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INTRODUCTORY.

Tue late renewal, by an ever restless ele-
ment of soeiety, of the lon dormant agitat.ion
in favor of legislation pro! %nmitlng the man-
facture and sale of intoxicatin

THE MAINE LIGQUOR LAW. °
A minute, thorgugh and comprehensive Stat-
ute, containing well defined forms of pro-

drinks, has }L,edure stringent penal sanctions and in short,

had the effect of—more generally than ever | as was be]:sved every provision which ch]a-
before — directing public attention to the |lative wisdom could devise for securing the
nature of such laws, and their effect upoh |ohjects sought by the law, The effect was
the communities where they have been|the most intense poht.u,n.! cxcitement, resalt-
tested. Flistory has been defined as ** phil- |ing vitimately in mobs, riols und bloodshed,
osophy teaching by example,”’ and certainly | until in 1856 the legislature repealed the law
when any law serioualy aflecting the personal |and enncted a Heense law, which was in tarn
rights and property interests of the people|repesled in 1868, and the prohibitory law re-
is proposed, it is the part of wizsdom to’enseted. By this time the people of the cities
enquire how such laws have operated upon haed come to understand that the law was a
the people of other States where they have bughear, 80 far as the citiea were concerned,
been tried. License lawg have been in vogue and political organizations no longer combined
almost ever since the earlieat history of the for its overthrow. That it failed utterly, to
colonies, and have been altered and amended "mitigale the evils of intemperance, will be
from time to time, unlil it may rexsonably be folly shown forther on.

elaimed, for them, that they have attaimed| Massacnusurrs fieat concted the Maine law
as near to perfaction in the codes of pome !in 18532, with certaln features relating to
of the States, as the nature of such legis- searches and seizures which the Supreme
lation ia capable of remching, and it would : Counrt of that State declared unconstitutional
be, to the legislator, a very usefnl stody in 1534, and in 1835 the legislaiure thoroughly
to follow their development fiom the crude Act Tevised the law, and so ameoded it that sub-

ol the Massachusetts colony in 1686, licens-
ing inms to retail ** wine, strong water snd
beer,’” to their culmination {n the wike regula-
tions of to-cday. But my purposc nowis todeal
more directly with that class of luws which,
repudiating all attempts at regulation, have
for their sole object the complete prohibition

of the liquor trafBe,” as such, and I will pre-;

sent u very brief outline of the history of pro-
hibitory legislation in the Stxtes where it has
been tried. It wonld be interesting to enter
into details,in each case, and to particularly

sequent judicial criticism failed {o discover
a flaw in it. 'This endured, in the midst of
much political turmoil until 1868, when it was
repealed and a stringent license lnw substi-
tuted for it, only to be in its turn repealed in
1864, to give way for the re-ennctment of the
probibition law, the same year. This wae
holstered up with ameliorating provisions;
such a8 the exemption of cider, the appoint-
ment of State agencies, &e., but its existence
wiy finelly wiped out, in 1875, in favor of
license.  Attempts have been wade since that

inguire into the canses of the shandonment of |time 1o submit g prohibitory amendment to

this class of legislation by so many of the
Htates that oviginally tried i, but my space

will not admit of this, and T must content:

myself with a meagre summary of the mere
legislative history of prohibltion, adding the
single obgervation, that, the faet of its aban-
donment, by all those States, is very strong
presumptive evidence against the wisdom snd
practicability of prohibition. The first attempt
at prohibition was in Massachusetts in 1848,
when an effort was made to pass an Act pro-
viding for the appointment of agents in the
several Municipalities to sell liquor for * use
in the arts and for medicinal and saeramental
purposes,” and providing penalties for sales
made in any other way. This bill failed to
pass—and Maine became the pioneer in this
apecies of legislation.

the Constitution of the State, but thus far
they bave failed. The Massachusetts people
are evidently sick of such legislation, and it
is believed that they will continue their refusal
to fix it upon themselves in the permanent
Torm of fundamental Inw.

