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nMay 9 THE DESERET NEIZTWB.
blshop of said church. We thns|made, Ifa mar,indicted for a crime,|the Salt Lake Temple. The doaurs Congressionel epactment of March 3,
fee  that  thls property had | which, if he shounid bé convicted, would | possibly might have the right 1887. Bnot it eppears that the members
tome to  Johu swylor, - as|cause a forfelture vf his goeds aAnd Td cOMPEL THE USE of the Church in Sait Lake Connty

trustee, and it was expected that it
would Le nsed for tee biilding of the
Salt Lake Temple. He, as trustee,
trapsferred it to the Church AssocCla-
tion, ia trost, for the same purpose,
amopgst others, and it was transferred
by the Chorch Association to Preston,
presiding bilsiop of said Church, and
1o be used atill for the same parpose.
It was always, after dopatlen, in the
bands of some trustee.conveyed’ by one
trustee to another and another, yet all
the time It was belog appropriated to
the same purpose, to aid iu the erec-
tion of the Salt Lake Temple. Inmall
of the alleged changes, the actual ap-
propristion te that purpose was never
changed. It was at all times being
used and appropriated to improve the

ropetty of the 1ate corporation, and
or oo other purpose. In ail of these
alleged changes,there was No change In
the manoer of the appropristion, nor
anyimportantchange inthe individuate
employed, nor in the place of employ-
ment, nor in the offlce, except that fer
A [ew days early o March, 1887, Mr. A,
M. Cannon way acting as &gent o the
disbursement of the money, and &Ap-
propriation of the property. Dnring
these few dayas, Mr. Caeoon seemed to
have, as agent, charge of the work that
the employes were performing, and
that work was for the

IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROFPERTY

of the late corporation. Except for
those few days, in which Mr. Cannuon
bad charge, William B. Preston, pre-
siding :bishop, bad charge, both before
and after Caunen, first under Taylor,
trostee, and afterwards uuder the
Church Association. The oflice where
all the business coonnected with the
praeperty was transacted was always
the same, thooyh noder different
DAMES.
, There evidenilly wasa private np-
derstanding between the parties to
these varlous traosfers, that ali thelr
proceedings were {n the lotefest” of
and for the beneflt and use of the late
corporation. -They were never pot io
any other lse.

he Tertitorial statule jo regard tg
c%nve_vances made for frandulent pur-
podes auys:

'*1017 SEC. 8. Every conveyance oOr
asslgnment, in writing "or otherwise,
of any estate or lnterest in lands, oric
gzoods, or things in action, or of rents
or prolits issuiny therefrom, and every
charge upoh lands, geods, or things in
sciion, or upon the rents or profts
thereof, made with the fatent to deiay,
hinder or defrand ereditors or other

ergons of their lawful suits, damages,
orfeitures, debts or demapds, and
evary boud or other evidence of debt
given, Buits commenced, decree or
judzement snffared with tﬁe like in-
tent, 88 against the psarson . hindered,
delayed or defranded, shall be wvold.”
Complled Laws, p. 341.

This section ta snbstantially the
aame a8 13 Hilzabeth C, 6, and |3 mere-
ly declaratory of the priaciples of the
common law. Hamilton vs. Russel, 1
Cranch, 310, It mlght be said, perkaps,
that the section of the statute which
declares invalid, as against creditors,
an zssignment made 1o trost for the
benefit of the assigoor, 18 not applic-
able to the case at bar, for the reason
that the werd “'creditors’ alone was
used, yet the section (1,017) which we
have gnoted, makes void every assign-
ment of goods, etc., “'made with intenot
to delay, hinder or detrand creditors
or other persons of their lawfol suits,
damages, forfeitures debts or de-
mands.!’” This

LANGUAGE IS BROAD ENOUGH
to reach the circurnetances »f the pres-
ent case. John Taylor, trustee, does
not, in his transfer, indicate any neces-
sty for making the transfer, nor does
he indicate apy advantage t0 be derived
to the chorch or to $he church

associatlons thereby. The Church
Association, so far as it direc-
tors, at least, Wwere concerued,

