
selling buf very little liquor for beverage pur- 
poses. 

A study of the table will show that the Prohibi- 
tion states, Maine and Kansas, make a markedly 
better showing than the average for the whole 
United States. In the case of Kansas the show- 
ing of the table is somewhat unjust since the 

population for all the states has been taken from 
the census for 1900, and Kansas has already far 
more than the proportionate increase of popula- 
tion. In North Dakota it will also be observed 
that there has been a large increase of population, 
while the computation is made upon the basis of 
the population of 1900, and for some reason or 

other, there has been an enormous increase in 
the number of retail liquor dealers’ certificates 
issued. In 1900 there were but 615, or less than 

a third of the number reported in the latest re- 

turns. Of this increase more than 375 occurred 
in the single year 1907. This unquestionably 
speaks of bad government and the subserviency 
of the authorities to the law-breaking liquor 
dealers. 

Tn Kansas it is. to be observed that in the year 
1907. which was the first year that began to feel 
the Prohibition revival in that state, the number 
of retail liquor dealers’ certificates issued was 

.1,220, to be compared with 4.019 issued in the 

preceding year before the renewal of vigorous 
effort to enforce the Prohibition law. 

Speaking broadly, three divisions may he made 
of the states: First, the Prohibition division, 
including the three states, Maine, Kansas and 
North Dakota; second, the “local Prohibition” 
division, including the states Alabama, Arkansas, 
Florida. Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Vir- 

ginia anti West Virginia, where large parts of the 
state are “dry”; third, the remaining states which 
are under local option laws or give no option 
privileges to the people. 

The distinction between local option and local 
Prohibition is based upon the fact that in the 
states classed as local Prohibition states the vot- 

ing of no-license means the perpetual banishing of 
the saloon, while in the states classed as local 

option states the question is open to annual or 

biennial determination. In the local Prohibition 

states, too, the unit is generally the county, while 
in the local option states it is commonly the town- 

ship or the municipality. 
It will he noticed that the state of Mississippi 

among the local Prohibition states has the larg- 
est number of inhabitants to each retail liquor 
dealer’s certificate. North Carolina following sec- 

ond and South Carolina a close third. The local 
Prohibition states, Florida, Kentucky and Texas, 
make a poorer showing. 

The states where an enormous amount of ef- 
fort has been spent in local option work in recent 

years, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio and New \ork, are 

among the worst states of the Union, judged by 
the test of this table. Vermont is an exception 
to the low standing of the local option states, 
which is to be accounted for, perhaps, in the fact 

that the people of Vermont have had Prohibition 

until within the past few years and feeling them- 

selves cheated out of it are making a hard fight 
under their present laws. 

It may be remarked that Vermont has a less 

number of retail liquor dealers’ certificates than 

under the old Prohibition regime. This is to be 

accounted for in the fact that the opening of ao 

tual saloons and hotel barrooms deprived the 

little bootleggers and the “holes in the wall of 

their business, making it no longer profitable to 

pay the United States tax. In New Hampshire a 

similar condition exists. 
A comparison of the revenue reports for suc- 

cessive vears shows such a fluctuation in different 

states as to raise the suspicion that the statistics 

drawn from the report are not highly valuable for 

comparative purposes. It certainly would be very 

easy, by a little extra zeal upon the part of the 
revenue collectors, coupled with a little enterprise 
upon the part of the brewers, to make the unfa- 
vorable showing which appears in North Dakota, 
for example. 

As a whole, the table certainly makes a strong 

showing for the Prohibition principle, though it 

does not show, nor could it be expected to show, 

any specially good results in so-called Prohibition 
states where the law depends for enforcement 
upon political anti-Prohibitionists. 

The superior showing of the southern “i'rrc«l 
Prohibition" states is probably in considerably, 
part explained by the hatred of the liquor traffic 
that has made and is now making those states full 
Prohibition states. 

PROHIBITION IN ATLANTA 

Recorder Broyles Tells what the Records of the Police Court Show 
of Decrease of Drunkenness and Crime in Georgia’s Capital 

BY JUDGE NASH R. BROYLES. 

[Editor's Note:—One of the most valuable testimonials of the success of the Prohibition law 

in Atlanta, Georgia, yet given was furnished on May 5, when Judge Nash R. Broyles addressed 

the Sociological Society upon that subject. Judge Broyles has for years past presided over the 

police court of Atlanta, and probably no man is better qualified to testify upon the results of the 

law. It adds force to his testimony that the judge was an anti-Prohibitionist up to the time of the 

passage of the law.] 

