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THE BASIS OF POLYGANY.

The revelation purporting to have been
given July 12th, 1843, first paragraph, con-
tains several noticeable points.

1. It represents Joseph Smith as enguir
ing of the Lord, “Wherein I, the Lord, jus
tified Abraham, Isasc and Jacob; Moses,
David, and Solomon, as touching the prin
cipls and dootrine of their having many
wives and congubines.”

It is curious to contemplate the principle
on which Isase was justified in Polygamy
and Conoubinage, when there is not 2
shadow of proof that he praocticed either;
while the evidence of justification in Abra-
ham’s case, is the fact that the Lord com-
manded & separation, requiring that botb
the divorced wife, or couvocubine, and her
child should leave. the couniry, and an ex
press commandment that the child should
not be'an heir. - If this is justification, we
beg to know what terms would express con-
demnation?  And a8 respecis David and
Solomon, is it not passing stramge tha
Joseph Smith, who had translated, as he
gaid by the gift of God, the Book of Mor-
mon, in which it is written that the acts of
plurslity on their part were abominable;
here is the passage: :

“Behold, David and Solomon traly had many wives
and concubines, which thing was abominable before
me, saith the Lord.”—Jacob, chapter 2, Book of Meor-
mon.

"-Was it nob strange, we say, that with this
statement so Jately received from the Lord,
Joseph Smith should ask the question how
the Lord justified these same men? But if
we suppose that he was under the condems
nation common to the shurch at one time
for disregarding the Book of Mormon and
the' former commandments;, and in this

- darkness did ask so causeless e quesiion,
the only gonsistent answer wonld be, “How
is it written; how readest thou?”

2. The dostrine of concubinage; 28 aue
thorized by this paragraph, ought not to
pass unpoticed; for, as we learn im parae
graph fourteen, it is & holy institution. We
are there told that “Abraham received con-
oubines, and they bore children; and it was
aceounted unto him for righteousness.” Iu
the absence of any light vpon this braneh
of the subject from the great commentator,
Mr. Pratt, we only have recourse to the

- ordinary sources of information to deter-
mine the distinction between a wife and »
concubine. Mr. Pratt is lucid upon the

" former, but shady upon the latter. The

text is, #The doctrines of many wives and

concubines.’—Mr. Pratt. Now the.real status

of a conoubine in the “new and everlasting -
covenant” of this paragraph is importangs

because, failing to comply with its require-

ments, subjects one te great inconvenienge

in this world, and in the world to come,—

“then are yo damned,” saith the text,

The distinction between a wife and &
concubine is kept mwp from Abraham to
Beltashazar; but the proportion is not uni-
form. While Scolomon had seven hundred
wives and three hundred concubines, Reho-
boam had eighten wives and sixty concu-
bines. But the clue to the veal distinction
is found in Esther 2:14, where those young
women who had been prostituted by the
king, are ¢alled comcubines; and in the
sworn statement of Brigham Young in
which he claims but one lawful wife, but st
the same time eonfesses having been sealed
to a plurality, These two testimonies make
the distinction clear. Among the Greska
they were called courtezans; the English
and French call them misiresses—kept
mistresves, Now then the full import of
the inquiry appears, to-wit: to know the
justifying phases of the doctrine of having
many wives and misiresses, .

What an eye opener is this paragraph;
though it requires considerable preparation
agis therein suggested, in order to receiveit;.
aud this prepavationrequires the repudiatitn
of all the revelations and commandments to
the Church upon this subjest, so that when
this revelation was adopted, it was gonsist-
ent to lay aside the books, and sabstitute
“seouncil,” ov “‘do as you are told;’ for Po-
lygamy can only exist under a despotism.

Paragraph sseond diseredits all eove-
nanis, contracts, vows, obligations, or asse-
ciations made snd entered intc outside of
the ¢‘everlasting covensnt”” of paragraph
one; whereas, Doctrine and Covenants, see.
111, par. 4, says. “All legal-¢éontracts of
marriage made before a person i3 baptized
into this Church, should be held sacred and
[be] fulfilled.”

This article requires the Church to hold
sacred such covenants of marriage, and the
fulfiliment of such contracts is the consum-
mation of & purpose, or the end for which
the counfract iz made or ordained. Now
what is this purpose—ihis end?. We are in-
formed in Doctrine and Covenants; sés. 64,
par. 8, “For marrisge i8 ordained of God
unto men,’—not to & few favorites through
“the President,” but unto men,-—the racs,

the species. This ordinance is not written
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‘upon stone, but upou the heart; it isthe
- constitution or ordinance of God in nature
“upon that subject; and here is the Jaw nn-
“der “that oonstltutmn, same paragraph,
“Wherefore, it is lawful that he, [man, any
~man], should have one wife.”’ ' Here is the
-ordinance or gonstitution of marriage, and
- the law which fixes one wife for one man;
‘Hfor they twain shall be one flesh ” Aud
- ‘now what is the purpose or end of all this?
" Here it is, “That the earth might snswer
~the end of its ore&tlon, and that it might be
filled with the measure Sor number] of
-man’; therefore' singce the design, or end
n this world,
course the whole institution and appurten-
" anoes thereunto belonging are confined to
~ . this world, Just a8 Jesus taught- ‘Luke 20-
34, 86:
“The chﬂdron of thin world marry and are given in
. marriage; but they which shall be accounted worthy
to obtain that world and {through] the reuun-ectxon,
neither marry nor are [they] given in marriage.”
‘But this paragraph says, this new cov-
‘enant, new authority and keys are given to
. Joseph for “‘the last days,” and since he re-
- tains his ‘priesthood and keys, and that itis
- & forbidden presumption to suppose ‘that
- another will take his place, then as’we have
- before remarked, the whole scheme for es-
. tablishing the dootrine of “many wives and
- oonoubines” i3 withont s legal status, and
has expired by llmnahons found in this
paragraph
- The third paragraph ins repetltlon of the
second ‘with' this addition, such as refuse

