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burden of one’s self] What did that hymn
S Y~

y “*He will save you just now?’

Not me! That couldn’t mean me! [ wish
it did. I wish the Elder would take hold of
my hand and lead me in and dip me under,
as he did this morning, and say those words,
and all these wretched years could slip off
and float away, and I could rise up again
washed clean, with a face like that girl's, and
walk out and begin over! Oh dear! That
would be good !"

She filled her hands with the water and
poured it over her bumning head. “Thatis
nice,” she said,—* nice and cool. Perhaps,
if T wentin and stood just there where Phil
stood this morning, I should be cool all
through, and this pain would go away.
leave my shawl here, though, to keep dry till
I come out.”

She threw the shawl upon the ground and
waded in. The stream had risen since morn.
ing, fed by the mountain rains, but she never
heeded the added depth.  Intent upon reach-
ing the middle of the I, where the morn-
ing’s baptism had taken place, she hurmried
forward. Now the water was at her waist—
now above her breast. A hasty slip,—her
footing gave way,—the water was over her
head.  lnstinctively she struggled, for one
moment grasped the air—then a sudden glad-
ness possessed her: * Just now,” she mur-
mured, with a2 wild smile on her white face—
then gave herself to the stream and sank.
The moon plunged into sudden eclipse of
cloud ; the wind sounded with drearier moan,
~-then, ere the ripples of Sylvia’s passage had

i

ceased in the brook, the silvery radiance

ain streamed forth and lit the eddying
circles.  The brecze died into stillness, and
hush and night posscssed the place.

They found her in the morning. 'The
stream had floated her down a little way to
where a tiny cape of yellow grasses arrested
its low,~and there, half in, out of the
water, she lay pillowed on the slope. The
brown waves played lightly with her gar-
ments and lapped and caressed bher form as a
mother caresses her child. A smile of per-
fect peace rested on her lips. She was fair
and young and innocent: the deep baptism
of Death had washed away all stain of life's
anguish, and she seemed as one fallen asleep.

“She looks dreadful happy, don't she?”
said old Mis’ Philbrick.

But Philip and Mary were heavy at heart.
*“We were going to help her—we wcre guing
to be so good to her on the morrow,” they
said to each other; “if she had only kiown
—if she only had lived one day longer!”

In the meadow, not far from the water's
edge, is Sylvia’s grave. Rough hands laid
her to rest and smoothed the brown sods over
her ; but many kind words were spoken, and
no harsh ones, for the village folk were not
ungentle at heart. The murmur of Bayberry
sounds forever past her bed, gnd Philip's hittle
children come sometimes to put daisies and
pink mallow-buds on the mound.  And some-
times, though rarely, Philip comes himself,
and stands, and thinks, and stoops to brush
a stick or a dead leaf from the grass. The
blue sky arches her in, the curving mountain
chain encircles her—and so Sylvia rests.
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THE FALSE CLAIM OF MORMONISM.

Some may have thought the statements of
President Grant's Message on Mormon poly-
gamy to be severe. There is not, however,
a nation of Asia whose customs and laws
would not justify these statements. The ex-
pressions of the Message are: “In Utah
there still remains a remnant of barbarism,
repugnant to civilization, to decency, and to
the laws of the United States.” To indicate
one chief particular in which polygamy is op-
posed to the whole apirit of law, both in this
and other nations, the President suggests:
“1t may be advisable for Congress to con-
sider what, in the execution of the law
against polygamy, is to be the status of plu-

ral wives and their offspring. The expedi-
ency of Congress passing an enabling act,
authoriz%the Legslature of Utah to legiti-
mate all children born prior to a time fixed
in the act, might be justified by its humanity
to these inocent children.”  Yet further to
indicate the cloak of religious hypocrisy under
which these marriages are justified, the Presi-
dent declares: ¢ Neither polygamy nor any
other violation of existing statutes will be
permitted within the territory of the United
States. It is not with the religion of the self-
styled saints, but with their practices, we are
now dealing. They will be protected in the
worship of God according to the dictates of
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their consciences, but they will not be per-
mitted to violate the laws under the cloak of
religion.”

As already remarked, these statements may
seem to some dictatorial in tone; but they
would be justified in any nation even of Asia,
not to say of Europe.

The views of the Chief Magistrate have
not been adopted and thus publicly set forth
withdut thurough investigation and wise
counscl.

