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clent and Modern,” by Rev. David'
0. Allen, an American missionary
for twenty-five years in India, gus-
taining similarviews and giving the
decisions of the missionaries in rela-
tion to the retentlon of plural wives

EDITORIALS.

1 { :
ound, teo subtile, too spiritual,|they thereby violated gocial du
E;ol;emmymhmded in any network | or subverted good. ?E_ﬂﬂr, would be
of words,” and that a definition of it |an infringement of their natury
by law is both ‘‘an establishment of | rights, and would be an act of des.
a reiigion” and a “prohibiting of the | polism on the part of Congress, o
free exercise thereof,” becsuse i isa|of usurpation on the part of the

thereby they violate no other per-
son’s rvights, No -other person or
Jeglalature is rightfully entitled to
oppose or remoopsirate against it
oth:rwise than by moral means,
Force or fraud authorized or em-

A STRONG DEFENCE OF PLU-
RAL MARRIAGE.

UNDER the title of The “Mormon
Problem,” a pamphlet of seventy-
gix pages has been published in
Boston, by a citizen of Massachu-
setts. It was writlen though not
published prior to the paszage of the
Edmunds bill and is addressed to
the Honorable Henry I. Lawes,
George ¥, Hoar, William W. Crapo,
Benjamin W, Harris, Ambro:e A.
Ranney, Leopold Morse, Selwyn Z.

Bowman, Eben F, Stone, William
A. Russell, John W. Candler, Wil«
liam. W. Rice, Amasa Norcross
George D. Robinson, Senators and
Representatives of Massachusetts.
It is mainly on the morality and
lawfulness of plural marriage, and
coming from a “Gentile” who has
never had any connection whatever
with the the **Mormon® Church it
carries a force peculiarly itsown,

The writer boldly assails the po
ular and incorrect notfions on this
subject, aud reasons upon it on the
basis of divine law, of natural law
and of constitutional law. It is di-
vided into two parts, the first treat-
ing of the subject on general prinel-
ples, the second being a review of
the decision of the Bupreme Court
of the United States in the Rey-
nolds case, |

Referring to the recent wild and
unreasoning agitation by “*ministers,
priests and caurch people to insti-
gate persecution against the ‘Mor-
mons,” ”” the author says he was iu-
cited by the cruel and improper
methods thus advocated to rid him-
self of prejudices and pre<Judgments
as much as possible, and to examiue
the ‘““Mormon'’ question candi
and withoat bias, and the first thing
for him to solve was to determine
from the evidence attainable, whe-
their polygamy, as charged by its
enemies is an evil in itselt, an
‘‘abomination,” a “stigma,’”’ and &
“stench-heap’ as elegantly pro-
claimed by iis “Christian” assail-
anfts.

In the Brown Universiiy,in Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, we came across
the famous work by Rev. Martin Mg«
published in London in

dan, D. D,,
1780, under the {title of “Thely

and rem

writing of Judge Potter, by whom
the volume was presented to the
University library these words: 7
wish the subject couwld be ventilated
anew, Upon these matters the cleryg
seem to aot like the goose who hid
her head in the wall. E. R.
Potter.,” This work 1s familiar
to the leading men in this
communlity as a vigorous supporter
of the rigbtfulness, divinity and
benefits to soclety, of plural mar-
riage according to the, regulations
prevalling among the anclent Israel-
ites and patriarchs, Dr, Madan was
an Iinglish clergyman and was
Chaplin of the Neock Hospi.
tal institution for the cure and
reclamation of profligate persons,
and so far conquered the prejudices
of his class as 1o see the truth
through the clouds of error which
false religion and perverted customs
had ecast around it, and had the
courage to advocate it in the face of
a frowning world.