or neglect toreceive the ‘‘covenant’’ referred

. toin paragraph ome, are to suffer a Toss,
- but are to be in their “saved condition’’
like (he angéls. This confliots with par.
‘agraph one, which ‘says of ‘such, *They

. shall. be ‘damned, saith the Lord God.”
- Now one of two things is evident; either
. the Lord who'dictated theso two. pamgra hs

Do not they dwell in glory? = Jesus did not

twho, in the ¢falli

"|is called God.”—2 Thess. 2:3,4. Ange

yet for this he was “thrust down from th
presence of God and the Son, and was calle
Perdition, for the heavens wept over him”?
All"who follow this example are called
Sons of Perdition. Here isthe father ou
stripped (in nnpudence) by thesons.
But why is it necessary to pass by the
angels and gods to ‘inherit my glory?!

know of any glory or exaltation of this
kind, but expresaly said of those who were
“accounted worthy of that world,” that they

were ‘“‘equal unte the angels;’ 2 and these
ore “‘ohildren of God, being children of
e resurraction, ”‘—Luke 20: 86. But polye
amists, sccordmg to. thia paragraph under
consideration aspiré to something above and
beyond. It looks like the sentlment of hir
ing away,” was to be “re
vealed, who opposeth [thess teschin
Josus] and exalteth himsslf above al

are sometimes called Gods, then ther
preclsely the idea of our paragraph, “They
shall pase by the angels and the gods” 11
that are called gods. Butwe might ing
where will they stop after passing the an
and the gods on the way to prepare the
selves a place? that is, create worlds and
people them, says Mr. Pratt: It does mot
matter where they stop, for having got olear

past the jurisdiction of angels and gods,
they, of course, have becoms & low wnfo
themselves, (seo. T, par. 8}, and canthendo
as they please, as a roward for ha,vmg here
done ‘'as they were told.” Butin this pa

agraph. six it is enjoined that th
have entered upon their ‘eula.rgamen / shall‘"
gommit no murder; whereby to &
cent blood.”  This clause was not duly con-

sidered when ¢blood atonement”’ was de-
cided upon and promulgated by Br:gba.m
Young and his satellites, J. M.

was very forgetful, or the copier, (for the
3.

Wells and 0. Hyde. ' >
will-damn you in that day when “inqui:

.- originalis oonfessedly -burned), has sa
. blundered; but the plot thlckens in thm
. ~paragraph
- These poor “‘angels’” who dld not abide
: ,the “new and everlasting covenant’ of pars
_ ograph one, {o establish the dootrine  of
- Smany wives and- coneubmes,” not being
. eplarged in that diréction, are to abide sep-
arately and singly, and ‘are not gods
. whereag; those who are enlarged by having
.- Y“many wives and concubines,’’ are gods.
" The greater the enlargement, of course, the
. greater the j“*dominion and exaltation.”
. Why the single, or. angels, can not attain to
. ‘exaltationis shown in paragraph five: ¢Be-
. cause the angels and the gods are appomted
- there, by whom they can not Dass; they
can not therefore inherit my glory.” Tiiis
puts it a little stronger than the “son of the
“morning” put it when he said, ©I wili
aséend up and be like God,” he did not think

is made for bIood” and for thos w
shed it: : .
The elghthkpara graph contains one’ point = -

that is a key to the whole theory of this om-
largament It ig for the conunuatmn of the
lives'—¢eternal lives.”’ We should Prol
ably have remained profoundl nbra.m, of
the sense of this paragraph,
Pratt spoken. Now we know thy . -
clause means that the whole Celestial and
enlarged ratinue; from Lameck downward,
lincluding as Mr,” Pratt shows, most of the
savages of ancient and modern times, when
,they have passed by the angels sud the
gods,” snd hil upon & location which, of -
course, will be woid or empty; they wxll .
prooeed tofillit, and every one of the “many :
wives and f‘on@ubmes » then and there pres-
ent, will enter upon the literal realization
of the boyish rmllery of Rebscea’s brothers

at her; departure in search of s husband,

‘of pa.ssmg by “the angels n.nd the gods-
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to-wit: <‘Be thou the mother of thousands
of millions.”—Gen. 24, 60. Such 2 contin-
uous multiplication being the “continuation
of the lives” and the chief glory. But in
the face of this, is the promise to the right-
eous Eaoch of & nams in the house of God,
“better than of sons and danghters.”—Isa.
66: 4. This spoils your whole theory and
robs this enlargement of any value.

Paragraph nine provides for polygamists
ag follows:

“If he or she shall commi{ any sin or transgression
of the new and everlasting covenant whatever, or all
manner of blasphemies; yet they shall come forth in
the firstrosurrection, and enter into their exaltation.”