Many years ago intelligent foreigners won.
dered that in this land, and in the nineteenth
century, after Christianity had become funda-
mwental Jaw, people could be found who would
be dcluded by sophistries and absurdities
worthy of the ignorance of the Middle Ages.
Two things are to be remembered in regard
to this suggestion.  So extreme has been the
American view that religion should not be
interfered with, that practices have been tol-
crated which pertain not at all to duties to the
Divine Being, but to the rights and welfare of
present and future generations ; these abuses
being cioaked under the garb of religion. It
is further to be remembered, that the people
who are so ignorant as to be deluded by Mor-
mon elders arc nearly all from the dregs of
Furopean populations, with comparatively
few native-born Americans.

It has been generally supposed that the
Mormon practice is justified by Asiatic and
patriarchal customs, and by both Mohamme.
dan and Mosaic statutes. No greater per-
version of fact, as to existing society in Asia,
and patriarchal practice, as well as to Mosaic
laws, could be conceived than this.  The faer
being mistaken, no wonder the principle has
been misconstrued.  The facts of history will
show that the Mormon polygamy is opposed
to the customs of cvery age and nation;
that it is contrary to the spint and letter of
Mosaic as well as American law; and that
even the religions statutes of the Mormon
Bible forbid the practice.

It should be understood, In dealing with
Mormon polygamists, that they are professedly
a community of men with more than one wife
apiece—~an absurdity and infamy such as was
never dreamed of by the Orientals,  Asiatic,
as well as European nations, from the days
of Aristotle, have known that there are sub-
stantially as many males as females born into
the world by the Creator's appointment.

Of course polygamy, as a custom for a
community or a nation, is an absurdity in it-
self ; and, in our day, it is an infamy ; since,
as Aristotle argucs, if all men are equal in
their rights, he 1s a robber of the most villain-

ous order who appropriatcs more than one
female as his wife.

Hence in all countries, China and Turkey
being of the number, where polygamy as the
exception is allowed, it is the special privi.
lege of official rank to have a harem with a
plurality of wives. There is not one man in
ten thousand, therefore, that has more than
onc wife.

Three things conspire to make monogary
the law, and polygamy the rare exception. In
the first place, very few men, if permitted,
could mcet the expenses of sustaining two
families. Again, the law makes polygamy not
simply the privilege, but the indispensable
condition of official position, the plurality of
wives being a part of the equipage of official
rank ; while, yet more, many persons entitled
to the privilege, from preference avoid it, if
possible.

These facta are seen illustrated in the fol.
lowing cases occurring in Turkey and China
The late Sultan of the Turkish Empire, Abdnl
Mejld, the eldest son of Selim, who was a
man of great ability, came to the throne in
1839, at the age of about twenty. Prior to
his accession to the throne he had a wife to
whom he was tenderly attached.  As the wife
of his youth, he wished no other. By the
precept of the Koran and the accordant law
of the FEmpire, on becoming the Sulan he
was compelled to divorce the wife of his sole
attachment and take four Georgian slaves,
It was the general conviction that this unna-
tural divorce and official connection preyed
on his spirit, and led him to habits which
shortened his life ; his brother, Abdal Azte,
succeeding him at his death some year: ago.
A kindred case, so far as the fact of poly.
gamy is concerned, occurred in China some
years since. A promising Chinese youth,
converted to Christianity, was promoted un-
der the Imperial Government to a position
whose perquisite—or encumbrance—was the
taking of a second wife. The unnatural con-
nection was, of course, in conflict with both
the desire and the religious convictions of the
young candidate for officc.

These facts present the general law as to
polygamy, both in Buddhist China and in
Mohammedan Turkey. Such an idea as a
community of polygamists, we rcpeat, never
was dreamed m Asia. On the other
hand, polygamy is one of the most odious
relics of Asiatic despotism,—no more to be
tolerated in a country like ours than the
plunder and hoarding of any universal pri-
vilege. The American people had a spe-
cimen of the spirit that such a monopoly
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awakens even in the Chinese mind, when a
vessel some months since came into San
Francisco with a cargo of females designed
for the exclusive appropriation of some few
lordly merchant princes, whose superior suc-
cess in money accumulations permitted them
to sct up as aristocrats. The mob thronged
the ship and the carriages that brought up
the women into the town; and it required
all the nerve and force of a large American
police to prevent another seizurc like that of
the Sabines.

