The attemypt to show that there 18
any obligation of polygamy associ-
ated with these sacred rites has
utterly failed. Of course it has
been shown that a certain class of
witnesses will testify to anything,
so long as they can gratify their
spleen against the Church with
which they were formerly connect-
ed. Wardell is an instance in poiut.
His ewidence, shown to be totally
false, reached the point of ludierous-
ness wheu examined in relation to
ghe obligutiou of polygamy in con-
nection with the endowments. Be-
ing asked-—after he had stated that
jt existed—as to its nature he said
substantinlly that some one ex-
claimed, “All those in favor of tak-
jng more wives than one, s1y aye.
Conurary, no. The ayes have it.”?
Of course nobody, including the
«¢Liberal?? prosecutors, believed a
word the old man said.

The blood atonement or death
penalty business has shared a gimi-
1ar fate. Not one instance has been
cited of any such pepalty having
been inflicted, this fact of itself
being unanswerable as showing its
non-existence. Of course the wit-
ness Wardeh tried to furnish a case;
the man named Green, a resident of
Farmington, who was blood-atoned
in an immigrant train pear Green
River. There seemed to have beon
a great deal of green about this
alleged saDguinary circumstance.
Some facts were elucidated in re-
i;uttal that threw a shadow on
wardell’s blood npd thunder. The
only Green that ever lived at Farm-
ington was produced in courtand
was ready to testify that he was
not at Green River in 1862, and that
to the best of his knowledge aud
belief he had never been killed.
As a oircumstance of that
kind could not very well have oe-
curred without his being cognizant
of the fact, Mr. Green’s evidence in
rebuttal could not he copsidered as
remarkably weak. If anv more
proof were needed, it was furnished
by Mr. Follett, one of Wardell’s
eye-witnesses to the taking off of
Mr. Greet. He said that there was
no Green in the train. After that
broad statement his subsequent as-
sertion that he never saw the man
who wago’t there murdered, had a
slight tinge of superfluity about it.
Wardell’s son and daughter both
supported the statementa of Mepsrs,
Green and Follet.

Throughout the inveatigation a
particular feature was noticable.
Whenever s witness would testify
in a way that damaged the ©Liber-
al”’ eauss, Mr. Dickson would al-

' pected; I have appeared

most invariably ask: ‘fAre you a
‘Mormon???? [he suswer was oc-
vasionally in the negative. The
point sought to be made by the at-
torney was that if the witness was a
“Mormon,” he could not be fully re-
lied upon. At this point it is appro-
priate to reproduce the testimony of
Mr. Robert N, Baskin, (it has al-
ready appeared in the NEwWS) given
betore the Congressional House
Committee on Territories on Janu-
ary 21st, 1870:

“J have been for five ycars past a
resident of Utah. I must do the Mor-
mons the justice to say that the gues-
tion of religion does noi enler info their
eourts, 10 ordinary cases; I have never
detected aby bias on tho part of jurors
there il this respect, as I at first ex-
In cases
where Mormons and (Fentiles were op-
pusing parties ih the ocase, and saw,
much 10 my surprise, the Jury do
what is right.”

We do not know whether the case
—if such it may be degignated—now
in progress hefore Judge Anderson,
has ever been definitely entitled.
Several names have appeared upon
the papers connected with it. We
do not wish to be obtrusive, but if a
mild suggestiou is in order, how
would titis do:  *The Bosses of the
Liberal Party vs. Coustitutional
Rights and Religious Liberty."

“MORMONS™ AND CITIZENSHIP.

Oun the niorninyg of November 18,
the forces of the anti-¢‘Mormons’?
were augmented by the addition ot
Parley L. Williams. The first wit-
ness called in the case was

DR. 1. J. RICHARDR

who testified—I have resided in Balt
Lake City siuce 1848; have beeu a
physician since 1871; have been a
member of Lhe Church sinee [ was
eight years old; received my en-
dowments in 1856; I made no cove-
ount or vath to avenge thie blood of
the Propbets against the govern-
ment of the United States; aothing
of that character was presented. I
took no obligation to enter inoto
polygamy.

