THE DESER

are found in the Hebrew but eight times,
aud in each passage they refer to inani-
mate objects, such as the wings of the cher-
ubim, tenons, mortises, elc., and signify

i i
you copy that letter; the original draft

you care nothing about,—whetherit is given
to the winds or the flames, What care 1
about the two tables of stone on which the

original law was written, so that I have a | the coupling together one to another, the
true copy of this law? A ing remark | same as thou shalt not take one wifa to
in regard to Mother Bve. I will defend | another.

the venerable woman! If the Fall came by
the influence of one woman over one man,
what would have happened to the world if
Adam had had more wives than one? ropose to rﬂns

More, if one woman, auder monogamy, Ehar. If it 1s sald that this passage does not
brought woe into the world, then a monog- prohibit a man marrying two sisters at the
amist, the blessed Virgin Mary, brought the | same time, then such a marr is nowhere
the Redeemer into the world, so I think they | in the Bible pronounced incestuous. That is

Such then is the law. Such were the or-
dinances forbidden, which the Egyptians
and the Canaanites practiced. oW Wwe

h this argument a little far-

are even! the objection of my friend. To which I re-
HE friend supposes' that the Almighty | ply that such a marriage is forbidden by
might have created more women than one out | sequence and analogy. As for example,

of Adam’s ribs; but Adam had notribs enough

where the son, in the 7th verse, is prohib-
to create fifty women. My friend spea

ited from marrying his mother, it fullows
against polyandry, or the right of woman to | that the daughter shall not marry her
“Rave more husbands than one. He bases his | father; yet it is notso given and Lgmoiﬁelf
argument upon the increase of progeny. | stated. In verse 14 it is said ‘‘thou shalt
Science affirms that where polygamy or | not uncoyver the nakedness of thy father's
polygyny, or a plurality of wives prevails, | brother;” so I infer that it would be equally
there is a tendency to a preponderance or pre- | criminal to uncover the nakedness of a
dominance of one sex over the other, either | mother’s brother, though it is not so stated,
male or female, which amounts to an exter- | In verse 16 it is said *‘thou shalt not un-
mination of the race, : cover the nakedness of thy brother's wife,”
1 will reply, in duetime, to the gentleman’s | so I'infer that a man shall ‘not uncover the
remarks in regard to Gideen and other Scrip- | nakedness of his wife's sister, that is, iftwo
tral characters, and especially in regard to | brothers shall not take the same woman
&aﬁtutiun or what is known as the social | then two wemen shall not, take the um&
evil. But first, what was the object of the | man, for between one man and two sisters,
gentleman yesterday? It was to discover a |and one woman and two brothers is the
ﬁanera_l law for the sanction of polygamy. | same degree of pnzximi;y.hnﬂ_tharafm both
id he find that law? I deny it. at i3 | are forbidden by the law of God. Farther-
law? Law is the expression of thd legislative | more, if for ument’s sake, we consider
will; 1aw is the manner in which an act ‘iz this means two literal sisters, then this pro-
perf'urmod. 1t is the law of gravitation that | hibition is not a permission for a‘'man to
all things tend to & common centre. It is the | take two wives who are not sisters; for ‘all
law in botany that the flowérs ppen their fan- sound jurists will agree that aprohibition is
like leaves to. the light, and close them be- | onething anda permission is another thing,
neath the kisses of night. "What is the civil | Nay, more, the Mormons ,do 'or do not,_re-
law? Simply defining how thecitizen should | ceive the law of Moses as binding. That
act, Whatis the moral law? Simply defin- | they do not is clear from their own practices.
ing" the eonduct of God’s moral gubjects. | For instance, in Leviticus, xx c¢hap., and 14
Laws are mandatory, prohibitory and per- | verse, it is said that , AR |
missive: 'commanding what should be done: “And if a man take a wife and her mother. it is
prohibiting what should not be done, and | wickedness; they shall be ‘burat with fire, both
permitfing what may be done; 'And yet, | beand they.” |
where has the gentleman produced this gen-
eral law, which he spentan hour in search-
ing for yesterday? And then remember,
that this Jaw must sanction, puiygamyl
Perhaps it is not necessary to repeat our
definition of the word *“*sanction,”” My
learned friend, for whom' I ‘have respect,
agrees with me as to the deéfinition ‘of that

Yet Mr. John Hyde, jr., page 56 of his work
called “Mormonisni,” states that a Mr. E.
Bolton married a woman and her daughter;
that Captain Brown married a woman and
her two daughters, These are illustrations of
‘the violation of the law. More than this,
Leviticus xviii, 18, prohibits a man from

