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She, the witness, was employed as a sales-

woman, in Division Street, with the firm of X. Frank. 

The firm of J. Frank was engaged in the 

millinery business, in Division Street. 

She, the witness, had been in the employ 

At the time that she, the witness, gave 

the defendant the money set alt in the indictment 

she, the witness, had known the defendant not quite 

first in front of a store, having formed his acquaint-



ance in the street in front of the store* 

She, the witness, did not knoW wharelher: 

defendant lived, at that time, because the-14etreni4 

The defendant visited her at the house 

in which she, the witness, was living, at that tine, 

and also, sometimes in the store of T. Frank, in 

Division Street, in which she, the witness, was employed. 

At the time that the defendant visited her, 

the witness, at her hone, she, the witness, lived 

at 236 Second Street, in the County of New York. 

The defendant also paid her an occasional 

visit at the shop in which she, the witness, was 

The defendant did not tell her, when he 

was visiting her at her home at 236 Second Street, 

and at the store in which she was employed, in 

Divison Street, that he, the witness, was a married 

On the contrary, the defendant frequent. 

ly told her, the witness, that he was a single 



She, the witness, frequenfly asked the 

defendant, while he was visiting her, "HOW long 40 

you want to go with me?" and the defendant Said 

that he was not going with her, just then, to marry 

her, because business was very slow, and he intended 

to go to Chicago, with her, where he could get a 

better business, and he would marry her, the wit-

ness, in Chicago. 

The defendant frequently assured her, 

the witness, while he was visiting her, at her 

home and at the store that he was a single man, 

and that he intended to take her to Chicago and 

marry her. 

When he was visiting her, she, the wit.. 

ness, frequently asked the defendant, "Are you a 

married man?" and the defendant said, "No, I am 

a single man, but I don't want to marry you in 

New York, because I don't want to live in New York, 

because business is bad here. I will take you to 

Chicago, and then I marry you." 

She, the witness, could not exactly re-

member the date of her first meeting with the defen-



She, the witness, belidited, hoWever, 

she first met the defendant in the suMmer time, Omit 

a year before the trial, that is a year from the 

summer of 1904. 

She, the witness, had been going with the 

defendant, that is receiving his visits and going 

out. with him for about six or seven months, when 

the defendant asked her to marry him. 

In fact, the defendant talked about marry-

ing her, frequently during the six or seven months 

that she first knew him. 

In fact, from the very first moment the 

defendant met her, he promised to marry her as 

soon as he could get into business in Chicago, saying 

that he would take her to Chicago, and marry her 

there. 

She, the witness, formed the acquaintance 

of the defendant in front of the store in Which she 

was employed, on the street. 

The defendant visited her frequently in 

the store and where she lived, and took her out, 

and kept promising to marry her, that is, to take 



At that time she, the witness, was about 

to start with the defendant for Chicago, to be 

according to the defendant's promise. 

She, the witness, was packing up to go to 

Chicago with the defendant and the defendant came 

to her house in Second Street, and helped her pack 

This was on Friday that she did the paCk-

ing, with the assistance of the defendant, and 

on the following morning, Saturday, she, the wit. 

ness, gave the defendant the money. 

She, the witness, handed the defendant 

the money in question at the place where it was neoed. 

sary to buy the tickets for Chicago. 

the stre, on which the depot where 



in the ferry-house, when the defendant canto to Ile 

It was on the New York side of the Not  

River where the defendant got the money from her, 

in the County of New York, in the ferry-house,011:the 

New York side of the river. 

She, the witness, gave the defendant, at 

She, the witness, was positive that she 

and the defendant were in the ferry-house on the New 

York side of the North River, when she gave the defen-

She, the witness, gave the defendant the 

$265, relying upon his representation that be wag 

a single man, and relying upon his' promise to 

If she, the witness, had known at that 

time that the defendant was a married man, and that 

he did not intend to marry her, she, the witness, would 



Consequently, in parting withher. alone 

to the defendant, she, the witness, absoluteróie 

upon his representation that he was a single tan 

and that he would marry her as soon as they got to 

the witness, had saved the money from 

earnings and was all of the money that she had 

She, the witness, was in the habit of keep. 

Ing her money in her stocking, before she gave the 

money to the defendant, for safe keeping--  that is, -

she kept the money in her stocking, for safe keep 

At the time that she, the witness, gave 

the defendant the $2651 neither she nor the defendant 



At least, she, the witness, knew thht she 

had not bought the tickets, and so far as she kneW 

the defendant had not bought the tickets. 

The defendant told her, the witness, that 

he needed money to buy the tickets, and after she 

gave him the money he, the defendant, went, or said 

that he was going to buy the tickets right any. 

The defendant said that he was going to 

buy the tickets, after he had got her, the witness's 

Then she the witness and the defendant 

got on the train and went to Chicago. 

She and the defendant were together in 

The defendant was out all day from the Tahoe 



She, the witness, did not know Oil W114 

railroad or line she, the witness, and the ,40tendant 

went to Chicago, because she, the witness did not 

no ti ce, and had never been out to Chicago before.;. 

She, the witness, could not tell what the 

name of the railroad was on which she, the witness, 

and the def9ndant travelled to Chicago because she, 

the witness, did not notice the name of the railroad, 

and she, the witness, had never been to Chicago 

She, the witness, did not travel to Chicago 

a half before they reached Chicago. 

until Sunday evening, nine o'clock. 

traveling most of Saturday, and 

She, the witness, sat up all night, on 

Saturday night, in the day coach, and did not go 



to the sleeping car either alone or with the defendant. 

Occasionally she fell asleep in the Ohajitt 

When she, the witness, and the defendant 

reached Chicago, they did not go to a hotel. 

The defendant told her that he would take 

her to the house of A relation of his, and took her to 

The house was kept by a woman, and appeared 

aring house. 

So far she, the witness, could see it was 

ble boarding house. 

She, the witness, did not occupy a bed 

At no time while she was with. the &Wen-

either on the way to Chicago, or in Chicap, - 

or on the way back from Chicago did she, the witness, 

have sexual intercourse with the defendant, or occupy 

When they were in Chicago, the defendant 

was away from the boarding house where they were stop-

ping all day and came home late at night. 



After the third day she, the witne 

him why he stood out so long and so late and the 

defendant did not give her any satisfactory &newer, 

Then she, the witness, said to the defen-

The defendant said, "Well, you don't have 

The defendant did not ask her for any more 

The defendant brought her back to New 'York, 

without marrying her, and after returning to the 

city she did not see him for several months. 

When she, the witness, returned to New 

York 1 she could not find work, and she stayed at hone 

Then the season began in the millinery 

business in Division .treet, and she got work. 

For three months after her return to New 

York she did not see the defendant. 



1 

When she, the witness, returned tO gew:rOrt 

with the defendant, they parted as soon as they got 

to New York and she, the witness, went back to OA 

laace at which she had been boarding, in Second Stree 

She, the witness, did not see the defendant 

again after returning to New York for about three 

The defendant said to her, "I won't marry 

see you, now, because I live over 

in Brownsville," and she, the witness, did not see 

him for three months after she returned to the city. 

She, the witness, found out where the de-

fendant was, and told a detective and caused his 

and he said to her, the witness, "What's the use? 

She, the witness, first learned that the 

defendant was married when the defendant and she were 

When she, the witness, reproached him for 

beinr, away so much from her, and not marrying her and 



setting up housekeeping in the rooms which he had pto, 

viously told her he had furnished for their MArrias 

the defendant said, "You don't need to cry, for 

::ive your money to my wife." 

In Chicago, the defendant also said to 

In Chicago the defendant told her that 

he was married, and she began to cry and she said 

to the defendant, "What's the matter? Ain't you 

took me here, and you say you are going to marry 

and the defendant said, "Well I marry you, in 

Then the defendant said that he had given 

her, the witness's money to his wife. 

The defendant had never repaid one cent of 

the money which he cot from her, the $265. 

After the defendant was arrested she had a 

conversation with him about marriage. 



The defendant said to her, the witneSs, 

"I'll marry you anyhow, because I don't have ;b9 #47 

After the defendant's arrest, she, the 

witness, saw the defendant converting with the officer 

who arrested him, but she, the witness, did not 

hear what was said between them. 

She, the witness, would positively swear, that 

when she gave the defendant the money in question she, 

CROSS TIXA.TITTATION the witness testified that she, the 

witness, had been in the United States not quite. four 

She, the witness, was born in Russia, from 

Tarnow, twelve miles from Cracow. 

Since she, the witness, had been in the 

United States she, the witness, had earned a].iving 

as a saleswoman in a millinery store in Division 



She, the witness, did not think i 

She, the witness, first becani acquainted 

with the defendant on the sidewalk in front of the 

store in which she, the witness, was employed, in 

defendant approached her either 

in front of the store in which she was 

She, the witness, was not introduced to 

Magnus, the defendant, by a Mrs. Jordan. 

She, the witness, was standing in front of 

the store, In company with a lady friend at the time 

fendant before, to her knowledge. 

They i;ot into a conversation at that time. 



She, the witness, believed that the facly 

friend that was standing with her in front of the 

store introduced the defendant to then. 

She, the witness, had been in the aompany 

of Mrs. Jordan, when she met Magnus, the defendant, 

but she was not with Mts. Jordan at the time when 

she first met the defendant, and Mts. Jordan did 

not introduce the defendant to her, the witness. 

When she, the witness, and Mts. Jordan and 

the defendant were together, Mts. Jordan did not 

tell her, in the presence of the defendant, that 

she, the witness, never heard from any 

one before she went to Chicago with the defendant, 

to be married to him, that he was a married man. 

The defendant did not tell her up to the 

time that she went to Chicago with him, as she had 

described, that he was a married man. 

On the contrary he, the defendant, represen-

ted himself to her as a single man, and promised to 

the witness, knew the little girl 



pointed out to her in the courtroom by counsel for 

She, the witness, first saw the little 

girl pointed out to her in the courtroom by counsel 

for the defendant after she, the witness, had-returne-d 

The little girl came into the store in 

which she, the witness, was employed, in Division 

The little girl cane to the store in 

which she, the witness, was employed after she, the 

witness, returned from Chicago, and delivered the 

message from the defendant which she, the witness, 

She, the witness, had to work all day on 

Sundays, and it was on a Sunday,after her return 

from Chicago, that the little girl cane into the 

store, and delivered to her the message from the 

defendant, which she, the witness, had just repeated. 



She, the witness, would positively sWear:  

that it was not before she went to Chicago with the 

defendant that the little girl came into the store 

It was not true that she, the witness, 

saw the little girl in the store in which she, the — 

witness, was employed, long before she, the witness, 

went to Chicago with the defendant, not more than 

six weeks after she became acquainted with .the defen—

she, the witness, woul4ositively swear that 

it was after she returned from chicagO with the 

defendant, that she saw the little girl in the store. 

The little girl also wrote down on a card 

that her father lived in Liberty Avenue, No. 52, 

The visit of the little girl occured in 

the early summer of 1904 after her, the witness's 

She, the witness, did not remember, and 

it was not true, that the little girl came to the 

store about six weeks after she, the witness, bec 



acquainted with the father of the little g 

defendant, and told her that her father Oould 1101; 

come to see her, because he lived in BrownSvill0 too 

rar away and gave her the address, or the pretended 

address of her father, at 52 Liberty Avenue, Browns. 

witness, spoke to the little girl about the 

and the little girl said that it was the 

When she, the witness, asked the little 

girl where her father, the defendant, lived in Browns's 

yule, the little girl wrote down on .a card What she 

pretended was the address of her father, 52 Liberty 

She, the witness, took the little card from 

the little girl, and afterwards ascertained that it . 

was a false address, and that the defendant really 



to Chicago with the defendant, as he pretended, to 

married, she, the witness, was in the habit of 00e1/10' 

him almost every Sunday, when he called upon her 4ither 

at the place where she boarded, or at the store in which 

she, the witness, worked, in Division Street. 

She, the witness, did not live alone at 

She, the witness, did not know that Mts. 

Koppel came also from Cracow, Russia. 

On the contrary she, the witness, believed 

that Mts. Koppel came from Roumania. 

When she, the witness, returned from Chica-

go with the defendant she, the witness, returned to 

her boarding place at 236 Second Street, where she had 

previously bOarded, with Mts. Koppel and she, the 

witness, was still living with Mts. Koppel. 

During the year that she, the witness, had 

known the defenant she, the witness, had seen his 

usually about once a week, on sundays. 

She, the witness, had never gone to the 



defendant's house at any time to inquire about him, 

because she, the witness, did not know where he lived. 

Up to the time that the defendant took her 

to Chicago, on the promise to marry her, the defendant 

Up to the time of their departure for 

Just before the defendant took her to 

Chicago, the defendant said to her, "The best is 

you stop from work, because we are going to get 

defendant did not say that he would marry her in New 

She, the witness, asked the defendant several 

times why he did not marry her in New York, instead 

of going to Chicago, and the defendant replied that 

Chicago was the best place to start business in, after 

When she, the witness, told the defendant 



but that he was going to Chicago, and that he VtUld 

The defendant said that he did not went 

married in New York, but wanted to go to 

to get married, because he wanted to start 

place to do business than in New York and that he 

marry the defendant in New York, and say that New 

It was the defendant who said that New 

York was a bad place to marry in, and that he preferred 

to marry her in Chicago, and would marry her there. 

