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Before the lapse of another week
three important municipal elections
will have been held. They are impor-
tant, not locally alone but generally,
because they turn upon civic issues of
universal concern. Oneistocome off
in Toledo, one in Chicago, and the
third in Cleveland.

In the Toledo election no problem
in particular is at stake. Itinvolves
rather the endorsement of a local ad-
ministration which for more than
five years has identified itself effec-
tively with the policy; of honest and
truly democratic municipal govern-
ment. The defeat of Mayor Jones
would be a public calamity. It
would mean that the high ideals for
which he stands are repudiated by his
fellow citizens, and that political
“bosses” and party spoilsmen -are
really preferred to a non-partisar ad-
ministration.

Mayor Jones is a candidate upon
petition. Either political party would
have been glad to nominate him had
he consented to join the party or-
ganization. His prestige isnot to be
despised even by party “bosses.”
They know that with him as its candi-
date the lucky party would sail into
power with colors flying. But since
his first election Mayor Jones has
steadfastly refused to be a party can-
didate. He describes himself as “a
man without a party,” and simply
offers his name to voters who want a
non-partisan city government.

Here is an opportunity for those
citizens of Toledo, and doubtless
there are many, who profess to object

to partisanship in local elections.
Not only does Mayor Jones meet the
very extreme of their requirements
in this particular, but he is also a
candidate whose ability and fidelity
have been proved by three successive
terms at the head of the Toledo gov-
ernment. The people of Toledo are
in the balances at this municipal
election of theirs, and it remains to
be seen whether or not they will be
found wanting.

The Cleveland election is doubly
important. Not alone does it involve
local issues of general concern, but
the leaders in the contest are polit-
ical antagonists of national promi-
nence—Marcus A. Hanna and Tom
L. Johnson. To Mr. Hanna the
struggle is of supreme importance.
His political prestige is at stake, and
with it his large investments in the
watered stock of Cleveland street car
corporations, his “savings bank,” as
he calls it.

The franchises of Mr. Hanna’s cor-
porations are about to expire. Un-
less renewed the water in their stock,
amounting to millions of dollars, will
soon be valueless. Mr. Hanna is ur-
gent, therefore, to secure renewals
of franchises at the old five cent rate
of fare; though Johnson has pressed
him so hard that he is now reluctant-
ly willing to concede seven tickets
for a quarter, provided cash fares are
fixed at five cents. But Mayor John-
son has always been opposed to the
ticket subterfuge; and, knowing
from experience that 3-cent cash
fares would be profitable, he insists
upon establishing 3-cent fares
throughout the city. Moreover, he
demands that reservations be made
in favor of municipal ownership, so
that the city can adopt this traction
policy as soon as the Ohio legislature
grants it the power.

In furtherance of these views
Mayor Johnson has for two years
tried to.introduce the 3-cent fare
system. He secured the necessary
ordinance, and found the capitalists,
who actually began constructing a
new road under a franchise pledg-
ing municipal ownership ultimately
and 3-cent fares meanwhile. But
Mr. Hanna was able to bring corpora-
tion judges and “boss”-ridden legis-
lators to his aid, and with their assist-
ance he has thus far balked Mayor
Johnson’s efforts, though to do so his
judges were driven to the length of
“rippering” every city in Ohio, and
his legislators to making a new mu-
nicipal charter system under which
established street car corporations
are given peculiar protection.

This “rippering” was sought part-
ly to save Mr. Hanna’s watered stock
from the depressing effects of a com-
peting 3-cent fare street car system,
and partly to save it from taxation.
For Mayor Johnson had undertaken
to tax the local monopolies on the
same basis that homes and general
business are taxed. The ordinary
rate of valuation in Cleveland is 60
per cent of true value, but the public
monopolies were taxed at valuations
varying from only 15 per cent down.
Mayor Johnson caused the latter
valuations. to be raised, with the ef-
fect of vastly reducing the general
tax rate. But judges and courtsand
legislature, bossed by Mr. Hanna,
were brought to the rescue, and near-
ly all the increased taxes upon local
monopolies which Mayor Johnson
had secured, were remitted.

Mr. Hanna is now at the end of his
tether. Unless he can defeat John-
son at the coming municipal election,
he will have to submit to three cent
fares, he will have to face the proba-
bility of early municipal ownership
of street car lines, his monopoly, in-
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terests will have to pay the same pro-
portion of taxation that small home
owners pay, and he will at the same
time be discredited in his own party
as a leader. Hence the desperation
with which he contests this election.
He has forced upon his party for its
mayoral candidate one of hisown cor-
poration lawyers, a man whose busi-
ness firm finally secured the “ripper-
ing” of the Ohio citiesto protect Mr.
Hanna’s street car interests; and to
promote this man’s election the
street car combines of the whole
country have been assessed for a
campaign fund, which is being
poured out in Cleveland to defeat
Johnson. Some of it is spent among
certain classes of labor leaders, to se-
cure their “influence” with“the labor
vote.” Some of it is used to stimu-
late the hostility of former city em-
ployes who have been displaced by
Johnson’s adoption of the merit sys-
tem of civil service. The rest of it
might not be so easy to trace.

