University of Richmond
UR Scholarship Repository

Master's Theses Student Research

Spring 1971

J. Sidney Peters and Virginia prohibition,
1916-1920

Hugh Harrington Fraser

Follow this and additional works at: http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses

Recommended Citation
Fraser, Hugh Harrington, "J. Sidney Peters and Virginia prohibition, 1916-1920" (1971). Master's Theses. Paper 320.

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Research at UR Scholarship Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of UR Scholarship Repository. For more information, please contact

scholarshiprepository@richmond.edu.


http://scholarship.richmond.edu?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F320&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F320&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/student-research?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F320&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F320&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses/320?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F320&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarshiprepository@richmond.edu

to my chuck

for her charm and patience

and
to Dr. Barry Westin

for his encouragement and guidance

ii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. PROLOGUE TO PROHIBITION seiveeencsceccoannen

IT. ENACTMENT OF VIRGINIA PROHIBITION Ceeneee

III-. JC SI]‘JIIEY PETEI{S ® 8 0 0 0 5 2 00 8 00 0 0 0t e 0 e 00 PN e

IV. THE DEPARTIENT OF PROHIBITION IN ACTION ...

V. J. SIDNEY PETERS AND THE DEPARTHENT
UNDER ATTACK: 19190 ..etiiiriiiirereeecnsnnas

VI. J. SIDNEY PETERS AT THE BARRICADES .......

VII. T}EFALL @ 0 @ 0 5 2 5 00 0660 0 00 08 088 00 s H O 20t e

VIIT. COBCLUSTIONS v eevooccocenenennennnnsanas

BIBLIOGRAPHY OF WORKS CITED

iii

@ @ ¢ a2 58 0 ¢ 00 0000 0 0838 00

1
13
19

25

41
57
64
72

78



~J. SIDMEY PETERS
AND VIRGINIA PEOHIBITION
1916-1920

CHAPT=R I
PRCLCOGUES TO PROHIBITION

When Virginians went to the polls on September 22,

W

1914, the ballot offered the alternatives: "For Statewids
Pronibition® and "Agzainst Statewide Prohibition." althoush
it was technically correct, more appropriate alternétives
would have been "For Statewide Prohibition® and "For Zetain-
ing Local Option," Local option haed been in effect since

-

1886, and meny, either through confusion or design, assumed
that a defeat would oren the entire state to the ligquor traffic.1
Virginia's prohibition referendum of 1914 was the
culmination of 2 long and well-engineered campaign, waged

by the Anti-Balcon Lezague and its preacher éllies, and
assisted by the Woman's Cnristian Temperance Union énd

similar groups. 4&n indicafion of the interest generated by

the gquestion was the size of the vote turn our, A two to

10, G, Pearson and J. Zdwin Hendricks, Liguor and
Arti-lioguor in Virzixzia, 161$-1%2¢ (Durram, w.C.: Luke
University Fress, 1%c¢?7), pp. 287-8. Hereafter cited as
Pearscn, Ligquer and anti-iicuor,...




one victory for prohib;tibn‘ﬁéme from a;total vote of
‘158,000,'compar¢a'td 73,000-1n:the 1909 gubernétdriél
election, 97,000 in the 1911 U.S. Senate race, and 135,000
in the 1912 Presidehtial race ﬁetween wilson, Taft and‘Boosevelt.Z
Passions ran high in this'election, and'mﬁch lingering |
bittefness was génerated by the charges and countercharges
hurled back and forth during the campaign, 3Such is inevitable
in deciding a question which so affects people's‘personal lives,
Throughout the caipaign the figures of James Cannon, Superin-
tendent of the Virginia Anti-Saloon League, and his lieutenants
loomzd high among the dry ranks, They directed 6ne of the
most sxillful orzanizations t6 be found in American political
histcry.3

Once the central question was answered by the voters,
it remained for the General Assembly, meeting in 1016, tov
pass enabling legislation in the form of the lapp Act to
carry out the prohibition mandate effective as of November 1,
1916. | |

This study will seek to reveal the reasons for both

the success and failure of Virginia prohivition in its early
years, Tne focus will be on the Departmeant of Prohibition and

its controversial, first commissioner, J. Sidney Peters, from

2Robert A. Hohner, "Pronibition in Virginia, 1901-16"
(unpublizhed Doctor's dissertation, Zepartment of History,
Duke University, 19265), p. 153. Hereafier cited as Hohner,
“Prohibition in Virginia, ! : :

- .
7Sees Rctert A. Hohner, "Prohibit
m of 1914," Yircinia acaz

on Comes to Virginia:
e i =)
ny, October, 19€7, DDP. 473-483.
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Vl9i6 to 1920.: These ?eéfs saw thé shift-to eithér grudging
or enthusiastic,accepﬁance of pronibition by many of its
former foes, and then a shift in increasing numbers to
disillusioned hostility, direcfed mainly against the Com-
missioner and his Derartment.

For an understanding of this experiment in legis-
lating morals,'the following historical summary 1is offered.

It may be observed and borne in mind that prohibition, when
it did come to Virginia, was a political victory rather than
a morzal conversion, and therein lay much of the problem in
making its operation a success.

As enacted in 1886 the Local Qption Law allowed a
locality to decide oy populaf vecte wnether a license should
be issued for selling liquor. It would be no longer necessary
to wait for a judge, perharvs with wunsymrpathetic viewé or
under conflicting pressures, to decide a2 salobn was "unsuit-
able” for the community. The passage of the act was halled as
a democratic soluticn to liquor evils throughout the state,
and where dry sentiment orevailsd elections brought gquick
relief, 3y 1602 twenty-threse of Virginia's one nundred counties
and there were only two or three bars

: . . b
in eleven cther countizs,

.*3

haéd nc liicensed bers, &

However, Negroes were generally wet, and in areas

where they were in the cajority, wet sentiment was especially
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strong. Although rurél areas wefe‘drying up, urbah}areas were

" not, and although an increasing number of localities voted out
liquof, the'totalinumber of selling placés.throughout the state

did not decrease., kost troubling to thinking citizens, wet or

dry, was the new condition illusﬁratéd in lLancaster County,

where seventy-five speakaaéies and blind tigers, both iliegal
drinking places, replaced the twenty-five or thirty former sa:!.oons.5i

Apart'from its mixed success, public.reaction waé
also mixed on local option, Nilitants, both wet and dry,
opposed it as a compromise with principle, but moderates
found in it a way of attacking fthe saloon without giving in
to prohibition or the ideas behind it.

Sentiment and support was growing for a general dry
law, but it would require direction and organizatiocn to
succeed, Virginia's Prcochibition Party‘never polled more than
2,500 votes in a statewide election. Its weakuess was due to
its limited platform and to the fear of splitting the white
vote, which might esnable a Hegro Republican to be elected.
Negroes were disfranchiised-in 1904 as a result of the con-
stitutional convention of 1201-2, but'by 1904 the young Vir-
ginia Anti-Saloon League was energing as a potent political
force in its own rignt, which further diminished interest in

v

the Prohibition Farty.

Tbid., po. 184-5, 187,

Ibid., p. 191

_ ; r. 191, 215, Ralph C. ricDarel, The Virginis
Constitutioral Convention orf 1G601-1C02 (3altimore: Johns Hopking




Temperance drives in earlier years by the‘WCTU,

Gbod Templars, Sons of Temperance, and the Washingtonians

had bui;t a base of dry opinion, but it fell to the new

Anti-Saloon League to seize and direct the movement to victory.
The Virginié charter of the League got off to a

modest start at Richmond on karch 12, 1901, 7They elected.

Dr., S. C. Mltchell as President and the Rev. C. H. Crawford

as Superintendent, the officer who directed the day to day

operations’of the League. Subsequent organizational efforts

often aroused hostility among local people. Crawford had

to leave . a town in 1902 after he was publicly whipped at the

Press, 1928), pp. 45-50, An article of the new constitution,
which went into effect in 1904, eniranchised only those men
who were veterans or sons of veterans of the United States

. or Confederate armed services, paid at least one dollar in
state taxes, could read, or, if illiterate, could understand
the constitution when read to them., Thus the convention
skirted violation of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments

of the U, 5. Constitution. IlicDanel revealed the effective dis-
franchisement of the iNegroes while permitting illiterate uhites
to vote through discriminate application of the "understanding
clause," Ircnically, many illiterate whites failed tc¢ register
because of pride or for fear of being turned down,

Pearson, Licuor and Anti-Liquor..., pp. 222~3,
Elsewhere, Pearson discussed the societies, their aims and
work, The Washingtonians moved in from the Lorth in 1841, Itz
members were reformed drunks and attracted little interest
anong the middle and upper classes., The Sons of Temperance,
entering from the liorth in 1844, aimed at the middle class and
sought to complement the Vashingtonians, Carpetbaggers brought
in the Good Templars in 1867, and while similar to the Sons cof
Temperance, its membership was open to liegroes.,. The loman's
Christian Temperance Union, resembling the Good Templars, estab-
lished a Virginia branch in in 1878 but at first alarmed conserva-
tive Virginians by its unladylike zeal and agressiveness., By '
1904 the WCTU was the only group of any consequence besides
the Anti-Szioon League in Virginia,




hgnds: of a local judge; The League concentrated 6n the churches
andﬁentered into many local option fights., By 1902 local leagues
were established in sixty counties, and by 1903 néwspapers vere
taking the League more seriously. Jameé Cannon, Jr, gained
his first recognition when he and liitchell fought for adoption
of the Barbour-Quarles Resolution into the bill of rights of
the revised constitution of 1901~-02., The unsuccessful amendment
would have forbidden issuance of a license to sell liquor without
a written request of a majority of the affected voters cof a
precinct, It was voted down after a hot fight, but dry leaders
rejoiced in later years, feeling ites inclusion would have made
statewide prohibition more difficult to achieve.9 The League
found ruch encouragerent in a constitutional provision, giving
the General Assenmbly tne power to prohibit the manufacture and
sale of 1iquor. The League hailed it as recognition of the |
evil character of the liquor business ard viewed it as the basis
for future actlon.lo

Using some of its new powers the General Ascembly in
1903 passed the liann Act, co-authored by Camnon and Senator
William Hodges iiann, requiring licenses and empowering judges
of local county, circuit, or corporation courts to approve
applications in areas of over 500 population., Where the

population was less, application could be approved only where

Ibid., rp. 224-30, Virginius Dabney, Dry iessiah,
ifs of wishop Carnmon \liew York: A4lfred A, Knopr, 19497,
9-50, Herealter cited a&s Dabney, Dry l.essial,

1C, .
Acks of General Assembly: 1603, chapt, 361,

-

L)

earson, Liguor and snti-liquor ..., D. 230.




. adequate policing was available and a'majority of the copulation
was favbréble. Thg results of the act fully satisfied Senator
Mann, who claimed 700-800 saloons were closed in rural districts
as a result;1 |

t was in no way a coincidence that the ascendency and
Increasing influence of Camnon within the Anti-Saloon League
~paralleled that organization's increasingly important role
in the tenperance movement in Virginia. He was its President
from 1904 to 1906 and took over as its Superintendent from
1909 till his elevation in the lethodist Church to Bishop
of Texas in 1918. He saw the liquor question in politicsl
terns, and at nis urging the Virginia League broke with the
existing policy of its clerzgy and lay members and went poli-
tical at its 1905 convention by agreeing to seek position state-
ments on tempérance from all political candidates.12

The formerly wet Delegate, Zichard Zvelyn Byrd mace
an about face on the liquor question ard, when reelected,
was promoted to Sreaker of the House of Delegates with machine
backing and with the supvort of the anti-Saloon League after
his suppprt‘of the Mammn act, He and Canmon co-authored the
Byré Act of 190Z which defired liquor ard tightened up
and raised the cost of licensinz, It went on to close so-called
*fake clubs®, selling ligquor to memters, and strengthened enforce-~

ment and prosecution by placing the burden of the proof of

11
12

231-32.
252,
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13

‘innocence on the accused.

‘The Nartin machine insisted on dispeﬁsaries, to which
the League did not protest and admitted it. was:a temporary
"tactical" cohcession on their part., Liguor ihterestswere
not frightened and apparently were unaware that the League
was shifting tc the quest for complete prohibition despite
gains under the Byrd Law., A sign of the times was the call
of Governor Glenn of North Carolina to his audience at the
1908 Leapgue convention to "'get on the prohibition bandwsgon,
Gentlemen., It's going to win!'"lu

For the noment, however, Cannon was more interested
in building a political base than in prohibition, and he
was concerned lest they move ahead of public opinion. He
persuadéd the 1209 convention to stick with local option and
to support the machine candidate for governor, William Hodges
llann, earning the gratitude of the lartin machire which
was firmly asscciated with local option. There have been
claimé by some, refuted by others, of a deal bhetween Cannon
and kartin in which the former agreed not to push for pro-
hibition during lHann's term in exchange for later machine

support.15

1371v1a., pp. 256-58.  Ackts of General Assembly: 1908,

. chap,. 189, Byrd's Uinchester Star was one of the Iew
important dry newspapers in virginia,

14 . s : . . s ,
Religious Herald (Richnond: Religious Herald Company),
February 13, 1905. The Religious Herald was the offical organ
of the Virginia 3Zaptist Association, Pearson, Ligquor and

Anti-liquor..., pp. 2062-3,

15Dabney, Dry liessiah,. pp. 54-5. James Cannon, Jr.,



Dezl or no deal, the League came out squarely for
prohibition in its January 1910 convention, but the Assembly,
meeting in session at the time, had nb intention of abandoning
option, Byrd, lann, and lartin all indicated no support
for such an extreme law at that time and defended themselves
against criticism over the failure of the'prohibition bili,
Cannon seems to have realized he had moved toco fast and set to
work, strengthening his position with the kartin machine
by having the Virginian support Fartin and Claude Swanson
in the Senate primary in 1911 and other machine candidates
in 1913, HMartin was openly grateful, and it did much to
cement the alliance between what has been called "the two
machines."

