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We appreciate the attempt of Fairmormon and the Hales to assuage our concerns regarding D&C
132, but we feel it is an explanation that comes up short in many areas. Brian and Laura Hales
initially claim that they don’t wish to misrepresent the original intent of the blog post, but in
many instances we felt that there was a misrepresentation of our point of view. We likewise will
not be addressing their article point-by-point both for readability and brevity. If you haven’t had
a chance to read the FAIR response, please follow this link.
http://blog.fairmormon.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Lending-Clarity-to-Confusion.pdf
Fruits of the Spirit
In response to my assertion that polygamy doesn’t pass the “fruits of the Spirit test”, the Hales
state, “Church members who lived this practice had great faith, experienced long suffering,
…and by their own accounts were blessed.” We think you are confusing suffering-a-LONGtime, and long suffering. Long suffering is an attitude of patience, not being easily provoked. I’m
sure the early saints experienced both long suffering and suffering-for-a-long-time. But suffering
is not a fruit of the spirit. It is the expression of oppression. Jesus Christ aims to elevate us from
our suffering with his grace. He is also the recipient of our faith. We do not need faith in
polygamy, any church program, or any person. We need to exercise our faith only in Jesus
Christ.
The Hales quote Lucy Walker stating:
“I will say [that polygamy] is a grand school. You learn self control, self denial; it brings out
the nobler traits of our fallen natures, and teaches us to study and subdue self. … There is a
grand opportunity to improve ourselves, and the lessons learned in a few years, are worth the
experience of a lifetime.”
As a woman, I appreciate the use of a female voice from our LDS past. But I wonder in what
instances is polygamy used to teach men “self-control and self-denial”? What exactly are they
having to control about themselves? What are they having to deny themselves? How does
polygamy require men to subdue themselves?
Sarah Pratt, first wife of apostle Orson Pratt stated:
“It [polygamy] completely demoralizes good men, and makes bad men correspondingly worse.
As for the women—well, God help them! First wives it renders desperate, or else heart-broken,
mean-spirited creatures; and it almost unsexes some of the other women, but not all of them, for
plural wives have their sorrows too.”

I would contend that yes polygamy, by the very nature of the institution, requires women to
exercise self-control, self-denial, and subdue themselves. But I would also contend that the
inherent inequality of the institution does not require the same self-sacrifice of the male
participants. In fact, I have yet to find a quote, by a male participant of polygamy, that states that
he was in any way required to subdue himself or deny himself to effectively practice polygamy.
Martha Hughes Cannon, third wife of Angus Cannon, a Salt Lake area stake president wrote a
letter to him stating:
“How do you think I feel when I meet you driving another plural wife about in a glittering
carriage in broad day light? I am entirely out of money—borrowing to pay some old standing
debts. I want our affairs speedily and absolutely adjusted—after all my sacrifice and loss you
treat me like a dog—and parade others before my eyes—I will not stand it.”
Emmeline B. Wells penned this message on September 30, 1874 in her journal:
“O, if my husband could only love me even a little and not seem to be perfectly indifferent to any
sensation of that kind. He cannot know the craving of my nature; he is surrounded with love on
every side, and I am cast out.… O my poor aching heart when shall it rest its burden only on the
Lord.… Every other avenue seems closed against me.”
With a “glittering carriage” and being “surrounded by love on each side”, I find it hard to believe
that these men were living lives full of self-denial, self-control, and subduing themselves.
Polygamy gives men the sole position of power and authority. There is no equal balance of
power in the relationship. It seems that the burden of submission was to be completely
shouldered by the female participants in polygamy. And again I wonder why a loving God
would so unequally burden His sons and daughters.
The Hales assert:
“In the 6000 years of religious history, the only adherents to be commanded [to practice
polygamy] were the Latter-day Saints between 1852 and 1890.”

