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For the purposes of this study let us lay 
down certain principles upon which, little de- 
bate is possible and which may be accepted as 

almost axiomatic: 
I. That part of statesmanship which has 

to do with national finance, must concern it- 
self, not merely with the raising of revenues 

and, indeed, only secondarily, with the raising 
of revenues. True statesmanship in the finan- 
cial department of the government is shown 
in such wise expenditure of the nation’s in- 
come, in* such careful scrutiny of all items of 
public expense, in such rigid economy in all 
national afifairs, that the revenue needed may 
be reduced to the lowest possible point. The 
people of the nation are to be looked upon, 
not as the source of dollars which may be 
recklessly spent, but as the lords of the manor, 
whose interests it is the business of their serv- 

ants, the public ministers, to guard. 
II. Any source of revenue which has as its 

basis an injustice or the infliction of evil upon 

any portion of the citizenship of the country, 
or which contemplates the perpetuation of a 

manifest wrongdoing; any source of revenue 

that means »the impoverishing, oppressing or 

debauching of any of the people; any such 
source of revenue is morally wrong and is ille- 
gitimate from the standpoint of honest na- 

tional finance. 
III. Any system of raising revenue which 

places the burden of governmental support 
upon those of the inhabitants of the country 
who are least able to bear it, is a false and 
unjust system. 

The ultimate source of all revenue be- 
ing the means of the people, that system 
which most equitably distributes the burden 
of revenue and collects such revenues as are 

needed with the least imposition of additional 
expense is the preferable system. 

V. A system of revenue-raising is not to be 
judged by its immediate productions, but by 
the results of the system upon the welfare of 
the people through the course of years. It 
is not enough that a system of raising reve- 

nue shall provide moneys for governmental 
expenses today; it must so secure those mon- 

eys that neither the public health, the public 
wealth nor the public morals are injured in 
the present or for the future. 

It is the purpose of this study to consider 
only national revenues as related to the liquor 
traffic. The decision to so confine the study 
is arrived at for three reasons: First, it is only 
in the case of national revenues that we are 

able to definitely fix the sums paid by the 
liquor traffic; second, the national revenues 

received by the liquor traffic are not directly 
counterbalanced by national expenses caused 
by the liquor traffic, and present a problem not 
found in local and state revenues; third, ex- 

perience has shown that the adoption of Pro- 
hibition and the cutting off of liquor revenue 

has always been so associated with an imme- 
diate reduction of local and state expenses, 
that no serious disturbance of public finance 
has ever followed and no increase of general 
taxation ever has been required, where public 
affairs have been honestly administered. 

There have been, indeed, a few instances 
jjfhere the adoption of local Prohibition has 
been followed by reckless expenditure upon 
the part of local government, for the purpose 
of increasing taxes and discrediting the Prohi- 
bition policy. These instances have been few 
and very discernible, and, with them excepted, 

there has never been an increase in taxation 
resulting from the adoption of local Prohibi- 
tion. 

Looking back over a considerable period of 
time, the discovery is made that, almost with- 
out exception, state taxes have largely in- 
creased. For example, the tax rate per one 

hundred dollars of assessed valuation in the 
state of New York (See Statistical Abstract 
of the United States, 1906, page 84) was $1.10 
in 1860, $2.47 in 1870, $2.13 in 1880, $1.98 in 
1890 and $2.22 in 1902. In Connecticut (See 
authority cited above) the tax in 1860 was only 
30 cents per one hundred dollars of assessed 
valuation, whereas in 1902 it was $1.21. In 
Rhode Island it was 55 cents in 1860 and $1.45 
in 1902. 

The Prohibition states have not been ex- 

empt from increase. There has been no rea- 
son to expect that they would show any ma- 

terial difference from the other states. In no 

so-called Prohibition state has the Prohibition 
law ever been so administered for any consid- 
erable period of time as to warrant the ex- 

pectation of large benefits. Still there is noth- 
ing in the tables that in any way reflects upon 
the Prohibition policy. Indeed, generally 
speaking, there may be said to be a slight ad- 
vantage in favor of the Prohibition states. 

Taking the year 1880 as the high-water 
mark of taxation (not an exact statement but 
an approximation) it will be found that dur- 
ing the twenty-two years to 1902 the tax rate 
per one hundred dollars of assessed valuation 
decreased in Maine 25 cents, decreased in Ver- 
mont, then a Prohibition state, 84 cents, while 
it increased 4 cents in Masachusetts, 38 cents 
in Rhode Island, 9 cents in New York, and 89 
cents in New Jersey. The license states, Penn- 
sylvania and Connecticut, also show a de- 
crease, while the partially Prohibition state, 
New Hampshire, shows an increase. It may 
be admitted that there is nothing conclusive 
in this study of the North Atlantic states, 
but at the same time there is nothing against 
Prohibition from the taxation standpoint. 

