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CHURCH PROPERTY TAXATION.

A ocorreapondent to this paper asks
for information on a subhjuct which he
thinks of interest to a great numhber of

the readers of the NEws, vizz Why
shouid church property he exsmpt
from tauxation?

In a general way It nay be ohserved
that the overwhelming rentiment
among all classes ol people is in favor
of such exempiion. People fee! the
justice of it, even wheo upahle to state
the logical rearone, and the bhurden of
proof, therefure, would rest entirely on
those who favor cbureh taxation.
Until they are able to prove that the
state in justice or as a matter of neces-
sity must exact s cowotribution from
ecclesiastioal bodies, there s no force
whaiever i the declamations against
these inatitutions on that ground.

The recognized principle of equality
of taxation je thus expressed by Adam
Bmith:

The subjects of overy state ought to
contribute towards the support of its
government as nearly as possible In pro-
portion to their respective abilities, that
i8, in proporiion .to their revenue which
they reaspectively enjoy under the pro-
teotion of Lhe state,

‘Tbe patura)l deduoction from thie
self . evident propositlon is that
the power of the atate to
ievy taxes is striotly confined to ita
political subjects, That some of them
beiong to religious denominations,and
some do nut, 1s » factor entirely foreign
to the quaestton of taxation, inasmuch
as this 1o strict!ly limited to the neces-
Bary requirements of the olivll zovern-
meut, **The expense of governwment
16 the individuals of the pation,” saye
ihe nuthor just gioted, **ie like the ex-
penke of the managemsnt to the joint
lenants of » greal esisnl® who are
ohliged to contrihute in proportion to
thetr regpective intefests ju the estate,?
Abould some of the, tevants atthe

satme time be luterested in some
otnsr  estale, that i= no rea-
'y on why they sbould be re-
quired to mseke 8 sebcond ocown-

iribution toward the management of
the firat one, Inthies couniry, where
#1ais and church are entirely esparate,
the lutter Is that other estate. When
the citizen, as a opltizen, has pald hie
just abare toward the expenses of the
siate, his duty in that reepect s dia-
charged and & demand on him for a
lurther ocootribution, bowever slight,
pn the ground thbat be js a church
memher, is in violation of the doo-
trine of equality of iaxsation,
gluce othera wno are not interested in
¢church work would be ¢xempt from
thia tax.

The consideration of thls leade to o
most serious objection against the taxa.
tion of churches, If Lhe etate spsumes
the power of imposing a tax—not to
#ay a fne—on church membership, a
gruat barrier would be raised againat
tbe progresse nf the work. The gtate
capnot afford to do that, because the
churohes ate ooe of the greatest laclors
Jur good in the state ar far as pubtic-
raorais are conceroed. From the pul-
pite loyalty to Lhe governmenli bas
been prociaimed; through the cuurghes

the poor and helpless hnve heen alded;
individuals on the road to crime
checked, and tbe sentimsnte fos-
tered without which Do decent
covernment would he possible. Jn
this work to bLe impeded by the
state demanding a portion of che gener-
ally inndequate funde uf its benefactor,
aod diverung it to uses for whlo it
was not originally intended? BSurely
the state cannot eflord to resort tothat
tind o! economy. Ifitis Just and pro-
per to exempl schoole, hoapitals anq
charitable institutions, it wonld be an
absurdity to tax the churehes, the
source and grestest promoter of all
henevolent charity.

Chburch property i truly the ocom-
mos properly of the whole penple.
No individual derives apy revenne
from {t, 1f, theretore, the guestion is
of taxing It, the burden should in jus-

tice fall on the ewntire community
and not on the few by
whoee voluotary donations it is
maintnined. This is the prinolple
recognized in countirles where the
church, or a parttcular cbuarch, e

maintsined by the stete, and it 1s nn-
i"oubtedly ocorrect, 1f taxation of
church property to be admitted
at all,

The objection t» exempticn that hae
been urged with the greatest appesr-
ance of conclusivensse ia that it virtu-
ally amournts to union of ochurch and
state. Presldent Garfield is quoted as
arguling:

If yon exempt the property of any
cboreh organization, to that oxtent you
imposo & tax upon the wholecommunity.

