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~ witness, Not only this, but the law pro-
~ided for the annulment and dissolu-

1lon of the corporation Known s the
- Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day

‘ln‘.’

Under both the Bdmunds and the Kd.
munds-Tucker act all childeen that had
been horn to plural wives were made
legitimatte, so that the childrén of the
third or fourth wife, by act of Congross,
could Inheril property from (he father
and have all of the pights that arg
guaranteed under the laws of our couns

¢ to the chiidren by the first wife.

here 18 no question but what many
of the Mormons at this time belleved
that the rederal government had no
constitutiona! authority to  Interfere
with polygamy or polygamous cohabi-
tation becaute of It belng practised as
n part of the Mormon voligion. They
wero fanotics in this, precisely as Syd-
niey Bmith, a hundred years ago, found
fanntios In the Methodist church. They
waent to the very limit in their opposl-
tion to the jlaw, and to show their good
fajth in this, wrong as we all know
them to have beon, it is only necessary
for me to clte to the senators the
oase of Heynolds v, tha United
States, where he voluntarlly came
before the courts and furnished the
proof of violating the Edmunds law in
order to test the question as to whether
the Mormon religlon, as promulgated
Dby Brigham Young, could he practised
by his followers In spite of the Jegisla-
tion of Congress.

The supreme court very properly and
Justiy held that while the Mormons had
& right to thelr religlon. and while they
had a right to belleve that God permit-
ted plural marriages, yet the practise of
polygamy a8 such, being in violation of
the lawsa of our country, could not be
fndulged, and the court sustained the
law In every respect,

This decislon and other litigation that
was had in the federal courts in the
terrlitory of Utah and in the supreéme
court of the Unlted States brought the
leaders of this Cruch to a reallzation of
the ¢rigls thet was upon them, and it
‘was under these conditigns that I have
here too brietly expressed that the then
head of the Mormon Church, Wilford
Woodruff, issued what has since been
Known as the manifesto, the official
declaration of which I will here in-
corporate in my remarks:

To whom it may concern:

Press dispatches having been sent for
politieal purposes from Salt Lake Clty,
which have been widely published, to
the effect that the Utah ¢ ilssion, in

“thelr recent reporg to the cretary of
the interior, allege that plural mar-
ringes are still being solemnized and
that 40 or more such murriages have
been contracted in Utah since lagt June,
or during the past year; also that in
public discourses the leaders of the
Church have t.ught, encouraged, and

urged the continuance of the practise of

polygamy.

I, therefore, as president of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, do hereby, in the most solemnn
manner, declare that these charges nre
faulse. We are not teaching polygamy,
or plira] marrviage, nor permitting any_
person to enter into its practise, and [
deny that either 40 or any Gther numhaoyp

otrrlurnl marviages have, during that’
e

0d, been solemnized in our temples
or in any other place in the territory,
Ono case has been reported in which
the parties alleged that the marriage
Wi performed in the endowment house
in Salt Lake Clty, in the spring of 1880,
but T have not been able to learn who
performed the coremony, Whatever was
done in this matter was without my
knowledge. In consequence of this al-
leged occurrence the endowment house
“was, by my instructions, taken down
‘without delay.

lna}!muc a8 laws have been enacted
by Congress forbidding plural mar-
riages, which laws have been pro-

Jounced constitutional by the court of
last resort, I hereby declare my Inten-
tion to submit to those Juws and to use
my influence with the members of the
Chureh over which 1 preside to have
them do likewlge,

There {8 nothing in my teachings to
the Church or In those of my assocluates
during the time specified which can be

. Teasonably consgtrued to inculeate or
chcourage polygamy, and when any
@r Oof the Church has used language
- which appeared to convey any such
teachings he has been promptly re-
proved. And I now publiely declare
that my advice to the Latter-day Salnts
Id to refrain from contracting any mar-
riage forbidden by the law of the land.
WILFORD WODRUFF.
President of the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints,

This manifesto was lssued by Presi-
dent Woodruff, as he claimed, by the
direct revelation from God, It wus pro-
sented under the laws of the Church to
f great convention of Mormons and
adopted by them, and In the tollowing
years again adopted by the Mormor,
Church, and thus became a part of the
fundamental law of the Mormon
<hurch.

Mr. President, it appeared In evidence
during the hearings before the commit-
tée on privileges and elections that a
plural marriage could be valid fn the

ormon Church according to the laws
of that Church only, when celebrated by
the president or by somebody authors
fzed by him to celebrate it.

‘Thls manifesto, which was issued In
September, 1880, by President Wood-
ruff, was adopted at general confer
ence of the members of the Mormon
Church Oct. 6, 1890, and thoreby be-
vame a part of the fundamental law of
the Church. It can not be repealed or
modified except by the action of a slm-
ilar conference.

Senators will thus see that since the
adoption of the manifesto a plural mar-
riage I8 In violation of the laws of tha
Mormon Church as it 1s a violation of
the laws of the federal government,
By its adoption the president of (he
Church himself cannot perorm a legul
plural marriage, and what he eannot do
he cannot nuthorize anybody else to do;
#0 that, as I have sald, there can be no
vlural marviages under the laws of the
Church glnce the manifesto of 1880, Any
man who has taken a plural wife since
then hus not, under the laws of the
Church, made her his wife, The rela-
tion Is an adulterous one, punishable
both under the laws of (he Church and
the laws of the Jand,

This was sworn to by President Jo-
#cph B, Smith. Durlng the course of
bis exumination by Judge Tavler, this
question was propounded by him:

Mr, Tayler—Is the law of the Church,

88 well as the Jaw of the land, against
the taking of plural wives”

Mr. 8mith—Yes, sir; T will gy ——

Mr, Tayler—Ig thot the law?

Mr., Smith—1 would substitute the
word ‘‘rule’ of the Church.

Mr., Taylor-IRtule?

Mp, Smith—Instead of Iaw, as you put

i

My, Tayler—Very well. Then to take
& plural wife would be @ vielation or
the rule of the Church?

Mr. SBmith—It would.

