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 Historians of the prohibition movement in Texas have assumed that the state’s main 

ethnic minorities—Germans, Mexican Americans and African Americans—strongly opposed 

restrictions on the production, sale, and transportation of alcoholic beverages.  This study focuses 

on the voting patterns in fifteen counties chosen to represent varying percentages of these ethnic 

minorities in their populations during three statewide anti-alcohol elections (1887, 1911, and 

1919) in an effort to determine exactly the extent of opposition to prohibition on the part of 

ethnic minorities in Texas.  It also examines the actions of the prohibitionists and anti-

prohibitionists in courting the vote of ethnic minority groups.  This analysis and comparison of 

election results in fifteen counties confirms overwhelming opposition to prohibition on the part 

of all three of Texas’s ethnic minorities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION  

 Prohibition—a reform calling for outlawing the production, sale, and transportation of 

alcoholic beverages—divided Americans into “drys” and “wets” from the colonial period into 

the twentieth century.  Virtually from the time Texas joined the United States in 1845, the 

prohibition issue caused social and political conflict in the Lone Star state as well.  The long-

term struggle over alcohol involved a notable variety of motives and interests on the part of the 

combatants.  Both sides, however, recognized the importance of ethnic minorities in the contest, 

both culturally and politically.  It is generally believed that German immigrants wherever they 

lived in the United States constituted an almost insurmountable challenge to “drys.”  The same is 

thought to be true of African Americans across the South and Mexican Americans in the 

Southwest.  Texas had significant numbers of all three minority groups, and prohibitionists 

definitely faced a tough fight in the Lone Star state, losing two statewide elections (1887 and 

1911) before succeeding in 1919 just after adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment outlawed 

alcohol nationally.  This thesis will examine the role of ethnic minority voters in the fight over 

prohibition in Texas, focusing especially on voting patterns in the elections of 1887, 1911, and 

1919, to determine the precise extent to which Germans, African Americans, and Mexican 

Americans did indeed support the cause of the “wets.”   

 The initial anti-alcohol movement aimed not to outlaw its consumption totally; instead, it 

aimed at educating individuals about temperance.  Limiting the consumption of alcohol, it was 

believed, would in turn reduce the social decay caused by the excessive abuse of strong drink.  

Benjamin Franklin urged men to “be kind and benevolent like God, and do not spoil his good 

work,” and arguments such as this caused the colonists to enact laws to “prevent drunkenness, 
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not to eliminate ‘the good creature of God.”  Eventually, however, in the early nineteenth 

century, those who opposed alcohol focused on removing the abuse from society all together.1   

 The movement to replace temperance with prohibition arose primarily from religious 

inspiration.  Ministers began to speak out about the evils of liquor and its effect on society.  For 

example, the Reverend Lyman Beecher, who eventually became an anti-alcohol activist, began 

to fight intemperance after he attended an ordination with intoxicated clergymen.  Beecher 

lamented from his pulpit in 1826 that “to sell liquor was unlawful in the sight of God,” and 

“people who got drunk were ‘dead, twice dead…for drunkards, no more than murderers, shall 

inherit the earth,’ because drunkenness is a sin which excludes from Heaven.”  Beyond the 

influential religious leadership displayed by Beecher, many individuals took the issue of 

prohibition into their own hands.  Neal Dow, a devout Puritan and successful businessman in 

mid-nineteenth century Maine, assumed the role of liquor killer throughout his life.  Raised 

under the guidance of his devout Puritan father, Dow adhered to the religious principles taught to 

him, including the abhorrence of liquor and drunkenness.  Dow continually sought ways to 

influence or force others not to partake in alcohol.  It was not uncommon for Dow to get his 

point across any way he saw fit.  Unlike his pacifist brethren, Dow “subscribed to muscular 

Christianity, considering it the duty of the righteous man, if moral suasion failed, to beat virtue 

into the sinner’s head.”  Instead of attacking his opponents, Dow sought other ways to influence 

the discontinued abuse and use of alcohol.  For instance, as a member of the local fire 

department, he imposed prohibition at the station’s annual dinner.  Some people accused him of 

implementing procedures in the firehouse that were detrimental to the local taverns.  As fire 

chief, Dow was accused on several occasions of allowing liquor stores that caught on fire, to 

                                                           
1 John Kobler, Ardent Spirits: The Rise and Fall of Prohibition (New York: Da Capo Press, 1993), 33-35, 34-35 
(quotation). 

 2



 

burn to the ground.2   

Dow and Brigadier General John Appleton, considered the first true prohibitionists, 

eventually made prohibition a life-long goal and sought any means necessary to fulfill that end.  

In 1837, Appleton and Dow broke away from the Maine Temperance Society, an organization 

focused on controlling liquor consumption not eradication, to form the Maine Temperance 

Union, which focused solely on liquor abstinence.  On several occasions, Dow lobbied the local 

government of Portland to restrict the sale of liquor, but he was unable to get a bill passed that 

stopped the flow of liquor.  These defeats encouraged Dow to seek legislative action at the state 

level to help remove the threat of alcohol.  After influencing and funding the campaigns of 

numerous dry politicians, Dow succeeded in getting a prohibitory law passed by the Maine 

legislature in 1846; however, the law was so full of loopholes that it became largely ineffective.  

Dow eventually became mayor of Portland and created a strong political alignment that vaulted 

him to the state legislature in 1851.  Shortly after his victory, Dow returned to the state 

legislature with the Appleton Bill, which “prohibited the sale and manufacture of any 

intoxicating liquor except for medical and industrial use and then only by an officially appointed 

agent.”  This bill, which allowed the consumption of imported liquor in the privacy of the home, 

eventually passed through the Maine legislature and was signed into law by the governor on May 

29, 1851.  Dow’s victory in Maine soon reached the ears of numerous temperance societies, 

which helped to spur the temperance movement forward.  The move toward temperance 

continued to grow, especially with the formation of other temperance societies.3   

Within a few years of Dow’s success in Maine, twelve other states—Oregon, Minnesota, 

Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, Michigan, Connecticut, Indiana, Delaware, 

                                                           
2 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 53-54 (first quotation), 78 (second quotation). 
3 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 79-84, 83 (quotation). 
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Pennsylvania, New York, and New Hampshire—voted to accept prohibition within their borders.  

In the same period, Nebraska became the lone territory to accept prohibition. Very soon, 

however, the numerous states that had accepted or introduced prohibition either changed or 

revoked their decisions due to the inability to change cultural standards in the United States, 

especially with the arrival of the beer-drinking Germans, and also due to the inability to enforce 

the prohibitory laws.  Maine remained the only state with a prohibitory law on its books after 

1858.  Each of these states or territories tasted the brew of prohibition within their boundaries, 

and even though most of them did not remain dry, it helped to push the nation and the anti-

prohibitionist forces forward to seek a compelling and lasting national prohibition.4

The coming of the Civil War in 1861, however, meant that “priorities shifted, and for the 

next twenty-five years all prohibitionist progress halted.”  The country’s attention and energy 

moved away from attempts to remove the threat of alcohol and began to focus on the things 

necessary to secure victory.  Although the Civil War brought the anti-alcohol movement to a halt 

new temperance societies emerged soon after the conflict ended.  In 1874, a new temperance 

organization, the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU), emerged.  The WTCU “relied 

on Protestant teachings, women‘s sense of moral outrage, and the belief in women‘s moral 

superiority” to encourage temperance.  Its objective was “to educate public sentiment up to the 

level of total abstinence, to train the young, reform and save the inebriate, and hasten the time 

when the dram-shops shall be banished from the streets by law.”  In order to become a member 

of the Union, every lady had to sign a pledge of total abstinence from all intoxicating liquors and 

pay fifty cents a year into the Union’s treasury.  Men could become honorary members as long as 

they signed the same oath and also paid the yearly dues of fifty cents.  Under the leadership of 

Frances Willard, the WCTU focused its efforts on gaining a constitutional amendment bringing 

                                                           
TP

4Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 85, 90; Behr, Prohibition, 30. 
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prohibition.  Willard’s stance on alcohol was a direct result of her upbringing under the guidance 

of her Methodist parents.  She was brought up to believe that liquor promoted Godlessness and 

sinful ways.  Her views on liquor became very apparent while making temperance speeches.  

Some temperance organizations advocated drinking in moderation; however, Willard argued that 

moderation was “the shoddy life-belt, which promises safety, but only tempts into danger, and 

fails in the hour of need…the fruitful fountain from which the flood of intemperance is 

fed…most men become drunkards by trying to drink moderately and failing.”  The WCTU, 

mainly middle class “wives of doctors, lawyers, merchants, and wealthy farmers,” focused on 

educating the young, because Willard believed they were the recruits of the saloon keeper.5   

Like other national organizations, the WCTU allowed each state to organize local 

chapters to help combat prohibition.  It was most effective on the state level in rallying women 

and children in the fight against liquor.  The WCTU created numerous departments under the 

heading of the state-level organization that concentrated on work among the Germans and 

blacks.  The organization also targeted children in Sunday school and public schools with an 

emphasis on teaching the ethics, physiology, chemistry, and hygiene of total abstinence.  Some 

teachers performed demonstrations in their classrooms to display how alcohol was detrimental to 

the human body.  For instance, one such demonstration involved the use of a cow’s brain, a jar, 

and some alcohol.  The teacher would pour the bottle of liquor into the jar and cover the cow’s 

brain, which would change color from pink to a revolting color of grey.  The teacher would then 

“conclude in sepulchral tones, [this] is what would happen to her pupil’s little brains if ever they 

drank Satan’s brew.”  They also sought to teach these same students temperance songs in order 

                                                           
5 Edward Behr, Prohibition: Thirteen Years That Changed America (New York: Arcade Publishing, 1996), 31 (first 
quotation); Paula Baker, “The Domestication of Politics: Women and American Political Society, 1780-1920,” 
American Historical Review, 89, No.3 (1984): 637 (second quotation); Essential Documents in American History: 
1492 to Present, Constitution and plan of work for a local Woman’s Christian Temperance Union pg. 1 (third 
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to help sway the thinking of the people around them.  Beyond the teaching of abstinence to 

children, the WCTU encouraged the formation of juvenile temperance societies, which would 

also help to educate the children on the detriments of drinking.  The WCTU continued to grow 

during the late nineteenth century, gaining national and international support with the emergence 

of temperance organizations all over the world.  Eventually, the WCTU played a large role in 

numerous prohibition elections throughout the United States and Texas.6

Soon after the arrival of the WCTU, another prohibition organization formed and joined 

the fight against liquor.  The Anti-Saloon League (ASL) formed nationally in 1895 with the sole 

purpose to “illegalize all alcoholic beverages, not simply those dispensed over a bar.”  Once a 

year, the ASL held a national convention, where the progress of the prohibition movement was 

discussed for each of the states.  In order to fund its operations, the ASL relied on the churches 

for financial support.  The League often persuaded pastors through voice or a bribe to allow them 

to use their churches to spread their beliefs on alcohol and also to solicit funds from the 

congregation.  Specifically designed to influence those political figures that had the ability to 

allow or disallow prohibition, the ASL quickly learned to use political propaganda to gain 

prohibition.  The ASL gained acceptance in the political world because of its ability to influence 

the elections of political figures, especially those who supported their cause of prohibition.  One 

major aspect of the ASL’s political make-up came from its refusal to form an alliance with one 

political party.  This allowed the ASL to support any person regardless of his political affiliation 

as long as he supported a dry position.7

State organizations were formed and operated under the blanket of the National Anti-

                                                                                                                                                                                           
quotation); Behr, Prohibition, 38-39 (fourth quotation), 46 (fifth quotation); Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 136-137, 154. 
6 Essential Documents, Constitution and plan of work for a local Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, 1; Behr, 
Prohibition, 40 (quotation). 
7 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 172 (quotation), 184, 190. 
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Saloon League.  Texans formed a state branch of the ASL in 1907 and relied on the Protestant 

churches and the clergymen for its leadership and funding.  Initially, the Texas chapter was 

unable to form a strong cohesive unit, but it did serve as a “clearing-house for political strategy, 

fund-raising, and popular agitation,” when it came to dealing with prohibition.  By 1914, the 

ASL began to restructure its organization in order to revitalize the prohibition efforts.  This 

restructure included a change of power in Texas, resulting in the ability of the ASL to help 

secure prohibition for the state.  The ASL remained strong throughout the push for prohibition 

and eventually played a large role in the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment.8   

 With the emergence of temperance and prohibition organizations, groups promoting the 

sale and consumption of alcohol began to emerge to counter the negative sentiments aimed at 

their product.  In 1862, the United States Brewers’ Association was formed as the first 

organization in opposition to prohibition.  Brewers across America joined the ranks of this 

organization because they knew it would be easier to fight the potential overthrow of their 

livelihood together instead of as single entities.  In order to join the fight against prohibition, 

each member paid dues according to its size, and each member solicited funds from those 

associated with the liquor trade including barrel makers and hop growers.  The Brewers’ 

Association had a two-fold goal: “first, to get the beer tax lowered and second, to sustain no 

candidate of whatever party, in any election, who is in any way disposed towards the total 

abstinence cause.”  The Brewers Association remained very active throughout the fight against 

prohibition.  It continually sent out propaganda and editorials to gather the support of the 

German Americans, a strong ally of the anti-prohibition cause.  Along with the National 

Wholesale Liquor Dealer’s Association, whose membership reached 1,200 distilleries, the 

                                                           
8 Lewis Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists: Texas Democrats and the Wilson Era (Austin: University of Texas 
Press, 1973), 44 (quotation), 166-67. 
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Brewers’ Association “threatened boycotts, coerced and bribed politicians, disseminated tons of 

literature, and maintained a blacklist of unfriendly companies that were not to be traded with.”  

Along with the national organization, many of the brewers formed state organizations to combat 

the prohibition movement at the state level.  Like its opposing organizations, the Brewers’ 

Association had to maintain a high level of involvement on numerous fronts in order to keep 

America wet.9

 Prohibitionists gained an important advantage with the outbreak of World War I in 1914 

and the entry of the United States into the war on the side of the Allies in 1917.  German 

Americans, who were famed for their love of beer, soon became the focus of the prohibitionists. 

Although most German Americans supported their adopted country during the Great War, the 

ASL helped to encourage the idea that German Americans and the brewing industry were 

supplying money to help subvert the United States government.  The ASL accused the brewers 

and German Americans of “subsidizing the press, dominating politics, being unpatriotic and 

preventing youth of German descent from being Americanized.”  The ability of the ASL to sway 

the American public into distrust of German Americans continued throughout the war.  As the 

“Prohibition cause advanced hand-in-hand with the growing wave of anti-German sentiment, and 

largely because of the ASL propaganda machine, anti-German hysteria did not come to an end 

with the Armistice but persisted in one form or another until the very end of Prohibition.”10   

The ASL’s legal advisor, Wayne Wheeler, proved especially effective in aligning the 

fight against alcohol with the fight against the Germans.  For example, during a meeting of the 

German-American Alliance in Cincinnati after the outbreak of World War I, the president, Dr. 

Charles John Hexamer, gave a speech supporting German culture and Germans’ refusal to 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
9 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 95-96 (first quotation), 203 (second quotation). 
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assimilate into American culture.  Wheeler soon turned this speech into an anti-American stance, 

however, and linked it to the fight against alcohol.  Wheeler’s actions led to the revocation of the 

Alliance’s charter, leading to its disbandment as an organization.  In order to link the Alliance’s 

stance on assimilation with prohibition, Wheeler exclaimed, “Kaiserism abroad and booze at 

home must go, liquor is a menace to patriotism because it puts beer before country.”  Wheeler 

and the ASL were able to put pressure not only on what was perceived to be their biggest enemy, 

the brewing Germans, but also to put pressure on the nation’s lawmakers to pass a national 

prohibitory law on all forms of alcohol.  Although the ASL was able to lay a blow to the 

brewers’ interest with the disbanding of the German-American Alliance, the ultimate goal for all 

of the prohibitionist organizations was national prohibition.11

The first major victory of the ASL over alcohol was the adoption of the Webb-Keynon 

Act in 1913, a measure drafted by a group established by the organization’s fourteenth 

convention in 1911.  The Webb-Kenyon Act prohibited the “shipment in interstate commerce of 

intoxicating liquors into any state where the sale of such liquor was illegal.”  President William 

Howard Taft vetoed the bill, but Congress overrode the veto.  Far from being content with this 

victory, the ASL and other anti-alcohol groups looked toward a larger goal—nation-wide 

prohibition.12   

 In November 1913, the twenty-year Jubilee Convention of the ASL called for a 

prohibition amendment to the United States Constitution.  Prohibitionist organizations then 

“centered their efforts on the movement for national prohibition.”  The ASL put continuous 

pressure on the congressmen, sending literature and numerous petitions seeking to gain an 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
10 Behr, Prohibition, 69 (first quotation); 71 (second quotation), 61. 
11 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 207 (second quotation). 
12 Norman Harding Dohn, “The History of the Anti-Saloon League,” (Ph.D. Dissertation, The Ohio State University, 
1959), 176 (first quotation); Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 197. 
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amendment for prohibition.  Finally, in December 1917, Congress approved a prohibition 

amendment and sent it to the states for ratification.  Mississippi became the first state to ratify the 

amendment on January 8, 1918.  One year later, Nebraska’s ratification provided the necessary 

three-quarters of the states to make prohibition a part of the United States Constitution.  The 

Eighteenth Amendment read as follows: 

Section 1.  After one year from the ratification of this article the manufacture, sale or 
transportation of intoxicating liquors within, the importation thereof into, or the 
exportation thereof from the United States and all territory subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof for beverage purposes is hereby prohibited. 
Section 2.  The Congress and the several States shall have concurrent power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 
Section 3.  This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of the several States, as provided in the 
Constitution, within seven years from the date of the submission thereof to the States by 
the Congress. 
 

