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not deceived; but the woman, being de-

ceived, was in the transgression," says

the Apostle Paul. Well, after the woman

was deceived, she became subject to the

penalty; yes, after she had partaken of

the forbidden fruit, the penalty was upon

her, and not upon Adam; he had not par-

taken of the fruit, but his wife had. Now,

what is to be done? Here are two beings

in the garden of Eden, the woman and

the man; she has transgressed, has bro-

ken the law, and incurred the penalty.

And now, suppose the man had said, "I

will not partake of this forbidden fruit;"

the next word would have been, "Cast

her out of the garden; but let Adam

stay there, for he has not sinned; he

has not broken the commandment, but

his wife has; she was deceived, let her

be banished from the garden, and from

my presence, and from Adam's presence;

let them be eternally separated." I ask,

on these conditions could they fulfil the

first great commandment? They could

not. Adam saw this, that the woman was

overcome by the devil speaking through

the serpent; and when he saw it, he was

satisfied that the woman would have to

be banished from his presence: he saw,

also, that unless he partook of the for-

bidden fruit, he could never raise up pos-

terity; therefore the truth of that saying

in the Book of Mormon is apparent, that

"Adam fell that man might be." He saw

that it was necessary that he should with

her partake of sorrow and death, and the

varied effects of the fall, that he and she

might be redeemed from these effects,

and be restored back again to the pres-

ence of God.

This tree, of which they both ate,

was called the tree of knowledge of

good and evil. Why was it thus

termed? I will explain a mystery to

you, brethren, why this was called so.

Adam and Eve, while in the garden

of Eden, had not the knowledge you

and I have; it is true, they had a degree of

intelligence, but they had not the experi-

ence, they had not the knowledge by ex-

perience, which you and I have: all they

knew was barely what they knew when

they came there; they knew a command-

ment had been given to them, and they

had sufficient knowledge to name the

beasts of the field as they came up before

them; but as for the knowledge of good,

they had not got it, because they never

had anything contrary to good placed be-

fore them.

We will bring up an example. For

instance, suppose you had never tasted

anything that was sweet—never had the

sensation of sweetness—could you have

any correct idea of the term sweetness?

No. On the other hand, how could you

understand bitter if you never had tasted

bitterness? Could you define the term

to them who had never experienced this

sensation, or knew it? No. I will bring

another example. Take a man who had

been perfectly blind from his infancy,

and never saw the least gleam of light—

could you describe colors to him? No.

Would he know anything about red, blue,

violet, or yellow? No; you could not de-

scribe it to him by any way you might

undertake. But by some process let

his eyes be opened, and let him gaze

upon the sunbeams that reflect; upon

a watery cloud, producing the rainbow,

where he would see a variety of col-

ors, he could then appreciate them for

himself; but tell him about colors when

he is blind, he would not know them

from a piece of earthenware. So with

Adam previous to partaking of this fruit;

good could not be described to him, be-

cause he never had experienced the op-

posite. As to undertaking to explain to

him what evil was, you might as well

have undertaken to explain, to a being

that never had, for one moment, had

his eyes closed to the light, what dark-

ness is. The tree of knowledge of good


