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wives he had won hy conguest, The

dread cons:goences of hie sin follow-
ed. Toe like resuolt foliowed the
successful #on, for his wives drew
his beart away from God and he
peiished as a foclish old man,
1thank you for the statement
you quote from the bislory of
.llgaeph Bmith, of date of Qutober 5,

18,

In this statement my father urges
tbat persons teaching, or preaching
or practicing the doetrins of plarali-
ty ut wives should be 1ried. What
for? Because, as Hyrum wrote in
1844, ““No sach deetrine ia taught
here” { Nauvooj.

This etalement agrees perfectiy
with the gne made by Elder Wm,
Marke,that some time before my
father's death, he told him to go be-
fore the High Counecil, and ihere
prefer chatges againet such men
sud that he would go upenthe rtand
and proclaim againet 1he doctrine;
8 it was ficm the devil and woulu
destray the Charch if it was not put
down, ‘L'hia was cither a plece of
clerical duplicity and deceit, or was
& genuine effort to puta stop to what
was had in secret of which know-
ledge had ovme to bim. Nor does it
take on the form of impilcating
himself asone of the guilty ones.
It dues not warrant the conciusion
that he was himsel{ one of those to
be proceeded againet by President
Marks before the Counc:l. Nor ia it
common getise {o say tbat Jeeseph
#mith was 20 great a buaogler as 1o
goon the stand and pobiicly de
nounce what he was swerelly prac-
ticing, ¥ such practive was known.

The tesiimouies from the wilbes:-
€8 you offer I am familiar wi.b; and
many of them will vot buar cross
xamination; 88 [ could euwsily de-

} wonstrate if I had the witnesaes in
» court wheie hearsay, mental
reservations and oiher men’s atate-
ments ¢can not be ath.med a3 know-
ledge.

iz is unnecassary to atlempt to
pove that Joseph Bmiith secreily
mught and practiced celestial or
plural matrlags, of polygamy, For
when that ia proved, tbe iszus re-
mains unchanged, All that could
w effecred by 11,80 far a3 1 am con
cetped, would be to Je-een my re-
spect for him a3 a man, and give me
one more heart pang to bear th rongh
life. Andif 1t Lve proved that he
dictated the alleged revclatiop, of
the “copy?? which Is all that you ean
olsim, tt would not prove eliher the
revelation, or the doctrine te be of
God, or binuing oo Latter-day
Baints. I am not to particalariy
strenuous to assert my father’s innb-
vence, He may have been guilty, 1
prefer not to believe it. But i he
wae, I shall not evade the issue, nor
my duty as { know it because of that
gumlt. oin ia not made legal, or
lovely In my eyys because my father
did s,

I sumit God’s power to change. I
donot admit His right tochauge His
jaw, without reserving to mys¢lf the

,right to declare him ehangeable
apainst the teaching of his own word

| 1donot believe 1hat Ggd has the
right to lie, I do not belleva that
Jeoua Christ, Bils Bon, has the right
to lte. I do not believe' that eitber
has the right to eay that ope
thing ia heavens law In 1531 and
that another aud contrary thiog
l¢ heaven’s law in 1943. I do
not believe that the reve'stion,eo
cailled, came from God, Butif it
d J, it is sn unjust and cruel thing;
#ototally unlige the *‘new covens
ani” the Book of Mormon, that it
makes God to etultify himself, The
New Covenant, the everlasting goa-
pel, has provisions for life and eslva-
tion open to aill. This revelation
has provisiona for only a few. The
goapel provides for all men, this zev-
elation {or & few only.

Bat, suppose that it be conceled
that the revelation came from God
and that Joseph Bmith “hxd the
keys of the power” to adminlater In
the things named In it. That he
was the ‘'cnly one on earth?” at the
time suthoiizad to recelve revela-
tioua from God as to who might,and
to say who should not receive wives
under ita privileges. Who author.
faed Brigham Young to do it? He
did not receive tt from Joeeph
Bwmith. [t was not conferred In the
TeVelallon on any one but Joseph
Bmith. Brigham’s appointment by
the peoplato be the President did
not aonfer it. He declared thet he
‘iwas Dot A prophat, por the son of
one.” Who gave Joseph Bmith’s
wives to be Brigham Y(m_ng’g wives,
What bueiness hsd be to take
them %o bimseif?

