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"EDITORIALS.

A BTRONG VOICE RAISED FOR
THE RIGHT.

¥

Tig Chicago Times bas been la-
borlng with the ¢*Mormon’’ guestion
and has brought forth some very zen-
sible sentences. In an &article on the
Edmunds law eome errora océur
which indleate the usual editorial
Joose manner of collecting data on
Utah atiairs, bat the sentiments ad-
vanced on the main quastion at
present under discussion are sound
and worthy of general diffusion. The
Times aiso handles without gloves,
in another article, the disfranchise
ment policy advosated by the cligue
of which onr absent Governor s she
reprezentative, and both editorials
are worthy of reprodaoction. We have
only spuce for portions of the firat,
but will give the other in fatl.

The Zimessiarts out with some
remarks on the failure of the law of
1882 which 1t says has not ¢“falilled
the expectations of iis ,anthorand
its over.zpalous advocates any beiter
than the anactmsnt of 1862, which
was “to etamo out pelyzamy,” and
gives gonie of thereasons for this,
Oae of thase §s, the womsn vois, tha
I%mes doaoclaring that the “Mormon
women are polygamous to a man,”
and the ‘forlorn Gentile” has mo
chance, against the f‘complacent
Mormon,who can‘fexert the voting
power of a whole floex of wives.”
‘Tha Times seems to have forgoiten
that asction of they Edmunds law
which took away tie voling power
fiom &li polygamisis and their
wives, and the report of the Com-
misajon which shows that none of
those disfranchised persons have
zitempied to vote al the lusl two
elections.

The giatement of the T¥mes that
¢tpolygamy in Utah is rooted and
botirssed not so much in any reli-
glous luat of men 8s in the emotion-
al nature of women,” hss more
truth In it than many of the oppo-
nenls of the system are willing to
admit, And the further assertion,
that if the bnlk of the women of
Utah, or even the inflnential mins
ority, were hostile to the institution,
religious preaching could not eave
1t,” khows a olearer insight into the
sltnation than is common with jour-
nallsts, And so witi the following
conclusion: *Not all the legisiative
noatrums that Congress mwy pre-
soribe can eradicate it uniil that
condition appeara.”

Lt is popularly suppesed that the
WOmanp o? U’tn.ny srn? heid in bondage
and forced into the poiygamlo rela-
tion. Bat It must be ciear to sensl-
ble paople who understaud feminine
bumsan nature, that if it ‘were not
£°r the religious element in woman
and the rellglous ¢onvlstions of the
s Mormon® Jladtes, plural marriage
would be an impossibility. If anti-
polygamists oan obtain an Act of
Congress whiobh will sbolish that
element and ohange thoze convie-
tions, it will bs easy to extirpate
polvzamy by special legislation.

The Tintes thus refera to the or-
ratis notlons of a focal seribe:

It fa the offloe of government to
govern,” says & saplent philosopher
at Bait Liake; “and If it is proper for
government to enforas its laws, why
not do 17" The philosopher is
growling because sl ths legialative

roscriptions for the Utab disesse
Ea.va tailed, or ‘‘been nullified,” ag
the Balt Lake philosopher puta it.
One more prescription of spscial
lagisiation, he thinksshould bs tried
—namely “the legislative commis-
sion,”—and if that should tail, ¢]et
us have martisl lawl” For theso-
cial avil whioh f3 msnifested in
keaping & harem of non-eombstants,
martial law would bs very heroic
trestment; but that it would prove
any more effigscleus shan the legis-
iative treatment which has so oon-
apicuonsiy failed admits not of a ra-

onal beilef,”

Coming to the worklugs of the
Edmunds law, the Tincs remsarke:

When the Edmunds etatute
pasasd, the Times stated, among
others for snticipating its failare,its
oTensive character of speoiallegis-
lation. It was an act directed
by the mnational legfslatare, mnot
agalnst an_evil {incompatible  with
tha general woliare wheresoever it
might be practiced, but agalnst the

ractice of that evilio one partico-
ar Iovality., It was not madeappli-
oable even to all of the olass of peo-
ple ocalled Mormons, but only to
those dwelling In ¥tah. Thus, it
was an act by which the national

leglalature selected a small sectlon
of citizena and set them spart from
all others a3 special objects of the
nation’s wrath., It had every ap-
‘pearance, every character, of an act
of persecntion. It contained a de-
liberate design not to treat that
particular gronp of  citizens
upon & just basis of equality before
the law with ail cltizens; not (o make
them teel that they were a part of a
great political soclety governed um-
der the aame equitable laws and
regulations in sli parta of the land;
but to deal with them as aolass pro-
acribed and ontlawed from the oper-
ation of that *‘equal and exact jus-
tice to all’* which wassome time the
prelentiors boast of Amerioan
rulerz. Hliastory contains no record
of sny people, race, or group that

has been brought under voluntary
subjectlon or into amicable relations
to any roling power by that method.
Had there besn no other reasen for
ita faflure in Utah, it must have
failed for that reason.

On the same Frlnciple the Times
opposes the farther legislation sug-
gested by the Commlssioners—who
are five in number, not three as it
supposes—and oloses the eensible
anud vigorous article as follows:

“Theie & that in the average
chayacter of the American people
which daees not incline them to pas-
give gnbmisaion to this mode of gov-
erpmerit; atill less to love and admi-
ration ef if. It fs well that 1t i3 o,
It is the only trustworthy guaranty
of jast rule that this people posses-

gea, Itia theonly eftestive obatatle
this people can ever hope to make
effective against unjust and tyrauni.
eal rule. it is ooe of the mos$ con-
vineing evidences of the ftness of
tbe prependerating part of tho in-
habitants of Utah that they have
been neither oaptiveted nor subdoed
by this prospective mode of govern-
ment. It encourages Lhe Leliet
that, how far soever it may be pueh
ed it will resclt only In failare—sas
jt will deserve to.

1t is the office of government to
govern.” Batit is not the offlce of
government to proscribe, neither to
persecute.”

It is very rare that & non-**Mor.
mon* journalizt penetrates to the
inward facts of the pretended anti
polygamy crusade and the real mo

tivea of Jts principal champions with
the sagaolty displayed in the follow-
ing caustic article, reviewing the re-
marks which Mr. Marray has man-
aged to get into print and have tel-
egraphed over the country as a press
dispatch:

Mr, Eli H. Murray, Qovernor of
Utah, decleres that he has net been
disappointed in the total fallare of
the Iatest congressional nostrum to
eradicate the Mormon practice of
sapporting too many wives, 4
told ;you 80" says Mr. Mutray.
“Congress would not fake the bal
of polygamy sguarely by the horns,”
23 Mr. Murray reccommended, and
50, refosing to do the wrong Mr.
Mnarray wished to have done, ‘fatl-
ed to do the right.”

It Mr, Muarray hod bezn the law-
making power of this conntry, what
would he have done? He wonld
bave done what he sald it was neces-
8ary to do to take the Jseal adonnis-
tration of Utah wholly awsy from
the Mormons and give it to the
“Gsntiles.”” Aceording to bis own
atatement, ‘‘not above 20 per cent of
the Mormons are polygamists,” but
the other 80 per cent, ‘or IMonoga-
mists, &8 they are calied, are Inrgely
in excegs of the ‘“Gentile’ popnla-
tlon,” and thereiore “‘can easily out-
vote the ‘Gentiles’ and elect their
territorial legislature.” This s ex-
actly what they did in the eleotion
beld under the ’provlalons o! the
“Edmunds bill.” The “Gentile”
party, with the territoxial governor
at their head, were utterly routed,
‘*horse, foot, and dragoons,”

Torender ench a result impossible,
Mr. Murray wounld diefranchise the
80 per cent of Mormon monogamists
a8 wall a3 the 20 per cent. of Mor-
mon polygamiais. That is, he wonld
limit the elestive franchize in Qiah
to p=isons who will corse forward
and swear thai they are not profes-
sora of the Mormon sori of retiglon.
That is, that he would establish in
Utiah, by act of Congress, a religious
test, which the Constltution declares
Congress shall not do. That 1s,
upon the pretense of extirpating
the practice of polygamy by 20 per
cent. of the Mormons, he wonld by
legislation in the nature of attainder
attaini the Mormon{Churcb, disqua-
lifying the innocent 80 per cent. ef
its members equally with the golliy
20 per cent. nr. Murray may be a
virtuocus and a moral man in hi.

