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more directly affecta. 'We must recog-
the smong the Mormon
as | and in harmony with

TERRITORIAL CONVENTION.

EIGHTH DAY.
Tuesday Morning.

At ten a.m. the convention reassem-

rt from com-

Mr. Fitoh made a re
rdered printed

mittee on schedule,
and referred
whole.

The convention went lnto comm/!ilee
of the whole, Mr. O, Pratt in the chair,
article four, on the Legisisture, being
under consideration.

Heotions 18, 17, 18, 23 were adopted.

Bectiona 24, 29, and 29 were stricken
“t-

The words “in case of emergency,”
the first six lines, and the words ‘‘and
by the of the BSenate and

k of the house of representatives,”
were stricken out of n 19,
Section 20 was smended and pass-

Mr. Haven's substitute for section 21
was 1ejected.

The amendment by Mr. Barnum of
seotion 21, “in all cases where a general
law can be made applicable the law
shall be made general and of uniform

throoghout the Btate’’ was
adopted.

Sectlon 22 was amended to read, “‘and
provision made by law for brioging
sult against the Siate,” and appended to
section 21

Mr. Rockwood’s motion to strike out
section 25 failed.
Mr. J. W. Young’s motioa to strike
out all but the two first lines of the seo-
-4lgn and substitute “shali” for “may,”
was ado . e
Mr. nrose’s amendment to masd
the section read, “The legisiatare may
eatablish » h}lnlfum -y-u:a. of ooun"
"and towns overnment,”’ prevalled.
Section ﬂu amended to read "“The

first ular sesslon of the legislature
may extend nio days, but no subse-

quent seasion s exceed sixty days,
nor shall any session convened by the

vernor exoeed twenty days.’’

pﬂuﬁu 25 was I"L to read "““The
members and officers of the leglalature
shall receive for thelr services, a com-
pensation fixed by law; and no increase
of such compensation shall take eflect
d the term for which the members
and ol" either house shall have
been y

Section 80 wa: amended and passed,

Section 31 was under conslderation
when the commitiee rose.

An invitation, from M er H. B.
Clawson, for the members of the con-
vention to attend the Theatre, was ac-
cepted, with a vole of thanks, for
Tueaday

evening.
Convention took a recesa.
Tueaday Afternoon.
At 2 o'clock the convention resumel

its i X
Mr. J T.Caine was appointe ! a
oo-n!ttn:'l o.a.n: to Inform ana r
Clawson acoeptancs o
invitation by the convention.
of the whole. Mr. O Pratt it the chair:
- - e -
Mr. Miner offered a resolution that
the governatorial term of office be four
yeoars.

the
bute the same among abn
d the candi-
number of

The ordinance and preamble were
read and adopted.

The reading of the first article sa-

Beotion 4, fourth line, was amended
by the Insertiou of words ‘‘or
Juror’’ after the word “‘witness,” and

Mr. Micer's amendment of seetion

NINTH DAY.
Wednesday morning.

Conveation meé at 10 a.m.

The chalrman of m-m::l-
m ml. an
n-.'dmnh.n,-ﬂm mis-

provisions, and amend.

eeiFaRlE
g
ia’i a8 :
i tn
4

gk
E
E
:

:
:
|

i
I
i

wwm
Mr. Milner spoke against the amend-
Mr. Buel asked and obtained indef-
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On motion of Mr. Z. Baow, conven-

Lion took a recess till 2p. m.

i .
POLYGAMOUS MARRIAGES IN
‘ UTAH. | i

[House of Repressntatives, W

to commlittee -9f the

of
8, |{52e)

date them, or :‘lu ui“"d tlhut
people to be uted, fined, and im-
5 in the penitentisry of Utab.

recently have . the
- uu{-mmm

and tosee the
All of them

E?ﬂnd .Islof republican govern-

as also the distinetion between the con-
traot of marriage and the celebralion or