Although the country had adopted a national prohibition amendment, it needed the means 

necessary to enforce the country’s newest policy on alcohol.  Once the amendment had been 

ratified by Nebraska, the ASL already had completed the plans necessary to enforce the new 

prohibition law.   Representative Andrew Volstead introduced the draft into the House, and the 

law eventually became his namesake.  The act provided teeth for the Eighteenth Amendment and 

stated that “no person shall manufacture, sell, barter, transport, import, export, deliver, furnish or 

possess any intoxicating liquor” unless its use met the exemptions of the act.  Some of the 

exemptions included the use of alcohol in industrial alcohol, sacramental wine, flavoring 

extracts, doctor prescriptions, vinegar, and cider.  The act also allowed brewers to remain in 

business as long as they manufactured near beer, which was a beverage that could contain no 

more than .5 percent alcohol by volume.  Although the Eighteenth Amendment and the Volstead 

Act ended the ability of Americans to produce and consume alcohol legally, it did not anticipate 

the will of Americans to break the law and continue to enjoy their favorite, now-illegal beverage.  

 10



 

In fact, the “Volstead Act was hopelessly inadequate, because it grossly underestimated the 

willingness of the lawbreakers to risk conviction, the degree of human ingenuity displayed to get 

around its provisions, and the ease with which the lawbreakers would be able to subvert all those 

whose job was to enforce it.”  Even though the United States had a policy to stop the production 

and sale of alcohol, it continually failed to enforce the new measure fully, leading to its ultimate 

demise in 1933.13

                                                           
13Dohn, “The History of the Anti-Saloon League,” 191 (second quotation); ibid, 176-230; Behr, Prohibition, 78 
(third quotation), 79 (fourth quotation). 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE HISTORY OF PROHIBITION IN TEXAS: 1837 to 1919 

Texas followed its own road from temperance to statewide prohibition in 1919 and on to 

the implementation of the Eighteenth Amendment in 1920.  Prior to the Civil War, Texas saw the 

arrival of settlers who brought with them ideas of temperance and abstinence from alcohol.  The 

first piece of legislation that affected the sale and transportation of alcohol was passed in 1837 

when the Congress of the Republic of Texas placed a tax on alcoholic beverages.  This measure 

was aimed at raising revenue rather than reducing the consumption of alcohol, but it did set the 

wheels in motion for future legislation on the subject.  In 1840, the Congress of the Republic of 

Texas created a new piece of legislation aimed at the liquor traffic.  This piece of legislation 

placed an occupation tax of $250 on merchants who sold liquor, and it also placed the 

establishment and owner under a $2,500 bond to “constantly keep an orderly and reputable house 

and to prevent gambling, quarreling or other misconduct.”  Eventually this law was revised so 

that saloon keepers were bonded not to sell to minors, adulterate liquor, allow lewd women on 

the premises, or screen their establishments.  These laws represent the first attempt of the state to 

limit the sale and consumption of alcohol and to mandate what could and could not happen 

within establishments that sold alcohol.  Following the adoption of the first restrictions on the 

sale and consumption of alcohol, the state took its first stab at ending the consumption of alcohol 

totally, at least on the local level.  In 1854, the Texas Legislature aimed to end the existence of 

dram shops or bars that sold alcohol in quantities less than a quart.  This law would go into effect 

on August 8, 1854 unless the counties held a vote prior to this date to determine if a license 

would be granted to the county allowing the bars to continue operating.  Although the legislature 

instituted this law, its constitutionality was quickly challenged.  This challenge led to the repeal 
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of the law in 1856 before the final verdict of the case was released, which ultimately rendered the 

law useless from its inception.14   

Also, beginning in 1854, counties could file with the legislature for a local statute to limit 

the areas in which saloons could operate.  The main objective of such laws was to limit the sale 

and consumption of alcohol around the community’s schools.  A county, city, or community 

could petition the legislature for a ban on the sale of liquor near schools.  The granted petition 

would read like the following:  “Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Texas that it shall 

be unlawful for any person or persons to dispose of any intoxicating or spirituous liquors, by sale 

or otherwise, within four miles of White’s mill and school house, in Hill County, and Concord 

school house, in Anderson County.”  If a person was convicted of violating this order, he faced a 

fine of no less than ten dollars and no more than one hundred dollars for each offense.  From 

1854 to 1875, approximately 150 communities successfully enacted laws to disallow the 

existence of alcoholic establishments around their schools.  The first of these laws was enacted in 

Marshall in Harrison County, and soon both Dallas and Fort Worth established similar 

prohibitory laws that limited the areas where liquor establishments could operate.  Texas, 

however, like the rest of the states, turned its attention away from prohibition during the Civil 

War, and local restrictions lost their appeal.15   

Soon after the war, the temperance and prohibitionists again focused their attention on 

ridding the state of alcohol.  In 1870, the first statewide temperance organization, The United 

Friends of Temperance (UFT), was formed to aid in the attempt to regulate alcohol within the 

state.  The UFT and James Younge, a lecturer and UFT organizer, founded hundreds of chapters 

                                                           
14 H.A. Ivy, Rum on the Run: A Brief History of Prohibition in the Lone Star State (Dallas: Temperance Publishing 
Co., 1910), 12 (quotation), 7-17. Ivy’s work, although slanted to support the prohibitionist cause, provides an 
excellent history of the early attempts at prohibition and the societies that were formed to either initiate or defeat that 
end. 
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throughout the state.  By 1887, the UFT had established “1500 Temperance Councils and 800 

Bands of Hope, the juvenile societies of the order,” and in 1887, the organization had 16,560 

members.  Most of the members of the UFT were men; however, women were allowed to be 

active members as well.  The UFT operated as a secret fraternity that was pledged “to total 

abstinence and fraternal helpfulness toward each other and toward drink-cursed humanity.”  

They also sought to end drunkenness, prevent children from drinking, and to persuade others not 

to drink as well.  The organization’s youth movement, Bands of Hope, which included both girls 

and boys, focused on keeping children from using tobacco, drinking alcohol, and using profane 

language.  These chapters used moral and political persuasion to combat what was considered 

the sin of drunkenness.  The UFT worked hard to establish a prohibition movement in Texas and 

came close to passing a measure through the Texas Legislature that would have placed the state 

under total prohibition, but the organization was never able to fulfill its goal.16   

Texas embraced the policy of local option elections in 1876 after the adoption of the new 

state constitution.  Col. E. L. Dohoney was considered the father of local option in Texas because 

of his role in getting the local option provision placed in the new Texas constitution.  Local 

option allowed counties to hold elections to determine whether they would be declared dry or 

wet.  Under the local option law, however, counties could be divided even further, 

accommodating smaller areas that wished either to permit or disallow alcohol within their 

boundaries.  Counties could be divided in numerous ways, including by Justice of the Peace 

Precincts, Commissioners Precincts, towns, or any area defined by a clear boundary.  Local 

option laws also designated how often elections could be held and the number of signatures 

required on a petition to grant approval.  Local option election laws allowed areas to conduct 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
15 Ivy, Rum on the Run, 18 (quotation).  
16 Ivy, Rum on the Run, 19 (first quotation), 19 (second quotation); James Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley: The 
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elections every two years, with the number of signatures necessary to permit a local option 

election varying according to the size of the area seeking prohibition.  From 1876 until 1887, 

Texas and its counties were content with the local option process, but by 1887 anti-alcohol forces 

were ready to attempt an election that could remove liquor from Texas statewide.17   

Prior to the first statewide attempt at prohibition, Texas became home to a temperance 

organization based within the female population.  In 1882, Frances Willard began her tour of the 

state of Texas for the purpose of setting up chapters to help aid the efforts of the national 

Woman’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU) and their mission.  Willard did encounter some 

success in her trip through Texas by helping to establish chapters in Austin, Denison, Galveston, 

Houston, Marshall, San Antonio, Sherman, Texarkana, and Waco.  The founding of a WCTU 

chapter in San Antonio is particularly interesting because of its location and the demographics of 

the county.  Before traveling to San Antonio, her supporters in North Texas warned her that San 

Antonio would not be open to her ideas because most of the people living in Bexar County were 

of Mexican and German descent and therefore typically not known for their acceptance of the 

temperance ideology.  Nevertheless, she succeeded.18

After the founding of the first local chapters of the WCTU, a statewide organization was 

formed one year later in 1883, rooting it in the confines of the evangelical churches and using 

them as an avenue into the lives of many Texans.  Like the national organization, the Texas 

WCTU was mainly made up of lower- and middle-class women, who held strong ties with 

Protestant churches and their missionary societies.  The WCTU gave women an avenue into the 

political world, providing them an opportunity to make a difference in not only their social lives 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Southern Strategy of Texas Prohibitionists in the 1880s (Waco: Baylor University, 2003), 9. 
17 Ivy, Rum on the Run, 24-25; Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 17; Cooke County Commissioners Court Minutes, vol. 
6,  Cooke County Courthouse, Gainesville, Texas, pp. 411, 485, and 498 . 
18 Sean Collins Murray, “Texas Prohibition Politics, 1887-1914” (M.A. thesis, University of Houston, 1968), 3. 

 15



 

but also in the lives of their families.  This opportunity, however, did not always result in large 

participation from southern women.  In relative terms, Texas women’s participation was low, 

resulting in a membership of 769 in 1892.  The most striking aspect of this number is that the 

WCTU was “the most influential women’s organization of the nineteenth century.”  The lack of 

membership is mostly attributed to the strong religious conservatism of the South resulting in 

women being unwilling to join a society aimed at vaulting them into an unaccepted role in the 

spotlight.  Instead, women formed study clubs and continued their missionary work underneath 

the guidance of their churches.  Like the national organization, the WCTU centered on 

promoting total abstinence of alcoholic beverages and aimed at forcing the liquor dealers out of 

business in order to reduce crime, poverty, and immorality.  The Texas WCTU also organized a 

youth movement that embodied the ideology of its parent organization.  These youth 

organizations, called Loyal Temperance Legions, allowed both boys and girls to participate in 

the campaign to rid the state of alcohol.19

After the emergence of the WCTU, the prohibitionists organized to form a political party.  

Founded by Dohoney after he attended the national Prohibition Party convention in 1884, the 

Prohibition Party of Texas held its first convention on September 8, 1884, in Fort Worth.  At this 

convention, the newly organized party selected presidential electors, who received few votes, yet 

it did draw attention to the prohibition cause.  In the1886 state elections, the Prohibition Party 

nominated Dohoney as their gubernatorial candidate. Dohoney, however, received only 19,186 

votes and finished a distant third to the winner, Democrat Lawrence Sul Ross who received 

228,776 votes.  Although defeated at the polls, the Prohibition Party submitted several 

                                                           
19Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 13-23; Judith McArthur, “Woman’s Christian Temperance Union,” Ron Tyler, 
Douglas Barnett, Roy Barkley, Penelope Anderson and Mark Odintz, eds., The New Handbook of Texas (Austin: 
Texas State Historical Association, 1996), 1037-38; Judith McArthur, Creating the New Woman: The Rise of 
Southern Women’s Progressive Culture in Texas, 1893-1918 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1998), 16, 9 
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resolutions to the Texas state legislature seeking action to “strengthen the local option law, to 

submit a prohibition amendment to popular vote, and to institute temperance instruction in the 

public schools.”  The UFT joined the Prohibition Party in pushing the state legislature to submit 

a constitutional amendment to the people to prohibit the sale, manufacture, or exchange of 

alcoholic beverages in the state.  In 1887, the legislature granted these two organizations their 

wish, and the people were presented with a constitutional amendment that would ban the sale, 

production, or transportation of alcohol in Texas.  The amendment was easily defeated, however, 

220,627 to 129,270, a defeat that ended the effectiveness of the UFT, because the attention of the 

state returned to local option elections instead of a statewide prohibition amendment.20

Prohibitionists and anti-prohibitionists alike concerned themselves with renewed focus on 

local option elections.  The Texas Brewers Association, which was created in 1901, became the 

heart of the anti-prohibitionist attempt to fight the rise in local option elections.  Funded by the 

brewers, the association aimed to defeat the upcoming poll tax amendment in order to ensure that 

its main constituents, blacks and Mexicans, could continue to vote against the numerous local 

option elections.  Joining the fight against the local option elections was the Retail Liquor 

Dealers Association in 1907, which like the Brewers Association aimed to turn dry counties wet 

through local option elections.  Prohibitionists formed a Texas Local Option Association in 1903 

for the sole purpose of combating the two anti-prohibitionist organizations by supplying speakers 

and propaganda to sway the voters to accept the idea of prohibition.21

Although the prohibitionist cause slowed after the defeat of the 1887 prohibitionist 

amendment, prohibitionism gained new strength with the arrival of the Anti-Saloon League 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
(quotation).  
20 Alwyn Barr, Reconstruction to Reform: Texas Politics 1876-1906, (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1971), 88 
(first quotation); Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas: A History of the Lone Star State, (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2003), 320; Ivy, Rum on the Run, 30, 21. 
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(ASL) to Texas in 1907.  The ASL re-energized the movement for statewide prohibition and put 

it once again at the forefront of politics in Texas.  The Texas wing of the ASL worked through 

the Protestant churches using its clergy for leadership.  In its initial years in Texas, the ASL 

mainly focused its energy on fund-raising, political strategy, and prohibition propaganda in its 

attempts to bring prohibition to Texas.  The ASL’s merger with the Texas Local Option 

Association in 1908 led the newly formed group to petition the legislature to submit another 

statewide prohibition election to the public.  A few years later the Texas legislature gave in to 

prohibitionist pressure and agreed to call a statewide referendum on alcohol to be held in 1911.  

Once again the prohibition amendment was put to the voters, and once again it was defeated, 

although this time by a much narrower margin of 237,393 to 231,096.  Although defeated, the 

drys celebrated the closer outcome and blamed illegal activities by the anti-prohibitionist 

organizations to explain their defeat.  The prohibitionists argued that voter fraud, mainly 

surrounding the manipulation of both the black and Mexican voters resulted in the defeat of the 

prohibition amendment, and vowed to continue to work for statewide anti-liquor legislation.  

Even the 1912 gubernatorial victory by James Ferguson, who vowed to veto any prohibitory 

legislation, did not deter the prohibitionists from seeking new ways to make the state dry.  In 

1914, the ASL was reorganized to be in compliance with the national organization, which led to 

resurgence in prohibition activity, including the pursuit of local option elections to turn Texas 

counties dry.  The ASL continued to pressure the public toward prohibition, including publishing 

the correspondence of the brewing interests displaying the extent of their involvement in the 

fight against prohibition.  Although the ASL fell short of securing another statewide referendum 

in 1916, it continued to seek ways of securing statewide prohibition.22

                                                                                                                                                                                           
21 Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionist, 43; Barr, Reconstruction to Reform, 230-231. 
22 Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 44, 166-67; Campbell, Gone to Texas, 345,346.  
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The single largest factor in helping secure statewide prohibition in Texas was World War 

I.  The involvement of the United States in the war with Germany sparked a new level of anti-

German hysteria that eventually led to the prohibition of alcohol in Texas and the United States.  

Texas reflected anti-German hysteria when “Governor Hobby vetoed the appropriation for the 

German department at the University of Texas in 1918 and high schools dropped German from 

their course offerings.”  The prohibitionist cause gained strength when the war resulted in the 

banning of alcohol within ten miles of military bases in Texas in 1918.  In the same year, Texas 

became one of the first states to ratify the Eighteenth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution.  The most telling sign of the emergence of a strong prohibitionist front, however, 

was the holding of another statewide prohibition election in May 1919, even though the 

Eighteenth Amendment had already been ratified and was set to go into effect in January 1920.  

Not satisfied to wait until January 1920, Texas prohibitionists wanted to ensure that the state 

would be under prohibition even before national prohibition took effect.  The third referendum 

on statewide prohibition resulted in victory for the dry forces by a margin of about 25,000 votes, 

and Texas outlawed the manufacture, sale, and transportation of alcohol just a few months before 

the inception of national prohibition.23   

Anti-prohibitionists viewed the fight to remove liquor from Texas as a “crisis in the 

affairs of Texas,” where prohibitionists used “the weapon of religious terrorism, ostracism and 

outlawry” to ban the sale and consumption of liquor.  Prohibitionists viewed the liquor traffic as 

a threat to society, especially women and children.  They argued that the liquor traffic made men 

“less skillful, less steady, less reliable,” and said that it “breeds idiots, paupers, criminals, 

lunatics and epileptics.”  Wets and drys alike focused heavily on courting the vote of the ethnic 

minorities in Texas, including Germans, Mexicans, and African Americans, because each side 
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23 Campbell, Gone to Texas, 354 (first quotation); Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 253. 
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believed these votes would decide the election.  It has been assumed that ethnic minorities voted 

heavily and solidly against the prohibition movement.  This thesis will assess whether this 

assumption is true by analyzing voting patterns in prohibition elections in fifteen Texas counties.  

It will also discuss the reactions against minorities by prohibitionists as well as uncover the 

methods employed by each side to court their votes.24

 Historian Lewis L. Gould argued that “South Texas, with its sizable Mexican and 

German populations, remained a bastion of opposition to the drys.”  “The antiamendment 

campaign” he wrote, “naturally centered on turning out a heavy vote in South Texas, doing well 

in the major cities, and holding on to the ballots of blacks, Germans, and Mexican Americans.”  