ET NEWS.

re&t&rdaiy in seeking a general law; ina
minute. ?ava you a general law., How na-
tural is this supposition that where a 1nan
has two wives succession, that he may
love the last a little better than the first!
and I Lelieve it is common out here to love
the last a little better than the first. And
how natural it is for the second wife to in-
fluence the father in the disposition of his
property so that he will confer it upon her
child!. While the children of the first wife,

r woman, perhaps dead and gone, are
mrived of their property rights., Bat
supposing the meaging of this p: is
two wives at the e time, this can not be
copstrued, by any ef the accepted rules of
interpretation, into a sanction of pﬂlyﬁnm{;,
if it can, I san prove that sheep stealing is |
just as divinely authorized, For it is as if
Moses had said “for in view of the preva-
lence of polygamy, and that you have so
far forgotten and transgressed God’'s law of
monogamy as to take two wives at the same
time, therefore this shall not work the ab-

1) R
beyond Jordan, and how she returned to
Bethlehem, and ﬁoea to Boaz, & near kins-
man, and demands that he sball marry her.
Boaz says '‘there i3 another kinsman, I wild
8 to him.” 1t is asked “Didn't Boar
know:whether the nearer kinsman was mar-
ried?”’ but yet that was not the business &
Boaz. The divine lawrequired that thisman
should appear atthe gate of the city before the
elders, there either marry her or sa
that he was disqualified beeause he was al.
ready & married man; and there is no p

in the Bible that Boaz had been married; nay,
more than this, old Josephus, the Jewisk
historian, asserts that the reason why the
near kinsman did not marr{' Ruth was that be
had a wife and children a rund{,e so I judge
that this law, which is said to be general, ic
that that I laid down ‘‘Neither shall a mau
take oné wife unto another,” ete, He refers
me to Numbers 31st, 17th and 18th verses,

“Now therefore kill every male among the lit-
tle ones, and kill every woman that hath known

ki
ma 1 with him.
“ﬁut::y aﬂo women-children, that have noet

L

rogation of the law of primogeniture, the _
firstborn son shall not Ehere be cheated kﬂﬂﬂggﬁﬂ by lying with him, keep;alive for
out of his rights.” Now it is said *‘ifa man | yourse

have two wives;” very well, if that is a| This passage has nothing whatever to do
privilege go also are these words, *‘If a man | With polygamy. It is an lﬂFﬂ“ﬂt fff the results
shall steal an ox or a sheep and kill it and o a iﬂ_ litar E_Iped_ttml:u of the - ewWs a.mai_
sell it, heshall restore five oxen for the ox | the ldmimtﬂ. Jheirq shm;in n-pfomon 0
he stole, and four ~heep for the !hﬂﬂ?-" if {the people, and their reduction of the re-
e i .6 sureilon vy { IS, PTG e rom i
gf,agﬁamﬂtg.n:g and W'J:: glf ?uui%:l: two thousand women that w savedl What
the flocks this afternoon. ki | were 'the:a’q.mﬂng'tha Jewish nation,—a peo-
The second passage is Exodus 21st, 7th to -p!éHnumbtﬂan;%f twoand a hﬁ‘gt‘?“mﬂ’? 2 %an d
11th verses, referring to the laws of breach e quotes Deuteronomy T T .G
nrpmm;m. Mr, Ii’mi:lliura i:llﬂu p,ti}m;m!'lnr di‘la&- %E::mﬂrﬂ:é i X" 1 ‘th{nc
vVors polygamy, in his opinion; but he u.Eoeat War a
not dwaﬁ Iﬂllg*;]pﬁll thispta:qt. ‘e indulged _tagemim. ‘tﬁn ﬁ,ﬁ"‘“ tﬁrtfﬂd hath delivered
in an episode on the lost manuscripts. Now -m““-"vlg“’ ¢ hands, and thou hast taken them
let us inquire into the meaning of this pasy "N Anq seest among the captives a’bedutifal wo-
RIeROO(, § 1 SANEHE = SReLTEERY muﬁagﬁerlmmﬁg?hw' Sy
“And if & man sell lis daughter to bea maid- | " “Prer t : ey ) |
ﬂsg'mnt,lahe shall not \go out gtfhﬂ menservants hm}rl.l\?,ﬂgnfih:ﬁlé %ﬁﬁ' sﬁ% hgl? ll;e:g,m af:.d wpuethﬁ?:i
“If she please not her master, who hath be- | ol 3 pt 4 '
trothed hior o Hirself, then shall he let her be Coth o ber aad el it el hiarcsptivity
redeemed: to gell her untoa strange nation he | gnd bewail her father and her mother a full
e haveno power, seeing he hath dealt deceit- | month: and after that thowshalt [o1n unto her,
“And if he had betrothed her unto his son, he A5e ba e hu,ahm?d. m ghe ahall be ithy wite.
%ﬂl deal with her after the maanner.of daugh- | This passage is ‘designed to regzulate the
¢I1 ho tako him another i hér food, her rai- | (UCTRCT OF & CAHYE woman by the con
ﬁf;fit,;mi““ P o R e N 3 o T no more to do with polygamy than it has to
“And if he do not these three unto} do .with theft or murder. Not a solitary
shall she go out free without money.”

