[from Zion's Ensign vol. 32]
February 24, 1921

111

ZION'S ·ENSIGN

question lilm this? If .;.,e go out when the stars of God are
shining at night and look heavenward; who cannot believe?
The mind of man is powerless to build, construct, or create
·a syllog>ism more powerful than the starry heavens of God.
Who can see Satum sailing through the evening skies and
not believe? Who can see Jupiter in his pomp and power,
"rolling on majestic wings," and not believe? Who can
look upon the sun of our own solar system and not believe ?
Who can see this earth of ours, being rushed through thP
heavens at the rate of seventeen miles a second, and never
going out of its place, and not believe?
It is a great deal easier to believe than not believe. Those
who ask us to believe there is no God, ask us to b~lieve a
million miracles which have brought forth the wonderful
creation which we see about us in this great universe of ours;
and Christ asks us to believe only one miracle, and that great
miracle is God.
I think we can make our choice. I believe we can reason
this thing out in our own minds, and let us remember that
our faith in the things which are to be is because of the
things that are. Faith is reasoning from the known to the
unknown. So our f&ith does not call for absurdity. The
credulity of the Hindu mothm·, my friends, demands of her
that she take her sweet babe down to the holy river and

feed it to the crocodiles. The credulity of the children of
Ammon, called faith, demanded that they take their babes
and place them in the blistering hands of Moloch, the God
of cruelty. The credulity of. the Aztec demanded that he take
his prisoners of war and oftentimes himself, to the sacrificial
stone in devotion to the sun g>od. Our faith calls but for a
reasonable service. It insists upon a living sacrifice; not a
dead one. Our faith asks us to trust in the King of kings
and the Lord of lords.
Shall we depend upon him, or no~? Shall we place our
faith in God? Shall we place our faith in that. God who is
ihe Master Mind of the world, or in chance? .
Now, in all these. things we are left to make our choice.
I hope ·that our choice may be made with wisdom and
direction, and that we may sear~h out the ways of God, and
finding them, walk fearlessly therein, for only by a fearless
walk in the things of God can we come to the place that God
has appointed. Let us feel in our hearts, as we so often sing,
God is marshalling his army,
For the rescue of his truth.
If we believe that in our hearts, we will move forward in
faith, and God will go ahead of us, and in the end we will
receive the crown of eternal life, which God has promised
to those who have faith.

Joseph Smith, The Foe of Polygamy.
Sermon by Walter W. Smith, Sunday, November 7, 1920, At tl;e Stone Church, Independence, Missouri.
Reported by Howard W. Hm'<:ler.
The last two verses of the 59th chapter of Isaiah: "And the
Redeemer shall come to Zion, and unto them that turn from
transgression in Jacob, saith the Lord. As for me, this is
my covenant with them, saith the Lord; My Spirit that is
upon thee, and my words which I have put in thy mouth,
shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of
thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed's seed, saith the
Lord, from hencefo1·th and for ever."
Here is a promise that three generations of those into
whose mouths the Lord should put his word should be loyal
and true to the same.
I also want to read to you from the 7th chapter of Matthew,
beginning with the 15th verse: "Beware of false prophets,
which come to you in sheep's clothing, but inwardly they are
ravening wolves. Y e shall know them by their fruits. Do
men gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles? Even so
every g>ood tree bringeth fo1-th good fruit; but a corrupt
tree bringeth f01-th evil fruit. A good tree cannot bring
forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring fo1-th good
fruit. Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn
down and cast into the fire. Wherefore by their fruits ye
shall know them."
I think perhaps I owe you' an apology. I feel that to any
. decent, respectable, and truthloving congregation -of this size
is due the apology of any minister who stands f01-th to speak
on a subject so hackneyed and dirty as the one I essay to
speak upon this evening>. It is not my choice that this subject should be so necessary at any time. As a minister for
Christ, I stand in defense of· the truth, whatsoever it may
be. Never u~der any circumstances, never under any pretext, never at· any time is it 1ight to defend the tl'Uth with
an enor. And anything that purports to be true, but which
requires to be defended by a lie, canies with it its refutation,
its own negation. Were it not for circumstances over which
I aJ!d my friends have no control, the1·e would be no occasion

for an address such as I ani.' about to make this evening, on
the subject, "Joseph Smith, the foe of p'llygamy."
For the comfort, assurance, and guidance of aU that may
hea1; me now speak, I waut .. to say to begin with, what I
believe you ought to know as a sort of guide or gauge of
what I am likely to say, that Joseph Smith was not in any
way responsible for the introduction, the practice, or the
_teaching of polygamy.
