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158 #POST'S” ONLY ONE WAY,

The subfoined oharacteriatie par-

iataken from the Ban Fran.
gpjl’oat: .

#«fhe Edmunds bill, jsave as an
jpeasion of oplnion, s a nullity.
st 18§t cannot be enforced in
wh 8 WAY ad to sccomplish ita por-
@ There iz only one way in
wich the Mormon oligarchy can be
sroyed, and that is, by prohibit-
g foreign immigration to Utah,
'l;r'wing all professing Mormous of
wilrights, nominating by the Fed-
% Government all judicial and
wofficerain the Territory, com-
g the attendance of allchildren
wiblleschools using the textbooks
poeral mse in the enlightened
(2. In this way alone can the
umon bilght be eradicated. The
mwly 13 a desperate one, but the
e needs heroic treatment,”

Tihat js the “‘only one way in
=4 the Mormon oligarchy can be
aryed,’” admitting the existence
mth a thing, it is likely to live for
ipeat many years. The remedies
seed wonld be a thousand times
ae for the country than the alleg-
ddireare. They might do some-
a very little in the direction
bt, but they would be more de-
tive of our national institutions
i1 of “Mormonlsm, ¥
|Kisevident that the writer of the
vagraph in the Pos#, like a great
sy other persons who touch on
@ Mormon” guestion, is not pro-
ly posted. To begin with there is
suck thing as a *“Mormon
igarehy.” Tyge Territory of Utsh
joficered by United Btiates officials
prolated from the geat of the Fed-
il government. The local officials
melected by popolar vote. There
s oo oligarchy abouot it. There fa
vnething motre extreme thao an
tgarchy Im Utan, but it is not
“Yamon’’ in any sense. The Gov-
emof the Territory is appointed
wittat the people’s consent, and
e hiower to annal all that the
[#0ple's vepresentatives ensact, by
mply withholding his slgnatare to
W that they may pass. That is
wé-man-power. It is established
Federal authority; not by *“Mor.
wn” Influence. It is the moest ex-
ame form of despotism ontslde of
sbaolute monarchy on the face of
earth, Bat it is not an oligar-

on” Church, In {ta remarks abont
Ja “‘oligarchy,” It is eqoally in the
mong? All things in the Church
% according to ita disciplive,
menants and commandments,
®0e by common conrent.” Its
«Jers are submitted twice a year to
|wvote of ths body, all members,
Mand femsle, having an equal
. ® There Is no srlstocracy im it.
| Mure no inherited offices in jt,
e are no family clalma to posi-
@ig it. Every person in it is
tienable to the Chuorch counoils. It
tubines the word of the Lord and
%6 will ot the people, It is a
lngling of the theocratic and dem-
#atle principles, but It 18 mot an
figarohy.
Supposing that the ‘“Mormon*
ureh were an oligarehy, what
iher? Its form of government
muld be eaclesiastical, not secular,
tthe Church chose to vest its au~
rit? in be man or §n twelve men
tin any number of men or women,
that wonld the Btate or the General
lvernment have to do with it? Bo
ong as 3t kept from interference
¥th the operationa of gecular
pvernment it woold be independent
inits pphere and beyond the inter-
Wence of any eeculsr power. It ia
therefore no pars of the business of
‘nQovernment to destroy a ‘sMor-
m” gligarchy any mote than a
lioc hierarghy or a Protestant
ipacy.
There i3 no oconstitmtional power
| hexistence to *prohibit foreign im-
mgration to Utah,” Thia Territory
£88 free Lo Dew-comers from abroad
Bany other part of the Unlon, and
Bngot be law fuily singled ont as an
txception n that regard, And if all
‘orelgn immigration to Ttah”conld
stopped, lawfully or unlaw/ully,
#wwmid not have the effect of des-
troying the ¢“Mormon” Church. Let
that be ¢learly understood, It would
net accomplish anything toward the
nd desired.

The proposition to ¢'deprive all
Mofesslng Mormons of clvil rights”
!30ne that will recommend itzelf to
3 tew rampant bigots, and a few
cheming udventurers who are lnst-
log after power over #Mormon® lifa
aod property. But to others it will
?Dpear m its tme light—as simply
ln!amous.' Every man has a right
iﬂ his beliefs, That js sacred and
ﬁll'lhenable. It mankes no diffeence

OW abwurd or wicked his views

¥.
&u the Poif refers to the “DMor-

may appsal to others, he must be
protected In that right or the fomn-
dations of human angd national lib-
erfy will be desiroyed. Only when
he commits some act that is against
publie peace and good order, or sub-
verrive of the rights of anowber, can
he be punished by the law, elther
by curtailment of iiberty or depriva-
tion of civil righta.

