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Btate iu this Uuion, bnt that is no
‘reasunn why whole communities
should be disfranchised. He has
cited an incident which hescught to
make very dramatic. He had seen
tian alleged second wife on the wit-
ness-stand aud heard her swear that
she was not married to the defend-
ant.”’? Well, now, if she was *‘an al-
leged second wife,?” could ghe in law
he married to the defendant? May
not her lJawyer have advised her to
make such &b angwer, holding that
inlaw she was not a wife?

But technicalities aside. If any
such case existed, and I can not say
it did uot, the woman was doubtless
a plural wife, and to save her hus-
Land, the father of her children,
from mereiless prosecutiou, to save
him upon whom she and her uu-
born bave were dependent for sup-
port, she denied that she was nar-
ried to him. While I do not justify
any persou in testityiug falsely, I
will say that it is not the first time in
the world’s history that women have
sworn falsely to save their husbands
fromn puuishment. On the mimic
stage such women are heroines, aud
their ncts are applauded to the echo.

The geutleman had no word of
condemuation for the cruel law, the
brutal prosecut®r, aud the inexora-
bl judge who compelled the woman
to testify under such circumstavees.
If he had told you how lelpless,
delicate womneu and innocewt chil-
dren were hunted Jown like wild
beasts, dragged into court, hadgeredd
by law yers, and who, failiug to test-
ify to suit the piosecution, were
thrust into filthy priscus, smeug
thieves aisdl murderers, and kept
there till forced to auswer questious
which would conviet thelr husbands
and fathers, he could have drawn a
picture much more realistic than
any afforded by the horrors of polyg-
amy.

He failed to tell you how in [daho
nnd Utah juries were packed (o 0D-
viect Mormons of polygamous prac-
tices; how the Territories were ran-
sacked to find material for juries
that would bring in the right kind
of verdicts, He forgot to recite how
a high court offigial in his Territory,
after an herculean effort to secure a
jury ““warravted to conviet,*’ saeri-
legiously deeclared that be had se-
cured a jury *who would convict
Jesus Christ Himself.?” The gentle-
man has not told you a fractiopal
part of the appalling misery and
degradatiou to which polygamist
women aud children have been sub-
jected in the Territory of Idalo.
Had I his learning and eloguence [
could draw a picture that would
mnake the angels weep;, but I rather
hang my head in shame and blush
for humanity tbhan speak of the out-
rages committed in the uame of law
in Utah and Idaho for the alleged
suppression of polygamy.

The gentleman from Idaho and
others on the republican side of the
House have, either by direct alle-
gatiou or artful iuuendo, charged
the Mormon people with disloyalty
to the goverument. I deuy the
charge, :nd I assert that few people
of any age or country have been more
patlieut, peaceable, and submissive
than the Mormons—often undersuch
clreumstauces of palpable wrong
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and oppression as have jneited re-
sistance aud insurrection in other
comniubities.

Reference has been made to cer-
tain expressious of individuals
amoug the Mormons, uuder circum-
stauces of excitement aud exaspera-
tion, as evidonce of disloyalty of the
whole Mormon people. Woare :iso
arraigned for disloyalty bec: use we
have sometimes protested against
law s ad deeisions which we deem. d
to be oppressive and unjustly dis-
criminalive againstour people.. Our
helief in God as the supreme raler
of the universe and His overruling
providence and authorit has been
distorted by our enemies into treuson
agaiust the government. How wouid
geutlemen wlhio are citizens of the
sStates like to have tiwir Joyalty
tried by such standards as these?
The constituents of the gentlemau
from New York (Mr. Raker) may
freely denounce the goveruor and
the legislature, eriticise the decisior s
of the judiciary, or deoounce thetr
sheriffs, and even send them to the
penitentiary.

The constituents of the geutleuinu
from lowa (Mr, Btruble) may mect
in Btate couveution anid denounece
the prohibition laws and demand
their repeal. The farmers of Kan-
sas, the constituents of the gentle-
man from that State (Mr. Perkiua),
may meet in couventiou, arrilgn
BT uited Btates Senators, sud protest
against Jaws which they deem
wrongful and oppressive. Again,
zood and loyal Christiuns all over
this couvtry may demand such a
change as would recognize “Gud in
the Coustitution as the supreme
ruler ot tile uuiverse.”?’ All th. se
things may be doue Ly nou-Mor-
mons with impunity; but if Mor-
mous criticise and protest aguingt
cruel laws and wicked officials their
acta are brought forward here aud
elsewhers s evidence of disloyalty
and treason. '

In this free couutry (here can be
no criteriou of loyalty except obe-
dience to the coustitution and lawe,
The Medes und Persians were the
only people within my knowledge
of history with whom the luws werc
thought to be so sucred, perfect, and
infallible that they were held to be
perpetual aud irrepealable. The pro-
test against these laws was treason
punishable in the fiery furwuce nnd
the lion’s deu.

