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The history of polygamy in theMormon Church has long been shrouded in secrecy. Detailsof this practice
have remained hidden from the time of itsintroduction by Joseph Smith down to the present. Joseph Smith,
himself, laid the patter nfor this secrecy, denying its existencewithin the Church, while historians of the Utah
Branch maintain that he was practicing and teaching the doctrine for sveral years before his death.

So effective was thisdeception that one branch of the Latter Day Saints Church, commonly known as the
Reorganized Church, the branch led by the Prophet’' simmediatefamily, has been able to build aflourishing
organization on the seemingly convincing basis for anon-polygamousdoctrinetowhich itadhereswith great
conviction.

The pattern of secrecy introduced by Joseph Smith may have been modified at times by the Utah Mormons
when circumstances seemed to permit. These patternsadmittedly were not often of long duration. Certainly,
during the troublesome times following the passage of the Edmunds-Tucker Act and up to the time Utah
attained Statehood, secrecy was considered vital to the success and, perhaps, to the very survival of the Utah
Church. Since attaining Statehood, howev er, the Church has prospered and grown in membership and in
material wealth, and it now stands on firm ground, secure in its status as a vigorous and successful
organization of devoted and faithful members. Indeed, it appears to enjoy high public eseem in many fields
as manifested by frequent favorable references in the press to its accomplishments both in cultural and
economic endeavors.

Achievements of Mormons in various fields as typified in the Tabernacle Choir, the Brigham Y oung
University, and business and political leaders of national prominence aso make it clear that present
conditionsno longer justify continued secrecy asto what actually took place during the trying timesresulting
inthe Woodruff Manifesto, and during the yearsbetween the promul gati on of thatstatementand the so-called
Smith Manifesto of 1904.

Certainly thetime has come when such secrecy isno longer vital to the survival or the success of the Church.
The truestand of the Church on the practice of polygamy has never been made public. How ever, many facts
are available and will, no doubt, be assembled by scholars and published for public consumption. It would
appear to be the part of wisdom and sound policy for the Church itself to be the first to make known the true
story of polygamy as practiced not only in Utah duringthe periodprior to the migrationwest, butthroughout
the entire Church, including Mexico and Canada.

The confusion existing in the minds of many members of the Church, even among those born in polygamous
familiesbetween the years 1890, the date of the Woodruff Manifesto, and 1904, when the Smith M anifesto
was promulgated, seemsjustification for publication of the gory of polygamy in Mexico. Many of thoseborn
in Mexico have been exposed to expressions of doubt, sometimes even to ridicule, asto the legitimacy of the
marriagesof their parents. A nd many Church membersnotinvolveddirectly inthis matter have put quegions
to me about what transpired in Mexico during the period under discusson.

These questions have been asked of me because my father played an important part in the history of the
Mormon Colonies in Mexico between the years 1896 and 1908, during which period he served as Stake
Presidentthere. If for no other reason than to record his activities concerning the practiceof polygamy during
this period, some of which has been much misunderstood, for these reasons, | consider myself justified in
undertaking this task, and | hope it will also be historically valuable.

Much of the story of polygamy, aspracticed in Mexico, revolved about my father, although he himself was
not a polygamist. It is a story that could well die with the passing of those who lived through this period.
Some of it isrecorded; much must be salvaged from the memories of the observers of the incidents herein
related. Historians must depend on the spokenword of some of the principal participants, as writtenrecords
were often purposely destroyed to protec those involved.

What | here record about an epoch in the history of polygamy in Mexico is written from my memory of
events which took placethere. To supplement and confirm my recollections of these events| have had access
to the diary kept by my father, and | have not hesitated to refer to his record.

In relating the story, | have attimes refrained from the use of names when | thought that the descendants of
those involved might be unduly embarrassed by the facts itis necessary to record. Where the names and
activities of those involved were well known to their fellow citizens | have not considered it abreech of
confidenceto mentionthem. If | errin thisrespect, the blameisminealone. | canonly vouch for the accuracy
of what | write.

When the Mormons went into Mexico to establish permanent colonies there, they did so at thedirection of
President John Taylor,and for only one purpose: to find a place where they could practice polygamy without
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interference from the government under whose protection they lived. They settled in the northern part of
Mexico as near to the United States as possible, and yet where they could find suitable land on which to carry
out their farming and ranching operations. There were no laws in Mexico prohibiting the practice of
polygamy, and the colonists, asthey cameto be called, could practicethat part of theirreligion in peace. The
first settlers went into Mexico in 1885, and by the time the Church Presidency decided to organize a Stake
there in 1895, there were Sx colonies, five in the State of Chihuahua, and one in Sonora.

In the summer of 1895 my father received a letter from the Church Presidency consisting of Wilford
Woodruff, George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith, informing him that he had been appointed to act as
President of a Stake to be organizedin Mexico and instructing him to be ready to leave to take up his duties
there after the October conference of tha year. Almost incidentally they told him that before he left they
would like to confer with [him] about his appointment.

My father had perf ormed three missionsto M exico. Hewasamember of thefirst M ormon expedition to enter
Mexico in 1875. Thisgroup had traveled on horsback from St. George, Utah, as far south as the Casas
GrandeValley, making areport asto the availability of places suitable for colonization. Among other places,
they reported on the suitability of the famous Salt River Valley in Arizona where the Mormons later
established thriving colonies. He had served a mission in the City of Mexico and was later called to act as
Presidentof that mission. (Hereit might be said that the oft repeated rumor that hewas “ bani shed to Mexico”
to remove him from the political fidd in Utah and that he was snt to Mexico for the sole purpose of
performingplural marriagesthereare not accepted by membersof hisfamilies.) Hewasimminently qualified
to perform amuch needed servicein the Colonies, and his contribution to the success and the history of these
colonies seems ample justification for his app ointment.

The story of my father’s part in the practice of polygamy while he was in Mexico must begin with his
interview with the Church Presidency when heresponded to their invitation to meet with them. This meeting
took place on October 5, 1895 in Salt Lake City. After perfunctionary instruction as to the general duties of
the Stake President he was told that occasionally the Presidency would send to him in M exico a couple
bearing aletterinstructing him to marry them. He wasinformed that he would have the authority to perform
this ceremony “for time and etemity” although this“sealing” was usually performed in one of the temples
of the Church. This unusual authority was, no doubt, delegated to him because of thegreat digance of the
Mexican colonies from any temple. Itwas plainly understood that these marriages were to be performed in
Mexico because it would be against the law to perform them within the borders of the United States.

To indicate the desire on the part of the Church Presidency to keep these marriages secret and even to
maintain secrecy as to the practice of polygamy, my father told me, “admostin the same breath, George Q.
Cannon said, ‘Now Brother Ivins if you have occasion to meet Porfio Diaz, President of Mexico, we want
you to tell him that we are NOT practicdng polygamy in Mexico.” At a much later date, during the Smoot
Investigation, my father wasinvited (I use the word advisedly) to come to Washington and testify that they
were not practicing polygamy in Mexico. | use the word “invited” because my father did not go to
Washington. He told me that he refused to go on two grounds: “It is none of the Senat€ s business what the
Mormons were doing in Mexico, and further, | refused to perjure myself.”

This obsession that secrecy wasnecessary at all times dominated the Church formany years, and the conflict
between honesty and the practice of adoctrineprohibited by law was indeed a difficult one formany Church
people and leadersto resolve. It iseven reported, and on very good authority, that within the past fifty years
one of the Preddents of the Church made thestatement in a meeting of high Church leaders, “| would lie any
time to save one of my brothers.” This view of virtue is not new to the Mormon Church, of course. Six
hundred years before the time of Christ, Confuciusis reported to have advocated the lie asavirtue. | quote
from page 181 of the Rongo, published by Y amano, Tokyo, Japan. “ The duke of Shee informed Confucius,
saying, ‘Among us there are those who may be styled upright in their conduct. If their father have stolen
sheep they will bear witness to the fact.” Confucius sid, ‘Among us, in our part of the country, thosewho
are upright are different from this. The father conceals the misconduct of the son, and the son conceds the
misconduct of the father. Uprightness is to be found in this’ “.

