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GENERAL ANNUAL CON-
FERENCE.

The Annaal Conference of the Church

t Jesus Clrist of Latter-day Saints
wili ‘commence at 10 o'elock, on the
morning of Wednesday, the 6th of
April next, ot' the Stake House fn
Provo, Utah Gol1iaty.

The officers and membere of the
Church are respectinlly invited to at-
tend, JonN TAYLOR,

GEORGF. Q. CANNON,
JosEPEH ¥. SMITH,
First Presldency.
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ITHE OATH ANDVOTERS'
RIGHTS.

Tz ability aod willingness ‘of a largk
nymber of “Mozmons’® to subscribe to
the {est,oath in[the Supplementary
Tdwunds Act, continte to agitate “our
{rlends the enemy''in u most exasper-
ating mennsr. That it does not trench
upon any wun's belfef or the expres-
sion of that belict, is au aggravation of
thejr féc g ¢ blow to their de-
slgns fropm whith they cannot recover.
They rtakeifus.a, personal grievance.
Huaviog tiside far-reaching calcilations
and uttered many boasilogs, all
iyased on the theory that- the oath
1ngunt more than it s1id and was 1n the
nature of a religious test which -would
.exclude every ‘‘Mornion' from the
polls, the discovery of tller fondu-

urental blunder anffects thewn like con-

cugsion of the brain and scalters there
pluns a3 if smitten by & cyclone. Mi-
nority control, the £oal of thelr hopes,
iz " watriotic' (¥) and Awmerican (?)
Pqucipiu&or which *they leagued npa
igd ang lubored, dodses off ioto the
dim &nd uncertain distance, andcmo e
sbham‘Republicans and begus Démo-
cruts bave 10 exclaim, **Thou wert po
near and art godar]* -

teferriog to our demonstration of
thg rights of votérs and ;the 1ack of

lawful anthority in any, one to ckaji-"
lenge & citizen at the polls. or refusei'l

him registration, on sccount ot his
inembership in a religious orgunize-
tipn, théchief ‘organ of the Leiguers
utiable to 'produce Huny ‘Argumen
ugaiosg this, proonounces it “mislead-
ing," dnd Eg!l%lt for “wrong-heual-
eLﬁ:esu,m'isl; st wilfal misrepresen-
tution,” Blifit makes po, attempt 3o
p:ove'the.sy gsertipns. Itsays:

"“Tihe WEWS but'flig audacity to say,

thaf “Mormons' muy niter takling the
outhapit advocite polyzumy and de-
fend it} tpat the oath refers tp overt
acts only.” To besure a Mormon may
do Lhig, but only at the expense of wiat
should be hls, honor becausge he bas
swarn he x_vlll not do it."
iy ({s 18 follpwed up bya string of
explétives 1.hat.ﬂ\mply show bow mad
thi writer is af the resuly, and how de-
ﬂg:‘[eqﬂ: he Js of a0y reason to support
his Iynting,, We mylatgin thut the
1est 04l -reﬁ.‘ri only to overt acts be-
cauge that I8 borne ont by its lutiguage,
begause  its” framers explalned tbat
thls wilils'sole pu;po‘s’e, and becaus:
thie SOpréme Coort of the United
States has ruicd that legislation can-
ot w0 fariber than that and remain
withiu the 1imitd of Tthe Constitution.
Evervbody wio can read, can see for

bligseli tmt_the "oath or affirmuition |*

doss not-treach! upon belief and does
nof prevent the defense and advocacy
ofrthat’ belief, whutever it muy be.
Nelther doés it relate to membership
inA0¥ assoclatios, clvil or religiops.
The absedce of any such test is what
rufties the'plumes 0f the birds of prey
auft t1ips bown wings of the séreaming
Loeazue vulture.  And it is this, in
thelr vyes,mutul defect that they wise to
suppiy by unlawful obatructions at
rewistration zud 4t the polls,

As tothe design of 1he framers and
sujpo‘rters of tle gath or afirmation,
we'cannot'de better than cite the sub-
joiged frain the Congressional Record
of February 18th. Duriug- the debate
in fe Senaté on the pusssge of the
bill, Mr. [ogalls jn reply to objec.
lious to tie oath spoke us follows:

Mr. fngalls. Mr, President, the in-
stinets. of mv natare are such 1hat us
ong,ul the conferees’ upon this bill I
wis led to act with the greatest delib-
«ration in every particulzr in which
supposed that its 1erms might in any
Way whatever trench ugon the liberty
Ot consgience and the 4
rasc%ral gl freédom of personal beilef

Mr. Edmunds, Or opirlon.