To P. L. Williams—1 never oflici-
ated in the Endowment House, [
saw Heber . Kimhall and Dr.
Sprague; 1 do uot know whether 1
hold the Priesthood or bot; this is
because I was notitied that if I did
pot jein a quorum I would be
dropped from the Priesthood; I did
not go fo the meeting; I am not a
very active member of the Church;
I go to ne meetings whatever. My
arm wag mnointed to avengu the
blood ot the Prophets; Joseph and
Hyrum were not mentioned; I re-
member no obligation to obey the

Priegthood, I do not reniem-
ber anything about pelygamy
being said. When I was mar-

ried there was npothing in the
cerenony about avenging the blood
of the Prophets, obedience to the
Priesthood, or polygamy. 1 have
no recoliection of any statvement
that plural marriage was not adul-

tery. I prooaiged not to state any of

thie obligations I entered into there.
I could not state them, nor am 1
willing to do so. I don’t wish to
reveal any of them. I decline to
state what they are.

THE DESERET WEEKL}*.

L B '_?15

To the Court—I understood that
Joseplh and Hyrum Smith were
numbered among the Prophets. I
took no oath to avenge their blood.

To LeGGrand Young —I did not
upnderstand the avenging of the
blood referred to.

To the Court-—I did not understand
that the avenging was to be done
under orders of the Church, or that
I was to do it at all.

To Le Grand Young—When I was
married there was nothing said to
me about adultery. Theie was
nothing said ahout the people or the
government of the United Htates. I
did not feel enjoined te go out nnd,
kill anybody. Never heard any
such instructiouin public or private.

I did not understand that an apos-
tate was to be killed; pever heard of
any une being killed for this; I un-
derstood that | could offer my life
as un atonement for certain sins.

To P. L. Williams—The idea of
shedding the blood of apostates was
pot in the miuds of the ‘“Mortnon’?
people ag that time, It was a cur-
rent belief, in 1856, that a man
might offer bimself as an atonement
for his sin; but that his Jdeath need
not unecessarily follow;, that was
not taught in the fEndowment.
House; I have heard talk about the
subject; Dever heard how the
deuth pepalty eould be inflict-
ed; never heard the autiorlties
teach such a doctrine; have never
heard that idea since the excitement
of what was called the reformation,
in 1856; it was then the talk of peo-
ple, not of any authorities.

To Dickson — Brighum Young
never preached the doctrine of blood
atonement, that I know of.

To Baskin—In this talk abouta
mun offering his life, [t was not
sald that it was for a viclation of the
Endowment covenants. These may
have been included. There was no
one autherized to infliet the death
penalty. I wnever heard any ome
state how it should be done, nor did
I ever hear any oI the Jeading men
say anything about it.

E. I.. T. HARRIBON

testified—1 have resided in Salt
Lake 27 years; am 59; have been a
member of the ““Mormon’’ Church;
was a member 20 years; left the
chureh in 1869, am an architect;
when I was inthe Church [ went
through the Endowment Iouse;
this was in 1862 or 1863; I have
a clear remembrance of what took
place; there was no covenant o
avenge the blood of the prophets
against the government; the govern-
ment or the United States was pot
referred to; there was nothing that
could be construed into teaching a
maun hot be a good citizen; ne re-
ference was made to citizenship; the
teachings were of another nature; I
don’t remember polygamy being
mentioned; if it came up it had ne
prominence in the ceremony; I
made no promise about it,

To P. Li. Williams—I never went
through the Endowment House
more than once; do not remember
polygamy being mentioned there;
it was publiely taught at the time; f
was severed from the Chureh for
opposing the doectrine of the Church
governlug in temperal affairs, at
least that was my understanding;



