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strictures, a9 e freedown perinitted
1o “Genthe” ilileit relations while
“Mormon® plural marrizge is° pun-

| ished with heartiess severity.

Thecommon idea being advanced by
4 committeeman that the gravity of the
“Mormon’’ offense is in the zckoow-
ledgiment of the plural relation and the

responds;

“Now, does it not resolve itself inlo
this: Here is 1 mau who holds out by
his conduct 1hat ve 1s gollty of illleit
cohabitation. He does pot introduce

WEDNESDAY Juxie 2, 1886
e ———
““THE MORMON QUESTION.”

UXDER the above heading the National
Republican of May 13th publishes in
full the argument of Hon. Jeff Chand-
ler before the Judiclary Committee of
the House of Representatives, on the
new Edmunds bill referred to that
committee, It occupies nearly nine
columns of small type, and is ap ex-
haustive ¢riticism on the chief sections
of that iniquitous measure. The whole
nddress, with the discussion that cc-
curred with members ol the comwittee
during ita delivery, are worth repro-
ducing in full, but it is so voluminous
that we believe oar readers will prefer
4 synopsls with some litersl guota-
%lons,

The celebrated luwyer comimences by
drywing attention to the Edmmunds law
48 It oow staods und refuting the
statement, belivyed by many, that a
man in Utah with five wives can cast
aix votes. Heguotes the law to prove
thatsuch a wan has no vote at all, that
he und his wives are prohibited from
voting and hyining office,and that they
are simply permitsed by the law to ex-
{st. He passes on toconsider the ab-
surd exciwment over the polygamy
question, referring tothe stateneut of
Mr. Baskin that ouly two convictions
for polypumy Lad been secured, one
before and one since the passage ol the
Edmunds law, and! intimates that 1§
suchiconvictiods’and been.had in Ver-
mout instead of Utah, the country
would not have been so shocked, and
that 1t is dJiftienlt to - distingpish be-
tween the moral” perfidy of such oc-
currences: in Vermont and in TJtah.
The statement of fact 1s not exactlly
correct, but that is the tanlt’of Mr.
Baskin, not Mr.Chundler. There have
be¢n 4 few more convictions, but the
gentleman’s remarks are just as ap-
plicable to the point.

He then usks what grievaaces the
Gentiles urging this new legislation
nave tocomplain of, and gays:

‘*The Gentiles come here with o rep-
resentative who tells you thut he . hus
lived-in that Territory for twenty yéurs,
autl thet during that time thls so-
culled Mormon elemeunt held absolute

olitical power within the Tergitory of
{.Itu.h; » they Inake all tbe Iavrs that]
uffecl the dowmestic welfare of all the
people hving o that Territory, und yet,

~ during.ibe three hoors-which he occu-
pledin nisargument.before this com-

aujttee, he could pot or did not
recollect a single instance where
the - -Gentile ' population, though

i o small minority,have been unequsl -
1;‘ or unjustlyitreated by tbis legislation.
Now, s0 Iar as they preseot themselves
bere as a ¢liss, they state no grievance
ngulust themselves: They do not come
here and say that the polmcaltgower of
Utah ought to be tukenout of the hands
of this majority because the majority
use that power oppressively agaiust
them, Notatull. Theydo not saythat
taxution is wpequal or unjust, or that,
any priviieges are denied them which
are enjoycd by the majority, or that
there is anything in the exercise of do-
maestic government which gives them
the sligntest cause to complain., Do
they say thattoey receive nofair trest-
ment in the conrts of Utah? Not at all.
Do they show you a single instance n
the adjudication of that Territory from
ita creation down to this hour,wherein
the Gentiles-have not beem ifuirly and
justly treated by the courts? Not at
all. Tnen what do they complain of?
It is that the majority does not deporc
itself in & maunver to excite the ap-
proval of the. miunority. A popblation
o 150,000 does not in ail thiogs conduct
1tseif 50 86 L0 Iueet the absolute and
unqualited approval of 30,000, and
therefore they ask that the political
power of the 1najority shall be taken
_away from those 150,000 and be ieft
with the winority.”

