A :

R e e e

392

THE DESERET INEWLG

DESERET N EWB: | i e e avaion s i

WEEKLY.

TROUOTH AXD LIELRTY.

PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE

DESERET NEWS COMPANY.

CHARLES W. PENROSE, EDITOR.

WEDXNESDAY JuLy 7, 186
GOD’S WILL AND MAN'S LAW

IX replying to the unjast charge ngajnst
the *Morinons® that theyure a luwless
people, we have frequently proven that
it is only io regard to one practice
which obtains swong them that this
uccusation can be made at all toapply;
uwlso that obedlence to law is one of
the requirements of their creed. The
fuct 18 that only & smail portion of the

coipnmunity calted Latter-day Saints or|

“Aormons’ practice plural marriage,

sud therefore the vwhole budy ure|astnff as that upvn the people of Utah |

uut f2irly to be charzed with
breakivg ~ the  law  agzinst 1L,
and those who may be ac-

cused of that sialnm prohfbitum be-
lieve they are morsbly justiited, be-
cause they view the act of Conyress
which constitutes it a” crime a8 uncou-
stitutiosal. ‘The principie is that ul)
constitutional laws ure diuding upun
the Satits, for thev have been cow-
wanded ot God to uphold them.

Cowmenting upoa ao article in the
NesirEr Nuws on this subj=ct, the
Lawoul ernid, organof the "“Joseph-.
1008, Buye:

*This statement is a fact, and at this
juncture iu Utah affuics it s o fuct of
very great fimportauce. If the News,
in this connpection, had stated the fur-
ther facts bearing om thiy matter,

namely, that God orduived aod ia-
spired the Coostitution of ,oor
Nution, and thal the, safd
Constitutlon  itseil prevides that
only the Supreme Court lus

awutnority 1o sny what I3 and what s
not ‘constitntional law,? it then shonid
zo one step further and tell its readers
that this tribunal bags already decided
that the laws probibiting and punisn
ing, polygany sbd the like wereand
ure Lhe cougtit.u'.lonul law of the
land.” 3

1v the sawne Lamoni Herald ariicle,
fragmentary quotations ar¢ muide from
the Doctripe sud Covensuts und the
sayluga of Joseph the Prophet, from
which the Herald wrlter draws these
conclusions:

#7The Constitution provides that the
Suprewne Court and tidt only shall say
what is constitulional iaw; and 1t
therefore follows Loatits decisions ure
to be received as the end of coutro-
versy, aod they must be tionored und
obeyed as the ordinance 0f God to the
eltizen, utherwise both the law of God
and of the Nation are resisted Ol those
who resist, »t. Paul says, 'Andtoey
thut resist shall receive to themselves
damugtion.’ ™

Avuain, he says, quoting some of the
Prophiet’s words:

s dccording to this, any juw passed
by Qonygress s the ‘supreine law of e
Jand,” and should u State, eity, church
or Individoa! ‘refuse submission,’ they
are the *law-breakers.t "’

Now let us examine these statements
and counclosious. To theilrst place we
will rewmark that the NEws hus muny
tines **stated the further fact that God
ordilued and inspired the Coustitu-
tion,” but we have not stated that
the Constitution  itself provides
thut only the Supreme Court has au-
thority to suy what 1sand what1s not
constitutional,” becanse itdoesn’t say
anythioys of the kind. We lavite the
editor of the '‘Josephite’® Herald 10
cite ine ¢lause in the Coastiwutien
which says-so. Thequotations he has
made do not bear ont his statemnent,

ternal broli, and wpenever that body

| passes uw act o wairlain 1 ight wita
ully pOwer, or {0 restore right 1o any
[ portion of ber citizens, it 15 the su-
preme law of the land.”

! That i3 u very different matter.
When Congress pusses uDy lew that is
right, of course it 1s the supreme law
beeause it iy coustitutionzl. Bot here

| Mr. Smith is in znother dilemma. If
ouly the Supreme Cout is o s1y whut
| i constitntionai, what bwsiuess had
his father to declure wiat was aud
what was uuop coostitutional? Does
pot his lcl’gic make his fatber a law-

breaker®” Ind not the Prephetde-
uounce the whole Goverumeut for re-

Insingto redress the wronuss heund the

Saints endured in Missouari, aod was
not the very document {rom which his

degenerate son nufajrly quotes, bused

on the ground of the right of citizens
to point out the departure of uny de
tpriment of the Governwent from the
ariociples of right upd justice and con-
pstutiopnal law?

