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theoretical, merely because your par-
cnts may believe in it. Don't con-
tinue to believe in it simply because
you bhave done so, without looking
100 it from all sides ot the question.
Be independent. Be willing to learn.
Ihink for yourselves. Recollect that
wise men and women are open to con-
viction. DBe open to new ideas. Talk
with people who think differently from
what you do, on this athect, as you
would on any subject. Use your own
brains. Don’t be a clam.”

Thut is very good as far as it goes,
and is such advice as the writer
might often hear in **Mormon meet-
1ngs if he ever attended them. Sach
remarks have been frequent in Mutual
Improvement Association meetings
which are conducted by ‘‘young Mor-

mons’? for mutual benetit,.

1

We o further. We say, don't
be & monogamist actual or
theoretical merely because somes

body says it is right and the other
theory and practice are wrong. Be not
only **willing to think for yourselves,”
but be thinkers. Den't condemn any-
Ihiﬂ_L:; merely because it is unpopular.
Don't believe anything simply because
the majority accept it. Don’t be ridi-

culed out of anything thut vou know|

or have faith 1. Don'g de-

-

ceived into fancying that “indepen-|

dence’ consists in opposition. ere
is, at least, as much independence in
unity as in division.

Moreover, beware of anyone who
tries to break down the force of paren-
tal authority. *‘Houor thy father and
thy mother,” isas divine, essential and
beautiful to-day as it was four
thousaud years ago. Beware of
those who would entice you
from the path of self-control into
the ways of self-indulegence. Avoid
those who drink intoxicants, smose
tobacco, indulge in flithy language,
jestat virtue and try to induce you to
follow their example. Be: temperate,
be chaste, be humble, be teachable.

Follow good examples, anl don’t be
caught with chaft.

e s —
A DIFFERENCE.

The editor of the Ogden Herald in al-
luding to his own case in the ]last issue
of that paper says:

*The secret of his overthrow and
punishment—for he has already been
crueily punished by aspersive public
vilitiers—may be discovered in the fact
that be ably, warmly, fearlessly, and
perhaps over zealously, espoused the
cause Of the abused, the down-trodden
and the oppressed—the cause of the
Mormons. Had he uttered ten thon-
sand libels against thein, the carpet-
bag stateswnen of Utah and their abject
satellites would never have dreamed
g{ ﬁutuming the libel law agaianst
nim,

No intelligent persom who has
'watched the course of events in this
"T'erritory daring the past few years
<an honestly question the truth ot this
last assertion. In }:ruut of the fact
that it makes all the difference
in the world whose ox is gured, one
has only to think of the abuse to which
the Latter-day Saints as a people have
been subjected in the courts of this
Territory, unsupported by testimony
Or warrant of law, as in the case of
the assault recently made by Mr. Var-
ian when%e refused to prosecute the
non-**Mormon'' lechers, and then re-
call the snubbing which Attorney Bar-
mester received for merely referring to
the feeling of prejudice existing azainst
the Saints. Or, if a more extreme ex-
ample 1s wanted, we might refer to the
stream of outrageous libels against
the Saints as individualsand as a com-
munity, poured forth by the anti-
““Mormon®’ press of this city, for
uttering which if the writers thereot
could live to pay by Iimprisonment
the usual penalty in libel cases eternity
would scarcely be long epough for
them, but which, if net endorsed is at
leust ignored by the carpet-baggers re-
ferred to.

e i —
PHIL, ROBINSON ON UTAH.

ACCORDING to the kondon Times Phil.
Robinson is said to have replied as

follows to a question as to how he
zained such an intimate knowledge of
the “*Mormons:”’

“I lived some months among them
for the purpose of studying them and
writing about them from an impartial
pointof view. I went to Utah Terri-
tory for the New York World, and I
wrote to that paper forty deseriotive
letters, which created a great sensa-
tion all over America, since they en-
tirely contradicted the generally ac-
ue?ted accounts of the Mormouns cir-
culated by Gentile writers, who have
tried for the last fifty years bg'{

-0f slanders to destroy the

all sorts
ormons.