That states the case of the con-
splrators exacily. It is their whole
question, concisely put. Mr. Chandier
then attacks the provision in the new
bill compelling the legal wife to testify
against the busband, and remarks:

wOur civilization protests agulnst the
introduction of husband aod wife aus
witnesses nxalnst each “other. The
sauctity of the marriage relation is so
great in the esteem of our clvilization,
that iz {8 belleved wo discord should be

ermitted or fpromoted between hus-
gundannd wvife by bringing themn into
conflicting relations with ¢ach other in
the court, and, therefore, 1t was not
within the thouzht of the iramers of
the Constitntion that the wife or hus-
band would ever be cempelled to testl-
fy againsteach other."

He then assalls the inequality ol
apti-**Mormon®’ legisiation, because
it acte specially on the *‘AMormous®
and noton the “*Gentiles.’’ A colloquy
between the gentlemnan and members

his ﬁurtner in the oflense as his wile,
but he ussumes this offensive relation
publicly and notoriously, and that
called notorious ndultery, end
deewed as such. Now, here i3 another
purty who saya [ cluim a certuin rela-
tion, legal relatiom, with my partoer
iu business; but toe ofense o |
morul character/so the anti-Mormon
81y, is precisely similar in moral tur-
pitude to the oifense uwoder the otper
nume. The two trunswuctions difer
from each other only in this, in one no
preteuse of arrisge 18 made, there jy
no pretense of honesty, Do pretense of
decency. 1o the otperthere is a claim
of decency, and that is condemaed the

is

—
0w

there 18 not the moral state of
pollution 1o the opne us in
the other.

is total depravity and abandonment
madé public; In the other there is a
clufm that it is honest, and how the
transaction that is, precisely the same
inits outwurd features should be con-
demned more harshly because it 18 pre-
tended 1o be houvest than the one ad-
mitted to be dishonest, [ do not see.
But it does seem L0 we that the cou-
stituents of the two mutters are differ-
ent i this—one relation is sincere, the
other dishonest. Now, is it.wise to
make the husband or the wife a wit-
pess against euch other ju the cuases
where the motives are pood, and notin
the other. 1s tbat an intelligent. just,
humune proposition?
such 18 conceded —wheu it is made
special. I it were a wlee, just rule of
levided% you would upply it to the en-
tire United States. You would not
to the weager dimensions of Utab, and
apply it to a particular class oaly in
Lrw.h. You express o distrust of it
yourselves when you limit It,und when
ou say that it is only intended for =
ew people, thereby you declare that jt
18 not suitable for the many."”

The Chairmman objecting thut Con-
gress cannot roegulile the [uws of a
State, Mr. Chandler answers:

*It does not apply to all trausactions
to everything over which the federal
yoverntnent has jurisdiction, Itonly
upglies to cases of bigawy, polysamy,
and uulawful cobabitation. hy not
-apply it to all cases of contract, and in

1 ¢uses where you want to dlswver
facta in court by evidence? Why not
muke it gemeral? W hy not break down

husband and wife io toto? Why make
it litnited and partial? If it is 2 good
thing it should be open to all, sud not
mude specidl and limited 1o a class.
Congress ought not to be governed by
un nproaron the part of a few people
who zo out to Utah; people who do
not live there, who have no interest in
cemmon with those people, who know
nothing of the wants and veeds of that
commuunity, but winose sole business it

conntry azainst them. 1t this conmu-
nity is going to recommend 4 bill that
bill ought to stand upou u solid legal
and impartisl basis. It ouglt not to
treat our whole political philosophy
with coutempt.

The next polnt discussed is the pro-
vigigu of the new bi}l authorizing the
arrest o1 witoesses *'if there is regson-
able ground to believe that they wiil
not obey & subpeens.” The wrong and
illegality of suct g meisure are strong-
Iy presented, and we make this extract
from that part of the agreement :

‘*Any man who bas administered law
knows thatl ap 1psiructiou to o jury
which-authorized the jury to flad o
verdict according to their belfef would
be held erropzous. ‘They must believe
from the evidence. You do not submit
controversics in uny shape to u mere
belief. You delermine aud adjndicate
the copntroversies that come before
colurts on evideuce, and any statute
that Jispenses with evidence in order
to come to uny conclusion is viclous
for tuyt reason. TheConstitution for-
bids the arréstola person except on
grobable ciuse., Probabiecause has

een defined so often by our courts
that it is understood 0 be composed of
evidence. ‘Fhere must be au uflidavit
of the party having some knowledge of
the subject, and then ibere canonly be
40 arrest prelimivary to a hearing. The
purty arrested on propuble cause is
entitled 1o a bearnng before commit-

prisonment without a hearing.”