Cougren: hes passecd seversl laws
which bave been declared uncoustitu-
{ tional by the Supreme Court. Bul ac-
cording to the editor of the Josephite
Iferald, all those laws, becunse they
weire passed by Congress, right or
wrong, constitutionsl or unconstitn-
tional, were **the supreme luw of the
laud,”" and he wauts to linpose such

a3 the inspired teachines of hls vener-
uted father! Suppose Conyress shguld
puss a law forblddiog circumveision,
| deciaring there was po relivion iu it.
but that it wus 4 **relic of burbarism,”?
[ Would that be the.supreine luw of the
land? Su“puse that hody were to pusSs a
luw 1orbiddin: the dippiuy of people in
cold water yuder the name of baptism,
decluring that it was uvothing.but &
custom ipjuwibus to the systeun, es-
pectally ol invutids und sechle persons.
Would tbat be the supreme law of the
laud? **AhT" will be the reply, *‘but
the Constitution forbids any iuterfer-
epce with the free exercise of religion.”
Just so. Dut accordlug wo the jogical
and coostitutional writer i the La
moni Herald, " Ay luw passed hy Con-
#ress fs the suprewe law of the land,
and should a State, citv, ehuren or jn-
dividual refuse submisslon toey are
thie luw-breakers
But let us o astep further. Suppose
the Supreme Court of the United
Stites, on uappeal of some lle-
brew fu ompe case and “*Josephite®
for DBaptist in the other case,
should decide that the jJuw was
coustitutional, arguing, us in the poly-
grmy case, that, while Congress musu
not interfere in mutiers of t2ith It has
the right to legisiate agalnst actious,
and ay prescribe regulations Lo pro-
[ tect individuals and society avaiost in-
jurious customs. Wonld Mr. Smith
icquiesce and say, ‘*no more buptisms
for the ‘Josephites,’ lor it we ‘refuse
submission' we uare ‘the lawbreak-
ers?'? Aud does he thiuk that the
Lord would be plessed because people
obeyed man rather thun Crod?  If be
cannot see the application we are
sorry for his mental blindness.
T'he doctrive of the Jusephite Herald
[ puts the Supreme Court before the Al-
mighty sbd binds heaven by tbe enact-
meunts of Congress. It pre-supposes
that both those €artihily powers ure in-
{1allible, **Any law of Congress Is Ru-
| preme.”” Also “a decision ol 1he Sn-
ipreme Court is sopreme.”” When &

supreme decision is adverse to a su-
preme law, what 18 the consequeuce?
Is it not like au irresistible torce com-
g against anmmmovable body? And
is it not all suprews nonsense?

The Supremne Court of the Unpited
States has glven threc diverse de-
¢1:ions npon the Jecul tender Act. The
last was a cumbplete reversal of the
thrst. Woere those who would not abide
by the first decision *‘luw-bredkers™
and vffenders agalost Ythe law of God
und of the natjou?" [f so, what about
those who, sustafned by the first de-
cision, refuse to ablde by the last? Do

they ulso becowe, by the pew
| deeisfon, resisters  of  ““the Jaw
of God aud of the patlon?' Did

e Lond chanve when the Supreme
| Conrt changed? Or was not the Court
wrong in twa out of the tbree decis-
fouy, ot least, and those persuns right
wio disscoted frow the wistaken ruol-
SNgs