Loyalty to family, country or church has often been placed above simple honesty. The long struggle,
amounting to a state of war at times, between the Church members and their neighbors, often even their
government, made deception and subterfuge a virtue in their eyes.

Returning now to the matter of polygamyin Mexico from theyears 1896 to 1908, the years my father served
as Stake President, let us look into the record. In keeping with the instruction given to him during his
interview with the Presidency, before assuming his duties as Stake President, my father was frequently
confronted with acouplefrom the United Statesbearing al etter from the Presidency instructing him to marry
them. When such a couple appeared, my father performed the marriage ceremony as instructed. The only
evidence available that these marriages were performed on instruction of the Presidency is theword of my
father. While a careful record was keptof all such marriagestheletters authorizing them were destroyed,with
the exception of one. This sole | etter which waskept by my father was, in turn, destroyed by him before his
death. Itwas, however, sen by some members of hisfamily.

W e have one written statement made by my father as to the authority by which he performed these plural
marriages. In 1932 he carried on a correspondencewith a woman in M exico who had married in polygamy
after the Joseph F. Smith Manifesto. This woman had written him regarding the fact that she had been
excommunicated from the Church. In aletter dated July 5, 1932 my father wrote this woman as follows:



| am speakingthusplainlyin order that you may know the truth. Y ou have my sympathy.
Nothing that | could do justly would | refuse to do. | realize the unfortunate condition in
which this has placed you and your family. It is heart-breaking and heart-rending. The
difference between these people (those who performed plural marriages after 1904) and
myself and others is that we acted with authority from the Church. No person who ever
received these ordinances at the hands of men who were authorized has ever been
mol ested.

This written statement conforms fully with what my father has told members of hisfamily repeatedly in
discussing his partin the performance of plural marriages after he was sent to Mexico.

A careful record was kept by my father of all these marriages, theoriginal of which was found in his desk
at the time of his death. When my brother, Antoine, took this record into the office of President H eber J.
Grant, President Grant said to him, “Take it away, takeit away, we want nothing to do with it.” The record
was returned to Antoine’s office. The next day a messenger wassent from the officeof President J. Reuben
Clark with ingructions to bring the record to the President’s office. T he record was turned over to this
messenger, and purportedly now lies in the archives of the Historian’s office.

A copy of this letter or record was made by my brother, the late Stanley S. lvins, and is now on deposit in
the Library of the U tah Historical Society, whereitisavailable for scrutiny by any interested person. This
record shows the name, place and date of birth of each party to the marriage and the witnesses to the
ceremony. The information setforth inthis discussionis taken from this copy.

A study of thisrecord show sthat thefirst three marriages were performed on June 22, 1897 at Cuidad Juarez,
just across the border from E| Paso, Tex as. All those involved were residents of Utah, and they remained in
Mexico just long enough for the ceremony to be performed. Four more marriages were recorded for theyear
1897, three of them being solemized in Cuidad Juar ez and onein Colonia Juarez, headquarters of the Juarez
Stake.

During 1898 ten marriages are recorded, all of them performed either & Colonia Juarez or Colonia Dublan.
One of these marriageswas a “sealing” of aresident couple formerly married for time only and one was a
plural marriage of this man, formerly sealed to his first wife. T he other seven marriages were evidently
performed for couples from the United States.

Six marriagesw ere recorded in 1899, all performed in the Colonies. Two of the couples married in thisyear
were residents of Mexico. It is interesting to note that one of these ceremonies was performed by A. O.
Woodruff, amember of the Council of Twelve Apostles and son of President Wilford Woodruff in Colonia
Oaxaca.

Only two marriages were performed in 1900, and only two in 1901, all of which were solemized in the
Colonies, Colonia Juarez and Colonia Dublan. Nine marriages were performed in 1902, eleven in 1903 and
five in 1904, prior to the Smith Manifesto.

At this point it isinteresting to coordinatethe Mexican plural marriages with theadministrations of the three
Presidents in office during the period covered by this discussion. President Woodruff was in office during
the first three years of my father’s administration in Mexico, October 1895 to September 1898. From
September 1898 to October 1901, Lorenzo Snow was President, and from that date until April, 1904 when
thelast Manifesto was promulgated, President Joseph F. Smith wasin office. These datesare importantwhen
an analysis of my father' s record is being considered.

It will be noted thatfor the three yearsof the Woodruff administration seventeen marriages are recorded, for
the three years of Lorenzo Snow's incumbency four were performed, and during the two and a half years
during which Joseph F. Smith was in office before issuing the Manifesto thirty-one marriages were
performed, more than half of dl those recorded.

This record reveals a condition well known to all residents of the Mormon Colonies in Mexico: that on the
assumption of office by Joseph F. Smith in 1901 there was arelaxation of the policy of discouraging plural
marriages. Up to 1902 only five of the twenty five marriages recorded can definitely be identified as
performed for residents of the Colonies. From that date to the time of the Smith Manifesto twenty two of the
thirty one couples can definitely be identified as members of local wards. Moreover, there were other plural
marriages performed (not by my father) in the Coloniesduring this period, well known and accepted by all
members of the local communities. | have no knowledge as to who performed these marriages.

There were al so several young men who were on the verge of contracting plural marriages (such thingswere
not kept secret in thecommunity) when the Smith Manifesto was issued. To my knowledge most of these
planswereabandoned. It wasgenerally understood throughout the Coloniesthatthe Smith statementin April,
1904 put an end to all authorization of plural marriagesthroughout the entireChurch, and my father, for one,
adhered strictly to this interpretation of the declaration. The fad that all members of the Church in Mexico
did not so adhere to this new policy will be discussed later.

It was never undersood by the Mormons in Mexico that the Woodruff Manifesto of September 1890 in any
manner prohibited the practice of polygamy by Church members residing outside the United States. His
statement, “| hereby declare myintentionto submit to thoselaws and to use my influence with the members
of the Church over which | preside to have them do likewise. .. And | now publicly declare thatmy advice
to the Latter D ay Saintsisto refrain from contracting any marriages forbidden by the law of the land” was
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understood to have no bearing on plural marriages contracted in countries where no law prohibited the
practice.

Those livingin M exicow erenot the only ones so interpreting theWood ruff Manifesto. In his Comprehensive
History of the Church, Brigham H. Roberts quotes a letter written by John W. Taylor at the time of his
“resignation” from the Council of Twelvein which this conceptof the Manifego is upheld. Robertssaysthat
Mathias F. Cowley, who resigned from the Council atthe same time, wrote a similar letter of “resignation”.
That the members of the Mormon Coloniesin Mexico interpreted the Manifeg[o] in this way is evidenced
by the fact that many men of the highest standing, leadersin the community, men who would never have
gone against the advice of the Church leaders, took second and in some cases athird and fourth wife during
this period. These marriages were entered into with the full approval of the community, and the plural wives
were given equal standing with the other members of the household. Among those outstanding citizens,
whose loyalty to Church authority can [n]ever be questioned, | list the following: Miles P. Romney, Joseph
C. Bently, George C. Naegle, and Edward Eyring, father of the noted scientist, Henry Eyring, Orson P.
Brown, Guy C. Wilson, Hdaman Pratt and Henry E. Bowman. This list could be easily extended, but it is
ample evidence of the quality of the men engaged in the practi ce of polygamy, and taking plural wives after
the Woodruff Manifego.