Now, I expect you will say to me, "You are rather a young
man to make such a bold statement." And so I am. My experience with this church goes back only about twenty-six
yea1·s, so· I cannot bear you my personal testimony as to the
character and conduct of Joseph Smith as a minister for
Ch1ist, who was assassinated on the 27th day of June, 1844,
several decades before I was born·; but the information concerning his life, the results of his ministry, his own public
teachings, the witness of those who knew him best, are all
available-they are not lost.
I want to say to you that Joseph Smith's only relation to
polygamy was that of a relentless foe, who fought it without
mercy until he was slain. Now you !mow my position, an~L I
can prove my· assertion.
I am going to divide· the evidence on this subject, that I
have acquired during my sh01-t minish•y, into three classes.
And I want to say in the beginning that, owing to the insidious and untimely remarks of those who seem .to be poorly
informed, I have made it my business to make a very careful
study of that which seems to some people to implicate Joseph
Smith in the practice of polygamy. Mter a careful and
pmyerful and consistent reading> of these documents I can
say to you to-night that his only relation to polygamy was
that of an uncompromising__gnemy.
We O\lght to divide this evidence into groups so that we
can talk. about it a little more plainly. I shall try not to
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read you anything unless it be something that I could not do
justice by quoting.
Personal Evidence.
Of course, there would be no necessity for any explanation
if some one did not accuse Joseph Smith of beiilg responsible
for polygamy. Brigham Young presented in August, 1852,
a document called by l1im a revelation. He presented it to
the church, or that branch of the church which was then in
the Salt Lake neighborhood of Utah. He told the p~;ople at
the time he presented it that the document had been in his
possession for a long time under lock and key, and that
nothing leaked out that should not.
Brigham Young is reported by the Dese·tet News of .Tuly 1,
1874, to have said, in a sermon delivered June 21, 1874, in the
Tabernacle at Salt Lake City, speaking of this doctrine of
polygamy:
"While we were in England in 1839 and 1840 I think, the
Lord manifested to me by vision and his Spirit things that
I did not understand. I never opened my mouth to anyone
conceming them until I retm·ned to Nauvoo. Joseph had
never mentioned this. There had never·been a thought of it
in the church that I ever knew anything about, at this time;
but I had this to myself, and kept it to myself. . . . And
when I returned home and Joseph revealed those' things to
me, then I understood the reflections of my mind while in
England; but this wasnot until I had told him what I understood. This was in 1841. The revelation was given in 1843,
but the doctrine was revealed before this."
Now this man Brigham Young says that he had a revela. tion in his possession which he had kept some seven or eight
years and that he was now ready to present this to the
church; to the people. This was in August, 1852. Mind you,
if you are willing to accept the personal testimony of this
man (he is not my witness) you should remember that in the·
same breath in which he testifies that Joseph Smith had been
the author of this revelation he also testifies that he knows
by the witness of the Spirit that the p1inciple of polygamy
is of God. Beware how you accept such witnesses. You
should also remember that it is not the privilege of a man
who introduces a witness to take parts of his testimony and
deny the rest, for, if he is trustworthy and acceptable in testifying to the thing which you are b1inging forth your witness
to prove, his. word must likewise be accepted by you on other
points as well.
Perhaps that will be as much as I need to say conceming
this man who is responsible for the introduction of polygamy,
whoever may 4_ave been the author of the document he presents. However, he says that he himself was the first to
speak of it.
I want to notice another side of this question, and I may
have to read just a little to refresh my mind, because it is so
exceedingly delicate that I do not want to risk making it any
worse than it is.
The next witness I want to notice is one Zina D: Huntington
Jacobs. She is not my witness. She is the witness of those
who say Joseph Smith was r!lsponsible for this doctrine of
polygamy, which I· think is untrue. This woman, Zina D.
Huntington, testifies that she was married to· Joseph Smith in
1841. That is a very direct testimony, isn't it~ On page 12
of Representative Women of Deseret you will find· the following: "Sister Zina was married in Nauvoo, and had two sons,
but this not proving a happy union, she subsequently
separated "from her husband. Joseph Smith taught her th~
principle of marriage for eternity, and she accepted it as a
divine revelation, and was sealed to the Prophet for time and
lilternity, after the orde1· of the new and everlasting tJovenant."
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Also in Pictures and Biographies 'of Brigham Young and
His Wives, page 32, you will find: "Sister Zina was married
to Henry Jacobs in Nauvoo, and ·had two sons, but this not
proving a happy union, she subsequently separated from her
husband. Joseph Smith taught her the principle of marriage
for eternity, and she accepted it as a divine revelation, and
was sealed to the Prophet Joseph for time and etemity, October 27, 1841, her brother, Dimick Huntington, officiating."