.

the last to refuse that same rightta any,
other person or any, other sect, no
mutter where It mieht be or swuat.its
olaims might belfor consideration;
either by Congress.or hy contrast with
the tenets or doctirines of any other
organization. . ,

understand that the provision of
the Constitution which the Sepator
irom Missouri considers to he in some
wuy ol otber infringed by the terms of
tbis bill is that which is found in the
foliowing language:

But no relimous test shall ever e reguired
o8 o gpalidcation to any oflce or public
trust under the United States.

Itis unnecessary for we to say that I
bave as much respect for the sincere
convictions of a Mormon us I have for
those of un Episcopalian, 8 Cutholic, a
Congregatlooulist, o Baptist or a
Methodist, All rellglous pellef; hon-
estly entertulned 18 respectable. Ttmay
be erronecns; my judgment may dis-
upesrové aod copdemn 1t; bat any re-
ligions faith is entitled to respect if
hopestly "entertalned. It fs not the
Mormon rellgion with which we are,
dealing 1n this megscre, but the prac-
tice of polygamy, which 1&g odue ol the
doctrines ol a portiun of that Churgh;
and i 1 snpposed or believed, or if I
could be made to pércelve now
tthere was anywhere In lL{lB text of
t®™s bill latent even, concealed, any
purpose or iotent to interfere with the
religious belte! of even the bumblest
membher of the Mormon Church, any
attempt to interfere with opiuigns en-
tertaiped upon religious questious, X
would disavow it; | would retrace so
far as I might m¥ concurrence with the
conference réport. But I do not so
understand it.
(it 1s not my bellef that by any of the
provisions of the oath which these’
people are required to take they are in
any manner comfcllcd to sbapndon
their religious oplnions coocerning
any * doctrine on' which in-
dividuals in the Christign worid disa-
gree; und 1 should be glad if 1he Sena-
tor from Missour!, with whom I sym-
pathize in many of the views he hus
expressed, would point ont to the Sen-
ute wherein the oath phat is prescribed
in this bill imposes doy relil;‘lous test
wblch would be ebnoxlous or inimicul
to the frovlston ot the Constitution to
whicb'l bave referred. -
8ir, test oaths are not so nugommon
as the Senator from Missourl would
hiave us suppose. As the Senator from
Vermont has sald, no man can enter
| on the discharge of the bigh dutles he

‘outh; a0 oath that atiests the fealty of
him who takeg to it the Copstitation
vod the lawsof his country. Noman can
be admittedto citizenship, haviog been
a foreigner, ualess he tukes a test oath,
and by that test oath repounces the
politicul ullegiaoce that hus hitherto
controlled him, and declares that he
will thereafter b ar himyclf ag & falth-
ful apnd loyal citizen of this Republic,
bear true and losal allegiance to the
Constitution and the laws of the coun-
try of which he is hereafter to be 2
citizen’

.0of the conference committee is open to
the objections.ayhich the Senator from
Missouri has offered;, aod i in any
| line or syllable it impoaes angr religlous

test as u prelimipary goatification for
exercising poljtical ngnis, for voting,
for serviig upon juries, or for_dis-
charging the duties of any civil oillce,
1 am opposed to it,

The mud-thrower of the Leagoe
will now perhaps turn loose-on ihe

hs.sret:ﬁivid his ehare of “Liberal™
abude, tE® Supreme Court muay be
daubed with the sume kind of mire for
| ruliog.that:,

“To suffer the civii magistrate to

Jntrude bis powers into the fleld of
opinion and to restrain the profession
or propagation of principles ou suppo-
aition of their I tendepcy, 18 a danger-
ous fallacy which at once destroys all
religious hiberty.”
1 ftis Hme enough for the rightfnl
porposes of civil povernment for its
olticers to interfere when priociples
break out into overt acts sgainst peace
and good order.”