OWn opinlon. Neverthelesa hig pre-

gcriptlon for the core of the tio-
many-wivey distemper in Utah
raizes the suspicion that his moral
petceptions have been so blinded in
his pursuit of the trade of politics
that he has loat the facuity of dis-
criminating right from wrong.

It has been charged that the real
motive of the fUentile” party in
Utak, the motive which Impels
them to cry aloud to Congress, beg-
ging that the lawmaking power wil
deal with the Utah Saints after the
mahner of the charitable wish of
Pau! respecting those who, in his
opinion, were not Baints, by out-
ting them ofl, is not only to get pos-
sesplon of the Territorial govern.
ment, bat, by the use of if, o drive
the Mormons out of Utah and pos-
ge3s themselves of their luherit.
ance. Thespirit of the demand for
a religions test of political exclusion
against all who profess themaeives
of the Mormon religion, whether
polygamiits or monogamists, baer a
strong flavorof the verity of that
charge.

Why, then, should the proscrip-
tion whioh Mr. Muprray would not
{imit to polygamisie, be limited to
Mormons? If the Alormone were
cut ofl, some olher religious sectary
—Baptists, Msothodists, Uampbellites,

Quakers, Buddhists, or something
else—might appear in their place,
foutvote the *Gentties,” end elect
the legisiatare,” which the *Gen-
tllea wish to control, Admitas pro-
bable tbat eomething less than 2u
per cent. of the new antl-Gentile
party would be polygamists, thay
would not furnish- any gaarantes o1
the legisiative power and the office.
to the Gentiles, he Mormen mono
gamisigand polygamiste, “all stand
ready 1o do toe biddieg of the
chuareb,” says Mr, Murray, snd voue
for the candidates recommended by
the moch married Elders. Buat that
ig hardly a trait peculiar to Mor-
mons, It has been observed Lhat
persons atfached tc other ecclesias-
ticalestablishments have sicod ready
to do the bidding of the charch and
to vole the wishes of bishops, priests,
deacons and preacliers. 1t has been
observed that, not receiving con-
trary orders from the chuteh, the
bulk of volera stand ready to do the
bidding of party bosses, who, as
everyone knows, set up as the high-
ptier 8 0f =an ovar-iivimg churcb
wittivut 8 religion. Ouvicuasy, then,
the only sure way for the Gendie mi-
worlty in Utab to get uppermost and
Eeep tppermost ls to get an act of
Congress limiting the legilative
office, the electoral office,and all
the otber offices in Utah to them-
Belves alone,

That is plainly what they desire.
Thatis the manifest aim ot Mr.
Muriay’s wise recommendation to
Congress. Bat as the plan he pro-
posea wonld not be & means ade-
quate to the end which the Gentile
party alms at, he onght to enlarge
and impreve it in the manner eog.
gested,”

The dishinesty of the pretense
that the ‘*Mormon*-eaters are work-
ing for the guppreesion of polygamy,
Ia broadly expused by their new ap-
peal for congressional aealstance.
Everybody, male and female, that
can be said tc have ever been con-
nected with the practice of poly-
gemy have already been depdrive
of the right to vote and hold office.
The legiclation now desired is di-
rected against “Mormens® who have
uot contracted ploral marriage rela-
tione. What is the palpable Infer-
ence? Why that it ia not poly-
gamy that e objectionable, but the
power to vote againat the anti-
“Mormon” interest. The Z%mes
is exagtly right. Mr. Murray’s own
words are & tacit cenfession of the
teal object of his clique. What he
complains of is that the 80 per
cent. of monogamists ocan easily
outvoie the Gentiles.” Well what
is that to the country? 8hould not
the majority of legsally qualified
citizens be able to outvote the mli-
nority? And if the majority happen
to be ¥Mormons’® have they not as
much right to cutvote their oppo-
nents as if they were Methodists?
What a plea to set np before the
American people! 1he nou-poly.
gamist “Mormons® ontnumber the
“(Fentiles” four ot five toone at the
polls, therefore Congress should dis-
franchise them as well a8 the poly-
gamista, That is the suostance of
Mr. Murray’s ‘argnment.”