Mind you, this is the kind of evidence that is adduced by
our enemies and those who would try to prove that the doctrine of polygamy orig·inated in the ·teachings of Joseph
Smith. Here is a woman who says that she was married to
.Joseph Smith. Now, let me give you just a little reference
that \viii help you to appreciate the worth of this woman as
a witness. What she was as a woman, I do not !mow. She
may have been a g'OOd housekeeper, an altogether satisfactory
nurse, but as a witness you can see how far she misses the
mark. The records of mal'l'iages for Hancock County, TI!inois, show that Henry B. Jacobs and Zina D. Huntington
were married in Nauvoo on the 7th of March, 1841, John C.
Bennett, mayor of Nauvoo, officiating. This woman testifies
that she bore two sons, not twins, to Heiny Jacobs between
March 7 and October 27 that same year, got tired of mm·riage and was divorced! Shades of witnesses!! Then the
story goes on that she married Joseph Smith in October of
that year, but unfortunately for the situation, so far as the
witness is concemed, she is recorded as the mother of a son
bom at Pisgah, Io~va, in 1846, whom she called Chariton,
being the son of Henry Jacobs. She had not quit living with
him yet, notwithstanding she testified that she was married
to Joseph Smith in October, 1841. You can imagine what a
witness like that is wmth. I have quoted in every instance
from those that are friendly to Zina D. Jacobs. Why, it
almost makes me ashamed to think that I have to do this
thing. If you all had these witnesses and had this matter
before you, certainly you would not need anybody to preach
a· sermon on the subj~?ct.
The next witness I would like to introduce--not my ,\ritness, understand, but a witness for those who'say that Joseph
Smith was the a~thor of polygamy-is Eliza Snow, the
poetess. She herself says that she manied Joseph Smith in
March and June, 1842. I do not know why she was married
twice, but fortunately for Joseph Smith and the fliends of
truth, Miss Eliza Roxey Snow is on record bea1ing date of
October 1, 1842. If she was married in June, it is just a
ghort time, and if in March, but a little longer time before she
bore testimony with a group of other women that there was
no law known in the church relating to marriage except the
one published in Section 111 in our present Doctline and
Covenants, called the "A1ticle on Marriage," as published in
all 'the books of Doctrine and ·covenants between 1835 and
1876, and in all of ours up to the present date.
Now, if this Miss Snow was married to Joseph Smith in
March and June, or eitlier one, 1842, she knew in October,
1842, some other rule of marriage than the one established in
the Book of Doctrine and 'Covenants, as eve1yone present
may well kn&w, for the rule laid down in the Book of Covenants says distinctly, "You both mutually agree to be each
other's companion, husband and wife, observing the legal
rights belonging to this condition; that is, keeping yourselves
wholly for each other, and frotn all others, during your lives."
And that was the rule· published at the time she made her
certificate, Octobm· 1, 1842,. saying that she lmew that was
the 'only rule of marriage in the church. She made this affidavit teo prove that the things being said by John C. Bennett
we1·e malicioua and unfounded lies. I£ Mios Snow waa XJ.ot
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dead and was not a woman, I would like to ask her when
did she lie. Certainly she perjured herself hopelessly one
time or the other, and in either event her testiri1ony is not
worth the reading.
I could go on and give you a list of witnesses longer than
there is any necessity of doing, and I could point out the very
same kind of discrepancies, each and every one of whom attempted to say that Joseph Smith did teach and practice
polygamy; and tbey sc:Jmed to glory in the fact that they
had the wondel'ful and glorious privilege ( ? ) of being a
concub·ine to Joseph Smith. These women could not be wives
.of his, because the law of the land prohibited a man from
having more than one wife, and the law of the church says
that a man and wife must keep themselves wholly from all
others and for each other, otherwise they are guilty of
adultery; and those guilty of adultery shall be cut off unless
they repent, which means a turning away from it.
· I am sure I do not know why these people tell these
stm~es about themselves. I have w'Jndered about it a good
many times; I have always had &. great deal of respect for
a statement once made by R. C. Evans in reference to these
testimonies. He said that those who preferred to take the
testimony of this class of people could take it if they wanted
to, put he didn't care to associate with such people. Of course,
he 'ims since changed his mind, but he is at liberty to do that.
And anybody ebe who wants to pick that kind of a crowd to
go \vith, and accept that kind of testimony, may do so; and if
they can be proud of it, they have a remarkable adjustment.
