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THE DESERIEZTINEWS3.

pected of any crime, becanse he will
pot take s prescribe& outh 1n which he
is 1equired to swear that he will not
violate certain laws? Waa there ever
anythlug more preposierous Ero 0sed?
Buc the pentleman may say the right of
suffruge i not expressly secured by
the Constitution of the Unlted States
to white men. Then [ reply to bim, in
the lunguage of the New York court of
appesals, “‘us a right expressly secured
by the constitution it muy be taken
from convicted crimivals when the
Legislature 1h their plenary power over
crimes decm such deprivation 4 neces-
sary punishment. Tossy this is to say
fu substunce that the rignt in question
muy be forfeited by crimes when the
Legislature so direct.’” Butcouold the
Legtslature intlict u penishment like
this upoun ipnocent men who will not
swear that they never will be guilty of
un offense whicn the Legisluture may
create?

The Supreme Court of the Ynited
States, in the Cummings case, declared
ot the provisions of the constitution of
Missouri, which disfranchised those
who would not aweur thaut they had not
been gulilty of certain things—

The clauges in question subvert the pre-
sumption of innocence and atter the rules of
evidence, which bheretofore, undeér univer-
sally recegnized principles of common luw,
have been vupposed to be fTundimental and
unchangeable. 'T'hey assume that tho par-
ites nre vuilly ; they call upon the partics 1o
estublish their innoceuce; and they doclure
thut such innocence cun be shawn oaly in
one wiy—by an faguisition fn the form of an
expurgilory onlh juto Lhe tonscience of the
pacties.

How much morc reprebensible are
the provisions of section-23 of the bili
under consideration. By this the ¢itl-
zen wno will not awear that he i3 not
yolng 10 violate a law,by his refusal is,
1pso facto, subjected Lo u severe penal-
ty—total disfrauchisement uand dis-
qualification, Could duything be more
moostrous? -

The supreme court of New York,
1u Gotchens vy, Matheson (58 Barbour,
152}, said:

Citizenslip of the United Btates is anim-
oriant right nnd the privileges conferred
¥ it are important privileged, dearly prized
b;‘ the American people. An act that pro-
vides for a ilorfehurs thereof imposes o
papilty and couas within theﬂ:mviui-u& of
I‘.Lhn Consitution in regard to bills of atbiun-"
er.

The gentleman from Virglnia, stand-
in bis pluce’ in this Honse on the 13th
of March, 1882, declared ofjthejeignth
and wiyth seetions of the bill then un-
der consideration:

Ishould be {alep to my sworn duly o s2p-
ort and defend the Consiitution of the
iited atates it 1 voted for a bill which not
only viomies the Constitulion, but mukes n
precedest of evil omen to tholibertics of the

people. I canunt consent to eradiciite one
viee by an act of usurpition of power which
nlight involve results of grealer mugmiude
und ; nportance to the happiness of the
yresent and fulure generations of this great
nion,
I torbear—

He said fgrther—

toe dwell upoin  the danogerous powers
vested in the oligarchy Lo be copstituted by
« the ninth secljon. Given n Loard, which js
to regulate sutfeage, to hold eleciions, to
-nuike returnd thergof, and all this without

—

States recoguized the hopelessness of
answering ‘the lozic of these 1amous
cases. II it admitted thatahe disfran-
chisement prescribed in the eighth sec-
tion of thesact of March 22d, 1832, was
imposed a8 & punishmeant, it koew it
would be open to two objecLions,eitbher
one of which would he fatal. Accord-
ingly n mujority of the court, iznoring
the point that Iitin effect was a bill of
palos and penalties directed against “a
class marely.jheld that **it {sinot open
to the objections that it 18 uu ex post
facto-law.!* Referrlng to the ejghth
section the court says:

It dacs not scek In this section. and by the
penally ot disfrauchjsemeut, to operatans u
punichwent upon any ofienee at all. The
crime of blgamy or polygamy consisis in on-
tering into a Mgamous or polyzamous mir-
ringe, and 18 complete wheu the refaiion be-
gins. Thut of actual cohlbitalion with more
tlian one weman s detined, aud the panisl:-
ment prescribed 1 the third seelion.  The
disfranchisoment eperases upon the exist-
ing state, and condition of the peérsen, and
not upon i past offense. 111, therefore,
not réfrespective. IIg alone is deprived of
his vole who, when he offers L0 regisier, is
then actuully cobabitieg withmore than oue
woman., Dislranchisement is not preserfed
as 4 penalty for being guilty of the crime-
and offense of bigamy or polygamy, for, as
hus been suid, that ofense conmsts in the
fucfof uniawtul mnrringc and & progecution
aginet the offunder is Gurred by the lapse
vf three years LY section 1,44 of the MHe-
vised stutuies, "Continning to live in that
state nfterwards is not an offense, although
cobabitation with more than one woman is.
Bul us one mav be living in o bigamous or
polyximous siale without cohubiting with
moie than one woman, he 16 tn that sensa n
bigzmist or a4 polygamist. and yet gmlty of
no criminnl offense,» So that, ln respect to
those disquahificntions of a voler nnder the
det of Murch 22d, is8!, the objection is nol
well taken thut cepresents the mguiry mte
the fict by the ofticers of registrajlon as un
uniawful mode of prosecution for crime.

In respect to the fuct of aclual cohabita:
tion with more thah one woman, the objce-
tion is ogually groundless, for Lhe inquirr
into the Iuets «o far ns the registration ofils
cers are authorized to make at, or the judges
of cleotion. an chaltenge of theright of the
voter if registered,ore reypuired to determine
1t 15 nol, I view of 1ts chiaratter us o crime,
nor 1or the purpose of punichment, but for
the sole pOrpose of delermining, a3 1 the
ciee of every other conditign aliached to
the right of suffraye, the qualitication of
oti¢ who alieges hiz right to vote. Itis pre-
cisely eimilar te an inguiy inte the fact of
nutifity, of age, or of uny otherstalus made
necessury by,law ag n condition of the elec:
tive franéhise, It woald be guite competent
for the sovergign power to declare that no
one hut u mirried person shall be entitled

to do so. They can determine who are
citizens, but they can not adjudee and
declure,as am origingl ad%naicution,
that the plaintifi's citizenship irus been
forfeited by the dommission of un of-
feuse.” (Gotchens vs. Muthewson, 68
Barbour, 162.) .

Unluwiul cohabtiation s an offense
punishable by tne and Imprisonment;
nevertheless the Supreme Court says
that ““the foquiry into the fact, sofar ns
the registration ofiicers are suthorized
to make it, or the jndges of electiou,
on challenge of the right of the voter,
if registered, are required to determine
it, is not finview of Its charucter as &
critne, nor for the purpose of punish-
meunt, but fer the sole poirpose of de-
termining, us in the casejof every other
coudition attacked to the right of suf-
frage, the qualiflcation of one
who alleges lis right to vote.!' RBut
how f(&r **in the case of every other
condition attached to the right of suf-
frage'’ are the reglstratlon officer, or
jndges of election competent to fu-
quire? *“They may determige,’’ says
tie supreme courtiof Penosylvauja,
“‘many things,such as the gge and res-
idence of the person offerlug to,vote,

wheth¢r  he hag ' paid  taxes,
and whether, if born an alleu,
he bhias A& certificate of bpatural-
jzation; + * * put whether he

bas been guilty of a criminai offense
and bas, a8 4 conscquence, forfeltedi his
right, is an inquiry of 2 different char-
acters? (Huober vs. Riley, 3 P. K.
Smith, 142.) The utmost exteni to
which they can go, suys the aupreme
court of New York, is to receive a8 evi-
dence, the adjudication by 4 court of
competent jurisdiction * that the

luintiff’s citizenship bhas been for-
cited by the commission of an of-
{funse.’” (Gotcheus vs. Muathewson, 68
Barbour, 152,)

And the reasoms for this are three-
fold. First, because both in the Uni-
ted States aud In England it has fn-
variably been held that an election
oflicer is **neither a judga nor anything
hke #judge.” Secwnd, becausus ** cit-
izenship of the United States id an im-

thc Americau’people. An act that pro-
vitles for the forfeiture thereof, im-
poses a penalty, and comes within the
provisious of the Qonstitution in re-
gard to bills of astatnder, (lbid.)

