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dominione, a8 searching and thorough
as it was poseible t6 make it. Cuouneel
dealt iret with the complaints of Mag-
gie Forkner, who he sazid chargea that
on two spectflc occusions she was mis-
treated by the defendant. He re-
viewed the ocircumstances as set forth
in Forgner’s own statement, and next
took up the complaint of Anna Prindie
who had testified to flve different oc-
casaions when scts and words of the
marshal were used towards her that
were more or lees crimiual. Mr.
Btephens treated Arst with the alleged
misconduot of the  marshal towards
Prindle in his private office ovn the
day of her sentence by Judgs Zaue,and
laid particular stressin this connection
apon the evidence of Mr. M. K. Par-
sone, the marashul’s halt brother, It
was strange, he said, that Mr. Parsons
should have remembered so minutely
what be was engaged in doing at his
desk in the marshal’s office on that
purticular day, and poob-poohed the
idea that he would be occupied for any
length of time in the preparation of
bis committee report for] preseniation
to the City Council, which in this in-
atance was very brief. The assertions
of Miss Prindle as to Marshal Parsous’
bebhavior towurde her on the way to the
prenitentiary and at the Qiesy house
were reviewed, and Mr. Stephens in-
wisted that there was no reason what-
ever to doukbt the woman’s veracity.
It was a strafghtforward story and in

no materinl way broken hy the
rigid oross - exsinination, Counsel
urged that the witnesses for
the defenre were mistaken ns to

the door between the kitcheu and sit-
ting room at Mre. Giesy’s belng open
all the time, and that what was said
to have taken place could hnve oc-
curred without others peeing. Bome-
thing had been safd about Mrs. Giesy
forbidding Prindie’s sporting friends
from calllng at the house; but it svemed
that that haud already been sufficiently
exploded, seeing that Mrs. Giesy — n
very estimable lady— jntroduced Mlisa
Prindle to her own relutives and
friends. She did not treat her as a
conviot, but evidently regarded her =g
of sufficient respectability to introduce
her to her company on that one par-
tlcular occasion. The oaty one who
did not npprove of this introduction
was the Jady from Ogden, Mre. Ros .
waythe Qlesoy, but she evidently did
not regard this domestio in any more
nbjectionable light thau she did do-
mestics in general, AB to the alleged
ngeault on the part.of the marshal in
hie office on the second vecasion, when
Mies Priodie walked into the main
hall, tha only evidence adduced to dis-

prove her elatement was that
of Mr. Ivins, and ¢ uusel thnuked
God that the defense put him
upon the witness stand. It

did not appesar inevidence that there
was any tfouble hetween Miss Prindie

some motive, it was gaid, in the breast
of a persob making an Accusativn of
this kind, which was so direful in its
result. All the ingenuity of the de-
fense had been directed towarde the
development of some base motive
which gould have actuated the mind of
this girl in telling herstory. The most
the defense hasd been able to do was to
introduce evidernuve of what they were
pleased to dvem a conspiracy; and that
had been scattered to the winds. The
tertimony of *“the negro girl from Aja-
bama?? (?) (Essie Banks), who testifled
that she heard a conspiracy going on
between Btark and these two girls,
swore Lo it so absolutely as to say that
she knew she could not be misled.
When the defendant had that girl put
upon the witness stand he well knew
that she was telling a falsebood. He
must have known that she was com-
mitting perjury, “though,*’ added Mr.
Stephens, “I acguit hie counse!—ail
honorable men—of any such knowl-
edge.’”” That, and that alone,” was the
ouly shadow of eonspiracy which had
been talked about so broadly, and in
the courge of which defense cast forth
insinuationg a8 bare a8 they were un-
founded. The guestion of & conspiracy,
then, must be cast aside altogether as
unworthy of any credence whatever,
Mnggie Forkner’s evidence, standing
alone, would not be entitled to as
much weight as that of many other
pereons; but even she was not yet a
commnn prostitnte, and her statements
certainly hore the Impress of truth
upon their face. 8he was seeking no
psrdon, and could have had no hope
of reward. But the central figure in
this prosecution, as a witness, was
Anpna Prindle, and he was willing to
concede, for the purpose of argument,
that this prosecution should stand or
fali upon the truth or taleity of her
statements. Counsel proceeded, as
he astuted, to Iay bare the
li'e and characier of the woman Prin.
dle, tracing her career from the time
she began to earn her own livelohooi,
in her own native place in Minnesota,
and the following up of her profession
as a nurse in this city, in which capac-
ity she won the guod opinious of those
whom she served. If there wasa con-
spiracy, where, he asked, was the
motive to be found on her pari? If she
was AN impure woman, a prostitute, or
a blackmailer, she might have eald to
the marshal, **I have got the whip on
you now; you will get this and that
done,”  and used it against him. Her
concuct in this regard had been that of
a true and chaste woman. Her
firet  statement fliled his mind with
the conviction of truthfulpees; and
he would rather cesign his office
than do apything contrary to his con-
viction. Counge] denled that there
was Any evidence tending in the least
degree to show that Miss Prindle was
the *‘carousing prostitute’’ or lewd

