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NEARER THEE
theyrhey were singing sweetly singing

and the song melodiously
on the evening air was ginging

nearer near still to thee
in my eyes the tear drops alisteglistenedned

As it stirred the twilight dim
and I1 wondered as I1 listened

if it brought them nearer hunhim
were they like the wanderer weary

song and voice in sweet accord
restingbesting in the darkness dreary

in that nearness to the lord
sadlad his spirit ever sought them

to be slightedalighted or denied
had the sweet song ever drought them

closer to his bleeding side

I1 had loved and sang it often
felt its meaning deep and sweet

and my weary heart would soften
singing at the masters feet
nearer thee I1 how sweet the feeling I1

nearer thee inin gain and loss
nearer thee when I1 am kneeling

in the shadow of thy crosscroes

nearer thee when love descending
falls in blessing on my head

thee when I1 am bending
oer the graves that hide my dead I1

nearer thee inin joyjay and sorrow
tie the samesaine reler I1 roam

nearer thee today tomorrow
0 my king my christ my homebome I1

F ii stanton in Atatlantalarita constitution

ARGUMENT OF HON JAMES 0
BROADHEAD

Polfollowinglowing is the full text of the
argument made by honHOD james 0
broadhead against the edmunds
supplemental bill and in favor of
leaving the disposition of the per-
sonal property of the church now
in the hands of the receiver to the
supreme court of the united
states

the committee met pursuant to
call of chairman at 1030 am

the committee having under con-
sideration senate bill entitledan act supplemental to the act of
congress passed in march 1887 en-
titled an act to amend an act en-
titled an act to amend section
of the revised statutes of the unit-
ed states in reference to bigamy
and for other purposes I1 approved
march 22 1882 11 ibis day heardboard
argument of J adge james 0 broad-
head of st louis
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mr broadhead said mr chair-
man and gentlemen of the commit
tee by your leave and courtesy I1
appear before you this morning to
give some reasons why tilethe bill
which I1 hold in my hand which
passed the senate ought not to be-
come a law I1 will read the bill VAas
it has only one section and as I1 do
not believe the committee has di-
rected its attention to it

the bill is as follows
AN ACT supplemental to the act of con-

gressgeas passed in march eighteen hun-
dreded and eighty seven Aann act to
amend an act entitled an act toamendend
section fifty three hundred and fifty
two of the revised statutes of the unit-
ed states in reference to bigamy and
for other purposes approved march
twenty second eighteen hundred and
eighty two

be it enacted etcde that any and all funds
or other property lately belonging to or in
the possession of or claimed by alie or
aaion mentioned in section seventeen 0of the
act entitledentitledAnan act to amend an act enti-
tled an act to amend section fifty three
hundred and fifty two of the revised sta-
tutes of the states in reference to
bigamy and for other purposes approved
march twenty second eighteen hundred
and eighty two at before or since the
taking effect of said act except so far as it
shall appear in respect thereto that there is
a lawful private right to the contrary shall
be devoted to the use and benefit of pub-
lic common schools in the territory of
utah and the secretary of the interior
shall take and receive toethe same and dispose
thereof to the uses aforesaid in such man
ner as shall seem to him with the approval
of the president to be most expedient
and the supreme court of said territory is
hereby invested with power and authority
to make all necessary and proper orders
and decrees torfor the purpose hereinbefore
mentioned

believing it will be necessary to
give a brief history of what took
elaceplace before the introduction of this
billIII into the senate I1 will state I1
was engaged as counsel in the case
which was argued and submitted
and decided by the supreme court
of the united state involving
some of the questions to which 1
shall direct your attention but I1
will saymy this that I1 do not ask that
any action that may be taken tyby
this committee shall contravene any
doctrine or any decision made by
the supreme court of the united
states with reference to this matter
but what I1 ask is strictly in ac-
cordancecor dance with the doctrine laid
down by judge bradley in his opin-
ion in that case

in 1862 the congress of the unit-
ed states passed the first anti poleg
amy bill I1 have a copy of the
third section of that act in my brief

before the supreme court the
third section of that act provided

that it shall not be lawful for any corpor-
ation or association for religious or char
bitable purposes to acquire or hold real es-
tate in any territory of the united slates
duringdaring the existence of the territorial govov
eminentr m oft a grea er value than fiftyany tefolthou
sand dallaidol laiss and all real estate acquired or
hold by any such corporation or association
contrary to the provisions of this aact shalla ildbe forfeited and escheat to the unitede
states providedded that existing vested
rights in real estate shall not be impaired
by the provisions of this section

that is the first statute of mert
main ever passed by the congress of
the united states I1 read that jar
the purpose of referring to the pro-
visions of the act of 1887 under
which the proceedings
buted before the supreme court of
the territory of utah for the pur-
pose of dissolving the corporation
called the corporation of the church
of jesus christ of latter day saints
which had been incorporated AS
early as 1850 and maintained its cor-
porate existence about thirty five
years or more and this act purports
to diedissolvesolve that corporation and
that the supreme court of the TLterrit-ory ari

of utah shall take charge of the
property belonging to the corpora-
tion and dispose of it according tofo
law under that act proceedings
were instituted by the attorney
ggenerale and judgment finally ren-
dered by the supreme court of the
territory of utah by which they
decreed thothe personal property which
is now the matter in controversy
here should escheat to the united
states

the decision af theibe supreme
of the united states on that question
overruled the decision of the territ-
orial court taking the ground thitthat
it was not a subject of escheat that
the property did not escheat to the
government but the property was
held for charitable uses and it waswag
devoted and giveniven originally for re-
ligious and charitablecharitable uses and in-
asmuch as the religious uses to which
part of the property was devoted
was for the spread of the doctrines
of the mormon church including
the doctrine of polygamy that that
was unlawful but the supreme
court held to the doctrine of charit-
able uses which is prevalent luiu this
country and in england and eveevery-
where
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else where civilization gasprehas pre-

vailed that where property is giv-
enanforfor charitable uses the charity
never dies but the property remains