The right of the people of a re-
publican goverument fto protest
against a law, or demand its repeal,
or agitate for reform is not to be
limited to cases where the people
are clearly in the right—that iz beg-
ging the question. But it is hard
and cruel, as was the case with the
Mormons in Utah, to be charged
with disloyalty for denouneir gaun
criticising acts and decisions of
Federal officets that were clearly
wrongful and oppressive. Recent in-
stances of this kind were related by

an ex-Utah ecommissioner, Hon. A,
B. (arlton, before the committiee oﬂ |
Territories of this House. Thoug
personally coguizant of the facts
related by him, I prefer to give his
statement, as be, being a non-Mor-
mou, is not an Interested party. I
therefore eondense from his testi-
mony as follows:

The Federal judges in Utah, a few yeira
ago, made an extraordinary deeision in the
application of what wis ealled '‘segrega-
tion.” The «nird scetion of the so-called
Edmunds art of 1892 makes it an indictable
offense for any male pers 10 cehalit with
mord than one wemah, and fixes the maXi-
mum pani-hment 4t & fine of $300 and 1m-
prisonment ior gix monihs. Bulibe judges
mmvonted i bew doctrine And called 1l *"Beg-
T gation,” the giai of whieh waa that if a
mun had beeh living with two or morea
wives for three years, the period of the
statute of limitations, the grund jury might
“gegregale;’” that is, divide np the lbree
yesrs into perods of » year,a mobnlh, &
week, or a duy each,snd briug in & separate
indiciment for each onc of the '‘segragat-
ed'* puriods, so thatithe three years being
»segreguted” inlo periods of one day each,
ihe offenders of three years’ continuous ¢o-
habitutios might be indicted one thousand
and ninety-five times with commulative
fines and 1mprisonments, amouniling to
$428,500 fines apnd flve hundred and toriy-
geven years and 8iX months’ i1mprisonment.

This doctrineé w s applied in many cases.
The Mormons crilicieed il a8 contrary to
law and agaipnet the whole course of judieiai
decicions in similar cases both in kngland
and Ameiica, and tbat by a sort of judieial
legislation the judges sought to punish a
man an indefinile number of times for one
offence, in violation of the (‘onstitutlon.
But the judges gave no heed to lhess *‘dis-
loyel” vomplaints. and wenl on ‘‘Segregat-
ing’ upti! the Bupreme Court of the United
Btates reversed the eases pnd deelded th it
the Mormons were rght and the Utah
jodges were wrong. ([In re Snow, 120 Unit-
ed Stales Supreme « ours Reports, 274.)

Another case of Mormon ‘disloyaity’
ocelurred in the autumn of 1882, A majonity
of the Utah Commissioh decided that a man
wila bol ebtitled 10 be registered as & voler
who had married a pluoral wife subsegnent
to July 1, 1862 {ithe date of the passuge of
the firel a¢iconcerning polygawy ) alithough
all hig wives. or all but one, had ciled from
ten to tweniy years before.

The Mormons were so disloyal that 1hey
criticised the ruling as absurd, Unreason-
able, and coptrary to law. 'How,” they
agked, “can a man be a polygamist who has
no wife at all?’ Tis dec gior, however,
continued to be enforced by \he Commis-
gion for over iwo years, and many Of the
leading citizens were denied the right to
vote or hold oilice {among them William
Jenmings, the mayor of Sait lake City),
although they had bad no more thah one
wife for many vears, Finally, after the
customary “law’a delay,” the Supreme
Court of the United States declded that
this rulmmp of the Commiasion was errone-
ous. {Murphy vs. Ramsey el al., 116 Bu.
preme Court keports, puge 135.)

The facts stated by Judge Carlton
are uudeniabie, for they are matters
of record in the Supreme Court of
the United Btates. -

‘That the position of the Mormon
Church relative to laws abd govern-
ments ay be fully uvderstood, [
quote from the Book of Doctrine
and Covenants, a standard book of
the Church in matters of faith and
doctiine. DMy time will not permit
me to read the whole article, but I
will priut it with my retnarks. [
will conteut myself by reading two
or three extracts.

The speaker here read from the
section of the Book of Doclrine and
Covenants relating to ‘‘Govern-
ments and Lawrs in General.”?

Now, Mr. Speaker, that Is the ace-
cepted doctrine of the chureh, and,
the utterauces of mo man in the
chonrch, be he Elder, Apostle, or
Prophet, if in conflict with these pre.
cepts, can he set up as superior to
thi= standard. :

The ad vocates of this bill divert
attention from the resi 1wsue by cry-
ingout ** Pulygamy!? *Polygamy 1>
thus srekiug to make it appear that
those who ave opposing the disfrap
chislng clause In this constitutien
are opposed fo the suppression of
polyguny. I contend that it is not
a question of polygamy arall. Ne
one asks that polygamistsshall vote,
hold office, or serve on juries. The



