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SMOKING IN PUBLIC
BARRED FOR WOME,
POLICE ENFORCE LAW

Consternation Along Rialto as
Detectives Order Ciga-
rettes Put OQut. ,

DOUBT ABOUT ITS PASSAGE

Head of Aldermen Never Heard
of It, but Author Sa‘ys Hylan
- Signed Ordinance.

PENALTY FOR PROPRIETORS

Ten Days or $5 to $25 Fine if They
Perm!t Transgressions—Some
Hotel Men Approve.

Hereafter women who smoke in pub-
lic places will do so in defiance of a
city ordinance said to have been passed
on March 14 and put into effect last
right. Enforcement came as a surprise
tr Aldermen, the police ‘and the whole
city and carried with it the threat of
arrest/ a fine of from $ to $25 or ten
days’ imprlsonrﬁerg for those-who per-
mit women to smoke in restaurants or
other resorts. .

Murray Hulbert, President of the
Board of Aldermen, said that he was
certain no such ordinance had been
passed, although its author, Alderman
Peter J. McGuinness of the Greenpoint
section, Brooklyn, insisted that Mayor
Hylan had signed it, .

It was made the subject of a genera
order by Police Commissioner Enright
and sent to every station in the city.
The order was read to the men when
they were °' turned out’’ and in some
precincts sergeanis were sent to carry
the tidings into places where women
meet and smoke.

The order brought consternation in
some of the places along Broadway and
in Greenwich Village. It was in the
Village that- it aroused the greatest re-
gentment for, as a woman proprietor of
a tea room said,- almost every woman
in that section-smokes and each one
would give voice to her indignation
when they get together.. :

The police sergeant sent out from the
Mercer Street station had no more than
started on his mission than the Green-
wich Village Chamber of Commerce was
asked to take up the matter and
it was said later in the T. N, T.
tea room in MacDougal Street that
there was little doubt opposition
would crystallize In some action against
the new law. The ¥illagers seemed to
féel- that it was particularly directed

against them. They at least intended
to see that it was enforced in Broad-
way as well as in Sheridan Square.

The general order which "the police
read to the managers of some of the
restaurants was headed imposingly in
large type: '‘ Females smoking in pub-
lic resorts.” :

Carries Prison Penalty.

The general order continued; * An
ordinance for the preservation of good
order in the City of New TYork, con-
templating the provisions of subdivision
14 of Section 40 of the Greater New

York Charter. \

« Be it ordained by the Board of Alder-
men as follows: Sectlon 1-—-No persons,
firm, partnership, corporation or asso-
ciation of whatever character owning or
gontrolling, either as proprietor or man-

ager, .any hotel, restaurant, place of
public entertainment, or other place or
public resort in the City of New York,
where persons congregate whether for
purposes of refreshment or entertain-
ment, shall allow any female to smoke,
such an act belng construed as a con-
travention- of the provisions. * = *

* Section 2—Any violation of the pro-
visions of this ordinance upon con-
viction thereof before a City Magistrate
shali be punished by a fine of not less
than $5 or more than $25 or by im-
prisonment in the City Prison or both.
But no such imprisonment, however,
shall exceed a term of ten days. ‘

« Section 3—This ordinance shall take.
cffect immediately.” i

President Hulbert of the Board of
Aldermen sald that he was not at the
March 14 meeting, having been in Al-
bany that day, but that he was certain
that no such ordinance wus passed. “ I
know,’ he said, ‘' that no resolution:
against clgarettes of any king has
passed the board since Jamt 1. There
will bé an investigation tomorrow.”

Doubt “About Passage.

Commissioner Enright’'s order stated
that the ordinance was passed by the
Board of Aldermen on March 14 and
signed by the Mayor on March'21. The
City Record of March 16, which con-
tained the official report of the Board
of Aldermen meeting on March 14, con-

tained no reference to. the passage of
the ordinance.

Alderman Willlam T. Collins, Vice
Chairman of the board, majority leader,
said last night -at his home, 201 East
Thirtieth Street, that it was news to
him that the ordinance had been passed.

1 distinctly remember voting to lay
the proposed ordinance on the table in
February, and thought that was the last
of it,”” Mr. Collins said. * 1 don’t be-
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lieve the ordinance was passed. If it
has slipped through, I think a movement
will be made to repeal it.”

The ordinance was introduced by§
Alderman McGuinness and was greeted
v{ith considerable levity by his col-
leagues upon its introduction.

Alderman McGuinness insisted last:
night that the ordinance was passed on!