Mr. Tayler—Would it be such a vio-
lation of the rule of the Church as
would Induce the Church authorities to
tika It up lMke the violation of uny
other rule would do?

My, Smith-—It would,

My, Brigham H, Roberts testifled that
he was born In England and came to
this country when a boy: that he held
the official position of one of the pres
dents of the seventies In the Mormon
Clurch, and, In addition to that, that
Be W one of the wasistant historians
» tee Church, and also an asslatant
o President Smith in an organlzation
of young men, an auxilinry organizn-
tion of the Church; that as an guthor
ha had written a blography of John
Tuylor, “A New Witness for f(iod,"”
“Outlines of Jeeleslastical History,"
and other works,

In  speaking of the foyee and
effect of the manifesto  lssued by
Pregident Woodruft and adopted by tne
Mormon Church In two of It annual
ponferences, he sald;

I regard the manifesto as an admin
trative act of the prosident of
‘hureh, accepted by the Church, and
o binding foree upon its members. Bt
regard It as an' adminlstrative act
which President Woodruff, bolding in
vis own hunds the direct authority coi-

i

trolling that particilar matter—that is,
the matter of marriages—had a perfect
right to make, and the acceptance of
that action by the Chureh makes that
n posltive binding law  upon the
Church,

Mr. Tayler—And those who do not
obey it are subject to the pains and
penalties sych an a church under its
digeipline may Inflict upon its members
who disobey it?

Mr, Roberts—Yes, air,

Mr. Tayler—~That is the rule of the
Chutch againet the taking of plurai
wives,

Mr. Rohortg-—Yes

Mr, Tayler—How does ite foren differ
from the force of the rule againgt po-
Iygamous cohabitation?

Mr. Roberts—Not at all,

Mr. Tavier—Then the digobedience of
the one ia ag offensive to the Church
fs the digobedience of the other?

Mr. Roberte—I should think it would
e,

The Chalrman—And both are of eqnul
Binding authorlty ?

Mr. Roberts—~Yes, sir,

Other witnesses testified in
manner,

The senlor senator from Michigan
(Mr., Burrows) sald the other day, in
his very able speech: '

ot me sny at the outset, touching
the charge that the sepator from Utnh
i¥ a polygamist, and for that reason
disqualified from holding a seat in this
body, no evidence was submitted to the
committee fn support of such allega-
thon, and, so far as the investigation
disclnses, the senator stands acoquitted
of that charge, . . . The senator stands
before the senate (n personal character
and bearing above criticlsm and be-
vond reproach, and if found dlsqualified
for memhbership in this body It must be
upon other grounds and from ather
consifierations.

I wish, Mr,

a similar

President, to enforce
upon the minds of senators and the
country that all that T have sald re-
specting the personal character of Sen-
ator Smoot and the purity of his life
are confirmed by the senator from
Michigan, What reason, then, does
the genator have in Insisting that Sen-
ator Smoot shull be expelled from the
senate? He has epitomized the ob-
Jections urged against him In the three
following propositions:

First. That at the time of his election
the State of Utah and the legislature
therof were under the complete domi-
nation of the Mormon hlerarchy, of
which he is a member, and that such
hlerarchy so far “interferad with tHe
functions of the state’” as to secure
the electlon of one of Its own membors
and an apostle, and that his certificate
of election by the legislature was only
the recorded edict of the hierarchy In
deflance of the constitutional Inhibition
that “noe Church shall dominate tha
atate nor interfere with ite functions;"

Second, That this Mormon hierarchy,
of which the senator ls a consplcuous
member, inculeates and encourages be-
Hef In and the practigse of polygamy
and pulygmq‘gus cohabitation In viola-
tion of the 10Ws of the state, prohibit-
Ing tha same and (n disregard of pledg-
es made for (ts suppression; and

Third, That the senator, (n connec-
tion with and ag a member of such
organization, has taken an oath of hos-
tility to the government of the United
Siates incompatible with his abligation
as n gendtor,

I shall undertake, Mr, President, be-
fore I close my remarks, to show that
not one of the propositions is supported
either in law or In fact, and that the
protestants, whose mouthplece the seni-
or senator from Michigan (Mr, Bur-
rows) 18 upon the floor of the senate,
have utterly failed to make good any
jase aganinst Reed Smoot, T shall not,
owever, Mr, Presldent, discuss the
propositions in the order in which they
were taken up by the senfor senntor

from Michigan, 1 propose to discuss
the second proposition first.
The Mormon hievarchy, so called,

congistg, as I understand it, of the
pregident aund higa two counselors and
the twelve . aposties. he  Mormon
Church " Is a rellgious &;rgnnlzutlon.
founded, as claimed by tHe senlor sen-
ator from Mlchigan, by religlous and
pure-minded men, The doctriné that
has brought It into disrepute and which
has caused criminal charges to be pre-
ferred agalnst many of jts members is
the doctrine of polygamy, which has
been eliminated, as I have already sald,
from the Church doctrine by the ‘mani-
festo  of 1880, so that., as the Church
exists now, {t s a rellgious organiza-
tion composed of a president and his
two counselors, the twelve apostlesand
lesser officers in the Church organized
somewhuat simllar to' other religlous or-
ganizations,

The president is the supreme head of
the Church throughout the world, His
two counsclors have no direct power
other than to advise and counsel®with
him when ecalled upon, The twelve
apostles, who form a part of the hier-
archy, have no temporal authority and
no  religious authority outside of
preaching the gospel.  Any member of
them, however, can be, and frequently
I8, given certain powers and authority
in the Church by the presfident. These
apostles are also consulted by the presl-
dent in Church matters whenever he
has occaslon to call upon any one or
all of them, relating to any Churcn
matter,

It is made perfectly clear in the testi-
mony of Mr. Talmage and every other
Intelligen( witness who gave evidence
on this subject that the Church organ-
fzation j8 primarily and wholly for the
religious  betterment of mankind,
Among other things that Mr. Talmage
sald in the course of his testimony be-
fore the committee on privileges and
clections was the following:

Mr. Talmage—The first prosidency, as
I have stated, (8 composed of three
bigh priests, who are known as the
prosiding high priests over the Church
The quorum has general direetion of all
Church uffairs throughout the world.
The quorum of apostles has no Jaris-
dietion ag a quorum, nor hag any mems
ber—that is, any individua) apostlo—
any Jurisdietion personally in the ors
ganized stakes and wards of the
Church while the first presidency . Is
acting, except as the jndividunl apostly
or the quornm may be dlrected to take
churge and exerclse supervision for the
time being In any part, In other words,
the quoram of apostles Is not 4 quorum
of local presidency fn any sense of the

organized stakes ond@ wards of the
Church as teachers and preachaers wilh-
out any authority at all In the matte:
of enforcing any command or counsel
or requirement.  Indeed, they have no
authority to make or to enforce suc n,
If It were made, unlass they nct, as 1
sald, by speclal appolntment as repros
sentatives of the firgt presidency.  Aws
t répresentative, by special appoint-
ment, of the fivst presidency, any high
nriest could act, if =0 called, I t the
ipostles have a specltic work that s
required of them,

My, Worthington--Now, what s that?

Mr, Talmage=That s the work per-
falning to misslonary labor, particoular-
Iy outside the organized wards and
stinken

Mr, Worthington-—Thelr prineipal du-
ty 15 that of misslonaries outside of or-
ganized stnkes?

My, Talmoge—Yeos, sir.

This 18 the “eriminal body" that it |a
charged Benator Bmoot (8 a member of:
nd because of that membership it 1s
Ipsisted by the protestants and by the
wenators who  have already spoken
wgalnet Honutor Bmoot that he should
L expelled from this hody.

I undertake to #ay, My, President,
‘that there 18 no evidence that was
taken bofore the committee on privi-
eges and elections that supports the

*hayge that the apostles, as o religlous
arganization, I & erviminal organiza-

tlon. There 18 no testimony that
oun bhe found within the  eove
ers of the four volumes of

testimony that 1 have here befare me,
which ncludes all of the o\idence
whieh wak hoard before the commities
on privileges and electlons, that even
‘onds to support the wllegiation Ko
hroadly made by the senators who seek
to expel Reed Smoot from the senate
if the United States. 1 will not say,
Mr, President, that they have wﬂlulfvy

misvepresented the evidence; 1 will pot

do not

gnlendid
Pwhieh I have just now taken.
know, as was expressed by the senator
from Georgia
today,
tors upon this floor who as firmly be-
Hove
a legal right to secede and form a sep-
arpte
did the leaders of that great movement
who
organized
like the Mormons of teday,
cepted the results of the war and have
come
their share of the burdens and henefits
of a
regarding the
cionge, with many of them, j& as firm
today as it
from '61 to '6i.
does not
country, and the belief of any number
of the members of the Mormon Church

dividual

dylge In plural marriages.

term, and the apostlgs operate in the !

sny that th
to mislead the senate on that import-
ant subject; they have’falled, na It
geemn to ma, to discriminate between
the apostles as a raligious organization
In the Mormon Church and the Individ-
1al acts of some of the members of that
organizgation, The object and purpore
for which the apostolle organization ex-
fata {8 to inculeate religlous doctrine
into the minde of the people throughoul
the clvilized world and to lead them to
espoure the doctrines of the Mormon
Church with polygamy eliminated.
Now, that some of the members of
the organlzation still (ndulge In 'po-
lygamous cohabitation and In their
hearte belfeve that the doctrine of po-
lygamy 1= of divine orlgin does net
munke the organization a eriminal or-
garizgntion, The apostles, since the
manifesto of 1880, according to the
testimony of all of the witnesses who
have given ovidence upon that subject,
preach  the doctrine of polyg-
aAmy or cncourage polygamous cohab-
ftation, It I8 not what a man believes,
but what he doex, that makes him a

eriminal.

we have had an ex-
that turnishes a
the position
We all

Presldent,
here today
iHustration of

M
hibition

(Mr, Bacon) and others
that there are honorable sena-

that the confederate states had

and independent government as
put their beliefs into action and
civil war, They, however,
have ac-
bauek into the Union and taken
Thelr ballefs
of their

reunited republie,
righteousness

was in the bloody days
Thitt bellef, however,

make them traitors to their

that polygamy is a principle of divine

origin, as long as they do not preach
it as a
Church, can bring no more punighment
than can a senator upon this floor be
punished for entertaining the princlples
of condtitutional law that led the bril-
lHant leaders from the south to organize
armed
emment

part of the doctrines of the

opposition to the general gove
8o much, Mr., President, for the in-
belief on this subject of po-

lygamy. Now, let us look for a mo-

ment, {f you please, to the Church or-
ganization of which Mr. Reed Smoot Is
g member,

As I-have already stated, that or-

ganization a8 such is prohibited hy the

rules of the Church from preaching or
inculeating in any manner the doctrine
that the followers of the Mormon
Church have a right to and should In-
The senlor
genator from Michigan (Mr, Burows)
quoted a number of decisions of courts
of last resort in several states and text
writers to establish the following doc-
trine:

Every person entering into a con-
spiracy or common deslgn already
formed is deemed in law a party to all
actg done’by any of the other parties
before or afterwards in furtherance of
the common design., The principle on
which the acts and declarations of other
conspirators, and acts done at different
times, are admitted In evidence against
the persons prosecuted {8 that by the
act of conspiring together the con-
spirators have jointly assumed to
themselves, as a body, the attribute of
individuality so as regards the proses
cution of the common design, thus ren-
dering whatever is done or sald by
anyone in furtherance of that design
a part of the res gestse and, therefore,
the act of all,

I am not inclined to criticige that law,
I indorse it in spirit and letter and be-
lieve that jt expresses the principle
which governsg the action of men In
every state In the Union. The trouble,
however, with the law which has b#en
quoted by the senior senator from
Michigan (Mr. Burrows) is that it has
no application to the case of Reed
Smoot.  Thig law of individual respon.
sibllity is based upon the admited fact
that a criminal conspirvacy exists and
that the person who s charged with a
crime is onc of the conspirators; that
the common object of the organization
of which he Is a member is to commit
a crime and then whatever Is done un-
der such clrcumstances by one of the

conspirators is ecqually chargeable
against the other,
The senlor senatar from Michigan