Irom the language of the patriot Jeffer-
son; and mzde them its own by udding
this endorsement:.

*In these two sentencef i8 founyt the
true distinction ketween what priper-
Iy belongs to .the church and what to
toe state.”

The Court.further ruled that

lative {mwur over mere opinlon, but
was leit free to reach actions which
were in violation of soclal duties or
Bubversive of good order.”
In the cuses against the Dtah Com-
missioners, the Court, referring to the
Ninth Section of the Efdmunds aw, de-.
cided that, k

*The prohibition against exclnding
any person from the polla, for the rea~
son ussigned, must be construed, with
the additional injunction, ‘nor shall
they refuse tocopat any snch vote on
account of, the opinion of tha person
casting it on the subject of bizumy or
poiygamy,’ te apply to the action ef
the board fu canvassing the returns of
elections, made to them by the; officers
bolding such elections; or, if it !p-
cludes more, It is to be tuken ay the,
anpoutdcement of a general principle to

registration of voters or the conduct of
ejections, |

golate znd un- | govern ail offlce?s concerned in meJ.thmkitdoes.

.

-performs here without tuking a test|

Therefore I do not thiok the report

Senptor From Kansas, And when be)

These- sentences the Court guotédd

“‘Congress was deprived of 2] legis-

detisions of+the Bupreme Court of the
United Stutes, all of which authorities
haye had #the audacity’! to differ-from
the ubusive  mouthpiece of the de-
feated Utah League.

It is not true that any **Mormon™
who has takep the new tcst oath has
“‘swork be will not advocate wpd de-
tend polygemy," There {5 po
such promise made or required io

the oath. No -such pledge may
be demanded of s citizen. Opin-
jon 9 free and speech is [free.

e

Itis only the "hberty?' shouters who
are Jiberty haters, that attempt to sup-
press’opinion and would muzzle iree
speech. A voter who says he will not
breuk the law nor aid or sdvise others
to do 8o, does pecessarily uo violence
to tis honor, nor does he thereby for-
felt bis right to think or to say what he
thinks, or to convince by argainent the
minds of others that he 18 right ju bis
convictions. His agreement rejatts
only to actiops which violate law.
Thutls all there s of it, and those who
lotend to try and force spmething into
it that does not belong to it, will only
expose their own folly apd evil designs,
and render themselves liuble toprosc-
cution f they puot their purpose
into ‘*overt acts ugainst peuce and
good order.” !

In regard to the powersjof judgzes of
election, we malutaln what we bave
Eroven; that they sre not to cballenge

ut to determine challenges;and nota-

iog has been advanced‘ 1o xebut this.
But it is the duty of thoxe offcers to
prevent obatructions at the polls by
unlawfu} chballenges which wounld in-
terfere with the free exerclse of the
elective “franchise. Aun  uolawial
challenze 18 ope that does not relate
to a disquallfication specifled in the
law. A chullénge a8 to opinlon or the
exrresulon thervof, or as to member-
ship in a religious or other organiza-
tion, 15 an unlawful challenge, because
'the'iaw does not and capnot make
elther of those things crimfnal,
" The Ledgus organ’s argument that
'registration officers mmay ¢t outside of
the lines of the law In order to *‘satisfy
themselves'™ about the qualifications
ol ay applicant, i8 refuted by it own
citation ef the Supreme Court's de-
cisiop, viz:

anoath different from that the forin of
which 18 #iven 1n the Territorial Act,
they must otherwise satisly
8ulves that persons offering to register
are free from the disgualifications de-
fined in the Act of Qongress." !

