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"ISSIOX;ocf WORK 

Fundamentalism claims the L. D. S. Church is in spiritual bondage because it 

does not send missionaries in the field without purse or scrip as was done in the 

early days of the restoration. Joseph Musser explained: 

"SEPTE3ER 23, 1332, THE LORD, IN A REVELATION TO JOSEPH.`"WITH AND OLX 
OTHER ELDERS, RE-CONFIRMED THE ORDER OF PREACN1G THE GOSPEL TO THE WORLD --- 
T9E PRINCIPLE BEING EOLLIY.IF,D BY THE ANCIENT APOSTLES. SAID HE: 

"!I GIVE UNTO Y)U THIS COMMANDMENT, THAT YE BECOME EVEN AS MY FRIE:OS IN 
RAYS WHEN I WAS WITH THEM, TRAVELING TO PREACH THE GOSPEL IN MY POWER: FOR I 
SUFFERED THEM NOT TO HAVE PURSE OR SCRIP, NEITHER TWO COATS) . . . 
FORE LET NO MAN AMOG YOU, (FOR THE COVYAIDMINT IS UNTO ALL THE FAITHFUL WHO 
ARE CALLED OF GOD IN THE CHURCH UNTO THE MINISTRY), FROM THIS HOUR TAKE PURSE 
OR SCRIP, THAT GOETH FORTH TO PROCLAIM THIS GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM.' D. P, C. 
911:(77,75),86. 

"THIS RULE WAS FOLLOWED IN THE PRESENT DISPENSATION FOR MANY YEARS, BUT 
NOW THE ORIGINAL INTERPRETATION OF THE LAW HAS BEEN CHANGED, REQUIRING THE 
ELDERS TO TRAVEL W:TH  PURSE AND SCRIP." ( Truth,  vol. 14, pp. 1b4,1145 ) 

Deprecating further the present proselyting methods of the Church Joseph 

Musser continues his critique: 

"CHURCH LEADERS BOAST MUCH OF THE MISSIONARY SYSTEM NOW IN VOGUE, WHILE 
PURSUING A COURSE DIAMETRICALLY OPPOSITE THAT WHICH THE LORD =ANDS . . . 
UNDER GOD'S PLAN ELDERS GO INTO THE MISSIONFIELD DEPENDING ENTIRELY UPI: THE 
LORD FOR GUIDANCE, SUSTENANCE AND PROTECTION. THIS TENDS TO KEEP THEM BUMBLE 
AND BETTER FITTED TO DELIVER THEIR MASTER'S MESSAGE. THE PLAN ALSO ENABLES 
YEN OF SPECIAL SPIRITUAL ATTAINMENTS, RUT WHO ARE NOT ENDOWED WITH WORLDLY 
WEALTH, TO PERFORM MISSIONS, WHEREAS TODAY SUCH MEN, THOUGH E”INENTLY UALIFIED, 
ARE DENIED THE OPPORTUNITT BECAUSE OF LACK OF MEANS TO MEET THEIR DAILY EX-
PENSES . . . THE  LAW OF GOD, AS SET FORTH, REMAINS UNALTERED, BUT THE CHURCH, 
THROUGH ITS ACTIONS AND ATTITUDE HAS INVALIDATED OR SUSPENDED IT, REQUIRB:G MIS- 
SIONARIES TO BE PROVIDED WITH MONTHLY ALLOWANCES, AND THAT OFTEN TIMES AT AN 
EAT7 1AESING SACRIFICE ON TICE PART OF TFE PARENTS AND LOVED .  0:TES AT HOME. MIS- 
SIONARIES IN THE =IELD HAVE EVEN BEEN TOLD TEAT UNLESS THEY CAN HAVE MORE MONEY 
FURNISHED THEM THEY WILL BE SENT HOME BEFORE THEIR MISSIONS ARE ENDED. THE 
STOCK ARGUMENT IS THAT CONDITIONS HAVE CHANGED SINCE THE SAVIOR ANNOUflOED THAT 
LAW, AND MEN CANNOT COMPLY WITH IT TODAY . . . GOD HAS NOT CHANGED HIS LAW 
PERTAINING TO MISSIONARY WORK . . . THEN, IN ITS MISSIONARY POLICY, 'T AS NOT 
THE CHURCH DEPARTED FROM THIS LAW OF THE GO SPEL?" ( Truth, vol. 3, p7o 3114 -6 ) 

Joseph v.usser's claim that only the wealthy can serve on missions for the Church 

is fallacy. Many young Elders in the Church won-, save for and pay their own way in 

the mission field. Those financially unable, bc -,, who desire to serve, will be pro- 
os 

vided for by missionary'from the various Melchizedek Priesthood quorums. There is 
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is no reaon for any worthy and desirous Fader t,o forf ,:-it missionary service. 

ther one does not need to 'go abroad to perform a mission but may labor at home in 

the Stake missions of the Church where ample opportunity for service is everywhere 

present. 

The reason the method of full-time missionary activity has been changed in the 

Church is because of changing social and economic conditions. The same was true in 

the days of the Savior. 'hen the first missionaries were sent out by the Savior he 

commanded them to go without purse ar scrip as stated: 

"THESE TWELVE J'T.US SENT FORTH, AND COMMAN:ED THEM SAYING . . . 	-NIDE 
NEITHER. GOLD, NOR STL':ER, Ina BRASS IN YOUR PURSES, NOR SCRIP FOR YOUR 
".EITHER Tg0 COATS, NEITHER SHOES NOR YET STAV}S: FOR THE WORKYEN IS WOR HY OF 
HIS NEAT." ( Matthew  10:5,9,10 

We find, however, when the Lord commanded the Twelve as to their missionary 

service after his death, he told them to take both purse and scrip. 

"AND HE SAID UNTO THEM, WHEN I SENT YOU ''LTHOUT PURSE AND SCRIP, AND SHOES, 
LACKED YE ANYTHING? AND THEY SAID NOTHING. 7:11-,N SAID 1 TO THF21, BUT N(7..;, FE 
THAT HATH A PURSE, LET HIM TAKE IT, AND LIKEWISE HIS SCRIP." ( Luke 22:?5,36 ) 

It would seem other considerations and conditions brought about a change in the 

form of missionary service. The same thing has happened in our own dispensation. 

