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¢HE SUPREME COURT DEOI-
: SION.

INT‘ERYIEW WITH PRESIDENT JOHN
TAYLOR.

An interview with PresidentJohn
Taylor, having been requested by
0. J. Hollister, Esq., United States
Collector of Internal Revenue for
Utah Territory, and correspondent
of the New York Zridune, on Mon-
day, Jan. 18, 1879, those gentlemen
met by appointment in the Presi-
dent’s office, Salt Lake City, when
the followiug conversation ensued, |
as reported by Mr.Geo. F. Gibbs,
phonographer, Mr, Hollister havs
ing his questions prepared in writ-
ing, President Tayloris not io
the habit of granting such requests
for interviews; and met Mr. Hol-
lister simply becanse he was in
some sense & representative of the
Federal Government. The report
is now published in full-becauge
it embodies many important state-
ments, and because it is hardly to
be expected that the whele conver-

sation, unabridged, will appear in
the paper for which it;was obtained.
In coanection with current events |
vitally aflfecting the, religious lib-
erties of the Latter-day Saints, we |
have no doubt that 1t will be read
with interest by many persons of
various creeds, as well as by the
people who are chiefly concerned in
the issues alluded to therein, and
the bearings of the recent decision of
the Supreme Court of the United
States: —ED. NEWS. ]

MR, HOLLISTER.~I would like, as
a representative of the New York
Tribune, to ask you, Mr. Taylor,

whether you dissent from Judge
Waite’s decision, and if so,
wherein?

Mr. TAYLOR,—In relation to this
matter, I suppose you want some-
thing froma me for the purpose of
laying it before the public?

Mr, H.—Yes, sir.

Mr. T.—Then, while I am net
averse to my views being made
Enown to the public, and as
you, I understand, are a United
States officer, I may take the liber-

Mr. H—If you will answer my
questions, I will answer yours.

Mr.I'\—( By way of introduction),
This is Mr. FPenrose, one of our
editors, whom I have invited to

resent, as he is also a public man.
Well, Mr, Hollister, what do you
wish to ask me?

Mr. H.—I have a namber of ques-
tions written down, which, if you |
please, I will present; and, to com-
mence, I will ask, Do you dissent
from Judge Waite’s statement of
the scope and eflect of the amend-
ment to the constitution guarantee-
ing religieus freedom? I

Mr, T.—Yes, sir.

Mr. H,—That Congress was there-
by deprived of all legislative power
over mere opinion or belief, but
was left free to reach actions which
are in violation of social duties or
subversive of good order? |

MR. PENROSE, Associate Editor of
the DESERET NEWS.—That is, 1t is
assumed that a religio oplehave
the right of belief, but have not the |
right to carry out and practice their
belief. :

Mr. T.—I regard that a religious
faith amounts to nothing unless we
are permitted to earry it into effect.
Congress and the Supreme Court
are carrying out the same princi-
ples that were practised in the per-
secutions against the Huguenols
in France, the Waldenses and Al-
bigenses in _Piedmont, the Non-
conformists in England,* and
others who have been persecuted
on account of their religion. All
of those people had the right in
their respective governments any-
where and everywhere to entertain
their religious -beliefs, but it was
the practice of that faith that made
it offensive. And [ look apon this in |
the same way. Article . of the
amendments to the Constitution
states that ““Congress shall make no
law respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibiting the free ex-
ercise thereof.’”” They will allow us
to think — what an unspeakable
privilege that is—but they willmot
allow us the free exercise of that
faitb which the Constitution guar-
antecs, Here is the injustice and
the manifest breach of faith.

Mr. H.—Is it not true that mar-
riage is the basis of society, that out
of it spring the social relations, ob-
ligations and duties with which
governments must necessarily eon- |

| not religious, what is? This ordi-

Ject then; but as my opinions are

| religion, and the state is prohibited

cern themselves? And is it not
therefore within [the legitimate

seope of the power of every civil
guvR:mmant to determine whether

marriage shall be polyga-
meus Oor monogamous under its

dominion? .
Mr. T.—I do not look upon it in
that way. I consider that when

the Constitution of the United
States was framed and adopted
those high contraeting ties did
positively agree that they would
not interfere with religious affairs,
Now, if our marital relations are

nance of marriage was a direct
revelation to us through Joseph
Smith the Prophet, which weas a
people believe in, I refer you to
my testimony givem not long ago
in a United States Court,and I|
will tell you now, as I there stated
under oath, that I know that God
kas given thisto us for our guid-
ance in these matters, My oath |
would be taken on other matters,
why not on religion? You may
not know it, but I know that this
is a revelation from God and a
command to his people, and there-
fore it is my religion, I do
not believe that the Supreme Court
of the United States nor the Con-
gress of the United States has any
right to interfere with my religi-
ous views, and in doing itthey are
viinln.ting their most sacred obliga-
tions,

Mr. H.—My idea of religion is
this:(—that man acknowledg
loves, reverences, worships, an
gives thanks to God; that consti-
tutes religion. Worship may take
various forms of expression, but
where did it ever, how can it, take
the form of marrying and raising
families—either sgingle or plural
families?