and the Gieey family, beyond what| woman which the defense had sought

had been elicited from the wituess|to mmake her out.

Mag.le Forkner iy eross-examination
as to what Mies Mindle had eald to
ber. Turning to the visit of the mar-
shal nnd doctor to Primifle’s cell, the
assistant prosecuting attorney argued
that the indeceut act atiributed to the
marshal couid easily have been com-
mitted without Doctor Bmith and
Guard Ward, who were engaged in
earnest conversation outeide the cell,
being conscious of it. There must be

What ohject could
sbe have had in concocting astory
which, if true, would blast this man’s
life for ever? But there was nota
particle of testimony to dieprove what
she had eajd. That she had an aflec-
tiou for Masterson, he had wno doubt
was true, but there was an utter ah-
sence of proof as to any crimina] rela-
tions between the parties. There was
no teetimony to show tbat ghe had nny
enmity towarde the marshal, and when

.
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this case was carefully looked into in
all its details, and they revliewed
Miss @ Prindie’s evidence calmly
and dispassionately, who could
doubt the truth of L? Her
explanation as to the remsvn why
she di not te)] her mother of her
trouble was a monument to her virtue
greater than the testimony of all the
witnesses they had heard of here; and
the fact that she preferred to go to
prizon rather than have divulged the
on'y defense which could save her
was another vvideuce that her reputa-
tion for truth and chaslity was nob
what counsel for the defense had
sought vainly to show. He Ilnsisted
that the prosecution had established
their case.

JUDGE HENDERSUN FUR THE DEFENSE.

Judge Henderson tellowed on the
part of the idefendant. He said a
charge had been made againet a high
officer of this Territory which involved
not only his morality, his stauding as
# man, but which affected his stauding
us an officer, and I it were true, it
stamped him as one absoluteiy with-

out houor in any way. There
was  invoived In this  inves-
tigation and in thls  question

that which would utterly and abso-
lutely destroy a man and his reputation
and that of his family on the one side,
or ¢Xonerate him from a serious and
infamous charge on the other. It re-
quired a degree of evidence to make a
false charge of this kind, which would
atamp the person who made it with
more infamy than the defendant in this
case would bestamped if found guilty.
He asked Mr. Stephens to exercise a
little of the good sense and charity that
he had exercised towards f‘this lady,’?
a3 he had called her, when he came to
deal with the reputation of an officer, a
husband and afather. If the defense
could show in this casethat this woman
had made fulse statements ahout any

one materlal matter, then whnat
became of Mr. Btephens’ theory?
If any one of the charges made

agninet the marshal was shown to be
absolutely false, it should apply to all
of them. The charge made against
the defendant wase similar to that of
rape—it alleged force against the will
of the wowan. [t involved exactly
the same question, and he contended,
therefore, that the eourt shouid con-
sider it in that light and a0 determine
from the testimony bearing upon it-
First, the court must dJdetermine
whether a orime had heen committed;
second, whether there was reasonable
cause to belleve the defendant guilty
of that crime. Proceeding to look at
the facts in the case as a whole, Judge
Henderson answered some of the re-
marks of Mr. Btephens in his openiug
address. Did he npot know, asked
the jndge, that the defense had offered
to show speciflc acts and been ruied out
over and over again? Did he pot
know that when the witness Prindle
herself was upon the stand, just assoon
a8 any quest ou was asked ns to her
reputation it was objected to and the
objection was sustained? They were
toid tbey eould show absolutely noth-
ing butthe witness’ general reputa.
tion; in olther words, they could not
show her true chsracter. There was a
difference between character ami rep-
utation, The one was what the person
actually is: the other what she was re-
puted to be in the community. Was it



