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SECURED,

Tue case of James Tavlor {n the, First
Judicial District was disposed of in o
siwilar manver to the second case
against Lorenzo Snow. There wus,
bowever, but one fudictment against
,the former while there were three for
the same offense apainst the lattar.
Mr. Tuylor was repnted Lo huve three
wives. Theevidence showed that he
nad lived with one since the passage of
the Edmunds law. Each wife occn-
pied a separate house, He had visited
them a few times doring the pastthree
years. The understanding of the pub-
lic in  his vicinity was that he had
ceased living with his plural “wives.
But under the ruling of Judge Powers
be was found guilty of cohabiting with
thein and now awaits his sentence.

The people of Utah have almost
ceaged tv wonder at the absurdities
and contradlctions of the courts in
their determination to punish the
“Mormons.” But somie may be curl-
ous to know on what pecoliar quirk or
quibble a mancan be convicted of co-
habitlug with more than one woman,
when the evidence 8 conclusive that
he has only cohabited with one.
It Is done intnis way: Proof is glven
thut, as a matter of fuct, 2 man has
cohablted with one plural wife, but not
with any oue else. Cohablmtiou with
the legal wife is then presumed. Con-
viction thus is made easy.

There 18 a certain amount of plunsi-
bllity te this. In law, cohabitation
with & legal vgfc is presumed. But
that presumption is not proof. And it
gy be set aside by evidence. If evi-
dence of nou-cohabitatlon is ad-
duced the ‘presumption fails. In the
Snov case on the second trial the Court
instrocted the jury that cohabitation
with the legal wile was to be pre-
sumed, after the evidence had proven
nou-cohabitaticn. Thus the rule of
law wus ruthlessly trampled upon and
the Instroction of the court was tanta-
wount to an order toconvict.

Iu the Taylor case the evidence of
cohabitation was with the lecal wife,
so the tactics resorted to in the Snow
case would pot answer., And '‘the
liabit and repute of marriage® with the

women oamed in the Indictment could Ly

not be'made to appear. The evidence
of the witnesses lor the prosecution
went to show that uot only the habit
but even the repnte ceased, after the
pussage of the Edmunds law, the re-
.pute being that Mr, Tuylor no longer
lived with hls plural wives. How did
the court muuage in this emergency?
Here is the report of what he said 1o
the jury after similar instructions to
those in the Snow case:

*I charge you further that no public
act of divorce, or proclamation, that
he had put away the woinen will be
sufficient to hold him guiltless, if you
find beyond a reasonable doubt, that
he llved, or cohabited, as 7 have defined
the term, during the time mentioned in
the Indictment, with the women er an.
of them named in the lndictment. All
such matters would be immaterial. The
question before you is: did they live
or cohiabit, 48 the term has been de-
fined to you, doring the time named in
the indictment?”

Note the words we have put initalies.
The definition of cohabitation, which
the jury were to {ollow, wuas not that

of the Supreme Court of the United
States, hat **as I'* Oviando W. Powers
“‘have detined the term.” And they
were to flnd the defendant gullty if he
had in that sease cohablted with aay
of the womeu named. Waat is the
weaulng of “any?? It is ‘‘one out of
many.” Therefore, ns the defendant
hud cohabited with his leral wife, he
wus to be found guilty, and was found
jzulity on those instructions, of co-
habiting with more than one woman!

