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PRELIMINARY OORRESPONDENCE. 1]

Barr Lamxm Crry, Aung, 6th, 1870, elght o'clock, P. M.
To PresrpEnT BRIGEAM Youma:

Bir:—In reply to your note just recelved to presch in the Tabernacle to-morrow, I
have to say that after disclaiming and declining, as you have doos to-dey, the discus-
mHon W I came here to hold, other arcangements wmkiuﬂwuitr were aocepted
by me, which will preelude my com pllance with your invitation.

Raespectiully,
J. P. NEWMAN,

Barr LAE® €1y, U. F., Ang. 6, 1870,
Rev. DB, NEWMHAN:

Bir:—In accordance with our usual custom of tendering ol men of avery de-
nomination, }muing through our clty, the opﬁtl)rtnmty of preaching in our tabérna-
cles of w E:Iwntsou, is afternoon, an invitstion tmdm’in&iamlhemuftha
small tal in the morning, or the New Tabarnacle in tha rnoon, or both, at
your pleasure, which you have sean propar to decline, :

on ma with “d.iuulaim.ing and declining the discussion " which yon came
here to hold.  Lask you, air, what right have yon to charge ms with declining a chal-
lenge which I never gave you, or, to sssume, ad a challeange from me, the writing of
any unauthorized newspaper editor ¥ a‘l.dm.l.tdng thm conld distort the article in
question to be 4 challenge from me (which T do not you conscientioualy sonld),
was it not the duty of s gentleman to escertain whether I ‘'wes responsible for the so-
called chal ahnhmm:.}r assumpilon of such & thing? And certalnly much more
§o before ma your charges,

Your assertion that If you had not chosen to constroe the article in question as
& challenge from me, I * could then have ad the 'Telegraph'asyour [my] organ
and the said artlcle ms a cballenge,'' 18 an insinuation, in my judgment, very .
Itable to youwrself, and uogentlemsanly In the extreme, and foreoes the conclusion that
the author of it wonld not sernple to maks usa of such & subterfuge himself,

You say that Mr. Sloan is author of the article; if so, he is y eapabla
of defending 1t and I have no doubt you will find him squally willlng to doso; or
Profersor Orson Pratt, whose namae, 1t appears, i the only one un 5., the article.
Iam confident he would be willing to meat as would hundreds of our elders,
whose fitness and respectabllity Iwould r guestion.

In eonclusion I will ask, What muost be the o n of every candid, refl
mind, who views the facta g3 t L T Wil mtwn?l%ar#; ; I.i!:ﬂin-
!lgll?.l.dﬁumﬂtm on your n notoriety, regardless of the gm:
succead in o 3’0: tﬁfﬁ’m to mnmu',u my opinion, that you will ind
thy notoriety more unenviable than proftable, and aa ﬂ.lzaneufnl, too, a8 it is unwor-
of your profession.

1t you think you are capabls of proving the dootrins of “ Plumlity of Wivea"

tions, :ﬁ:t;- n% o elders, ; “ul'“mh w&w mlttibh -+ t‘l;“;
oOngre our , any of whom B3 with you on
wan;rﬁhar seriptural doctrine.

Respectfully, )
BRIGHAM YOUNG.

BarLr LARE CrTY, Ang, 8th, 1870,
To PrusmEenTt BRromwis YoUNG:

8ir:—Your last note, delivered to me on Sonday morning, and to which, of conrse,
I would not on that day reply, does not st all me me,

It will be, however, impossibls for you to conceal from the publle the truth, that,
with the fall knowi.ndgﬂ of my being present im your city for the purpose of debating
with you or your representative the guestion of ., ¥on declined to enter into
any arrangoaments for such a dlseussion; and after this was asrertalned, T felt at
liberty to comply with a subsequent request from other parties, which had been folly
armnged before the reseption of your note of Invitation to preach In your tabernacles.
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I must frankly say that I ra your professed sourtesy, extended under the
clroumpatances, as it waa, a mere device to ocover, 1f le, your unwillingness to
have a fair discassion of the matter in guestion in e hearing of your peopls. '