dld not seem to know what to do with
the property, bot, as It was under-
stood to have been originally donated
to aid in building the Sall Lake Tem-
plé¢, the directors concluded that toe
proper thing to do was to continue it
in'that nse and cenvey it back, but to
ahother trustee, for tne identical por
pbse for which it was originally in-
tended. The evidence does not show
thet there swas any necessity for the
transfers, nor an advantsge aatici-
pated, nor were the transfers made
with any avowed object of bettering
the condition of the church or of the
assignees. Qur attention is msot called
to any iandable or worthy purpose tp
be served by the transfer to the Church
Association, or by 1t to Preston. Qn
their faces and by the evidence,
They seem to have been aimless
transactions, made with soddenness
and in a horried asd confused
manner, for 30He purpose not avewed.
The Congress of toe United States had
passed a biil to forfeit the property of
the Cbureh to the government for
schoel purposes, and that bili' was well
known to be then awaiting "the Presi-
dents signatnre, or to become a law by
the expiration of the counstitutional
period of ten days, withont hia signa-
ture. The ten days expired with the
2d day of March, 1887. It 18 not no-
reasonabile to cenclude, from all the
circumstances, that the object of the
transfer by Taylor, trustee, to the
Church Association, was to
SAVE THAT PROPERTY

from the impeoding forfelture. The
government wonld be loclnded in tne
words “other persons,” The forfeitore
dic not take place until the bill became
.4 law, bot it was to avold the appar-
ently lnevitable, that the traosfer was

should zive away his gooda, wbe gift ia
vold dnder the same statute. altnoogh
made only in anticipation of forfeitore,
Lane 44, 40, Punncefoot’s case. (See
Twyne's case,d Coke 8); Smith’s Lead-
ing Cases, g)aze 36.) Benjamin on Sales,
section 670 N. G. (second Amerlcan |
edition.) ]

We are referred to Angell and Ames |
on corporatiens, section 773a, for ag-
thority in a corporation to dipose of
its property on the eve of dissolation.
We deinot find in that section any such
authority, except that when & moneyed |
corporation is about to go out of ex-
istence it may assign Its property toa
trustee for the nse of the stockholders,
or endorse noexpired: paper for the
same nge. That is an anthority simply
tor dividing the property of s corpera-
tlern and not to (efeat or delay or hin-
der or defraud any one; for in the
next succeeding section (779 and 779 &)
it will be seen that tae role of the com-
mon law as to forfeitnre hasa never in
England been applied to insolvent or
dissolved moneyed corporatiops.

Taking all the facts together, we dol
not think that there was & delivery of
the property to the Church Associa-
tion prier to the 3d day of March,
1887, or that there ever was any change
in the actual ownership of the property
in qoestlon. {t 13 oow only, in the
hapds »f & differeat trustee,” hut the
transfers were merely made to enable
the Chnorch to retain what the law sald
it should not retain. They were not
made in zood faith, but for the evident

PURPOSE OF DEFRAUDING

the goverament of the beneflts to be
acquired upder the siatute. The
staintes made for the snppression of
frands are to be lnterpreted liberailly for
that purpose. Twyne's Case, 3 Coke 80,
3. e. 1 Smlth’s Lesding cases, p. I.
The real gist of the transfers was in-
tended to be a convevance by the
Church as incorporated to the Charch
not incorporated. As thls could not be
done directly, it was necessary that it
be done indirectly througn the Church
Association, as BO other object for
these various trausfers appeary other
thano the evasion of the consequences
of the new law. The ownership of the
property remalned with the late cor-
poration and was evidently so in-
tended, and 1t i being used by the de-
fendants for the benefit of the late
corporation. The Church Association
was made o corporation within the late
corporation. It was part and parcel
of it, and Ita offlcers were oilicers of
the late corporation, operating snd
actlpg for it. [he Chnrch controlled
them a8 1ts otficers, and through them,
controlled the property, and tie prop-
erty was nsed and i3 now befng nsed
t(l)r the benefit of the late corpora-
tlon.

The defendants In their srguments
seem to consider that the lncorpora
tlon of the Chnorch still exlsts, not-
withstanding its anoulment by toe act
of Congress. That question has ino this
cage heretofore beea settled, this conrt
hoelding vhat the

INCORFORATION CEASED TO EXIST

with the enactment of the law of Con-
press referred to. Yet, it it oe not dis.
wolved, but is still exlsting, then the
property still belongs to it asmuch as
it did before the transfer by Taylor,
trostee. 1t was then oeld by & trustee
for the benefit of the corporation--and
it 1s ow held by a trustee for the same
purpose. It certainty would then be
proper for the Receiver t0 have pos-
scssioft of the property, pendlpg the
settlement of the questions in issme.
The Receiver is merely the cnstodian
of it, to await the final decision of the
[dsuestin the case.