This paragraphis so revolting to the whole
tenor of the gospel, that if the devil ever
wrote arevelation with his own fingers, this
paragraph must be the one. How favored
are polygamists] They may indulge in any
single sin, any traunsgression, or in all, and
in ¢all manner of blasphemies,” and it will
not stand im the way of their exaltation in
the least; but this paragraph puts in the
clause found in paragraph six, “You shall
do no murder.” Now in Ezekiel 8,20, and
83: 18, we are told that when a righteous
man doth “turn from his righteousness and
commit iniquity, he shall die in his sin, and
his righteousness which he hath done ghall
2ot be remembered.”

Paragraph ten defines the blasphemy
aguinst the Holy Ghost to be murder. Thew
murder ig one of the ‘‘all manner of blas-
phemies,” and will not stand in the way of
entering into their exaltation. It is true,
paragraph ten contradicts in this sense
paragraph six, where murder would sesm to
stand in the way; but with the definition
end with the promise in paragraph nine,
even murder is no impediment. Bui the
definition is false aceording to Dootrine and
Covenants, ses. 92, par. 4, where we are
told that those who shall not be forgiven in
this world nor in the world to come, are
those who ‘‘deny the Holy Spirit afier hav-
ing received it;” of whom it is said, it had
thean betier for them never to have been
borm.”’ These are the ones of whom Jesus
speaks, applying these same words, tha

they should not be forgiven is this worldl,

nor the world to come, (Matthew 12 82)
It really looks as if this document so far
had been gotten up a8 a sor: of a caricature
upon all prior revelations ; the authorseems
to go out of his way to incert falsehood and
absurdity ; for instance, in paragraph 11,
it eays of Abrabam, that he “hath eniered
into his exzaltation, and sitteth upon his
throne.” Now the only promise of thrones
o “apy’’ is “When the Son of Man shall sit
upon the throme of his glory, ye shall also
git upon thrones,” &c —Mati. 19:28, In
Luke 1:82 we are told what throne Jesus
ghall sit ypon; and in Daniel, seventh chap-
ter, we loarn when he will take possesion of

it—in the future: and St. Paul, in Heb. 11:
40, says of Abraham that he, with others,
sswithout us should not be made perfect,”
or get a throne. The writer of thig eleventh
paragraph seemed to have forgotten every-
thing except the one idea of exaliation for
polygamisis, and so enthroned Abraham be-
fore the King of kings has received his
throne, Having fastened to Abraham, asto
an anchor, the polygamous ship, this para-
graph ismade to say that Abraham received
all things whatsoever he received by rev-
elation and commandment, and this will in-
clude Miss Hagar, of course. ~ In paragraph
thirteen we have it, ¢God commanded Abra-
ham, and, forsooth, Sarah gave Hagar,” &ec.,
one of the many things given to Abraham.
The case of David, wherein Saul’s wives,
together with the “house of Israel and of
Judah” is given bim, it is said, “If that had
been too listle, I would, moreover, have giv-
en unto thee such and snch things.” ¢«More
wives,” says Mr. Pratt; “more wives,”
echoeg all polygamists, from the wide
mouthed cannon, down to the veriest pop-
gun in Utah Then are these other wives,
which in 2 Samuel 20: 8, are called concu-
bines, here and in the paragraph under
consideration, called ¢fhings.” This will
enable these women thus entangled to prep-
orly estimate each other, and instead of eail-
ing each other *‘Auntie,’”’ as i now the cuse,
they should now be called <things,”—Ce-
lestial things. = And if the wife, as Mr.
Pratt shows, is “property,” what are these
things, but an incumbrance upon that prop-
erty ? And how fervent have the prayers
of the wives of Utah ascended up for there-
moval of these incumbrances! But in con-
oluding upon this paragraph, we observe
that it says, “Abraham was commanded to
offer his son Isaac, nevertheless it was writ-
ten, ‘Thou shalt not kill.’” The writer of
this paragraph forgot that this,~—one of the -
ten gommandments,—was nol writien till
more than four hundred years after Abraham.
Paragraphs fourteen and fifteen repeat
the story of Abrabam’s coucubines, and that
havipg children by them ‘*‘was sccountsd
unto him for righteousness;”’ whereas, Puul

it was aceounted to
Aud in Gal 4:22, 28, we are told that the
seed by the bondwoman, thie very concubine
of Abrakam, was “after the flesh;” and in
verse 24, that it ¢“gendereth o bondage.”
The same oversight ocours here aselsewhere,
of ringing in Isaac, and of enthroning these
polygamists with their concubines too soon;
“they have entered into their exzaliation,
and sit upon thrones; and are not angels,
but gods.”

Paragraph sizteen contains a atatement
that needs profound consideration. In de-
fining adultery, it says: :

“If & man recelve o wife in the new and everlasting
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covenant, [of paragrapk one], and if she be with an-
other man, and I have not apponted unte her [this
privilege] by the holy anointing, she hath committed
adaltery, and shall be destroyed.”

