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. : v Q fested by a large class of the youth of | THK DEATH OF SEGREGA- |at anyother time than upon the dayjnumber of indictments presentedd

LEDITORIALS, the Chnrch to place Lhemselvesl TION 4 name{i ig ipadmissible.” Mr. Bishop, [ againsthim. Such ex post faclo lexias

- = =8 — | in 2 position to give a reason for the | Y in speaking ot tbis doctrine, s=ys *‘lt| lation has veen too strongly interdicty

& A REMEDY FOR CANCER.

ANYTHING that will alleviete human
sufering ought to be universally
kuown. The press should leud its aid
iu the dissemipatlon of juteillzence
Jeuding to thut eud. We therefore’
copy an artlcle which uppeared in the
Cinclunatl  Conimercial Gazette, al-
though we are¢ unable to endorss it by
the citatlon of any fact within our
kpowledze. Cuncer is such a terrible
diseasc and the resort 10 the keife,
which moat physiciaus consider un-
avoldable if a perteet cure is desired,
and s even then quite doubtful, i3 Bo
terrifying to the majority of suffurers,
that auything which gives fair prowise
wf rellet  without such * heroic
treatment, will De eaﬁurl_\' grasped
at by victims to that Dbornible
complaint. Following is the article
s publisbed [nthe Gazetie:

*About thirty years 220 a woman be-
longlag to the middle walks of life,snt-
terfug with capcer,was grouuunceu be-
yond tieir skill by the poysicizns of the
Serewsbury ‘luirmary, Eugland, the
tupor being o such close proximity 10
the jugular vein that, tuther thoo risk
the imperliliug of her lfe they deemed
it best ot to undertake sograve unop-
eration. I

Struightway after this announcement
was made spe returuved Lo Ler home,
wlich was three miles frow Qswestry,
the .neargst railway station jin the
County of Moatzomery, North Wales.
Here  she became &  greater
sufferer, when one day she bethonght
herself of a nefghbor, whowm she’ soon
fouud, and with all the eloguence of
one cuthralled by an implacable loeshe,
appealed to ber sympathy. “if it were
possible,” she implored, “*do, do some-
taingto assuage my pain.’” With thug
tepderness and wiliinzness charac-
teristic of every true and noble womun
to allay ber slster's many puains this
friend, for she proved a Iriend in need
sod deed, forthwith sent her boys (oue
of whom is our informant} to gather
what 10 the United States Is koown as
sheep sorrel; by the people of England
ué ‘‘mour leat or the cuckoo plaut:”?
in the Welsh lauguage, to the people of |
North Wales, as “*duli sarlon y gog.”
Tothis timely opportunity, aund thc
efficacy of this herb as an autidote for
cancer, this, onr suflerer, is in a large
mmeasure lndebted for her health and
lile to-day, while not the slightest

bhope thut is ip them thap now. Itis
cyioced in vurious ways besides organ-
fzivg jor systematic study. Many of
them are inguirisg wfter informatioun
from various sources upon subjecls
which envage their altention.
Sometimes those fuquliries are, to
our persondl jnformation, incited by a
questiobable  meass.  QOccasionally
some Llder of adyvasced age and pre-
umed experiesCe undertukes 1o
dress the youth, snd uwuwisely pro-
pounds to them gome inysterious
doctrine of doubtful orthodoxy.
The axe and expericnce of such persous
culses the youny wen to consider that
sich expressions ure entilled to con
siderable weight, while they are B
muze id 10 the doctrior propounded,
[hey seck for cxplunations elsewnere.
Quite 4 number of soch tuterrogutories
lave cowe under our own observation.
[nformatiou is sousht both by letter
und in person. Au lustance occorred
recently, in which a number of yonng
wen in'ope of the settlemeuts weie
twught some mysterious things by an
Eider sdvauced 1o yesrs. Qae of the
poiuts be udvanced we bere give, by
way of iiustration.
Christ is tbe tather of the wpiritsof all
wen, Itis perbaps needless to glate
to the ordinury Lutter-day Saint thut
the Bavior himself made no such
claim,out informed His disciples when
He was about to snecend to the right
haud of God that He ascended to Iifs
PFather aud to their Father, to His God
and to_ their God, He heiug our
“Elder Brother’® and the “lirst born
amoug mavy brethren.'’ But the
object of this article 18 not Lo aiscuss
any purticular doctrinal point, but to
direct attention to the unwisdom of
uny Elder taklng a course to lend the
minds of the young uwuay from the

unsusceptible mlod ihat the
precept upon precept, 1o accord with

nature.
We advlse the youn

of wbich thelr minds ore ot prepared,
By all means study the 1irst
of the Gos.el apd wcquire the abi]
to explain them o private or pnbhc.
The success of the Preceptor sysiem
45 an wid in that direciion haes been
demonstrated. It provides the plan
for systematic staudy, aud when a

it contains is desired, the Ready Re-

vestize ot this bithertv noconguerable
disease i3 to be found.

