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ANSWER TO MINISTERIAL ASSOCI-

ATION REVIEW.

BY B. H. ROBERTS.

Note.—The following answer to the Ministerial Association's review of the

Address of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to the world, was de-

livered at two meetings of the M. L A. Conference, Sunday afternoon and even-

ing, June 9. The speaker expected to close his remarks with the afternoon

meeting, and therefore omitted certain matters that were intended to be dis-

cussed at the time the subject to which they were related was presented in the

afternoon, but which, for lack of time, as he then supposed, went over to the

evening session. In this printed copy of the speech, therefore, some of the

remarks in the evening are brought over into their proper place, and connected

with the subject matter to which they most properly belong. Also the speaker

has added some items that were outlined in his notes prepared for the occasion,

but not used either in the afternoon or evening. In order that such new matter

might be designated, it is placed in parenthesis

.

Today, my trethren and sisters, we convert this pulpit into a

forum, from which we propose a defense both of our faith and

the Church. Nor do we violate any of the proprieties in this

change, because when truth is to be defended and injustice re-

sented, then all places a temple, and all seasons summer.

The occasion to which we address ourselves this after-

noon, arises out of these circumstances: At the late general con-

ference of the Church, the first presidency issued to the world an

address. Submitting it to the general conference, it was

approved and endorsed by the Saints assembled, so that it became

an address of the Church of Christ to the world. Of course, as

we might have anticipated, this address met with adverse criti-

cism, and finally there was formulated against it an alleged re-

view by the Ministerial association of evangelical ministers in the

state of Utah. Represented in that association are the Presby-



terian, Congregationalist, Methodist, Baptist, Lutheran, Christian

(Campbellite) and regular Episcopal churches — so that practi-

cally the whole of Protestant Christendom is represented by these

ministers who challenge the correctness and the candor of the

address issued by the Church to the world.

In our consideration of their review we will suppose the rep-

resentatives of these churches present, sitting right here [indicat-

ing a place close by the stand] in a body. And I wish they were

so present, because there is nothing like talking it out face to

face with these gentlemen; and I doubt not but their presence in

a body would be quite an inspiration to one in discussing the doc-

ument they have submitted to us. Having, then, before us the cir-

cumstances out of which this occasion arises, let us proceed to

our task.

The first charge or criticism of the address of the Church

made by these gentlemen is to the effect that the doctrines of the

Church are not as fully proclaimed elsewhere as in Utah; all

through the review, in fact, runs the innuendo that the Church de-

ceitfully teaches one doctrine at home and another abroad, and

that the address obscures much that is necessary to an intelligent

judgment of "Mormonism." Hence these gentlemen propose to

help the world to a fuller presentation of "Mormon" doctrine

and practice, as set forth in their review of our address.

Right here, I wish to propose this question to these gentle-

men: The document they have issued quotes very copiously from

our published Church works. I want to ask them, on what books

and utterances do they rely for this larger, fuller proclamation of

"Mormonism?" I find quoted the Millennial Star the Journal of Dis-

courses, the Seer (by Orson Pratt), the Improvement Era, the Man-

uals of the Young Men's Mutual Improvement Associations, Orson

Spencer's Letters, epistles of the first presidency of the Church,

Talmage's Articles of Faith, and last, and of course least, some of

my own works. Now where is the Millennial Star published? In

Liverpool, England. Where were the Journals oj Discourses pub-

lished? In Liverpool, England. Where was the Seer published?

In Washington, D. C. Does it not occur to you, gentlemen, since

these are the works on which you chiefly rely f ( r your larger view

of "Mormon" doctrine, that we have published them elsewhere



quite as fully as we have in Utah. The Improvement Era, of

course, is published in Salt Lake City; but two thousand copies of

it are sent free to our missionaries abroad to use as tracts and to

scatter everywhere in the world. So with Orson Spencer's Let-

ters: so with all our publications quoted by you, except the Seer,

of which more presently. They are all sent broadcast, and our

elders use them very freely, and you will find them in the hands

of our friends abroad, and from them they learn the doctrines of

"Mormonism." So that your practical charge that we preach one

set of doctrines and principles in Utah, and quite another in the

world, and that we are trying to play the double game of having

one doctrine for home consumption and another for proclamation

abroad, is as shallow as it is untrue.

One other thing. I find in this review ten lengthy quota-

tions from the Seer which was published by Orson Pratt, yet the

Seer by formal action of tha first presidency and twelve apostles

of the Church was repudiated, and Elder Orson Pratt himself sanc-

tioned the repudiation. There was a long article published in the

Deseret News on the 23rd of August, 1865, over the signatures of

the first presidency and twelve setting forth that this work—the

Seer—together with some other writings of Elder Pratt, were in-

accurate. In the course of that document, after praising, as well

they might, ttie great bulk of the work of this noted apostle, they

say:

But the Seer, the Great First Cause, the article in the Millennial Star of

Oct. 15, and Nov. 1, 1850 * * * contain doctrine which we cannot sanc-

tion and which we have felt to disown, so that the Saints who now live, and who

may live hereafter, may not be misled by our silence, or be left to misinterpret

it. Where these objectionable works or parts of works are bound in volumes,

or otherwise, they should be cut out and destroyed.

And yet these gentlemen, our reviewers, who, of course, we
must believe, since they are ministers of the gospel, and hence

they are ministers of the truth and believe in fair dealing, make
ten long quotations from a repudiated work, and one quotation

only from a work that is accepted as standard in the

Church, viz., the Doctrine and Covenants! for a long

time the Church has announced over and over again that

her standard works in which the word of God is to be



found, and for which alone she stands, are the Bible, the Book of

Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, the Pearl of Great Price.

All else is commentary, and of a secondary character £s to its

authority, containing much that is good, much that illustrates the

doctrines ol the Church, and yet liable to have error in them for

which the Church does not stand.

"Well," says one, "do you propose to repudiate the works of

men holding your priesthood, and who are supposed to speak and

act under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit? Do you not destroy

the effectiveness of your Church ministry when you take this atti-

tude?" Not at all. We merely make what is a proper distinction.

It would be a glorious thing for a man to so live that his life

would touch the very life and Spirit of God, so that his spirit

would blend with God's Spirit, under which circumstances there

would be no error to his life or utterances at all. That is a splen-

did thing to contemplate, but when you take into account human

weakness, imperfection, prejudice, passion, bias, it is too much to

hope for human nature that man will constantly thus walk linked

with God. And so we make this distinction between a man speak-

ing sometimes under the influence of prejudice and pre-conceived

notions, and the utterances of a man who, in behalf of the Church

of God, and having the requisite authority, and holding the requi-

site position, may, upon occasion, lay aside all prejudic3, all

pre-conception, and stand ready and anxious to receive the divine

impression of God's Spirit that shall plead, "Father, thy will and

thy word be made known now to thy people through the channel

thou hast appointed." There is a wide difference between men
coming with the word of God thus obtained, and their ordinary

speech every day and on all kinds of occasions.

In thus insisting that only the word of God, spoken by inspir-

ation, shall live and be binding upon the Church, we are but follow-

ing the illustrious example of the ancient Church of Christ. You

do not have today all the Christian documents of the first Christian

centuries. These books that you have bound up, and that you

call the word of God, Holy Bible, were sifted out by a consensus

of opinion in the churches running through several hundred years.

They endured the test of time. But the great bulk of that

which was uttered and written, even by apostles and prominent ser-



vants of God in the primitive Christian Church, the Church re-

jected, and out of the mass of chaff preserved these Scriptures

—

the New Testament. The Christian world up to this time is not

quite decided as to all that should be accepted and al! that should

be rejected. You Protestant gentlemen repudiate several books

called Apocrypha which the Catholic church accepts as of equal

authority with the rest of the books of the New Testament. And
so I say in this procedure of ours, in refusing to accept only that

which time and the inspiration of God shall demonstrate to be ab-

solutely true, we are but following the example of the ancient

Church of Christ.

We move forward now in our investigation of this charge of

yours. You say of us, that "Adding no spiritual truth to the

aggregate of things already revealed * * * contributing

nothing to reverence for God or to justice and mercy towards

men, 'Mormonism' claims to be the only authorized church of

Christ on earth, and sets up a wholly unbiblical test of salvation."

Gentlemen, you may not believe, of course, the claims of the

"Mormon" Church, but you cannot in truth say that we apply an

"unbiblical test of salvation." I pray you think of it for a mo-

ment. What is the claim made for Joseph Smith? That he was

a prophet sent of God with a divine message, with a dispensation

of the gospel of Jesus Christ. Now, just for a moment, just for

the sake of the argument, suppose that claim to be true, is the

test we apply, at all, much less "wholly," unbiblical? May one re-

ject God's message and stand uncondemned before God? Assuredly

not. What was the example Jesus set? This: "He that believeth

and is baptized shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall be

damned." He was but proclaiming the message that God had given

to him, and he laid down this principle as connected with the au-

thority and commission he had bestowed upon the apostles when

sending them into the world: "He that receiveth you receiveth

me, and he that receiveth me received Him that sent me." What
do we do, when we proclaim the divine message with which the

Prophet Joseph Smith was commissioned to the world but just

apply this same principle? Nothing more than this, and of course

we could do nothing less. As I remarked a moment ago, you may
refuse, as you do, to believe this message and testimony, but you



cannot say in truth that there is anything unbiblical in the prin-

ciples on which we proceed to make this declaration to the world:

and, by the way, don't you claim the same thing for your message?

If you don't, what does your message amount to? Are you not

ministers of Jesus Christ? Have you not come with the gospel

of Jesus Christ? Can men reject you and your doctrine and your

message and still be secure in the favor of God? Gentlemen, if

you take that position, I brand you as false teachers, untrue ser-

vants—not representatives of the Master. You are weaker than

water spilled upon the ground which one may not gather again, if

you come with a message one may reject with impunity. You are

talking an infinite deal of nonsense when you undertake criticism

of this kind.

Now we are told that because of the claims of "Mormonism"

it provokes searching investigation, for the reason that '
*it involves

eternal reprobation of those who finally reject it.
'

' Gentlemen,

have you not juggled here a little with words? And is it not just

possible that a wrong impression may go out from your view of

our Address, rather than from the Address itself? Is there such a

thing in "Mormonism" as eternal reprobation as generally under-

stood in the theological terminology of the world? With the single

exception of those who come to know the truth and then so far sin

against it that they have no power of repentance nor desire for

forgiveness—the sons of perdition, which all our works teach will

be comparatively few in number—does not "Mormonism," aside

from these few, hold out a hope of salvation to all the children of

men? But of this we shall have more to say presently; but the

above in passing. Again, this searching investigation is ' 'provok-

ed" because the claim of the "Mormon" Church to being the only

authorized Church of Christ, "involves the validity of all the

Church ordinances and of all ministerial functions, including the

right to solemnize marriages as administered by the Christian

Church from the second to the nineteenth century." Here

we are approaching solid ground of controversy. "Mormonism"
does deny that divine authority exists in the churches of the

world, the churches of men, miscalled Christian churches.

We do not blanch from the position. We proclaim it;

although we do not wish to do so in any offensive way, but we



have to be witnesses for the truth. And God has revealed that

to be the truth. "Mormonism" is in the world because there was

a real necessity for its coming into the world. It did not come

into existence through theological disputations, because of differ-

ences of views about baptism, or church government, or the nature

of Deity, or any of these things; but there had been, and mark it,

gentlemen, a complete apostasy from God's truth by the world.

The Church of Christ is an organization, and the gospel as a system

of truth had been displaced by the institutions and systems of men,

consequently there was need of divine authority being again con-

ferred upon man and a new dispensation of the gospel of Christ

given to the world. It is our pride that "Mormonism" is this

restored gospel and Church of Christ.

I notice among this body of men I am addressing, the mem-
bers of this Ministerial association, the representative of the Epis-

copal church, a branch of the great English church. He ought

not to complain of this attitude of the ' 'Mormon" Church, for the

reason that in one of the Homilies of his church; in the Homily on

the Perils of Idolatry, it is expressly stated that ' 'Laity and clergy,

learned and unlearned, all ages and sects and degrees have been

drowned in abominable idolatry, most detested by God, and damn-

able to man, for 800 years and more." (Perils of Idolatry, p. 3).

Certainly "Mormonism" does not proclaim the apostasy more

harshly than that, nor do we declare its universality more empha-

tically, but I presume we are offensive to the representatives of

this particular church, the Episcopal, because we include him and

his organization as among those who are in the apostasy and who
have not the gospel of Christ. Yet we are not harder on him or

his church than he is upon the Catholic and all the rest of the

Christian world previous to the establishment of the Church of

England under the patronage of King Henry VIII of England, of

unsavory memory, and we do have this advantage, viz. :

That if we proclaim a universal apostasy, we also proclaim

the restoration of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the renewal of divine

authority, the resumption of present-day and continuous revelation

from God. So we are in an infinitely better position, as to the

reasonableness of our attitude, than are those who proclaim this
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apostasy and yet are without a renewal of a dispensation of the

gospel to the world.

There is one thing particularly offensive, in this ministerial

review, a misrepresentation put in the most offensive form. Not

only do the reviewers set forth that we deny the existence of di-

vine authority in their churches, and the non-existence of the

church of Christ for centuries in the earth, but they say that our

attitude involves the validity of all ministerial functions, including

the right to solemnize marriages. They are not, I take it, respon-

sible for the head- lines of their review as they appeared in the

public press, but in order to make the attitude of the "Mormon"

Church as offensive as it could be made, the head-line said, "Gentile

Marriage Ordinances Illegal Before God." Now in justice to us I

think this matter should have been put fairly, and the exact status

of the matter given. It should have appeared that we regard mar-

riage as a civil as well as a religious contract, and our attitude

with reference to divine things nowhere involves us in a contra-

diction as to the validity of marriage as a civil contract, nor as a

relationship wholly sanctioned and approved by the divine favor

and blessing of God in this world. The extent to which we, in any

way, in thought or word, invalidate marriage ordinances is in saying

that marriage contracts formed in this world, either by civil au-

thority or by the authority of sectarian churches, do not extend

the marriage covenant beyond the period of this life. These gen-

tlemen ought to have been a little more careful, if not a little

more honest in stating our position upon this question. Allow me
to do it for them.