VrrmoNT enacted a prohibitory statute in
1852, und bas stendily maintained it in her
code ever since, and although it has mnot
been rigidly enforced, the effect upon the
State has been so disastrous, that it is one of
the three States which lag so far behind in the
race of material prosperity that.they seem to
be going the other way. Vermontis justa
little better State to emigrate from, than it
wnos in the days of Douglass

New Hawsmiee ®enacted prohibition in
1855, and has'retained it on her statute bock

In 1851, that Commonwealth enacted what!|ever since, and though the efforts made to

. iz now unncrsully known as

,enforee it there have not been so frantic as in
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Maine, the effect upon her prosperity is such
that she is another of the above mentioned
States that seem to have stood still while
their more liberal sisters have madé won-
drous progress in the march of materinl
prosperity—Maine. New Hampshire and Ver-

mont are the only States originally submitting

to it that have not thrown off theincabus, and
further on I will show what it has done for
them.

Buope Istawp first enscted the law in 1852,

and amended it in 1853 ; in 1863 it was Te-
pealed and = license law enscted instead. In
1865, local option was engrafted onto the licenas
law. This continued until early in 1874, when
prohibition was again enscted in the midet
of such setive opposition that the question
was made an issue in the canvass of the same
su', and repudiated by the election of a
islature which repealed it in 1875, since
whwh time the people of the Island State
have steered clear of prohibition.

ComnecTioor enacted the law in 1854, but
there was never any attempt made to secure
its rigid cnforcement, and such perfunctory
and partial enforcement sz marked its history
the;e‘ was spasmodic untl the final repesal in
1872.

New Yore passed a prohibition statute in
1854, but at that time the Empire State had
as her Governor a clear-headed statesman,
Horatio Seymour, who vetped it, but the
furore for paternal legislation and fsmatioal
interference by the State with the reserved
rights of the ecltlzen, was greater then than
it has ever been since, and at thenext election,
a prohibitionist, Myron H. Clark, was elected
governor, sud in 1855 the legislature again
enacted the law, and the governor sigoed it,
but it was 80 alien to the views of the cosmo-
politan population of that great State, that it
had & very brief existeoce. The highest
court of the State in 1856, declared some of
ita provisions unconstitutional, and the people
being already tired of it, the repenl followed
in 1857, siuce which time, New York has had
a license law.

Deraware pessed o modifled prohibitery:

Act in 1835, but even that was so repugnant
to the lihernl sentiments of the people of that
gloriouslittle State, that it was superaeded by
a license law in 1857, and no serious attempt
has ever been made to ra-enact it theve.
Micurcan passed the law in 1853, contin-
gent upon ita ratification by & popular vote,
This was done, and the act declared uncon-
atitutionsl on account of that feature of it, and
the law was re-enacted without the submission
clause in 18556, TlLis law remained on the
statute book until 1875, when it was repealed,
and as the constitution oTthe State prohibited
the passage of & license law, one imposing a,
tax and authorizing sn additional one by cities
was enacted s the only regulation possible,

Some very lnteresting and suggestive facts
have lately been published by a leading Michi-
gan newspaper, showing that there are nothing
like 80 many places where liquor can be had
under the high tax imposed as there were
under prohibition, and that drunkenness in
the citles and large towns has correapondingly
decreased.

Iowa passed the statutory act in 1855, and
modified it in 1858 by the exclusion of wine
and beer from ita operstion. Not deeming
this sufficient, & constitutional amendment
was submitted, making a sweeping prohibition
of ull intoxicants. This was carried hy a
popular vote last year, but was declared un-
constitutional becanse of the failure of the
legrislature to conform to the constitution in
the passage of the act of submission., There
has just heen passed by the Tows legislatore
a very eweeping prohibitory bill, ¥

ILLiRoIs enacted it in 1855, submitted it to
a popular vote and it was repudlaled by the
people at the polls,

MupnesoTa olso enacted it in 1802, in a
form repugoast to the constitutlon of that
State, and it was consequently declared un-
constitattonal by the Supreme Court, sinee
which time that State has managed to et
along uader license.

