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denn it entirely in the eyes of all
semijble men. Little Neil may take
'hay comfort he can out of this
small crumb of attempted legisla-
lon,ani bite his thumb in vexation
ntil the next sitting of the Legis-
ilure—twvo years hence, when he
ill have a chance to rave again,
nless he & sooner removed from
Dffice (quite probable) or has, obtain-
2d a little eommon sense (rather
mprobable), or like a planet that
as passed the vaporous stage, has
grown A little cooler by experience.
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ALSEHOOD FURTHER EX
POSED. |

A\ S the statements of Eli H. Murray |

mceerning the election laws of Utah
nay be repeated by persons and pa-
bers without dmge to disseminate
alsehood, as they will be undoabted-

Yy by intentional liarg, we refer to | mediatel

his subject again that there may be

no dubiety concerning it. Mr. Mur-
ay, among other misrepresenta-

ions, stated to the New York 7'ri- say

Dune correspondent that a man*“may
or instance marry a Chinese girl 12
v ears old, who hasn’t been in the
ountry a month, and the act will
ntitle her to vote.”
Let us see how much truth there

¢Subscribed and sworn to before
me this —— day of — A. D. 18—,

Assessor.”’

All female citizens as well as
males must, in order tv vote, swear
first, that they are over twenty-one
years of age; second, that they have

residel in the Territory six
months and in the precinct one

| month next' preceding the date

of registration; and, third, that they
are native born or naturalized
citizens—in the case of females they
may be either native born or natur-
alized, or the wife, widow or daugh-
ter of a native born or naturalized
citizen. =~ Olserve, each woman
voter must swear, not only
that she i8 a citizen, or the
wife, widow or daughter of a
citizen, but that she is over twenty-

| one years of age, and that she has

resided six months in the Territory,

and one month in the precinct im-
 before the time of the
taking of the oath.

Now read these two statutes to-
gether—referred to by Mr. Murray,
as ‘‘the election laws of Utah,” and
how any sane or ftruthful
man could make the statement that,
under these provisions, “a Chinese

| girl 12 years of age who hasn’t been

in the country a month, can vote
in Utah if she is .married!”
There never was a more palpa

is in this assertion. First we will
uote the act referred to:

““Beé it enacted
and Legislative Assembly of the
erritory of Utah:. That every wo-
an of the age of ftwenty-one years,
ho has resided in this Territory six
months next preceding any general
pr special election, born or naturaliz-
ed in the United States, or who is
1 he wife, widow or the daughter of
s native born or naturalized citizen
of the United States, shall be entitl-
d to.- vote at any election in this
lerritory.” — Compiled Laws of
Utah p 88. . :

This Act requires that every wo-
man, in order to be qualified to vote,
must be, first, of theage of twenty-
one years; second, have resided
this Territory six months next pre-
ceding the election; th
born or naturalized in the United
States, or the wife, widow or daugh-
ter of a citizen. This is as plain as
language can make it. It follows,

by the GO?HEDI: tence we have q

ble and unequivocal untruth told
by mortal man than the sen-
uoted, and that iIs
reported as the language
sent (Governor of this Territory.
[t is false in every part and false in
its entirety. The nbfeali of such misre-
presentation is as vile as theuntruth,
and sfamps its author as unutterably
despicable and contemptible. Those
who repeat the falsehood, knowing
that they are garbling the laws and
maligning the people of Utah, be-

long to the same category and
are unworthy of the respect of any
decent man or woman inside or out-
side of the Territory. .
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STATIONARY MOTION.
THE Polytechnic Soeciety of Berlin

ir:iﬁ be either | has received an elaborate exposition

of a theory of easy travel, from an
eccentric German ¢philosepher,™
who announces that hs has discover-

therefore, thata woman under twen- | ed a way to make a trip around the
ty-one years of age cannot vote in'| world in twenty-four hours, He says

this Territory even if she
the other requisite quali gmtiuna;
also that a woman who is of the age
of twenty-one years and
the third qualification, cannot vote