In 1912-13, realizing they had gone as far as they
could go with local opticn and werzs in danger of slipping bhack
through loczal referenda, Anti-Saloon League field workers, |
the preachers, and the WCTU launched & campaign throughout
the Sfate to line up support for statewide prohibition,

They had much to do with shaping the composition of the 1914

Bishop Cannon's Cwn Story: Life as 1 Have Seen 1t, Richard

L, Watson (ed,) {(Durham, i, C, Duke UanGPalt} rress, 1955),

P. 131, Hereafter cited as BlohOD Cannon's Oun Story.

Robert A, Hohner, "Prohibition and Virginia rolitics: William
Hodges lamm versus Henry St, George Tucker, 1909," Virginia
aragine of History and Biozraphy, January 1966, p. 107. Cannon
denied the charge which Dabney recounted., lohner disputed the
charge, gquoting lann's and kartin's denials, and maintained

that prohibition was the result, not of a deal, but of the force
the League built up which the machine was powerless to resist.

Pearson, Liguor =nd Anti-liguor ..., Dp. 266-70,




10

legislature, which, with the acquiesence of the Democratic
machine, passed the Williams Enabling Act on Fehruary 18,
providing for a prohibition referendum the following September}17
Maftih's dominant faction of the Democratic Party had
been won over, not by persuasion but by implicit threats from
Cannon that, either the conservative machine would join in the
cause of'prohibition, abandoning itz wet supporters and the
important liquor interests, or it would be faced with an . .
alliance of prohibitionists, independent Democrats like Carter
Glass and liontague, Progressives, and Republicans, which would
be strong enough to unhorse the machine.18
In contrast to the highly organized and enthusiastic
drys, wets found themselves to be leaderless with the defection
of the Martin machine. The liquor interests were too embar-
rassingly self-interested to be much use in the campaign. The
Virginia Association fo Self-government was the best known and
best organized anti-prohibition group, énd it published its own

newspaper, The Trumpeter, beginning in July 1914. However, the

Association and its paper had little reach beyond the cities,
and the issue would be settled in the rural areas. Newspapers

generally were apposed to pronibition, but the pulpits were

71vid., pp. 271-2. Alan Burton Clarke, "Seventeen
Years in the Desert: An Authentic History of Prohibition in
Virginia," Times-Dispatch, November 1, 19%3. . Hereafter cited
as (larke, "Seventeen Years ...." €larke's history was published
as a serieg from October 30 to November 2i, 1933, just following
repeal. He was a respected reporter of the Times-Dispatcn and
a contemporary observer of Virginia prohibition.

- 18

Hohner, "Prohibition in Virginia," p. 122.
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more persuasive with the voters of rurai Virginia.l9
o Perhaps most important was the general readiness,
seen strongest among the middle-class on whom law enforcement
depends, to do away with the saloon and the evils it had coms
to represent.zo

The outcome of tﬁe referendun was a sweeplng victory
for prohibition's partisans, with a vote of 94,251 to 63,886,
an unusually high turnout. Counties voted dry, twenty-six
to twenty-three, as did all cities except Richmond, Norfolk,
Williamsburz, and Alexendria, The Anti-Saloon League spent
£72,500 and incurred a 324,000 deficit which the churches
were asked to help retire, This they did within a few years,
Cannon charged, but gave no supporting evidence, that the liguor
interests had spent ;31,000,000.21

Throughout the campaign and after, thoughtful Virginians,
bvoth wet and dry, feared problems of enforcement. Whites and
Hegroes without property nad been denied'the vote and had
no reason to feel dermocratically committed., Finding ligquor
unavailable, they would be potential lawbreakers, Furthermore,

opposition would arise from anti-machine forces, the cities,

19,

Pearson, Licuor and Anti-liguor,.., op. 275-7.
Clarke, "Seventecn Years...," .ovember 1 and 2, 1933.
Kenneth Bailey, Southern ihite Protestantism in the 20th
Century (¥ew York: Harper and Company, 19&4), p. 163.

2OJames H. Timberlake, FProhibition and the Progressive
ovement, 1900-1920 (Cambridge, kass: Harvard University
Press, 19Y63), po. 29-30, 51-52,

21

Clarke, "Seventeen Years...," November 2, 1933,
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'and those who simply rejected_Canncn/Martin domination 6f their
private lives. - Realizing this, Cannon arvued"for a moderate
law, more moderate in fact than the referendum question prcv1ded
' He described such a vosition as "'practicaL idealisn'" and’
"1 Payline opportunism.‘“zz
The Enablirz ict and referendum of 1914 and the kapp
Act of 1916 were political victories ard wére subject to -
rolitical counterattack, The persuasive spell and momentum
required to win in 1914 and in 1916 would bs hard to sustain
over & pefiod cf. years, and the lartin machine, having been
coerced into prrohibition, lacked any enthusiasm for enforcement

and was content to stanc aside as the winds of opposition rose,.

22
Fearson, Liguor and inti-licuor..., p. 288,
McDanel, Virginia Constitutionsl Convention..., Pp. 48-50.




CHAPTER II
ENACTMENT OF VIRGINIA PROHIBITION

The Eapp Law, passed in ¥arch and put into effect
as of November 1, 1916, defined ardent spirits as all
liQuors, including beer and ale, containing more than one-
helf of one percent alcohol. It prohibited liquor's manu-
facture or sale, or its bpeing offered or kept for sale
"as an exercise of the police power cf the state ... fbr
the protection of the public health, peace a2nd morals, ...
and all its provisions'shall be liberally construed to erffect
these objects."” The law went on to provide for ithe legal.
importation by adult males and adult female heads.of house-
holds each month of one guart of distilled liquor, three
gallons of teer, or one gallon of wine. Thus Cannon con-
promised with principle in order to assure the passage of
the law, even though the ZEnabling Act, calling for tne
referendum of 1914, made no provision for legal importation.
This was a striking demonstration of his flexibility in

. i 1
gaining a desired end.

: 1Pearson, Tiquor and Arnti-liquor ..., pr. 2&E-G,
Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...," Ncvember 3, 1933. Dabney,
Dry lessiah, p. 103. dct3 of General Assembly ..., 1918,

chap. 140,

N
(WY
Loy
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Enforcemenf'was to}beiunder a,departmgnt of prohibi-
tion, making Virginié‘unique ahong the states. Heading it was
to be a‘cémmissioner, elected by_thé Genéral Assembly, with
the power to employ inspectors and attorneys and to supervise.
-local enforcement of the dry law throughout the state. Prose-
cutors were able 4o petition the court for a change of venue,
and witnesses were given immunity Zrom prosecution but could
not refuse to testify on the grounds of self-incriminatiorn.

To insure vigorous and uniform enforcement, the Assembly
pessed & so-called "Quster Law" providing for the removal of
local law officers or other officials for drinking, gambling,
or neglect of duty.2

The Anti-Saloon Ieague of Virginia was very influential
in the debates of March 5-10 over the llapr bill. d. Sidney
Peters and Howard Hoge, preacher'husband of the Virginia
WCTU president, mingled on the floor witn the IDelegates, and
Jamnes Cannon, ¢r., League superintendent, 3sat behin G. Valter
Mapp in the Senate, helping plan strategy. At the convening
of the General JAssembly, it had been announced that a Com-
mittee of Iforal and Social Welfare would be established for
each house. This was done at the bidding of the League, and
probably of Cannon himself, and they were heavily stacked with
drys.3' Zvery pieée of legislation or resolution relating to

prohibition had to pass through these committees, wnich held

: 2Ibid., chap. 451. Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...,"
Novembver 3, 1333. '

3Dabney, Dry Messiah, p. 100. Clarke, "Seventeen
Years ...," Hocvempber 3, 1933.
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the power of life or death . over then.

; eanwhlle Governor “Vnry C Stuart was under pressure
from both directions on the subject” of the proposed office
of commissioner of prohibition. A New Market petitiocn with
sixty-nine signatures, headed by the town sergeant, urged the
Governor to veto creation of the office,-and a letter fronm
A,G, Greshan thanked the Covernor for opposing its creation,
On the other side J.-w. Hough, Virginia Anti-Saloon Leagué
president, argued 1t was essential to have 2 ccnmissioner *c
visit areas of the State where the law wés likely to ve violated
and to see that local law officers were not in league with the
violators.

Governor Stuart!s final assurance that he would not
veto creation of a department and a commissioner was important
though not crucial to the law's passage, and a veto would
have been futile against the final vote of 35-3 in the Senate
and.88-5 in the House of Delegates. Stuart had recovered
from éhe embarrassnent of his much'criticized support of
local option continuance in the 1914 referendum, and he had
linsd up with prohibition's supgvorters. However,, until the
prorosed commissioner was made responsiﬁle'to the General

Assembly which was to create and furd the department, he

Petit;on to Covernor EHenry C, Stuart, February 25,
1316 and letters Cresham to Stuart, rebruary 7, 1916 and
Hough to Stuart, January 27, 1917, Ixecutive Fapers of Governor
H, C, ~tua-,, Zox no. 1, rivisicn of archives,Virginia State
Library, Richmend, Virginia, Hereailier cited as zZxecutive
Fapers n:tn the name of the appropriate gevernor. nohner,
"Prohibition in Virginia: 1901-1916," pp.183.
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opposed creation of the office.5

In the House of Delegates so much advanced preparation
had been made and commitments secured that amendment attempts
that did not enjoy the blessing of dry organizations.or the
Comnittee on Moral and Social Welfare were rejected with machine—
like precision. The office of commissioner was the most frequent
target of amendments. There was the Holman Willis amendment to
strike out the office, which was defeated 62-24, the ILove
amendment to make the attorney general an ex-officio commissioner
was struck down 70-21, the Reed amendment to make the commissionexr
elective after 1920 was rejected 45-41, as was the Noland amend-
ment to prohibit prohibition officials from engaging in poli-
tics, 42-34.6

Feeling throughout the House ran high,and Delegate
R. F. Leedy of Page County denounced the "hydra-headed piece

of parchment," charging it denied‘the right of citizens to
~trial in their own vicinity and that it set up a spy system.
He scored the Yfunholy alliance between the Anti-Saloon League
and the political faction [ﬂartin machine], following the
dictates of opportunism ... a union between church and state.”
As for the assurances that the commissioner would be non-
political, Delegate R. Lindsey Goréon of Louisa rejected the

claim by quoting John Pollard, who was then Attorney General, as

5Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...," November 3, 1933,

6Ibid.~ Times-Dispatch, March 5, 1916,
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'saying that he would rather be commissioner of prohibition than
governor of Virginia., He scoffed at the claim that the offiée
would take prohibition outvof politiqs'and exhibited letters
from Oklahoma, saying the trial of the office there had been
dropped as being of little value.7

Hostile newsvapers had vredicted before the Assenrnbly
convensd that the job of commissioner would go to J. Sidney
Peters,’and they were obviously well informed.8 The question
was settled in Jermocratic caucus for House and Senate on ihe
night of lMarch 9, Zarly evening attempts by chairman Jordan.
to leave the aprointment to oven meeting of the aAssembly in
order to allow Republicans and Independents to share, lest
refusal "inject a virus which will ultimately destroy the
tenmperence cause,? wWere drowned out in cries about the “right
and duty" of Demccrats to decide in caucus.

J. Sidney Feters was nominated by Senator G. Walter
¥app as a man "in every respect best fitted to discharge the
duties ... he possesses a2 wide knowliedge of men from many
angles... {and] his genuine devotion to the cause cannot be
called into question."™ The unctuous seconding speech of
Serator Holt of iNewport Jews brought laughter as many recalled

he had led the fight in the 1914 Senate against pronibition

7Ibid. Though machinrne Demccrats voted solidly for
the Favp 2¢% in its entirifty, zepublicans and Independents,
with few excevntions, fell in iine with the 1914 mandate.
¥any balked over amendments, but partisan lines did not emerge
in the final votes.