No other disqualification can be
urged or pretended or epquired
ubout by a registration oflicer, than
those ‘‘deflved {u the - Act of
Congress,”?
the passage of the supplementary Ed-
munds Act, when no form of oath was
provided by Copgresa, how much more
significant it is now, when the only
outh that ean be lezully presented to

In thut Act!

Thus it wiil be seen that our position
is impregnable on both questlons, The
test oatd relates to actious, not opini-
ons or the expression thereof. And do

gnalifications can be “required of
u  voter other than those defiped
in the law. All*e¢xtruueous ouths

and questions, whether relating to
opioion, intent or conuection with a
-creed or en organization, are uulawful
uud to be treated with the cootempt
they deserve. And if any man is re-
fused registretion or the rigbt’ to vote
at the polls, hecause of his refusal to
subscribe to unluwiul oaths or answer
unlawiul Ipterrogatious, he has his
remedy in a sult for damages agninst
-the oflicer who is responsible for his
rejection, and that officjal muy be also
prosecuted fof felony,
Citizens ' ‘of Utah, Jearn
riznts and then —malntain
The villnings who bave

your
them;
pletted

‘their game ang lost. Now io their
rage they ure hatching further mis-
chicf und intend to ,try by **Libera]”
tyickery to effect that which they fuiled
to secure by~ leglslation, The law is
on your side, keep oo the side of the
law., And take care thutpo threats
snd no pratense of outhority thatis

right, the free and full exercise of the
elective franchise.
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BOULANGER’S PRESENT.

THE fict that o number of Russians
have bnd a swerd specially made for
Geperal Boulanger and formally pre-
sented to him, is in itself o smsll mat-
ter, and If unconnacted with somethigg
else would not be worth cabling across
the Atlantic ‘or wiring across the con-
tlnent;, hut the *'zomething else’ jn
this instance is thec lmportant element
in the cuse. It wad piated some days
ago that the popularity of France in
Rusiian ¢lrcles had risen several points
in the soclal indicator, and was still
rislng; that the mere mentlon
of thc word'  'France” cre-

ated unrestrained aod unaffected
enthnsiasm, and, it remains for the
reader to decide whiether or not, in the
present complication of Kuropeusp
politics, that meaps anything. We

This Boulanger i8 so fara kind of

“If they have not the pight to exact |-

thern- |

I this was the law before |

an applicant for registration is given

to destroy your liberties huave played

uulawful, deprives you of that precions

bas resnlted. Suddenoly as his own
iame came encb & transformation
n the wagp preparations, army
organization apd system of pre-
atations &s bas made Germany call
or'more men for lovger fermes; Aus-
tria to be ina constant state of alarm
and preparation; Italy, Spain and
otber second -cluss, powers to content
themselves with having nothing what~
ever to say on the subject; and Russia
to be completely givehnp to admira-
tion of her former enkmy.

A great and pecoliar man is Boulan.
ger, and a great if not invincible alley
wotld Ruasia be tn the coming strug-
le. Putting this and that  togetber,
15 recﬁ)uon of a sword at the hands
of the Muscovites hus s pretty broad
significance.
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UNFAIR DISCRIMINATION.

TeE difference between the treatment
sccorded ino the conrts to Latter-day
Saint defendantg”in contradistinction
to that dealt out to non-'‘Mormons,’
in favor of the latter, js a1 matter se
common that it seems almost soper-
fuons to allude to it. This absence of
necessity to dwejl upon and agitate the
subject is, however, merely spparert
and not real. The smaliest departare
from equality of rights in the adminis-
tration of the law should be duly noted
and denounced. Equallty should be
copteuded for even when the prospect

for regiress is dim and distant. 0
Whell the name of a **Mérmon' de-
fendadt is called that he may appear
for triul in u case of unlawful cohabit-
ation, if he bas been detained tor some
cauee it has been usnat for the District
Attorney to demand the forleiture of
bis bonds forthwith, and for the Conrt
to- 20 order. Tlhe proviso has been
made, however, that the order of for-
fefture would be vacated in case the
defendent should appedr at ooy time

wife regided, for the purposes speci--
fied in the testimopy. Passing t_)g.}udger
Zane's popderous attempts to "be fun--
ny, there was nothing criminal im.
the culls of Mr. Grow, If be had
been 48 old as the Court wished.
to intimate, nor 1 the plural wife were:
as youpg and attractive as the Court.
pleased to portray. The conduct of'
the defendant aw described in the evi-:
dence wag not in any way & breach of’
the law. Bucthe Courtseems to bave
imagincd a great deal, and the jury zp*
veul to huve shared In the surimsing..
Ootber peofile may have had similar
suspiclons. But what is there in alll
that in the natare of proof snfticlent to:
establish gullt? 7