She, the witness, did not claim that 

she went to Chicago because her love  was so strong 

that she went to Chicago with the defendant without 

She, the witness, did not believe in love 



She, the witness, went to Chice,g6',Orth-the 

defendant because she relied upon his repreiteilt4tioil 

that he was a single man, and that he would marry 

It was because of these representations, 

she, the witness, parted with her money, and 

with the defendant to Chicago, to be married to 

The defendant first told her that he was 

actually going to Chicagolwith hertto get married in 

At that time he, the defendant, told her 

to give up her work, in the millinery store, because 

he was going to take her to Chicago, to get inarrie4. 

It was the end of the season anyhow, and 

sh3 did not have any work at the shop. 

She told the defendant that she did not ha*e 

any work at that time because it was the end of the 

season and the defendant said, "Anyway, it is best 

for you to stop work, and go to Chicago with me and 

In compliance with the defendant's request 



ations to go to Chicago with the defendant to get 

It was her custom to stop work, at the end 

of the season, in the summer season, for three or four' 

rest, because business is very dull at the 

Division Street store, during the early summer' 

About a week before they went to Chicago 

At that time the defendant did not ask her 

On the following Friday she, the witness, 

was Packing her clothing into her trunk, in the hOuse 

at 236 Second Street, where she, the witness, boarded., 

and according to the arrangements which they made on 

the day before, the defendant came there andhelpe4 her 

When they got to the ferry-house, the de-

fendant said that he was about to purchase the tickets, 

and needed money ttpd asked her for money and she, the 



gave him all the money that she had., 0265. 

She, the witness, had never known where 

the defendant lived in New York, because he had never 

told her, and she, the witness, never asked him. 

She, the witness, was willing to marry a 

nan of whose residence she was ignorant, because she 

the defendant, even though she did not kliow where 

he lived, because she lived his .representations to 

her, that he was a single man, and that he wanted to 

She, the witness, had seen the woman 

pointed out in the courtroom by the defendant's coun-

She, the witness, believed that tile woman's 

the witness, had first seen Mrs. Harris, 

when she, the witness, went with the detective to 

cause arrost of the defendant. 

She, the witness, would positively swear 

that she had never seen the woman, Mrs. Harris; at the 



defendant's home, or any other place before 

the witness, went to Chicago with the defendant. 

the witness, would positively swear that 

the first time that she, the witness, ever saw Mrso 

Harris, to hrr knowledge, was when she, the witness, 

went with the detective to make the arrest of the 

She, the witness, after the.little girl 

had given her the false address in Brownsville, 

ascertained,quite a length of time afterwards where 

the defendant lived, and informed the police, and 

caused the arrest of the defendant. 

On the morning that she the witness, 

went with the defendant to Chicago, that it started 

7norning, the defendant waS waiting for her, a000r4a 

ing to agreement, at the corner of Second Street, 

near where she, the witness, lived. 

On the preceding day, Friday, when the 

defendant helped her to pack her clothes in a trunk, 

to go to Chicago with him, the defendant, on the 

following day, the defendant said that on the fol-

lowing day, he would meet her, the witness, at the 



packing the trunk with her, he told the woman with 

him to Chicago, on the following day, to be married. 

When she, the witness, met the defendant 

she had only a few traveling articles in a small 

She, the witness, could not tell whether she 

wn with the defendant to the 42nd Street,or to 

whatever ferry she went, because she, the witness, 

did not know much about the streets of New York, 

excepting the immediate neighborhood where she lived and 

When they got on the train they went to 

NewIrk and got off, because the defenda t. said the 

he wanted to stop at Newark onthe Way to Chicago, 

The defendant told her, that he got off 

at Newark, to wait for a train to Chicago, because 

someone had told him that it was better for him to 



wait at Newark for the train to Chicago than 

The witness could not remember whether 

it was Forty-second Street or where the ferry-house 

was in which she gave the money to the defendant; 

except that she would swear positively that.it was 

in New York City, on the New York City side of the 

North River, which they afterwards crossed; to take 

The defendant got the money from her 

At the time that the defendant 

for the money, she, the witness, had the 

asked her 

money in 

The defendant told her that he needed the 

money to buy the tickets to go to Chicago with; and 

that he must have the money at once. 

Then she, the witness, went into a corner 

and raised her skirt, and took the money out of her 



The money which she had in her stocking at 

that time, the $265 which she gave to the defendant, 

She had saved this money out of her wages, 

She, the. witness, had been in American 

four years and the $265 represented her savings out 

of her wages during those four years. 

this country, in the United States, and she 

but stayed at home, and saved all the 'money she 

She, the witness, earned $9 in the season 

in the millinery store in which she worked. 

But, at present, she was reeeivingonly $5 

a week, because the season was slack. 

Out of her wages she, the witness, had to 



board and clothe herself, and otherwise maintain 

self, and and it was with great difficulty that the saved 

the $265 in the four years that she had been•in the 

It was not true that she, the witness, had 

iven the defendant only $20 and had -said to the deo. 

fendant, "I want to go with you to Chicago." 

It wits not true that she, the witness, had 

propo3ed to acco,Ipany the defendant to Chicago, and 

had given him $20 and said that she wanted to go to 

MILEY,awitness, called on behalf of the 

People, being duly sworn, testified that he, the 

witness, was a member of the Municipal Police of the 

City of New York, andwas attached to the 14th Police 

the defondant, on the morning that he, the witness, 

arrested the defendant , in the defendant's room. 

In regard to Mrs. Harris, the woman who had - 



been pointed out to the complaining witness in the 

courtroom, the defendant said that shewas a married 

woman, living uptown, and that she was at his rooms 

plaining witnes3 accused him of having taken her 

money, under a promise of marriage, the defendant 

said that he was a married man and that his wife was 

living uptown, in theCity.of New York, and that Mrs. 

Harris was keeping house for him, and taking care of 

The defendant did not give any ,explanation 

as to why he took the complaining witness's money, and 

he had taken the complainant's moneys and why he had 

He, the defendant, admitted taking the 

money, from the complaining witness, and going to 

He said that after remaining in Chicago 

with hr for three or four days, he returned with her 

to New Yorkland sent the balance of the money that he 



taking her to different resorts, Coney Island and 

The defendant claimed to have spent the 

greater part if not all of the money that he received 

from the complaining witness, this way, that is, 

in escorting lier to different resorts and spending 

When the complaining witness accused the 

defendant of having taken her money, he, the witness, 

said to the defendant, "Is this true?" and the def en-

The complaining witness told him, the 

in the presence of the defendant how she, 

the complainant had first met the, defendant, and how 

she had earned the money that he had gotten from 

her, $265, and how the defendant had agreed to take 

Then the defendant said that he had merely 

gone to Chicago with the complaining witness, to 

use the money that he got from her to get a divorce 

On the way to the station house, the corn-



4 100)4ii 

plaining witness said to the defendant, "'You know 

The complaining witness also said, "And 

you know you were to marry me?"and the defendant 

said, "Yes, but we went to Chicago. I was to us 

the money there to get a divorce, but we came bac: 

and I have spent all the money with you." 

IN MUSS EXAMINATION the witness testified that what he 

had related in  his direct examination was all that 

he could understand that was said between the com-

plaining witness and the defendant, at the time of 

the arrest, and after the arrest. 

Every now and then the complaining witness 

and the defendant spoke in Jewishland,.those times, 

he could not understand what they Said. 

But what he had related in his direct 

examination was what passed between the complaining 



witness and 

at the time of the arrest, and after the arrest on the 

In July, 1904, the warrant was issued for 

the defendant, and on November 28th, the complaining 

witness came to the station house of the 14th Precinct, 

and in consequence of a statement which she made, on 

the following morning, November 29th, he, the witness, 

went to the address of the defendant, and made the 

Though the warrant was issued in July he, 

the witness, did not know anything about the warrant, 

until the case was assigned to him, on the 6th of 

NoveAper, 1904—either the 6th or 7th.. 

The delay as to the arrest of the en-

dant, after  issuing of the warrant was due to. 

to the fact that the defendant had told the complain-

ing witness, as he, the witness, was informed, that 

he lived in Brownsville, whereas, in fact, he lived 

at 116 Eldridge Street, in the City and County of 

He, the witness, was transferred to the 



precinct about the 6th or 7th of November and 

then he, the witness, received the warrant. 

He, the witness, ,met the complaininavitm 

and asked her for the address of the defen*-, 

dant and she told him that all that she knew abOut-

the address of the defendant was that he lived in . 

But, on the 28th of November, 1904 the 

complainant called at the station house, and gave .him 

information as to the residence of the defendant 

beiw7 at 116 Tadridge Street,'in the City and.County 

That was the first time that he, the 

He, the witness, had been informed that 

'he officer that had the warrant before it was turned 

over to him, was instructed to wait until the com—

laining ascertained the true address of the defew-

dant, and either came to the station house personally 

to notify the police authorities there of the real 

address of the defendant, or sent that information to 

Vitent., 



He, the witness, understood at that time 

that the name of the complainant's counsel in the 

When he, the witness, received the warrant 

about the 6th or 7th of November, and was informed 

that the defendant claimed to be residing in Browns-

ville he, the witness, did not go to Brownsville to 

He, the witness, had no otherreasons for 

carrying the warrant about him from the 7th of Novem-

ber until the 29th, without executing it, except that 

he did not know where the defendant lived, and it 

was understood that the complaining witness, as soon 

as she could ascertain the correct address of the 

,,aefendant would bring the address to the station ' 

house, or would send it to the station house, through 

He, the witness, went to 116 Eldridge Street, 

as soon as he was informed of the address of the de-

fendant being there, by the complaining witness, on 

the preceding day, and arrested the defendant. 

He, the witness, went to the defendant's 



residence, at 116 Eldridge Street, at about 

on the morning of the 29th of November, 19044 

That was the first time that he, the VI 

ness, had ever seen the defendant, to his knowledge. 

As soon as he, the witness, got tothe 

met the defendant there he, the witness, told the 

defendant that he was a police officer, and that he, 

the witness, had a warrant for his arrest. 

At that time he, the witness, was accompan-

The complaining witness entered the rooms 

of the defendant with him, the witness, and was pre-

sent during his, the witness's conversation with the . 

defendant, and on the way to the station house. 

He, the witness, would positively swear 



The defendant also told him, the Wit*Yeeli 

that the remainder of the money, remaining etter1104 

the defendant, and the complaining witness return 

from Chicago he, the defendant, spent in taking the-

complaining witness and himself down to different 

Whatevr3r he, the witness, had related as 

having been said by the defendant was spoken in - 

English and he, the witness, understood the defen-

Nothing that he, the witness, had related 

in his direct examination or in his cross examina-

tion as having been said by the defendant after the 

arrest was said in the Jewish language. 

He, the witness, could not understand a 

word of the Jewish language and therefor he, the wit-

ness, could not pretend to give any conversation that 

he held with the defendant, or anything that he heard 

the defendant say,in the Jewish language. 

Most of the conversation that he. the wit-



the witness, could not undOrft 

stand them when they 

He, the witness, had not the slighteSt idea 

of what they said, when they spoke in the Jewish 

He, the witness, did go to the rooms of 

the defendant on the evening of the 28th of November, 

after having an interview with the complaining witness 

at the station house when the complaining witness 

told him that she had learned that the defendant 

lived at 116 Eldridge Street. 

But when he, the witness, got to the rooms 

of the defendant, on the 'preceding evening, the 28th 

of November, he found a look on the outer door of the 

rooms, and apparently no one was in the rooms. 

Then he, the witness, made an appointment 

with the complaining witness to meet her on the fol-

lowing morning, and to go to the defendant's rooms, 

of the defendant, were vacant when he, the 

witness, went there, onthis preceding evening.. 



The rooms were empty and dark, and tber 

was a big padlock on the outer door. 

He, the witness, knocked repeatedly at the 

IN RE DIRECT F,XAMINATION the witness testified that be, 

witness, had been transfered from another precinct 

to the 14th Precinct on the 6th or 7th of November 

and that he, the witness, had no personal knowledge 

as to how long the warrant had been out for the 

The first that he, the witness, knew of 

the case or the warrant was when it was asigned to 

him when he, .the witness, first came to the pre-

cinct, the 14th Precinct, on the 6th or 7th of No-

JENNIE HEYERS, being recalled by the Court, 

in answer to questions by the Court, testified"that 

when the defendant told her that he was an unmarried 

man, that he was able to marry her, she, the witness, 



When she, the witness, parted.With.the' 265 

to the defendant, she, the witness, parted *ith 

money relying upon his statement to her that he was 

a single man, that he would marry hlir. 

IN CROSS EXAMINATION the witness testified that she, the 

witness, did not know that the' defendant was a married 

man until he told her that he was a married man, in 

Chicago. 

At the time that the defendant told her that 

he was a married man, in Chicago he had had her money 

for three days, her 265, which she had given to him 

at New York City, before they bought the tickets, 

to go to Chicago. 



MAGNITS,awitnees called on behalf of 

the Defense, being duly sworn, testified that she, 

the witness, was 13 years of age. 

the witness, Went to school, to Public 

School No. 20, between Rivington and Forsyth Streets. 

She, the witness, lived at 116 Eldridge 

She, the witness, lived there with her 

father and the lady that took care of herself and the 

Her, the witness's mother did not live with 

and the children. 

As far as she, the witness, knew, her mother 

According to her, the witness's recollection,. 



the witness, had seen the• ,o6aigal,n1A 

before she saw her in the court rooill. 

the witness, had seen the cOmpleinin 

at 105 Division Street, at the millinery 

ere in which the complaining witneSS Was  

On the first occasion when she, the witness, 

store, at 105 Division Street, she, the witness, 

went there by request of her father. 