Here is one of the advanced principles of
Brighemism. If to ‘‘be with another man,”
other than her husband, when this was not
“appointed unto her,” is adultary, what
would the same act be where it was ap-
pointed? Of course it would mnot be so
And here it is clearly shown that such ap-
pointment is contemplated as part of the
high prerogatives of the holy anointing
through which ‘“many wives and concu-
bines” and gods are made and endowed.
Ag terrible as this looks in the light of com-
mon senseo, reason, and a moderate scale of
morality, it is quite consistent with the en-
tire scheme of this, so-called, revelation.
Eternal life is the ¢continuation of the
lives,” or the begetting and bearing of chile
dren through all time and all eternity, and
therefore any cessation in the progress of
multiplieation, or “enlargement,” entails
sip Josa.” Andin case of the absendge of the
man with “many wives and soncubines,” as
it sometimes happens for a term of years;
is ke, while thus circulating abroad the
principles of this enlargement, to ¢suffer
loss”’ at home? This paragraph provides
for guch cases, by showing that some one
or more may be “appointed unto her”
through the <holy anointing ”’ And this
appointment, of course, will be made through
the President, or & proxy, or pro tem Such
as are designated through this appointment
are fully described in Jeremiah 5: 8, and
18,27, «“They were as fed horses in the
morning, every one neighed after his neigh
bor’s wife.”

Parsgraphs sevenieen and eighteen are
but the tenth repetition of the vast anthor-
ity given polygamiste.

Paragraph nineteen repeais what is said
in paragraph sixzteen, namely: that the one

. holding the priesthood revealed in this dos
ument, ¢shall have power, by the power of
my holy priesthood, to take her, [the wife
of one man who is in transgression], and
give her wuto him who hath been faithful.”
Here ¢“the President” is authorized, when
ke learns that a man with wives is not faith-
ful, to toke them from hire and give them to
snother. And if he has power to fake and
to give, it includes the power to retain them
if he choose. Itis affirmed by some ancient
writers, that this identical personal pre-
rogative was gravted to Julius Ceasar, by
the Roman Senate; though Voltaire dis-
putes it on the ground that it is too mon
strous to be believed, even of heathen
Rome.. However that may be, we can not
tell; but the revelation of July 12+h, 1843,
gives this power and prerogative to “the

. president” of polygamists. Some will sug-

gest to me that it is better to hush a great

geandal, a deep disgrace, and willsay in the
poetic measure of Jasher:

“Toll it not in Gath, publish it not in the streets ¢f
Askelon; lest the daughters of the Philistines rejoics,

lest the daughters of the unecircumoised trinmph,”—
2 Samuel 1:20.

But Mr. John Stuart Mill says, thet ¢to
cure the evils of society, these evils must be
named and shown up,’” &o. Besides, the
abominations and sorrupting fruits of polyg-
amy are already known both in <‘Gath and
in Askelon,” and the daughters of the un-
circumcised Philistines at Washington have
already pointed with a contemptuons eneer
at -the- delegate of this “enlargement®
scheme, and pronounced Aha, Aha; you
“nasty polygamist.” Under such ecircume
stances it can not be covered out of respect
to decency, and the oredit of humanity ; but
must be treated, ‘ .

We therefore pass on to paragraph nine-
teen, where the peculiar power snd privil-
eges of the President are further esserted
in thess terms:

“Verily I say unto you, that whatsoever you give
on earth, and to whomsoever you give any ONE 0o
earth, it shall be visited with blessings and not curge
ings.” .

Ann Eliza was an exception in the oase
of the President himself, to say nothing of
the one that is missing altogether. Further
on in this paragraph is s promise to Joseph,
“Go therefore, and I will make a way for
your escape, as [ accepted the offering of
Abraham of his son Isaac.” Now Abra-
ham and Isaac both lived to & good old age,
and died in peace; while Joseph lived ounly
s few moaths after the pretended date of
this pretended revelation, aad then was
slaie by his ensmies. The promise was &
failure. The Lord did not ¢‘provide a way~
for his escape’ from his enemies, but he fell
by them.

Paragraph twenty opens with the resog-
nition of Emma Smith as the wife of Joseph,
“whom I have given unto you.”” When did
she become his wife? We aunswer, befors
the church was organized in 1830; aund, of
course, that contract of marrisge was made
before coming ints the church, but here it
is ealled giving her to him of the Lord,
This is & correct prineiple shinivg out of
this medley of contradiction and absurdity,
impudence and blasphemy, like a single
pear! in & sea of mud. She was given fo
him just ag all others are given, not by a
special act, but by the constitution of their
being wherein it is written, «It is not good
to be alone.” So all the pretense im this
valley about the Gentile marriage of Joseph
and BEmma, and its consequent nullity, is
dissipated by the very document relied upon
to establish it. Now, since Emma Smith,
referred to in this paragraph, is then the
Godgiven wife of Joseph on the 12th of July,
1843 the law of the church at that time re-
quired him to “cleave unto her and mone
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else.” The next clause i3 as follows, “That
ghe etay herself, and partake mot of that
which I commanded you to offer unto her.”
"Fhat g, the Lord commands Joseph to make
some kind of an offer to her, and then com-
mands her, through him, not to accept that
offer. (““Oh what a tangled web they weave,
who practice solely to deseive.””} Further
on it says, <‘Let my handmaid, Emma Smith,
receive all those that have been given unto
my sorvant Joseph.” What? Had Joseph
already entered upom his ¢“‘enlargement’
before this revelation was given, which Mr,
Pratt shows was the sole warrant for it;
and without the consent previously obtained
of his first wife, as the same great suthor
shows he ghould have done to make it legal,
and as paragraph iwenty-four enjoins?
And worse than all, previous to this revela-
tion it was sinfulj for “every member of
the church was strictly limited to one wife.”
And then what about the preparation which
the Lord tells him in paragraph ome to
make, in order to ‘‘receive and obey the in-
structions which I am about to give unto
you; for behold T reveal unto you a new
and everlasting covenant.”” This covenant,
a8 we have already seen, was to show him
how to enlarge upon *‘the principle and doo-
trine of having many wives and conou-
biness”’ amd yet this paragraph shows that
he had aiready understood and entered upon
the practice. The whole thing looks to us
at this point like a first-class burlesque;
and we are tempted at this moment under
this impression to drop its farther consider-
ation. But a good brother assures us that
thousands of good honest men and women
in these valleys believe that document to be
& revelation from God, the Creator of the
universe, We therefore repress our emotions,
and proceed to evolve from this mixture the
necessary consequences. Mr. Pratt estab-
lishes that at this point, if Joseph, or any
other member of the church had taken other
wives, they were in transgression; and so
far as the “‘enlargement’’ had proceeded, it
wag, as the Book of Mormon says, “Abom-
inable before the Lord.” Now mark what
follows. In ordinary eases of sin, repent.
anee or punishment wonld follow; but hers|i
it is different. The Lord sanctifies the sip,
and adoptsthe ‘‘abomination” as a Celestial
order{ If thie i3 & “mest egg of hell” in
stead of Celestial order, that which is
hatehed from it will justify suceh conclusions,
But we pause for reflection.

