
Does Prohibition Prohibit? 
The editor of the New York Independent recently invited 

his readers to write down their experiences and observa- 
tions bearing on the question, “Does prohibition prohibit?” 

Letters from every part of the country came pouring in, 
some favoring and some opposing the prohibitory method 
of dealing with the saloon. 

Iji its issue of July 22 the Independent prints a sufficient 
number of these letters to indicate the drift of things and 
in its editorial comment says: 

“Does prohibition prohibit? Of course it does not of 
itself. If not enforced it is permission, not prohibition. It 
was in the early days of the Maine law that the Down East 
statesman uttered the famous saying, that he was ‘in favor 
of the law, but agin its enforcement.’ It is no real prohibi- 
tion when a parent forbids his child to do a thing and then 
lets him do it as much as he pleases. 

“We wish we could have printed five times as many let- 
ters received in response to our question of experience and 
observation. Every answer is of interest and value. Par- 

ticularly we value those letters which tell us of the failures 
of prohibition, for they suggest not so much of the unwis- 
dom of the law as the impotence of the efforts to give it 
force. 

“Our readers will particularly observe the different views 
which the advocates and opponents of prohibition take of 
the same conditions. This is true of such cities as Milwau- 
kee and Kansas City. We anticipate that there are readers 
of ours in North Dakota who will be astonished and shocked 
that others find drunkenness so rampant and the law so ill 
enforced there. 

Its Enemies Prove It. 

“What impresses us first from a reading of the whole cor- 

respondence is the fact that enforcement must, on the whole, 
be fairly successful, as proved by the opposition to prohi- 
bition and local option by the brewers and distillers. They 
know their business. They would not spend tens of thous- 
ands of dollars to fight the laws if their business were not 

in serious danger. 
“It is of no use to tell us that there is as much drunken- 

ness as ever, as much liquor drunk, when the manufacturers 
of alcoholic liquors are banded against the prohibitory 
laws. 

“We admit the fact that wholesale liquor houses in Kan- 
sas City, Mo., are doing an immense express business in 
bottled goods into Kansas. Granted, but these total con- 

signments are small compared with the amount that would 
be freely sold and swallowed otherwise. To get the liquor 
is now made a bother; children do not see saloons on their 

way to school, and youths are not tempted by the easy ac- 

cess to bars. The old topers will have their drink; and, as 

with legislation in China against the opium habit, the old 
sots will not be cured and will have to die off. They are 

hastening the process. 

Much Power in the State. 

“Accordingly, we are not as much concerned as some 

over the decision of the United States Supreme Court that 
a state cannof interfere with the freedom of interstate com- 

merce in liquors. It is hard, to be sure, on a prohibition 
state that it cannot exclude liquors sent from another state, 
as it can forbid the commerce within its own limits. Yet 

the main power continues within the authority of the state. 
“A merchant in a ‘wet’ state can freely send his barrels 

and kegs across the line of a ‘dry’ state; but the legislature 
of the latter state can forbid it to be sold and can destroy 
it if offered for sale. What it cannot do is to enter the 
house of a private citizen who has received a package by 
express and confiscate it. The man may invite his tippling 
friends and give it to them, but he cannot sell it to them. 
They can organize a club and buy it, but a club can be con- 

trolled by state or city enactments. If the law is outwitted 
by clubs it is the fault of the city or state, which does not 
care to enforce it. But these old, soaked topers are not our 

concern. It is the yet untainted that we would protect. 

One Evil Admitted 

“One serious question is raised by several writers, 
namely, that the exclusion of bulky light liquors, particu- 
larly of beer, tends to increase the use of whisky and other 
concentrated liquors, which can better be sent by express 
or carried secretly in a bottle. We presume this is a fact. 
It is an evil, but there is no major good that has not some 

minor evil ancillary to it. It is not so bad that men who are 

soaked in beer should get whisky with some difficulty as it 
is that youth not yet infected should be constantly invited 
to contract a bad habit. Once more, it is not the habitues 
of the saloon whom we are concerned about. 

“There is just one other objection to prohibitory legisla- 
tion which one writer has pressed, and which may deserve 
a word of attention. It is that which declares it an im- 
pertinence to meddle with a man’s liberty to eat and drink 
what he pleases. That sounds well, but is all sound—or 
shall we say unsound? 

Liberty Is Often Restrained. 

“If the public believe that any kind of food or drink, or 

any kind of amusement or business, is injurious to the com- 

munity on the whole, it has the police right to interdict it, 
no matter at what interference with the rights of personal 
liberty. A multitude of people would like to eat unsound 
fruit or bad meat, but the inspectors will destroy it. 

“A man’s liberty will not allow him, much as he wants to, 
to engage in or attend a prize fight or a cocking main; and 
those who patronize such pleasures regard the interference 
with their liberty as a great tyranny. Probably few of 
those who bet their money on a horse race are thereby made 

embezzlers, but the law still forbids gambling. 
“It does not disturb us that, in a prohibition district, it 

is made difficult for a man to use his liberty to get drink 
or to get drunk. It is for the advantage of the community 
that he should endure this enforced self-denial. 

Closing in On Them. 

“By local option and state law the area of prohibition is 

rapidly spreading. The saloon business is being made more 

disreputable, and the brewers and distillers less admired 
members of society. They know they are in a risky sort 

of business, like the manufacture of explosives. If they suf- 
fer from hostile legislation they have no right to complain; 
they know the nature of their business, and no public spirit 
or private generosity on their part can purchase them the 

privilege to do a public injury and a multitude of private 
wrongs.” 