And this calls attention to another fact:
the indispensable accompaniment to poly-
gamy, which the ancient Greek historian
mentions as a feature of Asiatic custom in
certain small and warlike tribes, is a kindred
perversion of law on the part of both sexcs.
Polygamy is, indeed, a two-edged sword, In

the Turkish army, while civil and military |

officers singly appropriate many women,
many men appropriate in common onc wo-
man.

Here is a fact worthy of special notice :
that nothing could be further from the truth
than the idea that the pious patriarchs, before
the days of Moses, were polygamists. [t
the fact Le noted, that of all the model men
among all the patriarchs, commended during
two thousand five hundred years of the world's
history prior to Moses, there is but one poly-
gamist to be found ; and he becomes such by
the fraud of a heathen father-in-law. ‘To the
recor.  The antediluvian history shows a
line of ten generations of good men from
Adam to Noah, every one of whom are
monogamists, In the race descended from
Cain even, it is not until the seventh genera-
tion that polygamy originates; when the se.
verest of curses is pronounced on its author,
and its influence is stated to be the principal
cause of the deluge. Generation after gen-
eration of pure and true men surceed, among
whom no one, from Noah to Abrakwn, is a
polygamist. And it is not in this line alone,
down to the era of Abraham, that this fact is
true, Job on the Euphrates, and Melchise-
dek on the border of the Mediterrancan, are
not living in this practice. Indeed, Abraham
was a true monogamist ; for his brief and un-
willing connection with a servant-woman was
induced by the short sighted pride of his own
wife, of which she soon bitterly repented.
Isaac was the husband of one wife; and
Joseph, while prime minister of Eygpt, was not
compelled. by the then existing court custom,
to have more than one wife.  Only Jacob, in
the loag history of two thousand five hundred

" idolatrous and selfish father-in-law.

years, is the husband of two wives; and he,

against his own wish and convictions, is
tricked into the union by the fraud of his
Where
is the honesty of men in reading this ancient
history ?

A new way this of showing that *“the cx-
ception proves the rule.” One poor, depen-
dent young man, cheated by his avaricious
employer, has foisted on hin a daughter that
he does not choose ; and then afterwards mar-
ries, at the same suggestion, the daughter bhe
does love. And this single case, met as an
exception in a history of twenty.five centu-
ries, proves the patriarchs to be a set of
polygamists ! If any other history were thus
belied, the literary world coulil not restrain
its just indignation. )

Now since *custom” makes law, since

- the “common law” of every country, as of

Fngland, is nothing but the collated customs
of a people, it is beforchand to be supposed
that the cusfoms of Asiatic nalions as to
polygamy find an echo in their laws. There
is not, let it be distinctly noted, a single
Asiatic code of laws, ancient or modern,
that docs not make monogamy the rule
according to which men ought to live ; while
it only legislatcs about divorce and polygamy
as abuses to be guarded by law, since the
public morals of the day could not wholly
suppress then.  We cite three instances:
the code of Mohammed, published about
AD. §550; that of Moses, given about n.c.
14y0; and that of Menn, doubtlcss of a still
greater antiquity.

Here the distinction must be drawn be-
tween polygamy, or association with more
than one wife at the same time, and dfzorce,
which is the changing of wives according
to the whim of the husband. In confir-
mation of the truth that polygamy has always
been an cxceptional practice, and that di-
varce is unnatural, three facts are worthy
of consideration as illustrative of the code
now to be examined. First, Jesus Chrst
condemns divorce in the strongest terms,
citing the fact that Adam lived when only
one woman cxisted, so that divorce and re-
marriage was impossible ; while to pulygamy
he has no occasion to allude as a custom
of his day. Again, divorce i3 now despiscd
by the Mohammedans ; and the man who di-
vorces his wives becomes a pest and an out-
cast from respectable society, since the in-
stinct of all men, in any community, insists
that cach is entitled to a wife that has not
been corrupted by the lcchery of a beastly
divorcer.