After due reflection we retura to thia mo-
mentous paragraph 20. We had proceeded
with this paragraph go far as to learn that
the Lord decided to Celestialize sin-abom-
ination. Hence “Emma 8mith”’ is charged
to “‘receive all those that Aave been given
unto my servant Joseph, and who are vir-
tuous and pure before me; and those who
are not pure; and have said they WerE purs,

shall be destroyed, saith the Lord God.”

What{ some of those whom the Lord had
given to Joseph expressly to “raise up &
righteous seed,” not pure; having deceived
the Prophet and the Lord too? Who gave
them to him; for they ¢said they were
pure” when they were not? What naughty
girls to impose upon the Lord and the
Prophet in this manner{ They deserve, im
addition to being “destroyed,” the severest
censure of all the pure-minded Polygamists
of Utah. Then follows that luminous idea
which we have noticed already, that these
extra ‘‘wives and goncubines’ are things.
—-+He shall be made ruler over many things.”
«gnd heneceforth I will strengthen him.”
But the Lord did not ¢“strengthem him®
from this time, any more than he made @
way for his escape from his enemies, as
promised in the preceding paragraph.

Paragraph twenty-one begine by enjoim-
ing ‘“my handmaid, Emma Smith, to abide
and cleave unto my servant Joseph, and to
none else.’”” This same commandment was
given to Joseph in Doo. & Cov. see. 18, par.
7, in these words, ‘‘Thou shalt love thy wife
with all thy heart, and shall cleave unto her
and none else.” Yot in the face of this, a8
we have seen, Joseph iz now emtitled to
cleave unto “all those [others] that have
been given’ unto him, while she is required
to observe the apirit of the commandment
given him in section 18; but he is here re-
leased from it.

The next clause of this paragraph pro-
poses a demonstration of the power snd
authority atiending this new covenant; for
it says:

“But if she will not abide this commandment, she
shall be destroyed, saith the Lord; I am the Lord thy
God, and will destroy her if she abide not in my law.”

But, of Joseph, it saye:

“Y will blees him, and multiply him, and give unto
him an hundred fold in this world, of fathers and
mothers, [that is, Mr. Pratt says fatners aud moth: re-
in-law], brothers and sisters, houses and lands, wives
and children,” &e¢

Here is a promise and a threstening both
designed to @iz the authority of this dosu-
ment. The Lord vivtually says, I will let
the heathen kncw by ww acts of wrath upon
whoever opposes Polygamy how much Ilove
).L, and »JJ Wy By\'}\nmx }uuuk:@tioh and biess-
ing upon those who receive it. I will dem-
onstrate the same thing; and Emma Smith
is to be made an example, if she rejects if,
for all time; while Joseph, on the other
kand, is to be an example for those who re-
eeive it. That Emme Smith rejected the
revelation and its teachings is often assert-
ed in this valley and gensrally edmitied,
aud Brigham Young says, in a diecourse at
the special Conference in Salt Luke City, in
August, 1852, «The original or copy of this
revelation wasburntup.” Agaip, *‘Sr Emma
burnt the origingl” Again he says, «In
the meantime it was in the possession of

Bishop Whitney, he wished the privilege to
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copy it, which Bro. Joseph granted.” Now
if, <:8¢. Emma burnt the original and the
original copy, [made by Whitney], was
burnt up,” it might be asked what was it
that remained ?

But to return to the threatenings and the
promise. Emma must be destroyed, and Jo-

seph must receive, among other blessings,|’

an hundred fold of wives in this world; but
this, like the promise to ‘‘strengthen and
provide & way for his escape,’”’ proved a
failure; and the threatening failed also.
Now I appeal to every eandid believer in
Polygamy in Utah- to consider and answer
to their own conscienes, whether in case
Emma Smith having, as she did, rejeoted
that revelation, had been within a few
months after, murdered by a mob, would
you not have regarded it as strong proof of
the revelation? Would you not have point-
ad to it a8 a rod of terror to all other re-
fractory first wives? And if Joseph had
survived and received his ‘“hundred fold of
wives,” the demonstration in favor of po-
lygamy would have been complete. You
must admit this. Then we demand what
does it prove when, as the facts demonstrate,
the threatened destruction falls upon the
head of the faithful Joseph, and the rebel-
lious Emma, a8 the Elest Lady, is not even
moved out of her place, but remains with
her children a living monument of the or-
iginal faith—a standing pro test against the
s‘damnable heresies” of the ¢sedunscing
spirits,”* the real suthors of this document
in question. “Whosver hath ears to hear,
let them hear.”

