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The Week in the Legislature
The present week has been an eventful one in the

legislature. A number of committees have been ap-
pointed and a number of bills have been introduced.
Probably the most attractive event of the week was the
visit of Secretary of State William J. Bryan. His ad-
dress, given before the joint assembly, is probably one
of the strongest to which the legislators of Illinois
have listened for a long time.

The part that interested us especially was his
argument showing why the people should rule. In
contending for the initiative and referendum, he prac-
tically re-stated his arguments used on other occasions
for county option. No man who heard Bryan on last
Tuesday and believed his arguments as to the initi-
ative and referendum and acts in accordance with his
belief will fail to vote for county option in this as-
sembly.

Among the bills introduced this week, two of
them are of unusual importance to the constituency of
the Anti-Saloon League of Illinois. They are the resi-
dence district local option bill and the blind tiger bill.

Residence District Bill.
The residence district bill was introduced by Hon.

George H. Wilson, who fought so bravely for the
county option measure in the last assembly. It is
House Bill No. 273. It asks that districts that are
people living in the residence district shall rule on the
question, “Shall this residence district become anti-
saloon territory?” It means that the majority of the
people living in the residence district shall rule on the
saloon question. It would be of tremendous value in
the city of Chicago and some of the other large cities
of the state. Like county option, it is easily seen to
be fair. Either a majority or a minority will rule as

to the saloon question as to all of the districts. Why
not let the majority have that right in keeping with
the spirit of true Democracy?

The Blind Tiger Bill.
This bill, which is House Bill No. 289, was intro-

duced by Hon. W. C. Kane, of Saline county. Mr.
Kane is the successor of Hon. George W. English,
who fought so bravely for anti-saloon measures in
many former assemblies. Mr. Kane promises to be a
worthy successor to his heroic predecessor. One
thing is sure, that he can be counted on to do his part
in getting rid of the saloons in Illinois.

The purpose of the blind tiger bill is to provide
for the more effective suppression of the traffic in in-
toxicating liquor within Prohibition territory. The
passage of this bill will mean that in all anti-saloon
territory the law can be enforced with little expense
and with little difficulty. It will take away the pet
argument of the liquor people that Prohibition does
not prohibit. It will also help to show that it is the
liquor people that are attempting to break down the
laws against the sale of intoxicating liquor in dry
territory. By all means this bill should pass.

The County Option Bill.
The county option bill is promised a hearing by

the license committee in the senate on Wednesday the
25th, after which hearing it is hoped it will be reported

out for a vote in the senate. The above named bills
introduced in the house and the county option bill in
the senate will be pushed just as fast as possible f/om
now on. The delay in the appointment of committees
and the senatorial deadlock, which still exists, has held
all legislation up until the present time. With a good
organization in the house, with rules that give more
open consideration to all matters in both house and
senate in this session and the tremendous interest in
anti-saloon legislation in nation and state, promises
well for the outlook in Illinois.

Legitimate Business?
There are people who talk about this being a legitimate

business; well, it depends altogether on how you define legiti-
mate. I recently met a farmer from a county that instructed
against county option; he said a man came to him and asked
him to sign a petition for a saloon, and he refused on the
ground that they did not treat the saloonkeeper fairly. The
man asked him what he meant and the following dialogue
ensued: “You want to start a saloon in this town?” “Yes.”
“To help the town?” “Yes.-” “To improve business?”
“Yes.” “To increase trade?” “Yes.” “Well now if you are
going to do all that good for this town, I think they ought
to give you a subsidy instead of putting a tag upon you.” If
the saloon is such a good thing for a town, why is it we
treat it as we do? Why do we require the would-be saloon-
keeper to secure a petition? Why do we tell him when to
open and close, how many chairs he can keep in the room,
and require him to give bond for all the damage done? Can
you not see some difference between the saloon and other
lines of business, and does not this difference justify different
treatment? County option lets the county decide whether to
license the sale of liquor or not.

I will go a step further and ask you to bear in mind that
if the people who can have saloons under county option are
not satisfied with that, but insist on forcing them upon coun-
ties that do not want them, they will arouse resentment. I
know of nothing that will hasten Prohibition more than to
have the liquor interests contend that a county can not be
dry even when the people want it to be dry.—Hon. Wm. J.
Bryan, July 26, 1910.

County Option is Fair
It is said that county option is unfair because if the

county goes dry all the saloons are closed up, but if it goes
wet you can still have Prohibition in the towns and villages.
That argument is entirely unsound. Did not this state (Ne-
braska) go wet twenty years ago? And did not this state,
when it went wet, still have Prohibition in every town that
wanted it? Why did not the liquor interests demand that,
because it went wet there should be no Prohibition any-
where? If it had gone dry, there would have been no saloons
anywhere. We have a situation in this state that is similar to
the situation under county option. You say it is unfair in the
county but not in the state? You dare not put your argument
to the test. When we get county option you will not be
willing to submit it on what you call a fair basis. Why?
Because you want to defeat county option with the argument
that any town can have Prohibition if it wants it. And why
is it not fair to have saloons everywhere when a county goes
wet? Because there is nothing fair about the saloons. You
do not talk about fairness and justice when you talk about
the saloon. The saloon is an outlaw and a nuisance, and
it lives by sufferance where it lives at all. You do not defend
the saloon as an institution, you tolerate it, if you tolerate it
at all, on the theory that if you tried to abolish it you might
get something worse. And yet the saloons exert more in-
fluence in politics than ten times as much capital invested
in necessary and helpful industries.—Hon. Wm. J. Bryan,
July 26, 1910.
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