The Salt Lake Temple Block was the
property of the late corporatlon—and
13 now in the bands of the Recelver. It
i8 heid by trustees, the defendants in
this proceeding, said Preston, Burton
and Winder. Preston is the Presiding
Bishop of the whole Church, and the
onily one, and as such now helds the
property in nostion, to be
used to improve this Temple Block.
The Recejver, it would appear, being
in possession of the Temple Block
itaelf, is the proper costcdian te hold
the property io qoestion urtll s de-

cision be rendered upoo the flosl
hearing. )
The grlnclpal ground, however,
orged by the defendants azainst the

granting ef the prayer of the petitioner
18 that the court has

NO AUTHORITY TO ACT

in the matter without the Chuwrch As-
soctation of Sait Lake Stake of Zion
the asslzmee of Taylor, trnstee, sball
be made a party to the soit or pro-
roceeding. The pojnt was not raised
y demurter or by answer. It ls ralsed
for the first time on the argument. If
the Church Associstion has sny ex-
isting Interest in the property, or wiil
be affected by the decree, it would be
& necessary party. According to
the terms and  temor of the
gssignment by  Taylor, trustee,
to the Chnrch Association, that
asslgnment committed to the
Church Association a trusg. Ino tury,
the Chorch Association, npon the au~-
thority of the assignment, transferred
all of its rights and powers to snother
truatee, the Presiding Bishop ot said.
Chnorch. It we find that the Church
Asacciation hags nn existing interess,
«e wonld by like ressonlng have to
find that the origlnal dopors, those
who donated the property to the
Chaorch, to be held by Paylor, a8 trus-
tee, have am exlsting interest. But
there seems to be ao question bot that
the denors parted witn their title, a!
thoogh the donatioas were mude for a

B. Preston, presiding

specific trust purpose ~the bnilding of

of the pgroperty for.trust purposes;and
to prevent Its Deing nsed for anythiong
else, The Charch Aszoclation has lp
an equally absolute manger, conveyed
away whatever righta they had inthe
property. It bhad o Interest except
for truat purposes, aud that is what it
transferred to Preston, the Presiding
Bishop of the Church. Itpartedcom-
%letely and abaolntely with f§ts title.

he answerallegesthat the Association
*asslgned, set over, aud traosferreq
and delivered all the property’”? to
Presten, and that is the purport of the
transfer itself. If, on the other hand,
it be true that the Choreh Association
shonld be made a party becanse it was
the beneficiary party in the tragsfer to
it, theo it would follow, by parity of
reasoniog, that the present unincor-
Euratcd Charch of Jesus Chrlst of

atter-day Sajnts, shonld be made a
Earhy, for tbe trangfer to Preston,

residine Bishop, purports to hakethe
present Charch, the benpedciaty. It
wounld not pe necessary to make Pres-
1on A party to this proceeding if he did
not have possession ol the property.
We gee no reason, on any gronnd, to
8ay that the Cbuorek Association

18 A NECESSARY FPAHRTY.

Its rights wiill in no manper be
affected by, 4oy decree in  the
case, It was ltke Taylor or Preaton,
simply eue trustee im the chain of
trasiees, and woen that was eaded by
the asslgoment to Preston, its connec~
tion with the property ended. Pres-
too was no more it8 agent than was it
the agent of Taylor, trustee? or than
Taylor was the agent of the
orizinai donors. The character o
which each bheld the property was the
same. The Church Association conld,
therefore, in no sense be a necessary
purty.

Balley vs. Inglee et al., 2 Paige 278.

We see no reason tu hold that the
properly ia qoestion 18, or at any time
since Febroary, 1887, has been the
property of any oone other than the
lete corporation. The prayer of the
petitioner §s granted, with costa.

