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THE ABSTAINER.

PROFESSOR LAYCOCK REFUTED.
GREAT MAINRLAWMEERTINGIN EDINBUNRGH
Address by Dr. F. R, Lees, I, S. A.

I propose first, to point out some fullacies
of fact; second, some fallacies of comparison
third, some fallacies of general theory ; and,
lastly, somne fatal concessions. «

1. Farracies or Fact.—In an argument,
averything depends on the right statng of 2
ropodition. What s this Mame-law 2 What
13 the object of this Alliance ? What is 1he
meaning of the procedure advocated by ns,
and denominated in the lecture * lenal suasi.
on? lhave to show you that not it, but
something clse, has been reully attacked.
Turn 1o the second article of the constitution
of the Alliance, and you will find that its pri-
mary objector asserts enlightened public opi-
nion.” Yet the objector assertsthat we ave
seeking to impose our opinious upoa the pub.
lic by act of parliament ! Ilc says:—L'hey
have, in fact, determined that all men should
be forced to yicld submission to their opinion,
which is, that the use of alcoholic drinksis in.
jurious, and ouuht not to be permitted.” Our
answer is that of history, and of the atticle al-
ready quoted  Tho act of parliament ultima-
tely desired, is to bo—like the Maine-law—an
expression of the public conscience, and the
Eu lie will ; and until the public sentiment
as been created, we have no desiroe to ask
anything of parhament; we want you—tho
people—to ask the legislature 10 represent
your will. It bas been said by afriendly pa-
per—ihe Journal of the Scottish Temperance
League—that in demanding too much of the
lepislature, we may lose all. But this is a
mistake; we demand full discussion of the
people—~nothing of parliament ; and what
sense would there be ir appearing befcra the
public with this proposition :—* We want to
discuss half the truth, and to talk about half
the evils of this liquor-traffic ?” People say
we shall nover pet a Maine-law. Very.well, 1
reply, but why treat ug with intolerance be-
cause we advocate it? Ifcoercion is to be
ostponed for ever—why fret and fume at it ?
ven.the Scotsman might be gentle in relati-
on to a question of 8o purcly a theoretical and
impractical a kind ! But we gather hope even
from our cnemies. Their fear evidently is,
that it will come too soon 3 they do not treat
the law as a phantom, for they know it has
come elsewhere ; they feel that they ave deal-
ing with an indefensible traffie, and that we
bave the lever in our own hands which shalt
ultimately overturn it. The objector misstat-
cd the law and the Alliance, when he repre-
sented the object to be the absolute suppres-
sion of the use of strong drink.

The sccond article thus goes on—# To
procure the total and immediate legislative
suppression of the TRAFFIC in all intoxicat-
ing liquors as beverages. They sousht to
deal with the public traflic, not "the private
ase: a distinction already patent in British
law. Private betting was allowed ; public
betting-houses were suppressed. Private
brewing was possible to all, but the brewers
of beer for sale, required a license. The Al-
liance claimed the benefit of that destinction ;
for they asked to send no policersen into the
private house. We ask for fotal abolition of
the traffic, because the evil itself is total. 1
do not care whether you callit dramshop or
beershop, the evil is equally in the traffic—

auperism, demoralization,crime,result equal-
ly from one as the other—becanse the evil is
in the pecularityof the article sold, and no

where else. It is not in the hour or the day
—uot in the houss or the men—but in the
drink itself, sold where, when, and by whom-
soever you please.  Thus we are not the enc-
wies of the publican, but of that which pollu.
tes his trade—to the man as a victualler and
a host we have no objection  Nor ¢ian we be
wrong in eXpecting that this evil will be sup.
pressed so soon as the nation is convinced
that it is an incubus and a curse.

It is another mistake to suppose that we are
warring with drankenness merely It is not
the vice that entitles us 10 interfere by law,
but this vice as o nuisunce and a crime—as a
cauge of public burdens and disaster.  Touch
the overt act, says the ohjector : but wo ac-
cept the consequences as proof of the ceuse,
and remove that just as we do with other nuis-
ances  The American enactments are entit-
led, ¢ An act to prevent drunkenness, pau-
perism, and crimo® Facts show that the
traffic is the qreat tempter to, and promoter
ofdrinking. Pauperis and crime,aro streams
fiom that fountain, and thercfors we would
dry up that fountain in order to stop thoso
bitter streams.