In this election it is the people of
Cleveland who are on trial. They
know that the Republican candidate
is one of Mr. Hanna’s business repre-
sentatives. They know that the issue
is Mr. Hanna’s private interests
versus the interests of the city. They
know that low street car fares at once
and municipal ownership at an early
day will come with Johnson’s re-
election, butbeindefinitely postponed
with his defeat. They know that
equality in taxation would be pro-
moted by him if elected, but would be
frustrated in the interest of monop-
oly corporations in the event of his
not being elected. They know that
Mavor Johnson has given the city
of Cleveland its first taste of good ad-
ministration. They know that he
has kept the streets clean, that he
has put the water works under the
merit system of civil service, that he
has prevented enormous land grab-
bing, and that in all other respects
he has managed the affairs of the city
as a sacred trust. Partizanship
wholly aside, Cleveland has never
had so satisfactory a mayor. The

people of Cleveland know, further-
more, that all the corporate interests
in both parties and all the political
rings in both parties, are working
together like beaversto defeat him.

Chicago is passing through a po-
litical erisis which, while similar in
some respects to that of Cleveland, is
different in others. The people here
are without a leader such as Cleve-
land has developed in Tom L. John-
son; but here, as there, the traction
question. is the burning one. As in

Cleveland, so in Chicago, franchises

are about to expire, and the popular
demand for public ownership is in-
sistent.

A labor party, with Daniel L.
Cruice as its candidate for mayor,
stands squarely for that policy; but
there are no indications that it can
bring forward even a small fraction
of the vote that sympathizes with it.
It is an honest movement, how-
ever, with an able and sincere man at
the head of it. Attempts to charge
Mr. Cruice with being in the field to
help the Republican candidate are
without justification. He is not a
man of that character, for one thing;
for another, the votes he gets will
probably be at the expense more of
the Republican than of the Demo-
cratic candidate.

The Republican candidate, Graeme
Stewart, was supported at the pri-
maries by “Boss” Lorimer, who se-
cured his nomination over John M.
Harlan, the anti-“boss” contestant.
Mr. Stewart’s nomination was dis-
tinctly a Lorimer triumph within the
Republican party, and his election
would doubtless place Lorimer in
full control of the Republican organ-
ization of the State of Illinois. What
this would mean with reference to
the traction question in Chicago is
obvious.

Mr. Stewart does declare for mu-
nicipal ownership, and against the
fraudulent 99-year franchise act
which the traction companies are us-
ing as a club to drive the city into

assenting to a further extension of
franchises. But he gives no real as-
surance that he will fight “vested
interests” or defy the orders of his
party “boss,” either to get municipal
ownership or to get rid of the 99-year
act. On the contrary, his emphasis
is placed upon the importance of set-
tling the traction question at once
so as to have better accommodations.
This has all the significance of a
proposal to surrender to the traction
companies. They are in no hurryto
lay the foundation for municipal
ownership. They are in no hurryto
abandon the 99-year franchise. And
if the city gets in a hurry for better
accommodations the traction ques-
tion will be settled as it was 20 years
ago (when the city was before ina
hurry), by postponing its settlement
for another 20 years and damming
in the watered stock by new fran-
chises meanwhile.

That is what Mr. Stewart’s elec-
tion would mean. Not only is he
Lorimer’s candidate, but he is sup-
ported by all the leading beneficiaries
and manipulators of the traction in-
terests, including, along with “Bos”
Lorimer (the Republican leader), the
nominal head of the Illinois Democ-
racy, John P. Hopkins, and the prin-
cipal Democratic investor in monope-
lies, John R. Walsh, whose paper, the
Chronicle, supposed to be Deme-
cratic, is also supporting Stewart.
These interests are not behind Mr.
Stewart merely for exercise. Ther
know what they want, and they mav
be presumed to know where to get it.

On the other hand, we have Mayor
Harrison as the Democratic candi-
date for reelection. He is not-an
ideal candidate. But he is the only
alternative to Stewart; and farshort
as he falls of being an ideal candi-
date in such a crisis as now confronts
Chicago, he is clearly preferable, both
with reference to the policy be is
pledged to pursue, a policy from
which he cannot escape, and to the
kind of support he is receiving. The
traction interests are doing all they