We can not decide if the Hales were purposefully disingenuous in making this statement. In
D&C 132:3, we are taught:
Therefore, prepare thy heart to receive and obey the instructions which I am about to give unto
you; for all those who have this law revealed unto them must obey the same.
This scripture comes directly after D&C 132:1 which states:
I, the Lord justified my servants Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as also Moses, David and Solomon,
my servants, as touching the principle and doctrine of their having many wives and
concubines— of their having many wives and concubines—
The Lord states that it is the same as the principle and doctrine that Abraham, Jacob, Moses etc
were given (restitution of all things, remember). The Lord then goes on to state that all that
know this law must obey it. It seems that the Lord, Himself is asserting that plural marriage was
not only commanded between 1852-1890. Joseph Smith stated on many occasions that he was
commanded to practice polygamy, and he had been dead for eight years by 1852. Are the Hales
questioning Joseph’s account of the angel commanding him to practice it? Or are the Hales
asserting that Joseph was not under commandment to practice plural marriage? Section 132
implies that Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, David, and Solomon had likewise been commanded
to practice polygamy, as they were also given the law. This leads to a very real and justified
worry about polygamy being commanded again, since according to D&C 132, it has been the
expectation many times before.
Common Misconceptions

The Hales contend that speculation regarding polygamy is unfortunate but not accurate. While
Mormons are quite susceptible to urban legends and fantastical tales, a quick review of our past
shows us that these speculations are rooted in foundational teachings by Brigham Young and
early apostles. For example“We have clearly show that God the Father had a plurality of wives, one or more being in
eternity, by whom He begat our spirits as well as the spirit of Jesus His First Born, and another
being upon the earth by whom He begat the tabernacle of Jesus, as his only begotten in this
world. We have also proved most clearly that the Son followed the example of his Father, and
became the great Bridegroom to whom Kings’ daughters and many honorable wives were to be
married. We have also proved that both God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ inherit their
wives in eternity as well as in time… And then it would be so shocking to the modesty of the
very pious ladies of Christendom to see Abraham and his wives, Jacob and his wives, Jesus and
his honorable wives, all eating occasionally at the same table, and visiting one another, and
conversing about their numerous children and their kingdoms. Oh, ye delicate ladies of
Christendom, how can you endure such a scene as this?… If you do not want your morals
corrupted, and your delicate ears shocked, and your pious modesty put to the blush by the society
of Polygamists and their wives, do not venture near the New Earth; for polygamists will be
honored there, and will be among the chief rules in that Kingdom.” -Apostle Orson Pratt, The
Seer, p. 172

Or maybe this quote,
“Monogamy, or restrictions by law to one wife, is no part of the economy of heaven among men.
Such a system was commenced by the founders of the Roman Empire… Rome became the
mistress of the world, and introduced this order of monogamy wherever her sway was
acknowledged. Thus this monogamic order of marriage, so esteemed by modern Christians as a
hold sacrament and divine institution, is nothing but a system established by a set of robbers.”
Prophet Brigham Young, Deseret News, August 6, 1862
Or this one,
“Why do we believe in and practice polygamy? Because the Lord introduced it to his servants in
a revelation given to Joseph Smith, and the Lord’s servants have always practiced it. ‘And is that
religion popular in heaven?’ It is the only popular religion there…” -Prophet Brigham Young,
Deseret News, August 6, 1862
We could go on, but you get the idea. The Hales seek to purport that a “polygamous heaven” is a
hypothetical speculation. The early prophets and apostles viewed it as neither speculative nor a
hypothetical situation, and they taught it as an eternal law that would be practiced in heaven.
Math
Throughout their FAIR rebuttal, the Hales often dismissed our concerns or conclusions because

