
From the South 

Prohibition to be Tightened Up 
(By O u r Correspondent) 

L A S T week top-level official 
conferences were held at 

Kurnool and Madras to consider 
problems relating to the working 
of prohibition in Andhra and M a d 
ras States. 

The (Government of the compo
site Madras State was probably the 
first to introduce State-wide prohi
bition six years ago. Despite cri
ticisms that its implementation was 
ineffective and the gibe of its op
ponents that " i l l ici t distillation has 
become a flourishing cottage indus
try '', the State Government stuck 
to the policy; now after partition, 
the Governments of the resultant 
States are equally determined to 
adhere to it. 

Prohibition is in force in Bombay 
as in Madras; but between the two 
States, there is this somewhat strik
ing difference that while the oppos
ing forces in the former are well 
organised and vocal, in the latter 
they arc far less so. In fact, pub
lic expressions of disapproval are 
extremely infrequent here. 

When Andhra was separated, 
landom statements were made, by 
some politicians that the new State 
might have to reconsider the policy 
of prohibition, in view of its ad
mittedly weak financial position. 
So far, however, far from display
ing any inclination to abandon it . 
spokesmen of the two Governments 
have publicly committed themselves 
to the continued and undeviating 
pursuit of the policy. Their view
point has been that there is noth
ing wrong with the policy itself. 
What is objectionable is its lax 
implementation. This, to a large 
extent, represents the correct posi
tion. And granting that, prohibi
tion is a desirable and beneficial 
policy, designed to serve the best 
interests of the poorer sections of 
the population, w h a t becomes 
necessary is that loopholes in its 
enforcement should be plugged, so 
that violation of the law might be
come progressively less unprofitable 
to those wilfully indulging in i t . 

T w o arguments against prohi
bition are familiar to all and are 
constantly advanced to support its 
abolition. The first is that men 
cannot be made moral by legisla

tion, and the second that it is un
wise to permit the loss of revenue 
through prohibition, when ill icit 
distillation enables persons who 
want to drink to procure the liquor 
they want by diverse means. 

It is fairly clear that persons 
addicted to drink cannot be induc
ed to resist the temptation to drink 
when they have possibilities of get-
ling liquor. legally or illegally. 
Nevertheless, the issue is whether a 
reform, the potential and even the 
actual benefits of which are on the 
whole so welcome, should be given 
up merely because some anti-social 
elements arc out to defeat the pur
poses of the reform by indulging in 
the illicit manufacture and con
sumption of liquor. The clinching 
counter-argument is that while the 
present generation of addicts may 
find it difficult to reconcile itself to 
the. reform, the coming generations 
at least wil l escape the temptation 
of a drink. 

Again, the argument about the 
prevalence of illicit distillation and 
illicit drinking has to be consider
ed against the wholly welcome and 
gratifying tact that, in the last six 
years, a large number of poor 
families in rural areas have grown 
out of a condition of economic de
gradation and domestic unhappi-
ness, because the addicts in these 
families could not get liquor when
ever they wanted. Domestic and 
street brawls have diminished in 
most villages, and wage-earners are 
utilising the money saved on liquor 
to secure better food and other 
needs. Even if this be true only 
of a proportion of villages and fami
lies in the State, it is an argument 
not against, but in favour of, the 
scheme of prohibition. 

Those who favour prohibition 
have, doubtless to answer the prac
tical question: Can these defects 
and shortcomings be effectively 
remedied? The answer is that they 
can be wi th the passage of time 
and w i t h increasing awareness 
among the public that prohibition 
has come to stay. An important 
factor that keeps hope alive among 
i l l ic i t manufacturers of liquor is to 
be traced to the doubt periodically 
expressed by public men and others 
about the continuance of prohibi

tion. So long as sceptical elements 
like these persist, prohibition w i l l be 
regarded only as an experiment to 
be rescinded at some time, and its 
success wi l l be correspondingly 
retarded, 

Propaganda for prohibition, which 
is absolutely essential, is carried on 
by tire official agency in a hap
hazard manner, while non-official 
efforts in that direction are often 
marked by a lack of enthusiasm 
which renders them unconvincing. 
A systematic campaign in favour of 
prohibition is needed, wi th due 
emphasis on the benefits derived 
by those who have given up drink. 
What is indicated is not mere tem
perance propaganda, which is any
way out of place in a scheme of 
total prohibition, but an all-out 
campaign against the drink habit 
and its evils. 

The objection based on loss of 
revenue does- seem really formid
able; and it would appear that 
when both the Madras and Andhra 

November 28,1953 

1318 



states are looking for means to in
crease their revenue, it is inexpe
dient, if nothing worse, for them to 
lose an obvious and frui tful source 
of income like excise. Why this is 
being deliberately done, is, there
fore, a legitimate question. 

The reply to it is that income 
from excise is essentially derived 
from trading in people's vice and 
that the loss so far as these States 
are concerned, has already been 
more than made good by the steady 
expansion dur ing the last few years 
of die income from sales tax. In 
any case, the loss of excise revenue 
is not technically to be reckoned 
as such, since the Directive Prin
ciples of State Policy, incorporated 
in the Constitution, impose on 
State Governments the obligation 
to enforce prohibition. Repeal of 
prohibition, particularly after it 
has been in force in these States 
for nearly half a dozen years, would 
amount to a deliberate refusal to 
honour constitutional directives. 

Actually what is basically wrong 
w i t h prohibition is, as has already 
been indicated, a certain amount ol 
laxity in its enforcement, which 
steins from ( 1 ) obstruction on the 
part of certain influential persons 
who are addicts and who do not 
want to give up dr ink; and (2) 
reluctance on the part of villagers 
to inform the police about illicit dis
t i l lation activities in their areas and 
partly also the susceptibility of the 
police and the enforcement stall to 
corruption in detecting crime. 
Public co-operation is the best 
guarantee for the success of a re
form like prohibit ion, but human 
nature being what it is, public 
support for prohibition is condi
tioned by personal views and att i
tudes towards drinking. 

Further, the system of issuing 
liquor permits to certain persons, on 
the ground that they have long 
been accustomed to drink and that 
their health would suffer if they d id 
not have their daily peg, is liable 
to abuse. It has a demoralising 
effect on the enforcement staff and 
sets a bad example to those who 
cannot secure permits. Medical 
grounds, which facilitate t h e 
wangling of permits and the side
tracking of prohibition rules, re-
quire careful scrutiny before being 
accepted as valid for the purpose. 

Prohibition enforcement, in the 
face of various adverse forces, is a 
difficult job, and when crimes con
tinue to be committed, they con-

stitute an argument for scrapping 
the scheme. It is a vicious circle, 
but it has to be broken if the 
scheme is to be deemed a success. 
From this angle, recent pronounce
ments by the Chief Ministers and 
Prohibition Ministers of Andhra 
and Madras States that they are 

determined to tighten up enforce
ment measures are to be welcom
ed. If prohibition is to remain the 
States' policy it must be strictly ad
ministered and enforced. If it can
not be so enforced, it w i l l only pro
vide ammunition to opponents of 
the policy to assail i t . 
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