There has been a great deal of talk
about some method by which a polyg-
zmist could avoounce to the world
that he has ceased his polygamous re-
lzjions. And it has been argned
against some defencants that “nefther
bad giveu any public notice that he
had dissolved his polygamous rela-
tions.”” Bnt where is the use of at-
tempting to do o under the ruling of
Judge Powers? A decree of divarce
from the legal wife and a public proc-
lamation of separation from the plu-
ral wives, make no difference. A de-
fendapt, if he does not dwell under the
same roof with either of those woen,
butis scen to ‘‘associate’ with them
or eitier of them, or i1 he should celi
occuasionally at their homses and en-
quire after their chlldren, would be
just as llable to conviction and punish-
ment as if nopublic act of separation
had taken place.

it seem that solong asa man id a
tiMormon*’ and has married more than
one woman he 18 to be puonished
whether the law touches his case or
not. Cohabitinug or not cobabiting
muakes no differenee, The sentence
appears Lo beJou'll be damned if you
do, yon'll be damned if you don’t. And
the only safety lies In keeping out of
the way. The wisdomn of those who,
foreseeing the course that would be
pursued, and perceiviug that there was
no likelihood of  fairtrial or a just
adjudication, have quietly placed
theémselves ln retirement for a season,
must be evident to all who sec things
with two eyes and a leve] head.

could correctly answer the questlon.|
What are Ptomaines? or has ever heard

of a case of ptomalne polsonlng.l
Quite a controversy has recently ariseu

in Omsba over the sudden death of

Ex-Mayor Patrick F. Murply of that
clty, who appears to have been highly

respeeted by the ofticials and the peo-
ple. Dr. Stone, an emlpent physcian
who attended him, announced that he
had died from ptomaine potsoning.

Piomaines are noxious propertles
which are formed in decayed anitul
inatter. They ure found In putrid or
tainted fish, bcef, mutton, poul-
try, sausage, etc. ‘They are wuot
all’ poisowous, but  some  ure
said  to be exceedingly  so.
The poisonons effects in bee-stlogs,
snake-bites, etc., are due to the pres-
ence of ptomaines. Different people
are differently affected by thein, some
being more susceptitle than others to
the poison.

Mr. Marphy and bis fawily were ali
affected by some disease which fol-
lowed findulgence 1n a cbicken diet.
Mrs. Murphy was attacked and took
seidlitz powders and then quinine, und
recoveréed. Four children were siml-
larvly uffected, sud Lreated to the samc
medicine with similur results. Toe
symptoms were chills, wivh voiniting
and pains in the shoulders followed by
a sore throat. Mr, Morphy was seized
on the Wednesduy afternoon, and the
remedles applied to him did pot have
the desired effect. [He grew worse.
Oon Thursday Dr. Stone was called in,
who, after inquiries, said Mr. Murphy
was suffering from plowdine polson-
ingz caused, by eating tainted chicken.

The means employed not havipg the
desired effect, another physician was
called who colincided with Dr. Stone,
and their combined wisdom failiug to
relieve the patlent, still another doctor
was sent for, and after consultation,
white other medicine was belng pro-
cured, Mr. Murphy died, a high fever
having set In with violent hiceaughs.

A post mortem examination was bad,
at which four physiclans assisted, and
the autopsy showed bad congestion of
the stomach andVintestines. The doc-
tors agreed that the cause of death
was gastro-enteritis. But the cause of
.the Idiscase is the subject of contro-
versy. Dr.Stone maintuins his posi-
tion; |the other doctors differ with
Fhim. A chemicai analysis was rendered
abortive by fluide injected into the
body by the undertuker, to Ereser\'e it.

From the discussion that has ensued,
we glean these facts: That attcution
was first called 10 the existence and
effects of ptomanies In the haman body
by a number of cases of polaoulog from
eating insnfficiently-cooked sausayes,
in Swabia, in 1789, Qut of 76 cases in
that year, 87 were fatul. The cause
was traced to ptomzlpes. Many ex-
periments bhave since been made, nud
it has been found that shoi'ar
ptomaines existed in the bodies of the
dend to those in 1he uneateu portions
of tainted food partuken of by the
patient, and those when udministered
to animals have produc:d duath, after
similar symptoms to those of the pois-
oned person.