Ix Wisconsin it was twice passed and twice
vetoed, in 1855, which seemed to settle it in
that State.

Oaio ann MARYLAXD enncted it in 1855, but
{t was very short-lived in both those States,
though Ohio has since agitated the question
of its renewal.

Ixpraxs anp Nesmaska enacted the law in
1835, and both got rid of it very soon. The
former submitied it agein in 1882, hut the
people repudiated il, sod the latter has lately
gone in for very high license as o suhstitute
for positive probihition.

S0 many of the Statea that originally passed
probibitery laws Laving repealed them when
found to be uesatisfactory, 8 movement hLas
been eet oo foot by the ultra-zeslous sup-
.porters of such legisiation, to fix it In the
constitutions of the States. They can not, or
will not, trust the people to deal with it as
with all ordinary legitimate matters of legis-
latlon, by msking it the law, and repealing it
when they find it does not answer. They
want it made a part of the fundamental law,
so that when the people discover, by actual
experience, that it is a frand, they will find
tonfold more dificuity in getting rid of it
than they would if it were a simple statue,
repealable by the legislature. They raize the
ory that the opponents of prohibition are
afraid to trust the people, when in fact it is
they who fear to trust the people. If the
people want prohibition, they can elect a
Ilegis]ature that will enact it, and then when
1 they find it does not suit them they can elect
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anotber that will repeal it ; and if the law can
stop the manufacture and sule of liguor at all,
& statute can do it just as well as n constitu-
tional provision, aud better, as such a provis-
fon would have no effect whatever until
vitelized by & statute. In a republic the peo-
ple enact lawa by their representative boﬁs,
and not directly by the voice of the whole
people as in a pure democracy, and there is
nothing in the nature of this class of legisla-
tion which ghould give it privileges above those
enjoyed by ordinary subjects of law-making,
Henee, I have opposed, and shall oppose, the
submission of the guestion to a popular vote.
As well present a chapter on crimes and thelr
punishment, or those providing o code of
procedura in eivil cases, to & vote of the whole
people.  If prohibition is not o legitimate
subject of legislation it cannot be made so by
consiitutional provisipn, and if it be such
subject, no force can be added to the law by
making it o part of the constitution.

Kanzas was not content with ihe pussage
of a mere prohibitory statute, but muat have
the prineiple engrafted upon her fundamen-

in the manner of doing.it, failed and has now
fallen back upon statutory prohibition; which
is, a8 before suggested, much less ohjection-
able than the organic form, &s itis more easily
disposed of by repeal; when no longer sup-
ported by the moral consciousness of the eit-
izens of the State; and when no longer
tolerable.

-No attempt hes ever been made in Missouri
to pass a prohibitory statute; but the efforts
of the friends of the movement have for some
years past been directed to securing a pro-
hibitory amendment to the constitution of the
Htate. w

The guestion of incorporating prohibition
into their organiclawhas lately been submitted
by their legislaiures, to the people of Indiana,
Ohio &nd North Carolina, and voted down,
ani efforta are being made to have it sub-
mitted again in those States as well as in sev-
eral others.

The N¥ew York Assembly has just voted
down such s messure, by & very emall vote,

Voting the messure down at the polls does
not satisly ita friends. They become only the

tal lsw, which was done in 1881, and the. more clamorouns for another submission—and
necessary legislation bad to ewtry it into effect the public mind is kept io 4 state of very un-
on paper; and since the first of Blay of that desirable agitation, and worst of all, legiti-
yesr, this development of prohibition has mate agencies for the prometion of temper-
been on trial in that state, with what success ance arc abandoned, wholly or partially, for
or lack of smccesy is s matler of general people say “wlywork for the temperance cause
notoriety. Knansas is the only state that has when we are to have prohibition so that no
made prohibitien s purt of its organic law,jone cam get liguor. People will then be
and Kuaness is tired enough of it to change it|obligad to live temperately and we can save
if it could be done by a mere act of her leg- | our time, labor and meney.’’ Of course they
islature instead of by the acts of two legisla-|learn better under prohibition, bhut in the
tures and a popular vote on the question, .As|meantime the usual legitimate and effective
before stated, Iowa tried it but by bungling . temperance agencles ave suspended.

e
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PROBIBITION 18 IN YIOLATION OF THE RESERVED
RIGHTS OF THE OITIZEN.

