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this country. "Why not? You believe it

is right under some circumstances for

a man to have more wives than one,

and that those who thus believe are pro-

tected by the Constitution in the prac-

tice of their religion. Why should not

those who believe it right to strangle, or

to burn widows, have the right to prac-

tice their religion under the Constitu-

tion of the United States?" The dividing

line is very simple, as truth generally

is. It is very easy to be drawn. It is to

be drawn in consonance with the spirit

of the Declaration of Independence, and

with the principles that underlie our gov-

ernment. In the Declaration of Indepen-

dence it is laid down that there are cer-

tain rights that cannot be alienated, that

are natural, that are inherent, that are

not imparted by governments: they do

not belong to politics, but they are inher-

ent in the individual—the right to life,

the right to liberty, the right to property,

and the right to the pursuit of happiness.

These rights are inalienable. They be-

long to every individual. They are not

conferred by law. They belong to us.

They are born in us. They belong to

every person who breathes the breath

of life. Then, an act of any individ-

ual or any government which infringes

upon these natural rights is wrong in

and of itself. If any individual inter-

feres with the rights of his fellow men

he may be restrained by the secular

law. The right to life, and to liberty,

and to the pursuit of happiness, and to

property belong to all individuals alike.

One body of people professing one faith

must not interfere with the rights of any

other body of people professing another

faith. The Latter-day Saints, as well

as the Latter-day sinners, the Methodist

as well as the Catholic, the Jew as well

as the Gentile—all people alike in this

great country must be protected equally

in these natural rights which belong to

them.

Here, then, is where the line must

be drawn. Anything that persons pro-

fess to do under the name of religion,

which interferes with the rights of oth-

ers is wrong, and the secular law may

step in and protect the citizens and re-

strain or punish those people who at-

tempt to do this under the plea of reli-

gion. If I do anything which interferes

with the life, the liberty, the happiness,

or the property of my neighbor, the law

has a right to step in and protect my

neighbor and restrain me. But if my

religion—that which I believe to be true,

and which I try to carry out as a part of

my faith—does not interfere with human

rights, does not infringe in any degree

upon the rights of my fellow man, nei-

ther Congress, nor any other lawmaking

power on the face of the earth, has the

right to interfere with me under the Con-

stitution of the country. I have a right to

the exercise of my religion so long as it

does not infringe upon the rights of other

people. There is where we draw the line,

and we think it is the right place. And

we are standing up, not only for our own

rights in this respect, but for the rights

of all people upon the face of this land.

As has been said by Brother Caine, this

afternoon, in passing certain enactments

which infringe upon our religious liber-

ties, the Congress of the United States

is doing something that will come back

upon the very individuals who have been

trying to establish this principle or to

enact these laws. Because, we may be

the society or body aimed at today, and

tomorrow another sect or party or body

may be aimed at by the same enact-

ments which are passed against us, and


