
because the liquor traffic stays, in spite of the 
law, or, as they contend, grows worse because of 
its disobedience of the law which was intended 
to put it out of existence. 

The Prohibitionist, so far as he discusses the 
question, merely contends that the facts regard- 
ing Maine and Kansas show, first, that those 
states are not in worse condition because of their 
prohibitory laws, even if those laws are much 
violated, and, second, that, in a small degree, in 

spite of the general nullification of the law, fa- 

vorable results are shown. 
The whole question of comparative statistics, 

specially as relating to crime in comparison of 

states, needs to be viewed in the light of remarks 
made in the Special Report of the Census on 

prisoners (see page 15). 1 he report says: 

“A comparison of the ratios of prisoners in 
the various states, as shown for 1904, places it 

beyond doubt that such ratios furnish a most 
unreliable index of the prevalence of crime. 

_ 

"A community with a large number of prison- 
ers in proportion to its population may be far 
more law-abiding and orderly than one with a 

lozv ratio. It is not merely a question of how the 
laws are enforced, but what standards the courts 
follow in imposing penalties, and what facilities 
the community provides for confining a consider- 
able number of prisoners.” 

In analyzing the table which is presented by 
the circular the attention of the reader is first 
called to the fact that, according to the figures 
presented by the liquor dealers, Illinois itself is, 
in very large part, free front the legalized saloon. 

According to the statement of this circular there 
are 9,410 saloons in the state of Illinois. Since 
there are 7,200 of these in the city of Chicago 
alone, it follows that the rural districts of Illi- 
nois are very largely without saloons except as 

that institution may exist under the administra- 
tion of the bootlegger or as a blind piggery; it 
follows that Illinois is an exceedingly favorable 
state for the liquor man to take as a comparison. 

Attention may next be called to the figures 
which profess to give a comparison of arrests 

for drunkenness in Maine, Kansas and Illinois. 
The statement that these figures are “compiled 
from the United States Census Report of 1905 

is probably not intended to cover this item, for 
no known census report of that date covers the 

question of arrests for drunkenness. It is prob- 
ably safe to say that there are no statistics in 

existence which give, with any completeness or 

accuracy, the number of arrests for drunkenness 
in the various states. The nearest arrival that 
can be made at these facts is probably to be 
found in the Special Report of the Bureau of the 
Census upon “Prisoners in Institutions.” 1 his 

report was published in 1901 and in it, upon 

page 123, will be found the number of prisoners 
committed to prison for drunkenness in each of 

the states during the year 1904. From the table 

upon that page it will be seen that in that year, 
in Maine, 838 prisoners were committed to prison 
because of drunkenness, or 1.1 to each thousand 
of the population of the state. In Kansas, 42 

prisoners were committed to jail in the same 

year, for drunkenness, or a little over two hun- 

dredths of one prisoner to each thousand of the 

population of the state. The comparison is still 

favorable to Illinois, for that state shows up with 

onlv 72 prisoners committed to prison for drunk- 

enness, in spite of the well, known fact (see Cen- 

sus Bii.letin 20) that in Chicago alone 37,821 ar- 

rests were made for drunkenness in the year 

1903, the last for which reports are available. The 

explanation is found in the fact that in Chicago 
and probably in other parts of Illinois, a “drunk" 
is always sentenced to pay a fine and goes to 

prison, if he goes at all, in default of payment 
of the fine. And prisoners “working out fines” 
are not considered in the Census enumeration. 

(See Bulletin on Prisoners, page 11). 
The next comparison to which attention may 

be called is that which presents the number of 

prisoners per one hundred thousand of the pop- 

ulation. This presumably refers to the enumera- 

tion made by the Census on June 30, 1904, and 
the figures presented in the table are in accord 
with the statements of the Census bulletin as 

found on page 14 of the Bulletin Upon Prison- 
ers. The matter, however, warrants deeper ex- 

amination. While Maine had upon that date 70 

prisoners to each one hundred thousand of the 
population, Maine was notably in advance of 
every other state of the North Atlantic division. 
In those states—Maine, New Hampshire, Ver- 
mont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, 
New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, the 
average number of prisoners per one hundred 
thousand is 121.6. The highest number of pris- 
oners is found in Massachusetts, where the num- 

ber reaches 187.2, and the nearest approach to 

Maine is the former Prohibition state of Ver- 
mont, which has 98.7. 

The next fact to be considered is the situation 
as regards Kansas. Upon the face of the table 
the showing for Kansas is marvelous. Kansas is 

classed in the North Central division, where the 
average number of prisoners per one hundred 
thousand is 75.2, but Kansas appears with 193.3. 

It is difficult to understand just why the Census 
Bureau has allowed a practical misrepresentation 
to be perpetrated in this case, for while this num- 

ber of prisoners, an aggregate of 2,S76, was ac- 

tually in prison within the borders of the state 

of Kansas, 1,130 of them were in the United 
States prison at Leavenworth, and were not in 
any way justly chargeable to the state of Kan- 

sas. In addition there are in prison in Kansas 

between 300 and 400 criminals from Oklahoma 
which the Census charges to the Sunflower 
State. 