Historian James Ivy also acknowledged that both Germans and Mexicans opposed the 

prohibition amendment.  According to Ivy, “prohibitionists also expected the Mexican-American 

population of the southern counties to oppose the amendment,” and they were “correct in 

expecting that the Germans would oppose the amendment” as well.  These scholars did not, 

however, examine the exact extent of minority opposition to prohibition.  Fifteen counties were 

therefore selected by the author as the basis of a study to test the traditional assumption that 

various ethnic minority groups voted against prohibition.25  

 The fifteen selected counties chosen were Archer, Bastrop, Bexar, Comanche, Cooke, El 

Paso, Gillespie, Harris, Harrison, Hidalgo, Houston, Hunt, Navarro, Refugio, and Sabine. [See 

Map]  Each county was chosen on the basis of the size of its ethnic minority population and its 

geographic location within the state.  Archer County, located in north central Texas twenty-five 

miles south southwest of Wichita Falls, was originally founded as a farming and ranching 

community. As such, the population of the county fluctuated with the weather.  In 1887, the 

                                                           
24 San Antonio Express, July 17, 1911 (first quotation); Houston Daily Post, July 3, 1911 (second quotation). 
25 Lewis Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 43 (first quotation), 56 (second quotation); Ivy, No Saloon in the 
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county had a population of 521 people, 60 of whom were German.  It had no black families.  

Archer County was chosen not only for its location in North Texas, but because it was 

predominately white with a few German citizens.  With this type of ethnic breakdown, it 

provided an opportunity to study how a county with a low number of historically anti-

prohibitionist citizens voted in elections matching wets and drys.  Bastrop County, located in 

southeast central Texas thirty miles southeast of Austin, was predominately an agricultural and 

lumber community.  By 1887, the county had a population of 19,996 of which 8,299 were black, 

2,336 were German, and 128 were Mexican.  This county had significant populations of two 

ethnic minorities and whites.  It will provide insight into how a county with a large ethnic 

minority and white population reacted in dealing with the question of prohibition.  Bexar County, 

located in southwestern Texas, was mainly a commercial center for South Texas and was home 

to San Antonio, one of the largest cities in Texas during the age of prohibition.  In 1887, Bexar 

County had a population of 47,210 people of whom 3,395 were black, 6,146 were German, and 

7,688 were Mexican.  Bexar County was selected not only to represent the heart of South Texas, 

but also to represent a county with a strong ethnic minority population.  San Antonio played a 

large role in the manufacture, sale, and transportation of beer, and it would also play a large role 

in the outcome of the three attempts at statewide prohibition.26    

Comanche County, located in central Texas seventy miles southeast of Abilene, was 

mainly an area designed for ranching.  In 1887, the county had a population of 12,296 of whom 

12,258 were white, whereas there were only four blacks and nine Germans.  Comanche County 

was chosen because of its location on the western edge of what is known today as the Interstate 

35 corridor.  The Interstate 35 corridor represents the point farthest west, except for El Paso, in 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Valley, 63 (third quotation). 
26L.L. Foster, Forgotten Texas Census: First Annual Report of the Agricultural Bureau of the Department of 
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Texas that was heavily inhabited in the late nineteenth century.  Also, Comanche County 

provides a good example of how a predominately white county in central Texas handled the 

question of prohibition.  Cooke County, located seventy-one miles north of Dallas, was founded 

mainly as an agricultural county that was serviced by two railroads, which helped to make it an 

area for settlement.  In 1887, the county had a population of 22,230 of whom 20,776 were white, 

877 black, 413 German, and eight were Mexican Americans.  This county was selected not only 

to represent North Texas, but also because of its German population.  Cooke County has two 

heavily Germanic towns, Muenster and Lindsay, each with strong German cultural ties.  Once 

again this county provides a good analysis of how a German-dominated culture interacted with a 

predominately white Anglo prohibitionist county.   El Paso County is the most western county in 

Texas, located 650 miles west of Dallas.  By 1887, the county had a population of 14,211 of 

whom 282 were black, 544 German, and 6,461 were Mexican.  This county is important in the 

study on prohibition not only because it represents West Texas, but also because of its strong 

Mexican cultural ties.  These strong ties to Mexican culture play a large role in understanding the 

population’s aversion to or acceptance of prohibition.  Gillespie County is located in west central 

Texas and is seventy miles west of Austin.  Gillespie County was settled by the German 

Emigration Company and had many Germans.  By 1887, there were 6,939 residents of Gillespie 

County, of whom 136 were black, 3,163 were German, and 71 were Mexican.  Since the county 

consisted mainly of German citizens, the county and most of its cities, including Fredericksburg, 

held strong to their German ties.  For instance, the main newspaper in Fredericksburg was only 

published in German for many years.  This county is especially important to the study on 

prohibition because of its large German population.27  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Agriculture, Insurance, Statistics, and History, 1887-88 (Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 2001), 3,8,14.  
27Foster, Forgotten Texas Census, 45,48,65-66,81. 
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Illustration 1: THE FIFTEEN SELECTED TEXAS COUNTIES 
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Each of these counties was selected based upon their ethnic minority population and their placement within Texas.  

The counties were selected in order to create an equal representation of the entire state. 
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Harris County is located along the upper Gulf Coast in southeast Texas, with Houston as 

its largest city.  In 1887, Harris County had a population of 38,344 with 8,711 blacks, 8,946 

Germans, and 133 Mexicans.  Like Bastrop County, Harris County provides a good example of 

how ethnic minorities in a balanced population interact when the question of prohibition is 

raised, but on a much larger scale.  Harrison County is located in northeastern Texas along the 

Louisiana border and is 152 miles east of Dallas.  In 1887, the county had a population of 26,922 

of whom 15,981 were black and 417 were German.  Harrison County was selected not only to 

help represent East Texas, but also to provide the study with a large black population to help 

understand their role in the prohibition fight in the state of Texas.  Harrison County provided an 

interesting dynamic with the large black population and the relatively small white population 

within the county.   Hidalgo County is located in South Texas along the Mexican border.  In 

1887, Hidalgo County had a population of 4,102 people of whom 108 were black, 3 were 

German, and 2,098 were Mexican.  This county represents an interesting look at how not only 

Mexican voters viewed prohibition, but also how landowners viewed prohibition and the impact 

they had on their workers.  Houston County, located east of Waco, had a population in 1887 of 

20,255 people of whom 6,832 were black, 75 were German, and 10 were Mexican.  Houston 

County represents East Texas and had a significant minority of African Americans.28   

Hunt County is located in northeast Texas, fifty-one miles northeast of Dallas, and was 

predominately a farming community.  In 1887, the county had a population of 27,450 of whom 

1,489 were black, 33 were German, and 4 were Mexican.  Hunt County’s importance to the 

prohibition fight is mainly to understand the reaction to prohibition in far northeast Texas.  It will 

also help to understand the role of blacks in the prohibition elections when their numbers were 

not large enough to heavily influence the political process.  Navarro County is located in north 
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central Texas forty miles south of Dallas.  In 1887, it had a population of 25,753 people of whom 

3,649 were black, 82 were German, and 18 were Mexican.  Navarro County was specifically 

chosen because of its location in the state and its small ethnic minority population.  Located in 

southwestern Texas along the Gulf Coast thirty-five miles north of Corpus Christi, Refugio 

County was predominately a white community.  In 1887, the county had a population of 1,245 of 

whom 383 were black, 2 were German, and 37 were Mexican.  Refugio County was selected 

because of its relatively small ethnic minority population, considering its close proximity to 

Mexico.  Therefore, the county provided a good analysis of not only how ethnic minorities voted 

but also how geography and political factors played a role in the various statewide prohibition 

elections.  Sabine County is located in East Texas along the Louisiana border 140 miles northeast 

of Houston.  Although predominately white, Sabine County’s 4,525 people in 1887 included 

1,083 blacks and 12 Germans.  Once again Sabine County provides a look at the relationship 

between a large white voting group and a smaller black voting group in dealing with the issues of 

prohibition.  This study will argue that ethnic minorities, especially Germans, Mexicans, and 

African Americans voted heavily against prohibition.  It will also argue that both sides, 

prohibitionists and anti-prohibitionists, thought that this group of voters played a large role in the 

three statewide attempts to pass a prohibition amendment in 1887, 1911, and 1919.29    

In order to understand the significance of the ethnic minority vote in Texas, it is 

important to understand the actions of this voting group nationally.  For Germans, Mexicans, and 

African Americans the use of alcohol was part of their culture.  Upon their arrival in the United 

States, Germans began to heavily influence American culture.  This influence can be traced to a 

strong grasp of their native culture and refusal to assimilate with American culture.  One major 

aspect that Germans refused to change was their love for beer.  Once in the United States, 
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Germans became major participants in the brewing industry, including the United States 

Brewers’ Association, which “numbered so many Germans that most of the speakers at its 

opening convention spoke in German.”  The Germans were especially influential in Cincinnati, 

Ohio, where many continued to speak German and to create their own gymnasiums, libraries, 

and other institutions.  Cincinnati provides a good example of how Germans refused to 

assimilate and let go of their cultural ties.  As was the case in Cincinnati, German settlers in 

Texas also refused to assimilate and held on to their cultural attachment to beer.30

 For Germans, beer was a mainstay of their life and culture.  Although they had great 

affection for beer, drunkenness was not a problem for most German Americans.  For many, beer 

“was a social phenomenon, part of the cultural scene, on a par with oom-pah-pah brass bands, 

Strauss music, and choir singing.”  Germans consumed beer for every major event within the 

community; including birthdays, weddings, and any other event calling for a local celebration.  

Due to their acceptance of beer, Germans became the target of numerous prohibition societies 

including the Anti-Saloon League.  The ASL used various means of propaganda including 

literature to persuade Americans away from beer.  The ASL especially linked World War I with 

Germany, and to the American Germans and their affection for beer.  The ASL focused on the 

fact that most brewers were German, using the rising anti-German sentiment to turn Americans 

away from Germans and their beer.  They “excoriated the beer industry as pro-German and 

treasonable,” and “in the climate of war hysteria, it was not hard to whip up popular hatred of the 

big brewers with their German names and background.”  Overall, however, throughout the 

debate over prohibition, Germans celebrated beer and fought hard to maintain their ability to 

continue to make and drink their favorite beverage.31

                                                           
30 Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 95 (quotation); Behr, Prohibition, 64. 
31 Behr, Prohibition, 64-73, 65 (first quotation); Kobler, Ardent Spirits, 206 (second quotation). 

 26



 

 Like German Americans, African Americans were also thought to be fond of beer and 

liquor and thus became targets of the numerous prohibition societies as well.  Most prohibition 

societies, including the ASL, viewed African Americans as helpless people suffering from the 

problems of drunkenness.  Most southerners tended to agree with the statement that “Blacks who 

were fairly docile and industrious became, when drunk, a menace to life, property and the repose 

of the community.”  Fears of blacks grew, especially when they drank, because whites believed 

that alcohol “gave them the strength to repudiate their inferior status,” which also “encouraged 

them to attack white women.”  This fear alone gave white prohibitionists a strong reason to deny 

blacks the ability to drink alcohol.32   

 In many states, especially southern states, prohibitionists knew that blacks constituted a 

strong ally for anti-prohibitionists.  Therefore, many prohibitionists joined the Democrats in their 

attempt to disfranchise the black voter, which prohibitionists believed would end the threat to 

prohibition and local option elections.  In their attempt to persuade blacks to vote for or against 

prohibition, both sides enrolled the support of influential black leaders.  Both sides sought out 

black ministers, who would spread the word during church services. For example, one anti-

prohibition black minister reportedly declared in church, “More whiskey, cheaper whiskey, more 

barrels, bigger barrels.”   Like the Germans, African Americans were seen as a major opponent 

of prohibition, constituting a decisive and often fought over voting group.33

 Similar to both the Germans and African Americans, people of Mexican ancestry were 

also seen as a major threat to prohibition because of their acceptance of alcohol.  Most Mexican 

Americans lived along the Mexican border in South Texas.  Therefore, their role in the national 

prohibition fight was not as great as that of the Germans and blacks.  Mexicans played a large 

                                                           
32 Hanes Walter, Jr. and James Taylor, “Blacks and the Southern Prohibition Movement,” Phylon, vol. 32, no.3 (3rd 
Qtr., 1971), 247 (first quotation), 249 (second quotation). 
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role, however, in the prohibition elections in Texas, especially in South Texas.  Not only was this 

area dominated by both Mexicans and Germans, but it was also dominated by several breweries 

set on maintaining their ability to brew and sell beer.  Although not a major factor on the national 

level, Mexicans played a huge role in the prohibition fight in Texas. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
33 Walter and Taylor, “Blacks and the Southern Prohibition Movement,” 256 (quotation). 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE ELECTION OF 1887: TEXAS' FIRST ATTEMPT AT STATEWIDE PROHIBITION 

In 1887, prohibitionist forces in Texas made their first attempt to prohibit the 

manufacture, sale, and transportation of alcohol statewide.  Prior to 1887, each county had the 

ability to determine for itself whether to accept alcohol or not under a local option provision 

written into the Texas Constitution of 1876.  Prompted by the insistence of the United Friends of 

Temperance (UFT) and the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU), however, the state 

legislature finally agreed to allow the citizens of the state to determine if they wished to go dry or 

remain wet.  Although whites dominated the political scene in Texas, prohibitionists feared that 

the solid voting of Germans, Mexicans, and African Americans would pose a serious threat to 

the prohibitionists’ efforts to make Texas dry.   

Prohibitionists knew that the Germans would oppose any attempt at statewide 

prohibition.  It was well known that in “Germany and among German-Americans, the drink 

(beer) was more or less regarded as a necessity, thought to be an inducement to good health.”  

Along with their strong cultural ties to beer, Germans sought to preserve their individual identity.  

They viewed prohibition as an attack on their personal liberty.  Many Germans argued that “in a 

constitutional republic the choice whether to drink or not to drink ought purely to have been a 

matter of personal preference.”  Thus German Americans fought prohibition in order to protect 

personal liberty and their culture.34

 Due to their opposition to prohibition, German voters constituted a strong ally for the 

brewers and an enemy of the prohibitionists.  The prohibitionists viewed Germans as “staunch 

opponents” and denounced them because they “drank beer publicly, they were often Catholic, 

                                                           
34 Daniel D. Glover, “Anti-German Sentiment: The Prohibitionist Weapon,” (Master’s Thesis, Southwest Texas 
State University, 1994), 11 (first quotation); Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 14 (second quotation). 
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and they or their parents were of foreign origin.”  Germans not only acted as a strong ally of the 

brewers, but they also constituted a large portion of the brewers themselves.  In 1900, of the 201 

brewers in Texas, 127 were of German descent.  Many of the largest breweries in Texas were 

German-owned, including six major breweries in San Antonio and other large breweries in 

Houston.  Germans also played a large role in the liquor business, accounting for 18 percent of 

Texas‘s bartenders and 25 percent of saloonkeepers in 1900.  In order to maintain the local 

option laws and to defend against statewide prohibition, the state’s brewers formed a working 

relationship aimed at funding local organizations fighting prohibition.  These brewers worked in 

tandem to remove any threat of prohibition seizing Texas.35

 Germans voted heavily against prohibition in the election of 1887.  Of the fifteen 

counties selected, four had large German populations that supported the anti-prohibition cause 

and provided the anti-prohibitionists with a strong voting bloc.  The four counties that had a 

significant ethnic minority population, defined as those having ethnic minorities accounting for 

more than 30 percent of the population, were Bastrop, Bexar, Gillespie and Harris counties. (see 

table 1)  The largest population of Germans in 1887 resided in Harris County; however, the 

center of Texas German settlement was in Central Texas in Gillespie and Bexar Counties.  These 

two counties were stalwarts against the enactment of prohibition.  In 1887 Gillespie County had 

a German population that totaled over 50 percent of the county’s population and was also home 

to numerous breweries that helped to solidify the presence of beer for years to come.  Gillespie 

County did not hold a single local option election to ban alcohol in the county and never failed to 

vote against prohibition, allowing alcohol to continue to run there until 1919 when prohibition 

                                                           
35 Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 63 (first quotation); Twelfth Census of the United States: Special Reports- 
Occupations 1900, (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1904), 392-97; Glen E. Lich, The German Texans, 
(San Antonio: The University of Texas Institute of Texan Cultures at San Antonio, 1981), 105-6.  Lich‘s work 
discusses in depth the immigration of Germans to Texas, and details the numerous contributions of the Germans to 
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became state and national law.   