The lesves were wrapped io brown
paper 20 tight 28 to make the puckage [
1mpervious to atr. Tols packuge was
placed beneuth an open giate, covered
with the hot ashes of the same. When |
suflicientty cooked it was remeved,
and in a8 het a  stale as pos-|
sible aud not burn, it was uow applicd,
the Jeaves belny fu dlrect comact with
the ulcer, which was liinly beld to the
pirt affected by alinen bundkerchlef,
Ntrange Lo 84y, at the expiraiton of one
wopth the tuizor came away and has
not since appeared. For the first four
days the pain wis most excruclaling,
but gradually decreased as 1t bacame
loosened. There 15 inuch to be saia in
favor of this method over that of toe
knite. The nature of its drawin
powér in the form of poultice, thoug
st drst very severse, still 18, gradual
and aure, while new blood tushes
fnto the vacuum, cauged by removal,
thus serviug as o Otting helpmeet for
alding and stimulating pature's efforts,
aod in the steantime the arteries which
feed this fell destroyer are given a
greater impulse to inove rhpidly, flow
henlthily and strengthening the wesker
parts as {ast s iceyresses. In this
connection itis to be observed that
this method bes uene of the accom-
panyiny after-weakening efiecls as
caused by loss of blood so fre-

uently exhibited uunder the opers-
‘t.lk)n of the kuoife, while the chaoces
of a thorough extirpation are
far more sapguione g3 to o thyead re-
mwaluing than that of a surgical operu-
tion, which many fear end object to,

For those parts pol admitting of.

oultice we submit snother formula

or the same herb, as applied by this
suame bepefsctress 1u somewhat differ-
- gnl cases.

A plece of flat irou or steel {3 ob-
tained with at least one bright and
smooth lace, Opn this the leuves ure
placed,which in turn is placed on top of |
the stove or witiip the oven until the
leaves are thoroughly cooked, whence
they are removed sod spread on a piece |
of linen in ibe same way as asy other
home-mwade plaster, When cool enovoph,
with sttficicut beut not te burn, It is
tben applied, azud, our inforinant
states, wus productive of the suiue
beneticent result.

M{SLEADING THE YOUNG.

Tue other day it wa3 stated fu the
News tbat gix clusses of young men
had been organized in the Twenty-first
Ward for the purpose of stadying and
zcquirlng the abillty toexplainthe first
principles of the Gospel as nuderstood
by the Latter-day Saints. The move- |
ment in the Ward nsmed i3 by noj
means isolated, slmilar steps having
been taken in other branches of the
Church, 1o factwe are pleased to bej

able to state Luat DEVer AL a0Y UMehaS |y fn alaby
there been so strony 8 desire mani-/months,

| punishment

fereace can be utilized to udvudtace,
———— g

A PERFIDIOUS PARTNERSHIP,

A‘ RECENT dispatch from Evie, Pa., to
the New York. Times, {zives thls plece
of pews:

**This evening !the sheriff of Sailne
County; Nebraska, took frotn the Erie
jail under o requisition the Rev. L. L.
Luse, known in the West as tpe
*‘Buintly Creditor.”” Lnse s wanted in
Nebraska on u charge of perjury, aud is
gl'osecuic.d by the Rev, Mr. Brucen,

ampbellite preacher. The two huad
been in partoership o a erasade ngajust
tie Mormous, but quarreled over the
business purtuership, and the charge
agelnst Luse crows out of their dia-
ruption. Luse was a popalar M. E.
preacher in Peunsylvanis and Northern
New York, went juto the newspaper
busloess in Wilber, Neb., and tigared
in & scandal in which one ol his com-
gregation, a lady of promninence, way
Compromised by Rit. .Bankruptcy
followed his eseapade, and he fled, uoil
hius been s fugitive for a yeer,

THE RECENT DEGISION.

