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THE DESERET NEWS.

EDITORIALS.

THE “INTER-OCEAR’S” GREAT
HISTAKE.

A sHorT tlme sgo we replled to
some errors which appeared insn
editorial in the Chicago Inter-Ccean
concerning the electicn laws of
Utab. The Wouman Buffrage As-
soclation was ridicnled by the Chi-
¢ago paper for objecting to the dis-
franchirement of the women of
Dtab, the Inter-Cocan taking the

groond that the preposed legislation
wzs almed against polygamy. We
ptoved that this was & mlstake, be-
cange nder the Edmunds law ail
polygamists, both male and femasle,
aund including every person who had
ut any 1lma lived In the polygamic
relation were ualready prevented
from voting, and therefore the pro-
posed abolition of woman suflrege
in Utah was aimed against women
not personally eonnected with poly-

RmY.

The Inter-Occan made some ag-
scrtions in regard to the Utah wo-
man suffrage law which we showed
were incorreot, For instance, it ad-
ded to it a seotion of anp sltogether
different Jaw, pazeed cighteen years
previously, the obkject being fo
make It appear that women under
twebty—one years of age could vote
in Utah, providing only that they
were married. Wae pointed out this
unfate and erroncoas method of as-
sault, and explained the true statos
of the lavw.

Now comes the Inter-Ocecan with
an answer to the NEwS, and says:
*\We guoted the territorial suffrags
act exactly as it is given - in the ro-
cords;”’ and to owor statement that
the added section has no referencs
to the right of suffrags, that paper
aaye’

i We pive the platement for what
1t ia worth, remarking that it has
lreen aseerted time and time again
that hundreds of Mormon women
have voted under cover of the
ciause, “All minors obiain their ma-
Jority by marriage.’” We ask the
NEwS If thege statements ure true?
Have Mormon women under ags
ever voted in Utah? If not it wiil
be essy to zay s0.”

#Wa jneist that we pablizhed the
tMormon’ cuffrage law, word for
word, a5 1t is given in the reference
books, Wo re-assert that proposed
legialation agalnst this Jaw lasgainst
polygamy and not agalnst womsn
euffrage.” )

It will be observed that tho Inter-
Ocean dces not meet our statement
fairly and equarely. We found no
fanlt with its quotation of the
woman suffrage Act. What we ob-
jected to was the additton toit of s
section of another law which hasno
connection with or application to it.
This the JnierOcean do2s not deny.
Buppose an Act I8 paseed, deflning a
crime and fixing its psnalty, and in
guoting it an editor shonld cllp out
s clause from a Jaw passed eighteen
yeaas prevlously in reference to a
totally different offence, and tack it
on to his first quotation for the pur-
pose of sustaining an arguament
agalnst it, aud when corrected,
should maintain that he had quoted
the first named law werd for word;
haw much honesty would there be
in sach a coursze, and what would
his argument be worth?

We repeat that the Jaw deflning
the responsibility of minors and ffx-
ing the age at whith mejorlty shall

be reached for the purpoie
of making legal coniracts, has
nothing whatever to do with

the law passed elghteen years
afterwards providing that one
of the qualifications of a woman
voter shatl be that she must be of
the age of twenty-one years, Tech-
nically the Inter-Occan has quoted
the woman suffrage law as jt ap-
pears on the statute book; actaaliy
and morally it has falsefled tho re-
cord by adding to it something that
does not belong there in any sense
of for any purpose, and which was
attached by the Inier.Ocean to con.
vey an imipres:lon contrary to the
intent of the law and contrary to
the pmotice.

And now let us contrast the bear-
ings of the two enactments, The
Iaw of 1852 provides that for the
purpose of making valid contracts,
minora shall reach their majority by
marringe. The law of 1870 provides
that women may voie, and that
among other qualifications they must
be twenty-one years of mge, Nothing
ja said. in the laiter law =zbout
“majority.” The word is not
nsed in it. The definite minimum
age of a womsn voter Is stated,
What legitimate connection can be
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clalmed for the two enactments?
None whatever. They are for sepa-~
rate nnd distlnct porposes, and one
haa no bearing or eftect upoo the
other.