Turning to the revelation on the subject of marriage, this is

to be found:

Verily I say unto you that the conditions of this law are these : All covenants,

contracts, bonds, obligations, oaths, vows, performances, connections, associa-

tions, or expectations, that are not made and entered into, and sealed, by the

holy spirit of promise of him who is anointed, both as well for time and for all

eternity, and that too most holy, by revelation and commandment through the

medium of mine anointed, whom I have appointed on the earth to hold this power

are of no efficacy, virtue or force, in and after the resurrection

from the dead; for all contracts that are not made unto this end, have an end

when men are dead.

Again,
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And every thing that is in the world, whether it be ordained of men, by

thrones, or principalities, or powers, or things of name, whatsoever they may be,

that are not by me, or by my word, saith the Lord, shall be thrown down, and

shall not remain after men are dead, neither in nor after the resurrection, saith

the Lord your God.

For whatsoever things remain, are by me; and whatsoever things are not by

me, shall be shaken and destroyed. Therefore, if a man marry him a wife in the

world, and he marry her not by me, nor by my word: and he covenant with her so

long as he is in the world, and she with him, their covenant and marriage are not

of force when they are dead, and when they are out of the world; therefore, they

are not bound by any law when they are out of the world.

So fas as any denial of the validity of marriages is concerned,

it relates only to denying their validity after the resurrection

—

not this side of it; and, gentlemen, you ought not to complain of

this, because you yourselves, in performing the marriage ceremony,

say, "I pronounce you man and wife until death does you part.

"

I think you ought not to take offense at what we say on this sub-

ject—we say your marriage ceremonies are of no binding effect in

and after the resurrection, you make no pretensions of marrying

for eternity. The fact is, you scorn and ridicule it. Before leav-

ing this group of propositions with which I am dealing, I desire to

say respecting this question of universal apostasy from the Chris-

tian faith—we can sustain the truth of that declaration from Scrip-

ture, from history, from the condition of the religious world at the

opening of the nineteenth century. We have no anxiety about it,

but we have not time on this occasion to enter into an argument

on the justification of our attitude.

But, gentlemen. Christian gentlemen, what in reality is the dif-

ference between your attitude and ours in respect of the world at

large, and the existence of the gospel in the earth, and conse-

quences growing out of those respective attitudes? You pro-

claim, do yoa not, that there is no other name given under heaven

whereby men can be saved except the name of Jesus Christ? You
insist, do you not, that there must be acceptance of the gospel of

Jesus Christ, and do you not hold that those who do not accept this

gospel cannot receive the benefits of its salvation ? Now then, after

two thousand years of proselyting in the world, under the most

favorable circumstances, what is the sum total of your achieve-

ments? Why, less than one-third of the inhabitants of the earth
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are even nominally Christians ! and what is your attitude toward

God's children whom you have not converted. Why, that they are

lost. That is the inevitable result of your attitude and doctrine.

Or else you must say that men can be saved without the gospel of

Christ. Now the difference between your position and ours is

simply this: The proposition that you present to the world at

large, we present to you as well as to the rest of mankind—and

you don't like your own medicine—with this exception, and it is a

grand exception, one that goes far towards establishing the divine

origin of this great latter-day work; the exception is this: that

whereas, your attitude and principles condemn the great bulk of

the human family to everlasting perdition—and I am going to talk

to you about perdition in a little while, and point out what you

mean by it—while you consign to eternal perdition, I say, the

great bulk of our Father's children, we proclaim an "everlasting

gospel," one that shall not only walk beside men through this life

but through all the ages that are to come. You say in your re-

view that we ''contribute nothing to reverence for God, or to

justice or mercy toward men.
'

' Well, here is one little item that

"Mormonism"addsto the idea of justice and mercy; that is, we hold

that in any age, now or a thousand years hence, or five thousand or

ten thousand years hence, or ten million years hence—we hold that

when an intelligence, a man, shall learn that it profiteth nothing to

violate the law of God, but that it profiteth everything to yield obe-

dience to that law, and repentance takes hold of him, and he

stretches out his hands toward God—through the gospel of Jesus

Christ, the hand of God will find the man's hand and bring him unto

salvation. That is the difference between us, and I leave you to

judge which smacks most of the inspiration and truth of heaven.

We take up now another group of propositions: It is complained

by you, gentlemen, that the "Mormon" Church denies that the

Christian churches have been representing Christ for 1, 700 years,

notwithstanding Christian martyrdoms, organized charities, the

reforms the churches have fostered, the progresss of mankind

which Christians have chiefly promoted, I wish to explain briefly

the attitude of the Church, with reference to this interregnum be-

tween the apostasy of that gospel in the nineteenth century,

through our prophet.



11

Our position is this: While there was this'universal apostasy,

while the Church of Christ as an organization was destroyed, and

replaced by the churches of men, yet just as when the sun goes

down, there still remains light in the sky—so, too, notwithstanding

this apostasy from the Church, there still were left fragments of

truth among the children of men, and some measure of the truth,

thank God, through his mercy, has always remained with man,

not only with Christians but with all God's children. He has not

left himself in any of the ages of the world without his witnesses,

and he has sanctified all generations of men with some measure of

the truth; therefore, when we proclaim this apostasy from the

Christian religion and the destruction of the Church of Christ, it

does not follow that we hold that all truth, that all virtue, had de-

parted from the world, or that God had asolutely withdrawn from

his creation. Not so. The light of truth burned in the bosom of

good men; but it does not follow that because these fragments of

truth remained there was necessarily the organized Church of

Christ and divine authority in the world. These fragments of the

truth could remain in the so-called Christian parts of the world, as

we now know them to exist in what is called the heathen world.

Relative to the reforms you claim that your churches have fostered

and the progress of mankind which Christians have chiefly pro-

moted, you are aware, gentlemen, that there is a certain class of

thinkers among us—I mean in the Christian world, not among
"Mormons"—you are aware that there is a school of thinkers

among men who will tell you to your teeth, and they will come

very nearly proving the truth of it, that such progress in civiliza-

tion, in science, in arts, as the world has made in past ages, has

not been made because of your churches, but in spite of them.

They hold that your organizations have been found quite as often

against the progress of truth as standing in support of it. Tak-

ing the whole time range into account, from the close of the sec-

ond to the opening of the nineteenth century, it would puzzle you

to meet their evidence and argument.

It is claimed that the brevity of our Address not only leaves

much to be desired, but that it is ''positively misleading."

First, our reviewers claim that the address is misleading on

the subject of revelation. Still these reviewers are able to quote
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from the Address as follows: "The theology of our Church is

the theology taught by Jesus Christ and his apostles, the theology

of Scripture and reason. It not only acknowledges the sacred-

ness of ancient Scripture, and the binding force of divinely in-

spired acts and utterances in ages past; but also declares that

God now speaks to man in this final gospel dispensation." That

seems quite explicit to me. But, commenting upon the passage,

the reviewers say:

Under this declaration lies the claim of the "Mormon" Church—constantly

insisted upon in its congregation here and in surrounding regions—that the Book

of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, the Pearl of Great Price, together with

the living oracles

—

i. e., certain members of the priesthood—are divinely inspired

and are, therefore, of equal authority with the Bible. This claim, a knowledge

of which is so necessary to even a tolerable understanding of their system of be-

lief, is not plainly and explicitly set forth in the declaration of doctrine contained

in the Address, but it has repeated and urgent emphasis in their teachings in

"Mormon" communities.

Now, be honest, gentlemen, is it not repeated everywhere

with just as much emphasis as in "Mormon" communities in Utah?

Isn't it a universal proclamation that we make to the world? You

know it is, and you prove that it is from the very works you quote

to establish the fact that we believe in that doctrine, and which

are of world-wide circulation. It was a vile effort at misrepre-

sentation on your part to make it appear otherwise. But on the

subject of revelation, let us go to the Address itself. What is

said upon the subject of revelation is found on pages three and

four, and fourteen and fifteen: "Our religion is founded on the

revelations of God," . . . "It," [the Church of Christ] "not

only acknowledges the sacredness of ancient Scripture, and the

binding force of divinely-inspired acts and utterances in ages past;

but also declares that God now speaks to man in this final gospel

dispensation." At page 14 of the Address:

It is sometimes urged that the permanent realization of such a desire is im-

possible, since the Latter-day Saints hold as a principle of their faith that God

now reveals himself to man, as in ancient times; that the priesthood of the

Church constitute a body of men who have, each for himself, in the sphere in

which he moves, special right to such revelation ; that the president of the Church

is recognized as the only person through whom divine communication will come as

law and doctrine to the religious body; that such revelation may come at any

time, upon any subject, spiritual or temporal, as God wills; and finally that, in
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the mind of every faithful Latter-day Saint, such revelation, to whatsoever it

counsels, advises, or commands, is paramount.

Now, gentlemen, will you tell me how we could be more frank

or explicit on the subject of revelation? And when you charge

that in this document we have not dealt candidly with the subject

of revelation, why did you not quote this passage I have just read,

with the other passages that you have quoted? Were you not

trying to do a little misleading on your own account? Did you

deal quite fairly with the Address when you failed to quote this

very explicit passage just read?

Complaint is made about our belief in "Living Oracles" in

the Church, i. e., certain members of the priesthood who are

divinely inspired, and who may interpret the revelations and the

laws of the Church.

Well, gentlemen, why do you complain of that? Books do

not make churches. How came we by the ancient scriptures? The

Old and the New Testament, I mean. We are instructed in the

Scriptures that no scripture is of private interpretation, but

that "holy men of God spake as they were moved upon by the

Holy Ghost," hence your Old Testament and your New Test-

ament. They came into existence exactly in the same way that our

scripture is coming into existence. The living oracles make scrip-

ture: scriptures do not make living oracles. And that is what is

the matter with you, gentlemen; you have been relying upon

books instead of relying upon the fountain source of all wis-

dom, truth and knowledge, the inspiration and revelation of God

to the human soul. You are book-made teachers, rather than

God-made teachers. That is the difference between the living

oracles in the Church of Christ and those who speak as the

Scribes and Pharisees were wont to speak. The people in ancient

times were able to discern the difference; for they said of Jesus

that he spoke as one having authority, and not as the Scribes and

the Pharisees. We are in harmony with the whole course of God's

dealings with his children in this matter of developing his word in

his Church. Yes, we have living oracles in the Church, thank God;

and when they speak as moved upon by the Holy Ghost their

utterances are the very word of God: and when the teachings

and discourses of the elders of the Church shall have been sifted
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and tried in the fire of time, much that they have said will prove

to be scripture, and thus the Church of Christ of this dispensation

shall make scriptures, just as the Church of Christ of former dis-

pensations has done.

Now I read to you another passage from this review. Com-

plaint is .made against our address upon the ground that it treats

very briefly—all too briefly, the doctrines of the Church. I do not

know but what it is open to just criticism on that ground; for

our doctrines are but stated, as you may say, in headlines. I

presume the presidency of the Church did not think the

occasion called for an elaborate exposition of the principles of

our faith, with chapter and verse given for warrant of the au-

thority on which they rested. But the Church had been under the

fire of severe criticism for a period of four years or more. Its

doctrines had been assailed, the practices of its people had been

misrepresented, their character traduced, and their
*

'whole course

of conduct reprobated and condemned." Taking these circum-

stances under advisement, the presidency of the Church thought,

I presume, the time propitious for an utterance which would in

outline tell the world what we believed, and correct the misunder-

standing that obtained respecting our past history and present

position. The address was not designed, as I understand it, to be

a complete exposition of our faith, but a declaration of our pres-

ent attitude.

On the doctrine of the Godhead these Christian gentlemen,

our reviewers, think that the statement of the Address to the

effect that we believe in the Godhead, comprising the three indi-

vidual personages—Father, Son and Holy Ghost—is a declaration

that will not perhaps suggest Tritheism or materialism to Chris-

tians unfamiliar with "Mormon" "theological terms." "But," they

continue, "when the full doctrine of the Deity, as taught in

'Mormon' congregations, is known, it will at once be seen that no

Christian can accept it. In fact," they say, "the 'Mormon' Church

teaches that God the Father has a material body of flesh and bone;

that Adam is the God of the human race; that this Adam-God was

physically begotten by another God; that the Gods were once as

we are now; that there is a great multiplicity of Gods; that Jesus

Christ was physically begotten by the heavenly Father of Mary,
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his wife; that as we have a heavenly Father, so also we have a

heavenly mother; that Jesus himself was married, and was probably

a polygamist.

"

Let me say, in treating this group of statements, that these

gentlemen nowhere support these allegations by citations from our

authoritative works that the Church accepts as binding in doc-

trine; but they do quote the commentaries of men, which often

express only individual opinion. I might dismiss this group of

charges against the ''Mormon" Church, therefore, by this statement

of the case : the Church is not bound to defend any doctrine that is

not explicitely found in the works of the Church setting forth

authoritatively her doctrines. But I do not propose to dismiss the

charges in any such fashion. I propose to grapple with them, and

meet them, I trust to your satisfaction and to the satisfaction of

these gentlemen.

First, as to God having a body of fesh and bone—being a

material personage. I want to find out what there is wrong, un-

scriptural, unphilosophical or immoral about that doctrine. And

for the purpose of this discussion, I am going to put in contrast to

our belief, that God is a spirit inhabiting a body of flesh and bone

—

an exalted,a perfected man, ifyou will—the statement of the belief of

these reviewers as to the nature of God. And, by the way, they are

So nearly at one upon this doctrine, that the Church of England's

creed, the statement of the Episcopal church on the doctrine, will

be acceptable, I doubt not, to them all. On this subject these

gentlemen hold: "There is but one living and true God, everlast-

ing, without body"—and that term "body," by the way, does not

mean to deny that God has a body in fashion like man's; but it

means that he is not matter, not material. Continuing then

—

"without body, parts or passions; of infinite power, wisdom and

goodness, the Maker and Preserver of all things, both visible and

invisible. And in unity of this Godhead there be three Persons of

one substance, power and eternity: the Father, the Son, and the

Holy Ghost."