The lodging of auch s power in
one man’s bands—that of dictating

thai ons here may, or eball takelin parszraph 40 the Lord ssid, “Let
or such | this house te bailt ohto my name.”
and that ope thers|This con

ot shall Fpt take any—1s8 most | *house™ at

euch god such a womag,
woman to wife;

dangerous thing todo. It offera to
such a man an opportunity and an
inducement to prostitute his pro-
phetie charwcter to greed, love of
powes and the Just of the Iiesh,that
may not te reslated. Jcseph Bmith
may not lang have been free from
such Infloencee; and it iz poseible
that the eleveu months that he ex-
ercised it, if your theory is s troe
one, witnersed his corruption. That
Brigharm Young in the exercise of it
for the twenty-flve yeara between
1852 and 1857 was free from its bale-
fal powers, i& more than I belleve,
and were the history of its work.
ings fully known, I feel scsured s
own friends would be appailed.

I deny that Brigham Young was
ever lawfally called and autborized
t> act under the provisicns of that
revelation. Josepn 8mith did not
designate nim as his successor. The
laws of the Charch, as found in the
Doctrine and Covensnis, at Jozeph
sSmith' death did net confer euch
authority. The revelation iteelf did
not confer it, nor does it coniain
any provision for a succeseor: *And
I have appointed onto my servant
Joeeph to hold this power In the
last days.”” This ia the precire lan-
guage of the revelation Itesll and
limitg the power to Juseph Smith
and him alone. The manner io
which the document came to the
people was irregunler. The way
Brignam Youpg became possessed
of the “copy” is of doubtful propri-

warrant one at Salt Lake City, Man-
tt, 8t. George or Logan. 1t is nota
general command to build Temples.

It is shown by the quotation that
Elder Joseph F. 8mith makes from
Mr, Pratt for December 10th, 1876,
that no one of the Temples In Utah
is the one spoken of by the Frophet
a3 the one to be bullt in Zion in the
generation counting from 1832, or
while some ate iving who lived in
that year.” This shows that Utah
i3 pot Zion. But the law, the gen-
eral one under which you clalm to
have been building declares that it
fa%in Zion and her atakes,” that
thore places (houses) where baptisms
for the dead, etc., are to be perform-
ed. The fice and proper rendering
of thie statement, **which My peo-
ple are always commanded to build,”
ia that the people ehall .not attempt
to build, withoot a command in
oluding place and manner of boild-
ing. That God’s people shall not
presume to build & house, & Temple
ognto the Lord, onless such houee
shall firet be ordered by Him. If it
is at any time eszentinl to His pur.
roees that ove shonld be built He
will command it to be done.!

That yon have built many does
not prove that any oneof them was
commsanded. If only one had been
built it might be a posaible presump-
tion that it bad keen crdered. The
building of more than one renders
the presmmptlon gocd that none was
ccmmanded,

ety. From these and other reasons
plainly to be deduced, It iseafe to
eopglade that if the revelation did
gome from @ud, t tecame foopera-
tive a« the deatt of Joreph Fmith.

As egpolurive proof that the
“apy y* did mot come legitimately
into the Church rules, f quote cec-
tion 28, yaregrapbn 12 and 13, Doc-
trive any Couvenants,Utah edition of
1576:

¥eor, behold, these things bave not been
appointed uoto him, nelther shall ansthing
be apphinted ucto any of this Church con-
trarcy 1o the Ckurch covenanis. For Al 1hings
must be dons in order, and hy COmMmMOD Con-
sept 11 the Courch, by the praser of faith.

This revelation never passed the
ardesl required. There is no pre-
tence that 1t did. Oreon Hyde oot
ed the language of Joseph Smith, at
the tiial of Bidney Rigdon in 1814.
“‘Joreph gave ue the plan. When
all the guornms are aAssembled And
organized in order, let the revela
tion be presented to the guorums.
If tt pasa one, let it go lo another,
and if it pass that, to another, and
=0 on, untilit has paseed all the
gnorums; and if it pass the whole
without renning against a enag, you
msay know it s of G +d.” Qimea and
3easons, Vol. 5, pp 649, 665,

That Joseph Bmith did not think
that the Temple at Kirtland had
filled the obhject of its building ia
seen by readiog the prayer offered
at ita dedication. Bee Doctrine and
Covensnts, edition of 1876, Sec. 109

Hyrum Smith, writing from Nano-
voo toa member In Kirtland, re-
ferred to it thos a8 the eaylog of the
Lord, “that I may hide yon from
mine Indignation that shall sconrge
the wicked, and then I will send
forth and holld ap Kirtland, end it
shall be polished and refined accord-
ing to my word.”

