
Liquor Interests Weep Over Imperiled
Constitution

It has at least been pounded into the craniums
of the leaders of the liquor forces that their business
is not considered by the United States government to
be on the same plane with legitimate business. The
appreciation of this fact by the crowd who make and
sell alcoholic drinks ought to help some towards bring-
ing about the destruction of the traffic. Forced to con-
fess their business to be subject to police surveillance,
and after many years of desperate effort utterly unable
to show such surveillance unjustified, they cannot hope
to be held in very high esteem by right thinking people.

The Champion of Fair Play, the official liquor pa-
per of Illinois and Wisconsin, this week gives its
readers, under the caption “Constitution in Peril” a
gloomy picture of the outcome of the passage of the
Kenyon-Sheppard bill now before Congress. The arti-
cle is enlightening in that it shows how devoid the
liquor interests are of substantial argument against
the passage of this just measure. We for that reason
present it to our readers: ,

Constitution in Peril.
In opposing the pending “Amended Kenyon Bill’’ in the

United States Senate, the liquor men who are immediately
concerned with this latest attempt to set aside the constitu-
tion, will make a great tactical mistake if they attempt to
base their arguments on their own constitutional rights. The
legislative, judicial and executive branches of all American
governments, state and national, have agreed to refuse to
recognize the constitutional rights of the liquor men, saying
that because some people are opposed to liquor that they say
it is inherently and absolutely wrong, therefore it comes
under the jurisdiction of the “POLICE POWER OF THE
STATE,” the most dangerous legal quibble that ever gained
a standing in a free country.

These fanatics who are given recognition by the courts
from the country magistrates to the supreme court, say that
God and the Son of God did wrong when they made and
permitted the use of alcoholic beverages; that it is a sin to
make or use them—always saving and excepting “hard cider”
made by Prohibition farmers, and “home-made wine” made
by Prohibition housewives, and Peruna and like decoctions
that are the stay and standby of the long-haired fraternity—-
and they insist that the state has no more power to license
the making and selling of liquor than it has to license murder.
That is a fair statement of the position that has been taken
by the courts at the dictation of the mob.

But there is one argument that is being used by the
greatest constitutional lawyers in the Senate, and it will be
indorsed by the thinking men who do the voting, if they can
be made to understand it. The constitution expressly guar-
antees the right of free trade among the states. This Ken-
yon bill expressly exempts alcohdic beverages from the pro-
tection of the constitution, because alcoholic beverages are
by some held to be mighty bad. The “police power of the
state” is the excuse for suspending the constitution as to
this class of interstate commerce.

All right; then what will be done when it is proposed to
exempt convict-made goods from the rights of interstate
commerce? Wouldn't that be popular? Sure it would.
There are two things then that can be denied the constitu-
tional guaranty of free trade among the states. From this
start, there would be an easy progress to almost any exclu-
sion from any state of the competitive products of another
state. Some of the ablest lawyers in the Senate are making
this point, and it is the only point on which the Kenyon bill
can be defeated.

But there is a still further logical sequence to be followed

in this policy of excluding from constitutional rights such
things as a few or a majority deem evil. The constitution
guarantees to every man the right to worship God according
to the dictates of his own conscience. Religious bigots firmly
believe that those who differ with them as to doctrine or
ritual, are not worshiping God at all, but are actually com-
mitting sacrilege. Would it not be easy to deny to some the
right to their form of religion, on this ground? The Pilgrim
Fathers left old England because they were denied this right
of religious liberty, which the majority in just the manner
suggested, proved to be not worship but sacrilege. This is
a most serious matter.—Free Press.

Kankakee War on Vice
Kankakee, following the good example set by Chi-

cago, has begun active warfare against the social evil.
At a meeting of prominent citizens including the state’s
attorney and mayor a report was made by the detec-
tives employed to gather evidence, that $5,000 a week
is a conservative estimate of Kankakee’s contribution
to vice. If this estimate is correct, this little city of
15,000 population is laying as many dollars on the altar
of lust and graft proportionately as the city of Chicago.
Both the mayor and the state’s attorney pledged their
help in wiping out the resorts.

By the way, saloons are plentiful in Kankakee.
Dean Walter T. Sumner, chairman of Chicago’s Vice
Commission declares the saloon to be the chief adjunct
to the social evil. This kind of vice thrives best where
saloons are least hampered.

Women Sue Liquor Men
Three suits under the state dramshop act, in which

women are plaintiffs, were filed December 2 in the cir-
cuit court against Chicago saloonkeepers. Mrs. Anna
L. Shelton sued Edward Lawler, Abe Frank and Frank
Lewis for SIO,OOO for an alleged assault upon her hus-
band, Edward M. Shelton, by Walter Pitts, while the
latter, she charges, was under the influence of liquor.
Shelton, as a result of the assault, lost the sight of his
right eye. Mrs. Georgina Nelson, in behalf of herself
and five children, sued Samuel Robinson, Hans Larsen,
Andrew Thomsen and William Hels for SIO,OOO, set-
ting up the habitual intoxication of her husband, Rob-
ert Nelson, and his loss of income. The third com-
plaint is by Mrs. Johanna Byron for herself and three
children, against Adam Kuss, Peter Hansen and Max
Cohen, for SIO,OOO for the alleged habitual intoxication
of her husband, John Byron.

“There are enough homicides in Chicago without
drunken men driving automobiles through crowded
streets,” said Judge Himes to Marshall Polk, a negro
chauffeur brought before the municipal court last
week, charged with driving an automobile while in-
toxicated. “I’ll fine you $25 and costs, and the next
time you will get the limit.”