Further examination will show that 188 more 

are members of the liquor dealers’ fraternity, 
committed to prison for violation of the prohibi- 
tory laws of the state. Were these deducted from 
the computation, as they might, with propriety, 
be deducted, it would materially lessen the num- 

ber of prisoners per one hundred thousand of the 
inhabitants. 

A further examination of the Census tables 
will show that, of the prisoners credited to Kan- 
sas, 107 came from the notorious rebel counties 
of the state, where, at the time when this Cen- 
sus was taken, the prohibitory law was being 
openly violated. 

Turning attention to Illinois, we find that the 
Census report does credit to that state, with 60.8 

prisoners per one hundred thousand of the popu- 
lation, a total of 3,ISO, while in the year 1903 the 
arrests in Chicago alone reached a total of 77,- 
763. 

This simply shows that our statistics, at most, 
deal only with fragments. 

The statement of the circular regarding the 
number of offenders committed to jail (by this 
is doubtless meant prison of any sort) during the 
year 1904 is accurate, according to the figures of 
the statistics, but wholly inconclusive as to any 
relative conditions in the states under considera- 
tion. Maine, with 254.G people to thfc one hun- 
dred thousand of population committed to prison, 
is almost one hundred per one hundred thousand 
below the average of the North Atlantic group 
in which it belongs, and more than two hundred 
per one hundred thousand below its neighbor, 
Massachusetts. Kansas, which showed such a 

large number of people in prison on a given date 
in 1904, now with 144.9 commitments to the one 

hundred thousand of population, falls below Ohio, 
with 180.4; below Michigan, with 245; below 
Iowa, with 213, though it slightly exceeds the gen- 
eral average of the North Central group, which 
is 138.3. Illinois still shows a low ratio, only 80.5 

per one hundred thousand, but deals with an ag- 

gregate of only 4,20S prisoners, while but a year 
before the city of Chicago alone had more than 

seventy-seven thousand arrests. 

All this helps us to a clearer understanding of 

the remarks of the Census report (see page 21) 
that "the figures under immediate consideration 
are, therefore, chiefly indicative of different meth- 
ods of dealing with specific offenses” and that 
(see page 30) “to infer that actual conditions of/ 
criminality are truly reflected in these ratios wouhJC 
be contrary to all known facts.” f 

The figures' concerning the increase of prop- 
erty in the three states are correct, but their 
source is misstated. They are taken, not from a 

Census Bulletin for 1905, but from the Statistical 
Abstract of 1900 and refer to the four years— 
1900-1904. When the diverse character of the 

things that go to make up wealth in the different 
states is considered, there is nothing remarkable 
in the facts shown. 

The reader is apt to be impressed by the pro- 
fessed showing of a decrease in the tax rate in 
Maine and in Illinois and an increase in Kansas 
during a certain twelve years not specified. A 
moment’s consideration, however, will reveal the 
doubtful advantage of any such showing, if it 
could be made, since Maine, a Prohibition state, 
closely approaches Illinois in the alleged decrease 
of tax rate. However, an examination of the 
statistics will show that in all three states there 
has been an increase. A period of twelve years 
is covered by the statistics presented in the Sta- 
tistical Abstract of the United States for the year 
1906, upon page 84. The twelve years are from 
1890 to 1902. The showing is as follows: 

State— 1890. 1902. 
Maine ..v.$1.59* $1.95 
Kansas 3.67 4.09 
Illinois 4.09 5.15 

*Per $100 assessed value. 

The reasons for the facts shown in this table 
may not be clear, perhaps, but it certainly de- 
prives of value the attempted showing of the cir- 
cular. 

The question of child labor, introduced by the^ 
circular, is one of importance, and the showing 
of the facts not mentioned in the circular is ex- 

tremely instructive. The various bulletins of the 
Census bureau do indeed show the alleged per- 
centages of reduction in child labor in the three 
states named, but that does not tell the whole 
Story. A deeper examination of the statistics 
shows that Illinois still has 25,8S0 of her boys, 
under sixteen, working in shops and mines (child 
labor on farms is not under consideration) and 
19,151 of her girls similarly employed. Maine at 

the same time has only 2,767 boys and only 1,997 
girls at work, while Kansas has 3,012 boys and 
1,924 girls at work. 

The aggregate numbers, however, are not as 

instructive as the percentages. In Kansas three 
percent of the boys and 1.9 percent of the girls 
under sixteen are obliged to work. In Maine 
7.5 percent of the boys and 5.G percent of the 
girls work. In Illinois S.8 percent of the boys 
and 6.5 percent of the girls are obliged to be 
bread-winners. 

This changes materially the showing of the 
case in the matter of child labor. A further 
commentary may be added. When Attorney 
General Trickett closed the unlawful saloons of 
Kansas City, Kansas, the schools of that city saw 

an unprecedented increase in pupils, and when 
Mr. Trickett made investigation to find the cause, 
he found that the new pupils were boys and 
girls who, while the saloons stayed, were obliged 
to work to help support the family because the 
father spent his money for drink. 

The final statement of the circular has to do 
with pauperism and asserts that one of the two 
Prohibition states under consideration has about 
one-third as many paupers per one million of** 
population as the license state of Illinois. It is 
not wholly clear just where the figures here pre- 
sented were obtained. The Census bulletin is- 
sued in 1906, dealing with the question of pan- 


