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.ITEE WEDGE OF INTOLER-
ANCE.

ON the 3d inst, an invalid lady was
baptized in a river near West Pal-
myra, Pa, The ice was broken for
the ceremony, and she had to be
carried to the water in a ehalir, Bhe
was immerged three times, accord-
ing to the custom of some of the
Baptist "denomifiations. Bhe was
taken out apparently dead, and,
thougzh she revived, at the latest
accounts she was not expected to
recover, Thig event occurring so
soon after the remarkable ruling of
the Supreme Court of the United
States, that the Government, while
debarred from futerference with re-
ligious belief may interfere with re-
ligious ' actions, has sprung the
question of “ the propriety of sup-
pressing such ceremonies as that
deseribed above. | |

A gentleman,  signing himself
Morris'S, Wise, writes to" the New
York Herald, citing the deoision in

the Reynoldes case and asking some
very pertinent questions. He says:
“Without venturing to say ought
against thedoctrines of a most re-
spectable denomination, which
numbers among its adhberents
many intelligent people, but which
permits the hsgpening of the re-
volting spectacle above deseribed,
it is a question whether the law
should not interfere to prevent the
recurrence of ‘such a religious im-
molation. alad T ..
These are called days of civiliza-
tion and of humanity, but : there is
no civilization (and no humanity
and no behest of any ratienal reli-
gion which calls for such a bitter
sacrifice. - This case is not an* iso-
lated one; nay, it isa very common
one, and it may be profitable to in-
quire briefly whether the law has
the power to prevent such religious
sacrifices, e think it has, and
upon distinguished authority,”

He then quotes freely from the
Supreme Court argument -in the
Reynolds case; and says in eonclu-
sion; .. . 30

¢‘Should this woman die it is ap-
parent that a clear case of man-
slaughter is  presented underthe
above decision, for the act was posi-
tive and knowing
complete a case of immolation and
sacrifice as the Suattee or 'the cast-
ing of infants to thé saecred alliga-
torg inthe Ganges.: It is emphatic-
ally an act which conflicts with our
laws and civilization as much as
the Juggernaut would: It is to be
deplored, and it is aleo to be hoped
that the good senseand intelligence
of so refined and cultured a body of
men as the majority of the incum-
bents of the Baptist clergy are, will
make it their business to prevent a
recurrence of this West Palmyra
horror, wiihiout the interposition of
fiat justitia.” o

When onee the barriers raised up
by the founders of American insti-
tutions, to prevent the Btate from
interference with the Churchjy are
thrown dewn or broken through,
‘who can tell where the arm of secu-
lar power - sball be ' sfayed -in
its assaults u religious. . lib-
erty? Biptism, as administered to
the esick lady in Pennsylvania,
is regarded by many persons, who
eonsider themselves adyanced in
civilization and intelligence, as un-
necessary, ridicnlous and njurious
fo the sgubject, If laws may be
made under this professealy free
Government to regulate religions
actions—and this broad principle(?)
is laid down by the learned Justices
of the Supreme Court—baptism by
immersion may be suppressed by
law and penalties imposed upon all
who submit o or administer it.
And this rule will hold good as re-
gards other ordinances and ceremo-
nies which someseéts consider es-
sential, but which the future dom-
Jipant church may, decide are not
religious, or are inimical to the
welfare of society, ‘'Thus legislation
may be obfained against any and
all religious practices that do not
come under the title of jorthodox.
Or, if infidelity increases s0 that it
eontrols the minds of our nationsl

ly  done. Iiisas

ever, in fadvor of legal repression of
prlc{lm which, though supposed-
ly commanded by i
under the worldly definition of un-
lawful aets, it is very
the law will ever be employed
against isolated individuals whose
only victims are themselves, There
is & wise difference, too,between the
impulses whieh lead to unlawful
acts under the guise of religious
dauty., The lady whose doctrinal
zeal was go fervent as to lead her to
baptiszn when the ceremony was
almost the equivalent of freezing to
death had nothing earthly to gain
by her course, in which respect she
differed widely from the bulk of go-

religion, come|

called religious people who have
been threatened by the law—the
Mormons for instance.”