Coplous extracts are given in the
pamphlet from Madan’s work,
which show clearly that plural mar-
riage iz not adultery; that it is not
contrary to the religion established
by Je=us Christ; that it was ap-
proved of God; that if the Bible is
any criferion of right and wrong no
one has authorify to say a man m
not have more wives than one; that
it is superstition not religion that
condemus the practice; that the dif-
ference between the anclent Jews
and modern Christians in tuis re-
gard 1is, that the Jews toock a plu.
rality of women whom they main-
tained, protected and provided for,
agreeably to God’s word, and the
““Christians” take a plurality of wo-
men and turn them out to ruin and
destruction; that one system filled
wilh obligations of men to women

P | persecution”? For it he was banishs

dly rights” and of Awnan crimes an-

ployed against any of the married
parties, 18 itself a crime, Legislators
whoauthorize it are, in my opinion,
yreater criminals than the ignorant,
poverty-stricken, or mﬂnay-mnking
officials who execute their statutes,
He speaks in favor oi wieration as
followe; .

“‘Let it not be forgott:n, nor mis-

by eonverts to Christlanily. _

In regard to the supposed ¢iim-
inality of plural marriage bec:use
it is contrary to Jaw, we clip from
the pamphlet: |

I8 every viclation of a" Congres-
sional or Ftate statute a crime, and
is every such violator a cidminal?
Were the men who came forth un-

l

apprehended toat Mormon plural
marriages are, by the parties to
them, revered and held as sacred a
part of their worship, as circumci-
sien is by the Jews, or immersion
or sprinkling is by Baptists and

harmed from Nebuchadnezzar’s
burning flery furnace, criminals,
because they violated his decree?
Was Daniel a eriminal in not obey-
ing an established sltftuizi of I{I!ng
Darius? It was cliarged  agalnst _ :
Socrates, that he corrupted the|Cougregationalists, or as celibacy is
youth; against Jesus, that he blas- by the Shakers and bff the Roman
phemed. The charges being proved | Uatholic priesthood. a ship (o
to the satisfaction of their judges, | Roger Williams’ day a ship was
both of those teachers and exams-|of only some few hundred tons
plars  of morality and religion| barden) could ecarry hundreds of
died the deaths of eriminals, . Was | Papists, FProtestants, Jews, and
Roger Willlams & ecriminal in main- | Turks on a long voyage (the voyage
taining, as he did, “that anything | of life to most of us is bui a short
short of unlimited toleration for all|one) without internal religious

religious systems was delestable | strifes, simply by these different
sects and nationalities mutually

abstaining from persecution ot one
another, then certainly it is not ime
possible in the vast territory of the
United mtates (where each BState is
at liberty, without let, hindrance, or
other restraint than moral oues, Lo
establish monogamy, polygamy, or
any other mparriage instituuon tnat
the people of each BState
respectively desire) for Americans of
all creeds, modes of faith, and re
publican social institutions, to dwell
| together in peace, harmony, and
prosperity, if they will abstain from
persecution or violation of one an-
other’s natural :igbta.. :

“In my Father’s house are many
mansions,”” For aught I known to
the contrary, Jesus may have pre-
pared, among those many mansions,
a place for the Mormons.”

The first part of the pamphlet
closes with the question:

ed: an act that disgraced Ma-sacbu-
setts, and bhonored Ihole lala.nd,|
into whose territory he was welcom-
ed. Were the founders of our
Republic eriminals, or patriots, in
resisting and violating as they did
certaia laws of the Knglich Parlia-
ment? Are the Mormons to be ad-
judged criminals if they do not obey
Bect. 5,362 of the Revised Btatutes
of the United Biates, which statute
makes jevery married person who
marries another in a Territory or
other place over which the United
States have jurisdiebion, guilty of
bigamy and punishsable by iflne and
imprisonment? All these questions |
can be clearly answered. A distioct
conception of the nature of “human

swers the question, and solves Lhe
| Mormen problem,

First. What is the nature of hu-
man rights? I conceive it to be a
power, a capacity in humsan beings,

t of acquiring or receiving sensaticns, burn?”
emotions, mental or spiritual inflo-| ™
ences. This power or capacity is| Thesecond part is worthy of a