I want to give you sonie of the testimony of people on the
other side. Emma Hale Smith, the lawful, wedded wife of
Joseph Smith, was married to him in 1827 at Bainbridge,
New York, lived with him until his death, bore his several
sons, and bore 11is posthumous son, David H. Smith~ five
months after he was killed. She was a fine, God-fearing,
truthful woman, loyal to the memory of Joseph Smith to her,
dying day. She said that she was knowing to the situation
so well that she could say positively Joseph Smith never had
any wife but he1·self; she even goes further and says "nor
did he sustain such relations with any woman or women other
thim myself." And if anybody on earth would know whether
a man was marrying a dozen or half dozen women and teaching other people to do it; his wife would surely know it,
especially as she lived 1·ight in the same community where it is
alleged to have been taught, and, according> to the testimony
of these people, she was present at such maniages and gave
her consent thereto. Isn't it remarkable that anybody would
testify to that kind of a thing when the people who should
know, and did know, said such a thing did not happen?
Joseph Smith, the Prophet, son of Joseph Smith the Martyr
anc;I father of Fredmick M., was twelve years old when his
father was killed, and he says that his father never practiced
polygamy. (Do you think a twelve-year old boy isn't knowing?) Where there are janings and contentions between a
father and a mother, do you think a young boy twelve years
of age would not know it? Do you think he could live in a
house where his father was ke_~ping a harem and not know
it? Yet, he bears an unflinching testimony as to the character of his father.
James Whitehead, p1ivate secretary to ·Joseph Smith, and
lifelong friend, dming his entire life and to hill dying day
bm·e witness that there was no such thing as a rev~lation -on
polygamy known at the time of which these people bearing
testimony speak, and that if Joseph Smith wrote it or had
anything to do with it, it was wholly unknown to him, and
he was his private secretary from U!.U to the time of

Joseph's death
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I have heard father Richard Lambert, sr., twice in my life
say in unstinted words, that he was a membet; of the Nauvoo
Legion and lived at Nauvoo and that there was not any doubt
in the world but what the criticism of Joseph Smith was a
gross misrepresentation and that there was no ground for the
saying that Joseph Smith was responsible for polygamy.
I have spoken to a great many people and I hiwe talked
with those who were living at Nauvoo, not in great numbers,
because they were thinning out by the time I came along; but
I have talked to quite a· considerable number, all of. whom
testify personally to knowing that Joseph Smith was not responsible for this doctrine.
Think of the ridiculous situation with which we are confronted. We meet people who testify that they were Joseph
Smith's wives, but when we inquire deeply into the matter
we find that the marriage ceremony takes place in Salt Lake
City and that Brigham Y oupg or some other person stood
proxy for Joseph Smith. There is no way in the world to
save a man's reputation from such calumny. It is really quite ,
ridiculous.
-..
Circumstantial Evidence.
The circumstantial evidence in the case is one that is
rather difficult to deal with, because every person puts his own
interpretation on what he considers a circumstance, and we
sometimes hear this kind of a saying, "Well, where the1·e is
4
so much smoke, there must be a little fire"; or, "Whet·e thet·e
is so much talk, there must be
little truth." "There must
have been something or other to start this talk at Nauvoo, or
else there would not have been so much to talk about." There
was something. There certainly was something. To attempt
to say that there wasn't any talk of polygamy nor any hint
of it is only to weaken the_ cause of truth. There was talk
about it. President Brigham Young says he talked about it
and he told exactly where he got his cue-by a vision when in
England. He said he came home and talked it to Joseph
Smith, and if he had the temerity to talk to Joseph Smith
about it he would doubtless have the courage to talk to others
about the some thing.
\
Turn to Times and Seasons. There are a half dozen copies
in town and anybody who wants to read it can easily borrow
one. If you will tum to the issue of the first of Febmary,
1844, you will find there a statement from Joseph Smith
touching the preaching of polygamy. Isn't that strange?
'And it was just a few months prior b) his· death. A"certain
brother up at Lapeer, Michigan, had been teaching polygamy
and other false and corupt doctrines. This notice in the
Times and Seasons says plainly that the brother is silenced
and has been cut off and is cited to appear at a special conference to answer for his conduct. This notice appears over
the signature of Joseph and Hymm Smith.
A brother Richard Hewett, in March, 1844, called on Hyrum
Smith and asked his views concerning some doctlines which
were being taught to the Saints in Hancock County. Under
date of March 15, 1844, we find this notice published in the
Times and Seasons of same date, signed by Hyrum Smith, the
presiding patriarch of the church:

a

"To the Saints residing on China Creek:
"Whereas Brother Richard Hewitt has called on me to-day,
to know my views concerning- some doctlines that are
preached in your place, and states to me that some of your
elders say, that a man luwing)a ce·l'tain priesthood, may have
as many wives as he pleases, and that docbine is taught
here: I say unto you. that that man teaches false doctrine
for there is no such doctrine taught here; neither is ther~
an}' such thing practiced here."