In the founding days when the Saints were destitute, being driven from pillar to 

post missionaries went without purse or scrip as commanded, relying on those tney 

preached to for sustenance. However, when the Saints settled in Utah and care of 

means the methods of proselyting were changed. This happened during Brigham "Young's 

presidency. A missionary fund was first established to help support a missionary's 

family while he was away as well as to help him in getting to and from his field of 

labor. A short time later it was felt missionaries should pay their own way, not 

relying on means from investigators or converts poorer than themselves. As eArly 

as 1363, only fifteen years after the first pioneers arrived in the Salt Lake Valley, 

George A. Smith spoke of changing conditions that should alter the method of mis-

sionary service: 
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I SHOULD LIKE TO SEE SXETHING DONE. I DO NOT KNOW THAT IT IS NECESSARY TO 
TALK ABOUT IT. WE USED TO BE IN THE HABIT OF GOING WITHOUT PURSE OR SCRIP. 
THAT IS THE WAY I HAVE TRAVELLED HUNDREDS AND THOUSANDS OF MILES, BUT THEN WE 
FELT AS THE DISCIPLES OF OLD DID. WHEN WE RETURNED, IF ASKED IF WE HAD LA(7ED 
ANYTHING, WE COULD SAY VERILY NO. BUT THERE WAS A TIME AFTERWARDS WHEN JESUS 
SAID --- 'LET HIM THAT HAS A PURSE TAKE IT WITH HIM, AND LET HIM THAT HAS NO 

SWORD SELL HIS COAT A!iD BUY ONE.' WE DO NOT ALWAYS REMAIN IN STATUS QUO. AT 
THAT TIME WE WERE 'ME POOREST PEOPLE IN THE WORLD, BUT NOW WE ARE BETTER C=F 
THAN THE GENERALITY OF MANKIND, AND WE ARE ABLE TO HELP ONE ANOTHER, ANT THERE 
IS NO NECESSITY FOR OUR MISSIONARIES TO GO UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THEY HAVE 
DONE HERETOFORE; AND FINCE IT IS THE COUNSEL THAT THEY SHALL NOT, WHY LET US 
DO WHAT WE CAN TO HELP THEM." (Journal of Discourses, vol. 12, p. 48). 

An article in the Millennial Star later referred to this new instruction from 

the General Authorities: 

"AT THIS TIME AND NOW ABOUT 15 YEARS AGO, THE WORD OF THE LORD CAME A!_] OF 
OLD THAT FROM THAT TIME FORTH THOSE WHO SHOULD BE CALLED TO GO ON MISSION; 
SHOULD TAKE THEIR PURSE AND SCRIP WITH THEM; AND I WELL REMEM2ER PRESIDENT 
JOHN TAYLOR, ACCORDING TO PRESIDENT YOUNG'S INSTRUCTION, PREACHING A POWERFUL 
SERMON ON THE SUBJECT, SETTING FORTH HIS REASONS WHY IT WOULD, IN THE FUMRE, 
BE NECESSARY FOR THE MISSIONARIES TO TAKE PURSE AND SCRIP WITH THEM." (Millen-
nial Star, vol. 49, p. 51). 

Joseph Musser claims the law of missionary service stated in D. & C., 814 has 

never been suspended by additional revelation suspending this requirement. 

"HERE (D. & C., F'44:86) THE LORD LAYS FORTH HIS LAW. ALL WHO ARE CALL:- .0 TO 
PREACH THE 'GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM' MUST 'FROM THIS HOUR'; (SEPT. 22, 1832) NOT 
TAKE PURSE OR SCRIP THAT GOES FORTH TO PROCLAIM THE GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM. * 

* THIS IS AN ETERNAL LAW. ITS REPEAL HAS NEVER BEEN MADE PUBLIC 8Y 
REVELATION." (Truth, vol. 17, p. 20). 

Despite Musser's paucity of knowledge and resultant claims to the contrary, 

the program of the Lord was changed by revelation to adapt to the new conditions. 

The Saints were counseled: "the word of the Lord came as of old"; "it is the word 

of the Lord that we shall maintain the ministry at home"; and "it is the counsel 

that they shall not" go without purse and scrip. This was much the same as in the 

Savior's day: "conditions have changed", "we do not always remain in status quo". 

Fundamentalists, like the Jews of the Savior's time, are living by the word of the 

Lord to another people and will not accept the counsel of the living Prophets. They 

deny the principle on which the Church is founded, both by doctrine and by rule. 

As the Saints continued to improve in economic circumstances it came r.re and 

more to be felt that missionaries should pay their own way. For many yearE preach- 



ing without purse and scrip was still carried on in sore parts of the World. In 

C) fact, this practice has continued on a limited basis until the present day. In the 

main, however, it has been deemed wise and expedient, under our present affluent cir-

cumstances, to take purse and scrip as a uniform and consistent policy. The claim, 

therefore, that the Church is in spiritual bondage at the present because of it's 

"changed" missionary policy is not substantiated either by revelation or history. 

It is interesting to note, for all their criticism of the Church missionary 

system, Fundamentalists, themselves, assume no responsibility or obligation, as •n 

organization, to actively proselyte, but lay the burden of preaching the Gosepel to 

the World solely on the Church. (See: Gems, vol. I, pp. 9,10). Joseph Musser his 

stated that the responsibility of preaching the gospel to the World rests soleli on 

his alleged Priesthood Coucil, and not on the Church --- an appendage organization. 

"UPON THEM (FUNDAMENTALISM'S ALLEGED "HIGH PRIEST" APOSTLES) RESTED THE RES-
PONSIBILITY OF BEARING THE GOSPEL MESSAGE TO THE WORLD --- THEIR TESTIMONY 
BEING IMMEDIATELY IN FORCE UPON ALL THE WORLD --- WITH POWER TO REND THE KING-
DOMS OF THE WORLD, WHICH POWER PERTAINS ONLY TO THIS ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD, 
AND NOT PRIMARILY TO APPENDAGE CALLINGS." (Supplement to the New and Everlast-
ing Covenant of Marriage, p. 103). 

Fundamentalists have claimed the Priesthood and the missionary obligation, but 

have done nothing to implement it, and have thus totally failed in their responsil-: 

bility. They seem so prepossessed with living plural marriage, ostensively to gain 

their exaltation, that they have neither the time or the desire to share the Gospel 

with others who have not heard of the :restoration. Brigham Young had some counsel 

and warning for such persons. 

"A MAN OR WOMAN WHO WOULD NOT SPEND HIS OR AER LIFE IN BUILDING UP THE 
KINGDOM OF GOD ON THE EARTH, WITHOUT A COMPANI ON, AND TRAVEL AND PREACH, VALISE 
IN HAND, IS NOT WORTHY OF GOD OR HIS KINGDOM, AND THEY NEVER WILL BE CROWED, 
THEY CANNOT BE CROWD, THE SACRIFICE MUST BE COMPLETE." (Journal  of Discourses, 
vol. 17, p. 159). 