All the judicial and clvio officers
that can be appointed by the Feder-
al Governmeant are now 80 appoint-
ed, and nothing is left to the vote of
the people but those lecal positions
which, If removed from their con-
trol, would de.troy the last shred of
a republfcan form of government
that the despotio policy pnreoed to-
wards the 7Territories has left to
them. Bach a course wonld be in
perfect keeping with the deatroe-
tion of eoivil rights for unorthodox
belief.

Compulsory sattendance at ths
pablic schools is not yet part of the
American system. If 1t 18 made
univeraal Utah will not object; it ia
very doubtful, however, if it can be
adopted as a national messare. The
text books in general use in the en-
lightened States’’ are now in ure in
the District Bohools of Utah, This
ms&y be a surprise to thes nnposted
Post, botit is a fact the truith of
which c:n be easlly determined,
there is no need as thers ia no right
to legizlate to bring that about,

After looking over all its recom-
mendations for the “eradicating of
the Mormon blight,” with the
brief review which we have made
of them, we think the Fost, if it has
not gone too far in the anti-**Mor-
mon’ manija, will ees that they are
not the essence of atatesmanship, of
American republieanism, or of
Journslistio wisdom. If we were
disposed to use blant langnage we
would eay they are as stupid as a
Poat.
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REPLY TO MR. SMITH'S 3C-
PHISTRIES.

WE publish to-day a letier received
from Joeeph Bmith, of Liawmoni
Iowa, purporting to be a reply to an
editorial in the DESERET NEWS,
which appeared in our daily issue of
Angust 4th, and the eemi.-weekly of
Augost Tth. Mr. 8B8mith’s leiter
should be examined before thias ar-
ticle is read.

Reterence {o the editorial in quen
tion showa that we considerea the
poaltion taken by Brother Lyman O.
Littlefleld in his correspondence
with Mr. S8mith, which we repre-
duced from the columns of the Utah
Journal, giving both sides of the
coniroversy, had been established
beyond reasonable doubt, zamely,
that Joreph Bmith, the Prophet,
both taught and practieed the sys-
tem of plural marriage whioh has
beaome one of the permanent fnstj-
tations of this Church. We gave
reasons for thls conelnsion, and
stated that there was no dispute
abont the fact among the Balnta in
Utah.

My, Bmith argues that the Chorch
cannot know that his father tanght
and praciised plural marrisge be-
cause it was tasoght secretly, and
that Mr, Littlefleld’s teatimony is
better than ouwra because ours
ia  %only hearsay.” Doea he
mean to sayY that no one can
know of a thing that he has not
seen? 181t true that it Is Imposaible
for any one to know that Joseph
Smith the Propheft taught plural
marriage without having heard him
teach it?” How then does he know
that bis father received visits froma
the angel who revealed the goapel,
that he transiated the Book of Mor-
mon, wad ministered to by Peter,
James and John and other ancient
worthies, and that he accomplished
the great work entrusted to him by
the Almighty? Did Mr, 8mith see
hia father receive these manifesta-
tions? Didhe hear the angels in-
atruct his father? Can he testify to
an eye or ear knowledge of anything
in his father’s history? Do not
thousands who never saw the Pro-
ghat bear witness that they know

oseph 8mith received the gospel
from the angel afoken of In Ravels-
tions xiv, 8, 7? Ia thelr testimony
of no valae becauze they were not
blest with his aequaintance?

Can Mr. 8mith be a lawyer and
not know better than to nee sach
logic? Does he not know that there
is saoh = ¢ity as Melbourne in Aus-
tralin withont having seeu 1t? Has
he ever locked down the crater of
Vezuvioe, and yet does he not know
that it exlate and sometimes belches
forth fire? Cao not a jory reach a
sare and deflnite conelusion, with-
ount & shadow of doubt, from
unimpeachiable evidence, witbout
beipg eye-witness to a single oc.

currence ot being cognizrant of & ein-
gle taot connected with the cace? Is
knowledge never arrived at exoept
through sesing and bearing the
thing or person whose exietence is
to be known?