CHIEF JUSTICE ZANE

dissented from the foregolng deci-
?lon, and flled the followlng opin-
on: »

I dissent from the judgment of the
Coort. The Receiver 8aks the Court
to order Wm. B. Preston 1o dellver
forthwith to him =s Receiver, the per
soua! property in his possession asuod
deacribed in the petition. [t is aileged
in the petition that the titie und pos-
sesslon of thls property was o the de-
fendant, the Ghoreh of Jesua Christ of
Latrer day Saints, at the time of its
dissolution by the act of Congress of
Muarch 3rd, 1887. Thaat corporation and
& number of other defendants file their
Joint and several apswer in which they
allege that on the 23th day of February,
1887, the late John Taylor wus the
Trustee-in-Trost fer the corpnration
above-named, and was in pessession of
the property In questiono and on that
day as trustee, be assigned, trapsferred
and delivered the same to the Chorch
Association of the Salt Lake Stake of
Zien, & corporitiop, which then and
tnere took possession of it and that
afterwards, on the 12th day of March,
1837, the latter corporation assigned
and transferred the progerty to Wilhiam

ishop ot sald

church, in trust to be used aod em-

Elnyed in the construction of the Salt

ake Temple, d]]l‘opel‘ly owned by the

cburgch on and before Jaoly 1st, 18G2,

and that safd property at all’ times has
been by it nsed exclosively

FOR RKLIGIOUS PURPQSES;

aod that Preaton then aod there took
pousession of sneh propertf and ia
ustog it ia building-the Temple and in
no other way.

The. assighments above mentioned
are produced in evidence and the in-
corporation on the 3d day ef Jauly, 1584
of the Church Asscciation of the Salt
Lake Stake ot Zion |s also shown. This
latter corporation is notmsade a party
to the orizginal bill or to this proceed-
ing. In view of thesde facts and without
a trial ought the Conrt to aseame that
this corporation amnd jts trustee
Preston hes no right or title to the
possession of the property, and grant
B peremptory order to deilver the
property to the Receiver or shouid the
Court leave the Recelver to hls ap-
propriate remedy by action? When
the -Receiver fAinds property in the
possession 'of a person other than the
defendent, and that person claims the
richt to it by virtue of a snperior title,
he should 1mstitute an appropriate
action todeétermine the title and right
of possession. Coorte will not asanme
that such third party claimiag by vir-
tue of & soperior title has no right to
the property, and peremptorily otder
bim to tara oyer the possession to the
Receiver, usless it is clear that such
third party has mo right to 1t; the
Coutt can act in such

A SUMMARY WAY

only when the rights of the partiea are
obvlous and not the subject of serious
controversy.

High on Heceivers, sec. 119,

Gelpeke vs. Milwsukes & Honicon
Ry. Co. 11 Wis., 454, ‘

he Church of Jesns Chrlst of Lat-

ter-day Saints is the name adopled by
& relizlons sect or denowmination that
professes a eet of doctrines held bg
the members in common. The Chure
consists of societies and congregations
lu tnis and other Territozries and in the
various States and foreign countries.
Its members yesiding in Utan incorpo-
rated under & specific act of the Terri-
{gga! Leglslatare In force January 19,

gy

associated themselves dnder the name
of the Charch, dssociation of Salt
Lake Stake ot #lon, and by thet same
were incorporated under the ,general
law- of the Territory antherifing
incorperations for religious, educa-
tionsl and other purposea. This is oot
tke corporation organlzed under the
special act of 1855 gnd disincorporated
by the act of Congress of March §rd.
The Chorch Association of the Salt
Lake Stake of Zion ¢

18 BTILL iN EXISTENCE,

and I am not lprepared to say that it
bad’ pot the right to treceive soch
money and property a3 might be nec-
83sary in order to acquire such real
eatate as might be necessary, wherenn
to erect houses of worship and par-
sonagesand for borial groands, and
to recelve the fonds and means neces-
8ary to erect snch houses of worship
and parsonages and to improve suco
burial gronnds. Snch right is clearly
recognized by sections 13, 17 and 26, of
the act of Coogress of March S8rd,

In view of some of the positions tak-
en and argoments advanced by the
majority of the Court, and in® order
that I may be better understosd, I
will refer to the sections meunticned in
connection with section 8 o1 the Act of
Congress of Jaly 1st, 1862. This last
sectien prohibited any corperation or
association, for rellglous urpuses,
from acquiring or holdiog real estate in
any Territory of the Unitea States ol
gTeater valae thano §50,000,declared t
such real estate acquired or held con-
trary to such provision should‘be for-
feited and eacheat to the Unlted States,
and provided that vested rights then
existing ip real estate

