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THE EDITOR’S COMMENTS.

THE CRITCHLOW ISSUE.

It is quite evident that io the
judgment of some pecple, the existence
of Mr. Crlicblow’a **junta’’ must be er-
tablished, whbelher the facte warrant it
or not. Wher the statement was
first mede it was empbaticaily denled.
Then aileged proofs were adduced in
the shope of a letter from pomebody,
petiipg forth that somebody elee bad
told the writer that somebody bad ap-
pointed, ete. That somebody else as

emphatically denied the chlef point of
tbhe alieged conversation. And yet
4he people first above referred to, with
unworthy persistency, lake the
ground that everythiog Mr, Criteh-
low ang bis supporters any
must be true, and thul everytbing
salu on the olher slde must be false.
Auyuanipst that logic there is of course
no protecilor. It ebows how easily
trifies cau mssume Lbe sppearance of
portentous evente, and bow miserably
suspicion pleys upon the fears ol ite
victiwoe.

The issue at present te well defined:
those who believe wull that Mr, Critou-
low snJ his followers and newspaper
frivnds have said und inzibuasted, are
forced t» Lelieve Lhat the gentlemen
pamed ap members of the alleged
ssecommitiee,’” ag weil as the Mormon
leadere, ure fiare. Nor & il merely 8
questlon ol veraclly as hetweenthetwu
aides. It we choae to dignify Mr.
Critchlow’scommunicution by snewer-
-ing it 1n detail,ii would be easy lo8how
pumerous cootradiotiove which the
impetugus and inconsiderats gentle-
man bas himsell made. But onside
ail thie, the important fack remsins,
and cannot be lost sight of, that Mr.
-Critehlow only pretends to venture bis
sueplclons, beile! and hearsay, while
those who dispute bim spenk from
actoal knowledge. W hat does the com-
mupity think of « man and an ele-
meot and a8 newepaner that on snch &
flimsy iesue would attempt to ralse
such a ecare se has been diligently
tahricuted and folsted upon the people
-of this Btate wiibin the last six day:?

AN UNMANLY LETTER.

The NEwS is io recelpt of ilie fol-
lowirg communication from the bead
of the Raorganized chureh:

HeEnraund PunrisaiNg HouUsg,
Lanonl, Inwa, March 28, 1896,
DzsrBET Nxws, Balt Lake City, Utah:

In your semi-weekly isspe for March
6ib, presenl year, page (, there oceurs the
notice of tbe deaib of *‘Mra. Almira
Barton,” at Parowan. There is Lhat in
the notice that somebody should correct,
as sgome of it is lerribly false and some ol
it grosaly stuliiiying.

1. It states that “Mrs. Barton'' was
*“*married” Lo Josepb Smith, the Prophet,
at Mncedonia, L., in 1832, This makes
Josoph Smith, the Prophet, {0 have been
a bigamisr, asal the litne he was married
to and living with my moither, Emma
Halp, whom be married legally in 1827,

Allowing for a mistake of ten years in
the notice, in date, and it atill leaves the
same crime of bigamy charged against
the Prophet.

2. The nolice gives the inference that
“*Mrs, Barton’’ left five ehildren, the re-
sult of her marriage wlib the :;rophal.
This is ratber stpiviying to the character
of **Mrs. Barton,' and ber busband Mr.
Barton,

It s & matter of regret that the system
represenied by the NEws hus made such
a notice as the ope reterred to a possi-
bility; and that men afe found who can
stale such things and believe 1hem,

Yours, hoping for beiter things,
JosEPH S8MITIE,
Son of the Propbet by bis only wile,
Emma.

Tbe notice referred to s the follow-
ing telegram to tbe NEwSs, o whioh,
by a typographtcal error, the date 1842
wers made len years earlier, bul war
subsequentiy corrected fu the NEwWS;
thie, however, cuts no particular tigure,
a8 tne writer of the loregeing com-
munication recognizes:

Panowax,March 4,—Ons of Parowan’s
oldes. residents, Mre. Almlira Barion,
died this morning at 9 o'clock of a par-
alylic siroke. Sbe was born and joined
lhe Chureh in the miate of New York.
She was married lo the Prophet Josepb
Smith at Macedonia, Ills., in 1842. She
was Lhe mowber of five children; came Lo
Utah about 1858, removing tu this place
shortly afterward, and bas resided bere
aver siDCE,

It Mr. Smitbh’e **bope of belier
thingse?? ia unlrected to msking more
trutbful etatemeuts in the fulure, we
beartily agree with bim io that antiel-
patioc. As matters stand, however, we
regretl to bave to point out that In hie
communication he atates what is not
lrue. As tothe notlee be criticizes, with
the correction in Jafe which be ad-
mitr a8 appearing proper, there ls not
in it one aecertion orjntimation that is

elther “ierribly false?’’ or ‘‘grossly
rtultifying.”? Mre. Barton died in
Parowan, Otab, Mearoh 4, 1658; sbe

wupg born and Joloed the Cburch in
New York; she was married lo the
Propbet Josepb Bmith in 1542; she was
the motber of five children; and she
came to UJtab In 1858.

