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FIRST TRIAL OF LORENZ
SNOW, *

ABLE PLEAS OF COUNEEL FOR
DEFENSE,

THE

TOTAL ABSENCE OF PROOF OF GUILT.

THEORY UF THE I'ROSECUTION DEMOL-
ISHED.

ARGUMENT OF JUDGE LlARKNESS.

May it pleade the Court, Genilemen of
the Tury:

I sce by the opening address of coun-
gel that we sre somewhat al variaoce
us to what the defendant is charged
with, and what the 18sue of this cuse
reallyis. I do not disputethat the Ed-
mundg iaw is valid, but 1ne defeodant
stands before the conrt precisely as
uny ovher party charged with a crimi-
nal offense, aud must be convicted by
‘the same measure of evidence,

' It i3 not enough to show that heisa
Morwmoeun, but it must be proven that he
I8 guilty of the offense charged in the
fndietiment, The entire charge s co-
habitation witlr more than ofle womall.
The law makes il penal 1o cohabit with
Mmore Lhan one wolnan as wives. Now,
if afll thut wis necessary, as is in-
sisted by the prosecution, was to show
that he clufined two women ias wlves‘
whut 18 the use of the word **cohabit??

It was admitted by the defendunt in
the commencement of this trial, that
he elulms these womnen as his wives,
and if, a3 counsel for the prosecutiou
would have you infer, this wasull that
the law required for couvietion, fur-
ther evidence was unnecessary. Boul
apprebend that somethiug wmore is re-
quired. It must be proven that the per-
son charged iu the indictment hved
with niore than one woman us wives.
The question is: bas the defeadunt
lived with these wowen duriog the
year 18857 Khere is no evidence what-
ever of anyussoclutlon with some of
these women during that vear.

THE EVIDENCEH.

The entire evidence agatnst the de-
fendant is this: Itappears e has seven
wives living. There §s no evidence that
he has even seen, Adeline or I'ombe in
the year 1885, It is admitted he has
Yived ut the brick honse with Minnie.
Thuis leaves four, and it ust be shown
thut, besides Hving with Miunie, be has
lived some part of the time with one of
these tour womer. It is shown that
he hus not eatew or siept in the house
of Harriet during the year 1885, and his
only ussociation with her hus been to
cali two or three times at her house.
One of these calls was to see Frunk,her
som, on business. Another wus uia
sociable st the house which he attended
with other frieuds and nelghbors, and
the witness who testitied 16 this call
wus there before the defeudant came,
and after he left, and saw him come
and go. If there was a third eall,
which is left doubtful, it is char-
acterized by what Mrs. Harriet says of
anycall he may have made; that it
was in the day timeand werely to in-
quirl(i about the welfare of herselt and
iamily.

It is shown he called at the house of
S4arah not wmore than twice duoriag the
year. One of these calls was to see
her.son Alviras, with whom he is con-
pnected in business in the Co-op., znd
the other was a casuul call in the day
time, of & few minutes’ duration, and
10 inquire abont the family. IHe called
two or three times donring the year at
the house of Eleanor, in the day tlme,
werely to ingnire ahout the famlly,
oniy stayeda few minutes, and it does
not appear that he even sat downin
the house during these visits.

He called at the house of Mary four
or five titnes, and the cails were frow
halt u nunute o giteen minuotes each,
and Mrs. Mary says be called the sume
&8 any other gentlentsn, This charue-
terizes the calls and ¢conforms L0 what
the witnesses suy of hiscalls on the
other wives—that they were merely of
a friendly pature and for the same
purposes that any gentleman wounld
call on his neighbor. It is positively
shown that he has not ealen or slept in
either of these four houses, und this is
the only evideuce from which you are
asked to ind that he has lived in 1885
with one or more of these fourladies.
It clearly appears that he merely vis-
ited them at the times and on the oc-
casjons named, aud lived exclusively
as the brick house with Minnie.

SVIBITING ?° AND ‘Y LIVING."