This Church has among its leaders
many men to whom the Prophst
-tanght the dectrine of plural marri-
age, aAnd who entered tnto its- prac-
tice under his direotions and h
dersonal administration of the cere-
mony. Wae have been familiar for
many years with ladies who claim
to have been married tothe Prophet
Joseph, and many others who testi-
fy that be sealed them to their hue-
banda a3 plural wives, We have
the affidavits of both men and wo-
men to theee and other facte, prov-
ing that Joseph the Prophet. both
taught and practised pilural marri-
age, A nnmoer o! theze aflidavits
were pablished in the DESERET
EvENING NEwS of Oot. 18th, 1878,
The ladies and gentlemen referred
to are known to bvein all things re-
liable. They are worthy Latter-day
Baints, living their religion and de-
voted to the truth and to the mia-
sion and memory of the martyred
Baer, Added to conntless evidences
from Nauvoo Saints, male and fe-
male who were familiar with the
faots, we have the testimony of a
hoat that they Xnow by the same
gpirlt and in the same way by which
they know the first principles of the
Gospel are time, that the revelation
on Uelestlal Marriage was given by
the Lord to Joseph S8mith, and that
it is trae and tor the exaltation of
those who receive it In the spirit
thereof, If1i:is possible for people
who never saw Jozeph the Prophet
to know that he received the gospel
from the angel, it is equally possible
for them to Enow that he received
the revelation on Celesatial Marriage
without ever eeeing blm or hearlng
him speak. Mr. 8mith’s Jogls would
nalliry his own testimony concern-
ing the divine mission of nla father,
and exolade all knowlsdge of any-
thing in heaven or on earth bot that
which the eye has ecen or the ear
has heard.

If Mr. Littlefleld’s testimony 8
better than ours—and we bLave not
pretended to the contrary, therefore
Mr,Smith’s remark s superflaous--,it
musi be because he was an eye wit-
ness to the faet under dispate, And
this shoyld rettle the contioversy,
If he was not personally cognizant of
the fact, his testimony is no better
than ours; ii his testuaony is better
than ours, it is because he was so
cognizant, and thaos the fact ia es-
tablished, When M. Bmith at
tempte to be hypereritical he shonld
use more cation) his logle amounts
to a practical admission of the poins
in dispute,

As tothe matter of record, we
have Mr, Bmith now on our record,
where We can refet to his statements
and sophistries when we so Jesire,
and having him there mnequivecal-
Iy, we all Enow just where he
stands) that 1s the valne of his let.
tera in reaponse to Mr. Littlefield.

His attempt to shifi the charge of
hypocrisy and cowardice against hia
father and of the same things as
well as changeability sgainst God,
from his own lips to ours or Mr, Lit
tlefleld’s, cannot ba properly ohar-
acterized in kind language. Was
tnere ever greater impudence or
plainer falaehood? He denied a cer-
iain fact alleged by Mr. ILittlfleld
that i, that his father tanght and
praotized plural marriage, and he
went on to say that if 1i,was troe it
proved his father waa a ,*hypocrite,”
a “decelver” and that if he taught
t In ®eorei It was becanss he was
‘afrald,” He said farther;

[ am not go particularly strenu-
ous to mesert my father’s innocence.
He may bave been guiity, I prefer
not to believe it. Bat if he waa[
shall not evade the issus nor my
doty as I know it because of that
goilt.”

Bpeaking of the power conferred
npoh one man in the revelation on
Celestial Marriage he declared:

¢iIt offers to such a man an oppor-
tunity and an inducement to prostl.
tatehls prophetio character to greed,
iove of power and the just of the
flesh, that may not ba resiated.
Joseph Bmith may not long have
been free from such infiagences; and
it is possible that the eleven montha
that he exercised it, If your theory
is & true one, witnessed his eorrap-
tion.”

In regard te the Almighty and
his right to give a different law at s
late date to one given at a former
peried, he remarked:

I admit God’s power to change, I
do not admit His right to ebange
Hin law, without reserving 10 my=
gelf the right to declarehim change-
able agsinst the teachings of his

ownword, I do not believe thai

is | Bro, Littlefleld or

God haa the right to lle, 1 do not
believe that Jesus Christ, Hls Son
has the right to lie. I donot be-
lieve that elther has the right to
say thatlone thing ia heaven’s law
in 1831 and that snother and con-.
trary thing is heaven’s law in 1548.