As you all know, the state Prohibition law went 

into effect on January 1 last, and up to May 1 

Atlanta has had exactly four months of Prohi- 
bition. 

The police court is undoubtedly the best place 
in our city to judge of the results of such a law, 
and whether or no it is being enforced. Atlanta 
lias always been noted for her obedience to law 

and order. Her arresting officers have often 
been criticised, and, in my humble opinion, un- 

justly so, for making so many arrests of drunken 

people upon her streets and highways. These 
critics say that in many other cities a man can 

become intoxicated and reel and stagger along 
the streets, among women and children, without 

any fear of arrest, unless he becomes obstreper- 
ous and violent, and that so it should be in the 

metropolis and the Gate City of the South. 

What a spectacle for our women and our chil- 
dren! What an example for our rising genera- 
tion! Thank God, we have a higher standard 
in Atlanta! No man, high or humble, rich or 

poor, public official or private citizen, can so 

disgrace himself and tarnish the fair name of 
our city without being haled to the justice seat 

and paying the penalty—and this not harshly to 

punish the drunkard himself, for we have only 
sympathy for his weakness, but to keep him 
from committing greater crimes as he is liable 
to do in his intoxicated condition, and also to 

make our streets safe and sightly for our women 

and children. 
This has been the policy of our police de- 

partment when the open saloon was with us, 

and it has been even more strictly enforced 
since the saloon left us. 

Is the Prohibition law enforced? I can not 

speak for other cities in Georgia, but I say em- 

phatically and deliberately that in Atlanta Pro- 
hibition is enforced as absolutely as any other 
law on our statutes. Some “blind tigers there 

are, but they are not running openly and defiant- 

ly. Instead they are hiding tremblingly in their 
darkest lairs and creeping about in abject fear 
of the law. 

There is, however, in the opinion of all the 
officials of the criminal courts of Atlanta one 

serious defect in the Prohibition law, and that 
is the failure to state the exact amount of alcohol 
in a beverage that will outlaw it. Under a re- 

cent decision of the Georgia court of appeals 
this failure to so state the amount of alcohol 
allows almost any kind of a malt beverage con- 

taining two or three percent, or even more, of 

alcohol, to be sold without violating the law, 
and these beverages can be sold not only to 

adults but to minors. 
Think of it—to children as well as men! 

Will not our legislature at the coming session 
in June protect and guard our children from this 
evil ? 

Has Prohibition decreased drunkenness and 
other crimes in Atlanta? I refer you to the 
docket of the police court for the first four 
months of 1907, when the saloon was with us, 

and the first four months in 1908, when the 
saloon was absent. I simply give the figures. 
As Daniel Webster said of Massachusetts, 
“There she stands; she speaks for herself.” 

*Number of cases tried for the first four months 
of 1908, 3,139. 

Xumber of cases tried for the first four months 

of 1907, 6,056. 
Shozving a decrease during Prohibition of 2,917*^ 
Number of “drunks'’ for the first four mouths 

of 1907, 1,955. 

Number of "drunks'’ for the first four months 
of 1908, 471. 

Showing a decrease during Prohibition of 1,484 
cases of drunkenness in four months. 

And yet there are many people who know 

nothing of the facts running' up and down the 
state and yelling at the top of their voices that 
“Prohibition does not prohibit.” 

Yes, these dry, inanimate figures speak to 

those who listen a wondrous story. They tell 
of hundreds, yes, of thousands, of faithful wives 
into whose pale and wan faces the roses are 

beginning to bloom again. 
1 hey tell ot hundreds, yes, ot thousands, ot 

little children who no longer pale and tremble 
at the sound of their fathers’ footsteps upon the 
threshold of their humble homes! They tell 
of hundreds, yes, of thousands, of long-suffering 
and devoted mothers who no longer sit late 
into the night waiting and praying for their 
wandering boys—but now, with her boy safe 
with her at home, there is a new light in her 
patient eyes, and a new song in her devoted 
heart, and what song could it be but that grand 
old hymn, “Praise God from Whom All Bless- 
ings Flowr” ? 

*These numbers differ very slightly from those 
given in the article w'hich appeared in The Na- 
tional Prohibitionist last week. Those gave the 
number of arrests; these the number of cases 

tried during the months named. 

Ex-Governor John P. St. John, the veteran. ^ 

Prohibition leader and Prohibition candidate for 
President in 1884, wras the chief orator at the 
interstate banquet celebrating Neal Dow’s birth- 

day Friday night, March 20, at Kansas City, Mo. 
The banquet was held at the Grand Avenue 
Methodist church. 


