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CASE OF ANGUS M. CANNON.

DECISION OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
THE UNITED STATES.

[ December 14th, 1885.]

Mr. Justice Blatchford delivered the
opinion of the Court.

, Angua M. Cannon was indicted by a
E‘rnn jury in the District Court of the

hird Judicial District in jand Jfor the
Territory of Utah in February, 1885, for
a violation of section 3 ef the act of
Congress apPrnved March 22d, 1882,
ch.47,entitled'*AnAct to ame nd section
fitty-three hundred and fifty-two of the
Revised Statutes of the United States,
in reference to bigamy and for other
gurpnaeu." (22 Stat., 31.) Section 1 of

he Act amends section 5,352 of the Re-
vised Statutes,which was a re-enact-
ment of section1 of the Act of July
1st, 1862, ch. 123, (12 Stat., 501.)

[Here follow the Act of 1862 and the

¢/

could only bave been ostensibly mari-
tal cohabitation, for the only statute
on the¢ subject was section 5,552 of the
Revised Statutes in regard to ‘bigamy.
sSection 8 excludes from voting every
olygamist, bigamist, or person co-
abiting with more than one woman,
woiman cohabiting with ‘any
gol?g_mn st, bigamist, or person co-
biting with more than one woman:
This section was considered by this
Court in Murphy v. Rﬂm.ﬂﬁg.hgllé U.
N., 15,) where Mr. Justic atthews,
speaking for the Court, in construipg
e words “bigamist” and ‘‘polyg-
amist” in that section, says, (p. 41):
‘‘In our opinion, any man is a polyg-
amist or bigamist, in the sense of th
8 'ction of the Act, who, baving pre-
| viously married one wit’u., still living,
and baviog another at the time when he
presents himself to claim registration
as a voter, still maintains that relation
to & plurality of wives, although,
fromthe date of the passage of the
Act of March 22, 1882, until the day . he

-ﬁ--'

indictment, and ate at their respective
tables one-third of his timue or there-
abouts, and that he held them outto
the world by his language or his con-
duct, or by both, s his wives, you
should find him guilty.] [lt is not E
necessary that the evidence should
show that the defendant and these|and eve
women, or either of thew, occupied
the same bed or slept in the same
room; neither is it necessary tbat the
evidence should show that, within the
time mentioned, he had sexual inter-
course with either of them.] I will
state, the law presumes tne delendant
innocent until proven guailty beyond a
reasonable doubt; that you are the
judges of the cru(fihuir.}r of the wit-
nesses, the weight of the evidence and
of the facts, and if 1)'mru find the de-
fendant guilty you will say in your ver-
dict, *‘We, the jury, find the defendant
uilty in manner and form as charged
n the indictmeutr;’ and, if you find
him not guilty, you will say, *We, the
jury, find the defencant not guilty,”

Act of 1882, :

The indictment against Cannon was
as follows: **The grand jury of the
United States of America within and
for the district aforesaid, in the Terri-
tory aforesaid, being duly empanelled
and sworn, on their oaths do find and
present, that Angus M. Cannon, late of
said district, in the Territory afore-
said, to wit, on the first day of June
in the year of our Lord one thousand
eight hundred and eighty-two, and on
divers other jdays and continuously
between the said first day of June,A.D.
1882, and the first day of February, A.
D. 1885, at the county of Salt Lake and
Territory of Utah, did unlawfully co-
habit with more than one woman, to
wit,ore Amanda Cannon and one Clara
(., Mason, sometimes known as Clara
(. Cannon, against_the form of the
statute of the said United States in
such case made and provided, and
aga.inn"s. the peace and dignity of the

same.

The defemdant pleaded not guilty,
and the case was tried in ATrﬂ. 1885,
resulting in & verdict of guilty, and a
jundgment imposing a fine of y im-
prisonment in the penitentiary for six
months, and further imprisonment till
the payment of the fine.

After the jury was empaneled and
sworn, and the prosecution had called
a witness, 3!1-: defendant objected to
the giving of any evidence under the
jndictment, on the ground that the in-
dictment was defective and did not
charge any criminal offense, nor any
offense under the statutes of the United
States, nor the offense described in the
statute, either in the statutory words
or equivalent words, and, especially
did not show that the person chnrged
was 4 male person; and was insufii-
cient to warrant a verdict or support a
judgment of comviction. The court
overruled the |jobjection, and the de-
fendant excepted. The following pro-
ceedings then took place, as shown by

the bhill of exceptions:

[Here is inserfed the evidence |in
the case whieh has already been pub-
lished in the DESERET NEWS.]