An to whetber the. children
were hy the firet iarriage or
the second, by which she became
Mre, Bartoo, there la no statemeni; but
if they had been by the firet marriage,
the fact that a widow with five ehild-
ren remarried is nelther stultifying to
hereelt nor ber second husband. That
idea may do ilna couniry where the
suttee prevaile, but not 1o this iand.
And in expressing such an idea when
Mr. Bmith’s mother, Emma Hale
Bmiib, a widow with shildren, remar-
ried Major Bidamon, the letter showr
the writer thereof in a8 most unmanly

light 1o this particular action. We do
not forget that well meaniog
parecns mske mistnkes perhage

ap bad as thl:; and when they are
called to thelr stlention tbey reuret
them and make amends therefor
where there js opportunity. We may
state furtber, bowever, in view of the
fact that the firet marriage tonk place
in 1842, which Mr. Bmith shows be
conelders the date intended, that
be must koow that the proba-

bility of five chlldren npeing bero
to a man murderfed before Lhe
second balf of 1844 was renched waa
not strong. #nd that the {air intimation
tathat the widow eubseguently met
and marrieq Mr. Buarioo, to whom
children were born; and there 1a noth:

ing stulttiylng about euch a procedure,
«lther, B

Regarding the statement that the
wrlierof the commubnication is *“eon
of the Propbet by bie only wlfe
Emame,’? 1t aleo fs untine; and Mr.
Smith bas had presented 1o bim a8
wuch evidence st Jeast that other
wives were married to bis {ather as he
oae that Emma Hale war. The
question of the Jezallty of the ceremony
uoder a stale ensotment is not involved
bere¢; the fact of the ceremony. pet-
formed on more than one occaslon, 18
entablisbed beyond doubt. 'This fact i8
kpewn not only to persuns who bhave

‘lived and who yet live jo DUtab, bu

wad within the understanding of per-
sona prominently connected with the
organization of the Reorganized
chureh, as tbhey have admitted oD*
wore than 0ne occasioo,

With refererce Lo the practice
of plural maerriage in the (hurch of
Jesus Christ of Liatter-day Baints, the
wman, !f wen are io be considered In
maltess of Church Jdoctrine, to whom
the full bovor And responelbility for
ite Introduction belong ijs Josepb
Binith, tbe firet Propbet and President
of the Chureh in this dJdispensatinn.
He introduced it by practicivg it bim-
velf, by enjoining tt upon othere, and
by oflicially performing ceremonies
which guve (o menD their plarat wives.
That faol cannot be got away from;
and no honest man will try 1o evade it
in the Jface of the evidence Lhereof
whicb hes been available for the past
haif century. bir. Bmith msy bave
the pleasure, 1f pleasure it is tn him,
of cailing bis talber *‘bigamist,’’ or
anything elee, but Jt Joes not change
the fact of tbat fatber having more
wives than one married to bim by bie
express direction as President of the
Cburch and nf placing otber men and
women in the esame relatlobsbip Lo
each otbher, And lo realizing thst
trutb, and taking it in connection with
lbe other lsboura of the Prophet and
Patriereb who were martyred In
Carthage jail, the Latter-dsy Balnts
are proud to recognize thai io thelr
veing wae ‘‘the best blood of the
uineteenth century,’’ in the sense that
tbey were the chosen of (Ggd to stand
at the bead of the great work of latter
deys.

We bope for ‘belter thilnges” in
fulure from Mr. Bmith than to opply
flensjve eplthets when Lhere i8 no oc-
cusion or justification, az in thie case.
We attribute it to an overzealousness
{o maintain a certain view rather ihan
to any special animoeity on bis parl;
and we believe the majority of Utah
pvople will a0 coneider it, mince they
have a kindly personal feeling for him.
He perbaps may clalm the privilege of
dolng as tbe writer Hazlitt says the
modern sciolist doer, viz: ol stultifylng
all understandings but bls own, and
that whioh he regarde as his own; but it
I» unseemly and undignified, to say
the least, ic denounce re *'terribly
false? a statement of any fact of blg-
tory euch sae the practice of plural
marriage by tbe Propbet Joseph, or as
s'yrosely stultifying? an action recog-



