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Prohibition A Misguided Experiment               
The period of prohibition in the United States was marked by many discoveries by the government as well as many changes from the public. Alcohol was not as popular by then as it is today. Even before prohibition went into the act, many parts of America had banned alcohol – about 65%. After the entry of America into the war, prohibition was strengthened since the government termed is as an act of patriotism because most of the breweries were owned by the German Americans who resided in America (Feulner, 2001). Germany was the cause of the world war and this made prohibition popular among Americans. This was, however, propaganda by the American government just to strengthen the movement. 
Another propaganda that the government used to strengthen prohibition was the government of America declaring it as a war measure. Liquor was made using grains which should-according to the government, be used to make bread and be fed to the soldiers in the war. Alcohol selling was a widespread business in America and the government also benefited from it. Despite futile arguments from brewers about how alcohol provided a huge amount of taxes to the government, the National Congress then passed law illegalizing any beverage that had more than 0.5% alcohol content in it (Johnson, 1998). With this law, all alcohol dealers were banned from operations.
The government believed it would be easy to enforce the law since even some states decide to help. This was mostly done by forcing the drunkard to identify the source of alcohol. However, this was met by a huge blow by the fact that smugglers as well as bootleggers saw a business opportunity and took it without a blink. What followed was a huge outburst of corruption from the police and the government officials as they received bribes to allow smugglers to operate freely.
Probation was failing because people even had begun baking alcohol in their homes for their consumption and for their friends too. Secondly, it was unenforceable. This was because of the widespread corruption that made several states even prohibit local police officers from investigating the lawbreakers. In the long run, probation proved itself impossible. The research shows by 1923, alcohol was being sold in as scale twice as it was sold before the prohibition started (Burke, 2012). Moreover, homicide increased thus increasing deaths in the cities as well as countrysides because of alcohol. 
Prohibition personally was a huge mess. It turned out much worse than the people expected. However, its supporters urge that it was accompanied by very desirable achievements. For example deaths from liver cirrhosis declined with a huge percentage. They also argue that alcohol consumption declined but this was disapproved since the end of prohibition on December 15th, 1933 was mostly influenced by the discovery that more people were consuming unsafe alcohol than before the experiment. 
In my opinion, prohibition was not a good experiment though it was worth it. The government learned a thing or two about laws that would affect every citizen. Citizens have the ability to control the laws that govern them. The experiment solve the question that would most probably still be in people’s minds even today “could alcohol consumption end?” The experiment was not a good one since it caused the alcohol situation in America to worsen even than before.
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