Fundamentalists use D. & C., 8L1 as a prime scriptural source for their alleged 

superior order of priesthood authority, yet they do not comply with the obliotions 

contained in that section. The very verses they cite condemn their own lack of mis-

sionary obligation. Note the following: 
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ELLF.RS, AND THE LFSEEF:. PRIESTS 	. 	. AND ':ERILY I SAY UNTO YOU, THF -AFST 
OF MY SERVANTS, GO Y FORTH AS YOUR CIRCUMSTANCLS SHALL PERMIT, IN YOUR S7NERAL 
CALLINGS, UNTO THE GREAT AND NOTABLE CITIES AND VILLAGES, REPROVING THE WT ,-iLD 
IN RIGHTEOUSNESS OF ALL THEIR UNRIGHTEOUS AND UNGODLY DEEDS, SETTING FORTH 
CLEARLY AND UNDERSTANDABLY THE DESOLATION OF ABCMINATION IN THE LAST DAYS."' 
(D. & C.,  8L :109)111,117). 

To claim authority without the responsibility connected therewith is a claim 

obviously unacceptable to the Lord. In this great and important work Fundamental 

ists have totally failed and criticism of the Church's efforts is self—condemning. 
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Fundamentalists claim that another mark cf spiritual and temporal 

bondage of the church is the reversal of the gathering principle. 

It is calimed that in the early days of the restoration the do(J-

trine of gathering was strenuously preached, but today we preach 

the opposite, the virtual scattering of Israel among the nations. 

They cite a host of scripture from the Doctrine and Covenants in 

defence of their position. We cite two representative ones hero: 

And ye are called to bring to pass the gathering of mine elect; 
for mine elect hear my voice and harden not their hearts; where-
fore the decree bath gone forth from the Father that they shall 
be gathered in unto one place upon the face of this land to pre-
pare their hearts and be prepared in all things against the day 
when tribulation and desolation are sent forth upon the wicked. 
(D.& C. 29:7-8, cited in TRUTH 13:47; 18:101; 21:113; also Kraut, 
THE GATHERING OF ISRAEL, p. 

Yea, verily I say unto you again, the time has come when the voice 
of the Lord is unto you: Go ye out of Babylon; gather ye out from 
among the nations, from the four winds, frome one end of heaven to 
the other. Send forth the elders of my church unto the nations 
which are afar off; unto the islands of the sea; send forth unto 
foreign lands; call upon all nations, first upon the Gentiles, and 
then upon the Jews. 	And behold, and lo, this shall be their cry, 
and the voice of the Lord untl all people: Go ye forth unto the 
land of Zion, that the borders of my people may be enlarged, aad 
that her stakes may be strengthened, and that Zion may go forth 
unto the regions round about. Yea, let the cry go forth amona all 
people: Awake and arise and go forth to meet the Bridegroom; 
behold and lo, the Bridegroom cometh; go ye out to meet him. 	7re- 
pare yourselves i'or the great day of the Lord. 	(D.& C. 133:7-10) 

In contrast to these plain statements on the necessity of the 

gathering, Fundamentalists quote these recent statements from 

General Authorities: 

In the early days of this dispensation, in the very nature of 
things, if the Saints were to survive as a people, they had to as-
semble together in chosen places. Otherwise, they would have been 
lost among the masses of men and overcome by the world. 	But now, 
in large measure, we are past that stage of our history; we are 
becoming a world church--not an American church, not a British 
church, but a church for all mankind, for the honest and upright 
in every nation. 	The place of gatherinir, for the Mexican Saints is 
in Mexico; the ;lace of gathering for the Guatamalan Saints is in 
Guatamala; the place of gathering for the Brazilian Saints i! 
Brazil; and so it goes throughout the length and breadth of 7_::(3 
whole earth. * " * With the new world •lde stature of the c!._;rch 
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comes a responsibility we have never had before, a responsibility 
to be worthy of our high position in the world, and to strengthen 
the church in all nations where it shall .Je established. 	(Bruce 
R. McConkie, CHURCH NEWS, Sept. 2, 1972, cited in Kraut, ibid, 
101,102.) 

Joseph Musser comments on this about face in church policy: 

At the present time the Saints are being advised to remain in their 
own countries, form associations there, mingle with the people not 
of their faith with the hope of also bringing them into the light. 
A very natural inclination to be sure. There their language is 
the same; their habits, their likes and dislikes agree. 	Germans 
like to associate with Germans, Hollanders like Hollanders, Swedes 
are partial to swedes as the Danes love the Danes, etc. 	Then, why 
should not these different nationalities remain by themselves and 
build up the Church of God among themselves? But the Lord said: 

"Come out of her, my people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, 
and that ye receive not of her plagues. For her sins have reeehed 
unto high heaven and God hath remembered her iniquities:--(Revela-
tions, 18:4-5.)" 

And since that is the word of the Lord to all who come into te 
fold, it is important that•the warning be heeded. 	(TRUTH 12:47.) 

In a subsequent article, the same writer continues his critiq ,..le of 

church policy: 

However, of late years, in the modernization of the gospel to suit 
the growing tendency of seeking world favor, this glorious principle 
of "gathering" has been abandoned and the great bulk of converts 
retained in their native lands. * * * 

However, like all eternal and divine principles, the principle of 
"gathering" has not been easy to obliterate. 	The spirit of this 
principle falls upon the faithful converts and an all consuming 
desire takes hold of them to "gather. -  * * * 

Because of this inward urge the leaders have had difficulty in 
converting saints to remain in their native lands. As with other 
divine principles which the leaders have tried to modify or com-
pletely obliterate, it has been necessary for them to make state-
ments of expediency; as well as to utter threats of excommunica-
tion against those who have been slow to obey the new edicts. * * * 

It was early in the presidency of Heber J. Grant that this new 
policy was urged upon the converts. 	(TRUTH 18:102,103.) 