SHOULD NOT BE IMTAIRED

thereby. Section 13 of the Act uf Con-
gress of March 8d, 1887, made It the
duty of tie Atlorney General to prose-
cute proceedlngs to forteit and escheat
to the United Srtates for the use of
common scnools, the property of cor-
perationa obtajned or held in violation
of said section 8, bot providing that
00 buildiog or the grounds appurte-
nant thereto, held sud occupied ex
cluslvely for the porpose of worship of
God, or parsonages connected there-
with, or burial grounds, should be for-
feited. This section does not limit
the vulone of real estate acquired after
the sct of 1362 to $50,000, but exempts
{from torfeiture all buildfuxs‘ apd the
groonds appurtenant thereto, held and
occonpled exclusively for the porposes
of tne worship of God, and parsunsges
copnected therewith, and Dbaorial
gronods, even thongh exceeding that
value,

Toe seventeenth section of the act
of Msrch 3, 1887,

ANNULS THE CHARTER

of the corporation called the Church
of Jesns Christ of Lutter-day Saluts,
dissulves the corporation, aond re-
qulrea proceedings to be taken to wind
up its affuirs, and makes it the doty of
the conrt to make ?reper decrees for
transferring the title to real property
held and used by the corporation for
places ol worship, parsonages and
burizl gronnds of the description men-
tioned tn sections 13 and 26, of the
same sct, to the trustees pamed there-
In. While this sectjou dissolves the
corporation and annals its cuarter, it
does not, in terms, forfelt and eschest
to the Unlted States any property.
It does provide for the transfer
of real estate of the descrip

tion pamed t¢ frustees mentioned in
sections 13 and Sectlon 2 author-
lzea the aythoritfes of any acct, society
or congregation, to held, threogh
trustees, such real property for honaes
ot worship,” parsonages and baorial
grounds, &3 may be necessary for the
tonvenjent use of the seversl congre-
gations of syeh religioys sect. ‘Totlhis
extent the right 18 expreasly given by
this sgction to hold rea] estate, ana, by
implication, te acquire real estate. gnd
to erect hogses of wership and parses-
zges, and to improve burial grounds,
znd to receive and expend the mopey
or other meins Cecessyry to lhose
enda,

Wecannot assume that the act of
March 3, 1887, forfeited and escheated
1o the Unlited States all the properly
held by the corporation Kuowa as the
Church of Jesys Christ of Latter-dyy
Salots at the time that act took effect.
1t oniy for{eited and escheated

SUQH REAL ESTATE

ud had been obtained and was heid in
violation of the act of 1862, and only
80 much of that as did not consist in
hoildings and the groands appurten-
apt thereto, held and ocenpied exelu-
sively for purposes of the Worship of
God, and parsonages connected there-
with, and byria! grounds. Real pro-
perty consisting of houses of worship,
parsonages, and the grounds neces-
sary therefor, and bprizl grognda,spch
a8 were Decessdry for the couven-
jence and use of the several reliz-
lons copgregations and societies of
such sect, were nuot forfeited aad
escheated to the United States. Such
property, the Seventeents section men-
tioned, required the Court by decree w0
transfer to the trustees of the congre-
gatlons or socleties of such sect, men-
tioned in Section 26. To whom the
perspnal property of the late corpora-
tlon of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Sainta, owned by it at the
ti of its dissolution, shall go, must
ve Betermined by the final decree. In
the case of the Upited States va. the
Chnrch of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints et al. (16 Pacitic Reporter 473)
the Court said; In declding this mo-
tion we are not cialled npon to finally

That act was repealed by the
e T u

with respect to the property involved
inthis case. Suchrights will be decized
4s tHey ultlmately appear. And If thé
recelver appbinted 8hall claim a rlght
td tbe pessession of the property, as
‘reteiver, to which thir parties” alsd
claim a right; the isstte will thea be de-
termined.” Apd in my judgment; If
such third party in possession clajms a
right, by a superlor title, as fo this
proceeding the proper remedy te test
the right, is an appropriate actlon,

NOT A PEREMPTORY ORDER,

such &8 is nsked. Under the {acts, as
they appear, I am clgarly of the opin-
fon the receiver should iasti-
tate the proper action, If he wishes
to test the right of the Church
Aszociativn of the Salt Lake Stake of
Zlon and Its trestee, to the property in
question. Then they would be given
tbelr day "in Court, and have an op-
portunity to be hunrci on the facts and
Lhe law; snch wouid be due process of
law. Iam poable to concur in much
of the reasoning of the majority of
the Court, anod {n the conclusion
reached.

