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THE REVENUE BILL.

ConstDERAEYE time has been con-
sumed by the House inthe consider-
.Ation of the revenue bill intro‘luced
-by the ways apd means committee.
It may well be doubted whether
that time has been spent profitably.

The bill has at least one radical fea-
ture which alone inukes it objection-
able to a degree which otght to in-|
sure Its rejection, unless that ¢le-
ment be eliminated. We refer to
the rlause which provides that all
-property shall be arsessed at its ae-
tunl cash value,

Were this Territory, its iudustries
apd values in a settled, healthful
ani normal condition, no urgent ob-
jeetion could be found to such a tax
law. But in the present state of
things. s statute which makes it
imperative to assess property at
the price at which it wight bte sold
at the time of making the assess-
ment, would work disaster to great
numbers of freeholders. We are
having a4 “boom.* Prires, eapecially
of realty, are cuormously inflated.
A feverish spirit of speculation has
run values up to fletitious not to
say fabulous figures, and it is a fact
that the total revenue possible to be
derived from bundreds of picces of
real estate in this city would not pay
the tuxes upon them, under this bill
anpd the present city ordinances,
were assvsaments (o be based upon
actual cash otfers made fov the
property.

Inthis ity there are large pum-
bers of laboring men. without in-
come save from their duily toil, who
homes the

own taxes upon
which would amount to more
than their entire  earnings
for the year If assessed at

““boom?? prices. To compel the as-
sessor to Jay such a burden upon
them is to literally expelthem from
the ¢ity. This would pot only
be gross and flagrant injustice
to the poor, but it would result ip
disaster to the financial interests of
the ¢ity, and bring about a quicker
and more violent reaction after the
present “boom.”’ The iuflation of
which we are speaking is rampant
in this city and (gden, is felf to a
maked degree in Provo, and has
reached A number of other towns,
but has not materially atfected
values in the greater part of the
Territory. Hencetax-payers whose
property hes in the places affected
by the “boom?” would coptribute
much more in proportion than they
now do to the mainlainance of the
government of the Territory, and
-the district schools.

1o this connection we endorse the
remurks made upon the revenue
bill by How. €. E. Allen.
That geutleman does not represent
either the political party or policy
which we favor, but some of the oh-
servations made by him upon the
subject of rash value assessmenls
were sensible and statesman-like.
He thought the attempt to enforce
such a provision would work great
injustice in certain portions of the
Territory. while it would not ma-
terially affect other portions; and in
his opinivn, the present law was
working satisfactorily. He was

‘opposed to the bLHY, apd deemed it

an unpecessary messure. This is a
correct view to take of it.

. UTTERLY UNFAIR.

THE dispatches make allusion to
the report of the House Com-
mittee on Verritories recommending
the : admissivn of Idalio into the
Uplon. The telegraphic stutement
includes the following reference to
what i8 termed the f‘‘Mormon?*
phase of the question:

The report concludes that there 18
nothing in the Constitution which de-
bars a good citizen, or one entitied to
the franchise, from exercising any po-
litical privilege. Whenever the Mnr-
mon Church abandons its advocacy
and practice of polygamy and bigamy,
thare is nothing to prevent its mem-
bers (rom voting. This Mortnon gues-
tlon has been a troublesome on: for
years and has beena standing disgrace
to our government. Theevis of Mor-
mouism had become so great in that
Territory that all non-Mormons, re-
gardless of Farl.,v. ubited in” strongly
urging this legisiution.

The conatant stream of misrepre-
sentation and injustice which fluows
from official quarters is almost it not
quiteBxasper .ting. Nething what.
ever has, either in the courts or
Congress, been asked for asy claas
belongiug to the Chureh except for
those who have broken no luw, but
have been living in accord with
every stutute ipo letter and spirit.
Men who are pot pnow and never
have been connected with poly-
gamy in any shape are, by the cop-
siitution of the proposed Btate of
Idaho, depied the privilege of citi-
zeuship. This disability is placed
upon them purely on the ground of
religipus belief, and not on necount
of apything they have either raid or
done contrary to-any law. In fet,
the monsatrous doctrine is constantly
being advocated and enforced that
it is right to punish One ¢lass of per.
sons for acts ulleged to have been
committed by others, on the ground
that they belong to the same relig-
lous body. Religious intolernnce

.| could scarcely go further. :
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THE RECENT HEIRSHIP DECISION.

OnN Wednesday last the NEws
conlaived an article in reference to
a Probate case in which the helrs
of the late Orson Pratt were the
prireipals. Judge Bartch decided
that the law of 1874, which gives all
children born out of legal heirship
who were recognized by their
parents during the latter’s lifetime,
ia valid, apd that the applicants for
ashare in the distribution of the
residue of the estate in point were
entitled to it

This declslon was commended as
saund and sensible. It was shown
in the article that the same view
could not be conosistently taken of
the declsion of Judge Anpderson, in
the case of Cope ve. Cope, in which
the: same point was iovoived.
flie latter opinion affirmed u judg-
ment entered in the Probate Court
by Judge dMarshall. Lo that affirma-
tion Associnte Justine A nderson de-
¢lared the Territorial statute of 1876
Invalid, because, In giving the
status of heirship to children born
out of legal wedlock, it encouraged
polygamy.

Weshowed that if such encourage-
ment was given by the law of 1874,
it was more emphatically tendered
in the Edmunds law of 1882, which
legitimated all ¢hildren born in the
polygamous relation up to January
1st, 1883,

it could readily be inferred from
the article that the position
taken by Judge Apderson and

that of Judge Marshall, afirmed
by it, wer¢ [dentical in every
particular. Buch, however, was

not the case In one aspect. The last
named functionary sustained the
law of 1878 as walid, but claimed
that there was a period dating from
1862 to 1878 wherein all ohildren
born out of legal wedlock were
harred from heirship. This vacuuin,
it was claimed Ly him, was ereated
in this way: In 1852 a Territorial
law wus anacted and approved sim-
ilar to that of 1876, with the differ-
ence that the former mieasure gave
chilliren born out of legal marringe
the statur of helrship whether or
oot they were recognized by their
parents during the life of the lat-
ter. Judge Marshall held that
this lnw encouraged polygamy and
was therefore anoulled hy the con-
gresslanal  anti-polygamy law of
1862. Hence that from the last
nnmed year till the statute of 1878
was enncted, fllegitimate children
born within these dates had no
heirship rights.

This explanation is made simply