 

Table 1: German Population Breakdown for Gillespie, Bexar, Harris, Bastrop, and Cooke 
Counties and the 1887 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Germans 
Total 

Population 

German 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage 

    1887    1887 1887 
GILLESPIE 3,163 6,939 45.58 3,370 48.56 95.3 
BEXAR 6,146 47,210 13.01 17,229 36.49 93.5 
HARRIS 8,946 38,344 23.33 17,790 46.39 74.1 
BASTROP 2,336 19,966 11.69 10,763 53.9 76.2 
 COOKE 413  22,230 1.85  1,298 5.84 48.7 

 

Although the Germans of Gillespie County were forced to live under the laws of prohibition for 

some years after 1919, they did not always accept them.  According to historian Glen Lich, 

“German voters never did approve of the national Prohibition movement.  They voted it down in 

every election and ignored it when the amendment finally passed.”  Ultimately then, German 

Texans refused to acknowledge the possibility of prohibition and refused to accept its inception 

into society.36

The first statewide prohibition election resulted in a strong and decisive vote against the 

amendment from the citizens of Gillespie County.  During the election, the county sent 1,245 

voters to the polls with an overwhelming 1,186 voting against the state’s attempt to outlaw 

alcohol.  In other words, 95 percent of the county’s voting population voted to retain their ability 

to sell alcohol.  As can be expected, the Germans of Gillespie County made sure that their county 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Texas. 
36 Foster, Forgotten Texas Census, 8, 13-14, 48, 81, 96-97.  This work provides all of the statistics used in the table 
as well as the percentage of population breakdown used within the paper; Lich, The German Texans, 104 
(quotation).  
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would not contribute to the prohibitionists’ attempt to end the ability of Texans to buy alcohol 

within the state.37   

Some Germans were forced to deal with the decisions of the counties where they lived, 

especially where the ethnic minorities did not represent a large enough portion of the population 

to determine the political future of the county.  For instance, Cooke County was home to two 

German communities within a predominantly Anglo county.  In 1887, Cooke County Germans 

only comprised less than 2 percent of the total population of the county. (see table 1)  The 

election that year resulted in a dry victory by a majority of approximately one hundred votes.    

The Germans in Cooke County voted heavily against prohibition but could not overcome their 

small voting numbers.  In any case, German voters in Gillespie and Cooke followed the 

expectations of both the prohibitionists and anti-prohibitionists.38

Along with the Germans, African-Americans were also strong opponents of prohibition, 

providing a strong voting bloc for the anti-prohibitionists.  Their aversion to supporting 

prohibition resulted in strong and continued prejudices from the white voters who wanted 

prohibition.  During the nineteenth-century, race played a major role in politics, and prohibition 

was no different.  Blacks were able to participate in the voting process and were under continual 

coercion to vote for or against prohibition in statewide and local option elections.  Both sides 

used various techniques to sway black voters, including hiring prominent black speakers to 

persuade voters to accept or refuse prohibition.  Both prohibitionists and anti-prohibitionists 

worked continually “hosting picnics, organizing rallies, electing leaders, and mobilizing black 

voters to participate in the political process.”  Although many blacks supported the anti-

                                                           
37 Anderson-Guadalupe Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Elections Division, 
Texas Secretary of State.  Archives and Information Services Division, Texas State Library and Archives 
Commission. 
38 Cooke County Election Returns, Cooke County Courthouse, Gainesville, Texas, volume 7, 136. 
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prohibition cause, a minority accepted and endorsed prohibition.  For instance, John B. Rayner, a 

black Republican, suggested to prohibition leaders that they seek out the clergy of the African 

Methodist Episcopal Church, and invite Texas Bishop Henry McNeal Turner from that church to 

speak in support of the prohibition amendment.  It is interesting to note that during the 1887 

campaign, Rayner helped to promote the platform of the prohibitionists; however, by the 1911 

statewide prohibition election, he was heavily involved in the promotion of the anti-prohibition 

campaign.39   

Blacks supported the anti-prohibition cause for two main reasons.  First, they did so 

because it allowed them to protect one more of the freedoms they received after their release 

from slavery.  They viewed prohibition was another attempt at removing a right given to them.  

In a rally for the anti-prohibitionists, black Republican leaders argued for blacks to retain this 

right.  Melvin Wade, a black Republican leader in Dallas County, argued that “he was a 

Republican because he was built that way, but if it was necessary in order to secure his personal 

right to take care of his own stomach to go with the Democrats he would go straight and as quick 

as a flash of lightning in to the very middle of their camp.”  In other words, Wade was willing to 

do whatever it took to keep his personal liberties intact.  The fight to retain their personal rights 

was not the only reason why blacks supported the anti-prohibitionists or even drank alcohol.  

According to historian Gregg Cantrell, “like oppressed laborers in other places and times, black 

Texans in the early twentieth century sought a measure of solace in alcohol.”  The relationship 

between oppressed laborers and black Texans would be the level of social class.  Oppressed 

laborers may have used alcohol as a means to escape the burdens of everyday life.  When labeled 

as a part of the lower level of society, black Texans would participate in actions associated with 

                                                           
39 Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 59-63; ibid, 60 (quotation). 
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that level in society.40   

Racism played a large role in the debate over prohibition.  For instance, Fannie Ress 

Pugh of the Texas WCTU wrote, “the greatest threat to the amendment would come from nine 

hundred and ninety-nine negroes out of every thousand, the majority of foreign population, and 

the rabble.”  Some prohibitionists argued that blacks would cause the demise of the white 

southern way of life.  For instance, one prohibitionist argued that the ability of blacks to vote and 

support the cause of anti-prohibition threatened the position of white southerners in society.  He 

claimed, however, that the anti-prohibitionists would fail because “in the veins of the white 

Southerner flows the blood of men unaccustomed to domination of any kind, and it will be a late 

day when they submit to having their institutions destroyed, their sacred days profaned, and their 

public buildings defaced by negroes and low-bred foreigners.”  Ultimately, both sides of the 

prohibition argument sought to influence black voters to support their cause, because they both 

knew the importance of capturing this bloc of votes.  Many anti-prohibitionists argued that it was 

the ultimate intent of the prohibitionists to drive the blacks from the political process, which they 

successfully did in 1902 with the adoption of the poll tax.  Anti-prohibitionists argued against 

removing blacks from political participation when their votes mattered most in trying to defeat 

the prohibition amendments.  Blacks overwhelmingly supported the anti-prohibition cause, but 

that did not stop both sides from continually and sometimes coercively to seek their support in 

the fight over prohibition.41

Like the Germans, black Texans voted heavily against prohibition in the 1887 election.  

Of the fifteen counties selected, five counties had significant black populations, including 

Bastrop, Harris, Harrison, Houston, and Refugio. (see table 2)  Each had a black population that 

                                                           
40 Gregg Cantrell, Kenneth and John B. Rayner and the Limits of Southern Dissent, (Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press, 1993), 196 (first quotation), 260 (second quotation).  
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accounted for more than 20 percent of the county’s total population, with Harrison County 

having the largest black population, accounting for almost 60 percent of its total population. 

When confronted with the first attempt at statewide prohibition, Harrison County sent 3,850 

voters to the polls who overwhelmingly defeated the prohibition amendment with a majority of 

2,052 votes.  Over 76 percent of the county’s population did not accept the idea of statewide 

prohibition and chose to accept local option elections as the answer to the prohibition question.  

Due to the large black population and the political and social relationship between the black and 

white populations, Harrison County will provide a good example of how these groups interacted, 

when dealing with the prohibition movement.42

 

Table 2: Black Population Breakdown for Bastrop, Harris, Harrison, Houston, and Refugio 
Counties and the 1887 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Blacks 
Total 

Population 

Black 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage

    1887    1887 1887 
BASTROP 8,299 19,966 41.56 10,763 53.9 76.2 
HARRIS 8,711 38,344 22.7 17,790 46.39 74.1 
HARRISON 15,981 26,922 59.36 16,398 60.91 76.6 
HOUSTON 6,832 20,255 33.7 6,917 34.15 66.7 
REFUGIO 383 1,245 30.7 422 33.8 91.1 

 

Bastrop County had a black population that accounted for nearly 42 percent of the total 

population and had a total ethnic population of almost 54 percent.  In the 1887 election, 3,253 

voters reported to the polls in Bastrop County and gave a 1,705 vote victory for the anti-

                                                                                                                                                                                           
41Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 64 (first quotation), 62 (second quotation).  
42Foster, Forgotten Texas Census, 8, 96-97, 98, 111.  All of the population statistics used in the tables and paper 
come from the only Texas census commissioned by the state. Hale-Presidio Counties, 1887, State of Texas election 
returns (county-by-county), Harrison County.  Although an ethnic minority population of 30 percent was established 
as the standard for a significant ethnic minority population, many of the counties had an overall ethnic minority 
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prohibitionist cause.  Harris County’s black population neared 23 percent in 1887, but it had a 

large German population as well, resulting in a total ethnic minority population of 47 percent.  

This large ethnic minority population helped the anti-prohibitionists secure the county against the 

prohibition amendment.  The county reported a total of 5,838 voters, resulting in a large anti-

prohibition margin of victory of 2,808 votes.  Houston County also had a large black population, 

accounting for almost 34 percent of the county’s total population.  During the 1887 election, the 

county handed the prohibition cause a large defeat reporting twice as many votes against 

prohibition than for the amendment.  Of the 3,267 voters, 2,179 voted to defeat the prohibition 

amendment.  In other words, almost 67 percent of the county’s voting population, voted not to 

accept the first attempt at statewide prohibition.  Refugio County had a small population 

altogether; however, it did have an ethnic minority population that accounted for almost 34 

percent of the county’s population.  In 1887, the citizens of Refugio County overwhelmingly 

supported the anti-prohibitionist cause with 91 percent voting not to adopt statewide prohibition.  

Thus each of these five counties that had significant black populations refused to support the 

statewide prohibition amendment in 1887.43   

Much like African Americans, Mexican Americans were subject to the prejudices of 

white Texans.  According to historian Evan Anders, “distrust of Catholicism, the popular 

stereotype of the indolent subservient Mexican peon, the corruption of the Hispanic vote, the 

periodic outbreaks of banditry along the border, and the Mexican American opposition to 

prohibition all sustained the widespread Anglo prejudices.”  These prejudices helped to stir a 

strong dislike of Mexican Americans by prohibitionists.  Mexican-Americans also maintained a 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
population of over 30 percent making them significant. 
43 Anderson-Guadalupe Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Bastrop County; Hale-
Presidio Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harris County; Red River-Zavala 
Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Refugio; Hale-Presidio Counties, 1887, State of 
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cultural and religious attachment to alcohol as well.  Their disdain for prohibition began with the 

Catholic Church’s refusal to “demand abstinence from drinking liquor and beer, and the Hispanic 

population resented the efforts of the evangelical Protestants, who spearheaded the temperance 

crusade, to impose an alien standard of morality.”  Similar to the Germans, Mexican Americans 

surrounded themselves with a culture that embraced alcohol, and they were not afraid to 

establish a stance on personal liberty, where alcohol was the drink of choice for many. 44

 Besides the cultural attraction to alcohol, Mexican Americans were under strong political 

control in South Texas.  According to historian Lewis Gould, Mexican American “votes tended 

to become the virtual property of local machines, organized by political bosses who dispensed 

services analogous to those performed in eastern urban centers.”  Many of the counties in South 

Texas worked under a near-feudal system, where the lower classes relied on the landowners for 

survival.  Because of this reliance, the lower working class fell susceptible to the wants and 

desires of the landowners, especially concerning how their laborers voted in elections.  “In 

exchange for jobs, help in time of need, or just small favors, the Mexican-American workers 

submitted to the authority of the boss and his allies.”  Since voting at the polls was public, it was 

easy for landholders to oversee how their workers voted.  Landholders could coerce or bribe 

tenants and employees to vote and could be sure that they voted as instructed.  For instance, in 

Nueces County, a landowner named Adams was said to have “many Mexicans in his employ,” 

and if he “cracks the whip over them and makes them vote pro,” then the prohibition fight would 

be lost.  One prohibitionist leader claimed that “on the Mexican border the plan has been let out 

to have a ball the night before the election, to get the Mexicans drunk; stay with them all night 

and march with them to the polls with tickets in their hands and vote for whisky.”  Due to their 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harrison County. 
44 Ever Anders, Boss Rule in South Texas: The Progressive Era, (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1982, 66 (first 
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reliance on boss rule, Mexican Americans were a strong voting force.  In another election in 

Nueces County, many Mexican voters “were herded into the polls like sheep and voted en bloc 

by the ranch owners.”  Although laborers were a strong voting force, landowners needed a 

reason to encourage them to vote against prohibition.  The landowners understood the value of 

aligning themselves with Anglo political figures, which helped to influence these landowners in 

their political decisions.  Political figures like James B. Wells, a powerful political boss in South 

Texas, viewed “government regulation of the economy as a deterrent to business expansion and a 

possible threat to his own self-interest.”  According to Wells, prohibition was another attempt by 

the government to regulate personal liberty, and “his Catholic constituency shared his 

disapproval of this drive to impose pietistic Protestant standards of personal morality through 

government sanctions.”  Combined with a refusal to accept government regulation and a strong 

adherence to cultural and religious principles, Mexican Americans became a strong ally of the 

anti-prohibition effort.45

 Mexican Americans like black Texans voted heavily against every prohibition election, 

local and statewide, that took place in Texas.  Of the fifteen selected counties, three—Bexar, El 

Paso, and Hidalgo—had a large Mexican-American voting population that accounted for more 

than 15 percent of its total population. (see table 3)  Although an ethnic minority population of 

30 percent has been used to determine if a county has a significant ethnic minority population, 

Bexar County is included because its total ethnic minority population was more than 30 percent.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
quotation), 98 (second quotation).   
45 Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 50 (first quotation); Anders, Boss Rule in South Texas, 14 (second 
quotation); Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 64; Anti-Saloon League, Brewers and Texas Politics, (2 vols., San 
Antonio: Passing Show Printing Company, 1916), 964 (third quotation); Ivy, No Saloon in the Valley, 64 (fourth 
quotation);Anti-Saloon League, Brewers and Texas Politics, 965 (fifth quotation); Anders, Boss Rule in South 
Texas, 21 (sixth quotation), 22 (seventh quotation). The Brewers and Texas Politics provide all of the evidence 
against the Texas Brewers Association dealing with their involvement in voting fraud, where they paid the poll taxes 
of anti-prohibition voters.  This work contains countless pages of correspondence between the Brewers Association 
and its agents.  The work is invaluable because of its content relating to how hard they worked in getting their 
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Bexar County’s Mexican American population was small in comparison to the other two 

Mexican American-dominated counties; however, Mexican Americans were the largest ethnic 

minority group in the county.  

 
Table 3: Mexican American Population Breakdown for Bexar, El Paso, and Hidalgo Counties 

and the 1887 Prohibition Vote. 
 

 
 
Counties 

Mexican 
American 
Population 

 
Total 

Population 

Percentage 
of Mexican 
Americans 

Total Ethnic 
Population 

Percentage 
of Ethnic 

Population 

Anti-Prohibition 
Vote  

Percentage 
  1887  1887 1887 1887 
Bexar 7,688 47,210 16.28 17,229 36.49 93.4 
El Paso 6,461 14,211 45.46 7,287 51.27 89.8 
Hidalgo 2,098 4,102 51.14 2,209 53.85 98.6 
 

Moreover, Bexar County was the center of Mexican-American activity including political 

activity that included prohibition politics.  The county held strong ties to the brewing industry 

many of which were based out of the county’s largest city, San Antonio.  Not only was San 

Antonio home to numerous breweries and a large ethnic minority population, but it also played 

host to the major newspaper of South Texas, the San Antonio Express, which acted as an avenue 

of anti-prohibitionist rhetoric aimed at defeating every threat brought on by prohibition.  

According to Gould, “the most cosmopolitan as well as the largest city in the state, San Antonio 

had long been a bastion for the friends of liquor.”  The significance of the large ethnic minority 

population resulted in a strong solid vote against any prohibition election in Texas, and the 

absence of local option elections to determine if the county would become dry.46

In 1887, more than 93 percent (5,901) of the 6,787 voters who went to the polls in Bexar 

County opposed the prohibition amendment.  Only Gillespie County among the selected counties 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
supporters to the polls. 
46 Foster, Forgotten Texas Census, 14, 65-66, 104.  The statistics in the table and the percentages drawn from them 
come from this work; Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 171 (quotation). 
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provided a larger percentage against the amendment.  Like Bexar, El Paso and Hidalgo counties 

also supported large Mexican-American populations that voted against prohibition.  El Paso 

County had a Mexican-American population that accounted for 45 percent of the county’s 

population and a total ethnic minority population that accounted for more than 50 percent of the 

county’s population.  In 1887, El Paso reported a voter turnout of 2,077 voters, resulting in an 

anti-prohibition victory of 1,655 votes.  In other words, over 89 percent of the county’s voters 

decided not to support the amendment, which displays the solid voting bloc provided by the 

ethnic minorities in El Paso County.  Similar to El Paso County, Hidalgo County also supported 

a large Mexican-American population that accounted for more than 50 percent of the county’s 

total population.  This large population can be attributed to the location of the county along the 

Mexican border, which was traditionally dominated by Mexicans.  During the first attempt at 

statewide prohibition, Hidalgo County reported a voter turnout of 441 voters, of whom only six 

voted for the prohibition amendment.  Hidalgo County’s support of the anti-prohibitionist cause 

was an undeniable demonstration of the power of the ethnic minority vote, and even the power of 

the political machine that operated in South Texas.  Overall, those counties with significant 

ethnic minority populations were able to secure a defeat for the first attempt at statewide 

prohibition in Texas.47   

The election of 1887 also provides a good example of how counties with small ethnic 

minority populations tended to vote in favor of the prohibition amendment. (see table 4)  In 

Sabine County, where black Texans represented 23 percent of the total population, prohibition 

won by sixty-eight votes.  Assuming the blacks in Sabine County voted as a bloc against 

prohibition, they did not have a large enough voting population to determine the outcome of the 

                                                           
47 Anderson-Guadalupe Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Bexar County, El Paso 
County; Hale-Presidio Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Hidalgo County. 
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election.  Archer, Hunt, and Comanche Counties also did not have significant ethnic minority 

populations of 30 percent or greater, resulting in a greater tendency for these counties to support 

the 1887 prohibition amendment.  In Archer County, ethnic minorities represented only 11 

percent of the county’s total population.  The county voted to accept prohibition with fifty-four 

of the ninety-eight voters voting in favor of the 1887 amendment.   

