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membere of the Church. To tbe beat
of hie knowledge all of them had will.
ingly approved of Jt. [t would now be
contrary to the lawe of the Church for
any of ite members to enter into piural
mirriage, and uny one dolog so would
be liable to excommunication. To bis
kuowledge up such marrlage had been
contracted by auy member of the
Church since the issuance of the man-
ffesto. He had not taught or advised
ol a-sented to ite practice since then,
aud knew of no other officer of the

. Church who bhad done 8o, and he had
Do hope or expectation that plural
mnurringes would be re-established in
the Church.

Replying to Mr. Varian, in cross-
vxamioation, i’restdent Woodrufl’ said
he had never irgued but this ore mani-
festo on the suhﬁect.

Mr. Varian—Did you understand by
this decluratipn that a tenet or princi-
ple of faith of the Church over which
¥you
gree

\Witoess- - No, sir, 1 do not know that
I did, with regaru to the principle of
faith.

).—Does your Churche derive ite
principles of faith und rulee of conduct
{rom the Blble, the Book of Mormon,
Doctrine and Coveuauts and the reve-
lations from Almlghty Qou?

A.—Yes, sir.

Fres]de was changed in any de- |

THE DESERET WEEEKLY.

Q.—Did you state more, or Intend to
convey more, in this declaratipn than
the fnet that you yoursell intended to
submit te the law referred to, and to
use your inluence with the members
of your Church to iave them do like-
wlne? .

A.—Well, after that declaration, of
course, I expected to obey the Inws of
the land, nnd requested the Latter-day
Haiuts to do the eame, and to oarry out
that principle whether it wus stated or
pot. Thut wae the point.

).—Doea this declaration anyw here
indicate to your people thut the {allure
to fellow your advice would bhecome u
subject of Church discipline?

A.—Well, it woull become
whether so stated or vot.

Q.—But does it go state?

A.—I do oot kuow that L can say it

8D,

Idue#.

Mr. Richurda—That is hardly a fair
question.

Mr. Dickeon—The noswer speaks for
it=elf.

Mr.Variap—I am no fool,gentlemeun;
I koow what [ am asking! (To the wit-
ness): DId you intend to conflue your
advice to the Church soleiy tothe form-
ing of new rules, by entering Into new
marringes, without reference to thoee
already exlstiog? .

A.—The intvution of the proclama-
lion waes obedicuce to the law of the

‘Q.—Was the principfe of plural or | land connected with that subject my-
celestinl marriage derlved from revela-|self, and [ expected all the members of

tion?

A .—Yes,6ir, the principle that has
been adapted by the Church was.

Q.— Hane there ever been any prinei-
ple ¢f faith or tenet of your Church in-
corporated in lte creed through the
vole of its peuple.

A.—No,sir,1 think nol; but [ wiii
here say that the principies of falth of
the Church have bien presented to the
members and voted upon by them; the
reception of those principies has been
by vote.

t}.—Has any principle or tenet hav-
ing its foundatipn in revelation been
submitted tp the members of the
Church with a view of their accepting
or rejecting it by vote?

A.—Yee, [ think all revelatious that
we have received buve been accepted
by vole.

Q.~ Has there ever been an instance
of one belng rejected?

A.—Not us sgeneral princlple.

Q.—Well, has there ever been an in-
stauce of ite being rejected at all where
it purported to come {rom higher chan-
pels—{rom & higher Power?

A.—No, sir.

Q.—Is not the prineiple of plaral
mnrriage still a tenet. ot the faith of
your Church? :

A.—Yes, [ believe the Church be-
lieves in the principle.

Q.—Would it not have to be chnoged
by the enme power and authority {rom
whiol the priociple was deriveu?

A.—Yer; but [ will remark that a

rinciple may be believed In by the
‘hurch—a true principle— and still
not be pracliced.

Q.—You do not understand, then,
that the people of your Church jndicat-
ed by accepting your declarntion that
their views or helief upon the prin-
ciple involved were at all changed,
but only that they were witllng to 1ol
low your advlce in submitting to the
conditions thnt confronted them?

A.—Yes, eir, [ view that as being
aboul the ground of it.

the Church to do the same.

Q.—You meant to include the laws,
then, forbidding associativn lo plurnl
marriage a# well as the forming of
plural urarrisge:?

A.—Whatever there I8 in the luw
of the land with regard to it.