But we are asked to state whether
“Mormoz women wuwoder age have
ever voted in Utab?” And we are
told that “if not, it s easy to za¥
go,” Indeed. Counld the editor of
the fnfer-Odcan =nawer the gues-
tion, have any “@entile’” male per-
sons voted under ege in Chicago? If
80, he must be very familiar with
the birth and doing: of & great many
peopls whoma he has never met.
We can snswer the guoestion trath-
fully in this way: Bo far as we rre
aware there has been no such vot-
inz.. Butif thers hasbeen, i was
contrary to the law and to the gen-
eral understanding. The point- in
dispute je the lIaw, not lta viclation.
The Inter-Gczan tried to maka it
appes=r that the law allows voling
by minor women, whereas the law
prohibits it. But to make lhe mat-
ter still plainer, we refer to the Reg.
istration Act of thia Territory, Un-
der that, no-woman can vote unless
gheo swears that ehe s twenty-one
years of age.

How much more binding can
the law be made? We think
that it s followed implicitly.
We have every resson to believe
{hat womaen in Utal: do not attempt
to reglster or vote, whether they are
marrisd or single, if under twenty-
one yeate of age. The guaeation has
besn asked in times past If they had
the right to do 60, and Invariably
anawered tu thecontrary in the pube.
lic prints, and the Central Commit-
tee of the Paople’as Party have giv-
en, repeatedly, general instruotions
on ihis ang other peints of law in
regard to elections. The position of
the Inisr Ocean in reference to 1t is
an error, the source from which it
derived Its sopposed information
was wiifal and deliberate falsehood,

Now ae to its Insistenoca that th
propositlon to disfranchise the wom-
en of Utsh is *rgainat polygamy and
not against womsn soffrage.’”” No
wolnel are now permitted to vote in
Utah who are or ever hsave been
pleral wives, To disfranchlse the
present volers, then, cannot bes a
movement againset polygawmy, and
must be sagalnst woman suffrage and
that alone. The Edmuandslaw was
directed against pclygamy, in that
it disfranchized both men and wom-
€d practically connected therewiih.
Bat the new Edmunds bill proposes
todisfranchise the women who are
not in polygamy,and does not propose
to disfranchise the non-polygamic
men, therefore it certainly is against
womsan suflragc and not against

Jygamy. The JInler-Ocean may
‘opist® all it pleases, and msy as-
sert and re-gssert fita illogical and
digingenuous statements, bat the
plain facis and the inevitable con.-
eluslons are ngainet it, and we rea.
pectfally ask that it will pat this
matter right before iis readers, and
not suffer the mistakea into whieh it
has fallen, further to decelve thnt
congiderable portion of the public
which iz inflaenced by its utter.
ances.

e

THE DEBATE ON THZ ED-
HUXDB FOLLY. )

Wz publizh to-dey thereport in the
Congressional Record of the debate
on the sobatitute bil), Iniroduced by
Benatsr Edmuunde in place of the
origina) bill cederetood to have bezn
drafted by the Dlsirict Attorney for
Utah, but which was toobaiin
principie and constraction even for
the Senator from Vermont.

sufitage queition, sud the jament-
able ignorance of our nationsal legls.
Iators on the Utah gunestion was
again manifested, Mr. Edmunds
acknowiedged that he derlved his
alieged information from a pumber
of the Commissioners who recently
visited Utah, and who apsnt most
of their tims in this oity. It was to
the effaot that woman suffrage here
1s s suflrage of eervitude;” that
the woneen here “vote as their lords
and masters regafre them to do, be
they many o1 few.” In re:ponse to
the suggestion of Mr. Morrlll that
4( the (lentils womsan did vote, one
wife would not conoterbalanes six,”
Mr. Edmunds gald “that i3 trge
enough.” Allof this goes to prove
that the Benators namad were ig-
norant of the effects of Mr, Edmunds’
bill of last session, which took
the bailot away from all the poly-
gantic wives a3 well as the poly.
gamie husbands. Even Mr, Hoar,
while srgalng rationally against the

the principle of the bill, seemed at
first to be unaware of the fact that
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Tha disputo turned chiefly on the -

polygamists, male and female, had
been practieally disfranchized In
Utsb, althongh he a2fterwarda cailed
attencion to thie faot.