Datney, Dry lessiah, p. 105,

9

Times-Disrvasch, harch 10, 1916.




but had just been given a seat on the Committee on Noral and
Social Wwelfare.’0
Peter's appointment by the Gereral Assembly was a
foregone conclusion, and that body confirmed it for. four
years at 3500 rer amnum in the closing moments of the session.
Cannon expressed last<minute‘reservaﬁions that someone less
iden if*ea with the dry cause mighﬁ be more acceptable to
disgruntled or irreconciled wets.ll rary doubted Cannon's
sincerity since he nad publicly praised Feters as dedicated to
tenperence, very able, and with a high sense of integrity;
and privately ne must have been rleased to have his chiefl
lieutenant as chief enforcer of prohibition in Virginia,
In any event nis circumspect reservatiocn wes cecnsistent with
Cannon's style of maneuver, for ne could have the satisfaction

of Peters' arpointment while striking the rose ¢f a conciliatcry

12
woderate,
10, .
Ibid.
11 .
Pearson, Licuor =and nnti-llGuOP..., .289-90,
12 - _
Times-Disvatch, Farch 10, 1916 Clarxe, "Seventeen:
Years...," lovember 3, 1933, <Clarke dlsmlosnd for lzck of -
evidence those charges &t the time that laop was merely Cannon's
zouthpiece, Shibtley's thesis and an interview by :the autnor
on narch 30, 1970 with Jonn ftapp, a son of 3, ua‘ter napp, tend
to confirm that .app was a man or indspendent judgemsnt which
Jmakes such a relationship unlikely,



CHAPTER I1IX
J. SIDNEY PETERS

J. Sidney Peters, fhe new chief of prohibition
enforcement had been born in 1866 at Berkley, Virginia and
raised in the temperance movement. His mother, Susan Agnes
Peters, had been a president of the Virginia WCTU and was
a forceful woman, widely credited with shapihg the attitudes
and personsality of'the youhg Peters. growing up in Noi'folk.1
He was only fourteen when his father died and eighteen and
hard to discipline when his mother remarried. There was a
veiled reference to this in an early biographer's statement
that "he lost interest and grew wayward" until 1893, when, at
the age of twenty-seven, he was drawn into the Methodist
ministry.2 Citizens of Blacksteone, where he had a church, told

of his "wild youth" and the widower's later rivalry with his

1Virginia Conference Annual, 1933, Methodist Episcopal

Church. (Richmend: Lverrett Waddey), obituary of Teters, pp. 63-70.
Hereafter cited &s Virginia Conference Annual with date.
Carmon, Bishopr Canrnon's Cwn Story, p. 152. Baltimore and
Richmond Cnrissian sdavocate (nicnmond: Advocate rubliishing Co.),
February 29, 1912, pp. 7-9Y.

zJohn L. TLafferty, Sketches znd Portraits of the
Virginia Conference: Twentieth Century rdition (aichmona:
n.p., 1901}, p. 415. Hereafter cited as Lafferty, Sketches
and Fortraits ....

[19]
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'61dest son for the harnd of nis second wife, Sare Le'e."aobertscn', :
siéter of later U. S. Senator A.7Wiiiis Bobeftéoh.3
Oncevin}the’pulpit headelivered “sermons which were
not pretty eséays oh morals,but the deiiverenceS'of a legate
of heaven... and he carried on the [temperance] campaign from
house to house.“u Upon his deatn an obituary would describe
his ministry as "one of unusual zeal.“5 He occupied a series
of pulpits in Virginia from 1893 until released by the bishop
from 1909-11 and in 1916. He returned to preaching in the

Virginia Conference from 1923 until his death in 19335 while he was

vl

minister to the High Street Church in Fetersburg. He held

firmly to the traditional Weslyan‘interpretatioﬁs of the

P

Gdspels, and "modemismheld no appeal for nlm.

At the age of twenty-one he represented Campbell
County in the 138G session of the General Assembly and never
lost the taste or flair for volitics, nor did anyone enjoy

5

playing it nore. dis chief legal aide while ne was Comrissioner

Py

of Pronibition described him in 1964 as "' a men of considerabls

personal warmth who loved to sit in the lobby of hurphy's

3Interview with ¥rs. Frenk H. (Virginia F,) Jordﬂn,
Sevtember 11, 1970, Irs. Jorcdan has veen a life time resident
of Blackstone and active in local az?alru and was privy to
all the gossip of uhe tine.

b -

Lafferty, Sketches and Portraits..., P‘A¥’5’
5 - . .

Virginia Conference annual, 1933, p. 69.

6\ - -

Ibid.,, pr. 69-70.

7,,, - ' . m Py “ -- ~

Inid., p. 69. Times-Distatch, Karch 21, 1933,

editorial p, 6.



Hotel [Richmond] with & good cigar and talk shop with the
politicians.'"8

His political experience and cfeative ability made
him Cannon's most effective lieutenant in the 1914 referendum
campaign, in which he was assigned the eastern half of the
State. This well qualified him for the job of Commissioner
in 1916 in the eyes of the Anti-Salcon League and his sponsor,
G. Walter Lapp.? '

Peters became closely involved with the Virginia
temperance movement through association with James Cannon, Jr,.

Together they bought the Baltimore and Richmond Christian

Advocgyg in 1903, holding a seventy-five percent share betwecen
themselves, at a cost of $15,000, and they became sole owners
two years later. Peters was assoclate editor and business
manager until 1911 when Canncn bought him out and later sold
it in 1918 to the Virginia Conference of the liethodist Church
for 316,400, 1In 1906 they claimed to be making nothing above
expenses, but in 1918 a BHCA statement following the sale
10

indicated that Camnon had put it on a paying basis,

Together they joined in the establishment of the

81nterview with Béward B, Dunford by RHobert A, Hommer
in Washington, D. C. on guly 9, 1964, Cited in Hohner's "Fro-
hibition Comes to Virginia: the Referendum of 1914," Virginia
Megazine of History and Riography, January 1966, p. 474, Here-
after cited as [Hohmer,"Relerendum:of 1914 ."

9Ibid.

10 . s 4 s s
Pearson, Liguor &nd anti-licuor..., p. 233n.
Dabney, Dry FKessiah, up. 32-33.
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Virginian, with Cannon as editor and Peters as buéiness manager.
It appeared on January 26, 1910 with the motto "A Clean Paper
for the Home" and eschewed liquor advertising. The paper . ::
was greeted as'an intruder rather than a brother" because it
"proclaims itself better in all respects than its contempo-
raries" and because it was expected to>support the Martin
machine, which had no paper of importance at the time.11
Professional relations did not improve,.and a Richmond editorial
called Cannon "a willful liar, a slande;er, and a fool."12
Thé Virginisn kept up its self-righteous fire, criticiszing
the other papers for their ligucr ads and claiming they were
subservient to their advertisers’interests.13

Both Cannon ana Peters opposed a Sunday edition for

.

the Virginian but were overruled by the other investors,

14

indicating theirs was a minority ownership. Financing of
the paper was shaky for the whole.ten yvears of its life,

and continuing amounits had to be pumped into the paper to keep
it afloat. Cannon claimed contributors put in over $350,0C0
and recovered little. Peters claimed to have put in $3%0,000-

35,000 to Cannon's $50,000-65,000. Hone of the figures

were deccumented, and those for Peters and Cannon may have

11Pearson, Liquor and Anti-liquor ..., p. 269,

12Times-Dispatch, February 25, 1911.

.1)Pearson, Liquor and Anti-liguor ....

14Dabney, Dry Wessiah, pp. 64-=5.
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includéd contributions the two men“ﬁandled fbr dthers;ls Toward .
the end of its life, queétions ﬁere'raised about the ultimate |
destination of money-contributions,‘handled by Cannon whose
'methods sometimes resembled emotional blackmail,® |

The extraordinary relationship between Feters and

- Cannon was a study in contrasts., 3oth were wholly  committed

to the Temperance cause. They worked closely for many years,
Peters met his second wife tnrough Cermon, and their friendship
remained strong, Yet in many ways the fwo were opposites,
Cannon was described as cold, impersoral and aloof, whereas
Peters was werm, affecticrate and unguarded. Cannon would
readily compropise on priznciple, calling it "Fauline opport-
unism,” in order to buiid & stronger political base for himsel?
and the League, Treters was_often.ssen¢quixoticly "standing

at Armagedon and pattling for the Lord." Cannon hed an

uncanny instinct for rolitics and an understanding of peovle
and their uses, and onthis he built his power and successes.
Peters allowed nis loyalties and sentiment to‘sway his judgement
and seemed almost to seek out trouble for the opportunity to
"eive witness." Cannon was the mastermind and feters the
trusted lieutenant z2nd uncritical friend., ' Cannon's organ-
izational talents, relentless drive, and snergy welded the
infant Virginia Anti-Saloon League and its preacher supporters

into an instrument powerful esnough to coerce the llartin

1 .
51‘0151,-, pp. 69-70,

16 . . . - .
ordan interview., Her reccllection wrere of acsual
incicdents and not hearsay evidence,

[
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machine into acquiescence over prohibition. It fell to Peters,
however, to enforce what his friend's genius was largely

responsible for creating: Virginia prohibition.17

"ietter from Mrs. %. L. [Betty] Moorman, FPeters'
daughter, to the author, September 12, 1970, and subsequent
interview, Hovember &, 1970. Hohner, "Referendum of 1914,"
D. 474, Pearson, Licguor and Anti-liquor ..., pp. 253-4.




CHAPTER IV
THE DEPARTUENT OF PROEIBITION IN ACTION

Having bsén elecﬁed by the General Assembly and
commissioned bty Governor Stuart, dJ. Sidney Peters had only
to wait to be qualified by the eircuit court judge on Sep-
tember 1, 1916 in order %o set %o work, even though the
Napp Act did not go into effect until November 1.

%ith an appropriation of 350,000 at his disposal,
Peters emxployed two attorneys, Thomas Whitehead and Guy
T. Horner, a tockkeeper, & stenograpker, and a ﬁessenger.
He chose four detectives, later to be increased in number,
and two irnsgectors, one for drug stores and one Ior express

2 The basic organizational plan would remain the

‘offices.
same except for the addition of an assisitant, 3. 3. Woodfin,
Harry B, Smith, who replaced Peters in 1920, shcok up the
Department but retained its structure. Feters set up his
offices in the headquarters building of the Virginia Anti-
Saloon Leazgue on GraCe.Street, which was an error in judge-
ment, as events proved.

Tesential wo his plans was a corps of 516 unpaid

-

J. Sidney Peiters, Heport of ithe Tepartmeny of Tro-
hibvition. 1837 (Richmond: Superintenasnt oI Fupblic Printing,
1517), D. 5. =ereafter cited as Zeters, Report ... with the
appropriate year.

2Ibid" pl 6'

s}
n
N
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informers he called "correspondents ... the higheSt, cleanest,

sanest men I could find."> Though supplemented or replaced in
time by the vindictive'or by cranks, the first group were in

fact men of gzeneralily kigh character, who were-motivated‘by

conviction ratkher than desire for money or v_engence.‘4

Also essential to Peters, as much for moral support

as for information, were the members of the WCTU, the Anti-

Saloon League, and its subsidiary Law and Order Leagues

throughcut the state, who aided his agents in the field,

He described the Arnti-Saloon League meaber as "a man, full-

blocded, four-square, unafraid and enjoying the highest
degree of confidence, esteem and affection of his nei

o

The State of Virginia owes them a debt of gratitude, which

=y
debt may or may rnot be repudiated, but can never be paid."”

Obviously Peters could see nothing wrong with paying such
tribute and open deference to the Anti-Salocn League, bul
hindsight suggests that Cannocn may have been guite sarewd,

though half-hearted, in his reservations about having as

ot

Comrissioner a man so partisan and so intimately connected

o

with the Isczue. Such open admission by Feters of this

Q.

feh

'special relaitionznip' raiszd in the public wind questions

[ ¢/]

about who, in fact, wa

o

being used, and it lent suppert %o

charges that the Department of Prohnibition was in reality

Glarke, "Seventeen Years .,..," November 4, 1933,

Peters, Zevort ..., 12917, p. 7.

chtors.
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the enforcement wing of the League, rather'than thefresponsive
creature of»thé electorate's General Assembly. |

Throughéut his four year térm as Commissioner, Petefs
staunchly defended the necessity of the Department, although
"no other dry state maintained one after Oklahoma's was abolished
prior td f916.6 He insisted in 1917 that thé weak enforcement
and scandals of cther dry states, such as Georgia, coﬁld be
attributed}to the lack of a department and a commissioner,
and_he cited West Virginia as'the only other state with an
officer specificly charged with state-wide enforcement. Even
there, the financial burden fell on the reluctant shoulders
of that state's Anti-Saloon League, which there, as elsewhere,
had been primarily responsible for the passage‘of the state
dry law. He reprinted a letter from George W..Crabbe, “est
Virginia's League Superintendent, outlining their difficulties
under a very small appropriafion df $15,000. Thae League hzd
to paj most of the vills, according to Crabbe, while laying
off all ncn-vital perscnnel before the end of each year. He
‘expressed the hope that Virginia would not be guided by his
state's meager appropriation. Thus Peters in his first report
set the pattern to continue throughout his association with
the Depariment of ééeking in vain aprropriations larger than
the "wretchedly inadequate" initial $S0,000.7

A brief four year summary of Peters' struggles for

6Times-Dispatch, dareh 3, 1916,

Toeters, Report ..., 1917, p. 5.
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more money may prove useful here., In his efforts to wring more
out of the General Assembly he had to contend with the budget
requests of Governor Westmoreland Davis, who made no secret of
his opposition to the principle of prohibition, Cannon admitted
his part in the League blunder in permitting two drys to

run against the wet Davis in 1917, assuring his victory.

