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tain officers of the court, and is not
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|It any other llne had been mdopt-

gone into on the motion of efther ed and continued, aflalrs connected
the plalntift or defendant. Neither | with it would have been in a per-

of them have taken any active part|petual boil and bubble,

Perplexi-

in it whatever. The question of the | tits and heart-burnings and difficul-

payment of expenses connected with | ties would have arisen that by this

the .investiyation comes up. The
court orders that they be paid out of
the property in dispute.

The question arises as to the legal-
ity of such an appropriation. 1Is
this or is it not confiscation of

property held in sacred trust
for the construetive owner and
the clnilmant? Does this fund
beloug to the court, or is it

merely held by it in the interim
pending finnl scttlement under the
law? If it does not belong to the
court, what right has it to dispose of
the property as if it were the dona
Sfde owner?

These inferrognatories lead to an-
other question of some importance
to the parties in interest—If Zanobie
can step In for political or other
purposes and, under the plea of in-
tervention, be the muans of start-
ing a side-show to the regular circus,
does not the precedent open the way
for others to do the same; and if the
gnte money of the principal show is
to bear the expensc of running the
booth containing the fat man, the
slender giant and the talking fish,
why cannot the whole proceeds be
consumed in the same way 7

Of course this may assume a dif-
ferent aspeet when the constructive
owner of the property is not the Iate
corporation known as the Blue Belt
Mining Company, hut the recent
corporation of the Chureh of Jesus
Christ of Latter«lay SBaints, yet we
fail to see the distinctlon. The court
will have to excuse us for not being
able to logically or reasonably con-
cede its right to appropriate property
held In trust by it for the parties
in chief tor the purpose of investi-
gating the conduct of its oflicers.

=

THE ZANE & ZANE RAKE.

A DISINTERESTED perusal of all
the testimony given before Exam-
fner Harkness in relation to the con-
duct of the Receiver and his at-
torneys in the Church case makes
clear the fact that the compromlise
was the very best step that could
have bLeen taken. It was advan-
tageous to both sides from every
aspect. Itaonly object was to reach
the Bupreme Court of the United
Btates, so that final adjudication
might be arrived at at the earllest
possible date. Neither side of.this
ltigation could lose anything by
the suit taking that direct course.

measure have besn suspended,if not
entircly prevented.
Seeing that the object was most

| desi rable, and certainly worthy,why

should it not be understeod that
until at least a fipality is attained
by means of the decislon of the
highest tribunal of the nntion there

should be, so to speak, n suspen-

sfon of hostilities? AWl persons
willlng to accord to the de-
fendants— who are linble un-

der this law to be deprived of their
property—the slightest degree of
amenlty could not but agree that snch
an understanding should exist and
be lived up to. Why should there
be such a dispositlon in certain quur-
ters to rake up this matter and pur-
sue with vindictiveness those agninst
whom the law. is direeted? Why
shiould there be any desire to take
fromn those who are thus pursued
every stick and stone that can be
duy up and clutched before even it
is determined whether this can be
legally done? This point is worthy
of specinl eonsldertion in view of a
decision being expected from the
court of last resorf within a lew
weeks from date.

It is n curious anomaly that the
individual whe formerly occupled
the positlon of Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of this Territery and
has been chiefly instrumental in
producing this raking up of affairs
connected with these cases, has, slonce
his deposition from that office, made
a declaration to the effect that he
had serious doubts about the consti-
tutionality of the law under which
the suits involved have been
brought. He made n slatement be-
fore the Court of which he was for-
merly n member, speaking of the
Edmunds-Tucker law, that the sub-
ject of it was on the border of that
on which legislators considered they
had no right fo legislate. The rea-
son adduced by him for-this view
was that it took “a large amount of
property from a Chureh.”

One would suppose that a person
who has such an opinion would
paturlly expect—although he him-
gelf decided that the law wnas con-
stitutionnl—that the Supreme Court
of the United States would .not act
a3 he has done, judging from his ad-
mission, contrary fo its own opinion.
It is supposable that be anticipates
that the deeision of the Bupreme
Court, if it should conslder the law

of doubtful constitutionality, will be
conformnble with that understand-
ing, and the doubt, sccording to
civilized jurisprudence, be given in
favor of those who are pursued, and
not of the pursuer.

Thus far the huge rake that has
been introduced by the ex-Chief
Justice has gathered nothing but a
small quantity of dry stubble. The
gtraws have been headless, and
therefore he has garnered no wheat.
The theoty in relation to corruption
in the matter of the sheep trans-
action has beon exploded by com-
petent evidence, the witnesses who-
testified being familinr with the sub-
ject; and it is a singular fact in
connection with this sheep afTair
that the Receiver obtained 5,800
more inimals than the defendant
posseased ! This is certainly not
tremendously against the Receiver
from the standpoint of those who
are now pursuing him for not being
sufficiently exacting. It s ungues-
tionably against him from the stand-
point of the other side, because of
his having insisted on their placing
in his hands ‘‘a large amount of
property taken from a Church”
which the Church did not at the
time posscss, and had to purchase
the anininis for the purpose of plac-
ing them in his possession.

The disposition that has beer
shown in certain quarters to selze
every box of matches and every pa-
pet of pins supposed to belong to the
Church would constitute those pet-
sonswhohave manifested it first-class
evictors of Irish tenants. The out-
rage belng perpetrated here is worse
inone of ita featuresthan the deings
that are creating a revolution In the
Emern!d Isle. In the latter country
the people are being driven from
property belonging fo the evictors;
in this Territory the property of the
people is beiny seiged. The idea of
some persons regarding this free
government is that it is not n sys-
tem which elevates and protects the
weak, but which should be used to
orush them and grind them .to
powder.

Such characters nre the enemies
of mankind; they hnve patriot-
ism on their lips while their hearts
are filled with envy and covetous-
ness. They are the enemies of the
institutions of this country. The
present phase of this property con-
troversy is most shameful and dis-
graceful.

Let the Supreme Court of the
United States decide the issue; let
that court say whether n people—no
matter what may be their religion
ot their politics—are to be the victims