March 14 but-was not specific_as to
! Qetails. When told that The City Record
.report of that particular reference con-
. tained no reference to its passage, Alc‘l‘er-l
rman McGuinness expressed surprise. “* It,
| passed on March 14, all right,” he said, |
|

Passed on Rell-Call,

. ““What sort of a vote was taken?
~he was asked. ;

** Oh, it was pased on a roll-call,” he
said. .

** Alderman Collins and.others of your:
associates could not remember its pas-
sage,” he was informed. ;

. ** Oh, lots of things go on that they
don‘t know anything about,”” he replied.

Alderman McGuinness then went on
to say something about the adoption of
the minutes of the previous meeting
having something to do with it but’
“woulg not cxplain further.

** And the Mayor signed it,” he added.

“*That’'s the point,”” he was told,
‘“ How diq it get to the AMayor?”
Alderman McGuinness insisted that the
Mayor signed the ordinance on March
22 instead of March 21, as stated in the
Police Commissioner’s order. .

* The present ordinance is the second of
the same kind introduced by Alderman
McGuinness. The one last yvear was|
filed, which is the technical expression
for saying that it was killed and placed
in the record of the board’'s proceedings.

In introducing the ordinance early this
vear Alderman McGuinness sald that
he, his wife and his sisters had bcen
: shocked to sce women smoking in ress
| taurants.

Sees Morals Endangercd.

‘“The morals of our young girls are
menaced -by this cigarette smoking,”’ he
was quoted as saying at the time. I
wishi to stop this clgarette smoking in
the restaurants of our city.

* 1f the morals of all New York were
those of Greenpoint there would be no
crime wave. But young fellows go intc
our restaurants to find women folks
sucking cigarvettes. What happens? The
young fellows lose all respect for women
and the next thing you know the young
fellows, vampired by these smoking
women, desert their homes, their wives
and children, rob their employers and
even commit mutder so that they can
get money to lavish on these smoking
women. It's all wrong and I say it's
got to stop.”

The order went through the office of
Chief Inspector Lahey. It was received
differently in different parts of the city.
For example, the indighation of Green-
wich Village was not reflected in the
big hotels, The managers of some of
these places said that it was’'a step in
thé right gdirection. Smoking had been
permitted .in some parts of the hotels,
it was said, but it had never been en-
couraged. :

‘““ As a rule, hotel men do not favor
women smoking in the big dining rooms,
but {t {s a fact that about 50 per cent.
of the women who eat here smoke,” sald
J. . Sanderson of the Ritz. ‘I do not
sce how we are going to prevent them
from smoking if they so desire, but I
am glad cof any movement that will
check the habit.” ’ :

Other Hotel Men Approve.

The same sentiments were expressed at‘

Delmonico’s, the Hotel Ambassador and
the Comniodore.

The new ordinance was called. ridicu-

icus by A. Borgo of the Club Royal, in

East Fifty-sccond Street. Mr. Borgo

said that -he was the first restaurant
manager who permitted women to smoke
in a public place in this city. This, he
said, was in 1906, when he was man-
ager of Martin's restaurant, in Twenty-
sixth Street. )

The. police of the Mercer Street and
the Charles Street stations voiced the
opinicn that the Village, divided between
both stations, would be more vitally
concerned in the new ordinance than
any other part of the city. A policeman
‘expldined that along Broadway women |
'smoke in public places when they want
to, but in .the Village It {s incessant
and is not a habit but.a ** necessity.”

Women Plan Resistance.

There was a movement in the T. N, T.
tearoom for a committee of women to
call at the City Hall and protest to the‘
Mayor that their personal lberties had

been interfered with and that they were
certain their constitutignal rights haa:
been violated by the ordinance. Just!
when this committee would be formed
depended upon the speed with which the
women could get together.  Late last|
night when things began to quicken 'in!
the village there was evidence of this
getting together promptly. - . .

The other proposal, and this it was!
stated unofficially had the favor of the
members of the Greenwich: Village.
Chamber of Commerce, was to organiza
a group of women and send them into
the large hotels to smoke in public an
cec what would happen.
e ‘“If this new.law is going to be en-
forced all over the city we will have
to obey it down here,”’ said a villager.
‘“ If it is only going to be eénforced in
Greenwich Villag: and in gertain spots
in the city the authorities will face &’
revolt. . We will start .out to make It
universally enforced, andgif it is_not
then weswill- ¢ind out the reason. why.’”
. It was  station hou opinion last’
night-that it would he

[

. going on.

. women.,

S X
aifticult to obtaln

convictions under the new ordinance. In
most of the places visited by the police
it was said that notlces forbidding wo-
men from smoking would be posted in
conspicuous places. If this was done,
it was said, women who were caught
smoking would be doing so in direct
violation of the rules of the manage-
ment, and so it would only be in rare
cases that it could be proved that the
management permitted women to smoke.
The new ordinance, it was said, doesg
not subject the offender to any sort of
punishment and it was the management
held responsible.