o vote; and iu tlol uvent the election ofli-
cers would be authorized to determine for
that occasion, 1n chse of questiph in any n-
slance, upan [ne factof marylize ns o con-

tinurng status. There is no creater,objee- | meuns, the inhibition ma
tion, in point of Jaw, to a similaringuiry for | at pleasure.
the Jike porpose into the fact of nsubsisting | cay be named awalnst which the fram-

nnd conlinvios bigamous or polyramonus
relation, when it is inade, a8 by the rtatule
under coundiderntlon, a disqualification to
vote,

Qbserve the inconsistenteancy of the
court g2 well us the inexactness of the
language employed 10 convey fts
meantne. It says that the law '‘does
not seek 1o thls seciion, and by the
pennlty of disiranchisement, to oper-
ate a8 a punishment upon any offense
atall.” What the writer was trving to
say was that **disfranchtsemoent'’ {oits
imposition in this instance wus potas
a4 "punishment’ for crime, but the

appeal, and there will be no dillenlty Inl habit of using lepal phraseology was so

renchung the concinsion that for the tmo
being) 146,000 citizens of the Unlled States
wilt bo subjuct fo 41 nutocratic oligarohy as

albsolote In ita nuthority and capable of
achieving as mueh uuhnrpincss for its sub-
jects by the plunder of dhelr property, the
deprivation of thewr liberties, and the viola-

tion ot thelr fconstitutional righls, as ever | which 18 xznnexed b
existed nmong wuy people in aucent orl gecision to the comm

wmodern mes.

That bill which the gentleman thus
denounced became a law March 22d
. 1852, the provisions of the eighth nncl
ninth sections being npchanged.

strony upon him that he counld not es-
cape self-condemnation out of his own
mouth.. ".Penult.‘y,” accordingto Web-
gicr, means ‘‘pensl retribntion:’
‘‘punlshment for crime or offense;"
*‘the suffering in person or property
{ luvw or judicial
sslon of ¢ crime,
ofieuse or trespuss.'”

Therefore **the penalty of disfraun-
chisement' {8 2 pumshment, and to
argue that it can be ioflicted uod not

By | ‘‘operate us n pomshment upon any

the terms of 1he twevty-fourth section | pffense at ull in self-stultifvivg. But
of the bill now under considerstion|let us abalyze the whole parngraph
the ninth section of the act of March|guoted ubove. The court admits ihat

22d, 1882, i8 continucd in force.

Yes, Mr. Bpedker, that **kozrd"’
which the gentleman 8o eloquently de-
nounced "'us an nutocratic oligarchy as
absolute ,in its authority and capa-
hie ot achieving as much unhappioess
for its subjects by the plunder of thelr

roperty, the depivution of their
Plbertles, and the violution of thgir
copstitutionu] rights as ever existed
among any prople in ancient or modern
times,' ia by this bill to be continnetl
in foil force’and effect. And that, too,
nolwithstnading the gentlerann Khows
that the Territorizl Assembly of Utah
ut is last sesslon passed a bill meeting
in every possible way the requirements
of the act of March 22d, 1B#2, bnt
which was cuuselessly vetoed by the
then governor of the Territory.

I know It bus been claimed that the
Supreme Court of the United States.in
Murphy et sl. v3. Ramsey et al. (114
U. §., 15), has sffirmed the power of
Coogress to prescribe a test oath such
a8 was provided by the eizhth scction
of the act of March 224, 1882; but [ in-

. 8ist that that judgment of the Supreme
Court does not meet the i83ue ralsed by
the proposed legisiation contained in
section 25 of this bitl. .