|
S i word issaid about polygamy, no mention is

marryiog two sisters; yet,Mr. Hyde infornas
us thata Mr. Davis, married throee sisters,
IWO |'and that a Mr. Shiarkey married the same
. ; £ Inumbeér, ~If the question is, 'Is the law of
There is another vital point in reference { Moses obeyed here or not? and su posing
to the nature of law. In legislating upon | this gentloman can prove that text
any subject there must be a great, organic | means two literal sisters, and two literal
central principle, mandatory or prohibitory | sisters are married here, then I affirm that
in reference to that subject; and all other | you de not keep God’s law, or that which
parts of the particular law as well as of the | you say is God's law, as given through His
general code must be interpreted in har- | servant Moses, Nay, more than t.hﬁg: if it
mony therewith. here means two literal sisters, and, where-
Now I propose to produce a law this | as, Jacob married two sisters; and. where-

| as, the great Mormon doctrine that God

lerm, therefore we need not spend & soli-
h.riy moment farther touching these
points

afternoon, simple, direct and positive, that
Yolygmy is forbidden in God’s holy word

n Leviticus xviili and 18 it s written,
“Neither shalt thou fake one wife to an-
other, to vex her, to uncover her naked ness, | proval of polygamy, so also were such
besides the other in her life time.” There | miracles an approval of incest; if it be true
- i3 alaw in condemnation of polygamy, It | that God did not express this approval and

may be said that what I have r 18 a8 it | Jacob having two wives, neither did ke ex-

they might have children; and, whereas, it
is here said that said miracles were an ap-

worked a miracle on Leah and Rachel that |

made that the man 1s married, theretors
every di rist will agree with me that where
we fin general law we may judge 8 spe-
cial ‘enactment by the organic, fandamentad
prinéiple.

He quoted Exodus 224 Ir:Im]:t::i éﬁjmd 17,

- What are the significant points in this

sage? They are simply these:— Accord-
ing to the Jewish law a destitute Jew was
permitted to apprentice his dapghter for
and to guard the Fights of Phis Kol Char:
an guard the rights of this girl there |
ST becTEdonsee SHtat FIESOBN B |tk o i et s bt
of herindenture should not extend beyou a
six years; she should be free at the death g'fiﬂdwi'? With her, he ehall surely endow her to

of her master, or at the coming of the .year | ~ «f her ﬁm utterly refuse m give ber unte
of jubilee.,. The next condition was {I::t. him, he ghall money according to thedo
the master or his son should marry the girl. otﬁW“ 3/ o (g itind

W hat, therefore, are we to conclude from
this ? Simply this that neither the
father nor the son marry the girl, but
simply bethrothed her; that 'f' engaged
ha:;_rpirnmiaad to marry i:ar; bu befura the
marriage relation was consummated the
oung man qhauﬁved his ‘mind, and then
Almighty, to indicate His displeasure

In Deuteronomy it is said:

‘“If a man find a damse) tha*is & which
Ena:ﬁtrutheal&%nd ll? hoﬁmher.nndhemth
Ehw the man that lay with her shall unte
thadm:nl‘ntnﬂ:er ﬂ.ft.j‘-lxlk#ldli !i::d!.l:le

shall be his wife; becau.e he hath humbied her.
he may not put her away all his days.”

