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the Utah Commission was “taken
under advisement. *?

The ehallenged parties were com-

lled to proceed under the old order.

hus the Jtah Commlission was
overrujed.

Then Messrs. Powers and Dickron
appeared for the ‘“Liberal>? party
and ‘‘argued’’ the ease, or ratler
stated what they wanted, aud they

ot it, the procvedings goiug on
n the same order.

Befure Registrars MceCallum and
Morris the order of questivns was
about the sany as Januury, 28 the
great bulk being ‘‘taken under ad-
visement.??

Those who were called belore
Registrar Winters were somewhat
annoyed by the insclent tone in
which the registrar asked his gues-
tions. Bome concluded that he did
not know any befter; but he does,
and can be very mild and gentle at
times.

In a general way his line of ques
tioning was on the maiter of the
challenge. and those’ whose resi-
dence in the city dated back leas
than & year were given a rigld ex-
amination, and their cases ‘‘taken
under advisement.??

In regard to citizenship, the fol-
lowing are samples:

A Mr. Peterson sald he waas four
years old when he came to the
country, and had never himself been
naturalized.

Regstrar—Your name will
stricken from the list.

The attorney for the People’s
Party inquired whether Mr, Peter-
son’s father had been naturalized
before the son was of age.

+0Oh, yes,”’ replied Mr. Peterson.

Registrar — Well, that will he
taken undel advisement.

Richard Smyth was horn 10 Dub-
Iin. His father was an American
cltizen, nnd his parents had goue
to Ireland tosee about some prop-
erty which his mother was heir to.
In the Third District Court Mr.
fmyth had been informed that he
was a citizen under these circum-
stances. He had also seen hig
father’s naturalization papers when
he was asmall boy, and remembered
that they were ieslied in Lowell,
Massachusetts, His father had
gerved fin the American n:wf?.
These facts he could prove by wil-
nesses now in the Territory.

The registrar said that the natu-
ralizatlon of Mr. Smyth’s father was
a matter of record, and eoull only
be proved that way. He told Mr.
Bmyth to get a copy of the recort,
and took the case ‘‘under advise-
ment.”

The next case that came up[, how-
ever, takes the premium. It was
that of Heury Puzey, of the Twen-
tieth Ward,

Mr. Puzey testified, in effect—I
nm not a polygamist {the ground of
challenge); have never been
a practieal polygamist, though
I have had twe wives. My
firat left me, n»pd afterward,
in 1868, without getting a divoree. 1
married again, 1In afew years the
first wife died, and learning my
stalus under the law, 1 made the
second wife my legal wifeby marry-
ing again.
victed of polygamy, and never lived

be

1 have never been con-.

| with two wives; have never wbuen
amnestied.

Registrar Winters—I miay as well
jdecide this and ul” other like cases
[ right now., Mr. Puzey is ohjected
to on the ground that e ls o polyg-
amist. The law of 1862 says:

*Tbay evers pevson having a hushand or
wife living, who shall marry any vther per-
son, wheither marricd or single, in a Terri-
tory of the Ulnited States, or other place
over which the United Btates have ex-
c};;slve jur!sdictioip. shla]l L o * be
adjndgerl gattty of polygamy. £ & u
Prov!ged. neveritheiess, that this rection
shall not extend 10 any pereon by roason of
uny former MoArriga whoso hua-
band or wifa by such marriage shal
yave buen oaheent for five successive
yeare  without being Eknown to such
person within that time to be living; norto
any person by reuson of anyv former mar-
riage wluch shall have been dissolved by
the decree of a ¢ mgctem court; nor to any
porson bK 1cason of any former marriago
which shall have been annubtled or pro-
nouneced vnid by the sentence or decree of
a competent court oh the ground &f the
nnlitity of the marriage contracl.

Mr, Puzey, you do not necd to be
convicted of polygamy. The law
has adjudged you guilty. You are
a polygamist, not having been r-
doned or amnestied. Section 8 of the
law of 1882 says:

*That the Presldent ia hereby authorized
to grunt umnesty Lo such clusses of offend-
erp guilty ot bigamy, polyzamy or unlawful
cohabitation before the passage of thiy act,
on guch cenditions and under such limifta-
tions n8 he ahall think proper; bot no such

amneaty shall have cifect unless the cendi-
tions thereot shall be complied with.”

Mr, Puzey, you will not be al-
lowed to vote. Your name wil] be
atricken from the Iist on the ground
that you are a polygamist. The
challenge is sustained. This ruling

| will govern all eases like this.