What does the Herald medn by
all this? Is it that the law will be
employed against communities and
not against isolated individuals, or
is it that where a practice concerns
only those whoengage in it the law
will not beinvoked? Ifthe former,
why should the law be.employed
against the many and not against
the few, and does isolation affect
the nature of an offence? If the
latter, then the “Mormons’ should
be exempt, because that part of|
their religion which Congress has
construed into a crime affects on-
ly those who practice it. Again,
If impulses or motives are to be con-
sidered in the question, who is to
judge of the impulses or motives
that lead the “Mormons?”, and
what “*earthly’’ things have they to
gain more than the l had whose
‘‘doetrinal zeal’” led her into dan-

When the straight path of right
is departed from, what a muddle
the estrays got into! The Heérald
in trying to justify wrong, flounders
about almost as badly as the Sup-|
reme Court in rendering Attorney

Devens’ decision. Jf the line of the
law is to be drawn at religious prac- |
tices which bring no ‘earthly bene-
fit to the devotees, are we to under- |
stand that ceremonies which do
bring “‘eartbly gain” te the recipi-
ents or administrators may be legis-
Jated against? Is there not a great
deal of ‘*‘earthly gain” and many
impulses to' obtain if, connected
with ceremonies and forms and
movements in all the Vvarious 'tects
of Christendom? ' And if the line
is to come to the point where the
religious act impinges upon others
than the performers thereof, what
are the Hebrews to do with ecir-
cumeision? Objection to our argu-
ment that plural’ marriage affects
only the contracting parties is
sometimes raised by referring to
the children, who, it is elaimed ,are
renidered by it illegitimate. - “I'his.
is a most tremendous begging of
the questjon,for it js only those who
oppose the system Wwho seek to
stamp our children as illegitimate,
But in the case of cireumeision, an
act is perfermed ‘““ander the guise of
religion,” as the Herald would put
it, without the consent of one of
the parties—the one c¢hiefly inter-
ested; and if the infant’s protesta-
tions are any guide, muéh against
its wishes, Here is a religious act
which will aflect the physical eon-
dition of the subjeet, and have an
effect upon his mind and his reli-
gious tendeneies duﬂn% the re-
mainder of his . days. Under the
ruling of the Bup.eme Court snd
the reasonings of the Herald, this
practice may be forbidden by the
law with far more show of logic
than “Mormon’ polygamy.

- So also with “*infant baptism.”

It is an act ‘“under the guise of
religious daty,’” perfermed withount
the ¢onsent of the party chiefly
concerned, It looks just as'ineon-
sistent and nonsensical, nol to say

| ludicrous, to us, a8 some of our re-

Jigious observances may appear to
others, And it has no sanection in
Holy Writ. It is contrary to the

| teac iings of the Book which ile

practisers bold up as their only
guide. Onpe of their arguments

-

against our marriage system is
:g:] it was not a part of original
“Mormonism.”' ‘To which we re-
,Ply, neither ‘was infant sprink-
ing ' a ‘part’ of original Chris-
tianity, “And ~ the interpre-
tation = of the  Constitution,
which ' gllows legal interference
with one, will logically allow legal
interference with the other, &nd ul-
timately with every religious prac-

tice, ordinance and ceremony. The

Court of the United States. Let
Israelites, Baptists and all other re-
ligious bodies watch for the next
stroke. upon the wedge of intoler-

unlikely that | #0C€-’
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ENFORCED COLLECTION OF
| TAXES.

THERE teems to be a misunder-
standing on the purport of the rul-
ing in regard to the tax case decid-
ed on the 5th inst.,, in the Third
District Court.  The Assessor and
Collector of Sailt Lake County
levied upon certain property of the
Wasatch and Jordan Valley Rail-
road, for delinquent taxes, part of
which was due for 1878 and parts
for 1874, 1875, 1876, and 1877.
Against this the Railroad Com-
pany applied for an injunction.
T'he ruling of the coeurt denies and
refuses the injunction, and revokes

a restraining order previously issu-
ed, so far as the tax for 1878 is con~
cerned. This allows the Collector
to collect the tax by levying on the
property. - > Ji

Bat a temporary injunetion is
granted against distraining on the
property for the tax for the former
years, And some suppose that the
taxes for those years are there-
by made uncellectable, Here
is their error. 'The Court does
not deeide that the taxes for those
years cannot be collected, but sim-
ply restrains the Collector, tempo-
rarily, from levying on the pre-
perty for those taxes. The remmedy
of a suit at law to recover them is
still open. ' The decision says, that
‘a temporary injunetion will issue
as prayed in the amended com-
plaint, but nel fo restrain the de-
fendant from institating or prose-

ting any suit or action al law
the ooitsotion. of -y tax Dits Ty

be due,” ete. ' -

Delingquent taxpayers, therefore,
should not hug to their hearts the
delusion that the ““back taxes’ are
uncollectable., - Taxes are mnever
outlawed. The only point in dis-
pute now is the manner in which
collection of the old taxes may be
enforced. Property may ‘be taken
for the taxes of '78. - But according
to the present ruling of Judge
Schaeffer—to which the Collector
excepts—the bhack taxes under the
old revenue law can only be col-
lected by a sait at law, That they
can be collected, in one way or the
other, is not denied by the Court.