aod if he will read that iustrument & § - P
caretnlly he will tiud tbat, Hke the an- lor{jl-u},t::\-cggﬁi;%flﬂgé:;:}fn?&(:h fgt{f:u
thority iic advocutes, ot tbe supreme | §ppreme Court, waking it'a e 10
um‘l'exctusiye power of Cou.grcs.:s OVET [ resist its decisions, does the Coustitu-
tne ‘territories, it is not there. d tion slso confer authority ou the Court
-« But _SfIIJP(i“ th}:: t:gle ”'b“v oé"llélto decide what is or whit is not a
-f}%ﬁ?ﬁ{::’n’ﬁou q‘“ t,l:é‘b'upreme' Court, 3:351 1{1;]15:;){] ;?ns{Euﬁg(‘:;{h:gnﬁ?}"ﬁ‘fﬁ:
Ao doss toat ssronics wiih B! | HEDY? 1 not rellglon s et et
2 = | man an Maker .
-gress i the supreme law of the laud,”’ d':)es m-lm,,;ge the :ﬁlzh:g o?nfu:{’bu;
when the Constitution, which tsthe | sud where in any ol lue revelutions
supreme law, restriols the power Of | of God throuxh the Prophet Joseph,
Counyress within detined limits, and if | gre we told to place a faw of mai or
1 72t transcends those bounds, that wiich | the decision of 1 court before a com-
b it enacts i3 not omly” nol tbe supreine | mupgment of ilim wao alone is per-
law, but i Dot valid liw at all? Aod It | fectly Supreme?
tuny law g“ﬁgdt,_?sug’ug;sresgmljs Sm | Dibe revelston yiven AngustGin
reme,” wii © a re .
- Court totest whetherit is luw or nn}}%ﬁ}é‘?%ﬁg‘g&’dqgﬂﬁf? in the Lamoni
1aw? Mr.Smita has got himsclf intoa | i
bad box in tryipy to make mwore And now concerninz the laws of
w R e AR s T
©t,  an to put words o his u at-
. father's mouth l.Eut. the Prophet neverf spever 1 command themn; and thae jaw
uttered, For he bhas wisgooted lis of the l&ﬂd Which' i8 constitutional,
father as be has udded to the words of | Supporting that Fl‘mulple of frvedom
1be Constitutivn, Tne Prophet Joseph | 0 mulvtaintng rights and privifeges,
did not suy that “*agy law psssed by belovgs to all meukind, uod is Just-
Cungress 18 tbe s@preme law of the tuble before we; therefore I the Lovd,
lupa." He knoew b&:uur. 1He kngw'lEISlilfghl'Olll- au:} f."?l:]r”bl;ethign'ot 1m!.'
tuut Congrcss wounld pass laws thattuure u efriending at  Inw
w::.ud not be vaild. ble predicted the | which 18 the coustitntional law of the
displeasure and vengeanesof God upon |1and; and as gertuining to law of muu
. the nation becupse of 4 departnre by whutsoever is more or iess than these
the powers that be from constitotiongl | COmeth of evil.”
principles. What be sald was thia: What is the idrst injunction in this
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andment “‘concerning the laws|log law of mun or a decisionof & conrt,
1t is that helore every- [ has ¢ither an unronud mind ora cow-

thing the Lord's peuple shall **ob- |ardly soul, or i5a niost contemptible

secve to do ull things whatlsoever He
commauds them.” Aupd thut is both
reasopuable aad right. e is before afl.
He is above weon and uations. lle ia
superior to governmeuts and courts.
But be telis
j constitotiooal luw of the lavd. it
fu not constitutional He says 1t commes

Lof  evil, It must suppurt the

rinciple of freedomn in inaintajn-
Hng  rights  und  privileges; if
not, it comes of wevil. Who

'1s the Lord directing? IHis Church.
W Liatever I8 contrary 1o the frecdom
guarsnteed by the Constitution, which
includes not mere belief but tne *‘free

exerciae'’ of relicion, he does uol
commend His ({)eo le to obey, but
suys they sbull do ffis will. Fortoer

on lle says in the sawe conneclion:

‘‘Aud whoso layeth down his life In
my ¢ause und for my name’s sake shall
find it agzain, even lile eteroul: There-
$ore be notufraid of your ¢nemies, for
i bave decreed in wy heart, ssith the
Lord, thut 1 will prove you in all
things whether you will abide Inmy
covenant, even unto death, thut you
1way befound worthy.'”
{ liereis uu intimution of what would
1 be the consegquence ot obeying the
Lord, ip all things beiore ull things.
And that this trial would be 1 refer-
euce to something not then revesled is
evident, tor the Lord said:

“For he will give unto the faithfui
line upon line, precept upon precept,

I

with.”

lu the revelatiou given December
16th, 1833, also quoted from in the
| Herald, the Lord says 1le *eswsblished
1tne Constitotion of this laud by the
hands of wise meun,” **for this pur-
pose.”’ What purpose?

“For the rights und protection of all
flesll, uccording to just and lioiy prin-
ciples, that every man may act in
doctrize and principle pertainiog o
tuturity according to the luoral ugeocy
whicn I have glven to thew, that every
man may be accountable for his own
sins o the day of judgment.”

