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A POOR APOLOGETIC EXPLANA-
TION.

A DAY or two since Q. J. Hollister
arose—in the enlumns of the chief
anti-*Mormon?’’ orgao—to explain.
His explanation was in the nature
of an apology for Mr. Goodwin, the
‘‘Liberal’? candidate for Delegate to
Cougress. Tts writer has an exceed-
togly loose way of makiog his
points, which are fovisible to the
naked eye after the mapnfacturing
process is complete. His mind ap-
pears to be of that cootracted cast
that prevents it from taking io all
the beariogs ot a subject. He is
therefore always upequal to the
task of preserving its coosistency
throughout. Couvsequenily he is in
the habit of defeatipg his own ob-
ject, which, In our view, is never
hobest.

The ohject of the upology was io
show that Judge Goodwin was not
the originator of the scheme for the
distraochisement of the ‘<Mor-
mons,*! a8 he did oot step upon the
atage of Utah politics till 1880. The
writer of this remarkable manifesto
then goes on to show that the *Lil-
eral?’ Party had cglamored for the
disfranchisement of their political
opponents ag far back as ten years
before that year.

Thus it will be seen that the mao
who has acted in the role of the most
venomous viper in the whole of the
reptilinn period of (Jtah ““Liberal»
politicse wishes to shift the respoosi-
biliLy of the disfranchisement in-
famy from the shouvlders of the
present caodidate of the party on to
the crpoked back of the party itselr,

This Is lovely logicy the difference
bwing that which exists between
tweodle de and tweedle dum. Yet,
ir there be any olject io this ex-
plaoation at all; it must be, from a
political stand point, that Mr. Good-
win should be an acceptable candi-
date to those electors who view dis-
franchisement for belief with re-
pugnapece aud a9 a traitoroue iova-
eion of American institutions. This

is, in view of the fact that the
¢ Libera)?’ candidate has bheen,dur-
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ing his eotire career in (Jtah, one
of the most prooounced apnd un-
acrupulous advocates of the dis-
frapchisement of those who are op-
pused to him in politics,exceedingly
attiouated aod ridiculous.

It can be shown, however. within
the limits of his own apology for
Mr. Goodwin, that Q. J. Hollister
has, in this explanation, been guiity
of a conspicuons inexactitude. [The
readder cao interpret the last two
words of the previous sentence for
himself.] He cites the Cullom bill of
twenty years ago. Like ail other
sim‘lar measures, it was the prodnct
of the ¢ Liberal’’ party, having been
drafted io this city, in the office nf a
law yer named Robertsen, long sinee
dend. The object of Hollister’s
reference to this measure was tu
show that it provided for disfrao-
chisement. The fact Is—even as
shown by his owo quotations from
the bill—that it provided only for
the disfranochisement of thuse liv-
ing in the wpractice of polygamy.
The Cullom bill failed to pass the
Senate, but the object of it was
attaived io 1882, by the passing
of the Xdmuods act. That frag-
mentary distranchisement scheme
with which Goodwin had wooth-
ing to do ino originatiog s ano ac-
complished faclk. The process has
been in operation over eight years.
The distranchisement counspiracy

now complained of, and of which
the candidate of the *‘ Liberal?’ party
has beeu the foremust champion,
woonld apply to all “Mormons,” |
without resgect to their commission
of any act. [t would strike the b i-l
lot from their haods on the greund
of their relffgtous belief only. More
tha= that, it would deprive them of
the rights annd privileges of citizen-
ship becapsepomebody else believes
that they believe something that is
objectionable to tle believing party
of the first part. .
The chronfe Federal office holder
who, in his -manpifesto of the other
day, made such a flabby presenta-

tion, comes down to about 1880, at
which time he assuris that the
‘‘Liberal?’ candidate was installed
us editor of the Tribune—the foulest
and most liberty-curtailing paper on
the American cobntinent., At that
time he explains, in his upeltyy,
that the Gentiles—g}aﬂrnfng him-
sell, QGomiwip~—"and a few

others —askéd for a legislative
commission, providing for the
| disfrnochisernent  of all citizens
alike. He svems to gloat over this
patriotic nppeal for self-degradation,
of which all honorable men wonld
be ashamed. But the richest phace

of bis apologetic dissertation is his,
alaim that this clamor for serf-dotw-
was a mapifestation of Geaotile sin-
eerity. Weare quite williog to ad-
mit that it was the kind of sincerity
enmmon among such office-Liold-
ing, office-hunting sell-seekers as
Hollister himsclf. His oluim is
exhibited in the following gquota-
sion :

““The fact 1hat the Liberals for years
devoted all their energies to securing
this meusure, which disfranchised
them as well as the Mormouos. proved
beyond dispute that their miotives
were disinierested, and also proves
beyond dispute the emptiness of the
Hon, Jobn T. Caipe’s charge that the
only object and aim of the Libern}
party in Utah bas besn to secure the
rule of the minority.'

History nnd the existiog official
status proves, in our opinion,
Hollister’s hypocrisy and demon-
strates the justice of Mr. Caine’s de-
slaration. The active politicinos
who clumored for a legislative com-
missilon expected, in the event of
their scheme being consummated,
to manipulate that body. They
would have filled every office {pn
shis Territory, great aod small,
Through working oo the commie-
sivn lhey expected to procure,
through that ageocy, laws that
would re-enfranchise them aod re-
tain their political opponents (the
Mormons) in political serf-dom.
That is the species of hooesty of
which Hollister is a fitting , ex-

' ample and appropriate expooent.

A claim of stocerity from such a
source I8 highly amusing. Onge
might as well expect logic from a
lunatie, whose conditicn on the
““Mormoun’’ question Hollister, in
our view, closely approaches. To
reason with dDim oo anything as-
sociated with that subject would
be =us barren of result ag
would be the administration of
medicine t» a corpse. He is oot
vuly a chrooic office-seeker of over
twenty years standiog, but also g
religious faoatic. He is a sort of
lwveal pope of the Cungregational
denomination, putting vo dictatorial
airs, and scheming to depose pastors
who are not after his own heart—ae-
suming, ol course, that he is the
posséesor of that organ of human
npatomy ‘when oamed as a figure of
speech.

The fuct is that the siocerity of
such a man as this maiignuot mis-
representer extends, in our view,
to the use of epergy aod
plotting to rob the majority of
the people of Utah oot only of their
political rights, but of their real and
personal property. The facts of
history demonstrate this to be g .