Defendant’s counsel then made the
following offer of proofs:

‘' We offer to prove by this and other
witnesses to Dbe called, that Amanda
Cannon was married to the defendant
before the marriage with this witness;
that, prior to. the dpa.sﬂ.a.ge of the Ed-
munds; law, he had alternately occu-
pied the Bleepin%-mum and bed of
each; that each, with her family, occu-
pied, and still occupies, separate
apartmenis, including separate dining-
rooms and Kkitchens; that, after the
Edmunds law had Eassed both Houses
of Congress, and before its approval
by the President, the defendant an-
nounced to witness, Amanda, and their
families, that he did not intend to vio-
late that law, but should iive within it
80 long as it should remain a law, and
at the same time assigned his reasons
for so doing, and thereafter, and dur-
ing the times allegéd in the indict-
ment, bhe rlgd not occupy 1;11? :EUI%EE or

d of, or have any sexual in urse
2'Elth. the witness, and to this extent,
by mutual agreement, separated from
the witness; that, during all the time
mentioned in the indictment, toe two
families have taken their meals in
their respective dining-rooms; that
defendant has taken his meals with the
witness and her family, in her dining-
room, two or three days each week, hus
provided for the support of the wit-
ness and her family distinct from other
tamily expenses, and allowed them to
occupy separate apartments in the
same house occupied by him and
Amanda, and this is the extent of his
relations with the witness; and, also,
that the defendant was financially un-
able to provide a separate house for
witness and her family; also, that the
witness and her family and Amanda
and her family are dependent on the
defendant for their support. To this
offer and =ach paragraph thereof the
prosecution objected, and the objec-
tion was sustained by the Court, and
the defendant excepted to the ruling.”

The foregoing was all the evidence
given in the case. The Court instruct-
ed the jury as follows: *“‘The indict-
ment in this case charges that the de-
fendanc, on the kfirst day of June, in
the yearsof our Lord 1882, and on
divers other days, continuously; be-
tween said first day of June, 1882, and
the first day of February, 1885, did un-
lawfully cobabit with more than one
woman, to wit, one Amanda Cannon
and one Clara C. Mason, sometimes
known as Clara C. Cannon. [If you
believe from the evidence, gentlemen
of the jury, beyond a reasonaole doubt,
that the defendant lived in the same

No further or other instruclious were
given to the jury. . |
The defendant excepted to Lhe parts
of the instructions which are enclosed
in brackets, He¢ also submitted the
following prayers for ilastructions,
each of which was separately refused,
followed by a separate exception;

[The requests of counsel for de-
fendant 1 to to 24, which were refused

by the Court, appeared in the News’
report of the trial.]’

From the judgment the defendant
appealed to the Supreme Court of the

erritory, which affirmed it, and he
has bruught the case 1o this Court by a
writ of error. ?

The principal question argued at the
bar was .the proper construction of
section 3 of the Acv of 1882, That
question depends on the meaning ot
the word ‘‘cohabit,”” in the section.
The meaning contended for by the de-
fendant is indicated by his offer to
show by Clara C. Cannon non-access,
and facts to rebut the presumption of
sexual intercourse witi her, and the
actual absence of such intercourse;
and by the request for instructions to
the jury, which are based on the view
that the word ‘‘cobabit’” necessarily
includes the idea of having sexualin-
tercourse. But we are of the opinion
that this is not the proper interpreta-
tion of the statute; and that the Court
grﬂﬁﬂy charged the jary that the de~

endant was to be found guilty if he
lived in the same house with the two
women, and ate at their respective |
tables one-third of his time or there-
abouts, and held them out to the
world, by his language or conduct, or
both, as his wives, and that it was not
necessary it should be shown that bhe
and the two women, or either of them,
occupied the same bed or slep' in the
s&me room, or that he had sexual  in-
tercourse with eitbher of them,

This interpretation is deduacible from: |
the language of the statute throughout.

