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THE PUBLIC FORUM
RELIEF FUNDS. After every ap- -'

palling disaster comes an appeal to
the sympathetic public for relief

' funds. The people generously re- -'

spond without a question, not ask-
ing how, when or to whom the fund
is to be distributed. What is the re-
sult? Look back to previous collec-
tions and note the sameness. Note
that always a "prominent citizen" is
custodian of the fnnd. After a few
days the people calm down and the
custodian becomes

Instead of distributing the fund as
was intended and understood by the
generous donors, he begins to talk
about "investing" it and paying the
"income" to the beneficiaries. He
says nothing about the ultimate dis-
position of the fund itself. After the
lapse of a few months who ever
thinks of it? Anyway, who is to de-

mand an accounting? And the fund
rests in "prominent citizen's" cus-
tody. In one case, the stockyard fire
fund, prompt and vigorous court ac
tion pried the fund loose from the
clutches of the benevolent would-b- e
"investor," and distributed it to the
widows and orphans, but this is the
exception to the rule. After the
Chery Hill mine fire the Red Cross
collected a relief fund. They sent a
few bags of beans and some second-
hand clothing, both items probably
donated, but where did that cash go?
The only real aid the Cherry Hill peo-
ple got was that sent to them by
labor unions. After the San Fran-
cisco earthquake a relief fund of gen-
erous proportions was collected by
our old friend, "prominent citizen."
Pour months later the following item
appeared on the financial page of a
Chicago paper: "$396,000, the bal-
ance of the San Francisco relief fund,
which has been lying in the First Na-
tional bank, was transferred to Wall
st." Presumably so the earthquake J

victims would not quarrel over it, or I

perhaps not "invest" it in the right 1

kind of debentures, or the blighters
might even spend it for their imme-
diate needs, which was what the giv-
ers intended. But "prominent citi-

zen" knows a much safer place for
that fund, yea, much safer. Chas. H.
Hair, M. D.

WITHIN THE LAW. Mr. Roose-
velt ays in the August Metropolitan:
"Recently in certain circles some pop-
ularity has ben achieved by a song
entitled, T Did Not Raise My Boy to
Be a Soldier,' a song which ought
always to be sung with a companion-piec- e

entitled, T Did Not Raise My
Girl to Be a Mother.' "

This comparison is either down-
right stupidity or downright dishon-
esty. Had the song been, "I Did Not
Raise My Son to Be a Father" tljen
his extension might have contained a
grain of sense, or, had he wished to
project a truthful comparison and
had he written: "I Did Not Raise My
Girl for Prostitution," there would
have been a comparison of like values
(for one occupation is nearly as de-

cent as the other, but not quite.) One
is natural the other is not There
is a cosmic urge in the one case; mur-
derous indifference in the other. The
one earns a decent living; the other
does not. One is an individual; the
other is a pin. One exercises her own
will; the other exercises other peo-
ple's wilL One is a public mistress;
the other a public assassin. The one
we pity; the other we despise both
prostitutes.

But this would have been a true
comparison and the truth is not
wanted. The truth will do if it suits
the argument; if not, then back to
sophistry. Such moral and intellec-
tual dishonesty is truly Rooseveltian,
dishonest but within the law. I, for
one, will not allow Mr. Roosevelt to
syphon the sap out of this sturdy,
sensible song through any of his
moral slight-of-han- d or intellectual
legerdemain. Fortunately, Mr. Roose-
velt will find that huge hunks of hu-
manity have graduated out of the


