
con«rlentlously support any movemen wiurh wUhave th„ effect or. property, unless \ve a. Prepared to pay full compensation.

Britth rnin^ilM """'«/V*^®
«"®^^ °' Prohibition InHrltlsh Columbia would be the Increase of taxationThe revenue at present derived from the Uquoj

hu'vi" tr»
'°'' ^unielpa, and Provincial 3

f f Hn«
P''°''"''ed from some other source, andf It does not come through the hotels. It will have

taxes and voluntary contributions toward variouswar obj'^cts. I sincerely believe that the busings

tensely The loss of one hundred and three thou-X d °onr /h
^'«"-"^«'- -'one -0"l<i haTe fo be

I iartd onto the present taxes, which are alreadyHoariiiK too far ekyward.
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Why. therefore, should we at present go in foranythlnK that would Increase our burdenf?
4. Besides. Prohibition would naturally in-

VoTtV^t "h^""'"'
"^ ''"''^ administration. iVantyou to disabuse your minde at once of the erron-eous Idea that Prohibition lessens the cost of civ?cartministration It does not. It always increases

t or you got to Increase your detective and private

. H?fnnf'h 'r'""' 'i
^°" ™^^" ^° ^"f^'-ce the reg!

u.atlons. but you do not and cannot reduce any
8 and.ng factor in the administration. YoS savthere will be less drunkards. May be but that

om.V hT^" 'T P°»^«™^". '««« magistVatee. lesscourt houses, less wardens; so In the final an-
alj.^is, 1668 drunkards always spell greater cost ofadministration, for there are less fines.

But does Prohibition mean In the aggregate
less transgressors of law and order? Statisticsprove no So here again we do not really deriveany benetit, but a serious loss.

5. There is another serious aspect of th'*

vvut^'n"
'^'^'''^ ''^.""^^ *PP**^' ^° »s as business meu.With Oregon and Washington dry—at least tem-

porarily, tor I don't believe they will remain somore than a year—and with Alberta and Saakat-
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