Mr, T.—Mr. Hollister, are you a
believer in the Bible?

Mr. P.—Mr. Hollister’s question
is answered by the Bible, which
plainly says—that marriage is or-
dained of God, ete. .

Mr, T.—Now, Mr. Hollister, I
have so far answered your ques-
tions, will you answer mine?j

Mr. H—Inonesensel do. I be-
lieve that part of the Bible that
my reason approves of.

Mr. T.—It would not be of any
use arguing with you on thissub-

desired for the public, I will

|it for y

bbb dbat T halis Bi
and believing ln "t T I;é’lfa?éhhi

those principles therein set forth,

Mr. H.—If marriage can be le-
ritimataly o=lltld 11gion, ‘Whﬂ.t

human relation or pursuit may not
be g0 called? and if everything is

from interfering withit, what place
is there left for the state?

Mr. T.—I do not know of any
particular necessity for the state
interfering with religious matters;
the Constitution declares it shall

not,

When one’s religion assumes to in-
terfere with the rights and liberties
of others, | _

Mr. T.—~Whose rights do we in-
terfere with? that is a questien I
was going to ask you.

Mr. H.—J.consider that you in-
terfere with men’s rights and wo-
men’s rights and children’s rights,

Mr. T.—How can we interfere
with men’s rights er with women’s
rights if all enter into it voluntari-
ly? The man is not injured by it,
for he assumes premeditatedly and
knowingly the responsibilities that
he veoluntarily enters into; the
woman’s rights are not interfered

'withh;r for her actions are as the
man’s—voluutary, and she under-

le it must be of nniversal applica-

ility? _

Mr. P.—There are certain princi-
ples of our faith that must be be-
lieved in and practised beéuz; the
principle of polygamy, an ere-
fore it could not apply to any but
believers in those principles as well
as polygamy.

I'g.. T.—I do not think it necessa=
ry to enter intoa discussion on these
peints. I speak of facts and conse-
quently I do not think they can be
suceessfully controverted. These
theories are too visionary and too
far in the future. It is well known
that there are scores of thousands
of women in these United States
who eannot obtain busbands and
the same also in Enbpgland and
other Christian countries. And fur-
thermore, we regard the plural or-
der of marriage as being voluntary,
both on the part of the man and
the woman, If there should be
any dieparity, as you refer to—if
there should not be two wives for
one man, why then he could not
get them. '

Mr. H.—Is it not a trespass on
the rights of others? those of men,
because when a man marries two
women, some other man must do
without any? those of women, be-
cause they are each entitled to a
husband,and becasdse the essence of
copjugal love is exclusiveness;
those of children, because ‘they
cannot have that care from a poly-
gamic they ought to and do have
from a monogamiec father?

Mr. Calder—Let me ask you, Mr,
Hollister, if you think a person has
the right to practice polygamy in
our faith unless he accepts Joseph
Smith as a prophet of God?

Mr. H.—No, nor then either.

Mr, C,—How then can it affect
sthers that de not believe in him?

Mr, T.—You propose to interview
me in relation to this matter; and
on the other band I propose to in-
terview yon. You give me credit
for my good faith; I give you cred-
ours. You are & United
States officer, and I am a believer
in the United States government.
I have taken the oath of allegiance

to the United States guvarnmenti gi

not being Ameriean born, and

have always admired its institu-
tions; and I have been very desir-
ous to see the practice and carrying
out of these fundamental principles
of our government; I have been
83leys, to.see public affairs con-

—— = - w

correct, philosophie, patriotic and

teamanlike form in all thinga.
g Eﬂﬂ"}‘ll?ﬂ been my sentiments; 1

presume they are yours, I
would like to see the Government

I take a course that would be calcu-

lated to promote union, confidence
and fellowship among all classes.
I am not one of those that feel like
damning and destroying those that
do not believe as 1 do. 1
believe that God is the Fa-
ther of all; and I believe that this

Mr. P.—That is easily answered. | government was instituted by God

for certain purposes, in the inter-
ests of humanity; and I wish to
see things conducted in that man-
ner that will tend to promote the
happiness and well-being of all
grades and classes, irrespective of
creed, I think, and kmow in fact,
we are misunderstood in many re-
spects. SBome people think we are
enemies to this government. Ican
truthfully say I never was an ene-
my to the government, neitbher
have [ ever entertained a feeling of
enmity in my heart. I donot think
for one moment that either Joseph
Smith or Brigham Young was an
enemy to the government; neither
do I believe that any of our leading
men, comprehending correet prin-.

stands the nature of the covenant|ciples, ever feel inimical to the
as well as the responsibility she as- | gevernment of the United States,

sumes,

Mr. H.—T think it interferes with
the rights of men .and women, be-
cause when a man marties a second
WO gsome other man must do
without any. Travelers saéh as|
Livingston and Sweinfurth tell us
thet the slave trade in Eastern and
Central Africa has been supported
for ages by the demand for plaral
wives or concubines in polygamous
Asia. You believe that Mormon-
ism will be universally reeceived,
but polygamy cannot become uni-
versal, because the sexes are born
in about equal numbers, How can
a principle, not of uniwersal appli-
cability, be philosophically sound, |
or sound in any sense?