Sulated by the oivil power, 1t 1a
power,
civil contract; by the w-
contract; and where
these exist, a contract under
nature,
peaker, to suppose that marriage
contract of marriage is the crea-
of either clvil or ecclesiastical law
suppose that civil and ecclesiasti-
ents antedate marriage.
tution of marr was ordain-

to that tion or relation arose
ecessarily in a state of nature, before
ecclesinstical law existed. No
ecolesiastical authority has the
abolish marriage or the con-
marriage. To concede such
Id but be to defeat the pur-
in thelcreation of man,
ther can do is to regulate them.
Where clvil law ls in the ascendancy,
marriage and the contract of marriage
are regulated by it; [if the ecclesiastical,
by it. If the civil power be supreme it
may confer the right to regulste it

where It is re-

L
Fheke
22

1
g

] the church, and vice versa.
being of divine origin, and
the contract of marriage originating in

a state of nature, we must go to the
earliest and most ancient historles to
learn what itis. Mr. Bpeaker, in a
state of nature we find it monogamous
d Tolynmom; under divine law we
ﬂd t monogamous and polygamous.
Upon almost every page of the old
we find lyfnmy written. Not
only so, the Bible gives us marriage In
a more detestable form by a hundred
fold than in Utah., Utah has ils poly-
gamy; the Bible its polygamy and con-
By tradition, marriage in a

state of ‘nature has been polygamous,
and continues so to thisg day; by the
divine law we find it commen with
Lamech, thlrty—.lﬁt hundred and
seventy-five years before Christ; and
con ,for the sake of the argument,
that it ceased in the days of the Apos-
tles, it covered a space of thirty-nine
hundred and tnn}y-ﬂvq years, by the

express s of God..
Now, m::u. I am prepared to
submit & proposition to Christians and

stuadents of moral losophy. “'If it
be true that principles never
&ﬁo. and that marriage is based on
m principle; and it be true that
ous marriages existed for thirty-
nine hundred and twenty-five years, or
a leas period, by the approval of God. is
lygamy morally right or wrong?"
at pol,'[u:{‘ traces itself further down
than that. hile we have no express
sccount of it in the New Testament, it
is eq true that we have no express
of it therein. In this opin-

I am not only sustained by many
divines, but by the author of the New
American Encyclopedia. He says in
volume thirteen, page 465, in speakiog
A ““There are no positive in-

in the Bible against the prac-

Mr, Speaker, between 1853 and 1885,
only sixteen (o nineteen years ago, a

number of ministers of the gospel, sent
as misslonaries to India, bnlonw
to the Gon;n,nﬂo Ep
pal, an Presbyterian
assem in Calcutta in con-

ochurches,
vention and declared that polygamous
were not com to divine
law. « O. Allen on India, page 601.)
Now, then, lﬁ, ﬂ:n‘l'x of tt.ll:lute m;u. who
cal 'm tha gAI
to the law of God? Tn{l W ™

these facts, can declare that
marriage is the union of one man with
one woman in the holy estate of
¥? Iignore from this discus-

ygamy as it principally exists

Mr, Bpeaker, think not that my ram-

ble m t.hntBlblha and sacred ht

tory o show n
law of God; ml'rom, it.

con to
ﬂy.o-*,d is to elucidate the subject of
marriage, and to throw these faots be-

o8

applies well to nations
hou.a?mlodb
clvil law as

law of
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time, bat deny ] the
solemnisation of the "?fnct. They ?lner:t'o S and :w ﬁ:n,
m m‘l ‘m A m“ -
the t::tltﬂt and the relpst{o; ﬁ the hry of u

oalled a | of

the ec- | P

oo to the United S han that the
laws and customs of the conguered
Government at the date of the treaty
control the rights, privileges, and Im-
munities of the people, and their rela-
mtt:f mth other, until itho Govern-
men @ congueror interposea ita
lawe: (Wheaton Lv of z 2
M English reports, s