The tax rate in Kansas has increased since 
1880 99 cents per one hundred dollars of as- 

sessed valuation, but in Nebraska during the 
same time it has increased $2.19. North Da- 
kota, coming from a territorial form of gov- 
ernment, into that of a state, furnishes little 
opportunity for comparison, but shows an in- 
crease between 1880 and 1902 of 78 cents per 
one hundred dollars of assessed valuation. 

In studying national finances it is an easy 
matter to determine both the exact amount of 
revenue received by the United States gov- 
ernment from the liquor traffic and the propor- 
tion of that amount to the total revenues of 
the government. The Statistical Abstract of 
the United States for the year 1906, beginning 
upon page 91, rehearses in detail the sources 

of governmental receipts. The following items 
are to be credited to the liquor business: 
Customs revenue on hops im- 

ported .......$ 1,155,625 
Customs revenue on spirits, wines 

and malt liquors imported. 13,528,213 
Internal revenue on spirits (includ- 

ing all special taxes). 143,394,055 
Internal revenue on fermented 

liquors (beer) 55,641,859 

Total .$213,719,752 
It is first desirable to learn just what per- 

centage of the total of government receipts 
the liquor traffic furnishes. The same author- 

ity which has already been cited, the Statis- 
tical Abstract, shows 11s, on page 9G, year 1906, 
that the total receipts of the United States 
government for the year 1906 amounted to 
$762,386,905. 

This shows that twenty-eight percent of the 
receipts of the United States government, for 
the year 1906, came from the liquor business, 
in one form or another. 

Two questions now confront us: Should we, 

for moral and ethical reasons, cease to take reve- 

nue from the liquor traffic? Can we do with- 
out so large a part of our national income? 

To all intents and purposes the two questions 
are one. A nation, like an individual, always 
can refuse to do and refrain from doing wrong. 

There is no more excuse for a body politic in 
taking an immoral revenue on the plea of neces- 

sity than there is for the man who steals upon 
the same plea. 

Indeed the position of the thief has the more 

excuse. Individuals are sometimes by calamity 
placed in positions where, to human eyes, dis- 
honesty is the only hope of succor. No nation 
ever took tainted revenues before which economy 
and honesty did not open wide the doors to bet- 
ter things. 

Recognizing the two as separate questions, how- 
ever, the following observations are to be made, 
based upon certain of the principles already laid 
down: 

I. The raising of revenue by the taxation of 
the liquor traffic accepts the gross injustice and 
manifest wrong of allowing men to sell a com- 

modity which gives to no purchaser any available 
return for his money, nor can give, and which 
poisons the bodies and brains and souls of a 

great multitude of unfortunate and deluded citi- 
zens. The raising of revenue by the taxation 
of the liquor traffic consents to the perpetuation 
of a business which, by taking advantage of the 
folly and ignorance and the diseased appetites 
of men, impoverishes and debauches a great mul- 
titude of our citizenship, beside inflicting an in- 
tolerable oppression upon thousands who are 

wholly innocent of any wilful participation either 
in the business or in the vicious indulgence 
which the business fosters. 

II. The system of raising revenue from the 
liquor traffic imposes a large part of the burden 
of public expense upon the extremely poor. When 
our navies are built and the expenses of our 

governmental departments are paid by the reve- 

nues from alcoholic drink, they are paid at the 
expense of the starvation of little children who 
are underfed; they are paid with the money 
that ought to buy clothing for poor wives and 
babies; they are paid by the robbery of thou- 
sands of the poorest homes of the nation. 

III. The system of raising revenue from the 
liquor traffic is, in effect, the commissioning of a 

tax collector who takes from the people a hun- 
dred times the sum that he turns into the public 
treasury. When the liquor traffic begs lease of 
life upon the revenue plea, it still leaves the pay- 
ment of revenues upon the shoulders of the people 
and saddles there also its own immense profits. 

IV. The system of raising revenue from the 
liquor traffic fosters, and implies the continuance 
of, a business that, inasmuch as it cannot by any 
means furnish an equivalent for expenditure to 

any purchaser, tends constantly toward the uni- 
versal impoverishment of the citizenship, an im- 
poverishment that may not be apparent with the 
passing of a single decade, but is inevitable from 
the inherent facts in the case, while, according 
to the teaching of the best medical science of the 
day, and in harmony with the observation of 
every careful student of ethics, both the public 
health and the public morals inevitably suffer 
from its continuance. 

It follows, then, upon the sound basis of a 

decision of the United States Supreme Court 


