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feated throughout the whole shame- | zens are all of-one party, the party | taken, and finally-reached the court
ful business of tho municipal elec- | that some of these Commisstoners|of laat resort,

tion un disposition to shield their! have doue their best to defeat, and| The following assighment
the *‘Iiberal” | which tbey rejoice to have seen de- | errors was presented to the court:

registrara, to aid
.party and to defeat the People’s
s1’arty. They were partizans, pri-
vately and-officially.

feated. - If this gives them pride
and satisfnction

them. Nor do we entertain

We say further that judging from : very high respect for any officers

we do not envy [P

the disposition of certain partles to | who, in order to retain a lucrative |
involve in troubie any ope who was | position, one with large pay and
prominent in exporing the villainy | searcely any work, will publish pn-
of “‘Liberais,* and the Indisposition | truths, exaggerate facts, garble and
of the Commission to gorrect wrongs | mialoterpret religious discourses,
that were polnted out to them, :we |and seek to foster prejudice and in-
_regarded thelr letter Lo the editor of | flame public sentinient against a
this-paper as a trap, and did nofiln- | people whom it is easy to defame,
tend to be eaught in it. They ean| We are gratified to see that one
make whal use they please of this. | member of the Comnilssion does not

-Rulgequenf events have demon-|append his name to this disingénu-
atrated beyonid guedtion ithat their!ous and partizan report; for {hat ali
laudation of their deputy registrars, honor to Gen. John A. MeClernand,
as all “competent, disgreet and, of | who has too much dignily and
good repute,’” that they were men |sterling integrity to place his signa-
ot character and stapnding in ghe | ture to suchan unreliable and des-
community, aod their sintement | picable docusaent.

‘‘that the clection was afuir ong,* .-

and ‘“the Liberal paity fairly won| , yogT [MPORTANT CASE ON
the day,’* are most striking ,in-| APPEAL.

slances of what poor judges of char- |
acter the Commission are and how | By speclal ‘dispatch from Wash-

ensily they can gloss over notorious | ington, D.C., received December 10 |

‘s Liberai’* chicanery and crime. | too late for publication, we learn

One of thelr ‘‘discreet” men of |that the ecsse of Wm, F.. Rassett
“icharacter and standing” has ;ex- against the United States, on appeal
hibited sueh discreetness on bebalf | from the Supreme Courtof Utah to

of his party as to eall forth the ani-
madversion of Chief Justice Zane,
in open courl, and the presentation
of hls pame to the grand jury for
investlgation into his complic-
ity with “Liberal” firauds j
the electlon. Apother of Uhem
hns been comipelled to resign the
place bestowed upon him asa re-
ward for his party work, because of

the Supreme Court of the United
Btates, was ably argued before the
last named Court oo Wednpesday,
the 10th inst., by Hon, F. B. Rich.

ards, who with Hon. €. C, Rich-
at' ards of Ogden, is counsel for the ap-

pellant. Blr. Richards occupied two
hotirs in his argument, the main
points of which we are able to pre-
senf to our readers.

defalcations in his ofllee. Six of 'The history of the case is briefly
the men who *‘fairly won the day,’” | this: \Willinm E. Basselt was in-
according to the Commission, have | dicted for polygamy on the 23rd of
been declared usurpers by judicial | November, 18388, by the geand jury
nuthority, Lut still hol? on to their | of the First Judieial District ot Utah.
ooftices. And aslime rolis on, the|lf was charged that he married
corruption and fraud apd villainy | Kate Smith on the 1ith of August,
of the whole bunsiness which the|1884, when Sanh Ann Williams
(!ommission reganls with so muech. was his living and lawi{ul wite, Mr.
favor ‘are being continually devel- | Bassett was subsequently divorced

oped.

*The Conimission fesls justified In
pointing wiih some degrer of pride io
the resulis that have becnn attained
rhrongh i{s adininistration ol the elec-
tion lnws In the Territory.”

Indeed! Under that adminisira-
tion franud aod corruption have been
introduced “such as were never
known before in the Territory in
connection with election affairs.
'Lricks hiave been played by election
Jadges, personations huave heen
nmade at the polle. Hundreds of
legal voters have been robbed of the
tallot. And these defjauded citi-

fipm his legal wife but at the time
when thealleged unlawlul marriage
took place Barah Ann was the legal
wife. It was from her testimony
alone a8 to purporfed admissions
made to her by her husband that
the indictment was founl.

On this ground n motion was
inade to quash the Indictment. bub
it was overruled. The case went to

. trial, a plea of not guiity was enter-

ed, he wns convicted and on Japu-
ary 0, 1887, was sentenced toa fine
of five bundred dollars and impris-
onment for five years. A ppena) wus

of

Flrst—The Distriet Court erred in
ermitting Mra. Sarah Dassett, the
fovmer legal wife of the plaintiff in

‘error, against his ohjection, {o testify

to a conhidential commumeation made
to ber by him, wkile they were bua-
band and wife, and not in thoe pres-
ence of any otier person.
Second—The Court erred in denying
the chellonge of plaintiff in error to
the juror, Andrew Larsen, and im
permitting ltim to sit as & juror I the
case, againsl the objection of the
?Ia'rnliﬁ' in error;- the said Andre
.arsen beiog then nnd there distynal
ficd to net as 1 juror in the capn be-

‘eAnso he had been a polygamins.

Third-—The Court orred im charging
the jury that it was not bound to be-
lieve the testimony of any wilness or

any number of witnesses. !

Fourth—The Court erred in over-
raling the motion of plamntitt in error
toxlismias the ecase, after the prosecu-
tion rested, becnuse there was no
testimony tending to cstablich hir
guilt, oxedpt -the alleged confassion
testified to hy his former wife, which
was wholly uncorroborated.

Thege are important points and it
ls hoped the Couri will pass upon
them nli, as they are likely to affect
other cages that may be tried in
Ulah.

Op the first alleged crror DMr.
Riochards argued that Mre. Basseft
stiould not have beeun permitted to
testify against her husband at ali
witheut his consent. DBut il she
might 8o testify she certainly was
not competent to teatify as to confi-
dential, communications from her
busband. This is a policy s2 well
established that it was scarcely
needful to offer authorities in its
support. But counsel cited Green-
leaf on Evidence as follows:

“Section 334.—Husband and Wife.
The rule hy v hich particanre excluded
from belng witneskes for thenmselves
applies to the ease of husband and
wife, neither of them being admissible
as a witfiess in n cause, rivil or erim-
inal, in which the other is a party.
This exclasion is founded partly on
the identity of their legnl rights and
interests, and lprrll_y on the principl:-»
of public iy, which Jie at the
basis of civil soriety. TFor it iz essen-
tial t0 the happiness of sopiuel life that
the eonfidenes rubsisting between hus-
band and wife should be sacredly pro-
tected and cherished in its most un-
limited extent; aud to break down or
impair the great prineiples ‘which
protect the sanelities of that relxtion
wotild he to destroy tho hest solace of
human existenco. 0

“Seetion 387.—Neither is it materifi?
that this relation Do longer oxisis.
The great object of the rule isto securs
domesiic happiness by placing the
protecting seal of the law upon ali
confidentinl communications between
husbaaed and wile; and whatever has
eome to the knowledge of either by
means- of the lwllowed confidence

1 whieh thal rolation inspires, eannot be

afterwards divelged In testinjony,
even though the other party be no
Ioager liviug. And evenavherea wife,
who had heen divorced by aet of, Par-
linmeut, and bad married another