'

(Continued on page 125.)
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Saints. The truth will stand the test of opposition, and when
The officers in charge are filling their calling very well.
the light is turned on, it but shines the brighter.
They have a fine, orderly Sabbath school.
We trust that all who have been enlightened by its rays
The president of the mission is a live )Vire, ana seems to
may continue faithful to their covenimt.
. understand his high calling.
M. A. McConley.
I was very much pleased to see the young pepple taking
---osuch an interest and an active part in the church work, and
Mount Washington, Missouri, January 28.
to see the little boys and girls playing their musical instruEditors Ensign:· Wife and I are members of the Mount ments.
J. C. Foss.
Washington Branch. The Saints :here have a new house of
worship two blocks east of the car line. We are located between Independence and Kansas City. There is a noble band
JOSEPH SMITH, FO.E TO POLYGAMY.
of Saints here. We number about one hundred and ten mem(Continued from page 119.)
bers. Many believe that the hastening time is upon us, and
they are to give heed to the admonition to come up higher,
I have this to submit, that it is a most unusual thing that
that we be the children of God indeed as well as in nmrie.
we find a situation like this, where a man has spent the last
The sermons being preached by the ministry are both in- few days of his life in combatting in a most vehement manstructive a~d edifying. I feel that you who are isolated ner such a gross evil and then after he is dead have the
would love to hear a few thoughts from some of these splen- thing palmed off on him, the very thing that he was fighting.
did sermons. Bishop F. B. Blair preached to us last Sunday It reminds me of an argument I once heard in a class in.
evening. Below are a few thoughts that were taken from his philosophy. It was said that a certain prophet was a prophet
sermon, which are calling us to "put on the whole armor of because. he prophesied. Then when they got through with
God."
that end of the argument, some one asked how they knew
"No man can be a true disciple unless he has a desire to what he said was a prophecy; the answer was at once given,
live arig'ht." How beautifully this harmonizes with the word "Why, because he was a prophet!" On that basis, I can prove
of God, which says, "For a man to rejoice, and to do good is that any act was a good act, or was a bad act, just on that
life." And Jesus says, "He that followeth me shall not walk kind of evidence. I will say that John Jones is a very good
in darkness, but shall have the light of life."
man. How do I know? Because he does such and such good
'flle bishop further admonished us as follow!l: "To take acts. How do I know that what he does is good? Why, beup your cross is to abstain from all unrighteousness and cause John Jones does it! First of all, let some one establish
worldly lust." Webster says lust means "to earnestly desire.'! beyond the point of contradiction one single instance where
Dear Saints, shall we not learn to cease to ''lust" after the Joseph Slnith was in any' way associated with polygamy,
things which "the Gentiles seek," and be true disciples of our either in conve1·sation, preaching, teaching, or writing, except
blessed Master, who "hath no place to lay his head"? Are we as conde111ning it, then there will be another story to tell.
so much more delicate and sensitive than he was, that we
Now, concerning the circumstantial evidence. Wlmt would
should require so much more wealth and pomp? He says, you think of a man who was the author of a set of rules
"Why is it that ye murmur among yourselves, saying, We
by which he organized a large and flourishing society, to
cannot· obey thy words because ye have not all these things, perpetuate.. which he lived and gave his efforts, and finally his
and cease to excuse yourselves, saying that after all these life-I say, what would you think of a man who would live
things do the' Gentiles seek. Behold I say unto you, that and labor and work to break down the very thing he was
your heavenly Father knoweth that ye have need for all living and working' and dying to build up? Do you find that
these things. Wherefore, seek ye not these things of this kind of thing? No. Read in the Book of MoJ.'Jnon the most
world; but seek ye first to establish his righteousness, and clear-cut and forbidding denunciation of polygamy to be found
all these things shall be added unto you."-Inspired Tmnsla- in the written word, whether in the Bible or the Doctrine and
tion, Matthew 6: 36-38.
'Covenants. "There shall nQt any man arnong yo'J,l lwiue
We believe that the gospel of Christ is not only the most S(/ll}e it be one wife, and concubines he shall Twme .none, saith
perfect, but the perfect education, and that we should study the Lord.''
to make ourselves approved, that we shall be made joint heirs
In section 42 of the Doctrine and Covenants, Joseph Slnith
of Jesus Christ, and inherit celestial glory. My prayer is
that we will each choose to come up higher, making our call- is the author of the statement that a man shall cleave unto
his wife "and they twain shall be one.'' He is the acknowledged
ing and election sure.