That the practice carried on in Mexico was known to the General Authoritiescannot be doubted. Many of
them visited the Colonies where they could not fail to become aware of what was going on. A mong those
who cameto Mexico on officid Churchbusiness, asme of them many times, wereJohn W. Taylor, Mathias
F. Cowley, Hyrum Smith, son of Joseph F. Smith, A. Owen Woodruff, son of Wilford W oodruff, Heber J.
Grant, Amasa M. Lyman, B. H. Roberts of the Council of Seventy, and President Joseph F. Smith. These
men, with few exceptions, preached with fervor the doctrine that plural marriage was a pre-requisite to
celestial exaltation. They urged the young men in the Colonies to accept and pradice the principle. Many of
them brought pressure to bea on my father to take a second wife, a pressure which he steadfastly resisted.
He once said to me, “The Doctrine and Covenants says that those to whom the doctrine is revealed should
accept and practice it. It has never been revealed to me that | should do so.”

As previously stated, my father alway s assured member s of his family that he never performed a marriage
without the full authorization of the Presdent of the Church. One inddent, known to all members of our
family,illustratesthisfact. One evening aman andawoman appearedat our homesayingtha they hadcome
from Salt Lake City for the purpose of being married by him. When asked to show ther letter or
authorizaion, they said they carried no such letter; upon learning that fact, my father informed them that he
could not perform the marriage.

Referenceto asimilar caseismadein father’ sdiary. In recor ding the proceedings of a Stak e Conference held
at Colonia Diaz in May, 1900, he referred to ajoint meeting of the YMMIA and the YWMIA, at which he
says “Sister (?) Cluff (?) made good remarks.” My brother Antoine, who compiled this diary attaches the
followingfootnote, “ This question mark doubtless refersto the fact that Pres. Cluff of the BY Academy had
cometo Mexico with aReynolds girl and tried to get father to marry them, which he had refusedto do. He
therefore, did not know whether or not they w ere married.”

A further evidence thatmy father’ sactivities in the performance of marriageswere approved by the general
authorities of the Church may be found in the fact that in October, 1907, he was made a member of the
Council of Twelve. The appointment was made by Joseph F. Smith who had issued the proclamation doing
away with plurd marriagesthroughout the entire Church and who had asked John W. Taylor and Mathias
F. Cowley toredgnfromtheCouncil in October 1905 because they refused to conform to hispronouncement
of 1904. President Smith, with many other members of the Presidency and the Council had long been aware
of what was taking placein Mexico, and the fact of my father’ s appointment seems positive proof that the
part he played met with ther approval. He was later appointed to the First Presdency of the Church.

It must be recorded here that as long as the Mormons remained in Mexico, the difficulties of practicing
polygamy were minimal. All wives making up apolygamous family had equal statusin the home and in the
community. At public gatherings all wives attended without embarrassment and were accepted by their
neighbors, most of whom were likewise members of polygamous families. Seldom did two wiveslivein the
samehouse, but each, with her own family occupied a separate home. These homeswere usually, though not
always, located on the same block.

If ever polygamy had an opportunity to function in a modern western community, it had that opportunity in
the Mormon Colonies in Mexico. There the secrecy which had prevailed in the United States since the
inception of the practice was not necessary. No outside influences were present to inhibit the open and
peaceful practice; the great majority of the community members were taking part in what was publicly
proclaimed to be a holy institution dictated by revelation from God. Parents and children alike were proud
of the fact that they were participantsin a program which ultimately would exalt them above any who were
unfortunate enough to be unable or unwilling to enter into this holy covenant of celedial marriage.

Fortified by deep religious conviction, centered around the doctrine of celestial marriage, which they
interpreted to mean plural marriage, members of the communities experienced relatively little marital
conflict, no more than occurs in the average monogamous family. To those who took part in the practice,
polygamy was definitely successful in Mexico.

But when the colonists left Mexico in 1910 and came to live in the United States, conditions immediately
changed. A man could no longer acknowledge his several wives in public. Sooner or later one had to be
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chosen as the recognized wife, while the others were forced to remain in the background without social
standing. Many awoman, who in Mexico had every sodal privilege, was now forced into relative obscurity.
Families were disrupted, some of the wives deserted. Visits of the husbands were secret, and the children
were often theobjects of whispered ridicule. It was a high price to pay, even for the promised reward in the
hereafter, areward, according to their beliefs, not to be shared by women of monogamous families.

An interesting interlude to the story of Polygamy in Mexico must here be recorded, although it isin no way
connected with the marriages performed there. It does, however, have to do with those solemnized during
the period 1896-1904, the years under discusson herein. This bit of history indicates that Mexico was not
the only place where plural marriages were being performed during this period, and bears out the statement
previously made that during the administration of Joseph F. Smith many Church members felt free to enter
into such marriages, not only in M exico, but even in the United States.

During the Smoot Investigation in Washington which ran from January 1904 to February 1907, there
appeared in Colonia Juarez a group of women bringing with them children, most of them mere babies, but
without husbands to accompany them. It was soon common knowledge that these women were in the
Coloniesbecause they could not legally live in the United Statesaswivesof the fathers of their children. We
called these new members of our community the “ Exiles’. Some of them were known by their married
names, while others were known by such names as “ Sister Jones” or “Sister Brown” or “Sister Mae” and
“Sister Peart”, obviously not the names of their husbands.

It should be no source of embarrassment to the children of those women who openly assumed the names of
their husbands to record those names here. Three of these women were wives of John W. Taylor, then a
member of the Council of the Twelve,and two were wivesof Joseph E. Robinson, President of the California
Mission. The Taylor women occupied two of the best housesin the town, two who were sigers, occupying
a large stone home, and the third a smaller stone house in an adjoining block. The two wives of Joseph
Robinson lived together in a very modest home.

Where these women were married was unknown to us, but it was evident that the ceremonies were not
performed in Mexico, forall of them brought babieswith them w hen they cameto livethere. It was evident,
too, that the Church |eaders knew of their presence there and of their marital status. During the time these
women were living in Juarez, President Smith, among other |eaders, visited and talked with these women.
It soon became known that the husbands of the “ Exiles” were, without exception, men of prominence in the
Church who continued to hold important positions even after their wives had returned to the United States.

It would be quite im possible for me to remember the exact date when the women whom we called “Exiles”
first came to Juarez, | have therefore, gone to my father s diary, which he kept for many years, in search of
some mention of their presence there. The search proved definitely rewarding, and | here record some of
those references.

Under date of February 1903, isfound the following: “We invited Apostle T aylor & family, Sister Morris
& her daughter, & Sister Peart & Cannon to eat wild turkey dinner with us.” This reference isto John W.
Taylor whose three wives, Nellie, Rhoda and Roxey were living in Juarez. Sister Morris was the mother of
the woman known to us as“ Sister Mae”. She wasthe wifeof Frank Y. Taylor, brother to John W. Taylor.
Sister Peart wasthe wife of John M. Cannon. She w as know n to the people of Juarez as Sister Jones.” With
the exception of John W. Taylor, none of these men appeared in public with hiswife; asfar as| can recall,
and none of the women was ever known in the community by the name of her husband.

Under date of Nov. 12, 1903, we find thisentry in the diary, “We started for Sonorathis a.m. Nooned (sic)
about 8 miles W. of Ramos. Camped on the Janos River. Our party consisted of Apostle Taylor & wife
Nellie, Apodle Woodruff & wifeAvery,Jno. M. Cannon & wife, Bp. Bently, wifeMaggie & four children,
Sister Cannon’s daughter Marguerite, Sister Eyring, Bro. H. Pratt, Guy C. Wilson, Dan Skousen, Bro. Jos.
C. Davis & myself & Don LeBaron.”