 

Table 4: Population Breakdown for Sabine, Archer, Hunt, Comanche, and Navarro Counties and 
the 1887 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties 
Total 

Population 
Total Ethnic 
Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

 
Anti-Prohibition 
Vote Percentage 

  1887  1887 1887 
SABINE 4,525 1,095 24.19 42.3 
ARCHER 521 60 11.5 44.8 
HUNT 27,450 1,526 5.55 54.7 
COMANCHE 12,296 13 .105 69.1 
NAVARRO 25,753 3,749 14.55 62.4 

 

Hunt County had a very small ethnic minority population, accounting for only 5 percent of the 

county’s total population.  In 1887, Hunt County voted against the prohibition amendment with 

2,764 or 54 percent of the county opting not to support prohibition.  Although it supported a 

small ethnic minority population, the rest of the population chose not to endorse prohibition this 

time, but the county would not post another win for the anti-prohibitionists in the future.  

Comanche County also supported a very small ethnic minority, which represented less than 1 

percent of the county’s total population.  In 1887, Comanche County defeated the prohibition 

amendment with 1,398 or 69 percent of the voting population choosing not to accept statewide 

prohibition.  Similar to Hunt County, Comanche County would not support the anti-

prohibitionists cause for future prohibition elections.  Navarro County had an ethnic minority 
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population of 14 percent in 1887.  The county sent 6,361 voters to the polls of whom 62 percent 

voted against the prohibition amendment.  The counties that did not support large ethnic 

populations were less likely to be able to sway the county’s vote away from supporting the 

prohibition amendment.  However, both Comanche and Hunt Counties voted not to accept 

statewide prohibition, even though they did not have a large ethnic minority population.  The 

failure of these counties to support the amendment is striking because counties located in North 

Texas were more likely to vote for prohibition than those in South Texas.48   

 The first statewide prohibition election ended with a wide margin of victory for the anti-

prohibitionist forces.  Of the 349,897 voters, 220,627 or 63 percent agreed that Texas was not 

ready for statewide prohibition.  When comparing the selected counties with and without large 

ethnic minority populations with that of the entire state, the results explain how much effect 

ethnic minority populations had on their counties.  Those selected counties with an ethnic 

minority population smaller than 30 percent had a total voter turnout of 11,657 voters of whom 

55 percent voted against the first state-wide prohibition election.  In contrast, those selected 

counties with an ethnic minority population larger than 30 percent had a total voter turnout of 

33,265 voters of whom 78 percent voted against the first statewide prohibition.  Those counties 

with larger ethnic minority populations voted in significantly greater proportions against the 

prohibition amendment than did those that did not have a large ethnic minority population.  It is 

even more staggering to compare these two classifications with the results from the entire state.  

Counties with an ethnic minority population smaller than 30 percent were more likely to vote for 

the prohibition amendment than the state’s average.  While counties with a 30 percent or larger 

                                                           
48 Red River-Zavala Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Sabine County;  Anderson-
Guadalupe Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Archer County; Hale-Presidio 
Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Hunt County; Anderson-Guadalupe Counties, 
1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Comanche County; Hale-Presidio Counties, 1887, State of 
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ethnic minority population favored the prohibition amendment significantly more than the state’s 

average.  Therefore, when voting in the election of 1887, counties with large ethnic minority 

populations were more likely to vote solidly against the prohibition amendment than those 

counties that did not support an ethnic minority population of more than 30 percent.  The 1887 

prohibition amendment election did not turn out as the prohibitionist organizations had 

anticipated and the issue would not return to the statewide arena again until 1911.49

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Texas election returns (county-by-county), Navarro County. 
49 Campbell, Gone to Texas, 320; these statistics are formulated from the previously cited county-by-county election 
returns for the fifteen counties selected for this study. 

 43



 

CHAPTER 4 

ELECTION OF 1911: THE SECOND ATTEMPT AT STATEWIDE PROHIBITION IN TEXAS 

The defeat of the first attempt at statewide prohibition in 1887 did not deter 

prohibitionists from continuing the fight against alcohol.  Instead, many prohibitionists were 

content to continue the fight through the use of local option elections.  From the end of the first 

attempt at statewide prohibition to the next major attempt to end the presence of alcohol in the 

state, many voters went to the polls to determine if their county, city, or even precinct would 

embrace prohibition through local option elections.  This renewed focus on local option elections 

ushered in a new wave of prohibitionist and anti-prohibitionist organizations that struggled 

against each other in both local option elections and the second attempt at a statewide prohibition 

election in 1911.  Societies like the Anti-Saloon League (ASL) and the Woman’s Christian 

Temperance Union (WCTU) emerged as the driving force behind the prohibition movement in 

Texas; however, they were quickly countered by anti-prohibitionist societies like the Brewers 

Association that worked hard to prevent the end of their livelihood.  The prohibition election of 

1911 presented the usual problems for ethnic minorities in Texas as they were confronted with 

racism and intense pressure from both drys and wets.  The poll tax, which became a suffrage 

requirement in 1902, however, further complicated the fight. 

Many Democrats and prohibitionists viewed the idea of a poll tax as a means to ensure 

accountability at the voting booth.  Most of the “prohibitionists, city newspapers, and advocates 

of electoral reform among the Democrats’ favored the amendment as a form of voter registration 

and as a means of ending various types of political manipulation, especially poor voters, by the 

brewers and other moneyed interests.”  The revived interest in disfranchisement brought the poll 

tax to the forefront of Texas politics.  The Democrats interest in disfranchising portions of the 
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state’s electorate resulted in a submitted amendment to the Texas Constitution calling for the 

enactment of a poll tax.  In 1902, the legislature submitted the amendment to the public for 

ratification.  Despite significant opposition, the amendment passed by an overwhelming two-to-

one margin.  Although the tax was no more than two dollars, it presented a challenge for ethnic 

minorities and poor white voters to overcome.  The inception of the poll tax forced both 

prohibitionists and anti-prohibitionists to find ways to allow ethnic minorities and poor white 

Texans to keep their right to vote.  The Brewers Association hired a team of lawyers to have the 

poll tax removed from law.  If the lawyers could not accomplish this, the Brewers Association 

hoped it could “knock out that part of the Terrel law [the election law reform that included the 

poll tax] which states that we cannot loan money or give money to a man with which to pay his 

poll tax.”  The brewing companies of Texas focused much of their efforts on securing poll taxes 

for the ethnic minorities.50

Each of the three ethnic minorities in this study was forced to deal with the poll tax in 

various ways.  Although Germans were not typically poor, the Brewers Association worried 

about the possibility that their best friends in the fight against prohibition would not pay their 

poll taxes.  In order to ensure that the Germans paid the tax and remained eligible to vote, the 

Texas Brewers Association sent out German-speaking individuals to the German communities 

and printed literature in the German language, encouraging them to pay and vote against 

prohibition.51

Prohibitionists were especially interested in removing the right to vote from African 

Americans because they saw blacks as anti-prohibitionist stalwarts.  For example, the Brazos 

County Signal proclaimed in 1903: 

                                                           
50 Barr, Reconstruction to Reform, 205 (first quotation); Campbell, Gone to Texas, 337-38; Anti-Saloon League, The 
Brewers and Texas Politics, 34 (second quotation). 

 45



 

“The best place on earth for you and the best people on earth to handle you are the 
Southern people.  They know you. The way to solve the Negro problem is to take the 
ballot out of your hands till you have some regard for it, not only yours but the whites 
also.  No man ought to be allowed to vote who will sell it.”  
  

Prohibitionists feared that anti-prohibitionists were paying minorities for their support in the 

upcoming prohibition elections.  They also thought that buying votes was not the only means to 

sway the vote of ethnic minorities.  The Brazos County Signal reported saloon men saying 

“Christians can pray all they want to, but they (saloon men) can take a brass band, a keg of beer 

and a whiskey bottle and lead all the ‘nigger men to hell.’”  In other words, according to 

prohibitionists, African Americans should not be allowed to vote on the question of prohibition, 

because the anti-prohibitionists bought their votes with cash and liquor.52

Blacks were one of the largest groups affected by the adoption of the poll tax and were 

under continual observation, persuasion, and coercion to pay their poll taxes in order to vote.  

The brewing companies of Texas focused much effort on securing the payment of poll taxes for 

the ethnic minorities including African Americans.  In order to influence African Americans to 

pay their poll tax, the brewing companies enlisted the help of several African-American 

preachers, including Reverend J. B. Rayner of Calvert, Texas.  While in San Antonio, Rayner 

attended a meeting at an African-American Baptist Church where he told the members of the 

church “how to mark their tickets and who could vote and set in motion some subtle forces 

which would get the colored voters to the polls.”  Rayner proved to be a very important cog in 

the Brewers Association anti-prohibition campaign.  He understood the value of a dollar in the 

black community, and he also understood that for many black Texans money was scarce and did 

not last long.  Therefore, Rayner encouraged the association to push African Americans to pay 

their poll taxes in October, because “after Christmas they will not have a dollar.”  One Mr. Paget, 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
51 Campbell, Gone to Texas, 337-38; Anti-Saloon League, Brewers, 272, 295. 
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an informant for the brewing association, wrote that the African-American preachers, including 

Rayner, “in the highways and byways of the State roused up the Negro to claim and qualify for 

citizenship, these are the men who did the work, without pay took the platform in defense of 

liberty of conscience and citizenship qualification.”  Another African-American preacher, J. L. 

Griffin, formed an organization called the Rescue Association of the United Sates of America 

and Africa.  This organization was chartered ostensibly to rescue fallen women; however, it 

worked solely for the political purposes of the Texas Brewers Association and the anti-

prohibition cause.  According to an ASL publication: “One of the principle (sic) elements of such 

purpose has always been to secure the payment of poll taxes by Negroes so as to qualify them to 

vote in elections involving the questions of the lawful sale of intoxication liquors in the State and 

the various counties and precincts thereof, and such purposes and work have been carried out in 

the guise under the cover of such organization and its declaring purposes.”53  

When brewing companies failed to persuade African Americans to pay their poll taxes, 

they were more than willing to provide money to pay the tax.  According to the ASL, “the liquor 

forces have spent immense sums and have had a fruitful field for fraud at the ballot box in the 

Negro population and the Mexican population of south Texas.”  Historian Lewis Gould 

observed, “of the 160,000 black men over twenty-one, somewhere between 15,000 and 40,000 

could survive the restrictions on suffrage.  In liquor elections blacks received financial assistance 

and supervision from the brewing interests.”  By paying the poll taxes of African Americans, the 

anti-prohibitionists ensured a significant anti-prohibitionist vote in any prohibition election.  A. 

F. Jecker, an agent of the San Antonio Brewing Association in Goliad, reported that he “paid a 

few anti Negro and Mexican (poll taxes), but can’t hold up the whole business, for as soon as this 
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gets out among them the whole damned business will expect some help from me, and it would 

not do to refuse them.”  Jecker’s report explains the want of African and Mexican Americans to 

vote, and the need for them to receive aid in order to vote in the elections that mattered most to 

them, prohibition.  With a large demand for the ability to vote and protect their personal choice 

to drink alcohol, brewing interests had only one choice, and that was to provide African 

Americans with the money needed to pay their poll taxes.54

Much as was the case with black Texans, the main issue concerning Mexican Americans 

and the prohibition movement after 1902 was payment of the poll tax.  In many areas of Texas, 

especially South Texas, anti-prohibitionist groups such as the Brewers Association worked hard 

to secure the payment of poll taxes by Mexican Americans.  Anti-prohibitionists, however, were 

not the only group aware of the inability of Mexican Americans to pay their poll taxes, for 

prohibitionists were also well aware of this financial weakness.  For instance, anti-prohibitionists 

claimed the “pros are determined to carry the war into West Texas next year and especially 

where the Mexican population is large, because they are well aware that these men will not pay 

their poll taxes.”  The prohibitionists took the inability of Mexican Americans to pay their poll 

taxes to the next level.  Anti-prohibitionists thought that if they failed to gather enough Mexican-

American poll tax payments by the deadline for the upcoming election period, prohibitionists 

would gather enough signatures for a local option election.  If this were to happen, anti-

prohibitionists feared they were sure to lose the county to prohibition.  In order to secure the 

payment of Mexican-American poll taxes, the anti-prohibitionists, mainly the Brewers 

Association, took many measures to persuade this important voting bloc to pay their money and 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
quotation). 
54 Ernest Hurst Cherrington, ed., The Anti-Saloon League Yearbook 1919: An Encyclopedia of Facts and Figures 
Dealing With the Liquor Traffic and the Temperance Reform, (Columbus, Ohio: Anti-Saloon League of America, 
1919), 150 (first quotation); Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 49 (second quotation); ASL, Texas Brewers 
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vote.55  

 Like their work with the Germans and blacks, the anti-prohibitionists found many ways 

to influence Mexican-American voters to pay their poll taxes, including the recruitment of fellow 

anti-prohibitionists who spoke Spanish.  In preparation for the upcoming statewide election on 

prohibition in 1911, an anti-prohibitionist leader explained he had a “man who speaks Spanish in 

all that territory west of San Antonio” in order to encourage the payment of poll tax receipts by 

Mexican Americans.  In addition to employing Spanish-speaking anti-prohibitionists, the 

Brewers Association also sought to influence Mexican Americans to vote against prohibition 

through the use of posters and advertisement.  For example, in a one-page advertisement in the 

San Antonio Express, anti-prohibitionists focused on the sentiments of the minority population in 

San Antonio.   The advertisement argued there would be an “increase in tax burdens, destruction 

of millions of dollars in property values, throwing out of employment of thousands of honest, 

sturdy workers who are homebuilders and home lovers, a system of spies and stool pigeons who 

will fatten upon vice and law violations, and the advent of the blind tiger, bootlegger and dive-

keeper in place of regulated saloons which obey the law.”  The anti-prohibitionists in San 

Antonio knew that the majority of the voters, who were Mexican American, were sensitive to the 

loss of jobs, income, property, and the personal liberty of being able to drink.  These 

advertisements were aimed to promote the payment of poll taxes by anti-prohibitionist voters.  

Where advertisements in newspapers and posters failed to encourage the payment of poll taxes, 

the anti-prohibitionists did not hesitate to pay the poll taxes for poor Mexican-American voters.56

 There are numerous accounts of the Brewers Association paying poll taxes for Mexican 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
and Politics, 302 (third quotation). 
55 ASL, Brewers and Texas Politics, 237 (quotation).  
 
56 ASL, Brewers and Texas Politics, 292 (first quotation); San Antonio Express, July 22, 1911 (second quotation).  
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Americans.  For example, when a local option election was called in Sam Fordyce (a town in 

Hidalgo County so small that it has since disappeared), an anti-prohibitionist informed the 

Brewing Association of the inability of the town’s Mexican Americans to pay their poll taxes, so 

he requested the Brewing Association to send money to pay their poll taxes and for money to 

help with election expenses.  In other counties, local anti-prohibitionists worked hard to secure 

the payment of Mexican-American poll taxes.  Charles Heinen, a beer dealer in Kerrville, 

declared that he found “the people up there are willing to organize, the saloon men, County 

Clerk, Sheriff and the leading business men will get up a fund and will help those who are not 

able to pay their poll tax, especially Mexicans.”  Apparently, even law enforcement officials 

were not afraid to bend the rules to secure a victory over prohibition.  Once the Mexican 

Americans’ poll taxes were paid, and they voted against prohibition, the anti-prohibitionists were 

more than obliged to throw their comrades-in-bottles a party for their victory over prohibition.  

After defeating another attempt at prohibition in South Texas, anti-prohibitionists “wanted to 

give a dance to the Mexicans who stayed with us so loyally in the fight and as the Lone Star had 

sent five kegs for the barbecue, and for the dance.”  While the anti-prohibitionists celebrated 

their tainted victory over prohibition, the prohibitionists became furious with the lawlessness 

surrounding the payment of minority poll taxes by the anti-prohibitionists.57

 Thus, when the second attempt at banning alcohol statewide came to a vote in 1911, each 

of the ethnic minority groups that tended to oppose prohibition faced the added obstacle of the 

poll tax.  Germans, who were less affected by the poll tax than were African Americans and 

Mexican Americans, once again provided a consistent and large voting bloc against the 

amendment.  As in 1887, Gillespie County demonstrated the strongest opposition to prohibition. 
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Of the 1,790 voters who went to the polls in Gillespie County, 1,649 (92 percent) favored 

keeping their steins full of beer.  (see table 5)  Other counties with significant German 

populations such as Bexar, Harris, and Bastrop, also voted overwhelmingly against prohibition.  