·
A. V. Treg'O.
m,inister who first in this church used the formula that was
-o-·written into the article on Marriage and became the law ·and
Independence, Missouri, February 8.
governing rule o(_<his church. It is said that at a'maniage
Editors Ensign: Uncle John Foss is still alive to his calling, feast in Kirtland he asked the conti·acting parties if they both
which he received from his heavenly Father fifty-two years mutually agreed "to be each other's companion, husband and
ago. And although now in my seventy-seventh year, I am wife, observing the legal rights belonging to this condition;
trying to tell the angel message to the world. Of late, by that is, keeping yourselves" wholly for each other, and from
invitation, I have been addressing a fair congregation at the all others, during your lives?" He is .the author. Oliver
mission in Armourdale, Kansas, and the good Sphit has Cowdery may have w1itten the article but the contract of
greatly aided his humble servant in. presenting the words of maniage was not his, so we are told in the History of Joseph
life and salvation".-.. ·
.
.
,.
Smith, but it was Joseph's own invention. If it was a revelaLast Sunday ·nig'ht I spoke' on the angel's message to a· tion to him he doesn't say so, but that was the ceremony he
young boy by the name of Joseph Smith. At the close of used and when this Doctrine and Covenants was prepared it
the meeting sev11ral came to me and said, "That's what I've was written into the book. Can you imag'ine the author of
been wanting to hear.'' Some of the young men said: "You a document like that subsequently aiding or abetting or conhave done us young people lots of good with your course of senting to anything so diametlicmlly opposed to a doctrine
sermons."
which says one~n shall not have more than one living wife
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at the same time? Can you think of it? Can you think of not the handwriting of Joseph Smith, nor that of his secrea man n1aking the bold attack that he made on John C. tary, so he said that Joseph Smith had William ·clayton
Bennett for his adulterous practices if he were conniving in write the revelation, but why that was done nobody knows.
even the most secret manner to do likewise ?
After William Clayton is said to have written this so-called
One of the documents used most frequently is a letter revelation, Bishop Whitney wanted to borrow it, so they say,
written by 'William Marks bearing no date. We do not know to get a good look at it. It is very interesting, you know;
just when he did write it. It is published in a periodical pub- and so he had a copy made; and then the original copy which
lished at Saint Louis, called Zion's Ha?·binge?', and this peri- Joseph Smith had written, from which William Clayton made
odical bears the date of July, 1853. This is a letter that has a copy, from which Bishop .Whitney made his copy; was stolen
been very much used and misused, and in the course of this by Emma Smith and burned. See the circuitous route by
which I shall read to you at considerable length, he said, which the origiqal copy is loaned and lost.
"Now, Brother Marks, I want you to go into the high council
Now, of course, Sister Emma was still living, so friends"
and I will have charges preferred against all who practice went to her and asked her if she ever at any time burned a
this doctl'ine, and I want you to try them by the law of the revelation on polygamy. She says she did not, that she did
church and cut them off if they will not repent and cease from not have anything to do with such document, that she did
practicing this doctrine, and," said he, "I will 'go into the not even know there was such a revelation. So that Iittie
stand and preach against it with all my might, and in this link between tlie original, which was bumed, and this copy
way we will rid the church of this damnable heresy."
which was afterwards taken over to Bishop ·Whitney's office
What do you think of the probable standing of a man who and copied again, which went to Utah, is broken~
is said by tl~ose who testified in favor of Joseph Smith's comThese men were still living at the time the revelation was
plicity with polygamy, to have been married to a half dozen given to the church in Utah. A lot of. people were anxious
women already and to have been the author of a document to know if this so-called revelation came from Joseph Smith,
said to have been a revelation commanding- the men to marry so they sought to interview them. Kingsbury said that he
more wives than one? What do you think of the probability copied the revelation. What was it about? Well, it was
of a man talking to the president of the stake, the chief abqut the eternity of the marriage covenant. Did it have
pastor in the church, saying to him: "I want you to go into anything to do with polygamy? Well, yes; I think it didthe high council and I will have charges prefe~;red against yes, I am sure of it. Was it the I'evelation published in
all who practice this doctrine"? What would he look like, section 132 of the Book of Covenants? Substantially, yes.
coming into the stand and declaring openly and fearlessly Well, how long did it take you to write that revelation,
against the doctrine of a plurality of wives, if he were guilty Brother Kingsbury? After thinking it over for a while, he
as charged? Why, that would be the most unheard of thing said it took him about an hour, not any longer. Then he was
you could imagine!