unless she has resided in the Terri- b
tory six months next preceding the| g 3
the faets,| prom

election. These being
what language is forcible enough to
characterize Eli H, Murray’s state-

ment to the press correspondent? It

is either infamously false or incom- |

that he is informed by the captains
of ships that birds are seen at seaa
thousand miles or more from land,

jand pronounces it self-evident that

they must reach shore in a
ery short time, since they cannot
a resting place in midocean,

this he conceived the idea
that they merely raise themselves
aloft, and, with only motion enough
to keep afloat, remain as nearly sta-

tionary as possible, while the earth

parably stypid. - J

We will add here that the prinei-
' ple involved in the
. cerning the wife, widow or daughter
- of a citizen is that contained in the
- statutes of thé United States, which
make citizens of Lhe children of
citizens, and also of the wives and

widows of citizens without going |ty occistance of a balloon and

through the same forms as male
. aliens in obtaining naturalization pa-

3. Andall thestrictures that have

n made on this subject azainst
the Utah women suffrage act, ap-
ply with greater force to the laws of
the United States from which the
principle that governs the Utah
statute was derived.

But supnose some cunning word-
twister attempts to convey a mean-
ing other than that evidently inten-
ded by the text of the act of 1870,
for there are few sentences that can-
not be . misconstrued, _
quirks and = quibbles of le-
fﬂl pettifoggery. turn general-
y upon disputed constructions aof
. the langu of statutes. What then?
- Why we refer to a later law for
| Prmt of our statement of this law.

I'ne Registration Act of 1878 pro-
vides that all eitizens must be regis-
tered before they can vote, and both
male and female voters are required
to take a certain oath, which is in
form as follows:

A i MRMApANST S ¢ SUTRE SRS SRS TR

1, -, being duly sworn, de-
pose and say, that 1 am overtwenty-
one years of age and have resided in
the Territory of Utah for six months
and in the precinct of one
month next preceding the date here-
of, and (if a male) am a ‘native born’
or ‘naturalized’ (as the case may be)
citizen of the United States, and a
taxpayer in this Territory; (or if a
fernale) I am ‘native born’ or ‘natu-
ralized,” or the ‘wife,” ‘widow,” or
‘daughter’ (as the case may be) of a
native born or naturalized ¢itizen of
the United States.

and the

provision con-| qoqirad s

revolves around under them. All they
then have to do is to wait until the
pot on the earth’s surface
comes along and thereupon comfort-
ably lower themselves to solid
ground. This ingenious practice on
the part of birds the Berlin man pro-
poses to imitate for mankind with

S-
senger-car of peculiar mustruﬂmn
that he has invented, and which
will soar aloft and remain stationary

Ehila the restless earth rolls on be-
W, ;

This is not the first instance of al

“philosopher’s” grand mistake., It
is when scientisfs step over the
bounds of the known into the do-
main of speculation and so-called
philesophy, that they tumble into
the gulf of error, and raise doubts in
the minds of the unscientiflc as to
the value of all their reasonings and

deductions.

The weak Point in the Berlin
"E)ilnanpher’a’ plan is the ecom-
plete ignoring of the faet that the
earth’s atmosphere travels with the
globe, and that simply holding still
in  the air would not change by a
single step the relative positions of
the elevated, stationary and
the spot from which he ascended.
The theory of the Berlin dresmer is
not new, but has been entertained
before with the same results that
will follow if the ‘“philosopher” at-
tempts to put his theory into prac-
tice. He will accomplish about as
much as the other *‘philosopher,”
who attempted to raise himself into
mid-air by lifting on the band of his
pantaloons.
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LEARN FIRST, TALK AFTER-
WARDS.
“THE DESERET EVENING NEWS, of

Salt Lake City, takes the eritics of
Mormonism to task for betraying

1ha,' force of arms.

of the ab-)

| liars, but on the contrary

ignorance cf the minute theology of
the “Latter-day Saints.” It is cer-
tainly enough that polygamy is un-
lawful, immoral and destructive of
social order to condemn the system
and those who practice it. No great
knowledge is necessary to establish
these facts.”