(Mr. Burrows) cited, in his very able
argument here the other day in support
of that doctrine, the case of Spies et al,
v. the People of Illinois. Spies was
indlcted and convicted of murder of
one Degan, who was killed by a bomb
thrown by a fellow-conspirator of Spies
at a time when Spies was not present,
This doctrine, which I have alregdy
quoted from the text writer, was in-
yoked in the c¢ourts of Illinois, and it
was charged that he was equally guilty
with the conspirator who threw the
bomb. Before Spies could be charged
with eriminal offense the state of 1lli-
nois was required to show that he was
a member of an organization known as
the “International Assoclation of Chi-
cago,” having for i{tg object the over-
throw of the law and the destruction
of the government. It was also shown
that these members had advocated the
use of bombs and dynamite in any form
against the government of the cfty of
Chicago and the state of Ilinols and
the federal government. It was a body
recking with ¢rime, and Sples was one
of the leaders of this organization, The
conspirator, In throwing the bomb and
killing Dregan in the city of Chicago,
was simply carrying out in spirit and
letter the instructions of the organiza-
tion of which Spies was a prominent
member, Under these condltions the
trinl court held that he was equally
guilty with the bomb thrower in the
murder of Degan.

This law, however, Mr, President,
can have no more application to Reed
Smoot than it can have to the senator
from Michigan himself, for the reason,
as I hove stated, that the Mormon
apostles, as an organization, have not
been shown to be a treasonable orgi-
nization or an organized conspiracy to
overthrow any of the laws of the state
or country.

That some of the aposties have plural
wives Ig a poor argument to be urged
for the unseating of Senator Smoaot,

That officers high In the Mormon
Church violate the laws of God and
man is 4 matter of the deepest concern
to every fair-minded man in the coun-
try; bul It furnishes a poor excuse for
senators to Infllet punishment upon an
innocent man simply hecanse he ho-
Hleves in a religlon that Is advocated
by them, ’

I now come to consider the first point
the senator made as & reason why he
proposes to vote to expel Senator
Smoot. As 1 have stated, it is, in
substance, that the State of Utah and
the leglslature ware under the control
and domination of the Mormon hier-
archy, of which Mr. Smoot (& & mem-
ber, and that this hierarchy secured his
election.

1 am somewhat surprised that a law-
ver of the abillty and a man of the
soknowledged Intelligence of the senifor
senator fram Michigan (Mr, Burrows)
should submit a proposition of thut
character a8 o reason for deprivipg
Henntor 8moot of his seat In this body,
If that pringiple were tp prevall in the
spirit and  lettor with which he hay
nrgued it, it would, In one form or au-

| other, vacate nearly every seat {n this

body, The substance of the charge
that he has formulated s that o mem-
her of the Mormon Church will vote tor
4 Mormon te hold a political office In
preference to a person Mving outside
the fold of the Church, That {8 the
charge, stripped of the verblage with
which it Is surrounded, in the propost-
tlonn put by the senlor senator from
Michigan.

I wish to call to the attention of the
senntors that there I8 nothing in the
Constitution of the United States thut
prohibits 4 state from having an es-
tablished church, If the of
state of Michigan can vevise thilr state
comtuutum‘uo as to sequire the tax-

have dsiiberately sought

L TR —
& of th stnte to pay annually
a certali sum for the maintenanee of
the X al, the Cathollc, the Pros-
terd he Methodlst, or any other
£l "‘l“’gi a olsuee in the constitu-
o

lohigan or any other inde-
‘;:udem st élfn‘ the republic would not
untagonistic to anything contiine!

In the Constitution of the United
States.  When the members of the
constitutiona] convention of (787 4%

sembled In Philadelphia for the pur
pose of preparing a Constitution
would unite the thirteen separiate @0ve
erelgn states in one confederated 1
publle, it was not thelr Intention

Imit the powers of any one of b
states in deaMng with thelr own p
The purpose wag to enible 1
through this federal agency, to deal
more effectively with forelgn powers anid
hotween themselves thin could be done
under the old Artléles of Confederation
They proposed to, and did, leave the
largest liberty to the peopls of vach
one of the =eparate soverelgntios
determine thelr Internal and all
mestle affalrs a8 the people from time
to time should will, RBach stale Was
governed by it& oWwn sepapate constitus-
tion, and that constitution could be
amended or changed or ahsolutely de-
stroyed and another one placed in 11§
stead, Just as the people willad; in acs
cordance with the terms of the char-

1o
e

do=

tered (nstrument under which they worg
then Jiving.  When they came to pro-
vide for additiona] states to he ad-
mitted Into the federal republic they

gitve as much liberty to the proposed
new state us any of the then thirteen
states posagessed or should possess af-
ter they had adopted the federal Cou-
stitution. - o that when Utaly becanie
w separate and and independent state
in the American republic the people
of that state had the sume power to
udopt a constitition under the Con-
stitution of the United States, and to
provide, if you please, In that constitu-
tion n Aax to support a state church
that any one of the original colonies
had when it entered Into the negotin-
tions that led to the adoption of the
Constitution of 1787, That in the
whole history of the republic no state
hns ever regorted to that Is no avidence
that the power does not exist, but Is
a tribute to the independent thought
and Independent action of the people:
of the several states in forever keeping
separate state and church, It was a
wise consideration on the part of the
fathers of the Constitution that they
left that power with the people them-
selver, because that power, with the
people, can never be abused, as I8 evi-
denced by the history now of one hun-
dred and twenty years under that Con-
stitutfon. More than thlrlg states
have been added to the republie, and
no one of them has ever thought fit
to tax the people of the state for the
maintenance of an established church,

But, Mr, President, while [t is true
that the people of no state in this re-
public have ever seen fit to make as a
part of the organic law of the state any
such provision ag this, it 1s a notorlous
fact that the various religious denom-
inations have, from the earliest histo-
ry of the republic, taken a greater or
less jntercst (n all public questions and
in the politics of the parties that have
from time to time controlled the des-
tinies of the republic, Not only thart,
but men have combined outslde of re-
ligious organizations to control eftles
and states and the republic itself,

If organizations, religious or other-
wise, are to be condemned because they
are interested in politics, where would
the senator from Michigan himself he
today? He belongs to a great political
organization that has for its object tha
controlling not only of the destinies of
the state that he so ably represents in
this body, but it has the ambition to,
and nas, as a matter of fact, for more
than forty years, controlled the desti-
nies of this republic itself, Is it any
worge for members of a religious or-
ganization in any state to prefer one
of their own number as a ' United States
senator than It & for a political or-
gunization in the state of Michigan to
prefer the senlor senator from Michi-
gan as their representative? If we are
to embark upon criticlems of this char-
acter, where can we stop?

