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"*The cuae in one of the most import-
ant ever decided by the Supreme
Court,”

The New York Telegram of the
22nd remar«s:

"*No one wishes to defend tha Mor-
mon Church. In eutting away this
excroscence, theagh, it is well not Lo
injure the sound corganisin of the pa-
tient, and thus lead to the breaking
down of healthy fibre.

#1f the general government may
contis¢gte the property of the Mormon
Churdh for crime, where will the line
be drawn? That alleged Church as a
corporation should not be allowed to
exiat when it advocates polygamy and
defies the govertnment, but the yrin-
ciple that Congress may order the con-
fiscation of the property of a corpora-
tion is a dangerous one to admit. The
next confiscation of corperation prop-
erty which the general government
may order miglit come nearer to in-
vading the rights of many who now
approve of the Edmunds law.

**In the end perhaps it will be seen
that. the view held by Chief Justice
Fuller and Justices Field and Lawmar,
that Congress has no sich power nn-
der the ConsLitution will be sounder,
ag it is undeniably the safor interpre-
talion of the Constitution.!! *

The Alexandria, Va., (azetle han
thiseditoria]:

*While rome of the decisions of the
United States SBupreme Court yester-
day in the Virginia coupon  cases,
and in the meal inspection case in
Minnesota, are only just what were
expocted, that in the Mormon Church
caso is surprisinﬁ. The Legislaturc of
Utah granted a charter te tho Mormon
Chuireh under which that Church dur-
ing a long period neqnired nearly a
million dollars woft?x of property.
Congress not only repealed that
charter but escheated al} the property
of the Church to the United Siates,
thus not only passing an ex-pest fucto
law, and one linpairing the obliga-
tions of a contract, but taking posses-
slon of private property without just
compensation, and though all three of
these arts are specially probibited by
the Constitution, the United Siates
Supreme Court yesterday gave them
its sanction. The law is plain enough,
but the inlerpretation thereof passes
human nnderstanding.”

The Manchesler, N. H. Union
has this el gr conception of the
vital question involved:

‘“Chief Justice Fuller and Justices
Field and Lamar make a clear dis-
tinvtion between Mormonism and
polygamy. The other imemhers of
the Supreme Court fail to make thin
distinetion, and consequently the BEd-
munds anti-pelygamy law, with its
remunrkable provision for the contisea-
tion of chureh property is sustained.
Now will the partisan journals, which
are praising the Republican mem iy,
of the ceurt, atate frankly what woi¥%l
be their position if at somme future dny,
on one pretext or nnother, there
should be a movement to confizcate
the property of some other denomina-
tion in a seolion of country which
happened to be nnder federal rather
than State econtrol? Mormonism is
bad, undoubtedly, bad all through in
the opinion of everybody except the
Mormons themselves, but what bhas
that fact to do with the legal aspects
of the case? The Mormons have 10
mnre right 10 commit polygamy than
Meothodists or Baptists or (alholics
have, but it is not easy to see why they
bave not the same constitutional right
to their faith, to their particnlar forms

of worship, and to hold church prop-
orty in excess of the §50,000 limit pre-
seribed by the Edmutds bitl. Iv is
not beyond the bonnds of possibility
that a day may come when this deel-
sion by a majox-lrf of the Supreme
Court judges will prove to be the
worst gort of precedent that conld have
been established. Itis by no means
certain that the several religious de-
nominations of this country wiil al-
ways remain 8o equally divided as at
present. It may not be prubable, but
it oertainly is nol impossible that
some day there may be a religious sect
8o strong in this country that its very
streng'h may prove a temntation to
attem;it the repression of other sacts.
Such things have heen, and may he
again, When that day comes, what
protection will there he for religious
liberty save in the Constitution of the
Unitad States, and what will that Con-
stitution b~ worth as a protection in
such 4 case if it may be twisted for the
purpose of ceknshing ont a sect which
happens to be odious to a majority of
the people, as Mormonism confessedly
is, and deserves to be? The trouble
with the present case i3 that it is not
polygamy alone that the anti-polyg-
Aamists are waging war against. It is
the complete erushing out of the Mor-
mon Chureh that they chiefly desire,
and it is to that -vork that the Repub-
lican justices of the Supreme Courl
itave given their assent. But they
bave beenr rash in Lheir zeal. They
have established a precedent that mny
plagne this eountry some day.”

