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It the Hiles modus opcrdndi in{ tendency were their views endorsed | *hamber, in the Wasatch building,

this matter is to be pérmitted by Mr.
Peters, the question may Fossibly be
raisetd as to whether that function-
ary is allowing himself to be repre-
senated by an idiot or something
wtill more dangerous and obnoxivus
—one who perverts his mental and
professional powers to base and in-
human uses.

Asg presantsd by Mr. Rawling, all
the evidenee adduced bLefore the
grand jury and the court was to the
effect that the witness was the legal
wife ol the person against whom the
investigation was directed. There
was not a particle of testimony to
the contrary, consequently she
had a right to refuse Lo testify until
the opposite of her statement could
be proved. Butthe factof her being
the legnl wife, a8 we understand it,
is not even disputed. 1t ie. doubtlese,
believed. Then it looks as if an
effort was being made to extort il-
Wleinl evidence from her by skipping
the question of competency and
leaping to the secondary «uestion of
the materiality of the interrogations
propounded.

_The point of law under which Mrs.
Hendriekson sought protection s
‘onie of the most essentinl in the code
ol civilized jurisprudence. ' It is in
unison with the principle thatno
acensed person shall be compelled to
testify agninst himself. The next
step is to prohibit the compulsion of
“a womnan testifying againet her hus-
band, or vice veraee, The two are fn |
n sense recognized as one, and the
interests and happiness of one can-
ot be impaired without' the other
being affected. Tt ia also preserva-
tive of the conjugn! and family rela-
tion, on the theory that whatever
'tends to the dissolution of these asso-
eintions i detrimental to the State,
HBuch cases as that to whiech Mrs,
Hendrickson is subjected must in-
ovitably have ‘that tendency. In
ouy view the proceeding s’ purely
persecutive’ and beyond every pur-
ot of the Tnw. .

L0 construing certain phases of the |
late mational legislation against |
Utah, it has been eustomary for the
coutts to Jny great stress upon the
Jpoint that it was the demolition of a
.certain peculiar maritgl relationship
that was aimed at, as it had been’
eelared - illegn]. 1t would appear
from, the infainous proceeding under
congideration, however, that it was
the theory of Judgge Henderson and

" Ogden Hiles that the blow was also
aimed af legal marriage, and that
‘that nseociation should  not be
deemed sacred.  Such would be the

and carried to a logical conelusion.
They will, we are pleased to be

able to say, le Inrgely isolated inthe

attitade they have assumed. Every

| honoratle and upright man worthy

the name ean, in our view, but con-
demin pot only the inhumanity but
the illegality of the position they
have taken.
gnllantry in every man who s not a
coward which causes him to feela
glow of indignation when he seesthe
weak trampled and outraged under
the fect of the strong. When the
weak is in the form of a delicate
woman the sentiment je deepand
intense beyond expression. Thus:
far we know of 10 one who has at-
tempted to- defend the perpetrators
of what we consider one of the most
extra-judicial acts  on - record.
Should any makethe endeavor they
ounght to be guick about it, that they
may be listed upon the eatalogue of
cravens.

CURKRENT EVENTS.

The Dyer Contempt Case.

The proceedings in the Dyer con-
tempt case came up in the Territor-
inl Bupreme Court Jan. 15 and was
argued by counsel. John M. Zane
read from a lrief reciting the ap-
pointment of a receiver in the suit
of the United Btntes ngainst the
Churel:, for the property of the lat-
ter, and called attention fo the fact
that the defendanis had interposed
no ohjection to the amount asked for
by the receiver, $25,000, for compen-
sation.

At this point Judge Sandford in-
terrupted Mr.  Zane by asking,
«}¥hat i§ your motion¥*?

Mr. Zane said it was 2 motion to
have Mr. Dyer adjudged in con-
tempt, in not answering certain
guestions regarding his course as
receiver. ¢ then read the notice
to that effect which had boen served
upon Marshal Dyer and his attor-
neys.