ern Englian Reports, 222;: 1 Jacob and
?ﬁf‘:" Euoglish Reporta, 27; and pote

now o :
society in Utah is about to be brokea | ~Then, sir, whether the laws of Mexi-
and most serious en-qu 00 expressly . or
Mu'p.o.ntm le. As this aim- v%thoyw Ncltnﬂf:
culty grows out of » misunderstanding date -ty &rl_ .
constitutes marriage, I pro-|either case, law of vern-
;..";'J'ﬂ: treat of that .lnamr:,t.ion. ing conquest or noquhl:}o':. Mo:-m :::
Marriage sald some to & nat- | polygamous
aral eonwt‘,.or ] ::tncl in the state | at the date of the treaty with the Unit-
of nature; by others a civil contract, and ed Siates legal and valid. To say that
by others an contract. For | bad the Mexican laws ex ‘recog-
myself, I consider some of those charao- nmmyuﬁulnud treaty
teristics unmeaning and as eresting a| we WO ve Dbeen the
distinetion without s difference. U law of pations, t& the ga-
all those expressions of characteristics | Imone mAMEHIESE OF (0 RSP 00 o6
it is but one and the same contract. The . We Are n
distinetion between marriage as an in- to recognize because the
stitution or relation and the contract|laws of Mexico did recog-
essential to entering into that institu- |nize them, is, in that
tion or relation is entirely loet sight of; | thelr were

scomn to &J‘

England, in %‘m her con-
quered provinces in and else-
where, does not only sustain me in the
general principle of the law of nations,
but as with oo to its speoial ap-
plication to polygamy also. England
at home iam ous, while England
abroad, as in In is polygamous. Bir.
cgnosding the law of nations to be as 1
have stated, then, outsideof and uncon-
trolled by treaty stipulations this GOv+
ernment had the power and right one

ear after the date of the treaty with
{{exldo to have prohibited future poly-

ous m es among the Mormons.

t failled to do it; but acquiesced in them
unti July 1, 1862, (and no longer, as I
will show,) and now is taking advan-
tage of its own laches, of its own crime
inal neglect, to persecute or suffer that
people to be persecuted and harassed.

Mr. HBpealer, our neglect to prohibit
polygamy among that peeple for thir
teen years amounts to a confirmation
of it under the law of nutions, In the
absence of ¢ivil law the law of nature
and ecclesiastical controls. Buppose
that we were to cede that Territo to
England, and the Mormons should re-
main on it, and we, having recognized
polygamy for thirteen years, would
not the law of nations compel England
to recognize existing marriages as legal
and valid? I assert most positively
that it wonld, and have the example
of Eogland with bher conquered and
ceded psvlnou and the decisions of
her courts already cited to sustain me.
Shall Eogland be more regardful of the
obligations imposed mpon her by the
law of nations and publie %llo than
the United States, or shall England be
more generous and indulgemt to her
mlrnmonl citizens in India than the
United States to her polygamous oiti-
zens in Utsh ?

8ir, I shall now proceed to another
point in the line of my argument. The
treaty to which I bave referred, be-
tween the United Btates and Mexico,
was .lg;:u} 8?8 Gn;}dd:hpo Hidalgo, l"erb-r
ruary 2, . e provisions o
that treaty the ioxlc&nl
ceded territory had one year from Its
date to elect to continue citizens of
Mexico; and in case of a failure to do
#0 they then became oltizens of the
Uxi Btates. Aas stated, the United
Btates passed no law interfering with
polygamy until July 1, 15862 ; and that
was bigamy simply, without
defining it
Now, then, I wish to call the atien-
ﬂmofnn emen upon this floor to
two e phenomensa in the
history and legal jurisprudence of our
Government,

Sir, what law controlled

in Utah from the date of the treaty up
to one year thereafter, the time when
the people became citizens of the
United tes Government? Was it
the law of Mexico or . the
States, or was it the law of nature or
ecel tical ?

u:'s;m pto July 1 n&’d‘ﬁh‘:‘h‘hﬁ
a v

law of the Unll&d' Btates, the ecclesi-
astical, or the law of nature control
marriages in Utah ?