Of Jesus the creed says:

The Son, which is the Word of the Father, begotten from everlasting of the

Father, the very and eternal God, and of one substance with the Father, took

man's nature in the womb of the blessed virgin, of her substance: so that two
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whole and perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and Manhood, were joined

together in one Person, never to be divided, whereof is one Christ very God and

very Man.

Again:

Christ did truly rise again from death, and took again his body, with flesh,

bones, and all things appertaining to the perfection of man's nature; wherewith he

ascended into heaven, and there sitteth, until he return to judge all men at the

last day.

Mark what is said here of Jesus. You say that ' 'the God-

head and manhood" in Jesus "were joined together in one per-

son," that is, his spirit and his body are united, never to be sev-

ered or disunited. Now I put to you this question: Is the Lord

Jesus Christ God? Yes, you must answer. Then is not God an

exalted man according to your creed? Listen—and this is your

belief as expressed in your creed— ' 'Christ did truly rise again

from death, and took again his body, with flesh, bones, and all

things appertaining to the perfection of man's nature; wherewith

he ascended into heaven, and there sitteth, until he return to judge

all men at the last day."

According to this statement of the matter, Jesus has not

been dissolved into some spiritual, immaterial essence, and widely

diffused throughout the universe as some spiritual presence. No;

he is a substantial, resurrected personage, a united spirit and

body; and "The Godhead, and Manhood" that are united in the

Christ—the humanity and the divinity—are "never to be divided."

He is recognized and worshiped by you, gentlemen, as "very God

and very man.
'

' This, of course, scarcely meets the description of

the first paragraph of the creed used here, where God is declared

to be not matter, that is "without body, parts or passions." But

then that contradiction is your affair, your trouble, not ours. It is

enough that I call your attention to the fact that the second part

of your creed leads you closely to the "Mormon" doctrine that

God is an exalted, perfected man, since Jesus, according to your

creed, is God, and yet a resurrected man sitting in heaven until

his return to judge all men at the last day.

And now as to there being more Gods than one. We believe

the Scripture which says thac Jesus was the brightness of God's

glory, "and the express image of his person" (Heb. i, 3). And as
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we know what kind of a person the Christ is, who "possessed all

the fulness of the Godhead bodily;" and who, when he declared

that all power in heaven and in earth had been given unto him, and

he was in the act of sending his disciples into all the world to

teach and baptize in the authority of the Father, Son, and Holy

Spirit—was a resurrected, immortal man, of spirit, flesh and bone.

And since, I say, the scripture teaches that the Son was the ex-

press image of the Father's person, we conclude that the Father

must be a personage of spirit, flesh and bone, just as the Son,

Jesus, is. Indeed your Athanasian creed says that "such as the

Father is, such is the Son;" and of course, it follows that, such as

the Son is, such is the Father; that is, the Father is a personage

of spirit, flesh and bone, united in one person, * Very God and very

man, " just as Jesus is. And there are two separate personages,

each distinct from the other in person, two individuals, but both

of the same divine nature; and if two separate personages, indivi-

duals, may participate in the one divine nature, it logically follows

that a larger number than two or three may participate in that

nature. And hence the Scriptures represent in many places the

existence of a plurality of divine personages, how many we do not

know, and it does not matter. But we hear of God saying, "Let

us make man in our image;" "the man has become as one of us,

knowing good and evil;" "God standeth in the congregation of

the Mighty, he judgeth among the Gods. ... I

have said Ye are Gods, and all of you are children of the most

High.
'

' The last a passage of the Psalms, quoted and defended by

the Savior as a justification of his own claim to sonship with God.

And new, if the great archangel, Michael, or Adam, is among that

number of exalted, divine souls, what more fitting than that the

father of the human race shall become the great, presid-

ing patriarch of our earth and its redeemed inhabitants; and the

one with whom our race would most immediately have to do?

What sacrilege is there in this thought? Is it not reasonable that

it should be so?

Of your nonsense of one being three, and three being but

one, we will say nothing, except to remark that you must reform

your arithmetic, if you expect sensible people to pay attention to

your doctrines.

One other item in which we offend these reverend gentlemen
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is that we believe Jesus had a Father as well as a mother. Now,

gentlemen, honestly, is it any worse for him to have had a Father

than it is for him to have had a mother? You concede that he

had a mother; that his body grew as yours did, in the womb of his

mother; that he came forth of the womb by birth pains; that he

suckled at the breast of woman; that through the months and

years of infant weakness he was watched and guided by the hand

of a loving mother. Tell me, is it true, that in your philosophy of

things it is all right for Jesus to have a mother, but a terrible sin

and blasphemy to think of him as having a father? Is not father-

hood as sacred and holy as motherhood? Listen, people, there is

something else. Having objected to our idea of Jesus having a

father, these peculiarly pious gentlemen turn now and object to

our faith because we believe that we have for our spirits a heaven-

ly mother as well as a heavenly father! They quote, in part, that

splendid hymn of ours on heavenly motherhood, the great throbbing

hunger of woman's soul, and which was given to this world through

the inspired mind of Eliza R. Snow; the hymn is known to us as

"0 My Father."

In the Scripture we read: "We have had fathers of the flesh,

and we did give them reverence, shall we not much rather be sub-

ject to the Father of spirits and live?" So that we know we have

had a father to our spirits; but because we hold that the spirits of

men have also a mother in heaven, as well as a father, behold these

reviewers complain against us. Now, observe the peculiar position

of these critics: It is all right for Jesus to have a mother; but it

is all wrong for him to have a father. On the other hand, it is

all right for men's spirits to have a Father in heaven, but our re-

viewers object to our doctrine of their having a mother there. I

sometimes wonder what in the world is the matter with you, gentle-

men. I am puzzled to classify your views, or the kind of beings

with which you people heaven. One of your own number, however,

has thrown some light upon that subject, and has so classified you

—saving me the trouble—as to enable us to understand to some

extent your peculiar views. I have a book here that I am going

to use in this controversy. It is a new one. I got it three days

ago, and have read it nearly through in order to be prepared for

this occasion. It is the work of Rev. R. J. Campbell, of City

Temple, London, and it is a treatise on the New Theology, just
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now much talked of in Europe. He describes ministers of the

gospel and gives them the classification referred to a moment since,

and which I think must needs be all right, since it comes from a

minister. He takes the average business man of England, naming

him "John Smith," for convenience, and he says this about John:

John Smith, with whom we used to go to school, and who has since developed

into a stolid British man of business, with few ideas and a tendency toward con-

servatism—John is a stalwart, honest, commonplace kind of person, of whom bril-

liant things were never prophesied and who has never been guilty of any. His

wife and children go to church on Sundays. John seldom goes himself, because it

bores him, but he likes to know that religion is being attented to, and he does not

want to hear that his clergyman is attempting any daring flights. He has a good-

natured contempt for clergymen in general, because he feels somewhat that, like

women, they have to be treated with half-fictitious reverence, but that they do not

count for much in the ordinary affairs of life, they are a sort of a third sex.

Now, ladies, I ask you to remember, in passing, that I am
reading the words of somebody else; they are not my words. The

phrase "half-fictitious reverence" is not mine. I think we ought

to have real reverence, no fictitious reverence at all.

The ministers are here in this passage described as "a sort of

third sex," and I am inclined to think that is right; for when a

man in one case objects to a person having a father, and in an-

other case considers it altogether unholy for persons to have a

mother, I do not know how else to classify him but as "a sort of

third sex"-kind of a man.

There seems to be objection in the review to the idea of the

marriage relation existing in heaven and subsisting between divine

beings. Loud complaint is made, if you hold that the intelligences

of heaven obey the law of marriage. Let me ask you, Christian

gentlemen, Who instituted marriage? You will answer, God. Is

it holy or unholy? Did God institute an unholy thing and command

men to engage in it? You will have to say that marriage is holy,

since God instituted it. Very good. Then if it is holy, how do

you make it out that it will be unholy for divine personages to

practice it? Is it not just as good for divine personages as for

you imperfect men? Can it be that your ideas of the relationship

of the sexes are so impure that you must needs regard that as-

sociation as so unholy as to be unworthy of divine beings? Let me
read to you what a great English author—Jeremy Taylor—says on

this subject of marriage:
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Marriage is the mother of the world and preserves kingdoms, and fills cities

and churches, and heaven itself. Like the useful bee, it builds a house, and

gathers sweetness from every flower, and labors and unites into societies and re-

publics, and sends out colonies, and feeds the world with delicacies, and obeys and

keeps order, and exercises many virtues, and promotes the interest of mankind, and

is that state of good to which God hath designed the present constitution of the

world

.

Now, you prate to us about our belief, or the belief of some

of us at least, that divine personages are in this holy relationship.

But tell me what it is that has been the great civilizing force of

this and all other ages? What is it that best tempers man, and

fits him for the society of his fellows and for holy communion

with God? There is no force within the experience of man, that

is so beneficial or ennobling to him as the love and devotion of a

pure, good woman; and for woman there is nothing that is so

sanctifying as the love of an upright, honorable man, whose arm

protects her and whose love shields her from the evils of the world.

These relations, blessed with the pledges of their affection in off-

spring, complete the circle of man's happiness, and greatness, and

exaltation of spirit in this world. It is the civilizing force that

stands pre-eminent above all others. And that which sanctifies

man here in this world may be trusted not to degrade him in the

eternities that are to come, but, on the contrary, will contribute to

bis exaltation and his glory. That is our faith, at least, and we

would not change it for all the sexless, hermaphrodite existences

that your warped minds paint in such glowing colors.

We offend again in our doctrine that men are of the same race

with the divine personages we call Gods. Great stress is laid

upon the idea that we believe that "as man is, God once was, and

as God now is, man may become." The world usually shouts

"blasphemy" and "sacrilege" at one when he talks of such a pos-

sibility. But the world moves, I am happy to say. Just now, in

England, especially, there is a thought-revolution under way. Some

have declared that in importance and extent it is as great as was

the revolution of the sixteenth century led by Martin Luther. The

present recognized leader of this movement is the Rev. R. J.

Campbell, of the City Temple, London, whose book I referred to a

moment ago. This "New Theology," so-called, has the outspoken

support of the Christian Commonwealth, of London, a publication

of wide influence. A ' 'Society for the Encouragement of Progres-
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aive Religious Thought" has been organized to champion the ideas

of the "New Theology." Mr. Campbell numbers among his cham-
pions Dr. John Clifford, the leading figure in the English Baptist

church, also Dr. R. F. Horton, chairman of the London Congrega-

tional Union. In America, his sympathizers and opponents seem

to be equally numerous. Mr.W. T. Stead, of the Review of Reviews,

compares the present theological ardor in London with that which

marked Alexandria in the days of Athanasius, "when fishmongers at

their stalls discussed the doctrine of the trinity." The strife of

tongues has reached even to Germany, where Prof. Harnack, the

eminent theologian, interprets it as a proof that the ' 'formal the

ology of the creeds [your creeds, gentlemen,] is being gradually

displaced by the vital theology of experience."

I want to read to you some key-words of this new theology

which is making its way among all churches. It is not an organ-

ized movement. No one appears to know whence it springs. In-

deed, it is spoken of as being one of those pulsations of the * 'cosmic

mind" which moves over the people at intervals and proclaims some

great truth. Now, you will be astonished at the fundmental truth

of this new movement, and the great number of people who are ac-

cepting it as the ' 'theology of experience." Its fundamental prin-

ciple is the recognition of the identity between human nature and

the divine nature.

In proof of it, I submit the following passages:

Whence springs the deep-seated hostility of so many of the representatives of

labor to the churches? It can only be from the fact that organized religion has,

in the immediate past, lost sight of its own fundamental, the divineness of man.

(Rev. R. J. Campbell, in Hibbert Journal, April, 1907, p. 487.)

When the man with a burdened conscience comes to us for relief, let us tell

him that we all bear the burden together, anl that until he becomes a Christ

all the love in the universe will come to his help and share his struggle. His bur-

den is ours, the burden of the Christ incarnate for the redemption of the world.

{Ibid, p. 493.)

The starting point in the New Theology is belief in the immanence of God,

and the essential oneness of God and man. * » * We believe man to

be a revelation of God, and the universe one means to the self-manifestation of

God. * * * W^e believe that there is no real distinction between

humanity and the Deity.

Our being is the same as God's, although our consciousness of it is limited.

* * * The new theology holds that human nature should be interpreted

in terms of its own highest nature, therefore it reverences Jesus Christ. Jesug
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Christ was divine, "but so are we." * * * Every man is a poten-

tial Christ, or rather a manifestation of the eternal Christ. * * * The

new theology * * * is the gospel of the humanity of God and the

divinity of man. Campbell, London Daily Mail, quoted in Current Literature,

April, 1907.)

I shall continue to feel compelled to believe that the power which produced

Jesus must be at least equal to Jesus, so Jesus becomes my gateway to the inner-

most of God. When I look at him I say to myself, God is that, and if I can only

get down to the truth about myself I shall find that I am that too. * * *

In him (Jesus) the humanity was divinity and divinity humanity. * * *

But you make him only a man! No, reader, I do not. I make him the only man,

and there is a difference. We have only seen perfect manhood once, and that was

the manhood of Jesus. The rest of us have got to get there. * * * We
have to get rid of the dualism which will insist on putting humanity and Deity into

two separate categories.