Q.—Ilpthe concluding pertion of your
declarntion, or stutement, you say: 'L
now publicly declare that my advice to
the Lalter-day Suiots Is to refrniu trom
vontracting any marriage forbldden by
te law of the land.?”? Do you under-
winnd that that lungueie was to be ex-
pauded, and include the further stute
went of liviog or associating in plural
wiarriage by those ualready in the
statue? .

A.—[ Intended the proclamatiou to
cover the whole ground—to obey the
laws of the land eutirely.

Q.—Wans the sole reason of Lhis Jec-
laration becauae of theee lawethat you
speak of o it?

A.—Well, if | might make an ex-
planation of this matter I would wsay
this: There was vo luw against this
prineiple — against polygamy, the
gatriarchal order of marriage practiced

¥ the Latter day Baints until 1882,
The members of this Church did pot
believe that Inw was conetitutionnl,and
| myself thought there would be very
few outsitie the Church, judges, jurlsts,
and lawyers, who were versed in the
Inw and conetitution of the country,
who believed themeelves that that was
2 constitutional Jaw. 1t remained oo
the atatute book & dead letter
for muny years, One of our own
people, an Elder in the Chureh—
Brother Reynolds—came forward and
furnished testimony himself, as & test
case. He believed that he would be
dealt with lepiently, and uptil it was
proved, or represenied, to be A con-
stitutiopnl Iaw there was npothing
agaiupt the practice, and after that

than expose their families, andg t

their faith and (eeling with regom?(lj-o::
the position they occupied. This was
the position we were in: A very small
per centage—probably flve per cent—
of the peeple would have covered the
whole grouud whn had eutered into
pulygumy, and here was nioety-five

per cent, of u community whp ap-
parently would ail suffer. The senti-
-ment of the wbole uation as

well as the laws, appurenily, were
agalust 1t; and [ will eny (or myseeif
that [ became thoroughly eonvinced
that this practice would have tp be
changed. When 1 wes appointed
Presideut of the Church [ Jogked this
question over, nud for a good while
became satisfled in my own mind thut
plural marriage muet stop in  this
Church. It was Dot we who had
practiced it only who were suffering
but a lurge proportion of people wh(’)
had wvot entered intoit. A fter [ be-
came President of the Chureh T did
oot advocnte the practice of this
priuciple nmolg our people, for that
was what 1 saw before me, and it was
upen that wround that [ issued the
manifesto—I will say by inspiration,
[ believe it was my duty and the duty
of ouy people Lo obey the law a o
leave evenis in the hands of God.
Now, if the geutlemun ean upderstand
my views uvpon -it that je where[
stand.

To Mr. Varian.—The mapifesto was
intended to npply to the Church of
Jesue Christ of Latter-dayBajnts every-
where in every natlon apd country.
Woe ure giving uo llberty to enter into
polyyumoun relations any where.

Mr. Varian—Would it uot, of neces-
gity, require a revelatlon from as high
a spurce a8 that from which the original
came to revoke that law governing
plural marriage?

A—Yes, [ suppose It would.

Q.—Are you willing to eay, Mr.
Woudrufl, that you now ueupsider by
reason of this act of yours sud your
people 1o Couference nssembled that
the principle of plural marriage, as
origivally given nad sunsequentiy fol-
lowed and practiced by your people,
is no louger the law of the Church or
of God?

A.—I have nothlug to say with re-
gard to the law of God particularly,
but It I8, us [ havesaid, agnlust the law
of the Church. By the law of God to
ue we are required to abncdon that
doctrine or tenet of our fajth in our
practice.

Mr. Dickson—Iu the event of this
‘Territory bteing admitted into the
unlon, would you, as the President
of the Churoh under suel circum-
atancee—L mean If the Territury came
into the Unipon so that there was no
louger any fear of punishment under
the civil iaw for purties who might
vuter plural marriage—would you, un-
der those conditions, adviee, sncournge
or counlenance such practices?

Judge Maishall—We object to-that
question s immaterial 8o fur us this
controversy is concerned.

Mr. Dickeon—IL desire to show by
the apswer of this and other witpesses
that they have no hope, bellef or ex-
pectatipn of returning to this practice,

to this pri ocipleunder any coucelvable |

conditior =&. That is alls
The Masler in Chancery,interposing,

robabiy a dozen or Wore leading wen | sald be understood thst that question
of the Church went to prison rather!had aiready been suustuntially so-