When these questions are answered it
seems to me that the minds of gentle-
men will not be free from doubt as to

B | coed toward the Mormons, © > Tr

From the date of the treaty to the
expiration of gne year thereafter they
must be regarded as in a transition
state, and withont eivil law. From
g:;yl?ranuth.d.hoz.tho treaty to

1862, they must a8
ﬂl‘oﬂ ‘law upon the subject of

mnrrlq: er than their own eccleal-
astical law.

If the ecclesiastical law of the Mor-

a:loudltfn&t muolwnga‘u from

o date o treaty expiration
thereafter, ;

fore the minds of the members of this
House that they may see that o:r lIaw ::.‘::"'::‘ &‘m
Wiiters h‘"m‘“ defined man &t | invalid; as also from the expiration of
i Iy other words that they have taken | ing one mext after the treaty up to
Hioge” Meell and hamswtisge for fmar. | July 1, 1862, and in fagt 4o the present
the l:oﬂru'h.:d h.“mthc contract day, for none but cal marria-
e g gl o e ey g o iy 53 Ve et MR g the
does not create him. Civil and ecoles- risges during those M
lastioal law regulates marriage and siastical hw’or vnllrltym. why not poly-
and the contract of marriage -

gar )
md‘?f'onl date them, why notelrl-"lh

!

United |

iy | 1aw of

'r-‘:...m"

religion, at the time of
the treaty, was simply their system of
faith and worship. What was | that
llyuun. and by whom shall it be m;en?
8 there any other way to prove an
by the ,m itself as publiched to the
world, and by the statemenis and the
of its leading men? :
SR Soety G g gio:: '¢§nﬁﬁﬂ'
th eve other re -
tion, and ?m will be the result? Will
it not as certainly lead to ‘r.:.mlm-
ment of polygamy as a part o Bys-
tem of ﬂl“ 4 on as that the
Christian system will lead to_faith in
Christ? Christians sccept Christ as
their Prophet; what he said is a part of
their on. Mormonsaccept Joseph
Smith as their het; what he sald is
a part of their religion. Does not the
stem of Mormou religion eclearly
show that polygamous marriages were
revealed to Joseph Saith as thelr pro-
phet, and that as their prophet he es-
:bu-hed it among them as a religious
ght? Were the whole Mormon bro-
therhood called to testify, they would
with one accord proclaim polygamy a
part of their religion. By whom
ghall it be proven? BShall we take a
Jew to prove the Christian religion, a
Catholic to prove the Proteatant reli-
glon, or viceversa; a Methodist to prove
the f’mbytorlnn, or a Presbyterian to
rove the Baptist religion,or vice versa?
EVonld the members of those churches
like to have their religion proiven b
their adversaries? Would they submit
to it? Who ever heard of such/a thing?
Adopting the universal rule of nllowing
the mem of the church to prove its
faith by its published writings and de=
clarations of leading men, and pol,;gn-
my is established as a part of the
er, do we

Mormon religion. Mr.

not know as a matter of fact that the
very reason why Mormonism has been
so obnoxious to our people is because
that they make polygamy a part ef
their on? I repeat ‘“‘their religi-
'52,”’ and would call the attention of
the members of this House to the differ-
enoe between the ‘‘Mormon religion”
and the “Christian religion;” and be-
ttween & ‘‘true’’ and *“‘false’’ religion. I
am not here to prove what the Christi-
an religion is; noram I here to prove
that the Mormon religion is the Chris-
tian religion, or that the Mormon re-
ligion is atroe or false religion. My
inquiry is, and all I am propoaing to
show is, that puly?umy is & part of the
Mormon system of religion,

Now, then, sir, in conmnection with
these remarks, I propos=e to read in fall
section one, article nine of the treaty
between Mexico and the United States,
(a part of which has already been
noticed.) I quote:

“gpcrioN 1. That Mexicans who fail to elect

oon.g:ﬂa citizens of the llealc%: govarn-

t incorporated into the Un and

e lthamp&rume(tobejuggod
th to the

i)
in the free

tsined and enjoyment of
their liberty and &::plrty. without restriction.”
= [ United States Statutes-at-Large, page 930,

