
The Criminal Libel Trial of Rebecca J. Taylor 
(1896) 

 
To appreciate the following story, viewers should first read “Leila W. 
Roller v. The Minneapolis Journal” (MLHP, 2021) in which Special 
Municipal Court Judge James Schoonmaker of St. Paul made a mem-
orable appearance as a witness in an 1890 libel trial.   
 

Six years later, in November 1896, the Judge filed a complaint of 
criminal libel against Rebecca J. (“Bee”) Taylor, the publisher of 
Truth, a weekly newspaper in St. Paul.1 The libelous article, which 
appeared in the September 24, 1896 issue, described the Judge’s 
arrest during a police raid of Madam Leppla’s whore house in 
Minneapolis on June 7, 1889.  Much to the Judge’s consternation 
Miss Taylor distributed her paper to public officials. 
 

Before filing the criminal complaint, Judge Schoonmaker must have 
known that barring a settlement he would be required to testify at 
the trial about his presence at Mme. Leppla’s. It seems he filed the 
criminal charges to bludgeon Miss Taylor into publishing a retraction.  
In fact during the trial he proposed that he would drop the criminal 
complaint if she acknowledged that the article in question was not 
true.  He did not grasp her dedication to weeding out and exposing 
corruption in city government.  She would not settle—Period.   
 

Nor did the Judge foresee that the trial would draw standing-room -
only crowds who came to see and hear another retelling of the 
famous raid on the Leppla home in 1889—to his humiliation. 2 

                                                 
1 For the strong spiritual reasons that motivated Miss Taylor to start the newspaper in the 
first place, see her manifesto printed on the first page of the first issue of Truth, May 30, 
1896, posted in the Appendix, at  23-25. 
2 These embarrassments and escapades were forgotten over time, permitting the Judge to publish a  
flattering self-portrait in the third volume of Henry Anson Castle’s Hist0ry of St. Paul and Vicinity 
(1912), posted in the Appendix, at 29. 



2 

 

While many types of cases in the courts of Minnesota in the 1870s, 
1880s, 1890s and early 1900s can be adequately told through 
summaries and footnotes, libel trials are best told through con-
temporary articles in local newspapers. 3 Through the local press we 
follow the criminal libel trial of “Bee” Taylor in St. Paul’s Municipal 
Court in December 1892. 

 

 

We begin with the front page article in the September 24, 1896, issue 
of Truth, the first two paragraphs of which triggered the Judge’s 
criminal complaint, then proceed to her arraignment, jury selection, 
trial and verdict.   
 
 

__________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
3
 The case was noted in the national press.  See The Fourth Estate: A Newspaper for the 

Makers of Newspapers, November 19, 1896, at 5: 
 

A warrant has been issued for Miss Rebecca J. Taylor of St. Paul, Minn., at the 
insistence of Judge James Schoonmaker, charging criminal libel. The publication 
upon which the charge is made appeared in Truth, a weekly paper edited and 
published by Miss Taylor. 
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One 
(the libelous article) 
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Two 
(Arraignment) 

__________ 
 

MISS TAYLOR'S CASE. 
__________ 

 

It Will Be Heard by Judge Orr 
Nov. 30. 
__________ 

 

      Miss Rebecca Taylor was arraigned before Judge Orr 
yesterday morning on a charge of criminal libel made by 
James Schoonmaker. 4 
      Miss Taylor on Monday requested a continuance of the  
case until Dec. 1, but the court at that time said it would be 
hardly possible  to grant so long a continuance. Yesterday 
John E. Hearne, the attorney for the defendant, stated to 
the court that he would be unable to appear in court until 
the last of the month and requested a continuance to Nov. 
30. Assistant County Attorney Donnelly offered no object-
tion and the case was set for that date.  
      The offense with which Miss Taylor stands charged is 
under the code of misdemeanor and can be disposed of by 
the police court judge. Miss Taylor, through her attorney, 
has demanded a jury trial and this was so ordered by the 
court. 5 
 
 

● 
 

                                                 
4 The statute on the crime of criminal libel is posted in the Appendix, at 16-17. 
5 St. Paul Globe, November 19, 1896, at 8. 
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Three 
(jury selection) 

__________ 
 

 

REBECCA TAYLOR'S TRIAL. 
__________ 

 

Case Was Opened In the Municipal 
Court Yesterday. 