The eighth section of the act of

March 22d, 1882, only applied to bigum- |

ists, polygaurists, or those guiltf of un:
luwiul cobabitation. It required all
the ingenuity of the Supreine Court to
get around the decision of that court in
the Cummings case t0 escape the Jogic
of the oplujons in a half dozen cascs
decided by the hizhest courts of Penn-
sylvania, New York, Alabama, Georgla,
and Kentucky. ' I refer to Runer vs.
Reily (3 P. Fa Smith, 142); -Goickens
vs. Matheson (58 Barbour, 152) ; Barker
vs, The Feople (3 Cowen, 080}; In the

Matter of Dorsey (7 ‘Porter, 793);
Campbell vs. Tha People of deorzm

(11 Ga., 353); Geaines vs. Boford (1
Dana, 510).

The Supreme Court .of the United

aisfrunchisement cannot be Inflicted
as a penaity by the Legislutore with-
out a trial.” Its attempt to prove that
i bigumist 18 not disfranchised for
' that offcose, or for unlawiful cohabit-
ation, Ia disingeuuous. Of course
‘‘the crime of bigamy or polygamy® is
committed by “epteripg into u blga-
mous or polygamous marrlage,’” but
sdisfranchisement,” although it **op-
eratcs upon the existing state and
condition of the perszon,’"’ is none tne
less **a punishment” for that offense
even if prosecution therefor **1sbarred
by section 1044 of the Revised Stat-
utes.”” To claim that *‘disfranchise-
ment is not prascribed as a penulty for
beluf: gullty of the crime and offensc
of blgamy or poiyguwy.’* but is jm-
| posed &8 & punishment for continulnyg
l!nu blgamous or polrgamous atate,
which js mude apn offense, is to-tde-
scribe exactly *‘a pensl retribution,”
which the Copstilution ot the United
States declares shall not be infiicted
itwithout due process of Jaw."

To adwmit that while **one may be }iv-
ing In & bigamous or polygumous stute
without cohabitation with more than
one woman, he s tn that sense a biga-
mist or a polyramist and get. rullry of
no criminsl offense,” and still losist
that **the objectlon I1s not well takeu
that represeots the inquiry i1noto the
{fuct bv the officers of reglstration as
an unlawful mdde of prosecution for
crime,* i8 simply begzlug the question.
What is the purpose ofg toe inguiry?
To ascertain if the person is Hviug ina
bigamous or polyczinous state with-
out being goiltr of a criminal offense?
No! Thue object is to find out wnether
lie I8 ﬁuilty of an offepse which sub-
jects bim to .the penalty of dlefrun-
chisement. To do this what {3 the
mode? An expurgatory oath? Yes!

Wio uare to do this? The of-
cers of registration, _who, in
the Janguage of the New York

' things, not onty that he does not meyn

Taird, because *'if this were not so, 1f
thay which.can not be accomplished
by means looking directly to the
end cun be accomplished by indirect
be evaded
No RKind of oppression
ers of the Constitution jntended to
goard which may not be effected,’?
(Cummiogs vs, The State of Missouri,
4 Walg. 974.)

Ifuving wubbled into this untenable
position it 18 not surprising that the
court should ussert that ‘it wonid be
quite competent for the soverelgn
power to déclare that no one but a
marrted person shall be eptitled to
vote.)! It might with equal accuracy
bave said that the soverelgn power
could prescribe the height, In feet und
inches, of the persons eutlitled to vote,
351\vell as the color and cut of their
alr.
Mr, Speaker, walving, for argument
sake, the question of the riehteousness
and soundness of the law and reason-
ing of this decision of the Supreme

and eonflrmed by the Senate. And
this, too, in the face of the fact that
the governor of the Territory bas by
the organicact an absolute veto power.
What possible excuse foir the addition
| of antocratic oligarchic powers?

But this is not uil. The people are
deprived of the last vestire of local
sclf-povernment by conferring upun
the rcovernopr the power to appoint
every county, manicipal, and precioct
officer, except judpges and selectmen of
the county.and probate courta, who
are to be uppointed by the President of
the United States, by and with the ad-
vice und consent of tue Scnate

‘The gentleman from Virgrﬁla has
experienced o wonderful change
of hesrt since 1882, Then he
denounced as atrocibus the prop-
osition to comfer upon a *‘board’
—**au autocratic oligarchy' — power
that wollld ensble them to plunder the
people of théir property, to deprive
them of thelr liberties, and to violate
their “constitutional rights.” Now he
not only is ino fuvor of coutinuing this
“‘gutocratic oligarchy”’ with =&ll its
powers unimpaired, but he wants to
lmpose upon tae people alien local
oflleers—thuse who asscss their prop-
erty nud coliect the tuxes—as well as
everyother vestige of local' gelf-gov-
ernment.