Mr, Bpeaker, is there a member of
this House who is not in faith a Mor-
mon, but will say at once that the Mor-
mon Feligion is a false religion; that it
I& & delusion? Did not the men, repre-
senting the United States and Mexico
in signing that treaty believe the same
thing; and did tha{ not know when
they signed it that all religious and non-
religious people in the United States
outaide Mormondom had long previous
thereto branded it as false? Xnd yet,
in the face of that fact, they bound this
Government by solemn treaty obliga-
tion to secure to that people the free ex-
ercise of their religion. hether Jew,
Christian, Mohammedan, Pagan, Turk,
Hindoo, or Bwedenborgian, true or
false, we mre bouud to protect them in
the tree exercise thereo/.

The gquestion now arises as to when
that protection cesages. Bir, with the
section which I have read before me I
unhesitatingly affirm that we are bound

by that to proteot them until

TN ved into this Union as a
Bta What means this laoguage in
that section:

- . A

ot e e T s 1
e O
7'%0 the ERioyment of all gt ko,

1. I hold "'shall bs incorporated into
the Union’ mast be held to mean that
at the end of the year from the date of
the treaty they were to become citizens
of the Unlon or Uanited States.

2, That the language ‘‘and be admit-
ted at the proper time (to be judged of

Congress) to the enjoyment of all
hta,’”’ &e., must be held to mean ad-
n into the Union as a State.

i Now, air, permit me to in call the
attention of the House to the latter part
of that section and immediately follow-
lrlI-‘d:ha portion already recited. - It

mean shall be malotained

m“mgdw‘ in the ent their
en
and property mmmwt? the free ex-

ercise of their religion,” &e.

“And in the meantime.” Whattime
meant? n

is Is it not the time Interven-

ing between the time lmlhmldbo-

come oitizens of the United States and

the time when they should be admitted

a8 a SBtate into the Union? There can

be no other rational or intelligent inter-
n of section.

Now, then, Mr. Speaker, permit me
to read n‘ronﬁn of article six of the
Constitution of  the United States, I
quote:

and the laws of
o the United

_ prevail, we can
t, lay & heavy hand up-

iage | we areat it validate the y until that are ad-
Mr. B i g ] this Union as a Btate, and

e when tted, we are bound by the

to hold it valid as to the

The only escape from this is for
enemies of polygamy lo maintain
e my 18 not part of the Mor-

my prejudice against
obn tem, and while I
i strike” it down st one blow, I
_ in my opinion we ¢an as
! rt that the revelation to
: dood; to Abraham and
rah that gato them a child should be
. whiegh &hhﬂrotswoﬂd
izabeth shounld bear

-
1

vilized and Christian world.
monarchical England would scorn to do is
now being done and sought to be done in
republican America, in Utab, by United
States

officars and judges.
B ytoa ernment tol mos=
n Ous mar only is not bigamy to

yers and jurists assert that bigamy and
pol{!nmy are synonomous. An expression
80 characteristic of carelessness of thought
and mature reflection upon so important a
l‘BI:lbj ect, 11: i:iunxlcu.ul ble mdhnnp;rdon-bl:l.
igam y & marriage by one al-
randyi ¥nmlod pin excess of what the law
rmita.
pe‘l‘he bigamy of Eagland is not the bigam
of India; the bigamy of our State an
United States vernments, jis not the
bigamy of the Mormons. Noris the big-
amy of omne ygamous &ovemmmt
necessarily the bigamy of another polyga-
mous government. ¥For instance, the
Mormons recognize YEamous marria-

o as a religious rite, which must be cele-
Entod accoerding to the rules of their
church. A plurality in
Utah - under civil be
bigamy to the while
in another polygamous government,
allowing polygamous marriages by the
civil law only, a plurality of marriages by
the church or ecclesiastical law would be
bigamous. BSir, if tlemen would lay
aside prejudice and be governed by princi-

le they could mot fall into such an error,

¥ ment upon this point is equally
applicable to adultery and what is turned
“lewdly and llldvlomllg associating and
cohabiting together’” under the territorial
law of Usah. In Epgland, s man marrying
a second wife, the first llﬁn% and un-
divoreced, would be guilty of bi y; in
India he would not be. And 80 in r
to =adultery and lewd sand lascivious
conduct. In England, a man living with
two women at the same time would be
guilty of lewd and.lascivious conduct;
while in India he would not be, unless it
were. with others his polygamous
wivea.