It refers wholly to the relations pe-# _ _

tween men and womcn founded on the { Felation ot husband to several wives,

existence of actual marrisges, or on | Which constitutes the forbidden status
| be has previously assumed. Cohabi-

wthe holding out of thewr existence, | Be bas :
Section 1 makes it an offense for a man | btion is but one of the many incidents
to the marriage relation. It is not es-

or a woman, with a living wife or hus- | . :

band, to marry another, and calls such { sential to it. One man, where such a
offense polygamy. Section 3 singles out | System has beew tolerated a.d prac-
the man, and makes it a4 misdemecanor | ticed, may have several establish-
for him to cohabit with more than one | ments, each of which may be the home
woman, Section 4 provides that counts | ©f a separate family, none of which he
for any or all of the offénses named in himsell may dwell in or even visit,
sections 1 and 3 1nay be joined ig the
same information or indictment. This
certainly has no tendency to show that |
the cohabitation referred 1o is oneout- |
side of a marital rciation, actual or os-
tensible. So, in section 5, bigamy,
polygamy, and unlawfal cobabitation
are classed together, and itis provided

in fact bave cohabited with more than
ove woinan.,  Without regard to the
question whethey, at the time he en-
tered 1nto such relation, itiwas a pro-
hibited and punishable offen-e, or
whether, by reason of lapse of time
siuce its cowmnnission, a prosecution
for it may not be barred, if he still
maintains the relation, he is a biga-
mist or polyganfist, because that is the
status which tohe fixed habit and prac-
tice of hiis living has established.  He
has a plurality of wives, more than one
woman whom he recognizes as a wite,
of whose children he s the acknow!-
edred father, and whom with their
children he maiatains as a family, ol
which he is the head. And tnisstatus
a8 to several wives may well continue

though for a period he may not in fact

quite ‘consistent with' th¢ constant
recognition ot the same relation to
many, decompanied with a possible
‘inteution to révew cohabitation with
one or more of the others when it may
be¢ convenient. " It is not, therefore,
because the ggrﬂmi has committed ta
odense of bigamy or ‘polyvzamy, at
some previous time, in violation of
sorue ex(sting statute, and a8 an addi-
tional pupishment tor ite commission,
that he'is jdisfranchised by the Act ol
Jougress of March 2:

2,1882; nor becaunse
he is guutg of ﬁnnue. as detined
and punished

€ 0Lk
Aad pe b%"gﬁe teimu of ?iﬂt act;
nse, hayving a ﬁ)me me en-
Lge!d 13!: wbtga us or ‘R:ﬂygu.muua
relation, by 4 matriaize with a second
or third wife, while ‘thé” first was
living, be still maintains it and
has wot dissolved it, ‘although for
the time Deing he restricts actual co-
habitation 1o but one. He might in
tact abstain from actual cohabitation
with all, and be still as much as ever
a bigamist or a polygamist, ile can
only cease to be such when he has
finnlly,amd fully dissolved, in some ef-
lective maaner, which we are not
calied on here to point out, the very

tivn between bigamists  and  polyg-
amists on the one hand, and those who
cohabit with more than one woman oa
t.w¢ other; whepeas, if colabitation
with several wives was essential to the
description of those who are
or peolygawmists, those words in . the
that, in any prosecution for any one of | swatute would be saperfluous and un-
such offenses, it shall be suflicient | necessary, It foliows, therefore, that
cause of challenge to a juror, that he {8y person having several wives is a
has been living in the practice of hig- | bizamist or polygamist in the sense of
amy, polygamy, or uniawful cohabita- jthe Act of March, 22, 1852, aithough
tion with more than one womaun, or has | since the date of its passage he may
been guilty of an offense punisbable § not have cohabited with wore than one
by the preceding sections, or that bhe {of thewm,”’ Inthe spirit of this dnter-
believes it to be right fora man to have | pretation, & man. cohabits with; more

more than one living and undivorced | tban; oune  woman, in :ll? sense - of
wife at the same time, or to live in the | sections ' 8, , o and 8 of the Aect,
practice of cohabiting with more than.iwm:u. holding out to. the world

