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credence to by saine ef the înost reputable journals. The
case, as now alleged-we eînphasize the word-to have
heen explained in a letter alleged to hiave Iieeii xritten by
Judge Burnette, who is alleged to have been the presiding
judge at the tria, was simiply that of al mani who, liaving a
deadly grudge against another, infiuenced the mmid of a
third person, who is turther alleged by other journal,, to have
been weak-minded, madle this third person believe that
lus lite was in danger, and successfully instigated hiîïu to kili
the enerny. The actual kilier xvas acquitted onr the ground
of seif-defence, and the instigaâtor wvas sentenced for murder.
Judge Burnette, it is alleged, says that no defence xvas offer-
ed or thoughit of on tire ground of hypnotic influence; that
the only allusion te it wvas al passing remnark by one of the
counsel that "we miighit ainîost say that Gray possessed al
hypnotic influence over McDonald." Vie are sorry to hiave
been lhoaxed into serieusly discussing the csbtwe a

plenty of good conîpany in ouir credulity. And, after ail,
there was al verisimilitude about the report, xvhich torms a
pretty poil excuse, seeing that not onily i.s Texas al land of
startiing innovations, but that the question of bypnotic influ-
ence is assuîning a proîninence whicb nîiay, it is niot unlikeiy,
lead, seoner air later, te its being seriousiy pleaded in court
as al pailiation of crime.

The~ Liquor TraÊbei.

~1Ecannot agtree with those who say that the recent coin-
~'mission on the Liquor Trafflc was a mcre waste of

time andti oney. Undoubtedly it bas cost a good deal ; but
we cannot accept the theory that it was a mere device by
which Parirment escaped from the responsibiiity of legisiat-
ing on the liquor traffic. If inembers of Parlianient were
a.sked to pass a mneasure prohibiting the manufacture and
sale of aicolioiic liquors, except for certain purposes, mnost of
thein indeed, ail who were îîot miere fanatics-could very
properly niake answer iliat they liad not sutficient informa-
tion ta) enable themn to judge of the expediency of suchu a
unea.sure. It is quite easy to dogmnatîze on suclu subjects, onr
either side ; but reasonable men do îuot dogniatize; they do
their best to ascertain facts, to investigate principles, and to
find out what is practicaily the best course to adopt.

On certain points there is no (lifference of opinion, or -as
goo(1 as none. For example, ne one can deny that an imn-
menise imount et înisery resuits froru the excessive use of
alcohio]ic liquors. ht is possible that even here we niake mis-
takes. [un manv cases in which we judge that nmen are bad
hecause tlîey drink in excess, it is probable that they drink
in excess because they are bad, Stili, there can be no doubt
that muchi mischief has been done, especially among the
poorer classes, by intemperance. Nor caîu it easily be de-
nied that the social habits of our forefathers were such as
were bardly worthy either of Christians or of reasonable
creatures. Happily those days are gone by. A man who is
drunk would ne longer be compared to Ila lord," but rather
te Il a beast " ; and if this is not quite justice to thje beast, it
is a kind of testimonial to the Lord and to the Upper Ten.

Even the most pronounced Teetotalier will liardly deny
that teînperance has mnade great strides (luring the last fif ty or
sixtyyears, and that, among the educated classes, drunkenness
is a thing se exceptional that it is seldom to be met witb.
Even amiong the labouring classes it is far froin cominon. If
this is the case, it would seemi net unreasonable to hope that
the process might be continued until public opinion was se
educated that intemperance would be practically unknown.

But bere we are met by a new contention. It used te
be said that total abstinence wa.s the only remedy for drunk-
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enness; furtber, that preventien xvas better than cure; anud,
thirdly, that it mnighit be the duty of men who had neyer
drunk in excess, and who were iniran danger of diniingtl( ill
excess, te beceine total abstainers for the sake of others ; andi

sucli uiriumnts pre-vailedlwitlidifl'ereiitclass,ý.es, of nn B3ut
neov we are told that net merely the excessive use cf alco-
bolis niscbievous, but that itis net lawful for a Christiau
te use alcohol at ail. Let it dhen, be clearly understood tliat
prohibition rests upoli this theory. It xvould hardiy lie
seriously proposed te stop the manufacture and1 sale of il
tlîing whicli was a lcgitiînate product of humian industry, id
nigh-lt lawfully be used by humau beings.