Unitarians used to declare that Jesus was man, not God. Trinitarianism

maintained that he was God and man ; the older Christian thought as well as the

youngest regards him as God in man—God manifest in the flesh. But here emerg-

es a great point of difference between the new theology on the one hand and

traditional orthodoxy gn the other. The latter would restrict the description

"God manifest in the flesh" to Jesus alone; the new theology would extend it

in a lesser degree to all humanity, and would maintain that in the end it will be

as true of every individual soul as it ever was of Jesus. Indeed, it is this beli3f

that gives value and significance to the earthly mission of Jesus—he came to show

us what we potentially are. (The New Theology, Campbell, pp. 82, 83.)

There is much more to the same effect, which I now pass.

I am now going to read to you from a higher authority than

Mr. Campbell—from a man of science, a man whose intellectual

powers sway the religious thought of many thousands in Great

Britain, the thoughts of many more people than Mr. Campbell

sways. I refer to Sir Oliver Lodge, who says in the Hibbert Jour-

nal, one of the foremost publications jn the world on the subject

of theology and philosophy, with reference to the divinity of Jesus,

and the identity of the divine and human nature:

The conception of the Godhead formed by some divine philosophers and mys-

tics has quite rightly been so immeasurably vast, though still assuredly utterly in-

adequate and necessarily beneath reality, that the notion of a God revealed in

human form—bom, suffering, tormented, killed—has been utterly incredible.

"A crucified prophet, yes; but a crucified God ! I shudder at the blasphemy,"

is a known quotation which I cannot now verify; yet that apparent blasphemy is

the soul of Christianity. It calls upon us to recognize and worship a crucified, an

executed God. * * * The world is full of men. What the world wants is a

God. Behold the God ! (referring, of course, to Jesus,) "The divinity of Jesus-
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is the truth which now requires to be re-perceived, to be illuminated afresh by

new knowledge, to be cleansed and revivified by the wholesome flood of scepticism

which has poured over it; it can be fieed now from all trace of groveling super-

stition, and can be recognized freely and enthusiastically; the divinity of Jesus,

(Mark you
—

"the divinity of Jesus") and of all other noble and saintly souls, in

so far as they too have been inflamed by a spark of Divinity—in so far as they too

can be recognized as manifestations of the Divine." {Hibbert Journal for April,

1906, pp. 654-5.)

That is the doctrine, gentlemen, that is sweeping the earth,

"the divinity of Jesus," and the divinity of "all other noble and

saintly souls''—the kinship of men and God. That is "Mormon-

ism," audit was proclaimed by the great prophet of the nine-

teenth century, half a century before these modern minds were

awakened to its grandeur and to its uplifting power. I rejoice to

see it running in the earth to be glorified, for in it I recognize

the very root principle of all religion, and out of it grow all the

relations that link us with God, and with all that is pure, uplift-

ing and divine.

Now, do not misunderstand me. There is much nonsense in

this "New Theology;" but this root principle of it is true, and it

is in accord with the principles that Joseph Smith proclaimed

years ago. The doctrine of the immanence of God in the world,

by which we mean the universe, and the divinity of man, instead

of its having its origin some fifteen or twenty years ago, and now

finding expression in the beautiful diction of Mr. Campbell -and

Sir Oliver Lodge and others, it was taught by the Prophet Joseph

Smith, at least over seventy years ago. Concerning the imma-

nence of God, he taught the following in 1832: He first repre-

sents that the spirit of Christ is "in all and through all things,

the light of truth; which truth shineth." Then he adds: "This

is the light of Christ. As also he is in the sun, and the light of

the sun, and the power thereof by which it was made. As also

he is in the moon, and is the light of the moon, and the power

thereof by which it was made. As also the light of the stars, and

the power thereof by which they were made. And the earth also,

and the power thereof, even the earth upon which you stand. And

the light which now shineth, which giveth you light, is through

him who enlighteneth your eyes, which is the same light that

quickeneth your understandings; which light proceedeth forth
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from the presence of God to fill the immensity of space. The

light which is in all things; which giveth life to all things; which

is the law by which all things are governed; even the power of

God who sitteth upon his throne, who is in the bosom of eternity,

who is in the midst of all things."

The prophet further declared, in 1833, that "the elements are

eternal, and spirit and element inseparably connected receive a

fullness of joy. The elements are the tabernacle of God; yea,

man is the tabernacle of God, even temples."

Again, I say, there is much in the so-called "New Theology"

which we cannot accept, such as the denial of the atonement, its

treatment of the Scriptures and the like, but in so far as these

fundamental principles of it are concerned—the immanence of God
in the world, and the identity of the race of man and divine beings

—there can be no question as to their accuracy. And those

Christian people who are not accepting these ideas are not moving

forward with the far-flung thought-line of God's revelations on

these matters.

We next come to the subject of priesthood. It is declared by

the reviewers that the teaching of the Church upon this important

doctrine is not candidly set forth in our Address. Then they give

us a long line of quotations, most of them from the Seer, upon

the subject of priesthood; and insist that the priesthood involves

the .possession and exercise of arbitrary power in all things, in

things both spiritual and temporal. I read to you a passage or

two from the Address on the subject of priesthood that you may
see the injustice of this charge:

We affirm that to administer in the ordinances of the gospel, the authority

must be given of God; and that this authority is the power of the holy priesthood.

We affirm that through the ministration of immortal personages, the holy

priesthood has been conferred upon men in the present age, and that under thia

divine authority the Church of Christ has been organized.

The reviewers quote this far, and then stop to remark—but

without returning to quote again from the Address
—

"so it is de-

clared; but the teaching of the Church on this important doctrine

is not herein candidly set forth." Then why did not you review-

ers go to another part of the document where the matter is more
explicitly set forth and quote that? Following the fragment you
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do quote occurs this passage which declares the express purposes

for which the priesthood was given

:

We proclaim the objects of this organization to be, the preaching of the

gospel in all the world, the gathering of scattered Israel, and the preparation of

a people for the coming of the Lord.

But you reviewers say this ' 'power extends not only to things

spiritual, but to secular matters as well." Within certain limita-

tions, granted; and the acknowledgment of the fact is found in the

Address itself which you charge with being uncandid. Here is the

passage:

That the Church claims the right to counsel and advise her members in tem-

poral as well as in spiritual affairs is admitted. Leading Church officials, men of

practical experience in pioneer life, have aided the people in establishing settle-

ments throughout the inter-mountain west, and have given them, gratuitously,

the benefit of their broader knowledge of things, through counsel and direction,

which the people have followed to their advantage; and both the wisdom of the

leaders and the good sense of the people are vindicated in the results achieved.

All this has been done without the exercise of arbitrary power. Tt has resulted

from wise counsels, persuasively given and willingly followed.

But you insist that there is "tyranny and arbitrary rulership
"

over a community which indorses the priesthood's high claims. I

deny the existence of such tyranny as a fact among the "Mormon"

people who indorse the priesthood's high claims; and I deny the

existence of arbitrary power as a doctrine of the Church, and

so does the Address which you pretend to review. Here is the

passage:

"We deny the existence of arbitrary power in the Church"

[why didn't you gentlemen quote that] ;
' 'and this because its gov-

ernment is moral government purely, and its forces are applied

through kindness, reason, and persuasion. Government by con-

sent of the governed is the rule of the Church." Following is a

summary of the word of the Lord, setting forth the principles on

which the Church government is to be administered:

The rights of the priesthood are inseparably connected with the powers of

heaven, and the powers of heaven cannot be controlled nor handled only upon the

principles of righteousness. That they may be conferred upon men, is true; but

when they undertake to cover their sin?, or gratify their pride, their vain ambi-

tion, or exercise control, or dominion, or compulsion, upon the souls of the chil-

dren of men, in any degree of unrighteousness, the Spirit of the Lord is grieved;



26

and when it is withdrawn, amen to the priesthood or the authority of that man.

No power or influence can or ought to be maintained by virtue of the priesthood,

only by persuasion, by longsuffering, by gentleness, and meekness, and by love

unfeigned; by kindness, and pure knowledge, which shall greatly enlarge the soul

without hjTJOcrisy and without guile.

Gentlemen, those are our principles. Why didn't you quote

them fairly and fully, instead of charging arbitrary power, when

it is expressly denied by what we regard as the very word of God?

Honestly, now, did you deal fairly with us when you came to this

part of your review? But, you say, "given the power of the 'Mor-

mon' priesthood, that it should not be used is incompatible with

the known facts of human nature." Well, if it does attempt

arbitrary power, it will be in violation of our principles, and not in

harmony with them ; and that fact furnishes a basis for the correc-

tion of any abuses that may arite. And while it is true that here

and there, throughout a long experience, there may have been

individual instances of the exercise of arbitrary rule in the Church,

yet speaking for the priesthood of the Church of Jesus Christ of

Latter-day Saints, as a whole, I challenge you to duplicate the

same honorable conduct anywhere within the experience of men,

where those entrusted with power have so uniformly abstained

from abusing it while exercising the functions of government.

The Latter-day Saints love their leaders, living and dead, and not

without cause, I assure you; for these men have labored in season

and out of season, persuading, counseling, advising, and guarding

the interests of their people with an unselfishness that tells us

something of the love of God, and that without effort at personal

aggrandizement or enrichment. The lives and labors of the priest-

hood are a vindication of its divine origin and spirit.

The review further says that when once "the Church's claim

for its priesthood is allowed, the claim of jurisdiction in civil mat-

ters logically follows." But, gentlemen, why did you not point

out the fact, or at least admit it in some form, that the address

vou were reviewing emphatically excepted out of its jurisdiction

the sphere of civil government? You could have edified those

whom you are so anxious to enlighten with such passages as these:

The laws which ye have received from my hand are the laws of the Church,

and in this light ye shall hold them forth.
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That is to say, no law or rule enacted, or revelation received

by the Church, has been promulgated for the state. Such laws

and revelations as have been given are solely for the government

of the Church.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints holds to the doctrine of the

separation of church and state; the non-interference of church authority in politi-

cal matters; and the absolute freedom and independence of the individual in the

performance of his political duties. If, at any time, there has been conduct at

variance with this doctrine, it has been in violation of the well-settled principles

and policy of the Church.

We declare that from principle and policy, we favor:

The absolute separation of church and state;

No domination of the state by the church;

No church interference with the functions of the state;

No state interference with the functions of the church, or with the free

exercise of religion

;

The absolute freedom of the individual from the domination of ecclesiastical

authority in political affairs;

The equality of all churches before the law.

Again I read from the review, and this time I deal with a

passage which the reviewers themselves say "dwarfs everything

mentioned in the Address." We shall see what comes of it:

Apparently the foundation of the ' 'Mormon' ' Church is in the Book of Mor-

mon, the Doctrine and Covenants, the Pearl of Great Price, and the testimony of

the living oracles delivered from time to time. But whoever digs down to the

lowermost foundation will find that, at last, everything rests upon the reported

visions of Joseph Smith. When any matter of vital importance is presented for

the belief of mankind, if that matter, either in its nature or the circumstances

attending it, lies very much outside the ordinary, a due regard for human intel-

ligence demands that, whatever testimony is produced in support of it shall be

buttressed by corroborative evidence. But here we have a system of religion

which claims sole authority as being alone divinely accredited. It asks for the

acceptance of mankind on the ground of being so accredited. It anathematizes

all who finally reject it. Yet this religion, making such an astonishing claim, is

founded upon the unsupported assertion of a young person whose probity was never

80 well established that his naked word would be taken concerning any matter

transcending ordinary observation and experience; and that assertion touches

supernatural appearances, and messages which, if true, are of the most profound

importance to mankind; and yet that assertion is wholly without corroborative

evidence.
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Gentlemen— Christian gentlemen—you who are such sticklers

for candor—have you spoken truly here, and in a matter which

you say dwarfs everything mentioned in the Address? What of

the testimony of three certain witnesses, who claim that they stood

with Joseph Smith wrapt in open vision, in the light of day; who

give their most solemn asseveration that a holy angel came into

their presence on that occasion, laid before them certain ancient

documents, turned over the leaves, conversed with them, and at

the same time they heard the voice of God saying that the transla-

tion of the Book of Mormon by Joseph Smith was true, and com-

manded them to bear witness of it to all the world—which they

did, over their own signatures, and that testimony is printed in

every edition of the Book of Mormon? What of the testimony of

eight other witnesses, to whom Joseph Smith handed the book of

plates, and they handled and hefted them, and passed them one to

the other, and examined the engravings thereon; and they gave

their testimony to the world to this effect, which testimony has

been published with every edition of the Book of Mormon given to

the world. Did you overlook this corroborative testimony? Is it

true that you gave so slight attention to the subject you were re-

viewing that you could make a misstatement of that kind? Were

you so unacquainted with it? Must we think you so dull? If we

acquit you of stupidity, what then? Must we not think of you as

uttering falsehood? What of the testimony of Oliver Cowdery,

who stood wrapt in vision in the Kirtland temple with Joseph

Smith? And of Sidney Rigdon, wrapt in vision with Joseph Smith,

from which resulted their conjoint testimony concerning that

grandest of revelations ever given to man on the doctrine of the

future degrees of glory in which men will live in the eternities? I

do not desire to use harsh language; I will not say that you wil-

fully, maliciously, ponderously and atrociously lied; because while

all that might by true, one would be accused of harshness if he

said it; but I will say that you have economized the truth, and you

may settle it with your own consciences.

Our subject increases in interest as you get into it, and per-

haps it is well it is so, else your interest might falter. We come

now to a very interesting topic—that of polygamy. This is the

darling theme of the reviewers, and so we will not slight it by
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saying nothing about it. I had best read what they say on this

point:

We have no means of knowing to what extent the practice of plural marriage

has been discontinued in the "Mormon" Church, since no records of such marriages

are kept by the Church that are accessible to the public. That there have been

instances of such marriages ever since the agreement of the Church to discon-

tinue them, we know; that they cannot be celebrated without the sanction of the

Church accredited ofi5cials, is unquestioned; that, so far as the public knowledge

goes, no officials who may have celebrated such marriages have been disciplined

therefor is certain.