In your first letter the Inference
was convesed that the Reorgantzed
Chuorch was eadly derelict in doty or
in goodness, becauss they had buoilt
oo temples. And that these in Utah
were necesearily the peopls of Qod
becanss they were building temples,
List me repeat that no special reve-
Ilation bas ccmmanded the ereckion
of temples at Mantl, Logan, Bt.
George and Balt Lake City., The
authority elaimed by you In yoaor
reply iz eaid to be a general one.
Whence ceme thie general com-
mand? The rale was that when-
ever any housre was to be ballt to
the Lord it was first commanded,
Thies % aa the case of the Tabernagle,
Bolomon’s templs, the one at Xirt-
land, and the one at Nauovos; and
the command given In 1841 does not
read, ‘‘my people are always com-
manded to build temples wutic my
name.” The langusge of the com-
mand ie specisl, and ;s of a similar
natore to the one referred fo by
Jacob: *“If I will raisenp a tighteocua
eeed I will command my people,”
showing that the Lord purposes to
be obeyed, This is seen by the text
of Bec. 124, par. 38, of yoor edition of
the Doctrine and Covenanta for
1878. Thia shows that the wash.
ings, baptiams, statutes and jodg-
ments, ete., ara “'ordained by the
ordinance of my Aoly house which
my feople are always commanded
to build unto my holy name.”

The word honse la singular, and

figps the command to tha

Another thing that ian indicative
that the Temples in Utah are not
accepted of God is th'r:

And if my people will barken tunto my
voloe, 20d unto the volog of my servagls
whom I havs anrointed to lead my peopls,
behold. verily I say unto you, they shall not
be moved out of heir place.

The people were ‘‘moved out of
their place.”” The only conclusion
that can be drawn from this 18 tbat
they did not harken; that there was
something done thst waa not ¢om-
manded, or eomething commanded
that was left undone. You ¢an
take which of these horms yono
please. The fact 6f discbedience re-

maines,

1f yoa will look up the eayings of
Pres, Young, you will find the re-
poit of a sermon delivered at Bt.
George, January kat, 1877, In that
vou wiil ind something like this:

Wo that are brre are enjoyiog & privilegoe
that we have oo knowledge of any other peos
vie epjoying aince the days of Adoam, that 18
ta have a Templs completed, whereln all the
ordloances of 1he Hruse of God can be
stowed upon His pecple, * *  * We

bulit one at Nauvoo. I oould pick out severs
before me now thal wers there when 1t wiaa
buflt, and know juat how much was Anlshed
and what was done. It wss true ws lefl
brethren there with Instructions to flinsh &,
and thev got it nearly completed before Ly was
tutoed; but the Saluta did not enjoy ik

Temple at Nauvoo was not finished,
He knsw that when it was barned
it had been let to a company of men
who ptopoeed es'ablishing a sehoo)
of eome fort in it. He knew thag it
had not been accepted according to
the terms of the revelation by which
it was anthorized to be built. He
kpew algo that no cocnmand to build
Temples in Utah had been given.
Theie is no general law by which
the people were commandeu to boild
Temples, Houses of worship they
might erect. They were and are
necessary for the spiritual well bes
ing of the people. Im them the
prinoiples of the New Covenant,
the Bock of Mormon, the Gospel
may be taught; but in them no sec-
ret eadowments, not oaths, nor
vows, nor covenants, nol provided
for in the Glospel, are to be admin-
fatered. ) i . i
—=The o of Utah areentltled to
credit r]:)eropthe energy and industry
they have displayed in the erection
of those places of worthip. Bo sare
the members of the Re-organization
for the buoilding of the houees of
worship they have built,

“The law of the Church iz that if
God can reveal one thing He can
another,'”

This {s another of your mistakee;
there 18 no such law. The teaching
of the Chorch and the tradition of
the Elders was that if God ever had
the power and dld reveal Himsell to
His jeople In any age, He could do
so In any and every ol%itr age and
dispeczation. But that whenever
He does reveal Himself, ecch reve-
lation will be In harmony with all
{ormer tevelations on the same sab-
ject. That He will not contradict
Himself; that later revelatlons of
His mind will not be in conflict with
those before given expressive of His
will.

Thie {a #common eense.” Buch a
position permits men to boild , vpon
the revelations of the Scripitures,the
Book of Mormen, and the revela-
tions in the Book of Cevenants,
without fear thatina day or two

Nauvoo; and does pot

Godmsay change His mind, and

Brigham Young knew thatthe| .

mand making vain and veid thsir
work. It God can to-cay revesl one
thing as lawfnl and pleasiog to Him
and next week reves! the opposite
as being lawful and plekeing, there
i¢ an end to trust and constancy. If
He ¢an and does to-gay declare that
certajn things are displessing te
Him, that other things are $‘abom-
inahle befora Him,” snd to-morrow
or next week He can declare that
these very thinga are Iovely in His
sight, what criterion is left to judge
by In regard to what is pleasing to
God. If He make certain thinga
lawful to-day and next year make
them unlawful, He can not justly
hold man aceonntable for disregard
ing His edicts; as there can be no
certalnty respecting them.