8 in the margin, but that in the body | press disapproval of his havin g two sisters;
of the text it reads, ‘“‘Neither shalt thou | therefore the divine silence in the one case
take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to un- [ is an offset to the Divine silence in the
cover her nakedness, besides the other in |'other case, Even you are driven to this
her life time,"” - Very well, argum ntum ad | conclusion, eithér my interpretation of this
hominem, 1 draw my argument from the | passage is correet,—neither shall a man
speech of the Enﬂamnn ymterdag. Mr.

ratt said, in comments upon the text, | admit that this passage
“If brethren dwell together,””—“Now it is
well enough in the reading of this to mpfer |
to the margin, as we have the liberty, I be- |
lieve, to do s0, and you will find that in the
margin the word brother is translated
‘Near kinsman,'” T/ t his ‘'mode of

means two literal

lion of God's law. It isformy distinguish-
ed friend to choose which horn of the dilems
ma he pleases, I thank him for the com-
pliment he paid me,—that I came here as
a philanthropist, T have only kindness in

ke another wife,—two wives, oryou must | P

sisters, and in either case you. live'in viola- |

| guished friend that the word wife is neither

al a man who'will break the vow of engage- My friend a geued to confound these
ment, then He fixes the following penal- tw -{nwn as itl:. ey bad referemce to the
ties, namely that he shall provide forthis mga crime;but the first is the law ofseduo-

woman; whom he has wronged, her food,
ber raiment and her dwelling, and these
are the facts; and the gentleman has not
roved, the gentlemon can not prove, that
either the father or the son marcy the giri.
‘He says the honored term “*wife” is there.
Honored term! God blessthat term! It is
an honored term, sacred as the nature of
angels. Yet I have to inform my distin-

tion, while the second was the law of rape,
In borh cases the defiler was required to
marry his victim; bat in the case of seduc-
tion if the father of the seduced girl would
not consent to the mar then the sum
usual for'the dowry of a virgin should be
ﬁa.id him and the offense, was expiated,
at what was the penalty of rape? Lu that
case there was no ambiguity,—the ravisher
paid_'har father fifty

in the Hebrew unor in the Greek, but Ly et Bad But what has this

reasoning: he refers to. the margin, and 1 | my heart for these dear men and women;
refer to the in; itis a poor rale that [ and had not this kindness filled 'my heart:
will not work both ways; it is a poor rule | had I believed in a crushing, iron, eivil law,
that will not favor monogamy if it fayor' | I could have remained in Washington.
polygamy. BSuch then is the fact stated in | But [ come here believing the trath as it is
this law, in Jesus, and I am glad to say that [ have
Now it is necessary for us to"consider the | the privilege of speaking what I believe to
nature of this law; and to expound it to your | be God's truth in your hearing, ,
understanding, it may be proper for me to The gent eman quoted Deuteronomy 21st,
say that this interpretation, as given in the | 15-17, which is the law of primogeniture,
marFin, is sustained by the most eminent | and is designed to preserve_the descent of
biblical and classical scholars in the history | property:

of Christendom,—by Bishop Jewell, by the “If a man bave two wives, one beloved, and

learned Cookson, by the eminent Dwight and r ldren
and other distinguished biblical Eﬂhﬂlﬂgl'ﬂ. E'Fﬂt ht?;l;hgawlg;rﬂd ngl:iarthhe“;:eati.gd? :&m&e&a first
It is an accepted canon of interpretation | born son be hers that was hated;

dhat the scope of the law must be consider- [ _**Then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to
ed in determining the sevse of any portion | {berit % which he hath, i ¢ be may not make
of the law, and it is equally binding upon | of the hated, whic : 18 snderd the first-born:
0s to ascertain the mind of the legisiator, | ~ “But he shall acknowledge the son of the hated
from the preface of the law when such pre- | 7o the first-borny b

face is given, The first few wverses of the

y f‘ﬁ"lng_ him a double portion
| of all that he hath: mhaumebeclnmﬂ&u!hm
18th chapter of Leviticus are prefatory, In | Strength: the right of the first-born is his.
ihe 3rd verse it is stated that