y
one woman. Itisthe practice of un- |two women ‘as his wives, by
lawful cohabitation with more thnnthﬁ Jauguage or conducs, or both,
one woman that is aimed at—a cohab- ! be lives in the bouse with them, and
itationclassed with polveamy and hayv- | cats at the table ol each & portioa. of
ing its outward sewblance. It is pot | his time, althongh be may not occupy
on the one hand meretricions  unmari- | the same bed or sleep in the same
tal intercourse with more than onel reom with either of them, or actually
woman. General legislation as to lewd | have sexual intercourse with either of
practices is left to the Territorial gov | them, He bolds two women out to the
ernment, Nor on tbe other hand goueq world as his. wives, v, s conduct,
the statute pry into the  intimacies of
the marriage relation. But it seeks
not only to punish bigamy and polvg-
amy when direct proof of the exist-
enze of those relarions can be made,
but to prevent a man from flauntinge in .
the face of the world the ostentation | the same house with, himselt, and
and opportunities of a bigamous house- | regularly eats at the table of each, and
hold, with all the cutward appearances | acis as the head of the two tamilies.
of the continnance of the same|  This meaniug of the phrase ‘‘cohabit
relations which existed before the .—\.rtf with more than one womwan,!' in the
was passed; and witaoul reference to | stiatute, is in consonance with 4 recog-
what may occur in the privacy of those | nized detinition of the word **cobabit.”
relations, Compacts for sexual non- | lu Webster **‘cohabit”’ is defined thus:
intercourse, easily made and as casily | **1. To dwell with; to inhabit or re-
broken, when the piior marrisge rela- side in company, or in the saine
tions continue to exist, with the occu- | place or country, 2. To dwell or
pation of the same house and tabje Jive together as husband and wife,”
and the keeping up of the same family ! In Worcester it is defined thus: 1. To
unity, is not a lawful subshitute for ) dwell with another in the same place,
the monogomous family wbica aloney2. To live together as husband and
the statute tolerates. In like waunner,  wife,”” The word is never used in its
bigamy, polygamy, and uniawiul co-. flcst meaning, in & crimibal statute;
habitation are classed together in sec- | and its secona meaning is that to which
tion 6 and 8 of the Act. bSection ¢|§is use in this statute has relation.
authorizes the President to grans am- | The context in which it is found, and
nesty to persoas guiity ot bigamy,  the wmunitest evils which gave rise
Bulygam y or unlawiul cobabitition|to the special enactments in re-
efore the ge of the Act. Aay ward to ‘‘cohabitation,’” require that

oL

when, being the recognized and reput-
ad husband of each, so understgod to
be by the two wives; and by the son of
one of them, and by the son of a third
reputed wile, he naintains, the two
wives, and the children of each, all in

house with Amanda Cannon and Clara
C. Cannon, the women named in the

unlawiul cohabitation, under the laws |the word should bave. the meaning
the United States, before that time,'which we have assigoed to it

offers to regisier and vote, he mway not !

to exist, as a practical relation, al-|

cohabit witn more than one; tor that is |

I'he statute makes an express distine-

1gamists.

of proof, for want ol direct evi-
aegnce of apy marriage, but cohabi-
tation with wore thau oue wowan, in
the sense proved in this case was sus-
ceptible of the proof here given; and it
was such offense as was here proved
that section 3 of the Act was intended
to reach—the exhibition of all the in-
dicia of a marriage, 4 household, and l‘;
family, twice repeated. However,
some divorce 6 cases, and in , reference
10 aquestion of the condonation of
adultery, the word “*cohabit’’ may have
been used in the limited seénse of sex-
tt:l intercourse, or however its mean-
g may have Beeu-m limited by its
context in other statutes, it has no
such meaning in the statute before us.
These views of the proper construc-

dence wnich the Courfjrejected was
properl? excluded, and that there was
no error’ in the instructions given to
the jury, orio refusing to give those
1:15]1&], aside  from those which were
proper 1o have heen given,  but were
covered by the instructions given. Nor
is the charge given open to the objee-
tion that the paragraphsin it which
i follow the first are not contined to the
time laid io the indictment. il
Objection is taken to the indictment
because it does not allege that the de-
fendant was a male person, section 3
making the offense it.specifies punish-
able only when committed by a male
person. By the Crimipal Procedure
Act of the Territory of Utah, passed
February 22d, 1878, and which was in
force from and after March 10th, 1878,
(Laws of 1878, p.91,) it is provided as
follows: ff 2
‘*Sic. 148, All the forms of plead -
ing in criminal actions, and the rules
by whichthe sufliciency of pleadings are
t0 be determined, are those prescribed
by this Act.

