e e e e s——————————

486 THE DESERET NEWS. Aug. 15
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3 e Sprinclp plotal marriage) | to 2 few chosen ones, and eecretly 20| r vealed 1s not to be taken In uni-{to be a hypocrite, which &
JOSEPH SRMEIDTLHyé BECOND was, and is by you attributed to the | practice, [ versal rense. And it la simply ae- | tically ebiarge Him witch bzlt::gfm

HE DEULARES PLURAL MARRIAGE
WRONG EVEN THOUUHE 1118
FATHER DID TEACH AND
PRACTIOE IT.

Mr, L, O. Littlefield, Logax, Utab,

Bir—There were no ordinances of
wachipg and annointing engaged in
at the meeting at Kirtland; bot the
Bpirit which testifles that Jesus is
the Christ, was thete; and the peace
thet Christ declared that he would
give to Hiadisciples, filled the bearts
snd controlled the minds of the wor-
shippers. .

In your first you stated pozitively
that there were those women in
Utah who had stated to me and my
brothar that they were wives to my
father, This I have sbown to ba
untroe. If your statement was cor-
rect, woald it not bave been better
to get one or more of these women
to peme the time zod place where
snch statement was msde?

There was no need for me to go to
Bzalt Lake Cliy to #nd proof,if I
wers uudor ibhe necesplty to receive
“‘universally accepted reporis ?such
roports are plentiful outside of Balt
Lake Oity, and are no beticr there
than sovroad. If I s to Teceive
“oniversally accepted reporta,”’
Joseph Bmilth was a mountebank,
Brignam Young a thief and an ab-
ettor of murder, Balt Lake Ciiy a
place where last and debauchery are
gt home and run rics, You are too
shrewd to hold that I am 16 be con-
cluded by *‘apniversally sccepted re.
porte.”” ‘I'heresch of such reports
istoo wide., The eftect ppon not
only Utah and her men, but upon
the origin of the Church and its
foundera, too wide-spread and ruin-
oua for you to fneist mpon such an
neceptauce.

My course in  Balf Lake City was
thie; I was upon tho streets daily. I
eaw many of the men whom i had
eeen when a boy, I was introduved
by Patriarch Jobn Bmith to nlany
others of tbe cllizsns. I shunned no
onov. Ideclared publicly in the *‘In-
stitute™ In answer to ths question
whether my father did or did not
have a revelation commsanding or
permitting his eldera to have more
than obe wife, thai I did not know.
That the evidences I hed so far re.
ceived had failied to conviuce me
that he had. Thabt I did not know
wiether he had or had not practiced
plural marriage. That I threw the
burden of proof where 1 be onged,
on those who affirmed that he had
the revelation, and practiced the
docirins. This was done publicly,
and there were members of your
chureh prezent who beard me.

The denlal of John ‘Iayior st
Bonlogne-Bur-Mex, was couplea
with the reading ol the artice on
martisge {hen published in the Doo-
trine snd Covensnts, but tsken out
by order 61 Prest. Brigham Young,
without & vote of the Church, in
1876. The intent with which it was
read wad to deny the charge of hav-
ing in practice in Uteh a system by
which men of the ¢church had more
wives {with all that the neme im-
pltes) than one. The language of
the book la clear. “We declare that
we belleve that ene man should have
one wife, mnd one woman but olie
husband, exXcept in case of death,
when either 13 at liberty to marry
agsin.”

There ia no mistaking the denfal
of Mr. ‘aylor’s, taken with the
articks on marriage, and it is con-
cluetve. If ut that time there was
in operation a eysiem by which men
were married, or eealed to wonzen as
wives, other than the one legal wife,
of such n momentous character that
I am fighting agains{ truth in op-
posiug that eysiem, Mr. Taylor was
guilty of falsehood. Technicaily,
rr, Taylor’s denlal was troe; the
law of the church, as he well knew,
was against him and hils compeers,
It allowed o! no such mArriages.
'The formuls given in the law, re-
quired the sauction of the marriages
of the church to be *Yin the pame of
the Lord Jesus Christ,and by virtue
of the law of the country.”