Your comments upon “disclalming and declining the on’ are slmply &
reftersiion of the :h«-g #mer ; whila, in regard to your motlee of my constrnction of
the article in the Telsprapd of May last, I have only to leavo tha representations
you have seen fit to make to the judgment of a candid blie, sure to dis-
oover who it is that has been resorting to ‘su in ] . Your ind-
mation that Elder Sloan, Prof Pﬂ%olot hundreds of other Mermon elders, wonld
bewilling to discoss the question of ainy withme from a Bible standpoint, and
your impertinent & that I tarry here ad 8 missionary for that ;mr?:)le I
am -oompelledto r 8 cheapand safe ettempta to avoid the a nee of shrink-
ing from such & dissnssion by seeming to invite it after it had, by your own sctlon,
been rendered lmpossible. As to the elders you spesk of, Including yourself, be-
ing ready to meet me in publlo debate, I bave tosey that I came hera with that under-
standing and expectation, but 1t was rudely diu}la].‘lai, on being definitely tested.
Ware it poasible to reduoe s’hmvugun goggestions of ¥ours to something like a distinct
proposition for a debate, there is still nothing in your action, so far, to assure me
of inur sinoerity, but, on the contrary, every thing to cause me to distrost it

have one more poiot of remark, You have Insinoated that my motive isa
thirat for “ notoriety.” 1 can sesure you that If 1 had beon animated by such & mo-
tive, you give me small credit for good sense by supposing that I would em
such means. Nelther lzr:n.l, nor the gystem of which you ars the head, could
me any ‘' notorlety ' tobed

But, to show how far I have bheen governed by merely personal sapirstions, let
the simple history of the case be recelled.

You rend your Dslapi'nte to Gonﬁrﬁs who, lo the House of Representatives, and
in slght end hearing of the whole Nakon, throws down thaoFaun'E;t upon the sub-
joot of P‘o]y%amy as treatoed in the Bible, Being Chaplain the American Benats,
snd having been consulted by several publie men, I deemed it milduti to proach
upon the subject. Thea dissonurss was published in the New York ' ,"" and on
ﬂﬁ:nmching your city one of your Elders publiahad an artlcle which is generslly
construed a1 & challenge to me to debate the goestion with you, or some one whom
you should appoint, here in your tabernacle. Acting npon this presomption, T vislt

ur elty, taking the earllest opportunity to Inform you, as the of Mormon

hurch, of my fm-puan and o tng the steps usual in such cases. You thea
reply Iigm:iﬂﬂa:l heh'lil;g.uia qluhj but without a hint of your * plensure "' about my
pmaa}: og in the ronacle, :

Subsequently other srrangements were made which precluded my asespting sny
invitation to speak in your places of worahip, The d‘:; wway, and giﬂb‘."
sansat [ received your note of invitation, my reply to w! will anewer for iteclf,
And this you intlmate is an attempt on my part to obtaln en " unenviable notoriety,”

gir, I have done with you—make what re tation of the muﬂwtm thi

mislead. of this

T suceoed in i diseriminatin la ai
m{-‘?ﬂr of the conntry gensrally bynsany amount of ver| iEILIE? Fytm msy
to employ.

Reapectfully, etc.,
J. P. NEWMARN.

[The communication referred to In the letter below was ad-
dressed to Dr. Newman by five persone, who asked him whether it
was a fact that he was unwilling to debate the question of polygamy
now and here, as that was the impression, they say, the Deserel
Evening News and Sali Lake Herald conveyed.]