Here are found the names of two of the women we termed “Exiles”. Nellie Taylor wasthe oldes of JohnW.
Taylor’s three wives who lived in Juarez. John M. Cannon’s wife was “Sister Peart.” Avery, referred to as
the wife of Apostle Woodruff, was known to us asMiss Clark. She had come to Juarez in the fall of 1903
as a teacher at the Juarez Stake Academy, and was not known even by members of our family, with the
possible exception of our father and mother, that she was amarried woman, wife of A. O. Woodruff. She
lived at our home during her stay in Mexico, and the first intimation that she was married came asthe result
of avisit from her husband. Even after this visit the townspeopledid not know that she was married.

The men w ho openly acknowledg e[d] their wives came often to visit them and participated in the religious
activities of the community. Those whose wives were living under assumed names, as| have said, never to
my know ledge, appeared in public to be recognized. My knowledge as to the identity of some of these men
came about by mere accident.

My father and | were travelling by buckboard toward Casas Grandes, the County seat, when we met a
three-seated “whitetop” carrying three men and three women. | recognized the women as members of the
“Exile” group, but had never before seen either of the men. We stopped besidethe road, father alighted and
greeted the men by name. He was informed that the group had been on a trip to Mexico City and were
returning to Juarez. Aswe continued on our way my father remarked: “I would like to give each of those men
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a good kick in the pants and send him scooting back to Utah. | have no objection to polygamy as such, but
I have no respect for men who will come to Mexico in order to break the laws of the Country where they
claim citizenship.”

The diary entry of November 19, 1903 is “We started from Oaxaco to Colonia Diaz. We drove to the Las
Varas, Bros. Woodruff and Cannon killed 3 deer.” There is no entry between Monday, November 16 and
Thursday, November 19. But the record of marriagesperformed by my father containsthe following:

George Conrad Naegle. B. at Lehi, Utah October 1, 1860

Philinda Keeler. B at North Kamas, Utah, May 6, 1878
Jennie Dora Jameson. B. at Goshen, Ut. Feb. 15, 1886
Married at Colonia Oaxaca, Nov. 18, 1903. A. O. Woodruff officiating.

These references place theindividualsconcernedin M exicoin 1903, just oneyear b efore the Jo seph F. Smith
Manifesto was issued. In this party were the ons of two former presidents of the Church, John W . Taylor,
son of John Taylor,and A. Owen W oodruff, son of President Wilford Woodruff. Both of these men were
members of the Council of Twelve Apostles. John M. Cannon wasa son of George Q. Cannon, Councilor
to Wilford Woodruff. All threewer etraveling with plural wivesto whom they had been married within afew
years of the date of this visit. Avery Clark Woodruff gave birth to her first and only child by Woodruff in
May 1904.

The exact dates of these marriages and the names of the men who performed the marriage ceremonies are
unknownto me. My effortsto obtain thisinformation has resulted in compl ete frustration. Having contacted
someof the children resulting from these unions| was able to obtain nothing morethan satementslike,“My
father always assured members of his familiesthat hismarriage to my mother was authorized by the Church
authorities.”

Evidence that the Church authorities did not consider the Woodruff Manifesto a prohibition against plural
marriages, whether in the United Staes or in other countries, is abundant. In corroboration for this
conclusion, | quote from my father’s diary; under date of Jan. 11, 1911, (He was then a member of the
Council of Twelve Apostles):

Spent Chrisgmas athome. The timebetween my arrival home (Dec. 20) & Jan. 7th, | have
been in council with my quorum considering various matters which came before us. The
questionof plural marriages was discussed & it was decided that in the cases where plural
marriages were entered into prior to 1904, the parties to such marriages should not be
mol ested unlessthey be caseswhere theinterests of the Church wereinvolved. Where men
are in prominence in the Church who have taken plural wives since Pres. Woodruff’s
manifesto, they are to be removed where it can be done without giving unnecessary
offense.

Later (seeprevious page) after our return to Utah, | became acquainted with all three of these men. (Not one
of them was ever disciplined for his poly gamous practices.)

This incident illustrates afact well known by members of our family: that my father performed marriages
for those coming temporarily into Mexico from theUnited Staeswith real reluctance; a timeswith afeeling
approaching rebellion. Many who knew him have asked how he justified this compliance with instructions
from Church officials, while convinced that his doing so was nothing short of a subterfugeto make possible
a practice which was contrary to the pronounced policy of the Church, yet, perhgps not in violation of any
United States law. To perform a plural marriage in Mexico could not congitute a breach of U. S. law or of
the Woodruff Manifesto which declared that members of the Church would be urged not to enter into any
plural marriages“in violation of the law.” But my father would not quibbleabout thewords, “enter into any
plural marriages.” He considered thespirit of the M anifesto to m ean that polygam ous marital relationsshould
not be approved in the United States.

The answer to this questionof my father’ swillingnessto perform these marriages should be obviousto those
who understand the traditional, unquestioning acceptanceof the dictati on by the Pres dentof the Church.My
father was nurtured from childhood on thistradition. Torefuseany “Call” from the Prophet or to fail to obey
any specific ingruction from him was next to unthinkable.

When my father was but eight years of age his father’s name was announced from the pulpit as one of a
group “called” to go to Utah’s Dixie for the purpose of establishing a City there.lsrael lvins, hisfather, had
not been consulted regarding his willingness to undertake such an assignment, but he accepted it with little
hesitation and immediately disposed of his home and land in Salt Lake City and outfitted himself for
migration to the southland. In like spirit my father accepted without hesitation a“Call” to go to M exico in
1895, which “Call” made it necessary for him to dispose, at great sacrifice, of his extensive cattle and other
businessintereds and to éandon a promising career asa leader in political circles in Utah.

This imm ediate and unquestioned acceptance of direction from the head of the Church wasonly typical of
the faithful members, and was, in no way, peculiar to my father. It does, however, explain his willingness
to perform some duties at the direction of the Presidency which he would much rather not have been asked
to perform.

It must be stated here that three principles which influenced my father’s entire life were loyalty to the
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TRUTH, loyalty to the Church, and loyalty to the United States. Add to these loyalties--to truth (honesty),
Church, and theUnited States--a compasson for hisfellow man, and we have the motivating forces of his
life.

In my many years of intimate asociation with him | never once observed an act on the part of my father
which could possibly be interpreted as anything but absolutehonesty. On one occasion when a call from the
Church leaders seem ed to him to demand a departure from this complete loyalty to thetruth, he chose truth
ashiscourse of action. Reference hasalready beenmade to hisrefusal to go to Washington during the Smoot
Investigation to testify that the M ormons were not practicing polygamy in Mexico. How great the inward
struggleresultingin this decision we shdl never know.

The performance of plural marriagesfor couples coming from theUnited Statesinvolv ed no act of dishon esty
or secrecy on his part, even though he in no way approved of the policy of sending these people to Mexico
for the performance of a Church sanctioned ceremony which could not be lawfully performedin the United
States. To those who knew his complete devotion and loyalty to the Church it is a matter of wonder that he
even chose to refuse an “invitation” to go to Washington and there testify to an untruth. He did not choose
to “lieto save” one of his brothers He seemed to take at face valuethe many statementsin Church literature
to the effect that“ he that lieth and will not repent shall becast out.” Doc. & Cov. 42:2.

One thing that my father could not forget was that he had been a member of the State Convention which
drafted the Constitution for the Stae of Utah. That factmade it imperative in his mind that he stand for strict
compliance with that constitution. Article 111 of that Document states:

Thefollowing ordinance shall be irrevocable without the consent of the United Statesand
the people of this State. First, Perfect toleration of reigioussentimentis guaranteed. No
inhabitant of this State shall ever be molested in person or property on account of his or
her mode of religious worship, but polygamous or plural marriages are forever prohibited.