Tur Chicago Herald mukes the follow-
ing sensible comment on the recent de-

| clsion it the Snow case:

By the Judgment just rendered b
the i‘edgral Supreme s'l.)cmrl; in thz
cuse of Snow, convicted of uolawful
cobabitition under the Edmunds act,
the courts 1o Utab will be giveu a check
in the indliction of penalties which wili
not militute in the Jeast aguinst the
administratiou of Justice. As advised
in the pust, the territorial courts have
been usipg ibeir own discretion in
trying men for unluwful gobabitation,
mukiug the offense cousist of noything
sn_zgge_snulf such cohabitution, and
dividiog it up into perlods sous to
futlict 1be.extreme penalty in coutinu-
iny scotences, aegreguling tn some
cises several yeurs of imprisopmeut,
whereds, under be law the maximum
! i3 prescribed 18 six
montos jn the peniteatlury aud S0
fine. The Supreme Court now holdy
that the'effense complsined of in each
cise mustbe coustrued us consisting
of il uniawiul acts up to and ivctud-
iuv the one for whieh the prosecutiop
i3 had, and that cumulalive sentences
for a conotlousus crime divided fnto
periods are not to be permitted,

*The decision }s ¢f importance as
Sbowing Wil what zeal aud harshpess
the pew Izwsare enforced iu Utah
where juries ure regularly packed, and
where & Mormon, once accused, has
abont 48 much chance of ucqugttat,
even if fnuocent, ns Brixnnmq\’oung
tias of rislug from the dead. Quoe pun -
ishment foronecrime fs enough for
any offender, even s Mormon.'

*ew

-houses were destroyed
ma during the past three

Nearly 165 qin

wd- |

It wag thut Jesns |

study ot the siipler principles of the-
Gospel. It should be plain to the most
musL
progress by adding live apou line and

the revelatlons and the lasw of universal |

men 1o adbere
to1he study of the stinpler principles
and aot be diverted by the cousider-
ation ot matters’for the contemplation

aricci llfs ants unlawiolly punisised, was made to
.

wider range of Scripturs) proofs than !

i Tue full text of the decision of the
i Supreme Court of the Quited Statcs on
the segregution question will be found
inanother part of this paper. Its pur-
port §s well kuown to our readers aud
its effocts have already beeu experi-
| enced in this Territory in u double
| sense, It has brought relief to a nnm;
ber of persons unlawinlly detained in
the pénitentiary and to others tbrest-
| ened with false imprisonment, and has
demonstrated the vilisioy or iguerauce
of the promoters aud abettors of the
Dickson scheme for the lllegal punish-
et of **Mormon'' delendants.

But the remsons apd prece-
devts by which the Court arrived
atl its concluslops in  the case
before it for review, and Ltbe

utterly groundless position of the Dis-
trict Attoruey and the District and Su-
vreme Courts of Utab capn ooly be un-
derstood by a careful examination of
r.hudruling as preseuted in our columns
to- day,
1f we had suillclent space at libexty
| for the purpose, we would bhe pleased
to publish with the Opinton, the argu-
ment of Houn. F. S. Richards before
the Court vn the direct question of
segregation us succipctly sel forih fu
the fiftn section of the brief of counsel
for the sppellunt. It would then be
seen that the Couart has sdopted that
atpument aud repeated the citation of
duthorities it contained, and ulso eu-
dorsed bis refutation of tne sole at-
tempt at a lcgul excuse for the segre-
vation process; that is, the endesvor
to meke the case of Commonweunith va.
Covuors (116 Mass., 33) epply to tne
quesuon ut issue.
lu tbe controversy on this question
before the Utuh Courts, the Mansachu-
Retts case wus the only ope cited in
| invor of the segregatioo theory. The
wass of authorities quoted by counsel
for Mr. Bpow, embracing the rullogs
of the [bizhest courts in Evngland and
of the Uniled States, went tor nothiug
fn Urah, whlle the. single citation vn
which Mr. Dicksou relied was accept-
ed by thy lower courts, and the whole
outrageous imposition upou delend-

!
|

turn judiclisily ppon that one citatiou.
| Aod yet, as shown by Mr. Ricbardsand
uilirmeel by the court of last resort,
tbat Maussachusetts c=:se had no

does not accord with the rules which
are followed elsewhere;' and Mr,
Wharton says it*'capnot be reconclled
with tne reasoning' of other courts
and legists, Still belng the asccepted
doctrine {u Mauassachuseits, and the
very grluciple upou which the
court Uased its  decision in the
Conpors' case, it must be consid-
ered in detertmjnjug the authority of
that case, and to ellminate from it that
esgential element wonld be pot oply
unfair und unjust, but illegal end Toud-
missible. In other woids, the Ulah
courts could Dot tear away the very
foundation upon which the Muasachu-
setté rule rested, and theuo claim the
existence of the rule in all 1ts force und
vitallty. Yet, this is precisely what
was done ju these cuses,

