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arate enumeration was unnecessary, If
jdentical, there would be no ocoasion
to particularize "senator or represen-
tative.”

It identical, the adjective “other”
should have been used, so that the
clause should read, “or person holding
any other office of trust or profit under
the United States,”" ete.

Thege observations apply to the fol-
lowing provisions:

“I'he senators and representatives be-
fore mentioned, and the members of
geveral State legislatures, and all ex-
ecutive and judicial officers, both of the
[United States and of the several States,
shall be bound by oath or affirmation,
ete, (Constitution, Art. VI)

“No person shall be a senator or rep.
resentative In Congress or elector of
President and Viee President, or hold
ofice, clvil or military, under the Unit-
ed States, or under any State, who hav.
ing previously taken an oath, ete, (XIV
Amendment, Sec, 3)"

Article TI, section 4—'"The President,
Vice Preaident, and all civil officers of
thes United States shall be removed
from office on Impeachment for and
convictioh of treagon, bribery, or other
high crimes and disdemeanors”—has
been construed by the only tribunal
therefor known to the Constitution, the
Senate sitting as a court of Impeach-
ment, which held that a senator was
not a “eivil officer,” and therefore was
not liable to impeachment. Tt was the
case of Willlam Blount, a senator, who
was Impeached hefore the bar of the
Senate hy the House of Representa-
tives, In his nlea he claimed that as a
member of the Senate he was not one
of the “elvil officers of the United
States,” and on the 11th of February,
1707, the Senate announced its conclu-
glon, as follows:

“The court g of the oninlon that the
matter alleged io the plea of the de-
fendant is sufficlent in law to show
that this court ought not to hold jur-
fsdietion of the said impeachment, and
that sald impeachment s dismissed.
(Annals Congress, volume 8, page
2219.)"

of

Story coneurs in this view. (Story on
the Constitution, section 782)

Who can be gald to hold office “un-
der the United States” was practically
decided in United Stateg vs Germaine
(99 11, 8, 508-512), where the court sald:

‘“The Constitution, for purposes
appointment, very clearly divides all its
officers into two classes, The primary
clags reauires a nomination by  the
Pregident and confirmation by the Sen-
ate. But foreseeing that when officers
become numerous and sudden removals
necessary this mode might be incon-
venlent, at was provided that, in regard
to officers Inferior to those specially
mentioned. Congress might by law vest

of

their annointments In the President
alone, in the enurts of law, or in the
heads of departments, That all per-
gong who can be gald te hold an office
under the government about ta be es.
tablished under the Constitution were
Intended to he Included within one or

the other of these modes of apgointment
there can be but little doubt.”

In United States ve Mouat (124 U, &,
308-308) the Germaline case Is cited and
approved, the court saying:

“In that case, it was distinetly pointed
out that, under the Constitution of the
United States, all its officers were ap-
pointed by the President, by and with
the consent of the Senate, or by a court
of law, or the head of a department.”

The same principle |s affirmed In
United States vs Hendee (124 U, 8., 309.
15)

If. then, “all its officers,” “under the
Constitution,” are annointed in the
manner above indicated, clearly a mem.
ber of either house doeg not hold an of -
fice “unpder the United States,” and
the Edmunds Act does not apply,

The fact, if it be a fact, that there
are statutes in which the expression
“office under the United States” 1s dis.
closed by the context to include a mem.
ber of Congress, when there is no such
context In this act and when the ex-
isting conditions expressly negative the
idea, I8 of no probative forece In con-
gtruing this act of 1882, I submit upon
this branch of the case that there 18 no
question but that this act hag no appll-
cation whatever to the member from
T'tah, because an “office under the
United States” does not include a
member of Congress.

THE EDMUNDS ACT

The committee quote section § of that
act and then say:

“Rending that act as applicable to
fhis case, ellminating the irrelevant
portions, It appears as follows—"

And let us see haw they eliminate
ft—

“No polygamist shall be entitleq to hold
any office or nlace of public trust,
honor, or emolument under the United
States.”

1 sumbit to this House whether that
is the act:

“No polygamist shall be entitled to
hold office or place of public trust,
honor, or emolument under the United
States."