Her father sent a message to the complaining 

by her, the witness, to the effect that he did not 

feel well, and that he could not see her, the complain-

She, the witness, at that time saw the 

complaining witness in the store at 105 Division Streets 

in which the complaining witness was employed as a 

When she, the witness, went to the Store 

in question, to deliver her father's message, she, 

the witnes:5, did not know Miss Meyers or who she was. 

Therefore when she, the witness, entered 



the store, she spoke 

asked who 

to the first woman 

Miss Meyres was. 

It happened to_be Miss Meyers her 

she said, "I am Miss Meyers." 

Then she, the witness, said that she wanted 

to talk with her. 

She, the witness, toldMiss Meyers, "Papa . 

couldn't come to see you because he don't feel well." 

Then Miss Meyers noticed the button pic-

ture of her father which she, the witness, wore upon . 

the breast of her gown or frock. The picture *doh 

the witness, wore on the breast of her frock 

not only contained the picture of her father, but the - 

picture of her, the witness's- sister and brother. 

is Meyers asked her whose pictures the 

children's pictures were and she, the witness, 
repliedu?ly

 sister and brother." 

Then 'ass :layers said, "They are very 

nice." 

Then Miss Meyers asked her, the witness, 

if she, he witness, felt lonesome without her mother . 

and she,, the witness, told 'ass Meyers not to ask,her 

such questions, 1)ecanse she, the witness, did not 



Then Miss Meyers said that she might 

to see her, the witness's father. 

She said that she had to work half A.day, 

until 12 o'clock, and then she might come up and see 

her, the witness's father. 

At noon on the same day, Miss Meyers did 

come to her, tiie witness's home and did see her, 

the witness's father, the defendant. 

The complaining witness and her father 

spoke to7ether but she, the witness, did not know 

what te:, said to each other. 

She, the witness, could not give the exact 

date of her visit to the store in which the complain... 

But according to her, the witness's best 

redbllection it was in the winter of 1904 or 1903--. 

it was last winter. 

She, the witnesH, was positive that she paid' 

he visit to 4.hie c()mplaining witness at the store at 

105 flivisicn t•re,)t befort! her, the witness's father • 



She, the witness, could not tell how #04V' 

months it was before her father Went to Chioago•but 

she, the witness, was positive that it was iii tho 

course of last winter, and considerable time before 

complaiNing witness, came up, on that Sunday, and. 

after she, the witness, had called at the store at 

105 Division Street, tc see her father. 

She, the witness, recollected distinctly 

that Sunday afternoon, shortly after 12 o'clock, there 

were in the flat at the time herself, the Witness,. 

Mts. larris, her, the witness's father, and her, 

the witness's sister and brother. 

She, the witness, was positive that this 

visit was paid to her father some time before her 

fath9r went to Chicago. 

She, the witness, could not remember dis-

tinctly when her father went to Chicago, but she was 

positive 3ht it was either in July or August, but, 



She, the witness, did not know the pur 

°s' for her father went to Chicago.' 

I- (71.0-r •A-T-ATIoN 'Ile witness testified that on the 

the complaining witness called 

her, te witness's father was ill. 

Her f-Lt:'er had not been working, on the 

He had not l.ni working forabout a week. 

He :.ad been in bed, ill, for about a week 

That was the first occasion on which the 

Her father and two of the children slept 

in the kitchen an she, the witness, slept4'.with Mrs._ 

Harris, in the bedroom. 



three years, in those two rooms. 

When Miss Meyers, the complaining witnesS.,.... 

asked her, the witness, in the store at 105 Division 

Street, whe1her she, the witness, was lonesome, with-

out hr mother, she, the witness, did not say that 

Mrs. arris was her mother, because Mrs. Harris was 

not her, the witness's mother. 

The complaining witness, Miss Meyers, did 

not say that she thought that Mrs. Harris was her, the 

Miss Meyers did not tell her, the witness, 

.1-iat her, the witness's mother was dead. 

Miss Meyers knew that her, the witness's 

mother was not dead, because Miss Meyers asked her, 

was in the store, and asked her if she did not feel 

lonesome witout her mother. 

the witness, was positive that Miss 

eyers (11(1 not say that she was sorry for her, the 

because she must be very lonesome as her 

mother was dead. 



her father went to Chicago alone. 

the witness, what he went to Chicago for. - 

1.1r father came back from Chicago 

so far as she, the witness, knew. 

When her father came back from Chicago, - 

he writ to work again, that is, he did odd jobs of 

Her father took small contracts as a plumber 

for himself, that is, for his own benefit. 

He was not in the employment of anyone' so 

far as she, the witness, knew, as a plumber. 

She, the witness, knew that her father 

Her father did not tell her when he -sent 

She, the witness, would swear positively 

that she did not tell Miss Meyers, in the store at 



105 Division Street, when she, the witness, went 

to see her because he lived in Brownsville.. 

Her, the witness's father told her that 

she was to be a witness in the case, that is 

his trial, on the day of his arrest. 

She, the witness, had not talked with Mrs. 

Harris, since the arrest of the defendant., about the 

At the time that Miss Meyers oalledat the 

house of her father, on the afternoon in question, 

that is, on the Sunday afternoon in question, her 

father was not in bed, but was sitting up, that is, 

At the time that Miss Meyers called, her 

She, the witness, referred, instead of the Sunday 

Miss Meyers called to the day of her father's 

On the day that Miss Meyers called to see 



on the Sunday that she took 

Miss Meyers remained then about half an 

hour, and had a conversation with her father whiCh 

she, the witness, could not remember what was said 

She, the witness, on that occasion, the 

occasion when Miss Meyers called at the apartments 

on that Sunday afternoon heard Miss Meyers talking with 

her father and her father talking with Miss Meyers, 

but she did not hear what they said. 

In fact, Miss Meyers was whispering to 

her father all the time that Miss Meyers was there. 

Her father was living at 116 Eldridge 

Street with his family on the day of his arrest, 

the 29th of November, 1904. 

Her father was at home on the night pre 

the night of the 28th of November, 1904. 

She, the witness, did not know that any 

officer called to see her father on the night before 

his arrest, the 28th of November, 1904. 



The first she, the witness, SaW Ot an 1. 

officer, in connection with the arrest of her nither, 

was on the following morning, the 29th of govereber, 

1904. 

She, the witness, and Mrs. Harris had not 

trial of the defendant. 

On reflection, she, the witness, remembered' 

distinctly that it was in the winter time that Miss 

Meyers called upon her father, on that Sunday after-

noon, and that it was in the fall that her father 

went to Chicago. 

She, the witness, knew that the complain-

ing witness went to Chicago with her father. 

She, the witness, did not know that her 

father went to Chicago with Miss Meyers, until he 

returned. 

After his return, he, the defendant, told 

her, the witness, that he had been to Chicago with. 

Miss Meyers. 

Her father did not say to her, the witness, 

why he had gone to Chicago with Miss Meyers, or.why he 



had taken her there with him. 

She, the witness, was positive that she 

did not go to Miss Meyers' store, that is, 105 ivi 

sion Street in which Miss Meyers was employed, after 

father's return from Chicago. 

She, the witness, was positive that her 

father did not send her on any message to Miss Meyers' 

store, after he, her father, returned from Chicago. 

IN RE DIRECT EXAMINATION the witness testified that she. had 

lived with her father and Mts. Harris with the two 

other children in Eldridge Street for about two 

years. 

lived there continously during those two years. 

She, the witness, remembered distinctly 

the morning that the officer came up to arrest her 

father. 

That was the first time to her, the wit-

ness's knowledge that the officer came up to her 

father's apartments. 

She, the witness, wouldpositively swear 



that she, the witness, did not see the ofqeer •in 

father's apartment or any where near that apartment, 

In response to questions by the Court the 

witness testified that she, the witness, was thirteot 

years of age and that she went to Public School No. 

She, the witness, was not in the Police 

Court, when her father was arraigned there, after 

about three years before the trial, in New York 

Her father had informed her that her 

mother was in Chicago when he returned from Chicago. 

When her father returned from Chicago he 

told her, the witness that he had heard that her 

mother was in Chicago, but he did not tell her, the 

witness, much about it--  th fact, all that he said -

was that he had heard that her mother was in Chicago.. 



She, the witness, had also heard from a 

woman who had returned from Chicago that she had 'Seen 

her, the witness's mother there. 

When her father returned from Chicago he 

said that he had seen her mother there, and that he 

had heard that she was there, before he had Seen her. 

She, the witness, was positive that her 

father had said to her, the witness, after his return 

from Chicago, that he had seen her, the witness's 

She, the witness, saw her father before he 

At that time her father did not say that 

he was leaving for Chicago, or for any other particular 

All that she, the witness, knew about his 

going away was that he came home and took his satchel, 

one night, but she, the witness, did not know where he 

Her father did not tell her at that time 

that he, her faUler, would write to her, or that she, 

the witness, should write to him. 

Her f.lther had never left his home in that 



She, the witness, did not ask her father 

Her father worked as a plumber, for him- • 

self, that is, on his own account. 

Her father never mentioned Miss Meyers' 

to her, t7le witness, before the Sunday on which he 

sent her with a message to Miss Meyers. 

That was a long time before her father 

She, the witness, again saw Miss Meyers 

before 'Ties 7eyers and her father left for Chicago, 

on the 'Friday evening preceding the Saturday on 

which her father and Miss Meyers left for Chicago, 

on that Friday evening, Miss Meyers came up to 

11r) 71dridze Street, to the rooms of her father. 

On that occasion her father was at home, 

that is, the last occasion before the departure for 

She, the witness, did not know what an oath 



that 7iss 'Teyers had gone with her father to Chicago 

Her father told her, on the day. of his 

arrest, that she, the witness, was to be a witness 

.'rhei he went on the witnlss stand, but only told her 

Her father had told her to say, when she 

came on the witness stand in the courtroom that he, . 

}ier -rathr, had told her to tell everything that 

she knew, and that she should not tell a falsehood. 

The detective officer who arrested her 

father was not present when her father told her this. 

It was after the detective had arrested her 

father that her father told her this about being a 

In fact, it was after her father had returned 

from thepolice court, after his arrest, and when the 

detective was not there at all, that he spoke to her 



When her father returned from the Police 

Court he told her that he had been arrested by Miss 

l'Teyers, on account of his taking money of her and 

saying that he was an unmarried man, .and that she 

Mrs. Harris was present at the time that 

her father told her this. 

Her father said that he went to Chicago 

and that Miss 7eyers gave him some money, and that 

she arrested him an account of that money, for having 

taken money from her, and having said that he was 

an unmarried man, when he was married. 

Her father also said that Miss Meyers wanted 

Her father said that Miss Meyers wanted to 

take revenge on him, her father, because he told 

her he was going to marry her, and he didn't, and be-

cause he said he was an unmarried man, when he was 

a married man, and that she did not know that he was 

why Miss Meyers gave him, her father, the money. 



• All that her father said about the money 

was that Miss Meyers wanted to get revenge on him 

because she gave him the money, of her own free 

will, because he did not ask her for it. 

Her father did not say that he would be 

very likely to go to pqson, unless she, the witness, 

came down and gave her testimony in his favor. 

Her father did say that he would be put on 

trial, and that it would be necessary for her to 

come down as a witness at his trial. 

a witness called on behalf of the 

Defense, being duly sworn, testified that she, the 

witnelis, lived at 116 Eldridge Street, in the City 

She, the witness, lived at 116 Eldridge 

Street, in the County of New York, with Morris Mag-

nus, the defendant, and his three children. 

She, the witness, was employed by Morris 

the defendant, to keep house for him, the 

defendant, and hi S children, and to do the housework. 



She, the witness, had also been employed 

by the defendant to take care of his three children. 

She, the witness, had been employed by the 

defendant for about two years and a half. 

She, the witness, had seen the complain-

ing witness, Miss Meyers, before the trial of the 

She, the witness, first saw Miss Meyers, 

complaining witness, in the winter of 1904. 

At that time, the defendant, Mr. Magnus, 

Miss Meyers, came to his rooms at 116 Eldridge Street, 

the home of the defendant, to see him. 

She, the witness, could not tell the 

dae of trie visit of the complaining witness to the 

rooma of the defendant but she, the witness, remem-

bered that it was on a Sunday. 

The children were home from school and the 

defendant, Mr. Magnus, was there and she, the wit -

Miss Meyers, the complaining witness, called 



Magnus, about dinner time, between 

She, the witness, remembered distinctly 

that it was about dinner time and that 'Magnus, the 

defendant, was sick at the time and was in the rooms, 

and that all of the three children were home for 

She, the witness, also remembered Mr. Mag-

nus, was so sick at the time that he was in bed, when 

the complaining witness called. 

The complaining witness, Miss Meyers, called, 

and she sat down by the bed-side of Mr. Magnus, and 

they conversed for about half an hour, in an under-

She, the witness, did not hear what was

said betwe'm Mr. Magnus and the complaining witness, , 

at that time, not only because they spoke in a low 

tone, but because 5he, the witness, kept right on 

with her housework while the complaining witness 



complaining witness did not say anything to harti 

the witness, while she was there and she, the wit,• 

ness, did not hear any of the conversation 'between 

the complaining witness, and the defendant Magnus., 

But she, the witness, would positively 

swear that she saw the complaining witness call on . 

the defendant, on the Sunday in question thoulgh.she, 

the witness, could not remember the date of that 

All that she, the witness, could remember 

as to the time when the call was made was that it 

She, the witness, remembered when Mt.. 