Mr. P.=—-What need of going out
of Utah?

Mr, H.—If you are going to de-
fend polygamy #s & sound philoso-
phical principle, I don’t see how
you can avoid going out of Utah.

Mr. P.—But we only practice it
as a part of our religion.

Joseph Smith had a revelation.
Could he help that? If the Lord
spake to him was he to blame? I be-
lieve that revelation. You do not.
That is all right. One is a Baptist,
say, another a Presbyterian, ete.,
etc.; that is his individual business,
not mine. I look upon;it that we are
all the children of the same Parent,
all having a perfect right to His
mercy and full ffeedom of action
without distinction. And I would
be much pleased to see correct prin-
ciples established in the United
States, and thence spread through-
out the world, That is my politi-
eal faith, Mr, Hollister.

Mr. H.—Can religious belief, in
your opinion, be accepted by any
government as justification of an

| act which it has by law made crimi-

nal without abdicating its functions
a8 a governmenti?

Mr. T.—Well, that would be a
question admilting of a great deal
of argument, dependin% altogether
upon circumstances. If the gov-

with a Constitution guaranteeing
to all men freedom in regard to
their religious right and then vio-
lates that Constitution, the govern-
ment then becomes the transgressor,
not the parties, For instance, re-
ferring to the government of the
United States; do you believe that
its Constitution is binding upon
Congress and upon the Bupreme
Court?

Mr. H-—YH' ﬂl‘- .

Mr. T.—Then, although I am
sorry to say it, yet I believe that
both of these exalted branches of
the government have violated their
most sacred obligations to sustain
that instrument.

Mr, H.—Can your people longer
entertain a reasonable expectation
of changing, or materially modify-
ing, the sentiment of the American
people on this subjeetl?

Mr, T.—Unless they go back to
first principles we cannot. Wecan
have but very little hope unless
they recognize the validity of the
Constitution, and do not tamper
with that sacred covenant,

Mr. H.—If not, can you expect
as a people to practice polygamy
indefinitely, hedging it about with
secrecy, and when questioned ju-
dicially, evade or deny it?

Mr. T’.—In relation to our expec-
tations pertaining to that, the U. 8.
judiciary as well as all the powers
of this government are in the
hands of God, and we are in the
hands of God, and we and they also
must abide the issue.

Mr. H.—Viewed socially or philo-
sophically, apart from all religious
mnaidemﬂuna, do you regard poly-
gamy as worthy of perpetuation at
the cost of perpetual antagonism
between your people and their
countrymen?

Mr. T.—However we may re-
spect the government and its insti-
tutions I would respectfully say we
are not the parties who produce this
antagonism, it is men who place
themselves in antagonism to the
Constitution of the United BStates.
We are governed by the law of
God, which is not in violation of
that Constitutior, Our revelation
ven in August 1831 specifically
states that if we keep the laws of
Ged we need not break the laws of
the lJand. Congress has since, by
its act, placed us in antagonism to
what we term an unconstitutional
law, and it now becomes a question
whether we should obey God or

TME. H.—But I taKmg war po-

gitinn dn yvou no t Tassmen e o
as the jm?gan ni 'ﬂmv(}‘onntitutinn,

whereas the lJaws(Sec709 R. 8.) make
the BSupreme Court the _Lud of the
constitutionality of the gﬁm of
Congress?

Mr. T.—~Without any in(tgpmta-
tions from the Bupreme urt, I
take it that the words themselves
are explicit onthis point requiring
no interpretation, and any inter-
pretation could not make them
plainer, We take them to mean
what they say. When the Counsti-
tution says Coneress shall make no
law respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibitinrg the free ex-
ercise thereof, we take it to mean
what it says. Congress, indeed,
can pass laws, and the Supreme
Court can sanction those laws; but
while they have the power, being
in the masjority, the justice of those
laws is another matter.

Mr. H.—Viewed as above do you
regard polygamy assuperior to mo-
nogamy as the form or law of mar-
riage, and if so wherein?