They have always made out Utgh to be’

a den of infamy, where crime and vice
of all kinds are Perpetrated. Now,
from seven months’ close observation
of the Mormons, [ anhésitatlngly say
that Utah isthe purest State in Amer-
ica. Waalever crime and vice are to
be met with iun Salt Lake City
are perpetrated by the Gentiles.
who form 17 per cent. of the popula-
tion of that city, and yet furmsh 95 per
cent of the criminals! In the Territory
there are no Gentiles resident, and
consequently there are no police re-
quired, for there is no crime. And,
mind you, the Territory is as large as
England in extent. My true statement
of things as 1 found them, anel my con-
‘stant denial and refutation of toe daily

S

slanders circulated about the Mormons |
by the editor of vhe anti-Mormon paper |
in Salt Lake, who also happened to be
the telegrapbic correspondeat of an
association that correspouds to our
Reuter, of course gained for me a log
of ill-will among the Yankees in the
civy, and after nightfall I seldom went
outl withouta Derringer in my pocket.”?

There are soume inaccuracies in the
foregoing, as for instance the intima-
tion that the non-**Mormon” residents |
of the Territorywere limited toSaltLake
City, and the calling of Utah a State,
but his declaration that Utah Is the
purest part of Ameriea is based upon
observation and a studylof statistics,
and its truth cau be demonstrated.
The same may be said as to his esti-
mate of the ratio of criminals from the
respective classes of Utah’s residents.
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‘““ONE OF THE IMMORTALS.”

A FEw Sundays ago the Rey. R. Heber
Newton, of New York, delivered a dis-
course on *‘the three names that rep-
resent the patriarchal-period in Jewish
history”—Abraham, Isaac and Jacob—
the men whom Jehovah was pleased to
be called after as their God. The
preacher had nothing but good to say
of those ancient worthies. He showed
that each was unlike the other, ‘*while
each was one of the great Fathers of
the people called by Providence to

teach the world in conduct, each of
whom was equally with the others a
man of God-—of the God of Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob."

Here is what he said of Abraham:

“The story of Abraham is of a mag-
pnificent manhood, a nature as one of
the immortals, a veritable son ot the
Most High. He led a migration toa
new country for freedom of conscience
and purity of worship. I believe our
history preserves to us the dim mem-
ory ot 4 mighty master of men, such a
hero ofgthe soul, in the father ot mono-
theism. When Alexander Severus was
filling the Pantheon with busts of the
immortals of earth he passed by Moses
and placed Abraham there. Moses
founded a national religion—Judaism.
Abraham fathered the faiths of three
great religions—Juodaism, Christianity
and Mohamedanism. Tne Abrahamic
type of character is that of the colos-
sal forms of wanhood, the giant figures
of the earth—the 1mmortals. Our

business is to recognize and
do homage to them when
they come. The deepest irreverence

of our age is its attitude of cynical
familiarity toward our few really great
men. There are spots on the sun, yet
one should not think !ess of the orb of

day because of these obscurations, or
decline to walk in its light because it |
has shadows. The faith of the great
souls of earth is not easy for us, but it
is in the part of true wisdom, of a
sound reason to believe in their bellef,
to trust the vision which opens on their
eyes, though it be clouded to our sight |
as we walk low down in the valleys of
earth., In the light of their lives we
can best l:arn to believe in one of
whom these splendid beings are the
children; one whose justice and good-
ness 18 imagined in these His offspring:
one whom these immortals may justly
call ‘Father.””

All this is just, and nothing but what
is due to the memory of the great
patriurck, who had a Kingly soul, was
learned enough to teach the Egyptians
astronomy, was a foe to idolatry, a
leader of men, an owner of much
wealth, the *‘friend of God” and
the husband of several wives, Yet, if
this *“*splendid being,”” this *‘giant
figure of the earth,” one of the *“im-
mortals,” was living in the United
States to-day, his eulogist with others
of the same cloth would have him put
m the penitentiary. ‘‘Distance lend
enchantment te the view.” What was
virtue three thousand years ago, is
counted vice in the nineteenth century.
One of the grandest fizures in his-
tory would to-day be counted as
8& common criminal. And the
same men who revere his memory as
one of the mighty dead, would spit
upon him and revile him and seek his
destruction if living.