As usual President Heber J. Grant receives the guilt for leading 

the church into temporal and spiritual bondage. 
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Let us investigate the revelations and the record and see if there 

is a disparity in the present course of the church with that of 

the early church. The gathering of Israel is a basic tenet of the 

church holding a prominent place as one of the thirteen artic1 -7, 

of faith. It states: 

We believe in the literal gathering of Israel and in the restora-
tion of the ten tribes; that Zion will be built upon this (the 
American). continent; that Christ will reijn personally upon the 

earth; and, that the earth will be renewed and receive its para-

disiacial glory. 	(Tenth Article of Faith) 

The gathering is connected with the concept of Zion being built on 

this continent to which Ephraim will assemble. The location of 

Zion was revealed to the Prophet Joseph Zmith soon after the church 

was organized. In July, 1831, the Lord said: 

Hearken, 0 ye elders if my church, saith the Lord your God, who 
have assembled yourselves together, according to my commandments, 
in this land, which is the land of Missouri, which is the land which 
I have appointed and consecrated for the gathering of the saints. 
Wherefore, this is the land of promise, and the place for the city 
of Zion. 	And thus saith the Lord your God, if you will receive 
wisdom here is wisdom. 	Behold, the place which is now called In- 
dependence is the center place; and a spot for the temple is lying 
westward, upon a Iot which is not far from the court-house. 
(D.ET  C. 57:1-3) 

Although Jackson•flpunty, Missouri was appointed as the center 

gathering place 	e Prophet and many of the Saints remained in 

Kirtland, Ohio, Yhich was the previous gathering center for the 

Saints. Thus we 	two gathering place 1500 miles apart. Kirt- 

land was then declared "for a stake to 'Zion." 	(D.& C. 82:13, also 

94:1; 96:1; 104:40) 

The term "stake" requires an explanation. The concept of a cr-

tral gathering pThce with subordinate gathering places called 

stakes comes frol -  a simile in the Book 	Isaiah. 

Tr. nTnn11.tie,  imn , 	 nn 	nirtnred !; n great tent uellelLi 
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cords fastened securely to stakes. 	Thus Isaiah, envisioning the 
Latter-day glory of Israel, gathered to her restored Zion, proclaimed: 
"Enlarge the place of thy tent, and let them stretch forth the cur-
tains of thine habitations: 	Spare not, lengthen thy cords, and 
strengthen thy stakes; for thou shalt break forth on the right 
hand and on the left. * * * For a small moment have I forsaken 
thee; but with great mercies will I gather thee." 	(Isa. 54:2-7 
And of the millennial Zion, the city of our solemnities: * * * 
"A tabernacle that shall not be taken down; not one of the stake 
thereof shall ever be removed, neither shall any of the cords tilere-
of be broken." 	(Ibid 33:20) 

In keeping with this symbolism, the great areas of church popul:1- 
tion and strength, which sustain and uphold the restored Zion, rive 
called stakes. They are the rallying points and the gathering cen-
ters for the remnants of scattered Israel. 	(•cConkie, MORMON 
DOCTRINE, p.764, second ed., 1966, see D.C, C. 68:25,26; 82:13-14; 
101:17-21; 115:6,13; 124:134; 133:9.) 

Thus there is to be a great network of stakes supplementary to the 

center gathering place in Zion. With the expulsion of the saints 

from the central gathering place in 1838, the gathering of the 

saints will necessarily be to the stakes until Zion is redeemed in 

the Lord's own due time. The gathering of the saints to the stakes 

of Zion wherever they are throughout the earth is for the purpose 

of teaching those who come into the church the principles and or-

dinances of heaven, that they may be blessed by the commandments 

of God. After this gathering fulfills its purpose the center 

place will be redeemed and the saints will flee to excape the 

tribulations prophesied on the ungodly. We will thus have a clay 

of preparation and a day of judgement and there will be separate 

gatherings during each period. (see Dyes, THE CENTER PLACE OF 

ZION, pp.6-7) 

As the early restored church grew in numiJers it was found the 

stakes of Zion must be multiplied to provide a haven for the in-

creasing numbers of saints. Additional stakes were therefore non- 
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templated. 

In September, 1837, the Prophet recorded in his history: 

The elders assembled in conference in the house of the Lord when I 
addressed them on the subject of the gathering of the saints of 
the Last days, and the duties of the different quorums in relation 
thereto. 

It appeared manifest to the conference that the places appointed 
for the gathering of the saints were at this time crowded to over-
flowing, and that it was necessary that there be more stakes of 
Aion appointed in order that the ppor might have a place to gather 
to, wherefore it was moved, seconded and voted unanimously that 
President Joseph Smith, Jun., and Sidney Rigdon be requested by 
this conference to go and appoint other stakes, or places of gath-
ering. * * * 	(D. H. C. 2:513-514) 

Pursuant to this direction the bishopric in Kirtland sent out a 

memorial on September 18, 1837, to all the saints. Portions follow: 

The church at Kirtland has, therefore, required at the hand of ,- 11- 
 beloved brethren, Joseph Smith, Jun., and Sidney Rigdon, * * * 

that they should go forth and lay off other stakes of Zion, or 
places of gathering, so that the poor may have a place of refuge, 
or places of refuge, in the day of tribulation which is coming 
swiftly on the earth. * * * The salvation of the saints one and 
all depends on the building up of Zion, for without this there is 
no salvation, for deliverance in the last days is found in Zion 
and in Jerusalem, and in the remnant whom the Lord our God shall 
call, or in other words, in the stakes which He shall. appoint. 
[Joel 2:32] 	(D. H. C. 2:516; 	see also HISTORICAL RECORD, p.434) 

In July, 1839, in an important explanation of priesthood and re-

lated items the Prophet stated; 

There will be here and there a stake (of Zion) for the gathering 
of the Saints. Some may have cried peace, but the saints and he 
world will have little peace from henceforth. 	Let this not hinder 
us from going to the stakes; for God has told us to flee, not dal-
lying, or we shall be scattered, one here, and another there. 
There your children shall be blessed, and you in the midst of 
friends where you may be blessed. The gospel net gathers of every 
kind. 

I prophesy, that that man who tarries after he has an opportunity 
of going, will be afflicted by the devil. 	Wars are at hand; we 
must not delay; but are not required to sacrifice. We ought to 
have the building up of Zion as our greatest object. When wars 
come we shall have to flee to Zion. The cry is to make haste. 
The last revelation says, ye shall not have time to have gone over 

thinus come. (D. N. C. 3:390) 
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At October general conference, 1840, in I:auvoc, the minutes record 

the following: 

The president then arose and stated that it was necessary that 
something should be done with regard to Kirtland, so that it 
might be built up; and gave it as his opinion, that the brethren 
from the east might gather there, and also that it was necessary 
that someone should be appointed from this conference to preside 
over that stake. 	On motion, resolved: That Almon W. Babbitt be 
appointed to preside over the church in Kirtland, and that he 
choose his own counselors. * * * An opportunity was given to the 
brethren who had any remarks to make on suitable locations for 
stakes of Zion. 	Elder H. W. Miller stated that it was the desire 
of a number of the brethren residing in Adams county, to have a 
stake appointed at Mount Ephraim in that county, and stated the 

advantages of the place for agricultural purposes. 