Davis had pledged himself to uphold the law, but his dedicaticn
to economy in government and his hostility to Peters and the
Department became especially evident in his messages to the
legislature, which critvicized waste in the Department with-
out being specific, and in correspondence between Davis and Peters.8
Davis' strategy was to undermine Department appropriations

and then to eliminate the Department and Commissioner altogether.
He had recommenied unsuccessfully to the Senate in 1918

that it cut out entirely the proposed appropriétion of $50,000,
and in 19206, urged the Assembly té abolish the Department,

and to place enforcement under the Attorney General for

reasons of efficiency and economy. He called attention

8Cannon, Bishop Cennon's Own Story., pp. 164-6,
Kirby, "Alcohel and Irony, Tne Campalgn of Westmoreland

Davis for Governor, 1909-1917," JJrQL*Aa l.agazine of History
and_Biogravhy, 73 (July 1965), pp. 269, - 77, 279, Thereafter
cited as Kirby, "Alcohol and Ironyv...." Addresses to the

General Assenbly,. Jauvary 14, 1920 ard January 11, 1922,
boxes 3 and I, Executive Parers of Westn oreland. baVln-

Jack Temple nlrby, Westreoreland Davis, Virzinia Planter-
Politician 185910942 (bF“PiOquaV¢lle. University rress

of Virgini;, 1968), p. 131, Hereafter cited as Kirby, West-
moreland bavis. Davis to Peters, Karch 28, and Feters to
Davis, iarch 31, 1919. Unclassified correspondance from
Depertment files of 1916 to 1933, Division of Archives,
Virginia State Library, Richmend, Hereafter cited os Depart~
ment files.
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to the Department's ability‘to-ﬁanage on the smaller amounts
of $50,000 each for 1918 and 1919 as reason for refusing to
support Department requests for'§74,284 for 1920 and $56,054
for 1921.9

For its part the General Assembly could have bowed
to continued loobyirg by the Anti—Saloon ieague and letter
writing campaigns of the Saptist and liethodist churches,
esrecially, but, apart from the Senate's refusal to make the
cut Davis recommended in 1918, the General Assembly chose to
keep the purse strings tight in spite of inflation and increasing
law violations. They seem to have concurred in principle
with Governor Davis's opinion that the Federal Governmens
should take over after the pessage of the Eighteenth amendment
and the Volstead Act, freeing Virginia from the expense and
duplicaﬁion erf its own department of prohibition. They refused
to make bigger appropriations but shied away from abolishing |
the office or department until the maverick session of 1G2C,
- chosing to keep a tight rein until the political climate changed,
Apologists claimed that the "stinginess® of the'General
Assembly denied prchibition & fair trial in Virginia, Certainly
the forced econcmies were galling to Feters and may have con-
tributed to his tendency to make rash and arrogant outbursts,

which were ill-received in official circles, and to occasional

poor judgement wnder stress,

9Kirby, Westmoreland Zavis, p. 132, Letter of
Governor bavis to Senate, .arch 18, 1918, and address to
Ceneral Assembly, Januzry 14, 1920, boxes 4 and 3 respectively,
Executive Papers cf Westmoreiznd Davis,
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Peters' ReE6rts"t6.the Go#erhof and'Géneral ASsembly -
were.réquired by iaw:but were enthusiasticly employed by him -
as & means of promoting‘prohibifion in ?racficet ‘His first
Report ran to 132 pages, including some eighty-two pages of
tables and schedules. Naturally the first would be the longest,
but those for 1918; 1919, and 1920 ran to seventy-five,
eighty;six, and seventy-five pages:reséectively.» Subsequent
Reports reandered by Herry B. Smith and then by aAttorney
General John Saunders from.1923 to 1933, were much shorter,
All - éontained the same copious tables and schedules, but
Saundefs limited his text to an introductory statement of
less than one page, indicaﬁing the political caution that
had gathered arcund prohibition enforcement and the fact that
this was but one of his duties as the State'!s chief legal
officer.

In his 1917 Report Feters summarized the first year's
work, He observed that many local law enforcement officers
failed to understand the Devartment's responsibility as super-
visor of loczl enforcement rather than enforcer under local
supervision.10 Ee found the police and most sheriffs alert
and diligent but that constavles often did not take the law
seriousiy.ll e took pride in the sharp reduction in
criminai convictions, but he did not spot the irony of far

greater reduction in formerly dry cities than wet ones, and

Peters, Revort..., 1917, p, &4,
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he could not foresee the shary fise.ih‘liquor violations>in 
the 1920's as one crime began to cutweigh the others.>? |

One of the expected results of prohibition he considered
most:gratifylng would be the enrnd of "a1cohol caused feeble-
mindedness, insanity, epilepsy, and heart and kidney diseases.™
More recent medical findings do not support his beliefs, but
trey weré wilely current in 1917.13 He announced, mistakenly
as events proved, that moonshining was dying out as a result
of diligence, and he looked to "education and religion” to
conplete the work.lu

Peters reported the numoer of investigations by his
men and expressed regret for the many requests refused because
of inadequate staff. Jde, himself, made over one hundred speecnes
to citizens' groups, urging Jjury service and adnerence to the
law.lS The problem of jury service was vexing, as he found
"Nr. Goocd Citizen! unwilling to se“ve, leaving it to '"professional
jurors." Peters found juries so lenient in nichmond in

1917 that he sought a change of venue for all prohibition

12 '
Ibid., pP. 99, 10c-7. Clarke, "Seventeen Years...,“

Novermber 7, 3, and 9, 19 Inspectors investigated 1,359
cemplaints of violation tn, rirst year, 1,090 the secord and
2,911 the third, with the only limit belnz the capacity of the
inspectors., Frosecutions aumbered 2 009, 2,400, and 3,176,
and convictions were 1,340, 1,7%7 435 Pearson,
Liqucr and Aanti-liquor..., 2. 2G6.

2

l“Peters Report...1917, p. ©8. Interview with Dr.

. irector or Lspertiment of aAlcoholism and Reha--
itation, ledical College of Virginia, February 3, 1971.
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cases and called for an immediate investigafion of Richmond
juries. This caused a storm of protest,‘although he was
probably correct in charging some bias and leniency.16
Peters pointed out to the General Assembly the defect-
iveness of the so-called "Quster Law," whigh was expected to

keep local officials to their duty, and he urged that they
17

amend the law to make it employable. As enacted in 1916,
one clause c¢f the law contradicted anot@gr, permitting removal
only for "neglect of duty" which would be hard to prove. |
Later revision by the General Assembly sought to corrasct the
discrepancy, but defendents then fell back on provisions of
the Virginia consitution, precluding a State agency from

18 Thus the "Quster

removing iocal officials in such cases,
Lew," from which so much had been expected, was ineffective,
and the occesional drunken constable went untouched by a
frustrated Commissioner. Peters shied away from even trying
to use the law against Judge Thomnas KRobertson of Hopewell,
who was deemed.hostile to pronibition and was suspected of
keeping confiscated liquor for his own use. Peters finally
sdvised the accuser to take 1t up with Governor Davis.19

Ironically, Delegate B. A. Banks of Norfdlk sought to use the

"Ouster Law" against the Commissioner himself in February

16Ibid., p. 31, Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...,"

st

Neovember 4, 1G33.
17Peters, Report ..., 1917, p. 4.
18Peters to R. L. Davis, Superintendent of the North

Carolina Anti-Saloon League, January 13, 1619, advising them
on enacting such a law for that state, Department files.

L ; - .
13Exchange cf letters between Peters and Valter Devaney,
an attorney, November 5-23, 1918, Depertment files.
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of 1917, but either he or it failed, and nis petition in
Bichmond'HuStings'Couét-wés dehied,zo |
| | Pefers included in his Rerort testimonials from ten
"representative’, dut no doubt cafefully selected, businessmen,
citing incréased ccmmefce under prohibition, and he drew
attention tc testimonials in the Bichmond Virginian of sixty-
nine Virginia officials and private citizens, whose names he
listed, attesting to the success 6f'prohibition's first year
of trial,

In a section he called "a deadly perallel® Peters

printed side by sice,. "before and after® editorial comments

from three Zichmond lewsvapers, the Times-bispatch, the Zvening

Journal, and the lews-Leader, reversing themselves tetwesn

1914 znd 1917 and rallying to the side of prohibition, It

was beyond Peters nct to take smug satisfaction from this

turn-about, and he savored this moment of triumph over his

adversaries who had and would make his life very uncomfortable,
Feters! officizl correspondence was enormnous, conmpared

with that of his successors, but it was rather naphazardliy

fiied with many of his replies opening with apologies that

the correspondent's letter had been misleid or had just come

to his attention. His explaration was often that he had been..

2OClarke, "Seventeen Years...," lovember 6, 1933,

1Peters, Revort..., 1917, pp. 117-121,

~

5
““1vid., pp. 122-126.
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out of town. Indeed, he did a great deal of traveling for a
man in his éupervisory’position, leaving his assistant in the
foiée at Richrmond while he was ih}the’fiéld, rather than the
reverse, He tried to make up for budget and staff deficienciles
by resort to his enormous energy and capacity for work, perhaps'
trying to do too much of the job himself.

He was very open and guileless; qualities which meriﬁ
admiration. Z2ishop Cannon was later charged with moral turpitude
and questionaﬁle financial dealings, despite his skill &t
covering his tracks, arnd the uncritical FPeters testified

23 Had not

before a Congressional cormmittee on his behalf.
Peters been scrupulously honest,'he_would havé been embrciled
in scandals all of his officizl life because of his openness
and lack of a sense of personal expediency,

He seemed always surprised and hurt that others 4id not
share his convictions, for, as he saw it, the cause was jussi,
the people had spoken, the law was enacted, and the idea of
changing it was unthinkable. He was sometimes careless
about cbserving civil rights and other constitutional safeguards.

Prohibition, once enacted, had become sacrosanct and inviolable,

and his scorn for those who tolerated laxity of enforcement

. . o . 24

or violation was Biblical, and his sarcasm became very offensive,
23 . . - NP - . -

Arérew Sinclair, Prohidpition. ira of Zxcess (Soston:
Atlantic-Little, Brown and Company, 19£Z), p. 401, Times-
Dispvatch, Octoter 9, 1G31,

24 . _ ' :
3, Report,.., 1618, pp. 7, 3, and 10, Peters,
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It was to reach a point where hlS ovewzealousness could only
be curbed by his "emoval

Peters chose the occasion of his second Beport to
single out for praise his star inspector, William Payne of
Rdsslyn in northern Virginia, By any measure Fayne gave.an
extrazordinary performpance with over 300 arrests; all res altlng
in indictments, rlus rumerous confiscations of liquor on
trains‘and cars, traveling south into the State from wet
¥aryland and Washington. His murder a year later ia February
of 1919 at the nand of a iiegro bootlegger was a grievous
pérsonal loss tc Peters. 2Peters meoved in contrast from praise
of Payne's record to a stinging attack on "high offiéials“
of the Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Potomac Railroad, #ho
Yencouraged bootleggers to resist off cers in making arrests®
by their attituce. Latsr in this Zexort Peters again praised
his officers who "are vilified, slandered, assaulted, persecuted
in some of the courts and murdered by the slaves of appetite
‘and their profiteers. The'unkindest cut of all!'," he charged,
*is from Mr. (Silly) Goecd Citizen, neither seller nor imbibver,
who thoughtlessly joins in abusing the officers with tThe rest."25

Of more imporfance than was then fully realized was
the departure in 1918 of James Cannon., He resigned as Super-
intendent of the Vi?ginia Leazue to take up his duties as the
new Bishop of T=xas. He would then move onto the national

scene and join the cther Anti-Saloon League lezders in the

25Peters, 3enort. .., 1918, p. 7, 10.
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campaigns for Congressional péssage of the prohibition reso-
iﬁfiéﬁ and then the ratification of the Eighteenth Amendment.
He left the Virginia League in the hands of its new Superin-
tendent, bavid Hepburn, a Baptist minister, who was unable to
maintain the influence it had gained under Cannon. During
the critical 1920 session of the General Assembly the Virginia
Anti-Saloon League failed to hold its annual convention in
Richmond, through which it had effectively lobbied in years past.
Nineteen-eighteen'did produce some successes for the
Department, but also substantial problemé. Peters anticipated
scepticism cover his pleas for more money in view of having
subsisted on only $40,000 of his $50,000 appropriation. He
hastened to point out in his 1918 Report that tne balance had
been set aside for the court defeﬁse of his officers should
the need arise. Ironically, the unused poftion reverted to
the State treasury through, in Peters' opinion, a legislative
oversight.26~ |
A new law gave confiscated liqﬁor to the Depariment
to sell to licensed, dispensing druggists, with a portion of
the prcceeds to be retained and the rest deposited in the
State treasury. Another law required permits costing a dollar
for each importation of liguor under Virginia law, but all
proceeds except costs went into the State treasury.27

An indication of changing times was Peters' reference to

e s
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the problem ofAsoldieré_and sailors  in the Korfolk a:"ea.28
- Liquor stolen from express offices became an increasing and

almost insoluble_problem, as was the automobile equipped

bootlegger on the highways.29 He felt moonshining was slowly

but surely dying out, but he seemed less confident than in
30

1917.

The reason for moonshine's continued good heélth in
1919 became arparent when Feters revealed that spirits which
had soid for about a dollar in earlier yearswere then selling
for twenty to twenty-five dollars. This was the result of
the exhaustion of pre-pronibition, private stocks and of
federal wartime prohibition, stopping the flow of the legal
bottle-a-nmcntn from the north.31 Peters assured the législators
that his blockades of cars, trains, and boats '"raised a hue
and cry" emong bootleggers. He complained however, that
it was also taken up by hostile newspapers, drinking peopls,
generally, and those who were easily misled. Ee again offered a
strong and eloguent defense of his "brave gentlemen," There
was a severe detericration in Department morale following the
arrest of his officers in conjunction with a shootout in

Woodstock. He sought public and official support 2and under-

281bid., p. 4.

Ibid., pp. 6, 8.

Ibid., p. 10.

