- u

e m oa e

73

THE DESERET NEWS.

Fell. 16

-

=

DESERET NEWS:
WEEKLY. !

’

—

TRUTH AND LIULRIY.

PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE |

DESERET NEWS COMPANY.

CUARLES VW. PENROSE, EDITOR.
.
 WEDNESDAY

=

Frp. 16, 1887

/PHE TRIUMPH OF RIGHT.

TH: special dispatch to the IJESERET
News ou Monday evening, aononnc-
ing the decislon of the Supreme
Court on the segregution questiou, oc-
custoned much joy in this community.
It was upt only a slgnal for the release
of the venerable Apostle Lorenzo
Suow snd other bhonorable genllsmeu
from an uwujust and unlawiol lmprison—
1uent, but it was a sigu that there is
wotie bopa for justice totbe “‘Mor-
mons*’ 1n the bighest tribnaal of the
lJaud, and that the judiclal branch of

the Nationul Goverument is not eutire-
ly swayed by the power of-popular
prejudice, The mark of integrity in
that Court was as puch u subject of
cougratulution as the effects of the
finportaut decision which it bhas ren-

dured. .

F:F:‘om the ttrst enunciation of the jn-
fawous dociride of  segrecation by
Distnet Attoroey Dickson, we have.
tuken the ground which i3 now de—
clared to be the law by the Court of
Jast resort. Tuut s, thut the offense
culled uniawful cobabitation is con-
tinuuvus; that it I8 ouly one offense up
w the ilme when sction is . taken
upuiust it by prosucutiou; and that the
prauity iroposed iu the third sectiou of
the Edmunds act i8 the eXtreme pun-

. isbmeny that can be legally inflicted.

The doctrine of segregatiou, by
which one offense can be divided into
w3 waky offenses as desired by a yrand
jury, or ratber by tbe FProsecuting At-
torucy, who dictates the mutter,:
was, 1nvented for the t{:urpose'

* of gratifying the expressed wish
of Chief Justice Znue, who, from,
the beuch of the Third District

Uourt, deciared that the penaities pre-
scoted by law were not snflicient for
the euortnity of the offense’committed
by & mun who hojds out to the world
niore than one woman a8 his wives,
Hewanted hun to he punished with
extreme severity, But us be had oo
power 1o.legialate directly und chunge
e Junguage of the statute tu sult his
vindicuveuess, District Attorney Dick-
sun plaaued tne scheme by which the
ellect desired could be produced
without chauglng the wording ot the
luw. :

" it was to lbe effect that jostead of
obe indictment covering the thoe dur-
ing wiich 8 defendunt wuas charged
with living with his wives,ns evideutly
contemplated in the statule creating
tbe offeuse, hls offense could be divided
up. $¢ Lhat u  separste indiciment
might be found for each yesr. The
Court jumped 1t the schewe and sus-
tajned it a8 good law. The pow
uotorious Judge Powers went furtler,
wid ruied that zn indietment might be
found for every day of the time during
which a defendant lived with his wives.
This was Jogical if upt legsl. And on
the eame raole it might be argued, wilh
just us much show of reaseon and right,
that su lndictinent might be found tor
every winute us for every day.

But learing that the separate Indict~
meupt schemwe would fulltbrough on a
jadicial test, scpiurate counts fo the
yulug judictinént were substiluted. As
wuny us bulf a dozen couuls were
made  agpiust  sowme  dgtendaots
aud only ;ome cach upajnst others,
necordjuz o the uotlon or avimus
ol the Prosecuting Atterauy. Some of
the victims to this jllezal arrapgement
#re nOW in!the pyoitemtiary sufferlug
ublawful iiaprisonment, dtuers buviny
scrved ole term have several couunts or
fudicuments banging over tueir beads,
and otbers are al large, keepiug from
arrest becauss of ithe prospect ol
threatened muitiplicd tines anid terms
of imprisouwent unauthorized by law.
. Under the amended law in relation

.10 appeals to the Bupreme Court of the

.United States it wus supposed that tins
injquity-weuld prevail without remedy.
And wben, in the case of Apostle Lo-
renzo Snow, appesled to that Court, it
was dignidssed  for alleged Juck of
jurisdiction, the persecutors of the
“Mormons'' rejoiced  with  flendish
glee, belny assured that the seprega-
tion infamy could be worked wllthout
check or hibndrancs. But the Oreanic
Act provided for auappeal on habeas
eorpus denied by the lower courts, und
now the whole plan for multiplying

vunltics for cohabitation 18 declared
llegal. The numerous counls are
pwept away a8 wcll as Lhe separate in—
uletuleats, -

Tuus it is shown that“‘Lhe law as
counstroed by the conrts,” to which ali
Yipformons’t ure required to bow dowe
witbout question, muy be, ind In thess
vaves bas been, legally as well as
juorally wrong. And thecfiorfts of the
representative of the Government
were devoted, not to defendioy the
procegure of the lower courts, but o
erpetunting the wropg and rendeving

Pt incurshle. le could mot briong for-

'ture will determine the course to be

wos right, but endeavored to make It
appear that the highest Court had 1o
jurirdiction in the matter, even though
the Utah courts had tuled that bjack
was white. The Conrt could not be
mude to see it in that light aod heoce
the sweeping decision,

Unfortunately, uo method bas yet
beeu dlscovered by which 1 competent
ruling can be bad on the leral meaning
of the term unlawful cohabi-
tation. The ever changing detini-
tious of the Utah courts are gn-
titled t0 po more pnbiic respect
than thelr sexregutlon toeory aud

ractice, If the Suprewe Court of the

nited Statds were 10 pust on this
polul, we huve no Jdoub. w4t the legal
pettitogglug of Mr, Luckson und the
Judicin gymuouscies of Judge Zane
would Be us ¢ffectually faclened out
ou that uestion ws ou the matter just
decided. ft is u terrible -rebuke to
those ofleials, as well as to Judge
Boreman apd all others who buve been
ehpaged fu this unlawiol business.

Judye Hays, of ldsabo, 18 in the same
bouat with tue others. Some of the
victims tu his vengeaucs wre now in the
Dervroit House of Uurrection. 'Thelr
friends sbouid tuke imwedinle sleps
for Lheir release, Persous seutenced
Lu 2 yeur's mprisopmeut und urwaruu
ay be contined inenstern pevitentia-
rics. But no person ean be 80 senteuced
for uplewiui cobubitation, snd tbe
Judgment by which trose brethren
huve beeu scutto Detroit is void sud
illegal. They may sue for damages)
aguinst Dobois, wio carrled them nway |
to Detroit, ;

We underatand that Mr.Dicksou does
pot Iolend to offer auy [uetious opno-
sitjon Lo the release of any of, Lhe
prisoners unlawfully detsined. Tuls
shows guad Judgmeal on bis part, See-
ny that they arv under itlegal durance,
it would be very hwprudeut us wel) as
croel to hold them fulther. A8 to
what cau be done agaiust those who
have beew Jastrusiental in kevpiog ey
in prison in violation ot luw, we do not
intend to say aonything at preseut.
What is doue in tpat direetion jbiu-

pursued in vindicarion of the luw, But
thosu who are so zealous for obedicnea
to law uuder 4l clrcuwetances aud
conditiocnsgourht not to cowplain i
they are dosed o litile with their own
mwediciue for the benesit of thelr fulure
oflicinl beslth.

A3 the law stauds, interpreted by thie
highest le¢al tribuugl, an jodietment
for uplawful cohubitation cunnot be
found for more than one offeuse-.up to!
the dute of the indictnent, no mutler
which year the prosecutlon may ¢hooss
to found it upou.- Alter a defendant

of unlawiul cobabitation conld be
segregated Into any number of indict-
ments against the same person,
and still laier could 10-
clude any desired bpumber of
counts in  the same indictment.
Thus it was mede possible to
send aman Lo prisop {or periods rang-
jug from six montbs 1o the full term of
bis patural iffe, with a po=ssible fine
that could not be reached by a milllos-
ajre. This theory was introduced by
Mr, Dickson Sept. 1810, 1535." On thac
date the grund Jury cawe jule cpurt
nod tbeir foreman stated e Judge
Zape that they deésired further instroc-
Lioos ob a eertaln point, and suggested
thot District Attoruey Dickson s#ite
the cuse to the court  Mr. ldicksun
briefly stubed tle circumstances, as
follows: A cuase bad come up
for Iuvestizatiou by the grand
jury, in whicn & man was charged with
unluwiul cohabitstion, and the evi-
depce tended Lo show that since Feb-
ruary, 1883, ie had Jived a portion of
each week with each wife, Mr. Dick-
s0n had inforwed the grand jurors that
they might, under those clircum-
stances, if they belleved the evidence,
present o sepuarate indictment for each
inouth 'and each week during tbat
period, and had suggested the
propriety  of fipding  ut  least
an Indictment for euch dne of the three
yeirs. Bome of tie jurors were fn
doubt u34 to the legality of such a pro-
ceeding, sud they had comme juto court
for Insiruétions.

The Court {Judge Zune) instructed

the jury that au indicunent might be
fonud for any portion of the time,
within the three years past, in which
the offeuse® was proved to huve been
eommitied, whether it be-{or 4 year, a
ymonth or & week.
* Uu Qctober 9, 1845, one of the most
extruordinury aud outrugeous proceed-
Ipgs known to wodern jurisprudence
occurred, ‘Three grand ‘jurgrs were
cxpelled from the pubel because. they
declined to imd 1nore thmo one indict-
meut araiust a single individual for the
sume offense, Followiug is & full se-
count of what took plice, Commbs-
sioner McKay acting for the District
Attorney on the oceasipu:

The grand jury came 10t0 conrt at
11:30, und presented one indjctment
under the laws of the United States. .

Mr. McKo¥ then arose and steted
that there was o matter be wished to
briug to the ultention of ihe court,
which harl been discussed Informually
und otherwise in the grand) ury room.
At jeast oue wember ol the grand jury
clajmed the right to suy whelhes he
should tind an Indictwent or not, when
at the same tiime he adinitted the evi-

has been ludicted, If he breaks the Jaw
ugaln and jtjcan s0 be mude 1o appear,
be muy be subject to apother indjct-
ment. But whetber the time covered
by the indictment is one year, Lwo or
three or uuy other period, several”in-
dletmenta canootl be made at one tiroe
for that offense, nsither cau sefaral
courts be wade in one indicument, and
he con only be sentenced to six months!
imprisonment and taree hundred dol-
lars flue for iofrauction of the third
section of the Edmunds Act, no matier
bow spiteful may be the Atiorney that
prosecutesor how viudictive the Judge
that pusses sentence. i

This {3 a srest victory, not merely
for those who have been suflering {rom
judiclal injustice, but for latw and right
In Uwb. And it §s beceuse of that,
that we congratulate our friends who
are to be released and those who are
freed trom the vexatious prosecutions
that threatened them, our valiant
howe - attorney, Hon. F. 8. Rich-

ards who ~ has  so  faithfuily
qugiﬂ. thelr Dbattles in the courts,
l{on. George Tickoor Curtis, whe

has given® the benefits "of bls long
experience apd high lepgal atatus to o
maligoed und oppressed people, and
the jost und true t everywhere  who
delight In falroess aod are snpporters
of ihe principles of constitutional Juw.

— e SR Bl e B e reaie.
TAE ORIGIN OF SEGREGATION,

AT this Junctare of tke crusade it will
doubtless be interesting to rive, from
Lhe record, some fucts in relution to
the systew of segregating the offense
of unlawful cobabitation lnto sny de-
sired number of fudictments or of u
multiplication of counts in one bill.
We do not believe that Judge Zane,
who, genecrally speaking, Is & prood
lawyer, belleved in ita valldity, bis
scruples on thut pround having been
overcome hy hls fauvatlcism. und the
humiliatlng inflnepce exerclseq over
him by istrict Attorney Dickson,
who has uot only acted in the courts
of Utet ‘in the spirit ot a perscentor,
but with the sir of ap autvcrst, The
recor« shows the comversion of Judge
Zune io proctice If not io theory., + .

On "Muy 2nd, 1883, Parley {-‘.l’rn.u.
pleaded zulty to an indictinent for un-
lawful cohabitation. When abont o
receive sentence Judge Zune gave hlm
u judicial lecture, is the course of
which he expressed regret that the luw
did not authorize biy to lofliet 2
heavier punishwent than six wmonths®
imprisonment  wod -a jlne  of
F300, which  pepally Le  im-
;»osed. Iu bhis extru-judick) zeal
e overshot the mark and Included
burd labor, which is uwpauthorized by
the law, and he thercfore subsequently
eliminated that part of the judziueot.
Judge Zune, in other -subsequent
Casvs, expressed the sume regretre-

dence suflicicnt Lo wurrapt it, clnlm-
ing that It would be & usyrpation ou
the part of whe grand jury to find an in-
dictment uoder certula ¢licumatances,
potwitbstandiog the evidence war-
rauted ft. Mz, McKay tuen stated the
objection wuas in relation to tinding
wore tban out indictment for walaw-
tul cokabitatlon in u certain” period.
Toe juror referred to said he would do
0o such thing, in. spite of betng re-
mjnded that his oath required ltI un-
der the instructions ot thepCourt,
Under the circumstunces Mr. McKuy
thought the juror sngompatent,

The court asked for his pame and
Mr. Clayton was naméd as the juror.

Mr. Ciuyton said yes, he wus the

Kuy jn ope purticular. ' That be had
uot refosed to: indict where the cvi-
dence warranted 1t. That he bad voted
tor indictrent in that case.

Mr. McKay stated that the point he
mude was that the juror refused to
find mote than flne indictment, The
jnror assumod to say whether the Jaw
was correctly Juid down by the court
or net. It was not dispu’ed that the

. evidence  wuas  snfllcient  or

but the grapd joror clalmed
that even " where °the evidence
was  sufllcient, the finding ol
more than one indicLment was uucou-
stitutional; that thelaw 1862 dxed the
waxium punishient lor polygumy,
and the Bdmunds law sbowed it o be
the intention of Cungresa@ o (ix the ut-
inrost punisbment for uniawl{ul colubl-
tation, which he terimed tbe ‘‘tunior?
ofense, at six months® jluprisvnment
and $500 fine; wud 1o Hud two or more
iudietments agaiost a mun he might be
punished to cven o greater extent than
for polyparny. ,

Mr. McKuy steted further that there
vwas apother juror be asked to have
tiken off foy substantiully the sume
reasons, Mr. Jacob Morltz; and he
was informned that there were others.

Mr, Duvis stuted that o certain
cages he hud the pume opinioR as Mr.
Moritz:

Mr. Clayton was interropgated by the
Court and sald be belleved it was un-
constitutionst to flud more than:onoe
tadictineut,  Tho Counstitution pro-
vites that excessive Hoes or unusual
punishments shull not be lmposed. He
said he dil voie for fadictment where
"*the evideuce®! wurrubdted it, but to go
back and find an indictment for every.
day, or every month or week,he wonld
not do it. Nowwithstandlug the evl-
dence showed that vefendant had been
living 1o unlawiul coliabitutiou for
three yenra, he would tiud bnt one in-
dictisent. e had ndvised with oo ope.
mlllked with no one,.except perbaps hls
wiles " b
Mr. Moritz and Mr. Davis thought
that where parties had been indicted,
trled #nud couvicted, tbose partles
ought to have u chance usfter they
caipe out, Lthen if they didu’t live with-
ti.: the luw they were ready to indict

erm.

the
uot,

g;xtrding the lightness of the legal pen-
nity. C
Afterwards Mr, Dickson came to his

ward anything substautial to prove 1t

relief with the theory thut the offebne

The Court then interrogated cech of
the otuer jurofs as to wiether he took
the suwne position, but they wil re-
spobded in the negative.

ooe, and desired to correct Mr. Mc-|'

grund juror bud o right Lo gy whether!

Court—Mr. Mornitz, Mr. Davis and
Mr. Clayton: ! am sorprised, gentle-|
men, that after you took the 0&th vou
did, tbat you wonld investizate anc
inquire intn all the watters thul were}
brought before you, and whepever the
evidence was suflleient you would flad
she trnth, and nothing but the truih;
ibat you would bot be fiofluenced hy
feur, faver or affectlon, or by uuy re-
ward, or promise or hope thereof, but
in all your presentments, you would
present the truth, the whole truth, aod
nothing but the truth, that yéu wili
state you will oot doit—

Claylon—] have atuted that I would,
aud djd so.

Court—The effect of yonr stutcment
is to 1hat efect.

Clayton—J'don't understand it that
way—

Court—Men must be cafefyl when
thﬁ{ tuke os\hs— i

oritz—We had no evidence. We
didn't take a vote on it.

LCourt—But you have po right to
state-you would not do it. You capnot
trifle with your consclences llke thatin
thiscourt., Itis astonisblog that men
have udt more regard- for their vaths
thun that. Where the evideuce Is suili-
cient you have no dlscretion whatever,
If ¢ 1s sotliclent to indret, you must in-
diet; if v is not sufilcient, you cannot
fudict. You have po wore discretion
thub this Court bas wheu a case is sub-
mitted to it. 1f the evidence i3 ope
way, the Court, nuder its oath, cabnot
find unother, [f o casc s sobmitied to
the Court, if the cvidence is with the
plaiutiff, it canoot lad the facts the
other way. Ho with a grapd jury; you
buve not the sllehtest discretion. You
musf move directly uccording to your
outhbs, apd find the truth according to
the evidence. You have no rlzptto
say you will nol indict though the
vvidence may be suticicut. You huve'
0o rightto suy & luw i8 uuconstitution-
al or wrong after the Court charges
you that it js the law, Itisthe dutyof
the Conrt to churge you what the low
is with respect o your duties
as grand jurors, and bas  wO
eharged you, Gentlemen, youure ex-
cused a8 unworthy to sit og & grand
jury. Nexitime you come before the
Court and are questivued as yoo “were
in thls cuse, a8 members of the grund
jury, unswer frankly aud honestly, wnd
il you go ou the grand jury you wmush
“Le roverned by your oaths.

Mr. Moritz, Mr. Davls and Mr. Clay-
lon, you may retire, you are dischurged
from this grund jury,

This aiternoon M, McKay made sn
argument in gupport of the, proposi-
tion thet the Court had power to il
Lhe vacant places in the prand jury.
He read from the decision of the Su-
preme Court 10 the Clawson case, af-,
nrmiog the legallty of the open wenire
process In obtulping & petit jury, und,
contended that it woes withiu toe power
of the Court to adopt the oped venire
course lu the present instance,

At the close 6f nis remurks, Mr., Mc-
Kaﬁ' woved that an opeu venfre 1ssue,
apnd tue Court ordered that.it be forsix,
;pames, and be returnable forthwich.

‘I'ils proceeding wua followed, as the
200 names on the jury list were ex-
bauvsted, 1
', Upun the return of Lhe open venire,
J. 8, Seoty, J. T. Clasbey and A. Geb-
imrdg'wure selected to fill up the graid
ury. .

The foregoing proceeding will doubt-
lesy furmish dehgltiul reudiug to the
originaturs snd lprmuiitors of the
sevrepution theory. The lecture of the
coulrt to Mr, Clayton and his tellow-
dissentients s specially edilying,apd
the Jearped judge wili doubtiess not
recelve uny cowfort!from the develop-
ment of the fact thst the jurors wuo
were §0; suminarily ejected from  the
panel were to that iostance ahead of
Jiself and Myp. Dickson as, constitn-
tioosl lawyers. The rebuke adminis-
tered to those jurors for trifliog with
their consciences and oaths appears
somewbst protesque ut thjs stiuge of
Lhe crusade, : :

Itis 4 legal axiom tbut *‘common
Bense is cOmwon luw." It appesrs to
be 3 sensible proposition that Lhe
grund jury thus depletvd aud subse-
gucntly restored to Ius original duiner-
fewl proporiious was s ftlegal body.
The logicul resuit of this fuct ig that
ell ity subsequent tindings and pro-
ceedings wele of the sume complexion,
48 an rovulid fountain cubnot ewmit o
valld streaw;

, We have shown the origin ot the
pertldions theory -thut in  order to
prosecute oo * uppopular clavs o
law awhich prescribed a maximom
peuslty of six months' imprisonment
aud a tine of F00 can be a0 twisted und
stretched 88 to eamubie blgoted "aud
merclleas legul adin jsistrators to in-
carcerate their vietima for life and rob
toer of their propenyw;_,_ From the be

glhuning made here by W. H. Dickson
sud C. 8. Zaue, the villaious system
extended, 1he rotten thresd beingcut
up by the corrupt Powers of the First
and vhe Busallanimoua Boremun of the
Second Dlstrict, and from this impure
eentre 1k, radiated northwurd intos
Iduhbo.

The flodiug of numerous Indictments
for the sriue offense, after being oper-
uted for sowme thue, was abandoned,
those who condocted It evideotly be-
lug awure of i1ts illegal c¢baracter.
Tuey donbtless expected that if ever it
wus tuken squarely before the Sypreine
Court ot the United Stites it wonld be
dewmolished, HKesort was then | had
to the equally monsiroua method of
incorporuting & multiplication of
¢ounts in one fndlctinent, in the delg-
sive hope, doubtless, Lhat one of the
two Jodicial enormities wight possibly
stick, by fulluore of a decision heiug
redched in tne Court of lust resort. A

large number of viclms bave served

out full terms under this legal perse-
cution, but hsgpil for. these pow In-
carcerated under it, the decrce of the
United States Sngrema Court plucka
hoth horns out o

the head of the
judlecial monster.
—— e T e
JUDICIAL PERVERSION OF
; LAWY, a

Toe |nfamous seheme by which *Mor-
mous® conld be imprisoned snd Hued
to almost unlimited extént, having
been knocked on the head by & pon-
dergus blow trom the hand of the Su--
preme Court of the United States,.
angther trick of the FProsecuting.At-
torney and the Utahlcourts by which:
“*Mormons’’ may be punished unlaw--
fully, comes up for renewed investiza=-
tion. We refer Lo ghe rpling that, jo a.
case of uniawful cobabitatidh, pre—

sumption of o certain fact or condition,
of ‘things 18 gréatér than actudl proof
to the coptrary. This was aunother®
feature of the Suow cuse, the judpment:
i which bus Just beeu declared lilegal,

Thoe tbird sectlon of the Edmundas
Act renders aby nian liable to” punisin-
nent whio cohabits with more tonn opet
worial. It wud conelusively proven bt
the withesses for the prosecution in tiee
Sugw case, that the defendant lusd
lived with but oue of bis wives since.
the passage of the Kdmunds Act. But.
the theory was propounded: LY tae!
prosecution tbat cohubitatjon with the
tirst or legal wile was to be presumed,
and that i, then, cohabitation with an-
other wife was admitted orcould be
proven, the officngecharged would be
‘substanuusted. The evidence, however,
-wad dircct aguinst the presumption. |
Ag a mulier of- fuct, It was proved that.
ihe defendant had not Hved with thel

Jegul wife, This wus established be-
youd jreasonable questlgn,  Yet the-
court' ruled Lhaut the presumptidn wasr -
to be taken in spite of the proof, -

Without such & ruling Elder Soow:
couid not huve been convicted. He!
was an Apostle and lis cooviction was

greatly desired by Judge fowers, thens
on the beuch, huving deen nomioaped)
by the Fresicdeut to the office but uoli
‘contirmed by the Sebpate, und be
hoped, Uy sending - a “*Mor--
mon' Apostle to  prison, that:
bhe would gaib |prestage and re-
nown and secure the judpeshlp which!
he only occupied for tbe thwe being.
‘That he fajled of hls purpose was but:
just and a part of the retribution thul:ﬁ
will overtuke nm for hls wrong-do-t
ing. y :

This absard and evideotly false dba-
irine  was  ufterwards adopted. by
‘the, Supreme Court of the,’Territony,,
and now stynds as the luw and tbe-
practice in the Utan Courts. We peede
neg gay to. peraons acquuinted withaae |
Jaw tual the presumption recepted lu%
neg to crimiual junspindopce, It 150
JAdmitted fu civil pructice, bt Is theny
subject to rewoval by evidange, Buk.
in toe-presecution’of **Mormens’ yp~
der the Edmunds Act, cobubitationt
with the legal wife is presumed,. nos
matter If the fuct s that the bhusbands
bas onot assoclieted with ber in any:
manger ' whatever, and testimony ag Luié
the fuct is mot even admitted in evi—
depce. Thus, presumption 18 exaltcd.i
above proof and the hypothetical s
made greater than the actual,

Aund this is toe kind of "law ascon--
strued by the couris' that the “'Mor-&
mons' are required 10 bow down tos
sbd worship, und regard as ubove the
word and comwmwandments of Almlghtvg
God uhd’the "dictates ef enlightened
conscience! We regard the ruling on
this Poim 43 just a5 false and I.bsurdai?
angd 1llegal as the raliog on segregation .
Which bas beeu shuttered 1o pileces.
And it only requlres a siwilur test to<
bring it to u siwifar fate. i'be strong-
bold of the supporters of judicial op-
pressidn and uulawiul rullugs agalust}
lhe “Mormons,” is the denigl of Juris-°
diction in the hizheat court of review.
Their only security is in iwmogity,
from revision. They are not willing
that their acts and decisiona shall bu
&\‘used nfon by competent authority.

hey prefer to wield-unlawful power
and shelter themaselves from question
as W improper use.

And the excuse for all this wrong ls:
that itds necessary 10 successful prose-
cution of these ' Mormons.” It is the-
 same tn the administration of the law
us ;o .the draming ‘2f .the law, ‘The!
¢Morpoions'* capuot . be ‘snccesstully !
assuiled by legislation, unless the
| fundamenta] principles by which legis-
lators ure constitutionally bound tu be
gulded are disrezurded and' trawmpled ¢
upou. And they cenoot he ‘specess-!
fully "reached: by the law, quesa thes
established priuciples of | law  are:
treated inasimbar munner.

This sbhonld muke rationnl people !
pause and reflect. And the question
should become general, 18 1t right or'
politic to violate law in a fruntle
endeavor to execute law? And
the jdea onght to penctrate to the
mtnds of the thoughtful, that a people~
cannot be as bad’ as they are painted?
who canpot be reached by law unless:
the law itsclf is, perverted inthe at
tempt to bring them: under its penal--
tjes, . Une thing is certajn, respect for
the law and 1ts admjolstrators can.
uever be promoted by such palpable:
depurtures from its well known pros-
visions und principles as have dig—
graced the judiclal crusade against '
the ‘'Mormons™ under color.el the:
Edmunds Act.

el — i —— e

.G'enrpa E. Houghton ¢committed suia-
cide 10 Fresno, Cal., on the.bth inst,