Where? According to the statement
of the committee, when they have elim.
inated all they desire~(and I am pre-
pared to concede that if this committee
can amend the Constitution, the funda-
mental law of the land, they have equal
authority and power at least, to amend
the statutes of the United States with-
out the assistance of Congress)—{laugh-
ter] where, after thelr elimination, does
the act apply? Anywhere, everywhere,
without limit. The only place where
thls act can operate—"any Territory or
other place over which the United
Stateg has exclusive jurisdiction’'—is
“ireelevant.,” in the oninion of the com-
mittee,. What does the act say?

“No polygamist, bigamist, or any per-
son cohabiting with more than one wo-
man * * * in any Territory or other
place over which the United States has
exclusive jurisdiction.”

1#t ug have an analyveig of this law
as It 5, not as some of us wish it was,
This will show that no ineligihility can
be predicated upon section 8 of the Ed-
munds Act, upon the facts, as they
must be conceded to exist. A brief
statement of the history of the legisla-
tion involved may be useful,

The Edmunds Act became a law
March 22, 1882, Section 1 amended gec-
tion 5852 of the Revised Statutes of
the I"nited States and defined and pro-
hibited polygamy. Section 3 defined
and ibited unlawful cohabitation,
and reads as follows:

“Sec, 3. That If any male person, In
a Territory or other place over which
the United States have exclusive juris.
dletion, hersafter cohablits with more
than one woman, he shall be gulity of
a4 misdemeanor, and on conviction
thereof shall be punished by a fine of
not more than $300, or by imprisonment
for not more than six months, or by
both said punishments, in the discre-
tion of the court.”

Section 8, relating to eligibility
hold office, reads:

“Sec. §. That no polygamy, bigamist,
or any person cohabitalng with more
than one woman, and no woman co-
habiting with any of the persons des-
oribel as aforesald In this sectlon, In
any Terrftory or other place over which
the United States have exclusive juris-
diction, shall be entitied to vote at any

to

election held in any such Tertitory or
other place, or be eligible for election
or appe'ntment to or be entitled to hold
any office or place of public trust,
honor, or emolument In, under, or for
any such Territory or place, or under
the United States”

The Edmunds-Tucker Act, which be-
came a law March 3, 1887, supplemented
the Edmunds law, imposed penalties
for various kindred offenses, dissolved
the corporation known as the Church of
Jesug Christ of Latter-day Saintg, and
contained, among other things, various
provisions ag to dower and the law of
descent. With reference to eligibllity to
office it contalned, among others, thig
paragraph, in the last part of section
4

“No person who shall have been con-
vieted of any crime under this act, or
under the act of Congress aforesald,
approved March 22, 1882, or who shall
be a polygamist, or who shall assoclate
or cohabit polygamously with persons
of the other sex, shall be entitled to
vote in any election In sald Territory,
or be canable of jury service, or hold
any office or emolument in sald Terri-
tory"

It will be notlced that this act applied
only to “office or emolument in sald
Territory,” It did not go as far as the
similar provision in the Edmunds Act
and apply to “any office under the
United Stgtes.”

February 4, 1882, chapter VII of the
laws of the Territory of Utah was ¢n-
acted. Rectlon 1 defined and punished
polygamy substantially as did section
1 of the Edmunds Act. Sectlon 2 re-
lating to cohabitation, In all material
parig is an exact transerint of section
3 of the Edmunds Act. There Is no
provision whatever In this act relat-
ing to ineligibility to office by reason
of any of these offenses. (Laws of
Utah, 1882, page 6)

The Enabling Act, authorizing the
people of Utah to form a constitution
and State government, and to be ad-
mitted into the Union, became a law
July 18, 1884, Thix act recuired the
convention to privde by ordinance irre-
vocable without the consent of the
United States and the people of the
State—

“Pirgt, That perfect toleration of re-
ligious sentiment shall be secured, and
that ne inhabitant of sald State shall
ever be molested in person or property
on account of his or her mode of re-
liglous worship; provided, that poly-
gamous or plural marriages are forever
prohibited.”

The Constitution of Utah was adopted
by the convention May § 1895, by the
people November 5, 1895, and the proc-
lamation of the President of the Unit-
ed States announcing the result of the
election and admitting the State into
the Unjon was Issued January 4, 1596,
Article 111, ordinance of the Constitu-
tion, contained the provision as to re-
ligious Ilberty and polygamous or
plural marriages in the exact languags
of the Enabling Act. (R, 8, Utah, 1808,
page 40.)