asked, Brother Kingsbury, what did you write it on? FoolsDoes anybody have any idea that Joseph Smith was a fool? cap paper. (Most of you have seen foolscap paper. It is a
Why, his worst enemies give him credit for being very little longer than the ordinary sheet of paper and is folded.
cunning, and shrewd, and cunningness isn't one of the traits in the middle, making four pages in all.) How much paper
of fools. 'All those people who seek to fasten upon Joseph did it takP., Brother Kingsbury? One. sheet. How many
Smith the responsibility for the doctrine of polygamy, pages did you write? Well, it covered all of the front page,
whether or not they believe in him as a prophet, whether they at least. You are sure of that? Yes. You copied it yourbelieve him true or false, all with one accord are willing to self? Yes. All on one page? Yes. Substantially, such
admit that knave he may have been, or prophet he may have testimony was bome in the Temple Lot Suit by Joseph C.
been, but fool he was not. Can you imag-ine such an _un- · Kingsbury, in 1894.
seemly circumstance as a man who had just submitted himThese men went to Utah and subsequently bore testimony
self to being married to a half dozen females v:etti>w "n ;p before God in the Temple Lot Suit that this was verily tme,
public and preaching against the doctrine of a plurality of and their entire testimony _is to be found in the records of
\vives? It seems· to me that circumstantial evidence would the courts of Missouri. They testified right out in Salt Lake
fade out very fast indeed and it would be very hard to fasten City while they were living'. I will admit it was a long time
this doctrine upon him by circumstances if the circumstances after they were supposed to have copied the "revelation"that are known were to count; but it is easy, quite easy to was about fifty years-but here is the marvelous thing about
raise a hue and cry when there is nobody around who knows it, that this thing they have testified they copied in an hour
anything about it.
and on one page of .foolscap or a little more, is so long they
would havelhad to use a half dozen pages to write it.
Documentary Evidence.
I haven't a copy of the Utah Book of Doctrine and
I want to present just a few words under this subject. The Covenants with me, but any of you who happen to have one
only fragment of documentary evidence to be had is section can immediately turn to section 132, and if there is any man
132 in the Utah Book of Doctrine and Covenants, already or any woman living who can write a fine enough hand to
referr~d to, which document was presented to the people by
write that document, section 132, on less than a half dozen
Brigham Young at the special conference of the church in sheets of foolscap paper they can do better than most
August, 1852. Of course, there· was. a large company of peo- copyists can do. There are over eleven pages (sixty-six paraple at that time who were well acquainted with Joseph Smith graphs) of the printed book. That is the thing that this man
and knew his handwriting, and who knew the handwriting of solemnly before God testified he copied on one sheet of foolshis clerk, who might easily come forward and say, "Let me cap paper in an hour: Why, I doubt if there is a typist here
f:ee the manuscript." I imag-ine there were many people there who can copy it on a typewriter in less than an hour; and
who were' still quite in love with Brother Joseph. Note the yet people come to us and tell us in all eai'nestness of feeling
ingenious attitude of Brigham Young. He said he had this that they are really anxious to break; off the shackles from
document in his desk for some years under lock and key, but our benighted eyes and show us the en·or of our ways in
these friends would natumlly enough recognize that it was believing that Joseph Smith was a good and wholesome man,
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and then drag that kind of evidence ·before us to prove that
he was a polygamist, or the author of polygamy!
When anybody comes to you and asks you what you think
about" this question, if you feei as I do, you will say you do
not believe that Joseph Smith had anything> to do with the
introduction of the doctrine of polygamy. I believe this 'because I havtl read everything I can find on the question. I
have read the books published by the Utah Church, and I
have in my library fifty-some odd volumes Wlitten against this
church which I have been reading systematically. Every time
I hear about a new one I waste some perfectly good money to
see what this new author has to say. But the farther we get
away from this situation, the more ridiculous and altogether
unreliable is the testimony borne concerning it. If you read
what I have read, if you will read what has been presented
and wm take the time to go to the bottom of the situationand there has been so much Wl"itten about it that it will
take you some time-when anybody comes to you and asks
if Joseph Smith was responsible for }lolygamy, you
can say with all good conscience, void of offense towards
God or man, "No, he was not responsible for polygamy."
I do not make .any subterfuge about it or beat around the
bush. You may say, Well, if he was responsible for polygamy,
it doesn't make any difference. But I say he was not. His
only connection with polygamy was that of a detennined foe.
Let me read to you from the same letter I quoted a little
while ago. This letter is wlitten by William Marks and
published as I told you, in Saint Louis, in Zion's Hcvrbinge?·,
July, 1853. He said Joseph Smith came to him early in
June and said to him: "Brother Marks, I have something to
communicate to you. We retired to a by-place and sat down
tog>ether, when he said: We are a ruined people. I asked how
so ? He said: This doctrine of polygamy, or spilitual wife
system, that has been taught and practiced among us, will
prove our dest111ction and overthrow."