All objections to that class of legislation,
which seeks by legal enactment to prevent the
manufacture and sale of intoxicsting liguor,”
and which has come to be universally de-
scribed by the comprehensive term, © prohibi-

The State is a voluntary sggregation of men
politically nssociated for the single purpose
;of mutual protection, and so long as it
confines its action to this olject, there is

tion." may be presenterl under three general | unanimous agreement between its merbers,
heads : and its strength is equal to the entire strength
of all ita members.  But let the State sssume

Ist. IT 13 IN VIOLATION OF THE RESERVED |8y other function, and disagreement immedi-

‘utely ensues, snd the more duties it has
tmposed upon it, the greater the dissenting
minority becomes, and the greater the dis-
satisfaction. Besides, the State’s power to
perform its legitimate functions is lessened hy
this divicion of duties, that power is given to
non-gssentials which shoild go to the proper
performance of the essential.

RIGHTS OF THE CITIZEN.

2p. It 15 NOT SANCTIOKED EY THE TEACH-
1¥G8 OF THE BiBLE.

3o, IT '13 IMPRACTICABLE AND DELUSIVE,
AS A TEMPERANCE EXPEDIENT. |
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The whoie power and duty of a State, of
this [Fnion, is to prevent the aggressions of
individuals on the rights of each other. To
provide the means and appliances of govern-
ment, aond to contribute its quota towards
the protection of the Nation from its foreign
enemies. .

All restraints or limitations imposed by
law, npon the natural rights of the citizen
must be clearly referable to the legitimate
exercise of some of these powers, and to a
necessary performance of this duty. All
laws which assume to interfere in the mere
mora! conduct of man, or with the materinl
interests of the commuuity, are based on
principles that are thoroughly unsound, as
tending to the paternal, centralized form of
government, and to the multiplicetion of
offices, and the creation of boards which in-
terfere with the rights of the citizen and burden
him with unwelcome taxes, Such lawstamper
with the maoral freedom and personul rights of
the individual, and tyrannize over the minutis

of his daily life, in the attempt to mould him

by legislation into vittue. They are the ex-
pression of the ignorant fervor of those who
Lave vastly more power than experience;
whose zeal i3 not secording to knowledge,
and whoss sympathies for the fraitties and sclf-
imposed ills of the weak are not gualitisd by
any vonsiderations for the righta which the
strong and the weak alike possess.

Those who would extend the functions of
the State beyond the primary duties bere de-
flned, buse their demands upon the assnmption
that **it is the duty of tle State to emacl all
such laws a8 will promote the general welfare
of the people.’” This iz the door through
which have entersd nearly all the legislative
ills which have ever affiicted mankind, Rivers
of human blood have been made to flowin
aceordance with laws that were prolessedly
framed for the promotion of '* the public wel-
fare.”” Millions of lives have becn violently
taken under the same sanction. Martyrs of
the truth have been burned st the steke in
almosat every country in vindication of such
laws. The prisons of every land have been

crowded for ages with persons unjostly in-

carcerated by their authority. Who can
estimate the aoguish, the heartbrenks, the
vast total of buman suffering entailed on the
children of men in the name of laws pro-
mulgated ‘‘for the welfare of the people?”
Chorchmen have hurned Sectaries, aod been
in turn borned Ly them, and both have
burned thousands of their own faith; chains,
whippings and banishments have been visited
on other thonsunds of every faith, all in the
name of fawa made ‘f for the welfare of the
people.””

