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“In the silver dollar there is about 78
cents worth of sliver. Underthe present
ellver law the goveroment only pays 78
ceote for it. But under the free eoinage
tke government would have to pay the
silver spectilatore n dollar for every 78
cents of eilver.”

As to the thaory thatsilver would be
unloaded un us, that is something that
goldites ean not very clearly Jemon-
strnte. And as to paying one dollar
for ¢very reventy-eight cents undgr a
free coinage law, the Mail and Exrpress
is grievously wrong., [Jnless we mis-
understand the aim of free silver ad-
vocates, there ia nopuch thing as puy-
ing for bullion for coinage purposes.
Every owner of bullion conld take his
metal to the mint and have it handled
on the'same principle that gold ie now
handled, But whsat the value of a
ellver dollar from an outeside stavdard
might be under such a Jaw, I8 & ques-
tion yet to be determiped. The fact
is, the free silver advocates do not
clearly deflne themselves on this polnt,
but the logie of the isaue puggests that
it doer not invulve the huying of bul-
_Iion for coinage.

THE UNPARDONABLE SIN,

WE find the following in n recent
issue of the Helena,
Juournal:

“The Salt Lake Tvibune is not very

eulogistic of the late Samuel B. Axtell,
onee governor of Utab., It concludeg s
short article on s death with this lan-
guage: ‘It is an old eayiog that onl
fo words shonld be spoken of the dead.

t is true, however, that the dend man Is
00 more Sacred after the soul bas passed
out of him than he was before, aud it is
justice not to forFat nfter death, when
through the pnblie acts of a puablic
servant, he in life betrayed his trust aod
violated his solemn oath! Brother
Goodwin Is not one Lo let the grave cover
his resentment 10ward n man*whom he
surpects of partinlity toward the Mor-
mona; heoee this exblbition of post mor-
tem bitterness.”

Quite correct. Anybody his sheet
suspeots of even trying to Jo justiee to
the ‘‘Mormones,? s a “*serub,*’ n **Jack-
Mormon,” a f‘hired liar,” *a paid
perjurer?? or something that takes stilt
viler language to depignate and is not
fit for any other columus than those of
the Balt Lake Tridune,

e

NEITHER ELDER NOR AGNOSTIC,

To the Edilor:

In your iseue of August 24 I find re-

roduced a letter sent by me to the

vew York Evening Fost dieclaiming
the honor of belng a Mormun Elder,
which title had been most Iavishly te-
atowed upon me by the New York press,
You eny I am ‘‘what is populariy
known us o freethinker, though why
an agnostic shouid be considered more
of a freetbinker than a believerin the
_Bib’e we fail to see.?’ .

There is, of coutee, a censure in that,
but I want to show that the coat does
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not fit me; and as [ have never had an
oppertunity to say a word on this topic
let me uwe the present.

I never chose for mysell the name
URreethinker?! any more than you
chose the name ‘‘Mormon.’*? In a
general wesy un-churched people are
called ¢ Freethinkers.?? The majority
of the ‘Liberal?? party in Utsh is
mode up of ~“Freethinkers.”” You
kuow what I think of thera and what
i have Jdone to oppore them as a party.
[tis my opinion that they have much
more “free’ than ‘‘think?’ and that
mahy of them are—but you will not let
me say it.

Speukiog for myself I most cordinlly

' concede to believers in the Biblesll the

trree?? and ask from them only liberty
to exercise my Qou-given right to
“think?* according to my ability. We
can never quarrel on that point.

in the common use of langusge‘‘free-
thinker’? aud “infldel’? are synony-
moue, and of late the term ‘‘ugnostic’?
bhas been added tothe othertwo. [
disclaim a!l three and sm content to be
4 thinker., Having lived a iife ofsome
devotion to what I saw to be my duty,
I. do oot copsider myself an in-
fidel. The agnostic =ays be does
pot know. ! think ! do know,and
heuce am not an agnostic.