Ibid., p. 3. Pearson, iLicuor and anti-liguor...,
P. 267, Clarke, "Seventeen Years...,"' wovember 7, 1933.
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standing for those charged with enforcement of the law.32
His recommendations to the soon to be convened'General
Asserbly session.of 1920 were bold and sweeping in view of
the difficulties.he was in at the time, He asked for virtual

-

carte blancne for his men to use "force necessary to subdue

prisoners and prevent escave." He neither got this nor
further limitations on doctors} prescriptions and drugstore
sales of spirits, Jeitner did he get an automatic change
of venue for trizal of nis officers in the future, when local
sentiment was opppsed To enforcement.33

Throughout nis four year term as Commissioner, Peters
interrreted nis mandate quite brcadly and emrloyed poiiciles
anc methcds which were labeled hign-handed and overzsalous.
There was a contradiction between the principles and policies
he publicly avowed and the realities of their application,
He wisely anncunced at the beginning that his administration
would be by "diplomacy ratier than by law," but as time passed
‘he turned more to the weight of the law and away from per-
suasion and diplomacy. He reported with pride the non-partisan
composition of his Department, employing Republicans, Demo-
_erats, and Prohibition Farty members and of the inclusion of
a Negro detective, a bold step in 1916, but he generated

partisan animosity betwgen wets and drys, polerizing thoce he

3zPeters, geport..., 1918, pp. €-7.

331bid., po. 85-6
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'should have tried to bring - together.jn ~In the end it'médé
}little dlfference that his office employed Republicans as well
as Democrats, for he misunderstood the true partisan issue
and, in effect, deniedvthe legitimacy of opposition, once
prohibition was enacted. |

Peters was replaced on September 1, 1920 by Harry B.
Smith, and it was the latter who submitted the 1920 Report.
In Smith's report, under the heading "The Changed Problem,"
he adritted only limited succéss-against noonshining and btoct-
legging. He described local sentiment as often frlc dly to
lawbreakers, and e called or tha General Assembly to give
greater'support and financial reward to local officers on
whom the Derartment, with only six officers, was dependent.
In contfast to ais gredecessor he emphasized a new atmosphers
f cooperation and assistance to local officers, instead of
the overhearing patronage without the staff and authority
to warrant it. Also, he was content to adopt‘a policy of
encouraging federal prosecution in cases of concurrent jurisdiction
in order to win more convictions, even though the State lost
the resulting fees and confiscetions to the‘federal treasury.35

' Smith's nerrative text concluded with a special |

introduction to the usual tables, in which he declined to claim

credit for the achlevements therafter cited and only expressed

Ibid., vp. 4,7. Though liegroes made ide2al undercover
agents, Feters had been criticized for employing one since he
would have to arpesr as witness befcre wnite juries. one-
theless, Peters vowed to employ any who were suitable.

35Harry 5, Smith, Recrort.... 1620, o»p. 4-6,
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gratification at havingmé.de "a humble contribution to
prohibitiori‘s success." One can detect in this a new attitude
of a transformed Department of Prohibition. Gone was the

old self;confidence and seljf-righteousnéss. ‘Diplomacy, cooi:er-

ation, and more rmodest expectation became the rule.



CHAFTER V

J. SIDNEY PETERS AWD THE

DEPARTIHENT UNDZR ATTACK: 1919 ' .
Nineteen-nineteen had been the critical year for J.
Sidney Peters and the Department of Prohibition, By the
end of the vear the likelinood of the survival of the Derartment
as an independent enforcement agency or of Feters as its

'ressive chief was indeed 8lim., 4 review of the events of

[4+]
wm

9 shew Pebers aand Department supporters on the defensive

[

.9

zainet increasing attacks frcom all sides. His position

™

Ceteriorated 2s critics seized on incidents, and he spent
more and mdre time reassuring anxious drys and countering
hostile criticism.

The specific causes of his downfall were the vorsening
relations with the politically powerful United States Bail-
road Administration, a series of embarrassing and damaging.
incidents and the use hostile newspapers made of them, and
Peters! ownoneTZealous methods and self-righteousness, In
the background were a hostile governor, and lack of support of
the Democratic machine, eSpecially after the death of Senator
Kartin on November 12, 1919, Formerly ardent drys had,become

complacent in contrast to wets who found encouragement and

fi]
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satisfaction in attacking the Department of Frohibition, if
they}could not topple prohibition itself, Bishop Cannon,
the chief architect of Virginia prohibition, hastened to the
rescue of his old friend too late and found his old megic
no longer worked on a General Assembly which was more responsive
to calls for governmental economy in the post-war years.
Peters had recognized from the beginning that the best
way to keep illicit liquor from the wet states out of Virginia
was to stop it at the horders, Department practice was to
check the flow from wet Maryland in cars on the Valley road;
and on trains traveling south through the Norfoik area.
The amount of confiscated liquor and automobiles suggested the
relative effectiveness on Virginia's highways, and these efforis
did not arouse significant controversy until harch of 1919.
Inspecting trains, however, aroused the wrath first of the
economically and politically powerful railroad companies
serving Virginia, and finally of the United States Railroad
Administfation which coordinated and controlled the nation's
rails during and immediately after the war.l
Peters complained frequently of a lack of cooperation,
especially on the Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomao Rail-'

road, which monopolized traffic between Washington and Richnmond,

1It should be remembered that Thomas Staples Martin
started his rise to prominence as a railroad lawyer. The
financing of his successful campaign for the U. S. Senate
against Pitzhugh Lee came largely from the railrcads, and a
political friendliness continued over the years. Lo doubt
the companies expected special treatment,
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His Reports and newspaper accounts told the same story of
interference with Department agents and of tacit aid given to

violators.2

The Department files for 1919 contain numerous
complaints from John Barton Payne, General Counsel for the
U. S. Railréad Administration, who was.obviously unsympathetic
with the aims of prohibition and critical of Virginia enforce-
- ment methods. Peters had assured him in November of 1918
that his men did not secarch baggage on trains, but if this
was Department policy it was obviously not observed by its
agents, judging from Peayne's frequent complaints.3 Relations
between the fwo mén deteriorated to the point that eeach questioned
the veracity of the other,

The most publicized incident was one that began with a

Wilmington, N. C, Evening Lispatch editorial of farch 3, 1919,

The editor alleged "ruffians" working for Virginia's Frohibition:
Department searched a certain train and in doing so opened |

the berth of a prominent Wilmington woman causing her much

fright and embarrassment. . They then arrested the conductor,

on the charge of obstructing an officer. The ripples widened

as letters passed among Pnters, 4ayor lioore of Wilmington,'

- the newsoaper in question, W, D. Hines who was Director Genera1
of the U. S. Railroad Administration, J. B. Payne, Virginia's

Governor Davis, and a William White of Augusta, Georgia,

2
Peters, Report..., 1919, Dp. h.5. . Winchester Evening .
Star, February 25, 1919, p. 1. ' '

3John Barton Payne to Peters, uovember 25, 1918, and
Peters! reply, Lovember 26 Department files,
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4

‘ﬁhO'offered.his unsolicited opinions in a barrage of letters.
Great deference was given to "the ladies of delicate
sensibilitieé" énd these ladies proved useful to Department
foes. Payne admeonished Feters for having "stated to me and
to others representing the Railrcad Administration that no such
acts occur ... [but} we have so many complaints of this cherac-
ter that it is distressing in the extreme." The same day Yayne
wrote Governor Davis that"ﬁothing injures the good name of
Virginia [mcre than the] conduct of [these] prohibition officers.”
Davis subsequently wrote to the Commissioner, demanding that
"you enjoin ycur men not to exceed their legal asuthority"
.dnd urged tact, pec*Q11y with women, Davis cited the Wil-
minton case and others as proof that changes were called for
Peters defended himself and his men by pointing out that only
three of the twenty-two cases complained of by Payne had
involved his men., However the tone of his letter was 1nd1 nant
and even revroachful to the Governor. Peters knew that Davis
was hostile, and kis annoyed tone, instead of the more appro~-

priate diplomacy and persuasion, could only have greatly

4 ' S . , ey . .
‘Mayor Noore of Wilmington to Walter D. Hines, ifarch 6.

John Barton Tayne to Peters, ifarch 25, April 8, 14, 15, and 19
and Peters to John Barton Payne, April 5, and two on April 17.
John Barton fayne to Governor Davis, April 25, Governor Lavis
to Yeters, April 28 and Peters repWy to Davis, April 31.

Peters %c Luyor loore, April 4 and 23 and iayor Moore's replieg,
April 14 and 16. Peters to editor of Wilminghon Evening Digpatch,
xprll 29, Villiam White to Hines, February 18, to Jfugene A Lamb,
March 18 and 31, ana tc ¢gohn Bzrton P?Jne Avril 1 and 8. Copies
of White's leivters were forwarded to U. S. Attorney Genersal

A. Mitchell Palmer 2% White's request on April 19. Department
files for 1919. _




increased the coolness between them, The Governor lacked the
power to remove the Commissioner and both knew it;5

In an exchange of letters with Virginia's Attorney
General John Saunders in Januvary, Feters had been annoyed at .
the inmediate assumption that "ruffians" searching baggage on
2 Seaboard Alr Line train at Quantico, Virginia were his men.
He protested they could have been Internal Hevenue agents,
local police, military authorities, or highjackers, impersonating
agents; "Present the 'ruffians' to the authorities and they'll
be punished," he concluded airily.6

lMewspapers were openly critical of Peters and on April 2

the Times-Disvaten editorial charged:

" The greetest obstacles to a fair trail of prohibition
are veing imposed by the .rrohibition Lepartment
itself... as it 1s respoasible for tne ccuduct of its
agents., These condemnation or prohivition in Virginia,
Everyday viclaticns of laws by police, tne necessity

of warrants are ignored, baggage torn open and runmaged,
immocent pveople inconvenienced and enbarrassed,,..
travelers avoicd Virginia, If the rronibvition Lepartment
permits it to continue, it is its own wcrst ecneny.

(It is important tol conform not ¢nly to statutes but
also to rulies of common courtesy.

In the weeks following the episode on the train, efforts
to separate fact from rumor and unsupported &llegations

required extensive correspondence and the ordering of the

Spayne to Peters, Farch 25, 1919, Feyne to West-
moreland Davis, larch 25, Davis tc reters, karch 28, and
Peters! reply,liarch 31, Department files. ,

¢ _

Saunders to Peters, Januvary 9, 1919, and Peters to
Saunders, January 10, Department files.

7Times—Dispatch, April.2, 1919, p..6
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Dunford report from Wilmington. When he was through,
the Commissioner was satisfied that the investigations cleared
his men, but not everyone shared his feelings, and the net
effect of the publicity on public opinion was highly detrimental
and tended to further discredit enforcement efforts in the
minds of moderates and erstwhile supporters of the Department.
As the specific issue of the "Wilmington Case" wore
itself out, John Farton Payne and J. Sidney'Peteré carried
on their feud on broader ground. Fayne took occasibn to nbte
in mid-April that a recent U, S. Supreme Court decision had -
the effect of denying Feters the authority to "interfere" with .
passengers on interstate trains, The Commissioner coolly |
denied that the decision affected State officers but said he
would get a copy for study. Hé countersd with a suggestion
that Payne himself stop tne flow of illicit liquor into
Virginia if he found Virginia enforcement efforts objecfionable.9
Two days later Fayne demanded a copy of the'warrant.
Peters claimed to use, and his tone indicated skepticism

about the Commissioner's pleas of innocence., Peters sent

8Benort of his investigations in Wilmington by Department
attorney Edward Dunford to Peters, Lay 7, 1919,uepartment files.
This letter formed a major basis for Peters'! July Statement
of the Commissioner of Pronibition, defending himself and
the Department. Opinion of Judge Prentiss of Richmond in
a letter to Peters, nprll 17, 1919, accepting pre-trial state-
ments to justify bail for agents charged witn murder, Department
files., = Clarke, "Seventeen Years.,..," Kovember 6, 1933.