We no longer hang, burn or imprison people
for the * glory of God,” but we place them
under legal restrictions and limitstious, and

still dog and sometimes imprison them, and
in many ways hamper and harass them, all for
their own and the * general wellare of
the people.”™”

Most of pur burdens are imposed under the
ssime specious Dretense.  We are overrun
witll officers, federal, state and municipal,
three out of every four of whom are for the
purpose of carrying out paternal regnlations
established ** for the welfare of the people,’”
nnd none of which are of resl advantage to
those for and on hehalf of whom they were
professedly provided, and who are called on,
with great regularity, to bear the burdens of
their smpport. We have boards for this and
for that, offlecers of this and of that; we
have this and that ** institution ™ established
by law ** for the welfare of the people,’” and
wost of which could be dispensed with, to the
immediate and lasting benefit of all concerned.

The fact is, we have altogether too much
law, and especially have we an immense mass
of the character indicated, all of which ought
to he swept off the statute books ' for the
welfure of Lhe people.™

We ghall have to come to It sooner or later,
aml the soouer the hetter. The State and ita
wunicipalities will then be confined to the
duties of preserving order and administering
jostice, and the people, relieved of many bur-
dens which they are now obliged to bhear in
the name of the law, will be left free o look
after and take carc of their own welfare.
The number of oflices will be largely reduced,
and the oppornitunities for and incentives to
peculation and public plunder will be corre-
spondingly diminished, =0 that we may then
hope to see the strenm of corruplion, which is
now 8o threatening, dricd up becsuse of the
endless faiture of is fountains,

Of all the laws growing out of this sssumed
paternel relation of the State to its citizens,
none are 8o ohmoxious as those which attempt
to supervise the morals and dircet the per-
sonal habits of the people, because they make
a direct assault upon the inalienable rights
of personal liberty, which are so much dearer
to every freeman than are those pertaining
werely to property. And, whether limiting
the cost of u dinoer, preseribing the cut of ‘&
coal, or prohibiting the nee of certain articles
of food and drink, such laws are alike nn-
warranted in the very constitution and nature
of man's relation to his fellow-mwan, aud are
impertinent, offensive, and tyrannical in fact.

A law which compels you to drain a filthy
poud under the direction of the Board of
Health, is tolerable, because you can see that
nol, only your neighbor’s health, hut your own
also may be really jeopardized by the vicinity
of the impure water ; and the law which com-
pels you to coatribute of your substance
towards the support of a hospital may be
submitted to, becanse it appeals to the chari-
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table instincts of the heart. But when the
attempt is made to deprive you of certain
articles of food, or drink, under the specious
pretense that it is necessary to do go in order
to prevent your neighbor, if you please, from
injuring bis health by indulging to excess in
such food or drinl, you feel that any such
attempt ie an unwarrantable infringl:ment of
your personal rights, an unbearable abridgment
of your personal liberty, and is not justified in
the least, by the reasons given for the act, You
at once rebel, and demand that no such
method be adopted of visiting upon you the
effectaof your neighbor’s lack of self-control, or
of protecting hiim from the effests of his self-
indulgence ; you insist that he alone should be
punished for his acts; you will not admit the

logic of going without your heefsteak to pre--

veufofyout‘ neéighbor from haviog a sutfeit;
nor of being deprived of your glass of heer to
prevent his filling himself to overflowing
with bad whisky. You insist that there
would be a8 much resson in stopping the sale
of gunpowder to prevent some one from
shooting himsell; or that of rope to prevent
some one else from hanging himself. The
probibitionlst will say that the man who drinks
whisky ia very much more likely to hurt him-
self thereby than the man who carries guo-
powder or atope is to hurt himself with either ;
but the reply is, that neitber the gunpowder

uor the rope, should be sold to the man who!

has shown suicidal tendencies, and that he
who is likely to hurt himsett with diink should
not be sllowed topurchase it, and that neither
the State nor auy other power can legitimately
interfere to prevent the purchase, by any one
else, of either the gunpowder, the rope, or the
tood or liquor.