The legal presumption secms teg\-
bave been roversed fn this cage,.
as fin mnn,} others of 4 similar
character. The fact of the defend-
ant’s previous relationship and present.
status ay regards hisx plural wife are
taken &8 evidence: a%aiust him, while-
the law presuines” that tbe infimacy
previously existing ceased when it pe~
cume Unlawful. For the purposeslot
thé prosecution, the presumption ‘of
his guilt Seema to have been taken in-
stecd of the presymption of his inno-
cence, I common justice and sccord-
ing to sll lawinl criminal procedure,
sowme proof of the detendant’s: euilt

was necessary to hls opovictlon.
But it was not ebhown . that
he bhad dweit with the “plural

wife, that he bad lived with ber in any
other'sense than as all people(live to-
get.l:jer who 11babit the same neighbor-
hood.

Judge Zape repeated. thespalpable
ghsurdity which be uttered many
mentba ago, in order to make the term
cobabitation stretch ioto unprece-
dented sigpificabce, His argument is
this: . ‘*They were together, they Hved—
they lived together{.e., they cohab-
ited,” Is notthat an orlginal, detini-

{tion 'of the term dohabitation to be

used in a griminal sense? We goote
the folloWing .from his opinion, &8
printed io the orgun which claims to
represznt his Honcr and the court otfi-

during tue current term, the luw
makipg this jmperative. Several cases
in which such a -preceding occutred
came up & shors time since. *

Now note the distinction:" Yesterday
1n the Third Distnict Court the names
of Duncar McDonald and Herbert A
Slade, jndicted for prlzefighting, were
catled. There was no response,and
the counsel for the defend znts request-
ed that the case be coutinued for the
term, Mr. Dickson interposing no ob-
tection and the Court accediog with-
out u remark. This course was taken
notwithstanding that {t is a oo-
torigus fact 1bat one of
ithe defendants named (McDonald)
bus left the Territory. No one sup-

oses for o moment that had the de-
endants been ‘' Mormons,’” aod es-
pecially if they ‘bad' beeén char
with  the hotrible' offense

Blackness of
have been exhibited.

Ofliclals who manifest upjust ¢'s-
crimination in administering the law
are, in our -opinion, tetally unfit for
the discharge of such lmportant daties
as thelr position imposes,

—— — el —
SSJUSLICE'S JUSTICE?” IN UTAH.
TRE case of Henry G

rﬁnust be
pleced on the long st of apces ‘in

the [proseculion of **Mormons,”pin
| which the law bas been perverted and
| verdicte |bave !been found in opposl-
ftlonto the evidence. . In refusing to

set aside'the verdict and grant a mew
| trial in this case, sufliclent might be
' learned trom the remarks of the conrt
[ to susiain out statemebt. And when
[ the Iminutes of the trial’ are closely

|scunned, 1t Jmust be evident to any

reasonable and uoprejudiced mind that
[w:mte ver may have been the relations
between the defendant and the chief
witness for the prosecution, the evi-
dence utterly fulled te establish the
‘charge agsinst him.

