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THE SNOW CASES.

DECISION OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
TIHE UNITED BSTATES.

Octoder Term, 1885.

In error to the Supreme Court of the
' Territory of Utah.

Lorenzo Snow, Plaintiff in Error,

-Neo. 1275. 0s.
Tie United States.
Lorenzo Snow, Plaintiff in Error,

No._1278. s,
The United Statcs.
Lorenzo Snow, Plaintiff 1n Error,

No. 1279, T8,
The Unived States,
[May 10, 1838.)

Mr. Justice Blatchford delivered the
oplrion of the Court.

These are three writs of error to the
Supreme Court of the Territory of
Utah to review judgments of that
Court afirmniog judgments of the Dis-
trict Court of the First Judicinl Dis-
trict pf that Territory, rendered on
conviciions of the p]ninr.lﬂ in error ou
indlctments founded on Section 3 of
the Act of March 22nd, 1882, (22 S1at.
81,) for cohablting with more than one
woman., Kachof the judgments im-
posed imprisonment for six months
und a flne of FW0,

The question of the jurisdiction of
this Coutt over these writs of error
presents itseld ot the threshold. It
was not sugzested by the eounsel for
the United Siates at the argument, nor
reterred to by the counsel for the

laintiff in error, for the rewson, as the
Eourt ha< been advised by both partles
since the argument, thut a decision on
the merits was desired; und for the
further reason, that this Court, at the

regent term, iu Cannon v. United

states, (116 U. 5., 53,) took cognizance

of o writ of errorin u like case. But
the question has presented itself to the
Court, and, sinoce the argument, we
Luve becu furnished witha hrief, on
the part of the glaintiff in errov, in
support of the jurisdiction.

Section 702 of the Revised Statutes
provides as follows: ' **I'be fina) judg-
ments and decrees of the Suprewme
Court of any Territory, except the
Territory of Washlngton, in cases
where the vulue of the matter in dis-
pute, exclusive of costs, to be ascer-
tained by,the oath of either party, or
of other coppetent witnesses, ¢xceeds
one jhousand dollars, may be reviewed
aod reversed or affipmed iu the Su-
preme Court, upou writ of erruror ap-
peal, in the same manner sod under
the same reguluitions as the tloal iudg-
ments aod decrees of the OCircuit
Court. Inthe Territory of Washting-
ton, the value of the matter in dispiute
must cxceed two thousand dollars, ex-
clusive of costs. Andany toal judg-
ment or decree of the Supreme Uourt
of said Territory iu zny cause [when)
the Constitution or a statute or tresty
of the United States §s orought in
quefﬂiou may be reviewed jn like man-
ner.

50 much of this section 702 as relates
to the Territory of Utah was carried
into the section from scction 9 of the
Act of September 9th, 1850, estublish-
ing a territorial goverument for Utah,
(4 Stat., 435,) which provided that
writs o1 error and appeals from Lbe
tinul decislons of the Supreine Court of
the Territory shoult be sliowed and
might be taken to the Supreme Court of
toe United Stutes, “where the valua of
the property or the amount in contro-
versy, to bg ascertained by the outh or
aifiriLation of either purty, or other
competent witness,” should exceed
one thousaud dollars, except only that
in all cuases involyving title to slaves,
and on any wtit of error or appesl ona
habeas corpus involvioe the question of

ersopal freedom, u®regard should be
Bud to vilue,

So much of section 702 as provides
for the review of *‘any final judgment
or decree’” of the Supreme Court of
the Territory of Washingtou “‘iu any
cause when the Constitution orstatute
or treaty of the Uuited States is
brought in question,”is taken from
the Act of DMarch 32d, 1833,
estublishing a territorial gFovern-
mcnt for Washington, (10 Stat,, 175,)
which, after providing that wrlis of
error and appeuls from the flual deei-
slons of the Suprewe Court of ihe
Territory should ke  allowed and
1might he taken to the Supreme Court
of the Upited States, **where the value
of the property, or the amount iu con-
troversy, to be ascertained by the oath
or affirmation of either pacty, or other
competent wituesses,”” should exceed
two thousand. doliars, went on in these
waords, which were not found giu the
prior Act of 1830 in regard to Utah:
“and in al] cases wherg the Constitn-
tion of the Unlted States, or Acts of
Congress, or & treaty of the United
States, is brought in question.”