The Meridian, Miss., Daily News
views the subject from n political
standpoint, and thus expresses itself:

**In the =suit of the Mormon Chuareh
against the United States, the vital
doctrines of Republicanism and De-
moeeracy are again brought to the
frowt. The Ropublican Supreme
Court judges have decided thdt the
United States have not only the right
to supprass pelygamy, but also have
the right toseize the funds and prop-
orty of the Mormon Church. [Ihe
Democratic justices, Fuller and La-
mar, agree that Congress has the right
tosuppress polygamy, but it 'has not
the right to seize and confiscate the
grnperty of corporations becanse they

ave been guilty of erimes. The
Republican Supremne Court is bhegin-
ning to be nuthing more than a judi-
cial body to carrfr into effect the be-
hests of a Republican Congrous."

&'he New York Times, a strong
anti-**Mormon’? journal, gives edi-
toriaily & plain and weli digested
stalginunt of the case, and the posi-
tion taken by the minority as well
a8 the majority of the judges, and
leaves the wnmentous questions at
issue without comment,

The Ala California strilies at the
root of the evil cobocenled in this
decision aud lays it open in the fol-
lowlng trenchaut style:

“The decision of the federal Sn-
preme Court escheating all the prop-
arty of the Mormon Chuare: tothe
United States, is more than novel. It
is slartling. No one questions the
power of Congress to nullify the ‘Ter-
ritori 1 act by which the Mormon
chureh bhecame a civil corporation.
Such nullification was no duoabt com-

ctent and constitutional. It need not
it the nature of a penalty for vio-
l.uion of the anti-polygamy or any
other law, Asaunact of public poligy
alone it wowld not'be without justifi-

-

s

cation, Buat when such a local act of
ingorporation is not only nullifiad but
the properly held under it #s escheated
as a penalty for violation of the law by
the corporation, a vast feld of specn-
lative law is opened, the further mar-
gins of which are not distinguishable
from any present standpoiut. In this
case the corporation, a charch, was
accused of tenets and teachingsand
practices contrary to law, aud for this
tts property is confiscated. In juris-
prudence a germ often expands uuex-
pectedly and is found to have held
principles and possibilities entirely
unsuspected. This i8 true of the
fourtesnth amendment, which was
believed atthe timeof itgadoption Lo
apply only to ‘hatwral persoms, in
respect af their legal rights ol person,
property and action. This gerin has ex-
patided until it includes artifieial per-
30ns8 and hae become a most important
contribution to corporation taw. Here-
after there will be at least color of
authority for escheat of the property
of any corporalion that is found e
have disoheyed the law. Congress has

taken jurisdiction of all inter-stale
transperiation lines, and by statute
regulates their operation.. The intif

cutle emergencies of the railroad busi-
negs are 80 impossible of nccommoda-
tion to a rigid atatute that those roada
arg gompolled to constant techuical
viclation of the law. Why shall not
oschoat of their property be the pen-
alty? Again,if a church in the wilder-
ness shall be escheated for preaching
or practice eontrary 1o the law of the
land, why shall one within the pale
escape? Several of our strongest
churches openly defy the eivil law,
and for vhedience to it visit spiritual
penallies npon their members. Can
anyone lell why the Mormon Chnrch
estate sball be confiscated nnd the
property of other shurches go free?

An  andi - polygamy law is o
more sacred Lhan a compul-
sory school Iaw, a Dhigh liguor

license law, and othera which are
ogenly denounced and are opeunly dis-
oboyed by several churches, If the
fourteenth amendment could be ex-
panded to embrace artificial persons,
the principles of this decision, which
now-smites tlagar in the desert, misy
ale0 reach Abraham in big tent. Ata
distance it would seem that the pur-
suitof the Mormon Church to punish
it is a repetition of the familiar story
of religiun using the arm of state to
strike a spiritual rival. It is timo that
Jelievers in a secular state shounld
serion«ly conwider the preeedonts in
legislation and jurisprudence which
are being established in tka course of
this contest. Idaho disfranchiscs for
membership in the Mormon Chuarch,
and it is proposed to ex‘end the same
disability to Ulah, the rearon and pre-
toxt being 1haf the teuchings of the
Mormon Church are inimical to good
government. The editor of the Now
York Meatl and Exrpress says that the
teachings of the Democralic party are
inimical to good povernment. The
President of the United States says
that he will veto any bill passed in
Congress by the aid of Democratic
voles. Senator John J. Ingalls has
oftan expressed bim-s!f to the effect
that 1he Democratic party 13 pernicious
and nnofit for existence. Now, if these
opinions provail in any BState suf-
ficiently, why not follow the Idaho
precedent and diafranchise all Demo-
crals because the majority thinks their
| doctrines wrong? Scores of hi 0-
thetical cuses can be suggostad which
show how perifouslty rnear the edge we
are treading in the principles which
are being applled to the suppression
of Lue Mormon Chuarch, By and by
the question will be asked, 'Why was




