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o posing a Case
The city of Chicago is financially embarrassed.

Public officials, many of them, have voluntarily re-
linquished 20 per cent of their salaries because of the
financial straits in which the city finds itself. The
mayor says that the city is facing bankruptcy.

Now, just “s’posin’ a case.” S’pose' that Chi-
cago, instead of having 7,152 saloons, were a dry city.
S’pose that she didn’t get that $7,152,000 license
money. Wouldn’t it be a dandy chance for the liquor
interests all over the Untied States to point this old
city out as a horrible example of the dry policy? And
does anybody imagine for a minute that they would
fail to embrace the opportunity?

We note by a report in the Chicago papers that
the Retail Liquor Dealers’ Association called a meet-
ing for the purpose of discussing ways and means of
aiding Mayor Harrison to get the city off of the finan-
cial rocks. That action is about as consistent a piece
of work as the liquor dealers have done in a long time.
We are glad that they feel the burden of this trouble.
There is no one single factor in the city of Chicago
that has done so much towards increasing the city’s
expenses as her 7,152 saloons.

Chauffeurs Must be Sober
Here is a press dispatch from Albany, New York,

dated January 16, that will give the personal liberty
fellows a chance to cry “class legislation.” Plain
drunks in New York will probably be quoted at the
usual rates, about $5 and costs.

In spite of the personal liberty argument, it is a
commendable piece of legislation. A drunken chauf-
feur is a dangerous proposition when he has an auto-
mobile at his command. But so is a drunken man
with a loaded revolver, or a club, or a knife. When
will an enlightened people recognize the fact that it
will work for the public weal to do away entirely with
the drunks by prohibiting the manufacture and sale of
the stuff that makes them drunken?

“I don’t think we ought to countenance drunken chauf-
feurs. Sober ones have hard work in dodging pedestrians.”

Thus spoke Governor Sulzer tonight as he signed his
first law as chief executive of the state.

The new law provides one year’s imprisonment or a fine
of SSOO, or both, as punishment for an inloxcated chauffeur
operating a car.

Liquor Selling and the Law
One hundred days in jail and a fine of two thousand dol-

lars which must be paid in money or labor on the streets and
alleys of Macomb is a hard sentence for a violator of the
liquor laws, harder than would have been imposed under
ordinary circumstances.

But the case wherein this sentence was imposed is not
an ordinary one.

The defendant has been a persistent violator of the law.
For years he has set himself up as superior to the law and
sold liquor not only in violation of the law but against the
vast majority of public sentiment. He has been prosecuted,
has sometimes been fined and has been imprisoned both by
federal and state authority. More than once he has dodged
the responsibility for his illegal acts by the shrewdness of
his attorneys in taking advantage of the technicalities of the

law. More than once he has laughed at the courts and the
law. He has defied public opinion sustainng the law which he
so flagrantly violated.

People of course have sympathy for the man who brings
upon himself such a hard penalty. But under the circum-
stances the justness of the punishment cannot be questioned.

It is indeed unfortunate for Sam Danley that his con-
ception of the law prohibiting the sale of liquor is such that
he believes his business superior to the law. That he is mis-
taken in this, as any man is mistaken who attempts to over-
ride the law, is too apparent to admit of argument.

Mr. Danley engaged in the liquor business for business
reasons. He made and sold liquor for the money there was
in it. He paid little or no heed to the evil which grew out
of the illicit traffic—evil to his patrons and to women and
children who suffered innocently because of the business
he followed illegally for profit.

The trouble in the aggregate which Danley’s wine has
made for his customers and others is many fold greater
than the trouble which his business has at last brought down
upon himself.

Under the circumstances the sentence imposed by Judge
Gumbart will meet the approval of law-abiding citizens gen-
erally.—Macomb Bystander.

Clemenceau Sees Rum Peril
An Associated Press dispatch dated Paris, France,

January 18, says:
Former Premier Clemenceau has written the preface to

a pamphlet devoted to a general economic study of alcohol
which has just been laid before the Paris Academy of Med-
icine. M. Clemenceau, like the author of the pamphlet, finds
it deplorable that the “omnipotent authority” of the state
should seem to be powerless against “the most formidable
enemy of social peace, of general welfare and of the rise of
the humbler classes to a higher life.”

He ridicules existing remedies, which consist in taking
drunken men to the police office or placarding the inside of
wineshops with prohibitions of drunkenness, while the laws
of France relating to the manufacture and sale of the most
deleterious kinds of spirit contribute to fester this particular
vice.

“Today,” M. Clemenceau continues “it is beginning to be
understood that the right to poison people cannot properly be
regarded as one of the achievements of the French revolution.
Universal suffrage would really put itself cut of court if it
had succeeded in emancipating itself from the yoke of a single
tyrant, only to fall under the sway of a league of private in-
terests which are in open warfare with the public interest.
All well intentioned men, without distinction of party, ought
to join in a common effort for the salvation of our country,
which is menaced from so many directions at once.”

Why Not?
We quote this argument in support of the Kenyon-

Sheppard bill, from the Continent, of last week, which
credits it to a writer in the Philadelphia Ledger:

When a man takes himself from one state to another he
at once becomes amenable to the laws of the state to which
he goes, and from them he can open no interstate commerce
door of escape. Is it common sense, common law or common
justice to hold that a commodity has more rights than the
individual who owns the commodity? If the man in transit
becomes amenable to the laws of the state which he enters,
why should the commodity which the man could not sell
have the right df way against the laws of the commonwealth
simply because it is done up in an inanimate “original pack-
age?” If the United States Congress may stop an interstate
commerce in white sulphur matches and other injurious ar-
ticles and interstate commerce for immoral purposes, why
may it not call a halt in the interstate commerce in alcoholic
liquors for the same purpose?
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