Mr. Speaker, the courts andofficers of the
United States in that Territory not only
refuse to see and ize this plain and
glaring distinction, but in their eagerness
to ““hunt down he " and willingness to
cater to a morbid ntile anti-Mormon
feeling have ignored amd trampled under
foot one of the plainest and most promi-
nent elementary principles of legal inter-
pretation,

Blackstone says:

“The fairest and most rational method to in-
terpret the will of the legislator is by exp‘lortns
his intentions at the time; I repeat, ‘at the
time’ when the law was made.”

Adopting this rule; can any one fail to
see the interpretation which our courts
must give :g. :ho ]iuu of that Tolrrltory"j

mous an
which, l;)yy an nnl:;:{t?ﬂ and mm
interpretation, are mnow bﬂln% enforced
:fsln.t the Mormon people? lackstone
illusirates the principie on this wise, He
BAYyS;

“Thusthe lawof 1 Edward III forbidsall ercle-
siastical persons to purchase provisions at Rome
it might seem to. prohibit the buying of grain
and other victuals; but jwhen we consider that
the statute was made to repress the mw
of the papal see, and that the nominsa to
benefices the Pope were called ‘provisions,’
we shall see that the restraint is intended to be
1ald on such provisions only.”

ons

Now, sir, applying this most reasonable,
natural gﬁmt r|§lo of interpretdtion to
the terri laws of Utah, and who can~
nof see that the adultery, lewd and lasciv-
lous conduct of our and our laws is
not the adultery, lewd and lacivious eon-
duct of the Mormons or Mormon laws? That
it is the correct rule of interpretation and ap-
plicable to the Mormonmxeoplom 2 Meri-
vale, English Reports, And yeta law
passed by the Mormons themselves against
what consider adultery, and not what
we er adultery, and against what
they consider lewd and lascivious conduct,
and not what we considér lewd and lasci-
vious conduct, is to be perverted, twisted,
and tortured into an ongno of persecution
and Opfroulon against themselves.

Sir, it is to stop such flagrant and pal-
pable injustice, and so unparalleled an out-
mo.dthnt my bill was introduced. Let it be

¥ st Gentiles if they will, but

ormon people never, as long as
nthampmmolawonholnnf. or
the rule of legal interpretation is adhered to,
But suppose that I am in error in regard
to facts and the law as well ulnmy-.rfu-
uents and my conclusions, and conceding
oty e e o onerams, £ wesions,
. \ g NEress, O or
conquest, or of marriage, and thec:::.'
upon the ground of !‘pnblio licy”
gpol.l to members of this House to pass
d

bill.

If the greater good will result from its
passage, and the greater evil from its non-
passage, then sir, public policy, as well as
the best interests of society, demands its
passage, and it would be worse than crimi-
nal to refuse it.

of marriages
law woul
Mormons;

M: B er, do we refuse this, then
prosecu that people will be
with the bitterness of Gentile

? Men and women heretofore re-

tards, and tarn loose upon "“’35
as momnuments of the prejudice

of American statesmanship, A
now blessed with -

is_tobe filled with
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] Immediately.

take the responsibil
, and a to the mag-
passage Of - hirélsity, angp::iltod sense of

justice of'my constituents for a vindication

of mlﬁ act. |
that could the le of the
‘Ui!.tad States but be -bmugno tl:J see the
subject in its true light, not a day would
pass but their m 5, through petitions,
would be heard is Hall for l.h':ﬂnuso
of this or a similar measure of dation

and oblivion.
Mr. Speaker, m%bﬁg regulated
by civil as as ecol and natural
law, there can be no impropriety in asking

inal | Congreas to pass this bill, as it hasunques-

lt:i:.ne%_ power to legislate c:war-u tl;:gollrﬁ tor-
hat Congress may Vv
and void marri ,Ingr to the Bri