Magnus, the defendant, left for Chicago. 

Mr. Magnus left on a Saturday morning and 

on th receding night, Friday night she, the witness,. 

saw the complaining witness, at the home of the 

defendant at 116 7,1dridge Street, in the County of . 

She, the witness, was positive that the 

first time that she, the witness, had ever seen the 

complaining witness was on the Sundw 44 question, 



in the winter of 1904, when the complaining INOlipps:. 

called at the house of the defendant, Magnus. 

To her, the witness's knowledge he, the 

witness, had never before seen the complaining wit-' 

On that occasion the copplaining witness 

did not have any conversation whatever with her, the 

witness, Lut she saw her have a low toned conversa-

tion with the defendant, who was in bed, sick. 

She, the witness, did not hear any of 

the conversation that rassed between the 
complainint;

 witness and the defendant, because the conver-

sation was had in a very low tone and, also, she, 

the witness, kept on with her housework. 

After remaining about half an hour onthat. 

occasion, on that Sunday, between 12 and 1 o'clock, 

for about half an hour, the complaining witness 

w11t awar without srlyilv anything to her, the wit-

rPhi:i call was about nine or ten months, 

accor to her, the witness's recollection, before 

the second call of e cwaplaining witness which 



was on the Friday evening previous to the satur4* 

morning on which Mt. Magnus went to Chicago. 

On the second visit which occured on the.. 

Friday night preceding the Saturday morning on which 

the co:Iplaining witness went to Chicago with Ifri. 

Magnus, the complaining witness calledat the apart-

ment of the defendant, Mt. Magnus. 

At that Mt. Magnus and the children and 

herself, the witness, were about to sit  down to sup-

Mt. Magnus invited the complaining witness 

to sit down to supper with the family, and she did 

so, and eat supper with them. 

Before she went away, she left a quarter 

of a dollar, a silver quarter, to be divided among 

To .e..tra supper was prepared for the 

cornplaini;7
 witness, on that occasion, because she, 

the complaining witness, as she, the witness, knew, 

The family had the ordinary supper consiet-

it being Friday night, and they being 

ni thecomplaining witness sat down to sup-



per with them and eat supper with them. 

During the complaining witness's ViOtt 

h.0-1se,and durin7 the evening at supper, nothin 

was said about the complaining witness going to 

Chicago with the defendant. 

After supper was over and after the complain--

ing witness had left a Tearter of a dollar to be  

divided betweee the children, the defendant and the 

complaining witness went out together, and she, the • 

witness, did not see any more of the complaining 

witness. 

She, the witness, was in the apartment 

of the defendant at the time of his arrest, at About • 

the time of the arrest, and she, the witness, knew 

that Mr. agnus was every night in the apartment 

for some time before the arrest. 

she, the witness, knew that the defen-

dant slept in the aparteent, on the night before 

the arrest. 

She, the witness, knew that the defendant 

was a plumber, and did odd jobs of plumbing on his 

own account. 

He worked steadily, that is, whenever he 



v$X1 

- 

could get a job at plumbing, on his own acoolin 

The defendant had no plumbing shop of hiI 

own, but he got small contracts in the neighborhOo4.. 

as a plumber, and he attended to those personally. - 

So far as she, the witness, knew the defendant 

had never worked for anybody as a plumber, but had 

alwaysworked on his own account. 

17 CROSS 77/A713NATION the witness testified that she, the 

witness, was not in any way related to the defen-

dant. 

She, the witness, had known the defendant 

for about two or two and a half years. 

She, the witness, did not know the defen-

dant before she went to live with him as his houses-

keeper, and to take care of his children. 

She, the witness, needed employment, and 

went to. work.as a housekeeper, and to take care of 

his children. 

The family had but two rooms-- that is 

the defee.ant and his family and herself lived in  

two rooms at 116 Eldridge Street, in the City and 



t' IZew York and the Borough of ,1.4nhattells 

The defe-ndant paid her, the wistne$44 LO 

or her services, and also gave her board an 

The defendant did not work. steady be nee 

he couid not always get work as a plumber, but be 110 

he cluld get employment, that is, when ever 

r'oJdc:et a contract to do a little plumbing on 

own Recount. 

She, the witness, did not know that the 

doZennt's Income came from women whom he deceived 

L;le manner that he deceived the complaining 

she, the witness, did not know that he. 

not work at all; and derived his income frot: 

lich he practised upon women like 

complini!jL. witness, unrier promise of marriages' 

The defendant, TaIgnust had never told her., 

'it'  th.,t ne'a1 taken any money from th. ! 



During the two years and a half that Oitl, 

'he witness, :10 lived with the defendant afia threlk• 

hi.Llren as their housekeeper, the defendant hadvnot. 

1c.'0:1 ah: other litle trips to Chicago or any other 

Durin t,e two years and a half that She, 

e witness, lived with the defendant as his house-

keep:Dr, he had never .had any other women visiting 

the house excepting the complaining witness. 

She, the witness, Would positively swear 

hat ; her stay at the defendant's house, that 

no other wonen visited the house excepting the caM.s, 

plainin(; witn3ss. 

When Lhe defendant was going to Chicago, 

he, the defunt, told her, the witness, that he was 

t7,oin to Chicago. 

The defendant told her, the witness, 

that  he was goin to Chicago, on Friday, the day be

he went to Chicago. 

The defendant told her, the witness, that 

:1 virw going to Chicago before the complaining witness 

ca: e '.11.) apartment, on the Friday night preceding 



the departure ftr Chicago. 

The defendant did not tell her, 1110 :0#1,0 

at trta4 ime or at any other time before he Wtot to 

CI:lc:ago that he, the defendant, was going to Coz. 

with the coilplaining witness, Miss Meyers. 

The defendant did not say a single work 

a'ooutgoing to Chicago with the complaining witnesS, 

The defendant did not tell her, the witness, 

why he was going to Chicago. 

The defendant told her that he expected to 

he ;one on his trlp to Chicago, two or three days. 

the defendantpleft her, the witness, 

a couple of dollars, to take care of the house while 

The defendant told her, the witness, if a 

couple of dollars was not enough to maintain the 

horie during his absence in Chicago 

cousinsland get more money. 

The name of his relatives was,Laburka. 

The defendant had an aunt living in ChrIrstie 

street, 'Ind his other relatives lived in Brownsville. 



The defendant had both aunts and, cousin0' 

living in the City of New York. 

His relatives frequently visited his, the 

Oefendant's house. 

When Miss Meyers, the complaining witness 

about how Miss Meyers was dressed that she had 

a bl.lck rown on, because she, the witness, did not 

pay much attention to her. 

She, the witness, did not notice whether 

.M1s3 Mayers had on a colored waist or not because 

Miss Meyers stayed there for half an hour, 

but during that time she, the complaining witness, 

did not take off her jacket. 

Thera were only two rooms in the apartment 

occupied by the defendant, his children and -herself. 

the defendant, occupied the bedroom. 

No'ic of his diildren slept with Magnus. 



On second thought she, the witness, renouborect: 

little boy slept occasionally with the cle.. 

At the time that the defendant, Magnus, 

went to ('hicago, Magnus owed her, tie witness, .tw'c 

months pay, 2O. 

Upon his return from Chicago he paid her 

this 2O. 

Her month expired on the 6th.or 7th--sh -

the witness, could not remember distinctly which---

The defendant did not pay her regularly . 

the expiration of the month, but whenever he had 

defendant did not pay her the 20 that  he 

defendant want to Chicago, and he did not pay her 



then, and when he went to Chicago, he owed her 

He did not pay her the $20 until several 

weeks after he returned from Chicago. 

On second thought she, the. witness, remem-

bered that the defendant only paid her one months 

wages, three weeks after he returned from Chicago. 

The defendant did not tell her, the wit-

ness, why the complaining witness called at the apart-

ment-., on the Friday night before the Saturday on 

which the defendant went to Chicago. 

The defendant had never had a woman at supper 

with his family before that, to her, the witness's 

knowledge during the time that she, the witness, had 

been in the defendant's employ. 

inp; witness say anything about their going to Chicago 

She, the witness, had never told the complain-



ing witness that she, the witness, was the wife. O. 

The complaining witness had never aOlcod:1)0 

the witness, if she was the wifeof the defendant 

' She, the witness, did not know whether 

or not, at the time of the visit, on the Friday  even-

ing preceding the departure for Chicago, the corn* 

plainiag witness knew whether or not the complaining  

witness knew that the defendant was a married man, or 

She, the witness, would positively =ear 

that she, the witness, did not occupy the bedroom 

of the apartment with Magnus, the defendant. 

She, the witness, would positively sW " 

that she usually slept *ith the three children t.t1;.(0'; 

But, however, sometimes the little boy 

slept with the father in the bedroom. 

Otherwise she, the witness, slept aiWayS, 

in the kAtchen, with the two little girls . 

Since the defendant's arrest upon the oh 



complaining witness, and his release• 

defendant had never talked with/11A 

So far as she the witness knew, the 

fondant had never talked with his own daughter, the 

preCe(lin7 witness, about the case. 

So far as she the witness knew, the de- • 

fendant had never talked either with herself or with 

After the defendant's release on bail she, 

the witnes, did not go to the office of the defetti.. • 

dant's lawyer, with the defendant, and talk over 

the case and tell what she, the witness, was going 

She, the witness, had never talked with 

the defendant's daughter about the case., and had 

told the defendant's daughter what she, the wit. 

testify to, and had never asked the 

dau-or as to what the daughter was go A$ 



After the defendant's release on.bal 

the witness, did not go, with the defendant'S dugter 

and the defendant, to the defendant's lawyer'S 

and there talk over the case in the presence of the 

defendant and the little girl, to the lawyer. 

When the defendant was arrested., thedefeno. 

dant told her, the witness, that he had been arrested' 

because the complaining witness wanted to marry him, 

The defendant did not tell her, the wit. 

ness, that the complaining witness had given him, 

the money in question, of her own free will. 

All that he, the defendant, had told.her, 

the witness, in explanation of his arrest, was that 

the complaining witness wanted to marry him, and had 

had him arrested because he would not marry her. 

She, the witness, could not say how many 

days the defendwit had been out of work, at the time 



job in New Jersey, about two weeks before he went to 

So for twr, weks before he went to Chicago, 

she, the witness, did not know how much 

defendant earned in the job in New Jersey. 

The job was over about two weeks before 

She, the witness, had never asked the 

defendant as to how much he had earned by the job 

in New Jersey, because the defendant was not her 

-husband and she, the witness, didnot think she had 

any right whatever to question him, about his busi-

witness, was a married woman. 

witness's husband was living in 

that her, the witness's husband was in Colorado. 



When she, the witness, was asked. b 

District Attorney where her husband was dhe 

did not start to say that he was in Chicago, and then, 

correct herself and say thathe was in Colorado.. 

Her, the witness's husband had been living 

in Colorado for about three years. 

Her husband did not know that she, the 

witness, was living in two rooms with the defendant 

She, the witness, had not written to her 

husband, and therefore he did not know anything 

about where she was living or who she was living with. 

Her husband was sick in ColdradO. 

IN RE DIRECT EXAMINATION the witness testified that she, 

the witness, was not the wife of the defendant, and 

was oily taking care of his household, and was employed 

by the month to do so, receiving $4.0 a month and her 

When the defendant, Magnus, was in Chicago 

he left with her $52 to pay the expenses of the house-

hold, while he was away. 



On the Monday morning after the defendan 

She, the witness, did not have the check 

cashed herself, but she, thewitness, gave the check 

to one of the defendant's cousins, and he gave her, the 

witness, the money, the $20. 

she, the witness, had the check cashed because 

she, the witness, was afraid to keep the check in the 

house, in the absence af the defendant., 

Before the defendant went to Chicago, the 

defendant told her, the witness, that he expected to 

received the check from New Jersey, for the job which 

he had done there, and which he completed two weeks 

before he went to Chicago. 

IN RE CROSS EXAMNATION the witness testified that Magnus 

She, the witness, could not read or write, 

and t:aerefore she, the witness, could not tell to 

whom the check which she claimed to have received on 
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When she, the witness, gave the check to 

one of the cousins of the defendant to be cashed, 

she, the witness, did not write her name on the 

It was the defendant's daughter who wrote 

her, the daughter's name on the check. 

The defendant, Magnus, did not keep any 

bank account so far as she, the witness, knew. 

the check, or in whose favor it was drawn. 

All that she, the witness, knew was that one 

of the cousins of the defendant, took the check, and 

where it came from, except that 

Jersey, because she, the witness, could not read 

the witness, testified that she, the.witnese, got the 



She, the witness, did not know whether or 

not it came from Newark , N. X. 

All that she, the witness, knew was that 

It came from the place in New Jersey where the defen-

a job, two weeks before he went to 

In response to further questions by counsel 

for the defendant the witness testified that she, the . 

witness, remembered now that the check came from the 

American Soda Water Fountain Company. 

The defendant had done a job of work on 

the fountains of the American Soda Water FountainCom-

pany, and the check was in payment of that work. 

In response to -further questions by the 

Court the witness testified that she the witness 

know on Friday night before the defendant went to 

that he was going to Chicago, because he told 

her 4hat he was going to Chicago. 

He told her, the witness, this before he 

went out, on the Friday evening preceding his departure 

ror Chicago, wiLh the complaining witness, after supper. 



