veat themselves of. He has made the
greotest of promises to all those who
are kind to t'w poor. and who im-

rt of their substance to them.

his book, the Doctrine and Cov-
enants, coutains more aliusious in
the early revelations to this than to
ony other subject. Rend those rev-
elatious and you will find how much
the Lord endeavored to impress
upon the Church in the early days,
aud He has ever since, the import-
ance of taklog care of and dealing
kindly with the poor. We have
dooe a good deal, more than any
other people, but there s much yet
to be done in this direction. We
should remember the words of King
Bepjamin oo this suljeet. A fter
dilating upon the duty of him that
hath towards them tnat hath oot,
King Benjamin says: *“Perhaps,
thou ghalt say, the man has brought
upon himself his misery, therefore I
will stay my hand, und will oot give
unte him of my feod, wor impurt
unto him of my substance that he
may vot suffer, for his punishments
are just, But I say unto you, O
man, whosoever oeth this, tlhe
same hath great cause to repent,
and except he repent of that which
he hath done, he perisheth for ever,
nod hath nointerest in the Kingdom
of God. For behold, are we not all
beggars? Do we not all depend
upon the same being, even God, for
nll the substance which we have;
for food and for raiment, and for
gold, and for silver, nnd for all the
riches which we have of every
kind? Anpnd beho!d, even al this
time, ye have Leen calliug on His
name and bezging for remission of
your gins,’* ete. This suhject we
should think about. When dealing
with our fellow-men let us deal
justly with them T may say of my-
self personally that I have endeav-
ored to avoid trading on that necount,
I think it a bad thiug for prominent
men especinlly to engage in this
business; for the temiptation is great,
if % man hns ability iu this direction,
to take udvautage of his weaker
brother, [ think we should aveid
these things; and iostead of desiring
to take advantage of ovur brother,
we should aim to benefit bim as far
as we cam, giving him the benefit
of our knowledge nud skill. In doing
this the blessings of God will rest
down upon us,

I pray God te fill you with His
Holy Bpirit, and to preserve you
from the evilsthat aboupnd in the
world. | want te say in closing,
¥you need not be afrald of the enemy
hurting you; there is no power ou
earlh or in-hell that can hort this
peuple; we can oniy hurt ourselves,
and the danger of hurting ourselves
lies im our taking a wWrong course.
Remember this, nud let it be n con-
solalion to you. God bless you.
Amen.

Mrs. Squire,wife of the new Senn-
tor from Washington, is a hanpd-
some woman. She assjsted her hus-
band at Qlympia. Bhe has n re-
markabiy fine face and Is a very
polished Indy. Bhe has about $100;-
000 iu her own name. Bhe wasn

-Remiugton, being 3 datghter of the | the Edmunds law of Mnrch, 1882, is

dnventor of the

typewriter and
rifle. Tpewt =
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LEGAL AND LOGICAL. |

IN the Third District Court on
Mondny, Jnp. 20th, 1890, Judge
Anpderon delivered » decision ju-
volviog the heirship of offspring

horn out of legal wedloek. It
appeared in full in the Ngws
on the day following. The

¢lnim of George H. Cope, gon of the |
Inte Thomas Cope, deceased, by a
plural wife, to a share fu the distri-
bution of the residue of the eatate,
was opposed by Janet Cope and
Thomas Cope, lawful wife and son
of decedent. The case came upon
appeal from the [Probale Court,
George H. Cope being the appel-
lant.

Judge Marshall had decided that
the law of 1876, which gave alt sur-
viviug children of a decedent the
status of heirship, is invalid, be-
cause it Is ju conflict with the Con-
gresslonal law of 1862, that statute
having beeu euncted forthesuppres-
slon ¢l polygamy,

Judge A nderson nffirmed the de-
cislon of the Probate Court, adopt-
ing the same line of reascning,
holding that the statute of 1862
nnoulled nll Territorial statutes that
encouraged polygainy.

Probate Judge Bartch gave s de-
cislon in a precisely slmilar case
Mareh 4th. It was In relation to nn
application of the childreu of the
late Orson Pratt by his plural wives,
for & share of their father’s estate.
Harme! Pratt, the administrator of
the estate, opposed the application,
while I. M. Waddell and B. W
Driggs, Jr, represented the nppli-
cants. [t was admitted that Lhese
appiicaute were the children of Or
son Pratt by his plursl wives nnd
that hv recognized them as his
children during his lifetime.

The decision of Judye Bartch was
the notithesls of that rendered by
his predecessor (Judge Marehall) and
by Arsoviate Justice Anderson. He
held that the law of 1876 is valid and
that the applicnuts are eatitled to a
distributive share of the estate.

No decision could be more ¢learly
right than that giveu Ly the present
Probate Judge, while, per contra, no
opiujon could be more preposterous
than the ones mentioned which pie.
ceded it upon the same question.
The highly seasoned alsurdity of
Judge Anderson’s alleged reasoning
to the effect that the loea! statute of
LB76 was invalidated by the pational
law of 1862 because it encouraged
polygamy must Le spparcut when

considered in connection with that
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“Section 7. That the issue of biga-
mons  or  polygamous marriages,
known as Mormon marriages, in casos
in which sueh marriages have been
solemnized nccording to the cere-
monies of the Mormon sect, in any
Territory of the United States, and
such issue shall have been born before
the first day of Janunry, Anno Domini
eighteen hundred and eighty-three,
aTe hereby legitimated.”

If the odium of encouragement
of polygamy attaches to the Terri®
torial statute, it fixes itaelf equally
upon the Edmunds measure, en-
acted exprestly for the suppression
of that marital system. Thus the
latter act would be asserted os In
conflict with fts alleged sulitary
object aud with itself. It does the
same thing o relation to the off-
apring born outside of lawful wed-
lock w8 did the Territorial law.—
givea them the statusof heirship, It
went still further: It guve them the
gunlity of legitimaey.

The porition taken by Judge Mar-
shallapd Assoviate Justice A uderson
is & legnl absurdity on its face. The
section of the Edmunus Inw quoted
legitimntes the offspring of plural
marrianges born previous to January
1st, 1883. Heirship and legitimacy
are juseparnble. L[b appears as if the
two functiouariva last wamed had
forgotten the existeuce of the Ed-
munds nct, or at jeast its special pro-
visions. Ifthis be not the case, It is
pussible thal they preferred to swim
with the  prevailiug current
witheut reference to legnl or logi-
cal coosistency, to say uvothing of
the first principles of justice, whose
administration is due to every mumn
woman aud child, whether he or-
she, be Jew, Gentile or “*Mormon.*?
While this is the right of all, with-
out respect 10 age or condition, that
species of coutrnvention of the re-
quirements of jurtice. presumed to
govern the scales held by the blind
goddess, which teods to toke from
chitdren thut to which they are
clearly entitled, has au aspect of
peculinr enormity.

We have, becnuse we considered
him at the time deserving of it,criti-
cized Judge Bartch with svine
severily for what we deemed uu-
called for expressions used by him
oulside of his otficini c¢mpacily.

Weare a4 ready to extend to him,
or any other manp, congratulation
when he duves the proper thing.
While it was ne more than his
bounden duty to decide as he did,
in these days ol offici ] degeneracy,
with two decisions of n direetly op-
posite character on the same ques-
tion imvolved confronting hun,
it was to his credit that he
elected tostand upon the law and
logic of an important point, and
told injustice and prejuuice to get

position. Here is an extraetfrom it:

bebiud him.