The excess of power this would give
over **‘Mormon’’ families is enlarged
upon, and the plea that this extruordi-
uary stretci of authority is justifled by
[t.he cxtruordinary patore of the case,

is effectually disposed of. Iu apswer

t0 questions 43 to what would be justl-

Huble in the case of a community that

recoznized horse steallog 25 an lnsti-
| tutlon, Mr. Chandler says:

¥1f the organization include persons
who take no part in committiog crime,
then only those who commil eriminal
acts can be punished. If parties five
in u community and sympathize with
others who violate the law, such sym-
pathy doos not render them criminglly

of the committee results in the de- |[liable. Persons can only be punished
moupstrition of the accuracy of his|iothiz country for overt acts.

clalm that it is right, My, Chandler | Snould

L more severely of the two. Certuinly 1

That it is pot |

shrink it up, you would not restrict it.[

this barrier agaipst the introduction of’

ds to gain notorlety by inflaming the |y

ment. This statute does tolerate im- |

You
caunot reach and puvnish sympathy,
opluion or feeling merely, * ¢ It
nay he conceded for the sake of argu-
ment that their bellef that they are
right does not protect them from pros-
| ecution, but does their sincerity mnike
thetn worse than & person doiog the
same uct, knowing it to be wrong.

sitien is condemnned by the philosophy
of our system, It wus said Jopg ago
that taxation without represeniation
was tyraopny, That was ounr detioi-
tion, I believe, sud that is the stundard
detinition of tyraunny—that taxstion
without representition is tyrauny, You |
are asked to disbrauchise all the Mor- |
moos and turl the goveroment gver to.
30,000 Gentiles, aod allow the minority
to goveru the majority, atd to tax

the riales of proce-
dure be changed against u peo-
ple and myde harsher  than
| they otherwise ,would be, becanse:

thiat people is bonest in doing the for- | to govern

them without representation, or 1o
sepd  thirteen men  out  there,
who will make the minority still less,
all the others. You uare

|

that the State had} nothlopto do with,
them; thut theg were simply a privale
charity, prescribing their own rules of
govermneut and their own methods of
redress, and to those rules of govern-
ment sud methods of redress alone
was tu‘e uhuril{commi&:ed.“

“And the conris have gone su far in-
the authorities clied herc as to holds
that if & person appeinted a trustee bys
the court js not cordia!lr in aymputhyi
with the ohjects aud doctrine# und
purppses of the trust, that loct 18 of
suuﬁ:ieut importance Lo authorize the,

bidden act? The differenve Letween |asked to put- legislative sutlbority in’court toremovehlimand appoint bome-*

| bigamy in Utah and Verwout is this:
In Uteh the partics belicve they are
right; iu Vermont they know mety are
wrong. The ordinary methuds of jus-
tice are suflicient to puuish the wan
who kopows he I8 wrong, but extraor-
| dinury measures are secessary agalust
the houest wrong-doer, Is anerror in
| belief more to e punished thun inten-
tional wrong-dolng? Error in bellef
isnot crirninal per se, 1f one who does
u forbiddea act under z conviction
thatit is moratly right to do the act is

unjshed in excess of the punishment

nllicted upon a person doiug a similar
act knowing the act Lo be wrony, such
excesss of punishent falls upon the
honest trensgressor:because of his be-

ef.?'
The fallucy of the ideathat a man

In the one case there|can be punisped for advocating plurai

marriage 1s thoroughly exposed in ex-
tended remarke, and the speaker asks:
“\Will any lawyer say that if Erecom-
mend 2 muDd Lo connanit biramy that I
could be jointly incicted with him for
committing bigamy? Can I particl-
ale withapotiier map in bivamy? It
{is notin the pature of u joint offense.
There 13 no copspiracy woich weould
lle. nor would zn¥ court construe Lhat
if 1 recommended a purson to commit
bigamy, sud be did comwuit bigauy,
that I ¢ould be held for his bigamy.
r L *  QOtherwise you would
coudenn men for toeir approval, you
would conderzn weu for their sympa-
thy, you would condem thewn far their
inwont, snd upder our system of crim-
inal law [ defy any lszwyer to present
tany well-congidered case from any
coort that holds that persons are lia-
ble for sympathy with one who has
committed a forbidden act, if you
extend punishiment to sympathy, what
becomes of 1ay'our principie -of strict
coustruction? Can youconvict u inan
éxcept for ap act which He nus com-
mitted? *“*Act.and iutent,” the Su-
preme Court of the United Stutes bas
repestedly seid, coostitute a crime,
aud not inteut, but the forbidden act
and intent together are necessary,”