Article XXIV, section 2,
stitution reads as follows:

“Sec.2, All laws of theTerritory of Utah

of the Con-

now In force not repugnant to this
(Constitution shall remain in force un-
expire by their own Hmitation

til thes

latur

altered or repealed by the legis-

The act of the governor
the legislative assembly of the Terri-
tory of Utah entitled “An act to pun-
sh polygamy and other Kindred of-
enges,” annroved Febhruary 4, 1892, in

go far as the game defines and Imposes
penalties for polygamy, Is hereby de-
clared to be in force in the State of
Utah. (R. & Utah, 1808, page 67.)"

This did not give the State of Utah
any law, making persons ineligible to
any office, by reason of polygamy or
cohabitation, as no such provisions ex-
isted in the act of 1882, ‘chapter 24, or in
any of the “laws of the Territory of
Utah." [

Sections 4208 to 4216, Inclusive, of the

levised Statutes of Utah (R, 8. Utah,
1898, page 809) are substantially the act
of 1862, Section 2 of the act of 1882 and
section 4209 of the Revised Statutes, re-
lating to unlawful cohabitation, are
precisely allke. This statute has not
been changed.

The laws of the State of Utah, then,
do not now lmpose, and never have im-
posed any disquallfication for holding
office, by reuson of polygamy or uniaw-
ful cohabitation. Mr, Roberts was a
resident of the Territory of Utah, and
since its organization as a State has
been a resident of the State of Utah,
Under these citcumstances we do not
think that the disqualifications imposed
by the Edmunds Act have had any
operation a8 to him since the organiza-
tion of the State of Utah, It Is set-
tled by an unbroken line of decisions
that all Territorial congressional legis.
lation, 18 superseded by the adoption of
a State constitution and the organiza-
tion of a State,

In discussing the effect of the adop-
tion of the constitution of Louisiana
upon the laws of Congress, the court,
in Permoli vs First Municipality @
How,, 610), sald:

“80 far as they conferred political
rights, and secured civil and religious
liberties (which are political rights),
the laws of Congress were all super-
seded by the State constitution; nor
is any part of them In, force unless
they were adopted by the constltution
of Louigiana, as the Jaws of the State,”

The case of Strader et al vs8 Graham
(10 How., 1) determines the same ques-
tion, and says:

“The argument assumes that the six
articles which that ordinance declares
to be perpetual are still in force in the
States gince formed with in the Terri-
tory, and admitted into the Union. If
this proposition could be maintained, it
would not alter the question. For the
regulation of Congress, under the old
Confederation or the present Constl-
tution, for the government of a partic.
ular Territory, could have no force be-
yond fts limits, It certainly could not
restriet the power of the States within
thelr regpective Territories; nor in any
manner interfere with their laws and
institutions; mnor give this court any
control over them, The ordinance in
question, If still in foree, could have no
more operation than the laws of Ohlo
in the State of Kentueky, and could not
influence the decision upon the rights
of the master or the glaves in the State,
nor glve this court jurisdiction upon the
subject,

“But is has been settled by judiclal
decision iIn this court, that this ordi-
pance is not In foree,

“The cage of Permoll v¢ The First
Municipality (3 How,, 0(8§), depended
upon the same principles with the case
before us.”

The game doctrine is held in Pollard
et al vs Hagan (3 How., 212)

It is approved by all of the court,
from Chief Justice Taney to Judge
Curtis, in Dred Scott vs Bandford (19
How,, 450.)

It 18 approved in Woodman vs Kil-
bourne Manufacturing company (1 Abh,
1, 8, 162), opinion by Justice Miller, of
the United States Supreme Court, Co-
lumbus Insurance company vs Cur-
tenfug (8 Melean, 212)

This precise question, in the applicey
tion to the State of Utah of & law of
Congress -which was not continued in
force by any legislation, has been de-
termined in Moore vs United States (85
Fed. Rep., 468)

The court were determining whether
a law of Congress against unlawful
mhlmﬂma was in force in Utah, and

eld: \

“By its terms, the provision of the
statute under which this indictment
was found applies only to the Terri-
tories of the United States, and while
it may yet be In full force within the
Territories, It in elear that no prosecu-
tion could be maintained under it for
entering Into & wombination or conspir-
acy in restrain of trade In Utah after
the date of her admisglon as a State
LR became one of the

and |

I

States of the Unlon, this statute censed
to be In force within its boundaries,
unlegs by appropriate legislation it was
continued In force [or the purpose of
proseculing violations thereof come.
mitted during the existence of a Terrl-
torial governmént, * * * The act of July
¢ was not repealed by the Enabling Act,
for it yet applies to the Territories of
the United States, It ceased to be In
force in Utah only because It was su-
pergeded by the Constitution upon the
admlssion of the State