Taking up, then, first, the Koran of Mo-
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hamimed, we find the Fourth Sura, or chap-
ter, devoted mainly to the laws of marriage ;
while allusions to its laws are occasionally
made in subscquent chapters. It is to be
temembered that for nearly twenty years
Mohammed had lived the husband of one
wife, whom he almost adored; and that it
was not until afier he wrote this chapter, and
when the ambition of Oriental despotism
possessed him, that he added other wives to
his retinue.  Among the Arab chicftains, and
among the monarchs of Persia and Egypt,
whom he sought to win to his faith, he found
men, wedded to their official titles, to be polyg-
amists. Hence, he begins with the primitive
history which Christ cited ; thus: “ O men,
fear your Lord who hath created you out of
one man, and out of him created his wife.”
Then, alluding to the practical objection to
polygamy, that it makes helpless orphans of
the children of all the wives except the fa-
vored one, he adds: ¢If ye fear that ye
shall not act with equity towards the or.
phans, take in marriage of such womnen as
please you, two, or three, or four, and not
more. And if ye fear that ye cannot act
equitably towards so many, marry one only."
Finding also divorce a practice of those who
reccived his religion, he gave this stringent
law ; even for a divorce permitted virtually in
all Oriental countries, from a betrothal made
by parents, from which, when grown to ma-
turity, it was certainly legitimate that the
parties should be allowed to seek a rclease.
O belicvers, it shall be no crime in you if
ye divorce your wives, provided ye have not
touched them, nor settled any dowry on
them. But provide for their temporary
necessitics what is reasonable ; for this is a
duty of the righteous. And if ye divorce
them before ye have touched them, yet after
ye have already scttled a dowry on them,
then ye shall give them a half of what ye
have scttled ; unless they release any part.”
The case here is what modern law calls
breach of promise ; and certainly this law of
Mohammed is quite as equitable as any stat-
ute of modern times. The fact that these
cascs arc singled out as ‘no crime” implies
that in the view of Mohammed's original law,
divorce, after actual marriage, was a crime.
That he himself departed from his own law,
and that many of his followers, disposed to
gratify their Zust, have departed from it, alters
not the fact that the moral sentiment of
Asiatics has always, as a rule, anciently and
now, regarded divorce, as well as polygamy,
a violation not only of the rights of woman,—
thus subject in the married relation to an in-

dividual caprice,—but even more, a violation
of the rights of men, who fecl that no ene
man is authorized thus to trifle with their
common title to a wife uncontaminated.

Thus prepared, we may, perhaps, be ready
for an impartial examination of the Mosaic
law. Here it is to be remembered that
Moses, though brought up as a courtier in
Egypt, was the husband of but one wife ; and
for a reason presently to be cited, at a court
where probably polygamy never had existed.
It is, then, beforchand unlikely that he would
legislate in favor of polygamy. Everything
in his law, on the other hand, goes to show
that he legislates for monogamists, and them
alone. In the first place, the Moral Law,
placed at the head of his code and repeated
elsewhcre in it, is based on the idea, as seen in
the Tenth Commandment, that men have but
one wife. Beginning with the code proper,
whose epitome is condensed into three chap-
ters of Exodus, then reading through the en-
tirc body of laws in the Levitical statutes and
in the revised code called Deuteronomy, we
tfind hundreds of statutes alluding to the
“ wife,” but smever to the *“wives,” of a citizen
of the Hebrew commonwealth,  Pausing at
the statutes relating to inheritance, again
we find that they presuppose as truly as doc
the English Common 1.aw, which nilcs in the
American States, that a man has but one
wife ; and it would be as impossible to apply
the Mosaic code in this particular to a com-
munity of polygamists as Amnerican jurists
find our cosmmon law for inheritance inappli-
cable to the wives and children of Mormons.

There are two or three statutes which Mor-
mon prophets have sought to wrest to their
purposes ; but these statutes, which might,
perhaps, be doubtful if found in the Koran
of Mohammed, are clear in the statutes of
Moses from the prevailing spirit of the whole
as just cited. Thus we read (Dent. xxi. 15~
17): “If a man have two wives, one beloved
and another hated, and they have borne him
children, both the beloved and the hated ; and
if the first-horn son be hers that was hated,
then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to
inherit that which he hath, that he may not
make the son of the beloved first-horn hefore
the son of the hated, which is indeed the first-
born."” ‘The inference is here illegitimately
drawn that the husband might have two wives
at the same time ; whereas violations of tne
spirit of this statute may be found under Fng-
lish and American law, in cases where a
widower on second marriage makes favorites,
both during life and at his death, of the chil-
dren of the second wife.
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This is made more manifest by the provision
recorded Deut. xxv. §-10; a case illustrated
in the history of Ruth, and alluded to in
Christ's teachings. From this it is apparent
that a younger brother of onc betrothed only,
but not married, who dies beforc marmiage,
and thercefore without an heir, should enter
into the betrothal engagement of the first-
born son and heir to the homestead, so as to
prevent a disputed succession under the right
of primogeniture. The declining of such a
succession and betrothal was regarded only
an apparent disgrace, though not a real dere-
liction from duty.