On motion, Resolved: That a stake be appointed at Mount Ephraim, 
in Adams county. 

There being several applications for the appointment of stakes, 
it was Resolved: That a committee be appointed to organize stakes 
between this place and Kirtland, and that Hyrum Smith, Lyman Might, 
and Almon W. Babbitt, compose said committee. 	(D. H. C. 4:204-5) 

Additional stakes were organized in Lima, Quincy, Mount Hope and 

Freedom. 	(ibid p.233) 

As the church continued to grow there was a need for more gather-

ing places. 

At April Conference, 1844, the last general conference which the 

Prophet was to attend, a new revelation on the scope of Zion 

was presented to the saints. It considerably expanded the concept 

of Zion and the gathering. The Prophet revealed: 

You know there has been a great diScusion in relation to Zion--where 
it is, and wh6re the it6th8ii4ig of the diSpensation is, and I am now 
going to tell you. Th pf;iiphbts havenoken and written upon it; 
but t will make 	 tai .`t will E0br biOider ground . 
The whole of America is Zibn itSetif fern ndith to s4outh, and is 
described by the prophets, who declare that it is the Zion where 
the mountain of the Lord should be, and that it should be in the 
center of the land. When elders shall take up and examine the 
old prophecies in the bible, they will see it. * * * 

.1(,) 



In 1843, the Prophet Joseph Smith preached a discourse to the theme The Furpoee 

of the Gathering of Israel". It is a most instructive discourse and should be pray-

erfully studied by all. The Prophet said: 

"THIS SUBJECT WAS PRESENTED TO ME SINCE I CAE• TO THE STAND. WHAT WAS THE 
OBJECT OF GATHERING THE JEWS, OR THE PEOPLE OF GOD IN ANY AGE OF THE WORLD? . 
. . THE MAIN OBJECT WAS TO BUILD UNTO THE LORD A HOUSE WHEREBY HE COULD RE-
VEAL UNTO HIS PEOPLE THE ORDINANCES OF HIS HOUSE AND THE GLORIES OF HIS KING-
DOM, AND TEACH THE PEOPLE THE WAY OF SALVATION; FOR THERE ARE CERTAIN ORDINAN-
CES AND PRINCIPLES THAT, WHEN THEY ARE TAUGHT AND PRACTICED, MUST RE DONE IN A 
PLACE OR HOUSE BUILT FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

IT WAS THE DESIGN OF THE COUNCILS OF HEAVEN BEFORE THE WORLD WAS, THAT THE 
PRINCIPLES AND LAWS 2F THE PRIESTHOOD SHOULD BE PREDICATED UPON THE GATHE'ING 
OF THE PEOPLE IN EVERY AGE OF THE WORLD. JESUS DID EVERYTHING TO GATHER THE 
PEOPLE, AND THEY WOULD NOT BE GATPERED, AND HE THEREFORE POURED OUT CURSE' UPON 
THEM. ORDINANCES INSTITUTED IN THE HEAVENS BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE ?ORLD, 
IN THE PRIESTHOOD, FOR THE SALVATION OF MEN, ATE NOT TO BE ALTERED OR CHANGED. 
ALL MUST BE SAVED ON THE SAME PRINCIPLES. IT :s FOP. THE SAME PURPOSE THAT GOD 
GATHERS TOGETHER HIS PEOPLE IN THE LAST DAYS, TO BUILD UNTO THE LORD A HOSE TO 
PREPARE THEM FOR THE ORDINANCES AND ENDOWMENTS, WASHINGS AND ANOINTINGS, ETC." 
(D. H.  C., vol. 5, pp. 423,L24). 
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I have received instructions from the Lord that from henceforth 
wherever the elders of Israel shall build up churches and branche s 

unto the Lord througout the states, there shall be a stake of Zion. 
In the great cities, as Boston, New York, &c., there shall be 
stakes. 	It is a glorious proclamation, and I reserved it to the 
last, and designed it to be understood that this work shall commence 
after the washings, anointings and endowments have been performed 
here. 	(D. H. C. 6:318,319) 

Brigham Young followed this great proclamation with the followinc 

comments: 

It was a perfect sweepstakes when the Prophet called North and South 
America Zion. 	Let us go and build the te:7.ple with all our might, 
that we may build up the kingdom when established and her cords 
lengthened. 	It is a perfect knock-down to the devil's kingdom. 
There is not a faithful elder who cannot, if he is humble and 
diligent, build up the church. There are :Zany men who will give 
you large sums to build a stake of Zion where they live. 	It 
proves the words of the Prophet of the last days. 

The priesthood is fitted to every capacity in the world. There 
are blessings and conditions in that priesthood that suit every man. 
This will suit the condition of thousands, because it is as broad 
as the heavens, deep as hell, and wide as eternity. 	(D. H. C. (5: 
321-2) 

Hyrum Smith repeated this same instruction: 

President Brigham Young wished to draw the attention of the breth-
ren, first to build the temple and get your washings, anointings, 
and endowments; after that to build churches. The gathering will 
continue here until the temple is so far finished that the elder': 
can get their endowments; and after that the gathering will be from 
the nations to north and south America, which is the land of Zion. 
(D. H. C. 6:322) 

After the martyrdom of the Prophet, Brigham Young advised the saints: 

Some may go away but I want to have the faithful stay here to 
build the temple and settle the city. * * * 

To those who want to go away from this place, I would say wait 
until the time comes. 	I will give you the key. North and south 
America is Zion and as soon as the temple is done and you get your 
endowments you can go and build up stakes, bdt de not be in haste, 
wait until the Lord says go. * * * I giVe this as d key. 	You may 
go all over north and sOUth AMerica and build Up stakes when the 
time edffies. 	Tile whdie edfitifiefit or Affleiica MU St be Organized 
distiicts and presiding elders appointed over each district; thc ,  
time has come when all things must be set in order. 	(D. H. C. 
257-8) 

After being driven from Nauvoo and its newly fihiShed temple the 
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saints had to move west into the Rocky Mountains and begin settle-

ments afresh. This delayed fulfillment of Joseph Smith's last im-

portant declaration concerning the expansion of Zion to all of 

North and South America. Once again the Saints were required to 

gather, this time to the Rocky Mountains in fulfillment of prophecy. 

It took 40 years to establish the saints and again raise a temple 

to the Lord. It was dedicated in 1893 and shortly after we find 

the prophesied expansion of Zion beginning to take place. 