of “speculation”. But we found this section of Hales piece to be full of speculative holes. The
Hales state:
“Examining birthrates from the past 300 years and extrapolating those values back through
previous millennia may not be justified. Three centuries of statistics comprises only a small
fraction of human existence. Since the phenomenon arises from as yet unidentified reproductive
physiological factors, assuming a constant trend throughout previous human history is not
scientifically warranted.”
According to the Hales, polygamy was only a commandment from 1852-1890. Yet, we have the
available data that during that timeframe there were approximately 1.05 males born for every 1
female. So during the timeframe that it was commanded, there was a notable lack of females for
each male to be polygamously paired.
The Hales suggest that current data can not be extrapolated back through previous millennia and
then seek to do just that as they use a 2009 Pew Forum and a 1958 book to suggest that women
are more religious than their male counterparts by a ratio of at least 1.09 to 1. We would like to
remind that Hales that this data can not accurately extrapolate the religious practices of the
previous millennia. To use data that only goes back 57 years, to pedestalize women and claim
that men are religiously inferior throughout 6,000 years of history is absurd, and should in no
way be used as a justification for the polygamous practices of Mormons in the 19th century.
Plural Marriage in D&C 132
The Hales begin this section by listing justifications for Section 132. They begin by saying that
“some men and women would need to practice plural marriage”. But D&C 132: 4 states:
“For behold, I reveal unto you a new and an everlasting covenant; and if ye abide not that
covenant, then are ye damned; for no one can reject this covenant and be permitted to enter into
my glory.”
That doesn’t sound like an optional commandment for a “some” people. It sounds like it is
requisite to return to the Father.The Hales further state that the practice of plural marriage was
used:
“(1) To provide a customized trial for the Saints of that time and place (see D&C 132:32, 51).”
I would first like to refer them to back to D&C 132:4. Then I would like to explore the scriptures
they state as justification that polygamy was simply a “customized trial” for “some men and
women”.
D&C 132:32 states
“Go ye, therefore, and do the works of Abraham; enter ye into my law and ye shall be saved.”
There is nothing in this verse that suggests it is a temporary command or personal. In fact, it says
we must do it to be saved.

D&C 132:51
“Verily, I say unto you: A commandment I give unto mine handmaid, Emma Smith, your wife,
whom I have given unto you, that she stay herself and partake not of that which I commanded
you to offer unto her; for I did it, saith the Lord, to prove you all, as I did Abraham, and that I
might require an offering at your hand, by covenant and sacrifice.”
This part does sound personal, but it does not address that the entire practice was to be temporary
or a customized trial. Nor does it address the entirety of the practice of polygamy. Both
scriptures fail to present polygamy as a customized trial or state that it was for a specific time or
place. To draw those conclusions from those verses is a stretch at best.
The Hales explain that other previous religious practices were not restored in the “restitution of
all things”, because:
“While the revelation does not disclose specifically why these other religious practices were not
part of the “restitution of all things” prophesied in Act 3:21, we might note that none of the
practices have eternal consequences. So far as we know, blood sacrifice, circumcision, and the
Law of Moses rituals have no place in the celestial kingdom. However, the marriage relationship
will continue in eternity.”
This statement is purely speculation on the part of the Hales. The Jews were taught that those
practices were requisite covenants to return to God. Jesus said that he was establishing a higher
law, as His atonement had fulfilled the lower law. If the lower law was fulfilled in Christ, why
would certain aspects of the lower law need to be brought back? If we believe that Christ’s
atonement fulfilled every jot and tittle (Matt 5:18) of the old law and that those practices and
covenants are no longer required, why would one part of that law need to be practiced
again? Was it not also covered by Christ’s fulfilling of the law?
In the previous section, the Hales were speculating on why there would need to be
polygamy. But in this section, the Hales then double back stating, that to infer polygamy from
D&C 132 is “fundamentalism”. This is a fascinating statement by the Hales. It discounts nearly
60 years of teachings by modern prophets and apostles. In 1852, Brigham Young presented
D&C 132 as the commandment, by God, to practice plural marriage. It was further canonized in
1876, to solidify it as God’s law for His people. At a special conference August 28, 1852 Orson
Pratt taught:
“There will be many who will not hearken, there will be the foolish among the wise who will not
receive the new and everlasting covenant [plural marriage] in its fullness, and they never will
attain to their exaltation, they never will be counted worthy to hold the sceptre of power over a
numerous progeny, that shall multiply themselves without end, like the sand upon the seashore.”
Joseph F. Smith stated:
“A careful reading of the revelation on plural marriage should convince any honest man that it
was never written by Brigham Young, as it contains references to Joseph Smith himself, and his