Parliament. most notable cases of
which were the mar, cele-
brated before justices of the peace En

land during the commonwealth; also
Ind Lower Canada, and Nova Scotia.
(Shelford on marriage, 45, 55, 61, 62;)also b,
the Jature nful“rlm:o2 lig;u-d 21;113 '
Ibid 64;) also b aine, ne, 28; also
Ely Oonneoticut,yi Connecticut, 209. That
the pewer is generally conceded (1 K., 10
Ed., 512.) | That such acts are not retrospec-
tive or unconstitutionsl, (see 2 PPeter, 330;
8 Peter, 88; 10 Pater, 294; 11 Peter, 420; 10
Ho , 305; 17 E:n;ci. 456; 4 W'm,“m.)

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, permit me
to read what David O. Allen, the celebrated
Christian missionary of twenty-five years
in India, has to say upon the subject of
.Foly ous marriages in his book pub-
|lished as late as 1856, That devoled man of
God says;

Bapposing now that any Hindoo, or Mobam-
medan, or Jew who nas several wives to whom
he has been legally married, should give evi-
dence of plety and wish to make a publie pro-
fession of Christisnity, what shail done In
respect to bis polygamj? In contracting ihese
marriages he violates no laws of the country
and no laws of God, as he understood them,
any.more than Jacow or Eikapah did in mar-
rying two wives, or than David did in marry-
ing & yet larger number,

“*This man cannotl divorce any of his wives,
if he would; and it would be great injustice and
cruelty to them and to their chudren if he
shoula. He cannot annnul his legal obligationas
to provide for them., Heis bounda, merally and
11-11), to support them and to protect them,
while professing Hindoo, Mohammedan, or
Jewish raligion; and his having become a Chrie-
tian, and embraced a purer faith, will not re-
lease him from these obiigations, in view of the
Epglsh Government and courts, or of the na-
tive popuiation. Shouald he put Lthem away, or
all bat one, they wiil stiil be legally his wive-
sand cannot be married to any olbher man, And
rurtll‘:wr.'l‘hﬁy have ;o}na nm.dl.u:s to du:m
suoch ankindn cruelly, an Isgrace a
bands,”— Puge 521,

Mr, Speaker, if polygamy is contrary to
the.Christian religion, and it be the only
true religion, as we understand it, then

lygamous peoples must be deprived of

pel grace, or subjected tothe results so
graphically pictured by Mr. Allen. I have
done.—Congressional lobe, Feb. 18,
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(S¢ECTAL TO THE DESERET NEWS.]
By Telograph,

I
PER WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPIT LINE

Afternoon Dispatches.

EASTERN DISPATCHES.

Archbishop Henry B. McClosky cf
thearch-diocese of Baltimore, died of
pneumonia, last night, at his archepis-
copal residence, in his 64th year.

Reverdy Johnson, at a mesting of
the American Peace Bociety, at Balti-
more, said that preferment of conse-
quential claims in the Alabama affair
was not contemplated by the high com-
missioners of Great Britain.

The .Ts{:nm Embassy left Chicago
for Washington Keb. 27t They pre-
sented Mayor Medill $5,000 for the Chi-

relief fand.

v. Dector Li. D, Huslen, a distin-
ished Methodist, is en church trial,
New York, for seducing a number of

ﬁoung girla, The investigation eshows
ttle doubt of his guilt.

SALT LAKE

THEATRE.

Doors open at 7. Performance to commence at 7-30

WEDNESDAY EVENING,

FEBRUARY 28, 1872,

—

Engagement of ths favorile Actor,

MR. P. MARCETTS!