9Payne to Peters, April 15, 1919, and Feters to
Payne, April l?, Department files,




a copy but revealed possible inconsistency vy explaining the
Virginia law did not require.their use, He stated they were
"usually used"™ to comply with requests of the Railroad Admin-
istration, The inference can be drawn frou Peters' admission
that warrants were often not used, in spite of his earlier
assurances, In Hay Payne forwarded an unsolicited copy of the
Supreme Court decision ﬁith a distinctly chilly covering 1etter.lo

For his part J. Sidney Peters had téken the counter-
offensive in April by requesting facts on the damage suits
Payne had claimed were costing the Railroad Administration
so much money, and he scemed to doubt the genuineness of
Payne's claims, He got in 2 parting shot by again calling
on Payne to "stop the booze® from crossing the border.ll

An interesting example of Feters'! unsuccessful relations
with the administration in Weshington was a long and ingratiating
letter to the new U, S, Attorney General, A, Nitchell Palmér,-
congratulating him on his appointment and offering to meet
with him at his convenlence to discuss "matters of mutual
interest"; presumably national and state prohkibition enforce-
ment, Ko reply from Palmer is in the files of the Department,
and an editorial comment in a Richmond paper revealed Falmer's
opinioﬁ of militant drys. He had refused help from icertain

organizations" in enforcing national prohibition ... "agencies

10 ) . .
Payne to Peters, April 19, 1919, Peters to Payne,
April 25, and Payne to Feters, lay 8, Departrent files,

llpet‘érs to Payne, April 10, Department files,



which have dominated the legislative branch and now seek to
dominate the executive.:; Espionage conducted by various
organizations and individuals is entirely at variance with our
theories of government," he concluded}Z“This was precisely the
sort of "cooperation" which Peters had encouraged from the
Anti-Saloon League and the WCTU ever since taking office, and
the incident illustrates the isolation Peters found in dealings
with many Federal officials,

WYhile Peters was deeply embroiled in the high level
controversy surrounding the Wilmington train search case,
an episode occurred which was to prove even more damaging
to the Department in the public mind and brought to a head
smouldering dissatisfaction among many Virginians., Peters
had long been concerened about the increase df rum-runners
on the highways, describing them as %“"desperadoes, armed to the
teeth and driving recklessly."13 One such pair was intercepted
near Woodstock on the night of liarch 26, driving south from
laryland on the Shenandoathurnpike, often calle¢ simply the
Valley Road., Department agents, including W, C. Hall and
_Harry}Sweet, stopped the car, 1ater found to be carrying
séventy~six quarts of illicity bonded whiskey, and Hall fatally
shot both men as they attempted to escape, The agents insisted
throughout the ensueing furor that the pair had fired first,

and there was no question of the rum-runners violating the

lzLetter of Peters to A, kitchell Pélmer, March 15, 1919,
Department files, Times-Dispatch, April 6, 1919, Part II, p. 4. -

13Peters, Report.. 1918, p. 8.



law, but public feeling ran so high that they were held in
protective custody in a mob-sﬁrrounded building. The first

to die was Raymond Shackleford, a thirty-five year 0ld hardened
felon, but L. D, Hudson, who died on Larch 28 in the hospital
was reported to bz only nineteen and captured the public's
sympathy,. . Local citizens took up collections for flowers,
and the agents found themselves charged with murder. Charges
were finally dropped after several months and three hung

14

Juries,’

The incident set off & round of charges and counter-
charges among newspapers end officials, with Peters and his
Department caught in the middle. The Virginian, acting as the
news organ for the Department, was one of the few papers to
rally to the defense of the agents. It reminded readers that
search warrants were not required on the highways and citing
the low reputation of Shackleford and the courage of the agents
who daily faced great dangers. It called for "calm and
earnest thought" and reprimandedv"apologists for lawbreakers,®
The Virginian criticized Governor Davis and J. B. Payne for
using the Woodsteck affair to put the Department in a bad .

light by placing copies of related correspondence in the

i nes-Dispatch, karch 28, 1919.  The Virginian
(Richmond), karch 29, 1919. Winchester Evening Star, harch 28,
1919, Clarke, "Seventeen Years,..," unovember 6, 1933, J. W.
Hough, Fresident of the Virginia Anti-Saloon League, wrote
Feters on Lay 16 that he had proof Hudson was twenty-four,
not ninetecn, Feters thanked him and 'said the defense was
adequate as it stood.
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Washington and Baltimore papers.l5

The Law and Order League of Winchester gave the agents
aid and encouragement, and called for public calm. The
Leagues had been organized in every county of the State by
the Anti-Saloon League ﬁo vress for enforcement and keep an

eye on local happenings.l

' The Winchester Evening Star made no reference to any

"excitement" surrounding the detained agents until several
days after the shootings. Iany papers may have exaggerated

the "mob action", but the Evening Star, a dry vpaper owned by

Richard Evelyn Byrd, who authored the Byrd Lew of 1903,
was probably trying to minimize the incident.l7
Peters lost no time in rushing to Winchester and to
the aid of his men, and he immediately thereafter issued a
blanket denial of any wrongdoing and posted a 310,000 bond
for release of the men, After afriving Peters and Edward
Dunford, his chief counsel, had found themselves under the

protection of the hastily called-out fire department. They

could not buy gas in Winchester and had to hide their car in

5Times-DiSDatch, April 2, editorial p.6,
Richmond News—Leader, larch 28, editorial p. 4, Norfolk Ledger-
Disvateh, harch 27, editorial p., 6, The news (Lynchburg),
karch 28, editorial p. 4, Denville Kegister, liarch 28, editorial
p. 4, Roanoke Times, Iarch 27, editorial p. 4 Vlrzlnlan
(RlchmondD harch 29, p. 1, editorial p. 8, and April E, p. 1,
and Glouccster Gazette, April 23, 1919. :

,16VirziniahL,Apri1 1, 1919, Times-Dispatch, karch 29,
1919. Clarke, "Seventeen Years...," ©November 8, 1933.

Ykaren 31, 1919,
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a private garage. FPeters and his men left town after the
inquest had been postponed to let tempers cool, and they
later publicly expressed deep regret over the killings.
W. C., Hall, who was subsequently tried for murder, had been on
the Danville police fdrcé and was noted for impetuosity and
disregard for danger. While on the force he shot and killed
2 Negro and was twice hospitalized from fights with Negroes,
His detective father had been shot and killed by a Negro. - |
Harry Sweet,'his co-defendent for murder, had served on“the
Richmond police force and had a similar temperament.18 Sweet
was charged with corruption while working as an agent for the
Department of Prohibition.19 |

On March 30, just two days after his censure letter

to Peters over the Wilmington Case, Governor Davis ordered &

full report on the Woodstock affair, The day before, the

18 ‘
Tinmes-Disratch, learch 28, 1919, p. 1.

19Anonymous but credible letter in 1919 Department files,
Clarke, "Seventeen Years...," Xovember 6, 1933. Howard
Lee lcBain, Irochibition, Lezal and Illegal (kEew York: lacmillan
Co“naqy 1928), pp. 155-157.Sinclair, rrohibition: Era of_ kxcess,

IcBaln, professor of constitutional law at Colurbia
University, described the frequent crimes of national prohibition
officers and the numerous killings of civilians, often innocent
bystanders, by officers. He emphasized the difficulty of
attracting and holding good men with the meager salaries offered
and of their resulting susceptibility to bribes, Another
problem was men who gquit and sold their services and inside
knowledge to bootleggers. In 1928 two-thirds of the national
officers could not pass the civil service exam when enforcement
was transferred from the Treasury Department to the Justlce
Department.

Sinclajr confirmed this record of corruption and gave
substantlally the same reasons, In spite of the lack of a

study for Virginia, it is reasonable to assume &a similar 51tuatior |
exlsted in this State in the perlod treated here,
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Liational Reférendum League which sought repeal of the lBEh
Amendment, passed and publiciéed a resolution in Washington,

D, C., which urged Governor Davis to call a special session

of the General Assembly and "deplore[d] methods used by leaders
of the Anti-Saloon League and prohibitionists in Virginia,

led by J. Sidney Peters, in attempting to suppress importation

of liquor into Virgini The Virginian hotly rejected

a."zo
such "outside interferénce" in Virginia affairs.

On the heels of the Woodstock Affair, a Richmond
editorial condemned the liquor search of a coffin on a train
in RBoanoke., Though the search was later proved to have beeh
conducted by federal agents, the paper associlated the eact
with those of Virginia'ls Department of Prohibition and protested
over the 'sacredness of death." Three deys later it publicised
an:. exchange of letters among the Govéfnor, Peters, J. B, Fayne,
and U. S. Attorney General Faluer over the casket o?ening
episode.22

lieanwhile the lethodist liinisters' Conference in
,Richmond deplored the loss of life at Woodstock but called on

citizens to stand behind those charged with prohibition enforce-

23
ment., At its annuval convention the Virginia WCTU passed -

20 . .. '
OTlmes-Dlsnatch, liarch 31, 1919,
21
Virginian, April 1.
22

Times-Dispatch, April 1 and 4, 1919,

23Times-Disnatch, April 2, 1919,




a resolution of support, and President Hoge‘expressed amazenent
at the criticism of the officers and the sympathy for the
1awbreakers.24 These actions by gatherings from across the
State indicate how wideépread was public arousal,

The Woodstock Affair was to re-echc through the fcllowing
weeks and months, and already in late April Petefs felt it
necessary to mail out copies of the ngggg of 1918 along with
2 form letter of appeal to influential anq interested citizens,
The letter gave his version of the Wilmington, Woodstock
and coffin cases, dismissing charges as "falseAand groundless, "
He also labelled as '"base and false" charges of discbﬁrtesy to
women on trains. He maintained they were circulated by
tenemies of prohibition against the brave officers of ‘this
department," and he asked for suggestions for overcoming
false impressions in the public mind.25 The next day he got
off a group of letters to citizens of Norfolk, urging them to
attend the Rev. Dr. George W. lcDaniel's address on "The
Ma jesty of The Law', Dr..HcDaniel had undertaken a speaking
tour of the State in the interest of prohibition enforcement
and was a fiery critic of newspapers he believed to be hostile
to prchibition, Peters billed the upcoming speech benefiéial
because of VWoodstock and "scurrilous rumors, designed to
undéernmine public approval of prohibition in Virginia and the

Nation.," The politically-minded Commissioner stressed that

‘ 2L”V:‘.mzinif:l WCTU Annual lieeting and liinutes: 1919 v
(Westminster, Faryland: Times Frinting Company, 1919), pp. 20,26.

2 . _ .
5Letter of Peters to various citizens, April 29, 1919,
Department files.
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election time in HNovember would be too late to make their
wishes felt and hinted at the approaching Democratic primary
as the time and place to elect friends of prohibition and

the Department for the 1920 session of the General Assembly.26

Soon thereafter the dry Roanoke Times urged readers to attend

McDaniel's speech in that city and to give a fair hearing to
Peters! defenders. |

Friends of the Department wrote from ray throuvgh Juné,
warning of hostile tzlk in their areas of the State and |
recommending counter-action., Other letters requested him to
~come to answer criticisms at public meetings.

The Religious Herald became fully alafmed. It warned

of attembts to wreck prohibition and implored rcaders to vote
in the primary and not be indifferent.29

An episode involving the editor of a Gloucester paper
helps explain why Peters was so critiéized in 1919. His zeal

“for prohibition and loyalty to his men often sweyed his

2

”6Letter of Peters to liorfolk citizens, April 30, 1919.
Copies of licDaniel's speeches and criticisms of newsparpers,
especially the Times-Disvatch, can be found in the “prohibition
file" of the baptist Historical Society, Richmond., hcbaniel
was pastor of the First Baptist Church, Richnond, and a leading
dry in Virginia, He made removal of liguor interests influence
-in the church a requisite to.accepting the pas+orate in. Rlchmona.

‘Pearson, Liguor and Anti-liguor..., D. 273.n;°

2
7Boanoke Timeg May, 1919, editorial, p. 6.

28Letters of Charles M. Fettner, Chief of police at
Berryville, liay 21, 1919, Robert 4, Russell, an attorney at
‘Rustville, lay 10, the Rev, J. L., Love, tay 22, L. D. Stables
of Gloucester, hay 25, and J. W. Hough, Pre51aent of Virginia
A-S L, in KNorfolk, July 1, Department files.

29

Religious Herald, liay 29, 1919,




judgement when either came under attack, In one of his letters
to a friend, H., C, Bland, Peters disputed a recent editorial,
In liay he wrote the Gloucester editor directly about a recent
stéry in réply to Peters! appeal of April 29 and claiming
"Proof of Peters'! ccarse methods... Gloucester lady suffers
indignities from Commissioner's 1Gentlemen' , " Apvarently on
a2 false tip agents opened the lady's trunk, arousing con-
siderable indignation, Peters had apologized profusely bub
refused to reprimand the officers who, though risled, had onhly
done their duty, in his opinion., Whereupon the editor |
gleefully published Feters! letter and claimed it proved the -
paper's case., He called Peters "too zealous... too ready to
suspect the innocent,.. they'should stick: to catching known
bootleggers and leave refined ladies' baggage alone." The
editor scoffed at the defense of the agents; "... how abéut the
rights of the woman wronged?"Bo

The whole affair could have been quashed by a non-
specific assurance that he would investigate and take appropriate
action., Instead, ne played into the hands of an obviously hostile
editor who made a fool of him. Peters revealed in this case
his unfortunate knack for antagonizing reasonable people,
many of whom were sincere supporters of prohibition. Either
a person was for rigorbusfenforcement and his Department's

efforts or he was against them, and therefore deserving of no

3OLetters of Peters to H, C. Bland, April 23, and to
the editor of the Gloucester Gazette, lMay 22, 1919, Department
files, Gloucester Gazette, khay 29, editorial, p. 2.




consideration, Even granting the impossibility of pleasing
everyone, Peters seems to have gone out of his way to make

trouble for himself.

b}
-
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CHAPTER VI
J. SIDNEY PETERS AT THE BARRICADES

By mid-April of 1919 J. Sidney Peters could see that he
and the Department of Frohibition were' in serious trouble,
and he set about buttressing é tottering regime. EHEHis appeal for
help on April 29 and his publicizing of the iichaniel address
attest to this, but his méjor effort was his "Statement of
J. Sidney Peters, Commissioner of Frohibition of Virginia,
in Reply to Hostile Criticism of the Department of Frohibition®
which was printed at League expense, on July 31 and there-
after distributed wherever he thought it would do the most
good. The fect that he felt it neceéSary was a sign of defeat,
and its publication did not alter subseguent events materially.
The "Statement' was based in part Qn'the report with signed
affidavits from Wilmingtén, N. C., prepared by Edward Dunférd,
his general counsel,,various correspondence, and recourse to
Department files.l .