Even Cooke County, which had relatively only a handful of Germans, cast a notable minority 

vote against the amendment.58  

 

Table 5: German Population Breakdown for Gillespie, Bexar, Harris, Bastrop, and Cooke 
Counties and the 1911 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Germans 
Total 

Population 

German 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage 

    1887    1887 1911 
GILLESPIE 3,163 6,939 45.58 3,370 48.56 92.1 
BEXAR 6,146 47,210 13.01 17,229 36.49 83.6 
HARRIS 8,946 38,344 23.33 17,790 46.39 72.6 
BASTROP 2,336 19,966 11.69 10,763 53.9 76.2 
 COOKE 413  22,230 1.85  1,298 5.84 48.7 

 

Black Texans faced a greater challenge in voting than did Germans because of their 

inability to pay the poll tax.  In comparison to the 1887 election, therefore, those counties with 

large black populations yielded fewer voters in the 1911 election.  For instance, Harrison County 

had a traditionally large black population that heavily supported the anti-prohibition efforts in 

1887 with a dry vote of 2,052 votes in a voter turnout of 3,850 people.  Following adoption of 

the poll tax, Harrison County in 1911 reported only 2,754 voters, a decrease of more than 1,000 

voters from the 1887 election.  Along with this dramatic decrease in voter participation, the 

margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists dropped dramatically as well, resulting in an anti-

                                                           
58 Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Gillespie County, Elections 
Division, Texas Secretary of State. Archives and Information Services Division, Texas State Library and Archives 
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prohibitionist victory by only twenty-four votes.  This decline in the vote is even more striking 

when the population growth of Harrison County during the years since the 1887 election is 

considered.  By 1910, the county had a population of more than 37,000 people compared to the 

1887 population of almost 27,000 people.  Although the county grew by almost 10,000 people, 

the county saw a decrease in voter turnout, which is strongly attributed to the inception of the 

poll tax and the inability of blacks to afford the tax and vote.59

 

Table 6: Black Population Breakdown for Bastrop, Harris, Harrison, Houston, and Refugio 
Counties and the 1911 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Blacks 
Total 

Population 

Black 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage

    1887    1887 1911 
BASTROP 8,299 19,966 41.56 10,763 53.9 59.1 
HARRIS 8,711 38,344 22.7 17,790 46.39 72.6 
HARRISON 15,981 26,922 59.36 16,398 60.91 50.4 
HOUSTON 6,832 20,255 33.7 6,917 34.15 52.8 
REFUGIO 383 1,245 30.7 422 33.8 76.7 

 

 Bastrop, Houston and Harris counties also had large black populations that strongly 

opposed prohibition. (see table 6)  Much like Harrison County, Bastrop County was affected by 

the inception of the poll tax, resulting in decreases in the number of voters and margin of victory 

for the anti-prohibitionist cause.  For the 1911 prohibition election, Bastrop County reported a 

voter turnout of 2,730 voters resulting in a 500 vote anti-prohibition margin of victory.  In 1887, 

Bastrop County reported a voter turnout of 3,253 people; however, after the adoption of the poll 

tax, the county mustered only 2,730 voters, a drop of almost 500 votes.  The anti-prohibition 

                                                           
59 Hale-Presidio Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harrison County; Eastland-
Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harrison County; Texas Association of 
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margin of victory in 1911 declined by more than 1,200 votes from the previous election in 1887.  

Houston County, which also had a large black population, reported a total of 3,151 voters for the 

1911 election and a 179 vote margin of victory against the prohibition amendment.  Like Bastrop 

and Harrison Counties, Houston County’s anti-prohibition margin of victory and its voter turnout 

dropped due to the adoption of the poll tax.  Harris County did not see a similar downturn in 

voter turnout, mainly due to the growth of the county with the development of Houston as a large 

population center.  Harris County reported a voter turnout of 12,904 voters for the statewide 

prohibition election in 1911.  These voters provided the anti-prohibitionists with a 5,842 vote 

victory.  The county’s large anti-prohibition victory was a result of a large ethnic minority 

population and a strong relationship with the brewing industry.  Houston was home to two major 

breweries, the American Brewing Association (1893-1918) and the Houston Ice and Brewing 

Company (1893-1918).  With the large ethnic minority population and the influence of the 

breweries in Houston, Harris County continued to be a stalwart against prohibition until the 

adoption of national prohibition.  Similar to the Germans in Cooke County, the blacks in Sabine 

County did not have enough votes to affect the outcome of the prohibition election.  Instead, 

blacks were forced to accept the decisions of the larger white voting group.  In 1911, Sabine 

County reported a voter turnout of 941 voters of whom 604 voted for the prohibition amendment.  

In other words, the county’s voters provided the prohibitionists with a 64 percent victory, forcing 

the county’s black citizens to accept prohibition.  Ultimately, the adoption of the poll tax 

significantly reduced the ability of blacks to have a large impact on the prohibition election of 

1911, because their voting force was diminished by their inability to pay the poll tax.60

                                                                                                                                                                                           
www.txcip.org/. 
60 Anderson-Guadalupe Counties, 1887, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county); Anderson-Duval 
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Mexican Americans also faced the challenge of paying their poll tax in order to vote in 

the statewide prohibition election of 1911.  Their ethnic group constituted the largest minority 

class in Bexar County, which had strong ties with the brewery industry based in the county’s 

largest city, San Antonio.  San Antonio was home to the San Antonio Brewing Association 

(1888-1918) and the Lone Star Brewing Company (1884-1918) and twenty-six other breweries 

that appeared and disappeared before the adoption of national prohibition. The city also played 

host to one of the leading anti-prohibition organizations in Texas, the Brewers Association.  

Finally, San Antonio was the home of the major newspaper of South Texas, the San Antonio 

Express, which acted as an avenue of anti-prohibitionist rhetoric aimed at defeating every threat 

brought on by prohibition.  These two influential institutions created a safe haven for the state’s 

anti-prohibitionists.61

 Faced with another attempt at statewide prohibition in 1911, the Mexicans Americans 

and other citizens of Bexar County proved to be a strong supporter for the anti-prohibition 

amendment.  Bexar County sent 13,690 voters to the polls, resulting in a substantial victory for 

the anti-prohibitionist cause.  These voters accounted for a total of 11,446 votes against the 

prohibition amendment, 83 percent of the total cast in the county. (see table 7)  The San Antonio 

Express commented after the election, “from Taxlino to Harlingen and from Port Arthur to El 

Paso men opposed to prohibition are singing the praises of the antis of Bexar County.  This city 

and county saved the day to foes of prohibition and antis generally are free to concede this and 

outspoken in their praise of the fight that was made here.”  The margin of the anti-prohibition 

victory in Bexar County turned out to play a major role in the defeat of prohibition.  The anti-

                                                                                                                                                                                           
county). Mike Hennech, Encyclopedia of Texas Breweries: Pre-Prohibition (1836-1918), (Irving: Ale Publishing 
Company, 1990), 22; Karnes-Zavala Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Sabine 
County. 
61 Mike Hennech, Encyclopedia of Texas Breweries, 23-24; Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 171.  
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prohibitionists narrowly defeated the prohibition amendment by less than 6,000 votes, thus Bexar 

County’s anti-prohibition margin of victory of more than 11,000 votes proved vital in giving the 

contest to the anti-prohibitionists.  El Paso County also supported a large Mexican-American 

population and was home to the El Paso Brewing Association (1904-1918), which helped to 

solidify the county’s aversion to prohibition.  

 

 Table 7: Mexican American Population Breakdown for Bexar, El Paso, and Hidalgo Counties 
and the 1911 Prohibition Vote 

 
 
 
Counties 

Mexican 
American 
Population 

 
Total 

Population 

Percentage 
of Mexican 
Americans 

Total Ethnic 
Population 

Percentage 
of Ethnic 

Population 

Anti-Prohibition 
Vote  

Percentage 
 1887   1887  1911 
Bexar 7,688 47,210 16.28 17,229 36.49 83.6 
El Paso 6,461 14,211 45.46 7,287 51.27 79.1 
Hidalgo 2,098 4,102 51.14 2,209 53.85 76.1 
 

In 1911, El Paso County sent 3,286 voters to the polls, resulting in another anti-prohibition 

victory for the county with 1,918 wet votes.  According to the San Antonio Express, the 

Highland Park Precinct in El Paso County, “in which a large number of church members live, 

was the only precinct to go prohibition.”  Hidalgo County also proved to be a strong opponent to 

the prohibitionist cause.  During the 1911 prohibition election, it reported a voter turnout of 856 

voters that brought an anti-prohibitionist total of 446 votes that helped to secure the defeat of the 

prohibition amendment.  Each of the counties with a significant Mexican-American population 

voted heavily against the 1911 statewide prohibition amendment.62

The 1911 prohibition election also affected ethnic minorities in counties where their 
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numbers were not large enough to sway the outcome of an election.  Archer, Hunt, Comanche, 

and Navarro Counties did not have a significant ethnic minority population of 30 percent or 

greater, resulting in their tendency to support the prohibition movement. (see table 8)  Archer 

County went to the polls in 1911 and provided the prohibitionists with a thirty-five vote margin 

of victory.  Hunt County returned a stronger vote for the prohibitionist cause with a 3,095 dry 

vote.  Comanche County also supported a small ethnic minority population representing less than 

1 percent of the county’s total population.  The county favored the prohibition amendment by 

424 votes for the amendment out of 3,540 votes cast.  Navarro County also favored the 

prohibitionist cause in the 1911 election with 52 percent of the county’s 6,154 voters accepting 

statewide prohibition.  In each case, these three counties with small ethnic minority populations 

supported the prohibitionist cause during the 1911 election.63   

 

Table 4: Population Breakdown for Sabine, Archer, Hunt, Comanche, and Navarro Counties and 
the 1911 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties 
Total 

Population 
Total Ethnic 
Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

 
Anti-Prohibition 
Vote Percentage 

  1887  1887 1911 
SABINE 4,525 1,095 24.19 35.8 
ARCHER 521 60 11.5 47.8 
HUNT 27,450 1,526 5.55 25.9 
COMANCHE 12,296 13 .105 44.0 
NAVARRO 25,753 3,749 14.55 47.7 

 

The prohibition amendment election of 1911 proved to be the most intense, costly, and 

difficult campaign for not only the antis and prohibitionists but also for the ethnic minorities of 
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Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Hunt County; Anderson-Duval Counties, 
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Texas.  Faced with the adoption of the poll tax in 1902, both blacks and Mexican Americans 

were confronted with disfranchisement if they could not provide the necessary funds to vote in 

the election.  With the possibility of losing its main supporters, the Brewers Association actively 

sought to provide these two groups with the means necessary to vote against the prohibition 

amendment.  These means included paying for the poll taxes or even providing the voters with 

poll taxes that were received illegally from anti-prohibitionists in positions of power.  Although 

the Brewers Association attempted to level the playing field for these two groups, the poll tax 

ultimately had a large negative effect on the turnout of both groups—especially African 

Americans—at polling places for the 1911 prohibition amendment election.  Germans faced 

different problems than the African Americans and Mexican Americans.  From understanding 

the rules surrounding the voting process to making sure that Germans paid their poll taxes, the 

Brewers Association worked hard to ensure that this dedicated beer-drinking group would show 

up and defeat the prohibition amendment.  The 1911 election proved to be the last truly intense 

major battle over statewide prohibition.  Although Texas engaged in another statewide 

prohibition election in 1919, the level of involvement and the amount of interest in that election 

would fall short of the hotly contested election of 1911.   
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CHAPTER 5 

THE FINAL ASSAULT: THE 1919 PROHIBITION ELECTION 

The statewide prohibition election of 1911 proved to be an intense battle over the rights 

of Texans to manufacture, sale, and transport intoxicating beverages.  Although the 

prohibitionists were unable to secure statewide prohibition, the campaign gained steam for the 

prohibitionist cause.  The margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists dramatically decreased 

from 91,000 in 1887 to 6,000 votes in 1911.  This trend toward adopting statewide prohibition 

continued to grow and came to fruition following the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment 

that ushered in national prohibition.  The statewide prohibition election held on May 24, 1919, 

failed to muster the same enthusiasm as the previous two attempts mainly because of the war in 

Europe and the inevitable adoption of a national prohibition amendment.  Although in less than 

one year the state would fall under the guidance of the newly adopted Eighteenth Amendment, 

which would usher in national prohibition, Texas prohibitionists were not satisfied with waiting 

for national prohibition to take effect.  Instead, they successfully petitioned the legislature to 

send the question of prohibition back to the people in 1919.    Prior to the final attempt at 

statewide prohibition, questions were raised over the validity of numerous ethnic minority votes 

cast during the 1911 election.64

The Brewers Association spent large sums of money to provide their constituents, 

including African Americans and Mexican Americans, with poll tax receipts in order for them to 

vote and secure a victory for the anti-prohibitionists.  The Anti-Saloon League (ASL) responded 

by securing an investigation into the actions of the Brewers Association and its involvement in 

voter fraud, especially concerning paying the poll taxes of both blacks and Mexican Americans.  

As could be expected, the prohibitionists were concerned with South Texas and its large 
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Mexican American voting populous.  Prohibition leaders argued that these illegal voting 

practices allowed the state to remain wet.  Thomas H. Ball, Chairman of the Statewide 

Prohibition Amendment Association, was among the leaders of a call for an evaluation of the 

election process, including the payment of poll taxes.  Ball questioned both the African 

American and Mexican American vote and wanted “information as to the number of these 

classes voting as compared with their normal vote and the way in which their poll taxes were 

paid, and also as to the method used to solidify their vote for the antis.”  Ball’s anger stemmed 

from reports that “the large numbers of negroes and Mexicans and a large element who do not 

usually pay their poll taxes have used poll tax receipts paid by themselves or paid for them and 

that the election result has thereby been determined adverse to State-wide prohibition.”  

According to Ball, the “Mexican vote was practically solid for the antis as we expected it would 

be, but we failed to keep as many away not legally entitled to vote as we expected.”  Ball’s 

complaint concerning the illegal voting of Mexican Americans with fraudulent poll taxes was 

legitimate and possibly affected the outcome of the prohibition election.  The result of the 

investigation into voter fraud led to the prosecution of the Brewers Association in 1911 for its 

involvement in funding the fraudulent voters.  It was charged with antitrust violations along with 

illegally interfering in elections.  The Brewers Association was defeated in court and “fined 

$281,000, and forfeited their charters to conduct business in Texas.”  The Brewers Association’s 

stronghold on prohibition politics in Texas was drastically reduced, as was their involvement in 

subsequent prohibition elections.65

After the brewers were convicted, the prohibitionists were still not satisfied, and the 
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Texas legislature continued to generate laws affecting the liquor trade.  Each of these laws was 

enacted to limit the spread and indulgence related to the liquor traffic.  For instance, in 1913 the 

legislature passed a law prohibiting liquor dealers from campaigning in dry counties in order to 

establish business within its borders.  Other laws placed regulations on the hours of operations 

for saloons, including forcing the closure of all saloons on Sundays.  Although these laws limited 

the accessibility of alcohol, the arrival of the war in Europe in 1914 signaled a new assault on 

alcohol.  The emergence of the war in Europe and the involvement of the United States in 1917 

led to new measures against alcohol, especially surrounding the military bases in Texas.  The 

military used Texas as a major training center, having more than thirty bases that housed several 

hundred thousand troops.  Prohibitionists petitioned the Texas Legislature for a ban on alcohol 

around the numerous military bases in the state.  On February 26, 1918, the legislature passed a 

law that banned the sale of alcohol within ten miles of any military base in Texas, effectively 

eliminating the presence of more than 1,000 saloons in Texas.  The successful effort to limit the 

sale and transportation of alcohol near military bases was the beginning of a final push for 

statewide prohibition.  Inspired by the war in Europe and the push for a national prohibition 

amendment, the prohibitionists in Texas pursued a statewide prohibition amendment again in 

1919.66

One of the main issues facing the 1919 prohibition election was the rise in anti-German 

sentiment due to the United States involvement with the war against Germany.  Prior to the war 

in Europe, Germans were mainly known for their strong and unrelenting grasp on their culture.  

However, with the war in Europe where Germany was the enemy of the United States, Germans 

in Texas faced a new level of distrust and scrutiny.  U.S. citizens turned their attention to ridding 
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the country of anything that seemed pro-German or anti-American.  For instance, people 

changed the name of foods “like sauerkraut to liberty cabbage and street names like Berlin 

Avenue to something perceived as more American.”  Some Americans continually sought new 

ways to terrorize Germans for their assumed support of Germany.  The methods included the 

“burning of German books, the destruction of Beethoven records and the boycotting of Wagner’s 

music.”  Germans were also subjected to vandalism from self-proclaimed patriots who “painted 

German Lutheran churches yellow.”  In an attempt to cause intimidation and force Germans 

away from their cultural ties, many Americans took extreme measures from changing food and 

street names to even banning, burning, and vandalizing all things German related.  When World 

War I resulted in a rise in anti-German sentiment in the United States, prohibitionists, especially 

the ASL, viewed Germans as an opportunistic target in the fight to secure national prohibition.  

The ASL was able to link the war in Europe with the German brewers in the United States, 

which allowed the creation of a link between the need to defeat the German brewers at home in 

order to help secure a victory in Europe.67

The Anti-Saloon League effectively linked the ability to defeat the German army with the 

country’s ability to defeat the German brewers through the enactment of prohibition.  The 

brewing industry and its allies, the saloons and their keepers, were under continual fire from the 

ASL.  The ASL vilified the German brewers and saloonkeepers.  They referred to these two 

groups as the “Zeppelin baby killers” who were “no more merciless in their destruction of homes 

and innocent women and children than are the German booze bullies of America.”  German 

brewers were continually accused of trying to poison their constituents by placing various 

substances in their beer.  For instance, the ASL claimed that brewers were poisoning their beer 

with substances like acid.  Some saloonkeepers had similar thoughts, noticing the removal of 
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varnish on their bars, which they attributed to the beer made by the German-controlled 

breweries.  By attributing horrific actions to the German brewers, the ASL was able to secure a 

strong level of distrust from the American public, helping lead to the ratification of the 

Eighteenth Amendment.  The ASL also accused the brewers of wasting valuable food supplies 

that could be used to feed the troops in Europe.  Brewers used “barley, acreage for hops that 

could be used for wheat, coal that could be used for energy, transportation and other resources 

that the prohibition forces pointed out should be spent in the war effort” for supplying American 

forces and feeding allied troops.  In order to persuade the public to usher in prohibition, the ASL 

issued articles aimed at tainting the image of the German brewers.  For instance, the ASL issued 

statements such as: 

It is bad enough for the brewers to finance the pro-German propaganda campaign; it is 
bad enough for the brewers to maintain the saloons that are working to break down the 
morale of the army; it is bad enough for the brewers to waste millions of pounds of 
foodstuffs, by their own confession enough to sustain almost two million men, but hasn’t 
the limit been reached if they are deliberately poisoning the beer drinker with adulterants 
so subtle that the chemist is unable to discover them? 
 