It {s argned that some npations
eat putrid food with impunlty. Also,
that some persons in the Murphy
household ate of the chicken withenl
bed results, DBut this is met
by the argument that djfferent indi-
viduals are differently uffezted by
the same poisons, and that the ex-
istence of ptomaines in tainted flesh,
and that some of them arc polsonous
in their nature, are proven ficts,

The leeson to be drawn from this is
that putrid apnd tuluted food of eld
kinds should be avoided, and that
spusage, veal, pork, poultry. ete.,
should be thoroughly cooked before it
is enten. There is no need to getupa
chicken scare, for pouitry is ut least
a8 wholesome as any other tlesi when
it 13 in F"’p“ condition for food, and
after all, some grave doubts yet re-
main over the cause of the death of
the ex-mayor of Omszha.
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ONLY ONE ELEMENT.

THE Qzden News pretending to reply
to the Dreskuwer NKws in regurd to the
Cusd 0f Apustle Lorenzo Snow says:

'*The Courte have held that the of-,
fense is commplete wien a man holds
out to the world two or more women
a3 his wives."

*The Conrte' bave not done any-
thing of thie kind. On the eoutrary
they have held that as only one cle-
ment pt the offense. Read the decis-
ion of the U. 5. Supreme Court. Will
the Oxden paper tell us how a man can
be gollty of unlawfu! cohabitatlon
when he does not cohabit?
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A JUDICIAL FARCE.

Tar third trial of Apostle Lorenzo
Snow was nothing but a broed farce.
From firstto lzst it was treated as a
nseless form, except for the purpose
of striking another predetermined blow
at the head oi the veuerable gentleman
whose family relations were ontside
the reach of thelaw, but not beyond

the same, all was the same, except that
the counsel for the detendant shnply

acquiesced in the proceedings, know-
ing that the conclusion was fore-
vone. They did not object to the
illegal jury, they did notcross-examine
the witpesses, except to suve certain
polnts on appeal, they made no argu-
ment, they attered no protest. There
was uo deliberation of the jury, there
was no expectation of a favorable ver-

dict.

The whole thing had a cut and dried
appesrance. The form had to be gone
through that the result might be
achleved. Butfor thut ft was useless,
und the Court might just as well have
said: *“The defendant {s an Apostle
of the Churgh; there is no evidence of
bis )iving with inore then obe woman,
hut it is neczssary for certaln reasons
that an Apostle should be pwnished
under my jurisdiction, und therefore,
a3 he has acknowledged that he has
several wives und lives with one of
thein, cohabitation with another will
be presumed and therefore be is guilty,
A tridl would be oaly waste of time.

-to coucelve; or why it should jnter-

He will be scuteuced ou the 16th inst.**

Under such rulings as had beengiven
in the two previous trials forthe same
offense, there wus no reason to hope
for a different result. The defendaut’s
counsel, who had done valisut service
in the former trials, were now entirely
helpless, They:were not allowed to
show what was tne law northeraling
of the highest court of Appeal; thedic-
tum of the miniature antocrat of the
First Judicial District was to be the
luw and that, he declared, was final.

How much respect can the people of
Utab entertain for the jndiciary im-
posed Upon them by urbitru.r[\)r OWer,
when they witness such exh: lt]gons of
spite and malice, of pettifogzing and

ouble-deuling, of word-twistiog and
sophistry,of disregard of settled meaun-
foes and deflunce of the highest ju-
dicial decrees? The three trials of
Apostle Snow were rendered a mock-
eyy of justice aud a burlesque on law
by the ridicnlous rolings of the Court.
And the lust trial was but a eham, its
formalities bnt 4 humbug, its chief -
ures but actors io 8 play, its jury but
puppets that jumped to the polllng ol
the rudicial 5 i

tring. ‘The audience—the
ublic—~laugh at the poppet-show and
old the whole business iu derislon.
While the luws of Cougress and the
applisnces of Courts are nged in the
manner which has dlsgraced the Snow
trial, instead of that reyerence and
submission which ‘*Mormops' sre
expected to aceord to pational enact-
ments snd judieial proceedings, there
will increase fn Utah doubt as to the
validity of the one and derision and
contempt for the course of the other.
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THE ‘‘CHRISTIAN UNION” ON
THE NEW EDMUNDS BILL.

