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Observe! The conditions are such
that they do not believe it right for =a
man to have more than one living aml
undivorced wife or to praclice unlaw-
ful cohabitation. But pressed as fo
what their belief might Le under con-
ditions that Uo not exlat, they express
their opinion that then it might not be
wrong {or a toan to have more wives
than one. .1t is, then, fur what they
might think under pow-existing cir-
cumstances that they are rejeoted, not
for anyibing they have ever done, or
for what they bhelieve is right or
wrong today. They have always
obeyed the law, they would ewnforce it
agaiust lawbreakers, and they belicve
the Inw should be legally and morally
sustained,

Wenre ot now finding fault with
their rejection as juvors, though we
regard it as o mistake under the law
aud it evident mesaniug awmi inteut,
because the law deals only with pres-
ent actiorsand beliefe, Iut we wish
to draw attention to the Tribunes per-
version of the signifieation of the
answers given by the rejected jurors,
that it mny Le farther seen with what
logle that paper reachies its wild con-
clusions. Itsays loday:

“*A eareful seanning of their testimony
a8 delivered there ought to he good read-
ing toihis community. e think it s an
indirect vindication of what we have re-
peatedly sunid, that Mormnong in  good
standing are not cntitled to slt upon a
Jury. not entitled to east a ballol, not en-

titled to hold a politieal office under anfy
r

kingdom or government excopt the
own.”

It is good reading for any commun-
ity. But it is neithera divect nor indi-
rect “*vindiention’’ of the un-A merican,
nnjust and unressonable demands of
that paper. It forms no excuse, or
argument, or pretext for the disfran-
chisement of anybody, orthe exclusion
of the gentlemen referred to or any-
body else from cffice. It simply gave
the Judge a very slight show of reason
for excluding them from the panel of
the grand jury. Jury service ia not an
ollice under the law,

The Ildmunds Act provides thata
Fersoh summoned 886 & juror in any
prosoculion for polygamous offenses,
may be challenged asto whether he be-
lieves it right to practlice such things.
It is only in such prosecutious that this
challenge may e made, This is justi-
fied on the ground that a person who
believes it right to practice polygamy
would not be likely to aid in the
punishmeut of persons accused of that
offence. Belief in the rightfulpness of
that practice, however, is not made a
bar to service ns a juror in other cases.
And the same law  which makes this
challenging provision, also provides
that a voter shall not be excluded from
the polls “onaccount af any opinion

sirch person may entertain on the gub-
ject of bigamy or polygamy.’> Thus,
if these guntlemen were rightiully re-
jected as jurors under the law, they
could not ke rightiully rejected as
volers under the law, and consequent-
iy peither their teslimony wor their
rejection as jurors is avy vindication of
the course of muddled fanatics, who
clameor for the disfranchisement of men
whom they ackuow ledge to be truthiful
and singere, on account of their opin-
ionn as to a theery relating to social
eihlcs.

The logic Ly which these addled
rengoners (?7) attempt to justify their
moupsirous demands and puerile con-
clusions, Is-enougih to mulie Locke and
Malebranche and Mill {urn over in
their graves. The language of the
faw and {he common sense bearings of
this qquestion lead to the exact reverse
of the ‘vindication?’ so trlumphantly
claimed as an indirect consequence of
the law and the testimony.

But the guotation we have given
above fixes this fact beyoud truthfuj
dispute: That the Tribune editor de-
mands the disfranchisement of sin-
cere, truthful, bonorable and enter-
prising cilizens of the Uniled States,
and their exclausion from oflice, bLe-
cause of the opinion they may enier-
tain on a quesiion which is so abstract
that it does nol affect their actlons
either as members of the bedy politic
or as components of thesoeial systemt

Itias evident to those who take the
trouble to run through the daily repeti-
lious of the Tribune writer, advocating
{he political robbery and destruction of
thousands of American citizens,that hig
powers are rapidly failing. It is
not only on this perpetuanl disfranehise-
ment question but on the tarill’ and on
silver that the same cloudiness of
thought and obscurity of expression nre
obeervabile. Also, he will say onething
today aod contrndict it tomorrow., The
IHerald has made a specially of expos-

ing this and has doue it effectually.

It would be very fuuny if it were not
g0 painful. 1t ig lameniable to see the
gradual wrecking of a mind that has
been Dbrilliant and a pen that if pot
logieal at least was pretty.

Just read the following which con-
cluds an editorial in the Zribune today,
urging the Idaho legislators to pursue
the ““Mormous’? of that Btale further,
and forge additionnl political fetters
for their already hardened limbs:

“JTenve, in accordance with the serious
conelusions which the mon of all parties
reached in Jdaho, and out of which the
test onth was born, hence in following
thai conclusion np legitimalely a Cousti-

tution, in accordance with it, was framed,
which Constitution provided that the

Legislature of the Statc should enact any
necossary legislation to perpetnate the
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prineiples set forth in the Conatilution,
and as Congress, with that Constitution
fiercely debated before it, finally endorrerd
it, and gave to the Territory Siatehood;
we say Lhe prosent Legislature of Iidlaho
can do no less than to  pass and make se-
clire and perpatual in law the original wost
vath of the Territory.”’

Take that efiusion witit the ‘‘argu-
ment*? we have given {rem another of
Lhis editorials claiming a “vindica-
tion,** aud see what ravoges are being
wrought either by time, or habits or
cerebral infirmitics! A change of sub-
ject amd a change of air may work aa
improvement. These failing, Prove
has an institution where unforiunates
of this elass und character may find o
juiet asy fuin,

DECADENCE OF BROAD PATRIOTISH.

I ig interesting to nole the individ-
ual and press comments upon tho lzte
remarks of Mr. Clevelandt regarding
the free coinage of gilver. He has
beeu widely and deeply denounced by
a nunierous clasg of newspapers and
perscns, In most instancis the basis
cf the strictures aimed at him has
been that he has comnnitted political
suicide—mnade his notnination next
November an impossibility.

HBuch gelfish critlies are incapable af
upderstanding a man of Mi. Cleve-
land’s calibre. They take the positivn
tat the uiterances and operations of
publicists ought to be in the interest,
first of personal advancemett, second,
of party power. Such carpers ave cast
in amould so smatl that they canuot
comprehend why a man should speak
cut, when he dJeems it noceszary,
independent of the interests of self or
party.

To such an extent tloes this political
huckslerism exiet that it is doubtful if
those imbued with it can believe that
Mr. Cleveland can pussibly understand
that he hag, by his inte ex pression Upon
frea coinage of silver, damaged his
personal politienl prespects, and per-
haps those of his party. He doubtless
understands it perfectly, however, as
there are few men niore capable of per-
ceiving the drift of popular seutiment
than he.

Wedo not say that e is sound in
the position he maictnins on the ques-
tioh referred to, but there is no reason-
able room for doubtthat he isthorough-
ly convinced that he js right. Hence
he takes the broad,patriolic view of hig
daty as a citizen of the Great Republie,
whose interests ghould - be paramount
to every selfish party consideration,
He regards the {ree coinage measure ag
one which would disrupt the country
financially, and has the coutage to ex-
press hia conviction, Whether his
poaition be right or wrong, the trait of

character which impels him to an ex-