There 8 & vast difference 1n the
meaning of the words**visit’” znd “liv-
ing.” A merevisitcansot be unlzwiunl
congbitation. It makes no difference
whut is the object of a4 man who lives
withinthe law, Whetber it is a fear of
the jaw or & moral respect for it cuty
no tigure in the case. The law does
not contempiate that g4 man shonld
turnout 8 womun inio the street and
refose to support her. Toe children
by such maiTiages ap to 1838, are Jogiti-
matized by this very samefaw. Buog it
is his inoral duty to, provide for the
support of the women whom he had
married previous toihe passacge of the
law in question. 'The Xdmunds law
does not regnire thut a mano shouild
noteisié the severa} women, and the
whole question hapgs upon what con-

., stitutes a living with and whatis a
visit. The jury shounld conslder what
they wonid ask a man to do under
similar circumstances. \Whether he
should not contribute toward the sup-
port ofthe woinen and their children,

And if he hud been permitted to go
Lo the houses of these women sbail,
could he have visited them less thap he
did? 8o far g8 the testimony shows,
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the wownen he visited most could
opnly have enjoved his tompuany
about ten minutes per wouth. I
think that It should be
the defendant did not visit these wom~
euuny oftener than it wus his moral
dnty to do.

In considerlng the evidence of Dr.
Carrington we find be was mistaken as
to u certain date. Now this saue wit-
ness says he saw defendaut out viding
with two pt the ladies and also saw
him wt the theatre with Sarah, yet he
was mistaken in one important matter,
and iv {8 reasouable to suppose he
made & mistake us to the otuer cir-
cumstances when both of the ladies

_declare positively, as they do, that no

such occurrences 0ok place.

We ulso tind that Mr, Snow wgs ar-
rested and broughs to the Marshii's
oftice atd it is said that be introduced
some of these woinen as his wives to
Mr. Peery., Now if & mman should be
placed in a house and three or four
women placed there with him by force,
that conld not constitute cohabitation,
That they were lntroduced as his wives
may be true; but the jact of his belng
in the Marshal’s oflice with ihein, does
not make out tnat he was living with
them. [ douot apprehend that AMr.
Pecry went ou the street immediately
after that introductiou and stated that
Mr, Snow wad ‘‘cobabiting” with
those ladjes in the Marshal’s office.
The defendunt may have introduced the
Jadfes to all Brighamn City as his wives,
hut the question is, was he lizing with
them us wives duriog the lime men-
tioued iu the indictment? Uce of the
witpesses testitled that it is penerally
nuderstood that these ladies are the
wlves of Mr. Suow but the reputation
is that be Is not living with thenm. A
man is not requirea to publicly au-
nounce that he 18 not violating the
laws. The question is, has the Jdefend-
ant o tact cominitted the offense
charged in the indictment?

ARGUMENT OF F. 8. RICHARDS, ESQ.

M:;y 1t pleqse the Court Gentlemen of the
wry:

in attempting to review the'facts in
this cuse, aud upply 10 them the Jaw as
I understand it, uand as [ doubt not
you will receive it from the Court, [
{abor under conalderable surprise and
even some emburrassment. lam sur-
prised that the prosecution should agk
a conviction of the defendant upon the
tengre evidence offered in support of
the indictment; stiil more surpriscd
that counse! lor the government, in a
stmewhat leugthy opening argumcut,
presumably made for the exXpress pur-
poseof giving u detalied avulysls of the
testimouy, should have failed Lo quots
or even mention one scintilla of evl-
denee upun which he professes so se-
curely to rely. You will readlly recall
how {requently he relterated his uwn-
suppurted request for s verdict ol
guilty, and yet bow constantly and dis-
cretely he avoided any examiustion or
recital of the particular proofs upan
which aJoue his demaud conld justly
be bused. | um emhbarcassed that, after
the able and convincing argument of
wy leurned associate, I um required to
stand here and combat such paitry evi-
dence of the defendunt’s violation of
Jaw, and such strange demnands for
conviction a8 have been advauced by
the prosecutiou. But since the counsel
for the govermment has made such
strenuous efforts to portray this ease
as ap extraordinary one, and has tuken
such pains to ignite the consuming
tire of prejudice, my duty te my client
and my high regard for him, cnmpei
me to earnestly address you upon the
sallent polints of Lhis important canse.

ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENBE,
The offense ot unlawful cohabitation

' consists of iwo Decessary eleents,

which ure the living together of 4 nlan

'with more thun one woman, and the

Lolding out of the women to the world
a8 his wives. Apy steicof facts lack-
ing cither of these essentials cannot be
unlawful cohabitation,

Now gentlemen, let us proceed to
analyze ihe admissions which have
been made by defendant's counsel and
the testimeny sdduced sgninst him,
and ascertain wherein these tworequi-
sitefacts have been proven. [tis true
that my client came 10w this court
with the lLonorzble and exalted ac-
knowledgment that the womeu named
in the indictiment had been united with
him in murriage many years ago, ac-
cordipg to tbe rites of the Chorch in
which he holds ahigh rank; that the
are still his wives; und thet it is thelr
belief that this relution will continue
through this life and 1ato the world
beyoud. And In recalling this ac-
knowledgment I declate that we have

-nothing to retract, nothing that we

wish bad been left unsaid; for 1 stand
here thls day, authorized to reatlirm
that Lorenzo Snow I8 not ounly the
husbaud of these wives but that "tbeir
marital relations are eterosl; they are
indissoluble, The eternity sf Ltheir
marrigge covesunt was recognized by
them fu the most sacred manner, more
than a generation gipce; und neither
the law nor counscience requires m
client to renounce or abjure thissacred
belicf? Could he do so withont for-
feiting his munhood and becoming the
busest of cowards?

I ask you, however, to remember
that a yast difference exivts between
the divine belief thar these wives wilt
Le his fn eternity,and the illegatdwell-
iug together and holding out in an
earthly sensey The frst caunot be
reached by any hnmen law; the second
s 2 violation of a statute to which
every citizen is amepable und to which
my clientclaims to bave rendered ab-
solute obedience.

But, even if you fail to recognize
this very patent distinction, still these

admitted |

[ admissions do net and cannot constl- | the health, prnﬁs{rerny and moral train-
tutethe offense churged agulost Lo- | ipgof their ehildren.

renzo Snow. All the conrls, where| Sioce the passuge of the Edmnnds
this question bas been tested, from | Act, vy client has bonorably support-
this tribunal 1o the one of Just resort!ed these womnen anddguurded the wel-
iu this pation, bave held that some- | fare of their sons and daughters,

thinyg wore is uecesssry to coustitute | mothers have lived in theirown bomes,
unlawfui cohabitation than the tere | occupying property deeded to them b{
scknowledgment by the defendnot that | the detencgant in  their individua
the women with whom the offense is | names, and he bas only made the rure
charged 10 buve been committed are|friendly calls described bythe witness-
kis wives, and that additioual requisite [ es. We must know that Congress in-
is an actunl dwelllng together of the|rended thut he gliguid do
Fart.les. Under every decision that| nothing lesas  than  This. The
ias been rendered in these very pecu- | Nutioual Legislature conld not and
liar cases, two esseutiat elements bave | did not mean that the father should be
been reguired to be proven. Que ls | forever absent from his legitimated
the 1iving together of the parties; aund |children, nor that he shonid cast their
the other is the holding out of the| mother forthto beg o) starve as if she
women 48 the wives of the defundaut, | were an impure wretch, unworthy of
50 that the Jiving together shull be 45| nssocintion with ber beloved ones. 1
bushaml and wives. Withont prool Ichulleuge a proof thut soywhere Jo the
beyond o reasonable donbt of both o1 | law itself, or inany of the decisions,
these two es3ential elements—the liv- | it i3 leld thut u roun who*had been in
fug together und the boldlng out—-the revi-

¥ | an idea so ntonstrous that civilization

prosecution I3 vot entitled Lo a con-
viction.

WHAT ARE THE PROOYS.

Gentlemen, what 13 the prool, 1n this
case, of auy livinyg wxer.ner'; Have
yOu been able to reusonably und bon-
estly deduce Jfrom the testimony that
this defendant, sicce the drst day of
January {1885, and prior to or including
the 8ilrst day of December, 185, was
living in the habit und repute ot mat-
rivge with mwore thun one womah?
You will not forget that =il the wit-
nesses who testiled on this pojut co-
incide in the statemnent that the de-
fendunt did mot, during the catire
period mentloned in the iedietment,
ouce eat or slecp under tlle same root
with suy oue of the woimen except
Mionie, at whose residence he had
macde his execlusive home, not only
during the year 1835, but ever since the |
passage of the lidmunds law.