Strangely cnough, the statement (Lev,
xviii. 18): * Ncither shalt thou take a wife

to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her na- ’
kedness, beside the other in her lifctime.” |

has been construed into an indication that
Moses’ law rccognized polygamy ; as if any
other woman than a * wife's sister” might be
a sccond wife dunng the life of the first.
The Presbyterian and some other branches
of the Christian Church have thought they
saw in this statute the suggestion of danger to
a husband’s fidelity in the close intimacy into
which a wife's sister would be brought during
the period of child-bearing ; and hence their
rule of sccond inarriages drawn from this
statute.  Certainly this, like the single other
disputed statute just considered, gives, when
fairly weighed, no ground whatever for the
idea that Moses legislated for polygamists.
The statutes are clear enough in themselves,
aside from the fact that they are part of a
code which in all its allusions and special
statutes is adapted only to a nation of mono-
gamists.

It may be added that divorce is only three
times mentioned in the Mosaic writings ; that
two of these arc mere irrelevant allusions;
while the special statute justifies Christ's
unanswerable declaration that Moscs con.
demned instead of justifying divorce. The
statute is as follows {Deut. xxiv. 1): “When
a man hath taken a wife, and married her,
and it come to pass that she find no favor in
his eyes, because he hath found some un.

cleanness in her, then let him write a bill of -
divorcement, and give it in her hand, and send |

her out of his house.” In reference to this,
three points are to be observed. The statute
is found in Deuteronomy ; as the name tm-
plies, the Revised Code, written forty years
after the original code given on Mount Sinai.
As that does not anywhere allude to divorce,
there is reason to suppose that the practical
experience of Moses led him to give a statute
for the protection of society as well as of the

divorced woman, This is more manifest from
the fact that the cause of divorce cited is one
which would under Christian law either justify
a divorce, or at least lead a bushand of sensi-
tive spirit to the course suggested, as Mat-
thew states, to the mind of Joscph, the be-
trothed husband of Mary, before the birth of
Jesus. The meaning of this statute as to
divorce is made more apparent by the severe
judgment (Deut. xxii. 15-19, mentioned just
before the statute) of the man who shounid
mis-judge the virtue of his newly married
wife. Surely Mormon prophets are too far
down in the scale of moral convictions to be
intelligent interpreters of the 1.aws of Moses.
This becomes yct more apparent when we
take up for examination the code of Menuy,
which there is reason to believe was known
to Mosecs as a student in the colleges of
Egypt. .

IHere a statute of Moses i3 to be noted,
which is a hinging confirmation of the view
just taken of the Mosaic code ; while at the
same time it is an explanatory transition to
the Indian code, now to be considered.
Even polygamy as the official perquisite of an
Oriental king 1s forbidden by Moses, on the
supposition that the Hcbrew nation, for whom
he legisiated, should in future days scek a
king. His words are (Deut. xvii. 17):
* Neither shall he multiply wives to himself,
that his heart turn not away.” Just before
Moses had said (Deut. iv. 6-8): * Keep
thereforc and do them: for this is your wis-
dom and your understanding in the sight of
the nations, which shall hear all these statutes,
and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and
understanding people. For what nation is
there so great, who hath God so nigh unto
them, as the Lord our God is in all things
that we call upon him for? And what na.
tion is there so great, that hath statutes and
judgments so righteous as all this law, which
I set before you this day?” This he could
not have said unless the Hebrew people,
as well as he, were familiar with other na.
tions and other codes.