It Is a conceded fact, Mr. President,
that the Mormon people outnumhber i
the State of Utah any other religious
sect, and, Indeed, they outnumber all
other Inhabitantz of the state. Is
there anything unnatural, then, that
in an election looking to the selection
of & man for Unlted States senator to
represent the interests of that state
in this body the majority of the peoplo
would prefer to have & man not only
in sympathy with them f a political
atandpoint, but a religio standpoint
as well? The Mormon people In. the
State of Utah, in doing what I8 charged
by the senior senator frdm Michigan
(Mr. Burrows), have not oply not coms
mitted any crime, butl théy have fol-
lowed the principles that govern men
in all conditlons of life and in all of
the different religlous denominations.
Do not two Baptists—otheér things be-
ing equal— feel a little more kindly to-
ward each other than they do toward
two Presbyteriang or two Congregu.
tionalists? If any favors are to be
extended—other things heing equal—
will not one Babtist favor another
rather than a heretic in religion?

The charge, however, mada by
the senjor senator from Michigan
(Mr, Burrows) =as to the dom-
ination of the Mormon Church
in all political affairs In Utah, is de-
nied by Senator Smoot and by a large
number of witnesses who appeared
before the committee an privileegs
and elections, and It was shown by
these witnessss that in Mormon com-
munities where the Mormon vote
largely outnumbered the opposition,
candidates who did not believe in the
doetrines of the Mormon Church were
clected to responsible offices. Mem-
bers of the supreme court of the stato
have been anti-Mormons, and mem-
bers of the legislature and various
state offieers have been pronolinced
anti-Mormons. My honorable friend
at my right [Mr, Sutherland] all his
life has not only not been a member
of the Mormon Church, but in time
and out of time he has publicly and
privately denounged plural marriage
and polygamous cohabitation, and yet
wae find a state, with a majority of
Mormons in it, sending that gentle-
man here to represent it in this bhody,

If it were the fact, as argued to
us the other day by the senior senator
from Michigan, that every office, from
the lowest to the highest, within tha
State of Utah s controlled absolutely
by some membepr of the Marmon
Chureh, then this condition as shown
by the testimony before the commite
tee on orivileges and elections would

not exist, and no man who did not
acknowledge fealty 1o the Mormon
Church could hold any offtee, sithar

of high or low degrea. 1 could, had
I the time, present to the senators a
long list of names of men who are
anti-Mormong and who since the ter-
ritory became a4 state have held im-
portant local and state offices,

The people of Utah are divided,
not on religlous lnes, but on indus-
trial and fconomical lines. Bepator
Smoot {3 a pronounced protectionist,
and the majority of the people of

that state are of his falth on this
Industrial guestion, as are the ma-
Jority of the people of the state of

Michigan of that bhellet politically:
and It was, as | gather from & eareful
examination of the testimony, upon
this branch of the case as prasented
0 our committea that Senator Smoot
was selected, because he more nearly
reprosented the views of the majors
Ity of the people on all industrial and
economical questions than his oppons
ent. He was solected precigely as my
honorved friend from Michigan [Mr,
Burrows) wuas selaoted to represent
his state in this great legislative body.
think 1 am safe in saying, Mr,
President, that neither the majority
in this senate nor the people In the
country will indorse the views of the
senlop senator from Michigan that
Senator Smoot should be deprived of
his seut in sthe senate heceuse o ma-
ority of the people of the State of
Ttah are of the same rellgious falth
a¥ himselfand voted for him in pref-
ervence to his opponent,
The legislature that elected him was
composed of Mormons and non-Mors

mons.  He was clected by the Re- |
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m?n by i‘h
a mmttn,;o
of Sénator Smoot f

was that the senator,
with and as a member of such argans

proposition
g!httor frony
the  expulsion
m this hody,
in connection

Michigan,

ization, has wken an oath of hostil-
Ity to the government of the United
States. Incompatible with his obliga-
tlong as a senntor,

It I8 concedod, I think, by the sen-
utor from Idaho and by the senlor
senator from  Michigan that as an
npostle Senator S8moot ‘was not ree
guired to and did not take an oath,
ang that his relations with the Mors
mon Church, «o far as that i1s con-
ceded, are the same as that of a lay
member,

I remember that in the testimony
of Mr, Critchlow, who was one of the
lawyers from that state who ocdme
here to ald theé protestants against
Senutop Smoot taking a seat, he made
the statement that his position wag no
different from that of o lay member
of* the Mormon Church. 8o I wish
o get fully before the minds of the
senate that neither the senator from
Tdaho nor the senator from Michigan
nor any of the advocates of the ex-
pulsion of Senstor Smoot from this