“limitation, restrietion and circum- | court making such interpreladon,
scription of, religion.” He shows ° * ® “
that the *“history of the times,” g : 0@8 J(
from which the Court drew|in worde or by implicatios, alluds
ita deflnition of religion, does|to ‘sccial 1elatious, sccial obligs.
not - discloze any circumstances | tions and duties)” 1t may be & 0.
ansalagous to those existing in con-|clal duty for me io enlarge my cir
nection with this esse, and that in | cle of acq
it thequestion of the malti&ﬂidunal [Qenaly ) _
wers of Congress to Jegislate in re. | Christian = missions, or
Egecl;to marriage was for the first|sclences,as may prefer; but they
time brought before the Court. are not legal duti.es, required of me
The objects of the Constitution, | by the Constitution, The Congress
and particularly in regerd to its pro- | or the couri thit assumes (o coerce
vision concerning freedom of religi- | me in ‘social relations, soecial obli
on,are shown to be ““to establish jus- | gations and duties,” or 1o resiraln e
tice and secure the blesssings of lib- | in the exercise of them, where 1 do
erty.”” On' this point we clip the|injustice to no. one, transcends it
following from the pamphlet: constitutional puwary,* and -bgcumeu

“If the Mormon house of worship
is deslroyed, whose house will next

edy. He found within, on
the fly-leaf of the book, in the hand-

| can reasonably

born in human beings, not derived
Exercised in their normal direction,

the right lines, or directicn of na-
ture. Hence the normal exercire
of human powers or capaclties, in
acquiring or receiving sensations,
emotions, mental, spirituai, and
perhaps other influences, constitute
natural human rights. It is not
right for any legislature to abridge

Y| them, except sofar as il may be

to prevent their possessor
pond-

n
from infringing on the corres
ing equal rights of other persons,An
act of a sovereign, or of a legislature
to curtail natural human rights, ex-
cept for that purpose, is itself a
crime, and its promolers are crimi-
pals.  Hence, Nebuchadnezzar,
King Dawdus, the Judges of Soerates
and of Jesus, the'colonial authorities
of Massachusetts, and the nglish
ministries, were criminala,  not
their vietims,

He argues that human erimes are
violations by one or more human
beings of the natural rights of other
human beings; and goes on o say:
“‘The plaral marriages
Mormons, if there be no force nor
fraud used in effecting or maintain.

in person or property of cther people
or of any person: they are not overt
or ‘open acts against peace and good
order.” They are not in oppositioa
to his social dutiesj but are, on the
contrary, in the performance of what
the parties to them most religiously
believe to be thelr social duties, A

Y | marriage is a civil contract between .

a man and a woman for social pur-
poses. The parties thereto have
each ons a nataral right to enter in-.
to euch contract, if thereby they vi-
olate no other person’s rights. In
| the ease of a proposed second mar-
riage of the same man and snother
WOoman, no person,so for as I can see
object to if, unless
it be the first wife. If she do not
objeet, mueh more if she favor the
proposed second marriage, I do not

anid women to men and was estab-
lished by Infinite Wisdom; the
pther is of human contrivance and
includes that which carries no obli-
gation or responsibility either of
maa (0 woman or woman to man,
Quotations are also made from the
works of Lork Bolingbroke the emi-

see any reasonable objection to it.
It may not be to my taste, nor to
your taste; but we are not parties to
it; our tastes ought not to control
other independent persons’ marriage
preferences. It certainly is against
our prejudices. But prejudices are
subtle enemies, They enslave and

irom church or siate, is a part of
their nature, and hence is natural.

these merﬂ and capacities are
thora,” buing a treatise on famal.l: rigids, heosuapsuey:ate 1 Saa lies,
ruin in its consequences, prevention

| and force. T'he work ia worthy

of the |

ing them, do not violate the rights|

more extonded notice than we have
space for to-day.lt isan ablecriticism
of the decision in the Reynolds case
case and points out its weak and 1l-
logical parts with great elamuas:
0

the consideration of thoughtful peo-
ple everywhere and is calculated to
correct many erroneous notions that
bave prevailed upon a subject im-
portant to the whole human family,

AP r——p—

THE ARTI-POLYGAMY DECI-
SION REVIEWED.