Does this give the Supreme Conrt
or any secularauthority pyower to de-
turmine questious of conscicnce or re-
ligious duiy? lsuwot one of the re-
vedled purposes of the Constitution to
secnre that freedom necessary for
¢very madn to exercise hisown *"morul
agency?'? Whep God commands znd
musa believes, be is 10 obey the comn-
mandment, Lo matter whuat the lJaw of
men muy say and even it it leads hin
to death. ‘f'bat is the Divine Intima-
tion. And that the wnole Goverp-
ment in all its  departinents was
expected to zo asiruy aod  deony
the Saints their constitutlonal rights,
i3 foreshadowed in this very revela-
tiou, where. tbe Lord reqolred the
Sainls to imporiune for redreds from
toe Judzes np to the Presideut, usnd
told thew that if these talied,

Y"Then will the Lor< arise and come
forth out of nis hiding piice and in s
fury vex the vation, and in His hot
displeasure, and In IIi.s flerce anger in
His time will cut off those wicked, un-
laithfol und npjust stewards, audap-
point them their ppitiou among bypu-
crites and unbellevers.”

The posjtion taken by the Lamont
Herald only contemplates u Cougress
and a Supreme Court animated by
strict juslice, equmity, and the spirit
aud Jetter of we Constitution,
But suppose they depart therefrom. Is
no ol W bej left, able to tell whether
a lawis in accora with the Constitn-
tlon or not? Caxunot the people of God
read and understand the plainlan gnage
of that sacred instromnent snd Enow
when it I3 violated? Snonld the Su-
Breme Court ruie fu faveor of a law of

ongress that allowed private propersy
to be taken for public nses without
just cowpensation, would not the Iiw
be uncopstitutfonal, wmauvgre that de-
cision? When upeople or a charch
puve received u Divine edmroand, and
u law s enucted against it, do they
not know whetner that law 13 con-
stitutional or not, seejgyw that Con-
¥ress i+ prohibited by thue suered in-
strument from  passing  any  law
“regpecting wn establishinent of relig-
fonr” And it the Suprewne Court,
yretding to popaolar clamoy ageinst an
unorthodox body, rules that the un-
constitutional law is chastitutional,
does that alter the stubboru, patent,
invincible fact that the law is u viola-
tion of the great guarantylof religions
freedom? 5

ilcre is where the Iferald in ihis ju-
stunce makes its error: The decision
of the supreme Court is finaf inlaw,
Right or wroug, it regulates the courta.
Bur if it 13 morally wrong, religiousiy
wreng, actually wroby, uli the leg:l
lore und mationul aunthority io the
world canpot make it right. And the
trus servant of God will do what He
lias snld concerning tbe ijuws of the
luad, vamely, *It is my will that
wy preople should observe to do all
things whatsoever I cominund them,*”
And if doing this leads nim to prison
or to deatb, he nust **obey God rather
than man' or he will be lound ‘‘on-
worthy."

This has been the ‘position of every
Lrue Saint of formur or of Jatter days.
It was the course taken by St. Panl,
guoied {rom by the Herald, He dieda
cruel death becanse he resisted the jnw
which required him to renounce
Cnrist, and thos, op the logie of the
Herald, secured to himselt “‘damoun-
tiou,” instead of obtaining, as was the
fact, the «lorious crown of a valiaut
inartyr. Anyiman who says that he
really and firmly believes u certain law
of Gud {8 binding on him, and who will

is Cburch to befriend the |

and I will try you and prove you bere- I

hypocrite.

he Lutter-day Saints are no law-
hreakers, ‘o spirit or inteut. Some of
them bLave found themselves in the
position ioreshadowed o the revelu-
tions of God to this Church. Alaw
nus been specially framed apainst an
establishment of “their religion. The
issue is obedieuce to God or submis-
sion to maxg, choice between a divine
decregabout which they have no doubt,
upd 4 human enactuweut that they
firmiy believe to be voconstitufional
uand void. It is o matter of censclence.
The course of the faithful and the
brave is so plaln,thatit needs no finger
post to point the way, nor nrging voice
to whisper *walk therein.”

el el - ———

SHAMEYUL PERSECUTION IN
THE NAME OF LAW,

A FEELING of deep indignation i3 ex-
pericuced in tbe community over the
conrse parsued toward Fraucis A,
i Brown of Qgden City, 1t is not con-
1tined to the **Mormon® element, bot is
| shared by manoy *Gentile'’ citizens.
The object of vindictive judicial perse-
cutlon is sixty-foor years of age. lle
hus suffered tne full pevalty of the law
mude tspecially against the ‘*‘Mor-
mons,”’ althongh he was recommended
to the mercy of the court by the jury
that convicted bim of liviog with his
| wives,

