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for to come." "He that hath ears to hear,
let him hear." But they would not hear:
they did not receive it. They beheaded
John, crucified Jesus, killed his apos-
tles, and persecuted his followers; and
their temple, nation, and polity were de-
stroyed. But the times of restitution
spoken of by the prophets must take
place; the restorer must come "before
that great and terrible day of the Lord."
The hearts of the fathers must be turned
to the children, and the hearts of the
children to the fathers, or the earth will
be cursed. This great eternal marriage
covenant lays at the foundation of the
whole; when this was revealed, then fol-
lowed the other. Then, and not till then,
could the hearts of the fathers be turned
to their children, and the hearts of the
children to the fathers; then, and not
till then, could the restoration be ef-
fectually commenced, time and eternity
be connected, the past, present, and fu-
ture harmonize, and the eternal justice
of God be vindicated. "Saviors come
upon mount Zion" to save the living, re-
deem the dead, unite man to woman and
woman to man, in eternal, indissoluble
ties; impart blessings to the dead, re-
deem the living, and pour eternal bless-
ings upon posterity.

Let us now go back to the action
of Congress in relation to plural mar-
riage, of which these eternal covenants
are the foundation. The Lord says, "I
will introduce the times of the resti-
tution of all things; I will show you
my eternal covenants, and call upon
you to abide in them; I will show you
how to save yourselves, your wives and
children, your progenitors and poster-
ity, and to save the earth from a curse."
Congress says, "if you fulfill that law we
will inflict upon you pains and penalties,
fines and imprisonments; in effect, we
will not allow you to follow God's com-
mands." Now, if Congress possessed the
constitutional right to do so, it would

still be a high-handed outrage upon the
rights of man; but when we consider that
they cannot make such a law without vi-
olating the Constitution, and thus nul-
lifying the act, what are we to think of
it? Where are we drifting to. After
having, with uplifted hands to heaven,
sworn that they will "make no law re-
specting the establishment of religion,
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,"
to thus sacrilegiously stand between a
whole community and their God, and
deliberately debar them, so far as they
have the power, from observing his law,
do they realize what they are doing?
Whence came this law on our statute
books? Who constituted them our con-
science keepers? Who appointed them
the judge of our religious faith, or au-
thorized them to coerce us to transgress
a law that is binding and imperative
on our consciences? We do not expect
that Congress is acquainted with our re-
ligious faith; but, as members of the body
politic, we do claim the guarantees of the
Constitution and immunity from perse-
cution on merely religious grounds.

What are we to think of a United
States judge who would marry a man
to another man's wife. He certainly
ought to know better. We are told that
she was a second wife, and, therefore,
not acknowledged. Indeed, this is sin-
gular logic. If she was not a wife,
then polygamy is no crime in the eyes
of the law; for Congress have passed
no law against whoredom. A man
may have as many mistresses as he
please, without transgressing any law
of Congress. The act in relation to
polygamy contemplates punishing a man
for having more wives, not mistresses.
If she was simply his mistress, then
the law is of no effect; and the very
fact of Congress passing such a law is
the strongest possible proof, in law, of
the existence of a marriage covenant,