Le Grand Young' zave notice of an
appeal to the Snpreme Court of the
United States, trom the decision of
the Territorial Court.

TRIED TO CURL HAIR.

THE STRANGE ACCIDENT WHICH BEFEL
A PHILADELPHIA BELLE.

New York, April 14.—A Phlladelphla
special says:

‘'Pretty little Miss Helen Foster, a
fasciuating belle, won’t wear her dress-
es cut decoliette at the soclal gather-
lnqs of her sex for awhile, as she s
obliged, through a singuiar and paln-
fai, though not serlous accident, to
wear Just now iinen cloths spread svith
cold cream on her falr back aud shoul-
ders. Helen wss in the midst of her
toilet last evenlog preparatory-to mak-
ing-berself particularly attractive to
expected company. She was engaged
iun the feminine occupation of enchanc-
ing Dber cbarms by curlicg fnto
tiny ringlets the hair that natore had
placed on the uape of her neck. Todo
this sicely, she used, as they say thon-
8ands of other cirls do, bnt msy stop
dolng atter they hear of the accident
that befel Miss Helen, u long ordinary
siate penci! beated in the zas flame to
such a degree that it almost singed her
golden locks as she wrapped them
around {t. A% the very moment of
perferming this, to her,nécessary func-
tion in her tollet, Miss Helen was ouly
lightly clad. Bhe had got along In &
satisfactory manner with one buseh of
stray locks apd was proceeding in the
{rizziog process, when borrible Lo re-
late, the red hot pencll sllpped trom

her fnogers down her back.
It hag gone Into the space
velween her siugle garment aod

ker llly white skin.” She screamed a
cry of pain aod nttered calls for help
that would have alarmed the neizhbors
it the windows had been rsaiged, for
the bot 'frizzer’ was frizzing her back
into blisters, Sue twisted and squ!rm-
ed in the bope that the hot pencyl
would find its way to the floor, but it
wild stayed iu its course snd made her
flesh quiver as it burned. Before the
Eencil could be removed Miss Helen's
ack had been seured Into rows of red,
ugly-looking blisters, trom her shonl-
ders to her walst, as though she bad
heen gridironed by the red-hot frizzing
pencil, as it rolled dowo her back.
Poor Miss Helen suffered intense pzin
till her back was stpegred with ¢ cool-
Ing gintment and @g'lg'e;gq Wigh' lint.tf

Reforming a Hushand,

I knew a yoong lady who bad every-
thiog which uguvally gounstitutes ge
bappiness of those Whd haye not yet
ghmbed the golden stajrs of matirjmq-
plal paradise. Her age wes 20); shewas
a bruynette of yryceinl figare, with
peculiarly snimated expression q
constensznce. Her complexlon wgs
rich and warm, her iarge gray eyes
were merry, and her features wonld
gass muster amoog sciiptgrs, She
ad beaox by the score, At length she
came to a decision, and [ heard of her
mairiage. I knew the yoyog msap
whom she chose and was stgriled,
T'hat was flvelrenrs ago.
A year ago I was ridiyg yp town on
car. ] heard my name pranouanced,
and iocked, byt did not at frst recors
nize the face,which was tsintly smiiip,
at me. [t wags wierdly pale ap
wrinkled and careworn. [ Jfookad
Fuzzled for a few moments, and thepy
tdawned oa me that this was the
wreck of ope of the prettiest girls in
Brooklyn. ] acgompanied heras fargs
the door of her bhomse. [t was g teug-
ment hopse. *'[ won't lovite yen fn
today,"” she 8aid; ‘‘my rooms gre
somewhat disordered.” | sajd noth-
ing, but I understood. [t was pltifnt
to see her “f to keep gpthe pretense
of being lizht-begrted, happy gnd
rosperous. A week agQ I heard her
Hnaband was in the lunatic asylum and
ber babv dead, Now she has goze
home to begin life over again. Shehad
married a man to reform him.—Breok-
lyn Eagle.

e

Frost THE MoliTits oF Banpigs.—
Rob asked me scme *‘puzzler’” whea [
was worrying about the baking of my
cake, and, rather impatiently, I cons
fess, I answered, “No! ne! ncl” Allce
4 years old, instructed bim, and

heard her saying, "Robbie, when
maemmg $ays ‘No, no, no,’ she doesn't
mean ‘ne,’ she only means °Don't

Qetermlne the rights of the parties

bother me now!' "’