'Will be presented, for ithe First Time in many
jears, the Glorfous 3 Aot Com-

PAUL

Paul Pry.....icovee . AR, P, HARGETTS

‘FRIDAY EVENING, MARCH 1st, 1872,
BENEFIT of the favorits Astor,

Mr. A. THORINE!

Willshorily be produced, a New Local Dramia,
writien expressly for this Theatre, by the
Hon, THoMAs FiTom, entitled

OoOILID X [TII' BIS.

NOTICE!

LL persons knowing themselves Indeb'-
right édl&m;“&lm late w

on, mm%”ﬂmt ihem for

payment. ;

G NNON, *
rgi&'g&oum}umm
JOHN HOAGLAND,

Salt Lake Olty, Feb, 25, 1872, assel

DISSOLUTEON OF CO0-PART
NERSHIP.

IN Coarenp nocaioiocs sxienmg betwass
'5 ex
1 day o1 Ir,’! 1 :

the Arm will

RICHARD GOLIGHTLY,
INO, HARRIS, o

*l&

L PRY,.|

m Tl?l‘lf. Johwu Ce Cutler.

'SELLINC OUT

AT

Cog‘ S o

TAYLOR & COTLER

Are Belling Ont their En{ire
>
CO ST

KSiock =t

BEFORE YOU BUY CALL AN

SEE FOR YOURSELVES'

TAYILOR & CUTLER

WERT SIDE EAST TEMPLE 7,

dlie |

PUBLIC NOTICE.

— . -
L

BALT LAKE CrTY, U, T.,} .,
Jan. 8, 1872, }

-ON THE Z¢3rd OCTOBER, 1F08, & roward was

offired ﬁy certa.m part es, for Lthe appreliens
slon and sife delivery into Lhe hands of tie
proper officers, of the murderar or mprdararn
of Dr, J. K. Robinson, wherein I offered the
sum of §500. ‘._? .
I now give nolice, (st 10 consequence of
eudangering the lives /af inno¢:mt men, 1L
withdraw that offer, and that the same shall
be of no fwres or effect Trom and afrer this

date, f
- BRIGHAM YOUNG.

ADMINISTRATOR’S NOTICE.

“rl the nndmiﬂ having been nted
o t?-llm&nutm of the n‘ghot ey
voeaned, hera Bolloe
p".l:mu. Lvmﬂdm the esiale Lo pre-
sont the same lm ., and those know-
Ipg themselves | n-kouknv:':
atun early date at Globe ory, East Tem

Streel.
E. F. BHEETS
J. D T, MoALLISTER,
d76 lw wi2w ISAAU BROCKBANK.

AMD

GEORGE GODDARD

Has for Sale some Cnolu

TOP OR BUITTON ONIONS,

EVERGREEN BROOM CORN BEED,

Very Early, anl sulted to great allliundes,
The Best In the Market,

Garden Seeds,

Grass SBeeils,

Rye Meal, for Bee Raiser,
Norway Oais, ' '
Surprise Oats,

Choice Seed Peas,
Beans, Efec.

1

—_—

SPRING TIME IS COMING!

GEORGE GODDARD

Wants to Bay and Pay Cash for l'mh. Clean
Lucern Beed, Cholce Peas, Bran, Shorts,

Oats, Barley and Wheat, '
chly

Wm. M. Gilleaple.- Jas. W. Stalobura

Notaries Fublle,

COMMISSIONERS OF D EEDSB,
Rearchers of Kecords,
> and

CONVEYANCERS.
OFFICHE~Ou right of enirance to

stoch Board, Reid's Ballding,
; MAIN KT,

<

T it af St s
A-h‘.ydmwubfn::. Feb-
roacy 16, of the Gayer-
'J-“«wu"' ' ; M“-u '1:::
‘iriel Asditors SRa’ wila the. Protae
Judge of Salt Lake Uoanty. da2 ly
PROPOSALS

-

OTRICESLTIRARAL SANAS IS

S‘Ah‘bw dupl
rot bidders, he il
Bt P !

RIANTIRNASTIR'S SWPPLISS -

STAINBURN & 6ILLESPIE,

e ——

-

—




