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~'THR BASIS OF POLYGAMY.

The uulstioen purporting to have been
given July 12th, 1843, first paragraph, con-
~ tains soveral notieesb!e points.
10T represents Joseph Emith as enquir
of the Lord, “Wherein I, the Lord, jus.
'J“ ed Abraham, Iesso and Jacob; Moses,
Javid, snd Solomon, as teuching the prin-
elple ‘snd doctrine of their having many
‘wives snd concubines.”

t is ourious to contemplate the prinmoiple
‘on which Issno was justified in Polygamy
‘snd_ Conoubinage, wheh there is pot 8
shadow of proof that he prasticed either;
_while the evidenoe of justification in Abra-
 ham’s oase, is the fact that the Lord com-
- manded s séparation, requiring that bots

“the divorced wife, or conoubine, and her
s 'nhlld should ieave the eouutry, and an ex
press commandment that the child should
xot be an heir. If thic is justification, we
g toknow what terms would z:press con-
~demusation? And as respeots David and
Bolomon, is it mot passing sivange tha:
osoph Bmith, who bad translated, as he
‘said by the gift of @ad, the Book  f Mor-
-mon, in which it is written that the acts of
'=-n:rslily on their part were abominable;
e is the passage:

.1 “Rehold, Duvid and Sclomon truly had many wives
- and concubines, which thing was abominable before
me, salth the Lord.“dmb chapter 2, Book of Mor-

Wis it 20' ttunge, we say, that with this
matement s Iatsly received from the Lore,

" Joneph Bmiti shonld ash. the question how
the Lord justafied ‘theao same men? But if
. we auppau that he was under the condeme
_mation common to the church at one time
for disregarding the Book of Mormon snd
. the former ecmmandments, and ‘u thix

- the only consistent anawer would be, “How

“§# it written; how readest thon?”

L. The dooirvine of conecubinage, as aue
thorised by this paragraph, ought not to
pues nanotised; for, a8 we loarn in puras
gisph ﬁmrtm, it is » holy institution, We
#2o there told that “Ahrabam resvived cone
-gmbinep, nnd they bore ehildren; and it was

svoocunted unto him for righteousness.” In
ths absenoe of any light upon thiz broueb
af the subjeet from the great commentstor,
B Pratt, we only have recourase to the
exdinary sources of information to deter-
m ae the distinotion between s wife and =
ecucubine. Mr. Pratt is lucid upon the
s rmor, btﬁ'ihndy apon the latter. The

text is, “The dootrines of meny wives and
concubings,”’—Mr, Pratt, Now tho real atatne
of & conoubine in the “new and everlasting
eovenant’’ of this paragraph is importunts
because, failing to comply with its requite-
ments, subjeots one to great inconvenience
in this world, and in the world to come,—
“ithen are ye dnmned '* gaith the text

The distinotion beiween & wife and &
coveubine is kept up from Abraham te
Beltashazary but the propertion is not nni-
form., While Solomon had seven hundred
wives and three hundred cencubines, Rebo-
bosm had eighten wives and sixty concu-
bimes. But the cine to the real distinotion
is found ja Esther 2: 14, where those young
women who had been prostituted by the
king, are called oconcubines; and im th»
sworn statement of Brigham Young 1n
which he claims but one lawful wife, but at
the same time confesses having been sealed
to a plurality. These two testimonies make
the distinotion olear. Among the Greeks
they were oslled courtesans; the English
and French eo!! them mistresses—kept
migtresses, N-w then the full import of
the inguiry sppoare, to-wit: to &uow the
justifying phaces of the dootrine of having
many ~ives sid misiresses,

Wha: 8z oye opener is this paragraph;
though it requires considerable preparation
a3is therein suggested, in orderto receiveit;
and this preparationraguiresthe repudxatiﬁu
ol all the revelations and scommandmenta to
the Church upon this subjeat, so that when
this revelation was adopted, it was consist-
eut to lay aside the books, and substitute
saouncil,” or ‘‘do as you are told;” for Po-
lygamy oan only exist under a despousm

Paragraph gecond discredits all eove-
ranis, oontraots, vows, cbligations, or asso-
siations mada and entered into outside of

~ darkness did wsk so osuseless a qurestion,jthe ¢‘everlasting covemant” of parsgraph

o¢ne; whereas, Doctrine snd Covenants, seo.
111, par. 4, weys. <Al legal contracts of
marriege. mede before & Jperaon is baptized
into this Church, should be held sacred and
fbe] fulfitled,”

This article required the Church to kold
saorvd suoh covenants of marriage, snd the
fulfillment of suoch contrasts is the sonsum-
mation of = purpose, or the end for which
the contract is made or ordsived. Now
what is this purpose—this end? Wearein-
formed in Dootrine and Jovennnts, seo. G4,
par. 8, “For marrisge is ordained of God
unto mau,"-—-—nut to & fow favor.tes through
t'the President,” but unto man,—the race,
the species. This ordinance is not writtea




