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its veto, and by empowering the board

to interfere with both: legislation and
execution whenever moved there-
to. On the point of responsi-
bility, also, the bill is open to grave
objection. It divides responsibility
with se much complexity of powers
and checks upon powers that no one
could be held to account for bad man-
agement. The mayor could not be
so held; for when he once appoints
the board members he loses effective
control over them. The board could
not be; for they are nine in number,
each of whom can accuse his
colleagues; and while they could
check the superintendent, they could
not command him. The superinten-
dent could not be held to any degree
of responsibility to the people,
for while he might initiate, the
board could check and worry him.
And soit would go. The mayor
could throw the responsibility
upon the board; the board members
upon each other and the superinten-
dent; and the superintendent back
againupon the board; while the teach-
ing force would be a body of obedient
nonentities more anxious to know
what would please the superintendent
or the board and secure permanency
of tenure or promotion in place, than
to promote the usefulness of the
gchools. Taken all in all, the Civie
Federation school bill is about as
vicious a piece of school legislation as
could well be devised at this stage of
municipal progress. With a good
superintendent and a docile board,
the system it would establish might
work fairly well, until the teaching
force had withered with dry rot. But
if the board were to select a bad but
politic man (and there is nothing in
the bill to interfere with its selecting
the worst political heeler in Chica-
go), the Chicago school system could
be made a prey to “politics” of the
basest sort.

The insincerity of the Republican
leaders in Congress, regarding the
trust question, was cleverly expoged
recently by Congreseman Sulzer, of
New York. It was in connection
with the new cabinet department of

commerce and labor. Labor organi-
zations have long been trying to se-
cure a labor secretary in the Presi-
dent’s cabinet. This the Republi-
cans are unwilling to concede. But
as the matter is pressed and bids
fair to divert the labor vote, they
have cooked up a bill providing for
a cabinet secretary of “commerce
and labor.” Obviously this secretary
is to be a “business” man. The com-
mercial interests would not tolerate
a “labor” man for such a post. Con-
sequently the “labor” interests will
be looked after under the “commerce
and labor” bill by “business” leaders.
Over this happy adjustment of con-
flicting industrial interests, the Re-
publicans are boasting about their
practical demonstrations of love for
the dear “laboring man.” But in
framing their “commerce and labor”
bill they have conveniently omitted
to provide for any check upon trusts,
a subject over which the contem-
plated cabinet officer might reasona-
bly be expected to have jurisdiction.
Not a line gives any indication of a
disposition to “shackle cunning,”
though the bill is a highly appro-
priate one for that purpose. Lven
the favorite administration idea of
“publicity” is igpnored.  There-
fore Mr. Sulzer moved as an amend-
ment that there be in the proposed
department a bureau of corporations
to which every corporation doing an
interstate business should be re-
quired to make reports of its condi-
tion. Though there was no objec-
tion from the Republican side of the
House, either to the character or the
form of the amendment, every Re-
publican voted against it. Their
reasons were not stated, but the in-
ference is strong that while they do
much talking about “publicity” and
“shackling,” they are under such pe-
culiar obligations to the powerful
trusts that they dare not take hostile
action of any kind, not even of the
kind they profess to advocate. Mr.
Sulzer has now put the matter in
such shape upon the record that no
other inference is possible.

When the bill to establish a depart-
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ment of labor and commerce was be-
fore the lower House, as nioted above,
a remarkable recommendation from
labor sources was announced. Con-
gressman Mann, of Illinois, who sup-
ported the bill, explained thathe had
“sent to the Chicago Federation of
Labor, which” he believed; to be “the
largest organization of labor in the
country aftiliated with the American
Federation of Labor, a copy of the bill
as reported to the House and a copy
of the report of the committee giving
the reasons why the department
of labor should be included in the de-
partment of commerce and labor, and
had that morning received “a reply in
the shape of a letter from the Chi-
cago Federation of Labor, stating
that they have received the bill and
report, that they appreciate the favor
of sending them to them, and hope
that the efforts to pass the bill will
prove successful.” Mr. Mann added:

“I know of no better instance that

can be given of the actual feeling of
labor than a letter of this sort from
probably the greatest body of organ-
ized labor in the country.” The re-
markable thing about this recommen-
dation is the fact that the labor lead-
ers who gave.it, were at about that
time being voted out of office as offi-
cials of the Chicago Federation by an
overwhelming majority, because their
fidelity to their organization was dis-
trusted. These men were Mayor
Harrison’s “labor” contingent. Some
of them held office at the Chicago city
hall, some were employed by the
street car companies, some were on
the pay rolls both at the city hall and
at the street car offices, and alto-
gether they were a nest of labor “fa-
kirs,” counting themselves into office
as labor leaders at every Federation
election and serving the Harrison po-
litical machine and the street car
monopoly between times.

