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mny, it will be seen that it is an un-
republican and improper provision,
and it is bound to defent itself.
There is time yet, before the Con-
vention, to make sure that no such
violation of simple right and justice
shall be effected.

GARBLING AGAIN.

It is almost waste of time to ar-
gue with or reply to an ‘adversary
who persistently misstntes one’s en-
tire position, makes garbled quota-
tions, changes one’s language and
proceedr to reason from it as an nd-
mission, and winds up with ribald
abuse. We shall therefore make but
brief aHusion to the latest effusion
of this kind from tho daily orgnn of
slander nnd vulgarity. Tt says:

“The Doctrine and Covenants says
of such men, even if subject to like
passions as others, that after ordina-
tion, ‘whatevur they shail s})enk
shall be scripture, the will of the
Lord, the mind of the Lord, the
word of the Lord, the wvoice of the
Lord nnd the powerof God to sal-
vation.” ** r

The Doetrine and Covenanta docs
not say anything of the kind in
any part of the book. There I8
nothing in the “Mormon’’ creed
that akes the word of any man
divine. The ruvelation intention-
ally misquoted by the organ of pre-
varication says concerning the
prenching of the Elders scnt out as
missionaries to preach the Gospel:

“‘And whatsoever they shall spenk
when moved upon by the tloly Ghost
shall be seripture, shail e the will
of tha Lord, sbhall Le the mind of the
Lord, shall be the word of the Lord
shall be the voice of the Lord and
the power of God unto salvation.”

The words we have italiclzed are
omitted purposely by our opponent,
and yet they form the bhinge on
which the whole question turns. Tt
is only when ‘‘moved upon by the
Holy Ghost,’? that the words of holy
men of old were called ‘“seripture.””
It is the same now, in the Church
of Jeaus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
This declaration does not place the
men authorized to preach the gos-
pel above the lnws uf God or of mun,
It does not make “their thouyhis
God’s thoughts” nor ‘“their word
God’s word.” It simply places their
utterances, when “moved upon by
the Holy Ghost,’’ on the same plane
of authority as the utterances of
men similarly commissioned nnd in-
spired nges ago.

Inorder to convey the fnlse im-
presslon that thess men are con-
sidered Jn the Chureh to be above
subjection to the laws of the laad
he says: )

"“Further on in the same book it is
commanded that none of these shall
be tried or condemned for any crime
save jt be before the First Presi-
deney.?

This teo is o falsehood, a wilful
misquotation, an intentlonal per-
version, The book does not say so,
either ‘‘further on®’ or elsewhere.
In designating how every member
and officer of the Church shall be
be nmennble tor transgressiom, it
provides thut a Bishop of the
Church must he tried before the
Presideney. This is obviousto those
who know anything of the Church
organization, because the Bishop is
himseelf ‘a4  common judge in
Israel” and it would not be
proper that he should try him-
self or be tried by one holding mo
greater authority. That is all there
is of the matter. It does not refer to
any other officer than ¢he Bishop.
And the revelation preseribing this
rule says, specifically, that this trial
is to be “‘nccording to the covenants
und commandmentsof the Church.”
It bas no reference to the civil lnw,

But there is n revelation in the
same book which commands that if
any man in the Chureh kills, robs,
lies. or commits other erime, “he
shall be delivered upto the law of
the land.’® This is the doctrinu of
the Chureh. It isthe law of God to
the Church. The ceurts of the
Church are only ecclesinstical, they
only relate to Church matters and
to fellowship, and they do not inter-
fere in any way with clvil or crim-
inal courts under the lawr of the
Innd.

Attempte to make the contrary
appear are simply exhibitions of
shamelese mendacity. As to the
epithets that follow them, they are
charncteristic outpourings of o bit-
ter spirit and eall to mind the say-
ing of the Savior, “Outof the abun-
donce of the heart the mouth speak-
eth.”

A succeeding article, of a personal
character, agninst a correspondent
on lead and silver whose views
do not eorrespond with those of the
ranting writer, is a stream of scur-
rility suitable omnly to the lowust
bounts of degtaded bumanity, and
which proclaim the character of the
being who flings his raud at the
“Mormons’’ nnd misrepresents their
fnith and purposes.

-—

THE RIGHT TRIUMPHANT.

THE dJecision of the BSupreme
Court of the United States in the
Niejsen case, appenled from the
First District Court of Utah, as was
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expected, reverses the decision of
the lower court and releases the de-
fendant from the penitentinry. He
will be set at liberty ns %oon &s
official ndvices can be obtained.
The history of the case has been
detailed in these columns, the brief
of counsel for the appellant has
been summarized, and the able argu-
ment of Hon. F. 8. Richards on
his behalf has been given to our
readers In full, The court of last
resort agree with tha defendant’

counsel, and decide that n man
cannot be convieted of two
different offenses  which  are

covered by the same transaction-
A man cannot be punished for the
oftense of ndultery who has been
convicted of unlawful cohabitation,
when the former offense 18 alleged
to have been committed during the
time of the cohabitation.

“Of course nat,”* will he the re-
sponse of most people who know
anything of constitutional Ilaw of
common justice. A mancannot be
legally punished or placed in jeop-
ardy twiee for the same offense. But,
strange to suy, this very thing has
been attempted in Utah in different
wnys, in a pretended effort to make
the people of Ulah have extra re-
spect for the law and its adminlstra-
tors.

The famous or rather infamous
“gaprrogation’” scheme was of this
character. It was spoiled by the
Supreme Court of the United
States. The latest plan to infiiet
double punishment has been defented
by the same judicinl authority. In
both eases our native Utah attorney
has been the active counsel apd the
chief moverand adviser in the legn!
controversy. His suceess is grotify-
ing, as his lnbors bhave been un-
wearying and performed in the face
of much opposition and many difft-
cultiea, which are not generally
known or appreciated.  Brother
Richards is in every way worthy of
his laurels,

Itisto be grently regretted tbab
either attorneys or judges will alloW
anti-“Mormon® prejudice to affect
them in the discharge of their im"
portant duties. The ery was ral
many years ngo that “‘the laws
should bu enforced in Utah ns i
other parls of the United States”
To that there will be little objection-
But who that is nequainted with the
facts and the situation here, can 83Y5
candidly,that this has been the rule
since the specinl raid upon a cortaid
class of this community was inaué
urated? 'The Chief Justice on th®
bengh nt t(he time announc
his opinion that the penalte®

.