It is plain, that secliou 702, so far as
Utuhb is concerned, does hot cover the

rescot ¢ases, and that the provision

o regacd W cases where she Constitu-
tion, orat Act of Congress,or a treity,
ia brought iu1 question bus reference
only W Wastlngiou and not to Utah.

Section 1004 of the Revised Stututes
provides that writs of error and aP-

eals from the tinal decisions of the
Supreme Court of auy one of cight
named Territories, of which Utal is
oune, **shall he allowed to the Supreme
Court of the Upit-d States, in the
same manner and ander the same reg-
ulations 48 fromthe Circuit Conrts ot
th United States, where the value of
th properti;,or the amouut iv con-
troversy, to be ascertained by the oath

l

of eicher party, or of other competent ‘
witnusses, exceeds one thousand dol-

lurs,” except that a writ of error or |
appeal shall be allowed “upon writs of

habeas corpus involving the question of

person:] hreedom.’ ‘I'his section does

not cover the present cases.

Section 1911 Telates exclusively to
wrils of errorand appeals from Wash-
ingrron Territory, and conotiins a pro-
visiou that they shull be allowed *'ju
all cases wherce the Coustitution of the
United States, or & treaty thereof, or
Acts ot Congreas, are brought fu ques-
tion.” That Erovlslon exists only in
regard to Washington, and is not found
in Section 1908 in regard to the elght]
other Territorics.

Section 700 of the Revised Statutes
upplies only to 4 writ of error to re-
v!ew 4 Houl judgment or decree ina
suitin the highesteourt of a State,

There being thus no gtatute in force
on December 1st, 1873, to which time
the epactments in the Revised Stututes
related, giving to this court jurlsdie.
tiou of a4 writ of eirror to the Supreme
Court of Utah jua case like those be-
{ore us, an Act was gnssed on June
23d, 1874, (15 Stat., 253,) cotitled, **An
Act in relation to courts and judicial
ofticers in the Territory of Utuh,*” sec-
tlon 8 of which contained this provi-
sfon: *‘A writ of error from the Su-
preme Court of the United States to
the Supreme Court of the Territory
shall lie In criminal cases, where the
accused shull bave bLeen sentcoced to
capital punishment or convieted of
blgnmy or polygzamy.! The writ of
error in Reynolds v. United Stutes,
(0% ¥. 5., 145,) was brought under that
statute, the couviction being for big-
awmny under section 5352 ¢f the revised
Stututes. This section a2 was tuken
from section 1 of the Act of July 1st,
1843, (12 Stat., 501,) entitled, ""Au Aet
to punish and prevent the pruactice of

of\'kam in the Territories of the
flnitcd slates and other places, aod
disapproving apd annuliing  certdain
acts of the Legislutive Assembly of the

Territory of Utsh,’%. which sec-
tion 1 declares that eyery per-
son buving a bushind or wile

living, who shail marry any other
erson, whethcr married or slegle, tn a
R‘crrltor}' of the United States, siall
{with certaiu cxceglt.ions) he sdjudged
wuilty of bigainy. The Act then pro-
cecds to disapprorve apd anoul all Acts
and parts of. Acts thererofore pussed
by the Legisiative Assembly of Utab,
‘‘which establish, support, maintain,
| shield or countenance polyiamy,” with
the proviso, thut the Act ‘'sbould not
affect or interfere with the right ‘to
| worship God aecordiny to the dictates
of conscience,’ but only toaooul all
Acts and laws whieh establish, maiun-
tafn, protect or countenance the prac-
tice 01 polypamy, evasively called spir-
itnal marriace, however disguised by
legal or ecclesiastical solerultics, sa-
craneuls, ceremonies, cobsecrutlons,
or other coutrivances.'’ Henee, sec-

bigamy or polygamy as authorizing
one on a ¢cooviction, under sectiou 3 of
the act of 1882,0t eohabiting with more
than one wOoman.