Though the defendant invoked the
Messaciinsetts tule thut “'the same evi- |
dence could Dot convict o both|
cases,” peither the abllity of that
emioent court mnor the randeur
of the oid commonwealth could *‘com-

tion to induce the court to adopt the
rule and contlne the evidence in each
case 10 the period charged ip;the in-
dictment. But woeu, by his pleszof
tormer conwction, he claimed to be en-
titled to have the other prosecutions
dismissed, the court became suddenly
tpapired with such * respect and cou-
gideration® for the able court, whose
rule it had Just fizuored, that it bad “*no
Legituncy in +following 1t, allbough
such foliowivkg wolltd lead to a tiiple
convictiou aod to the infliction of three
peunalties lor a single offence.

It scems evident from the following
that the Uteh courts must have misap-
prehended the law as lujd dowa in the
Conpors case, zud bave wisapplied it
to the cage sl bar. So cleu.rlir does
this appear that we might safely rest
upon the distinction already drawn,
| were it Dot that sgome stress bas been
Jaid by the prosecution by the lower
courts upon ub obifzr expression ofthe
Supreme Court ol Mussachusgtts made
with reférence to the Conunors case, in
Commenweslth ve. Robinson (126
Mass,, 264), in the following laugnaye:
‘«Becanse there was no single day
common to both indictments, it was
held that two Jdlstinct offenses were
chdarged; thus illnstrating the very
large discretion vested in the gramd
jury in loniting the_time within which a
series of acts may be alleyed as conati-
tuting ¢ single offense.” What did whe

plen.riug ot the case under considera-
on. ,

Un this question Judge DBoreman
nzed the foliowlng language ju regard
to tiae Massachusselts case:

‘This last case appegrs to be directly
in poiut, und we are of opivion that it
anpports the rulioe of the lower coort
in the preseut caseou the poiot under
dlscussion, * Ii s the only'case we have
seeit rohich squarely meets the ixsue, and
it sustains the ruling-of the court selow
in the caseat bar.  Cowing as 1t does
from the very uble and blghest court in
one of the oldest commonweaiths of
-our Union, it commands respect und
counsider:liou a we lave uo hesi-
tancy in followiog it. We therefore
tlnd that the court below, iu the pres-
ent cuse uuder couslderation, com-
witted no error io sustainiog tue de-
murrer to the ple: of former¢unviction
interposed by the appellant.®

Agaiust this Mr. Richards offered the
folluwine, whbich isouly & portion of
his urgument on the pelnt, but which
compielely takes awuy the ground on
which the Supreme Courtof Utah as-
somed to base its decision:

‘“While we most hearlily concur with
Mr. Justice Borewun ia thinking ' that
4 decislon of the Supreme Court of
Mussachusetts should always *‘com-
mund respect und coasideration,” we
have no hesitincy in saying that the
Suprewe Court of Utah must
have  misapprehended the real
{import of tast decisioun when
{tbey declured that It ‘“‘sustuing
the rullog of the court below 4o the
case at har.”  Ju thul case wwo fndict-
anients bad been found apuinst tbe de-
fendant, by tne szine grand juri', for
keepioe 8 tetewent for the illegal sule
ot liguors, und uuder o doctrine pe-
culinal to that State tbe court held that,
1y tne indictments covered two dis-
tiuet periods o1 time, and a3 the **evi-
| deace thas would bave beeun competent

on tbe ope jndiciinent wounld not have

been competent on the otber, and the
| sumne evidence could not couvict in both

cqses,’ buth indictwents might stand,
i

{
i

Thin rule of law thuat, *where
1be offence consists ol a serivs
of acts which, taken together
coastitute & criminal  practice
ar occufputio_n. time enters Into the va-
sence of the oifense, apd hence,it must
be alleged with certaiuty, and the evi-
dence conflued to acts done within the
time cbarged,”’ does oot prevall else-
| where thau in Massachuseits. In Utan
[ the evideace nced not be coatined to
i the periud named iu the lodictment
{U. 8, vs. Cannon, 7 Pac. Rep., 319.)
I'ie rule thers permitted the prosecu-
tion 1o introduce, on each 1rial, all the
evidence uf a conlinuons cobabitation
during the eutire time charged in the
three tndictmeats. This extreme jn-
justlce could not possibly have hap-
pened uoder the Massachuseits rule,
tor os tue conrt said 1 Common-
wesjth via. Robloson (126 Mass.,
161), where this very case of Connors’
wiad approved, '*when a person is
charged with un ofense continuous in
its nature, and requiring for its com-
. miss100 4 series Of acts, and such of-
{ fenre i8 ulleged Lo buve been commit-
| ted upon a single day, evidence of any
facts tending to establish tne offense