In a letter to the woman to whom we have previoudy referred, as one caught in the web of
post-1904-polygamy, my father says:

I was a member of the Constitutional Convention and know that this clause was
incorporated in it under the direction of the Presdency of the Church, thatwe were placed
in the unfortunate condition, we must either discontinue the practice of plural marriage or
beregarded asviolators of the law and suffer the consequences of it. The government kept
itsword. They restored our property. They regored the franchise to those who had been
deprived of it. The unfortunate condition whichfollowed was that some of these very men
who had been disfranchised were the first to advocate that the law was not applicable to
them, that they would not obey it, that it was better to obey the laws of God than to
recognize the laws of men. And so, those people started a propaganda by which secretly
and too often by falsehood and deceit plural marriages were continued.

To return now to the story of the women married to men in the United Stateswho came to Mexico to live
temporarily; in at least two cases, young women sent to teach in the Juarez Stake Academy proved to be
plural wives of men residing in Utah. These women were known by their maiden names, and their marital
statuswas unknown to the students and townspeople. It may be important and no breach of confidence to
record that one of these teachers proved to be the wifeof A. Owen Woodruff, member of the Council of
TwelveApostles. Shewasstill livingin Juarez, having just completed her year of teaching,when her husband
and his first wifedied of smallpox, hein El Paso, Texas, and she in Mexico City, in June, 1904.

Solemnization of plural marriages did not cease even after the Smith Manifesto of 1904. Neither in Utah nor
in Mexico did dl Church members accept President Smith’s pronouncement as authorative. Evidence
indicates, however, that no marriage performed after April, 1904, was officially recognized by the Church.
Although somemembers of the Council of Twelve wereinvolved in these marriages, theChurch hasrefused
to recognize them.

It isgenerally understood and recorded in the Comprehensive History of the Church that thereason for the
dropping of John W. Taylor and M athias F. Cowley from the Council was their refusal to conform to the
edict of the Presidency banning the performance of polygamous marriages throughout the entire Church.

Two incidents known to meillustrate the complete confusion existing at thistime: Two young ladies living
in Mexico were caught up in this net of confusion and underwent a most distressing experience as a result.
Both of theincidentsinvolving these girls occurred after 1904. Both girls were my personal acquaintances,
one a close friend of one of my sisters. The other was my own friend at the Juarez Stake Academy.

After amost confusing experience, detail s of which would seem ridiculoushad they not been near the tragic,
one of these girlswas married to Mathias F. Cowley and bore him a son. Years later, this women, wishing
to marry another man, appealed to my father to ad her in obtaining adivorce from Cowley. When my father
presented this matter to the Presidency, he was informed that the woman’s marriage was never recognized
by the Church. Since there was no record of a civil marriage the woman wasmarried for the second time
without either aChurch or acivil divorce.Referringto thiscase, faher madethe following entry in hisdiary:

Jan. 25, 1911. | cdled on----- -----. She says she wasmarried inCanada by aPatriarch. He
was sick in bed & not expected to live. Bro. Cowley took her to the house and went in,
leaving her on the outside, & told the wife of the 9ck man he wished a private interview



with her husband. Thewoman went out and ----- entered. The Patriarch was propped up
in his bed with bandages around his head. H e spoke in a voice so low that she could not
hear a word he said. Brother Cowley told her when to say “yes.” After the man finished
she asked Brother Cowley if that was all. He said, “yes.” She thought it asingular way to
get married. Later Bro. C warned her to be careful to not violate the covenants she had
entered into. Shesaid she had made no covenants and called attention to the fact tha she
did not hear a word of what he, the Patriarch, sad.

The second caseissimilar, exceptindetail. Thegirl involved in this episod e said that shewas married in the
Manti temple to the Bishop of theward in which shelived in Mexico. Shedid not know the name of the“old
man” who performed the marriage ceremony, but she wastold by him as soon as it was over that she should
not divulge the fact to anyone. She say s that she became suspicious as to the validity of the marriage and
refusedto livewith her new husband. Y earslater w hen shew ished to marry afellow school teacher, she,like
thelady towhom I havepreviously referred,wrote tomy father seeking a Church divorce. She, likewise, was
informed that she had never been legally married, which, upon learning, she proceeded to marry without
obtaining any kind of a divorce.

A brief entry in the diary refers to this episode:

Sept. 2, 1907 --Sunday 1st, John W. Taylor came to my office Had been in communication
with Bp. Bentley—-M. F. Cowley. Accused me of connecting him with Bp. ---- case. Said
| wanted to mak e capitol with the present Quorum of Apostles by going to Prest. Smith
with story. Would soon be a vacancy to fill in thequorum of Apostles. Evening meeting
with Bently, Wilson, Taylor, Cowley.

This entry refers to the Bishop who took the girl to whom | have referred to the Manti temple and married
her there.

Both of the marriages hereinnarrated took place after the1904 Manifesto, afact which cannot be overlooked
in itsbearing upon the entire history of polygamy.

As previously mentioned, while the great majority of Mormons living in M exico accepted the Smith
Manifesto as a prohibition of plural marriages throughout the Church, there were those who refused to
acknowledge this pronouncement as binding on them. Members of this small group have continued to
practice polygamy in defiance of the announced policy of the Church. Their reasonsfor refusng to abandon
the practice were based on the same arguments put forth by the so-called “ Fundamentalists” who are still
carrying on the practice in Utah and other states.

The basic thesison which these objectorsstatetheir caseisthat polygamy isessential tothe highestexaltation
inthe Celedgial Kingdom, and God would not allow the law of the land to nullify a commandment onwhich
thevery highest exaltation of His children depends. They argue that God could have foreseen the opposition
to thispractice, but in spite of thisfore-knowledge, saw fitto give the commandment. They refer to thewords
of the Book of M ormon Prophet, Nephi, to the effect that God gives no commandment to “the children of
men” unlessH e opens theway for its accom plishment. Thisargument they apply to the practice of polygamy,
accepting the original revelation on this matter as the word of God, but refusing to acknowledge the
pronouncements of later Church |leaders.

Reference has already been made to correspondence carried on by my father with a woman involved in
post-1904 polygamy. In her letter to my father thiswoman givesher reasonsfor her belief thatsheisobeying
God’'s commandment by entering into polygamy, and snce they represent the “Fundamentalist” point of
view, they may well be quoted somewhat at length. She writes in a letter daed March 13, 1932:

About eighteen years ago, A. D. LeBaron was living with John W. Taylor in his home
south of S. L. City working to help make his young wife more comfortable. After many
serious Gospel conversations, Bro. Taylor gave D ayer aletter to one of the patriarachsin
that County advising him to give him three revelations that were given to Wilford
Woodruff and hisfather John Taylor just before the manifesto. If it wasn’tfor these sacred
papers | would bevery satisfied, but | must tell you all about them and if you can clear this
matter up | will be very humble and appreciative, and will right, so far as it is sensible
every wrong the people think | have done. | am tearing apage from alittle booklet called
Plural Marriage because it is convenient and | wish you to know that these revel ations
caused me to be as | am and are causing more people to pray for the opportunity to live
this law than any other thing. ... Now it is proof positive to me that when the Lord said,
“my everlasting covenants cannot be abrogated nor done away with, but they stand
forever,” He knew what He was saying and all saints must go back and bew illing to abide
even until death.

We may assume that one of the revelations to which the author of this letter refers is an unpublished
document bearing the date, September 27, 1886, and the “revelation” is said to have been given to John
Taylorthen Presidentof the Church. Thisrevelation, while never presented to the Church membersin general
conference, is one of thoserelied upon by those refusing to acknowledge the Smith Manifesto as binding on
them. It is worthy of quotation, in full, here.

My son [John]: you have asked me as concerning the New and Everlaging Covenant and
how far it isbinding upon my people. Thus saith the Lord: All commandments that | give



must be obeyed by those calling themselves by my name unless they arerevoked by me
or by mine authority, and how can | revoke an everlasting covenant, for | the Lord am
everlasting and my everlasting Covenants cannot be abrogated nor done away with, but
they stand forever.

