
THe Ilunois Issue 
The Church in Action Against the Saloon 

Vol. I Chicago, Illinois, April 6, 1906 No. 12 

Reprinted by request. 

The County Feature of the Local Option Bill 

Analysis of and Argument on its Provisions 

Why it is Just 

Questions concerning the county feature of the pro- 
posed local option bill are frequently raised by both 
friends and enemies of the measure. For this reason it 
is deemed necessary to make a concise, and if possible, 
a complete analysis of and argument on the points in 
question. 

In general, the bill provides that the question of sa- 

loon or no saloon may be submitted to the voters of a 

county, township, village, ward or precinct. In each 
case the majority decides the question. If the majority 
of the votes cast in a county are against the saloon, the 
county cannot then have any saloon in any part thereof. 
If the majority vote in favor of saloons the county is 
left precisely in the same condition as if no vote had been 
taken on the saloon question. 

I. Analysis 
1. If the county goes wet 

a. It declares that the saloon may exist within its 
borders. It does not, however, compel the saloon 
to be there. 

b. It does not dictate as to the location of saloons. It 
leaves this to the local authorities. 

c. Any organized subdivision of the county may go 
dry. (1) Any township in the county may go dry. 
(2) Any village may go dry. (3) Any ward or 

precinct in a city within the wet county may go dry. 
In each ease the vote of the majority is binding. 

d. If the county goes wet it consents to pay whatever 
expense is incurred by the saloon. It consents to 
take care of the criminals, the insane and the pau- 
pers. 

e. It assumes the responsibility for the moral influence 
of the saloon. 

2. If the county goes dry 
a. It declares that no saloon shall exist within its bor- 

ders. It compels the saloon to stay out. 
b. No local authority can then dictate in favor of the 

saloon and bring it in. 
c. No organized subdivision of the county may go wet. 

(1) No township. (2) No village. (3) No ward 
or precinct within the dry county. The majority 
vote in the county has decided for the entire county 
and every part thereof. 

II. Argument 
1. In general the common law provides that a permissive 

measure by a given political unit does not deny the 

smaller unit, therein the right to enforce restrictions. 
If, therefore, a township within a wet county de- 

sires it can go dry. The county in allowing saloons 
to come within the confines of the county, does not 
therefore make it mandatory or compulsory on the 
part of the township, village, city, or part of that 
city to maintain saloons. The county only gives 
each subdivision the privilege to have saloons if it 
so desires. 

Examples: 
a. The United States as a unit permits prize fighting 

within the confines of the nation, hut Illinois and 
almost all the other states absolutely prohibit prize 
fighting. California, Pennsylvania, New York and 
one or two other states allow this contest. And 
even while those states, as states, are open, permits 
must be secured from local authorities. Any coun- 

ty, township, village or city within the state could 
assert its rights and keep prize fighting out of its 
territory, in spite of the fact that the nation as a 

whole and the state in particular permits the game. 
No reasonable being would contend that because 
the nation is open to prize fighting, therefore, every 
state and every county and every city in the state 
should be compelled to tolerate the sport. Local 
regulation and restriction in this respect is proved 
entirely constitutional by the very conditions that 
obtain. 

b. There was a time when this country was open to 

slavery, and declared that slavery might exist in 
every state. In spite of this, a great number of the 
states firmly prohibited slavery. No county, or 

township, or city in those states could then hold 
slaves. This was constitutional. 

c. Vermillion county, Illinois, is wet. But Hoopeston, 
a city and Rossville, a village, are dry. The present 
situation is a clear demonstration of the fact that a 

wet county may have within its boundary dry towns 
and cities. 

2. In general, the common law provides that a restric- 
tive measure by a given political unit may not be 
overridden by a smaller unit therein. If, therefore, 
a county goes dry, or makes the restriction that no 

saloon shall be allowed within its borders, no sub- 
division of the county has any inherent or acquired 
right to nullify that restriction. 

Examples: 
a. The United States prohibits the practice of polyg- 