{f not belleving as you believe makes
me an ‘‘unvellever,’?’ then I am not to
be condemned beeause I cannot be-
lieve otherwire than according to the
actlons of my reason and the dictates of
coneclence. Names amount to little,
yet I have called mypelf a rationalist.
Belng that, [ insist that all should bsve
equnl rights to think for themselves
and believe ns they can, without cen-
sure. What is rational in your faith
is mine, and if there is anything ralion-
al in the other secta it is mine also, he-
cause truth is rational nnd 18 or becomes
universal.

I have known several Mormons w ho

' thougbt my humble effort in behalf of

iahured by all—if they want it.

fair play for their sect was wrong, he
cause | wae not a church member. 1
have known na greater number of a)-
leged Mormous who thought my work
wrong because it might turn a “Gen-
ijle?? dollar from them. To both 1
would eany that I bave not been work-
g for Mermons, but for the rights of
mun depfed to Mormone. But 1 sup-
poee humun nature is much tbe snime
now that it was two thousand years
ugo. The man whoagltates an unpopu-
lar truth or right!a misunderstood now
48 then, and though he ¢cannot be forced
todrink the hemlock or bear the croes to
Calvary,he ia none theless martyred by
the milllon tongues of enovy, malice
and falsehood. Your ‘‘Joseph’® even
found death, nnd you yourself are daily
a victim to the strokes of a fangless old
rattlesnake whoee contortions make us
all laugh,

Do not think for one mi ment that I,
outside of the church, assume that I
puesers any wore freedom o think
than you bave jopside. Believe
me that your rights are encied o me
and I trust mine are to you and yours,
I want no freedom tuat canuot be
I want
nv ealvation that doer not belong to
me. A good old Mormon enid to me
yesterday: *Gud will take caré ot you
nud save you whether you want Him
to or not.”” To whicb [ replied, **Thatis
all right. If QGod deems me worthy of
His favor I certainly shall make noop-
position,*?

I may be wrong, but it strikes me
that the man or woman who does hig
duty where he stands unconcerned for
the conseguences is the one who is do-
ing the wiil of God in a ratlonal way,
and soon or late will see the sum of
success strike above him the shining
hills oi day.

Yours for the Truth and the Right at
all times nnd under any neme,

CHARLES ELLis,

We give place to the foregoing, he-
cause we respect the views of the
writer and nckpoowledge bis right to
deflne his own position, espectally jf
he thiniks we have in the slighteat de-
gree misrepresented it. We do pot
think bie definltion of it ie essentially
different from oure, We are of the
oplnion that a believer In genuine
““Morraonism?! s just as mugh of a
rationalist a8 one who does pot
helieve. Also that & disbeliever
in Christinnity hae no more right or
title to the onme of Rationalist than g
true Christinn has. Qbserve,we did not
eny that Mr. Ellis cailled himself n Free-
thinker or nn Agnostio. Those names
are commonly used in reference tg
people who biold views similar to those
of Thomas Payne, auvd Robert.Inger-
soll, and B. F. Underwood, persons
whony Mr. Ellis regards with favor and
some of whoae opinions at least he hag
defended with vigor and  abiljty.

Mr. Ellis has stated through our
columns that he was engaged, shortly
after his arrival in this city, to lecture
for a sociely of people who were either
“atheists nnd infldels?’ or Were classed
smong the “Freethinkers’® gpg
Aguostics. Bo we thought we were
doing perfect justice to him in placing
him among the latter class, which in-
oludes such illustrous nnmes as Hyx-
ley anil Spencer, and other great
thinkers who say there are some things
which they do not know and therefore
they are Aguosties,

Mr. Ellis sayshe “*does know?! gpnd
therefore he is not an Agnostic, We
are happy to hear it. But he does not
tellus what it is he ‘‘does kpow.? If
he knows those things which Huxley
and others say they do Dot know, he is
ahead of them and, 8o far, he ean-
not be Justly called an Agnostic. There
are some things, however, that few
mortals know, bot in which many of
them verily believe, and believing,
they are mnot properly pumbered
nmong the Agnosties. It 18 those who
neither know pnor helleve in what they
cannot sclentifleally demoustiate that
atrecalled Agnostics—a term which they
usuully accept, and which carries no
tsgencure.”’

We do not think there ie anything
oflepsive in the wname of ¢‘Free-
thinker,' no matter by whom adopted
or applied. But we do not concede that
any disbeliever or unbeliever in re-