Mr, T.—~I consider it altogether
superior o the law of monogamy
in a great many particulars. First,
I base it upon the will and com-
mand of God both in ancient and
modern times; secend, I base it up-
on the natural results of monoga-
my. There is in all monogamic
countries, the United States not ex-
cepted, a terrible state of things
arising from the practice of monoga-
my, infanticide and feoticide pre-
vnlflng to an alarming extent.
Statements are on record of reliable
men, such as physicians, statesmen
and others, to the eflect that they
feared that, in consequence of such
practices, the original stock of peo-
ple in certain districts would run
out. It is said that they arrange
the size of their families to suit
themselves, generally ealculating
to have about two children, and
the rest must be ki¥ed either before
they come into she world or after-
wards, thus making murderers and
murderesses of all who engage in
it, imbroning their bands in the

| blood of innocence and taking the
lives of those whom God committed
to their care. And it must be ad-
| mitted that whoredoms and other
abominable practices, which are

Mr, H,—Baut if it is a true prinei- | ernment sets eut in the first place | oflensive to good or civilized society

-

and contrary to the laws of nature,
are carried on extensively, and that
people are doing far worse things,
according to their own admissions,
associated with monbgamy than we
are even ch with. And that
while these things are sanctioned
and protected to a cer\ain extent
2{ government—atleast winked at,
| those highly moral and re us
principles, ordained of God, b
which men eught to be tetuu.ucf;.
are trampled under foot. A man
marries a wife, he does not calcu-
late to be true te her, but sssociates
with lewd women, of whom there
are thousands upon thousands in
the United States, Polygamy ‘ﬁ)rﬂ-
tects its offspring; monogamy does
not. How many are there now in
Washington, New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia and other cities that
make it a practice to cohabit with
other women, to whom c¢hildren
are bern, the results of their adal-
tery, whom they do not acknowl-
edge, but who are turned out upon
the streets to become waifs in the
shape of newsboys, street-sweep-
ers, etc., outcasts and pariahs ef so-
ciety, augmenting also the criminal
classes and the paupers, leaving
other people to provide for their il-
licit offspring; and it is not an un-
frequent thing for sueh children,
while eng sweeping the street
crossings, to ask their own father
for a penny, the child not knowing
the father nor the father the child.
Mr. H.—Do you consider these
evils the necessary concomitants of
monogamy more than of polygamy?
Mr. T.—These are the results of
monogamy, whether necessary or
not, and these are the evils asso-
clated with it. We acknowledge
our children, we acknowledge our
wives; we have no mistresses. We
had no prostitution here until it
was introduced by monogamy, and
I am now told that these other dia-
bolical deeds are following in its
train., The courts have protected
these people in their wicked prac-
ticee. We repudiate all such things,
and hence I consider that a system
that will enable a man to earry out
his professions, and that will enable
him to acknowledge his wife or
wives and acknowledge and provide
for his children and wives, is much
more honorable than that principle
which violates its marital relations,
and, whilst hypocritically profess-
ing to be true to its pledges, reck-
lessly violates the same and tram-
ples upon every principle of honor,

which sits down and coolly and de-
Hhawataly danidea how many ﬂ,hil-

dren sball be murdered and how
many shall live. The one, Mr.
Hollister, is a great deal better sys-
tem than the other. Before mo-
nogamy came here we had no houses
of ill fame, and our women were
not seduced.

Mr. H.—Does not the Bible which
gives the first account of polyga-
my also give ug the first account of
prostitution? |

Mr. T.—Toa very limited extent,
but it was punishable by death
};1 connection with the polygamic

W, |

Mr. H.—Then prostitution is not
necessarily a concomitant of mo-
nogamy any more than it is of
polygamy?

Mr, T.—O yes, it is, for under the
polygamic law adulterers were pun-
ished with death. And it is known
to the world that prostitationt is a
concomitant or outgrowth of mo-
nogamy to be found in.all monoga-
mous countries, and is really one of
the prominent institutions of mo-
mogamy, having been licensed in
some parts of the United States,
and it is also licensed in France and
other “Christian” countries.

Mr. H.—Imight reply to thisthat

Christian nations regard prostitu-
tion as an evil, to be ted
where it cannot be sup ; that

it is nowhere among fhem encour-
aged, but universally frowned upon;
that it were bettér for man to put

mere restraint upon his passions,
than to provide the means of satis-

fying them under the cover of law
or religion.

Mr. T.—I think it better te hon-
estly and bonorably carry out our

rofessions, than to ac‘ the part of
Brpucritaa whether as individuals
er nations.

Mr. H.—But if we want to get
through we must confine the dis-
cussion to the line of my written
questions. Otherwise it would be
endless. I will therefore ask—Was
not the t object of the institu-
tion of polygamy to rapidly increase
the number of theadherents of your
chureh, and is not that object ac-
complished as far as is practicable
in that w%i'

Mr, T.—The object as well as the
institution was designed by the Al-
mighty and not by man: I believe