The resson given In the article cn
Marriage for the declaration of be.
lief is that, “Inasmuch as this
ohnreh of Christ his bevn reproach-
ed with the crime of fernteation and
(the crime of) polygsmy, we de.
clare, ete, -

I am thankful for yonr honesty in
eaying that the things of which the
Ohuich was then accused were “ita
terly oppeeed to 1is teachings.”
This,, I and my co-workers have
been studiously striving to ehow,
and every admisslon auch‘ a8 yours
13 in keeping with our position. .

“ieongequonce of the prejudices of
the brethren, snd the persecution
which he well knew he would have
to encounter from theonteide world,
wherein his life wonld be endarng-
ered.” I do not conetrue this Ian-
gusge. )
given as a reason why Joseph Bmith
did not make Enown the revelation
if he had it. Was it for a like rea-
son that Brigham Young took eight
yeare and two months to get cour-
age enongh to makeit known? Yon
did not pay that God commanded
my father not to make it known,
but that he delayed becanee he well
Enew Lbhat“his life would be endan-
gered.” Ismnot that charging bim
timplledly with  being  afrald?

Whence came the prejudices of the
brethren? What businees bad they
to have prejudices against the wor.d
of the Lora? What gave rise to, or
created these prejudices?

I was, a3 Elder Joseph F. Bmith
states, attentive to what Elder Q.
Pratt was geaying in the discourse
fromn which [ quoted. I tried to
condact myself in A guiet, orderly
snd respeciful way. I took notes of
the entire eermon; snd can give
overy imdgartsnt point in it from
notes made ut the time. 1 was in-

tent to diecover the tajent and bent
of the speaker; and wss equally in-
tent to ‘‘take rdvantage of anything
that mightbe sald to the predt of
myszelf and the ¢ause L reprecent.d.”
Isthat a crime? If #o, Elder L. O.
Littlefeld, and every other Elder
ever gent out by the Utab Church,
Inclading Jozeph ¥. Bmith, are
gulity o: the spme orimo, It is pre-
cisely what the latter has done fin
20 sharply denying what I ssserted
was gald by Eider O, Pratt, respect-
ing temples. I gave it as I bea:d i,
from notes mcde at the tiuue; and 1
remember wondering if the state-
ment made would beonoticed and
thelr possible effect upon ma coun.
teracted by thoeé in. charge of tbe
meeting, When told the next day
that the germon was preached for
my beneflty and acked, * What do
you think of it?” as the person
wiched to make report of my reply
to admirers of Mr, Partt, 1 replied
that I was pleased with it. That [
had, I thougnt, learned one thing,
and that was, that *‘Orsor: Pratt,
left to himeeif, woutd tell the
trath.”* AIl [ have fartber to add
is thir; I may have mistaken Elder
Pralt’s words,  The desire to di:cov-
er any poseible advantage may have
mede me too critical land perverted
his meaning. Are Kldex Joreph F.
Bmith end the othars who state that
they did not hear such statement,
free from ruch partizan blas; ss he
geems to think troubled me? !a bis
memory of a rermon to which hie
attention may not before have been
celled sinco the dsy it was deliver-
ed, likely to be any Clearer of defect
bacauss of freedom from urndue zeal
for his cavre than mine? The ques-
tion of verazcity may rest here.
How mnch betler 1s your ple,
sgainst tha meeting at Kirtlanda
and thoze who met therej and your
defence of the temyples you are bufld-
ing in Utah, is tbe siatement of
Joseph F. Bmith as to what Elder
Pratt did ery? That the temple
which we are bullding in Balt Lske
City, was not the Temple on which
wa expected the cloud woun'd rest.
Nor did we expeot thease glorlous
events to transpire in any of the
temples which we were ncw bnild-
ing, or would build in Utab; but,
that the temple In which theee
promises should be fulfilled shonid
yet ba bullt in Jachson County,
Missourl. M & *oaad
And that not all that were living in
1832 should paea away wuntil that
Temple ehould be ballty? eto., eto.
Some ono of those present will re-
member that after the services 1
met Eldcr Pratt with two or three
others and was presented to him on
the atreet near to Lthe meeting house,
aud rematrked to him that havip
been born neat the cloze of 1832,
could hope to be che of thote that