One very important reason why the saints have always been comman-

ded to gather is for the building of temples in which ordinances 

may be performed to establish the great patriarchal system of 

sealing families in a patriarchal chain extending back to Father 

Adam. This is one reason why the saints were commanded to gather 

in Kirtland, Ohio, Jackson, and Far West, Missouri, and Nauvoo, 

Illinois. As the Saints increased additional gathering places 

were designated and additional temples constructed. 
oloski.a-r  

It was to receive the ordinances of the Lord's house that Brigham 

Young later claimed the people were commanded to gather. Since 

there were no tem2.1es where the scattered saints lived they had 

to gather to Zion to receive this blessing. He said: 

We have been gathered to the valleys of these mountains for tht-
express purpose of purifying ourselves, that we may become polished 
stones in the temple of God. 	We are here for the purpose of es- 
tablishing the kingdom of God on earth. To be prepared for this 
work it has been necessary to gather us out from the nations and 
countries of the world, for if we had remained in those lands WO 

could not have received the ordinances of the holy priesthood of 
the Son of God, which are necessary for the perfection of the 
saints preparatory to His coming. 	(J. of D. 12:161) 

George A. Smith had expressed a similar sentiment some years e:!rlier: 
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Among the first pri7lciples that were revealed to the children of 
men in the last days was the gathering; the first revelations that 
were given to the church were to command them to gather, and send 
elders to seek out a place for the gathering of the saints. 	Whilt 
is the gathering for? Why was it that the Savior wished the chil-
dren of Israel to gather together? It was that they might become 
united and provide a place wherein he could reveal unto them key .:; 
which have been hid from before the foundation of the world; that 
he could unfold unto them the laws of exaltation, and make them A 

kingdom of priests, even the whole people, and exalt them to 
thrones and dominions in the celestial world. 	(J. of D. 2:214) 

While the saints were struggling to build the Salt Lake temple, 

Brigham Young told them of the great work that lay ahead: 

To accomplish this work there will have to be not only one temple 
but thousands of thorn, and thousands and tens of thousands of men 
and women will go into those temples and officiate for people wo 
have lived as far back as the Lord shall reveal. (June 22, 1856, 
J.of D. 3:372; see also ibid 10:254) 

Looking forward to the millennium, Wilford Woodruff said: 

When the Savior comes, a thousand years will be devoted to this 
work of redemption; and temples will appear all over this land of 
Joseph--North and South America--and also in Europe and elsewhere. 
(Sept. 16, 1877, J.of D. 19:230) 

Thus it was recognized that gathering places (stakes) would even-

tually expand beyond the Americas into the whole world. 

In 1899, the saints wishing to immigrate were advised to remain in 

their own countries. (See Journal History of the Church for Jan. 

19, 1899; also conference reports for April, 1899) In 1901, stakes 

began to be established beyond the central gathering location 

Utah. 

In 1906, at a meeting in Bern, Switzerland, Joseph F. Smith reiter-

ated the above statement of Wilford Woodruff, and prophesied: 

* * * The time will come when the President of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints will have more leisure time to visit 
the branches of the church in the different countires where the 
Gospel is being preached; the time will yet come, perhaps not :n 

when tomnlac of (Inc!. 
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are dedicated to the holy ordinances of the gospel * * * will be 
erected in the different countries of the earth. For this Gospel 
must be spread over the entire world, until the knowledge of God 
covers the earth as the waters cover the great deep. (As trans- 
lated from DER STERN, 38:332, November 1, 1906. 	See also ibid 
January 5, 1951 for a similar statement by Heber J. Grant, as 
cited in TRUTH, 18:103.) 

In 1915, while on a trip to the Hawaian Islands, President Joseph 

F. Smith stated to Elders Reed Smoot and Charles Nibley: 

"Brethren, this is the birthday of President Brigham Young, June 1, 
1915. 	I feel impressed to dedicate this ground (Laie, Maui, Hawai ► ) 
for the erection of a temple to God, for a place where the peoples 
of the Pacific isles can come to do their temple work. 	I have not 
presented this to the Council of Twelve or to my counselors; but 
if you think there would be no objection to it, I think now is the 
time to dedicate the ground." 

continues:) I have heard President Smith pray hun-
dreds of times. He has thrilled my soul many times with his 
wonderful spirit of prayer and his supplications to our Heavenly 
Father. But never in all my life did I hear such a prayer. The 
very ground seemed to be sacred, and he seemed as if he were 
talking face to face with the Father. 	I cannot and never will for- 
get it if I live a thousand years. 	(Smith, LIFE OF JOSEPH F. SMITH, 
p.421.) 

At the following general conference of the church, October, 1915, 

President Smith gave the reasons for this action: 

Now away off in the Pacific Ocean are various groups of islands, 
from the Sandwich Islands down to Tahiti, Samoa, Tonga, and New 
Zealand. On them are thousands of good people, dark-skinned but 
of the blood of Israel. When you carry the gospel to them they 
receive it with open hearts. They need the same privileges that 
we do, and that we enjoy; but these are out of their power. The::: 
are poor, and they can't gather means to come up here and be en-
dowed and sealed for time and eternity, for their living and their 
dead, and to be baptized for their dead. * * * 

Now I say to my brethren and sisters this morning that we have 
come to the conclusion that it would be a good thing to build a 
temple * * * upon one of the Sandwich Islands, so that the good 
people of those islands may reach the blessings of the House of 
God within their own borders, and that the people from New Zealand, 
if they do not become strong enough to require a house to be bujit 
there also, by and by, can come to Laic, where they can get their 
blessings and return home and live in peace, having fulfilled all 
the requirements of the Gospel the same as we have the privilege 
of doing here. 	 October, 1915, pp.809) 

In spite of plain statements concerning the expanding role of the 
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kingdom Fundamentalists have criticized the church for establishing 

stakes beyond the immediate confines of church headquarters in 

Utah. A recent work on the gathering ignores the April, 1844 

statement of the Prophet and takes the church to task for allegedly 

fostering a program of dispersion: 

Not only did the saints begin to fail in gathering together, but 
the church began to establish stakes outside of the Rocky Mountains. 
At the turn of the century a new innovation in the scattering pro-
gram began. 	In June of 1901, a stake was organized in Oregon. 
Others began to follow: 

1923 	Los Angeles Stake 
1927 	Hollywood 
1927 	San Francisco 
1934 	3 more in California 
1934 	New York 

Of the first 68 stakes organized after the saints arrived in Utah, 
none were established outside of the Rocky Mountains (except for 
three temporarily for emigration purposes). From the last 68 stakes 
organized, there 39 established out of the Rocky Mountains. 	(raut, 
THE GATHERING OF ISRAEL, 1974, p.127) 

(The question arises, if the church is out of order for establishing 

stakes in Oregon, California, New York, etc., what about Funda•en-

talist operations? They have gathering places in Montana, Ari:-,ona, 
r A 771. 0 p r  -7 , 	. 1 	,..e ■ 

Canada, Mexico, etc: Are they complying with the rules of their 

own making?) 