Another misstatement is expressed in the
following words: *‘They argue that the
source of the vice is in the thing (drink), and
not in the desire forit.> On ‘the contrary,
wao say that the evil is both in the evil effect,
and in the evil causo of that effect. Undoub:-
¢dly, the desire for strong drink is abnormal
and bad, but how can the desire be its own
source 2 Is this philosophy ? We say, sir,
(but then Tonly speak as ‘the exponent of
common sense,) that the use of strong drink
tends to create the evil desive for it, and that
the tree is bad because the fruit is bad ; clear.
ly, the objector has made a false distinction :
for it is the use of the thing whichereates the
effect—the desire for it;—and hence the
sale of drink must he placed on an altogether
different footing to the sale of bread and oth-
or necessaries, the use of which allay instead
of increasiny appetite  Another inaccuracy
18 the statewment, that if one day of prohibition
calls up special eviis—defective police, spies,
informers, &e.—seven days will do much more
of the same kind. Now I say the fuct is not
so0; for wherever aMlaine.law bas besn brought
into operation, the people nved only about
one-third of the police formerly required That
18 & fact, but then § suppose the ohjector will
tell you that he deals only with principles! 1
care not: for if the principle be true, it must
have true conclusions : and when the results
are not like the theory, the theory must be
false. He may agree with the Frenchman
who said of the fucts that did'nt agree with
bis theory—¢ So much the worss for the
facts 1"—but you will agree with me, I think,
and say—* So much the worse for the the-
ory.” The Maine-law dispenses with infor-
wers, for cvery drunken man informs upon
himself and the person who sold him drink
—while it removes the great instrument of
evasion by destroying the liquor itself.

The objecter says, # that the public advoca-
cy of such a law, is an ominous warning to
every lover of country, and of civil and reli-
gious liberty,” alleging, “ that our Transatlan-
{tic brethren are already on the verge of a
fearful social catastrophe.” 1 hope itis true,
simand that North and South will no longer
agreo to uphold slavery ; but what is there by
way of warning to be gat out of the fact of
American slavery, as against a Maine-law ?
The pro-slavery men are almost toa man, the
pro-rum parly ;-and vice versa, the probibiti-

l

onists are abolitionists. ‘I'he traflic s the
friend of slavery of every kind: the iaveles.
ate foe of true liberty,

The coneluding passage of the lecture is
crowded with false contrasts, 1 will ke a
few, and rapidly comment on them. The ob.
jector says :~—* You have lately had an op.

ortunity of hearing whatlegal suasion means
et ug compare the two.”  Certainly, let us
compare the two. The advocates of moral
suasion rely upon apolied truth, the enhight.
ened schoolmaster and the minister””  So to
we—and on somet!ing clse besides  So does
the objector. As a physician, he relies upon
a theory of medicine for the cuve of discuse—
but he applies the truth in the shape of drugs
to the patient, nevertheless. ¢ Honesty 13
the best posiey,” soys moral suasion. What
then 2 Ilave you no magistratesantl police
to look after those who do not believe in wo-
ral suasion 7 No doubt it would be best i we
had no dishonest men, but having them, are
we to bave no bailies? When peoplo con-
trasted law with moral suasion, they sunply
talkud nonsense. Just law is the ezpression
of truth—not itg absence: and truth will ne-
ver fuil,  Law is that erystalised truth under
which nations have risen to civilisation—it is
the first and ast wisdom of history.  The man
who scorns law and calls it coercion only, 18
ignorant of the firat principles of social science,
though he may speak ez cathedra. Lawis tho
expression of moral truth aud divine necesst-
ty which go before, Ilooker held wise views
when he said, * her scat is the bosom of God,
her voice the harmony of the world, all things
in heaven and carth do her homage, the very
least ag feeling her care, the greatest_as not
exeapted from her power.”

Again, “ lepal suasion advocates the pater-
nal principle of government—theapology and
the nceessity of tyrants” That government
should protect its weak mewbers, and regard
the citizens as the chitdren ot the state, can
be no just apelogy fortyrants. Thelaw ouaht
most certainly to insist upon the brotherhood
of wan and the Fatherhood of God,  Ask the
millions who are affected by the Trafic—the
victims of drinking themselves, the abused
and beaten wives of Britain, the miserable
and neglected chitdren of such, what a Main-
law would be to them? They are the strong-
est supporters of it, for they require its pro-
tection; aud day and night thuir aspirations
and prayers ascend to Heaven for the com-
ing law: and for them the law skall come.

Again he says :~—* Legal suasion ends in
legal convictions, and the contaminating at-
mosphere of pclice courtsand prisons” Ina
sense, this is true, for, as our judges admit {¢-
gal license creaTES three fourths of the crime
which contammates and polutes alike our
streets, cousts, and prisons—while on the oth-
er hand, the atolition of such licensed nur-
series of contanunation is in fact attended
with lessened police and empty prisons.

1. Next, 1 NoTICE B80ME FALLACIES
OF cOMIARISON. One of the must extraor-
dinary of these is the pretended khistorical
parallel between the Probibitory Law now
advocated and a measure passed in 1736. The
objector says:—* The Main-law is no new
thing in thiscountry ; it has been tried before.
The  prolubition of the traffic was decided
upon, by requiring every retailer to pay £50
a year for s license to sell spirits, and 20s,
duty was laid on every gallou sold.” Of ¢course,
as 1 have myself explaned, in the Alliance
Prize Essay, such a wmeasure failed: for
“here was a prohibitory law antagonised J»-
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