“For thus saith the T.ord, the ears of this
people are dull of hearing, end their fool
ish hearts are darkened; who o6all good,
evil; and put darkness for light, and have
gbosen falsehood instead of truth.”

Farther on, same paragraph, it says:
¢And again, verily I say unte my band-
maid, forgive my servant Joseph his tres-
. passes;” but in the preceding iwo para-
graphs we are told that he has been faith
ful, and is assured of his exaltasion. ¥fthe
trespass which she was required to forgive,
was the taking of “all those” referred to be-
fores, then that was sim, and required re
pentance in order to forgiveness. This par
agraph oloses with a promise to Emma
Smith, in case she will receive the reve
lation, that «I the Lord thy God will bless
her and muitiply her.” We have already
learned what is mesnt by multiplying Jo
seph, Abraham and others; it is bestowing
upon them &n hondred fold of wives, moth
ers-in-law, &c ¢ or, in the language of the
revelation, “mazny wives and concubinés.”
But what does it mean here, if not what we
inferrod from paragraph sixteen?

In paragraphiwenty two is the repstition
of the promise to Joseph, ““And behold and
lo I am with bim, a8 I was with Abraham

thy father.” TFalsity is stamped upon this
a8 upon every other promise peculiar to this
dooument. Abraham lived to a good old
age and fell asleep in the bosom of his fam-
ily; while Joseph was cut off by his lawlesas
and ruthless enemies, and in the prime and
vigor of life.
Again in paragraph twenty-three it is re-
peated, ‘““Let no one therefore ses on my
servant Joseph; for I will justify him.”
But they did ¢set on” him, and the T.ord
did not ‘‘provide & way for his escape,” asg
provided in paragraph nineteew.

Paragraph 24 say:

“If any man espouse a virgin and desfr¢toespuuse
amother, and the first give her coneent, and if he have

ten virgins given unto him by this law, be can not
commit sdultery, for they belong to him,” &e.

Here polygamy is offered unqualifiedly t6
‘any man” who desires it, at least to the ex-
tent of ‘‘ten virging’’ apiece. Though Mr.
Pratt, in Seer, vol. 1, p. 81, contradicts this
broad permission. He says:

“The church, therefore, are still restricted by the
severest penalties to one wife according to the Book
of Mormon, unless in individual cases where the Lord
shall, by revelation direct otherwiss,”

The idea contained in this paragraph,
that the first must consent, in order legally
to get the other mine, is spread out very
smoothly by Mr. Pratt on the same page ot
the Seer, as follows: ‘ -

“Before any man takes the least step to-
ward getting another wife, it is his duty o
consult the feelings of the wife he alveady
hag, and obigin her consent;” though Mr.
Pratt had just said that the first step wasto
consult the President and get & revelation.
How many first steps are there in this cer-
tain way? But it would seem, from par-
agraph twenty-four, and these siatements,
that the first wife holds the key to the whole
scheme of “snlargement,” holding the ab-
solute vete power, But when we reflect
that paragraph twenty-one provides, that in
cage she do mot consent and minister unte
him acsordingto his “‘desire,” “she shall be
destroyed,” her choice is a lean ome, and
from the seeming <‘queen of that reaim,”
she descends, in fact, to the condition of &
domestic stool pigeon, to entice the othev
nine into the trap; for she must “minister
unto him”-o0r serve him in his desives &¢
multiply; and her only choice iz between
thus acting, or to “be destroyed;’ asisalse
repeated in paragraph twenty-five, ‘“She
shall be destroyed, saith the Lord you God;
for I will deatroy her.”

After vepeating this threatening to des-
troy, Abrakam and Hagar ave again referred
to in connection with the bearing ¢‘the souls
of men,” ag the continuation of the work of
the Father, in the previous paragraph.
But one faot is lost sight of by the writer of
this paragraph twenty five, and that is the
divores of Hagar, which will preclude her
“gontinuation of the lives,” or bearing in
gonnection with Abraham, *the souls of
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men,’—to sll elernity, &c. This paragraph
and the revelation concludes as follows:

“Verily, verily, I say unto youn, I will reveal more
unto you hereafter; therefore, {zeeing it is to be con-
‘tinued], let this suffice for the present,” &c. Amen.

