THE DESERET WEEKLY.

JUDGE ANDERSON’S DECISION.

The full text of the decision of
Judge Thos. J. Anderson,inthe cases
of John Moore and other applicants
for ¢itizenship, will be found in this
issue of the DESERET WEEKLY. The
conclusigns reached by His Houor
will not greatly disappoint persons
of either party who watched the
proeeedings in court, and noted the
Judge’s repeated rulings in favor of
the objectors and the trend of his
own interrogations and remarks
during the course of the investiga-

tion.

The so-called ‘Liberals?  will
greatly rejoive at this obstrustion
to the naturalization of alien niein-|
bers of the Deople’s i’arty. Their
present  exultation., however, is
somewhat terapered by their very
evident anticipation of the result
from the beginning, the cause of
which i not difficult to surmise.
The peopie will see in this decision
onemore act of gross injustice to-
ward them on account of their ad-
herence to an uuapopular religion,
and another ¢Liberal’’ obstacle
thrown in the path to a full and
fair election.

At the risk of being considered
“‘treasonable.’’ in having the ter-
merity to differ in opinion with a
Federal official. we will briefly re-

7iew some points in this pe-
culiar judicial ecision. Trea-
son iz clearly defined in

the Constitution of the United
Btates, and dissent from official
views is not included iu the defini-
tion. Yet nien here who elaim to
represent the Government, or who
have at any time represented it offi-
cinlly, seem to take the ground that
anything uttered by a “Mermon?
in criticism of the ‘‘servants of the
beople,*? is treasonable in its charac-
ter and seditious in its spirit. All
the “treason” that either Judge
Anderson or the attorneys whose
reasonings le appears to have
adopted ean charge against the
“Mormon?* Chureh, consists simply
in the denunciation of the conduct
of individuals eharged with official
duties under the Government. This
I8 not in any sense ‘“treasonable”
Unless the term has acquited a new
signification.

Judge Anderson falls into several
errors in his review of the testimony.
He says that among the eleven wit-
Nesses for the objectors “several had
held the position of Bishop in the
Chureh.,” This was true of only
One of these witnesses, In speaking
of the garment worn by persons who
have received the endowinent, he

wrongly describes it and also states | or covenants ave taken?’” in Masonie

that “near the throat, and over the
heart, and in the region of theabdo-
men are certain marks ordesigns in-
tended to remind the wearer of the
penalties that will be inflieted, ete.??
No such evidehce was given, and it
is nut true. The marks are not as
the Judge slates, nor are those signs
which exist made for any such ob-
jeet. Everybody who knows any-
thing about the matter will recog-
nize the error and so will any Mason
who has scen the marks,

The Judge says in regard to the
testimony of the withesses for the
applicant, that their refusal to state
specifically what oaths, obligations
or covenanis are taken orentered
into inn these ceremonies renders the
testimony of but little value, and
tends to confirm rather than coutra-
dict the evidenee on this point of-
fered by the ohjectors. Is this fair
and conformable to the rules relat-
ing to evidence? Wa think not.
The Judge in the opening of the
investigation declared emphatically
that it should go no farther than to
determine whether there was nuy-
thing «in the endowment in the
nature of an oath against the Gov-
ernment of the United States.
{How well he kept lils proniise the
report of the proceedings shows).
These wilnesses swore there was
oot and thatthere was no meuntion of
or allusion to the Government of the
United States. In this they were
corroborated by all the raputable
witnesses for the otjectors. There
was positively no proof offered to
the contrary. The evident fabri-
cators of too willing supporters of
the objuecting attorneys,or inferences
drawae from half forgotton reminis-
cences, were entirely swamped by
the positive testimony on both sides
that no such obligation was taken.
As to an oatl, it was shown that no
oath of any kind is administered in
these ceremonies.

Now, then, suppose a case: If.a
Mason were placed on the stand and
asked, “Is there anything in the
Masonic rites which is hostile to the
Governmenti of the United States?”?
He would answer in the unegative.
If then questioned in regard to ob-
ligations which be had agreed to
keep secret, he would reply, “I de-
cline to answer.”> And if he were
true to his agreements he' would
suffer imprisoument,and even great-
er penalties, rather than reveal his
secret covenants. The ““Mormon®
witnesses were on simifar ground.
Would it then bwe fair to infer, be-
cause o Muson wouls refuse to “slate
specifically what oaths, obligations

ceremonies, that his objection would
tend o confirm any vicious accusa-
tion that might ve made against
him?

The Judge says: “The evidence
establishes beyond any reasonable
doubt” that the endowment cere-
monies ‘“‘are incompatible with the
obligations and Jduties of citizens of
the United States. We say the
evidence establishes nothing of the
kind nor even any appreach to it.
The Judge has ot cited any evi-
dence which goes to establish that
conclusion. The preponderance of
evidence actually establishes the
contrary. The witnesses for the ob-
jectors mainly corroborated the tes-
timeny for the applicants on this
pivotal point. And as a matter of
fact, we kuow and every man and
woman wlho has received the en-
dowment bknows that there is
nothing” of that characler in the
ceremony, Lut on the cobtrary,
every covenant taken there-
in and every instruction i'mparbed,
is caleulated to make the recipients
better citizens and Dbetter members
of society in every sense of the
terms.

Iu denying the application of the
men secking citizenship on  the
ground that they liad gone through
the endowment ceremonies, Judge
Anderson, in our opinion, goes di-
rectly against the testimony, and in
his written decision has not offered
any solid ground to support his
position. I the case of the appli-
cants who have not received their
endowments he 1s, if possible, on
still more untenable soil.

Take all the picked and partial ex-
tracts he has presented from old
sermons,and the paragraphs selected
without giving the explanatory con-
text, and what do tlhiey amouuat to?
Simply that o ver half a century ago,
under circumstances not related by
the Judge, the Prophet Josepl
Hmith received revelations to indi-
viduals as to the disposition of their
property, they having sought for
this divide direction as men did in
tinen of old as related in the Bible.
That in Nauvoo over forty-five
years ago a builling was erected
under church auspices for the com-
fort of visiting strangers and a reve-
lation was received in relation to it.
That in Bishop’ courts Church
members have been tried ecclesias-
tieally for unchristianlike conduet
in their busiress relations with
their brethren. That Flders have
preached the doctrine that this
Church is the Kingdowm of God, not
fully established and with no king