It i8 admitted that the defendant bas
two wives. But thatis not the offence
|of which he was accused. The charge
was ‘‘unlawful cohabitation.” Prose-
cution fur polyeam
statute of limitatlons, 1t was not
depled that he had hived withihis wives
up to the passage of the Edmunds law,
There 1s no present offence against the
law in that. Bat giuce the passage of
that law orduring the time covered by
the findictment, the defendant and
his plural wife, 30 theevidence showed,
bad cessed the cohahitation which bad
contiched up to that time.  They
agreed to this separatlon, and the
plural wite testifled thut it bad been
actual, a8 ¢ matter of fuct, A bouse
was built for ber which she owned and
occupled. The defendunt, 1t was
showp, bad called at the house s fum-
ber or times while it was being finlshed
and repaired, to give instructions to
the workmen, and after that to.cop-
vey letters to his grand-daughter who
lived with the piural wife. byt jt was
not shown that be had entered
'the dwelling 4od it was denied
that he had ever even gat down
n it during the timme mentioned o the
‘indictment. Hec tad been away from
ihome a few pights doriug that perled,

prodigy. A lew years ago be was an

but that was accounted for by his

maiptaining their fumilles, any stfch’
administration would

was barred by the-

clula ;ienora.lly. We do this that onr
i own report may not be objecicd to as
partial:

“Continuons cohabltation need noti
be proven with more than one womaz. .,
For lllustration, a mariner, who s
gometimes away irom'this home fcr
months and even years, still cohabits
with hils wile; according to the rulings
ot the bigher courts the holding out to
the world more thin one woman as &
wife was as much & vielation of the
law ag the contlouous livirg together
as man and wife. If & map oy bis ac-
tions or conduct, or both! leads per-
sons who obscrve and who are called
to puss apon  his condnct, to bel:eve
that e js livine in violation of the law,.
t;.us ’(’:onsmuted unlawfu!l e¢ohabfta-
tiap.

The Su
States in
tioo sald ;

'"The oftense of cohabitaticn, in the
sense of this statute, s committed if
there §8 u llving or dwelling together
as husband or wife. -Itis ipherently &
continnous offence, haviog daoration,
and pot ap offencé| consisting ofan
isolated act.!’

‘‘Continuons cobabitation' must be
proved, then, or the oflence charged is
ot substantlated, No such cohabita~
tion was shown In the” Grow case, but
the absence of it was 'sworn to, therc-
fore the verdlct was contrary to tbe
evidence. The Judge's ilustration of
the mariner who is presymed to co-
Labit with hls wile thoug
ubsent from homeforiong periods,basd™
0o, parailel in the present case,

lpreme Conrt of the United!
ts Jatest ruling oo this ques-

with the legal wife only; In regard to
the plural wife the-legal presuinption
i8 to the contra And even in regard:
to.the lawiul wiie, if 8 separation had
been agrecd upon and there was posl-
tive testimony that the dgreement had
been carried out,..the presuwmpiicn
would be set aside. t.

It is not true that the higher coprts
have ruled that *'the holdiuyg out to the
world mere than one woman as a wife
was a8 much & violation of the law as
the continuous living together as man
aud wife.”” There is.no such offense
known to the law as “hglding_out
to the world more than one  woman as
a wife.!” Polygamy consisig of mar-
rying more than one, unlawfu) cobgbi-
tation of & continuous living or dwell~
ing tozether with mord than one.
“‘Holding out'' alone is -not made
crimipal by law, and Do ‘‘higher
couris bave said that it iz, A man
may be disfranchised because he is a
bigamlist or polygamist, but he canndf.
be prosecuted -for maintaiming. that
status alone. So the Supreme Courg
of the United States ruled in the casea
‘against the Utab' Commission. The
Courtsaid: -~ '

‘‘Disfranchisement is not prescribed
88 & penalty for being guilty of the
crime and offence of b ﬁnmy or polyz-
amy; for, a5 has been said,that offence
consists in the act of unlawfgl mar-
riuge, and a prosSecation agalnst the
offender is barred by the lapse of three:
years by section 1044 of the Revised
Statutes, Continuing to hve in that
state alterwards is not an offence, al-
though cobabitation with more tban
one womao is. But &5 one may be
living In & bigamous or polygamous
state without cobabitation with more

‘than one woman, ke is,in thatsenss,

bigamist or polygmr::'u andyel guilty of

no criminal offence.

{The cohabitation can be presumed.

frequently,.