We have seen that there was no leg-
jslation of any Kind continuing in foree
section § of the Kdmunds Act, relating
to disqualification, It ls to be observed
that this section does not undertake by
fts terms to operate within the lmits
of any State. It Is expressiy confined
in {ts operation, by Its terins, to “any
Territory or other place over which the
United States have exclugive jurlsdic-

tion.” 'The meaning of the terms
“polygamist” or “person cohablting.”
with reference to the restriction as to
voling, has been fully settled by the
United States Supreme Court in Mur-
phy vs Ramsey (114 U. 8, 39 L. C. P,

i)

This was an action for damages sus-
tained by reason of being rived, un-
Aer this section, of the right to vote in
the Territory of Utah; and among other
things the court held

"It {8 not, therefore, because the per-
son has committed the offense of
blgamy or polygamy at sume previous
time, In viclation of some existing
glatute, and as an additional punigh-
ment for Its commis that he |8
digfranchised by the act of March 22,
1882, nor because he is guilty of the of-

fense as defined and punished by the
terms of the fict. * **

“The requirements of the elghth sec-
tion of the act, in reference to a woman
claiming the right to vote, are that ghe
does not, at the time she offers to reg-
ister, cohabjt with a polygamist, bigam.
igt, or person cohabiting with more
than one woman, * * * Upon this con-
struction the statute is not open to the
objection that it I8 an eox post facto
law. It does not seek in this section and
by the penalty of disfranchisement to
operate as & punishment upon any of-
fense at all, * * *

“The disfranchisement operates upon
the existing state and condition of the
person, and not upon a past offense, It
is therefore not retrospective, He alone
is deprived of his wote who, when he
offers to register, I8 then in the state
and condition of a bigamist dr a poly-
gamist, or Is then actually cohabiting
with more than one woman, * * * Bo
that, in respect to those disqualifica-
tions of a voter under the act of March
22, 1582, the objection |# not well taken
that represents the inquiry into the fact
by the officers of registration 4s an un-
lawful mode of prosecution for crime.”

“In respect to the fact of actual co-
habitation with more than one woman,
the objection Is equally groundless, for
the inquiry into the fact, so far as the
registration officers are authorized to
mAke it, or the judges of election, on
challenge of the right of the voter, if
registered, are required to determine
it, 18 not, In view of its character as
a erime, nor for'the purpose of punish.
ment, but for the sole purpose of de-

termining, as in case of every other
condition attached to t) tht of suf-
frage, the guallficatio one who al-
leges his right to vote, [t is preeisel

gimilar to an inguiry into the fact of
nativity, of age, or of a other status
necessary by law as a condition of the

elective franchise.”

The principles which apply to eligi-
bility as a voter, must apply to eligl-
bility to office, as they are in the same
gection and the same language applies
to each, and in order to be affected by
the disqualification prescribed by this
section, a person must be a polygamist
or unlawfully cohabiting within the
meaning of the section, “at the time"
of entering upon the office. It is not
enough to show that at some former
period Mr. Roberts was a polygamist
or unlawfully cohabiting, as the dis-
franchisement does not operate “upon
a past offense.” It would have been en.
tirely competent for Roberts to have
taken himself from under the operation
of this section while Utah was still a
Territory by simply ceasing to be a

polygamist or cohabiting, or by moving |

into a State, as the “disfranchisement”
operates upon ‘“‘the existing state and
condition of the pesgon” only. In other
words, the offense must be continuous.
The offense and the disqualification are
coterminous,

There {8 a further legal proposition,
to well settled to reguire the citation
of guthority, and that ig, no statute can
operate, either directly or indirectly,
extra-territorially. The statute In
question does not undertake to,

The offense of polygamy and unlaw-
ful cohabiting Is localized by the
statute, The provigion {8 not general.
No polygamist or person thus cohabit-
ing “anywhere, without any restriction
as to place,” ig not the language., On
the other hand, the prohibition I8 con.
fined to a specified locality, No
polygamist or any person, thus cohab-
iting-where? “In any Tercitory or
other place over which the United
States have exclusive jurisdiction.” The
United States had no power to make
the prohibition apply to any other
place, and did not attempt it. The of-
fense and the place defined must co-
exist. He must be a polygamist or per-
son unlawfully cohabiting in “any Ter-
ritory,” or the statute does not apply.
Tne statute applies only to residents of
the Territory.