' The pretended object of the mens-
ure is the suppession of polygamy,
but jta real object was let out by
Mr. Edmunds in replylog to BRir
Hoar, and that {8 to cripple the
‘‘Mormon” Church and to put the
political power of the Territory into
the hands of the few to the dets-
ment of ths many. Benator Id-
munds I8 s great expounder of Re-
publican principles uecording to the
theorics of his party., Is it not a
queer kind of republicanism to make
lawg for the express purpoee of de-
stroying popular government in an
organizsd comuubity, auu of turn.
ing over all politieal power ton sms!)
minority of ite citizene?

But the Vermont Benator
gives his whole argument away
by stating that iIf the **Mormon”
women could have the free exer-
cise of their oplnions they should
have the right 1o vote, and if they
hsd not that right he would give it|
to them. He sseumes that the
% Mormon’women are*‘com pelled to
vote s their Jords sand masters di-
‘rect,’” yet admita that he hsas not
been able to get ai their “rea] ¢pin-
ions,” although he thinks the Com.
missioners have. MNow, the evidence
afl goes to prove that tbe “*Mormon™
women vote just as they desire.
The absolately secret ballot s their
protection. No one can tell how
they vote. There 18 nothing to pre-
vent them from voting &s_ they
pleage. There is no evidence to the
contrary except the bald uscertion of
the Commissioneis, who kpnow no
more abont the real opinions of the
“Mormon” women Lhan Bepator
Fdmunds does, for they never took
the pains to enquire. The “Mormon”
women vote with their husbands,
fathers and brothers tecause they
are of the same opinions. Theyare
one with them both in religlon and
politics. Atiendance at the en.
thoetastic politice] meetings of the
Peopla’s Party held in this Ferritory
last fall, in which women took part
and applauded &8 much as the men,
wounld have convinced any one with
eyes and ears and commeon senge
that what we have stated s oorrect.
And if Benator Edmunds thinks
women could he “compelled’, by
their husbandas to vote in a certain
way or at all agalnst their will, he
knowa very little of femsale homan
nature.

But his ideas spring from n mis-
taken notion; that I3, that the very
nature of woman revolts at poly-
gamy.” 1tis not natare, but tracl-
tion erd trelning that excite such
revolt. He dces not understand
#Mormon”’ polygamy nor the views
of the ‘* Mormon’* women. The 8L,
Louis Republican eays on this point:

¢ The Mormon wonien outnumber
the men. They coold vote poly-
gumy out of exlstence to-morrow ff
they would, bat it is evident they
do not wish to. They have volun-
tarily choren their jot. Thay knew
what Mormoniam was before they
embraced it. The greater number
have come all the way from Euarope
to espounse it. They have nover pro-
teated nor attemptied to pretest
sgalnst it, On the contrary, so far
a3 we are sble to gather, they zre
not only EBubmiesive under their
condition, but contented with it,
and oppozed to any chauvge in ft.
They are stont advocates of poly-
gamy, and will, of their own free
cholee, vote for it on every ccoaglon.

[t may be hard for persons living
outside of Mormon'snt to understand
thie, but the fact stands out in snch
nlz"’in vlew that we cannol ignore

The trulh §s, that the leglslstors
who attempt the most to regulate
Utah affalrs, know the least about
them, They cre only the dopes of
rsscals who staff them fail of false-
necds and Erevall upon them to
tather the achemes concocted by ad-
ventarers who want to ccntrol the
affalrs ot this Territory, However,
the sobemers must feel considera-
bly flattened oat by Senstor Ed-
munds’ emphalic opposition tothelr
pet plot—to which all thelr conapir-
acjes gravitate—the establishment
of a LegislativeComulssion for Utah,
That is too cutragecus cven for him,
He will have none of it. Although
olalming, withont sadvancing rR
argumept to euatain it, the anthori-
ty of Congress to legislate fora Ter-
ritory ne abeolutely as for the Dis-
trict of Columbls, he cannot go to
the length of placing legislative
powers for Utah into the hands of a
few persons irresponsible to the peo
ple. He says, “it cannot be done.-