We are well aware that customs |
and manners and .laws change
with the progress of time and the
growth of nations:; that some things
which might be tolerated in one
aze will be condemned in another; but
morality and virtue remain the same.

claimed by modern ministers, then
Abraham was an adunlterer and. could
not enter into the Kingdom of heaven,
according to the teachings of the New
Testament, and was worthy of an ig-
nominious death according to the Old.

Dr. Newton declares that we should
“‘do homage? to such men as Abraham

when they come to us. He =ays, *'It is
the part of true wisdom, of a sound
faith, to believe in their belief.” Well,
then, the Latter-day Saints or ‘“‘Mor-
mouns' should be praised iustead of
| blamed wherein they pattern after tne
'example of the great patriarch, They
'not only show *‘true wisdom’’ and in-
'dicate *‘a sound faith’’ by believiag in
his belief, but they show their faith by
' their works, and follow the injunction
of Jesus, the great teacher; who said,
“If ye were the children of Abraham

e would do the works of Abra-
am.”” Bat, in the language of
Dr. Newton, . it is because

the light which opened to the vision of
Abraham and his followers is “clﬂude::l
to the sight’’ of modern *‘Christians,"

e
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valleys of earth’ that their ‘‘deep _ir-
reverence” turns to evil that which the

God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob ap-

probated and regulated for good.

If the plural marriage of the ‘*Mor-
mons’’ is vice, it was vice in Abrahamn.
The laws of a nation do not make or
unmake esseantial evil.
tiroe does not change purity into cor-
raption., If plural marriage is vile in
itself, it was always vile, and Abraham
was detiled by it as muach as any ** Mor-
mon' is said to b
was not inherently sinful then, it can-

to~day; and if 1t |

The lapse of |

It is everlasting, continuous and di-

not be so now. | |
We are not arguning upon the legal |

aspect of this question. We are mere-
ly looking at 1t morally, religiously
and logically, taking Dr. Newton's
eunlogy of one of the great characters
of history as a baslis.

The inconsistency of modern divines

in their lutemperate attacks upon the
Laiter-day Saints and their wnolesale |

and unspariag denunciations of polyg- | wives. The caunge of words is small,
amy, is made plainly apparent when | but the difference in meaniag is in-

they go into rhapsodies over the
grandeunr and holiness of Abraham,and
descant upon the purity and devotion
Oof dSarah, of Rachel and of ,Hannah,
They hold up for the admiration of
modern nations the biblical wor:hies
of antiquity and then condemn to the
fate of afelon any man who exhibits
laith in those cxainples by patterning |
after them in his life and conduct,

ham, Isaac and Jacob were ‘*‘each
called by Providence to teach the world
in conduect.’’ Taey were not merely
examples of faith but of action. Why
then abuse the Latter-day Saints for
their practical obedience to the teach-
ings of thosedivinely called and holy
““men of God?”’

Verily this isa generation of hum-
bug, and the teachers of religion,while
uttering fine words to fall pleasantly
on the ear,do not mean that their
high-sounding sentences shall be taken
for practical lessons to 1nfluence the
lives of men. Truiy they are but ‘‘as
gu?g‘ding brass and a tinkling cym-

al.
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LIVING WITH ““AND’ HOLDING
OUF.

WE published in Thursday evening’s
i8sue of the DEsERET NEWS some cor-
respondence between the Grand Juary
of the First Judicial District and As-
soclate Justice Yowers. The subject
is interesting to the people of Utah. It
is the very question which the Supreme
Court of the United States has shirked,
if the Assoclated P’ress reports of the
decision in the Cannon case are cor-
rect. The Court was requested by the
Solicitor General, as well as by the
couunsel for the appellant, to define the
conduct necessary in a poiygamist in
order to avoid infraction of the Ed-
munds law. The Court, it appears,
declined to say what such a person

should do, but made some remarks as
to what ne must not do, which did not
meet the issue at all.