Bary Laxr Crry, Aog. #th, 1870,
To Mg. Briomax Yousa: > h: oS

Bir;—In view of the stclosed ocommunications, received from several eitizens of
thhﬁlm asking whether I am ready oow and here to debate the question, " Does
the Hible Sanetion Polymm T with yaul.}, aA the Chisl of the Uhnr&: of Latter-da)

Baints, and in view of fant tone of your Ohurch journals of lastaveuﬂngu%
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1 and ln view of the fact Hm I havn been. hara now foor days walting to

hl\'\e on inform me of your willingness to F lio discussion on the above
a , but having reﬁelvsd no guch 1nthmtlun up to this tima of writing, thevefors,
mmw l-br.l here r‘.ha nge you te meet ma fn personal and public da aie, on the

ggeat that you sppoint two tlemen to meet
Rev. Dr, gtmﬂarland and Dr. J. ¥ Teggart, who represent me, to makma all necessary
armangements for the discussion,
Be kind enough to favor me with an immediate reply,

Roespaotfnlly,

J. P. NEWMAN,
Residence of Rev. Mr. Pierocn,

—

Bary Lagw Crry, U, T,, Angost ith, 1870,
EEv. DE. J. P. NEWMAXN:

Bir :—Your communication of to-day's date, with secompanylog enclosurs, was
handed to me a fow momenta slnce r. Black,
In + 1 will say that I%B challenge to debate the gunestion **Doeas the
Bibla sanction Polygamy?"” Pro Oraon tt or Hon. John Taylor scting os
r&pmentatiw and in n:w ntead In the discusslon. I will farnish the place of
ng the meetings, and appoint two gentlemen to meet Messrs., Bonderland and
’hgpg, l.n whorn yoo refer as your representatives, te make the noeceesary ar-

wiuh the discnssion to be condocted in a mild, peaceable, quiet spirit, that the
people racelyo l.ighl and lotelligence and all be benefitted; and them let the con-

gregation de for themselvos.
Respectfully,

BRIGHAM YOURG:

Ciry, Aug. Bth, 1870,
Rev, DE. J, P, NEWMAN; T

Bir;—I have a| p-odnta:l Messra, A, Carrington and Joa, W, Yonng to mest with
Meaars, Ennd.erlim Taggari, to arrange preliminaries for the discussion.

Respectinlly,
BRIGHAM YOUNG.

Sary Lax® Crry, Aug, 8th, 1870,
To. Mz, Brnremau YoUusa:

Bir:—--T challal:]ge %au to & disenasion and not Orson Pratt or John Taylor. You
bave declined to debs raonally with ma, Lat the public distinet] undemand
this fast, whatéver may l.w been your remmons for mo deul.m.ing. re Ithink I
t reasonably rest the case. However, if Orson Pratt s pl.rad bo take the
rmative of tha guestion, ' Does the Bible uauctlm Fol mr Iam prepared to
takothe negative, and Mesars. Bunderland a 'l:ﬁggu:rt Mpaars, Car-ington
and Tvcm:g‘w-nlght at & o'clock at the nﬁne of ho make the necessa.v ar-

Renpectfully, &o.
i " I. P. NEWMAX,

Barr Laxe Crry, U, T, Aug. 10th 1870,
Rev. De, J. P, Newxan:

Bir:---T am informed by M . Carrington and Young that at their meeting 1aat
muim,withnn.sunﬂar and Taggert, they were nnable t0 come o a decislon
with regard to the wurding of tha subject of debate.
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Bearing in mind the following facts: Firstly, that you are thnohﬂlaﬁﬂngm
dleuotngly, :%.al:d mmaagrlmmhm t?.eh'l:iv:grl?d bgf 3(?11 i tho ud'.it;D of Wuﬂlilnmn, ore I
ent Grant a B wrnbers pngress and many of arpmmhsntgmtﬂo—
men, You assumed o prove that * God's law condemns the u’.:ﬂm:. in ma mora
than two persons,” it certainly seems strange that your representatives d pre-
slstently refuse to have any other questfon disoussed than the one “Dosa the Bible
eanction Polygamy 1" It appears to the representativea of Mr, Pratt that if Dr. New-
man eould o e to prove in Washington that * God's law condemns the union
in marriage of more than two persona,’’ he ought not to refuse o make the enme affir-
mation in Balt Lake City. Mr. Preft, I discover, entertains the same opinion, but
rather than to permit tbe discusslon to hll, he will not prosa for your original proposi-
tiom, b;:.'t,wﬂ.l accept the guestion as yon now state 1t: * Doea the Bible sanction
sinceraly trust that none of the Eﬂnﬂmm fnrmlnﬂha committes will encamber
the discussion with nnrness regulations, which will be irksome to both parties and
unproductive of good, and that no obstacles will be thrown in the way of having s
free and falr discussion.
Respoctfnlly,

BRIGHAM TOUNG.
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BIBLE AND POLYGAMY.