She, the witness, remembered that ;he 

dant told his children, and particularly kis daughte 

Katie, that he was going to Chicago for a few days', 

In fact, she, the witness, not only saw 

bid them good-by, but saw him kissthem all around' 

heard him tell them that he was going to Chicages 

tell his daughter Katie that he expected to see her 

She, the witness, was present when the 

defendant bade good-by to the children, kissed them 

all around, and told the daughter, Katie, thSt he Was. 

going to Chicago, in the presence of the two other 

children, in a few days, and expected to see their 

she, the witnes:;, remembered the day of 

tne defendant's arrest. 

The defendant was arrested in the norningt 

between ei7,ht and nine o'clock in his own rooms. 

After he de:endant had been arraigned it. 

f*le Police Court, the defendant was released on bail,. 



But the defendant did not come directly' 

home from the court, but he went away with one of 

his relations, and then he came home. 

She, the witness, and also the defendant's 

daughter, Katie, were present in the court room when 

she, the witness, was at home, when the 

defen,lant returned from court, under bail. 

When the defendant got back from the court, 

the defendant did not tell her, or his daughter, Katie, 

The defendant did not say a word about the 

either to herself, the witness, or to his daughter 

At no time since the defendant's arrest 

has the defendant talked with her, the witness, or 

to her knowledge, to his daughter Katie, as to the 

To her knowledge the defendant had never 

said any-thing to his daughter about what she was to 



testify to, as .a witness at his trial, a 

dant had never said a word to her, the witn0049 !;01.# 

what she,the witness, was to testify to on the. tri4 

The defendant had never asked her, the wit. 

ness, to be a witness, on the trial. 

In response to questions by the sixth juror, 

the witness testified that the defendant had no shop 

as a plumber, either where he lived, or any where 

But the defendant had a few tools, plumber's 

The defendant did not have many tools, 

but he had a few plumber's tools at his home. 

So far as she, the witness, knew, the'defen-

dant kept all of the tools, plumber's to0I6, that he  

She, the witness, had never seen any other 

tools in the possession of the defendant than those 

which he kept in his home. 



MAGNUS 2 the defendant, bethg ataY: 

sworn, testified that he, the witness, lived*:t 116 

Eldridge Street, in the City and County of New Yo..ttl. 

and the Borough of Manhattan. 

account as a plumber, and sometimes 2 when he could. 

not get a job on his own account, he worked for some 

He, the witness, had been living in the 

City of New York for seventeen years. 

He, the witness, lived with his children, 

three d'ildren, two girls and a boy, at 116 Eldridge 

He, the .witness, employed Dora Harris, 

the previous witness, as a servant, to do his hous04-

work, and to attend to his children. 

or fourteen months before his, the defendant's trial. 



He, the witness, was pasding t 

Division Street, in the County of New York' .and thee 

be iiet a saleswoman by the name of Zits-. Jerden& 

Mts. Jordan had been a -good frientie 

witness's wife, for nine or ten years, and had 

known him, the witness, during that time. 

Mrs. Jordan commenced to ask him, the 

witness, about bis wife. 

after kJs, the witness's meeting with Mts. 

in Division Strt, Mts. Jordan invited him, 

the witness, to call at her house. 

He, the witness, called upon Mts. Jordan, 

was there introduced to the complaining witness. 

the complaininr; witness, by Mts. Jordan, in Mrs. 

Jordan's house he, the witness, began to talk 

with the complaining witness. 

While he' was talking with the complaining 

Mts. Jordan questioned him, the witness, 

In h.iiearint of Miss Meyers, the complaining wit-

ness, about his, the defendant's wife. 

Mts. Jordan also questioned him, the wit. 



He, the4witness, told her all about his wife 

He, the witness, told Mrs. Jordan, in 

th presence of the complaining witness, that his, 

the defendant's wife had run away from him, three 

years before, with another man, and had left him, 

t e witness, with his three children, without a holm, 

All this conversation took place in the 

hearing of the complaining witness, Miss Meyers. 

He, the witness, told Mrs. Jordan, in the 

presence of the coTtplaining witness, abcat how his 

wif had eloped with another man, and had left 

him and his children homeless, Mrs. Jordan said that 

she was very sorry and that his wife had Appeared 

to her, Mts. Jordan, to be a good woman. 

When it came to be about nine •o'clock 

and after he had conversed with Mrs. Jordan and the 

complaining witness, up to that time he, the witness, 
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you to be so kindly to take a walk with Miss Meyers, 

a little bit, to the house where she live?" 
0 

PI He, the witness, said, "I don't mind." 

And Mrs. Jordan said to him, the aefen.. 

dant, "When will you be here again?" and he, the 

witness, said, "In a few days, perhaps." 

He, the witness, excorted the complaining 

witness, to her home, in Second Street, and left her 

there at the door. 

A few days later he, the witness, again 

called on Mrs. Jordan, and he met Miss MeyersIthe corn.-

plain1n6 witness, at Mrs. Jordan's house, again. 

They were sitting together, Mrs. Jordan, 

himself and the complaining witness, for several 

hours, and Mrs. Jordan sent out for a pint of beer, 

and Miss Meyers drank some of the beer and she, Mrs. 

Jordan , drank some of the beer, and he the witness 

also drank some of the beer. 

Then after she had drank the beer, Mrs. 

Jordan began to talk about his, the witness's wife. 

He, the witness, loved his wife once upon a time 

too much, and he did not want to talk about his wife. 

If, 
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Therefore.he, the witness, left the home of 

Mrs. Jordan with the complaining witness. 

He, the witness, escorted the complaining 

witness, again, to the door of her house, and left 

her there. 

--ten-or-twelve evenings after that he, the 
- 

witness, again called at Mrs. Jordan's house. 

Mrs. Jordan's house was at 186 East Broadway, 

in the County of New York. 

Mrs. Jordan was a millinery saleswoman, in 

Division Street butat the time that Mrs. Jordan knew 

him and his wife, when he wasliving with his wife, 

she had a bicycle storein Allen Street. 

The second time that he, the witness, 

left Mrs. Jordan's house, with the 'complaining wit-

nes, the complaining witness asked him, the wit-

ness, where he lived and he, the witness, said that he 

lived at 116 Eldridge Street. 

Then the complaining witness said that she 

could meet him at the corner of Mrs . Jordan's street, 

and ,he, the witness, said, "What's the use to meet 

me? You heard my story." 
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A few days after that when he, the witness, 

was going home from works he met Miss Meyers, at 

Broome and Eldridge Streets, on the corner of the 

. block where he, the witness, lived. 

The complaining witness stopped him, the 

witness, and. conversed with him. 

The complaining witness said to him, the 

defendant, "Mr. Magnus, I like to go out sometimes 

with you, in a Jewish place." 

He, the witness, said to the complaining 

witness, "No, it is too late for me to go out. I 

am always 'at home, on account of my children. I've 

got a little girl and she don't go to bed until she sees 

me, at 10 o'clock." 

Then the complaining witness said to him, 

the witness, "Well, we will meet some other times." 

Then he, the witness, and the complaining 

witness had a little more conversation, on general 

subjects, and they parted. 

Then he the witness went about his busi-

ness, whic71 was the collecting of a few small bills 

which were then due to him, and she went on her way. 

- 

• 
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In a few days after that, when he, the 

witness, was returning from work, he again mat the 

co.iplaining witness at Broome and Eldridge Streets. 

He, the witness, did not meet her on 

eiter of these occasions by appointment. 

He, the witness, told her, the complaining 

witness, at the time of their first meeting, that 

she could do nothing with him, the witness, because 

she knew hat he was a married man, and had heard, his 

story, as he had told it to Mrs. Jordan. 

The complaining witness, met him many times, 

when he came home from work, at the corner of Broome 

and Eldridge Streets. 

On one occasion when he, the witness 

met her he had received a letter from.his wife, in 

Chicago, in which his wife said, "Morris, you have 

always done for me good all the time., and I hear that 

you are keeping the children always nice." 

He, the witness, did not have that letter 

in ,Js poss4s3ion, but he had soMe letterswhich he 

had received from his wife, written in Buffalo and 

Saint Louis. 



In response to questions by the Court the 

witness testified that he had loved his wife very 

much, but had ceased to love her when she went away 

with another man. 

He, the witness had done everything in 

his power for his wife while she lived with him. 

As he, the witness, had  received the let-

ter, on one of the occasions when he found the com-

plaining witness at the corner of Broome and Eldridge 

Streets, waiting for him, as he returned from work, 

he, the witness, spoke to the complaining witness 

about the letter which he had just received from 

his wife. 

witness, "Miss Meyers, I received a letter from my 

wife, and she says she will do the best she can for 

me, a divorce or separation, if I come to Chicago, 

will do anything that she can, anything that I 

want." 

Then Miss Meyers, the complaining witness, 

said to him, the defendant, "When do you think you 

will go?" 



The complaining witness said, "1 am not 

A few days later when he, the witness, 

met her again at the same corner he, the witness, had 

another conversation witi her. 



Then he, the witness, did not know what 

Then the m mplaining witness started to 

buy all kinds of patent leather Shoes and silk waiSts 

and petticoats, and ordered a tailor made suit for 

the trip, and, in a few days, she said, "1 am ready 

Then he, the witness, said to 

ing witness, "Well, if you are ready to go, you can 

This last meeting at the same corner, 

where all of their appointments were made, Broome 

and Eldridge Streets, occured on the afternoon of 

Friday before the Saturday on which he, the witness, 

He, the witness, met her at the corner in 

question, Broome and Eldridge Streets, about file 

o'clock in the afternoon, as he, the witness, was 

As a rule the complaining witness called 

him Mt. Magnus, but some times; she palled him by 

.41,04QW 



On this last occasion, on the atternoon 

of Friday, before the Saturday on Which he, the wit. 

ness, went to Chicago', the complainant said to him, 

"Say, Mr. Magnus, to -morrow you are going to Chicago, 

to see my wife, and I don't expect to stay there 

maybe four days, or two weeks is the highest, 

and I wouldn't lose my trade in New York, and 

wouldft't leave my children in need, and I not seeing 

Then the complaining witness, said, "Anyways, 

I will have my vacation, and, I've got my own'money, 

and it has nothing to do with you." - 

Then he, the witness, did not know what 

the witness, said, "I am going upstairs 

for my supper," and the complaining witness said, 

"Take me up," and he, the witness, could not be rude 

to the complaining witness, so he took her up to his 



rooms and the complaining witness had FLOM supper 

with himself, the children and Mrs. Harris, the 

There was no conversation between himself 

and the complaining witness in the house, in the 

presence of Mrs. Harris and the d2ildren. 

After super he, the Witness, and the 

complaining witness left the house together. 

rlaining witness said to him, the witness, 

are you going to Chicago?" and he, the witness, said 

o the complaining witness, "To -morrow by the Penn-

Then the complaining witness said to him, 

the witness, "Where shall I come?" 

He, the witness, said to the complaining 

"You don't need to come, but take the 

to the ferry, and I will be there at 5 o'clock. 

On the following day, on Saturday, at 

5 o'clock in the afternoon, he, the witness, got to 

the ferry house, and met the complaining witness. . 



He, the witness, said to the complaining 

"Hello", and the complaining witness said 

to him, the witness, "Hello". 

Then he, the witness, said to the com-

plaining witness, "'Where are you going now? If yo 

He, the witness, had at that time in his 

Then the complaining witness said, "All 

Then the complaining witness went into the 

ladies' room, and came out of the ladies' room with 

two $10 bills in her hand, and said to him, the 

defendant, "Get me a, ticket."' 

He, the witness, got a ticket for the • 

complaining witness, and he had $2 change remaining 

from the two $10 bills after he had paid for her 

inr: witness, "Here, Miss Meyers, is the 82," and she 
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said, "Keep it. I don't need it." 

Then they went to Chicago, and went to 

a hotel, and he, the witness, engaged a separate 

room for the complaining witness, and a separate 

room for himself, the witness. 

The complaining witness registered her 

name as "Miss Meyers, of New York", and he, the 

witness, registered his awn name. 

On the following morning he., the witness, 

had breakfast with the complaining witnessi and 

after breakfast he the witness said to the com-

plaining witness, " I must go to see my wife, and 

come to an understanding with her, so that I can 

go as quick as I could back to New York." 

Then he, the witness, went to 1501 State 

Street, in Chicago, the address of his wife. 

When she, the witness's wife saw him, 

the witness, she began to. cry, and said that she 

was so rry that she had eloped and left him. 

Ile, the  witness, said to his wife, "You 

don't need to be sorry for everything is sorry, I 

come here from the letter you sent to me." 

Then he, the witness, also said to his wife, 

Olga 



and I'll do the best I can for my children what 

Then he, the witness, went together with 

his wife to a lawyer's office, in Halsey Street, in 

and he, the witness, told the lawyer all 

about his troubles with his wife, and his wife's 

At no time did he, the witness, promise 

marry the complaining witness. 

marry the complaining witness at any time, because 

he, the witness, was a married man, and not divorced 

marry the complaining witness. 

At no time did he, the witness, under 

a promise of marriage get money from the complain-

money whatever from the complaining witness except 



at the time that he started for Chicago, to pay for 

This was not true, because the complaining, 

witness had spent this money for her things, and her 

charges for clothing to. him, the witness. 