Judge Powers goes a little further on
that ground, but not much. He says:
“A man must so live that he will pot
cause Lthe outside world to believe that
he is living with them as wives or
nolding them out as wives.”” How a
man situgted as many men in Utal are
to-day, can do thatand be justitied in
law and 1o mworality, to say nothing of
religion, it is rather diflicult to say.
Judge Powers admits thata man who
has plural wives may visit them, hold
friendly relations with them, provide
for them and their children, hut he
musi not **cause the world to believe
he is associating with them as & hus-
band associates with his wife,”’

This is all vague and indeterminate .
How is 2 man to know what the world |
will be led to believe abonut his uctious?
There was no testimony in the case of
Angus M. Cannonto show that the de-
fendant bad acted as a husband usually
does in associating with his wives,
yet he was coonvicted, under an en-
tirely new interpretation of criminal
lJaw. What is meant by *‘associating
as a nusband does with his wife?”
What does it imply? Does it not
necessarily convey the idea of that
which the Courts decide is not an ele-
ment of the offense of unlawful co-
habitation?

Suppose a man’s wife has a sister or
other female relative whom she de-
sires as a companion, and who lives in
the same house as the pair, is provided

[f plaral ‘marriage is adultery, as[for, eats at the same table, and is

If they
might

treated as one of the fa.milr.
are “Mormons'’ toe world
think that the man bad mar-
ried her, and it might be
claimed that by his conduct he had
caused that belief. Is he to berespon-
sible for what gossip says concerning
him? And what conduact would it take
toconstitute the offense of living with
that woman as a husbaund associates
with his wife? Does not the only an-
swer that can be offered to mect this
question, show the absardity and in-
correctness of the deflnition of unlaw-
ful cohabitation given by the courts?
And if a man bhas a plural wife with
whom he has ceased to associate as a
husband does with a wife, but who
treats her just the same as the wife’s
relative in the case supposed above,
how can he be justly convicted of un-
lawful cohabitation?

It is very clear to those who bhave
reflected on this subject that there can
be no judicial proceedings by which a
man can be divorced from plural

wives, however much some judges ap-

because “they walklow down in tae

psar to desire such adjydication, 1If a

' hi
and yet Ir. Newtoh tells us that Abra- : doe

il

woman is not a legal wife she cannot
be legally divorced. That which is
void ab initio cannot be made null by
a decree of court. Judge Powers rec-
ogmzes the folly of requiring any pub-
lic renunciation ef plural wives, The
law does not demand any such thing.
And the nature of the contract be
tween *‘a Mormon’ and his wives 18
such that no law made by man can have
any effect upon it, as an abiding and
eternal religious covenant. All earth,
hell and the devil cannot dissolve it.

vine,

And the ruling of the courts as sus-
tained by the izhest judicial tribunal
in the land, does not require a man to
repudiate bis wives except as to living
with them in that relation. Juage
Powers, if correctly reported errs in
using the word ‘‘or” in the place of

—— =
el

rf::lrl:l:ner two grand jurors stated that he

said he had paid the woman for aiding
in detecting the men, according to an
arrangement for that purpose. Tlls
was what the defendant adwitted in
his own testimony ia ¢ourt, It was
corroborated by all the other witnesses
both for the prosecution and the de-
fense, Itis notlikely that Mr. Hamps»
ton would go before the granc jury
when he was not required to say any-
thing about himself, and had been so
informed, and voluntarily furnish eyi-
dence tor his own conviction, -

Do we say, then, that tae two grand
jurors liea?® No, we do not say
whether they lied or not. We say that
if they were ever so truthful, they only
repeated their impressions of what
Mr. Hawrpton said concerning himself,
and that the two other jurywmen also
brought for the prosecution did not