Mr. Chandler, after some further
discussion with the committee,” ex-
plains that he is not asking for any re-
peal or change of existing laws, but
protesting apalnst the passage of the
bill in the hauds of the committee,
which, he says, *has not a provision
io it that does uot violute settled and
aceepted doctrines of our law.” He
admits that frow the standpoint of the
Government, polyvgamy Is assuiled a8 a
crime. But remsrks:

“Now will mu remove in the pun-
ishmant of that critne ull the safe-
guards to personal liberty? 1f we can
suppress and subdne otner criminals
without dolog anvtbing but what is in
perfect nccord with the greas princi-
ples of personal safety, why uot regu-
tute this matter by theﬁsume rules? All
coercive process is huturally siow.
ou capnol Jut ouce exponge uoy
state .of things from the. face of the
eaxrth. Therc huve been estublished
great guides of procedure which will
not be departed from to pun'sh mur-
der, lualceny oY .arson, or Apy other
crime. We lLave adopied these meth-
ods becsuse of their supreme excel-
lunce; because of the good which
t.heF do to society in their careful, ju-
dlic ous, wise un#:umune administon-
tlon. =4

“Now, you havea crime which of-
fends a certain class of people who
buve worked themselves into a frenzy,
and who are pursuing the Mormons as
a calling, slthoush they bave wot suf-
fered a particle from thew or unything
relating to polygamy. Tley ouly know
of polyzamy by bearsay; they have bes
come perfectly enraged at what they
call the terrible state of immorality in
Utah, and they come to this co:nmijltee
and clamor that al! the great principles
of oor law be suspended thut we muay
puuish this outrageous 1nce of polye-
amists in the Terrvitory of Utah. ﬂ:\'c
remec,!,y is teufold worse than the dis-
ease.

The spes.ker then tonches on the
oject todis{ranchise the women of

r
{]mh. He thivks women have their)

own way prety welluow, without the
bullot, und 8 uot un advocate of
womau suffrage in general. But us alf
wlho practice polyzamy are already
disfrunchised and woman suffrugze is
permitted in the Territory, he cannot
see why the principle of local self-

overniment which gives thein the bal-
ot shotldjbe interiered with. He then
takes up the Legislative Commission
scheme, advocated by Buaskin, and the
following colloquy ensues, Mr. Chand~
ler remarks:

‘*Here is2 propositicn to give thir-
teen men the right 1o legistate.
bi'ﬁMr. Stewart, That is pot in this
“Mr. Chandler. No; but that was {n
the proposition ,of the geutleman whe
came here Lo a3k your help 1 bomili-
atiog the Mormons. The proposition
i3 that the Mormons cannot be trusted
to govera thewmselves, sud you are
asked to send thirteen men out thereto
govern this communpjly. This is his

proposition. Now I say either propo=iCourt dismisged the case on the ground

the buuds of these thirteen men with
power to tax those wao will be with-

out the power of representation io that
| body, (f that was tyrasnDy when this

governiment was established, s it Jess |
| 50 now?- .

Mr. Stewart. I do pnot think it is
worth while to spend any time argaing

| that point.

Mr. Chundler. I will leave it.

Mr. Stewart. It occarred to me indl-
vidually that it was not worth while to
dwell further upon that point. If the
chairmuu agrees with me o that, you
might ax well save the time.

‘The Chairman., You ure argaing, Mr.
IChandlcr, the proposition of commit-
ting the whole lexlsiative power of the
Territory to a commission.

Mr. Chandler. Yes, sir.
The Chuirman. That is oot in the

M1. Chandler, No, sir; but it is ln
| the argument of the gentleman wio ap-
pedred here tue other day. i
The Chairman. I think 4s1t is pot in
ithe bill that I may safely say to the
| subcommittee taat we do not propose
to put it in.”