DOES THE BIBLE SANCTION POLYGAMY ?

DIBCUBSYON BETWEEN FROFESSOR ORBON PRATT, EEN., AND DR. J. P. NEWMAN,
COHAPLAIN OF THE U. 8, S3ENATE, IN THE mwumm.n,r
BALT LAKE OITY, AUGUST 12, 18 ixp 14, 1870.

FIRST DAY.

At two o’clock tyesterda.y afternoon Professor Pratt and Dr.
Newman, with their friends and the nmpires, metin the stand of the
New Tabernacle : the two former gentlemen pre for the discus-
slon of the gmestion, ** Doesthe Bible sanction o]yﬁlamﬂ " Anan-
dience of three or forr thousand—at least halt of which was of the
gentler sex—argembled to hear the discussion, Atz few minutes
ﬁt two, the audience was called to order b]:; Judge C. M. Hawley,

umypire of Dr. Newman, on the negative, ha (fortunately we pre.
sume) being absent from his district at this junctore—and Elder John
Taylor offered the ing prayer. The same umpire, who some-
how or other bad got the idea that he was the master of ceremonieson
the oecasion, and that he wounld relisve the umppire of the affirmative
gide from all his duties, then introduced Professor Pratt to the andi-
ence, which, as the Profesdor was 80 well known and the nmpire
almost anknown, created & aslight titter, which, however, apeas':]y
subsided, and the assemblage listened quietly to the

Argument of Professor Orson Prait.

I appear before this audience to discnss a sobject that iscer-
tainly important to us, and no doubt is interesting to the country at
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large, namely: the subject of plurality of wives, or, as the guestion
is stated, “Does the Bible sanction Po. 71" Iwould state, b
way of aﬁp{ﬂuﬁ{{etu the aundience, that I have been unaccustomed,
nenrllly ‘my to debate. It is something new tome. Idomnot
recollect of ever having held more than one or two debates, in the
course of my life, on any subject. I think the last one was rome
thirty years ago, in the city of Edinburgh. Butl fe-e."tfrant pleasure
this a oon in appearing before this audience for the purpese of
examining the gunestion under discuesion, I shall simply read
what is stated in the Bible, and make puch remarks asI may con-
gider proper npon the oceasion.

I will call your attention fo a passage which will be found in
Denteronomy, the 21st shapter, from the 15th to the 17th verse:

If & man have two wives, ono betoved end anofher hated, and they have borne
him children, both the beloved and the hated ; aod if the Arat-born be hers that was
hated ;: Than it shall be, when he maketh his sons to inheril that which he
hath, that he may bot make the son of the beloved firet-born before the son of
the hated, which is indeed the frst-born: Bat he shall acknowledge the son
of tha hated for the frst-horn, é.?r ﬂvﬁng bim a double portion of all that
maslmth; for bhe is the beginning hia stremgth: the right of the fcet-born is

Here ina law, in the words of the Great Law-giver himself, the
TLord, who ?ake to Moses ; and it certainly must be a sanction of a
plnmlitg of wives, for it is given to regulate inheritancesin families
of that description,as well as in families wherein the first wife may
have been divoreed, or ma;be dead ; wives contemporary and wives
that are snocessive. It refers to both classes ; and Inasmuch as plo-
rality of wives is nowlere condemned in the law of God, we havea
right to believe from this law that plurality of wivesis just as ]eg;
and proper 88 that of the marriage of a single wife. This is