family, which would be utterly nonsensical and useless if written by President Young. The fact
is, we have the affidavit of Joseph C. Kingsbury, certifying that he copied the original
manuscript of the revelation within three days after the date on which it was written.”
[Improvement Era], vol. 5, October 1902, p. 988 (emphasis mine)
A huge problem with the Hales’ statement is that it is full of presentism. If the church has
decided to re-interpret the intent D&C 132, they can do that. But to project that reinterpretation
back on the original purpose and intent of the revelation is inaccurate. To claim that section 132
does not justify the practice of polygamy, is to claim that the prophets from Joseph Smith
to Heber J. Grant did not understand or properly administer D&C 132. D&C 132 was presented
as the commandment justifying polygamy. To claim that there is no polygamy within its pages
is to claim superior knowledge of the section and its intent than 7 modern-day prophets.
Hales argument also completely ignores verses 61-62 which state:
61 And again, as pertaining to the law of the priesthood—if any man espouse a virgin, and desire
to espouse another, and the first give her consent, and if he espouse the second, and they are
virgins, and have vowed to no other man, then is he justified; he cannot commit adultery for they
are given unto him; for he cannot commit adultery with that that belongeth unto him and to no
one else.
62 And if he have ten virgins given unto him by this law, he cannot commit adultery, for they
belong to him, and they are given unto him; therefore is he justified.
These verses discuss marriage to multiple women as the law of the priesthood. We can argue all
day long about whether The New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage was in fact plural
marriage, though it must be understood that Joseph Smith-Heber J. Grant viewed it as
such. What we can not discount is that verses 61-62 say that the law of the priesthood is that a
man can take multiple wives. To claim that section 132 does not authorize plural marriage is
to claim that these verses don’t really mean what they say.
Eternal Marriage and Plural Marriage
The Hales discuss D&C 132:16-17 without actually quoting the verses in their entirety, which is
understandable. They are some of the more difficult verses to stomach. They read:
16 Therefore, when they are out of the world they neither marry nor are given in marriage; but
are appointed angels in heaven, which angels are ministering servants, to minister for those who
are worthy of a far more, and an exceeding, and an eternal weight of glory.
17 For these angels did not abide my law; therefore, they cannot be enlarged, but remain
separately and singly, without exaltation, in their saved condition, to all eternity; and from
henceforth are not gods, but are angels of God forever and ever.
The Hales explain that we don’t know what the unmarried “ministering servants” duties will be,
as if this is some kind of consolation to those that will leave this life unwed. Whether they are

baking celestial brownies or singing beautiful hymns, the Hales admit they are in a state of
“damnation or the inability to progress”. Hales doesn’t address this issue as there seems to be no
great way to say that if no one happens to marry you in this life or you are unable to marry for
reasons outside of your control, you have just drawn a short stick for eternity.

Sorry you didn’t get married on earth. Can you come rub my shoulders, when you are done with
those?

Hales explains that 132 provides an option just in case there are more worthy women than
worthy men in the final judgment. But why is there no provision for the opposite occurrence? I
don’t love my sons less than my daughter, nor are they inherently less spiritual or righteous than
my daughter. Why did a loving God not provide a provision for the occurrence of a majority of
righteous men? Hales has been clear that speculation on ratios of men v. women in the celestial
kingdom is fruitless, but why would God only make a provision that accounts for a way to help
more women enter the Celestial Kingdom and not more men?
D&C 132:26—Unconditional Exaltation?
Hales says that my interpretation of D&C 132:26 (“I find it most interesting that God said that
the only thing that would prevent a covenant married man from entering heaven would be
murder”) is extreme. Here is the verse to study for yourself. What is your interpretation? I
think the verse is pretty clear.

