PEMBROKE'S RETIREMENT.

CoUNCILMAN PEMBROKE, during his
fifteen months® incumbency of an of-
fice to which the community believes,
the figures prove, and Judge Zane de-
cldes, he was uot elected, must cer-
tainly be credited with some very sen-
sational, if not sensible, acts and utter-
ances. The crowning feature of his
meteorie career as an official will be
fouud in the minutes of last evening’s
Council meeting: he not only infuri-
ated the “Liberal’’ bull in its own
rlng by flaunting before it a hanner
which it feared to approach, but he
planted, on retreating, a sharpened
dart deep in {ta quivering sides. and
left it to its own mad agony. Plainly
8peaking,he rencunced nnd denounced
hig colleagues and the “Liberal’” par-
ty, and retired from both; aad he tells
the why and wherefore in a few brief
sentences,

We are opposed to the ldea of men
resipning positions to which they have
“been elected, no matter how unpleasant
their duties in those positions may be
made by others. If the others are
wrong, so much more reason for the
one tostand at his post—he wmay not
prevent but be can hamper their
crookedness; he may not be able to re-
siat thejr assauits but he can be a thorn
in their side. We are still more op-
posed, however, to the jdea of men
bolding office to the exelusion of raen
legally elected to that office. In the
former case, to bold on requires com-
bativenees and courage. In the latter
case, to hold on implies at lenat a
willlngness to receive other men’s
goods. Mr. Pemhroke’s resignation
will probably not heiphis legally elect-
ed competitor a particle, and his hold-
ing on could not be regarded as s
virtue as we have described it. Tt had
heen nobler in him to resign earlier
aod for the reason that another
deserved the seat. But, for all that,
We cannot say that his present course
is altogether without merit. 'He has
left his late friends something to pon.
der over, and that if of itself is 2 good
thing. Ifthey thiok more they wiil
act less,

IS IT SO EASILY DONE?

A WASHINGTON correspondent of
several Eastern and Boutbhern news-
papers informe his readers that an
effort will be made this winter to
secure statebood fur Utah and Arizona,
and that the well-known position of
President Harrieon in favor of grant-
ing statehcod to the’ Territnries that
will be benefited by self-government
lends color to the opinion that the
effort will succeed. Ag to Arizona, the
correspomient Lhinks its complexion is

s0 Democratic that the Democratio
House of Representatives will be glad
to push an enabling act throughb; at the
same time the Republican Benate and
the President can easily see in the
inchosate Btate a falr fighting chance
for the success of their party. Con.
cerning Utah,the correspondent makes
the singular discovery that the “*Lib-
erals’’ are leading the statehood move-
ment. Says be:

“The anti-Mormon laws which were
engrafted by Congress into the Constitu-
tion of Idaho are reported to work so
well that the Gentiles of Utah are now
willing to risk them in laws which would
rive I!’ilem statehoed, Utah wobnld be
Republican by a large mﬁilorlty, with the
voting qualifications which govern Idaho,
and yet the Democratic House of Con-
gress could not refuse to adopt such pro-
visions If giving statehood to the former."’

The item is chiefly Interesting as
showing with what charming facility
yollr average newspaper correspondent
disposes of the weightiest questions of
the day. He can carve out a new
Btate and settle grave political prob-

lems with all the ease and dex-
terity of the proverbial pirate
when proceeding _,to scuttle a

ship or cut a throat. Nothing equals
it except the speed and airy abandon
with which some of our local cotem-
poraries are bullding great railreads in
impossible places.

———

.AS TO CHURCH CONFISCATION.

THE American Senftnel of May 7,
1891, has a very able article entitled,
“The New American Revolution.”? It
reiates molely 1o the decixion of the
United SBtates Supreme court of May
19, 1890, ou the confiscation of “Mor-
mon’’ Chiireh property. The Sentinel
bolds that according to the Declara-
tion of Independunce the principle
under!lying our gonverument is, that it
is “a piece of machiuery which the
people set up in order more fully to
make themselves secure in the enjoy-
went of their rights.”> This prineciple
underliea all the constitutions of the
Union, both Btate and National. The
great aim of the revointionists wan to
frame a government that would be im-
personal, and above all subordinate to
the people. This they succeeded in
doing. The Seniinel says that the
work accomplished by the fathers of
tbe Republic i8 now trampled under
foot by the Bupreme court of the
United Btates, and that the prin-
ciple ot European despotizms
has been made the rule of law.
1t emphatically asserts that the Ameri-
can principle and system of govern-
ment has been mipplauted by tbhe Brit-
ish and Romsn. Continuing, the
Sentinel makes this presentment of the
case: The act of Cougress of 1862 pro-

hihits any religious or charitable c¢or-
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porativn in Utah to own property of
greater value than $50,000. In 1887
the “Mormon®’ Church possessed real
estate worth $2,000,000 and personal
proyerty worth §1,000,000. By the en-
forcement of what is known as the
Edmunds law of 1887, the question of
confiscating ‘*Mormon?®’ Church prop-
erty over $50,000 fn value upoder the
law of 1862 came up. The Bupreme
Court of the Territory of Utah decided
that the conflacation was valid. This
decision was sustained by the Bupreme
Court of the United Btates. It was
malntained by the defense that the
property was a trust held by the cor-
poration for individual members who
by donations, bequests aml contribu-
tions accumulated it, and placed it in
the hands of the Church as a trust.
This claim was dispuied by the TUnited
Btates.

The Sentinel does not touch on the
guestion of whether the law of 1862
was violated or not. The Bupreme
Court held that whether this law ex-
isted or not the corporation could be
diggolved. But the Sentinel means to
show that the American principle of
government has been violated, and
this it eando without touching on the
law of 1862. '

The Bupreme Court in its decision of
1890 says:

“When a busiuess corporation, insti-
tuted for the purpose of gain or private
interest, is dissolved, the modern doc-
trine is that its property, after the pay-
ment of ita debts, equitably belongs to
its stockholders. Byt this doctrine has
never been extended to public corpora-
tions. As to this, the ancient and estab-
linhed rule prevalls, that when a corpora=
tion is dissolved, its personal property,
Hke that of a nan dying withont heirs,
becornte subject to the disposal of the
sovereign authority.”

Inreply to this the Sentinel says:

“Now with all due respect to the hon-
orahle court, it may be inquired, why
should not the modern doctrine be ap-
plied to public corporations as well as to
private® Why should the ancient doc-
trine be adopted in suoh cases, when, to
do it, it is necessary te proceed in the
face of the prineiples and Institutions of
the government of which the court is but
apart. When the ancient doectrine is
adopted the principles of the ancient

overnment must likewize he adopted
%ecanso the ancient government is but
the expression of the principles of the
ancient government. And the principles
ofall thosa povernments were directly
the reverse of the principles of this gov-~
ernment. This will be seen more fully
as we proceod. Ttis in fact seen in the
above expression that personal property,
in such cases a8 this under constderation,
becomes subject to ‘the sovereign an-
thority.””

The question now arises who or
what is the sovereign authority. Ban-
croft says in his history of the Con-
atitution, Book v, chapter 1: *Ia it
apked who is the sovereign of the
United Btates? The words sovereign
and subjects are nnknown to the Con-
atitution.”? It is true that the peocple