Peters'! "Statement" was addressed "To the People of

Virginia" and was in answer to two main bodies of criticism:

1Letter contalnlng a special report from Dunford to Peters,
lay 7, 1919, Department files,

{571
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h%hat the Department of Prohibition {was] making no effort to
enforce the law, and that the Department [wasj.enforcing it
too zealously." He directed his attention to the charge of
overzealousness, primarily, as might be expected. However, he
also defended his recommendation in July 1918 to license
Shield's drug store to dispense prescfiption liquor in Richmond
and his decision in May 1919 to recommend suspension of the
license. In recommending thé licensing of a liguor dispensing
d:ugstore for Richmond, he upset the drys, and in recommending
license revocation, the wets. It has since been maintainad that
dropping the license was prompted b} Shield's and Peter°' dis-
pute over whether the Department or Shield should have the
profits from sales. Peters' explanations at the time were plau-
sible and effectively refuted charges of personal profit, but
the controversy was clearly harmi‘ul.2

The Commissioner went on to summarize cases of womén
who complained of mistreatment on pullman cers in Virginia,
and especially the episode recoghizable as the "Wilmington Case."
He identified the women as "Wrs. A and Mrs. B" and, using
Dunford's affidavits, refuted the substance of the charges,
at least to his own satisfaction. Peters fhen reiterated the
details and his owh defense in the "Woodstock Case" and included

in his appendix a supporting opinion of Judge Prentiss of

201arke, "Seventeen Years ...," Wovember 7, 1933.
J. Sidney Peters, "Statement of J. Sidney Peters, Commissioner
of Prohibition of Virginia, in Reply to Hostile Criticism of tbe
Department of Prohibition" (kichmond: n.p., July 31, 1919), Pe 3.
Hereafter cited as "Statement of J. Sidney Peters ....'
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Richmond, approvihg bail for W. C. h’all.3

Eaving devoted much of his space to these cases on
which he felt himself on strong ground, he grouped all
other complaints under "Other Cases." He attempted to
minimize numerous other cases without giving specifics concerning
them, but he made a grudging concession that "for some
{complaints] there has been more or less cause, and... they
are simply human beings who are liable to error." He found‘
it surprising that there had been "éo few mistakes committed.™
Peters admitted for the first time that some bags and tfunks '
had been searched on suspiclion rather than reasonable evidence
that they contained liquor. He hastened to remind his readers
that Fedefal agents were busy in the State and that the Bbanoke
coffin case, which was blamed. on his Department, really involved
Federal officers.4 His final defensé concerned. search, seizure,
and confiscation, especially 5f éutomobiles involved ih
rumn-rumming. ’He refered readers to the law gqverning it
and dismissed disgruntled critics.as:"bad'citizens.“

Peters concluded his "Statement" ﬁith & closely reasoned
plea for the retention of the Department. He claimed a drop
of one-half and 6ne#third'in thosé committed to the penetentiary

and jails; respectively, and boasted that State revenues

3Ihig:, pp. 5-8, 19.

ulﬁid.; pp. 8-9.
_5Ibid.,'p. 9.
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for educational purposes from fines were over 480,000,00

per year after deducting the $50,000.00 a year, appropriated for '
Department expenses, He argued that the meager Congreésional
appropriation pre-supposed active state enforcement, and should
Virginia fail to do so, the revénueé now enjoyed would go to
Washington., Peters appealed to a sense of patriotic duty to

" enforce the law.and cautioned friends of law and order "not

to be deceived into placing stumbling blocks in the way of

those who have expended so much time, energy and means in the
effort to rid this country of the plagues that have followed

in the wake of the traffic in alcohollic beverages." Peters
claimed the achievements of Virginia under prohibition were
attributable to the work of the Department of Prohibition but
then bared his own breast to the dagger of the General Assembly:
"If the General Assembly should be convinced that the present
Commissioner of Prohibition had been guilty of maladministration,
it should elect another in his stead; but it should not destroy
the Departmenf .es " unless another department could fully

and effectively take over its work., In this gesture Peters

was at his best, staunchly fighting against a sea of trouble but
willing to personally assume blame if in doing so he could

save the Departmént he believed to be essential tq'prohibition's
success. dJ. Sidnéy Peteré' devotion to the cause was complete
and absolutely sincere., He had served since 1916 as a willing

lightning rod to protect agencies of énforcement and in 1919

6Ibido 'y ppo 10-11.
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was willing to bow out for their effective survival,

The Democratic primary, which was tantamount to-
election for most Assemblymen, had already been held before
Peters! "Statement" was circulated, so it had only ninimal effect
on the make-up of the General Assembly, formally elected in |
Kovember of 1919, U. S. Senator Thomas Staples lLartin, leader
of the Democratic machine in Virginia, died on lHovember 12
in Charlottesville, remnoving from the sceﬁe the second of
two major figures in the alliance between the machine and the
Anti-Saloon League. With James Carmon's departure in 1918,
only Peters was left, and he was no match for his foes., Peters'
tacit offer of no resistance to his removel indicated his
recognition and acceptance of this strong-possibiiity. How
much pressure was put on him by influential drys is hard, if
not impossible, to determine, Certainly his old friend and
supporter, G, Walter FHapp stood by him at the 1920 session
of the General Assembly, but FPeters had become an embarrassement
and a liability to Virginia prohibition, and it is probable
that other prominent drys were anxious for him to step aside,

Throughout the summer and fall of 1919 sﬁpportérs kept up
the defense; The_Virginian published reports from around the
State on the good effects of prohibition. Drys mounted é-
vigorqus campaign for strict enforcement with the Anti-Saloon

League changing its'slogan from "Outlaw the Sazloon® to "Enforce

_ 7Dabney, Dry lessizh, p. 138. Shibley, "G. Walter
kapp," pp. 49-50. o . : v
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the Law"., Vartime prohibition had gone into effect on July 1,
1919, and it wes this act, more than the ratification of the

18th Amendment, which put an end to the run-running of bottled-
in-bond from the north and ushéred in the era of moonshine

against which prohibition officers were to have only 1imited success
in the years to come.

The Baptist Conference of Virginia passed a resolution
urging the Governor and Legislature to retain the Commissioner
and the Department of Prohibition, and reaffirming its support
of the League and the WCTU, Dr. George W. IcDaniel attacked
a petition to abolish the Départment, being circulated by the
hational Anti-Dry Referendum League, as the work of outsiders
and Bolsheviks, garbed in the gowns of liquor, He went on to
rreaise Feters! zeal and even defended the principle of warrant-
less search.9

Attorney CGeneral John Saunders statgd on Uecember 2, 1919
that "prohiﬁition has been a great benefit to the Commonwealth!
~and cited a decrease of serious offenses. . Even Governor Davis
was pressed. into a brief stateméht citing the "values of
prohibition and ex-governor Henry C. Stuért was long in praise

and confident of citizen support of the dry 1aw.lo

8Virzinian, lay 8, 1919. Clarke, rSeventeen Years...,"
liovember &, 1933. Pearson, Liguor and Anti-liquor...,
pp. 297-98.

Virginia Baptist Annuel: 1919, Temperence Committee
Report, p. 100, George %W, l.chaniel, “Liquor v, Life"
(Richmond: n. p., n. 4. Probably printed in late 1919), p. 6.

10 ’
: Anti-Saloon Leapue Yearbook: 1920, Ernest H. Cherrington.
Jr. (ed.) (Westeville, Ohio: American Issue Press, 1920), p. 68.
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Virginia Methodists in.their annual conference at
Richmond on November 12-17 adopted resolutions proposed by
their Temperance and Social Service Committee, in which they
rejoiced in the work of the Anti-Saloon League and commended
"the courage and effective work of the Rev, J, Sidney Feters.”
They pledged their "sympathy and support in the difficult task
he Ewas] performing," and they requested his reappointment by
the Bishop. They warned Vifginia Methodists to “"see to the
election of such officials as will adopt effective and proper
law enforcement legislation and will detect and punish all
violators of tne law. Vigilance and enefgy are needed to
maintain the victory," they concluded. Both Cannon and Peters
had once been active members of this important commitiee, and
in 1918, when Peters was still a member, it praised him in the
highest terms and pledged him their "sympathy, support, and
cooperation in his arduocus task., We further record our dis;
approval and contempt of the vicious attacks being made upon
him in the discharge of his duties by individuals, newspapers,
and corporationa." Presumably, the "corporations" alluded to
were railroads, and the Richmond, Predericksburg, and Potomac
in particular. Sensing the danger of compiacency, the Committee

warned Virginia liethodists against "the monster apathy,"11

11VirginiarConferenoe Annual, 1919, pp. 90-1.
Ibid., 1918’ ppo 103"4.




CHAPTER VII
THE FALL

The legislators elected to the 1920 session of the
General Assembly were predominantly dry, politically, if
not philosophically, and Governor Davis continued to at
least give lip service to giving prohibition a fair test.
The Department of Prohibition and its Commissioner were
another matter, however, and bofh had been the target of the
Governor for the past two years, with the charge of waste
in the Department the chief theme. This was a useful line
to take, since it was as hard to disprove as to prove. Ih
his letter to tﬁe Senate in 1918 he had recommended fhat the
appropriation be cut ous, but that chamber, which joined
the House in ratifying the Eighteenth Amendment to the U. S.
Constitufion,.was of no mind to do so. In his budget uessage
to the 1920 Session he pointed out again that Virginia was
the only state with a department of prohibition, and he main-
tained that it caused resentment among other law enforcement
agencies of the state and relieved them of. a feeling of respon-
sibility. Davis refused o support Department requests for
$74,284 and $56,054- for thé biennium and recommended instead
that the Depértment-be abolished for reasons of economy énd

efficiency. He cited the existence of national prohibition

64]




as obviating the need for a separate department in Vifginia.
Editorial commnent referred to a "“whip to his words ... a
storm of approval ... claps of hands and stamped feet ...
suggesting the Depariment [was] doomed." The editor scoffed
at the "train of agents and detectives" as an expensive
luxury.1
At the Democratic caucus on January 15, Parks P.
Deans, a Delegate from Isle of Vight County and‘a strong
supporter of Peters, asked for and got a postponement of
nomination for Commissioner, Speculation settled on the
uncertain future of the Department as reason for his start-
ling‘riianeuver.2 The next day sixteen Delegates sponsdred a
Kenneth Gilpin bill to kill both the Department and the
office of Commissioner, and a éimilar bill was expected for

3 At the bill's hearing beforethe loral and

the Senate.
Social Welfare Committee, created with prohibition in 1916
and always stacked with drys, Chairman Mayo C. Brown of

Lynchburg cautioned that "this is not a trial of Dr. Peters [sic]

lLetter of Governor Davis to the Virginia Senate,
March 18, 1518, and his 1920 Budget Message to the General
Assembly, January 14, 1020 box 4, Executive Papers of West-
moreland Davis. This wa the first executive budget since
its creation by the General Assembly at Davis's urging in
1918. See Xirby, Vestmoreland Davis, pp. 80 and 133,
Times-Dispatch, January 15, 1920, p. 1 and editorial, p.6.

2

Ibid., January 16, 1920.
3"bla., January 17, 1920.
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but a hearing" on whether or not to abolish the Department.
Lhe bill's chief sponsor assured those assembled that "we
are not here to nurt the cause of prohibition or to abuse
the present Commissioner but to abolish the Department.”
His chief argumeht was that federal agents were sufficient
for enforcemept, and he qubted from Governor Davis's speech
of January 14. He asked that enforcement be put under the
Attorney General and Qalled for the appropriation of $8000
to use the "ouster law" against local officials who refused
or failed to uphold the law. Gilpin}called attention to
numerous complaints and friction over enforcement, and,while
insisting he did not blame all on the Department and Peters,
he outlined the difficulty of getting good men to do espionage
work if not in their own counties and the impossibility of
enforcemenf against the unanimous sentiment of a locality.4
Since espionage work can hardly be carried out suc-
cessfully by a person known in the community, as Peters had
often observed, either Gilpin was ignorant of the problem
or this was an example of the strategy of many foes of
prohibition itself. In 1920 it was still. futile, even poi-
itically dangeroué, for Assemblymen opposed to prohibition
to do more than recommend revision in method, hoping to
abolish centralized enforcement and to move quietly toward

only token enforcement on the local level.