ple to wirich he had referred should
be bnilt. To this he rsplied, that to
have a part in it would depend on
qualifications a3z wellas =ge, Iz this
alro & mistake of memory?

The gquestion between us ia the
one of plorality of wives, Is the
doctrino end the practice in aceord-
anoe With ths principles of the
Chareh of Chrlst, 83 such pringiples
were revealed, and eaid Charch
founded by Joseph Bmith?

This question is not decided by the
statement that Josepb Bmith tanght
and practiced such docirine, or cne
simflar to it, In sceret. Not am I
concluded as a heretlo and a fighter
agalnst God or his word, when it is

The deloy in my father to declare

proven that he dld eeoretly eo teach

It is a plain declaration

The Elders used to teach that ii
our forefathers, or our fathers, did
‘fonce carry thelr corn to mill in one
end of the bag, with a atone tn the
other end to balance -it,” it was no
reason that we slioakd do the pame.
That we were to o gur own think-
ing, and whatever of doctrine was
not In_aceord with the word of God,
we were to disoard. Juast so.

The Bible gives the origin of the
instiintion of marr'age thus:

And tho rib which the Lord God had taken
from man, made ho a woman, and biought
her unto man. 7 herefore, stall 8 man leavo
hls father and hls mothqr, and cleave noto
hls wife, and they shall bs one flesh.

In the history of the life aad gen-
erationof Adam a8 given in Gen-
exis, there 18 nu hint, or 1eference to
but theonecomgpaulon,one womon,
one wile for him. Mafaeni geems to
have referred to i1t in ihe language
ot the 14th and 15 h verees of hia
second chapler:

Yotsho ls thy companion and the wife of
thy covenant. And did wot be wuke one?

Yet had he the resldus of the spirits And
wherafore one? Thut he might seck & godly
sced.

Lamech departed from this rale
and tock twa wiver, snd he became
8 murdele

The comm anda ent to N, ah war
cemp'sted wm the saving of  the
means by which the earth was (o be
re-pecpled —Nosh and hia wifi;hiw
three sons and one wile each-—xno
more. The New Tesinment shows
& full endoreement of thisby Christ:

For this cause shall o man leavs father apnd
mother, Rod shall eAve unto his wifer and
they twain shall be ope flash —Matt, 19, 15
Mark 10, 8, Eph. 5, 31.

The Book of Mermon history
showa th%t when Lehl and his fam-
iy Jeft their Iand at the command
of God, they went out prepared to
keep his eommaud; Lehi and his
sons and Zuram having one wife
each, and that only.

Here are thiee occasions when
Glod has proposed to people, or re.
peopla a laed—twice the earth,
and once 4 distant land from the
old world—and escb time he shows

tonishing that you can eo glibly dis-
pose of its proviefons. It is lawful
tbat he shall have one wife; and
they twain.>> (Cen you make more
than one out of this lawful provi-
sion? The revelation was given to
the elders to go and preach to men
who did not believe In marriage.
Ia preparing them God declares two
facts; one fs that marriage was or-
dained of Him; the other, that it is
lawfal for man to have cne wife.
Thig 1z gnalificd and made plain, o
that no one, not blinded can fall to
see, by the words,“*and they twain,”
the man and his one wife, “shall be
one flesh.”.