“Itiscurious to notethe differences
of opinion obtaining among learned
Judges pn-points of law submitted
to them. But what is more ¢urious
is the opposite rulings at different
times of the same Judges on the
same gquestions. For instance,
Judge Schaefler rules to-day that
collection of the old taxes can only
ba enforced by suit oraction at law.
About & year ago he decided that
they could not be collected by nuib,f
but only by levying on the proper-
ty. In the case of Balt Lake County
et al., v3. Frederick and Margaret
Reich, Judge Schaefler so decided, |
and, on appeal to the SBupreme
Court oY the Terrilory, the decision
was affirmed, the same Judge ren-
dering the opinion, in whici the
following lenguage occurs: |

. “So far as we have been able to
learn, there is no statufe of this
Territory authorizing the Collector
of taxes to sue for the same. . Bec-
tions 353 aud 860 of the Compiled
Laws of Utah afford ample and
even, summary powers and means
for. the collection of taxes without |
suit; and we think the rule is
well settled = that when ample
powers and meaps are afforded by

statute for the collection of taxes
without suit, and when there cja no
statute previding for suit fo be
brovght fer taxes, no action can be
maintained therefor,”

This deeision was rendered Feb.
20, 18758, as 1aay be seen by the re-
cords of the Supreme  Court. We
are sometimes taken to task for not
bowing down in admiratien and
worship of the great lights of the
law who situpon the Judical beneh.
But when they veer round like
weathercocks and decide first one
way and then another, in each case
against 'the loecal authorities, we
cannot retain that respect for their
judgment which is expected of “be-

BEGINNING TO 'WORK.'

THE following} ' dispatch came
over the wires from New York this
morning:

‘‘Under the recent decision of the
Sapreme Court against polygamy,
a fermidable movement is begun
against the Oneida community of
this State. Bishep Huntingten,
of-the Episcopal Church, is the ori-
ginator., A conference of leading
clergymen of different denomina-
tions, was held at Syracuse Univer-
sity, yesterday. A committee was
appointed to examine and report a
practicable method of pr
against the community,which num-
bers 600 persops and owns several
million dollars worth of property.”

It is difficult to perceive wherein
the ruling of the Supreme Court
will affeet the Oneida Community.
The question at issue was plaral
marriage. The Oneida people do
not believe in marriageat all, They

live and cohabit together under
rules prescribed by the society, but
there is no pretence of matrimony
either for life or a specified period.
Even the offspring of these tempo-
rary and changeable sexual rela-
tions~which are few and far be-
tween, as their system is opposed
to family increase except to a very
limited extent~are not considered
the children of their respective
fathers and mothers, but belong to

The ruling of the Sapreme Court
does not reach them. True, the
theory is set up therein that Con-
gress may make laws to regulate or
suppress reiigious actions which
may be considered by the majority
inimical to the social welfare. But
Congress canrot legislate on this
matter for the State of New York.
The States must regulate these mat-
ters for themselves. The law in
and the ruling npon it was rendered
specially against the ‘““Mormons,”
and to ﬂuﬂprma part of their reli-
gious faith-and practice, and nei-
ther has any gapplication whatever
outside of the Territories. . . .

If tne pious **Christians’’ of New
York wish to. unite to suppress a
sect which,though small in nam-
bers, is rich in property, and to
show their zeal for public morality
by stamping’ upon & community
which advocates, on principle,some
of the disgusting practices earried
on, against conscience,in their own
societies, they will have to obtain
special legislation at Albany; Con-
gress ean afford them no relief and
the ruling of the Bupreme Court
has no practical bearing upon th
case before them. :