hody elaim that the oath he has tak-

en which would disqualify him I an
oath that wae taken as an apostle of
the Church, and that had a lay mem-
ber of that Church come here ho
would be under the same disability
tl)ut is urged against the senator from
Utah by the Senator from Michigan,
I he had gone through the endow-
ment house, and that the oath that is
here referred to in this third proposi-
tlon is not an apostoiic oath, but what
Is known as the “endowment oath.”
If any person ought to know whether
Senator Smoot has taken such an
oath, he himself is that person. He
was a witness in hig own behalf be-
fore the committee on privileges and
clections and wasx questioned upon
this very subject. He stated that he
lad taken the endowment oath when
a mere boy ang gave the clrcum-
stances under which the oath was
taken. His evidence is that there is
absolutely nothing in that oath™ of
the character oharged by the senior
senator from Michigan [ Mr. Burrows).
He further stated that not only was
it no oath of hostility to the govern-
ment of the United States or incom-
patible with his obligations as a sen-
ator, but that it was nurely of a re-
liglous character without referonce to
the obllgations that he assumed in
thiz= body when he took the oath of
office. It {8 conceded not only by the
senior Bengtor from Michigan that
Senator Smoot Is an honorable man,
but by cvery person who has had any-
thing to do with the protestants he-
fore the committes on privileges and
elections. He gays, under the s0)em-
nity of an oath before our committee,
that there is nothing in the endow-
ment oath that interferéd with his
tuking the oath that he did in this
body as a senator of the United States,
and that he is untrammeled, so far as
that oath or his connection with the
Mormon Church is concerned, in giv-
ing absolute fealiy In every respect
to the government of the [Inited
States. If, Mr, President, there were
no other testimony in the case on he-
half of Senator Smoot than his own, T
think it should be enough to satisfy
senators, espocially in view of the
fact that for three years they have
noted Jhis conduct as a senator and

have seen in him nothing but the.

high character that all accord him—
that his word should have a control-
ling force and effect on this question,

The testimony, however, that has
been offered upon this branch of the
case by those opposed to Senator
Smoot is of a character that would
recelve but Jittle consideration in a
court of justice. Of all the witnesses
who testified before our committee
there wera only seven who made any
pretense of testifying about such an
obligation. The testimony of these
witnesses is all of a vague and in-
definfte  charvacter. The witnesses
themselevs are untrustworthy or dis-
reputable in character, and the seven
combined would receive but little con-
sideration in any court of record In
any of the states of the republic on
any question that Involved even the
nroperty Interests of a citizen; much
ess, then, should they recelve con-
gideration here where the rights of a
great state are Involved, In addition
to the reputation of one of the lead~
ing citizens of that state. As an illus-
tration of the character of these seven
witnesses I challenge the attention of
the senate to the testimony of Mrs.
Elliott, who was brought here from
Utah to testity regarding this oath,
In order to qualify herself to make
a proper showing before the commit-
tee, the senate, and the country, she
was asked varlous questions regarding
her own récord. She testified that she
was living with a second - hushand;
that her first husband was dead. She
stated when he died, and that atter
she had lived as a widow for some
time, she agoin married. “When the
respondent produced his witnesses the
flrst husband of Mrs. Elljott was
brought here, and he said he was not
only not dead, but that he had heen a
very live man ever since he and his
wife had separated; that he had cor-
responded continuously with his chil-
dren, who wera with thelr mother,
and that she knew when she testified
that he was living and well. Can any-
bodly take evidence of that character
to impeach the character and stand-
Ing of a citizen like Senator Reed
Smoot?

Senator Smoot is corroborated in
his testimony by that of all of the
leading witnesses who gave testimony
on that subfect. While most of them
declined to glve the endowment oath,
they gave as their reason for such de-
clination that It was a secret rellgious
obligation The same reasons that
influence a Mason from revealing the
oaths that are taken by & member
when he takes the different degrees in
that great secrot organization influ-
enced these withesses in declining
to give this religious obligation, But
each witness was expllieft In stating
that there was nothing in the ohliga-
tion 'that indicateq hostility of the
government of the United States. In
numbers and character these wit-
nesses overshadowed the testimony of
the witnesses who had sworn to such
an obligation,

No person, as it seems to me, who
can properly analyze testimony can
take the evidence that has been of-
ferad upon this proposition and ar-
rive at any other conclusion than that
Senator Smoot s right and truthful
when he says that he has never taken
an ubllgt“!hm that g Incompatiile
with his Yuty-to the government of
the United States op that would influ-
ence him as a sengtor In this body.

I haye not the time to take the tos-
timony of each witness and read 1t
80 that senators can see that the con-
clugions that I have reached upon thig
testimony are not only logleal but Ir-
resistible,

The raport signed by the senjor sen-
ators from Ohlo and . Indlana  [AMr.
Foraker and Mr. Deveridge] and the
junfor seénators from Vermont and
Pennsylvania [Mr. Dillingham and
Mr, Knox) with myself contalng a
cgreful analysis of the testimony on
that subject, and I commend it to
any doubting Thomas in thls body,
if such there be on this question.

The outh that was taken by Senu-
tor #moot when he became a inem-
ber of the senate of the United States
superseded any oath that he may have
taken at any previous period in his
life, It was taken without any men-
tul reservation, and his whole course
in the senate has shown that no ob-
ligation that he has taken in life, so
fur us influencing his conduet, Is in
confiiet with his duty as A United
Statos senator, 1 shall thevefore, Alv,
President, puriue this line of thought
no turther, There wi'e, however, roma
queuﬂo;z that I destre to discuss brietf-
Iy before 1 close my remarks.
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have been exceed
They  have  been  spovadic  and
probably do not exceed in

that can be found in a lke pn}m a-
ton in almost any state in the Unlon,
These polygamous families wore ahl
formed prior to the manifesto of 18060,
When they wore entersd Into the par-
tes taking on thesa rolatiens helleved
that they were fustificd in the sight
of God and man, children were reared
under such conditions; and, as I have
already shown, the lnws of our coun-
try have legitimized these ehildroen,
The problem that confronted these
men wha hag plural wives after the
laws of Congresg had legitimized thelr
children by thelr plurn] wives whs,
What should be done with the moth-
ers of their children?  Should they
be driven into the strect penniléss and
uncared for, or thrown upon soclety
In the anomalous and unenviable po-
sition gthat they would hold? Or
should” these men who, when they
took them as piural wives, belleved,
a8 did the svomen, that the relation
was sanctified In the sight of God,
and that it wag pure and exalted by
rellﬁnus approval, care for them?
The concensus of oninfon in  the
State of Utah among the Gentiles as
well as the Mormons wasg that If the

husbands of these plural wives cared

for them, without flaunting such re-
lations in the face of the publie, it
would be bettep to let them care for
them along with the children these
women had boyne thom and let time
dnd death solve the ullimate w‘ohlpn}\.
of the extinction of polygamy in the
Mormon Chureh, ;

The leading citizens of Utah who
were non-Mormon not only acqguies-
ced in this solution of the problem,

but they gave 1t thelr =anction by
worg and act.
1 denounce any so-called plural

marriages since the manifesto of 1890
in as strong terms as does the senator
from Michigan [Mr. Burrows]:; but,
Mr, President, I want sgenators and 1
want the people of the country to un-
derstand that since 1890 there has
been an honest effort on the part of
the Mormon people to live up to the
Jaws of the lang and live up to that
manifesto issued by the head of the
Church,

Mr. Burrows—Mr, President.

