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THE HERMITS REVERIE

alonet I1 stand beneath a wintry sky
G where tarfar the long lowlew stretch of level

fiand
widens in beauty to eternity
up to the shadows of an unknown land

POTfor in the glories of a dream sublime
I1 live beyond the hours of ebbing time

vaintain world of conquests hopes and weary
tears

where proud ambition onward lures the
soul

to idealidea deivheightsats across the span of years
what happiness at last when gained the

N goal
f only a yearning for the greatest star
i one still beyond in radiance afar

4
F silence and solitude have left a peace

upon the vast expanse of sav and sea
promfrom turbulence and strife a swee

Vitrions of untold love and sympathy
for in the wondrous calm of naturesnaturea

restrat
wherethere is a solace oft divinely blest

this is my world aye where the rolling
foam

f surges in splendor in the even tide
r aadand desolate may seem my rocky home

f whereW here winds and rains in revelry abide
but dearer far than fame or earthly

1

Is peace the angels harbinger of light
ife MABEL HAYDEN

polygamous RELATIONS

r the following is the opinion ren
tiereddered in the bennett case a synod
oiedo of which appeared in our last

the question asked by mr Pbawlaw
lins audand objected to by judge

r powers is as follows what has
been the reputation among your
mothers relatives and the defend

santayauts as to their having finally and
fukay separated from one another as

n husbandbufi banu and wifelwife
THE DECISION

judge zane said the question
mad is objected to ouon the ground

T thatchat it is ImiimmaterialnaterW and irrelevant
Peebecauseause as insistedinsisteJ if a
bufius marriage with this woman in
respect to whom the question was

kled was proven that it continues
antu the defendant obtains pardon

daodsad amnesty from the president
of the united states that no
agreementWeement between the parties to

the polygamous relation

is sufficient though made iuin good
faith and the parties thereafter
cease to recognize each other asaa hus-
band and wife and refuse to main-
tain the relation by act or intent

the eighth section of an act of
congress approved march ad is as
follows no polygamist blbigamistgamit
or any person cohabiting with more
than one woman and no woman
cohabiting with any of the persons
described as aforesaid in this section
in any territory or other place over
which the united states have ex-
clusive jurisdiction shall be entitled
to vote at any election heldfield in any
such territory etc the question
is what is the meaning of the termterin
polygamist0lygamist as used in this sectionffif it is a relationship what is nec-
essary to terminate it the act
of congress known as the ed
munds rucker law which is
an amendment to this statute
uses similar langulanguageI1 e ththee last
clause of section 24 act is as
follows no personerson who shall have
been convicted of any crime under
this act or under the act of con
greas aforesaid approved marcharessand2nd 1882 or who shall tielie a polyg-
amist or who shall associate or co-
habit with persons of
the other sex shall be entitled to
voteveto in any election in said terri 1

tory or be capable of jury service
or to holdbold any office of trust or
emolument in said territory

i

in the general sense a man is
termed a polygamist who practices
polygamy or who maintains that it
is right that would be broader than
intended of this statute tilethe
supreme court of the united
states in the emecase of murphy vs
Pramsey U S page 40 re-
ferred to has had the question
conconsideration8 tieraton that was an action
agagainstal nat the utahtah commissioners
0foror refusing to rregisteregister the plaintiff
in that case and in referencei

to one of the questions raised by
demurrer the court saysflays but in
both cases the complaints omit the
allegation that at the time the
plaintiffs respectively claimed to be
registered as voters they were not
such either a bigamist or a po-
lygamistlygamist 12 they did not dendenyy in
the complaint tthathat they were biga
mists or polygamists at the time
they offered to reregisterlater and the de-
murrer was to the eneteffect that the
complaint was in not soeo

averring the court says furtherit is argued that they cannot be
understood as meaning those who
prior to the passage of the act of
march 1882 had contracted a
bigamous or polygamousI1 marriage
either in violation of an existing
law such as that of julyJ uly lat 1862
or before the enactment of any
law forbidding it for to do so
would give to the statute a retrospect-
ive effect and by thus depriving citi-
zens of civil rights merely on ac-
count of acts which when commit-
ted were not offenses would make
it an ex post facto law the ques-
tion was whether the law in ques-
tion applied to such persons as en-
tered into polygamy before the act
referred to took effect or whether it
referred to an existing relation

in our opinion any man is a
polygamist or bigamist in the sense
of this section of the act who hav-
ing previously married one wife
still living and having another at
the kinleti roe when he presents himself
to claim registration as a voter still
matmaintainsu tat na ththatat relation to a plpluralityu clity
of wives although from the date of
the passage of the act of march 22
1882 until the day he offers to regis-
ter and vote he may not in fact
have 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 by reason of lapse
of time since its commission a prose-
cution for it toaymay not be barred if be
still maintainsmaint aim the relation hebe Is a
bigamist or polygamist because that
is the status which the fixed habit
and practice of his living has estab-
lished he has a plurality of wives
more than one woman whom he re-
cognizesizes as a wife of whose children
he is18 the acknowledged father and
whom with their childrenchild ren he moun-
tains

main-
tains asao a family of which he is the
head A nd this status as to several
wives may well COUtincontinuetAe to exist as
a practical relation although for a
period he may not in fact cohabit
with more than one for that isie
quite consistent with the constant
recognition of the same relation to
many accompanied with a possibleaporale
intention to renew cohabitation with
one or more of the others when itmay be convenient and further
in the opinion the court wayssays

but because having at asomeome