There is, in enacting statutes which have
fur their only sanetion the general welfare of
the people, the twofold diffculty of first
determining whether—in the opinion of the
majoriity—iley really are for the general
welfare, and then of fixing upon forms that
will be most beneficial,

The legislatnre must first conclude whether

such & Iaw, upon s given subject, will he for
the general good, and then they must fix
upon the form in which it will best meet the
object.

The first and most serious of these difficul-
ties is never encountered in the passage of
laws which are eclearly within the legitimate
domain of legislation. There is never any
question whether there should be lawe against
murider, theft, or other crimes; nor whether
courts of justice should be established and
governed by law, but when messures are

presented In a legislative body proposing to'

declare that a crime which iz not naturally a
crime, and to punish it ss such, or to estab-
lish, for instance, State svpervision of any
private husiness, or State control of the

. private habits of citizens, they are often met
by the considerate negative of 1he majority
and at once receive their merited quietus;
and if favorably entertained and passed, it is
‘always against the earnest protest of a large
and inteligent minority. To brief, laws that
are for the veal welfare of the people, and
which grow out of the natural order of things,
meet with opposition only as to form; while
those that are outside of that order encounter
apposition as to substance, more even than to
form, The former Larmonize with men’s
sense of justice, whilst the latter violate it.

- It ie true that there are many persons—
lawyere incladed—who believe that the people
may through their legislnture enact any law
which will not conflict with the constitution
of the State or of the United States, or with
any law of congress. In other words, that
there are no subjects or matters that may not
be legisiated upon, and the dicta of many of
our courts tend to support that view. So
fearful are they of seeming to curtail the
powers of the representative department,
that they have erred in the other direction,
by eonceding to it powers, which, in the
nature of things, it cannot possess.

Htate comstitutions confer no powers upom
legislutures; they are limitaiions upon the
powers of such bodies. Outside of consti-
tutions, Siate legislatures muy enact laws
upon any matter pertaining to the primary
objects of government as herein deflned.
Eut when they assume to legislate outzide of
the seope of those fundamental powers, their
acty have neither the vitality oor the moral
foree of law, but are simply usurpations
under the forms of law. They may conform
to the letter of State constitutions, but they
violate that higher constitution ‘‘the natural
order of things,"’ and asesil and trample under
foot the snered personal rights of the citizen.
Can the infelligent reader fail to see that all
ensctments techinically koown as ‘**prohibi-
tory,"” constitutional or statutory, clestly
belong to the class bere denounced as usurp-
ations.

Extensive rcligious combinations bave been
‘formed throughout the country with the ob-
'ject of sccuring the enactment of prohibitory
lawe, and of perpetunting and rendering more
stringent the Sunday laws. Such combina-
tione are full of dsnger to the religious rights
of the people, for by their insidous encroach-
ments they tend to undermine and destroy
thosa constitutional safegnards which are the
true gnarantees of clvil and religious liberty.
Religicus intolerance ia the most tyrannical of
all depotisme, and the most powerful. Al
religious depotism commences by combina-
ition and influence, and when that influence
begins to operate upon the politieal institu-
tions of the country, the eivil power scon
bends under it, and the catastrophe of other
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nsations furpishes an awful warning of the
consequences,”

In their misdirected zeal, those religionists
who seek by means of political combinations,
to secure the enactment of laws to make men
temperate and moral, are sowing the wind,
and let us be careful that the whole country
does not reap the whirlwind.

As an illustration of the spirit and pur-
poses of these organizations, a news paragraph
is presented, which was cut from the Glebe-
Demaocrat, published the same day the text
was written:

WANKT THE CONSTITOTIOR CHANGED.