The press of this great country
onght to wake up to & comyprehen-
sion of the faote set forth by the
Chicago T¥mes, In eckoing and en-
dorsing the cry for more legislation
against the ‘Mormons,” they
are not waglng war sagainst
golygamy, a3 they vainly suppose,

ut supporting the scheme of & very

few unscrupulons politicians who

are eesking for personal advantage,
and the success of whose consplracy
involves not only the oppreszion and
robbery of scores of thousanda of
people who have broken no law, bat
the desecration of that sacred in.
strament on which our system of
government is founded, and on ut-
ter departure from the principles
which are essential fo the liberties
of the peoplaof this Republic.
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A FEW JUDICIAL FALLACIES.

WE pnblish In another column the
charge of Chief Justice Jobn A.
Hunter to the Grand Juory, in rela.
tion to polygamy and also {0 the
cases of mob violence which occur-
red recently in thia city and in Park
City. We have notbing to say
abont the latter except that we con-
sider His Honor was perfectly right
in directing specla) attention to
these violations of law and order.
But we bave some reflections to
ofter concerning a few of the Judge’s
remarks concerning polygamy.

His Honor concedea the right of
the people of this Territory to thelr
belief on that subject, and that *sthe

dtate has noright or power to pro-
vide by the uzaal mode of jegislation
for the smppression of that bellef,”
but alleges that the righe of Con-
gress to provide for the punishment
of those who oarry that belie! into
practice’is noteand cannot be s goen-
tion.”” We ite of the opinion that
it both can be and jis & very serions
guestion, aboat which there is a
wide difterence of opinton, It is true
that the Bupreme Coutt of the
states has roled ln favor of that
rigat, and as s technical legal pro-
position that may be considered the
end of coniroversy. Bot Judge
Hunter does not conflne his reason-
ing to simple points of 1aw; he takes
up the sabject on broader groands,
and it 1s here that we join jssne with
him and take the poaiilon that the

right of Congrees to legialate direot-

iy for sn organized Terrltory, with

& Leglalature of its own baving

authority over all rightful subjects
of legisiation, bas to e mszomed
and cannot be proven. Congress
derives all ita powers from the Con-
stituti.u, nnd there fa not a llme in
that instrument which, except by a
forced construcilon doing violence
to other parts, can be cited as
atthorlty for such direct Interfer-
enca with the right ot local self-
government.

And supposing that this question
is decided adversely to our vlew,
becanee of usage and long exercise of
thia aseomed aathority, it does not
follow that Congrezs has power to
enact laws prohibiting the free exer-
cise of that religion, belief in which
the Jndge admits to be an nnassail-
able right, The decision of the 3u-.
preme Court may be aggin cited Le
settle this point. Bat we have the
right to dissent from that opinion
amd to show, if we can, its falla
from its own reasoning. Aud equally
we have the right ts expose the
wsaknees of Jn'ge Huntet’s argu-
ment based on similar gronnde. We
do this as s cltizen and a journalist,
snd because His H.nor has gone
beyond the strict line of legal Jogic
and entered the fleld of polemics.
On the bare proposition that anun-
repealed law i3 on the statute books
of the nation and that it has been
spetained by the higheat court .ot
the land, snd therefore it ia the duty
of the grand jury to inquire into in-
ftaotions of that law, we conld have
ne dlepute with the Jndge, But it
is on his joomparisons and reason.
ings outside of that proposition that
we claim the rlght to dispute his
conclusion.

Jodge Honter states that ¢fcer-
taln actaare by siatutes enacted by
the legislators who are the deiegates
of the poople’declared to be crimes,”
and proceeds to argue for the pun.
ishment of ploral marriage on the
groond that the anti-polygamy lawe
wele 8o passed. This is incorrect to
begin with, Those statutes wWwere
enacted for the governmeni of an
organlzad political body of people
who had no volce In the passage
Jthereof. Ths people who elected
‘the delegates or Congressmen that
psssed the Jaws In question are not
aflected thereby; those enactments
are ditected solely agalnst a com-
munity who thad no volce directly
or indirect!y in the passage tbhereof,
A fandamental principle of omr
system of governrzent is in this in-
atance ruthlessly eet aside, and the
bottom of the Judge’s argument is
non c&t.

