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the point more fully. God has appointed
marriage, and it is as much a sacred and
religious ordinance as baptism for the
remission of sins, confirmation, ordina-
tion to the ministry, or the administra-
tion of the Lord's Supper. There is no
distinction with regard to the divinity of
these ordinances—one is just as much di-
vine as the other, one is a religious ordi-
nance as much as the other, and, there-
fore, people of all sects and parties in
this great Republic, should be left free
to administer them according to the dic-
tates of their own consciences. In other
words, Congress should not assume to
be the dictator of my conscience nor of
yours. What I mean by this is, that if
I am a minister, Congress, or the Presi-
dent of the United States, has no right,
by virtue of the Constitution, to say how
I shall administer the ordinance of mar-
riage to any couple who may come to me
for that purpose; because I have a con-
science in regard to this matter. It is an
ordinance appointed of God; it is a reli-
gious ordinance; hence Congress should
not enact a law prescribing, for the peo-
ple in any part of the Republic, a cer-
tain form in which the ordinance of mar-
riage shall be administered. Why should
they not do this? Because it is a viola-
tion of religious principles, and of that
great fundamental principle in the Con-
stitution of our country which provides
that Congress shall make no law in re-
gard to religious matters that would, in
the least degree, infringe upon the rights
of any man or woman in this Republic in
regard to the form of their religion.

Perhaps some may make the
inquiry—"What shall we do with
those who make no profession of re-
ligion, some of whom are infidels, or
what may be termed 'nothingarians,'
believing in no particular religious

principle or creed? They want to en-
ter the state of matrimony, and, in addi-
tion to religious authority, should there
not be a civil authority for the solem-
nization of marriage among these non-
religionists?" Yes; we will admit that,
inasmuch as marriage is an important
institution, it is the right and privilege
of the Legislatures of States and Terri-
tories to frame certain laws, so that all
people may have the privilege of select-
ing civil or religious authority, accord-
ing to the dictates of their consciences.
If a Methodist wishes to be married ac-
cording to the Methodist creed and in-
stitutions, Congress should make no law
infringing upon the rights of that body
of religionists, but they should have the
privilege of officiating just as their con-
sciences dictate. The same argument
will apply to the Presbyterians, Quakers,
Baptists, and every religious denomina-
tion to be found in this Republic, not ex-
cepting the Latter-day Saints. Then, as
regards the non-religionist, if he wishes
to become a married person, and does not
wish to have his marriage solemnized ac-
cording to the form used by any religious
denomination, it should be left open to
him to comply with such forms as the
Legislature may prescribe. This is leav-
ing it to the choice of the individual, and
this is as it ought to be, and as it is guar-
anteed to us, so far as other ordinances
are concerned. For instance, Congress
would never think of making a law in
regard to the form of baptism, or of ap-
pointing a Federal officer to go into one
of the Territories of this Union, and de-
cree that he only should be authorized
to administer the ordinance of baptism.
Do we not know that the whole people
of this Republic would cry out against
such an infringement of the Constitution
of our country? Every man and every