H

part cf the people is the intlictment.
,“ﬂm.- 100, The indictment must con-

1. The title of the action, specifying
the name of the Court to which the ine
dictment is presented, and the names
of the parties; :

2. A clear and concise statement of
the acts or omissiops coustituting the
offense, with such particalars of the
time, place, person. and property as
will enable, the defendant to under-
stand distioctly the character ot the
offense complained of and answer
indictment. It most be substantially
in the tuuuwinzﬂm: L : |

erritory of Utah. ,
1 1n the ——— Judicial Distriet Court.
The People of the Territory of Utah
against A. B. |

A. B. is accused by the Grand Jury of
this Court, by this indictmuent, of the

demeanor),
The said A. B.; on the — day of —
A.D. eighteen —, at the county of
~— (here set forih the act or omissior.
charged as an offense). |

Sec. 161. 1t must be direct and cer-
t.l.lﬂ %ﬁt mﬁr H!l;! :l‘g'&d S
i1, party cha :

2. The offense charged;

3. The particular circamstances of
the offense.” |

“Skc. 156. The words used in an in-
dictment #re construed in their nsual
acceptance in common language; ex-
cept such words and phrases asare de-
| tined by law, which are construed ac-
cording to their legal meaning. -

SEC, 157. Words used in a statute to
define a4 public vffense need not be
strictly pursued in the indictment; but
other words conveying the same mean-
mg may be used. 405
1. BEC. 138, The indictinent is suflicient
{if 1t can be understood therefromy

name of the Court be not stated;

h’@]dn r r
8. That the defeudant is named, or,
if his pame cannot be discovered, th
he is 'described by'a flctitious name,
with a statement that his true pame is
to the jury unknown;

4. That the offense committed was
within the jurisdiction of the Courrt,
and is triable therein;

some time prior to the time of tinding
the indictment; .

6, That the act or omission charged
as the offense is clearly
sct torth, without repet

to understand what is intended; and
To pronounce judgment upon a con-

ﬂﬂﬂ?." ' [

“Skc. 19, The only pleading on
part of the defendant is either
murreror a plea.”

_Section 192 provides that the de-
feudant may demur to the indictment
when it appears upon the face thereof
that it does not
to the requirements of section 150;
that the facts stated do not co
a public offense.

Section 200 provides that when the
objections mentioned in section 192
rappear upon the face of the indict-
ment, they can only be taken by de-
murrer, except that the objection that
the facts stated do not constitute a
public offense,may be takenat the trial,
under the plea cf not guilty, or, after
the trial, in arrest of judgment. .

““SEC. 479, Neither a departure from
the form or mode prescribed by this
Act in respect to any pleading or pro-
ceeding, nor an error or mistake there-
in, renders it inval d, unless it has
actually prejudiced the defendant o
tended to his prejudice, in respect to a
substantial right.”’ |

or

SEC. 149, The first pleading on thel.

crimeof (giving its legal appellation, | imprisonment - at hard labor.

such as ‘murder, arson, or the like, | question arose, on motion in arrest of
or designating it as felony or mis- |jud |

.2, Tbat it was tound bya Graod Jury | as has been
of the district in whieh the Court waz The ira?tf?‘cunahit" has, ia the stat-

at | as before defined.

- 0. That the offense was committed at |

Bigamy and polyzamy might Ia.il_f the defendant, having pleaded to the

indiectmment and not demurred, must be
held to bave understood distinctly that
the charge was against & male person,
as guilty of the offense complained of,
the offense bein pL0€ which only a
male person could® commit: and the
omission from tne indictmment eof the
allegation that he was a male person
could mnot have prejudiced him, or

| tended to his prejudice, in respect to a

substantial right.

- The same statutory provisions apply
totlg:l uhjecti?;l T.b;.t the indictiment
contains merely a charge of unlawful
cohabitation with -:?ure than  one
woman, ». d does not allege a cohabi-
tation wiitn the women as wives, or as
ersons held out as wives, 'I'lw de-
endant, having pleaded and not de-

tion of sectiop &show that the evi-|murred, it must be held, under section

150, that the statement of the acts
constituting the offense was such as
to endable him to understand distinctly
the character of the offense com-
plained of, as that' offense is now in-
terpreted, and to answer the indict-
ment. The objection now made cannot
be regarded as an objection that the
facts stated do not coustitate & public
offebse, because the statement is in
the words of the statute, and they, as
is now held, have but one meaning:
and there could not have been any
prejudict to tihe defendant, or tendency
:(I} E‘i'i?ld;f}? ai.ﬁ r;glpec; 1o a substantial