Qo the 3d of March. 1885, the follow-
ing act was passed, (28 Ftat., 443:)"*No
wppeal or writ of error shall hereatter
be allowed from »ny judgment of=de-
cree ip any suit at law or In_equity in
the Supreme Court of- the District .ot
Colutbia, or in the Supreme Court of
any of the Territories of the United
States, unless the matter iu dispute,
excluasive of costs, shall exceed the sum
of flve thousand dollars.”’ Sec. I
“The preceding section shall not appiy
to upy case wherein is fuvolved the
valldity of uny patent or copyright, or
in which is drnw‘in question the va-
lidity ofja treaty Br statute of, or an
suthority exercised under, the United
States; butin all such cuses an appeal
or writ,of error may -be brought with-
out resard to the somor value in dis-
pute.”?

This Act iy relled on by the plulotiff
in error as eovering the present cases,
The first section of it applles solely to
1udzlnenls or decrees lu sults at law or

i} equltly, menasured by u pecublary
value. If the seeond gection applies
to a eriminal case whereln '*is drawn
in qnestion the valldity of a” "statute
of, or un suthority exercised under,the
Upied States,’’ without resard to
whether there is or is uot any sum or
valpe in dispute, the question stjtl re-
muins for consideration; whether, in
the present cases, the vulidity of a
stutute of the United States, or the
validity of un authority exercised un-
der the Unlied States, is drawn in
question.

The peculiarlangnage of section 2 1s
to be noted, ln eection 700 of the Re-
vised Statutes, allowiug o writ of error
Lo review a finu] judgment or decree in
apy sultin the highest Court of a State,
in which a <leclsion in the suit could be
had, the language is, “where 13 drawn
In question the vul':(‘iity of u treaty or
statute of, or au wuthority exercised
vader, the United States, and the de-
cision s against their validity.'
This lanzuage is taken 1rom gec-
tion 2 of the Aect of February
hth, 168Gy, (14 Stat., 385, whore
1t is reproduced verbatim from section
95 0f ihe Judiciary Act of Septemmber

the Act under consideration the worgs
*and the decision is against their val-
idity’* ureuot found. In section 1811
of the Revlsed Statutes, In regard to
Wasnington Territory, the lupguaye,
adopte«faubsmntia]ly fromthe Act ot
March 2d, 18533, (10 Stat., 173,) is *in
ail cases where the Constitution of the
Unlted Stutes, or a tr=aty thereof, or
Acts of Cdngress, are brought in ques-
tion;”’ and is not llmlted to the cuse of
a dectsion agulpst the valldity of the
Act of Congress is brought in question,
but ouly wherc the validity of a statute
of the Unjted Stutus |§ drawn {n ques-
tion, or where the validity of an zu-

tlon 8 of the Act ef 1834, spedking oi
‘bigamy or polygumy,'’ yelerred to the
crime <enounced by sectiou 1 of tue
Act of 1862 as carried into the Revised
Statutes. .

Then came the Act of March 22d,
1882 (22 Stat., 3v), seetion 1 of which
awmeunded 5352 of the Revised Statuies,
the original szwd pew seclions 5352
{lcaviuyg out the exceptions) being as
tollows, the parts in each which differ
from the other being In italic:

Originai. New.