__________ 
 

      The trial of Rebecca Taylor, who was arrested a few 
days ago on a complaint sworn out by Judge Schoon-
maker, charging her with criminal libel, was opened in the 
criminal branch of the municipal court yesterday morning. 
       County Attorney Pierce Butler is acting as counsel for 
the plaintiff and prosecutor for the state, and Edwin S. 
Durment is looking after the interests of Miss Taylor, 
assisted by John E. Hearn.  
      The morning session was occupied in selecting jury 
men. At noon the following men had been accepted: R. S. 
White T. S. White Jr., O. P. Williams, W. D. Woodich, 
George T. Whitwell, William G. Whitehead, Paul H. Zimmer-
man and Charles R. Zschau.  
      The list of twenty-eight  citizens  summoned before the 
court to act as jurymen was exhausted. Judge Orr 
adjourned the proceedings until next Thursday. A new list 
will be summoned, and it is thought that the four jurymen 
needed will be secured. 
      At one point of the trial yesterday morning a smoke-out 
occurred, due to an attempt of the janitor to start a fire in 
the grate. The draft being up, the whole courtroom was 
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filled with dense black smoke and a general exit was 
necessary.6 
 

●● 
 

Four 
(jury selection completed) 

__________ 
 

 

TAYLOR LIBEL SUIT. 
__________ 

 

Jury Secured and Judge Schoonmaker 
Gives Testimony. 

__________ 
 

      The remaining jurors in the Rebecca Taylor libel case 
were selected yesterday morning, being Albert Wentink, 
George W. Weber, Phillip Walker, A. S. Weller and John J. 
Watson. 
      Judge Schoonmaker, the complainant, took the stand 
and stated that he has known Miss Taylor since October, 
1895, and that on the 13th day of October, 1896, he was in 
the office of the secretary of the board of education when 
Miss Taylor handed J. C. Justus a copy of her paper dated 
Sept. 24, which contained the article, a part of which is 
made the basis of the charge against Miss Taylor. 
      Mr. Butler took up a large book which he said was a 
record of the municipal court of Minneapolis.  He turned 
to a case against P. J. Jones, in which there were three 
other male defendants and two female. In answer to 

                                                 
6 St. Paul Globe, December 1, 1896, at 3, 5 (this story was printed twice). 
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questions, Judge Schoonmaker admitted that P. J. Jones 
meant him. 
      They were all arrested for frequenting a house of ill 
fame, and he deposited $25 for his appearance in court. 
According to the record when the case was called P. J. 
Jones failed to appear and his bond was declared 
forfeited. 
      This occurred June 7, 1889, but Judge Schoonmaker, as 
P. J. Jones, appeared later, moved that the forfeit of his 
bail be declared off and that he be granted a trial upon the 
charge. The record proceeds to show that Judge Schoon-
maker, alias P. J. Jones, appeared in court for trial, the 
case was heard, and he was discharged. 
      At this point Mr. Butler announced that the direct 
examination was concluded. 
      Court was then adjourned until 2 o'clock. 
      In the afternoon there was little of interest developed. 
County Attorney Butler had so limited the field of 
examination that Mr. Durment was not able to get in many 
questions he would like to have asked.  
      On cross-examination the attorneys' disputed as to the 
date of the publication in which the alleged libel appeared, 
it having been printed or circulated twice. They disputed 
over other questions and finally Mr. Durment wanted to 
know if Judge Schoonmaker had any prejudice against the 
defendant. 
      Judge Schoonmaker said his prejudice would not affect 
the truthfulness of his testimony. 
      Mr. Durment endeavored to prove by Judge Schoon-
maker that he failed to appear at the court at the proper 
time and subsequently had a private trial. 
      Mr. Butler objected and was sustained. The prosecuting 
attorney objected to Mr. Durment's line of examination. 
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      Mr. Durment produced a volume of a Minneapolis 
paper for 1889 and referred to an article on the front page 
of the issue of June 8th.7 Mr. Butler objected to any 
reference to the book as not cross-examination. The 
article referred to gave an account of Judge Schoon-
maker's arrest. 
      The case was adjourned until 10 o'clock this morning, 
Judge Orr instructing the jury not to converse with any 
one on the subject.8 
 