In the light of these propositions let
ug analyze the case as it is. It is ob-
jected that he is disqualified, under this
gection, ag a polvygamist or person un-
lawfully cohabiting. The disqualMica-
tion must exigt, at the time of hig be-
coming a member. But since January,
1896, he has resided [0 the State of Utah,
and this statute hasg not gince then, and
does not now, overate upon him. It
can not, therefore, now disqualify him,
The conditions of offense and place re.
quired hy the statute to coexist do not
coexist In his case, and therefore the
statute does not apply. In other words,
It 18 sald he is ineligible,. Why? Be.
cause there Is a statute of the United
ftates which says that no polygamist
or person unlawfully cohabiting, in
“any Territory” ig eligibile, and he is
a polygamist or person thus cohabiting,
It 18 & comnlete answer to say, “While
I am a polvgamist, I amn not such in
‘any Tervitory.”

While the penal provisions of the Ed-
munds Act are in full foree in “any
Territory,” it would net for a moment
he contended that Mr, Roberts would be
ltable to nrosecution thersunder since
January, 1806, Why? Bimbply because
gince that time he has committed no
erime, within “any Territory,” as all
of his acts have been in the State of
Utah. A fortlori the disqualifying pro.
vigions do not apply to him, as they do
not even "operate as a punishment up.
on any offense at all” The moment
Utah became a State, he, llving In
17tah, became a resident of the State,
and one of the Indishensable elements
of the condition to which the disquali-
fication attaches—residence within “any
Territory” —ceased to exist, and the dis-
qualification ceased to apply. The of-
fense of polygamy or unlawful cohahi.
tation in “any Territory” and the dis-
qualification were no longer cotermin-
ous, He Iz now doing no act In “any
Territory” to which the disqualification
applies, and therefore It does not exist,

It §s true that while U'tah was o Ter-
ritory Roberis was unlawfully cohahit.
ing, and the digsqualification existed,
and his statuse was then that of ineligl-
bilfty, and therefore it may be gug-
geeted It continues.  But this would
make the disqualification the result of
& past offense, and the law says that it
“operates unon the existing state and
condition of the person, and not upon
a past offense.’” It does not * te as
a punishment” at all, all of which it
clearly would do, if the supposition
were correct,

If the disqualification attaches to
Roberts by reason of act committed in
Roberts by reason of acts committed In

| our practice under our

| rightful foundations

17, 1900,

be operating extra-territorially, outside
of “any Territory to which by its
specific terms It s expressly confined
The fact that Roberts still resides in
the same place where he resided in 1805,
though Utah 18 now a State, but then,
wis a4 Territory to which the law ap-
piied, undoubtedly fs the cause of some
confusion of thought, It Is clear that
his legal rights are precisely the same
as though, since 1898 he had been resid.
ing in Maine and had been elected to
Congrees from that State, It would not
b contended that this act could have

any application to him In such case, 1o
affect his ndresent status, as Il never
aopereted thers No more has it in
Utah since January, 1366,

To be sure, it Is suggested that he
may be eligible while in Utah by re
gon of the fact that this statute does
not operate woson bhim there: but that
the moment he gets into the Distriet of
Columbia, this being under the exclu-
sive jurisdiction of the United States,
he Is Ineligible, which involves the furs
ther Ipteresting proposition that the
moment he returng to the State of
Utah, he Is also eligible again, Now you
see 112 now you don't. (Laughter,) Such
a suggestion I8 not worthy of serious
attention.

It seems to me beyond question that

this act does not now apply to Mr, Rob-
erts, Then there 18 no law having any
application to this case by which the

attempt 18 made to add anything to the

congtitutional qualifications This
Housge, by It8 Indenendent action, can
not make law for any purpose, The
adding by this House, acting alone, of
a ouelification not established by law
would not onl* be a violation of both
Constitution and the law, but it would
establish a most dangerous precedent,
which could hardly fail to “return to
plazlie the inventor.” You might feel

that the grave mornl and
of this case allowed

“Wrest once the law to
To do a great right, do

soclal aspects

yvour authority

a little wrong,'

Jut what warrant have you, when the
barriers of the Constitution are once
broken down, that there may not come
aftér us & House with other gtandards
of morality and provriety, which will
create other oaualifications with no

that, in the heat
and unreagon of partisan contest—since
thers will be no definite standard by
which to determine the exist of
qualifications—-will add anything that
may be necessary to accomplish the |

de-

sired result? Exigency will determine
the sufficiency. It would no longer be
a government of laws, but of men To

thug depart from the Congtitution and
gubstitute force for law i to embark
upon a trackless sea without chart or
compass, with almost a certainty of
direful shipwreck

THE UNDERSTANDING,

The ingenulty of the majority is not
yet exhausted. They say!