Mr. Speaker, can it be that such a

recedent as thia is to he set by the
Jougress of the United States? Sir, I
take it that there is not a member of
thigjHouse who will contend toat Con-
gress can with impunity disregard
that rignt of local-community sell-
government which lies at the basis of
s/l free representative goverdments. 1t
has been well remarked, *That it is 8
principle of institutional law, peculiar
to the ruce froin which we sprang, and
without it no fre¢ gowernment ever hay
been, or ever can be, maintuined.
From the tlme Tacitus remurked this
teature of the [sommon law of primi-
tive Germany it has been the well-
spring of the free institntlons.which
distinguigh the governmeuts of the
races springing from the lMberty-loviog

portant right, and the privilegesa]aod liberty - maintaining eutonic
conferred by it are important|iribes, Whenever our Enuzhlish ances-
privileges, dearly prized, by | tors, from any combination'of circum-

stanced, temporariiy lost sight of or
were deprived of the right of local-
community self-goveéraoment, they in-
variably beculne the victims of op-
pressive power exerted by tho tyranny
of pue orof mapy.

Our forefautbers were wisciy tepa-
cious of this prin¢igle of chmmunity
government, All the rcusouns whlcgn
they gave in jastification of thelr rxe-|
volt apuinst British tyrauny were bot-
tomed on this fondumental right, It
was jou town meeting, the embodi-
ment ol the idea of local-community
self-government and a venerable sor-
vival of an erchale  iastitotion
thatl'determined and systematic re-
sistance to 1he encroachments of
King and Parliament was slrst organ-
ized. 0Otis, Old Murn Eloquent, and
John Adums, of glorious memory,
thindered in the former, bat pisin yeo-
wau Sam Adams, the mau of the town
meeting, with his commitiee of corres-
pondence, solidtied New England and
prepared the way for united action by
the thirteen colonies.

You have the power to deprive one
handred and i1y thousand people in
the Territory of Otah of this Eacred
right of lacel-community self-govern-
meat; bnt remember precedents, like

Counrt of the United States, do not the
provisions of section 25 of the bill now
under consideration go way beyond
what the court says Congress inay law-
iully do? Itis notcouotent v.ih Oxing
a *‘status® for the voter by requiring
him to-*‘register bhimself Ly his full
uame, with his ape, place of huslpess,
his status, whether single or war-
ried, uud if married, the
name¢ of his lawful wife’® but says
he **shall take and subscribs an oath,”
wherein he must swear, ninong other

to commit certain offenges, but that
tthe will nof, directly or Indirectly, ald,
abet, counsel, or advise noy other per-
§0n to commit the same .

Therc have been test oaths pre-
scribed in this country before; but
never, § believe, whut might be termed
i futtro %est oaths, which men who
were nejther accusc(i nor suspected of
crime were required 1o tuke as o pre-
requlsite 1o being qualified to vote. If
it 18 forbid len by the Coastitntion to
prescribe wo oath 83 to the past actions
of a maw who has not been convicled
of any crime, therehy disfrauchising
him as a pevalty for not takiug the
oath, how much more must it be un-
coustitotional to require him, under
the paiu and penalty of disqualifica-
tion, to ewear that be does notintend
to commit an offense, or afd, shet,
advlse, or counsel, direclly or indl-
rectly, others ''to commit the same?’’

Mr. Speaker, in the lanzuage of the
gentleman from Virginia, “I believe
the most precious ugsurunce for Ameri-
cal libetty and the wmost essentiul
guarantee of American civillzution is
the Constitution of the Unitea Siates,
To destroy any evil by unconstitution:sl
mwethods is to cure o disease by a poi-

|

curses,come back to plague thelrinven-
tovs. 1t §s not 80 muany yenrs slnce
the representatives of the people of
thirteen States of this Union were
shut out of both Houses of Congress
and kept ont-untl] State goveruments
were reconstructed fnorder, a8 Judge
Black deciured, to ‘‘maintain  the
worst men ¢o the highest offices, tlfrow
the rejos loose on the neck of rapaci-
ty, wuake leproas frund adored.”
Placa thieves

And give them uile, huee nnd apprabation
Wilh Seuvators ou the bench.