●●● 
 

Five 
(settlement offers) 

__________ 
 

 
TAYLOR LIBEL SUIT. 

__________ 
 

Yesterday Spent in Arguing Technical 
Points of Law. 
__________ 

 

      Judge Schoonmaker attempted to bring about a legal 
reconciliation with Miss Rebecca Taylor yesterday during 
the libel trial in the municipal court. 
      The plaintiff stated to Mr. Durment, counsel for the 
defendant, that if Miss Taylor would make a written 
statement saying she published the article referred to in 

                                                 
7 This refers to the article on the front page of the Minneapolis Tribune, June 8, 1889 (“Very 
Sensational Arrests”), which is reproduced on the first page of “Leila W. Roller v. The Minneapolis 
Journal” (MLHP, 2021). 
8  St. Paul Globe, December 4, 1896, at 8. 
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good faith, believing it to be true, and subsequently 
discovered that it was not true, he would withdraw his 
case against her. 
      After considerable deliberation Miss Taylor refused to 
do so. 
      Upon the opening of the morning session Mr. Durment 
resumed his argument for the dismissal of the case, and 
Judge Orr excused the jury and witnesses until 1 o'clock in 
the afternoon. 
      The counsel for the defense made a lengthy argument, 
quoting numerous authorities. Court was adjourned until 
1 o'clock, when State's Attorney Butler asked that Judge 
Schoonmaker himself argue against the dismissal. He 
contended that the substitution of the name "judge" for 
"James" was not material.  
      At 2:30 o'clock  an adjournment was taken, when Judge 
Schoonmaker made the proposition to counsel for the 
defense, asking for a retraction of the libel and promising 
in return withdrawal of the case.  
      Miss Taylor refused. 
      Mr. Butler then proceeded to argue against a dismissal, 
when he was interrupted by Miss Taylor, who against the 
wishes of her attorneys, made a personal and private 
application to Judge Orr to have the case continued until 
today. The court decided to hear Mr. Butler's argument 
first and then act on the application for a continuance. 
      Mr. Butler said he was free to confess that he was 
satisfied the motion for dismissal should be denied. He 
said: 
      "This is not a crime punishable by death, transportation 
or imprisonment in a dungeon. It is a misdemeanor 
punishable by a small fine, or a short imprisonment." 
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      Mr. Durment replied by stating that the state was 
trying to prejudice the jury.9 He spoke of the deviation of 
the charge, which, he claimed, is fatal to the plaintiff's 
case. 
      At 4 o'clock Mr. Durment closed and Judge Orr said 
that there were but two objections made that required 
comment. 
      "I am inclined to regard the complaint as sufficient," 
said he. "The only questions are ones relative to the 
allegation of libel and proof of it. What may be termed the 
headlines of the newspaper article are included in the 
complaint, but not in the proof. The allegation cites 
'Judge' Schoonmaker, while the article in proof gives 
'James' Schoonmaker. I admit that there is some doubt as 
to the correctness of the position, still I feel that it is my 
duty to deny the motion." 
       At this, point Miss Taylor and her counsel, Mr. 
Durment, had a heated argument in which the latter 
refused to enter an application for an adjournment, telling 
the defendant to speak for herself. Miss Taylor spoke to 
Judge Orr and Mr. Butler. After considerable talking, in 
which each juror had some stated time when he would be 
unable to appear, and the plaintiff, defendant and 
attorneys also made it hard for the court to decide upon a 
date for the continuance, finally 9 o'clock this morning 
was set upon by Judge Orr. 10 
 