The above is from the Cleveland
Herald. 1t is true that we have
had many occasions to deplore the
ignorance of anti-“Mormon” writ-
ers. We do not blame them for un-
familiarity with our doctrines and
tenets, but for undertaking to dis-
cuss and condemn that which they
know nothing or next to nothing
about. Editors often start out with
an assumption that certain ridiculous
theories are ‘“Mormonism,” then
proceed to demolish them f)y argu-
ment and ridicule, and conclude
with triumphant expressions of their
own success, and clamors for Gov-
ernment to put down “Mormouism™
_ We think we
have sufficient cause fo complain,
and the right to demand that before
our op
they learn just what it is, and not
hold up as “Mormonism™ ideas that
are entirely opposite to its theol.
ogy

epough that polygamy is unlawful,
immoral and destructive of social
order,” ete. But we would remind
the Herald that the subject is the
“Mormon” marriage system, not
the Mohammedan or any other.
We may admit that it has been
made unlawful by a statute of the
United States, specially framed
against it with the knowledge that
1t was an establishment of the ‘““Mor-
mon”’ religion. But the assertion
that it is immoral, or that it is des-
tructive to social order is mere as-
sumption. We will go further and

gay that fthe statement is false inl

fact. There is nothing immoral in
our marriage syst-m, buton the con-
trary it tends to morality. Thereis
nothing destructive of social order
in it, but on the contrary it establish-
es and perpetuates social order.
. Here are two counter assertions.
Which is eorrect? It will not do to
say that society has condemned this
practice, and therefore it must be
immoral and destructive to =o-
cial order, This would be
jumping at a conclusion and
begging the whole uestion.
We who have been familiar with
the workings of the system for many
years, know that it is opposed to im-
morality in theory, and prevents
much of it in practice. That it has
the effect of doing away with a vast
amount of the immorality that pre-
vails in monogamic society. That it
tends to cultivate self-denial,
tience, forbearance, charity, love of
offspring, and all the Christian vir-
tues in male and female, That it
helps to establish strict principles
and regulations as to the relations of
thesexes, That there is more social
order in “Mormon’ polygamic fami-
ly arrangements, as a rule, than ex-
ists in monogamic families, with the
same of intelligence, v ealth
and facilities for home comfort and
convenience, That the ‘““Mormon”
people under the influences of their
social system are less criminal, tur-
bulent, lawless, intemperate, licen-
tious and disorderly than communi-
ties elsewhere under monogamic in-
fluences.
This being the case the rash asser-
tions of the sup : Inevitall:;}a con-
uences of ygamous e Aare
mhnut value poOt%;um our state-
ments will be disputed, but they are

nevertheless true, and the fu.ctsl

stand as a positive refutation of the
ideas that are accepted by the ma-
jority - of - people in “*Christian”
counfries in relation to this sub-
ect,
) We can afford to smile at the as-
sumption of lecturers and writers
tnat polygamy must be destructive
of the home, when we know to the
contrary, and that it breeds social
disorder, when we know that its ef-
fects are the very reverse. And we
cannot help laughing at the logic of
our opponents when they argue that
it is immoral because there isa law
against it, and that laws should be
enacted to suppress it because it is
immoral. That is about the style of
reasoning which its enemies adopt.

We assure the Herald that there
is no such dreadful condition of soci-
ety here as may be imagined abroad
in consequence of the misrepresent-
ations and exaggerations of wilful
we have
one of the most ceful, orderly,
industrious and kindly affectionate
communities to be found anywhere
in the eountry. There are excep-
tional cases,where men, and women
too, act more from passion than prin-
ciple and do things
coming and shameful., But the

ponents denounce our faith |

The Herald says: “It is cert.ainl}*T

pa- | take cogn

that are unba-l

same may be said with much great-
er reason of people in monogamic
society, and in neither instance does
that form a valid argument against
the system.