und we are foreed to take nntil wecan find some law, some evi-
ence, some testimony to the contrary. Theyare acknowledged as
wives in this passage, at leagt—' If a man have two wives,” Itis
well known t{];ﬂ.t Itha Honal?rh!:g Ierael at that ltim_le ractised both
monogamy and polygamy. were not exclusively monogam-
ists : neitﬂlr were .ligy' exclusively polygamists. There were mon-
ogamic families existing in Israel in thosedays, and therefore in the
Lord giving this he referred not only to snccessive wives, wher a
man had married after the death of his first wife, ox if the first wife
had been divorced for some legal cause, but t wives who where con-
temporary, as there were many families in Israel, which can be
proved if necessary, that were polygamists, I migﬂt here refar to
the existence of this prineiple concerning the rights of the first-born
in monogamic and polygamic families prior to the date of this law.
This seems to have been given to regulate a question that had a
Ehﬂm existence, I will refer, before I proceed from this passage 10
e monogamie family of Isaac, wherein we have the declaration
that Esan and Jacob, being twine, had a dispute, or at least there
was dn ill feeling on the part of Emm, becanse Jacob at a certain
time had purchased the right of the first-horn—ihat is, his birth-right.
The first-born, though twins, and perhaps a few moments intervening
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between the first and second, or only a ancrt time, had rights, and
those righte were respected and honered centuries before the daye of
Moses, This was a monogamic famiilﬂ', 8o far as we are informed ;
for if Tsaac had more than one wife, the Bible does not inform us,
We come to Jaeob, who wasa polﬁfamiﬂt, and whose first-born son

rtained to the father and not to the mothier. There were not fonr
gﬁat—hﬂrn song to Jacob who were entitled to the rights of the firsi-
born, but only one. The first-born to Jacob was Reuben, and le
would have retained the birth-right had he not transgressed the law
of heaven., Because of transgression he lost that privilege. It was
taken from him-and given to Jo or ratlier to the two sons of
Joseph, as you will ind recorde in the fifth cLapter of 1st
Chronicles. Here then the rights of the first-born were acknow-
Ie-ifed, in both polygamic and monogamic families, before the law
under consideration was given, The House of Israel wae not only
founded in polygamy, but the iwo wives of Jacob, and the two
handmaidens, that were also called his wives, were the women with
whom he begat the twelve sons from whom the twelve tribes
of Israel sprang ; and polygamy laving existed with Israel or
Jacob, the founders of that nation, was continned among them
from generation to generation down unmtil the coming of Christ;
and thess laws therefore were intended fo regulate an institution
already in existence. If the law is limiled fo monogamic families
only, 1{ will devolve upon my learned opponent to bring forth evi-
dence to establish this point.

We will next refer to' a passage which will be found in Exo-
dus, 21st chapter, 10th verse. It may be well to read the three
preceding verses, commencing with the 7th: ¢ And if & man
gell hia daunghter to be a maid-servant, ehe shall not go out aa
the men-servants do, If ehe please not her master, whe hath
betrothed her to himself, then shall he let her be redeemed ; to
gell her into a strange nation he shall have no power, secing he hath
dealt deceitfully with her, And(if lie hath betrothed lier unto his
gon, he shall deal with her after the manner of d&ughters. If he
take him another wife, her _fmd’, her raiment, and her duty of
marriage shall he not Qiminisl.,” Also the following verse, the
1lith: *“*And if he do not these three unto her, then shall she

out free without money.” Ithink from thie nature of this passage
hat it certainly does have reference to two lawful wives. It may be
tlat objection will be taken to the werd “¢ wife >—‘“ another wife *—
from the faet that it is in Italics, and wag g0 placed by the translators
of King James, according to the best judgment they counld form, tak-
ing into consideration the text, I do not intend at present to dwell
ntang greatlength upon this passage, merely declaring that this does

ction plurality of wives, so far 88 my judgment and opinion are
concerned, and so far as the literal reading of the Seriptures exhibits,
it does sanection the taking of another wife, while the first is still
living. 1If this word ¢ wife”” conld be translated ¢ woman,” that
perhaps might alter the case, E_-aviﬂing it can be proved that it
should be 80 from the criginal, which may be referred to on this point,
and it may not. 'We have the privilege, I beliave, of taking the Bible