THE Christian Union is & vigorous ad-
vocate of the suppressiou of polygamy
by the strony arm ofithe law. It does
uot seein to have wuch copfidence in
the force of Scripture or the power of
argument for that purpose. But it
bas favored very extreme messures to
overthrow thut which the *‘superior
clvilization” and *religious ilon-
ences’’ of the age do not spcceed in
affecting to any. uppreciable extent.
However, even the Union cunnot
stand the litest emanation from the
comiuitice room where sits as chair-
man the dyspeptic suge of Vermoat.
The followiog editorlal appeurs i the
¢. U.of Dec.31:

‘“The anti-polygamy bil of last year,
with no materisl modidecations, has
beeu reported buck {rom the Scnate
Judicial Cemmittee. - It passed the
Seuate 1o 1884 by 4 vote of 33 to 15, and
i8 likely, therefore, Lo pass the Scuate
agaln. In the House it may be ex-
pected to receive sharp discussion.
HYome of its provisiops appear to us to
be admirabie, such as thut of muking o
lawful wife a competent wit-
ness agalnst  her husband, and
that of requiring u recorded certit-
cate of eyery murriuge ceremony, But
there is dunger lest, in the righteous,
‘}mssionat.e fervor against polygamy,

undamental principles of theJAmerican
Constitntion shail be violuted, and if
the provisions of this bill are correctly
reported some of them appear to us
open to this charge. 1t provides that
fourteen persong appointed by the
Presgideut shall be udded to the ‘trus-
tees ot the Mormen Church; it forbids
any rellglous corporation—that s,
presumably, in Utabh—from acquir-
ing or holding more than $50,000
worth of real estate, and provides for
the forfeiture to the United States of
real estate beyoud that limig
held by such a corporition; and it re-
quires the Attorney-General to wind
up the affairs of the Perpetnai Emi-
grating Fund Company, a Mormon
organization 0 promete immigration,
What business the United States has
to appoint trustees of & Mormon
Church, more than 2 Romun Catholic
or a Protestant Church we are at a Joss

vene to destroy an immigration com-
pany, if legally conducted, because the
re!ig‘fons sentlments of the Mormons

an ordered verdict.
Many of the fjury had formed part of

a previous Jury that had convicted him | life, it is that no man shall be called to

are obnoxious to the people of
the United States. If anythin
is gettled ia American nationa

mon population we must flght with the
church and the school house, If the
Ugited States would put a public
school, well e?ulpped, into every
seltool distriet In Utab, it wonld do
{far more to nndermioc the Mormon
hlerarchy than by undertikiog to for-

feit its property, or atgpoint trustees
for the Chnrek of the Latter-cay
Saints."’

| It scems a little singnlar to see a

S Christian’’ journai which bas a great
deal to say ubout the sapctity of bowme
the sacred relation of husbund aod
wife, and the unity and integrity of the
family, endorsing as ‘‘sdmirable’ a
measure to compel wives to give evi-
dence agamnst thelr husbunds, which
has been regarded from time nmwe-
moriul as contrary to the beat inter-
ests of society, and galculated to break
down the safeguurds which faw and re-
ligion bave placed around the institu-
tion of warriage.

But the Uniga rightly denounces the
proposition to put under governmental
control the property of an organized
religious body, and to seize upon the
funds of & corporation orpgunized
to afd immlgration. We  have
no objection to the establishment of
goverument schools in Utah, if the
government pays the cost. But we
dispute the right of the government,
erany other power, to0 support such
schools with mesans stoles from the
YMonnon” Church, the Purpetoal

property of iodividnals or corpara-
tions.

As to the ‘'superstition and igno-
rance' supposed to existio this Terri~
tory, we assurc the Christian Union
thut therd s more of toat to be found
in one Ward of the great city in which
that able pglper is published than in
this whole Territory. Qur eduocational
‘fucilities are not by any means perfect,
but they will bear favorable com-
purison  with many others, they
are all the time tmproving,
and those who 1magine that irporance
i3 a pecessary concomitant of ‘‘Mor-
monism"are reckoning upou a grouud-
less basis.

We think with the Taion thatthe dis-
honest and unconstitutional measure
will most llkely pass the Sewpate, like
some other sunseless bills, in a pig-
bheaded aoti-**Mormon’® fashion, but
we do not believe the House will con-
sent to such a bare-fuced attempt ut
wholesale robbery, eveu of the nnpop-
ular people wolgarly called **Mor-
mons."!
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THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
THE TWO CHARGES.

I unother colamn will be found the
churge ol Judze Powers to the jury in
the second Snow trial, The flrst swwas
published in the DEseERkT EVEXNING
Nxws of January 2nd. We give these
charges iin full because ;we want them
on record, und becguse we do pot wish
to depend for our arguments upon a
aynopsis, nor do injustice to any one.
Errors sometimes occur throngh the
addition or omission of u word which
alter the meaning of a speaker entirely,
and comments based onsuch errorsare
necesgsarily fuilacious.

" On compuring the two charges to the

jary we find some diferences which are
important. At the first trial Judge
Powers charged the jury that it was
‘"not necessary that the evidence
should show that the defendant wund
these women, or either of them, occu-
pled the same bed, siept in the same
room O dwelt under the sameroof.” In
the second charge those words we have:
placed in italics are left out. If they
were right in the first place,they would

Emigration Fund, or any other private | N,

who inade the mistalkes (?) aud the in-
justlce will be committest of permitting
him to sit iu adjudication npen his own.
alleged wrongs. Is notjusticein Utah
pretty much of a farce?

— - —
QUENTIONS ON SCHOOL TAXES,

WE have been requested by different
persons to answer the following ques-
tlons ju regard to school taxes. We
group them from various sources for
convenience in reply:

“Doesthe proviso in the school law
allowing the Trustees to uBsess a tax
of one-fourth of one per cent., apply
to any district other than the one hav-
ing a graded school and u population
of twelve hundred?!’

Yes. The Intention of the Legisla-
ture was to reatore lhe old provision
which gave a little working capital to
school trustees, independent of a vote
and without the ditficulties attendln
the culllng of & specisl’ meeting an
the determining of a tax. 1t ap-

lies to the Trustees of every School

istrict in the Territory.

“Are the trustees authorized to pay
out of said tax, an assessor and col-
lector, or themselves, for their ser-
vices 43 trustees?"

Yes, as {0 the assessorand collector;
0, 48 to the Trostees. The power to
appoiut the assessor and prescribe his
qualifications {s given to the Trustees,
and it 18 usual for them to Par him for
uis services, the amouut being reported
at the anoual meeting with other finan-
cial accounts. But the compensation
of Trugtees {5 1o be determined by the
registered voters at the anwual meet-
ing. If the Trustees appoint one of
their own number to asses3 und col-
lect the tax, he may be paid out of it
for his work as assessor aind collector
but not as a Trastee.

‘“Can a person huving taxable prop-
erty resident of a schoo] district, but
having paid no tuxes, sald property
being assessed and taxes paid in the
father's name, vote at a speciul school
meeting to ralse a taxp”’

No. Butif he has property in hls
own nume and right, subject 1o he
taxed for school purposes, he can vote
on the tax to be yszessed upon it.

“Can & wife owning taxable proper-
ty, suid property being assessed to the
hnsband in connection with his own—
the wife clalming she pars her share of
suid taxes to her husband—vote at a
speclal school meeting.””

No. SHe cannot vote npon the tax
upless she has property in her own
right and name, subject to be assessed
for school purposes.

“Can a person just meved into a
school district to make his home, hav-
ing taxable property, but who has
never paid any taxed anywhere vote at
a schoo! meeting to ralse taxes.”

Yes, if be bas property llable te the
tax to be voted upon at the meeting.
The courts have ruled that & person
who has taxable property is & tuxpayer
within the meuning of the law. And
the intentlon of the Legisiature, it 1s
evident, was to give all persons resid-
ing in a achool district who are liable
to be taxed for school purposes, a
volce and vote In tne determinicg of
the rate per ceat. to be paid. This is
Just and fair, und for the proper pro-
tection of property owners.
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A CHARACTERISTIC <“‘ARGU-
MENT.”

THE organ @f the debauchees went in-
to delirium as scon as Bepator Teller's

have been richt in the secoond place.
Thelr omisston implies discovery of
their error, and that error 1s latal
to the firgt charge. It reuders
the defimtion of cohsbitation nonsess-
ical, und hostile to the ruling of the
Supreme Court of the United States.
To say that a man cancohabit with two
or more women wbhen he does notl
dwulf under the same roof with either
of them, is the same as suying Ithat a
man can cohabit without cobabiting.
In the fivst eharge Judge Powers
stated that ‘‘the Fdmunds law says
there must belau end to the relatilon-
ship previously existing among polye-
amista.’ This is omitted In the sec-
ond tcharﬁe, and wisely so. For the
Edinands law suys nothing of the kind
and the ruling of the Supreme Conrt._oi
the United States shows that the fe-

lationship may contloge with no
criminality, if without cohabit-
ation. n the place of this

‘incorrect agsertion, the second charge
icontaing a quotation from the ruling of
tbe SBupreme Comrt on cohabitation,
which is a very seusible substitution.
The next aud most importgnt dii-
ference is the lnsertion ¢f the para-
graph, which we have previously dis-
cussed, on the resnmption of
cohabitation with the legal wife. That
presuroption having been setaside by
the evidenze, according to well known
rules of Jaw it had no existence in this
case, ald by charging the jury asto this
point, a grave error was cowntitted,
resulting in the_eonviction of the de-
fendant on the Judge’s instructions, in
direct opposition to the evidence ad-
duced by the prosecution.
These cages will both be bronght, no

doubt, before the Suprgmc Court of

trothful remsarks sbout Utah, and solid
objections to the new Edmunds mon-
strosity, reached the hands of the
chief aunathemstizer. Teller was as-
salled in nearly & column of billiogs-
gate in that long-faced type which -
gives every pribter that sees it the
gripes. He i3 accused of *showing
the cloven hoof;" of befug a *“Jack
Mormon;*’ of using argaments ‘‘utter-
ly pointless ;' of talking *'gibberlsh;"*
of being ‘*a Enave or a credulous fool.*!
He i3 told that he *‘flatiy lies;’’ that he
‘‘reveals his ignorance ;' that one ‘“lie
was probably fed to bim by John T.
Caine,’” but that there was more than
ignorance jn his statement. The=
Tribune denunciatorbelieves **he lied,”’
that his speech was Hsimply imfamous,’”
‘‘the specch of & thorou%hly dishenest
man3'’ that' he wgs ‘fthe Mormons
attorney in the Cghinet, and is thelp
attorney now'* that his speech ¥dis-
honors the motherthat bore him, and
his wife and_ daughter, if he has any;”’
that he ‘‘dishonors the Government?’
and *‘trifles with his oath,” and much
mere in the same strain. Itils nnligely
that the Senator will ever see the thing
that L written or the thing that wrote
it. The sight of the former wonld
most likely make him smile, the sight
of the latter would doubtiess make

‘hitn 8ick. Wounder how much *'con-

centraled bellitire’*—one of the'scribe’s
mild phrases—it took to work up that
brutal budeet of rot? Itisasample of
Tribune urgument azainst a gentieman
who does not agree with its bibulous
ravings,