f

court ineau by the words we bave ital-
ciged? Did they mesn that ft was
ompetent for 4 pgrand jury to divide
up « siogle continuous offcuse into as
many different puarts a8 their *‘disore-
tiou”™ might sugeest, and then call each
part 8 separate and distinct oftense,
‘That sucn was not the meaning of the
court is evidemt from tbe following
larguace, used by it in the very same
decision, on page 261:

The gffense charged ju tns complaint is
thut of keeping »n lenemeut forthe illegal
sale of intoxicating lignora between tbe
Irst duy of Junuury and the iwentieth of
Augusi, 1878, If the defendand thus kept the
tenvment during every hour of the lime be-
fween those dafes, he hag commilicd but one
difense. L1 is true thal such ofcnse Is con
tipuouns 1o its character. It 18 not un of
fense committed by 4 single snlen! inloxi-
caling liguovs, bt it is thut of maintaining
u common resort for the porchire of In-
toxieating ligunors which the legislature has
deeniod El. proper 10 declare i common
nuisanece.

edt, then, tbat even under the Massa-
chasectis rule, the petitioner havione
contiauously cohabited **dursing every
nour of the lime'' between Jupuury

! 10 imprisomment for life and to flaan

mand sufflcient respect and cousidera- |

JFrom this very authority it is appar- |-

ed inthiscountry to leave roomn 10{1
apprebension that the fuuction of &
¢rand  jary can reach fo such ang
atarming  exteut. The qoestion off
whether certain  conduct  cousiis
tutes one offease or more i&
solety "a question of luw, snd obDg
over which the grand jury can exercise
po discretion wiatever. The Supremgr
Court of Iowa enuncisted au hngorl.?‘
unt truth when it said:

It is not cowmpeteot 1ov the State nt its
clection, by the form ot its indictment, tg3
gve to delendait's act the gualiny of on
crume or of fuur ut pleasure. The act par
takes wholly of the one cburucter or wholly
of the other,

The crgument goes on to show hmtm
the penalties might be multiplied &
pleasure, reasderiue a defendant lable:
clal ruln, if & grana jury may at its dln‘l"E
cretion egegrecate one offense intds
many.. Tihe Court, it will be seeni.
udopts this view of the cuse und suyy
of the Massachusetts declsion whicht
was the only refuge of Mr. Dicksony
and the Supreme Cours of Urab s

‘'The-case of Comm. v. Conners, (11§
Mass., 85,) gives no support to thed
view that a grand jary anay divide ay
siugle continuous offence, running
through a past period of time, into
such parts as it may please, und cull
eac part a sepurate offence, Ou the
contrary, in Conmm. v. Iobinson, (126!
Muass., 239,) it is sald that the ofenc
of keepinz a tenemcent for the illegul
gale of intoxicating liquors oo u day
named, and on divera other days and]
times between that day ued o subseg
quent’ duy, 18 but obe oifcuse, eveny
though the tenement Is kept dartogy
every honr of the time between those!
two days, such offense belog comlnu;rq
ous in 1ts characler.”

And-o crown the complete defeat off
¢ the inventors and champions of segral
gatien the Conrt suys:

“No case is cited where what haj,
heen done iu ibe present case has beey:
held to be lawful. But the unifor
currcnot of guthority Is to the coutraryy
poth lu Eogluna und in the Uniteg
]Stutes."

A-very important enunclation from,
the court of last resort is that fn regar
to the meaning of unlawinl cobubits
ation. This has been so frequently 1n3
terpreted in various wuays by the Ula;f‘.
courts, that s sigpifcation has vee
altered with every different reguined
went of the prosecutioa. Tbe highest
court of appeul nOw says: i