It is understood that he huas po

violuted the Edmuods law since
tis term of impriSsopment expized.
But tbat does not sutllce. Thecrusade

iz uot really auainst the violation ot

lnw, either moral or statotory. It is
uzulnst a relivious institution. It has

becu dernonstrated that med may live
in the zrossest immorality. They muy
break the luw az often us they choose.
| They may cohabit with 48 many wornen
{ as they like. 1f tbey wlil oply repudi-
ute those wolnen 48 wives, tbeir con-
duct will not be interfered with, and
they will be counted ss good citizens
witnout stejn and without reproach.
Kraucis A. Brown has beeun indicted
for nnluwiul cobabltation with his
two +wives, althoupgh it cannot be
shown that he bhas lived whn
them since he emerged from prison.
There are four counts in the ipdict-
njent, cach for ten days. They run us
follows: From May 1st, 1880, to May
10th; froin May 11th to May 20th; from

May 21st to Msy 50th; from May 31st

to Jnoe 9. There is nothing to recu-
late tbe number or periods of counts
or indictipents. It rests with the
i‘rosecuting Atltorney whbo rums the
prand jury, Fhe cotunts pnight with
just as mych reasou bave been eight,
or sixteen, or thirty-two in number as
four. Law, except in name, dees not
Jovern in this matlter 4oy more than
| justice, morality, bonor or decency.
The wtll ot the Attorney is iv these
matters the snpreme law.

Soiue curiosity bas been expressed
as to the pecullur twist, oriquirk or
quibble ou whbich the prosecution In-
tends to proceed for the Iurther perse-
cution of B, A. Browun, Asitis pretty
well understood that the gentleman i3
not lairly witbin the provisions of the
Edmunds law, not having cohabiled
with more than one woman, either in-
slde or outside of the marriage rela-
tion, during the period covered by the
indictment, people wonder what new
scheme Las been flade uP to entrap
him. Itisexplained inthis way: The
prosecuting efficer! su we learn from
Ugden, holds that 4 man who has been
liviny in a polyzamons relation and has
not publicl{ renounced that relation,
must be gotlty in the eyes of the jaw,
trecanse, if he has not avajled bimself
of his opportunities, it Is his own
1 1ault and oot the fanlt of the law."

‘'hat s the kiod of iegal logic which
is1310 ybe nsed insthe persecution of
“Mormons'’ who refuse to rebonnce
their wives and becoine *‘like the rest
of us.” A lecberous creature who hus
been detected in vile debanchery was
selected as the degut.y to arrest u vir-
tuous aud honoruble and worthy ciji-
zeu, and tbe victim of this shameful
prostitution of law is to be consideied
guilty, without aoy overt act, if he
does not prove himselt iunocent, 1f he
were steeped 1o the eyes in actual in-
fructions of the Edmunds law, ne
could escape punisiinent by promising
to repudfiate his wives, violule his cov-
enants svith them and his God, and
treat them aR mistresses, after tbe
ypure fashion of so-called ‘*American'’
soclet.f'.

At the rate in wbich the persecutors
of the **Mormons'! are pogring in their
unholy preparations, It will not take
them lonito till up toe cop of their in-
iguity. et the Saints possess their
souls ip patience. A day vt reckoning
is not far off. Justice wlll bave its
| own, aud the miserable wretches who
pervert law and stump on equity, wilt
| exll for the rocks to hide them and the
mountains to cover lhem from the
Divine vengeance which they bave ip-
voked npou thefr own heads.

A JUDICIAL DECISION RE-
VERSED.

Tixk Supreme Court of the Territory
to-duy reversed the decision of the
First District Coart in the case of the
United States ve. Barnard White, of
Qgden City, charged with nolawinl

bot obey it in preference to a condict- ¢ cohabitation. Judge Powers delivered

the QOpinion, reversinz bis own ruliug
the other members of the conrtcou-
currlug. It will be found in apother
colnmn.