SEvery peraon ae- “Every person who
ing o husband or wite  hasin husboand or wite
livinr. who ngrries liviug, who, ina Ter-
anolher, whether ritory or other Pi’ucc
marvied or single, in  orver tohick the United
a Tervitory or other Stefes hare erclusice
slivce over which the juvisdiction, hereqfter

nited Siutes hnve marries anolher,

extlusive  jurlsie- whelther marmed or
tion. 15 guilty of bg- single, and any man
auty, aud shall ve srho hereafier wimul-

punished by a flne of
not wore than flive
huudred dollars, and
By imprisonment for
4 term not more 1than
1ye yeara.”

taneonsly, or on the
dame day, marries
more than onewoman,
m a Territory or oth-
er place over which
the Uniled Staes
hove exclusive jnrs-
diction, is gullty of
{:o!ygmn , and shall
e punished by a tine
ot not more than five
hondred dollars, and
by imprisonment for
aterm of not more
thun fAve years,'

Section 3 of the'Act of 1882 1s the one
on which the indictments in Lthese cises
were founded. 1t is fn these words:
*1f uny muale person, ina Territory or
otter plice over which the United
Btates have exclusive jurisdiction,
herealter cohabits with more than ope
woman, he shall be deemed uilty of a
misdemeunor, 2wl en convietion there~
of shall be punighed by a fine of ngt
ore thun three hundred dollars, or
by imprisonment for not more than
81X mouths, or by both suld punlsh-
ments,in the discretion of the courts.”
This sectlon creates s newand dls-
tinct offense {rom higamy or potyramy,
one whicli is declaced to be a misde-
meapor, (there having heew and helug
po such declaratlou as to bigamy or
poiygamy,) and the punishment for
which i3 much less than the punish-
weot tor bixamy or polvgamy. The
act of 1882 made no provision for uny
writ of error from this comrt in u case
under section 3, while by the thenex-
isting Act of July 23d,” 1874, & writ of !
error could lie on 4 conviction of big-
amy or polygamy. By pDo proper
construction can the offense of
cohabitiog with more than one wo-
man be regarded as identical with the
offerse of bigamy and polyzumy. The |
Act of 1832,'1n sections 1, 3 and 3,
classes bipamy or polygamy as adiffer-
entoffense from the offense of cohabj-
tating with uore than oue woman;and
We cunnot regard u slatulory rovfsion
lor a writ of error on 4 conviction of

\error {from 1his Courk to the hjghest

t.hor'lny fexercised under the United
States {8 drawn in questiou; but fthis
is not limited by the reguirement that
the deeision sbull bave becu aguinst
auch validiy.

In the preseat cases, the validiiy ol a
statute ¢of the United States (8 not
drawn in question. No such quesiion
is presented by the bills of excuptions,
or the requests for instructions, orthe
exceptions to the chirges, or anywhere
elsc in the records. Nor is the validity
of an sutherity exereised upder the
United States drawn in question. The
plaintiff in error coutends that the
coustruction of the Act of 1852 js
drawn in question, and :ulso the au-
thority exercised under the United
States by waich he was trled und con-
victed; that the suthority of the United
States is invoked to deprive bim of his
liberty, fu a Court estublished oy Con-
grees, and acting solely by Federa]
power; and that the question fs,
whether the autnority exercised by the
Court upder the Act of 1882 {sa valid
authority, and within the scope of that
Act, because the contention is that the
Court misconstrued the statute and
acted bevond the authority which ft
conlerred. The authority exercised by
the Court in the trial and conviction of
the plaintliff in error I8 oot such an
‘‘anthority as 18 intended by the Act.
The validity of the existence of the
Court and its jurisdiction over the
crime named in the iudictments, and
over the person of the defendant,
arenot drawn in question. Al} that is
drawn in question i3 whether there is
or is not error in the administration of
the statute, The contention of the
plaintiff in error wonld altow a writ of
errol from thir Court in every criminal
case in aTerritory where the prorecu-
tion is hased ou a statute of the United
States; aod, indeed, might go still fur-
ther, for the authority of every court
sitting ina Territory Is fouuded on n
statute of the United States. From the
fact that a given ecrimiual case in-
volves the construction of a statute of

that the valldity of "'‘an autbority ex-
ercised under the United Siates' is
drawn in questiou.