Mr. Zone nlso read the report of
Judge Hnrkness, na referee, nz fol-
lows: L
BrereyE CoURT. Uran TERRITORY.
The United Statesv/ America. plain-

tif}, va. the late Jorporation of the

Church of Jesus Chrix of Laticr-
_ day Suints, defendants:

To the said Court:—The under-
kigned respectiully reports: On the
Gth day of -Decemge
of this.court delivered to me a eert!-
fied eopy of tmudgmunt apd arder
of reference mnde by this court on
the 25th day of Novemler, 1888,
and I return said order herewith,
marked exhibit A,

1 notitied the counsel of the
partics of the place and hour, where

r, 1888, the clerk.

|1in thie city. Mersre. Zane & Zane
and R. N. Baskin appearcd as coun-
sel for seti_tioners, and Messrs. J. R.
MeBride aud 0. W. Powers ns
counsel for the receiver and his af~
torneys, who in the proceedings nre
ealled respondents. L took an vath
as referee. which is returned here-
[ with, marked exhibit “B.”? With
| the consent of counsel for both

There Is alko a certain énlrties, 1 appointed Frank M. Mec-

irrin as reporter, nnd he took an
oath of office; and the appointment
and oath were returned, marked ex-
hibit ¢<C.”

I .suggested that the witnesses
should Le sworn before some officer
authorized to administer oaths, but
counsel for both parties said they
had ne doubt that my appointment
48 a referee gave me the pewer. and
{ agreed no question concerning such
power should be raised. Thercupon,
:he parties ‘being ready, Frank H.
Dyver war enlled as n witnéi: by the
petitioners and wag duly sworn, and
nig examination as a witness pro-
recded until, under the advice of his
counsel, he refused to answer cer-
tnin gquestions propounded Ly coun-
sel for petitioners, and which 1
| ruled were within the scope of the

order of reference and should be an-
awered. Counsel f{or petitioners
dectined te proceed further in the
reference unless the witness an-
iswered the questions, and the wit-
vess still deelining, Lhtld I had no
ipower to enforce an  answer by
proceetings for contempt and could
only report the proceedings to the
court. Thereupon the petitioners
formally declined to proceed, and I
closed the examination, I annex
and return the=festimony of the
witness, Frank H. Dyer, so far ns
taken, and inecluding fthe questions
asked and which he refused to an-
swer, and the said {estimony I8
marked exhibit *D.>> T make all
gaid exhibits a-part of thig report.

Exhibit *A:’ includes the pro-
eeedings on the examination of
Frank H. Dyer, excluding as far
as T eould by having the reporters’
report redueced and recopied, the
arguments of counsel. Some of the
counsel desire n fuller report, and 1
have certified separately for couunsel

| a copy of the proceedings ineluding

‘all the arguments of couneel.
Respectfully suhmitted,
ROBERT HARIKNESS, Referee.
A portion of the testimony given
before the examiner, indnding the
questionsw hich Reeeiver Dyver re-
used to answer, was read for the.in-
formation of the court. h
I Mr. Zane then proceeded with his

argument refative to the motion {0
1ave- Mr. Dyer adjudged in con-
tempt, the substance being that .the
efusal to Npl{I was ncontemptuous
proceeding. ¢ said there was cer-
ninly something peculiar about the
rompensation, as the receiver and
his attorneys were very anxigusa to
exelude all inquiry. This whole
matier should be investigated.
Judge Powers followed; reciting

and when the proceedings would be | the events that led up-to the ap-
taken up in accordance with the ‘pointment of a referee to hear tepti-
order, and on the 10th of December, | mony unpon the charges made
1868, between the hours of 10 and 31 | against the receiver and his fecounsel
o‘clock a. ni., the parties and. their | and rend toe coarges. He sald that
couhsel” attended  at the -Judges” |eounsel fur the othei side proceeded
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