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bed and sleep, awakeing in the
morning refresbed and strong.

There Jja no such happy lol;,I
hewever, [for the man of
business and wealth. He works
with his brain, and when he

lies down upon his soft and downy
couch the active mind keeps om
thinking and sleep refuses to come
with its restorative mscistance. As
a consequence, according to the as-
suraption of our peculiar cotem por-
ary, the man who is harrassed by
the possession of capital and partici-
pation in business seghemes, becomes
wan, his “eye becomes brighter,”’
apd the “*lines of the mouth become
more tightly drawn.” He is really
the workingman.

The“Liberal”? organafterdrawing
this gloomy picture of the woes of
the rich, insists that the lalter are
entitied to the sympathy of the men
who perform the manual labor of
the world. It can be reagsonably in-
ferred from the artiele in question
that the writer of it is pickied in the
impression that laboring men do
not think, but, Jike the animals,
merely work, eat and sleep, repeat-
ing the process every twenty-four
hours without shadow of turning.
There is no brightness jn Ltheir eyes,
but a dull fishy expression, while the
musclesaround their mouths are in a
perpetual state of relaxation, having
none of the cares of life to deepen
the fagial lines. This is all wrong.

Thouglit and sorrow are both well
known to the performers of manual
“1abor, while the burdens of the eap-
ftaliet are lightened by the posses-
sion of wealth, which, as the world
wags, gives prestige and power.

If the writer in the chief anti-
“Mormeon®? organ had a wasted hu-
man spectre in his mind as an ex-
ample of the wan and worn sorrow-
laden ca italist, it may probably
have been “Hank’® Barnes, the
‘candid.te fur sheriff on the *“Liber-
al?’ ticket. Thatspare and pitiable
victim of Triburne insomnla does not
welgh more than about 195 pounds,
while his gleaming eye and tightly
drawn mouth testify to his
being one of the **Liberal” laboring
capitalisls who are the real work-
jng men. Or may it not have been
the emagiated form and melancholy
countenance of the manager of the

chiel anti-**Mormon’’ orgau that
loomed before the gaze of the person
who penned the plea for the over-
purthened capitalist, as his Faber
rushed over the paper in the hope of
attracting the sympathy of the
masses for the downtroddeu men of
wealth?

Pity the sorrows of a rich old man

Whose trembling limbs havo broyght him
Lo your door.

HE ARRANGED EVERYTHING.

“Richard Croton, the registrar of
Granite preciact, is in the city helping
his old friends in Salt Lake. He has
arranged everything up his way and
has a little time to spare.’

The foregoing appeared in this
morning’s ‘*Liberal>’ organ. Yes.
“He arranged everything up his
way.”” He issued notices of objec-
tion to People’s Party voters, and
required them fto appear in Sall
Lale Cify. Of caurse the Registra
here ‘had nothing to dn with the
matter, and they *“had their labor
for their pains.”? Heis one of the
Registrars whom the Utah Com-
missiou should investigate, and how
he “arranged everyihing up there’?
ought tobe fully explained. Let
the Granite folks report.

— — . ———

ONCE A POLYGAMIST NOT ALWAYS
A POLYGAMIST.

Registrars aud other election offi-
cers should take notice that thiey
have no authority, in law or in any
instructions from the Utah Com-
mission from whom they received
their appointment,t» deny to a pres-
ent monogamist or widower the
right to be registered and to vote, on
lhe ground that he was once a poly-
gamist. Also that they are liable
under the lawsof Congress and of
thie Territory of Utah to criminal
prosecution and a suit for damages
if they do so.

“QOnee a polygumist always a
polygamist,” is uutrue in fact and
in law. The SBupreme Court of the
United States has ruled on this
question ond decided that the as-
sumption is wrong.

In the case of Murphy wvs. Ram-
sey et al., the Court ruled as follows:

“Tt is not. therafore, becanse the
person hag committed the offense of
bigamy or polyganly, at some pre-
vious time, in violatiou of solme ex-
isting statute, and as an additional
pnnishment for 118 commission, that
he is disfranchised by the act of Lon-
press of March 22, 1882; nor because
hie is guilly of the offense as defined
and punlishod by the terms of that aet;
but hecanse, having at soine time
entered finto a hbigamous or pnlyg-
amous relation by a marriage with a
second or third wife while the first was
living, he still matintains it und has not
dissolved it, although for the titme be-
ing he restricts actual cohabitation to
but one. He might in fact abstain
from actual cohabitation with all, and
be still as much as ever & bigamist or
polygamist. He can only cease to be
sueh \when he has finally and fully
dissolved in some effectual manner,
which we are not called on herve to
pointout, the yory relation of husband
to several wives, which constitutes the
forbidden status he has previousiy as-
sumed.

*The disfranchisement operates
upon the existing state and coudilion
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of the person and not upon a past of-
fanse,
] * - L

It is, therefore, not retrospective.
He alone is deprived of his vote who,
when he offers to register, is then in
the state and condition of n bigarnist
or gnlygamist. or isthen' actually co-
babiting with Inore than one wo-
man.'’

In addition to the ruling of the
SBupreme Courtof the United 8 ates,
by which all courts and judiclal
officers are bound to be governed,
the Utah Commission have issued a
ruling which has been and uow is
in force aa regnrds all the officers
appointed by the Commission.
it is as followe:

“The disfranchisement opera‘es
upon the existing state and condiudon-
of the person, and not upon a past of-
fense. It is, therefore, not retrospec-
tive, He alone is deprived cf his
vote, who, when he offers to legister,
isthen in the state and condition of a
bigamist or polygainist, or is then ac-
tually cobabiting with more than one
woman. But a bigamist or polyg-
amist is such a person as is described
in paragraph two sbove.?

' Paragraph 2, referred to above,
was as follows:

“A bigamlst (or polygamiat) in the
sense of the 8th section of the Ed- -
munds law, is & man \who has entered
into the state of plural marriageat any
time in the past and still mmaintains
that relation—it Dot baving been dis-
soived by death. divorce, or ‘otheref-
fectual manner’—and he is still a
polvgamist, even ‘though he restricts
his” cohabitation to but one woman.” !

Sothat no registration or election
officer can plead justificatlonin law,
or in the proper discharge of duty,or
in girections from his superiors in
office, for the deprivation of the
right to Vot9 which mauy People’s
Party citizens have suflered.

In addition to all this, Chlief
Justice Zane has ruled further npon
the matter. Wm. B. Bennett, of
West Jordan, was tried October 28,
1868, in the Third Distriet Court
for illegal voting. The ground of
the cliarge was that he was a polyg-
amist, because his former plural
wife was still living and that,
theugh he hiad separated frotn her,
he cou'd be nothing else thap a
polygamist, unless the President
pardoned him. This was urged by
the strongest councel the ‘‘Liberals
could eagage.

Judge Zane reviewed the propo-
sition and said:

“The question i3, what is the mean-
ing of the tyrm polygamist, ns nsed in
the statute, and what is neecessary 1o
torminate that relationship? In a
general sense a man is a polygamist
who practices pol{,gamy, or matitains
that it is right, but that is probably
too general a definition for this statute.
In ﬁm case of Muarphy vs. Ramsey.
the United States Supreme Conrt said
the law did not apply to those whe
went into polygamy before there was
a law agalnst it, but to those who wera
actually In the relationship; a man