My Speaker,I can not nudertake to
point out and commeut upon all the
monstrous features,of this bill. 1
wonld not presume to trespass so long
upon the lime and patience of the
House. I trust, however, you will bear
with moe while I'brlefly vefer to two
-other of its provisions.

section 14 anuuls the law incorpor-
ating the Charch of Jesus Christ of
Lutter—day Sainta, so fer a5 the same
has any lepe] validity, uod also soanls
the corporation of the assoclation

called the *‘I’erpetual Emigrating
Kund Company” und dissolves said
corporation,

I'he srgument made by the majority
of the Judlciary Committee in favor of
these provisious of the bili and the
reasoning of pgeutlemen in  snpport
thereof on the lloor of this House, are
both ingenious und disingenious. Cer-

{tein premises are lzid down, and the

whole fabrie built therecon stands upon
a false foundution.

The actyg incorpo*ating the Church of
Jeans Chrilst of Latter-day Salnts and
the Perpetual  Emivrating Foad Com-
pany were within the lezislatlve power
conﬂ-r;-od upon the Terrtprial Apsem-
biy ot Utah by the orgunie act. They

son which disturbs the vital functions
ot the body politic end injects Into it
a principle most difficult to be extlr-
ated, and creates 4 precedent whose
nflaence must be ipfjurious and may
be futal to the lifc of constitutional
government.”!

Bot, Mr. Speaker, this test oath is
by no medans the only undemocratic
sud nn-Awerlcan feature of this bill.
1L provides for the emasculution of the
present Terntorial goveroment, It
deprlves the people of the right to
elect on¢ branch of their Legislative
Assembly, and provides for u legisla-
tive councll of thirteen members who

court of appeals,

’t‘are ot anthorized

arcto bg appoiuted by the Prealdent

were 03 much withiu 1ts power as the
fnecrporution of uoy other companies
or uassoclitions, They were *rightiul
subjects of legislation, censistent with
the Constitution of the United States
aad the provisions of the organic act."
Congress, it fstrue, reserved the.right
to disapprove, sod 1f it exercised this
| power, toe Agis of-the Legislative As-
sembly disapproved were null and o
no ¢feet, Vut the Supreme Court of
the United States (In the Miners’ Bank
v3. The State of Jowa, 19 Curtis, 1)
declared that until Congress did disap-
prave ot the actd of Jerritorial Assem-
blles they were valid. It held more-
over, in the same casc, that a‘corpora-

;

tion owing its existence to an
incorporating act passed by a Territo-
rial Assembly was u valld one. It fol-
lows, therefore, & corporation thus
created would become vested with cer-
tain rights. Iffit was given jthe right
| to acquire and hold property a nd mun-
age it for its own use or benetlt, or fon
the uge sod benetit of others, those
rights became vested rights. You can
ot Interfere with those vested righis
any more than the Legislature of New
Hampshire could with the vested rights
ot Durtmouth Cotlege.

1t there is auy Juw well seitied [n this
country I take it that 1t is the law in
regard to vested rights. When Cob-
gress came to legislate upon tbe snb-
ject oi polygamy in 1862, the eoriginnl
bill contaioed aclause repealing, or
aunnlling in tofo, the act of the Leglg-
lative Assembly incorporating the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saluts, but the Conkress did not dare
gothat far. It expressly declared tbat
10 the future norellgious organization,
association, or society should acquoire
prosoe(;'t}- L0 a preater ampunt thun
$50,000; but it did not interfere with the
property already held by such organi-
Zation, associution or soclety. 1t did
not, because it could not without vio-
lating the well-settled law of the land
in regard to vested rights.