Have | not given my word in great plainnesson this subject? Y et have not great numbers
of my people been negligent in the observance of my law, and the keeping of my
commandments, and yet have | born with them these many years and this because of their
weakness, because of the periloustimes, and furthermore; It is now pleasing unto me that
men should use their free agency in regard to these matters. Nevertheless |, the Lord, do
not changeand my word and my Covenant and my Law do not; and as | have heretofore
said by my servant Joseph, all those who would enter into my glory must and shall obey
my law.

And have | not commanded men that if they be of Abraham’s seed and would enter into
my glory, they must do the worksof Abraham. | havenot revoked this law, nor will I, for
it is everlasting and those who will enter into my glory must obey the conditions thereof.
Even so Amen.

A second unpublished revelation, entitled, “A Revelation to Wilford Woodruff In the Wilderness, January
26, 1880, is along and vindictive document in which the Lord swears vengeance on the officials of the
United Statesgovernment and on thenation asawhol e, mentioning specifically, “the presidentsof theUnited
States, the Supreme Court, the Cabinet, the Senate and House of Congress of the United States. ..."

A few quotations from this revelation will serve to indicate how those who have refused to give up the
practice of polygamy in Mexico use it as justification for their stand in this matter. Following are some of
those quotations:

The hour isatthe door when my wrath andindignation will be poured out upon the wicked
of thenation. ... | have decreed plaguesto go forth and waste mine enemies and not many
years hence they shall not be | eft to pollute my heritage.

Continuing the warning of punishment to come upon the enemies of the Church, this revelation says:

And | say again, woe unto the nation or house or people who seek to hinder my people
from obeyingthepatriarchd law of Abraham, which leadeth to celestial glory, which has
been revealed unto my Saints through the mouth of my servant Joseph, for whosoever
doeth these things shall be damned saith the Lord of hosts, and shall be broken up and
wasted away from under heaven by thejudgementswhich | have sent forth and which shall
notreturnto mevoid. And thus, with the sword, and by bloodshed, and with famine and
plagues and earthquakes and the thunder of heaven, and the vivid lightnings shall this
nation and the nations of the earth be made to feel thechastening hand of Almighty God
and until they are broken up and destroyed and wasted away from under heaven, and no
power can stay my hand. Therefore, let the wicked tremble, let them tha blaspheme my
name hold their lips, for destruction will swifty overtake them. All that | the Lord have
spoken through the mouthsof my prophets andapostl essince the world began, concerning
the last digpensation and fullness of time, concerning my Church which has been called
out of thewilderness of darknessand error, concerning the Zion and Kingdom of God and
concerning Babylon the Great, and what | have spoken through the mouth of my servant
Joseph shall all be fulfilled. And though heaven and earth pass away, my word shall not
pass away, but shall befulfilled, saith the Lord.

As has been repeaedly mentioned, the Mormons living in Mexico had been so thoroughly indoctrinated in
the concept that plural marriage was an absolute pre-requisite to the highest exaltation in the celestial
kingdom, a glory toward which every Church member should aspire, that it was understandably next to
impossible for them to adjust to the idea that the Church itself, had now prohibited the practice. That the
Church should abandon a “doctrine” for which the great majority of the older members of the Mormon
communities had left the United States and moved to a “foreign country” was a sunning blow to old and
young alike. A universal struggle went on within the minds of these colonists. They had to choose, as it
appeared to them, between their most cherished and most often proclaimed idea of how to obtain exaltation
and a desire to acknowledge the divine source of President Smith’s proclamation doing away with the
practice of polygamy throughout the entire Church. It is little wonder that the acceptance of this
pronouncement was not universal.

Church leaders have consistently denied the authenticity of the professed revelations to which we have
referred. In a pamphlet issued June 17, 1933, the Presidency, then consisting of Heber J. Grant, A. W. lvins
(my father) and J. Reuben Clark Jr., say regarding the revelation attributed to John Taylor:

It is alleged that on September 26-27, 1886, President John Taylor received arevdation from the Lord, the
purported text of which is given in publicaions circulated apparently by or at theingance of the same
organization.

Asto the pretended revelation, itshould be sad thatthe archivesof the Church contain no
such revelation, nor any evidence justifying a belief that any such revelation was ever
given. From the personal knowledge of some of us, from the uniform and common
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recollection of the presding quorums of the Church, from the absence in the Church
archivesof any evidencewhatsoever justifying any beliefthat such arevelation wasgiven,
we are justified in affirming that no such revelation exists.

In this same pamplet we find this statement:

We affirm as true today and as being true since it was made in 1904, the staement of
President Smith which was endorsed by the General Conference of the Church “that no
such marriages have been solemnized with the sanction, consent or knowledge of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.”

It isimportant here to recall that the statement of President Woodruff the so-called Manifesto says:
Inasmuch as laws have been enacted by Congressforhidding plural marriages, which lavs

have [been] pronounced constitutional by the court of last resort, | hereby declare my
intention to submit to those law' s, and to use my inf luence with the members of the Church

over which | preside to have them do likewise.. .. .And | now declaretha my adviceto
the Latter-day Saintsisto refrain from contracting any marriages forbidden by the law of
the land.

The statement of President Smith, made in A pril, 1904, says:

Inasmuch as there are numerous reports in drculation that plural marriages have been
entered into contrary to the official declaration of Presdent Wilford Woodruff of
September 24, 1890, commonly called the Manifeso, which was issued and adopted by
the Church at its General Conference, October 6, 1890, which forbade any marriage
violative of the law of theland, I, Joseph F. Smith, President of the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints do hereby affirm and declare that no such marriages have been
solemnized with the sanction, consent, or knowledge of the Church of Jesus Chrig of
Latter-day Saints. And | hereby announcethat all such marriagesare prohibited and if any
officer or member of the Church shall assumeto solemnize or enter into any such marriage
he will be deemed in transgression aga nst the Church, and will beliable to be dealt with
accordingto the rules and regulationsthereof, and excommunicated therefrom.

It must be emphasized that both statements on the subject of plural marriage--the one by Wilford Woodruff
and that by Joseph F. Smith--use the terms, “any marriages forbidden by the law” and “pretended marriage
violative of the law of theland.” Tha the marriages were in viol a&ion of thelaw of the land seemsto be the
determining factor as far as the sanction of the Church was concerned. But the interpretation of the two
statements seems to have been quite different; in the case of the Woodruff Manifesto marriages outside the
United States in countries where there was no law prohibiting polygamy werein noway affected by the new
Church policy. On the other hand, the Smith Manifesto was interpreted by Church authorities asbanning the
practice of polygamy throughout the entire Church, even though the wording of the two statements was
essentially similar.

A student at Brigham Young University, making astudy of some aspects of polygamy in M exico, recently
wrote me asking if therew as any truth to therumor that my father had asked President Smith, at thetime his
Manifesto wasissued,to givehim awritten statement that polygamy in Mexico was prohibited. Asfa asany
member of our family knows, no such statement was ever requested.

Circumstanceshave madeit desirablefor the officid s of the Church to make several statements on the subject
of plural marriages within the Church since the Smith Manifesto. Reference has already been made to one
such statementin pamplet form. Another was made by George Albert Smith, then President, at the General
Conference, October 5, 1947. In his speech at the Sunday afternoon session of that conference, Presdent
Smith referred to the Woodruff Manifesto, quoting that part which has already been quoted herein, and then
going on to say, “That was the action of the Church at that time. The practice of plural marriage ceased
because the government of the United Statesforbadeit.” And continuing, he said, “ From then until now there
has been little said by us, and now, after these years, | would liketo say from that time on, approximately
fifty years, there have been no plural marriages solemnized inviolation of the laws of thisland by the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. ... If you hear anybody say that the leadership of the Church isnotin
harmony with the Manifesto of Wilford Woodruff assustained by the Church, then you may know that he
is mistaken.”