Throughout one cannot help believing that these gentlemen

are not quite candid with reference to this subject. I do not

believe that in the State of Utah there is any one, in the Church

or out of it, who does not believe that the Church of Jesus Christ

of Latter-day Saints has stopped the practice of, or sanctioning

and performing plural marriages. I am of the opinion that

everybody is settled in his conviction in relation to that matter.

It requires time for the settlement of such questions as those

involved in the system of plural marriage, as once practiced in the

Church. No proclamation is at first understood. Differences of

opinion and variety of interpretation are bound to exist concern-

ing matters of this description. And when the announcement

was made in President Woodruff's manifesto of the discontinuance

of plural marriage, and the advice was given that our people

should contract no marriages contrary to the law, the question

arose in the minds of some whether that prohibition was not

limited to marriages within the United States, and whether by

refraining from contracting such marriages within the United

States would not fulfill the covenant and agreement implied in

the manifesto. The matter was discussed pro and con. Ultimately,

however, the conclusion was inevitable that the manifesto forbade

plural marriages in all the world; because the Church is not a

local Church: it is not the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day

Saints for the United States alone; but it is a world-wide Church;

and when its general conference speaks, it speaks for the entire

Church, in all the world. Hence, I say, the conclusion was inevi-

table that plural marriages were everywhere forbidden; and when

some men held tenaciously to the view that that was not the case,
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but that the Chureh fulfilled Jier agreement to discontinue plural

marriage oy abstaining from performing plural marriages within

the United States—when that view was persisted in, I say, there

was but one thing left, and that was to conclude that such persons

were out of harmony with the Church. Two of the twelve apos-

tles held that view; they were declared by their associates to be

out of harmony with their brethren in these matters, they tend-

ered their resignations which were accepted; and since that time

there has been no question in the Church, or out of it, as to where

the Church stands on the subject of discontinuing plural mar-

riages, and I do not believe that there is any doubt on that sub-

ject existing in the minds of the gentlemen who formulated this

review.

[In confirmation of this I submit the lettter of resignation of

John W. Taylor:

Salt Lake City, October 28, 1905,

To the Council of the Twelve Apostles:

Dear Brethren :—I hereby tender to you my resignation as a member of the

council of the twelve apostles, as it is clear to me that I have been out of har-

mony with you on some very important matters which have apparently brought

reproach upon the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

I wish to state in the first place that I have not violated the laws of the

United States, nor of the State of Utah, in relation to polygamous or plural mar-

riages; also that the authorities of the Church have not directed or authorized me
to do so, or to do anything contrary to the rules of the Church as adopted by that

body.

But I find that I have been out of harmony with the said authorities as to the

scope and meaning of the manifesto issued by President Woodruff and adopted by

the general conference, on Oct. 6, 1890, and also as to the meaning of the last

clause of the petition for amnesty to President Benjamin Harrison in December,

1891. I have always believed that the government of the United States had

jurisdiction only within its own boundaries, and that the term "laws of the land"

in the manifesto meant merely the laws of the United States. I find now that

this opinion is different to that expressed by the Church authorities, who have

declared that the prohibition against plural marriages extended to every place and

to every part of the Church. It is doubtless true that this view of the matter has

been given by President Woodruff and others, but I have never taken that as binding

upon me or the Church, because it [such interpretation] was never presented for

adoption by ''common consent," as was the manifesto itself, and I have disputed

its authority as a law or a rule of the Church.

I acknowledge that I received a request from President Joseph F. Smith, by
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letter, to appear as a witness in the Reed Smoot case before the Senate committee

on Privileges and Elections, but I declined to do so because, while I recognized his

right to direct me in Church affairs, I did not think his authority extended to

civil affairs to the extent that I should expose my family concerns and be ques-

tioned and be held up to public ignominy as some of my brethren were before that

body, and I still hold the same views upon that matter.

Inasmuch as I have not been in harmony with my brethren on these subjects,

and I have been called in question concerning them, I now submit to their disci-

pline, and, to save further controversy, tender this my resignation, and hope for

such clemency in my case as they may deem right and just and merciful.

Your brother,

(Signed) John W. Taylor.

The explanation accompanying the resignation of Elder

Cowley was of similar import.]

Another complaint of our reviewers is that polygamy is only

abrogated as to practice, and that belief in the divinity of the

principle is still held by the Latter-day Saints.

Well, gentlemen, what of it? Whose business is it? Do you

hold that you may enter the sacred precincts of the mind and up-

root our opinions? Your law gives you the right to punish overt

acts; but you have no law and no right to enter the domain of

conscience and interfere with what is held there as the truth.

Hands off here! Our belief is our own. We have a right to our

opinions. If you don't believe them, that is nothing to us, we do.

And if you have not succeeded in converting us, we can't help

that. You have got all you deserve out of this controversy on

our marriage system. Properly this was a question which be-

longed to the dominion of reason, scripture and polemics. You

should have convinced us, as ministers of Christ, from the word of

God and from the nature of the things involved, that the principle

itself was untrue. But you were not content to leave it to the

arbitrament of discussion and reason; you must needs play upon the

prejudices of the masses and induce them to belabor Congress with

their petitions until your inimical legislation was put upon the

statute books; and the crusade against the practice of our mar-

riage system was declared, and those who practiced it were raided

with unabated vigor for years. We yielded at last to superior

force, not to your arguments, because we successfully met them.

You remember the occasion, do you not, of the chaplain of the
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Senate of the United States coming to this very forum, and here

discussing the question, "Does the Bible Sanction Polygamy?"

That your champion was vanquished in the contest is evidenced

from the fact that we publish as a ccmpaign document both

sides of the Pratt-Newman discussion. If you have not convinced

us of the incorrectness of our principles, it must be because of

the lameness of your reasoning, the weakness of your argument,

and you must be content with the result so long as we do not carry

into practice that principle which we believe. We have a right to

our belief in that or any other doctrine as abstract principles,

whether our belief suits you or not, and we have the right to freely

express that belief, and if you don't like it, you may go hang.

Again the review says: "No denial is made of the practice of

polygamous living. The 'Address' admits that authoritative

figures officially collected show 897 such male polygamists in the

year 1902. The fact that later reports are not quoted leads to

the reasonable belief that since that date the number of male

polygamists has not diminished but rather increased."

It is true the address brings down the figures no further than

897 in 1902; but the address does say "and many of these have

since passed away." Besides, there was a statement made upon

the floor of the Senate of the United States, based upon official

figures, to the effect that the number had been reduced to at least

500. Here is the passage

:

Careful statistics have been taken and preserved, and will be found in the

testimony, which show that this number has gradually decreased until there was
at the time the testimony closed (before the Senate committee on Privileges and

Elections having in charge the Smoot case) not to exceed five hundred such house-

holds in existence.

—

(Congressional Record, p. 3269.)

Now, gentlemen, here was an opportunity for you to exercise a

little generosity instead of juggling with alleged conditions in Utah,

so as to express your belief that these cases of polygamous living

have increased rather than diminished, you could have called at-

tention to what were the facts in the case—that it was said upon
the floor of the Senate of the United States that the reduction

had been to 500, and that time would soon obliterate this question

from among our problems.
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Let us discuss for a moment this subject of polygamous liv-

ing. It is doutless a difficult problem. It has been difficult for

some men to discern the line of duty in the matter; but, thank

God, the most of our brethren have not found it difficult to deter-

mine what their duty was in the premises. Notwithstanding that

through interpretations the meaning of the Manifesto has been

made to cover polygamous living as well as new marriages; and

logically, however much ic may have been misunderstood, that

conclusion was inevitable; and it is conceded that the law

of the land forbids the continuance of these relations—yet,

in the face of these conditions, men have concluded that their

moral obligations demanded that they should be true to the rela-

tionships into which they had entered in good faith, and under

what they regarded as the sanctions of the law of God. You,

gentlemen, do me the honor to quote some words of mine uttered

seven years ago, while in attendance upon Congress, and trying

to maintain the seat that had been given me by the suffrages of

the people of my state. I wish now to repeat what I said then,

though in better form, because the words I uttered at that time

were somewhat garbled, by the leport made of them—not inten-

tionally garbled, by Mr. Arthur McEwen, who reported them.

I will say that for him, because I believe it, and he is since and

recently dead. But so far as I am concerned, I stand exactly

where I did seven years ago, namely, that though the Church pro-

claimed against the continuance of that relationship, though the

state by statute proclaimed against it, neither Church nor state

can dissolve the moral obligations I feel I am under to dis-

charge what I regard as a moral duty. I ask you, gentlemen, to

consider this proposition. What prompts this adherence to these

relationships by myself and other men in our Church? You must

concede that the most of those involved in these relations

have passed middle life. They have entered upon the period

of the "sere and yellow leaf." You cannot say their conduct

is prompted by passion or lust; "for the heyday in the blood is

cooled and waits upon the judgment." What is it then that

prompts so many men and women in the "Mormon" Church to re-

main true to those relations entered upon in plural marriage?

They look into each other's faces—the bloom of youth has passed,
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the brightness of the eye is somewhat dimmed, the suppleness of

the form has passed away. But these men and women have lived

their lives under circumstances that tend to endear men and wo-

men to each other. The trials of life, even under ordinary cir-

cumstances, result in that; but when what they regard as oppres-

sion and danger surround them, it is calculated all the more to

draw them more closely to each other in their affections. These

men and women have endured all sorts of trials for each other in

addition to the ordinary trials of life. They, as well as monogam-

ists, have stood hands clasped by open graves, and have known the

purifying effects of great sorrows. In addition to such experi-

ences, many of the men have endured exile and imprisonment, and

wives have been exiled from their homes, their kindred and their

friends, and have cast their lot among strangers, rather than to

sever the ties by which they were bound to their husbands; and

back of it all stood the conviction that they were doing God's ser-

vice-—upholding a principle that he had revealed, and entrusted

to them for vindication and making it honorable among men.

These are facts well known in this community. These mea and

women were not of the criminal element: their conduct was not

prompted by a desire to defy law; they were acting and are acting

now from the highest and noblest motives— religious conviction

of duty. And so I say, for one of this number—for myself— I stand

exactly as I have always stood upon this question of fulfilling the

obligation these relationships have imposed; and I shall, so far as

possible, still respond to the dictates of honor. I shall read my
duty by the light of that conscience God gives me—I shall respond

to the voice of love and honor, and you reviewers may make the

most of it.

[You will say, such an attitude is inconsistent with the utter-

ances of the Church leaders before the courts, and especially before

the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections. So be it then.

It is an inconsistency that has the promptings of honor back of it,

and under such circumstances, for one, I shall trust God to forgive

such inconsistency.]

It is said by you gentlemen that no apology can whitewash

the outlawry of Joseph F. Smith. Gentlemen, his conduct needs

no apology, his horor needs no vindication, his position needs no
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defense; it needs only to be stated. And as you have not stated

it, I will; or, what is better, I will let him state it for himself.

On a recent occasion, before the court in this city. President

Smith said these noble words:

In the tacit, general understanding that was had in 1890, and the years sub-

sequent thereto, regarding what were classed as the old cases of cohabitation, I

have appreciated the magnanimity of the American people in not enforcing a

policy that in their minds was unnecessarily harsh, but which assigned the settle-

ment of this difficult problem to the onward progress of time.

Since the year 1890 a large percentage of the polygamous families have

ceased to exist, until now the number within the jurisdiction of this court is small,

and marriages in violation of the law have been and now are prohibited. In view

of this situation, which has fixed with certainty a result that can easily be measured

up, the family relations in the old cases of that time have been generally left un-

disturbed.

So far as my own case is concerned, I, like others who had entered into so-

lemn religious obligations, sought to the best of my ability to comply with all re-

quirements pertaining to the trying position in which we were placed. I have felt

secure in the protection of that magnanimous sentiment which was extended as an

olive branch in 1890 and subsequent years to those old cases of plural family re-

lationships which came within its purview, as did mine.

When I accepted the manifesto issued by President Woodruff I did not under-

stand that I would be expected to abandon and discard my wives. Knowing the

sacred covenants and obligations which I had assumed by reason of these marriages,

I have conscientiously tried to discharge the responsibilities attending them with-

out being offensive to anyone. I have never flaunted my family relations before

the public, nor have I felt a spirit of defiance against the law; but, on the con-

trary, I have always desired to be a law-abiding citizen.

In considering the trying position in which I have been placed, I trust that

your honor will exercise such leniency in your sentence as law and justice will

permit.

I say that Joseph F. Smith's position needs only to be stated

to the world, and the manhood of America will applaud his attitude,

long-haired ministerial associations and short-haired women's

organizations to the contrary notwithstanding.

But what is the use of talking in this strain to you gentlemen?

This is a question for statesmen, and you cannot be accused of

possessing any of those qualities. That, however, is perhaps your

misfortune, not your fault. When I take into account the intel-

lectual and physical capital with which you start in life, I some-

times marvel that you have done so well. Your vocation is not

always left to your own choice. The position is frequently chosen
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for you by your parents, having in view your physical and intel-

lectual endowments. The ministry is generally recogniz3d as a

genteel sort of profession. It promises a certain social standing.

It secures you from the dust and sweat and physical toil of a

mechanic's life, and from the brain-sweat of professsional life and

struggle. It takes you out of the turmoil of trade and commerce,

and out of the fierce contests of political life, and from the dan-

gers of a career in army and in navy. Then, you know, you were

not physically strong; a larger proportion of your number are

consumptives, neurotics, anemics, paranoics, and the like, than in

any other professions; and so this genteel profession is quite fre-

quently selected for you by your parents, and for the reasons here

set forth. There are individual exceptions, of course, but I am
dealing with you as a class. After your calling is selected for

you, you pass into the schools, colleges and universities, and there

you follow a rather kid-glove course of study. You will not need

much of mathematics, so you pay little attention to that subject;

you will need more of belles lettres, of moral and metaphysical

philosophy, of languages and rhetoric, and eloquence. So your

studies run along those lines, and after completing this course you

step from your colleges into pulpits to instruct the world, at the

same time knowing less about that world than any other class of

men whatsoever. Then, going into that world, you are soon se-

questrated into a very narrow portion of it. As a rule, you have

to deal most with christenings, with weddings, with funerals; but

you shine most at social functions, more especially at pink teas.