26 Verily, verily, I say unto you, if a man marry a wife according to my word, and they are
sealed by the Holy Spirit of promise, according to mine appointment, and he or she shall commit
any sin or transgression of the new and everlasting covenant whatever, and all manner of
blasphemies, and if they commit no murder wherein they shed innocent blood, yet they shall
come forth in the first resurrection, and enter into their exaltation; but they shall be destroyed in
the flesh, and shall be delivered unto the buffetings of Satan unto the day of redemption, saith the
Lord God.
The Hales are correct. This is an extreme view to think that once you are married, you can
commit any sin short of murder, and you will eventually be exalted. And yet, the Hales offer no
other interpretation of this verse. They simply say that it is extreme. This is why there are huge
issues with D&C 132.
D&C 132:61–63—“If any Man Espouse a Virgin”
We have to ask the Hales if they pulled a groin muscle, because they were doing some
crazy contortions trying to explain how Brigham Young and Joseph Smith followed these verses.

D&C 132:61-63 reads:
61 And again, as pertaining to the law of the priesthood—if any man espouse a virgin, and desire
to espouse another, and the first give her consent, and if he espouse the second, and they are
virgins, and have vowed to no other man, then is he justified; he cannot commit adultery for they

are given unto him; for he cannot commit adultery with that that belongeth unto him and to no
one else.
62 And if he have ten virgins given unto him by this law, he cannot commit adultery, for they
belong to him, and they are given unto him; therefore is he justified.
63 But if one or either of the ten virgins, after she is espoused, shall be with another man, she has
committed adultery, and shall be destroyed; for they are given unto him to multiply and replenish
the earth, according to my commandment, and to fulfil the promise which was given by my
Father before the foundation of the world, and for their exaltation in the eternal worlds, that they
may bear the souls of men; for herein is the work of my Father continued, that he may be
glorified.
Hales asserts that these verses don’t say they “only” have to be virgins. With that logic it seems
many things can be permissible that are currently forbidden. D&C 89:5 says:
That inasmuch as any man drinketh wine or strong drink among you, behold it is not good,
neither meet in the sight of your Father, only in assembling yourselves together to offer up your
sacraments before him.
According to the Hales’ logic this verse does not specifically say white wine, nor does it say
ALL strong drink, and it surely doesn’t say champagne. So we can not assume that these are
forbidden by this scripture. It didn’t specifically say these things, so we wouldn’t want to
“liberally interpret” them would we? You can see how using this form of interpretation would
wreak havoc on our collective understanding of scriptures and makes no sense.
The Hales insist that the word “wife” is used much more than the word “virgin” in section 132,
therefore we should assume that in this case the Lord, really only meant wife, not really
virgin. This logic would force us to rethink many of our current beliefs. 1 Nephi 11:13 states:
“And it came to pass that I looked and beheld the great city of Jerusalem, and also other cities.
And I beheld the city of Nazareth; and in the city of Nazareth I beheld a virgin, and she was
exceedingly fair and white.”
According to the Hales’ logic, this verse is simply calling Mary a wife. That’s all. She was just
a wife, not technically a virgin, but just Joseph’s betrothed. This logic flies in the face of all of
Christendom. If the Hales’ want “virgin” to mean “wife” that leads to significant ramifications
for our Christmas story and belief about Jesus’s birth.