Bensior Blair takes the really con-
stitutliona) position in relation to
this matter, that is, admitting for
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any right to regulate the domestic
affairs ofan organized community. He
holds that the right of suffrage once
lawfully exercised eannot e taken
awey withont conviction for crime,
and thus proclaims the illegality of
the rulirgs of the'Commissioners,
by which citizens of Utah, not only
nnconvicted but clearly untainted of
any offence against the laws have
been preveuted from exerclslng the
right of sufftage,

The report of the debate, unlike
much of the matier which ap-
cears in the Congressional Record,
iz worth readlog, snd te all impat-
tis] minds will sbow tite ehallow
baels on which inlmical legirlation
is proposed for Utab.
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SINGULAR SENATORIAL
REABONINGS.

THE debsle in the United Bictes
Benate over Mr, Edmunds’ latest
plece of antl-repablican legizlation,
to the report of which we agnin sur-
render much of our space, developed
soms sipgular logic, Benator Ed-
munds’ position, briefly defined, on
the clause for the dlafranchisement
of the women of Ulah was, that
because ihey do not vole in the
way that the Benator desirea they

ought not to vote at sll, and when
spked why be did not extend thie
principle and disfranchise the men
for the sanoe reason, he replied that
this would deatroy local government
and prevent the eiection of & Legis-
lature. Heclaimed to have for his
object the enppression of polygamy,
and ae & means of accomplisbhing it
ho wanted to digfranchise women
who are not In potyzamy.

Benator Logan did not want to
consider whether woman suflrage
waa right or wrong, to investigate
the charges that both men
and women in Utah are un-
der duress in polltleal matters,
or hesitate over the maiter st all;
but desired to sirike at *“Morason-
Ism,” to extirpate it and cnt it out
by tbe route, to destroy the power of
the ¢ Mormon' Church, and was
not particular how It wae done. He
wounid make “anlvereal destruction
of it at one blow.”

RBensztor Jones, of Fiorida, made
an extended argument on the power
of Congress over the Territories
which ne clalmed to be abzolute,
On some polnted guesticna being
put by SBenztor Vest, he had toad-
mit that this power is iimited; that
Congress cannot pres for any Terri-
tory an ex post facto lawor bill of
attalrder, or deprive him of lberty
or property withoul doe process of
Jaw; that in fact its suthorily is
limited by the Constitutlon, and
the restriotions of thet instrament
apply to the powers of Congreas over
the Territories. And yet he argued
that Congrees could take away the
vested political rights of the people,
deprive them of legialative powers
long exergiced, and destroy every
fesiure of republlean government
in a Territory, all of which would be
in violaticn of the supreme Jaw of
the Iand,

Reference was made to tho aotion
of the generat government jn regard
to Florida when that territory
wasg acqaired by the Uniled Btates.
A sort of prelimipary government
was organized by which the legisla-
tive power was vested in the Gover-
nor and thirteen persons, residents
of the district, sppointed by the Pre-
sldent and fenate of the United
States. But tbis was afterwards set
aside and the people were allowed to
elect their own Legialative Assem-
bly, as they had the right to do. But
Senator Jones c¢laimed the =ame
power for Congress over the Terri-
torles &% over the Distrlet of Colum-
bis, and all the proof ke could [ad-
doce tc sastain his position was the
cxeroise of that power. He did ot
quoto a line frem  the Censtitation
which be contended confers that au-
therity, for the simple reason that
he could not. His argument waa
that Congress had nged that power
and therefore they had the right to
use it. Logic indeed!

1t dces not matter if every SBonator
agroed with Mr.Jones and would not
tigparre}” with Mr.Edmunds on the
powers af Congress; that would not
alter the fret that the exetcise of
absolute power over the Territorles
is ar asaumption, and that the Con.
slitution mot only confers no such
anthority, but nceording to esiab-
lished rules of inierpretation forbids
it, in that theo exclusive juriadiction
of Congress iz specially extended
only to the Diatrict of Colnm bia and
the forts, steenals, deckyarde and
simllar properiy of theUnited Btates,

the {ime being that Congress has
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and this excludes everything else.
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We hava not epaco to-day to en—
large on this robject. Bui wedeeire
that thows who read the repory of
the debata may be able to discern
the faliacics and perceive thesingu-
lar loglc of the learned legal gentle-
men, who supported the now defeat
ed Edmunde attempt against the
libertiee of the people of Utah,
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THE DEBATE CORTIRUED.