BMr. Baskin's Legislative Commission
scoetue beinyg thus satisfactorily sat
down upou, Mr, Chundler pext takes
up the proposition 10 appoiut fourtecu
trustees to assume the manageme ot of
the property of the '*Mormou®’ Courch,
whereupoen the Chairmun of the cowm-
mittee remarks:

T awm guthotized to say ou bebaif ofl
the sub-committee that we do oot
proposc to become purtuers in run-
ping the Mormoun Church. The ques-
| tlou is what may be done, or what
should be cdone, in reference to the fu-
corporation of the Mormon Church,
{and the amount of property it shall
hold is o question you tnay discuss.
Tbe committee does not mean to
abridge your line of argument, Mr.
Chandier, but Bimply suy wherein we
agrea, und save you discussion. We
1ccede to your proposition with refer-
¢nce to tois churel government.”

That disposes effectually of the
main scheme 1n the bill, runs the saw-
dust out of the Edmu'nrds doll, so to
spesk. The questiot of dissolviny the
corporatioun Known us the Church of
| Jesus Christ of Latter-dey Saints
[ uelng recognized as a proper suobject
for discussion, Mr. Chandler vigorous- |
1y #ssails the proposition aud says:

Y] take it for granted that the State
caunot disestabliish this church. ln
the tirst pluce, while the Constitution
of the United States does not say that
the federal government shall not pass
4 luw impairing the contract, that is a
law of the federal government withont
sayiog it, and if 1here is any dogbt
about these decisions I will hunt them
up codiurnish them, to the eifect that
& contract, so faras the tregtment of it
by the federal goverpmeut is cou-
cerved, is as sacred and as ioviolable
by ihe federal governinent as it 18 in
the hiunds 0f the State governments.

“Now, there is a turcher provision
that no law khall be passed for the es-
tablishment of religiond, or to affect
the free exercise thereof.

‘““T'he Cnull'man—‘Res?
tablishmeut of rellgion,
oi the Constitution.

Mr. Chandler. Does that luw that
provides aguinst the estabHshment of
religion pernit the disestublishment of
| atl relizions buot one? May you, be-

c¢cting un es-
are the words

body else.” ;

The right of a Hiudoo to establish’
fis religion even within sight of they
putlonal capital, and of 4 Himloo cor-:
poration to hold property is, con-é
tended for, and it is showu that i
Congress graumted a charter Lo x
Mobammeduno Church to hold proper-;
t¥ it could not impuir the title alter-
wards, nor modify or repeal the cunrt<
ir unléss it reserves to {taelf that right
in the charter. A long discussiou fol-
tows in which Myp. Cnamdler inain-,
tains that a religious corporations
whose rights werc deflped ut the tiue)
of Its creation hus a title to everythiog)
which crows out of those defined
rights, ;

Mr.- Chandler pext defends the:
“Ilormons' from the) genersl jcharge:
that they will ot obey the luws,uudi
shows thatsthere ¢z be uo complaiut)
sgalnst  toem  geoerally, sud  tbag
in attempting to enforce the laws
against  bizamy and  polygamy,
alter the present mode, violation ig
done to the very things that the law,
holds 10 hizh esteem. Ile takes up thd?
guestion ot unlawiul cobabitation, und:
cxplaing the uncertajuty toat haugs
over its meaninyg, eviving some of tue
latest dogiitivns of the Utul courtsg
which s®m to LlLuve astouisbed thy
committee, and they could scarcely bed
lieve thut o court wouid hoid that a
man could be decred guilty of crim-
luul cohabitation with wowmen wheu it
is not shown that he lived under theé:
same roof, slept in the same bed o
vigited with them. The right anod doty
of men to supporl theiv plural familive
the cormmittee frunkly concede. Mr..
Chandle; remarks on 1his point:

“Now, in every country of the world
—in the old countries—these plural
murrisges have been toterated, and in
oo country of the civilized world is ¢
made reprebensivle to support the offi-
spriny of such a marriege.  Why, thed
tissionaries held a congress smonpy
themselves in Calcutta o few yUars ugo
to take juto consideratioh the poliey
that they were to ¢xtend to the Hiz-
dons whom they couverted, aud who
maintained these relations, and It was
never thought improper by amy off
them for the party to support the wite |
and offspring sfter converslon, and the
discussion of the subject went so far
33 to say that it wus inhummin and un-
christianlike not to Jo so. Yet it
i3 crimijual in thede people in Utuh to®
do that which isxight. I say that there
can be no case of constructive cobubi-
tation as distinguisted’ fréin Teal co-
habitution. ‘These men believe tuat if”
they obey this law as 8o construed,aud}
desert their offspriug aud resonoce;
their wives, they will be ostracised;;
and so they would be in the District off
Columbia or elsewhere.*"