And now, after this positive statute of the
Hebrew legislators against polygamy, even
as the perquisite of an Asiatic despot, no fair
mind can fail to dispose aright of the practice
of David, Solomon, and other Hebrew kings.
Their pol y was just like the exceptional
vices of a few truly Christian men in our day.
The penalty of this violation of law was sufl-
ficicntly severe upon David in the revolt of
his sons, Absalom and Adonijah, in his own
disgraceful conduct and the humiliation it
brought, and in the bitierness of his lament
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over children ruincd by his fault.  As for
Solomon, his case was a counterpart of that
of Abdil Mejid, the late Sultan above alluded
to. His sweet “Song of Songs”—-so littie
comprehended by lustinl modern minds sup-
posing themselves specially refined—pictures
a sincere and deep attachment which he had
formed in early youth for Abishag, the Shula-
mite brunctte, who had nursed his father in
old age ; whom he, like Abdal, could not, as
a sovereign, wed, but who had so won his true
love that when Adonijah asked her hand his
passion was stirred more than if he had asked
the kingdom. To that pure and genuine
affection, which could hold only one object,
his mind turns when in mature manhood

writes : * Rejoice with the wife of thy youth.
Let her embrace satisfy thee at all times
Be thou always ravished with her love.”  To
this he sadly reverts when in his harassed old
age, with his three hundreed wives and scven
hundred concubines about him, he pens the
exclamation : “One man among a thousand
have 1 found; but one women among them
2/l have 1 not found.” Of this pure trans.
port of eatly love it is that in his youth he
sings in the *Song of Songs.” 1f any hu-

man mind can extract a /Jeze for polygamy |
out of these histories, that mind mwust be !
strangely constituted. Americans have too |

much common sense—it is to be hoped too
much high-toned honesty—to be beguiled by
special pleading from such cases.

The Laws of Menn, the most ancient
code of India, were translated by Sir Wil
liam Jones at a ume when a part of Hin.
dostan was by conquest brought under PBrit-
ish sway. The question then arose in the
British Parliament whether the peaple of
the conquered province should be subjected
to the sway of the English Common Law, or
be left under the authority of their own time-
honored code.  The conclusions of Sir Wil-
liam Jones are, that this code was earlier than
that of Moses. The cvidence is ample that
by commerce and national intercourse India,
Fgypt, and Assyria were from the carlier
times brought into the closest contact ; that the
Frahmins, one of whom wrote the laws of
Menu, ruled in Kgypt as well as in India,
and that this body of laws was kpown to
Moses when he claimed superiority for his
own code. All this, however, is of no pres-
ent force, except as the laws of the two great
sages illustrate each other in the special ques-
tion here comsidered.  The laws of Menu
relate to four classes of men: the Bralunins
or sages ; the military class, whose head was
the king; the middie, or mercantile class;

Vor. IIL—37

and the lower, or laboring class. The stat-
wtes as to naniage apply to all these
classes.

After a chapter on * Kducation,” called the

“ First Order,” the sccond chapter relates to.

“Aarriage,” or the second order. Here the
laws of marriage are embodied; and they are
also referred 1o in several succeeding chap-
ters of the code.  No statute is found as to
divorce. Polygamy is not recognized ; though
concubinage s referred to as a perversion of
the true law of the mamried relation. The
following statutes sufficiently indicate that
monogamy is the law, divine and human, of
this most ancient Asiatic code.  As soon as
the young Brahmin, says the code, has so
studied the Vedas as * perfectly to compre-
hend them,” let him, as a “twice-born man,”
“espouse a wife of the same class with hin-
sclf, and enducd with the warks of excel-
lence ; and et him constantly be satisfied with
her alone.” As the law of this mutual re-
lation for all classes, the statute is, * 1o
mutual fidelity contimue untif deatl ; this, in
a few words, may be considered as the su-
preme law between husband and wife.”  * Let
a man and woman united by marriage con-
tinually beware lest at any time, disunited,
they violate their mutual fidelity.  Thus has
been declared unto you the law, aboundin
in the purest affection, for the conduct
man and wife.”

The follawing is the law laid down for a
king even: **Having prepared his mansion
for this end, let him choose a consort of the
same class with himself, endued with all the
bodily marks of excellence, born of exaltad
race, captivating his heart, adorned with
beanty and the best qualities.” “Jhese are
the principles ruling marriage in the purest
and best days of the noblest country of Asia,
in a code never since abrogated : union to one
person, and that for life ; fidelity unwavering
to one consort ; and the rule of all domestic
tics mutual affection. Not a werd of polyg-
amy of divorce is to be found in this time-
honored code.