"There," you ~ay, "certainly he was to blame for it!" But
don't run too swiftly. "I have been deceived, said he," and
the friends who want to break the shackles off us put in a
period and stop right there. i have had to wrangle over
that very point more than once with somebody who insisted
that he had read it and that was the way it read. "I have
been deceived, said he, in reference to its practice."
He told the brethren to let this thing alone. He had
silenced one man for preaching it and now he had discovered
that in some few places they were still talking about it. But
if some one wanted to tell the truth, how easy it would be to
tell it, instead of telling something else by using only half
a sentence.
"I have been deceived, said he, in reference to its practice;
it is wrong, it is a curse to mankind, and we shall have to
leave the United States unless we can put it down and its
practice stopped in the church. Now, said he, you haven't
received this docbine, and how glad I am."
Do you think that if he had been teaching it he would tell
another man he was glad he had not accepted it? Really, I
do not know where some people's conscience goes to, when
they use in this way the plain printed· statement of an
honest man. William Marks ·.meant to say that Joseph
Smith was always opposed to it. He doesn't say anywhere
that he ever had anything to do with it, other than to
oppose it.
"Now, said he, you haven't received this doctrine, and how
glad I am. I want you to go into the Hig-h Council and I will
have charges prefelTed against all who practice thi:' doctrine,
and I want you to try them by the law of the church and cut
them off."

If he \vas married to all the people that critics say he was,
where would he have come_ out? Cut off with the t•est of
them, of course.
"If they will not repent and cease the practice of this
doctrine; they should be cut off. And, said he, I will go into
the stand and preach against it with all my might, and in this
way we may tid the church of this damnable heresy."
There is no question about it being taught in Nauvoo by
Btigham Young. Why, he tells us exactly how it started!
He was the first one to g~ the tip on. the situation, and that
was while he was in England. He came home and introduced
it to his_friends, talked about it earnestly, and went into its
practice in a rather clandestine manner.
Now, the situation is just this: If Joseph Smith did practice
polygamy, he broke the law of God which. Sod had given him,
but the records show that Joseph Smith's attitude towards
polygamy was that of an uncompromising foe, and all of the
evidence brought to bear against him is just as poor as this
I have fumished you; and if a man comes to me and asks
me if I think Joseph Smith was responsible for polygamy, I
have to say, "No, sir; I do not think he was."
I have read in the New York Library for weeks in years
past and gone; but lately,· when. others have raised such a
furore, I thought that perhaps I had missed something, so
this summer I had a chance to again visit the same library
and I did so; and when I had read .everything others had
seen and read on the matter, and everything in the vast collection of literature for and against this church, the best and
most complete collection in all the world, I came to the conclusion that the evidence is not there.
The revelation on polygamy was ·not written in the lifetime
of Joseph Smith. It was written some place else by somebody else, and the men who say they copied this, that, or the
other document at Nauvoo, are mistaken. Whatever they' did
copy, they did not copy the revelation on polygamy.
Just one more item,. and perhaps this last will be a sort of
a stumbling stone to some of our kind friends who 'vish to
help us. This matter came up squm·ely before judicia'! ears
in 1894 when Wilford Woodruff and Eliza Snow and the
others were still living. William Clayton, Joseph C. Kingsbury, and all of that crowd were still living, and their evidencl! was taken at great length. They said all they wanted
to say, they were prodded and encouraged and refreshed in
memory, and when they· finished telling all they knew about
it, the evidence was all laid before a fair, squat·e, and impartial, g{)od, old Presbyte1ian judge, who carefully and painstaking-ly went over it, and said that the evidence did not prove
that Joseph Smith was guilty of introducing or practicing
polygamy. And yet people tell us that they can go into the
matter now, with all these people dead, and these people say
that they find that he was a bad man and was ·the author
of the polygamous revelation. They cet'tainly must have a
very high opinion of their own judicial minds. It ought to
be refre&hing to us when we know that a clear-minded man,
after hearing. all the evidence that the Utah people could
bling in support of their contenti;;n, d~cided it' did not prove.
I have come to the same conclusion: that he was a godly,
upright, trustworthy man, a man of God, and that his only
connection and relation with polygamy was tci do all that
.he could to stamp it out and save the church from ruin, and
in his effort to do it he went down to his death, and tlte
church was rejected of God because those left alive did practice it.
Do not be afraid to say to all people that Joseph Smith wasnot responsible for polygamy, for he was not.
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