He, the witness, had never received any 

money whatever from the complaining witness, except 

handed to him, the witness, in the ferry house, a 

the time they were about to start for Chicago, to 

buy a ticket for her, the complaining witness, to 

In response tO a question by the fourth 

the defendant testified that he had never 

received any bill for the $265 worth of clothing 

that he claimed the complaining witness had bought, 

and charged to tlim, but he meant by that that she 



had charged him in the indictment with the value 

of the clothing which she had bought on her own 

He, the witness, did not mean that at 

any time that the complaining witness had gone to 

a store or stores and bought $265 worth of clothing, 

and charged that clothing to him, by name, in the 

All that he, the witness, meant was that 

she had bought that clothing in separation for her 

trip to Chicago, and had then charged him, the wit -

in Qle indictment, with getting $265 from her, 

under a promise of marriage, whereas, in fact, she 

had spent that money for clothing, of her own 

The complaining witness, did not trust 

him, the defendant, even to buy a ticket for her, 

when she was returning from Chicago with him. 

She bought her own ticket in Chicago, 

at the 7rie Railroad office there. 

Altogether ho, the witness, met the complain-



times that he met her at Mts. Jordan's house, before 

When he did not meet the complaining wit-

ness at Mts. Jordan's house, he met her at the corner 

of Broome and Eldridge Streets, near his own hone. 

He, the witness, did not ask the complain-

ing witness, to meet him there, but she met him 

there, standing when he was coming home from work, 

If the complaining witness was not at that 

corner when he, thewitness returned from work, which 

he usually did about five o'clock, she was there 

when he got through with supper, and came down from 

his house, to take a walk, or visit a friend, and he, 

the witness, could not drive her away from the corner, 

and so he had to speak to her. 

He, the witness, would positively swear 

t:iat the complaininr-, witness knew that he was married, 
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from the very first moment thatshe was introduced 

to him, the witness, by Mrs. Jordan, in Mrs. Jordan's • 

house. 

The little girl, Katie Magnus, who had 

been a witness for the Defense was his, the witness's 

daughter. 

He, the witness, did send his daughter, 

Katie Magnus, to the place in which the complain-

ant was employe A, at 105 Division Street, to give 

er a message. 

He, the witness, had then known the com-

plaining witness, about six or seven weeks. 

At that time he the witness, was sick 

in bed. 

It was a Sunday when he, the witness, sent 

his little daughter to the place where the complain-

i 7 witness was employed, to give her the message. 

On the same afternoon, between 12 and 

1 o'clock, the complaining witness called at his, 

he witness's rooms, at 116 Eldridge Street. 

Then the complaining witness called on that 

occasion he, the witness, did not introduce the com-

• 



He, the witness, had a conversation with 

her, in an undertone, which was not heard by Mrs. 

Altogether the complaining witness remained 

in his, the witness's rooms, on that occasion, for 

about three quarters of an hour, or an hour. 

When the complaining witness came up to 

to chicago he, the witness, did not arrange 

In fact, the witness, did not say anything 

whatever to the complaining witness, and the complain-

ing witness  say anything to him, about the 

trip to Chicago, when they were in his, the witness's 

rooms, in the presence of 74rs. Harris and the hildren. 

It was not until after they had gone out 

together, after supper, that there was any conversa-

tion.about the trip to Chicago. 

He, the witness, would positively swear 

that at -no time during his acquaintance with the 
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complaining witness did he, the witness, promise to 

marry her. 

He, the witness, could not promise to 

marry her because she knew that he was a married man 

and not divorced from his wife. 

He, the witness, did not want to be sent 

to prison for bigamy. 

IN CROSS EXAMINATION the witness testified that he, 

the witness, was a plumber by trade and he, the wit-

ness worked at his trade before his arrest. 

He, the witness, generally worked on his own 

account as a plumber, doing plumbing jobs. 

He the witness had no licensed work as 

a plumber. 

He, the witness, did not need any license 

as a plumber, because he took orders for himself. 

He, the witness, generally worked on beer 

pumps in saloons, and he did not need any license 

to do that kind of work. 

He, the witness, did not make any altera-

tions in the plumbing of hoses, therefore he, the 



witness, did not need to be a licensed plumber. 

the witness, could not remember whether 

it was the 21st or 22nd or 23rd of July that he, the 

witness, went to Chicago but he, the witness, remembered 

that it was on a Saturday, in July. 

It was not in August that he, the wit -

He, the witness, was sure that it was not 

in August that he, the witness, went to Chicago. 

where he, the witness, lived, very 

second evening that he met her atthe house of Mies. 

Jordan, and escorted her to her home, in Second 

On that occasion-, the complaining witness 

asked him, the witness, where he lived, and he told 

,her that he lived at 116 Eldridge Street, with his 



the witness, lived, as he claimed, he, the witness, 

could not explain why it was that the detectives could 

with the complaining witness he, the witness, went 

to his rooms at 116 Eldridge Street, and lived there, 

right along, up to the time of his arrest. 

He, the witness, would positively swear 

that atthat time Miss Meyers, the complaining 

witness, knew where he lived, at 116 Eldridge Street. 

The warrant for his, the witness's arrest, 

was issued about three months after he, the witness 

r:)tUrned from Chicago with the complaining witness. 

Miss Meyers, the complaining witness, told 

him, the witness, about the issuance of the warrant. 

When he, the witness,.was arraigned in 

the Essey Market Police Court, Miss Meyers, the 

coinplaininp;
 witness, told him, the witness, that she 

did not want to have him locked up and therefore 

She had given a false address to the detective Officers, 

and had said that he, the defendant lived in Browns-

ville, when she knew that he lived at 116 Eldridge 
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Street, so the. detectives could not find him, the 

defendant, and put him under arrest. 

Miss Meyers also told him, the witness, 

that se had the warrant in her own pocket for three 

Or four weeks before the time when he was arrested, 

because she did not like to come up to his room, 

with the detective officers, and cause his arrest. 

He, the witness, had heard the testimony 

of the co:Tlaining witness, to the effect, that, when 

. they started for Chicago, or, rather, when they were 

in the ferry house, about to start for Chicago,, 

that he, the witness, had come up to her, and said 

that he had no money to buy the tickets, and that 

he wantel money, and then she, the complaining wit-

ness thereupon, believing that he was taking her 

to Chicago to marry her, gave him the $265. 

This testimony was false, because the complain-. 

ing witness had only given him two $10 bills, to 

buy her own ticketafer Chicago. 

He, the witness, had $105 in his pocket 

at that time, but Miss Meyers did not know that he 

had that money in his pocket, because he did not tell 



He, the witness, had heard the tettiMony 

of Hrs. Harris, to the effect that he, the witness, 

had been out of work for about two weeks before he 

went to Chicago with the complaining witness and 

that he owed her two months wages at that time, at 

the time of his departure for; chic%go, and that he 

did not pay her thos two month e wages, although 

as he climed that he had $105 in his pocket, at the 

He, the witness, had also heard the testi-

mony of Mrs. Harris to the effect • that he, the wit-

ness I did not pay her the wages that he owed her at 

the time that he went to Chicago until two or three 

Harris was mistaken, because he did 

have money in his pocket at the time that he went 

to Chicaco, he had  

Mts. Harris did not know that he had this 

money in his pocket, and he did not tell her, and 

did not show her the money. 

He, the witness, had known Mrs. Jordan, 
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the saleswoman in Division Street, the millinery 

saleswoman, for about nine years. 

Mrs. Jordan had known his, the witness's 

wife and himself for about nine years. 

He, the witness, had not seen her for four 

or five years before the occasion on which he met 

her on Division Street, and when she invited him 
1 

to call at her house, and when he met the complain-

ing witness, Miss Meyers. 

According to his, the witness's recollection 

he, the witness, had not seen Mrs. Jordan for at 

least four or five years before the occasion on 

which he met her, in Division Street, where she 

was employed as a saleswoman, in a. millinery shop, 

and when she invited him to her home, where he net 

Miss Meyers, the complaining witness, for the 

first time. 

When he, the witness, met Mts. Jordan, 

in Divison street, on that occasion, Mrs. Jordan 

said to him, the witness, "Mt. Magnus, you are an 

old friend, and we will speak about the old matter 

of your wife." 

He, the witness, did not make any explanation 

011141 



at that time to Mrs. Jordan, about his wife. 

run away with another man. 

He did tell Mrs. Jordan that his wife 

had left him with another, that was all that he 

said to her at the time. 

Notwithstandinr; the fact that he told her 

that his wife left him with another man he, the 

witness, found it nacessary, when he called at 

Jordan's house, to again tell her that his 

wife 1.a.(1 left him with another man, and to enter 

into a lon7, conversation on that subject. 

When he, the witness, told Mts. Jordan, 

in Division P,treet that his wife had left him 

with another man Mrs. Jordan said, "Come up, 

7r. Magnus, and you will explain to me everything 

when he, Q-1,1 witness, called at the 

of Mrs. Jordan, two or three nights after 

the witness, met Miss Meyers there. 

Totwif:Istandinfr, that she was a stranp:er, 



to him, not hating been introduced to him he, the 

witness, entered into a full discusSion of his 

troubles with his wife, in her presence. 

He, the wil,ness, had not see Mrs. Jordan 

before the occasion of Which he was speaking for 

7iv9 years before that Mrs. Jordan kept 

a bicycle store, and she sold the bicycle store, 

and went to work as a millinery saleswoman. 

After the meetings at the house of Mrs. 

Jordan, the complaining witness met him at the corner 

of Broome and Eldridge Streets, near his own home, 

the corner which he, the witness, had to pass on 

ids way home from work, or, when he went out, after 

suppr, to visit a friend. 

Hel the witness, would positively swear 

that he, the witness, had never called upon the com-

plaininr- witness either at her rooms where she 

lived, or at the store in which she was employed, 



:retwit.hstandillg the,fct that he the 

witness, claimed that he had neVer visited the com-

rdair:ant at her store in 7)ivison street, he, the 

witness, found it necessary to send a message to 

ier, on one Suiiday, in the winter of 1904, by his 

little daughter, telling t:Ie complaining witness 

Ilat he was sick at home, and could not meet her. 

",  tile witness had occasion to send that " 

0 .11.3 eoinplaining witness, because, several 

ev3nings before, the co:nplaining witness had met 

Idri, the witness, at the corner of Eldridge and 

Brooie 2treats, and had said to him, • the witness, 

to Clinton 2treet, to the Jewish Atlantic 

-rarden," and he, the witness, told her, "Yes? I will 

2o whe!1 he, the witness, got sick, he, 

v:it-less, sant word to the complaining witness, 

by Id.s little daur;hter, Katie, to the complaining 



on the Sunday in question, because it was the day 

on which he expected to go to the Atlantic Garden, 

that is, the Jewish Atlantic Garden, with the com.. 

plaining witness, and he did not want the complaining 

witness to wait for him, the witness, for nothing, 

as he was too sick to get out of his house, and go 

At that time he, the witness, had been 

laid up in his house, and was sick, for about two 

Notwithstanding the fact that he, the 

had been laid up sick, for about two weeks, 

he, the witness, waited until the afternoon of the 

last day, the afternoon of the day on which his 

appointment was, to send word to the complaining 

witness that he could not keep the appointment, 

because he was sick. 

He, the witness, was so sick at the time 

hat he, the witness, did not remember the appointment 

until late on tile day of the appointment, and then 

he sent his daughter to the complaining witness, 

to that he was too ill to keep the appoint-
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At the time when he, the witness, met the 

complaining witness, at the house of Mts. Jordan, 

Mts. Jordan lived at 186 East Broadway. 

Mts. Jordan worked in a millinery shop, 

He, the witness, had not called Mts. Jor-

dan as a witness on his trial, because Mr. Jordan 

had moved away from 186 East Broadway. 

He, the witness, had been out on bail, 

but he had been unable to find out where Mts. Jor-

dan had moved to, and he believed that she was not 

woring in the same place that she had been working4 , 

in Division Street, atthe time that she introduced 

the complaining witness to him, the defendant. 

to bring Mts. Jordan to court as a witness for him-

self, because, while he was out on bail, pending 

his trial, he had some other business to attend 

He, the witness, would positively swear' 

that the complaining witness knew that he was married, 

from ‘,he verly first moment that he met her, in Mts. 
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Jordan's rooms, and also knew that his we was in 

Chicago. 

116' 

When he, the witness, went to Chicago with 

the complaining witness, he, the witness, would 

positively swear that the complaining witness knew 

that he was going to Chicago to get a divorce from 

his •::ife, or a separation if possible. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the complain-

ing witness knew that he was married and that he 

was going to Chicago to get a divorce or separation 

from his wife, she insisted upon accompanying him 

to Chicago, saying that she wanted to know whether 

he was really married, or only bluffing her. 

When she was in Chicago, she did not want 

to go with him, or say that she wanted to go with 

him to see his wife, although she had come out to 

Chicago wit: him, as he claimed, only for the pur-

ose of ascertaining whether he really had a wife 

living. 

When the complaining witness said to 

him, the witness, before she left New York, that 

she wanted. to ;To to Chicago with him to see whether 

offillS1 
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he was really married, or only bluffing her, he, 

the witness, said to her, "That's the use of going 

out there to see if I am married or not? That's 

the reason I am going out". 

Then the complaining witness then said, 

"I have got a vacation for a couple of weeks and I'll 

go out with you." 

He, the witness, did receive two $10 bills 

from the complaining witness, in the ferry house, 

before he bought the tickets for Chicago. 