We have examined this document by com-
paring it with the revelations contained in
the books and find that it contradiots them
all, in nearly all the essential points gon-
tained init; and must, therefore decide that
it is spurious. We have also compared it
with itself and find it equally contradictory,
and again, must decide that it is spurious.
That it originated in deception and fraud,
there can be no doubt, as these character-
istics apply at every step in the progress of
the scheme which it ostensibly inaugurates

Having disposed of the authenticity of
thai document for the present, at least, we
may enquire after its genuineness, It puie
ports to have been given through Joseph
Smith; which, if true, our conclusions re-
specting its character would make bhim
either the vistim or the instrument of de-
ception and fraud.. It must be remembered
that its appearanee, other than in some dark
corner, if indeed there, was not until Au-
gust, 1852, over eight years after the death
of Joseph Smith. And when introduced,
certain statements are made, which, if true,
would seem to establish the claim that it
came through him. This statement of facte
is, that when the revelation was given,
Emma Smith got possession of it in its
original and *‘burnt £¢.”” Upon this point we
subjoin the following questions and answers
"~ from a memorandum of an interview with
Sr. Emma Smith referred to, (now Mrs.
Bidamon), at Nauvoo, in April, 1867,

J. W. Briges—Mrs. Bidamon, have you seen the
rovelation on Polygemy, pub:ished by Orson Pratt, in
the Seer. in 18621 Mes. B.—1 have.

J. W. B.—Have you read it} Mre. B.~~J have read
4t, and heard it read.

J. W. B.—Did you ever goe that document in man-
useript, previcus to iis publication by Pratt?

Mrs, B.—-1 never did.

J. W. B~Did you ever see any document of that
kind, purporting to be & revelation to muthorize
Polygamy? Mrs, B~—No. T never did.

J. W. B.—Did Joseph Smith ever teach you the prin-
siples of Poiygamy, as being revealed 10 bim, or ag a
sorrect and righteous principle! Mrs. B.—He never did.

W. B.—~What about that statement of Brigham
foung, that you burnt the original manuscript of that
covelation? Mrs. B¢ is falee in all its paris, made
ud of whole eloth, without any foundation in truth.

This certainly stamps the most circum-
stantial fact alleged, in support of the gen-
nineness of that document, as a base fraud,
in keeping with the document itself. False
facts are usually alleged to support false
theories. Thus at every step in the inves-
tigation of this subjeot, proof develops how
vntenable is the position sssumed for Po
lygamy, both in its alleged facts, iis prin-
ciples, and its fruits.

Those who have considered attentively
what has preceded this upon this subject,
will have seen the exceeding flimsiness of

and still the evidence against it, in all its
pretenses, accumulates which ever way we
direct our thoughts upon that subject. For
instance, in Dootrine and Covenants, par. 8,
gec. 68, (new edition), we read:

“Let no man break the law of the land; for he that
keepeth the iaw of God, hath no need to break the
1aw of the land.”

Now Joseph Smith or the Church could
not receive that revelation of 1843, and obey
it, without breaking the law of the land
where they then resided. Nor can any
cbey it now, in any of the States or Terri-
tories of the United States, without doing
the pame thing. A

This étem of low, as well as “the law of
the land,” must be trampled under foot in
the practice of Polygamy; and as we are
told that “God doth mot vary from that
which be hath said, he can not therefore be
the suthor or giver of that document.

Again, on February 1st, 1844, six months
after the date of the polygamic revelation,
appears a notice over the signature of Joseph
and Hyrum Smith, to the effect that ome
“Hiram Brown had been out off from the
Church for teaching polygamy and other
false and corrupt dootrines.”-—ZTimes and
Seasons, vol. 6, page 428. Now can any one
believe that at the time this notice was
signed and published by those men, that
they had in their possession that document,
and believed it & commandment from God,
in which polygamy is declared celestial, and
whoever rejected it was threatened with
destruction and dsmnpation? Would they
reok it as they do in that notice, with ¢oth-
er falge and corrupt doctrinesy’ Were
they guilty of such hypoerisy and duplicity,
and still the accepted servants of God?

Further, on March 15th, 1844, Hyram
Smith publiched & Card of Warning to the
Church, in which he refers to somebody as
teaching that having meny wives, &c, was
lawful, and taught in Nauvoo, and says:

“I gay unto you, that that man teaches false doc-
¢rine, for there is no such doctrine taught here; neith~
er is there amy such thing practiced here.”-~Times
and Seasons, vol. 5, page 474.

Did Hyrum Smith, at that time, know of
and believe that revelation authorizing po-
lygamy? If he did, he was a deceiver in
using the languags ke did.  To these might
be added numerous statements contained in
the T%mes and Seasons, for near two years
after the date of that pretended revelation,
denouncing such doctrine and showing that
it was unknown to the church. But it is
sometimes asked, ¢Ig it mot possible after
all that Joseph Smith pretended to have
that, or some revelation upon that subject,
probably authorizing Polygamy 9’ We an-
awer freely, it is possible. Then what fol-
lows® Why, upon thatsupposition we must
regard him either as deceived or a deceiver,
It could in no sense sanctify what the law
of God makes sin and abomination. The

the grounds on which Polygamy is based;

burden of proof is upon those who allege
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that he'gave it. - And all the proof adduced
by them: ig second-hand statements, made
by those who had perjured themselves in
denying it, if they now speak truth; and
consequently, have made themsslves: in
eligible as witnesses to testify at all.
:Againj upon the trial of Sydney Rigdon,
by Brigham Young aud his associates, Rig
don’s revelations were condemned and set
aside, on the ground that they had not been
submitted to: proper: ‘authority for examins
“ation and sanction. This same rule applied
to the dooument of 1843 requn‘es it to be

revelation which he “had for htmself” pre

vious to 1841, was in 1843 put into proper

shape to present to others; and the progess

of this shaping was given come years since, = -

upon thestand in this clty, by W. W Phelps, .

