
The Public 259

directly manage a disgraceful lottery

enterprise.

There is wholesome food for

thought in the parallel which a Chi

cago clergyman draws between prize

fighters and nations. As Sullivan

found his Oorbett, and Corbett yield

ed to Fitzsimmons, who in turn was

knocked out by Jeffries, so, says this

clergyman, "one nation holds sway

for a time, but it. soon gives way to a

more progressive people; they in turn

are overcome by still another, and

so the merry game goes on." He ac

cordingly predicts the downfall of the

United States as inevitable. In con

sidering this parallel it should never

be forgotten that prize fighters are

the very types of physical force as a

human id ear. So long as nations take

their ideals from the prize ring it

therefore follows that they will, as the

Chicago preacher says, have the ca

reers of prize fighters. But what if

they weFe to make the golden rule

their ideal?

The Dubuque Telegraph is au

thority for the statement that the

interview with ex-'Senator Charles A.

Towne, recently published broadcast,

in which he was made to tihrow over

Bryan and free silver and come out

for Hill and reaction, is a "fake," ut

terly without basis in fact. Mr.

Towne has wired Mr. Bryan, says

the Telegraph, "denouncing the in

terview as a 'fake,' and declaring that

be has not spoken to a reporter in

three months." The Telegraph's

comment upon this episode fits the

case perfectly. It says:

It is incredible that any newspaper

man conceived and wrote the imagin

ary interview merely to gratify his

taste for the sensational. The polit

ical motive behind the lie is easily

discernible. Evidently the interview-

was carefully and purposely pre

pared to discredit the democratic na

tional platform and leader and thus

promote the scheme of the eastern

"reorganizes" to regain control of

the party and convert it from an op

ponent into an instrument of privi

leged interests.

Not alone in politics is the "fine

Italian 'hand" of the trusts discerni

ble, making the press of the country

an agency for deliberately mislead

ing public opinion. .The same kind

of work, bearing similar birthmarks,

is evident in connection with the

steel strike. There is a persistent ef

fort to deceive the public into believ

ing that the strikers made the union

ization of all the mills of the trust

a sine qua non, and that they are fight

ing for that point. This is false upon

the face of the facts, rqrorted even

in the very papers that insist upon

putting that construction on the de>mands of the strikers. Henry George,

Jr., who, as a newspaper man espe

cially expert in labor controver

sies, is familiar with the whole situa

tion, makes the true issue of this

strike clear, and he is borne out by

the strike news as it has appeared

day by day during several weeks past

Mr. George ?ays that President Shaf

fer, of the strikers, has flatly denied,

over his signature, that the strikers

insisted on unionizing the nonunion

mills and specifically stated that—

all that was asked was a uniform

scale for union and nonunion mills,

so that the nonunion men should get

as good wages and other working

conditions as the union men, and

that, furthermore, all contracts pro

hibiting men from joining the union

be canceled.

Mr. George does not stop with

quoting Mr. Shaffer. He goes on

to show why this demand in behalf

of nonunionists was made by the

strikers, and why the trust organs

torture it into a demand for general

unionization. Here also Mr. George

is borne out by the current reports.

He says:

But what is the significance of the

matter anyhow? some one may ask.

The significance so far as the men

are concerned is that they have

hoped by forcing a uniform scale to

deprive the trust of the possibility

of working the low-pay against the

high-pay mills. They have also rea

soned, with plausibility, that if the

^lnion can compel the trust to pay

the nonunion men better wages than

the latter are now getting, then the

nonunion men will join the union,

thereby uniting the workingmen for

any offensive or defensive operation

against the trust. The significance

of the trust's contradictory state

ment is that the trust desires to

avoid the real issue to find in the

public mind some justification for its

engaging in a contest with its men,

seeking to effect this end not by a

positive declaration of high princi

ples and correct conduct for itself,

but rather by a negative course of

misrepresenting the men's utter

ances and motives.

Several weeks ago the supreme

court of New Jersey rendered a de

cision on street car franchises which

attracted attention because it was un

derstood to threaten vested interests

in that kind of property, but the ex

act point of the decision was not very

clearly defined in the press reports.

It now appears from the official opin

ions of the judges to have been de

cisive of the question of the right of

a city to tax street franchise values

as real estate. Substantially the

same question is involved in the ef

forts of the authorities of Cleveland

to make the market value of street

car stock the measure of taxable lia

bility. The New Jersey case arose

over an assessment by the city of New

ark of $3,100,000 on the property of

a local street car company. This as

sessment was made under the author

ity of a statute providing that all' real

estate, whether owned by individuals

or corporations, shall be tiable to tax

ation at its full value. But the state

board of taxation reduced the city as

sessment to $2,265,000, holding that

the value of the street franchise of

the company could not be taxed as

real estate, because the street car com

pany had no greater right in the

streets than the public generally. One

of the supreme court judges adopted

this preposterous contention, and

sought to relieve the street car com

pany. But the other two very crisply

rejected it. "If the right is no great

er," asked Justice Van Syckel, writ

ing the opinion of the court, "why

may not every individual exerciseand

enjoy it?" To answer that question

was to decide against the company.

But not only is the contention that