It does not appear from the evidence
that during sald year defendsnt ever
saw, of wus in the presence of efther
Adeline or Phehe—two of the women
with whom thecohabitatlon is charged. 4
He is shown to have made two or
three cells at the residence of Harriet,
But on at least one of these occastons
Ge visited ber house for the definite
purpose of doing husiness with one of
his sons. The defendant alzo visited
sarah once or Lwice doring the period
mentioned io the indictment; hut one
of these calls was for the purpose of
consulting with another soun, & young
wan who is employed in 4 mercuntile
establishment of ‘whiclh defendant is
whe responsible head. ‘I'he cails upon
Elenngr did not exceed two or possibly’
three; they wereof the sume charac-
ter as those made upon the other woimn-
en, of brief duration, occurring in the
day time, and for no more intimate
purpese than i{o make numane nod
Eroper inquiry sfier the welfare of

erself and tamily. Ithasbeen shown
that he visited the house of Mary more
fregnently than he called ut the othet
residences; and yel how often was he|
there?: Four or five times- within a
greater number of months, and then
only to remain doring a space of-iroin
one tofifteen minntes. Isthisthe habis
and repute of marriape?

Gentlemen, such a claim i3 so ridicu
tous, that under ordinary ciretmstan
ces I would not 1'ez.‘;ard it as entitled to
i .moment's consideration. Were 1]
not that the object of the prosecuntion
seems to be to exciie your prejudicd
and becloud yourreason, I would con-
gider any effort 10 ()Ppose such sophis-
try an iusult to the intelligence of this
jury. I confess thatl feel ushamed to
stand here and seripusly uregne this
case as if there was one iota of evi-
dence or argument before you requir-
jog contravention, You are asked by
counsel for the Governinent to attach
a fictitious importance to the visits
m#de by this defendant to these ladies,
but { warn you against doing so. Unce
more, Jel me say to tiis jory that under
all the judiciu) interpretations of the
law and under ull the rulings of courts
these occaslonal calls, these inclden
and harmless circuimstances, cabnot
warrant sbe conviction of this defend-
ant. How can this jury tiud a man
guilty upon sach testimony? How can
he be deprived of home, liberty, the
companionship of fricnds, and cast in.
to the socievv of felons npon snch
flimsy evidence? It ezun0t be iegally
nor jusﬂy done.

OBJECT OF THE LAW.

Let me eall your attention to the
very evident object which Congress had
io view fu passing the Edmnnds law,
It was to suppress the uctnal practice
of polygamy. Bot wag this result to
be accomplished by inhuman megns?
The prosecutor bfmself admits thal
the intention of Congress was that the
law should be sdroinistered humarely;
and in this [ fully agree with him.
And yet the strange, Irreconcilable
taeory onder which ae demands acon-
viction o this case, wonlid make itap-
pear that in the pussare of thisstatute
—asseried to be for the advancement
of porityand noble life—Congress had

and humanity would blush at) its bar-
barism.

What conld my client
deeency do that he has not elready
done? = I have said that these ladies
were his wives before the gassage of |
this law, and by it their children were
declared bhis legitimute offspring.
These women had dywelt with him In

Earched nut crucked with desolaling
vcatl. a2 when toil was nnlversal and
urgality & occessity. Unto them chil-
dren were born, and it pecame and still
is the duty of ibe father

phatically und uniforaily sustained by

their ebitdren, npon each occasion, not

4 monka,

ackuowledgment of marrizge and his
continuous claimivy of theso women 43

this desert reefon—a thousind miles | prool.
from civilization—when the lund was | but Lo take the tes

us well as an | tion;tand the
obligation upon the mot.ﬁef. tocarefor nesses in dec

the practice of piural mnrriageé)
ous to the pagsage of the Edmunds act,
is now obliged to make renuncistion
and public disavowal of his wives and
childres. Therejs mo such requolre-
ment, gentlemwen of the juory, I stand
tiere to declare thix to you fearless of
successful contredicilon by counsel
for the government. Nor is there any
reqoireinent that, having confermed
his [ife to the jaw, he shouid w his
daily walk say to the public that he
is separzted from all of his wives
except oue, and that he is liviog In
strict consonauce with the Edmnods
luww. The law merely says ineffect,
“krom this thwe forch a man shall live
with hot oue wonan as his wile:* and
I defy apy men llving to maintuin that
it has been proven in this case thas the
defendant l1ved with any other womaun
as his wife than the lady described as
Miopie Jensen Saiow.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT NOT CDIIABIT-
| ATION,

