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THE NEW EDMUNDS BiLL.

SBPERECH OF BENATOR VEST.

NO PARALLEL TQ BUCH LEGISTATION.

In the United States Senate January
5th, Mr. Vest made the followlng re-
marks on the subject of the Govern-
ment. trustees for § the *‘Mormon'
Church corporation :

Mr, Veat—I move to strike ‘'out all of
section 16 after the word ‘law?” In
line 5. This section as it reads now is:

S10. 16. That it shall be the dutyof tho
Attorney-Gencral of the United Btates to
cduée tmch proceedings to be taken in the
Supreme Court of the Territory of Utab as
shall be proper to dissolve the snid corpors:
tion and pay the debts and to dispose of the
]»ropar;ﬂnnd nssuls thereol piecprding to
a3V,

The remalnder, which I propose to
strike out, is in these words:

Salid property and asgets, in excess of the
debls and the imount of any lawtal elaimes
catablished by the court %Falnnt the same
ghall esehent to the United States, and shall
be taken, invested, and disposed of Ly the
Secretary of the Interior, under the direc
tion of the President of the United States
for the beuent of commen schools in suid
Territory.

1 have no disposition to coutiuue the
discussion of thebill, It seems to me,
884 lawyer, that when the Senate en-
acts that this J)rOperty shall be dis-
pesed of according to law, that accom-
plishes ail that can be demanded of the
mostextreme and inveterate enemy of

olygamy or of any ¢Other institution

o this  Territory, That leaves the
question to the courts, and I cannot,
. a5 8 luwyer, give my assent to this ex-
traorcloary legislatioa which takes the

roperty of any corporation that has a
eral existence and disposes of it, and
takes the money and puts it into the
Treasnry of the United States and ap-
plies it to any purpose that Congress
may desizaate.

If there is any parallel to this legis-
lation on the statute-books ot the
United States I am utterly ignorant of
it, and I should be obliged tc any law-
i‘tir ‘;‘ho would point me to anyihing

ike ft.

A great deal has been sald here sbout
the cotamon law of England. Thean-
clent rule in England was that whena
corporation ceaged to exist its real es-
tate escheated Lo the Crown and its

ersonal property, after payiog off the
gebts. went back to the donors, But
that is notthe law in the United States,
as I understand it, The Sepator from
Vermont, I take it, will hardly say that
that obtains in any of the States of the
Union or in any of the Territorics of
the Unjon,

If this property is disposed of ac-
cording to law by the courts, that is
sufficient, But you go farther than
that in this legislation, and after pay-
ing the debts of the corporation the bal-
auce of the money is arbitrarily seized
by Congress and perverted to an object
never contemplated by the original
purpose of the corporation itself.

One guestiion in the case is, Has this
corporation a legal existence? It was
Incorporated under the laws of the
Territory of Utah, there belnﬁ 4 pro-
vision in the enabling act which that
said all leglslation of the Terrilory
should remain valld until disapproved
by Congregs. Thlis act hasstood with-
out any disapproval by Congress, and
these people buve acquired certain
rights under it,

r. Conger. Allow me to saythatl
think in regard to Utah the Sepator is
mistaken. That provision, that the
Territorial laws should not have force
in certain Territorles until approved
by Congress, was in several acts, and
within 8 very short time, a few years,
the restriction has been removed from
some of the other Territories and lefs
in regard to Utah, the others making it
the duty of Congress to disapprove by
a positlve act and this requiring an
approval, If Iam not mistsken that
s the condition of the law in regard to
Utah.

Mr. Vest. Mr. President——

Mr. Edmunds. Ii the Senator will
pardon me, F think I cap state to the
Sepator from Michigan what the law
about Utzh is. According to the or-

anic act, as I read it, the laws of the
&‘erriwﬂal Assembly in Utah are valid
until disapproved by Cobgress, and we
propose in the fifteenth section to an-
nul and disapprove of the Territorial
law creating this emigrating corpora-

tion.
Myr. Vest, Ibelieve I stated it cor-
rectly. I have the book before me, but

I have Jost the place.

Mr, Edmunds, That is the Iaw.

Mr. Vest. Then this corforutiun has
had o lezul existence. ‘The Senator
from Vermont states that there are no
stockholders. What may be the mean-
ing exactly of & stockholder! do not
know, but this corporation was estah-
lished for the church and the church is
the sole stockholder. The langzuage of
the act of incorporation shows that,
It is exacily on a par with the ¢reation
of this sort of commission on the part
of the denominations in the United
States.  The Methodist Xpiscopal
Church meets and creates certain com«
missions to take charge of certaln
property which is put into the hands
of agents; they manage it, but the real
owner 18 the church. In this act of in-
corporation to which no assent ot Con-

ress was necessary, this Church of
§esus Christ of Latter-day Saints In
Utah were recognized, and ther ap-
pt?Im'Ed ciegﬁaln commissioners ti? take
¢harge of the property, manage it, pay
the taxes and control {t. for the benefit
of the ohurch,

Untll disapproved by Copngress that

- 48 a8 valid a corporation as any in the
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Unlted States. I thatis not o vested
right, I know not how a vested right
can becreated. If we provide that
whatever remains after paying the
debta shall be distributed sccording to
Jaw, we do eimple justice. On the
other hand, if we adopt the latter part
of the secdon, I undertake to suf- t i3
anomalous, gwithout a gmra.]le in
violation of the jurisprudunce of this
country, How a lawyer cullook epon
It with anything elge than distrust, is
beyond my comprehension.

gir. Edmunds, If my fticnd from
Missouri were correct 1n his estimate
of the nature of this section, I should
be inclined to agree with him: hat I
think ghe has not studied It with his
usual care. First, I may say I tulnk

he 18 mistaken about tbe act in-
cor‘pors.t.lng this emigrant commpany, as
it {is called, but the stututc-book is

gone out, and I cannot refer to it at
this moment; but I am pretty sure in
what I say, that the Church is not a
stockholder, nor is anybody else; itis
an eutirely independen. concern. It is
troe that the First )’ esfident of the
Church, the one-man desput there,
controls this corporation.

Now, comingltu the precise|point of
str!klng out thig last clange, If you
stop where the Senator wishes tostop,
"dispose of the property and ussets
thereof sccording to law,” then you
wlll have given back, it is Lrue, to the
donor the real estate if he Lurps out to
be entitled torit, and to the United
States the person:l estate of it turns
out to be entitled to it, after paymment of
debts,and there you will have stopped,
and whatever there 1s to which private
persons are not entitled, ur corpora-
tions or anybody elseare not entitled
shall go into the treasury of the Uhited
States, into its general funds, 'The
Committee on the Judiclary did not
wish” it to 'ﬁo into the Unltad States
treasury. bey wished to devote ft
10 the prometion of education in thul
Territory. So we say that—

Said property and 8Bscls—

That 18 woat the Senator wldhes to
strike out—

in excoss of the debts and the amonnt of

any lawful claims established by 1he court

aguingl the same, phall escheat to Lhe
nited States.

And be devoted to the use of schools
in that Territory. The last purt of the
section is essential to dispose of any
residue, aiter all clalms oI every kind
are disposed of, of this vwroperty that
muy be left, Strikingtbis out, 1t goes
iato the Tressury. Leaving itlin, it
voed to the use of common schuols in
that Terntory.

The President pro tempore.The ques-
tion is on the amendment vi the Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. Vest}.

Mr, Vest, 1 wankto settie gne ques-
tion. I have before me the act of in-
corporation. This is 1he swmendatory
act under which it is now upurating,
in the compiled {laws of Uwsh. Tiois
act says:

Beit ordained by the General Assembly of

for o lawyer, but it goes further and
BUYE.

Baid property «nud assets, in ¢xcess of the
debts and thc tmount of any lawlnl clains
estnblished by the court against the snme,
shall ggcheat'to the United States,

There it is taken out of the courts. |

alter saylng that the court shall deter-
mine according to jaw that matter,
suys that the surplus after paying the
debts ghull go Into the Treasury,

Mr. Hoar. Moy [ ask the Scnator a
question? What does he understund
would become of it If his proposition
prevaited?

Mr, Vest. That s s questlon whicki

the law will determine. . If the Senutor
wants my oplnionas a lawyer I can
sive it to him. My judgmentis that it
would not go to the Treasury of the
United States,
Mr. Hoar. Tke qnestion {8 not where
it would not go, but where would it go?
The Scoator will pardon me;
I understand that this sectlon re-
mits to the coutts just as he says
it ought to he remitted, the question
of every claim whatever agatost that
property, the right of the ereditor, the
rlght of the dopor, the right of the
soverelgn; bot if the court tnds after
a]l claims agulnst it are established
that there is property ia the corpors-
tion whicli would be leit derellct after
thedisposition of it undertbe Jaw a8
provided to anybody who has a legal
claim to it, then that is to be put into
the treasury of the United States, and
by a sort of rude doctrine of cy pres
used for common schools und oot for
the general public purposes of the
ceuntry.

Mr. Vest. I do notnoderstand how
the doctrine of ¢y pres applies to it, I
do not understand thixt any trust has
been created here for common schools
bf anybody. The doctrine of cy pres
simpiy steps in und furnisher a trustee
where the first objects of the trusthave
failed. There i3 no such trust certsinly
for common schools. It {8 notuiug
else but an arbitrary selzuare of the
property of this corporation, taking it
out of the courts and disposing of it as
Congress secs proper; and if it zan be
Jdoae ia this case it can be dope as to
any Baptist, Methodist or Presbyterinn
church in any of the Territories if a
majority of Cougress thinks it ought to
be done,

Mr. Hoar, The Scnator does not
answer my question, if he will permit
me to faterrupt him, I do not went to

Taocre Congress steps inarbitrarily and |

tection of the wife or husband from]
giving testimony ngalnat the otherin a [
criminal prosccution is 4 rule founded

In puolic policy for the pumshment of

criine, it wasa rule intended to pro-

%ect the wife and the busbund. It was

for thelpeucc and quiet and zood order

of the family. The rule as laid down

by Greenleaf is a5 follows:

8k@, ¥d. The rule, by which parties are
excluded froin bLeing witneersea for them-
selves, applies to the ease of hushand nnd
wile, neither of them heing sdmisstble as a
witucss in a ciuse, civil or oriminni, 10
which the other is n]mrtly. This exclueion
is founded part!y on the [dentity of thelr le-
gal mights and interests, and partly on prin-
ciples ot public policy, which lie at the
hiasls of crvil soclety. For it ta essentinl to
the happiness of social hife that the conf).
dence subsisting between hosband and wite
shontd Le sncredly protected nnd cherished
inits most cnlimied extent; and to break
down or impair the great principles which
rotect the sanctittes of that relation would
e 1o destroy tho hest solice of human ex.
Istence.

The exceptions to the rule are lald
down a8 follows by the same autlkor:

BEC, 343. To this general role, exelnding
the hosband nnd wife ner witnesses, there
are some exceptlons, which are allowed
from the necessity of the ense, purtly for the
protaciion of the wite in her e and tiber
i{, nnd partly for the szke of public justice.

ut the necessity which ealls for this ex:
ception for the wife's security in described
to mean nota geternl neceasity, as wwhere
no other witnesses can be had, buta par.
ticulur necessity, ns where, for instance, the
wife would otherwise be exposed, withon
remedy, to peraonal injury, Thuos, a woman
ta 0 competent wilness agninst a man in-
dicted tor forciblo ahdoction and mar.
ringe, il the fores were conlinuing wpon her
uontil the marriage ; of wineh fact she is alpo
n cowpetent witness: and thls, hy the,
weight of the anihorjtics, notwithstanding
her subsequent assent snd voluniary co-
habitation ; for otherwise the offender would
toke advantuge of his wrong., Bo,she s a
competent witness against him on an indfet-
ment for i rape ecmmitied on her own per-
son; ar,for an assiult and batlery upon her;
or for maliciously sheotine her, Bhe may
also exhibit articles of peace agninst lllgx.
tn which care her afidavit shall not be
nllowed to becontrelled and .overthrown by
his own.

50 that the exceptions to the rule
really are all for the protection of the
wife against personal injuries or per-
sonal violence.

Mr. Edmunds. And for public jus-
tice, us the Senator read,

Mr. Brown. That {s not the rule
generally, Public justice is one of the
objects, but it i5 the public jnstice that
applies to her, and it is to protect

interrupt him impaioperly.
Mr.‘«Peat. Certuainly; I yield to the
Senator,

Mr, Hoar, Suppose it were s Bap-
tist church, or 2 Methodist, ora Uni-
tarlaw church, to whlch last denomin-
ation | have the henor to belong, and
it were within the jurisdiction of the
legislation of Congress relutive 1o the
Territories. The corporation is dis-
solved and its property i tuken pos-
session of by the court by a receiver or
other judicial officer, by & proper proc-
e84, and the court having cstablished

the State of Desoref—

Approved by the Territorial Legisla-
ture afterwards—

That a general conference of the Charch
of Jesus Christ of Lutter-day Buinls, or a
apecial conference of suid church, to be
calied at such time and place as the frst
Erendency of said chnrch shall appoint, is

ereby authorized to elect, by u majority, a
company of not less than thirteen men, one
of whom shull be designated 4s Lheir prosi-
dent, and the othera as dss1stauls,

8kC, 2. This comsun_v is hereby made
and constituted » bhedy corporute, under the
name and style of *The Perpetus) Emigra.
ting Fund Company;* aid shall have perpe-
tual successlon,snd may have atd use 4 com-
mon seal which they may ulter ut plessore.”

Then 1t goes on with general provis-
ions of a corporation that they shall
detend and be defended, plead and be
impleaded, hold property, and so
forth. This is as lawful & corpuration
now a8 exists on the soil of thy Umted
States, and Senators need not disguise
from ﬁixemaelves the {simple fact that
weare asked now to take possession
of a corporation which was organized
for a legal purpose 80 far as uppeals
which the Congress of the Unpited
States has permitted to exist, under
which rights of property bave been ac-

every possible lawful claim, If there
were no other legisiation oo the sub-

{ject if there were auythiog left, that |

would have to relain in the treasury
of the court forever, and when Con-
gress found it out they would Lhen
come inund do somtetbing with It.
llere i3 o fund which belongs
to pobudy us far us. the court knows.
We should uondoubtedly do some-
thing with it, und fnstead of waitlng
for that occasion to arlse this sinply
provides for it in advauce, and saya
thut when every possible lawinl claim
against that fund is established by the
court and satistied, if there is anything
which otherwise would be left derelict
or left in the treasury of the esurt to
abide there forever, we provide now
what shalt be done with 1t; that is all.
Mr. Vest, Mr. President, it is re-
markable legislation--I confess 1 know
of no puarallel to it—where Congress
assumes a certain state of facts in ad-
vatice of the tnding of & court. The
Senutor from Massuchusetts says “as-
suming that nobody owns this prop-
erty.” That is a queastion of law. That
is & question whick every American
citizen and corporation has o right to
have determined by the Juw of the Jund.
Mr, Elour. The bill says the court

)

quired; we are asked to take pusscs-
sion of that corporotion and adin!pis-
ter upon jts effects and 1uke what is
left out of the goswsslon of these
gurties. and say that the courts shall
ave nothing todo withit,but putit in-
to the Treasury of the Unl
give it Lo the common schools or apy-
thing else.

Mr, President,asa lawyer I will never
agree to any proposition upon this or
any other subject which says that the
courts of this country shall not deter-
mine the rignts of corporations or in-
dividuals.

Mr. Edmunds. That Is precisely
what this part that the Senator wishes
to strike out says, that the court s to
establlsh the rights of the claimuants
and if there is anything lelt it Is Lo be
devoted to schools.

of the sixteenth section vt tae bil).
Sa8y8:

That ftshall ba the duty of the Attoraey-
General of tbe Uniled btates 10 cutae wuih
prm;eodmia to bo: taken jn the rnprene
court of the Territory of Ulah aw shinll by
proper to dissolve the said cerporalion
mentioned tn the preceding sectiva and pay

Mr. Vest. Let me read the tirst purt |
ILF

shall decide,in the first purt, according
to law.

Mr. Vest. The bill saysfn the first
part according 1o law, und then goes
on and tukes the court by the throat
and says, **You shali da so shd so."

ted States or | In other words, it declures an escheat

when an escheat may not exist accord-
ing to the fucts. It says in advauce of
the facts that it shall escheat. The
doctrine of eschieats is u well settled
one. I understand that the sovercignty
of a country is entitled in cer-
taln contingencics to tuke possses-
sfon of propert:, und not beforc; but
they must be declared, they must ex-
ist, they must be judictaily determined;
and whenever Congress steps 1n and
declares in advance that property shajl
escheat, it Is not due process of law, it
is not the Jaw of the tand as I under-
stand ft.

THE NEW EDMUNDS BILL,

SPEECIL OF SENATOR BROWN,

DREAKING DOWN A 8aCRED RULE.

the debte and to diapise of the property
and assets thereof according o faw,

There is a procecding by due process |
of law in the courts of tha conutry,
which 8 the only muosle, in sy juds-
ment, known to tlie Cousii nuion o th |
United States or 1o vir jurisprudsucy |
by which propetty rightac: nlieretired, |
But this provision goes fusibur t.haml
that, That would scem 0 Luwuough

In the United States Seaate, on Jan-
uary Sth, Mr. Brown, of Georgia,
replied as follows on the question of
compelling legal wives to glve evidence
wirninst their busbands:

Mr. Brown. Mr. Preaident, I cannot

agree with the Scoator from Vermont
that the rule ln reference to the pro-

her where she could not otherwise he

protected,
Mr. Edmunds. If the Senator will

tlal on the other slde, I1f he were to
swear that he did sot beilleve it was
right he would be partial on that slde.
In other words, in either case if he s
in honest man he would hear the evl-
Jence and declde nceording to the evi-
dence and the law a8 given him by the
court; but be s’ bound to take an oath
that he does not bLelieve in polf'gtf.my
before he can sit ou the jury. ave
been informed by one whom I bellve to
be a reliable, trothfal gentleman who
has beard some of those trials that the
rosecuting attorney goes one step
orther occasionally and asks, *'Are
yoursympathies with the prosecution??
and {f the Juroranswers in the affirma- -
tive there is very little trouble about
taking him. Ioother words,thecourts
szre organized there to convict, .

Heoce the present legislation
which bears the name of the honorabile
Senator from Vermont is ample on this
question to break up polveamy. There
is no use for enactine laws which ure
in violation of the common law and
which are very questionable at least as
to their propriety on principle, to fup-
press polvgamy in Ulah. The heads
of the church, the president of it, and
the jeadjug menpofit, I am told, arc
fugitives and can not be found, The
penitentiaries and jails are belng filled
with those convicted of polygamy. It
fs obliged to be suppressed nnd es:
pecially with the machinery we have
now sppointed lor that purpose, and
that sole purpose, for they seem to
have very little else todo, and tbey do
their -work well and thoroughly,
Whether it 1s exactly weil in the sense
of a just tria] I will not ssy, bul they
are certainly carryin% out the objects
of the legislation. If reports be true,
they are giving every doubt against
the” criminal  instead of giving the
doubt in his favor, Theyare certalnly
not giving him a very fatr trlal accord-
ing to the mode of tria]l in most of the
States and Territories.

Therefore I do not tbhink, and I trnst
the Senate will not think, that it s
aecessary to break downlong and weil-
cstablished rules of law that have been
considered by our ancestry as meces=
sury to the preservation of peace and
barmony forthe purpose of making the
laws more stringent In Utah. Theyare
ample on this question; there is no
dm‘lculty about that: and by the ‘ay
a8 they drepnow beln% enforced polyg-
amy will very soon be a thing of ihe
past there. If itis practised it will
bave to be practised in & manoer that
pobody knows it, and that no oflicer of
the law and no detective and no 8py
can find it out. 5ol do not see¢ the
necessity of breaking down a sacred
rule of 0 long standiog for the pur-

allow me to interrupt bhim, I wish to
ask him the plain and straight ques-
tion whether he does not think that a
man haviug ove lawful wifc and going
and marrying snother cotumits & per-
sonaj infury apainst the Jawful wife?

Mr. Brown, [ thiok he commits a
crime against society.

. Mr. Edmunds, But that {8 not my
question.

Mr. Brown. It is not simply a per-
sonai injury agatnst her.

Mr. Edmunds. Not simply, out s it
not a personal injuary?

Mr. Brown, Itisa wrong, but itisa
wrone that 4 coinmon luw gives her a
right to testify about.

Mr. Kdmunds, Very likely, and that
is why we wish to pass this statute.
But my question is, 181t not a wrong, a
moral dnd rellglous public ° crime
against her as well as agalnst soclety?

Mr. Brown. It is & public crime
aﬁalnst the wife bul not one of the
character that the great authors of the
law, those who gave us the comimon
law, considered a proper oone for her to
be called a8 3 witness,

Mr. Edmunds. But the Senator
ought to remember thet atthe common
law there was not any punishment for
polygamny or bigamy at all, or for adui-
tery, and therefor¢ the common law
never had any such cases to deal with.

Mr. Brown. Ip most of the States
of the Union even up to this day the
common law has not been enlarged to
the extent that the Senator proposes
toextend it. In fact, if such law has
passed in any of the States I am not
aware of it. In the multiplicity of
iegislutlon in the thirty-eivht States
there muy have been some Instancus,
hut] am oot aware of it, and [ do not
think tue Senator has shown it. I
think there has been no instance where
any onc of the thirty-ejzht States has
enacted & law makiogs the wile & com-
petent witness in a case of bigamy or

olygamy, We are proposing, there-
ore, to zo bevond what any State or
probably auy other civillzed state fjn

the world bas done. 1 cannot speak
for ull of them, but I am not aware of
any ipstance, and a8 the Nepator’s
search has been thorough in this mat-
ier, I presume theré is none, because
he has produced none.

Acain, so far as the executlon of the
the law Is coucerned, the Senator cer-
tuinly does not need this additjonal
legislatlon.  As matters now stand in
Utuh it 15 only necessary to makea
prima fucie case, and o very light one
at that, to convict a Mormon, 1f you
arraign him and put him oo trial his
convictionfollows almost asa certaln-
ty. The iudge is nominated to the
Senate and contirmed and sent there to
convict o such cases, and if we notice
their rulings it cenerally results ju that
way, The district attorney is sent
there to take every audvantage of every
technicality he can for couviction. The
juror is put upon the stand and re-
uired to swear that he dones not be-
lleve polygemy s right—mnot in that
lauguage, but that is the substance—
efore he cun serve.

Ivis said that thot isnecessary to
lmpartlality, and yet the cHect of it
is that he swears he does not believe
that 1t is right, showing that he {s par-

poge of addiuy to the legislation which
we already have on that squect.

e ———— -
THE NEW EDMUNDS BILL,

SPEECH OF BENATOR BLAIK,

MR. EDMUNDS' CLAIM REFUTED.

In the U. S. Senate on January 7th,
Mr, Blair of New Hampshire, replylog
to the statement of Mr. Edmunds that
the provision in his bill compelling the
legal wife to testlfy against her hus-
band was the sume asinseveral States,
made the following remarks:

~ Mr. Blalr, Mr, President, there has
been somewhat frequent allusion
madcle to the statutes of the States upon
this point, I thiok that the Senator
from Vermont almost misconceives
the force and effect o1 those statutes
where they ¢xist.

What the Senator says is true, that
the common law has been relaxed and
modified to some extent by the statutes
of various States, but theve are no
statutes of any State, g0 faras I bhave
been enabled to examine them, where
the great leading principle which led
to the original prohibition of husband
and wife beisg withesses for or against
each other is not carelully preserved,
Wherever there is'any infringement
upon marital centidence, as the legal
expression made use of |s, wherever
there is likely by the testifying of the
husband or wife for or sgalpst each
other to be any infringement upon this
ureat principle founded 1n justice and
s3sential to the greservatlon of society,
there it 1s prohibited.

In most of thestatutes particular in-
stances are specially mentioned s=ud
the Fruhiblt.iou is made specific; and
in all of them, so far as I know. where
there is apy sobstantial relaxation
whatever, ll‘;e general expression Is
madc nse of that iy the discretion of
the court there shall never be the tes-
timony of the wife allowed as arainst
the husband, nor of the husband as
aguinst the wife, if it leads to any in-
fringement upon marital confideuce,
Now, what is that? It is not that ju-
formation which may be given to the
husband or to the wife in express
terms; it is not slmply that which may
come from conversation; it 4s not sim-
ply that which may be included in the
term *‘*‘communication,’’ which i3 the
one made uses of In this proposed
statute; but it is sach information aw
comes from one party {o the other by
regson of the existence of the mar-
rlage relation; and whenever the tes-
timony of the party may be a revela-
tion ol knowledpe which comesj by
virtue of the fact that the parties are
married and are associated together,
that information which passes lnter-
changeably from one to the other and
whichh would not be likely to be-the
case if that were not the “relation) the
statute expressly prohibltsit. -

I have not the bill hereg but the
language made use of by the Sepator

excepts nothigg but confidental com-
munjcqtions {rom gpe party to the



