every day during the time I have
mentioned; he came about the mid-
dle of April; he might have gone
away for a day or two without my
knowing it.

Edward Crittenden testified—I
regide at Hoytsville, Summit Coun-
ty; lived in Leadville in 1888; anw
the defendant there in Murch or
April; saw him when he was work-
ing as his son has stated.

To Mr. Varian—Are you still a
member of the “Mormon?? Church.

Witness—1 don’t know that I have
to answer,

Court— You may answer.

Witness— Yes.

‘Mr. Varian—Do you
office,

Witness—No, sir,

Mr. Critlenden, continuing his
testimony, said—1 could not be posi.
tive about the dates, but I saw him
frequently about the time stated.

hold any

He could not have been out of town | K

very long. He might have been
away two or three days. ’
Miss Sarah Corless testified—I live
in the Fourth ward; am acquainted
with the defendant’s daughter by

his former plural wife, and also her |

mother. 1 have met Mr. Kane
there; Mrs. Hefferau-Crowther and
the children called him ¢*Papn;*?
this was two years agoj there were
several others with me; [ went to
the theatre with Miss Crowther and
her father on the 9th of March, 1888,
riies Crowther went home with me
that night and remained ti]l 10 or
11 a.m. next day.

To Mr. Varian—It is four months
since I visited Miss Crowther; we
went to the theatre agnin with the
defendant in 1888, later than the
date I have mentioned; I never saw
Mr. Kane there but once; I thought
itstrange to call him ““Papw;*? 1 Jdid
not understand that he was living
there; the defendaut is my uncle;
he told me he would not go to the
“pel].”

@eorge Crowther testified that his

father, the defendant, wasin Coal-|

vitle from about April 9, 1888, and
remained there some time; he did
not know how long, he was there
three weeksin May; i don’t thiuk he
coull have visiteu Balt Lake five
different times in May without me;
he ftrequently had business in the
#Aty, but 1 do not know of his zom-
ing in May.

Mrs. Elizn Corless testified —1 live
in the Fourth Ward; am the de-
fendant’s sister; know Miss Heffer-
an, who was his plural wife; [ saw
ather house, betweou two nud three
yearsaygo, Mr. Kane; he was rather
familiar; he ealled her “Ma;’* the
children called him ¢ Pa.»

To Mr. Varian—I never saw Mr.
Kane there but once; I knew she
was my brother’s wife, and the
children were his; I pever Leard
anything wrong about her; we were
members of the same Church; |
knew that euch a thing as may be
inferrell by my words was not eoun-
tenanced by the Chureti; I told my
brother’s first wife a long timeufter.
wards; I think the occurrewce 1
refer to was in October, 1887.

Thomas Corless testified—I saw
Mr. Kane, ag my wife has related,
and he seemed very familiar with
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the defendant’s plural wife; he was
called ““Pa.»

To Mr. Varian—They call Mr.
Crowther “Pa;*’ I thought the ac-
tions of Mr. Kane were ruther so-
ciable; 1 can’t tell much of what
was said.

Miss Nellie Crowther wag recalled
by Mr. Varian, and testified. —Mr.
Kane first vame to the house in
February, 1888; he was a casual
visitor, and called to see me. He
never addressed mother as “*Ma;’he
would speak to the children, and
refer to her as “Mamma* when do-
ing so.

Mre. Hefferno Crowther, the
former plural wife, was recalled—I
never sa¥ Mr. Kane before Febru.
ary, 1888; Mr. Crowther and he
came together on one occasion; my
children never called him ¢ [DPapa;»
1 may, on my couscience, that 1
never had any intimacy withh Mr.
ane, or any other man. He never
addressed me as ‘“‘Ma;*? he may have
referred to nie as ““Ma?*’ when speak-
ing to the chitdren.

This closed the evidence.