THE debate on the pew Edmunds”
bill was reuewed in the United

Btatea Hepate ss In  commltice
of the Whole, on Frlday, Feb-
roaiy 23rd. The amendmont

offered “by Mr. Blair war, after
e short dikcussion, rejected by & vote !
of 37 against 6, absent 83, Benalor
Biair himself pot being present.
The amendment of Mr. Hoar was .
then consldered, and ot his request
fSectlon 8 of the existing Ediounds _
law, disfranchishing polygamiste,
bigamists, nnd pereons cohabjting.
with more then ohe woman, wae-
read by the Under Becretary.

3r. Hoar. It appeare, therefore,.
that the reason given by the Bena-
for from Vermont In favor of the ex-
isting section, that the women in,
that ‘Ferrltoiy would vote, as hede-
perived ity a8 their lorda and mssters
wished, fails us if that phrase s to
be anderstood ag describing Mormon
women, because by the present law
those who are married according to
the Mormon practlces are excluded,
aod all persons who ocome within
the description of polygamists or
bigamis{s. Bothe present secticn
secomes not a eriminal law leveled
at ceriain gross and mosi disrepuia-
bie criminsl practices, proviilng for
the means of preof and punishment,
but the Benator brings forward & bl
prohibiting the people of Utah from

exercising the prerogative exercised
in every other Yerritory, to wit, that

of prescribing qualifications for their
voters within innccent and proper’
limita, and provides thatthe women
now enjoylng the privilege of voting
there shall not vote, o no ofher
ground except the belter that they
will vote in & particalsr way, inthe
beliefthat they will vote under a par-~
ticalar duress orrestraint. That might
be & proper rexeon for the interference ¢
of Congress,but those who are expos-
ed to thatduress are prohibited now,
and it proposes to make tha$ general.
and extend it to s!l women, of*
course only Ineluding in the eflect
of the enac¢tment thoc whoare not
under Mormon durees on the avow--
ed and undisgulsed ground that they
will not vote in the mode which is
desired in this particufar by the an--
thora of the bill,

It seems to me that thisls a vio-
lation of gound constitetional princi- -
ples, snd that it Ja equally unjasti--
flable whether we approve of suf-4
l’rage being extended to women or
not.

Mr, Logan. Mr, President, I pro--
pose togive very brlefly my rensons.
for voting for the substitute report--
ed by the Committee on the Judict-:
ary, with the seventh section in
that the Senator fromm Massschus.

i

otts propoees tosirike out. I voted for' .
the law that wes read at the Qlerk’sy

desk deprivicg perzons who prae-

tica polygamy,either men or women -
In the Territory of Utah of the right

to vote ot hold office. I did that &s

agtepin the direction at least of’
trying to reform 1 possible, or”
change in gome way the inflnence

of the priesthood upon the people of
Utah, It does not reem to havehad

the desired effect.

1 belleve that polygamy, as prac- *

ticed in Utah, or as practiced any-
Where {(but we are dealing with
Utah, and as applieable to the peo-
ple of this country), is, it I msy use
such sn expression, & cancer upon
the body-politic. There 18 but one
way to deal with it, and that is (o,
put the knife to the roots of it and®
ot it out and desiroy it. There is
no cheracter of Jegislation within
the purview and meaning of the.
Constitution of the United States
that would bo calculated to suppress,
polygamy in that or any other Ter-.
ritory that I would no! vets for.
This is not o strike, as has been
said, at the right to vote. It 1a not
2 (uestion whether female snffrage
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isright or whether female puffrage -

s wrong. It s not a question in

this bill a8 to whether the principle.
of female suffrage might be applied
in Massachagetts or New Hamp-
ghirs, or In my own State, and
whether it is correct or incorrect. It

Is bringing the question before Con-

gress as to what we may of can doto
influence and aftect the

Ul

polygamy,

e

practice of *