The men to whom It came go nn-
deratood it, Bo willany one to whom
the book is handed, npon whom the
blindness has not come by reason of
having treated the commeandments
lightly. Farther than this,.the
aame revelation wartanta the belief
that euch was the order nccording
to the ereatlon of msn. The words,
‘“anless death intervene,”I obtained
from section 109, parapraph 4f ‘‘ex-
cept in csse of death, when either
is sot at Ilherty to many again.”
This phows that at the time the sec-
tlon on marriage was eriiten, the
understanding derived from the
revelations «a I have sitated “one
ly.” The word *either” is In the
tingle number and meane one of the
two contracting parties. 1 did not
interpolate the words ¢fone only.”
I quoled those portions that I took
from the revelations and the church
articies and covennnta, and gave the
sente of what was evidently con-
veyed a3 being the will of God.

Youn arite: <“What a pity 14 Is that
the Lord did not take the rcame view
of the matter that you do.”

He did, Mr, Littlefleld, he did be-
yond question, He did at that time
take precisely that view. Lot uszee.

Tho Eldera shall todch the pricciples of my
roapel, whichare in the Binleand vho Hook of

{0 such case He is no better than s
sinner—of the two, a hypocrite i
more despicable than a ginner,

I do not need to eay that plaral
marriage 8 a sin on unjust or unfalr
gtound. God, through Jacgh, de.
clares positively that it in ap afbom.
Inatign, “Truiy, David and moj.
mon bad many wives and coney.
bines which thing was abominab,
before me.” Jacob called fg A
S‘gremser crime.” That section g
marriage adopted by the ascembleg
quorums of the Chorch In 183
calied it a **crime.” '

It be who comamita a Crime iz ng
» sloner, pray tell me what s hg
He who commands & crimeisy
guilty as he who commita I, if gy

Mormon, in which 18 ths fulpess of the goepel;
and they shall observe ths covenzn's and
Churoh artioes to do them.

' But the woud of God burthens me because
of your groseercrlmes, For behold, thus saltb
the Lord, this people begin to war {o iplqaity;
they understand pot lhe Soripturcs; for they

the pattern to be cne man, one
womup, one hoeband, one wife;
twain and {wain only, one Aesh,
The Lord stated to Ezra Thayer
and Nortbrop 8weat, October, 1830,
that the Book of Mormon and the

might be living when the the Tem-

Holy Scriptures, were given for the
instruction of hiz people, D, & O, p.
208, Liverpool Edition, 1854.

In section 2 of the same work, the
Lord etates that the Book of Mor-
mon *‘coniains the fuliness of the
Qospel of Jesus Chrisy to the Qen-
uler, and to the Jews alsp, which
waa glven by inspiratfou.”

In section 4, paragraph 8, it is de-
olared that becanse of light treat.
meot of things that bad been re
ceived, condemnstion rested upon
the Church. The language I ms-
follows:

And th!s condemnsation mesteth unon the
childreq of Z on, even ali; and they shall re-
meii{n under this ¢ pdemnoaticn until they re-
peat and ramember 1he Now Covenant, even
the Book of Mormon and the former com-
mandments which [ bave given them, not
only 1o 8a¥, but to do &coording to that which
I have written, that ther may bring forth
fruit mete for thelr Father's Kingdom, otber-
wise thote remaineth o 8 ourge and & judg-
moot 10 bo poured out upon Lhe ohildren of
Zion; for, shali the ehildren of the kingdom
pollute g hoty land? Verlly, I say nnio you,
nay.—{Liverpool Edivon.)

The date of the revelation from
which this ls quoted, ia given as
Beptember, 1882, Golog back to
find some of the former eommsand-
ments we discover the following:
& 'hoa sbait love thy wife with =i}
thy heart, and shalt cleave unto her
and none elze.”

Eider Orson Pratt stated in a dis-
eonrss dellvered in the Taberngele
at Salt Lake City, October, 1869,
which was puoblished ia pamphlet
form, *In the esrly rise of this
Churoh, February, 1831, God gave a
commandment to 1is membera * *
whereih he says, thou sbalt jove
tby wife with all tby heart, and
shalt cleave unto her and nonse else,
It was given in 1831, when the one
wife syatem prevailed smong this
people.??