Now, observe that [all these
epithets and charged are his. None
of them are made or admitted by
the DESERET
NEwS. We do not enteriain the
idea for a moment that there was
any goilt, hygrocrisy, cowardice or
dugliclty in the Prophet’s teaching
and practice of plural raarriage, nor
any changeableness in the Al-
mighty in giving one law atone
time and a different law at another
time, The charges are Mr. Smith’s.
The langunge is his. No one bat
he hasapplied it to his father or to
the Great Eternal ¥sther. The
evidences are such that we are
poaitively certain of thefacts clalm-
ed, and he malntains that if they
are truehis father was guilty and
God 1s changeable. We deny thai
his charges are correct and hetrles to

make us responsible for them and the
shamefal Jangnage he used againat
his father and againat the Al-
mighty.

We proved by ooplous gootations
from the Bible and Dooctrine and
Covenants thatGod,at various times,
has changed his lawa to eult the
conditlons of his people, just exactly
as He did in regard to the marriage
law. Hecommanded the Nephites
to have no more than one wife, but
at the same time intimated to them
that in a certain contingency He
wonld commeand them otherwise.
In the rise of thiy Chorch only one
wife was permitted, but afterwards
the Lord revealed through Hia ser-
vant Joseph the law-under which
his servants shoonld marry more
wives than gne. Mr. Bmith insists
that this makes God a.changeable
being. We deny it. God does not
ehange because he adapta his laws
to changing conditlons. To all our
eltalions proving that God has al-
ways scted on this principle, Mr.
Smith says not a word. Heia pilent
on tlie Lord’s own deglaration in the
Doctrine and Covenanta which he
professes to balleve in, ‘I the Lord
command and revoke as it seemeth
me good,” Acoording to his theoty

the Bible, the Book of Mor-
mon and the Doctrine and
Covenants all make God a

ochangeabls being. The fault is not
in the buoks, but in Mr, 8mith’s ex-
tremely fooki:h and highly b]nsg}]}:a-
mous notion and expressions. e
Mosaig code was the law of God ab
one time, and at another and later
date it was in many imporiant re-
spects entirely chabged. Faul, in
Hebraws vii v. 12, saye: “For the
priesthood being ehanged there ia
made of necessity a change also of
the Jaw.” Circumelsion was com-
manded of God at one time, bot
Paul eald; ¢If ye be clreumcised
Christ shall profit you nothing.”
Jesus himselt told the Naphftes:
*And ye shall offer up unto me no
more the shedding o©f blood; yea
your aacrifices and your burnt offer-
ings shall be done away.”’ (ili Nephi
iXy 19.) Yet the law of Moses,which
Jesus said He revealed, required
sach eacrifices, Nuw, hear Mr,
Smith: I do not believe that either
[God or Jesus Christ His HBon] has
the right to say tbat one thingls
heaven’s law In 1831 and that an-
other and contrary thing {s heaven’s
Jaw In 1848,”

That is the difference between
Mr. Bmith’s views aud thove of Paul,
the Bavior and this Church. Will
Mr, Bmith say thab it ia Paul and
Jeans that make God & changeable
being, or will he gee hia error and
confess it? If God can change His
law go that what was heaven's law
ap to the time Jesus went
into the ministry, was not
heaven’s Jaw when He began to
preach the Gospel, end yel not be a
changeable being, then he can give
one law o 1831 mud another and
different law In 1843, and not ke a
changeable belng. As we showed
in the article that Mr. Smith pre.
tends to review, but abonta part of
which he merely guibbles, God does
not change in His notare or easence
becgnse He changes Hla reqaire-
ments,

Mr, Smith does not sttempt to
rebut the charge of goibbling, bot
aaks us to get rid of evasions resort-
ed to In regard to the saying of
Jacob about David and Bolomon.
We are not aware of any such eva-
sions. Who has resorted to them?
He does not say. Let us look at tha
matter a ittle. In Jacob’s discoutze
to the Nephites, reference s made
to things done by Davld and BSolo-
mon which were an abomination
pefore the Lord. The Bible (1 Kings

XV, b) saysi

¢David did that which was right
in the eyes o! the Lord, and turned
not aside from enything that he
commanded him ali the days of his
life, eave only in the matter of Uriah
the Hitlite.”