B, W, Driggs, Jr. (who appeared
for the People before RegistearWin-
ters}—Mr. Registtar, you have over-
ruled Judge Zane!

The registrar only smiled,

Mr. Driggs—And the Supreme
Court of the United States, too!

Another smile. That was all.

The opinion of Judge Zane,
ecited by Mr. Driggs, was given
in the Bennett case, when Judge
Powers  endeavored to estab-
lish tle position taken by the regis-
trar. Judge Zane ruled that ‘a
man must actually hive a plurality
of wives to bea polyganust, The
fact of cohabitation Is not a feature
in determining the meaning of the
term. A man ceases to be a
polygamist when he fully and
finally terminates the relationship,
Pardon and amnesty are’ not in-
tended as o means of terminating a
polygamous reiation. Pardon 1s the
remission of the consequences of an
offeuse after the parties Liave been
convicted. Amnesty is the remis-
rion of the conrequences of a crime,
and may be after or before a convic-
tion. Though pardoned, the de-
fendant might be guilty of main-
lalning and recognizing the polyga-
mous relation,”?

The decision of the Bupreme Court
of the United States, which the
registrar overrides, saye, in the case
of Murghy against the Utah Com-
mission:

it ir not therefore becnuso the person
has committed the offense of igamy or
pelygamy ai grome previoustine In violalion
of sgome exisling statute dod as an addi-
tional punishment for its eommission, that
he {e disfranchised by the act of Congress
of March v2, 1882; nor because be is gully
of the ofense aa defined and punishoed by
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the terms of that act; but because ai some
time having eatered into A bigamous or po-
lygamoue relation by a marriage with a
aecond ot third wife '#hlle the iiret waa-
hving, be still maintains 1t and has not
diggolved 1t, although for (he time
belug he restricts actual cohabltation to
bult one. He might in fact abstain
from actual cohabitdation with all and be
atill as much as ever a bigamist or polyga-
mist. He can only cease to be such when
he has Onally dissolved jn eome effective
manner, which we are not ¢aled here to
point oat, the very relation of hasband to
severnl wivea which constitutes the forbid-
den afatus hE has preﬁou}xﬁsly usgumcd;
- *

'“The disfranchisement operates upon the
exigting state und condition of the person
and not upcen » past offense. It s therefore
not retrospective He ulone is deprive of
hie vote who. when he offers to régigter, is
theo in 1he stite or condition of 4 bigamia
or polygnmiat or js then actually cohabiting
wiith more than one woman.”

Thus the matter goes. A smile ot
derigion meets the law in the case.

A lung list of new challenges are
now belng served. Among the
number cited to appear 1s Record-
er H. M, Wells, whose treat-’
meut by Registrar Winters, on a
furmer occasion, will be remembered.

Another one that would seem
very hke a joke were it not for the
fact that the infamy of the “Lijb.
eral’? jroceedings is g0 well known,
is the summoning of Spencer Claw-:
son, the People’s candidate for
mayor, to appear before Registrar
Winters and shew cause why his
name should not be stricken from
the registry llst on the ground that
he ig a **polygamist! ?

Many of those chuallenged have
failed to appenr and defnult has becn
entered against them, Investigation
shows that the return is a ‘‘substi-.
tute service.”” The law requires a
personal gervice and in this *‘substi-
tute?’? business it 8 likely that the
persons clinllenged and who failed to
appear have never received notice
at all,

Therc is one noticeable occur-
rence which challenged parties
should tnke cognizance of, and lhat
in that the registrara have no tight
to agk questions that do not relite
to the matter of the challeuge.
That Is, If a mman s challenged on
the ground cf non-residence, he
cannut be required to answer
inquiries about some one else, who
lives in certain houses, or anything
except as to his residence and inten-
tion relating thereto,

The plan adogted by challenger
“n, Wel:)h,” of the “Liberal”’ com-
mittee makes its purpose glain.
Objecting to such men as 8. B.
Clawson, W_F.Neslen, R. Matthews
W. C. MeDonald, John Walsh, and
hundreds of sthers on the ground of
not belng bona fide residents, when
some of them were born and bave
lived in Balt Lake City their whole
lives, and others have resided here
twenty to forty years, and have
been fore the public, indicates a
purpose entirely foreign to that
which the law contemplates in al-
lowing challenges,

The plot thickens as new features
develop, and everything |i»olnt.n to
the fact that no means will be left
unused to obstruct the People’s
Party voterscon the day of election,
as well ag subject them to annoyance
and indignity prior thereto.

The “Liberal’’ party, whose name
n this region has long-bheen the