“Hise clection as a representative Is an
explicit and offensive violation of the
understanding by which Utah was ad-
mitted as a State”

I'would like to inquire of the majority
where they find the authority for the
propogition that * the United States
government can go into the question of
an “underatanding” that existed hefore
admitted Into this Union,

a State was

and then, having found it, exercige this
domiciliary, rupervisory liseiplinary
powe! the State, Where does it
exist? W ¢ It indicated hy? Ig it
eral? 1o not undertake to sug-
gest It the Enabling Act, although
they refer to it

But is it an oral “understanding” that
exigts hetween the States by reason of
this “general welfare” power? 1 as-
sume that thev Invoke it under this
“general welfare” proposition, Think
of It! An ‘“understanding” which is

based on what? A compact or a con-
tract? 1 had supposed it was too late
at this stage of the history of the Re-
public. in these times of peace, to in-
voke the proposition of a contract, €X-
isting between the States and the gen-
eral government

I knew that the theory of a contract
was the parent of the infamous heresy
of secession, arfd 1 have believed that
it was wiped out in blood from 1861 to
1865, More than 600,000 of the best,
truest, most herole, and bravest men
that ever met on the fleld of battle—
the blue and the gray, bretheren all—
rendered up their lives that that in-
famous proposition should be blotted

out, and blotted out forever. Lot the
dead past bury its dead. I submit that
under these circumstances it {1l be-

comes this House to undertake, in the
interest, if you please, of civillzation,
to Invoke anew the proposition of a
contract existing between a State and
the United States,

In what kind %f a condition does i
leave the State of Utah If this “under-
standing” exists? lLet me give an il-
lustration of the application of this
“understanding.” 1 suppgse that the
“general welfare” of the people of this
great Republic s as fundamental as
any other proposition Involved in this
“understanding.” 1 imagine, and I can
assume, that every State that came in-
to the Union agreed to help to promote
the “general welfare.” Without such an
“ynderstanding,” no State would have
been admitted. On the basis of this
sunderstanding,” any State that s
gullty of conduct that does not promote
the "'general welfare,” or whose people
are, violates the “understanding” un-
der which it came Into the Unlon, and
therefore can be disciplined by the
Unlited 8tates. Especially must they not
{mperil the “general welfare."”

1 would like to Inquire, under this
“understanding,”” if that theory is en-
tirely true, if this view of the “general
welfare'” Is to be followed, what would
happen, for instance, to New Jersey
which {8 now the breeding ground of
trusts 1 octopuses, (Laughter.) They
are organizing corporations from $10 .-
000,000 anywhere up to $125,000 000, based
on alr, and almighty thin air at that,
(Laughter.)

There are a great many people that
balleve that the nctopus, “as 4 roaring
Hon, walketh about seeking whom he
may devour,” and 1 would like to know
why, If this proposition is true, if this
nebulous, diaphanous, guazy, danger-
oug, insufMelent, metaphysical, chimeri-
cal, hypercritical, impalpable, evanes
cent and nongensical theory js to be g
plied to this dicussion (great laughter
and applause) T would ke to know how
it i8 to be applled in the exercige of

“general wel-
fare” clause. W1l it be necessary to
suspend New Jersey from representa-
tion upon this floor In order that she
may not hereafter thus Interfere with
the ‘“general welfare” (Renewed
laughter and applause,)

If not, why not? Is it necessary to
gay more about that proposition’
(Laughter.) T shall now make this sue-
gestion, I have discussed this sub-
Ject up to this time upon the basis of
the propositions laid down by my
friends on the majority of the commit-
tee,

Mr, Stewart of New Jersey. Does not
my friend think that the prohibition
Jaws of Maine are not more against the
general welfare and against the people
than the cernoration laws of New Jer-
sey?

