a tremendous sen-
timent in this country for a change in the 18th Amendment.
Some favor its absolute repeal; others favor its modification.
The agitation‘will not be-allayed until the matter is re-
submi tted to the people. The temperance forces of the country
may as well face this situation. If the Amendment is so un-
popular as that upon resubmission it will be stricken from the
fundamental law, its adequate énforcement in the face of such
a sentiment will be a hopeless task.

I do not believe that a ma jority of the people

of this country want the 18th Amendment absolutely repealed.

Personally, I am bitterly opposed to the complete repeal of
the 18th Amendment, and I am of the opinion that there are
millions of people in the United States of the same opinion,
and yet they are persuaded that there should be some change
in the Amendment. The chief virtue of the Amendment is that
it nationalizes the control of the liquor evil; its chief de-
merit is that it places Congress in a straight- jacket, with

- no latitude to further experiment in its regulafion. If the

question submitted to the people should be merely wkether the
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18th Amendment should be repealed or retained, these millions
of sincere temperance law-abiding people would have no oppor-,
tunity whatever to express their views. On such a submission
the rabid wets would all vote for repeal; the radical drys
would all vote against repeal. If temperance is to succeed
in this country, it must have the support, not only of the
radical drys, but of that great body of citizens who represent
the stratum of thought between the wets and tﬁe extreme drys.
I therefore favor submitting to the people of
the country, not the question of the repeal of fhe 18th Amend-
ment, but of its modification, so as that when modified the
Amendment, instead of being a prohibition, would be an exclu-
"o nogtate
sive grant of power to CongresgNgnd/or prohibit the manufac-
ture, sale, transportation and %ossession of infoxicating
liguors for beverage purposes, and I would have the constitu-
tional provision further provide that when Congress had once
passed a general law upon the subject it should not be changed
for ten years, except as to its strictly revenue features.
The general law thus passed would be given'a reasonable op-
portunity to prove its worth, and the question would automat-

ically be taken out of polftics fox ten years.
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Some Canadians are Wondering
Just What Is Being “Controlled”

““ Government Liquor Control”
for, clearly, it is not any of the following:-

NOT THE AMOUNT OF LIQUOR DRUNK, for

Ontario is buying liquor at the rate of $1,000,000 a week.
In Alberta 4,000,000 gals. liquor sold in second year

of “‘control.”
““Sales of beer increased 1,000,000 gallons over last year."

The seven provinces having ‘“Government Control,”" with a
population of 10,000,000 spend $160,000,000 a year for

liquor.

NOT THE SALE OF “HARD” LIQUOR, for

**Since the opening of the Beer Parlors the sales of ‘Hard
Liquors’ increased 50 %.

Sale of hard spirits increased 32,275 gals. in one year.

Sale of hard liquor increased 33 % in last two years.

NOT THE NUMBER OF PERSONS DRINKING

Alberta issued 60,000 permits the first year; two years
~later she issued 144,000 permits.

In Ontario 220,440 permits were issued in first four months.

Drunkenness among women increased 53 %.

NOT DRUNKENNESS

“If all the drunks were arrested there would be no room for
them in the jails.”

“‘Arrests for drunkenness increased 125 % in first eight
months.”

**All records for inebriates were broken today when 89
Labor Day celebrants faced Magistrate Cohen."

NOT BOOTLEGGING
*‘Our greatest problem is moonshine in the country districts.”’
“Bootlegging increased 111 % in first year.”

“As much liquor is sold by bootleggers as is sold in the
Government stores.’’

AUTHORITY
Ontario Liquor Board.

Alberta Liquor Board.

Quebec Liquor Commis-
sion.

Reports of the seven
Liquor Control Boards.

British Columbia Liquor
Board.

Quebec Liquor Com.,
1924-5.

Saskatchewan Liq. Bd.,
1927.

Alberta Liquor Board.

Ontario Liquor Board.

Montreal Star.

Police Commissioner C.
. F. Burton of Mani-
toba.

Saskatchewan Liquor
Board.

Toronto Star.

Alberta Liquor Board.

Saskatchewan, Liquor

Board.

British Columbia Liquor
Board.

SOME CANADIANS ARE DISCOVERING

instead of-Liquor being Controlled by the Government

THE GOVERNMENT IS BEING CONTROLLED BY LIQUOR

BUFFALO CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE OF 10,000 FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT

408 Crosby Building, Buffalo, N. Y.
Price, $1.00 a Thousand
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