 

●●●● 
 

                                                 
9 It seems that the jury was present during these arguments by counsel.   
10 St. Paul Globe, December 5, 1896, at 5. 
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Six 
(the trial continues) 

__________ 
 

 

NOT ALLOWED TO TELL. 
__________ 

 

Rebecca Taylor's  Witnesses Making 
Very Little Headway. 

__________ 
 

      According to the statement of Attorney Durment, the 
trial of Miss Rebecca Taylor  will be finished on Monday. At 
least the attorney so stated to Judge Orr yesterday 
afternoon, when the court adjourned for the day. The 
attendance at the trial yesterday was so large that had 
there been a standing-room-only sign about the place, it 
would have been hung on the door. 
      The official stenographer occupied most of his time 
during both the morning and afternoon sessions in making 
marks which, when translated in English, read as follows: 
"Objected to as incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial." 
      This was about all County  Attorney Butler had to do 
yesterday, the defense having placed on the stand several 
witnesses, and to almost every question asked by Mr. 
Durment the county attorney objected. 
      Sometimes there were short arguments by the 
attorneys for the defense, and the prosecution, and then 
the judge would announce in a very judicial tone "object-
tion sustained," and one or the other of the attorneys 
would advise the stenographer to "note an exception." 
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      It owing to so much time being  taken up with this style 
of legal fireworks that practically  little headway was made 
in the case. 
      The witnesses for the defense were Messrs. Krum-
weide, Gustafson, Johnson and Schwabe, who were 
connected with the Minneapolis police force in June, 1889, 
at which time the complaining witness in the case was 
arrested. 
      The attorney for the defense tried to get the witnesses 
to describe the details of the arrest,  but Judge Orr and the 
county attorney wouldn't hear them, and the evidence 
was confined to what occurred in the court room on the 
morning of June 8, at which time the case was called and 
the parties arrested the night before arraigned. 
       The witnesses testified that Schoonmaker did not 
appear when the cases were called and that the bail was 
declared forfeited.  N. S. Beardsley was on the stand when 
the court adjourned and the attorneys were engaged in an 
argument as to whether he be allowed to testify as to 
what he had gathered about the arrest of the complaining  
witness under instructions of the defendant. 
      The jury was cautioned not to read the reports of the 
case in the paper and not to discuss the matter during the 
time they were out of court and an adjournment was 
ordered until 10 o'clock Monday.11 
 
 

●●●●● 
 

 

                                                 
11  St. Paul Globe, December 6, 1896, at 3. 
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Seven 
(the verdict from the Pioneer Press) 

__________ 
 
 

                                      MISS TAYLOR  
      IS ACQUITTED 

_________ 
 

SHE DID NOT CRIMINALLY LIBEL  
JUDGE SCHOOMAKER. 

_________ 
 

The Jury Deliberated for Four Hours  Over Its Verdict 
and Did Not Reach a Decision Until 1030 O’Clock Last 
Night— Miss Taylor Declined to Take the Usual Oath 
Administered to Witnesses —Judge Orr’s Charge to 
the Jury. 

_________ 
 

“We the jury in the case of state versus Rebecca Taylor, 
charged with criminal libel, find the defendant not guilty 
as charged in the complaint.” 
 