ag follows s
“We. were some. ten or twelve days in wrmng 1t—I

wrotd some: of it.” :
Now if we can datermine the gompany in-

dicated by the ward we, then we shall have

found the authors of that document. This

we will.certainly include the one first receiv-

ing the revelation and the speaker. Now

the doeument, (as fixed in 1843}, par. 20,

“—get aside. The measure they meted to 8yd
“ney is here measured to them.  Qutof their
own mouth they stand condemned for intro:
ducing that document in'a clandestine' man-
“mey. ~To the foregoing may be added ‘the
-denial of the genuineness of that document
by Sydney Rigdon; who, as Firat' Connasel-
lor, was entitled to know and to speak ads
- yisedly upon that point. Thustheevidence;
and lack of evidence, completely invalidates
the pretense ‘that Joseph Smith was the
“author of that dosument called a revelation,

origin of the doctrine of polygamy among
‘the 'Latter: Day Saints. ' In s speech of
Brigham Young of June 2lst, 1874, (see
. Deseret: News of July 1st 'of that year), is
found the following statement relative tothe
origin of the doctrineof Polygamy.

- “While we werein Eogland, (m 1839 and 40), T think
- the Eord manifested {6 me by vision and his: Spirit
things that I did not then understand. Inever opened
my mouth to any one concerning them; 'until T re

. turned to Navvoos Joseph had never mentioded this}
thero liad: . never been a.thought of ‘it in: the Church
thit T ever knew anything about at that time ;" 'but
1 had: this for myself, and. I kept it to myself.’’ ~

What was this that was manifested to him,|
tha.t he had for: Aimself, and kept to Iumeelf
<go olose: this that neither Josep}a nor the|
He oon-

- wa# in 1841, The revelation was given in 1843, but

*goured.  Here is an acknowledgement that

. te him. He *had it for himsel?”’ before

l:mues- £
o %and when Y returned home, and Joseph revaaled
.those things to me, then I understood the reflections
that were upon my mind while in England.  Butthis
Jeommunication with Joseph on:the subject] wasnit
until'after. I bad. told him:iwhat I understood—this

the doctrine was revealed bofore this”.
Thisiis lifting one of the early dwgmses,
—an uneovering ‘of Ais” ¥rail so long ob-

* the doctrine of Polygamy was firstrevealed

~¢¢Josephi or the Church’ even thought of it.
~Well done, Brigham{  Whydid not you tell
.the people this inithe start, that Polygamy
wag: introduced: through your revelation?
The only answer to this is, it was thought
esgential to the success of this doctrine,
" ‘that it should hava the sanction of Joseph;;
‘but now the egotism of age wis too: strong
even for his cunning. But what does ke
mean when he rays, ‘“The revelation was
. ‘given in 1843, but the docirine was revealed
. ‘befors. that®”’’ He can only ‘mean’ that the

shows that Polygamy was already being ‘
practiced, and eonsequenﬂy, the revelation
was ez post facto'in its character; legalizing
acts already committed; and it practiced
before, we ask, By whom was it practiged?
Qf dourse it was by him or them who kad it
revealed  for hlmeelf for the ghurch had S
not yet “thought of it.” Andd in this con-=
nection we can understand the statement of
Wm. Marks, made Octoher 1Bth, 9,
True Latter Day Saints’ Herald, vol. 1; page
26, referring to o conversation with Joseph -
Swith, a few days before the latter went,to
Garthage he'says: : :

“He [Joseph] sa‘d hs wanzed to conversa: thhme -
on the affairs of the Church; and we retired by o
gelves.  I'will: give his worda verbatim; for they are
mde]!lbly stamped upon my: mind. He'said ‘he had
long desired to have a talk with me on the subject
Polygamy; he said it would éventually prove
overthrow of the ¢church. “Ho was ‘setisfiel .1t wa
cursed doctrine; and every exertion must be made
put it down. He gaid that he' would go before:the
grégation and proclaim against it; and I mustigo
the High Coungil; and he wonld prefer charges agais
them in transgreesmn and. T must sever them from
‘tha.church’; nnlesstheymadenm;;lesaexstactmu The
mob commeticed to gathier about Carthage a few days
after, therefore, there wasnothing done concerningit.)?

“This statement, as regards the sentiments
of Joseph Smith; _oorresponds with the be~
fore cited statements of his own and Hyr
and is conclusive as to his views and de~
signs goncerning Polygamy: all of whichia
utterly ai variance with the pretenas that
he ab thab time was in possedsion of that =
document purporiing to anthorize Polygs
amy  and belleved it 5 oommandment of
God: :

Thus, upon 2 oareful and nnpartlal survey
of the subjeot, the alleged evidences and ar-.
guments in its support, weare forced tothe
conolusion, -that it is, as expressed by; o
Joseph, a ‘‘oursed dootrine;” a fraud in itg
ongm false in prmexple rumous in prao-
tice; and founded: in aelfishness’ and Just;

and only maintained by degradation on the

one. hand, and violence and despotlsm on
the other; and as a system it constitutesin
its connecuons the' sink; of “myetery of ins- .

iquity,” into which the latter day apostasy
hag ‘taken the fatal plunge; like the mill
stone oast into the sea; whose future is tha
depths of darkness; except they repen& and o

bring forth works adcordingly.
SALT Lixs mey, Utah; July, 18’1a
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