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0f course Niss Tarbell's letter begissing permeps st $he
bottom of page 3 is an interesting and valuable general oxpnadm I .
swear I don't know whether it would be a good thing to print this core
resp ondence in the magasine. Somehow I just iiatiacﬁnly douds it.
I domBt think #Rat it would convinee and I think that it suggewts ¢to a
lot of peeple something to whine about that they haven't thought of be~
fore. In all events it suggests a sort of baskward view teoward that
old -cki'nking controversy that is al little unpleasant and stale.

I congess that I havé no definite idea about this - only
a kind of a hunch that it won't do amy good = that it sort of pute it
into the controversy class without stirring any real interest that is
valuable. God knows I believe in stirring things up wvhen an advaniage
is to be gained but semetimes you stir up an old thing te no special
advantage.

JOHN M.SSB8BAAL

P. 5. I sort of hope that there is a new gemeratiom of readers comiing
along to whom Ida K. Tarbell does not necessarily suggest Johmmy
Rockefeller and the big muckraking stick. I would like to have them
take her rgprticles fust as they are and draw their own conclusions., without
a back=door chat about the past with Fitech or some other orank.

I certainly would wait a fow weeks to see whether very

many others set up a yelp.