THE second part of Lue pamphlet on
“The Mormon Problem,” by a citi-
zen of Massachusatls, treats of the
decision of the Suprteme Court of
the United States on the anti-poly-
gamy law of 1862, The writer takes
the ground that ‘“‘nothing is law

that is not 1eason,” and that al.
though it is po;;u]arfy gupposed that
the Bupreme Coart decision settles
the matter, it s one of the rights of
the people, under the Constitution,
to criticize the acts of their public
gervants, including the judges,

Itis well known that the ““Mor-
mons” view the decizion as illogi-
cal, unjust, and in some portions
ab:urd. For expressing their views
and pointing out the ineonsistencies
of tlie Opinion, they have been de-
clared ¢““1ebellious,” “contumacious™
and “defiant.” But we hold, with
the writer of the pamphlet under
consideration, that we have a per-
fect right to say what we please
about the ruling of the judges,
freedom of speech, and of the
press not. yet ~ being denicd
to the ‘““Mormons” more than unyl
one else; snd the reasoning of the
judges bears us up in this position.
As a legal proposition the constitu-
tionality of the law of 1862 may be
considered settled; but as a question
for argument it is still open, and
the inherent rightfulness or wrong.
fulness of polygany is just as faira
subject for discussion to-day as it
was before the Reynolds case was
adjudicated. _ g
The writer gives a brief history of
the case and then takes up the at-
tempt of the Court to define “re-
ligion,” having conceded that the
provision of the Constitution agsinst
Congressional interference with re-
ligicn applies to the Territories. For

| Congress ﬂrmg;lllnz' such. aitend-

dwarf every person who entertains | this definition the Court had to go

nent philosopher and statesman,
leading in the same direction, Ex.

cerpis are taken from *Indla, An-lright to enter into such contract, i

them. As I have said, the parties | outeide of the Cousfitution, and the
to & second marriage have & natural | Writer maintsins that the term

 religion is *too broad, too high, too | dancing parties or prayer meetings, |

¢The aim and object of the C'n-|adespot.  * % .
stitution was tosecure the &lessings| Not less unconsiilutional and in.
of LABERTY to each snd eve:y per- defensible is the Buyreme Court's
son of the United Siates thea living, | selection of the -words “*good o. der,”
and to each and every one of their|%8 & ecriterlon of the legislative
posterity. The blessings of liberty | POWer of Congress over the actions
in every department of human |andnatural rights of the people
thought snd action, without any re- | The words ‘‘social deeds” &and
striction of liberfy, whatever, with | “‘8ood order” hiaveno exact, precise,
no possiblelimitavion of thatliberty, | 8ud legal meaning., They are iude
provided that it didnot work injus- | finite expressions. Their meaning
tice to any other person (for to es-|8hift and vary, and are as many ang
tablish justioe was another object and | 88 diverse as ure the sects, partsang

- tioned in the preambe),|and people that all over the worl
ﬂg'amt? bll: secured to mk use these words, *“Order reigna&

and every one of the ple | Waisaw,” was the official proclams.

Y | of the United States, and to each |tion, when the , capital city of the

Poles was crushed beneath the fesl
of the Russian despot. Bat it was
oppression and slavery ot the Poles

and every one of their posterity. It
was tui secure ti‘:;lo 3]& siin gs {Lﬁiberg
in polities, in trade, in aection, in'|9F | |
Bpa%uhtiun, in reigion, and -in|Which wasinterpreted as “‘order” by
every other concelvable sphere of | the Czar. e eVt -

mind and matter that human beings| In answer to the statement o
can engage in, with the single lim-|the Court that “polygamy has al
itation of doing injustice to no one,| WAYSs been odicus among the
that the Constitution was orbained | Rortbern weslern nations of Eu
and established, Its purpose was not | Fope,” it isshown that democracy has
merely to secure fragments of liber. | been equaliy odious among thos
ty, such as popes, bishops, ministers, nations, but that is no reason why it
kings and princes might permit or | Skould not exist in the United Siates
dole out to the ple, that they | Whether itis odious or not isa
were to 8. No! the represen-| question of taste and not of -natural
tatives of the United States in their | ¥ighis, The argumentof the courl
Declaration of Independence declar-| that “polygamy has been treated &
ed that all men were created equal, | 80 offence against society” in Eng
and were endowed with the right, land and punished by ecclesiasticsl
among otber rights,of the pursuit of | COUrs, is taken up and it is shown
Lappiness, - Illlumined by thig | that the political status in England
light from the Declaration of|isdifferent from that of this country,
Independence, it is clear that|and the Constitution does not recog

the purpose, object, end, and alm of [ Bize ecclesiastical courts and thel
hq%emﬂt{luun was {o secure to decizions are of no assistance ing

t

the people of the United States and | cerfaining the natural rights of e
their posterity, to each and every |‘“Mormons.”