BMr. Varian said this case present-
ed new and peculiar features; he had
had considerable experience In
‘“Mormon?*? eases, and he never gaw
where one repudiated a vhild. Thia
ir the first instance where a man has
denjed the paternity of his plural
wife’s child. 1t is the first case In
the history of these phosecutions
where a man, holding a member-
ship in the Church, repudi-
ated his plural wife and her child,
If i the first time where such a
mnn has endeavored to strike down
the character of hia plural wife, and
it1s the first time where a plural
wife, in these prosecutions, has ever
been accused of unfaithfulnesas.
These people were married. prop-
erly as they believed; and they lived
together for mauy years. Now
comes this man with this infamy.
I eay he has lwen livin%‘ a lie for
the past seven years, In 1886 he
abtained a pardon from the Presi-
dent, on representations matle
under  enth that  he had
abandoned polygamy. He swore
that he had not  sustained
the relation of husband to his plural
wife subsequent 1o March 22, 1882,
Yet in November he addresses a
letter to her that shows clearly he
wags maintaining his former rela-
tions. But when the consequences
of his act were likely to come upon
him, he casts her aside, and at-
tempts to brand her as a harlot. He
admits that the child born in 1853 is
his, notwithstanding hiy statement
under oath that upwards of a year
before he .had sbandoned his rela-
tion. The plural wife and her
daughter resented the imputation
he was endeavoring to cast upon
themn. He wanpted to pose be-
fore Lthe public as a law abiding
citizen, yet secretly kept up the re-
lation; and when he is discovered
he tries to throw upon her all the
bianme and requires her to suffer. 1
say this is the moat infamous and
contemptible Jdefense that was ever
pregeuted in a court of justice. I
say it ought to Lbe rebuked by the
Jjury, and, when they are done, be
rebuled by thecourt. Teay it would
be a disgrace to this jury to bring
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in any other verdict than that of
guilty.

Mr. Hamilton addressed the jury
on behalf of the defendant. He
gaid he had been appointed by the
court to conduct the ease for the
defendaut. and he had endeavored
todo his whole duty by him. [ ad-
mit that it is true that this is the
first time where, when it came to
court, a father has ..eserted his
polygamous children. 1 say the
reason for this is the pardon granted
by the President. The stxth child
wus not born more thau a year after
Muareh 22, 1882, but within a year.
He called upon the mother at the
times that have been stated, oninvi-
tation of her and their daughter. The
evidence hag shown that the de.
fendant was not in Salt Lake during
May, 1888, ro that it Is not poseible
for him to have been guilty as
alleged.  As to the letter referred to,
it shows liis affection for the plura)
wife and her children. I believe
that every man who belleves in
polygamy will, in gpite of all laws
against it, have a feeling of lovetfor
his polygaitous wife and children,
unless l1is wife is untrue to him. It
was natural for herto clnim thut her
husband Was the father of her child.
I ask you-to weigh the whole testi-
mony in this ecase, and trust that
you will exculpate thiz mun from
the charge against him.

My, Varian replied in his closing
argument, and said that the slxth
child was born more thao o year
alter the law of 1882. 1 am aston-
imhed that a man who had practiced
polygumy, and who still has
sr.:mr%ing inithe Church,would come
ioto cuurt, repudiate his ohildren
and cast off their mother. The
story about Mr. Kane bears on its
face the impress of falsehood, for if
such n thing were going on, there
would be thie greatest effort to keep
it secret. I say thatthe one who
would suspect hie wife, as this
defendant hase done, is unworthy to
be called 8 man. [ say a man who
would cherigh such n thought of the
woman who had stood by his side
for twenty years, upon such a
shadow of suspicion, has something
in his compoesition that is not in or-
dinary mortals. 1 say it was the
danger of the penitentiary that -
pelled him to doft. This ptural wife,
with the years of an honest life be-
hind ber, eomes here and says to this
defendnnt, “How dare you disown
this little baby?” I say that there are
thousands of men here who, rather
thaw do sueh a thing, woulj suflfer
the penalty of the law, before inti-
mating such a disgrace. [ ask this
jury to take a common senee view of
the ease, and I have vo doubt of the
result.

Judge Zane briefly charged the
jury, stating that if they \were con-
vinced beyond a rensonable doubt
that the defendant bad committed
the act, they were to bring ina
verdiet of guilty; if not, the verdiet
should oe one of acquittal.

At 1 pm. the jury retired, and
court took a recess.

After being out thirty minutes,
the jury returned a verdict of guilty,
and sentence was set for Saturday, .
April 18th.