The jury in the above entitled action, after spending three 
days in listening to evidence and the arguments of counsel 
and after deliberating four hours, returned a verdict at 
1030 o’clock last night, acquitting Miss Taylor of having 
libeled Judge James Schoonmaker, when she published in 
her paper that he was arrested in Minneapolis  in 1880 (sic)  
and forfeited bail. 
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Mr. Taylor was not in the room when the verdict was 
returned. Neither was the county attorney, nor any 
representative of the prosecution, Judge Schoonmaker 
being also absent. In the absence of the prosecuting 
attorney Judge Orr dismissed the charge against the 
defendant without the usual motion having been made. 
 
The question that kept the one or two members of the 
jury who failed to vote in favor of an immediate acquittal, 
was whether the alleged publication of the libel on the day 
of the Republican county convention was privileged. At 10 
o’clock the jury asked Judge Orr for further instructions on 
that point. He re-read the statute relative to privileged 
communications and then informed the jury again that it 
must be the judge of such matters as to the law and fact.  
 
Miss Taylor waited until 7:30 o’clock for the jury to report 
and then acted upon the advice of her attorney to go 
home and wait for the information that would be 
contained in the morning papers. Edwin S. Durment, 
counsel for the defense, was pleased with the verdict and 
said it was one of the hardest fought cases in which he 
had ever been engaged.  
 
Judge Orr, in dismissing the jury, thanked them for their 
attention to the case and their fortitude under the 
wearisome detail of the trial. There were present when 
the jury verdict was returned Judge Orr, Mr. Durment, Mr. 
Cormican, Prof. Beardsley, Clerk Conroy, Court Officers 
Blodgett and McMahon and the reporters of the morning 
papers  
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Judge  Schoonmaker was done an unintentional injustice 
in Saturday’s report of the proceedings where it was 
stated in the Pioneer Press that a witness testified that he 
was arrested at 8 o’clock in the morning. That question 
was asked by counsel for the defense, but was ruled out. 
The facts appear to be that the arrest was made about 11 
o’clock in the evening. 
 

Ms. Taylor Testifies. 
 

The legal battle between the county attorney and counsel 
for the defense was continued throughout yesterday. Miss 
Taylor, when called to the witness stand, declined to take 
the prescribed oath and took the form of oath employed 
in the case of infidels or any person not a believer in any 
religion, and is as follows: “You do honestly and sincerely 
promise and declare that the testimony you shall give 
relative to the cause now under consideration shall be the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth, and this under the 
pains and penalties of perjury.” 
 
The prosecuting attorney objected to the majority of the 
questions asked in direct examination and the time of the 
court was taken up with long legal arguments between 
counsel as to the admission of the evidence. After 
answering the usual preliminary questions Ms. Taylor 
stated in substance that she was the publisher of an editor 
of Truth, the publication in which Judge Schoonmaker 
alleges he was libeled; that she did not call the attention 
of Messrs. Justus and Murray, to whom it  is alleged she 
published the libel on October 13, to the alleged libelous 
publication, but  to a set of resolutions adopted at a 
meeting of citizens and which related to certain acts of the 
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school board; that she had no malice toward the 
complaining witness, Judge Schoonmaker, and did not  
have him in mind when she delivered the publication to 
Justus and Murray. She admitted that she composed and 
published the paragraph alleged to be libelous; that it was 
prior to Sept. 25, and that  she caused the statement to be 
published in the interest of public affairs and that she 
believed it to be true, upon a careful investigation. On 
cross-examination by Mr. Butler Miss Taylor was very calm 
under running fire of subtle questioning. 
 
Following Ms. Taylor Messrs. Justus and Murray were 
called in behalf of the plaintiff. They testified as to the 
publication of the paper to them and both asserted that 
their attention was not called by Miss Taylor to the alleged 
libel. At 4:20 in the afternoon Mr. Durment began his 
closing argument to the jury. He spoke until 5:45 when Mr. 
Butler began and continued until 6:20. At the conclusion 
of Mr. Butler’s remarks Judge Orr charged the jury, and 
said in part: 
 

Judge Orr’s Charge. 
 