Without specifically so stating, these pronouncements by Church leaders have implied that plural marriages
were never sanctioned after the Woodruff Manifesto. The words of President George Albert Smith, “The
practice of plural marriage ceased because the government of the United States forbade it” seems more than
an implication that all plural marriages in the Church ceased in 1890, “approximately fifty years” before
1947.

When | saw thereport of thisspeechinthedaily Salt Lake papers, | addressed aletter to the First Presidency
of the Church, callingattention to the plural marriages that had taken place in M exico between theyears 1897
and 1904. | voiced the opinion that statements ded aring that no such marriages had been sanctioned by the
Church did agreat injudtice to hundreds of children born of polygamous parents during that period. | further
stated that | was certain that the Church presidents and members of the Council of Twelve Apostles were
fully aware of the plural marriages which were solemnized in Mexico, and gave full approval to these
marriages.
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In response to this letter | received a brief note of about six lines which said in substance: “We have your
letter regarding our statement on the subject of plural marriages after the 1890 Manifesto. All the world
knows the stand of the Church on the polygamy question.

“If you have any further information on this subject, we shall be glad to receive it.”
This letter was signed by George Albert Smith, J. Reuben Clark, Jr. and David O. McKay.

At this point it is well to review briefly some of the history having to do with the decision to abolish
polygamy and the pronouncements made by Church leadersin regard to the meaning of the Manifesto. The
matter is discussed at some length by B. H. Robertsin his Comprehensive Higory of the Church, the events
leading up to the declaration of Wilford Woodruff and subsequent statements regarding the meaning and
intent of that pronouncement.

On page 217 of volume six of his history, Roberts reports that, “ There was a certain restiveness manifested
among many of the Church membership tha desired the cessation of the conflict by concessons to the
demands of the country respecting the plural marriage practices of the Church. Thiswas manifest by the
number of those who were willing, against the general policy of the Church leaders, to promise obedience
to the anti-polygamy laws for the future and thus escape punishment. ...”

Theterritory of Idaho had passed a so-called “ Test oath” law requiring all votersto swear that they were not
“members of any sect or organization which teaches, advises, or encourages the practice of bigamy,
polygamy or any other crime defined by law, as a duty or privilege resulting or arising from the faith or
practice of such order or organization.” As aresult of thislaw many Mormons residing in Idaho chose to
sever their Church membership.

Aspreviously mentioned, the government had confiscated all the property of the Church, andit was only by
issuance of the Manifedo that the property of the Church was returned. When the time came to consider
terms on which thisreturn could be brought about, a hearing was held before the master of chancery. The
Church authorities had petitioned for return of the escheated property, and this hearing was held to determine
terms on w hich the return could be made. Roberts says:

This attempt to have theescheated property returned to the Church, brought the Presdency
and other prominent brethren upon the witness stand, and raised the question of the
interpretation of, and the scope of, the recently issued Woodruff Manifesto, a matter of
graveimportance. The witnesses were under oath and both direct and indirectexamination
and cross examinaion were most searching. The Presidency, Wilford Woodruff, George
Q. Cannon, and Joseph F. Smith; Lorenzo Snow, Preddent of the Quorum of the Twelve
Apostles, Anthon H. Lund, of the same council, all testified with the following results:

1. It was established most positively that all regarded the Manifesto as the result of the
inspiraion of God upon the mind of President Woodruff; thatin effectit was the word of
the Lord to the Church forbidding the practice of plural marriage; but it did not deny the
rightfullness nor the Divinity of the doctrine of plural marriage. The same authority had
directed the discontinuance of plural marriage by the Church as had inaugurated itin the
first instance.

2. In effect, though not in express terms, the M anifesto wentto the matter of polygamous
livinginviolation of the law, aswell as to contracting of plural marriages; the counsel of
President Woodruff covered the whole scope of the laws of congress forbidding unlawful
marriages and the rel aionships established thereby.

3. The practice of plural marriage by the Church was definitely abandoned without
expectation of itsrenew al as long as the present order of things remains.

4. The prohibition of polygamy wasto be universal, aswell in foreign countries asin the
United States--the decrees against the practice were effectivein all countriesof the world.

Replying to Mr. Varian, who with Mr. Joseph L. Ralins, represented the federal
government in the hearing, President Woodruff said, “The Manifesto was intended to
apply to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints everywherein every nation and
country. We are giving no liberty to enter into poly gamous relations anywhere.”

Roberts goes on to comment on this statement:

It could not be otherwise. The Church of JesusChrist of Latter-day Saints isthe Church
Universal. It isnot the Church, etc., for the United Statesor of England, but of thewhole
world; and when its general conference acted in this matter it acted for the Church in all
nations—the Church in the whole round world. Its action prohibited plural marriage
everywhere.

Then continuing tabulation of pronouncements before the hearing com missioners, Roberts says:

5. Anyoneviolating the inhibition of polygamy, promulgated by the M anifesto, wasliable
to excommunication from the Church.
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“Thus,” says Roberts, “the practice of thesystem of plural marriage in the Church, clungto so tenaciously
by the Church leaders and the Latter-day Saints generally, terminated.”

What can be said about such history, when within five years after the issuance of the Manifesto, President
Woodruff, George Q. Cannon (acting as mouth) and Joseph F. Smith tell my father that they will send men
and women to himin Mexico with instructions for him to marry them, knowing full well that these marriages
were contrary to all the statements they had made before the master of chancery at thetime they werebeing
interrogated regarding the meaning of the M anifesto? If they were sincere atthe time of the aforementioned
statements to the effect tha polygamy was to be prohibited throughout the entire Church, or even in the
United States, a change of mind had certainly taken place before October, 1895.

But let us examine the evidence of such a change in attitude as revealed by the same historian who has
declared that the Woodruff Manifego “terminaed” the “practice of the sysgem of plural marriage in the
Church.” When Reed Smoot was elected to the United StatesSenate in 1904, an investigation was begun as
to his eligibility, on the ground tha he was practicing polygamy. In the course of this investigation, many
leaders of the Church, including President Joseph F. Smith, were called to Washington to testify before the
committee conducting the hearings. Thefact was brought out there that the Wood ruff Manifesto had not been
interpreted as Robertsindicated, but tha polygamous relations had been continued by those married into
polygamy before theManifesto andthat some new marriages had been performed. Quoting Roberts’ history
again, we read:

One thing was demonstrated by this Smoot investigaion, viz: that the Utah Constitutional Convention
settlement of the Mormon Pdygamy question wasthe onethat was being adhered to in Utah, viz: that there
should be a cessation of polygamous marriages for thefuture; but thatin the polygamous families where the
plural relations w ere established previous to the W oodruf f Manif esto of 1890, they should not be disturbed
by prosecutions under the law. That isto say, asto thelatter part of the statement, and to quote the words of
theminority members of the Senate Committee on privilegesand el ections-- “ Theconditionsexistingin Utah
have been such that non-members (Mormons) and Mormons alike have acquiesced in polygamous
cohabitation on the part of those who married before the Manifesto of 1890, as an evil that could best be
gottenrid of by simply tolerating it until in the natural course of eventsitshall have passed out of existence.”

One other thing also was disclosed by this investigation, viz: that asto new polygamous
marriages, by which is meant such polygamous marriages as had beencontracted since the
Woodruff Manifesto of 1890, the injunction of said Manifesto had not been strictly
adhered to even by some high officials of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
and people mid ed by them.

