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AloneT I siand beneath n wintry aky,
Where far the long low stroteh of lavel
rand
Widens n beauty to cternity,
Up to tha shadows of an unknewn lund;
For in the glories of a dream subline,
I live beyond the hours of ebbing time.

Vuin world of congunesta, hopes and weary

tenrs,
W here proud ambition onwnard lures the

soul
To ideal hei:hts neross the span ¢f years,
What happiness at last when gained the
goal?
Only a vearning for the grentest sfar,
One aiill beyond in radinnce afar.

Silence and solltude have left n pence
Tpon the vast expanae of skv and sea;
From turbulenee and stvife a aweelrelease,

Vigions of untold love and sympathy,
For in the wondrous ealm of nature’s
rast
Thaere iz a solace ofi divinely blest.

This is my world—aye, where tha rolling
foam
Surges in 8plendor in the even tide
And desolate may seem sy rocky home,
Where winds and rains in veyelry abide,
But dearer fur than fame or earinly
migat
Is peace, the angels® harbinger of light.
MaBEL HAYDEN,

—

ENDING POLYGAMOUS RELATIONS.

The following is the opinion ren-
dered in the Bennett case, a synop-
sis of which appeared in our last
issue.

The question asked by Mr. Raw-
lins, and objected to by Judge
Powers, is as follows: **What has
been the reputation among ;your
mother’s relatives and the defeiwd-
ants, ag to their having finaliy and
fully separated from one another as
busband and wife??

THE DECISION.

Judge Zane unid—The guestion
read is objected to on the ground
that it is imumaterial and irrelevant,
because, as insisted, if n polygan-
ous marriage with this woman in
respect to whom the guestion was
asked was proven, that it coutinues
until the defendant obtains pardon
and amnesty from the President
of the United States; that no
apreemenl between the parties to
terminate the polygamous relation

-
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is sufficient, though made in good
faith and the parties thereafter
ceave to recognize each other as hus-
band and wife and refuse to msain-
tuin the relation by act or intent.
The eighth section of an acl of
Coungress approved March 2, is a8
follows: ‘“No pulygamist, bignmist,
or any person cohabiting with more
than one woman, and no woman
col:abiting with nny of the persons
described as aforesaid in this section,
in any Territory or other place over
which the United States have ex-
clusive jurisdietion,shall be entitled
fu vote at any election held in any
such Territory,”” ete. Thequestion
ig, what i8 the meaning of the term
?Olb'gamist. ns used in this pection?
f it is a relationship, what is nee-
esgary to terminate it? The uact
of Congress known as the Iid-
munids - Mucker Jaw, whieh s
au amendment to this  statute,
uses similar Jangunge. The last
clause of section 24 of that act is as
follows: No person who shall have
been convicted of any crime under
this act, or under the act of Con-
gress aforesaid, approved March
22nd, 1882, or who shall be a polyg-
amist, or who shall associate or co-
habit polygamously with persons of
the other sex, shall be entitled to
vote in any election in said Terri-
fory, or be capable of jury service,
ot to hold any offiee of trust or
emnlurnent in said Territory.”?

in the general senge, a man iy
termed a polygamist who practices
polygamy, or who maintains that it
18 right—tliat would be broader than
intended of this statute. The
SBupreme  Court of the United
States, in the case of Murphy vs.
Ramsey (114 U. 8., page 40) re-
ferred to has had the questiou under
consjderation. That was an action
againgt the Utah Commissionets

for refusing to register the plaintifl’

in that case, and in reference
to one of the questions raised by
demurrer the courl suys: ““But in
both cases the complaints omit the
allegation, thag, at the tine the
plaintiffs reapectively claimed to be
registered as voters, they were not
suclh, either a bigamist or a po-
lygamist.”> They did not deny in
the complaint that they were higa-
mists er polygamists at the time
thiey offered to register; and the de-
murrer was to the effect that the
complaint was nsuflicient in not so

VOL. XXXIX.

averring. The court says further:
“It is argued that they eannot bhe
understood as meaning those who,
prior to the passage of the act of
March 22nd, 1882, had contracted a
bigamous or polygamous marriage,
either in violation of an existing
law, such as that of July 1st, 186z,
or inefore the enactment of any
law forbidding it; for to do so
would giveto thestatute a retrospect-
ive cftect,and hy thus depriving citi-
zens of eivil rights, merely on a¢-
count of acts which, when conimit-
ted, were uot offenses, would make
itan ex post facte law.”? The gues-
tion was whether thie law in gues-
tion applled to such persons a3 en-
tered into polygamy bufore the act
referred to took effect, or whether jt
reterred to an existing relation. o
# # ©Ipour opinion any man is a
polygamist or bigamist in the sense
of this section of the act who, hay-
ing previously married oue  wife,
still living, and having another at
the time when he presents himself
toelaim registration as a voter, still
maintains that relation to a plurality
of wives, although from the date of
the passage of the act of March 22,
1882, until the day he otfers to regls-
ter and vote he may not in fact
have eohabited with more than one
woman. Without regard to the
question whether at the time he en-
tered into such relation it was
a prohibited and punishable of-
fense, or whether Ly reason of lapse
of tiwe since its commission a prose-
cution for it ihay not be harred, if he
alill muauintaing the relation he is a
bigamist or polygamist, because that
ie the status which the fixed habit
and practice of his living hag estab-
lished. Hehas a plurality of wives,
more than one woman whom he re-
cognizes a8 a wife, of whose children
he ég tiie acknowledged father. and
whom with their ehildren he main-
tains as a family, of which he is the
head. And this status as to several
wives may well continue to exist as
a practicai relation, although for a
perind he may not in fact cohabit
with more than one; for thap is
quite consistent with the constant
recognition of the same relution to
many, accompanied with a possible
intention to renew ochabitation with
one or more of the others when it
may be convenient.”” And further
in the opinign the Court says:
“But because, having at some