I will not ¢consume your timc by ar-
guing this subject in all its details and
ramitications. Thla 18 done fully and
far better than I could hope todo it by
Lhe minority of the Judiciary Commit-
tee 1n their report to1he House. 1tis
8o thoroughly and perfectly demon-
strated lhers that Congress has not the
|5)0“.-er to do what this bil) proposes to

o in the fourteeath, fifteeath and slx-
teenth sectious that lt wouid be a mere
lwmu;e of time on . my part to add oug
word further, If you wili not ‘“‘beligve
oa soch authority and such ressoning

|

you would -uwot Lbelieve though
one rose from the deaa” to
warn  you  Apajnst  this . con-

templated jwrong. For like ressons I
bave not deemed it pecessary to touch
upon gtiér outrageous features of this
bill,which have beeu s0 ably discussecd
i the minority report.

A8 is shown by that report, section
2 *invades the personal rights, attucks
and overthrows the personal security
of the eitizen.” It is8 uvot only inde-
fensible legislation, but it I8 useless
To-doy the arkest of persons wented
i3 witnesses Jyjthont previous service
by a snbpeenfl-is the course of proced-
ure in Utan. There I3 no warrant of
law for it. The only effett of this pro-
posed legislation by Congress is to give
a semblance of right to what has been
1gd is being, done by making it ‘lawfal
in the futnre,

The sixth seetion of the bill is nse-

leas becauso no such laws as are
therein denouneed axist in the stutute
boolis of Utah.
In the majority report, jn speaking
of the annnlment of the [aws ineor-
})omt.ing the Mormon Church, this
auguage is used—

The orgaple net expressly provides ihat
al! laws pupsed by the Territornt Legisln-
re*shall be submitted to the Congresa of
1he Unfted States, and ir (‘lsapprovud sbull
be null wnd of no eifeel.”

This power whenever exereised
makes the original law null—not only
hereafter, but “of no effect.,” If dis-
upproval only nullifics ita etfect for
the future no force will be given to tho
last words.

Section 7 of the bill unnuls certain
laws conferring jurisdiction on the
probate ecurts of Utak. Aroc we to in-
fer that this disapproval by Congress
of these lawa nagt only annnls them for
the future, but makes them “of no af-
fect’ &0 far as the pist is concernce?
If - this in the effact, as the majority
argues,in regard to the laws ingorpo-
mting the Chureh and the Perpetnnl
Emigrating Fund Company, then it
must follow, accoiding te their ren-
soning, that whatover has been done
in tha pnat by the probate courts was
itlegnl, null, and *of no effect.’ This
is euntrary tu the law laid down by
the Supreme Qqurt of tho United
States in tho Miners' Bauk vs. The
State of lowa, already reforred to, but
I suppose the pourt will prompily re-
veago 1self when it has the opportuni-
tv, on the dictum of the distineished
lawyors who subsg-ibe to this later
doetnneg.

M. Speaker, may I ventire to ap:
neal to this House 1o eousider well be-
fore it commits itgell tn tho mon-
strous propositiens contained in this
bill.- I know too well the influences
which are operuting to drive this pro-
posed legislation theough Congress, I
reulize how the very air- has been
ninde pregnant with the baseless cal-
umniey, the slanders, the innumerabla
and uumitigated falsehoods, peaseless-
ly congooted und persistently dissewni-
vated, Religious bigotry and intoler-
anee are arrayed against myjoeo)le.
Pelitical wvocessity, ennt, Lypoerisy,
and all kindred PeeksnifDlanisin joix
in tho hue aud ery. "Fhe plutform, th
pulpit, tho press, ure mighty engines
for the manufasture of publin senti-
ment, Their batterles are diredted
conslantly and with full forco upon
the Mormons. I know that il is prob-
ably well-nigh impossible for any man
in public life to even protest agdinst a
mensure, no matter how monstrous,
how unconstitutional, that is aimod at

£ Mormaonism,.

Daily, almast hourly, we aro told
thut it 13 the ovil of polvgamy thay
leaves us friendless. *‘Rid yourselvos
of that stigmas,” is the ndvice of those
who ndmit the wrongfulness, tho dan-
ger, of such legislaiion as 13 now pro-

poscd, “‘and fadr” play and justice will



