204

or consent. But they had not the moral
courage necessary to stem the current of
public opinion and run the risk of incur-
ring the displeasure of the press by with-
drawing their names; and, while dis-
claiming to me personally, any sympathy
with the anti-"Mormon" raids, then so
numerous in the East, they dare not pub-
licly so express themselves. Now, while
expressing sympathy for those who, un-
der any circumstances, could be placed
in such a position, I am bold to assert
that nowhere in Utah among Latter-day
Saints could such a thing be found. Such
domination, ecclesiastical, political or so-
cial does not exist in Utah among the
"Mormons;" possibly it may exist in the
midst of those comprising their enemies,
and known here as the "ring." Whatever
may have been said or whatever may
hereafter be asserted regarding the dom-
ination of the "Mormon" Priesthood, I
know no people who regard more highly
the individual rights of man or who are
more willing to defend them than the
people called "Mormons," who here, as
elsewhere, have the moral courage to
protect and defend their names while
maintaining their individuality. I don't
think they would hesitate to defend the
oppressed whether Jew, Gentile or "Mor-
mon," nor would they sacrifice in their
lack of independence, principle or per-
sons at the shrine of public opinion or
popular prejudice. The "Mormon" Priest-
hood dominates the affairs of the "Mor-
mon" people upon the principles of righ-
teousness and equity. Outside of these
it has neither power nor authority. I
wish this were equally true with the re-
ligious, political and social organizations
throughout the Union; but it is not, as I
have already shown. When principle is
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sacrificed to prejudice there can be nei-
ther safety nor stability. Acting upon
such a basis men become great in small
things, but small in greater matters.

Did principle or a proper regard for
the rights of man prevail in the Sen-
ate and House of our National Congress,
pending the passage of the Edmunds
law? It is true a number of honorable
members in each branch recognized and
protested against the passage of that
unconstitutional and un-American mea-
sure, but how few, if any, comprehended
the opportunity afforded a great states-
men to stem the current and by the force
of patriotism and the power of right,
rise above the waves of popular preju-
dice and, striking out of disguises stand
proudly upon the solid foundations of
constitutional law while victoriously bat-
tling for human freedom and the natu-
ral rights of man. Such an opportunity
had made Webster, Clay or Sumner even
greater than the great men we now es-
teem them. The thought of such as they
were, the devotion to principle, liberty
and right exhibited by Washington, Jef-
ferson, Adams, and others in their strug-
gles for human freedom, have made me
proud to be an American citizen. But
when I see sacred principles, for the es-
tablishment of which our fathers devoted
property, honor and lives, trampled un-
der foot by our national lawmakers, in
order to answer the fanatical demands of
religious bigots against a few thousand
loyal citizens in Utah, I blush and almost
wish I had been foreign born.

Aside from these drawbacks evidenc-
ing the degeneracy into which statesmen
are falling, I have ever been proud of my
citizenship. Of but one thing have I ever
been prouder and that is of my allegiance