In March, 1831,following,the word
of the Lord came through the game
man, snd }8 &9 follows: ]

And ggain Liny vnto you, that whoso for-
biddeih to marry 15 not ardaiped of God, for
murrluge is ordaieed of God; wherefors, (for
1h!s reazon,} it i3 lawiu,; that bs shouid have
one wile, and thoy twnin shali be one flesh,
and &i} this that the eArth might answer tie
opd of 1ts oreasion, And that it might be fllied
with the measure of man, fcouding to jts
croftlon before the workl was.

These ara the former command-
ments, the disregard of which
broaght condemnation,

The fact that the revelation was
given to men sbout to visit the
Bhakers, which body forbade to

zerryy does not prove {hat ‘;-rhat Is

seck to ¢xpuse ihemselves tn commitiing
whotedoms because ofthe things which were
written coDoeIning David, and S0W0won, his
son. Betoid David and Bolomou truly had
many wives and conenbines, which thiog was
atomiuable before me, aalih the Lord; where-
fors, thus s&ith the Lord, I bave led the

ple forth ocut of 1he ldnd of Jerusaiem by the
power bf mine &rm, that 1 might raise ap un
to me & righteous brauch from tbe frujt of the
I10tne of Juseph. W barefors, I the Lord God,
will ot sutler this people 10 do like ugto
them Of o.d. Wherefore, my brothren, hear
me, and hearken wotas word of the Lords tor
there shill nOt &nv maun amOug 30U haFe
save it be one wile, and conoubin:s he shall
LBATE LCDe.

Jacob’as warrant for makipyg this
declaration is this: “Jacob, get thou
up imto the Templs on the morrow,
aud deolare the word which 1 shall
gi.e thee unto this people.”

fhis shows conclusively, that in

Book of Mormon, which was to be-
come a part of the “law? of Qod, to
f‘covern’’ His ohurch; and in 1830
anyd 1t31, when the revelalions 1
have guoted wera given, He did
take the same view thatl do. And
from wna} you have etated, if 1t be
correct, He aid not change His view
until 1813,

Yua qaote the revelation of God
in whica His will is eet forth, and
then immediately turn and jostify
ihe piural wife eystem ‘‘because jul
the things which were written of
David,” the very thing reprobated
by the Lord as declared by J acob,

Lst us reverae the reasoning. You
guote the langusge of Nathan:

And I gave phy master's house, and thy
master's wives Intothy bosom, #nd gave theo
ihe House of laras] and of Judah; aod if that
bad beoen too “little I wouid moreover have
glven uato theo such And auch things.

You tben esy: “From the fore-
going ia it not evident that to assert

thai plural marriage is 8 aln, is to
say that God iz & sinner?”

How much wiser and better s it;
or how (mnch more ocnsistent to
charge God with ustng dupliciiy and
Jdecett,”? This you ceriainly do when
you say, or intimate that the reve-
1ation *it is ]aw(nl that a;man shall
have one wife,” was not intended as
a restriction, as in the case of the
woman, '‘but one husband.” In the
eame way you charge God with do-
plicity, in evading the force of Ja-.
cob’s declaration:

‘Wherefors (£ will rati@dup a ﬁ‘hﬁeo'":xaj:d
ml, » T=

%ﬁ?@y‘sﬂﬁﬁ;ﬁﬂ unlg l% things.
Iu this there is no bint that God
will change the rule then estab-
lished. Kor my part, when jyom
prove that God has deslt deceitfully
with the Chureh, aa snoh construc-
tion of 1mplied, rese1ved and dcuble
meanings would cextalaly <o if they

were cotrect, you have proved Him

1830, whea the Lord revealed the th

crmmand ie obeyed. If God com.
rmanded Joseph Smith to take myy
wives thun Emma, while she |5
He commanded athing that Hehy
forbidden by a revelation calief g
Or:son Pratt in 1869, a “noly |gh
Mr. Pratt said:

If the members of the Church had
takoen 10 vary from the law given lo 1Ly
iove Lbeir one wite with _al) their Leariny
10 pleave 10 none viber,they would haroog
under the curse aud ocondemupation of Gy
holy law.