These verses in D&C 132 specify that if a man wants to marry a virgin, he does not commit
adultery. It does not mention any other marriage arrangement. To try and infer another marriage
arrangement, when there is no other arrangement specified is looking beyond the mark. Hales
further asserts that D&C 22:1 teaches us that the new and everlasting covenant of marriage
(which Hales earlier stated isn’t polygamy, you are a crazy fundamentalist if you think it’s
polygamy) loosens vows to previous spouses. Well let’s read the verse together:
“Behold, I say unto you that all old covenants have I caused to be done away in this thing; and
this is a new and an everlasting covenant, even that which was from the beginning.”
That does cause one to stop and ponder, until you read the verse in context. You see, Brian and
Laura did something here called proof-texting. That is where you take a totally unrelated verse
of scripture and you use it, out of context, to justify your argument. When we look at this verse
in context, we see that the Lord is discussing baptism. And how he only accepts baptism done
by His authority. It is in no way related to section 132, nor did early members of the church
view D&C 22:1 in this manner.
There is no mention in D&C 132 that a sealing covenant loosens a legal or lawful marriage. This
is never discussed in section 132 and proof texting scriptures from unrelated sections of D&C
doesn’t suddenly give a sealing that power. In current church practice, we neither teach this nor
promote this teaching. D&C specifies that the marriages are to be to virgins, that are promised to

no one else. There is no other type of marriage mentioned. To infer that there is, is inferring
things that are not found in the actual text.
In their argument, the Hales want to have their cake and eat it too. Just a few paragraphs earlier,
the Hales explained that the New and Everlasting Covenant was not marriage and certainly not
plural marriage. In this section they tried to explain that not only is it marriage, but it is a special
type of marriage that dissolves previous marriage contracts, which is stated nowhere in section
132. Why are the Hales furiously trying to explain that a sealing cancels a lawful
marriage? Because the history of polygamy is fraught with confusing stories that don’t align
with D&C 132.
For example Zina Huntington was married to Henry Jacobs on March 7, 1841. When she was
seven months pregnant with Henry’s child (not a virgin), she was married to Joseph Smith. This
marriage happened on October 27th, 1841. The Hales’ assumption is that the marriage to Joseph
did away with Zina’s marriage to Henry. BUT Zina continued to live with Henry and even bore
him another son. Either Zina was living in sin with Henry or her marriage to Joseph had not
voided her marriage to Henry. The plot thickens further. After Joseph’s death, Brigham claimed
Zina as his wife, and was sealed to her for time on February 2, 1846. This is also the date that
Zina was sealed to Joseph for eternity. So was the earlier marriage just a marriage or was it a
sealing? After her sealing to Joseph Smith and her sealing for time to Brigham, she left Nauvoo
with HENRY. Zina had lived with Henry for nearly two years after Joseph’s death, and there was
no formal sealing or divorce from Henry, when she began to live with Brigham. Someone please
explain to me how this relationship works with section 132.

D&C 132:64
I find the quote from Emma Smith that Brian and Laura used in this section fascinating:
“I desire with all my heart to honor and respect my husband as my head, ever to live in his
confidence and by acting in unison with him retain the place which God has given me by his
side, and I ask my Heavenly Father, that through humility, I may be enabled to overcome that
curse which was pronounced on the daughters of Eve. I desire to see that I may rejoice with them
in the blessings which God has in store for all who are willing to be obedient to his
requirements.”
Article of Faith #2 states:
“We believe that men will be punished for their own sins and not for Adam’s transgression.”