We protest against misrepresenta-
tion, and reiterate our demand that
those who wish to oppose ‘“Mormon-
ism by tongue or pen, or any other
weapon, first find out what it is, and
not attempt to tell the public some-
thing that they know nothing about
themselves, nor urge a warfare

tives and pursuits they are in de-
plorable ignorance.

-

“THE MORMON POSITION.”
TaE Cleveland Herald, under the

our artiele, entitled, “At Issue on
Principle,” which was called forth
by some queries from that paper

concerning the “Mormen’ attitude
towards the Government. The fer-
ald states our case pretty fairly in
the main, but makes a few errors,
and draws a few conclusions not

stance, the Her says:

““The case ‘herefore stands thus:
Plurality of wives is an article of
faith with the ¢‘Latter-day Saints,’
whether they practice it or not. It
{is prohibited by a law which the
highest tribunal in the land has p:o-
nounced valid and one that must be
obeyed by all good citizens. The
Mormons bave to choose between
their belief an:t the law. The NEWS
says they have chosen. They will
obey the ‘higher law’ of what they
¢claim to be divine revelation, and
take their chances as to the law

by Congress and  confirmed
by the Supreme Court.”

This is not an exact statement of
the case.
speak for the ‘“Mormons’ as to what
they would do; we explained our
views on the conflict between our
religious belief and the law of 762,
and showed our perfect right to dis-
sent from the opinion of the Su-
preme Court, referring to that Opin-
ion itself for proof of our perfect legal
and constitutional liberty of belief.
But as to the action or intention of
the “Mormons” we made no state-
ment. On the contrary, we said:

““As to that we are not authorized
to speak for anyone else. Thatis a
matter for every person to decide on
his own convictions. How can we
tell the intentions of others unless
they t+ll them themselves? Fur-
ther, our personal intentions are no-
body’s business buft our own. It is
only overt acts that the law can
izance of.”

The Herald would have done bet-
ter to quote our exact language on
this point; its attempt to express
our views is misleading. 1t says:
“The Mormons have to choose be-
tween their belief and the law.”
| This we d as a mistake. Our
belief remains the same as it was
before the law was ed. It will
remain the same whether we sub
mit to the law or not. 1t is not af-
fected by it in any way. Belief is
not obliterated or changed by legal
enactments or judicial decisions, It
is subject to conviction alone. And
by that term we do not mean the
end of prosecution, we mean a
change of views effected by greater
light or the force of evidence. If all
the courts in the country were (o
decide that God has not revealed the
doctrines of celestial marriage to the
Latter-day Saints, it would not affect
our faith in that revelation one iota.
And our belief would remain the
same if all the pains and penalties
that legislatures could impose were
inflicted upon us. Congressional
enactments, judicial dicta, the force

lof arms or any kind of compulsion

fail to reach the secret springs of
faith in the human soul. They
may control action, or failing that to
punish thpse who will not conform,
but the freedom of thought and lib-
erty of belief remain untouched and
untouchable by such agencies.
Suppose the case of a man who be-
lieves in his divine right to marry
more wives thon one under certain
ecclesiastical regulations, and who
shows his faith by his works. The
law takes its course, he is convicted,
fined and imprisoned. While he is

does his belief change of necessity

When he has paid the penalties of
the law, has a change of faith been
compelled? Not at all. The probabil-
ities are that his views will remain
unshaken, and quite likely, judging
from the effects of compulsion on
the religious mind in all ages, his

faith will not only be con-
firmed, but made stronger and
reater, Choice between our

b

against a people of whose life, mo- |

above heading, gives an epitome of

warranted by the premises. For in-

We did not Presume to
E!

suffering the Judgment of the la.w%l

not an alternative. We can keep
our belief and not break the law; we
can keep it and disregard the law
and take the risk of the consequen-
ces; and in any event our faith may
remain undisturbed. The Herald’s
‘‘logic™ is not so perfect that it can
afford to squint at other people’s.
After presenting our views—some
of them rather distorted—on this
imporiant question, the J[Herald
sums up the matter with this sen-
tence: GV LbiT 1O
““They [the Mormons] are contu-
macious if they may not be proper-
ly pronounced traitorous or rebel-

lous.”