The Vice President-—Does the senns
tor from Ilinois yield to the senator
from Michigan?

Mr. HopKins—Certainly.

Mr, Burrows—May I ask the sen-
ator if, when he states that there has
been an honest effort made to lve
up to the manifesto, he does not lose
slght of the fact that at least five of
the apostles have taken new wives
gince the manifesto?

Mr. Hopkins—Mr. President, 1
thank the senator for calling my at-
tention to that. One would suppose
from the position taken by the sena-
tor from Mlchigan and by the senator
from Idaho that not only flve apostles
had taken plural wives, but that they
were multiplying these plural mar-
riages as they did before the manifes-
to of 1890. Can the senator from
Michigan tell me the number of plur-
al marriageg in the Mormon Church
since 18907

Mr, Burrow—The number is shown
in the evidence, but I do not now
exactly pecall It

Mr, Hopkins—I have it,

My, Burrows—But there have been
several,

+ Mr, Hopkins—I am going to answer

the senalor on that,

Mr. Burrows—A numbey
have taken plural wives,

Mpr, Hopkins—-1 am going Lo discuss
that fully.

Mr, Burrows—It does not - follow
from that that others are taking plur-
al wives, but it {s true that the head
of the Church and some of the apos-
tles have indulged in plural marriage
since the manifesto.. One thing more,

of them

I should like to ask the senator if the

other people are calleg upon to take
care of their wives as a humane act?
Is there any reason why they should
continue to cohabit with them and
increase the numbey of the offspring?

Mr!' Hopkins—I will say to the sen-
ator that on that praposition I will

give him the answer of the head of

the Mormon Church, which is found
in the evidenca, It is not necessary
for me to make answer to that pro-
position. That véry question wag put
to the head of the Mormon Church,
who has had a number of childten
born since the manifesto, and [ sub-
mit that answer, not only to the sena-
tor, but to“senators In this body and
to the public generally,

Now, Mr, President,
to my proposition,

to come back

Ago. How many plural marriages
have there been since that time?
wave here, as I have said, four vol-
umes of testimony. They have raked
the entire Mormon Church from Mex-
feo to Canada, and throughout the
mountainous states: they have taken
every case that they could find,
whether the evidence warranted it or
not. I have gone through the tes-
timony, and I find that during the
16 or 17 years since the manifesto,
on theilr own showing, there have
been only 20 go-called “plural mar-
rlages''——a littla ovar one a year in
A population of 300,000. Take the
saame population In almost any part
of the country and there would be
nearly the same number of bigamous
marriages,

The evidence does not warrant the

conclusion that there have bheen even
20 of these mavviages. I base my
statement as to the number upon the
contention of the protestants them-
selves, hut when you come to sift the
evidence it absolutely fails, and if the
law that governs testimony in actions
dealing with property and lives in the
courts of our count: re to be In-
voked, they could not ghow flve cases
of thils kind,
" The senator has suggested that five
of the apostles have taken plural
wives. I meot that proposition when
I showed that |f these men had vio-
lated the law, the aposties and the
Church {tself did not preach the dooc-
trine of polyvgamy. I met that when
I showad that this manifesto Is sent
out by the missionaries, lg scattered
broadeast in the Church, and s ae-
quiesced in.as one of the doctrines
of the Church today. That one In-
dividual or five Individuals vialate the
law can not make a8 erlming) out of a
Church of 200,000 people, That one
man or flve among the apostles vio-
lata the Jdaw can not make Reed
Bmoot a crviminal, any more (han
the seénator from Michigan would bae
a eriminal because some senator glt-
ting near him might vioiate the law,
Reed Bmoot has no control over the
individun] actions of the aposties any
more than the senatbr from Michigan
has control over the individunl ac-
tionsg of the senator from: Colorado,

Mr, President, ns 1 have sald, it
I8 not ‘my purpose (o takke up very
much more time of the senate in the
discussion of this question.

Mr, Fulton—Mr, President,

The Viee President——Doos the senas
tor from Illinols yield o the senator
from Oregon?

Mr, Honkins--Yes,

My, Fulton he senator may have
xplained, 1174 T gid not understand
‘Iium if he dil, whether In the case of
the 20 polyguinous marriages which
have been celebrated sinee 18490 the

ceremony was performed by the
Chureh . in all of them or any of
them?

My, Hopkips—1 am very much

ohliged to the senator for calling iy
attention (o that, Under the rules
and regulations of the Church a plurs
wl marriuge, aven in pelygamois
day¥, was not a Jegal marviage, un-
lesw It wus porformed by the presi-
dent of the Chiureh or by somebody
deslguatad by him.