It la becanee of this claim for the
changeable charaoter of God and His
laws that you and your compeers
make, that I oppose the ploral mar-
riage pystem, The bocks and teach-
ing of the Church up to the death of
my [ather give me good warrant to
deny euch olaim for changeability on
God’s part. If my father did what
yon charge him with doing, he
changed from what be was when he
transiated the Book of Mormaon. If
God gavethe revelation c¢n plural
marriage, 88 yon conetrus it, he
changed from what he was In
1830-31,

There ate things which God can
not do and still be God. He cznaoot
lie. He cannot be jgnorant of what
He does. If He knew what He was
delng 1n 1830 81 He knew what was
righteous and trne. If Hagave the
revelation of 1843, He knew that it
made the Isw of 1831 void and fool-
i=h. If He gave It He knew it was
contradictory of the role given to
Lehi and Joseph and to Northrop
Bweet. If He did not know this,0He
was very forgetful of Him:ell, and
unmindfol of the ‘‘prejudices of the
brethren,” prejudices born of the
Iaw already given. If He did not
forget He knew that Nanvoo, Far
West, Jackeon County, were ailin
térritory where the S‘holy law" of
the one wife for one roan hud ob-
tained, under a constltntion wilitten
by wise men **raised zp by Him to
do that very work.” eknow tf he
had not forgotten lt, that He had
told the Church that they hadno
need to break the law of the land”
to Xeep the law of God. And I
firmly belleve that it was for the

te- | very purpose of defeating the tresch-

ery of the betrayal of the brethren
that the protection of the United
Htates was providentially thrown
over the territory ceded by Bexico
1o the United Btates after the con-
quest of Bcolt, and the cccapaticn
of California by Commodore wtock-

n.
Your wishes that T might be
brought to see the rightecusness of
the position yon occupy, I recipro-
eate. I would to God that you and
all others of scattered Isracl mlaght
see that the revelation of God to me
by which my conrses of opinion and
life have been oppored to thowe of
the one t{me associates of my rather,
was and is in harmony with His
will as revealed to that father, and
the role by whigch He proposas to
people the earth with a righteous
people, Yours,

JoSEPH EMITII.
Lamocl, Iowa, June 15, 18%3.

MORE BTRONG EVIDENCE.

L. 0. LITTLEFIELD MAKES ANOTH~
ER BEPLY TO JoSEPH EMITH,

My, Joseph Smithy Lamoni, Towa:

Bir:—Your latest commnnication,
thongh a long one, containa but few
polnts that have not already been
coneldered, and to my mind, gatis~
factorily disposed of. [t remindsme
of 8 Jawyer’s epecial plealn the in-
gennity with which it ‘‘darkeneth
ccuneel by words withoot 1 now-
Jedge.” 1shallnot attempf to re-
ply to your paragraphe se fafim,
but will simply take pp fhose that
seem to require, from the mannel In
which they are presented, a passing
consideration.

You claim that Adam, Noah snd
Lehl were esch the huebands of but
one wife, We grant that wecsnnot
prove frem the Scripturea that they
had more than ons, but wa can

rove that meu equally beloved and

avored of God, and bearing mosst
important commiselons to mankind,
did obeerve the law of plural marri-
age, and forther that the Yord
never rebuked or found fzolt with
them because of this praciice. You
mention the dispenssation of Lehl a8
being monogamic; In centragiztine-
tion we refer tothe parallel work
commerced by the founders of the

Jaredite anlgnr who were polyga-

glve a different and conflicling com-
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miats. Qod miade the polygamist
Abraham tHe father of hiina {*gcullnr
chosen pecple and gave him & pro-
mise that In bim and hiz eesd
ehould all the ramilies of the earth
be bleszed. Hecalled the pslyga-
mist Moses to be 1ts great leader and
lawgiver, when He made Isrsel a
nation; He conversed with both
theso mnen face to face, and never a
word Is to be found of condemnstion
from Hisdivine lips becaunse they
had more than one wife. In fsot,
in thelaw of Moses, He msanationed
polygamy by express regulatlons,
Think of if, ye who oppose polyga-
my* of God regulaiing en by lawl
What an cutrage! What an absur-
dity! In one of hls 1aws ho says:

If & man hava 1wo wives, one beloved and
anglker haled, And they have borno him
ohildren, both the beloved and the hateds and
if the Hret boro son be bers thal was hateds
‘Then {4 sball be, when he maketh i3 sons to
inherit that which he kath, that he msy not
make the son of the boloved Arstborn before
the son of the hated, wheh I8 indeed the Arat-
born: But he shal] aoknowiedge the son of
the hated for the firstborn, by glving h'ma
doubte portion of all that he hath: for he s
the beginniog of his streugth; the right of the
firathorn ta ke,

God would noY meke a distinetion
with regard to polygamists; It is re.
served tur you to bave the quertion.
able honor of duing this thiug.

I migut go on dilng op example
to example of holy men of God, His
chosen eervanis who practiced thia
law, but §i is urnecessary, a3 you
muoet be acqusitsed with these In-
staneds gy well as I sm; but I ven-
furo the staerticn that 1 can pro-
duce a Jozen Indtances where it can
be directly progga that the Lord’s
favored servanis had more thun one
wile, {0 every cme whom ¥you ¢an
positively demoxasttate to have been
amonegumist, Polygomy was the
rale, not ike cxdeplion in avcient
Israel.

In your referaiice to Lamech ¥youn
20 word You sentence ms to convey
the idea that he was a murd«Trer be.
Caupse he was a polygamist. Ir this
was not the inteni, why mention
him &t al? Or why mix up his
bloodguiitiners snd his polygumy?
But you know better. Tne transla-
tion of the Holy Beriptures, publieh.
ed by ycurcelves, (you individually
belng one of the Fubliehing Com-
mittee) gives the true reaecn; snd
you aie well aware it had nothin
todo with polygamay. And now
ask, what about Caip, the firsat muze
derei? Why not aceribe the blocdy
deaib of Able to plural marriage?
It would be quite as consistent as
some of JOur oiher ressoning. Jups
as! well make polygamy re:-
responeible for the dueath ol Ablo us
for that of Lamech's victim. Or
would it Dol be a3 good reasening to
agcriba it to monogemy? I think so,
Indeed one Americsu writer—and
he not a *Mormon”—arganes Lbat
such waa thecase, that monogamy
was directiy answerabls for Lain’s
hloodthirstiness and crime.

You stronglv urge that God would
be a changeable Being if the law of
celestial marrlage emannated from
Him, I caonot edmit it. Yeor
reasoning ia lmperfoct, God haa
given such lawa to His pecple for
thelr guidance 58 Wers best adapted
to thelsr circumstances, He hag fed
them with mik eor sirong food as
they were able to rective jt. The
Havior in His eezmon on the Mount

contrasts the lsw of the old and new
diapensatlot_‘a. ad God chang-

ed beosusze of & ‘iterence in the
spirit of these ™% ructione? Jesus,
amongat other thinge, on tbat gcoa-
sion. paid:

¥z have heard that it hoth beau mald, an
g;e for an eye and u tooth 10r u wooth: but I
Ay unlo you, Toat Fo realak 0oL evil; bux
whoscever shall emite thee on thy righc
cheek, vurn t0 him the othoralso. *° & »
¥e have beard taat it hath been ssid, Thou
ehalt leve thy nelyiibor,aud hate thine enemy,
But I sy Uhto 3y oil, LOve your euemiss, Blung
them 1bas eurse you, do good to them ghat
bate you, tud pray for them whloh despiic-
fully use jouaud periooute yeu.

Do thete teachinga rhow any du.
plicity in the Great Creato)?  You
wonld scarcely azsert such a thing,
yet ench would be the reculiof the
F;[aa“‘ion taken by you; nejlher do

18 instructlons to ditferent people,
at ditfferent times, ander difterent
circamstances regarding the law pf
marilage make nny change in Him.
{he etcrnal prinaipls is not chang-
ed; almply mors & lesa is revealed as
the peopie kre prepared for is. Let
mealdocite you to the word of
the Lord to EH, Iligo Priest of
Ierzo':

W hereforo thy Lord Gol of Isras] salth, I
aald indesd thst thy house and the housae of
thy tither, should walx bofore me forever
but now Lhe Lord satth, be it far from me;
for them that bomnr me { will honor, &nd the
Lhat dedpise ma ehalf ba Iehily -cateemed.
Heholdy the aay hae oome 1hst I will out off
thina Arm, gud the atm of thy faiher's pose,
Lt:’m: thete shall not be an vid maptn hine

ave.

There !a n striklng parallel be-
tween this word of the Lord to the
E . . 4 L