To the defense of the status quo rallied such men

 41vig., Januvary 25, 1920.
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as Senator Mapp, the Rev. Dr. George iicDaniel, the Rev.
David Hepburn, new Superintendent of the Virginia Anti-Saloon
League, and Peters, himself. A compromise bill, sponsored
by Parks P. Deans, was ultimately passed, continuing the
Department's life until September 1, 1922.5 Senator Mapp
sought $100,000 for both years of the biennium but had to
settle for $70,000, a considerable reduction from previous
;yéars.6 |
. The immediate crisis was not _ended for the Department
with the decision to contihue it for another two years. When
pressed in a House resolution by Delegate Edwin Gibson for
information on fines énd confiscations, spokesmen for the
Department adﬁitted their inability to comply. Such information
was routinely included in each annual report to the General
Assembly, but it would have taken time to compile and present,
Gibson was a dry but was strongly critical of Peters, and in
this surprise move made it appear that the Depertment was
either inefficient or concealing something. The opponents'
initiatgve was followed up gquickly on February 19L_When'Robert
0. Norris and twenty-six other patrons got a reéolﬁtibn’pésséd;tl
calling for an immediate iegislative investigation‘oflfetérs
and the-Department. The creation of the committee éast a cloud
over both and éave vept'to pent up hostility. To many this
tentative indictment of Peters and the Department gave‘suf—'xagf

ficient satisfaction, and the subseguent hearings before the

5Clarke "Seventeen Years ...," November 7, 1933,

6leeS-JlSUatCh, Harch 7 ang” 9, 1920. | Shibvley,
"G. Walter gapn ...,' pp. 50-2. _
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investigating committee.were dragged out and went largely
unattended by most of the resolution's sponsors. The remain-
ing dry members of the committee finally gave Peters a '"clean
bill of health" without pursuing the inquiry of the Department
itself.' |
The night of March 4 was Peters' undoing as the Demo-
cratic caucus met again to consider his reelection or replace-
ment. Delegate Edwin Gibson, the dry who had started the |
initial inquiry which ended in formal investigation, launched
a bitter attack in which the cautious language of eérlier
hearings was discarded. Gibson assailed Feters' public
opposition to the Norris resolution for investigation of the
Department, his hiring of outside lawyers to defend his agents
against ‘the state, and his calling General Assembly foes of
his Department "friends of bootleggers." Gibson called
Bishop Cannon "the boss of thevHoﬁse of Delegates," and
pleaded, "for God's sake, don't saddie the Prohibiticn
Department;with a.ﬁéha[ieters] who cannot make a living at
,.anything'éise. If;you_do{'yqu will have the o0ld vrothers,
- ‘the ﬁolitical parsons, buttonholing and communing with,ydu."
-Hé‘concluded with»the opinion that a preacher in politics
was as despiqable'as 2 whiskey dealer in polities. Baék
in January a letter had been read from an atiorney, Charles

‘Smith, who revealed that Peters had offered him a job, if

7Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...," November'7, 1933. ,
Dabney, Dry Messiah, p. 133. Shibley, "G. Valter Mapp ...,"
p. 49. Kirby, Vestmoreland Davis, p. 133. : :
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he would withdraw from a three-way race for a House seat,
leaving the way clear for another dry to win against a wet.
Vhen he refused, League Superintendent David Hepburn cam-
paigned against him, and he was defeated. Smith claimed
Peters had bragged that he was sctive in most state elections
‘and that he virtually controlled the General Assembly. The
disclosure créated an overnight sensation, blackening Peters
and undercutting those who had argued in 1916 that the
Department would keep prohibition out of politics. The show-
down came with Gibson meking his own nomination to the all
important Democratic caucus on the night of March 4. He
nominated Harry B. Smith, a Culpgggpr businessman, who polled
fifty votes to Peters' forty-eight. Smith had been a member
of the iHouse of Delegates and was a conscientious but mode-
rate dry, and therein lay much of his appeal; Peters! defeat
appears unexpected, as machine forces were predicting victory
through the newspapers. Subsequent newspaper accounts attri-
buted his defeat to his conduct in office and 4o involvement

of ministers in politics.8

8Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...," November 7, 1933,
Shibley, "G. Walter HMapp ...," pp. 50-1. Charles Smith
to Delegate E. Hugh Smith, January 12, 1920, Davis Papers,
Alderman Library, University of Virginia, as cited in Kirby,
V. estmoreland Davis, pp. 133-4. News-Leader, llarch 2,3 and
4, 1920. Peters' reelection was important enough to the
Democratic machine for Hal Flood, Martin's heir, to circulate
a letter in the General Assembly on Yeters' behalf. Edwin
Gibson, Peters' most bitter critic in the caucus fight, had
once been a liartin man but had switched his friendship to
the Independent Westmoreland Davis. Peters' defeat was a blow
to the prestige of the machine but a boost to the fortunes of
Governor Davis., See Kirby, VWestmoreland Davis, pp. 134-5.
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Under Smith's administration the Department ceased:
to be a center of controversy. He seems to have clearly
understood what was expected of him, and his reports to the
governor and the General Assembly were the very models of
moderation, with a reference to the necessity of "tact and
judgement."9 Before his lame-duck term expired on September 1,
Peters had had to release all his agents for lack of money
to pay them, and, thus, Smith was able to start his term
with agents of his own choosing.10 He moved the offices of
the Department of Prohibition from the old Anti-Saloon League
headquarters building, thus removing a source of embarrass-
ment. He employed only one attorney and held his force of
agents to six, since he had to be content with aporopriations
of only $%$40,000 and $30,000 for the biennium. His emphagis
was on the supression of moonshining, which had mushroomed
since national prohibition closed off legal liquor from the
nerth, and his summary of the difficulties, such as local
sentiment, & limited staff and budget, and inadequate laws
for the new conditions, reveals apessimism about what could
be done about moonshining.11 | '
There had been little in the 1920 secssion of the-
General Assembly to bring cheer to drys. They had been unable

to do more than mildly modify the Deal bill, sponsored by

9Smith, Report ..., 1920,/p. 4.

0peters to W. C. Hall, an agent of the Department, )
July 6, 1920, Department files, as cited in Kirby, West-
moreland Davis, p. 135. .

Msnith, Report ..., 1920, p. 4.



Senator Joseph T. Deal of Norfolk, which, when enacted, -
tightened warrant requirements and imposed severe fines
for illegal searches of cccupied pullman berths and baggage.
The lawmakers also made it easy for owners to recover con-
fiscated automobiles ana went on to cut appropriations.12
The normally tightly controlled General Assembiy
thus asserted its independence to the delight of wets.
However, control was soon reestabiished by the Democratic
nachine under Senator Martin's chief lieutenant and political
heir, Hal Flood, who was also the uncle of Harry Flood Byrd,
Sr. A disciplined General Assembly would in 1924 enactv the
TLayman Act, generally recognized as the most sweeping and

severe dry law to be adopted by any state.!?

: 12Smith, Report ..., 1921, p. 5. Clarke, "Seven-
teen Years ...," November 9, 1933. A fitting epitaph to

Peters' administration of the Department of Prohibition was
the demise in 1920 of the Virginian, the unofficial organ of
the Department, and of which Peters was part owner. '

v 13Clarke, "Seventeen Years ...," November‘9, 1933,
Acts of General Assembly: 1924, chap.. 407, ~ . .




CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSICLS

When measured by the goals of the Anti-Saloon League,
prohibition was effective in the 1916 to 1920 period treated
in this study., It reduced drinking, especially in public,
considerably. The earliest and most marked evidence of this
was in the lower socio-economic classes, among whom the abuse
of alcchol had been the greatest social problem, The corner
saloon, as a center of vice and a consurmer of workers' Fricay.
raychecks, disappeared as did public drunkenness. Employers
noticed a significant reduction in absenteeilsm and accidents
relating to drunkeness, and there is every reason to credit
prohibition with some improvement in individual family welfare.

Drys could point to official sanction agéinst liquor
as anti-social in the passage of the lapp Lew in 1916, Frchibition
was a victory for the churches and the middle-class, and for
the virtue of temperance, wihich many believed to be indigenous
to 0ld-stock Americans, 7To meny it was viewed as an acceptaice
by society of its responsibility to help its weaker members
by setting a good example, Virginians enjoyed for a time a
sense of crusading enthusiasm and a general willingness to

Zive prohibition a chance.

{72]
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Whiles difficult to assess, a certain prosperity
,duriﬁg’the éarly months of prohibition resulted from money
being diverted into other areas}of-the'state'é econony and
from fatter paychecks ear ned by men who spent nore time on. the
Job.

In the early months the more affluent tolerated the
‘nuisarce of having to order limited stocks from out of state.
They were indifferent to the 0'rv.xrﬂoling of the lower classes,
who were denied access to quick and cheap beer and whiskey
from the saloon axnd who could rnot afford the price of bottled-
iﬁ-bond from Maryland. Few cries of protest were heard from
the upter classes until pre-1916 stocks were exhausted and
agents of the Derartment of Frohibition made inroads on the
flow of liquor, legzal and illegal, from the north, lieanwhile,
Negroes and low income whites never supported prohibition,
but most did not vote because of disTranchisement or arathy,
and they were never factors in the political struggle over
- Peters ard the Department of Prohibition,

A basic flaw in Virginia prohibition in the long rﬁn
was that it had besn a political victory rather than a public
conversion. It had been more a victory for Cannon and the
Leagué then the result of a ground swell.of popular convicticn,
¥any, who only wished to get rid of the saloon, were swept
a2long in the fervor for prohibition. XNeither moderates, who
were just caught up in the movement, nor ardent drys envisioned
the measures Feters would feel necessary for strict enforcement.

Many nzively thought the deed was done with the passage of the
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dry law, but on no other issue was the mihority'lgés willing

to conply with the will of the majority,‘and in no 6thef areé
was its unwillingness as obvious or troublesome. As the

novelty wore off and the realities of prohibition, as enforced
by Peters, became cleer, the ehthusiasm and goodwill of

many of its initial supporters faded, and Feters and the Depart-'
ment came in for increasing criticism from all sides.,

The choice of J. Sidney Feters was a mistake, even
though he was a men of unquéstioned honesty and dedication,
Unfortunately; ne interpreted his aprointment as a mandate
fronm heaven and sew himself as an Isziah, chastizing his
people with Cod’s almighty rod. Virginians were made to feel
guilty though never intellectually persuaded of personal
guilt., This left an often unconscious sense of injustice
which became deeply disturbing to mery, and in time the
benefits wrought by pronibifion wers outweighed by resentmenc of
Peters and his agents.

In reality FPeters never had the power that either
nis supporters nor his detractors believed he had. Feters,
vetter than anyone else, knew the limits and frustrations
of his job. A restrictive budget made him very dependent on
local officers, but he was too impatient to use persuasicn,
ard he lacked the vower to compell cooperation from loczl law
bfficers or the authority to remove them, Furthermore,
Erovisions of the Virginia constitution and the defective-‘
‘ness of the "Custer Law" made the courts~us¢less against lax

or derfiant officialg,
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The Baptist and Methqdiét churches, especially, were
Astill-four-square for Peters ahd his Department. However,
they were outrnaneuvered by those who claimed to simply question
the competency and suitabiliﬁy of thevincumbent commiésioner
and the need for a serarate department in view of national
prohibition. Then too, a crusade proved more affective in
attacking the saloon than in defending a man and an agency,
especially when prohnibition itself did not appear threatened.

In view of the goals FPeters set for it, the Department
was underfunded and uﬁderstaffed. It therefore could not
succeed without the moral leadership and offiéial support of
2 strong goveruncr, a strong organization witnin %the Ceneral
Assenoly, or, perferably, both., Zeters had neither. Governor
Davis was an Independent and was hostile to him to the League,
and to prohibition itself. The [iartin machine in the Generzl
Assembly, having been coerced into enacting prohnibition, lacked
any enthusiasm for the Department and its Commissioner.

Many in the legislature were reseantful of Feters and the
Department, both of whom they felt were creatures of Camnon
and the League, and they found sweet revenge in later humbling
the League which had wielded the whip hand so effectively

in 1916, |

The middle-class on whom enforcement depended was
alienated by Feters! arrogancs and high-hardedness and by

the intrusion of preachers into politics. However there is

m

nc evidence that 2 mejority had lost faith with prohibition
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by 1920, Perhaps‘fbr that very reason,'thefldid noﬁ hesﬁitate
to remove Peters andé curb the inflﬁence in state politics

of the League, feeling that Peters and the League had hampered
a falr trial of Drohlbl*ion. Peters! downfall then should
not be viewed as a result of rejection by Virginians of
pProhivition, for enough were satisfied that its beneficial
effects outweighed objections over inconvenience and Dersonal
rights. Disillusionment and contempt Tor the law did not
become widespread w 11 after the mid-1920's, and support for
thoroughgoing enforcement vas still strongvenough'in 1924

for the passage of the Layman act, considered to be the most
comprnnenclve and strict of &ll state dry laws.

Je Sldnpy Feters was no“ the only casualty of the
struggle over prphloltion. Respect for the law 1tself, especially
when personified by the arrogance of a professional ary,
fell to a.new low, d4i ferlng onrly in degree with the generzl
contezpt for the dry law in the early 1930's before repezl,
Virginia saw f{riends and reiatives bitterly divided over
a concept of moral supericrity. Drys, theoretically motivated
by a laudable concern for the welfare of théir fellow men,
sat in judgement over their personal lives and found the
‘drift toward the exercise of moral tyrammy irresistable,

Intolerance on both sides of the vrohibition question made

raetional discussion difficult and czused both citizens and
lawmakers to assune inflexible positions which they defended with

closed minds., With preohibition, government thrust itself into
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 6itizensf pfivate 1ivés to a degree hitherto unknown,'foréshadowing
the "big government“ we have come to knOW'today,}

J. Sidney Peters, in many ways a tragic flgure,
was thrust into a role which requifed a blexd of firmness
and diplomacj he did not possess. He had become obsessed with
prohibition as an end in itself rather then a means for the
betterment of society. dAs with other militant drys, the
cause of true témperance had soon evolved for him into total
absggi?ance, to be won or lost on the field of political battle.
He exhibited little faith in his fellow men, or in the ability
of a maturing society td chose mocderation over excess.
His fellow Virginians would not tolerate a.Savanarola, a
role fellow drys encouraged him to assume, &nd in the end
it was the moderates, not the extreme wets who pulled him
down. They féplaced nic with a functiornary, and in that
act Virginia prohibition lost the character of a moral crusade
and settled dovm to merely a social experiment, It would be
recognized as a poignant coincidence that Peters died in
1933 just after Virginia repealed both state and national

prohibition,
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