This is exactly the program envisioned by the Prophet at that 

conference in April of 1844. The work of establishing gathering 

centers (stakes) all over the world is fulfilling the Lord's 

program, not thwarting it. To quote a multitude of statements 

from the early period of church history when the work required all 

faithful saints to gather to a single location in order to erect 

one temple in no way satisfies the present condition of the church. 

Thiq is another evidence of the importance of following the livina 
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oracles who continually reveal the Lord's will as His program 

adapts to meet the expanding status of His work. 

Follwoincj the great mission of the church in all the world and 

precedent David 0. !cKay announced in anE;wer to the faithful saints 

"in Europe and elsewhere" who wondered whether or not they should 

emigrate to "Zion": 

Some day we shall have temples built for them which will be acc(2s-
sable to all, wo that the desired temple work can be done without 
uprooting families from their homelands. (Church News, Sept. 13, 
1958, p.16.) 

In July, 1952, at the conclusion of an historic tour of the mis-

sions in Europe, President McKay announced the decision to build 

the first temple on European soil near Fern, Switzerland. (See 

Church News, July 23, 1952, p.2) He later explained that many 

saints in Europe and also in Australia would never be able to 

receive the higher ordinances of salvation unless the church built 

temples in their lands. "There are many of these people who are 

worthy of this privilege of doing temple work." He therefore 

indicated that "the church could bring temples to these people by 

building smaller edifices for this purpose and more of them. 

(ibid, April 11, 1953, p.7.) 

The reason given earlier by Brigham Young and George A. Smith (that 

the saints must ,Jather to the Rocky Mountains to enjoy the benefits 

of a temple) is 	longer a restriction. As the saints multi:21y 

in the world, temples are built to accommodate them in their estab-

lished locations. This expanding program is under the Lord's 

direction and is fulfilling prophecy as it relates to the laEL 
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portions but this is only the beginning cf a destiny to fill thy- 

whole earth with righteousness. 

To restrict the saints to conditions that prevailed in the early 

days when the Lord's work was a mere beginning is to thwart the 

culmination of the Lord's program. The early prophets and apostles 

of this dispensation had a vision of this work that Fundamentalists 

seem to have lost. 

An early apostle, Orson Pratt, in speaking of the changing role 

of the church in :righam Young's day saicl: 

Because God confined his servants to certain duties in the earl:,, 
 rise of this church, that is no proof or evidence that he will al-

ways work in the same channel. He will enlarge the borders of 
this kingdom; he will stretch forth the curtains of Zion; he .ill 
lengthen her cords and strengthen her stakes and will multiply 
them not only throughout this mountain territory, but throughout 
the United States, this land of Joseph: and they will be called 
the stakes of the Great City of Zion. * * * 

We cannot suppose, as I was saying, that when the Lord shall thus 
enlarge the borders of Zion and multiply her stakes, that he will 
be obliged to confine himself to those circumstances and that con-
dition of things that existed when we were a little handful of 
people. We are swelling out, we are becoming numerous upon the 
face of the land; and the day will come when Isaiah's prophecy, as 
contained in the 60th chapter, will be literally fulfilled, that 
is, a little one shall not only become a thousand, but the small 
one a strong nation. Are we then to be governed in all respects 
by those limited things that wore governed by in our childhood? 
Will there be no change of circumstances? Yes, as there is in the 
growth of grain, we have first the blade, then the ear, then the 
full corn in the ear, but these will all be in accordance with 
the development nade by the progress of the kingdom. * * * 
J.of D. 22:35, Oct. 10, 1880) 

President Spencer W. Kimball explains how the Lord is guiding and 

directing the course of Zion's ever increasing world wide mission: 

When in a Thursday temple meeting, after prayer and fasting, im-
portant decisions are made, new missions and new stakes are created, 
new patterns and policies initiated, the news is taken for granted 
and possibly thought of as mere human calculations. 	But to those 

• 	 honr the nrayers of the H - orhet 
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and the testimony of the man of God; to those who see the astuteness 
of his deliberations and the sagacity of hts decisions and pronoun-
cements, to them he is verily a prophet. 	To hear him conclude im- 
portant new developments with such solemn expressions as "the Lord 
is pleased;" "that move is right;" "Our Heavenly Father has 
spolen;" is to know positively. 	(Kimball, TO HIS SERVANTS THE 
PROPHETS, The INSTRUCTOR, Aug. 1960, p.257) 

The divine guidance received in these temple meetings is surely con-

sistent with the basic function of the temple as a place of revela-

tion. 

If the saints are to be a leaven as stated by the Savior then.whon 

sufficient leaven is assembled,it must be dispersed if it is to 

leaven the whole loaf. It is as John A. Widtsoe explained as rr,!-- 

ported by Fundamentalists: 

The time of gathering is past. We now live in the time of scatter-
ing. We want to scatter our people over the face of the earth that 
we might leaven t:ie whole lump. (see TR1JTH, 18:103) 

After the time of :reparation is past and the final judgements are 

to be poured out upon the earth then the final call will go forth 

to gather the wheat from among the tares and all the rightdous 

will flee to the two world gathering places which are yet to Le 

established. The Lord revealed in 1832: 

But behold, in the last days, even now while the Lord is beginning 
to bring forth the word, and the blade is springing up and is :'et 
tender--Behold, verily I say unto you, the angels are crying unto 
the Lord day and night, who are ready and waiting to be sent forth 
to reap down the fields; but the Lord saith unto them, pluck not 
up the tares while the blade is yet tender (for verily your faith 
is weak), lest you destroy the wheat also. 	Therefore, let the 
wheat and the tares grow together until the harvest is fully ripe; 
then ye shall first gather out the wheat from among the tares, and 
after the gatherng of the wheat, behold and lo, the tares are 
bound in bundles, and the field remaineth to be burned. 	(0.6 C. 
36:4-7.) 