To confinu all, and yet indicate one point
of difference made between the wife and hus-
band, the statute of marriage cnjoins that,
while the widow, on the death of a husband,
shall never “even pronounce the name of
another man,” it is permitted that the hus-
band, if he ‘‘has lived by these milas” of mar-
riage already cited, *having performed the
funeral rites of his wife who divs before him,
-nay marry again.” Surely the Mormons
have little ground for their Community of
polygamists in either the curtoms or codes
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of ancient or modern Asia.  No religion on f bave but one wile. The prohibition, how-
{ ever, was too incidental to arrest the atten-
" ton of so dull astudent as Joseph Smith, and

earth was cver found that denied manifest
Divine ordinances, and that outraged all hu-
man instincts, natural, moral, an(freligious,
Ly such a perversion of all the laws of human
nature as does polygamy.

Where then, pray, did the Mormions find
the sanction now pleaded before an intel-
ligent world for such a profanation? Not
even in the Book of Mormon, nor in the
Liw of their own Community, strange as the
fact may appear.  ‘the Book of Mommon is
generally known to have been published from
the manuscript of a romance written by a
clergyman named Spalding, which, having
been Jeft with a printer for some years unpub-
lished, was bought for his purposes by Joseph
Smith about 1830, and thus fell into hands
thar were guided by more of cunning than of
shrewdness.

The idea of this clergyman was that the
Amcrican Indians were descendants of an old
patriarchal farily mentioned by Moses, which
—possessing a knowledge of much of the
Mosaic and prophetic writings, as well as
a clear promise of the religion of Christ—
crosscd from the Fastern ta tie Western con-
tinent, and wandcred on to the region now
known as the State of New York. It is not
wonderful that the good pastor, writing to
strengthen the fith of his readers in the Old
and New Testaments, should have introduced
a precept of Mormon, the professed author
of this book, binding his people always to

, s0 bookless a manager as Brigham Young.

There, however, it stands, to forbid any ap-
peal to religious scruples” and their * sacred
volume " as sanctioning the outrage on hu.
manity in the customs and Jaws, which this
* community of polygamists” have for a gen
eration inflicted upon a few deluded souls,

Where, again, is the *civil law,” even of
their own enactling, to sustain their practice ?
It is well urged before the court now trying
polygamists, that no statute ever ‘enacted by
themselves as an independent State, or as a
Territory of the United States, gives any
sanction to polygamy. What, then, have
these men to plead before any bar, human or
divine? Under what constitution or code
can they defend their practice?

It is enough to say, in summary, that poly-
gamy never could exist except as the privilege
of a despotic aristocracy, In every republic
men certainly have an equal right to the one
woman for cach man which the Creator per-
sistently sees fit to provide. That Constitu-
tion which pledges a republican government
to cach State in the Union must put an end
to this worst of aristocracies, Yet again,
neither the common law nor any code ever
made could legitimate and provide an inheri
tance for the orphans that in the second gen-
cration of Mormondom will be left destitute
by their beastly fathers.

-

STATISTICS OF STATIRA,

STATIRA was the last of anoble race. She
was one of those wonderful old New England
servants who could do everything, and, like
the parson who was “ passing rich on forty
pounds a year,” she was content with one dol-
lar a week, and would take no more.

- She was a fixture in our house when 1 was
born, and I remember no childhood without
Statira. | have often been told how my beau-
tiful young miother was struggling, as New
England housckeepers struggled forty years
ago, with thosc appalling giants—winter, with
its uryielding severity; houscs in which
there were yet no furnaces, and through
which scarlet-fever, croup, and consump-
tion wandered at will; spring, with its
packward garden; summer, with its unful-
filled promises and its typhoid fever; autumn,
with its * pickling and preserving ;" and all sca-
sons with their cry, which has continued ever

since, ¢ Help ! more help!"—when she found
Statira.  Plymouth Rock, and Republican-
ism, and Equal Rights (miscrable misnomer)
have given us many good things, but they have
taken good servants away from us forever.

Often have I been with Statira to the melan-
choly farm-house where she was brought up.
Often have I wondered how the large family
wcre reared in its miserable boundaries, un-
der its incomplete defense against winter's
snow and summer’s heat, in its atmosphere
of utter and hopeless poverty and misery,—
and have heard her tell the story of my
mother's finding her.

Statira had had a disappointment in love,
which meant as much to her as it would have
done to an Italian countess, and she was
suffering all that cruel disgrace which the
people of a rustic neighborhood visit upon
the ' jilted.”