How did heapply thislaw? Why he first
“After the dol of the land of E

assumed the prevalence of polygamy
wherein ye dwelt, -hall ye not do: and after the | 8mong the Jews in the wilderness,‘and
doings of the land of Canaan, whether I bring you,

sball ye not do: neither shall ye walk in

ordinances.”
Both the Egyptians and the Canaanites
racticed incest, idolatry, sodomy, adul.
, and polyuam{. From verse 6 to verse
17, inclusive, the law of consanguinity is
lald down, and the blood relationship de-
#oed. Then the limits within which per-
somns were forbidden to marry, and in verse
18 the law agsinst polygamy is given:—
‘nelther shalt thon take a wife to her sis
tor,” but as we have given it, *neither shait
thon ke one wife to another,” ete,
According 1o Dr, Bawards, the words
Which are translated a “wile” or “sister,”

families as well as for monogamous, He
says ‘‘inasmuch as polygamy is no where
condemned in the law of God, we are en-
titled to cons'rue this law as applying to
polygamists. But 1 have showa alresdy
that Lev. 18, 18, is a positive prohibition of
this law, and therelore this passage must be
interpreted by that whicn [ have quoted, [
propose to erect the balance to day, and try
every scriptural argument which he has
produced in the soales of jastice,

[ have recited to yon G.d’s solemn law,
—'“Neilher shnll a man tuke one wife nnto
anothe 3™ and I will try every passage by

then said the law wasx made for polygamous |

this law, My Iriend spent an hour hﬁmi

pieces of silver besides. W
to do with pu(lrygnmy? He says it is s
%enaral law aud applies t6 married men.
his cannot be so, use it is in confiiot
| with the great law of Leviticus 18, 18,
I tell you, my friends, these are simple
downright assumptions. The position i=

simply: ““if he take another,” that is if he
betroth another, and then change his mind
be sball do thus and s0. Where then isthe
gentleman’s general law in approval of
 polygamy? j

The next passage is recorded 'in fDeuter-

onomy 25 chap., and from the 5th to the 10th fi thes
‘;‘:EI‘BEH, referring to the preservation of fami- E::idd ug& ﬁdm';haf:f;;f“ pu:'tfun; agué
ies:

this gentleman goes on to assume tnat all
these men are married men. It isa tre-
mendous tact, that ifa mag seduced a girl
or commit a rape n{)on her, he was
bound to marry that girl, It is a tremen-
| dous fact that the same law gives to the
father the right of the refasal of his daugh-
ther, therefore the father has the power to
"H-F““ God’s law ufimatrl:-iag:.d :
ne next Pmage 8 the Chronicl

24th and 8rd, &e. Itis the case of Ju:;%
the king, and when he began to reign
Jehoiada was high priest., He was more
than that—he was regent. My friend in
portraying the character of this great man
said that because he took two wives for
King Joash, he was so highly honored that
when be died he was buried among the
kings. Bat the fact is, he was regent, and
there was royalty :n his regency, and this
royalty entitled him to be interred in the
royal mausolenm. All that is said io
Chronicles is simply au epitine,—a sum-
miong up, that King Joash bad two wives,
It does not say that he bad thewm at the
same time; he might bave had shem in
succession. I give you an illustration:
John Xilton was bors in London in 1609,
He was »n eminent seholar, a great states-
il aod a beanwfal poet; and John Milton
hat three wives.. There | stop.  Are vou
o infer that John Milton had these three
Wives simuitsneous!y? Wy you wmight
soeurding W lhe genlewan’s lolerprotation

|

“If brethren dwell together, and one of them
die, and have no child, the wife of the dead shall
not marry without unto a stranger: ber husband’s
brother Il go in unto her, and take her unto

him to wife, and orm the duty of y
- A her?erf uty of a husband's

“And it shall bg, that the first-born which she
beareth shall succeed in the name of, hg brother

wmch w dead; that bhis name be not t
> put out of

“And if the man like not to take his brother's

wife, then let his brother’s wife go up to the
unto Uan brog'atg

the elders, and say, My husband’s
reftuseth to raise up unto hlghmheraname in

Israel, he will not perform the duty of my hus-

band's brother:
“Then the elders of his city shall call him, and
£0 u, and say, I

2 unto him: and ¢ he
e not to take her:

“Then shall his brother’s wife come unto him
in the presence of the elders, and loose his shoe
from off his feet, and 8pit in his face, and shall
answerand say, S8o shall it be done uuto that man
that will not build up his brother’s house. L Th

e e

“And his name ghall be called tn Isra
house of him that hath his shoe loosed.”

‘What is the object of thiz law? Evidently
the prese-vation of families and fumily in-
heritances. And now I challenge the gen-
tleman to bring forward & solitary instance
in the Bible where a od man was ¢com-
pelled to obey this law. Take the case of
Tamarl  Certninly the brother that was to
have murried her could not have been a 1mar-
ried man, becnuse she had to wait until he

tew up  Then take the case of Ruth. You
xnow how she lost ber noble Mablon afar off




