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ought to be a warning to any’ other | panied the passage of the bili, good | inconsistent and absurd things have

organization to which he wishes to
become attached.

Mr. Bray hasacted reasonably nnd
Cungistently, and he will entertain
the respect of his former co-religion-
ista, while they deplore his departure
from the fields of orthodoxy and his
venture upon the shoreless sea of so-
ealled 4)jberalism.??

—e

RIGHTS OF WIVES.

For several years there was a
Kreat outery beeause the right.of
dower was nbolished in Utah. The
Plotters against the pence of this
Terribory never rested until by gross
Niisrepresentation Congress was in-

sense and sound judgment were
thrust aside. The right of dower
was restored, and any one who will
take the trouble to read these por-
tivns of the Edmunds-Tucker Act
whieh relateto it will gee what a
cumbersome thing it is made, and
any one who will consider the fact
that now n manied woman may
dispose of her property without the
consent of her hushand, while a
married man cannot dispose of his
| renlty without the couvsent of his
wife; will perceive at aglange its in-
consistency.

But what we desire to draw at-
tention to Is this: Utah was de-
pounced with all the fury and

duced to pasa a law including, | vehem that her maligoers could
AmMonyg other specinl provisions, the | POUr forth, because her leglslatotrs
stablishment of the right of dower had abolished the right of dower, as
i this Territory. it was a stupld [ fhough it was the only spoton earth
Piece of work. [t aceomplished|Where such a condition existed:
Dothing ja the direction pretended At the same time, Nevada, un-
to be desired. It simply oomp!icntmi [ less we have mistaken the date, had

tranuactions in real estate,
1t i8 a relic of common lnw matri-
Monial despotism, which was found-
ed on the doctrine of the Inlerjority
of womunn and the alsorption of the
wife’s Jugn] fdentity into that of her
husband. They twain became one
by marringe and he was that ope.
All she had became his, and she
Owned pothing in herown right. To
becure the widow something to sub-
8l8t upon after thu husband’s de-
Ceasy, her “third?? in his estate was
:!‘ccured by law in the shape of
dower, 2
In Utah when the right of prop-
&1ty was vested In married women
and *the sex? was endowed with
the suffrage, the right of dower was
ibolished. The resson for its es-
tstablishment was reingved. Woman
Was placed un an equality with man
incivil affairs and in the elective
franchige. Every woman, whether
Married or single, was given power
% hold property in her own right,
0 sue and Lo sued, to buy and'sell,
to contro] her own finances, to vote
ot the polls, and to be as independ-
e} In her sphere n8 mau io his. As
8he could dispose of her individual
Proper®, whether ncquired before or
after Mmarriage,’ so, it was thought,
Mman ought to be able to dispose of his.
'Coﬂh'ress was not made familiar
With thesv facts. It was represented
that the restoration of the dower
Would be n means of suppressing
Polygcamy, and that depriving
. ]‘Vomen here of the ballot would work
L:l the same way. Neither wns, in
18 amture  of things likely to
:‘}We uny effect on the vexed gues-
‘on.  But in the furore that accom-

done the same thing without giving
women the political privileges be-
stowed upon them in Utalh, And
Wyoming, in 1876, also abolished
the right of dewer for exactly the
same reasons for which it was abol-
iished in Utah.

A short time ago a decision was
rendered in the Distriet Court at
Rawlins in regard to this mafter. A
widow sued the assignees of her
lute husband's estale for her dower
in all the realty in their hands, bas-
|ing her netion on the dower pro-
visions of the Edmunds-Tueker act.
The court decided, in an elaborate
opinion, that she had no right of
dower, as it had been abolished by
the Wyoming Legislature, and the
Act on which the suit wns entered
ionly applied to the Territory of
| Utah. Thus it appears that the
abolition of the right of dower was
rightecus 1t Wyoming, but des-
peratelv wicked in Utah.

Now will those indignant’scribes
and angry lawyers, who could not
endure the terrible wrong said to
have been perpetrated upon the
wives of Utah, enter their protest
agninst the same “outrnge’” upon
the women of Wyoming? Or does
the line without” breadth or thick-
| ness that divides ITtah from Wyom-
ing, chauge the essential natute of
a law that is common to both and
make admirable in ope what was
condemnahle in the other? And
why should Congress, which ns-
{ sumes supreme power over the Ter-
ritories, make legal in Utalr that
| which is illegal in W yoming,

In bandling this “Mormon prob-
lem?’ as it is called, many unjust,

been done, and a great many more

proposed and gravely considered.

Leglislators, as well as preachers

and writers, scem to lose their

heads when they undertake its

solution, and" drift off ivto the

realms that border upon insanity.

The history of the treatment of the

““Mormon question?’ will be curious

reading for the generations to come,

and sane and liberal-minded people

will wonder why the nation went
daft over the doingsof n small com-:
munity of peaceable apd industrlous

citizens, minding their own business
and able and willing to manage their
own aflhirs on the republican prin-

ciples of local self-povernment and

of ¢ivil and religious liberty.

A REMEDY DEMANDED.

THE denia)l of the writ of habeas
corpus in the case of Peter Barton
is one of those legal technicalities
which appear very attepuated to
common minds. It isadmitted that
the applicadt is illegally deprived
of his llberty. The decision of the
| Supreme Court of the United Btates
| establishes that faet, But the court

does not see 1ts way clenr to release
him from unlawfu} imprisonment.
The difficulty all turns upon the
Ipolnt that it does not appear in the
Irm:ord of the particular case i
which he wasunlawfully seutenced,
that he Liad been previously con-
vieted of an off¢nse which covered
the one then at bar. The record of
the court, however, on the same
page, shows this previous convic-
tion, and the defendant had no coun-
seland was not instructed by the
court that he could plead the former
convicilon as a bar to the new
proceedings. He plead guilty to an
invalid Indictment. The whole
proceedings were therefore invalid.
If the indictment was contrary to
Iaw, then, it would appear, the trial,
| the sentence and everything that
grew out of the indictment were
also coutrary to law, and so void
from the beginniog,

We do pot-know that this view of
the matter 1 digsented from by the
eouusel for the government or by the
Judges upon the bench.  But they
contend for the letter of judicial
rutes, and decline to walve o tech-
nicality to give room for the claims
of justice. Perhapa thiais right. We
wiil not tail at the ruling.  Techni-
lcnllties may be of parnrnount im-
portance. The. liberty of vitizen
may be of less moment than legal
red tape. Butnsa wrong manifestly