Mr. Littleficld, There are those who
think the Maine prohibitionlaw against
the gmale of rum even worse than
polygamy, 1 believe in the law,

My, Stewart of New Jergey, Has the
gentleman read the corporation laws
of . New Jersey? They are fifty years
old and the result of Democratic ad.
ministration,

Mr. Littlefield. I have. 1 do not want
to make any reflection upon the Btate
of New Jersey. 1 only used that as an
Mustration. (Laughter) 1 have read
the cornoration laws of New Jersev
I have also read the excellent speech
made hefore the Buffalo Bar associatior
by Mr. Keasby, advertising these cor
poration laws of New Jersey,

Mr. Stewart of New Jersey. Have y
read Governor Voorhees's speech at 1!
Republican club dinner in New Yorl
city lately?

(To be Continued.)
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CHAPTER FROM AN
OLD MAN'S LIFE.

(Continued from page nine.)

in circumference and eighteen feet In

helght, and as it makes about elght
complete cireuits each day it iy com-
puted that it travels during the year a
distance of forty-four miles and an
e¢lghth, The position of the cells are
changed dally, go that it would be a
dificult matter for any prisoner (o
make o successful attempt at escape
by filing the lars, or any other way, and
A3 & means of further protection, the
rotary could be kept on the mo M-
tinually, which I understand s the cage
in some eastern prisons. Af there are

eleven windows to this room every cell
{8 well lighted during the day, and aft
sundown until § o'clock elect

Hghts

iHuminate them

On the left, an you entl he room
there {8 fourteen feet by twelve for ex
ercise and on the right a similar s1
where meals are served and which is
furnished with two long tables and
benches

THE SOUND OF DELLS

All the movements of the prisoners
are regulated by the sow ng of
EUng Four bells summons them t
rise, make thelr beds, swee) t thei
cells and wash. Three bells ns them
that the rotary il be put motion
for them to get out for ex th
prigoners emerging from thelr « 18
they reach the openiy i [

ate belng slid to one ¢ 11
posite the entrance to !

utslde of which site the jal
another enclogure 8o ¢ impicte | the
mechanical arrangement that the pris-
oners enter and leave thel; s with-

out coming near or within reach of the
jallor, which precludes th weibility
of an attack if such were contemplated
Two bells is a signal to march s

file, through a gateway to 1 n
the other slde of the room Not &
word g spoken, the utmost d m !

ing maintained at the tabl
finished all remain seated until the one
bell is sounded when they march
to the “"recreation grounds
fifteen minutes’ exercls whers
freedom of conversation is alloy

PRISON RULES,

back

As to conversation, If not too loud,
they are able to do that at all times
whether In or out of their cells. Three
bells 18 again the tocsin to return to
their cells

The prisoners are fed three times a
day, with the exceptlon of Sunday,
when two meals form the day's diet
Breakfast consiste of porridge and milk,
gtewed beef, bread, molasses and
coffee; dinner, goup, bread and water:
gupper, roast beef, potatoes, bread and
tea, With the meats there is always
a plentiful supply of rich, thick gravy,

There I8 no special allotm: of food;
every prisoner Is allowed as much as |
he can eat. On Bundays there are al-
ways extras, and an inviting dish of

bread pudding with butter-squce is add-
ed to the dinner fare,

While the menu may not meet the ex-
actions of a fastidious epicure (n dleel.
cal elegancies, yet for cleanliness, pur-
ity, plentitude and healthiness, it would
be difficuit to excel what is furnished
the inmates of the county ja!)

Scrupulous cleanliness s the predom-

Inating feature, no matter when o
where you look everything and place is
as clean and bright as a new dollar, and
prisopers take a bath once a week, The

entire bullding ¢ heated by steam so
that 4 normal temperature 8 maine-
tained at all times

After a week's experience In the ro-
tary 1 was promoted to the enviable
position of “trusty,"” after which my de-
tention became more tolerable and less
objectionable, A “trusty’ who is atten-
tive to his dutles witl get along all
right, and the hours will pass swiftly
by, if not pleasantly

There is a day and night jailor, but
the onus of the work and responsibility
reste” upon the day official. The day
official, while an exacting and strict dis-
ciplinarian, is at all times conslderate
and will listen atientively to any re.
quest of the prisoners, and grant the
same, If practicable,

THE “BOSS OF THE RANCH"

I8, undoubtedly, the cook, a short, stout
colured woman, who Is as broad as she
Is long, with dark flashing eyes and a
tongue when put in motion that sounds
like a rasp covering the surface of a
piece of steel. Woe betide the “trusty”
that neglecte to return a pan or pot, and
gshould he forget himself by ui\t;«u a
short answer, he's in for it sure qn;l
the'll ery out .