Roberts then goes on to quote a letter written by John W. T aylor at the time of hisresignation as one of the
Twelve A postles:

| have always believed that the government of the U nited States had jurisdiction only
within its own boundaries, and that the term ‘laws of the land’ in the Manifesto means
merely the laws of the United States. | find now that this opinion is different to that
expressed by the Church authorities who have declared that the prohibition against plural
marriages extended to every placeand to every part of the Church. It is doubtless true that
this view of the matter has been given by President Woodruff and others, but | have never
taken that as binding on me or the Church, because it (such interpretation) was never
presented for adoption by ‘common consent’ as was the Manifesto itself, and | have
disputed its authority as alaw or arule of the Church.

Roberts statesthat Mathias F. Cowley, who also was asked to resign from the Council of Twelve, wrote a
letter similar to that one submitted by John W. Tay lor. And thesetwo high Church officialswerenot the only
ones to so interpret the Woodruff Manifesto, in spite of statements that polygamy was banned throughout
theentire Church.f wetakethefacts as evidence, we must doubt that any of those in power during the years
1890 to 1904 intended the practice of polygamy or the polygamous marriages to be prohibited, either in the
United States or in other countries. It is a difficult conclusion for one reared to honor--aimost to
worship--those presiding over the Church, but it is one which becomes inevitable in the light of the facts.

Failure of the Church |eadersto make afrank and honest discl osureof the official policy on polygamy during
theyears[from] 1890, [the] date of the Wood ruff Manifesto, to 1904, the time the Joseph F. Smith M anifesto
was issued, has left hundreds of men and women, now in their mature years, bomn during this period,
confused and bewildered. Typical of thisconfusion isthe statement of a prominent Salt L ake City man, born
of polygamous marriage during the years under discussion. In referring to the situation in which he found
himself he said (I paraphrase his statement in much milder term s than those used by him), “T he statements
of the Church leaders make me the illegitimate son of a very immoral man.” His parents were not married
in Mexico, but his mother was one of the women to whom | referred as “ Exiles” who spent some timein
Mexico during the Smoot I nvestigation.

If the statements of the Church leaders on this subject mean what they certainly imply, that no plural
marriages were performed in the United Stateswith Church sanction, then, indeed, those children born of
parents married in polygamy in the United States during the years 1890--1904 are placed in a most
embarrassing position. No civil marriage could have been legally performed, and if the Church ceremony
uniting their parents was not approved, or was performed without the authorization of the one man who
presumably holds the key s to the performance of such marriages, these people can not be blamed for their
concern.
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Turning to the polygamists living in Mexico, if plural marriages performed there [were] unauthorized,
additional hundreds of men and w omen must question the legitimacy of their birth. Itisasituation in which
no one would choose to be placed, and one that could be cleared up were all the facts frankly made known.

Thefacts hereinrelated leaveno room for doubt that the plural marriages performed in Mexico from thetime
of the first sett ement of Mormons in that country, 1885, until April, 1904, were fully sanctioned by the
Presidents directing the Church during this period. Not only were these marriages sanctioned, but many of
them were performed ondirect instruction from the Presidency. My father performed such marriages during
the incumbancy of three Presidents: Wilford W oodruff, Lorenzo Snow, and Joseph F. Smith. We have no
reason to doubt hisstatement that he never performed such a marriage without the full authorization of the
President of the Church. Not only did my father perform plural marriages during this period, but A. Owen
Woodruff, son of Wilford Woodruff, and Mathias F. Cowley, both members of the Council of Twelve
apogles a the time, officiaedin some of the ceremonies recorded by him.

There can be no doubt that Wilford Woodruff did not intend his Manifesto to putan end to plural marriages
throughout the entire Church. It is further evident that he did not forbid the practice of polygamy or the
performance of plural marriages by citizens of the United States He sat in the presence of histwo councilors,
George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith andlistened asPresident Cannon told my father that they would send
men and women to him in Mexico to be married there. During the three years during which Wilford
Woodruff presided over the Church seventeen (17) such marriages were performed.

While these marriages w ere not performed in the United States, “in violation of the law of the land”, those
involved returned to Utah to continue to live in polygamy.

Evidenceisabundant thatplural marriages wereperformed in the United Staesimmediately priorto thetime
of the Smoot Investigation, 1904. Most of the women, who came to Mexico to live theretemporarily during
the time this investigation was going on, brought with them thear first babies evidence of their recent
marriages. Only last evening (Nov. 28, 1967) | was looking through a family alboum where | found two
pictures, one of five women holding infantsin their arms. Under this picture in thehand writing of my late
brother, Stanley, wasthe inscription, “The Exiles.” The second picture shows the five babies stting on the
lawn in front of our home, with the title “ The Orphans.”

If my memory serves me correctly, these pictures were taken at the time [of] a visit of President Smith to
Colonia Juarez, at which time these “Exiles’ were invited to meet him a our home. | have memories of
President Smith and the “Exiles” standing together, the ladies holding their babies in their arms.

Aspreviously related, two of theyoung women and one older woman residing temporarily in Juarez, [were]
wives of John W. Taylor, a member of the Council of Twelve A postles, and son of John Taylor, third
President of the Church. Two were wives of Joseph E. Robinson, President of the California Mission of the
Church. One of the school teachers to whom | have referred was the wife of A. Owen Woodruff, member
of the council of twelve, and son of Wilford Woodruff. A postle Woodruff and hisfirst wife both died of
small pox in June 1900, at which time his youngwife had not ye given birth to her first child.

Other members of the “Exile” group (those in the kodak picture to which | have referred) were wives of men
holding important positionsin the Church. None of these men lost his position in the Church because of his
polygamous practices, though their wives all returned to Utah after the heat of the Smoot Investigation had
blown over. To me, it seems unthinkable that the marriages of these men could have been unknown, and |
might say unauthorized, by President Smith or by his immediate associates.

I have tal ked with some of the children of the men whose wives were sent to M exico regarding the marriages
of their fathers. All | can learn from them is that: “W e have full confidence in the statements of our father
that he was properly married to his plural wives.” But all the facts seem to point to the conclusion that these
marriageswere fully sanctioned, and that the children involved have no reason to doubt the legitimacy of the
marriages resulting in their births.

From the civil standpoint these marriages could not hope to be considered legal, as both the U tah State
Constitution and the lawsof the United States prohibited them. But asto the authority of the priesthood which
performed them (the marriages), there can be no doubt.

Certainly, persons born to polygamous parents in Mexico should harbor no doubtsas to the authority by
which the marriages of their parents were performed. According to theMormon Theology, there is but one
man at a time who holds the keys to the authority to perform such marriages This authority resides in the
Presidentof the Church. The authority to perform suchmarriages in M exico camedirectly from the Presdent
of the Church. Of this fact there can be no reasonable doubt.

Asto the authority by which plural marriages were performed in the United Statesduring the years 1890 to
1904, it must be stated that reliable information is difficult to obtain. There can be no doubt that marriages
were performed in Mexico for men and women living in the United States, these couples returning to their
homes, usually in Utah, immediately after their marriage. As stated previously, the evidence from what
happened in Mexicoisthat therewasamarkedrelaxation in thismatterwhenPresidentJosephF. Smith came
to office in 1901. The marriages to which | have referred, w hich brought the “Exiles” to Mexico, would all
have been performed after President Smith took office.

When one considers the men involved in these marriages and the fact that none of them was disciplined for
such action, the indication is that they were performed with the approval of those in authority at that time.
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The case of [the] dropping of JohnW. Taylor and Mathias F. Cowley from the Council of Twelve Apostles
was the result of their refusal to abide by the terms of the Smith Manifesto of 1904, not because of their
marriages previous to that date.

Everything points to the conclusion that plural marriages were performed in Utah with the approval of the
Church between 1900 and 1904. | think it is possible to state that those Church members who accept the
doctrinethat such plural marriages must be performed with special authority of the President of the Church,
need have no doubt asto the authority by which their parents were married.