“and,” 1 speaking of what u man|agree with them, that their story is

must not o in relation to his plural

mense, Unlawful § cohabitation, as
defined by the courts, is **living with
AND holding outto the world more
than one woman as wives.” It takes
both eiements to constitute the offense,
Judge Powers, in his latest explana-
tion says, *‘‘living with, or holding
them out as wives.”’
He may not have intended to ¢ xpress
mself in that way, for his language
iunt. always convey his meaning,
but that is how it appears in the pub-
lished reports, It is wrong, in any
eveut. Under the established ruling a
man may hold out any number of
woanen as his wives if he does not live
with them as sach. There can be no
cohabitation of any Kkind, lawful or
uniawful, unless the partles live to-
gether. No matter how miuch the word
*‘cohabit’” may be stretched or con-
tracted to apply specially to ‘“Mor-
mons,” its rovy s'gnification cannot be
changed, and that 1s *‘to dive together.”
It the parties do not live or dwell to-
gether, there is no cohabitation, either
marital or unmarital. For the purposes
of the Edmunds law, it has been
judicially decided that unlaw-
ful cohabitation means the living
together in the warriage relation, or in
the habit and repute of marriage, of a
man with more than one woman.

If Judge Powers explained this mat-
ter Lo the jury so as to make them be-
leive that the offense is “‘living with or
holding out,’’ he has misled them be-
cause 1t consists of living with and
holding out, according to his own pre-
vious ruling and the decision ot the
Supreme Court of the United States.
The difference is all-important, and the
public should understand the matter
rightly even if the Grand Jury of the |
First Judicial District are misin-
formed.

- — -——
NOT “*DUE PROCESS OF LAW.”

improbable and that it was rebutted
by the abundant testimony against
their version produced by the prose=
cution as well as by the defense. We
say further, that in our opinion and the
opinion of the public, no jury selected
according to the spirit and letter of the
jury law, weould have been likely to
find such a verdict on such flimsy evi=-
dence, notwithstanding the spiteful
harangues of'the Prosecuting Attorney,
s0 anxious to punish the man who has
detected crime and to keep free from
unishment the criminals that man has
een the means of detecting.

Mr. Hampton was ably defended.
Messrs. Hoge and Burmester did all
that lay in their power to present his
case In its proper light, and to show
the flimsiness of the so-called evidence
ainst him, to disprove the allegations

the prosecution and dissipate the
retense of ‘‘conspiracy.’”” But what
could they expect to accomplish witha
jurv selected as that jury was? The
fault did not lay in the counsel for the
defense, nor in the defense itself. The
public know why such a verdict was
found on such evidence or lack of evi-
dence. We do not believe that a case
was ever tried in these latter times in a
civilized counWwy under such pro-
ceedings as in he Hampton case.

The admissions ef Marshal Ireland
as to the selection of jurors from one
class of the community, and his inten-
tional omission to select any of an-
other class, were sufficient to show
that Mr. Hampton was not to be tried
b?ra jury of his peers. It was suffl-
cient also to prove that the jury was
not drawn according to the spirit or
letter of the law of Congress which
regulates the jury system o1 this Terri-
tory. The evident purpose of the jury
law is to have juries composed of per-
sons (belonging to both classes of the
community, half of the number te be
from thesmi nority clase, and the uvther
half from the majority. Considering
the largeness of the majority and the
smallness of the minority, the injus-
tice of even this arrangement

i
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THE verdict in the Hampton case i8
not surprising to many people. The
haste with which the case was rushed
to trial, so that a jury could be em-
paneled on the open venire method
which could not have been done in the
regular order, the manner in which the
jury was specially selected from the
religious opponents of the defendant,
the acceptance of jurors who admitted
they had formed an opinien before the
case was tried, the course pursued in
arresting and confining the chief wit-
ness for the prosecation, and impress-

ing her with the idea that she was to
be placed on trial, tue animus of the

Prosecuting  Attorne previously
displayed toward the defendant
when the male lechers  were

freed from punishment, the whole ar-
rangement of the prosecution, fore-
told a conviction, no matter how con-
clusive might be the defense,