Uuder these circnistainces, so em-

ihe testiwoony, there is ne More prooi
that Lorenzo Snow bad lived with aud
beld out the other woluen uas his wives
during the period named io the indict-
ment, than there would have been if
they had been living in China, und he
bad said: *I have one wife in Brlg-
ham City agnd six wives ju Pekin.”r I
reiterate that this is tle exact case;
for Lorenzo Spow hus not lved with
taese women ju avy .sense since the
dateof the Edmunds act,and the prose=
cutor, in his argument, bosed his elaim

for a couviction alone opon the de-
fendant’s ackno wledzment of them. If
every person who has lived in this re-
iation in Utah was able to say what bas
been proven for Lorenzo Snow, there
wouild be no more need of my friend's |
adroitness and Ingenfous eloquence in

his ofticeas a pubiic prosecutor, The |
supposed sirongest fvature of sll this
weak, weak case against iny client is
that he has called 4t the house of Mary
four or five Limes since the tirst day of
January, 1885, remaining with her and

more than tifteen mivotes—an average
perhaps of from six to ten mioutes io
1s thar unluwinl cobabiti-
tion? Heaven forbid that wen’s cou-
dnct shoujd bLe weighed inthis or any
other Jun;l by sueh s¢ales of judgment!
(Gentlemen, Lhe proof aguiost my client
of auy violation of this law is so thiu
tuat it will not cast a shadow.

LAW OF PRIESUMPTION.
You are usked to give deferdant’s

nis wives,tbe etffeetyof an Incontrovert -
fble presumption that he lived with
them darieg Lhe vear 1885 in the prac-
tice oi unlawiful cohabitution. We gre
ready to admitihat a bare presumption
miy De 50 raised, but we most emphut-
ically¥eny that it1s or can be a ¢on-
clnsive oue. Snch an interence wmay
be and must "be reinovable by actual
facts, otherwise there would be no
work for jurles, and lawyers would
render verdicts aceording 10 presump-
tions, Snpupose, for instance, that
three men are obsarvedito enter 4 house
together, A moment later a shot 18
heurd, a scream, and then 4 man with
a distorted countenaprce rushes
out, bolding u smoking  pis-
tol iu  bis hand, The by-
standers iostautly sorge jute the
bullding and tind 8 mar upon the floor
weltering in hlood. Hels curried to
the hospital, where the physiciaus say
that his wound was caused by a bullet,
and his companionr who ‘was seen with

man thau the diguitied mil
the political autoerat: each s covered

sonable doubt.
United States are declared 10 huve, not
one rule of luw and evidence for a
favored ¢lass and anothey rule for an
unpopular inction; but an equal, ju-
discrimipating regulation whieh makes
every ruan, i thls respect, the equal of

Case.

the pistol, is arrested en u charge of
uttempted murder. A presumption of
guilt is naturslly rulsed against the
prisoner, yet he protests inuocence,
and oo being taken before the wound-
ed man, the latter says: *'This {s not
the man who shot me, bring me the
other.” When the third man is foand
he is identified by his dying comrade

48 the would-be murderer; whersupon
ke decldres, “¥Yes, | did shoot him, und |

our companion, in afiright, picked up
wy pistol xud ruzhed into the street,
while I quietly marched nway throngh
the back door."” Of course the pre-

snmption of guilt rajsed ugajusi the|

man tirst arresied is eutirely oblite-
rated, the facts are before the court,

“in honor and |ard the factsare piramount. So inmy

cliznt's case. Whatever may jave

the prosecutign raised agajnst him be-

canse of hia sdmission of marriage,i
il-founded pre-
sumption is awallowed up by positive | a countless mejont pad ze

that arbitrary and
Te demonﬁtrate tbis you have
imony of two of the
most disinterested witnesses, Judge
Madsoo end Mr. H. E. Bowring, Both

ntlemen were 80 situated that they
ad ample opportunity for observa-
unite with other wit-
ing that Mr. Snow's

sole place of resldence was with Min-
nie, uud 1hat it was the public repute
thut hie had not lived with the other
wotnen.