There is a declsion of this Court on
this point, in Bethell v. Demaret {10
Walil,, 537.) The 25th section of the
Judiciary Aet of 189 allowed a writ of

Court of & State, *where 13 drawan in
question the validity of a statute of,
or an authority exercised under, any
State, ou the ground of theirbeing re-
pugnant to the Const:tution, treatles
or laws of the Uglted States, und the
decision is in favor of such thejr valid-
ity." The case rtreferred to was
a writ of crror to the highest
court of » State, and it was contendexl
that tbat couri in rendering the
declsion complaived of, acted under

exercised under the State, which, in
the partieular case, impaired the obli-
gation of & contraet, und was repug-
nant to the Constitution of the Umted
States, anc the decision swag in favor
of the validity of such authormity. To
this view, this Court, speakiog by Mr.
Justice Nelson, gave this answer:
*The anthority conferred on a court to
acar and determine cases ina State is
oot the kind of authority referred o in
the 25th scction; otherwise, every

24th, 1789, (1 Stat., 85.} Ipn section 2 of'

the United States, It does not follow |

judgment of the Supreme Courtof
State would be re-examinuble uuder
the sectjon."

I the recent case of Kgrtz v. Moflitt,
(115 U. 8., 487, 408,) it was said by this
Court, spzaking by Mr. Justice Gray,
45 .the result of the exawmioztion of
oumerous cases which are there clted,
that “a jurisdiction coulerred by Con-
gress upgn any court of the Unpited
states, of suits at law or In equity, in
which the matter in dispute exceeds
the suts or value of a certain number
of dollars, jocludes no case in which
the right of neither party is capable
of being valued in money.? lu each of
the present cases the peeuniary value
involved does pot exceed §300, even if
the fipe ceuld bc ealled a “‘matter in
dispute,’”’ within the statute. As to
the deprivation of liberty, whether as
' punishment for crime or otherwise,
‘it is settled by a long coursc of declis-
ions, ¢clted or commented on in Kurtz
v. Modit, (ubi supre,) that no test of
money vaive cuu be applied to it to
confer jnrisdiction.

We conclude, therefore, that we huve
no jurisdiction’of tnese writs of error,
and that they must be dismissed for
that reagon.

1t is urged, howcever, that this Court
took jurisdiction of the writ of error
in Cannon v. Unlted States, {116 U. 8.,
55,) and afllrmed the judgment on a
couviction under the same sectiou 3 of
the Act of 1882, Thequestion of juris-
diction was not conswdered in fact in
that case, nor aliuded to in the de-
cision, uor presented to the Court by
the coupsel for the United States, nor
referred to by either party at the argu-
meaot or in the briefs. LUrobably botb
partics desired a decision on the
merits. The questiou was overlocked
by ail the members of the Court. But,
az the case was decided 4t the present
term, and the want of jurisdiction in it
is clear, we have declded to vucate our
judgment;, und recall the mandate, snd
dismiss the writ of error for want of
Jurisdiction, in order that the reported
decision [may not appeur to be a prece-
deut for the excrelse of juriadiction by
this Court in & vase of the kind.

True copy.

Test: JamEes H. MCKENNEY.
Clerk Supreme Court, U. 8

TREASON OF THE MOR-
MONS.

Editor Democral:

I have heard very frequent rcterence
mide to the “‘treason’ of the Mor-
tnous. As [ have llved in their mtdst,
and glalm to huve used the eyesight
und commeon sense that the Almigbty
a8 gruciously endowed me with dur-
ing my ten years' residence among
them, | deem it not bousting in me to
say that I thiok ! um prepared to give
# truthiul account coucerning them.