So that, aU things considered, neither by your original endowments
nor by your environments nor by your training are you prepared

to meet the broad questions that concern humanity.

As was stated in the passage I read from Mr. Campell's book

a while ago, your class "do not count for much in the ordinary

affairs of life." On practical questions you are relegated to the

rear, and your influence in community life grows less and ever less

with the passing years. Do you think I overstate the case?

Then let me quote to you what one of your own number says of

you—again Mr. Campbell in his up-to-date book before quoted.

Before giving the quotation, however, let me disclaim the existence

of any personal animosity towards you. All that I say is meant in



37

the very best of feeling. I speak not from malice concerning you,

but from experience. I have been meeting your class, gentlemen,

for now thirty years ; and have had controversies of various kinds with

it during that time, and I know you as a class quite thoroughly.

I speak from experience, not malice, and comparing you as a class

with other classes of men whom I have known, it is just a plain,

solemn truth that you are, as £ class, narrow, bigoted, intolerant,

petty; and I say that in the very best of feeling. And now the

passage of Mr. Campbell's book. Speaking of the decline of

organized Christianity and its ministry, he says:

For a generation or more in every part of Christendom there has been a

steady drift away from organized religion as represented by the churches, and the

question is being seriously asked whether Christianity can much longer hold its

own. Protestant controversialists frequently draw attention to the decline of

church-going in Latin countries as evidence of the decay of sacerdotalism, parti-

cularly in the church of Rome. But outside Latin countries it is not one whit

more noticeable in the church of Rome than in any other church. The masses of

the people on the one hand and the cultured classes on the other are becoming in-

creasingly alienated from the religion of the churches. A London daily paper

made a religious census some years ago and demonstrated that about one-fifth of

the population of the metropolis attended public worship, and this was a generous

estimate. Women, who are more emotional, more reverent, and more amenable

to external authority than men, usually form the majority of the worshipers at

an ordinary service. Mr. Charles Booth in his great work on the Life and Labor

of the People in London asserts that the churches are practically without influence

of any kind on the communal life. This I believe to be an exaggeration, but it

will hardly be denied that the average working, business, or professional man
looks upon the churches almost with indifference. In many cases this indifference

passes into hostility or contempt. Intelligent men take little notice of preacher

and sermons, and the theologically-minded layman is such a rarity as to be note-

worthy. Most significant! of all, perhaps, is the fact that much of the moral

earnestness of the nation and of social redemptive effort exists outside the churches

altogether . . . The plain, bald fact remains that the churches as

such are counting for less and less in civilization in general and our own nation

in particular. One of the ablest of our rising young members of parliament, a

man of strong religious convictions and social sympathies, recently declared that

-we were witnessing the melancholy spectacle of a whole civilization breaking away

from the faith out of which it grew.

As I remarked, I desired to read that passage to you, that

you may know that my charge that the people are slipping away

from the influences of the churches and the ministry was not in-

considerately made. Of course, the decline in the influence of the
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churches marks also the decline in the influence of the ministry,

hence the pertinency of this quotation. What is said by this au-

thority concerning conditions in England is equally and more em-

phatically true of our own country than it is of England. That is,

the decline of the influence of the ministry and churches in the

United States is more marked than in England. Ministers, then,

don't count for much when it comes to dealing with practical ques-

tions. And the conditions that have and do exist in Utah, and

that come down to us out of a remarkable past are practical ques-

tions. Questions for statesmen, not for sectarian priests and their

trundle-bed notion of things. It is a question for men of blood

and brains, and when it was referred to such a body of men not

long since—the Senate of the United States—they at least refused

to take the radical steps you suggested. Through four long years

you raked the country as with a fine-toothed comb to gather up

your evidence and to convince the United States Senate that they

ought to follow your dictation, to assail the Latter-day Saints, and

to break up and terrify, as a few years ago, our community by a

severe, rigid and, I may say, cruel administration of this law

against polygamous living; and after you have done your best, sub-

mitted your evidence—employed the best counsel you could find,

and after you have awakened all the prejudices to which you

could appeal, the court has turned you down, gentlemen! You
could not move that body to adopt your view of the case.

I made some remarks this afternoon upon the subject of the

toleration for those conditions respecting polygamous living that

have come to us out of the past. I do not desire to be understood

as standing in any defiant attitude against the public sentiment of

our state or of our nation. The fact of the matter is, these min-

isterial friends of ours are disposed to make mountains out of

mole-hills, and are representing to the world as conditions existing

here things that do not exist. The Latter-day Saints are not a

law-defying body of people, but on the contrary they have mani-

fested an obedience and respect for law, and you shall find no

better order or a more universal aquiescence in and obedience to

law than you find here in the settlements of the Latter-day Saints.

We believe in law and in order and in being subject to kings and

presidents, in honoring and magnifying the law; but the conditions
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here in Utah are unusual in respect of this one matter of polyg-

amous living. The conditions, however, are well understood by

our non- "Mormon" friends; and but for the agitation of these minis-

terial meddlers and a few disreputable and disgruntled politicians,

the peculiar conditions which confront the community, and in which

some of the best men of the community are involved, would go to

their settlement along the lines in which they are being settled,

namely: by the termination of these relations in death as, one by

one, the parties pass out of existence to the grave. Now, in order

to convince you that I am right in this view of the case I shall

read an extract from the testimony of a prominent citizen of our

state, a non- "Mormon," who I believe, better than anyone else, in

the testimony he gave before the committee on Privileges and

Elections of the Senate, in the Smoot case, described conditions in

Utah as they are. He analyzed the' situation here and told the

truth in respect to it. I shall read his testimony—never mind who

he is just for the present, but let me read to you what he said be-

fore the committee. Knep in mind that he is a non-
*

'Mormon" and

one not at all prejudiced in favor of the Latter-day Saints:

The Chairman said : Will you state why it is that those who live in polyg-

amous cohabitation today are not prosecuted?

The witness: I will do so as well as I can, and I simply state here the views,

as I know them, of what are termed the "old guard" of the Liberal party. Re-

publican! and Democrats, who fought the Church party in the days when it was a

power. Those men have felt, and still feel, that if the Church will only stop new

plural marriages and will allow this matter to die out and pass away, they will not

interfere with them. First of all, of course we want peace in Utah. We would

like to be like the rest of the country. We want to make of it a state like the

states of the rest of the Union. We want the "Mormon" people to be like the

rest of the American people; but we realize that there is a condition there which

the people of the east do not—and, I presume, cannot—understand. You cannot

make people who have been brought up under our system of government and our

system of marriage believe that folks can sincerely and honestly believe that it is

right to have more than one wife, and yet those people believe it. They are a

God-fearing people, and it has been a part of their faith and their life.

Now, to the eastern people their manner of living is looked upon as immoral.

Of course it is, viewed from their standpoint. Viewed from the standpoint of a

"Mormon" it is not. The "Mormon" wives are as sincere in their belief in polyg-

amy as the "Mormon" men, and they have no more hesitation in declaring that

they are one of several wives of a man than a good woman in the east has in

declaring that she is the single wife of a man. There is that condition. There

are those people

—
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Senator Hopkins interrupted to say: Do you mean to say that a "Mormon"

woman will as readily become a plural wife as she would a first wife?

The witness: Those who are sincere in the "Mormon" faith—who are good

"Mormons, " so called—I think would just as readily become plural wives (that

has been my experience) as they would become the first wife. That condition

exists. There is a question for statesmen to solve.

You will remember that is what I said to these ministerial

gentlemen this afternoon. The witness continued:

We have not known what was best to do. It has been discussed, and people

would say that such and such a man ought to be prosecuted. Then they would

consider whether anything would be gained ; whether we would not delay instead

of hastening the time that we hope to live to see ; whether the institution would

not flourish by reason of what they would term persecution. And so, notwith-

standing a protest has been sent down here to you, I will say to you the people

have acquiesced in the condition that exists.

Mr. Van Cott, an Attorney: You mean the Gentiles?

The witness : Yes, the Gentiles.

The witness who gave that testimony was Judge 0. W. Powers,

and you know, and all Utah knows, that he spoke the truth.

Mr. J. Martin Miller writing to the Newark (New Jersey)

Kews, represents Rabbi Louis G. Reynolds as holding the views

expressed in the accompanying quotation on conditions in Utah:

I found a very prominent former Newarker, in the person of Rabbi Louis G.-

Reynolds, of the Synagogue B'nai Israel here. He was rabbi of the Oheb Shalem

Synagogue, Newark, from 1892 to '96.

There is a Jewish population of about 500 in Salt Lake City, said Rabbi

Reynolds. Aside from that particular feature of their creed, polygamy, I think

the "Mormons" are a very good people. Every thing indicates that polygamy is

dying out and that the Church means to obey the law. Aside from polygamy, I

am of the opinion that in morals the "Mormons" will average higher than the

Gentiles who live here. The records show that the "Mormons" furnish a very

small quota of the vice of the city. As a rule, they are a temperate people. If

Senator Smoot is unseated, would the influence of the ' 'Mormons' ' in the state and

nation be diminished? I inquired. Not in the least; it would make them feei

their persecution more than now and cause them to have less faith in the fairness

of the government. They know the government cannot be fooled to any great ex-

tent, and that polygamy must go. Now that the tendency on the part of the

"Mormons" is to abandon polygamy, the purposes of the government in making

better Americans of the "Mormon'' people than they are now will be better sub-

served by allowing the influential men among the ' 'Mormons' ' to help the govern-

ment bring about the desired end. I say this with Senator Smoot in mind, and in

view of the believed fact among every class in Utah that he is not a polygamist.
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He is one of the most level-headed business men in Utah, and is exceedingly pop-

ular with all classes. Polygamy was deeply rooted. The people for the most

part were born in it. Why humiliate these innocent victims by persecuting them
unnecessarily when they show an inclination to rid themselves and the country of

the blot? The United States is a conciliatory and humane government. I was
born in Russia and can appreciate this government. It is the kind of a govern-

ment that begets loyalty in its subjects. Will these erring children of Utah, who
in all probability are not now contracting any new polygamous marriages, be

better citizens if they are hounded and misrepresented by agitators, or if they are

fairly but firmly dealt with by the government and given a reasonable chance to

prove their good intentions and their good citizenship? There is a very strong ele-

ment throughout the country that takes absolutely no stock in this ecclesiastical

warfare that is being made from Salt Lake City against the "Mormons." It has

been plainly demonstrated very recently in the case of one minister here who car-

ried on a bitter crusade, that was worse than a waste of energy, that such methods

are reactive in the extreme.

These statements are thoughtful and fair; and no one ac-

quainted with existing conditions can doubt their truthfulness.

And why have they, and why do they, the non- "Mormons,"

acquiesce in these conditions, and tacitly consent that this ques-

tion should be settled by the grave. First, because they recog-

nize the honesty and the purity of the lives of the people who are

involved in the "Mormon" system of marriage; and they know that

it was the promptings of a religious duty that involved them in

that system, and not criminal instincts nor worldly or ungodly

lust.

That is what they know to begin with—and that the people

in these mountains were contending for the persistence—and they

hoped the triumph—of what to them was a religious principle.

That is why honorable non-"Mormons" respect honorable and up-

right "Mormons" who are doing their duty as God gives them the

light to see that duty. And, moreover, their minds doubtless go

back to the settlement of this question by the Constitutional con-

vention of this state of which, perhaps some of you will remember,

I was a member. The people of the United States, speaking

through the Congress of the United States, demanded of the peo-

ple of Utah, as a condition precedent to statehood, that their

Constitution should provide "That polygamous or plural marriages

are forever prohibited." When the Constitutional convention

met that proposition—desiring to meet it in good faith, they not
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only made the constitutional declaration that polygamous or plural

marriages should forever be prohibited, but they also in order to

make that effective, took the territorial law—which was but a

copy of the Congressional law, which defined "polygamous or

plural marriages" and prescribed for that offense the penalties,

the fines and imprisonments, and which also defined polygamous

living and prescribed its penalties.

The constitutional convention, I say, took that enactment and

cut it square in two, adopting the part that defined the offense of

polygamous or plural marriages, and prescribed its punishment,

and made it, with its penalties, part of the Constitution; but the

part of the law relating to polygamous living or unlawful cohabi-

tation, they left out entirely. The question was brought up on

the floor of the convention, and debated in open session. The

leader of this movement, who advocated the adoption of this part

of the law for the Constitution— for it was rather an unusual pro-

ceeding in constitution making, intended, however, in good part,

to meet a very unusual condition; the question was put to him in

substance: If you thus cut the law in two, and prohibit polyga-

mous or plural marriages but say nothing about unlawful cohabita-

tion or polygamous living, will not the inference be—will not the

conclusion be, that you do not intend to include unlawful cohabita-

tion in the offenses defined and made punishable under this consti-

tutional provision? The answer was that such would be the impli-

cation—that the intent was to leave the offense out. That was

not only the inference, but it was the understanding—say what

men will—in that convention. The record bears out the state-

ment I make of it, because it was not done in a corner, or in the

dark, it was out in the open, and some of those who now join you

reverend gentlemen in this agitation against men who are seeking,

under hard conditions, to respond to the promptings of duty and

conscience—some of those who now join you in your clamor,

were parties to and sanctioned that settlement in the constitution-

al convention.