Lest there should be some mistake
as o its parport asd effects, we wil
explain a little: Barpard \White huia
two wivea—Diapa and Jaoe F. He
inurried the Jotter zbout ten yedrs ago.

ilis first wile dying in Januoury
last, ln  April he re-married
his ploral wife, for the purpose

ot prevenuing her belng called as a
witpess agaiust blm on the charge of
unlawful cobubitution, the new cere-
moay buing entered nto that thefr
marriage might be made indispotable
in the courts. But us the Third Dis-
trict Court bad ruled that the legal
wile was a comnpetent witness wben x-
crime was commtted agajnst her, and
that tbe taking of a plural wife is a.
crime against the legal wife, Mrs.
White was declared a competent wit-
ness by the First District Court, sbe
was required to testify, and ler huos-
band was couvleted. The judgment {s
now set uside on appeal, and a new
triul ordered, jin which sie canonot be
made Lo testify.

Now, this does not affect the general
gueation as to the legulity of compelling
legzal wives to testily in cuses uuder
the Edmuands Act. Mrs. White was,
ut the time of the trial, the orly wife
abd nothiog alleged against her hus-
band could be culled 2 crime agajnst
her. And theplea that the parties hud
been ruarried for the puorpose ol pre-
ventiug ber testimony does not avs,
for this is uilowuble in law,as the
Couurt edmits. The decision will not
affect the compeiling of firat wives to
testify azainst their busovands. Thelr
case will have 1o be passed npon on its
merlts before any chaoge will be made
1n the present practice, which is au
autrave oo fegal wivesand a perversion
of jaw aud established wprinciples
which ure essentla] to the wellbeiny of
soclety.

———
CINDEPENDENCE DAY.”

Tixe anniversary of American Indepen-
dence will be celebrated this yeur on
Monday, the 5th inst., toavold as farus
possible the desecration of tne Sab-
bath. Not that there wonld be apy-
thing wrong in reading the Declaration
ot Iindependence, recounting the story
of the nstion’s deliverznce from bon-
dage, sinring songe of praise to the
Eternal and of rejoizing in the bless-
fugs of Mberty, oo the Lord's duy. Bt
tiie celebration which fills the cup of

satisfection for a very large
nmmber  of  cltizens, those in
fact who make the Rreatest

display of vociferous petriotism,lis not
complete to the bhrim without lignid
inspiration and indnigerces tbat fre-
gnently lead to tumult, disorder jand
everything but Sabbuih observances.
It 18 quite proper thut the celebrution
shoujid oe postponed to the 5th of July.

Utah has cause for Just as mnch
mourning as rejoicing on this occu-
siopn. ller sons and danghters are not
forgetinl of the great rictory over op-
pressiou and wropg achieved by tEe-’
Iathers ol onr country. Their sonls.,
thrill with the grapd [sentilnents em-
bodied in the document toat will be
read with emphesis in thousands of
cities and towns of this magnidcent:
chuntry. Tbey are grateful for the
glorions Constitntion which stands as.
a monument erected to liberty and a”
bulwark against tyrmnoy and usurpa-
tion. They are proud of the fnstitn-
tions that have been bujlt up on the
principles laid down in that gnide and
zuardiun of the sovereign people. They
appreciate the blessings whicn have
flowed from the fonntain of freedom
opeued on the glad day of the nation's
tndependence.

But they cannot close their eyes to
the fact thut this great  nation
to-day is denyingto them the very
liberties to secure which to posterity
tbe patriot fathets bled land died. In
the course pursucd towards the
people who built Utah and redecmed
this barrep wilderoess, converting it
into 4 pleasant habitation for thous-
ands, the principies that will be lapded
to the skies and heralded with the can-,
non’s boom and the exnltant shogts of
millions, are to-day discarded or lg-
nored for the purpose of croshing u re~
ligious body of American citizens to
grutily secturian hute and paoder to
prejudices born of ignorance and big-

Ol{y.‘
be rights of life, liberty aud the
nrsuit 0f happiness arc coming to

e denied to the Latter - day
Saints =noless  they nse  them
ag their cnemies mmay determine. The
principles that governments derive
their just powers from the consent of
the governed; that ofticers should not
he jmpo-ca upon the people agninst
their will and Interests; that taxation
without representatiou is tyraony;
that local affeirs shonld be left to jocal
legislation; that trial by jury sbould be
impartial; that local seff-government
is the Youndation of republican liberty,
have all been trampled upon in the
treatment of the ‘*Mormmons,'” and they
cannot but regard the ¢nunciation of
those principles in their ears as to
them a pructical sarcasm.

With their leuders in exile, some of
their best men in prison and others
driven from their homes, while inno-
cent women and children are deprived
of the society of their husbands and
fathers; with spotters pryinez around .
thelir domiciles and intrudlby.into their

homes; with wives and mothers gl-
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