In the first place, if this is true at ai}
it is true of every exemption from
taxes; but 1t does not prave that the
state cannot properly and for the hene-
fit of the people make such exemp-
tions. In the caseof church property it
iseminently juet that it should be doge,
becauss the church more than any
other toetitution §s beneflcent to the
people ne a whole. Hecoodly, the ex-
emption of property from which no
nnederlves any revenus is not a tux

upon the whole community. The
argument proves too much and
therefore nothing. It migbt with
egial force he argueda that if the

churches fall to scqulre property on
which taxes may be levied, to that ex-
tent & tex e lald upen the whole
community. The absurdity ot this
argument 1s no greater than that of
President Garfleld, beeauss since the
civil government never contemplated
any revenue from cburch property,
its existence or non-tXxistence is equal-
Iy vaild in the computition of the ex-
penses to be met by the taxpayere.
Churches are, of thould he, monu-
meois rajieed in the honor of Him
from whom every hlessing fows.

They are. inthe minde of those who:-

revere a Supreme Belog and acknowl-
edge His hand §n sll things, Hls prop-
srty, sacred to His worsblp. In this
sentiment—and who can demy tbe
heauty of 1i?—will be found one vf the
stronguest reasous for opposition to tax.
ing the sacred edilfices a8 mere world-
Iy conoerne,

For a full dJdiscussion of the subjeot
oul correspondent is referred to twe

articles in 7he Forum tor 1894, pp.
372 and 434. The ardele on taxation
iu Enoyoley e iia Britsnbica, voi, 93
may aleo be useiul,

A COEBRECTION,

A colemporary Friday morning un-
nouncens to Its readers that the vacanoy
in the presidency of Utabh Btake (ure-
ated hy the death of the late Presideot

A. O, Bmoot) will not be fliled by an
*Ywp rtation;” that *the succeseor
wili ne named at the quarterly cpnfer-
encuy pt the Btake tu be beld ou San-
day and Monday, and the people anked
to ratity the eelectinu;’’ that *fat the
regulat meeting of the Twelve A nos-
tles, beld Thursdsy morbing, it waa
decided that a selection would be made
from pereons residing in Utab Biake,
and on Sunday the name «f he (!} ., pon
whose shouiders the eccleriastios) man-
tie of the dead president will fall, ja ¢o
he made known.??

Thie Informativn is misleading and
incorract in tbe fullowing reapecta: the
Utab Biake conference will he held on
Baturday snd Sunday, April 20 and
21, not on Bunday and Monday; at the
mestivg of the Twelve Apostles yeg.
terday motrning there wee D0 Cecislon
at all as to the selection of President
Sirooi’s Bucceesor; there was, therefore,
oo cenelusic o as to whetber he is to be
a "person residing in the Btake,?’ ur an
“importatinn;’? neither wue It deoided
that the matter of euch selsciion,
would be proceeded with at the ponrer.
ence on Bunday or that the transfer of
any *‘eccleslastioal mantle®*’ should he
made at that tlme,

The circamstances that doubtless led
nur cotempoerary into {18 error are
toese: the vacavcy in the Utah Biake
presjdenoy, the approscning Btake
conference, and the inientlon of the
Firat Preeldency nnd a number of the
Aposties to he in attendanor. These
are facts, the remainder is mere sur-
mise, where not uetually incorrect.
The viriiing brethren expect to meet
with and preach to the people of Eftah
Btake, but up to tbis t'me they have
made no choloe of president, nor is the
purpose of their visit the selection and
ordinstion of such pfficer.

COAL QIL’S WONDERFUL BOOM,

The most startling of the many atari-
Ilng developments in Anietican wpeg-
nlation in recent years ia the present

extraordinary hoom in o0il. Nefther
wheat, mor ellver, nor sugar, nor
whisky, nor any other of the commondi-
ties Which Sigure in the fluctuations on
‘chanue, has partaken, within at ieast
a Jvoade, of anything like the advance
that the last fw days have wltnessed
in the price of petroleum. That the
speculatore have a large share
in creating this exolivment need
not be argued; but that there 1s
somelbing more to it thun a mere
‘“*corner’? will be readily unuerstood
{rom the faci that what i3 known as
the ‘cvisihie supply’? of cosl oil bas de-
creased more than twe huodred per
cent from what it was two years ago.
The inexorable law of supply and de-
manyd may eccordingly be cradited
with being the real backbone of the
present movemenl; while there buas