Are we prepareci to accept these conclusions ?Are xve,
prepared te declare that it is wreng te use alcoiuolic bever-
ages in ariy (legree? Xe cannet say tiîat we are. Thme uit-
terances of miedical science are extremnely uncertain oui this
subject. Semime recent statistics, if they are te be truste(],
would seemn to pr-ove that the muederate use ef alcohiol, seifl
froni l)eing injurious te health, is an aiui te lomîgex ity. if
this i', the case, it seemns rather liard that hundreds and1

tbeîusands cf mien wvlo are quite capabile ef exercising self-
control, and who actually do exercise it, sbculd be dlepriViv"
cf sane cf the coiniorts cf lite for the sake cf the sii 1 '

number wbo cannot control their appetites.

But there is another aspect cf the subject. Suppcsiiig1
that temnperate moin should agree te submnit te sucbi limita-
tien cf their liberty as would cut themn off fromn the use Ot
wvune and beer, would sncb limitation be for the good et th'
commonwealth ? Ilere is a miost serious question. Vie dorr't
mean that it is the only one. The consideratiens already ad-

duced are net unworthy of notice ; and it may be that a
mna,îrity et reflecting men will refuse te consider this last

question. Thiat is nlot nierely conceivable, but is a tact be-
yoîud dispute. Vie may, however, fer a moment tomn our at-

tention to thue question cf prohibition : and, as we have
said, it is a very difficuit one. On this poinît the conclusions
cf the cemumissioners are cf real interest and value. Of the

five mreniluers et the commission, Sir Joseph Hickinan, Judge
McDonaid, Mr Gi.rault, Mr. E. F. Clarke, and Dr. MNcLeed,

two hiad evidently made up their mmnd frein the beginning, the

one on the side et prohibitionu, and the other against it. Beah
cf these cndeaveumed, threugliuuu the xvbole enqniry, te bring
ont every tluing that weuld tell on the side they espoused. W
are iret condemning this method. Vie are peintrlng te ta
an evidence that everythingwas brougbt eut that could be eli-
cited. The other three sbcwed nopartiality, but simniply al desim'e
to get attlue tacts. Indeed,there is saime reasen te believe th't
one inmportanut member et the commission began bis 'work
witu a feeling in faveur cf prehibition, and ended by decid»
ing against. Four eut et the five sigmîed the report, declaring
their inability te agree with those wlîe regarded the nubfl0 -
facture cf alcoheiic beverages as a sin, and unoreever pro-
neuncing against prebibitien as partaking tee inuch et the
character et ceercive legislatien, anti as being incapable et
being entorced.

This seeîns new te be quite established that wbilst
legisiatures iuîay pass acts fer the prehibition et the sale et
liquor, ne adninistration can affectually enferce sucli a la"';
and neot only se, but that the attempt te de se produces e
varîety et evils ne less serions tlmaîî the evil et drunkeflnes
wluiclî prohibition is intended te prevent. The nuinoritY re-
port is very muchi what miight bave been expected. The
gentlemuan xvho signis it flnds that the tacts celiected are ifr,
faveur et prohibitien. H1e began bis inquiries with the fimmn
determinatom that tluis result should be reached . and 'le
reached it without anry difficulty. ' We are where we were.
But we bave learined semething. Pembaps tbe inettO>e,
tina lente, bas been entorced. Better te bear these eils tbet
we have tluan fly te others tbat xve know net etf-especally
xvhemî these latter would be et our ewn making, and the
ethers bave, se te speak, ceme to us.