My puarents wers members of the
Mormon Church for seveu or cight
years previous to my birth. I was born
and lived in Englaud till I was pearly
twenty-one years of age. I was tuught
by them, as well as by the publications
und uinisters of the Mormwon Chureh
there, that the Counstitutioun of the
United Stutes and the Declaration of
Independuvuce was taspired by Delty.
1t wus enjolned upow me that 48 soon
48 I landed on this 80il { shouid lose no
time before deglaring my {ntenrion,asd
taklng essentiu]l steps to becoine an
Americuan citizen.

since my arrival here in this much
misunderstood, because much misrep-
resented, territory, 1 have watched
with critical cyes the dolngs of the
Mormou people, © Have atteuded very
many ol their public and private meet-
ings, und bLave listened atilentively to
the addresses of their leading men. [
have uever heard any authorized Mor-
mou expobent denounce, in the slight-
est degree, the lopstitutious of my
adopted country. It istroe that gince
the passage of measures Inimical to
their peace and destructive to their
| liberties, their voices huve been heard

rGlesting against those infringements,
I'hey have used the constitutional sud
time-honored rights ot petition agd
appeal to the courts, ‘Lhey huve, fur-
thermore, criticised the doings of ofli-
cers of the Government, who, because,

erchaoce, so far awuy from the seat
of zeneral goverumeut, have assumed
the rols of dictutors und tyrants over
our peuple,

But never bave any of them said one
word in discurtesy of the dear old fiag,
orthe grand old Counstisution, whose
folds and whose provisious should ean-
circle us all, irrespective of creed,
color, or previous condition. We sin-
Leerely counslder that the so-culled
anti-Moron statutes, pussed by the
Tuited States Congress, &re unconsti-
;utiopal, because tney have not been
ezoucted on account of nationai or
moral uecessity, but to all intents and
purposes becuuse of onr relizgiou. Tell
nic not of the old srguuent dogscerning
the burniog of widows, ete. It is a sad
commentary on the intelligeuce ot moy
one who wouldl put such a cownparison
forward.

L amn not & polyzamist nor ;;Jolyga-
wist's son; but I do know that the
lives of our Food Morinon polyramists
are favorably comparable with the

THE

the authority of the State, aud 8o there
was drawn {n guestion an authoriry

lives of your purest and best monogu-

=S

June 9

-—————
e —

| charged with treason for making this
truthful and demwonstrable sssertion.

I visit their Sunday schocis, which by
the wuiy, comprise su aggregute of 85,-
000 members. Their young mens’and
youug ladies’ associutions for muttal
improvement number perhaps 25,000
members. Then there are ladles’ re-
lief socletles, with thelr wards, the
prumary associations. There i3 ve
litt]e differeuce 1o the miodis operandi
of the Mormon Sabouth schools
agd that of the Christian seliools. 1am
a4 worker among tbem, and atnong my
teachiggs (sud I use iy case bul a8 any
examplé umesy many), I teach the?,
children respect for all zoverument of-
ticers, and especialls for all laws
framed harmoniously with the Consti-
tutlon. We teach the childreu to pray”
to the Father, **Thy Kingdowm come,
Thy will be dope on weirth as itisip.
bedven;" and we may belleve more ®
firmiy in the literal siguificanee ot thatk

etitfon than do some. who are ealled®

“hristinns.

Our ypungy people’s assoclations:
mcet weekly In separate sessions.’
Their trcuson cousists 1 disquisitionsi,
and lectures on scientific, refigious,
social, and political subjects, special
attention beiny appliea tu the study ofi
the Bible. 5 o

The relief soeleties indulge fu such &
rebellion as meetlng tugelher once
month, and comforting ench other us'
did thhose primitive Christrians of the’
first eentury, A.1). They bave their!
sewing meetings, and by gradual stitch-
ing many a quilt {8 mwade und ju due
scuson distributed to some poor soul,
These women ure 0f great utjlity fui
visiting and providing for the temporyl’
wants of their poorer sisters. N

The ptrimary department is com- -
posed uf youngsters who meet once a!
week and rehearse a few liues whichs
have been cotumiltee to memory, and
indulge in selegt readiogs, etc. This
may be denominated the nursery for!
Mormen male and female orators. !