Here isan spparent discrepanoy
between the Buok of Mormon and

the Bible. The revelation on Ce’es-
tial marrizge makes the matter clear:
it shows that David, Solomon and
other servantsof God who had wives
and conenbines,sinned only in those
things which they received not of
God; David sinned only in thecase
of Uriab and hiz wife. Take ecrip»
ture with reripture, revelation with
revelation, and everything ia plain
exocept to thoze who do not wish to
gee, and who, lixe Mr, Smith, “pre-
for not to bel:cve.”

The queations asked by Mr. Bxmith
in regard to keeping the revelation
on Celestial Moerriage gecret for a
time have been answered repeated-
ly. Until the dne time of the Lord
came to make public his word and
law the o/d ruls and law prevailed
and none other was known in the
Church, John Taylor did uoi make
any speciflc statement on the mat-
ter in 1850 nor say what has been
attrlbuted to him by Mr. Smith.
This also has been clearly explained.
The change in the conditions abcut
which Nir. Smith akes further
guibbles, were in the peopleto whom
the law was given, They were not
prepated to receive the greater law
before it was revealed. IEven then
it was cnly explained to those who,
it was considered, were able to bear
it. Joceph the Beer declared public-
Iy at the very time of its manifesta-
tion that i7 he weie to tell what
God had revealed {o him rome who
professed to be his best friends wonld
sesk his life, Jozseph proceeded on
the rule that God gave as eatly as
1830, to keep from the world thoee
things which 1 was not wise to de-
clare, and glve “miik”’ to thote who
were not able to bear f‘meat” ffleat
they perish” (Doc. aod Cov. eec xIX
21, 22.

- As to the doelrina of the Nlcolai-
tans, that was In faver of a com-
munity of wives,or having all wives
in ecommon whnich i3 as hate-
ful to ue as to the Lord,and 13 a3 far
from the saered doctrine of ploral
marrlage n3 debanchery is from per-
fect chastity,

Mr. Bmith’s childieh remaik
aboutan ex post facto law,which hae
no bearing on the qneatfon, is too
irivoloue to notice. And it he will
take the trouble to rend carefully onr
advice to him sbout “sntipathies
and eonvictions,”” he will eee that
hris remarks and query are eatirely
out of place. As he wishes to know
i1 blas or prejudice has nothing to do
with our defense of plarality of
Wives, wa 8ay we beliava it has not
anything to do with it, Ouar blasand
prejudice, like those of the Apoatlea
and leading Elders to whom Joteph
the Heer taught that doctrine, were,
through tz:dition and early trainng,
opposed to it. Qur advceacy, then,
comea throngh thorough conviction
of 1ts truth and divinity, in spite of
former biss and prefudice. Buat if
we were led by bias or prejudice,
that would not justify Mr. Bmith in
giving way to it and shutting his
eyes to evidence that no unprejudio:
ed mind conld reslst,

Weare well aware that whether
Jozeph B8mith did or éid not teach
and practice plurality of wives, that
does not settle the que:tlon of 1he
divine origin of the doclrine. Bat
that was the polnt of coniroversy
on which all the correspsndence
hss turned, aAud wupon whidh
charges of wilfal fanlsshcod and
deception have been made by M,
Bmith againet President Young,
President Taylor end other men of
God. 1t was therefore a proper
thing that thie question should be
put right before the lpr.]bllo, aithough
it ja not 2 matter of doubt among
the members of this Chuorch, who
are a8 well satisfled that the revela.
tion on Celestial Marrizge cams from
God, through Joseph Bmith {he
Prophet,ss they are that he recelved
the plates from the angei Moronj,
and tranelated them by the gifs ang
power ¢f God. And from the shifin
and sophistriea to which Mr. Bmith
of Lamonf, bas resorted in th.;
arﬁument, we have good reacon to
think that he is convinced himaslt
of the fact that his father taught
and practized plural marringe, al.
thongh as he says,he ‘*prefers not to
believe it.” We are sorry for his
position, and regret that he has ao
poor u compreheneion of God’s dea-
lings with manp, the apirit and
methods of divine revelation, and
the great plan of exaltation unto
thrones, dominions, ]pﬁnclpnlltiea
and powers and eternal Jives,where-
in God iz glorified and His crowned
pons and Leirs have eternal ingrease
and dominion in His presence,