One restaurant keeper instanced the
fact that only reccently two women had
smoked in & part of his restaurant where
women were not permitted to indulge in
tobacco. He spoke to them about it and
both refused to stop smoking. They
pointed out that men were smoking in
the same room and said they would not
tolerate any attempt to set up a double
standard of conduct.

‘* In such a case under this ordinance

all I can do is to call a policeman and

have them arrested,” he said. ** Surely
a restaurant keeper will go a long way
before he will do- this sort of thing. In
the first place, he may offend a good
customer, and again, as I look at it, he
makes himself responsible for the ar-
rests and must suffer the tonsequence
if any mistake has been made. I be-
lieve warnings will be frequent and em-
phatic, byt arrests, at the instigation of

| the management, will be few and far

between.”
Absurd, Says DMiss Hay. .

Miss Mary Garrett Hay of the Na-
tional 'Woman's Party, although she
dces not smcke herself, said she thought
it was absurd to tell women they- should
not smoke if they want to.

‘“If they are telling the women they
‘must not smoke in public they should

tell the men not to also,’”’ she said. ** It
is perfectly ridiculous. Women should
not be discriminated against in any

way, and aside from that I think the
police could be better occupied in curb-
ing crime and stopping some ¢f the
hold-ups and housebreakings that are
1t is an infringement of per-
sonal liberty, as well as discriminating

against women.”

it was ditficult last night to convince
Miss Ruth Hale, President of the Lucy
Stone League, that the Board of Alder-
men had passed such an ordinance and
that the police had set out to enforce it.
Miss Hale, whose organization is fight-
ing for the right of married women to
retain their professional names, thought
at first it was a Joke that while women
were contending for new equalities they
suddenly should find themselves dis-
criminated against in what so many of
them regard as a question of personal
taste without any moral aspect. Miss
Hale was too astonished at first'to make
coherent comment, but after her first
outburst of indignation she said:

‘“I am an inveterate smoker, Most of
the women I know smoke. 'They will
not bhelieve it. 1 suppose it was an in-
evitdble follow to prohibition and all
that sort of thirg. You may be sure
there will be strenuous resentment on
the part of women generally. They can
be counted on to mobilize to £ight such
an ordinance. Members of women's
clubs, political leaders, women who do
things and women who don’t, most cer-
tainly will join forces to resist any such

infringement on their liberties.
Think Law Discriminates,

‘“ No doubt the Justificatisn that -wili
be urged will be that the ordinance is
in the interest of public morals or some-
thing like that, out I do not belicve any
such contention can be sustained, In
the past women have concedad the right
cf hotels and other pritate places to
make their own rules, while, of course,
thoy have insisted that no public con-
vayance or anything of that nature could
make laws which discriminat. against
This is a law that discrimi.
rates against -women.. and. at first
thought it seems most probable that it

will be attacked on that basis.
- ** Moreover, the Board of Alderinen
may expect the women to voice their in-
dignation in no uncertain terms; beyond
questfon, there will be vigorous demands
for the repeal of the meuasure.”

Miss Mercedes de Acasta, poet angd
sister of Mrs. Philip Lydig, heard of
the ‘‘ no-smoke ’ ordinance last night,
At her home, 132 East Forty-seventh
Street, she said:

‘‘ It’s remarkable! One more plece of

liberty gone. Why, the ordinance is
outrageous, I fail to see why one can't
smoke in public—certainly there is

nothing wrong iIn it. How did they ever
pass such a measure. I-am sure that if
it had been known that such a step was
in contemplation that protests would

i have been lodged against {t.”

‘ Simiply comic,” said Alice Duer Mil-
ler. author of- *“Are WWomen People? **
and other books, when told of the ordi~
nance. .

- IR Enforce Ordinance.

Frank V. Martin, assistant manag;er
of the Waldorf-Astoria, sald last night
that in the matter of the anti-smoke
ordinance - the hotel would enforce the
law., He authorized this statement for
the hotel. ~ A

*“ We have obeyed all the laws during
the twenty-nine years we have been in

business. We have our reputation to
consider, and we shall enforce this: law

,

Just as we would any other law. We
have lost money by enforcing the Vol-
stead -act and the Righteen Amend-

ment where smaller places profit by
wlnkln‘g at Infraction of the law.”
Nobody in authority would aspeak for

the position the McAlpin would take,

-1t was  sald, however, that the hotel

would strive to co-operate with the au-
thorities. A reporter was taken ‘into
the grillroom, where many women guests
were smoking. Four out of five, It was

tgr enforcing the law without. bring
offense-to any guest, the McAlpin~
place gn each table a copy of the ordi-
nance congpicuously ‘beside the menu.™
“* Such & notice ¢colild take .the place!

of the witle card,” {t was said.

‘gald,  smoked. A3 a possible meaaiE'e
ing
may
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