
amy, and declares that polygamy shall be unlawful 
in every part of the nation. Utah, one little sub- 
division of the United States, has declared that in 
spite of this prohibitive measure by the nation, it 
still wants to contaminate itself and all the nation 
by this unholy practice. It is wrong for Utah to 
ask a privilege which the majority of the voters of 
the United States opposes. It would be wrong for 
a. village or a city in a county to ask for the privilege 
of having a saloon if the majority of the voters in 
the county opposed it. 

b. Things have changed, and the United States, in- 
stead of permitting slavery has altogether prohibited 
it. It would be wrong for any subdivision of this 
nation to ask to be allowed to keep slaves. The 
larger unit must rule. Its restrictions must not be 
nullified by the smaller unit. 

3. The people who are affected by an institution should 
have the right to decide concerning it. 

a. The farmer is directly affected by the saloon. (1) 
It is admitted that the saloon causes a large portion 
of crime, insanity and pauperism, and the expense 
connected with them. All criminal cases are dealt 
with by the county. A village may have a saloon 
which causes a crime that costs $50,000. The village 
does not pay for this, but the county must do so. 

The county is the unit and is responsible financially 
for the payment of this expense. To force the 
farmer to pay liis taxes without giving him the 
right to vote whether the expense which his taxes 
must pay shall be produced or not, is tyranny—it 
is taxation without representation. This is uncon- 

stitutional. The question is not whether this bill is 
unconstitutional, or not. The fact is, that the pres- 
ent law, which forces the county to meet the expense, 
the creation of which it is not responsible for, is 
clearly unconstitutional. From the point of view 
of taxation the majority of a county is entitled to 
decide. (2) The moral influence of the saloon af- 
fects the farmer directly. His wife, his sons and 
daughters are injured by the saloon within the 
county, and the majority should have a chance to 
deal with the problem that affects the morals of the 
people. 

b. Every taxpayer in the cities and villages is affected. 
Problems affecting his taxes should be solved by the 
same unit that imposes the taxes. Taxes in cities 
and villages as well as in counties are higher wher- 
ever the demoralizing saloon exists. License fees do 
not balance the tax rate even in cities where these 
fees are applied. 

4. The saloon is declared by the highest authority of 
our land, the Supreme Court, to be a business at 
tended with danger to the community, and as such 
may be permitted under any restrictions desirable 
or entirely prohibited. 137 U. S., 86; 11 Sup. Ct. 
Rep., 13. As such it has no inherent or acquired 
rights. At best it may have only privileges. The 
Supreme Court of Illionis holds that “the re- 
fusal to license deprives no man of any property 
right, but merely deprives- him of the privilege 
which is in the discretion of the municipal portions 
to grant or withhold.” 138 Illinois, page 418. It 
is not within the province of a business existing 
on sufferance to demand rights—it has no rights. 
At the very best it may ask for privileges, which 
may justly be denied it. 

The saloon has been demanding rights which it has 
not, while it ought to have only asked for privileges 

[The Supreme Court decision referred to in Section 4 is 
quoted in Lilly's pamphlet, footnote to page 9 and fourth line 
on page 12.] 

which it should be denied. The people have been ask- 
ing privileges while they should have demanded rights 
which they are entitled to. An exchange of position is 
now taking place. 

III. Objections Answered 
The main objections to the local option bill are: 

1. “It is not a local option measure, it is simply prohibi- 
tion.” 

This objection is unfair on the face of it. Local 
option means that each locality may exercise the 
right of majority rule on the saloon question. That 
a town or city cannot override the decision of a 
county does not make it a prohibition bill. This 
objection would call for a change in the entire 
system of common law. It would be in favor of 
allowing polygamy in Utah and slavery wherever 
a state desired it, in spite of a prohibition of those 
things by the larger unit—the nation. 

2. “It is unfair.” 
To whom is it unfair? To the farmer? No. 

To the business man? No. To the laborer? No. 
To the wife and child? No. To the Christian 
voter? No. To the taxpayer? No. 

The liquor interests alone have raised the “un- 
fair” cry. Yet this bill gives them the privilege to 
carry on their business wherever the people vote it 
to them. 

Are the liquor interests afraid of the popular 
vote ? 

Is it “unfair” to allow the majority -to rule? 
3. “It would give a county a chance to vote the saloon 

out of a city. The farmers could then say to the 
townspeople that the saloon cannot remain in the 
town or city.” 

County local option gives the whole county, in- 
cluding cities, the right to regulate all problems 
vital to the whole county, whether those problems 
occur in city or country. It does not interfere in any 
way with the purely local affairs of the city. The 
saloon is not a purely local affair. 

No town or city has any right to have, against 
the will of the majority of the county, that which 
spreads immorality and contamination throughout 
the county, and which involves the expenditure of 
the county money. 

In Conclusion 
1. The Anti-Saloon League does not apologize for this 

bill. It is demanding its passage; the people of the 
state are behind it and will see it through. It is a 
fair and necessary measure. It is righteous and 
practical. Public opinion has declared in its favor 
and will elect enough men to the legislature to enact 
it into law. 

2. This bill is fundamentally American, and seeks to 
secure for the people a right too long denied them. 

3. To every honest American voter, believing in the 
principle of local option, we desire to give fair 
warning that the enemies of the bill,—The Illinois 
Liquor Dealers’ Association, The Illinois Bottlers’ 
Association, the Brewers’ and Distillers’ trusts, with 
their allies among the machine politicians—will by 
plausible arguments, under the guise of friends of 
local option, work against the county feature, with 
the sole purpose and hope of defeating the whole 
bill. Any man working against the county feature, 
whether he intends it or not, will be cooperating 
with the liquor interests in their feverish desire to 
kill the local option bill in its entirety. 


