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chestnut beard—Apostie Grant most | A rpan frora Banpete asked the editor |al wives | revious to the finding of

likely.

In reply to the foregoing we have
been furnished with these counter
affidavits:

TERRITORY oF UTAH,
County of Salt Lake.

David James being first duly sworn,
deposes and says: Several days ago a
mar who said he came from Ephraim,
8anpéte Counly, applied to me for
work, T had no vacancy for him and
told him so., Applications of A similar
kind are made to me daily, I said
Nothing to him or to any one else
about *headquarters,” but did say
Solnething about applying at the
NEws office to see if they could tell
him where work conld be found.
This was because another paper in
town — The DTribune — professes to

furnish employment for all comers.
That is all I koow inl reference to the
matter mentioned in the Salt Lake |
Tribune of October 30th.

DavID JAMES.

Sworn to and subscribed before me,
a nDotary publie in and for Salt Lake
County, Territory of Utah, this 30th
day of October, A. . 1889.

Jayes H. MoyLk.

TERRITORY OF UTAH
Couuly of Salt Lal(e.}

Charles W, Penrose, heing first dily
sworn, deposes and says: I have read
a purported affidavit published in the
Salt Lake Twibune of October 30th.
The facts in regard tothe matter as far
as I am acquainted with them are as
follows: A man came to nme several
days ago and said he wanted
work and that he had applied to David
James, wha.told him to come to me. I
expressed my surprise and told him I
had Do aunthority over David James;
that I was not a membher of the City
Council and had nothing to do wit
any public work. After some further
conversation, in which I learned that
Mr. James was very busy when the
application was made, I sugpested that
he had probably sent the man io the
NEws office to get rid of him. Just
hefore he left, Mr. D. D, Hontz called
at my office and spoke to me for a few
moments io the doorway, He is nei
ther *‘tall” nor ‘“spare,’” neither has he
a‘‘chestnut’’beard,ard my conversation
with the tnan was previous to the ar-
rival of Mr, Houtz. I have learned
that the man whe applied to me bhas
been in jail, and, therefore, I am not
surprised at any statelnent he InAy
bave been induced to mnke.

CHARLES PENROSE.

Sworn to and subscribed before me
a nolary publie in and for Salt Lake

| sented ought to fill that eluss with

County, Territory of Utah, this 30th
day of October, A, D. 1889,
James H. MoyLe.

The “Libers]l”” organ has added |
the remarks given above for the
purpose of making it appear thatthe
Church in some way yet unex-
plained is engaged in “colonizing,”
and therefore it infers that the visitor |
to this office describied as ““tall’? and
“‘mpare”” and with a*‘ehestnut’?heard
wus Apostle Heber J. Grant. There |
is not the slightest resemblance be-
tween Mr. Houtz sand Mr. Grant,
and the iast named gentlernan was |
not in this office at the time when
the alleged maker of the false affi-
davit was here.

of this paper to get him work on
the sewers, which the editor wag
unable to do; ergo, the editor of the |
NEwS is atthe head of a “coloniza-
tiouw*? scheme. A caller at this
office, wheo is of medium hight,
sguare build and dark hatr and com-
plexion,is deseribed by the organ as
tall, spare and with a chestnut|
beard,in order to muke it appear that
it was Apostle Grant, and ergo, the
Churech isengaged ina “*eoloniziug*?
scheme. That is about the usual style
of reasouing with which the *‘Lib-
eral>’organ jumps at its conclusions.
We here announce that we have
no strings upon Mr. James ner auy

on¢ else engaged in  public
worke, bul that whoenever and
wherever we  can learn  of

openings for men out of work to ob-
tain employment, we shall take pains
from this time forward to point them
out. We have just as good a right
to do this as the abusive and scur-
rilous scribes of the Tribune bave,
and if we desire] to retaliate in
their own fashion we gould furnish
the public with sgome information
that would throw light-upon several
dark trapsactions. We can afford
to wait.

—

THE RICKS CASE.

WE publish in this issue the full
particulars of the alleged trial and
conviction, before Judge Berry, at
Blagkfoot, idaho, of Col. Thomas E.
Rieks, indicted for unlawful cohabi-
tation. Wecommend them to the
cousideratlon of every lover of
judicial fairness. The picture pre-

unutterable disgust.

The fact of the defendant having |
been indicted in the manner de-
scribed and forced to immediate
trial, which wag egsentially u legal
farce, makes it appear that Mr.
Ricks was virtually convicted be-
fore the bill was found. The subse-
quent proceedings render this in-
ferenee all the more justifiable.

No matter how closely the testi-
mony given at the alleged trial is
serutinized, the peruser fails to find |
a scintilla of proof against the de-
fendant. This fact was evidently
fully appreciated by the Judge.
This is shown by the charge, which,
to our view, is one of the most pre-
judiced ever delivered to a jury in
any (ase. 1t*is also one of the
most absurd.

His honor holds to the position
that the Inw presumes o centiuua-

the indietment against him. That
is to say, if he has cohabited
with his wives before the date cov-
ered by indietment, the presump-
tion iy law is that they continued
after that time, and that this is to
be considered against the defondant.
We defy Judge Beirry or anybody
elge to point sut any sound law or
authoritative precedent to sustain
such a position. Itis against the
legal presumptiou of the innocenece
of the defeudant wuntil
guilty, and that proof
come within the date covered
by indictment, otherwise the pro-
ceeding i ex post faeto in its es-
sence. The legal presumptinn must
be that the illegn! conduct ceased
before the date of indictinent,

The charge is prejudicial to the
defendant throughout. There was
an evident asternpt to impress the
jury with the iden thut they could
convict even if nodwelling together
of the prisoner aud his wives
was shown.  Tustend of uging the
words ~habit wud repute of mar-
riage,” the judge kept repeating the
phrase. “character and repute.”
The Bupreme Court of the United
Btates has held that there must be a
“dwelling together’? of the parties
in the habit of marriage to consti-
tute illegal eohabitatior.

The closing words of the charge
are rich, under the eircumstances:
“It is a eircumstaice te Le consid-
ered by the jury that there are in-
criminating facts proven which
bear againgt the defendant, and the
deft-ndant has the means of explain-
ing or disproving such fasts, and

must

t fails to do 8o. Buch neglect or failure

is a circumstance for you to con-
sider.” He did not puint out any
facts of the Kkind he referred
to. His expression adds in-
sult  to  injury, when it is
taken into consiieration  that
the defendant was forced to trial at
o moment’s notice, being peremp-
tority denied any time whatever for
preparation to euahle lnm to meet
thu issue. It is also ogieal, it the
language be taken literally, the ad-
mitsion being made that thedefend-
ant had the ability to explainand
diaprove, but had simply falled to
use it,

In the proceedings ns x whole
the rights of the defendant were
trampled under fout and the rules
and forms of law iguored. [t jooks
to us very much like persecution,
having but litile resemhblanee to or-
dinary legal prosecution. Does it
not appear as it Mr. Rigks waa con-
victed of beinyg resident of a Stake
of the Church of Jesus Christ of

And now let us look for a momeit | tion of relations that existed be- Latter-day Saiuts, and not ef unlaw-
ntthe logice(?)ofthe - Liberal” organ (tween the defendaut and his plur-| ful cohabitation?

proved