The ASL effectively linked victory in Europe with victory over the German brewers by 

instituting a campaign that attributed to the brewers subversive actions that hindered the 

American war effort.  The ASL “rode on a war-time wave of nativism and patriotism to identify 

the liquor traffic with pro-Germans and disloyalty, thereby building up prohibition sentiment,” 

leading to the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment, which ushered in national prohibition.68   

In ways very similar to those on the national scene, Germans in Texas became victims of 

the rising anti-German sentiment emanating from the war in Europe.  This rise in anti-German 

sentiment led many German communities to hide aspects of their German heritage. Germans in 

Texas changed the names of the towns that had strong German roots in order to avoid further 

                                                           
68 Grover, “Anti-German Sentiment,” 70 (first quotation); 123 (second quotation); 131 (third quotation); 136 (fourth 
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persecution.  For example, a town called Brandenburg in Stonewall County changed its name to 

Old Glory in order to disassociate itself from the ties to Germany, and the German citizens of 

Germantown changed their town’s name to Schroeder to honor the town’s first citizen killed in 

the war.  Town names were not the only entity attacked and changed; street names also were 

subject to the same scrutiny.  At the height of anti-German sentiment, King William Street in San 

Antonio was renamed Pershing Avenue to avoid conflict.  Governor William P. Hobby vetoed 

the appropriations for the German department at the University of Texas and cities dropped 

German coursework in their high schools. Germans were forced to buy Liberty Bonds to support 

the war effort, with the threat of a public whipping if they refused.  With the endorsement of the 

Council of Defense, a state chapter of the national organization aimed at suppressing opposition 

to the war, citizens actively hunted down any opposition to the war imagined or real.  The 

secretary of the state council endorsed the following: “this is no time for foolishness and my 

method in a case of this kind would be, to act for the good of the country and then find out 

afterwards, whether it was legal.”  This mentality led to numerous unnecessary measures against 

Germans, justified by the idea that a premature suppression of dissent was better than allowing 

opposition to the war effort to arise.  Prohibitionists thus took full advantage of the war as an 

opportunity to “attack the manufacture of liquor as wasteful, indict brewers as the Kaiser’s 

agents, and argue that alcohol endangered the health of military personnel.” 69    

Germans were the largest ethnic minority group targeted by the prohibitionists in 

preparation for the 1919 statewide prohibition election.  With the brewing industry reeling from 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
quotation). 
69Craig Roel, "Schroeder, Texas," in Ron Tyler, Douglas E. Barnett, Roy R.Barkley, Penelope C. Anderson, and 
Mark F. Odintz (eds.), The New Handbook of Texas (6 vols.; Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1996), 929; 
Christopher Long, "King William Historic District." in Ron Tyler, Douglas E. Barnett, Roy R. Barkley, Penelope C. 
Anderson, and Mark F. Odintz (eds.), The New Handbook of Texas (6 vols.; Austin: Texas State Historical 
Association, 1996) 1115-1116; Campbell, Gone to Texas, 354; Gould, Progressives and Prohibitionists, 226 (first 
quotation); ibid, 226 (second quotation). 
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the consequences of its activities during the 1911 election, the constant attack from the Texas 

Legislature’s additional restrictions on alcohol, and the acceptance of national prohibition, the 

brewing industry was unable to fight prohibition in 1919 on the same scale as the 1911 election.  

Therefore, both African Americans and Mexican Americans were forced to supply more of their 

own money to pay for poll taxes so they could vote in what would be a meaningless election.  

Much as was the case in the 1911 election, the voter turnout for both the blacks and Mexican 

Americans was significantly lower due to both the poll tax, and the adoption of national 

prohibition.  Nevertheless, Germans, blacks and Mexican Americans continued to support the 

anti-prohibitionist cause in 1919. 

Gillespie County Germans again rallied to fight the prohibition enemy; however, they 

failed to maintain their voting numbers from the 1911 election.  The county, which had sent 

1,790 voters to the polls in 1911, reported only 1,631 voters in the 1919 election. (see table 9)  

Although their voting numbers were reduced, their anti-prohibition support did not shrink.  Of 

the 1,631 voters, 1,491 (91 percent) opposed the prohibition amendment.  Gillespie County 

Germans were not the only Germans that opposed the prohibition amendment.  Other 

traditionally German counties such as Bexar, Harris, and Bastrop also saw a weakening of 

opposition to prohibition, indeed, voters in Harris approved the measure by a very narrow 

margin.   The Germans of Cooke County also fought the 1919 prohibition amendment, even 

though they were living within a dry county.  Muenster and Lindsay, the two German 

communities in Cooke County, voted strongly against the prohibition amendment.  These two 

towns reported a combined voter turnout of 241, of whom 230 voted against the prohibition 

amendment.  Therefore, 95 percent of these two communities voted against the prohibition 

amendment.  However, Cooke County voters adopted the amendment with 60 percent voting in 
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favor of prohibition.70  

 

Table 9: German Population Breakdown for Gillespie, Bexar, Harris, Bastrop, and Refugio 
Counties and the 1919 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Germans 
Total 

Population 

German 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage 

    1887    1887 1919 
GILLESPIE 3,163 6,939 45.58 3,370 48.56 96.1 
BEXAR 6,146 47,210 13.01 17,229 36.49 68.6 
HARRIS 8,946 38,344 23.33 17,790 46.39 49.8 
BASTROP 2,336 19,966 11.69 10,763 53.9 50.9 
 COOKE 413  22,230 1.85  1,298 5.84 34.6 

 

Black voters were again confronted with the poll tax during the 1919 election; however, 

unlike the 1911 election, black voters received little if any support from the brewing industry.  

The poll tax and the absence of the powerful and wealthy brewing industry caused the black vote 

to diminish even more than it had during the 1911 election.  Harrison County reported a voter 

turnout of 1,111 voters, of whom 629 voted to accept the statewide prohibition amendment. (see 

table 10)  Fifty-six percent of the county’s voters supported for the amendment.  However, the 

telling figure is the reduction in voter turnout for the 1919 election.  Harrison County reported a 

voter turnout of 2,722 voters in 1911, a number approximately 59 percent greater than the 

number of voters in 1919.  This decline could be attributed to the low number of election returns 

reported, to the poll tax, or to the inevitable adoption of national prohibition, or some 

combination of all these factors.  The other counties with significant black populations also faced 

                                                           
70Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harrison County; Dallas 
Morning News, June 15, 1919; Cooke County Election Returns, Cooke County Courthouse, Gainesville, Texas, 
volume 7;  Most of the major Texas newspapers failed to report the final vote counts from all of the counties in 
Texas.  Instead, the newspapers soon turned their focus towards the brewing war in Europe. Also, the election return 
results were received very late from all of the counties; the complete results were available three weeks after the 
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similar voter turnout and election return results.  Bastrop County, which has a large black and 

German population voted against the prohibition amendment in 1919.  The county reported a 

voter turnout of 1,823, of whom 928 voted against the prohibition amendment, resulting in a 

victory of a little more than 50 percent for the anti-prohibitionists.  Bastrop County also saw a 

reduction in voter turnout for the 1919 election when compared to the 1911 prohibition election.  

In 1911, Bastrop County reported a voter turnout of 2,730 voters compared to 1,823 in 1919, 

which was a 33 percent reduction in voter turnout.  Harris County also had a large black and 

German population that voted against the 1919 prohibition election.  Harris County reported a 

voter turnout of 13,606 voters, of whom 6,827 voted for the prohibition amendment, enough for 

the county to support the prohibition amendment.  Although the county did not report a drop in 

voter turnout, the results of the election tell the greatest story.  Harris County had 

overwhelmingly voted against prohibition in 1911.  Therefore, the victory of the prohibition 

amendment in 1919 is more striking, especially considering the large ethnic minority population, 

as well as the county’s strong ties to the brewing industry.  The combination of the poll tax and 

the inevitable adoption of the national prohibition amendment resulted in a victory for the 

prohibitionists inside a strong anti-prohibitionist county.71

Houston County was also home to a significant population of black Texans, who voted 

against every attempt at statewide prohibition.  Plagued by the same burden that affected others 

with large numbers of blacks, the county experienced a reduction in the voter turnout for the 

1919 election.  The county reported a voter turnout of 1,456 people, of whom 814 voted against 

the prohibition amendment.  Compared with the 1911 prohibition campaign, the county reported 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
election. 
71Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-
county), Harrison County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Anderson-Duval Counties, 1911, State of Texas 
election returns (county-by-county), Bastrop County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Eastland-Jones 
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a reduction in voter turnout of 43 percent.  Refugio County also had a significant ethnic minority 

population that favored the anti-prohibitionist platform.  However, the county failed to maintain 

its anti-prohibitionist stance in the 1919 prohibition election due to the same reasons as the other 

counties with significant ethnic minority populations. 

 

Table 10: Black Population Breakdown for Bastrop, Harris, Harrison, Houston, and Refugio 
Counties and the 1919 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties Blacks 
Total 

Population 

Black 
Population 
Percentage 

Total 
Ethnic 

Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

Anti-
Prohibition 

Vote 
Percentage

    1887    1887 1919 
BASTROP 8,299 19,966 41.56 10,763 53.9 50.9 
HARRIS 8,711 38,344 22.7 17,790 46.39 49.8 
HARRISON 15,981 26,922 59.36 16,398 60.91 43.4 
HOUSTON 6,832 20,255 33.7 6,917 34.15 55.9 
REFUGIO 383 1,245 30.7 422 33.8 47.3 

 

Refugio County reported a voter turnout of 228 voters for the 1919 election, which was a 55 

percent reduction in the voter turnout recorded for the 1911 prohibition election.  The outcome 

was also drastically different.  Refugio County provided the prohibitionists with an eighteen-vote 

victory.  This result was in stark contrast to the overwhelming anti-prohibitionist victory in 1911, 

when Refugio County reported a 76 percent victory for the anti-prohibitionists.  Plagued by a 

lack of voter turnout and the continuing burden of the poll tax, the county was unable to maintain 

its strong stance against the prohibition movement.72

Mexican Americans were able to maintain their defiance of the prohibition movement in 

1919, even with the financial burden of the poll tax and the inevitable adoption of national 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Counties, 1911,  State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Harris County.  
72 Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas elections returns (county-by-
county), Houston County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Karnes-Zavala Counties, 1911, State of Texas 
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prohibition.  Like many other counties, Bexar had a notable reduction in its total vote from the 

1911 election (1,183 fewer votes), but the county still maintained its strong voting bloc against 

the prohibition amendment. (see table 11)  With almost 8,600 votes against the prohibition 

amendment, the county provided a 68 percent margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists.  

Much like Bexar, El Paso County also fought to prevent Texas from going on the wagon.  El 

Paso County defied statewide trends and actually increased its voter turnout for the 1919 election 

campaign.  The county also continued to vote heavily against the amendment, giving the anti-

prohibitionists victory with 72 percent of the vote.  Compared with the 1911 election, El Paso 

County only saw a slight drop in the margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists, which displays 

the level of commitment the county and its residents had towards defeating every attempt at 

state-wide prohibition.73

 

Table 11: Mexican American Population Breakdown for Bexar, El Paso, and Hidalgo Counties 
and the 1919 Prohibition Vote 

 
 
 
Counties 

Mexican 
American 
Population 

 
Total 

Population 

Percentage 
of Mexican 
Americans 

Total Ethnic 
Population 

Percentage 
of Ethnic 

Population 

Anti-Prohibition 
Vote  

Percentage 
 1887   1887  1919 
Bexar 7,688 47,210 16.28 17,229 36.49 68.7 
El Paso 6,461 14,211 45.46 7,287 51.27 72.7 
Hidalgo 2,098 4,102 51.14 2,209 53.85 31.3 

 

Contrary to the voter turnout gain in El Paso County and the small voter turnout loss in 

Bexar County, Hidalgo County suffered a major loss in voter turnout for the 1919 prohibition 

election.  This drop in voter turnout corresponded with the first defeat the county had in the three 

statewide prohibition elections.  During the 1911 campaign, the county reported a voter turnout 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
election returns (county-by-county), Refugio County. 
73 Anderson-Duval Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Bexar County; Dallas 
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of 856 voters compared to the voter turnout of 252 voters in the 1919 election.  In other words, 

the county reported a 70 percent drop in voter turnout, which can be attributed to the poll tax, 

poor election return records, and most likely the inevitable adoption of national prohibition.  For 

the 1919 prohibition election, the prohibitionists secured their first victory in the county by 

winning 68 percent of the votes in favor of the prohibition amendment.  This outcome was in 

stark contrast with the 1911 election where the county provided the anti-prohibitionists with a 76 

percent victory against the amendment in the most heated prohibition election in Texas.  These 

three counties provide a good analysis of the Mexican-American voting trend during the 1919 

prohibition election.  Although they were faced with the burden of paying the poll tax and the 

inevitable adoption of national prohibition, in two of the three sample counties, they continued to 

show up at the polls and provide significant margins of victory for the anti-prohibitionist cause.74   

The sample counties—Sabine, Archer, Hunt, Comanche, and Navarro—that did not have 

significant ethnic minorities also saw a reduction in the number of voters for the 1919 

prohibition election, which can most likely be attributed to poor voter return records and the 

inevitable inception of national prohibition.  (see table 12)  Sabine County reported an almost 50 

percent drop in voter turnout for the 1919 election compared with the 1911 prohibition election.  

Of the 560 voters, almost 60 percent voted to accept statewide prohibition in 1919.  Archer 

County reported a total of 275 voters for the 1919 election, a drastic decline from the 797 voter 

turnout for the 1911 prohibition election.  In conjunction with the drop in voter turnout, the 

county voted against the prohibition amendment for the first time in three statewide elections.  

The county voted to defeat the prohibition amendment by fifty-nine votes.  Hunt County also had 

a large drop in voter turnout for the 1919 election; however the county continued to support the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Morning News, June 15, 1919. 
74 Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), El Paso County; Dallas 
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prohibitionist cause.  The county reported a decrease of 2,537 voters or a 39 percent drop in 

voter turnout.  Along with the reduction in voter turnout came a reduction in the margin of 

victory for the prohibitionists.  In 1911 the county provided 3,094 votes for prohibition, whereas 

in 1919 the county had only 1,421 votes for the dry cause.  The lack of voter turnout drastically 

reduced the margin of victory for the prohibitionists.   

 

Table 12: Population Breakdown for Sabine, Archer, Hunt, Comanche, and Navarro Counties 
and the 1919 Prohibition Vote 

 

Counties 
Total 

Population 
Total Ethnic 
Population 

Total Ethnic 
Population 
Percentage 

 
Anti-Prohibition 
Vote Percentage 

  1887  1887 1919 
SABINE 4,525 1,095 24.19 40.9 
ARCHER 521 60 11.5 61.1 
HUNT 27,450 1,526 5.55 31.7 
COMANCHE 12,296 13 .105 42.7 
NAVARRO 25,753 3,749 14.55 50.5 

 

Comanche County faced similar decreases in voter turnout to Hunt County, and like Hunt 

County, Comanche County continued to support the prohibition cause.  The county reported a 44 

percent drop in voter turnout for the 1919 election compared to the 1911 election.  However, the 

county maintained its strong margin of victory for the prohibitionist cause (57 percent).  Navarro 

County also saw a drastic reduction in voter turnout for the 1919 election of almost 50 percent.  