Minee the muynifesty of 1860 nelthey

number
the number of bigamous marciages

the other, Tt {s not nee

should prosecute i parso
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great deal of rumor.
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married to the second woman. He wis
Mark you, this
manifesto was in 18980, 16 or 17 years
We
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stated by the senator from Idaho.

from his religious offive and the reas

for a criminal offense is (hat he
marry the woman.

on and show

practiss to persecute people out thert!
if' they do not contract pﬂ’"eduww» ]

marriages, which, of gouvse, {7
nd Absurd

from Illinols yield to the seNAL0

Tinols will permit me, T wil or
I am pretty gamiliar with {he HAT
cage referred to, although | do N
rocall arin

showed hout it

ty in which my collengue jIves !
very clearly showrn when lie Wif M
rested that he had gone 19
had married his plural wif
the way, 17t
ject of polygam g, forbiddin
ishing 11,
progecuted under
of Utah becuuge
commitied fn
only thing for which he «
cuted was the crime of
wad progecuted for thal

tentiary,

fact, bui 1 huppen to !
further ubout 1. )
gpoke tn one of lf'lw civil o
2 7, the sheriff of ihe
(] ”I:::::v: the she ] ohe Sherift of \
ecounty
gheriff was & Mormon
arcesiod, .
mwon digtriet attorney an
¢ befora a4 Mormon
the penitentiary for
{s the history of the case. m‘“”ﬂ"u.

formation of
himself,

but, ag 1 am luformed
avery reasol to helleve i
er thisx man had been In tAE CE0
ry for somethiug less thah £ 3000
effort was made to secur
1" a pﬂlllm" Wis presen
anlleagie, who declined 1 g pardod:

deolingd Lo ask for the man§ I "

" L
about it becgusa 1 hgpponed T e !

of nr
OWN CORnry, This fe ong ! our
that thee Individuals \\"‘hc“nm‘nm. o
IGTE eIt aWh country yae e .
they had lefv their Ciffy.p, ,.x,&.‘,”
they were fiot only viola (e the LNt
of the Mormon Churel, DUE thad lawy
wera violating the lnws or gy | thiey
try a8 wWell, 8o they went gy o ¢ o
country to consummate this
I ehowed, mr. Presianye, N My
remarks that that pelatisy, 18 & Wil
ierous one in the oyes of th, \'||. Bdut.
Church, the samo s §t fs 00 2000
l!l‘R;"(”l themselves, HOUS thy
r. Dubols—Mr, Preg t

The Vico !’rvshlmnh-lm:-!.h”‘
ator from Iinols yielq o tho. s
from ldaho? senAtar

My, Hopkine—I1 do,

My, Dubols—1 will guk the s
from_ TlHnols, If he wil ajjgwe netor
the Mormon Church has un.‘i»’-m' i
to punish any of these |.An"-”ake“
for entering into this adultee. Tists
tHan s Tous velg.
P '.\h‘t.l ‘l'lopktlrl;ml Wil
rien rom aho by saying 1 >
other day I read in m-'ul-gl‘.'“l"fl",' tha
& member of a yellgions --'.'uun‘t‘l' i,
In one of the western stiteg poyo Hon
miltted the, orime of l»hv.nrn\-uu e
the seunatory iff he knows whethap
membere of his church hoyve vfn.'.'“ﬂ‘.'

¢d that man. One question iy e 1
J ' - L]

K Sa0Y i orday t

clear the skirts of Rood s|.,.:.r,1,mnrl‘" X3
iy Mormon In the Chygo) ”nlv:ta;i“
that ks

o 3 10y ;]nn .

ting u erline, The obligntion 4,
A ‘ ER] L

genator himself with the san,. \1,Fi,",‘} thi
responsibility as It is upon any l';('m?b:!

If he knows ¢

S velntiny

en.

answey o

has violated the luw It iy l»‘gv::;:n"“"fi’
cording to his awn code o 'lh‘f:;‘f-
C8, ty

present that avidence o o
to have them indict him,

and furye
as he gap,
these chaywen to" thy

¥ E
L Uah o §

Salt Lake Clty?

;{x I;)Fhrl)(lls-l myself have ngt

r. opkins—That is a| 7

know. HT want gy
Mr. Duboig~But the peoplo of Utan
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Mr. Hopkings—Where a crime is o !
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of  Justice,

the Mar
Church as it {5 true inside ufn:;l:,

Church; and If they had legal evigenes

wives, why have they not prosens

them instead of coming Iy 1.-p;;,lm.:}‘:}
g to punish a man who has done mors
than anythousand peoplein this muntryL
to stamp out the erime or polygamys
They are trying to punish a man whfs

ties of heart and head to do al in his
power to stop this crime, and yet e

late the law, these honored senatore
say that he should be expelled from
the senate of the United States,

Mr. Beveridge—Mr. Prosidente—

The Vice President—Does the senator
from Illinois yleld to the senator frop
Indiana? i

Mr. Hopkins—I yield.

Mr. Beveridge—In answer to the sy
ator's question, whether the samter
from Illinols could cite an insane
where there had been any punishment
by another Mormon of Mormons fo

tions, I have not read the testimony re.
cently, but the senator has, and I el
his attention to & case, as I remember
it, when I 'was present when the tes.
mony was being taken. I belleve |t was
u bighop of a stake by the name of Har
mer, who had taken another wife, .
and the attention of the senator fom
Utah, not then a senator, was called to
it. The bishop himself went to Prow,
the home of the senator from Utsh
not then a senator, and told him about
this thing, about which there was 2
The upshot of
the whele matter, as T remember the

nois will know about whst it was-
was that on his way home tom Prove
this bishop of the stake, who hd en-
tered Into relationships with mors than
one womau, was arrested by thesedfl,

the penitentiary. I do not know wheth-
er that i{s correct or not, but that i
as I remember it.

Mr. Dillingham—He himself testified
to it ¢

Mr. Beveridge—The senator (from
Vermont suggests that it was the blsh-
op himuelf who testified to that fact

Mr. Dubols—If the senator from [l
nois will pardon me, [ will show the,
difference. Bishop Harmer was it =
living with her in a purely adultersu
relation. Therefore the Mormon Chur
made an example of hiy, Had she b
married to him as a second wife, they
would not have interfered, becaus
they never have done so.

Mr. Beveridge—Then, the
suggestion jg-—

Mr. Hopkins—RIight here let me sird
word.

Mr. Beveridge—Yes,

Mr. Hopkins—I have shown, Mt
President, that there can not be io the
Mormon Church today the takingo‘ll
That is an Impossibillty
under the law of the Church, and th
velatfon Is an adultercus one, just #

senators

Mr. Beveridge—And the uugxuu_onﬁ
the senator from Idabo In unme;w 1
that the reason why they deposed

nitentlan |
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Mr. Dubols—Exaciiy: ;nwlnfl,\'. (f"
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