The prosecntion lias wade it apother

The | presumption of guilt tout when found

by the warshals this defendaut was
vonceanled as if to evade ar-
rest, Under such circumstances
as sorrounded Lorenze Bnow the
laww writers do not justify yono in at-
taching that weight 10 my cilent's uct
of hiding, which counsel would huve
vou belleve. Gentlemen, you can uot
justly consider us being against him,
the conceulment of the defeudant, I
you think he hud apy reasonuﬁle
motive, aside’ from the absolute con-
sctousness of polit io his effort ut ¢va-
ston. ,What was his motive? Itisup-
parent to all. Lorenzo Snow s an
aped man with presumably but few re-
mawming years of Jife; ne bud been
l)roscrihed us belonging to an nnpcru-
ar class of people, und by rumor had
been desjzuated us one whom the
prosecution was immoderaicly unxlous
to arrest and conviet; and he feared—
I trust, gentlemen, not prophetically—
that 1 prejudice which ought notto ex-
fst in courte of justice, mizht have
swuy in his trial, 1tis ubsurd to de-
¢clare that this ¢ffort at conceahnent
Wweans an uneasy conscience.  (Gentle-
men, if filght meaot guilt, abd tlaont-
ing one’'s self in open duy meant inno-
cence, wroung-Jdoers and virtoous ruen
would be chanyging places all the world
over, for the hooks record meny in-
stances where brazen gailt remained
at the scene of its crime to throw off
suspicion, while taisely accused inno-
geuce Bed in astonisbed afirtzht. You
can not judge wy client in this respeet,
by the rule which might governa young
rebust wan, whose friends could hil
the jury box, because the motive which
itnpels ouc mar, often iads no echo lo
the mind of another.

APOSTLESHIP NOT ON TRIAL.

Now we come 1o 4 cinlm of the pros-
ecution which 1 regret having to wen-
tion. Counsel has secmed to endeavor
to lead you to the idexs that in this case
you must be especially vigiiant, severe
and uooyieldiay, because this is
an \mportant case and tne defendunt
holds :n exalted rank in the **Mormon"
Church. Bot it I8 not the station,itis
the individual who is on trial. ltisa

grand thing that the laws of this Re-

public extend egually over the highest

and lowest of humao life and cvery

man, rich er poor, learned or lgnorunt
exalted or humble, bas thrown aroun
bim the same legal and coustitutiopul
guards awainst injustice. My client
stands before you to-day, no greater
rian in the sight of the law than John
smith, the un"k..mwu vagrunt, 0o le¢ss 4
liouaire or

alike by the shield of presumed inno-
cence which effectually protects him
until he is proven guilty beyond a red-
he Jaws of these

his fellow. Therefore this defendant

{s not upon triz! in this court as Loren-
zo Spow, *'the scholarly apostle,’® but

48 Lorenzo Snow, the Aficrlcan clti-

Zen.

MAJORITIES XOT ALWAYS R1GHT.

Gentlemen, iu similar cases it has
beeu asserted and it may be reiterated
by the prosecution to-day, that tifty
millions of people have decreed thut the

ractice of polywyamy shall be abol-
shed; as it this vaunted assertion
ahould fuflnence your judgment when |
vou bave sworn to Lry one certuin de-
fendant according to the law and the
avidenee preseuted in lis partienlsar
You ure not required to render
a verdict in aceordguce with the opln-
ion of tlfty millions of people, but in
exuct consonanee with the luw given
by the judge of this court and the
credible  testimony uttered by
the witnesses who have related the
facts in your hearinz. 1do not go so
far as Lo say, as has been sald by wiser
men than I, that magiorities iare al-
ways wrong, bnt T call your attention
to soine startling instances p which

the final judgment rendevedgiby the
foture has reversed the decrée of an
ill-judging majority. Let us look for
one moment down the long aisle of the
centuries, lighted by the beactns of
history, and we see beaming througi
the durkness the Christian contest 1n
Pagan Rome: :
To the imEerlaI city, whicl ritled tae
world from her seven hills, had come
messengers declaring::  ‘‘Not your
stony Jupiter is God of gods; but tbis
man of Nuzarethis the Son of Him
whno is Ommpotence.” And the mil-
lions cried; ‘‘Nap, it shalli not be so.
Jove is our snpreme god,and the Nazn-
rene ye shall not worship here,? Then
the followers of JeBus, ever growing
astheir ranks were declmated, wero
seized by lictors to be dragged to
hloody eages. And when the morrow
would dawn, a Roman virgin, un-
taluted by the vice of Christianity,,
would cry: ‘*Let the sport com-’
mence;’? und hungry liens, with lick-
ing, snarling byspus at their heels,

| been the uufavorable inference which | wouid beled forth to attack in open,

amphitheatre the defenseless martyrs.
The life-biood of Christiaus dyed the,
mighty sands Of the Coliseum, becanse

. decreed;
hut to-day hundreds of miliions of the
most intellizent people on earth:

jook back and say: *Tie few scere of}
Christians were Tight; they were noble;
martyrs; and their myriad of persecut-

ors were wrong.”
Papal Reme, which

Centurics later,
raléd Europe from behind every