Then bhe sattempts tc make(a
comparison besween the ptatutes
against plural marriage and thoee

sgainst 6lealing, and to draw a par=-

allel between a community practis.
ing enforcsd communism e & re)).
gious Ccreed, aud another community
practising plurality of wives as pas
of their religion. It is the same fy,
laclous reasoning, only in anothe
form, adopted by Attorney Genep
Devens and fatbered by the §),
preme Court of the United iy
on the same question. The Batt,
or Indian widow burning, yy
Thuggisem, or Oriental Dyurdy
were brought into comparison wiy
“*“Mormon* plura] marriage, and
reasons why they could be |awtg)
prohibited and suppressed in thy
country, made todo duly as wg
ments for the prohibition and gy
preseion of ¢*Mormon™ polygamy,
The weakness In both argumepy
lies in the toial dlsaimilaricy of ty
things olaimed to be alike. Enfun
ed communiam of the kind deser
ed by Judge Honter would by
invasion of the righta of properf
The practices oited by the Supen
Court are violations of the rigihy
lite, “Mormon” piural marisg
not of the nature of elther. kg
pels .mo one. It infringes upgg

pataral right. It would mwig
criminal iz not made 80 by Mg
and is not then of the M

crime, becanse no wrong ia infae
againat any one and the verym

of orime eprings from the inient,

Neither is the Juodge’'s »
anmption correct that In Iy
community where *ail Iy
save one for the pimy

governance of the people are ena

and enforced;’ the factalonef

“the marital relations of a g |
number of peraons® are contran
that law, ¢take from it all
preatige of being an orderly ad
peaceful community.” The prad
that he 18 wrong lies in the tact that
but for the noise and nonsense made
abont those marital rejatiens by a
few officious and designing individ-
aals, there would be no digcrder ot
distarbance of the community nor

of the couniry as a contequency
thereof. The Supreme Cours of the
United States while sdmitting, li
Judge Hunter, that our religions be
llef cannot be lawfally assailed, de
clared, quoting {rom the preamblet
a Virginia statote framed by M
Jeffe:son, ““that it is time enoy
for the rightfal purposes of cllil
rgovernment for ite officers to in
fere when prinociples break ont ipb
overt acts against peace and good
order,” Neither Juodge Husterpor
the Buopreme Couwt &z &
tempted fo prove It M.
mon plural marrisge Goet \na
In any way, and thus Ge
both establich the reverse of tha
own conclusions, Religions beld
is free, religions practice must k
equally free,unless il Interferes wid
human rights or distarbs the pul
peace and the good order of
ocominunity, and in this case all
distorvance comes from Jts oppa
ents.

The Judge’s argument thal ihe
peaple of this Territory form bzt s
emall minority of the people of the
nation, and that they are mmiy
a3 well aa legally bonnd to s
our present form of ﬁ:ovemment. L
egually untenable. The main pris
oiple on whicb this government #
based, is the rule of the majority §
the Jocallty where they reside. 1
cannot be denled that if the Stk
of Massachusetta were to lepall
polygamy, it would be legal im
spective of the vlews of the gra
majority of the people of the natia
The same principle holde good agi
moral goestion, and but for eophl
try and the right of mere mighy
would hold good aa a legal guestion i
Uteh st much as In Massachusets
It is a domestic question, It inhew
to the people of the community. If
is not thrust upon any one ontside
belongs to the local governmen 4
is not a mnational subject, 28
riage and divorce are outsidesti™
rightful Nmits of congressionsia
thority and belong, if to the
iaw at all, to the several orge
ized commonwealths that mak
up the Federal Unlon.

It we are legally bound to respet
the present form of government,
and to obey laws which it bas ar
acted against our consent, we anf
not morally bound to do so when¢d
common sense, OUr cognizance @
our righta and our religious convk'!
tions give us knowledge or fallbe
lief that it is wrong. Judge Hnokr
may be right in pointing oot totl®
Grand Jury their legal daly toi-
diet persons againgt whom there B
plll'obnblﬁ evidence (]Jf vla{,nt;os Ui:
the anti-polygamy laws, bulhe
not correct in hia mext {rom
moral grounds, Grand Juzors most
respect their oath whatever thelf
private beliefs may be They
are called to sct im & puble

capacity,and raay consistently carmy