Relicious services ure lield on every,
sabbath, and occasionally on weeks
lays, under the auspices of thess
much spoken of Mormon Bishops. Af
formy judgment, I will say that ifi
therv'is any treason in apy of these
meetings, theu the New Testament is!
full of 1t, {for though 1 wouid pot aske.
auy one to admit the truth of Mors
mobism, I aflirm that the DMormunsg
base oll their agsertions upon the utd
terances of that sacred book.

Nay, more; 1 listen to the Mormor‘bu
apostles, nnd thls is what they tell®
“Love your enetnies. Pray for them;
that despitefully use you. Revilc not
those who revyle you.'’. Iknow that
these men are DOt ebeluies to the gov-
erument of the United States, I know'
thut guch counsel as they give wouldd
perpetuate the glorious prioclpies on;
which our goveroment is erected, |

Itls considered treasvnable in Unitedé
States laymen that we suffer ourselves
t0 be dominated by the **priesthood.?
But be it known that every man imd
zood stauding, yea, a4 great maj rit_v'!n
of boys umong the Mormous, hold the;

riesthood. Aud if heid by such g
host, wherein comes the domiuationy”
Especially the very apostics, the greut
tile leaders, tell the people ewphatic!
ully that they ure under no obligation;
to follow them or uny one unlesr they;
hold up a right cowrse to pursier
With duercspect I.alirm my belief
that of ali orzanizations on enrth.nom‘;
accord uiore hberty of action to Jay-"
members than does the Mormon:
Church. All things are done by comg'

k=

mou consent in church matters. O
course this produces u great Siate of
union. But have aoy, vspeclally Chrisl.“
tians, objection to union?  Our uuioui
is guid to be treason! lf so, thep must
our Lord bave been treasoneble for Hé#
prayed for the perfect unity of his dis!
ciples, as He and the Futher were onej
Then would God Himself be so des
nounced, {or, His“greut exponent Pauly
says that one of the great inlents o%
having certain oflicers in His Chureb?
wus the unity of the Saints, ete. &

Yes, dear sir, when o]l that can bg
will be revealed on tbe housetops it
will be shown tbat if the Mormons:
bave nad any treason it I8 asainst®
themselyes in making some of the vils
est vlpers on earth rich, who afters
ward turu rodnd and stil] devour theitl
children. Their treason will be shown”
to huve conslisted 10 making the tlegert,
to blossom as the rose, in being thel
means, in God's hands, of hringing:
mapy {rom poverty and orpression to
afllaont freedotn; of building bondreds
of towus, villages and hamlcls, and!
filling thew with huinbly comfortuble-
homes. And but for the advent of so-9
cutled Christian civilizution they would' |
present to the world the unparalieled »
speetacle of suloonless and highlf
moral towns.

If aupy thiok this Is an over-deavt *
picture, I respectiully refer themioa
Eurely Mormon setilement, where 10

rothel exists, uor galoon, nor gi-
biing bell, and where one muy ifve o
rear aud not see a drunkard. ~ Thest,
ind & thonsand other features not”
mentioned, ure alt the treason we lu- :
duize In.

All we ask foris the {ruth andnoth--
! ing bat the truth, We court investiga-
]tion of onr sayings and doings. No®

people expect more slocerely to mect |
the great Judge of all, and to be .
judged according to thelr deeds than
10 the Mormon people; and surely, if
ey are not a.[ra.Pd to meet this court,
.hey do not fear the most rigid exam-
ustion, on the basis of truth and jus-
| tice, by muankind.
| Misrepresentation apd malevolence

ire our greatest foes,

JosEPR IRWIN.
Lake Town, Rich Co., l.‘n.ah.
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mic Christians. I trust I shall not he i —Pomeroy's Democrat.