He, the witness, told the complaining.witness 

that he had only enough money to pay his own fare, 

and that if. she wanted to go with him, or insisted 

upon going with him, she would have to pay her own 

fare. 

Thereupon she, the complaining witness, 

went into the ladies' dressing room, and came out 

again with two $10 bills in her hand. 

The two $10 bills paid for the ticket 

for the complaining witness, and there was a difference 

or.change, of two dollars. 

'Te, the witness, would positively swear 

oprilibt) 
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that the ticket did not cost $20 even. 

He, the witness, paid $18 for the complain-

ing witness's ticket, and also. paid $18 for his 

ticket. 

When he, the witness, bought the complain-

ing witness's ticket, and had $2 change left, 

he, the witness, offered the $2 to the Complaining 

witness and she, the complaining witness, told him 

o keep the two dollars, because she, the complain-

ing witness, did not need the money. 

lie, the witness, did not buy two excursion 

tickets for the complaining witness and himself. 

He, the witness, went with the complain-

ing witness on the Pennsylvania Railroad and he, the 

witness, would positively swear that the price of 

a single ticket for Chicago, on the Pennsylvania 

Railroad, was $18. 

The $20 check which Mrs. Harris had testi-

fied that she, Mrs. Harris, received on the Monday 

following his, the witness's depot-turd for Chicago, 

was due to him, the witness, from the American Soda 

Water Fountain Company; for some work that he did, 

arblvit 
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about two weeks before he left for Chicago, and Mrs. 

Harris had received the check after his departure. 

He, the witness, called Mrs. Harris 

only a servant and treated her as a servant; because 

he was only a servant for himself and his children. 

At the office of the American Soda Water 

FountainCoHpany, for which he did the job, for 

w:lich he receiver.' the $20 check, was in Boston, 

Mass. 

He, the witness, did the job for which 

he was paid the $20 check, in New York City, and 

not in New Jersey. 

He, the witness, heard Mrs. Harris testi-

fy that the check came from somewhere in New Jersey 

where he, the witness, had done a job for this 

American Soda Water Foluitain.Company but Mrs. Harris' * 

was mistaken, asshe did not know where he did the 

job. 

He, the witness, did the job in question, 

the job for which he, the witness, received $201 

at 281 Grand Street, in the City and County of New 

York. 



He, the witness, did 

store of a Mt. Parrish, at 281 Grand Street in the 

He, the witness, had never done any other 

viork for the American Soda Water Fountain Company. 

A man from the company had come to Mt. 

Parrish when he wanted the electric machine connected 

with the fountain repaired, and said that they were 

too busy to attend to it just then and Mt. Parrish . 

said, "Well, I have got a man here who will do the 

job, if you will pay the bill," and the man from the 

company agreed to pay him, the witness, $20 to do 

the job for the company, and furnish him with, all 

witness's, little daughter, 

Katie, could have endorsed the check in his, the 

witness's absence, but his, the witness's servant, 

Mts. Harris, took the check, instead to one of 

He, the witness, had not authorized his 

daughter or any one else, to endorse his check, but 

he had no objections to his daughter or any other 
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member of his family endorsing his checks. 

When he, the witness, and the complaining 

witness got to Chicago, they went to a hotel, a small 

hotel. 

He, the witness, engaged two separate rooms 

for the complaining witness and himself. 

He, the witness, would positively wear 

that he engaged two separate rooms, for the complaining 

witness and himself, and that they did not occupy 

the same room in the hotel, at any time while they 

were in Chicago. 

On the following morning he, the witness, 

met the complaining witness again, and they had break-

fast together. 

After breakfast he, the witness, told the 

complaining witness, thrtt he had to see his wife, and 

talk with her about the divorce or separation. 

He, the witness, saw his wife three times, 

while 4e, the witness, was in Chicago. 

lie, the witness, was in Chicago with the 

complaining witness three days. 

During those three days while he, the wit-

ness, was out attending to the business for which he 

ohlrged 
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camato Chicago, the complaining witness was in the 

hotel. 

He, the witness, did not know what the 

complaining witness did in the hotel in his, the 

witness's absence. 

After he, the witness, had secured the 

paper from the lawyer, in regard to a separation 

from his wife he the witness went back to the 

hotel, and said, "Miss Meyers, I am going back to 

New York, I am through with my wife." 

Then the complaining witness said, "Let's 

stay here a few days," and he, the witness, said, 

"No, if I stay here, it will cost me a fe; dollars. 

I am going back to New York." 

Then he, the witness, and the complaining 

witness went to the Erie Railroad depot, and got a 

ticket, back to New York, for $17 each--- that is 

-ot a ticket for each of them. 

The complaining witness bought her own 

ticket, and did not trust him, the witness., with the 

seventeen dollars to buy her ticket, but bought her 

own ticket. 
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When he, the witness, and the complaining 

witness, arrived back in New York, the complaining 

witness went in a cab to her home in Second Street 

9,nd he, the witness, took a street car to his, the 

witness's home. 

He, the witness, did not meet the complaim-

ing witness voluntarily all the times that he had 

described, before he went to Chicago. 

In fact, he, the witness, had at no time 

met the complaining witness volumtarily--- that is, 

he did not ask her to meet him. 

She, the complaining witness, followed 

him up, and met him in spite of his unwillingness 

to meet her. 

He, the witness, had to pass by the 'corner 

where she usually met him, at Broome and -Eldridge 

Streets, to go to his home, because he, the witness, 

had lived in that block for three years. 

He, the witness, at no time made an appoint-

ment to meet her there and never went past that corner 

with the intention of meeting her. 

Though he, the witness, had talked over 

Of 
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the matter of his going to Chicago to endeavor to 

get a ,divorce or separation from his wife, he, th 

wftness, had never told the complaining witness, 

that, if he got a divorce from his wife, he would 

At no time did he, the witness, promise 

the complaining witness, that, if he got a divorce 

or separation from his wife, he would marry her, 

to marry the complaining witness, if he secured 

a divorce from his wife, he, the witness, could 

not understand what interest she had in going to 

iis wife, if he had not promised to marry her. 

He, the witness, had not only told the 

complaining witness all of his troubles with his 

wire; but he had told many other persons. 



In fact, if he, the witness, met a 

and he asked him anything about his troubles with 

his wife, he, the witness, would tell all that he 

mew about his troubles with his wife to that • 

When he, the witness; and the complain-

ing witnsi  returning from Chicago, the complain-

in; witness  not tell him, the witness, why she 

would not trust him with the ,3l7 with which to buy 

They went to the ticket office, and he, the 

witness, said to the complaining witness, "Miss 

Meyers, if you want Me to get the tickets, you can 

give me the money," but she did not say anything, and 

took the money out of her own pocket, the $1.7, and 

The complaining witness did not give him, 

the witness, any money whatever in Chicago. 

He, the witness, had to pay the hotel' 

These expenses were six dollars. 



He, the witness, paid the expenses of 

the complainant, in the hotel $3, because he wanted 

to accomodate her, and because he remembered that 

he had 2 of her money, remaining from purchasing the 

ticket for ChiCago, although she had told him that he 

could keep hat :1,121 because she, the complainant, 

The oo .nplainieg witness had not paid him 

back the $3 which he spent for her at the hotel in 

Chicago, and he, the defendant, had never asked 

her for it, because it was a small matter. 

After he, the witness, returned from 

Chicago, with the complaining witness, he met her 

The complaieinr: witness waited for him, 

the witness, three or four times on the same corner, 

of Broome and Eldridge Streets, and spoke to him 

when he c:Lme back from work, or when he was coming 

from his home in the evening. 

The complaining witness said to him, the 

defervitul "Now, Magnus, you are all thra.17,11 with 

your wife. in rlhicago. Take me to your house." 



He, the witness, said to the complaining 

witness, "What do you mean by that?” 

The complaining witness said, "I will talc 

care of your children:You have got a woman in your 

Send her away, and take the best care 

He, the defendant, said to the complaining 

witness, "Miss Meyers, I have 3.ot my children in 

my house, for three years, without their mother, 

and I wouldn't disgrace my house by taking you in 

my house, and sending away a good woman, a woman that 

is good to the children, and that the children like." 

The complaining witness had never given • 

him, the witness, any money to procure a divorce or 

separation from his wife. 

He, the winess, did not pay Mrs. Harris, 

his housekeeper and servant, any fixed salary at 

He paid her $10 or l2 just as he had 

The original agreement between Mrs. Harris 

and hiself when she came into :Lis employ was, that 



and her board and lodging. 

He, the witness, padi her at that rate 

'whenever it was convenient to pay her: 

the witness, had saved up the $105 

that he had in his pocket at the time that he started 

for Chicago with the complaining witness. 

He, the witness, had a good trade, and was 

a good workman and was liable to make as much in one day 

as another man would make in a week. 

He, the witness, had earned the $105 work-

ing for a Mr. Lubins, a Police Commissioner or High-

Lubins owned forty saloons, and gave 

him a great deal of work in making repairs to the 

plumbing in these saloons, and always paid him, th 

He, the witness, did not have any bank 

He, the witness, had only two rooms, at 



He, the witness, slept in the bedroom, 

with his little boy, and Mrs. Harris slept in -thm, 

kitchen, with the two little girls. 

Mrs. Harris not only slept in the kitchen, 

with, the two little girls, but, she cooked and washed 

He, the witness, had a number. of nilatives 

in the City of New York, but he had never asked them 

to take care of his children, but once. 

Then he, the witness; asked his uncle and 

aunt to take care of his children, but they refused to 

So, therefore, -he, the witness, would not 

IN RE DIRECT EXAXINATION the witness testified that Miss 

Meyers, the complaining witness, knew for what pur-

pose he, the witness, went to Chicago. 

The conplaining witness knew that he, the 

Witness, vv:!nt to Chicago, to try to secure a divorce 



He, the witness, did not obtain a divorce 

fl-ori his wife, when he was in Chicago. 

Li response to questions by the ninth 

qie defendant testified that he met Mrs. Jor-

dan, in Division Street, in front of the millinery 

in which she was employed as a saleswoman, about 

twelve or thirteen months before the trial. 

He, the witness, could not tell exactly 

the :Ionth in vf_ich he met her. 

He, the witness, did not know whether 

or Hot Mts. Jordan was in New York, at the present 

At the time that he, the witness met 

He, the witness, had not made any effort 

to secure the attendance of Mts. Jordan as a witness 

at his because he, the witness, did not regard 

He, the witness, had gone to 186 East 

Broa(lway, where she lived at the time when she intro-

duced Miss Meyers to him, the witness, but he was 



told there that she had moved away. 

Miss Meyers had gone with him, the wit -

to Chicgo, because she was after him. 

She s'Ad that she had a vacation at that 

time, and that she wanted to take a ride to Chicago 

He, the witness, told her that his businiss 

in c:Acgo was with his wife, and see what his wife 

could do for him, and that possibly he, the witness, 

would be in Chicago three or five days, or a week or 

two, but that he might not stay over three days. 

When he, the witness, went to see his wife, 

in Chicago, the complaining witness did not accompany 

him on his visits to his wife, but he told the com-

plaining witness that he was going to see his wife, 

after breakfast on the first morning of their stay 

On the first morning of their stay in 

Chicago, after hehad breakfasted with the complaining 

witness in the hotel in which they were stopping, he, 

the witnes, told the complaining witness that he was 

Koing to see his wife, and see her about obtaining 
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On that morning, the first morning of their 

stay in Chicago, after breakfast, the complaining 

witness said to him, "Are you going to see your wife?" 

and he, the defendant said to the complaining witness, 

"Yes, ,and I an going to try and get a separation, 

or anything, and then I am going back to New York. 

While he, the witness, and Miss Meyers, 

the complaining witness, were in Chicago together, 

Miss Meyers remained in the hotel all the. time that 

he, the witness, was out of the hotel, attending to 

the mattr ofgetting a divorce from his wife. 

He, the witness, believed that Miss Meyers 

took a walk in the streets, each day, to see the 

sights. 

He, the witness, did not take Miss Meyers 

out at all in Chicago to show her the sights, but 

she went around alone, he understood, to see the 

Sigh ts. 

He, the witness, had no time to show Miss 

7eyers the sights of Chicago, but he believed that 

she walked around the bloack on which the hotel was 

situated, to see what she could. 

-"",211.111111111111111WW. 
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He, the witness, was in Chicago three days 

with the complaining witness, but he did not take her 

around to see the sights at all, because he did not 

go to CLicago for that purpose. 

IN RE CROSfl EXAMINATION the witness testified that in the 

evenings, in the hotel, he read the evening papers. 

He, the witness, read the IfforningSournal, 

and the colvlainant read a Oerman newspaper. 

He, the witness knew what he was talking 

about, that is, as to the reading of the newspapers, 

in the evening, because the complainant came into 

his room, and he went into her room. 

In response to questions by the eleventh 

juror, the defendant testified that the first time that 

he went to see his wife in Chicago, he, the witness, 

told the complaining witness that he was going to see 

his wife. 

He, the witness, di.d not have in his pOor 

session the lette.r which he claimed to have received 

in New York, from his wife, saying that she would do 

what she could for him, because she heard that he was 

anitTLIS, 
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treating the children kindly, and that he had always 

been kind to her when she lived with him. 

He, the witness, could not tell what had 

become of that letter, but he did.not have it in his 

possession. 

All that he, the witness, could remember 

about it was that he told the complaining witness 

about the receipt of the letter, at the time, and then 

he took the letter home, and put it on the mantle -

piece, and, perhaps the children had destroyed it. 