The jufamy is next exposed of the
Rroposiunn i the bill to render the
ouse of aqy munm who has a fumily
record, liable to_sumwary ingrusion;
that private papers may Oe sedrched
for to secure evidenco of an unlawiuk
family relation. ft js shown that this
is not canstitutions),und that it cannot
be done even by an order of coury
The case of Boyd vs. the United States
weited (116 U. 5.) ju which it was held
by the Supreme Court thut an order
deliver pupers,though made hy a court,
for the purpose of being used in &
criminal case, Is 1 violution of the
provision of the Coastitution againsg

cause the language of the constitttion
ig thut you shall not establish a relig-
fon, do the reverse—disestablish a re-
ligion? Another provision of tne con-
stituticn is that no religious test shall
, be made In the administration of the
povernment. L
@Mr. Stewart. Right there let me agk
ou a question, it you wili permit the
nterruption. You usk lhas Congress
Lpower to disestablish religion. Is it
disesiablishment of religion for Cop-
l gress to repeal, or undertake t0 repeal,

u charter granted bﬂ u territorial lepgis-
luture to spy church? Isthata dises-
tablishment? Are not the people still
at hberty to exercise their relirious
right without any corporate right?

Mr. Chandler, it is in the power of
the government to incerporate
church, but after it bas incorpornteda
charch the contract between the gov-
ernment in gruuting the charter of the
incorporation in church cases s pre-
clsely the same as a contract gr:xnﬁ;l):za
eharter in any other instance, as for a
college, etc. Now, there is vo doobt
but 4 church is & private charity, and
that has been decided 1n 14 Gray god
several Massachusetts cases by Jodge
Hoar and others that 1 church is o pri-
vate charity, and there is no such thing
as a publicchorch in this country; that
{| & church is not for the public at large,

but for the benefit of those who con-
{ tribute to its estuplished form of wor-

ship, for the clrcle who conform to the
requiremients of its ritual. Itisu pri-
vate trust for their own benefit,
1and therclfore being such makes
it o pnvaw charity, In three
Y cases in Massacbusetis where the
|| attoroey general undertook to jnoter-
J vene to correct what he alleged to be
{ abuses of such charities, the Supreme

4

a;

unlawiul searches and seizures.

The provision in the bill tocoufiscate,
| the “‘Mormon’ Church property :udi
| lorfeit 1ts charter, then comes in tu1_'§
{ Mr. Cbandier's vivisection, He tukes!
{it to pieces and shows its uplawiua))

and dishonest charactdr. ile ridiculed
|the useof the word *‘escheat’’ in th
{bill and proves that it is put therg,
i without & knowledge of its meauingi
ile expluins: i

1
:

"Pmpert.{ escheats to the goveru
ment only lu case of ac extinetion o
tenare—where there ure no heirs to red
iceive it. (4 Kent's Com. 424.) Thi

{ section does not wake a new defluitione
of the word ‘*escheat,’ but uses it with
! its oldl detinition, and mukes that proi
| vision of the bill, so far as the docs
| trine of escheat is alluded to, 2bsurd.

| *¥Tbe word ‘forfeitmre,” which 18
| miscetlaneonsiy thrown inlo nssocini
{vion with the word escheat, indicate
i an entirely diffrent state of facts fro:
{those governiug escheat. Chancellor
{ Kent suys (£ vol. 420) there is a disa
tinction between escheat and forfeit
ure to the crown. “'he iaw of forfeits
ure went beyond the taw of escheat
It extingulshes forever all 1uherlt.u.hlé
quality of the vassal’s blood. Thei{
blood was attalnted. The law of jors
feibure rests opon a corruption of
blood, which, in thls country, i8 uni
versally abolished. (4:Leat's Com.
m_)"

He enters ino a learned discussion
of the powers of the Goverhment
In this mutter, shows that the pro-
vision limiting the property of the
Choreh to $50,000 was passed ten yearst
after jthat charter {was granted,
and contends that as the charier was &
coutract between the Church avd the,

i

lﬂ

Government—the Territorial act being:



