THE DESERET WEEEKLY.

F. H. Dyer was sworn anbd testi-
fed—I was marshal when [ was
appotnted receiver, in November,
1887, was in some degree familiar
with the hustory, tenets und prac-
tices of the Mormon Church when
L was appuinted receivor, us marshal
I had learned of these things in con-
nection with prosecutions,

Mr. Varian—Were you not ad vised
that Tempies were used fgr plural
marriages?

Le Grande Young objected to the
qguestion. The commi-sioner said it
related to the nses of Temples, as to
whether thoy were confined entirely
to religious purposes, and was ad-
missible.

Witness— [ understood that plural
marriages were performed in the
Eadowment House; 1 nnderstood it
to be a temporary substitute fora
Temple; I supposed the Tabernacle,
Assemhly Hall anl ward meeting
houses were used fur public worship
but not for celebrating plural mar-
riages.

Mr. Varian—Did you noi under-
atand the object of the law to be to
deprive the Mormon Church of its

roperty, that polygamy might

hereby be abolished?

Witness—I understood the object
to be to deprive tbe Church of
speculntive property whieh it could
use for the propagation of its doe-
trines abroad.

The witness, in answer to gues-
tions, stated what property he un-
derstood was designed to e es-
cheated.

M. Variun—Did not you nnder-
ptand as marshal that polygamy was
atill practiced?

Witness—I believed it was, but
could get no proof of it; in four or
five cases in which defendants were
convieted of polygamy we never
proved where the ceremorfy was
performed; 1 was present wheu M.

- Cannoon gave his testimony, but do
not recollect ita purport; had leased
the Temple Block befors he testi-
fled.

The witness explained the reasons
why he leased the Temple Block to
the Church, In answer to Mr.
Varian’s questions, witness said the
gourt did not exempt the Temple
Block on his representations.

Mr. Varian—Did you not consider
it your duty to report to the court
that the Temple Block contained
the Endowment House and uncom-
pleted Temple?

Witness—That was a matter of
puhlic notoriety with which the
court was as familiar a4 T was;
I considered it sufficient to
report on the Tempis Block
as & whole, as its conrtents were
well know n; never agreed with the
Church anthorities that the Temple
Block was exempt and shonld he
excluded; if T reported that the Tem-
ple Biock was used exclusively for
religions purposes, it was because L
waa 8o informed. ;

Mr. Vurian questioned the witness
concerning the statement of facte
agreed upon in October, 1888, fur the
purpose of obtaining a decree. The
witness said he understood it had
been prepared by the Uanlted States
Attorpey and that it was not his
duty to correct any errors it might
have contained.

ment House, situated on the Tem-
ple Bluck, was used for celebrating
plural marriages?

Witness— Because it bad been
abandoned and was not being used
for-any purpose.

Mr. Varian—Why dil you not re-
port that the Temple, when Hnished,
would probably be used for that pur-
pose?

Witness— Hecause I did not know
what it would he used for.

Mr. Varian questioned the wit-
ness as to why he hnd not seized the
Logan and 3t. Qeorge Temples, uad
the witness said he was advised by
iiis counsel not to seize them, for
the reason that the tities to them did
not veat in the Church, and the dis-
position of the Balt Lake Temple,
when determined wupon. would
settle that of the others, even if the
Church stiould be found to own
them.

Recess tiil 2 p.m.

It was 2:30 p.m. yesterday, Bept.
1st, before proceddings were resumed
after recess. The stenographer was
instructed to make four copies of the
testimony, one for each of the par-
ties interested and one for the ex-
amiver.

The examination of Mr. Dyer was
continued: I suspected that the
Church had property which I did
pot take possession »f nor men-
ticn in my report; 1 endeavored
to ascertain ail the property the
Church owned, and take possession
of it; planted a sulf to recover prop-
erty in Ogden which I believed be-
longed to the Church, and made a
demand for the tithing property in
Logan, but it did pot staad im the
name of the Church; I regarded the
Ogden suit as a test case, and await-
ed its result before pianting, others.
In many cases the title to property
used for Church purposes stood in
the name of individuals and could
not be traced to the Church; we
made investigations regarding the
titles of tithing properties throngh-
out the Territory, and reached the
conclusion that in most all eases,
they could not be traced to the
Churchb; I understood it to be my
duty to take possession of all
the property of the Church, but uot
for the purposes of a final decrze, 1
had pothipg to do with a final de-
cree; I was only a custodian, subject

Logan, Provo, Beaver and other
places, and ascertained that the
Church had persenal property in
those places, of a perishable nature.
Mr, Varian guestioned the wit-
ness as to why he did not examine
records in the various counties ina
search for Chureh property, and the
witness snid he had done thag so far
astime and opportunity permitted.
Witness sald he understeod thut
after the final decree, the recelver
could take possession of additional
property if he could find it;
the United Stales Solicitor Genern]
approved of the statement of facls;
it was submitted to- him by DMr.
Puturs, the United Btates attorney
for Utah; I never read the state-
ment of facts; had nothing to do

.with it; coasidered it my dnty to

Mr. Varian—Why did you not re-y
port to tbhe court that the Endow- | the Church, and did so, so far as L

to the order of the court; I went to | Pe
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report to the court atl the property of

could; the reason I employed Mr.
Peters was becanse be huad a good
koovwledge of tbe case and vas a
good lawyer; in some matters con-
pnected with the case he did not
ropresent me; when the final decree
was rendered, 1 understood it re-.
ferred only tothe property that had
been gathered, but did oot exclude
property from being taken which
might in future be found; the
reason why I did not pursue
tithing and personal property in
various parts of the Territory, was
becnuse 1 did not believe there was
any persoual property, and that the
tithing property was all in the name
of some one besides the Church; had
information to this effect; don’t
think iny leasing the tithing property
in this ¢ity to Mr. Winder enabled
the Church to continue collecting
tithing here, other properiy could
have been ol'tained for that purpose,
I asked about fifty busines men in
this city what they wonld consider
a fair rental for the tithbing property,
and only one ameng them named
as high a figure as Mr. Winter
offerud, which was $200 per month;
did not khow the property woul
continue to be used for tithing pur-
poses; leased the Church farm to
Mr. Winder at the low rent
of $50 a month for a short time as
the result of negotlations which T
deemed it best to concludethat way,
in order to save a law suit about the
title, which stood in Francis Arm-
strong’s name; later the rent was
made $225 per mopth, and still
later $401; the reason I rented it to
Mr. Winder was because Mr, Arm-
¢trong, in whose name it stood,
offered togive it up it we would let
Mr, Winder have it} T regarded this
as the best thing to do, as it would
save n law suit.

The way $401 per month came to
be received for the Church Farm,as
the witness believed, was this: Cer--
tain parties wanted to obtain a lease
of it kwowing that there was a
quantity of live stock on it that
could not well be removed, and
thinking they could therefore sub-
lease it to the Church at a profit.
The court made an order that bids
be received, and in order to retain
it, Mr. Winder had to bid the high
figure of $401 per month.

The pa-ty to whom I leased the
Gardo House promired to pay $50
r month and close the house and
not allow it to be uged. I thought
it better to do this than reut it to
some obe for a lodging house, or the
1lke, as there was much fine furni-
ture in it, and the damage to this
might exceed the rent T would get.

The witness explalned fully in
regard to the compromise settlement
of the suits planted by him to get
possesaion of certain pieces of real
estate which the Chureh had sold;
the Chureh offered to give witness
what had been received hy It for all
those properties, and witness nceept-
ed the offer becauss there were grave
doubts a8 to whether the properties
could be recovered, and because the
attorneys whom lLie had employed
strongly advised him to se compro-
mise Lhe cases.

The witness auswered many ques-