- Bat though they manifest some
ignorance on this matter in their
determined raid on Oneida, there
is far more co in attempt-
ing to reetify the social errors with-
in their own State, than in getting
up crusades and sending petitions

to Congress for the persecution and

proscription ef the f‘Mormons,”’
who are guietly endeavoring to.
mind theéir own business thousands
of miles away. But before they
open fire upon Oneida they wounld
do well to proceed against the free
love, licentious deings, feeticide
and other. abominatjons commen
and widespread within the sancti-
fied circle of their own ““Christian”
church organizations. Their move-
ment indicates what we have main-
tained from the first, that the rul-
ing of the Suprem& «Court is the
thin end of the wedge of intoleg-
ance, and that our institutions are
not the only establishments of
religion that will becowne the ob-
jects of sectarian attack. The peoi-
son of bigotry is. beginning to

| work, and, if no antidote is ap-

plied, theend will be the death of
religious liberty in the United
States.
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THE RULING IN THE TOOELE

S OASE. 1%

B

THERE are several points in the
decision fof the Bapreme Court of
this Territory in the Tooele election
case, which was rendered by Judge
Emerson, that are'of importaneée to
the people of Utah. :

i*It has been contended by some
lawyers that the adoption of the

ons in the Compiled Laws. Thig

decision eettles that point. The
compilation was the work of a com-
mittee, it contains noe new provi-
sion and the sct of the Assembly
was merely an approval of the
work, and not new legislation. _

![t bas also been argued that cer-
tain statules of Utah were not

in due form and were there~
fore wvoid, the informality
being the failure to pase, by a vote
of both houses, & bill which had
been amended by one House,
and the awendments non-con-
curred in by the other, being settled
by .a conference committee, the
action of the committee being con-
curred in by the Assembly. The
Court decidés that this method is
usual with legislative bodies, and
that the passage of acts in this way
is regular and lawful.

The decision settles the point,
that the new election lJaw not only
designates plainly the duty of the
clerk and selectmen of the County
Courts, in canvassing the returns
of elections, but also enjoins it
upon them. Henceforth this duty
must be attended to a8 required by

law. |

The next point in the decision is
one about which there has been
some difference of cpinion, many
imagining that it virtually dis-
franchises women voters, An ex-
amination of the text will show
that this is pot the case. The
opinion of the Court amounts to a
declaration that the clause in the
law uiring .a male c¢itizen fo
take oath that he is a taxpayer, is
void, beeause a female citizen is not
required to take a similar oath. The
principle of law cited in suppaort of
this position is, that all regulations
of the elective franchise must be
uniform as well as reasenable and
impartial. The effect of this
reasoning is that male citizens as
well a8 female citizens may vote

mithont haing . ers, Still, th
ruling is not vteax' Dﬁﬁﬂ a‘uppﬂ;r:ad?

As is admitted by the Court, the
Territories have power to presecribe
the qualifications of. voters, subject
only fo the restrictions that voters
must De citizens over twenty-one
years of age, and that no citizen
shall be denied the suffrage on ac-
count of race, color or previous
condition of servitude. The elec-
tion law does not step over these
restrictions and the logieal inference
isthat it is tLerefere walid, Rut
be that as it may, the ruling only
affects the provision requiring male
citizens to be tax-payers. And
though this provision be void, the
validity of the rest of the law is de~
clared unaflected thereby. It is
therefore settled that part of a
statute may be valid and sanother
part invalid. T

The qualifications of voters are
not really fixed or.specified in the
new election law, but are prescrib-
ed in other statutes, which are not
in comflict with the Constitution,
the Organic Act or any :law of the
United States. And the guestion
here is pertinent, if Congress has

= -

the right to  provide that
an alien woman shall be
&  citizen, simply by becoming

the wife of a citizen—which it has
done—~why may not the isla-
tive Assembly make a discrimina-
tion in regard to the fair sex,which
amounts to no more in prineiple?
A male alien, under the laws of

Congress, must go through a cer-

tain fixed form to become a citizen,
but a female alien may becowme a
citizen without this form or even
taking any oath of allegiance. This
is not any more ‘“uniform” than
the prevision in our election law
in regard to the tax qualifieation
for male citizens and none for fe-
male, Isa law void which requires
a poll tax ef every male of a certain
age and none at all of females? It
is certainly not “‘uniform?” in the
sense that term is used by the
Court. g 4 .

The opinion settlesthe point that
the County Courts sitting as a can-
vassing board can only exercise
ministerial powers, and that an (at-
temapt to assume judicial. powers,
such as passing upon the validity
of the election returns, adjudging
the sealing of enve opes or ballot
boxes insecure, &g, is an act of us-
urpation abhorred and prohibited
by the law. £

The eflfect of the ruling, so far as
Tooele County is concerned, is to

require the *‘ring” who have usurp-