The county sent 3,438 voters to the polls of whom a little over 50 percent voted not to embrace 

statewide prohibition.  Similar to those counties supporting large ethnic minority populations, 

these counties experienced large drops in voter turnout, which ultimately hindered their support 

of the prohibition amendment.75

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Morning News, June 15, 1919. 
75 Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Anderson-Duval Counties, 1911, State of Texas election returns (county-
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The statewide prohibition amendment election of 1919 provided the ethnic minority 

voters with new challenges and setbacks that eventually led to the adoption of prohibition.  For 

the German Texans, the 1919 prohibition election brought to the forefront the rising anti-German 

sentiment that had been brewing since the outbreak of WWI.  Although the German Texans and 

German breweries were under continual scrutiny and forced to remove symbols of their heritage, 

they continually fought against the attempt at a statewide prohibition amendment.  Even though 

the voter turnout for the German-dominated counties was significantly reduced, those who voted 

opposed the 1919 prohibition amendment.  It seems as if Germans were willing to compromise 

parts of their heritage to avoid negative attention generated by the war, but they were unwilling 

to compromise their adoration of beer.  Black Texans faced the same problems of voter turnout, 

which has been attributed to the inevitable adoption of national prohibition.  However, blacks 

were also under pressure to pay their own poll taxes, which many were able to avoid during the 

1911 election due to the illegal financial help from the Brewers Association.  Counties such as 

Harrison County fell to the prohibitionists for the first time because of the extra burdens placed 

on the black voters.  For blacks, the 1919 election signaled an end to the support of the brewing 

industry, ultimately leading to the acceptance of prohibition by many of the counties they lived 

in.  Mexican Americans, much like German Texans, continued to turn out and support the anti-

prohibitionist cause.  Although they were forced to pay their own poll taxes, many of the 

counties with a significant Mexican American population either saw a small decline in voter 

turnout or even an increase in voter turnout.  Both Bexar and El Paso Counties continued their 

strong support for the anti-prohibitionists, while Hidalgo became a victim to the lack in voter 

turn out, causing the county to switch its support from anti-prohibitionist in 1911 to 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
by-county), Archer County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Eastland-Jones Counties, 1911, State of Texas 
election returns (county-by-county), Hunt County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919; Anderson-Duval Counties, 
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prohibitionist in 1919.  Overall, the previous passage of the Eighteenth Amendment discouraged 

voters from going to the polls, and having to pay a poll tax without the support of the brewers 

further discouraged African Americans and Mexican Americans.  These two factors likely 

contributed to the adoption of the statewide prohibition amendment in 1919. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
1911, State of Texas election returns (county-by-county), Comanche County; Dallas Morning News, June 15, 1919. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 Ethnic minorities in Texas voted against prohibition in each of the statewide elections 

held in 1887, 1911, and 1919.  In order to determine the extent at which the three major ethnic 

minority groups in Texas—African Americans, Mexican Americans, and German Americans—

voted against prohibition, fifteen counties were selected based on their location in Texas and the 

size of their ethnic populations.  Of these fifteen counties, nine—Bastrop, Bexar, El Paso, 

Gillespie, Harris, Harrison, Hidalgo, Houston and Refugio—had a significant ethnic minority 

population of 30 percent or more.  Those nine counties voted heavily and consistently against 

prohibition.   

In 1887, voters across Texas went to the polls to determine if the state would embrace 

prohibition.  Of the nine counties that had a significant ethnic minority population, all voted not 

to allow prohibition to rule Texas.  These counties sent almost 27,000 voters to the polls, 81 

percent of whom voted dry.  Sample counties that did not have a significant ethnic minority 

population—Archer, Comanche, Cooke, Hunt, Navarro, and Sabine—voted against the 

prohibition amendment as well, but in those counties, anti-prohibitionists won only 57 percent of 

the vote.  Thus counties without a large ethnic minority population cast a significantly smaller 

proportion of their votes (24 percent fewer in total) against the amendment. 

The overwhelming support for the anti-prohibitionist cause by those counties with a large 

ethnic minority population continued into the next statewide election in 1911.  These nine 

counties again strongly supported the anti-prohibition cause, with each county voting against the 

prohibition amendment.  Of the 41,569 voters who went to the polls in these counties, almost 74 
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percent of them voted against the prohibition amendment.  In comparison, those counties without 

a significant ethnic minority population sent 22,255 voters to the polls who supported the 

prohibitionist cause.  These voters provided a 61 percent majority victory for the prohibitionists.  

When compared, those counties with a significant ethnic minority population were much more 

likely to vote against prohibition than those without the significant ethnic minority population.  

The percentage of those voting against the prohibition amendment declined slightly between 

1887 and 1911 for one major reason, the poll tax.  Those counties with large black populations, 

Harrison, Houston, and Bastrop, each encountered a change in the margin of victory over the 

1911 prohibition amendment.  For instance, in 1887 Harrison County reported that 2,951 people 

voted against prohibition, while in 1911, the county reported that only 1,389 voted against 

prohibition.  The total number of voters also dropped in Harrison County from 3,850 in 1887 to 

2,754 in 1911.  This drop in the number of voters is particularly striking because the 1911 

election turned out “more than twice the number of voters who had gone to the polls in the 

previous year’s gubernatorial election.”  Therefore, Harrison County felt the effects of the poll 

tax, resulting in smaller voting turnouts and ultimately a smaller margin of victory for the anti-

prohibitionists.  In fact, the anti-prohibition margin of victory dropped dramatically by 25 

percent from a 76 percent victory in 1887 to a 51 percent victory in 1911.  This drop in the 

margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists is directly related to the inception of the poll tax.76

The 1919 statewide prohibition campaign presented new factors for the Texas voters to 

overcome.  Ethnic minorities were still faced with the poll tax, while others were confronted with 

voter apathy due to the adoption of a national prohibition amendment.  Nevertheless, those 

selected counties with significant ethnic minority populations sent 35,923 voters to the polls, and 

                                                           
76 Campbell, Gone to Texas, 346 (quotation). 
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they once again overwhelmingly voted against prohibition, with 60 percent of the voters voting 

wet. In contrast, counties without a significant ethnic minority population overwhelmingly 

supported the prohibitionists.  These counties sent 11,784 voters to the polls, resulting in a 59 

percent majority victory for the prohibitionists.  Even though both groups suffered significant 

reductions in voter turnout, each group continued their support for their chosen cause.  Counties 

with a significant ethnic minority population continued to support the anti-prohibitionists while 

those without continued to support the prohibitionists.  Through all three elections, having a 

significant ethnic minority population greatly increased the county’s chances of supporting the 

anti-prohibitionists.  On the other hand, those without a significant ethnic minority population 

tended to vote for each of the prohibition amendments. 

German Americans provided the most consistently strong opposition to prohibition. 

Although not bothered especially by the poll tax, Germans faced a language barrier and at times 

lacked understanding all of the voting laws surrounding elections in Texas.  Therefore, anti-

prohibitionists, including the Brewers Association, ensured that Germans understood the voting 

process through the use of political advertisements, speeches, and newspaper ads.  These tools 

helped Germans to understand who could vote, and even how to vote in each of the three 

statewide prohibition elections.  In these three elections, Germans supported the anti-prohibition 

effort, making their strongest showing of all in Gillespie County.  In each of the three statewide 

elections, Germans in Gillespie County secured over 90 percent of their votes for the anti-

prohibition cause.  This margin of victory was highest among the fifteen ethnic minority counties 

studies.  Overall, Texas counties with notable German populations overwhelmingly supported 

the anti-prohibitionist cause. 

Mexican Americans also voted heavily against prohibition in each statewide prohibition 
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election in Texas.  For example, Bexar County maintained at least a 60 percent anti-prohibition 

majority in each election, topping out at more than 90 percent in the 1887 election.  Unlike black 

Texans, Mexican Americans were able to compensate for the inception of the poll tax.  This 

compensation mainly came from the intense campaigning of the Brewers Association to ensure 

the payment of poll taxes by Mexican Americans.  If they were unable to pay their own poll 

taxes, the Brewers Association was not afraid to step in and secure an anti-prohibition victory.  

Although Mexican Americans were confronted with the poll tax, they consistently and 

continually voted against each prohibition amendment presented to the people of Texas.   

Similar to both German and Mexican Americans, African Americans voted against each 

attempt at statewide prohibition.  African Americans were forced, however, to overcome the 

largest obstacle in their voting path, the inception of the poll tax in 1902.  For instance, in 1887, 

Harrison County voted heavily against the first statewide prohibition amendment.  However, 

with the inception of the poll tax, Harrison County’s margin of victory for the anti-prohibitionists 

and the voter turnout for the county significantly dropped.  Voter turnout for the county dropped 

by 1,000 votes in 1887, while the margin of victory dropped from 76 percent in 1887 to a little 

over 50 percent in 1911.  This pattern of voter reduction continued into the 1919 statewide 

prohibition election, which led to the adoption of prohibition by the county.  This slide from a 

strong anti-prohibition stance to the capitulation of this support in 1919 was in direct relationship 

to the inception of the poll tax.  Each of the sample counties that had a significant African 

American population encountered the same problems as Harrison County in dealing with the poll 

tax.  Ultimately, African Americans were effectively disfranchised by the adoption of the poll tax 

as their voting force was reduced with each statewide prohibition amendment. 

The question arises as to why these ethnic minorities supported the anti-prohibition cause 
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so strongly.  For the German Texans, the answer is easy.  Bound by a strong bond to their 

German heritage, German Texans were raised around the beer keg and embraced their steins as 

they grew up.  For German Texans, beer was a fundamental principle in their culture where it 

was a mainstay at community and family events.  With such a strong cultural tie to beer, it is no 

wonder that German Texans voted heavily against every attempt at statewide prohibition.  

Mexican Americans supported alcohol for many of the same reasons as Germans.  Living under 

the guidance of the Catholic Church, which used alcohol for religious purposes, Mexican 

Americans also had a strong bond to alcohol.  Mexican Americans were also under the influence 

of those who employed them.  Many times the landowners for whom the Mexican American 

workers worked forced their workers to vote according to the wishes of the landowner, who 

tended to support the anti-prohibitionist cause.  Mexican Americans also became the focus of the 

Brewers Association, who was willing to supply the Mexican Americans with alcohol and 

money in order to sway their vote against prohibition. Black Texans supported the anti-

prohibitionist cause for several reasons.  After the eradication of slavery, blacks were able to 

enjoy many freedoms that had been restricted previously.  The ability to drink alcohol was a 

freedom they were unwilling to give up, as it was one they generally were not able to enjoy 

under slavery.  The will to retain as many personal freedoms as possible drove many blacks to 

fight prohibition.  Also, many blacks lived in the lower class economically and socially, a part of 

society that tended to incorporate alcohol into its culture.  For these two reasons, blacks fought 

hard against any attempt at prohibition.   

When discussing the prohibition movement in Texas, historians tend to agree that ethnic 

minorities played a large roll in the success and/or failure of each statewide prohibition 

amendment election.  They also agree that the ethnic minority populations of Germans, Mexican 
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Americans, and African Americans each voted heavily against each attempt at statewide 

prohibition.  However, the degree to which ethnic minorities influenced these elections was 

never explored.  Therefore, this study, which was based upon a county-by-county analysis of 

fifteen selected Texas counties, explored the degree to which ethnic minorities voted against 

prohibition.  Through this analysis, it is very apparent that ethnicity played a large role in the 

prohibition movement.  Those counties with significant ethnic minority populations tended to 

vote against any attempt at prohibition, while those without a significant ethnic minority 

population tended to support prohibition.  Even more, an analysis of Cooke County provided 

further evidence that ethnic minorities voted in large numbers even when their counties did not 

support the anti-prohibitionists.  Therefore, this study provides solid statistical proof that 

ethnicity played a major role in the acceptance or denial of statewide prohibition in Texas, which 

helps to fill the gap created by the generalizations made by other Texas historians. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

ETHNIC BREAKDOWN FOR THE FIFTEEN SELECTED TEXAS COUNTIES IN 1887 
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Counties Germans Blacks Hispanics 
Total 
Population 

Ethnic 
Pop. 

Ethnic 
Population 
% 

        1887   1887
ARCHER 60 0 0 521 60 11.5
BASTROP 2,336 8,299 128 19,966 10,763 53.9
BEXAR 6,146 3,395 7,688 47,210 17,229 36.49
COMANCHE 9 4 0 12,296 13 0.105
COOKE 413 877 8 22,230 1,298 5.84
EL PASO 544 282 6,461 14,211 7,287 51.27
GILLESPIE 3,163 136 71 6,939 3,370 48.56
HARRIS 8,946 8,711 133 38,344 17,790 46.39
HARRISON 417 15,981 0 26,922 16,398 60.91
HIDALGO 3 108 2,098 4,102 2,209 53.85
HOUSTON 75 6,832 10 20,255 6,917 34.15
HUNT 33 1,489 4 27,450 1,526 5.55
NAVARO 82 3,649 18 25,753 3,749 14.55
REFUGIO 2 383 37 1,245 422 33.89
SABINE 12 1,083 0 4,525 1,095 24.19
              
Total 22,241 51,229 16,656 271,969 90,126 33.13

 
 
These statistics provide the basis for analyzing the fifteen selected counties and determining whether the county had a significant 
ethnic minority population that accounted for over 30 percent of the county’s total population.  These statistics were pulled from the 
Forgotten Texas Census: First Annual Report of the Agricultural Bureau of the Department of Agriculture, Insurance, Statistics, and 
History, 1887-88. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

COUNTY-BY-COUNTY ELECTION RETURNS FOR THE THREE STATEWIDE 
PROHIBITION ELECTIONS IN 1887, 1911, AND 1919 
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Election Returns 1887   Election Returns 1911  Election Returns 1919  
 For Against   For Against   For Against   
Archer 54 44 98  416 381 797  107 168 275  
Bastrop  774 2,479 3,253  1,115 1,615 2,730  895 928 1,823  
Bexar 443 6,344 6,787  2,244 11,446 13,690  3,920 8,587 12,507  
Comanche 626 1,398 2,024  1,982 1,558 3,540  1,120 835 1,955  
Cooke 2,073 1,973 4,046  2,091 1,667 3,758  1,083 574 1,657  
El Paso 211 1,866 2,077  684 2,602 3,286  1,185 3,163 4,348  
Gillespie 59 1,186 1,245  141 1,649 1,790  23 569 592  
Harris 1,515 4,323 5,838  3,531 9,373 12,904  6,827 6,779 13,606  
Harrison 899 2,951 3,850  1,365 1,389 2,754  629 482 1,111  
Hidalgo 6 435 441  205 651 856  173 79 252  
Houston 1,088 2,179 3,267  1,486 1,665 3,151  642 814 1,456  
Hunt 2,281 2,764 5,045  4,765 1,670 6,435  2,660 1,239 3,899  
Navarro 2,392 3,969 6,361  3,218 2,936 6,154  1,703 1,735 3,438  
Refugio 13 133 146  95 313 408  120 108 228  
Sabine 256 188 444  604 337 941  331 229 560  
             
Total 12,690 32,232 44,922  23,942 39,252 63,194  21,418 26,289 47,707  

 
  
 
This table creates a breakdown of the three statewide prohibition elections held in the state of Texas.  The counties highlighted in blue 
represent those counties with a significant ethnic minority population accounting for more than 30 percent of the entire county’s 
population. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

SIGNIFICANT ETHNIC MINORITY COUNTY ELECTION RETURNS BREAKDOWN FOR 
1887, 1911, AND 1919 PROHIBITION ELECTIONS 
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Election Returns 1887  
% Against 
Amendment Election Returns 1911 

% Against 
Amendment Election Returns 1919 

% Against 
Amendment 

 For Against Total  For Against Total  For Against Total  
Bastrop  774 2,479 3,253 76.2 1,115 1,615 2,730 59.2 895 928 1,823 50.9 
Bexar 443 6,344 6,787 89.3 2,244 11,446 13,690 83.6 3,920 8,587 12,507 68.6 
El Paso 211 1,866 2,077 89.8 684 2,602 3,286 79.2 1,185 3,163 4,348 72.7 
Gillespie 59 1,186 1,245 95.2 141 1,649 1,790 92.1 23 569 592 96.1 
Harris 1,515 4,323 5,838 74.1 3,531 9,373 12,904 72.6 6,827 6,779 13,606 49.8 
Harrison 899 2,951 3,850 76.6 1,365 1,389 2,754 50.4 629 482 1,111 43.4 
Hidalgo 6 435 441 98.6 205 651 856 76.1 173 79 252 31.3 
Houston 1,088 2,179 3,267 66.7 1,486 1,665 3,151 52.8 642 814 1,456 55.9 
Refugio 13 133 146 91.1 95 313 408 76.7 120 108 228 47.4 
             
Total 5,008 21,896 26,904 81.2 10,866 30,703 41,569 73.8 14,414 21,509 35,923 59.9 

 
This table provides the breakdown of the county-by-county election returns for those counties with a significant ethnic minority 
population.  This table also displays the reduction in the margin of victory for these counties for each successive statewide prohibition 
election.  It also displays the effects of the poll tax during the 1911 election and the effects of the poll tax and the inevitable adoption 
of national prohibition during the 1919 election.  The arrival of the poll tax saw an 8 percent reduction in the vote against prohibition 
between 1887 and 1911, and a 14 percent reduction in the vote against prohibition between 1911 and 1919.  Altogether, these results 
display the effect of the poll tax and the adoption of national prohibition.  
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APPENDIX D 
 

STATEWIDE PROHIBITION BREAKDOWN FOR COUNTIES WITHOUT A SIGNIFICANT 
ETHNIC MINORITY FOR THE ELECTIONS IN 1887, 1911, AND 1919 
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Election Returns 1887  
% For 
Amendment Election Returns 1911 

% For 
Amendment Election Returns 1919 

% For 
Amendment  

 For Against Total  For Against Total  For Against Total  
Archer 54 44 98 55.1 416 381 797 52.2 107 168 275 38.9 
Comanche 626 1,398 2,024 30.9 1,982 1,558 3,540 55.9 1,120 835 1,955 57.3 
Cooke 2,073 1,973 4,046 51.2 2,091 1,667 3,758 55.6 1,083 574 1,657 65.4 
Hunt 2,281 2,764 5,045 45.2 4,765 1,670 6,435 74 2,660 1,239 3,899 68.2 
Navarro 2,392 3,969 6,361 37.6 3,218 2,936 6,154 52.3 1,703 1,735 3,438 49.5 
Sabine 256 188 444 57.6 604 337 941 64.2 331 229 560 59.1 
             
Total 7,682 10,336 18,018 42.6 13,076 8,549 21,625 60.5 7,004 4,780 11,784 59.4 

 
 
This table provides the county-by-county election results for the three statewide prohibition elections for those selected counties that 
did not have a significant ethnic minority population.  The results for these counties during the 1887 election display the denial for the 
first attempt at statewide prohibition.  However, the results for the 1911 and 1919 statewide prohibition elections display the 
consistency with which counties without a significant ethnic minority accepted statewide prohibition. 
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