one of them individually, all the| 7The admission of the Court ihal
blessings of universal liberty in his | marriage is *“from its very nature s
pursuit of happiness, with no limi- | #acred obligation” is well handled,
tation or restriction whatever, save | and evidence is given proving thal
the single one of not doing injustice | marriage is and has been a matte
to any one. Constitutionally, there- | of religion. Inanswer to the guois
foref every American is a free man | tion of the Court from Professo
with liberty to do all that he may | Lieber that “polygamy cannot long
wish to do in his pursuit of his indi- | exist in connection with monogamy,
vidual and social happiness, provid- | he says: %

ed that he do not injustice to any| ¢If that be a truth, then let there
Farm. This liberty declared, and | be no legislation favoring or discour
imited by avgidance of injustice to aging either polygamy or monogs
any one (for *““to establish justice” | my; put let polygamy cease to exisi
was another ose mentioned in |{simply and because (as Professo
the preamble cides in meéaning | Lieber and Clancelior Kent per
with the first principle of ethical haps mean in their remarks) the
seience stated by HerbertSpencer in | moral and soclal influences of ‘moi
his “Soclal Btaties, or the Condi-|ogamy will necessitate the exit o
tlons” essential to Hnn;‘nn Happl- | polygamy. That is the American
ness” (p. 121); viz., that “every man | the constitational, the moral, the
has freedom to do all that he wills, | Christ-like and apostolic mode of
provided that he Infringes not the | getting rid of a sup evil, Com
equal freedom of any other man,” a gul‘lion is a feudal, a barbarous, §
rﬂrinciple which he declares to be “a | brutal mode, frequently if not ak
w of right social relationships,.” ways generating and entailing othe,
In regard to the limits on religion | perhaps greater evils.

which the Court prescribed, the|! The incorr: ctness of drawin any
writer saye: . lparallal between the pul‘yga'.lgy of
Now, when the Bupreme Court| Asiatic countries and “Mo:man”
say that Congress ‘“was left free to| plural marriage is pointed out, and
reach mt.iqnu which were in wiola- | the fellowing is queted from a recent
tion of social duties, or subversive of | book by Lady Hardy, who visited
:;:iudqrdg,f’;ln lknyiggdgmant,-&;and Ut:ailéa;il T;tudied its Inslitutions,
esire to s w r defer- | entitie rou ities aud Prairie-
ence,—it ‘_p?whnt tl?:o %cmat.ltu-. lands:” w5 :
tion has not authorized it tosay, A
man’s social duties grow ountof his
capabilities and his natural rights,
His natural rights do not spring
from his social duties, but are in-
herent in and essential to him as
being a man. He can perform his
social dnﬂezrunly as he has . eapaci-
ties for their performance, 2nd by
being left in the full and unrestrain-
ed on and enju!ment of all
his natural rights. It may be .a
man’sand a woman’s gocial duty to
attend dancing parties and piayer
meetings. But whether it is a duaty
thus to do, they must decide for
themselves. It is their exclusive

right to decide it. Any statute of

“Thereis a wide difference between
the Mohammedan and the Mormon
~the twe . polygamic -mnations,
Whereas theformer keep the women
in a state of slavery, idlepess, and
| ignoranee, the Mormeons give thei
wemen every possible advantage ¢
education, and permit; nay, eniou!
age, them totake their partin ti
| world’s work, and in the manag
ment of affairs generally.”

The following answers are give
to the Couri’s inquiry whether bt
man sacrifices or the practice ¢
widow-buraing would be allowed
this country if attempted under th
plea of religion: |

“‘To these questions, the answe®
arising are as follows: viz, 1. D
the supposed human sacrifice, if ir-
Justice were to be done to the ﬁ'

d victim, or if he did not volur
ily consent to the sacrifice, thed

ance under pains and ties, or
any court’s interpretation of the
Constitution, or of such statute, to
the effect that, not attending such

uaintances, Lo ¥ecipiocale
friendly offices, .and 10 help on
infidel |

““The Constitution doesnot, either
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