“In all criminal prosecutions for libel the truth may be 
given in evidence that the matter charge as libelous is true 
and was published with good motives and justifiable ends, 
the party shall be acquitted and the jury shall have the 
right to determine the law and the evidence. (Section 57, 
68, Statutes 1894). 
 
“Notwithstanding that the jury are the judges of the law 
and fact, there are certain legal principles applicable to 
this case to which I desire to call your attention. A libel is a 
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malicious publication by writing, printing, picture, effigy, 
sign or otherwise than by mere speech, which exposes any 
living person to hatred, contempt, ridicule or obloquy, or 
which causes or tends to cause any person to be shunned 
or avoided, or which has a tendency to injure any person in 
his business or occupation. (Section 64, Statues 1894.) A 
publication having the tenancy or affect mentioned in 
section 211 is to be deemed malicious, if no justification or 
excuse therefor is shown. The publication is justified when 
the matter charged as libelous is true, and was published 
for good motives and justifiable ends. The publication is 
excused when it is honestly made in the belief of its truth, 
and upon reasonable grounds for this belief, and consists 
of fair comments upon the conduct of a person in respect 
of public affairs.” 
 
Judge Orr then defined the publication of libel and quoted 
the statute as to privileged communications as follows: “A 
communication made to a person entitled to or interested 
in the communication, by one who was also interested in 
or entitled to make it, or who stood in such relation to the 
former as to afford a reasonable ground for supposing his 
motive innocent, is presumed not to be malicious and is 
called a privilege communication. 
 
“That is a communication made in good faith upon any 
subject matter, in which the party communicating has an 
interest or in reference to which he has a duty, public or 
private, either legal, moral or social, it made to a person 
having a corresponding interest or duty, is privileged and 
in such a case the inference of malice, which the law draws 
from defamatory words, is rebutted, and the onus of 
proving actual malice is cast upon the person claiming to 
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have been defamed. That, if the subject matter of the 
communications is one of public interest in the community 
of which the parties to the communication are members, 
it is sufficient as respects interest to confer the privilege. 
Malice as used in this instance does not mean envy, hatred 
or ill will, but in a legal sense it is that state of mind which 
prompts  the  doing of the act,  without justification or 
legal provocation or excuse. 
 
“In order that you shall find the defendant guilty as 
charged in the complaint, you must be satisfied by the 
evidence beyond a reasonable doubt.   A reasonable doubt 
is such a condition of the mind as to so convince a 
common man to act upon his conviction in matters of the 
highest importance and concern to him.  Actual certainty 
is not required. 
 
“If you should find from the evidence, beyond a 
reasonable doubt as defined, that the defendant did make 
and publish the writing complained of, and that the 
writing was libelous in its nature and that there was 
neither justification or excuse therefore, then you should 
find the defendant guilty. But if you cannot so find, then 
you should find the defendant not guilty.” 12 
 

__________ 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
12 St. Paul Pioneer Press, December 8, 1896, at 8. 
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Eight 
(the verdict from the Globe) 

__________ 
 

 

REBECCA TAYLOR ACQUITTED. 
__________ 

 

Jury, After Four Hours, Reach a 
Verdict. 

__________ 
 

      Rebecca Taylor was pronounced not guilty of libel 
against Judge Schoonmaker by the jury last night. The jury 
went out at 6:30 o'clock last evening and returned the 
verdict of not guilty at exactly 10:30 o'clock. 
      There were present in the courtroom when the verdict 
was read, besides Judge Orr and Clerk Conroy, Attorney 
Durment, who defended Miss Taylor; Prof. N. S. Beardsley 
and Attorney James Cormican.   
      When the jury had filed into the courtroom and taken 
their seats, Foreman J. J. Watson handed over the verdict, 
which read: 

 

“We the jury, in the above entitled action, 
find the defendant not guilty. 
              (Signed) — J. J. Watson, Foreman. 
Dated St. Paul, Dec. 7, A. D. 1896." 