The subject of "Mormon" loyalty is briefly discussed in this

review, and apparently the only way you reviewers could meet the

treatment of the subject was by a sneer. You say, ''It is not

recalled that any Christian Church in this country has found itself
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under a like necessity." Very true, gentlemen, but do you recall

that any other church has been assailed with misrepresentation

and charges of disloyalty as the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-

day Saints has been? And so, being assailed, we necessarily

make defense. I pass the rest that could be said on that subject,

excepting this, that when you refer to the conflict we had with

the general government during territorial days, I take you to

witness that the controversy was not of our making, but it was

the result in part of your sectarian agitation, your arousing a

popular sentiment, exercising church influence upon Congress

which led that body to enact laws against a principle of oiir relig-

ion. We contested those laws for every inch of the ground, until

the court of final appeal pronounced judgment on the controversy.

Was not that our right? And does it necessarily invole us in or

leave us open to the charge of disloyalty, because we thus con-

tended for religious freedom—the right to practice what to us

was part of our religion? Let us remind you, gentlemen, that had

the people of the first Christian age and the people of the six-

teenth century followed your idea of immediately surrendering

when religious principle was attacked, there would have been no

Christian religion at all, there would have been no such thing as

Protestant sects. We contested the grounds legally, and fought

as hard as we could for a religious principle; that is the head and

front of our offending.

These gentlemen reviewers express two fe:irs. One is that

they will be charged, because of issuing this review, with mis-

representation. Well, I don't wonder at that, and I think we

have proven that you have misrepresented. But they also fear

that we will charge them with persecution. Gentlemen, we

acquit you of the intention of persecution. When the Revs.

Phineas Ewing, Dixon, Cavanaugh, Hunter, Bogart, Isaac McCoy,

Riley, Pixley, Woods and others carried on an agitation in Mis-

souri against "Mormonism" and the "Mormons" that resulted in burn-

ing hundreds of our homes and driving our people—including

women and children, remember—to bivouac out in the wilderness

at an inclement season of the year; when the mob incited by

these reverends, your prototypes, gentlemen, laid waste our fields

and gardens, stripped our people of their earthly possessions,
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keeping up that agitation until twelve thousand or fifteen thou-

sand people were driven from the state of Missouri, dispossessed

of several hundred thousand acres of land—two hundred and fifty-

thousand acres, to be exact—which they had entered, and rend-

ered them homeless—we might call, we do call, that persecution.

When the Rev. Mr, Levi Williams led the mob that shot to death

Joseph Smith and his brother Hyrum Smith in Carthage prison,

and when the Rev. Mr. Thomas S. Brockman led the forces

against Nauvoo, after the great body of the people had withdrawn

from that city, and expelled the aged, the widow and the father-

less, and laid waste the property of the people—we think we are

justified in calling that persecution, of which right reverend

gentlemen were the chief instigators. And when in this territory

some years ago one wave of agitation followed another, of which

your class, and some of you, were chief movers, until a reign of

terror was produced, and a regime was established under

which men guilty at most of a misdemeanor, could nevertheless be

imprisoned for a term of years covering a lifetime, and fined to

the exhaustion of all they possessed, under the beautiful scheme

of segregating the offense into numerous counts in each indict-

ment; and when in that reign of terror women were compelled to

clasp their little ones to their breasts and go out among strangers,

exiled from their homes—we might be inclined to call that perse-

cution. But our experience has been such that we scorn to call

such attacks as this review of yours persecution. It does not rise,

gentlemen, I assure you, to that bad eminence. So we acquit you

of any intent in your review to persecute us. You need not fear

that such a charge will be made, we are not so thin-skinned as all

that. Besides, gentlemen, your power is no longer equal to your

malice, and so we do not believe you will ever be able to persecute

us again.

And now I want to turn "reviewer" myself a while. I want

to review some things which the ministers of the association be-

fore us stand for, at least some of them stand for what I shall re-

fer to; and I only regret that we can't take up each one in turn and

examine his doctrines. But we will proceed, as far as we can, on

this occasion. I turn "reviewer' ' because I want to show our

young people who are represented here, that these gentlemen,
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standing for such principles as their church creeds represent are

scarcely in a position to make an assault upon our doctrines on

any score of inconsistency or repulsiveness; and second, by placing

our doctrine in contrast with theirs, I desire to show the youth of

Israel, whose representatives are here, the greatness and grandeur

and the divinity of those principles for which their fathers have

stood, and for which we stand, for the ensign given into the hands

of our fathers we will sustain and carry to still greater heights of

success.

Of the doctrine of the Godhead, taught and advocated by the

sectarian world, I have already said something and pointed out the

inconsistency of these ministers, holding Jesus to be divine—nay

more, to be Deity, and yet proclaiming against our views of God

being a personage of tabernacle, a personage of flesh and bone as

well as of spirit—in a word, an exalted, a perfected man—Christ

Jesus resurrected from the dead and possessing all power in heav-

en and in earth. I shall leave them, of course, to patch up the

contradictions of their creeds on that subject, I am not concerned

about them.

And now, to turn to another portion of the creed, held at

least by the Presbyterian ministers before us, and by some other

members of the Ministerial Association—our reviewers. I read

from the Westminster Confession of Faith, chapter iii, section 3.

By the decree of God, for the manifestation of his glory, some men and an-

gels are predestinated unto everlasting life, and others foreordained to everlast-

ing death.

Sec. 4.—These angels and men, thus predestinated and foreordained, are

particularly and unchangeably designed, and their number is so certain and defin-

ite, that it cannot be either increased or diminished.

Sec. 5.—Those of mankind that are predestinated unto life, God, before the

foundation of the world was laid, according to his eternal and immutable purpose

and the secret counsel and good pleasure of his will, hath chosen in Christ unto

everlasting glory, out of his mere free grace and love, without any foresight of

faith or good works, or perseverance in either of them, or any other thing in the

creature as conditions, or causes moving him thereunto ; and all to the praise of

his glorious grace.

Now listen to this:

Sec. 7.—The rest of mankind, God was pleased, according to the unsearch-

able counsel of his own will, whereby he extendeth or withholdeth mercy as he
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pleaseth/for the glory of his' sovereign power over his creatures, to pass by, and

to ordain them to dishonor and wrath for their sin, to the praise of his glorious

justice.

That is to say, that though all mankind be sinners, and it

must be conceded that all men sin, yet out of this mass of sinners

some are rescued from the consequences of that sin by the pure

grace of God, and without any co-operating act of theirs, they are

rescued from the consequence of that sin by the decree of God.

Whereas, others of that mass of sinners, by the decree of God,

are relegated eternally to condemnation, to reprobation, and what

t hat means we shall see presently—but in the face of this doc-

trine, where appears the justice of God, or mercy of God either?

But the end is not yet.

Sec. 4. (chapter x.) Others not elected, although they may be called by

the ministry of the Word, and may have some common operations of the Spirit,

yet they never truly come unto Christ, and therefore cannot be saved; much less

can men not professing the Christian religion be saved in any other way whatso-

ever, be they ever so diligent to frame their lives according to the light of nature

and the law of that religion they do profess; and to assert and maintain that

they may,js very pernicious, and to be detested.

Now, on these sections from the Presbyterian creed, I read to

you the comment of a very high authority in that church who
deals with this creed, the Rev. A. A. Hodge. This work is de-

signed for the schools and colleges of the Presbyterian church.

This is his comment on the articles of the creed:

This Section . . . teaches the following propositions: That the non-

elect will certainly fail of salvation. . . . That the diligent profession and

honest practice of neither natural religion, nor of any other religion than pure

Christianity, can in the least avail to promote the salvation of the soul, is evi-

dent from the essential principles of the gospel That in the case of

sane adult persons a knowledge of Christ and a voluntary acceptance of him is

essential in order to a personal interest in his salvation God has

certainly revealed no purpose to save any except those who hearing the gospel,

obey Whatever lies beyond this circle of sanctified means is unre-

vealed, unpromised, uncovenanted. The heathen in mass, with no single definite

and unquestionable exception on record, are evidently strangers to God, and go-

ing down to death in an unsaved condition. The presumed possibility of being

saved without a knowledge of Christ remains, after 1,800 years, a possibility

illustrated by no example.

That means, then, that the great bulk of God's children have
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been created cnly that they may be food for the flames of the sec-

tarian hell, because orthodox Christian sects allow of no means of

salvation beyond the proclamation and acceptance of the gos-

pel in this world. But we shall not arrive at an understanding

and the enormity of these creeds—we shall have no conception of

their abomination until we learn something about the sectarian

idea of hell and the continuation of the punishment of those who

do not accept Christ. Those who have not heard of Christ are,

by these creeds, placed in the same category as those who have

heard of him, who have heard his gospel and rejected it; for they

neither are nor can be, according to the teachings of orthodox

Christianity, subjects of salvation.

But before taking that matter up, let me read to you another

saction from the creed:

Sec. Ill, (chapter 10.) "Elect infants, dying in infancy, are regenerated

and saved by Christ through the Spirit, who worketh when, and where , and how

he pleaseth. So also are all other elect persons, who are incapable of being out-

wardly called by the ministry of the Word.

This has been a very troublesome part of the creed to our

Presbyterian friends. It has been understood to at least imply

the possibility of some infants not being among the elect and

therefore subject to damnation, just like the non-elect who grow

up to maturity, a view most shocking to most people including

—

to their honor be it said—most Presbyterians. The interpretation

of this section of the creed by the Presbyterian church is, that

"all infants are among the elect !" If this was the thought in the

minds of those who wrote the creed, what a pity they did not say,

"All infants dying in infancy are regenerated and saved by Christ,"

instead of saying "elect infants," etc. What a world of contro-

versy it would have saved.

However, gentlemen, your interpretation is that all infants

are of the elect, and therefore saved, and I will accept your inter-

pretation because I believe you have a right to your own inter-

pretation. But say, by the way of whisper, and in confidence, I

can make it extremely interesting, if not difficult for you to make

good your interpretation both by reason of the implication that

must fairly be conceded exists in the language of the section against

your contention, as also from very respectable authorities I can
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quote, on the history of the controversy. But we let that pass, and

will concede your right to say what your creed means. Especial-

ly so since the abomination of your creed may be established with-

out pressing this point. Why should you Presbyterians be so

particular to declare against the damnation of infants, when the

promulgation of the doctrine of the damnation of a good man, be-

cause he is not of the elect, is just as outrageous as the damnation

of an innocent babe?

In some respects of the case it is even worse. Here, we will

say, is a man who throughout his life has made every effort to

realize in his living the lofty ideal of possessing "clean hands

and a pure heart;" who entertains only aspirations that are noble,

and performs deeds only that are honorable; who in the relation-

ships of life, as son, brother, husband, father and citizen, dis-

charges with reasonable fidelity, all his duties in these relations,

and, as nearly as a man can while under the effects of the fall,

and pestered with human inclinations to perversity, leads what is

recognized as a virtuous life. Yet, if not of the elect, this man
is doomed eternally, and his struggling for the attainment of his

lofty ideals and his noble life, avail him nothing in the way of

warding off damnation; because, forsooth, he is not of the elect,

and hence must perish everlastingly.

The questions here being considered were once presented to

Dr. Francis L. Patten, president of Princeton university, and a

stalwart Presbyterian defender of the creed, in a rather unique,

not to say pf-rsonal manner, by a correspondent of one of our

great eastern journals, and as it helps one to get a view of the

doctrines here considered from close range, I quote it:

Interviewer :
' 'But if it would be unjust to take an infant from the world and

resign it to everlasting torture, is it not equally unjust that those of us who have

lived and suffered and struggled with life's battles should be eternally doomed be-

cause we happen not to be among the elect? Is it fair or just, or consistent, with

the workings of a religion built upon a foundation of eternal love, that some of us

shall be born into the world under a spiritual ban, compelled to go through the

battle, with the certainty of no reward for honors or efforts, predestined for hell,

as the elect, for no effort or worth of their own, are predestined for heaven? That

is the doctrine of election, is it not?"

"That is the doctrine of election," repeated Dr. Patten.

"And you believe in it?"
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"I do," was the prompt response, "wholly and unreservedly."

"And you think it just?"

"I think it is not for me to pass judgment upon the working of God."

Is that a fair answer, or artful dodging?

Again the interviewer asked:

"Do you believe there may be near and dear ones of yours, reaching out, per-

haps, for all that is noblest and best in life, struggling each day to gain the mas-

tery over self, striving to attain purity of purpose to conquer weakness and in-

ferior motives, who, when it is all over and the battle has been won, and won

hard, will be cast into everlasting torment because they weren't lucky enough tc

be elected before they were born?"

"I have never had the question brought before me in that way," Dr. Patten

replied evasively. "But it is before you now," I persisted. "Well," replied the

doctor, slowly, "I should say that any one who could strive so hard after the good

must be one of the elect." "The extracts from the Confession of Faith dispose

of that theory,
'

' I said. ' 'Good works do not avail unless one has been chosen.
'

'

That sounds very like the reasoning of Jonathan Edwards on

the subject of infant damnation and baptism, when he said that

an infant, if one of the elect, would have the opportunity for bap-

tism; and that while all infants who were baptized would not be

saved, all who were not baptized were damned, as they could not

have been of the elect

!

But, as I remarked aw hile ago, no one can begin to appreci-

ate the abomination of these creeds, these doctrines, until he has

some conception of what is meant by orthodox damnation. Now
here is a picture of God's wrath and vengeance upon men. It is

a passage,—a noted one—taken from the works of the Rev. Dr.

Jonathan Edwards, and he is addressing himself to sinners. Now,

I cannot help but believe that though men are sinners—notwith-

standing that fact—I cannot help but believe that God still has

some compassion in his heart for his children, sinners though they

be. Indeed, if that be not true, then it seems to me despair must

settle down like a black pall upon humanity; for if God loves only

those who have remained without sin, how very few of his children

he loves! While God cannot look upon sin with the least degree

of allowance, I believe that he can have and does have infinite com-

passion for the sinner. He will never call your sin "righteousness."

He will never compound a sin and say that it is less than it is.