“Heah yo'! Come heah, lem me see de

The x'r.» al | @

-

S Your fleart Weak?

\ervons Exhaustion Brings on Serf:
ous lleart Trouble,

HUDYAN CURES

! L | )
| ! ' \ Fa
v \ e of
. tedd with
Hes 128 eonid
| ¥ o
{4
“ ! t work
| ¢
. ' Wk sud
trpve r L { ¢ My Anctor
) i Bet e,
' f ' ¢ time
iy - FDOYAN Innwg 1 temmge
y fa' 11 { ’ nd work every day
FHUR S RGUBON
What HUDYAN ¢4 for Mr, Ferguson {1 will do
‘or you
HUDYAN s for sale by druggisis-00r 2 packe
8 r 8 packagos for $2 5
| £ it drigs . top HUDY AN, send
et to 1t [UDYAN REMEDY COMPANY
i ner Bleckt Kille and Market sireets, Szn
Q Francieon, Ca
|
| Consult the Hudyan Doclors~Fres
of Charge, Call or Write,

talk to me

|

] cullah of yo' eye when yo'

;-l.f way, Yo rapscalion; I break yo'

! back. I 'clare d jere trusties think
f nuff it, eat Even the cor
pulent | rotund Keeper of the keys
relaxes hefore the awful gaz { the

| quean of the kitchen when ghe N gh

| es the great horn spoon. Bu r all
ghe's a g 1 1 soul, and hen the

‘ storm Ig over, she coddleg the trusties

| with some little extra dainties, and her

| cooking i {rreproachabl

‘ RETROSPECTIVE

i Looking back over the past thirty

“1.«_\“, were it not for the stigma that

| my error brought upon me I am prone
to confess that the treatment and sur-
roundings at the county jall are as8

humane and conslderate that it s pose
pract for application un-
umstances, That my Incar-
e turning point in my
prayer and hope of

gible ar

life I8 the earnest
the writer

An Editer's Lite Saved by Chamberiain's
Cough Remedy.

During the early part of October, 1896,

I contracted & bad cold which settled

on my lungs and was neglected until 1

nption had appeared

feared that consw

in en incipient stat 1 was constantly
coughing and trying to expell some-
thing which 1 uld not [ became

alarmed, and after giving the local dog-
tor a trial bought a bottle of Chamber-
lain's Cough Remedy and the result was
immediate improvement, and after [
had used three bottles my lungs were
restored to their healthy state~B, 8,
Fdwards, Publisher of the Review, Wy«
ant, Ill,

“Opportunity Is the Cream of Time”
Now {8 your opportunity. There is no

time when the system is so much in
| need of a good medicine, like Hood’s
Sarsaparilla, and no time when it is

rived from such a medicine, By purify-
ing, enriching and vitaliging the blood
and toning up the system Hood's Sar-
gaparilla starts you right for a whole
year of health,

|
" so susceptible to the benefits to be de-
|

Constipation is cured by Hood's Pills.
]

Children who are troubled with
Worms are pale in the face, fretful by
spelly, restless in sleep, have blue rings
around their eyes, bad dreams, varia-
ble appetiteg, and plck  the nhose,
WHITE'S CREAM VERMIFUGE wiil
kil and expel these parisites, Price 2§
cents. 4. C. M, 1. Drug Dept.

. WALL
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Paint $1.00 a gallon
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ENTIRE STOCK

Must Be Sold Out In 30 Days

10,000 Bolts at 10c
10,000 Bolts at 15¢

ure frames and pictures all must go.

NEW YORK WALL PAPER (0.,

Opp. Walker House.
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REMOVAL SALE

PAPER. .

while it lasts, Pict-
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CORRECT TASTE IN
DRESS FOR MEN

always includes d e breasted frock
coat for day dr Its cut, fit and
&h Is ALK inish must be
frreproachable, a1 IS construotion
must be by & tai who {8 master of
-y

h When » wigh to be well
.;' d correctly dressed, and have all the
finesse that 8 | tallor can Impari,
give y

BUCKLE & SON,

TAILORS AND WOOLEN DRAPERS.

Suits to Order, $28.00.
Pants to Order, $7.80.

CALL ON US AT 235 5, MAIN 8T,
Establiahod 1872