       

      Judge Orr thanked the members of the jury for their 
faithful and conscientious duty during the last week and 
discharged them. County Attorney Pierce Butler was not 
present when the verdict was given. Miss Taylor was also 
absent, as was Judge Schoonmaker, the plaintiff. 
      The jury was out four hours. Eight ballots were taken. 
The first was eight for acquittal and four for conviction. 
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The second stood nine for acquittal and three for 
conviction. After a number of ballots, at which the jury 
stood ten for acquittal, and then eleven, the ballot was 
unanimous. 
      The jury came in at 10 o'clock and asked for further 
information. Judge Orr repeated some of his instructions 
given in the charge. 
      Prof. N. S. Beardsley occupied the stand first in this 
morning's proceedings of the trial and testified to his 
going to Minneapolis to secure information for Miss 
Taylor's so-called libelous article.  
      Miss Taylor took the stand at 11 o'clock. Under Mr. 
Durment's examination she told that she published the 
article in question and did it because she didn't think Mr. 
Schoonmaker a fit man for the office of judge.  When 
asked what concern it was of hers, she said she considered 
it the duty of any honest newspaper. 
     Mr. Butler attempted to show that by personally 
delivering the papers to W. P. Murray and C. P. Justus, 
Miss Taylor had personally and maliciously intended to 
distribute and publish libel.  
      Mr. Durment attempted to show that the defendant 
had delivered the papers with an entirely different object 
in view. 
      Both Messrs. Butler and Durment made strong pleas. 
Judge Orr delivered a fair charge, quoting the law exten-
sively throughout. 13 

 

●●●●● 

                                                 
13
 St. Paul Globe, December 8, 1896, at 2. 

      Unfortunately the Minnesota Historical Society does not have a microfilm copy of the issue of 
Truth describing the verdict of acquittal. 
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Conclusion 
 

There were some irregularities in this trial.  Prosecutor Pierce Butler 
deferred to former Judge Schoonmaker to argue against a motion to 
dismiss. The Judge made a settlement proposal in open court that 
was reported in newspapers the next day.   “Bee” Taylor turned the 
offer down, asked the judge for a continuance and got into an 
argument with her own attorney. Arguing against a motion to 
dismiss, Butler minimized the charge of criminal libel: "This is not a 
crime punishable by death, transportation or imprisonment in a 
dungeon. It is a misdemeanor punishable by a small fine, or a short 
imprisonment." Perhaps for this reason juries were reluctant to find 
defendants such as Rebecca Taylor guilty of such a charge. 
 

●●●●●●● 

 
Appendix 

 
Article                                                                                      Pages 

 
“Letter from a Newcomer” in Truth, 
       May 30, 1896, first page...........................................................23-25 
 

Theodore Schroeder, Speech Bibliography 186 (1922)......................26 
 

Criminal Libel Law (1894)...............................................................27-28 
 

Sketch of James Schoonmaker in Henry Anson Castle, 
      3 Hist0ry of St. Paul and Vicinity (1912)...........................................29 

 

Credit and Acknowledgement...........................................................30 



23 

 

 
 

 



24 

 

 
 
 
 



25 

 

 

 
 



26 

 

A quarter century after the trial, Theodore Schroeder, the Secretary  
and lawyer for the Free Speech League, compiled and published  Free 

Speech Bibliography 186 (1922) (it is posted on the MLHP). This is the 
entry on Miss Taylor’s newspaper: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

●●●●●●● 
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Statutes, c. 92a, Title 9(8), §§ 9496-9506, at 1741-1743 (1894). 
The citations in Judge Orr’s jury instructions are to the Penal Code, 

whlich are in parenthesis. 
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Henry Anson Castle, 3 Hist0ry of St. Paul and Vicinity 1007 (1912):
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Credit. 
 

The photographs on page 4 are from Men of Minnesota (1902). 
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