We regard this as the language of
bigotry and intolerance. It smacks
of the middle ages, is redolent of the
fagot and the aufo de fe, grates with
the harsh sound of the rack, the
thumbscrew and the wheel, -and
bears the darkness of thé dungeon
and the vault for ‘“‘contumacious”
heretics and “rebellious™ mnon-con-
formists. All that we claimed in
the article under consideration was
freedom of belief, the right to dis-
sent on principle frem the measures
of legislatures and the decisicns of
courts. If {‘lihiﬂ mnatit;;etea c%r;:
fumacy and  may r]
ly denounced  as _rebell%nn,
then are most of the public
journals rebellious, and many of our
national law-makers contumaecious;
for they frequently dissent both
from laws and decisions, and express
their views in vigorous language.
We have claimed that our n}ﬁniunﬂ
and intentions are “nobody’s busi-
ness buf our own,” and that ‘it is
only overt acts that the law can
take cognizance of.” Does the Her-
ald dispute this? If so we will quote
from the Supreme Court d n
touching this gquestion: el

¢“To suffer the civil magistrate to -

wers into the field of

intrude his ,
opinion, and to restrain the profes-
sion or tion of principlescn
supposition of their ill tendency, isa
dangerous fallacy, which at once
destroys all religious i Lol
“It is timeenough tor the rightful
purposes of civil government for its
officers to intertere when Eﬂnmp]m |
break out into overt acts against
peace and good order.” -
“The legislative powers of the
government reach actions only and
not opinions.” e & DTt
“‘Congress was deprived of all le-
gislative power over ,mere opinion, .
but was left free to reach actions
which were in violation of social
duties or subversive of good order.”
Some of the above sentences were
the language of Jeflerson, but were
adopted by the Supreme Court as
true and authoritative. They sus-
tain eur position completely, and
entirely absolve us from the the ter-
rible offences of “contumacy” and
“rebellion,”” so freely charged
against us by theCleveland Herald,
and which are the favorite ‘“‘argu-
ments” against the “Mormons.”
We claim the liberty to- believe
what seems right to us, and to hold
to and defend and propagate that
belief in spite of the contrary belief
of courls, congresses, governors,
editors or priests; and we invite the
attention of those who wish to de-
prive us of our civil rights on the
ground of our belief in the rightful-
ness of plural marriage, to the fore-
going enuneciations of the highest
judicial tribunal in the land. Now,
briefly stated, our position is this:
We believe that God has revealed
the doctrines of celestial marriage,
including that of the plurality of
wives; we believe that the law of ’62
is wrong in principle and contrary
to the Constitution of our country;
we consider the opinion of the Su-
preme Court on that law to be mis-
taken and in some points illogical
and absurd; we dispute the right
and power of any person or author-
ity, civil,military or ecclesiastical, to
interfere with our belief and its law-
ful propagation; we leave men’s acts
in relation to that faith, to their own
volition and judgment; we offer no. .
violence against the law or its exe-
cution, whether we consider it just
orunjust; we leave the confliet
between the law and the revelation
to God and the Government, the
law having been made against the
revelation, and not the revelation
against the law; and we view the
attempt to magnify the “Mormon”’
marriage question into a nat onal
danger, as ridiculous and uncalled
for, and regard with contempt the.
pretended concern with which a
corrupt and licentious generation
aflect to regard the marriage rela-
tions of a few peaceable, orderly,
domestie, industrious and God-fear-
ing people in a remote Territory of
the Rocky Mountaing, We also
trust in God, and view the situation
without excitement and without

lief and the law is therefore'alarm,