*The offense of cobablitng with more’
than one womau in tbe sense of e )
seclionot the ucl 00 which the Indie-
meoty were founded, may be commitﬂ
ted by a ibau liviog in the sam
bouse with two women wbhom b
bad theretofore ascknowledped as hig
wives, aud eatin§ at thelr respectivel
tables, sod holding them oot to to
world by his language or conduct, or
both, as bis wives, though he may uof:
sccupy the saiue bed or sleep in the
same roow with thew, or elther of,
them, or have sexual intercourss wiil
either of themn, Theoffegse of cohabi
tation, in the seuse of this statute, i
commutted if there i3 a liviug or dwell
ing together as husband sod wife. [§
is, iuberentiy, 4 coutiuuous offense
baving duration; -aod Dol an offeus; .
copsisting of un isolaved uct.'! i

This will bave to stand a8 the law
uniil a further decision from the St '
preme Court of the Uunlted Siates i
obtained. It Is liw to tbe Distrielh
aad Supreme Courts of Utah ag well a3 '

1st, 1883, and December Ist, 1885,
scommiited but one offence.”” Toe
discretion, then, which the court had
in view as being exercised by the crand
jury, was DOU to s£egregate a single
cobtinuous offedce ioto separgte and
AMstinct offences, but to determine Lhe
period” of  time  within which
in offence should be charged
As, for example: The statnte of limi-
tutions iu such cases being three years,
the yrand jury which found these three
indictments  had the discretion to
charpge the offense 85 u coutinuous gue,
:overing the entire Keriud ol three
years pext preceding tize fiuding of the
indictment, or to limit the time withio.
which the offense was charged to oue
year, or to uuy other period less than
that limited by law, but they nad po
diseretlou or power to chirge more
tban one offense conmiticd during the
whole or auy part of that period. A
careful examination of tbe case wili
show conclusively that the court could
huve mesnt nothiag more vor less than
what we tuve stated, und in that viaw
of tbe cuse it 1s in perfect bharmony
with the well settled priuciples of law
applicable to such cases. .

['0 adsume that the court meant any
other or greater discretion than thal
suzgested, would be to attribute to jt
the sbsordity and folly of declaring
that the graud jury might in its discre-
tion exercise legislative powers. Be-
cause, if it cap, by a mulriplicity of
indictinents, increase the nomber of
offences, it can thereby, in etiect, in-
crease and muoltipty the penalty pre-
scribed by the statute, and thus chanze
the iaw 1m its most viial purt. Such
power can ever be conceded to exist
iu a grand jury. It would be in
excess of the lezislative power
posstssed by Cougress itself, apd
would even legalize ex post facio
enactments; for the jury could,
upon such & theory, iovestigate what
had been a person’s conduct durine a
period of past tme aud, in their dis-
cretion, determine the amount and ex-
tent of punishment he 8bodld suffer

for acts already commitied, by the

o the people. Those courts huwe
no more right. to  go outside o
| that detinition in dealing with un;
iawiul cohabitation cusus than ang
]ciuzen has to break the law, We shal
see whether tbe conrts or the Distrie
latt.orney will puy zny atteution toit
They are very strenuous in their eﬂ?w
forts to male defendants promise w'
obey the law ‘ags construed by 1bk
courts;" now let them mauvifest’ thi
own obediedce uny respect for the la¥ v
ag.construed by the highest courtii'
the land. [
According to this authoritative det "
nition, cohabitation cunnot he charged
.unless there i3 an .actusl “‘lving o
dwelling together us husbuud apd,-
wife.” There must be 4 *'duration”
to that ‘‘dwelling together." -**Anisod
lated act’ will not suswer, ‘The men'
support of a plural family and hold
iuz out of the relation is not cogugbd
| The liviog or dwelling together for &
peliod of some durution must be es
;ablished or the offeuse 1s not comil-
ted or not proven. That this is con-
trary to the lutest ruling aud practice
of the Utah courts, must be clear
all who have watched the course ol
those tribunals. Judge Zane's doe-;
trine, that & mere visit to 4 plural wile,
or to herchildrenin her prescuce, o
associatlon with ber in public at meet:
ingor the theatre, or other siwmila;
barmless social intercourse, s 1o bl
construed as unlawful cobabitution, i ;
completely overturned by this import-
ant enupciation of the Supreme Coun, -
of the United States, Let thiy i
noted and noderstood by the bench
the bar and the public, 4
Qur réuders will perceive that in thil
decision of the Supreme Court of the
United States ihe position tasen by the
DesgrRET NEW3, from the rrst enun:
clation uy District Attorney Dickson |
of the infamouvs segreeation theory, 1§
sustained by the ruling of the highest
judicial trkbunal in the country, aud;

that decision 1s wuantmous. The ful
bench sits down oa the evil perpetrat-
ed by the *‘courts below. There are:

other vagaries of the Utah courtef
A