eging any more point-
edly that he cohabited gﬂﬂ the ?E)ﬂmuﬂ

as wives, " |

In connection with these statvtory
rules, section 3 of the Act of Congress
makes the offense a misdenieanor, In
United States v. Mills, (7 Peters, 138,
142,) it 'was said by this Court: *“*The
general rule is, that in indictments for
misdemeanors created by statute, i3 s
sufficient to charge the offense in the
words of the statute, i e
But in all cases the offense must
be set forth with 'clearness, and
all necessary certainty to apprise the
accused of the crime with which he
stands charged.” ‘These principles
were applied to acase of misdemeanor,
In United Ntates v Britton, (107 U. S,
635,) and an indictment was held sufli-
cient because i\ embodied the language
of the stitute, and that Janguage
covered every element of the crime,
and thus the offense <reated by the
statute was set forth with sufficient
certainty, so as to give ‘the defendant
clear uqt.‘lue of the charge he wascalled
on to defend. That case was dqistin-
Euishetl"b? the Court’' from Uniled
States v. Carll, (105 U. 8. 611,) a8 this
is distinguishablé. In Carll’s case, the
statute made it an offense to pass a
torﬁg ubligation of ' the Uuaited
Sta with’ intent ' t0  defraud,
and the paaishment was a' fine and

The

ent, whether the indictment was

committed as follows: | suflicient, it setting forth the vffense in

the language of the statute, without
furiher alleging that the defendunt
knew the instrumeént to be forged.
This Court held that the offense ar
which the statute was aimed was simi-
lar to the common-law offense of ut-
tering a - forged bill; that, therefore,
knowledgé' that the instrument was
forged was essential to make out the
crime; and that the uttering, with in-
tent to defraud, of aninstrumentin fact
counterteit, but sapposed by the de-
fendant to be genuine, though
within the words of the statute,
would not be 'within its meaning
and object. The ''omitted ' allega-
tion in that case—a knmowledge of the
forgery—wis & separdte, extrinsic fact,
not forming part of the intent to de-
fraud, or of the uttering, or of the fact
of forgery; and, in the absence of that
allegation, it was held that no crime
was charged, In other words, the case

1. That it is entitled in a Court hav- | was of the-class provided for under the
ing authority to receive it, though the | Utah statute, whgm the facts stated dg

not constitute a public offense. This,

own, i3 not that case.

ute, 'a definite meaning, including
every element of the offense created,
The allegation of
cohabiting with the two women as
wives is not an extrinsic fact, but is
covered by the allegation of cohabit-

w—ltiht EMq L : 1

strong a Fwas made, in argu-
ment, to this Court, not to uphold the
ruiings of the trial ('}onrb, because that

viction, according to the right of the| while what was done

{in this case, after the
the | Act of Cougress, was not lawful, no
a de- | Court can sa{il}n advance,what

n

llﬂtitl{t& !

Certainly, under these pravisions,

would require a polygamous husband
not only to cease living with his plural
wives, but also to abandon the women

d distinctly | themselves; and this Court was aske(l

n
ﬁinn, and infto indicate what the conduct of the
sucl a manner as to enable the Court | husband towards them must be in

order to conform to the requirements
of the law, It is suflicient to say, that,
by the detendant

pa of the
' partic-
ular state of g8 will be lawful, fur-
ther than this, that he mustnotcohabit
with more thau one woman, in the sense
of the word *‘cohabit’’ as hereinbefore

Stantially conform | defined. While Congress bhas legitimat -

ed the issue of polygamous marriages
born before January 1st, 1883, aud thus
given to such issue claims upen their
father which the law will recognize
and enforce, it has made no enactment
in respect to any rights or status of a
bigamous or polygamous wife. [t
leaves the conduct of the man towards
her to be regulated by considerations
which, outside of section 2, are not
covered by the statute, and which
must be dealt with judicially, when
properly presented.
Judgment affirmed.

MiLLER J.—I dissent from the judy-
ment of the Court 1n this case.

I think that theAct of Congress,when
E‘uhibiting cohabitation with mworc

an one woman, meant unlawful hab-
itual sexual intercourse.