In response to questions by counsel for 

. the defendant, the defendant testified that the first 

ime, that he, the witness, heard that the complaining -

witness charged him with having taken $265 from her, 

under the false pretense that he intended to marry 

her, was when she caused his arrest. 

The complaining witness had never told 

.him that she charged him with stealing the $265 from 

her, under a promise of marriage, which he had never 

kept. 

Some time before she caused his arrest, 

he met her at the corner of Broome 'and Eldridge Streets, 

SFr 
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and the complaining witness said to him, the defen-

"Mr. Magnus, if you wouldn't take me to Your 

house, I'll make you the biggest trouble I can make 

for you, the biggest troubel that a woman can make 

to a man, and I've rot a warrant, and I will look 

He, the witness, said, "What for?" 

The complaining witness said "'Well, I was 

after you, and you made so much troubles, and every-

All that he the witness had ever received 

from the complaining witness, in money, was the two 

1.(:) bills which the complaining witness gave him, 

the defendant, before they started for Chicago, in the 

ferry house, to buy her a ticket for Chicago. 

He, the witness, did not know personally 

that she had bouht silk petticoats and other articles 

for the trip to ClAcago. 

All Lhat he, the witness, knew was that she 



told him that she bought silk petticoats and shoes and 

oUler things like those, and he always laughed at 

At no time did he, the witnessl make love 

to the complaining witness, or promise to marry her. 

He, the witness, did not love the complain-

ing witness,'  time, and did not love her at 

In response to questions by the fourth juror, 

the witness testified that he, the witness, had never 

received any' bill from any store or stores for the 

complaining witness's trousseau, before he, the wit -

The complaining witness had never sent 

him, the defendant, any bill for her trousseau, at 

He, the witness, firSt heard that she had 

spent, or claimed to have spent 265, when ho, the 

witness, was arraigned in the Essex Market Police 

He, the witness, did not fall in love with 

the complaining witness, nor the complaining witness's 



such as women usually carried, hanging from a chain 

,When she took out money to pay for her tickets, 

she did not take it out of her satchel. 

She always went to one side, went to the 

ladies' waiting room, and took the money from her 

He, the witness, had never seen anything 

bi)t small change in the complaining witness's hand 

satchel, and had never seen her take any bills, any 

money in bills, from that hand-satchel. 



M E'Y E R S , the complaining witness, being 

recalled, by the District Attorney, testified that she 

had seen the defendant at the house of a woman named 

She, the witness, could not tell when she

That is, the witness, could not tell the 

date on which she first saw the defendant at the 

house of Mrs. Jordan, at 186 East Broadway, 

But when she saw the defendant first at 

the house of Mrs. Jordan, at 186 East Broadway, it 

was three weeks or fully a month after she had first 

After she had met the defendant in Divi-

sion Street, in front of her place of business, she 

called on Mrs. Jordan, accidentally, about a month 

afterwards, and found the defendant there. 

She, the witness, met Mrs. Jordan, as a 

sr,leswoman in Division Street some time before she 
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met the defendant, but Mrs ii Jordan did not intro-

duce her, the witness, to the defendant. 

Mrs. Jordan never told her, thewitness, 

that the defendant was a marriedman, and that his wife 

was in Chicago. 

The defendant had never said in the presence 

of Mrs. Jordan, or in her own presence, that he was 

a married man, and that his wife eloped from him, 

and was then in Chicago, and that he was undivorced 

from her. 

At no time did the defendant tell her, 

the witness, that he was a married man, and that his 

wife eloped from him, and was then in Chicago, and 

that he was not divorced from her. 

At no time did the defendant tell her, 

the witness, that he was a married man, but, on the 

contrary, he frequently told her when she asked him 

about it, that he was a single man. 

She, the witness, could not tell how many 

times altogether she met the defendant at the house 

of Mrs. Jordan; but not often. 

She, the witness, had seen Mrs. Jordan 



1 

140 

last, when she was working in Division Street, as a 

millinery saleswoman, but Mrs. Jordan was not work-

ing in Division Street at the present time. 

At the present time she, the witness, 

was employed at her old place as a millinery saleswoman, 

but Mrs. Jordan was no longer working in Division 

Street, as a saleswoman. 

She, the wiLness, had last seen.Mrs. Jor-

dan, about two months before the trial and since 

the arrest of the defendant. 

At that time she, the witness, saw Mrs. 

Jorrlan passing the store in which she, the witness, 

was employed at 105 Division Street. 

This was after the arrest of the defen-

dant, and about two months before the trial of the 

defendant. 

She, the witness, would positively swear 

that Katie Magnus, the defendant's daughter, did 

not come to the store where she, the witness, was em-

ployed, before she, the witness, went to Chicago, 

with the defendant. 

She, the witness, would positively swear 

Qlat the visit of Qle child, Katie Magnus, was after 
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she, the witness, returned from Chicago. 

She, the witness, had never been inside of 

the defendant's door, at any time, until she went 

there with the detective officer, to cause the arrest 

of the defendant, on the morning of his arrest\ 

The defendant had never told her where he 

lived, that is, had never given. his right address to 

her. 

She, the witness, had never 'known that the 

defendant lived in Eldridge Street, untilthe day be-

fore she caused his arrest. 

She, the witness,, got oUt the warrant three 

or four months before the defendant's arrest. 

She, the witness, could not tell the officers 

where to arrst the defendant, because the little 

rirl when she was in the store, gave her father's 

address as 52 Libert Avenue, Brownsville. 

She, the wiLness, went over there with an 

officer, to Brownsville, 52 Liberty Avenue or Liberty 

Street, and no one knew the defendant over there. 

The nir;ht. before the arrst of the defendant 

se, the witness, saw the defendant in the street, 

06FM io 



and followed him to his home, and saw where he went. 

She,, the witness, followed him to 116 

Eldridge Street, and saw him go upstairs in his house* 

Then she, the witness, notified'the police 

officer, and she, the witness, and the pollee officer 

went to the defendant's house that evening, but found 

the door locked, and could not find the defendant 

She, the witness, would positively swear 

that the defendant did not tell her, before they 

went to Chicago together, that he was a married man, 

and,hat his wife eloped with another man, and was then 

living in Chicago, and that he, the defendant, wanted 

to -o to Chicago, to see his wife, to see if he could 

p,-ocure a divorce from her. 

At no time did the defendant mention that 

he was a married man, until they were in Chicago, on 

the last day of their stay there. 

At that time when she asked him why he did 

not marry her, and why he had not provided the rooms 

tc keep house in which he ]ladpromised, after he married 

her, hr Llum told :1 - that he ilvls married, and that 

'Ion-Jy to his wife. 
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It was not true that, in the ferry house, 

-eldefore they left New York and before they took the 

rain th,lt the defendant told her that if she wanted 

to go to Chicago she would have to buy her own 

ticket. 

She, the witness, did not at that time 

give him two $10 bills to buy her ticket for Chicago 

and he, the defendant did not come back to her with 

the ticket and two dollars, and tell her that the 

ticket costed $lS, and that the 

and she, the witness, didnot tell him, the defendant, 

that he coull keep the 2, as she did not need the 

money. 

The defendant told her when they reached the 

ferry house that he needed the money to buy the 

ticket  and (:ot fro her the entire $265 at one 

On the t ird day after they were in Chicago, 

3he 1-proacheJ the defendant for staying aWay 

all dri.y from the hotel, and not marring her, and 

setin:; her up in rooms, as he had promised to do, 

and said, "What's the use? I can't marry you now, 



0-00 

414,116. Jas.. 

144 

because my wife is here, and I have given you money 

to my wife." 

It was not true as testified to by the defen-

dant that she, the complaining witness, paid for her 

own ticket on the return from.chicago. 

She, the witness, did not pay $17 for a 

return ticket from Chicago to New York. 

She, the witness, did not pay for the ticket 

at all, because she did not have a penny left. 

The defendant provided the ticket for her 

and for himself, that is, he paid for the tickets for 

himself and her. 

The defendant said to her, when he gave 

her the tickets, or rather, when he bought the ticket 

for her, "Anyway I will marry you, when you get 

back to New York." 

When she, the witness, went away from her 

nome in Second street, the room which she had occupied

wh,.)ri she left her things packed, to be sent to her, 

0 in Chicago after her marriage. 

She, the witness, only carried a hand 

satchel, when she went to Chicago with the defendant, 



She, the witness, returned to her furnished 

room, in second qtreet, when she got back to New 

The woman with whom she, the witness, was 

d to her, the witness, ""Whatts the matter, 

Miss Mayers? Is that your wedding trip?" 

The defendant told har, the witness, not to 

take al  of her clothing with her but only a hand 

The defendant toler her, the witness, not to 

take her other clothing with her, but only to take 

a hand sacliol with :_31-1 as that was all that was 

The defenjant told her that they could 

married in c.ic .go, and that then she could send • 

for her other clothing: which she had packed in her 

clotinc which she had packed and got ready in 

hr room, w7ten she left New York. 

The defJn:lant knew that she had her clothing 

packel in hr trunk because he was at her rooms on the 

Fririrly before they left for Chicago, and helped her 
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pack her clothing. 

It was not true that at any time she, 

before the defendant and she left New York, told the 

defendant that she, the witftess, wanted to go to 

Chicago with the defendant, because she had a vacation, 

and wanted to spend the vacation with him, in Chicago. 

IN CROSS EXAMINATION the witness testified that She, the 

witness, packed in her trunk her clothing and her bed-

ding and other articles, before she left New York, 

with tho defendant, and the defendant told her not to 

take the trunk with her, but to send for it within 

two weeks after they were married in Chicago. 

She, the witness, did not have any new 

dresses made to go to Chicago with the defendant. 

She, the witness, did not need to have any 

nw clothes made to marry the defendant, in Chicago, 

because sh2 already had very nice clothes. 

She, the witness, knew that Mrs. Jordan was 

livin, last in East Broadway, but she, the witness, 

could not distictly remember the number. 

She, the witness, believed that it was 



not 186 East Broadway, but she was not positive as to 

Atthe time that she, the witness, visited 

She, the Witness, was not sure as to the 

number of the millinery store in Division Street, in 

which Mrs. Jordan worked at the time that she visited 

her, and met the defendant. 

She, the witness, was not sure whether it 

was 42 or 47, but she knew she was working for the 

firm of Unger. This firm was no longer in business 

in Division Street and Mrs. Jordan was no longer em-

But she, the witness, did not meet the 

defendant for the first time in Mrs. Jordan's house 

and Mrs. Jordan did not introduce her to the defen-

she, the witness, as she had previously 

testified, mot the defendant fully a month before, in 

Division Street, in front of the store in which she, 
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the witness, was employed. 

Her meeting with the defendant at Mrs. XOr-

dan's house was accidental. 

She, the witness, went to Chicago with the 

defendant because the defendant positively promised 

her, that if she would go to Chicago with him, he 

would marry her there, and furnish rooms to keep house, 

and amek a living forher as her husband. 

She, the witness, did not know that the defen-

dant had any shop in New York City but she was told by 

the defendant that he was a plumber by trade. 

She, the witness, was told by the defendant 

that he lived in New York for a good many years. 

She, the witness, did not ask the defendant 

to marry her in chicago, but it was the defendant who 

suggestad that Chicago was a better place to be married 

in than New York. 

It was not true that she, the witness, went 

with the defendant knowing that he had a wife living 

in Chicago, and that she went out there with him to 

see that he got a divorce. 

It was not true that she, the witness, 

- 
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offered to go with the defendant, to make sure that 

In Chicago, the defendant did not tell 

her that he had secured papers of separation from his 

The defendant did not show her, the witness, 

at any time in Chicago what purported to be papers of 

separation ro divorce from his wife. 

In response to questions by the Court, 

the witness testified that she, the witness, would 

.ositively swear that she had never seen the, defendant's 

daughter, Katie Magnus, in her life, until after she, 

the witness, returned from Chicago -  some considerable —

She, the witness, had never seen the little 

girl before the Sunday afternoon about which she, the 

witness, hadpreviously testified, weeks after she, 

the witness, returned from Chicago with the defen-

On a Sunday afternoon, about four o'clock, 

came into the store. 

At that time she, the witness, was waiting 
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She, the complaining witness, at that time, 

had a customer to attend to. 

The little girl came up to her, the wit-

ness, in the store, and said,"Papa is sick, and here 

is a card." 

She, the witness, had not the card now, and • 

did not know what had become of it. 

The card was a card belonging to the firm 

with which she, the witness, was. 

She, the witness, picked up from the counter 

where it was, with a number of other cards of the 

firm, and at the dictation of the little girl, wrote 

down, "52 Liberty Street, Brownsville," as the address 

of the defendant, accordingto the statement of the 

little girl, the defendant's daughter. 

The little girl said that she, the witness, 

could write a note to her, the little girl there, 

because her father was sick. 

When. the little girl came into the store, 

and tfllri her, the witness, that her father was sick, 

she, the witnesci, wanted to get the address of the 

defendant, so as to have him arrested. 



So she, the witness, said, "1 like to write 

Then the little girl, the defendant's 

daughter, said, "All right," and she, the witness, 

said, "Give me the direction." 

Then the little girl wrote dawn the address 

in Brownsville on a card. 

She, the witness, did not mean to be under-

that she gave the card, the firm's card, to the little 

girl, and the little girl wrote the address on the 

(The jury found the defendant Guilty 

of Grand Larceny in the Second Degree, with a 

recommendation to the mercy of the Court.) 
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