Always and everywhere God's law will stand pronounced against
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sin; but while he stands thus committed irrevocably against sin in

all its forms, I believe that his heart goes out in compassion to

men who sin, and he will save them from their sin as soon as they

repent. When they repent he will forgive, and you will find , my
friends, that the f )rgiveness of God is effective; it is worth some-

thing. It will blot out the sin, and cause it to b<^ no more held

against one who has repented. But now to this description of

damnation by Edwards, who as I think gives quite a contrary view

of God from that I have been presenting:

The God that holds you over the pit of hell, much as one holds a spider or

some loathsome insect over the fire, abhors you, and is dreadfully provoked.

You are ten thousand times more abominable in his eyes than the

most hateful, venomous serpent is in ours . . . You hang by a

slender thread, with the flames of divine wrath flashing about it . . .

If you cry to God to pity you, he will be so far from pitying you in your doleful

case that he will only tread you under foot . . . He will crush out

your blood and make it fly, and it shall be sprinkled on his garments so as to stain

all his raiment.

What think you of this picture of God, who is supposed to be

a God of infinite campassion, youth of Israel? Was it not about

time, since these conceptions here set forth by Edwards sprang

from the creeds of men—was it not about time when such beliefs

prevailed, that some messenger should come from heaven declaring

that such creeds are an abomination in the sight of God?

Let us go on:

Unconverted men walk over the pit of hell on a rotten covering, and there

are innumerable places in this covering so weak that they will not bear their

weight, and these places are not seen

!

I believe that is cruel. I think they ought to show us such

places at least; so that if we had the disposition we could possibly

avoid them. Of all the mean things on earth, it seems to me,

would be to lead one along the path where the pitfalls are covered.

I would not like to believe that such a thing as that could exist in

the moral economy of God.

Again

:

Your wickedness makes you as it were heavy as lead and to tend downward

with great weight and pressure toward hell; and, if Go! should let yoa go, you

would immediately sink, and swiftly descend and plunge into the bottomless gulf,
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and your healthy constitution, and your own care and prudence, and best contriv-

ance, and all your righteousness, would have no more influence to uphold you,

and keep you out of hell than a spider's web would have to stop a falling rock.

The wrath of God is like great waters that are dammed for

the present ; they increase more and more, and rise higher and higher, till an

outlet is given; and the longer the stream is stopped, the more rapid and mighty

is its course when once it is let loose. Thus it will be with you that are in an un-

converted state, if you continue in it; the infinite might and majesty and terrible-

ness of the omnipotent God shall be magnified upon you in the eneffable strength

of your torments; you shall be tormented in the presence of the holy angels and

in the presence of the Lamb; and, when you shall be in this state of suffering,

the glorious inhabitants of heaven shall go forth and look on the awful spectacle,

that they may see what the wrath and fierceness of the Almighty is; and when

they have seen it, they will fall down and adore that great power and majesty.

Elsewhere it is said in effect that the saintly souls in heaven

will not be troubled over the misfortunes and sufferings of the

damni^d, but their very sufferings will increase the happiness of

the glorified saints. The Lord deliver us from all such concep-

tions ot either Ood or the saints.

Again I quote:

It is everlasting wrath. It would be dreadful to suffer this fierceness and

wrath of Almighty God one moment; but you must suffer it to all eternity; there

will be no end to this exquisite, horrible misery; when you look forward you shall

see a Icng forever, a boundless duration before yon, which will swallow up your

thoughts and amaze your soul !

Well, we stand amazed now, that anyone could have such

conceptions of God and such treatment of his children as this. But

to continue the quotation:

You will absolutely despair of ever having any deliverance, any end, any

mitigation, any rest at all; you will know certainly that you must wear out long

ages, millions of millions of ages, in wrestling and conflicting with this Almighty,

merciless vengeance; and then, when you have so done, when so many ages have

actually been spent by you in this manner, you will know that all is but a point to

what remains. So that your punishment will indeed be infinite.

That is what awaits those who are not of the elect; that is the

fate that awaits the heithen, and without hope of redemption.

Again I say, young people, youth of Israel, if God should ever

speak to man at a time when such ideas obtained, when such

creeds and teachings were in existence, would not the first word

uttered be one repudiating these creeds and the institutions, the

organizations, built upon these foundations, these creeds of men?



52

Would not God's first word denounce these creeds as an abomina-

tion? Of course, it would. Humanity in its sober senses would

be disappointed else. Joseph Smith was entirely right—or rather

God was. The first thing needful was to brush aside the rubbish

of the creeds that traduce the character of God and banish all the

qualities of mercy and justice from the attributes of God, and his

moral government of the world. Hence this message called

''Mormonism"—this message from God—began with a denun'jia-

tion of these creeds. God said they were an abomination in his

sight, and I do not doubt it one moment. How could they be

otherwise?

One of the best things that can be said about our "Review-

ers" here before us, is that they are better than their creeds.

They do not say much about them. They know the people don't

believe them; and a preacher's influence among men is in exact

proportion to the distance he leaves these creeds behind him—to

the depth of oblivion in which he buries them. I am tempted to

believe some times that our reviewers, bad as they are—I mean

that as a pleasantry—they are still too good to believe these

creeds. What if they do, at their ordination, have to declare

that they adopt the creed as their faith ! I still believe that

down deep in their hearts they do not believe them !
' Well,"

one may say, ' 'this may be a tribute to their goodness of heart,

but what of their sincerity, what of their honesty? I hope the

inquirer will not press that point, I refer it to the gentlemen most

immediately concerned—to our reviewers. The fact is, speaking

of these matters in a general way—light, thank God ! has come

into the world and dispelled the gloomy prospects of the future

as pictured by these creeds of men. It is a great relief to the

world, brought about, to a large extent, by the revelations of God

to Joseph Smith.

Part of the complaint of our reviewers is to the effect that

"Mormonism" adds no "spiritual truth to the aggregate of things

already revealed;" that "Mormonism" contributes nothing "to rev-

erence for God, or to justice and mercy toward men." The com-

plete answer to all this is the fact that "Mormonism" enthrones

again in the conceptions of men the true doctrine in respect to

God. It enthrones in the conceptions of men the God of the Bi-
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ble. It proclaims once more the high station of man; in that it

recognizes and proclaims him the brother of the Lord Jesus Christ;

as being of the same nature as Jesus and his Father; it opens up
the pathway of progress, and points to the possibility of man ris-

ing to the same exaltation, and participating in the same glory as

Jesus Christ and the Father. It banishes the injustice which the

creeds of men would fix in the moral and spiritual economy of

God, and unfolds anew to the conceptions of men the fact that,

while God stands forever committed against sin, his love and

compassion for his children endure forever, that his gospel is an

everlasting gospel. "Morraonism" teaches to the world a larger

hope than it before knew. It proclaims the possibility of salva-

tion for all the children of men, and that so long as time endures

the gospel will endure; that go long as men can be brought to re-

pentance, the means of their salvation shall be at hand in the gos-

pel of Jesus Christ. These are somethings that "Mormonism"^

does for the world. These are some of the doctrines which it has

proclaimed and which are finding their way and are being accepted

among the children of men. Moreover, the elements are so

forming that it will yet be possible for a nation to be born to the

knowledge of the gospel in a day. "Mormonism" is not going

to fail. This work has taken such root and hold in the world that

it cannot be moved. We have passed the day when we stand in

any danger from persecution by violent means. We stand today

largely secure from the natural effects of the misrepresentations

that you gentlemen cf the Ministerial association fulminate against

us. This Church of Christ is beginning to come unto its own. I

hear in fancy the trampmg of thousands of thousands of the ser-

vants of God among the nations of the earth making proclamation

of these grand truths of the gospel. I hear men casting up ac-

counts, and searching out the "where" and the "whence" of the

truths they have learned in this generation; and as they go on with

the reckoning, they will find that these truths were revealed from

God, of which his Church, and also we ourselves have the high

honor of being witnesses.

Youth of Israel, be proud of the station which God has given

you. Be fervent in faith; be high-minded in your aspirations, for

there remaineth for Zion a glory, a development, a recognition ia
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this world that shall more than repay our fathers for all the scenes

of turmoil, strife and labor through which they passed in this great

work. They shall have joy in their posterity, too; for we, their

sons, will carry the burdens laid upon them; and Zion shall tri-

umph; and the gospel shall be proclaimed and accepted; and the

children of men shall be saved; and God shall be glorified.

[And now a parting word respecting our conference
*

'Address"

and this ministerial review of it. The ' 'Address" was conservative

in tone, truthful in statement, conciliatory in spirit, and intended

to form a basis of a right understanding of the attitude of the

Church. It explained the past; it expressed the intention of strict

adherence to its obligation to discontinue plural marriages—and

with that, in time, would pass away polygamous living—and de-

clared its intention to abstain from interference in politics. That

this was the spirit and intent of the "Address" cannot be ques-

tioned by those who have read it. It was a fair basis of under-

standing and settlement of our local difficulties. And in what

spirit was it met, at least by this Ministerial association? By pre-

tended distrust of its most solemn asseverations; by misrepresenta-

tion and unfair criticism; by sly innuendo of evil intentions on our

part; by a hunting for a basis, not of justice, reconciliation and

friendship, but the hunting of a basis for future agitation, turmoil

and strife; and for what? Sectarian and political advantage, is the

only answer; unless you add sectarian hate of a rival institution.

What can "Mormons" do in the presence of such conditions? I

can tell you what one "Mnrmon" will do. He will teach these re-

reviewing gentlemen that the reviews will not be all on one side.

That he himself will turn reviewer. And so far as the theological

part of the controversy is concerned, these gentlemen shaU have

war if they want it—war to the knife, and the knife to the hilt,

and that on every platform in the state. "Mormonism" here can

hold its own. It does not have to apologize for its doctrines nor

repudiate its principles. Its representati\es stand ready, willing

and able to vindicate its doctrines; and they have some knowledge

of the nonsense and weakness of the reviewers' creeds. Pardon

our seeming boastings, gentlemen, but in the language of Paul,

"ye have compelled us."

Turning from you reviewers to all the people of the state of Utah,
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I can say to them irrespective of their creeds or political faith, that I

have the utmost confidence in their fairness, in their native sense of

justice, and love of square dealing ; in their manhood and love of honor.

And I know that they know that this local agitation by the Ministerial

association, and disgruntled politicians, who cannot ride into seats

of political preferment by virtue of the exercise of Church in-

fluence in politics, which they feign to denounce, but which they

would gladly use to their own advantage, could they but fawn or

frighten it into supporting them—I say I know that the people of

Utah know that this agitation is unjust; conceived in spite and

vengeance; brought forth of malice; and nurtured by hate. No
conditions existing in Utah justify it. The spectres that are con-

jured up from the vasty deep to give warrant to this unseemly

agitation are but foul creations of diseased minds, phantoms of

disordered imaginations.

Fellow citizens of Utah, in my humble judgment, if we have

regard to those things which concern our welfare, our well-being

at home, our standing abroad, our interests in all that concerns

us, we will discourage these agitators, and say, as we can say, to

the troubled waves of our social and civil strife, "peace, be still."]

The following correspondence will be of interest to the readers

of the foregoing reply of Elder Roberts:

A LETTER TO THE MINISTERIAL ASSOCIATION OF UTAH.

The Improvement Era, 214 Templeton Building,

Salt Lake City, Utah, June 17, 1907.

Rev. S. A. Hayworth, President Ministerial Assoeiatioriy

Salt Lake City, Utah.

Dear Sir:—

A number of gentlemen of this city have asked the Improvement Era to

publish in full the reply made by Hon. B. H. Roberts to the address recently put

forth by your organization commenting upon the address of the Presidency of the

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, at the last General April Conference.

In reply, the management of the Era has consented to do so, provided they

guarantee one-half of the actual cost of publishing, and this they have agreed

to do.

In the spirit of fairness, we now offer your honorable body to publish in its
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entirety, at the same time, and immediately preceding the reply by Hon. B. H.

Roberts, the address issued by yourselves, provided you will pay $250, one-half

of the actual cost.

The Era has over 10,000 subscribers, or 70,000 readers. It reaches every

settlement in this inter-mountain country from Canada to Mexico. It is placed

in some of the prominent libraries of the United States and Europe, and in addition

to this, over 1,700 are sent to various parts of the world wherever the Church of

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has missionaries laboring.

As we contemplate printing the matter in the July issue, which is issued on

June 24, we respectfully ask that you favor us with an immediate reply.

Yours most respectfully.

Alpha J. Higgs,

Assistant Manager.

REPLY OF THE MINISTERIAL ASSOCIATION.

East Side Baptist Church, Seventh East and Third South,

Salt Lake City, Utah, June 19. 1907.

Mr. Alpha J. Higgs, Salt Lake City.

Dear Sir :—

Your communication concerning the publication in the Improvement Era, of

the Review by the Ministerial Association, of the address issued by the Church of

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, has been received. We beg to say in reply that

we expect the Deseret News, which has a manuscript copy of the Review, and

which published both the address of the Church, and Mr. Roberts' reply to our

Review, will also publish our Review. And, besides, we have arranged already for

a wider circulation than your offer contemplates.

Sincerely yours,

Sol. a. Hatworth,

President Salt Lake Ministerial Association.

Whatever may be the real expectations of the Ministerial as-

sociation as to their "Review" being published by the News, we

be'ieve the gentlemen composing that organization have missed a

very fine opportunity for securing the circulation of their doc-

ument, in refusing the proposition of the Era. The terras of

that proposition were certainly fair, and considering the people the

ministerial Review would have reached through the Era, it is a

matter for astonishment that it was not accepted.













DATE DUE

OCT ijoi

DfrC t| m
MAY ^ 5

—mn
-ttft7-

«94-

.E999

—

APR ^ ^ ZuoT

DEMCO 38-297



31197 20131 2029
BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVEBSIT



i m
i;i )

ma

!i!tl;!i!!

mmm
m
m

I

Ijiiliii

lit

1; il

:l)!

iillf

liiiliidli
i <

!

Hi il

iliN'

U(

m

III

I II

iumnm
mmmm\

i

!

i!!t! 1

m
.r.fl.v'.ml