A “labor leader” outfit has come
to be regarded as part of the recog-
nized equipment of political and mo-
nopoly rings; and the surface signs
indicate that Tom L. Johnson kas
run up against an equipment of this
kind with which Senator Hanna has
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armed himself in Cleveland. Asis
generally known, Mayor Johnson has
for two years led the movement in
Cleveland for a 3-cent fare on street
cars. Senator Hanna, who patrioti-
cally mixes shady politics with
profitable street car franchises,
fought Johnson at first in the city
council, which he was unable to hold;
then in the courts, which served him
well; and then in the legislature,
which he bodily owned. But now it
all comes back again to the people
of Cleveland, and Senator Hanna is
organizing his “labor leader” outfit
in readiness for the approaching mu-
nicipal election. His success may be
inferred from the fact that a commit-
tee of the local central body has re-
cently reported that upon investiga-
tion it discovered (what Johnson not
only denies, but the falsity of which
has been demonstrated) that it costs
three cents and eight and two-tenths
mills to carry a street car passenger,
without allowing anything for divi-
dends. -
Now, these labor leaders may be
perfectly honest in their conclusions.
" They may think that it does cost
nearly three cents to carry a passen-
ger. But how did they find it out?
Is there any Simple Simon so inno-
cent as to suppose that they got their
information elsewhere than from the
offices of Mr. Hanna’s companies?
They have acted in thismatteras a la-
bor committee of monopoly white-
washers. It does not follow, of course,
that they have been bribed, and ev-
eryone is entitled to his own opinion
as to their motives. But be
their motives whatever they may
be, the significant fact remains
that a committee of labor men, with-
out experience or special knowledge
of the matter in hand, except such as
they may have received from the
street car ring, have put forth a la-
bored argument in defense of that
ring and dubbed their production a
“labor report.” So labored is this ar-
gument, and so spotted with thumb
marks of a certain corporationlaw of-
fice in Cleveland, that Mayor John-
son, who knows that office pretty well

and is himself an expert in the street
car business, openly charges that the
substance of the report was prepared
by Hanna’s own lawyers. Of course
the labor committee denies that
charge. Yet there is much about the
whole affair to indicate that influ-
ences are at work in “labor leader”
circles in" Cleveland similar to those
that controlled the Chicago Federa-
tion of Labor until at the last election
its outraged and indignant member-
ship voted the “gang” out of office in
the Federation.

Prof. Taylor, who holds the chair
of political economy -at Ann Arbor
University, is as candid as a new con-
vert at a Methodist experience meet-
ing. Believing in plutocracy, he de-
fends it without mental reservation
or purpose of evasion. Rockefelleris
our great tax farmer, as Prof. Taylor
concedes, and a useful one as he con-
tends. Moreover, the system is wise
and good. As a private citizen with
taxing power, Mr. Rockefeller is do-
ing for this country what Lord Cro-
mer, as a government servant, is do-
ing for Egypt. Listen to this excep-
tionally candid professor:

When Egypt was under the khedives
those rulers squandered the enormous
taxes paid by their subjects. To-day,
under Lord Cromer, Egypt pays just
as much taxes to her English masters.
Now, however, Egypt gets that money
back. Witness the expansive dam on
the upper Nile, which will make the
whole desert country fertile. In this
dam alone Egypt is likely to regain
her tax money. In America we have
a different method than taxation to
secure money for large improvements.
Private capital does it. When Mr.
Rockefeller, for instance, raises the
price of oil two cents he forces us to
contribute money for the collection
of a great body of productive capital.
It is, of course, a system of voluntary
despotism to which we Americans {hus
submit. Mr. Rockefeller has more
money than he can use; so it is no
effort for him to save his extra earn-
ings in the form of productive capital.
If the riches were divided equally none
of us would have enough to induce us
to form vast amounts of capital. We
should want to use our money for our-
selves.

In that naive fashion does this pro-
fessor of political economy expose the
economics which his confreres stand
for, but the true inwardness of which

they, as a rule, bury in mazes of ver-
bosity and parade in the guise of “si-
ence.”

Here is an unreserved acknowledg-
ment that the chevaliers d’industrie
of whom Mr. Rockefeller isa type,
hold and exercise khedival privileges.
Note the innocence of Prof. Taylors
observation that we should waste our
earnings if there were no Rockefel-
lers to confiscate them and turn them
into productive capital. He seem:
quite oblivious to the obvious truth
that the use a man makes of his ir-
come is morally subordinate to the
manner in which he obtains it. Verr
generous, for instance, was it of tha:
embryonic type of Rockefellerism,
Sixteen-String Jack, to make giftsto
the poor. And the poor naturally
praised him for it. But where didhe
get his gifts? That was the erucial
question in his case, as it is in Rocke-
feller’s.

AMERIOAN WAGES AND OAPITAL

A distinguished newspaper writer,
W. A. Croffut, of Washington, D.C,
bas recently undertaken to demos-
strate statistically that the aversge
American wages are but $300 a year
and that this is about equal to the
average product, per wage eamd,
over and above necessary busines
expenses and a fair return upon -
vested capital. He argues, there
fore, that the only way to incres:
the average wages is by increasing
the average product. Consequentls
he strongly denounces, as enemiesof
the laboring man, those who favor
restrictive methods adopted by trade
unions for the purpose of limiting
competition in the labor market.

It would be well to note thatin
fact a large proportion of our indu
trial class are compelled to live
upon less than $300 per work
er. This does not mean, nece-
sarily, that the average income of the
family falls below, or even down 0
that amount, but that in many fan-
ilies there are two or more bread wit-
ners. This has a tendency to reduce
the average wages to $300 or belov,
even though the family receives 8
larger income.