Tris was common conversation ino
the strevis before the evidence was of-
fered. Dut when the testimony for the
prosecution was ill in, public opinion
changed in some degree. The utter
absence of proof of *‘conspiracy’ was
apparentto all. It was thought by
some that no jury could convict on
such diaphanous testimony. But
others shook their heads and said it
did not matter about evidence., B. Y.
Hampton had been the means of ex-
posing lewd frequenters of vile houses,
and among them persons who had ofe

ticiated as officers of the court, and he |-

was ‘*‘pound to go under.”

Mr. Hampton has been convicted,
and may have to suffer a severe pen-
alty. But we do not believe that any
fair-minded person who has followed
the trial carefully, will say that he has
had a fair trial or that the verdict was
warranted by the evidence. The testi-
mony of the poor, frightened creature
who had been made to believe that she
was in jeopardy instead of the defend-
ant, the wretched prostitute who be-
trayed her paramours, the hounded
hag at bay against her supposed ex-
posers, was not worth anythiong in
court ur outside. That she lied 1n one
part of her testimony was proven by
the evidence of a deputy marshal, a
witness for the prosecution. Her
evidence was 80 Sﬂ.lpﬂ.hlf unreliable
that it was admitted to be worthless of

itself. In order to substantiate it
the testimony of four. grand
jurors was adduced. They were
called to repeat what they

professed to have heard the defendant
say when brought before the grand
jury as a witness., Two of them stated
that Mr. Hampton said he had engaged
the woman to open a house: that is

that this was their understanding of

is nptpn.reut. But what can be
said of the justice of selecting all the
jury purposely, specially, intentionally
trom the minority, and that the class
which is opposed to the defendant? 1Is
this 1n accordance with the traditions
and genius of the jury system which
has been upheld for so many centuries
as a bulwark of freedom and a guar-
anty of justice? And then think of a
jury so chosen {from the class hostile to
the defendant, sitting on a trial in
which his iiberty was involved, after
having admitted that they had formed
an opinion upon it before any evidence
was adduced! What chance had Mr.
Hampton for ‘‘an impartial trial before
a jury of his peers?” That chanoce
was prevented by the plan which
rushed the case to a hearing sefore a
jury could be drawn under the provis-
ions of the statute and which ar-
ranged the proceedings with a view to
the present result.

We consider the accused entitled to
a new trial. An appeal of course is
open to him, but that would be simply
taken before three judges, one of whom
has already ruled upon the questions of
law which are involved in the case.
We think, with the great majority of
the public, that the defendant should
be tried before an ‘.lrnpart.jul jurydrawn
according to the law of Congress, and
not be deprived of liberty or property
by force of such proceedings as those
by which he has been condemned
which cannot be reasonably considered
as ‘*due prccess of law.”’

WANTED!

Good, Clean Cotlton Rags,
at Deseret Paper Mill.

CHICAGO SCALE CO.

161 8. Jefferson St., Chicago.

2 Ton Wagon Scale, $40- 3 Ton, $50.
4 Tou 860, Ream Box Included
240 1b Farmer's Seale, 85
“Little Detective” Loz, to 235,53

FORGES, TOOLS, Etc.
Best Forge Made for Lignt Work, $10
401b. Anvil and Kit of Tools, §10

Farmers save time and money dolog odd jobe-
Rlewers, Anvils. Viees nnd other articlea. Lisis Free.

PATENTS

MUNN & CO., of the BCIENTIFIC AMERICAN
ue tufct u‘ﬂollﬁmu for Patents, {hr%
: yrights, for the Unlited States, m
England, ce, doﬂnl.n;r. ete. Hand Book a
Patents sent free. Thirty-seven years' experien
Patents obtained through MUN
B e R atties g 8.3 yous,
= PO oo

ﬁuﬂ?ﬂ endid engravings an
o

ew York., ~
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what he sald in thejury room. ‘The|