Are all women cursed for Eve’s transgression? Why are men not cursed for Adam’s
transgression, but women are cursed for Eve’s transgression? What curse is it that I have to
overcome that was pronounced upon Eve? Why am I punished for a choice I didn’t make? This
quote, alone, opens a huge can of worms and issues. Thank you for bringing it to our attention
Laura and Brian.
The Zenith Teaching of the Gospel
Brian and Laura claim that though both eternal marriage and plural marriage are mentioned in
section 132 (but again, if you see plural marriage in section 132 you are a “fundamentalist”),
they are separate doctrines. They illustrate their point with this quote from Joseph F. Smith in
1879:
“This doctrine of eternal union of husband and wife, and of plural marriage, is one of the most
important doctrines ever revealed to man in any age of the world. “
Did you catch that? Smith said “doctrine…is”. The word “is” is used with a singular subject. If
the subject was plural, the proper predicate would be the word “are”. Smith is referring to
eternal unions and plural marriage as a singular doctrine. The Hales spent quite a few
paragraphs trying to separate the two, but it seems that Joseph F. Smith viewed them as one and
the same. So as much as the Hales would have us believe that they are separate. They are
simply viewing the text with their 21st century lenses. Those practicing “the principle” viewed
them as one and the same. To claim they never were, is again using presentism.
Plurality in Eternity

The Hales call fear of polygamy in the eternities “unfounded”. We have addressed this
previously, but just to refresh your mind:
“Monogamy, or restrictions by law to one wife, is no part of the economy of heaven among men.
Such a system was commenced by the founders of the Roman Empire… Rome became the
mistress of the world, and introduced this order of monogamy wherever her sway was
acknowledged. Thus this monogamic order of marriage, so esteemed by modern Christians as a
whole sacrament and divine institution, is nothing but a system established by a set of robbers.”Prophet Brigham Young, Deseret News, August 6, 1862
So maybe not as “unfounded” as the Hales would have you believe.
The Hales are quick to assert that we just really don’t know what we will want in eternity,
because we are telestial beings that can’t understand the eternities. I am sure that there are things
we don’t understand now, but Alma 34:34 states:
Ye cannot say, when ye are brought to that awful crisis, that I will repent, that I will return to my
God. Nay, ye cannot say this; for that same spirit which doth possess your bodies at the time that
ye go out of this life, that same spirit will have power to possess your body in that eternal world.
Alma specifically says that the same spirit we have now will possess us in the eternal world. If I
am the same person, I will love my spouse with the same deep regard and fidelity. With a
perfected Celestial body, I can only imagine how more deeply united we will be; how we can
truly become one. We are taught that God loves us more deeply than we can even fathom. I can
only imagine how deeply he cares for Heavenly Mother. With such enhanced love, I can only
imagine the deep wrenching that I would feel to have to share my spouse with another. It would
hurt beyond all description in this life. The pain would be unbearable in the next.
In this fallen, mortal world. I find myself equally yoked with my spouse. We compliment each
other beautifully. We are completely devoted to each other. Our strengths and weaknesses are
nearly perfectly balanced out by each other. We have grown together into a solid, unified
team. He is my perfect partner, and I am his perfect partner. Eternity would be empty without
my spouse at my side, and the perfect equality of our team would become imbalanced with an
additional member. I am my husband’s equal. He does not need 2+ women to create
balance. God got it right the first time with Adam and Eve. The symmetry of monogamy truly is
Celestial.
We have spent nearly ten pages counterpointing the FAIR apologist argument. The Hales have
strained at a gnat (Mormonverse) and swallowed a camel (polygamy and D&C 132). In other
words, it is not my blog that needs more critical analysis, it is D&C 132. But what we really need
on this subject is further revelation. We need revelation on the subject to clarify the very hurtful
implications that we can make from section 132. The doctrine is unclear and in many places it is
disturbing. What we need, is a revelation from God. Will there be polygamous relationships in
the next life? Will there be compulsory plural marriage in this life or the next? If God is the
author of this revelation, can’t he help us understand the doctrine? If at anytime during the
restoration there was a need for revelation, it is now, when confusion and theological debate

abound. We claim the gift of a living mouthpiece for God, an oracle for His teachings and truth.
We’re asking President Thomas S. Monson and the Quorum of the Twelve to please pray about
D&C 132. We need revelation! The Hales and Van Allens could go round and round discussing
what the word “virgin” means but all of it is moot, without clarification from God.