**PHILADELPHIA, Pa., March 14,—The Na-
tional Reform Aseociation to-day announced
& Convention to begin in this city on the
evening of March 24, and to conlinue the
next day, for the purpose of discussing the
principles and sims of the natiooal reform
movement. The call says the movement
‘“‘geeks to strengthen the Christian elements
in our national life, as the Christian Sabbath
and marriage laws, and the Bible in the
public schools. It oppores carrying mails on
the Lord’s day, which has been » fruilful
parcnt of nearly all onr public Sabbath des-;
ecration, polygamy and easy divorces now

common, and Heense liguor traffic in any:

form. The object of the movement is 1o
secure an amendment to the Constitution
tecognizing Christisn laws ay the fundamental
law of the land.'”

There are Christinn elements in our soeial
life, but none in * our national life.** The
infidel and the Jew have s much claim to the
protection of our lawa as has the Christian.
This is not a Christian land. It is o land of
religious freedom, and the aspiration of every
lover of liberty is that it may long remain
such, despite the *‘ National Reform Associa-
tion,” and all similar politico-religivus organ-
mstwns

The same paper contains an editorial pare-
graph,deseribing the dilernma ofa distinguished
Missouri Congr o, who had “‘obj
the receipt, by the House, of spme resolutions
passed by a Methodist Conference, in favorof
the restriction of the liguor trafie in the
Distriet of Columbia.’" The objection was
made, b aa the Congr put it,
**the conference has no business to instruct
Congress.” The paper then informs ug that
“the Methodist brethren are represented to be
organizing for the Congressman’s suppression
at the first opportunity.’” Like & true states-
man, he denied the right of this powerfnl
religious organization to instruct Congress on
any matter, much less one upon which they
held peculiar views-—not shared in by the
greal mass of the people —and because he did
this fearlessly, he is to be ‘‘suppresged.” Every
reader has seen many similac paragraphs,

Little notice is taken of the action of such

-

ted 1o

organizations, but let the brewers or distillers
make the least movement towards defending
their business from the nesaulte of such organ-
izations, and immediately a how! goes up that
“our liberties are menaced by the combination
of the whieky interest for political purposes.”
Under such cireumstances, it is useless to point
to the fact that no convention or meeting of
brewers, or of lignor men, has ever passed, or
for s momententertained any propokition look-
ing to any sort of interference with any one
elae’s Tighta. It is enough to awaken the vigi-

‘lance of all these politico-religions watchmen

over the morals of others, that the representa-
tives of the ligoor intereat meet at all, and
diseuss the best metheds of protecting their
interests, though never a word be said about
polities. My deliberate opinion is that there is
vagtly more danger to our liberties from a
single meeting of political preachers than
from sll the meetings cver held by the brew-
ers and others interested in the liquor traffic
combined.

TJoder our form of government, where the
constitution is based on universal sufirage,
the restraints of law owe all their force to
ipublic opinion. No statute, whether right or

sfo;\\-runu, can be enforced against an arherse

public sentiment, and conversely any statute,
whether right or wronz, will be obeyed so
long as it remaine the cotrect exponent of &
nenrly unanimous publie opinlon. Nor can
any force be added to a statute by the im-
position of severe penalties, for only while the
law remains the frne representative of pubiic
opinion will the penaities be enforced, and
then net becanse they belong to the law, but
because they are the mesos provided by
which public opinion visits it condemnation
upon the vielwtors of the law, so that when
the statute ceases to represent public opinion,
the penelty of its violation will no longer
be enforced, with any certainty.

Luws that legitimately grow out of the
strueture of society, that is to say, all such
laws as have for their ohjeet the protection of
the citizen, in bis ¢ivil rights, his person and
property, and which tend to the due adminis-
tration of justice, are always sustained by
public opinion ; it may be divided, and may
wholly chavge as to the were form of such
Iaws, batits anpport of their substance is con-
stant and unchangeable, For instance : public
opinion ypay be divided, or it may clhange
upon the guestion of the proper form of the
lawand the penalty denounced againstlarceny ;
but it will constantly maintain that Iarceny
is a crime, and insist on its punishment by
some form of law. But laws which do not
grow cut of the primary duty of the State to
soviety in its structural needs, but which
originate in some of the moods of a changeful
publie opinion, exist in substance only so long
as the mood of public opinion lasts in which