This holy law given of Gal ux
the exaut counterpart of the om
given to Lebi. L

Mz, Prait (3 Daolel come to Judz:
ment), sahd in 1569:

The Lord, through Fiis servaot Lebl, gavey
oo wandment that they shouid have but na
wife. By and by, after tho death of Lenl
some Of his piaterily begn to disregard the
sirict Jaw that God bad glven 10 their fatber,
and 1ok more wives than one, aud the Lord
put them In windterough Bis setvant facoh,
ooe of 1he sons of Len, of \his \nw, and o
themn thit they wero (IADEgTewing it ngd
then referred $0 David and Bolomon as baviy
commitied abomioations in i sight,

History repeats iteell, for now, /
theron “of Joseph Bmith frye,
whom the “holy law?” eimlh'y i,
Pratt came from God, whih un,.
manded the men of the Chudy
bave buil one wife each, now el
the attention of » peuple claiming |
to be of that Church, snd reming
them Lhat they ure transyressing
that Iaw by taking more wives thag
one. [ farther deoclare to that pe:
ple, in the language of the Bookd
Marmon, which that ypeople an
commanded 10 bear, the taking o

ore wives than one Is “abomk
nable” before Liod,

At is proved beyond question thal
this mooogamic role prevailsdin
the Church fiom 1830 (o )83, (st
apy rat-) by command of God
Henoe, if be scted like bimselfand
iz wachangeable, he could nol In
1843 give alaw contrary toit Uhe
did he must be changeabls. Thi
destroys his charaoter as God. By
sidea this the history showa tha
three eeparale Vimes did God b
starting the peopling of the warld
Ax the status f*one man,one Woma,
gne husband, oue wife.” Chrit
e lawgiver of this dispensstion
sanctioned it in the New Tesls
ment, and in the Doctrineand Cove
nante; and henoe is pot a party &
this new revelation that] brands his
Father with belng a chaogeshle
Jehovah,

Joseph F. Bmith, youwel tnd
others are alarmed and i by
me when L put words into i 0.
P.att’s moath that Indicate a CRgE
of eentiment in him, And you BIgW

that he could not bave sald whatl
stated thst he did say,because it ¥e
not l.ke him. Please be a8 consistel
in your argument respeoting G
I am Gud, and change not,” is
own language concerning Himp
Wor am L in fanlt if I horl this arge
ment back at youn that was the ralf
iog ory of the Elders In my fatbei
dey: “God is nnchangeable, h*
the Geepel 18 now” what it ws
Christ’s day.”’ i
The history showa that thew®

of David’a master fell into hia?
by the fertunes of war. A3l
queror be elept In the bedof

tive, or slaln enemles and 1
their seats of power. Nathsol,
not give them to David as Presiis
Young gave wives to his faltih l
adherents, The record dces
show that any such giving &%
piace. The house of Isrsel and
house of Judsh with the wived
the captive kings were glvenld
similsr gence, 58 were the house
Haul and his wives, But how /sB
the gift. Thesame God befers 00X
he had done abominsble thIDEE
would not permit that he Ehf i
puild 2 hovee anto him., His ‘Wh"l i
forsook him. His son betrayed A%
and debauchsd his wives. Thessd
Nathsn who you uatste gave
wives of David’s master to the “ﬂg
took the same wives and gave u‘:m
to David’s neighbor. Bbimel ths
son of Gera, cursed bim at the °“m
msnd of God on seoount ”ol' e
wblood of the houseo! Beal” ¥