We leave the reader to decide who is fulfilling the pruposes of 

the Lord and who is standing on the sia: lines hurling criticism 
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abiding by the living oracles and who is rummaging through the 

revelations of the past given to another people under different 

circumstances and requirements. 
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Among other things stated by President Taylor on this occasion .,,as 
this, "I would be surprized if ton percent of those who claim to 
hold the Melchizedek Priesthood will remain true and faithful to 
the Gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ, at the time of the seventh 
president, and that there would be thousands that think they hold 
the priesthood at that time, but would not have it properly con-
ferred upon them. 	(Pamphlet, 1886 REVELATION, p.8.) 

This statement is based on a long standing controversy in the Church 

over the proper method of transmitting Priesthood. During the ad-

ministration of Joseph F. Smith (1901-1918) the general policy was 

to first confer  the Priesthood and then ordain  to the individual 

offices or callings within that Priesthood. During the presidency 

of Heber J. tyrant (1918-1945) the official policy specified that 

ordination  to office in the Priesthood was all that was really re- 

quired and that conferring  of the Priesthood was a redundant, if 

not presumptuous, part of the ordinance. George Albert Smith (1945-

1951) cautiously removed specificity in the ordinances as a general 

policy, thereby permitting either form to be used. (see DESERET 

NEWS, Dec. 27, 1947, also TRUTH 14:12.) When David 0. McKay addumed 

the Presidency in 1951 he reverted to the form followed during 

Joseph F. Smith's administration, which method is still being fol-

lowed as the official Church policy. 

Fundamentalists claim that the conferral method specified by Joseph 

F. Smith was the only historical and proper one, and, therefore, 

claim that all ordinations under the administration of Heber J. 

Grant--the seventh President of the Church--to be defective and 

unacceptable to the Lord. They write: 

When the change was made in 1921, giving the office only, a serious 
controversy arose among the Saints, many feeling that they were 
being given an office in the Church but not the Priesthood. 

The form of (Priesthood) converence as formerly established and as 
set clown hv nositivn instrurtions from PrpsidPnt Josenh F_ Smit. 
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to confer the Priesthood first, then ordain candidates to the of-
fice was changed to confer the office first and with it just so 
much of the Priesthood as pertained to the office; in other words, 
cutting the Priesthood into pieces to fit into the offices, and 
in the shuffle conferring no Priesthood at all. * * * (TRUTH 14:11,12.) 

* * * An attempt is made to confer a fragment of the Priesthood, 
that part pertaining to the office involved, but the theory of 
dividing the Priesthood into fragments and conferring it as such 
is faulty. The result is, thousands of our brethren are being 
ordained to the office of Deacon, Teacher, Priest, Elder, Seventy, 
High Priest, and perhaps Apostle and Patriarchs, without in fact 
being given the Priesthood. The Catholic and sectarian Churches 
have such officers but no Priesthood. What better are those or-
dained by the present formula than they? (TRUTH 4:144.) 

Under the present practice of the Church * * * (Heber J. Grant 
administration policy, 1918-1945) there are many in the Church who 
are supposed to receive the Priesthood but who do not get it. 
These in turn pretend to confer it upon others, who likewise fail 
to receive it. And these pretend to perform baptisms which can- 
not be valid for lack of Priesthood authority, and thus the gulAbled 
up condition pyramids. * * * One can understand in the light of 
these facts, how Temple ordinances may be deficient, and in the 

end, all authority may justly be questioned as for decades 
Latter-day Saint Elders have questioned the authority of sectarian 
priests. 	(TRUTH 12:43.) 

Fundamentalism claims that when President George Albert Smith :, - er-

mitted return to the form specified by President Moseph F. Smith 

the Church was to be commended. It was not, however without ir-

reparable consequences. 

Since during the last twenty-five years of more many thousands in 
the Church have been ordained to offices but have received no 
priesthood, and these men now being called upon to confer Priest-
hood * * * naturally cannot confer Priesthood and we conceive 
the jumbled condition being perpetuated ad libitum. 	(TRUTH, 14:12.) 

In consequence of this condition they claim that young men in the 

Church between 1921 and 1951 were given 

offices in the Church and not the Priesthood. They have been and 
are now on missions, converting people and attempting to baptize 
them and ordain them to the Priesthood. 	But if they haven't the 
Priesthood themselves what value is their baptisms or ordinations? 
Some of these sons have been working in the Temple, being baptized 
for the dead, and receiving the Priesthood for them; yet they them-
selves have not received the Priesthood. How is such work to be 
effective? The faithful father may hav , _,  the Priesthood, he nay be 
a High Priest, or an Apostle, while his sons haven't any Priesthood 

,itions that only l'riest- 
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hood can qualify them to do. 	(TRUTH, 14:325.) 

The alleged serious nature of the problem is decired thus: 

This deplorable condition has arrived. Our missionaries in Cie 
field; those acting as Priests, Elders and High Priests at home, 
operating without the Priesthood produces a serious and tragic 
problem, that, as we see it, only the "One Mighty and Strong' 
(D.$C., 85) can unravel and bring order out of the chaotic condi-
tion the Church finds itself in. 	(TRUTH, 14:12,'see also ibis 
12:40,41.) 

This condition is purported to be the fulfillment of John Taylor's 

prediction in the 1929 Woolley account and amplified by Bateman in 

his 1938 statement. (see above pp. 	. For additional treat- 

ment of this subject see also: Allred, A LEAF IN REVIEW, pp.:3-85; 

Musser, MARRIAGE, pp.90,94,104; Newson, IS THE MANIFESTO A REVELA- 

TION? pp.9-20; Bishop, OUR FOUNDING FATHERS AND THE CHURCH, pp.13-16; 

Bishop, KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD ILLUSTRI.TED, pp. 	 Kraut, 

PRINCIPLES OR PE:SONALITIES? pp.134-136.) 

Let us examine the facts of the issue and see if the Fundamentalist 

contention is true that the L.D.S. Church is presently without 

authority because of faulty ordinations under Heber J. Grant and 

George Albert Smith (1921-1951). 

President Joseph F. Smith sustained the following view on conferring 

the Priesthood: 

The revelation in section 107, Doctrine ind Covenants, verses 1,5, 
6,7,21 clearly points out that the Prie st hood is a general auz: -,ority 
or qualification, with certain offices or authorities appende6 
thereto. Consequently the conferring of Priesthood should precede 
and accompany orination to office, unless it be possessed by 
previous bestowal and ordination. Surer; a man cannot posses an 
appendage to the rriesthood without pos:, essing the Priesthood It-
self, which he cannot obtain unless it 	authoritatively conferred 
upon him. 

Take, for instanc e , the office of a Deacon: The person ordai r. 
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should have the Aaronic Priesthood conferred upon him in connection 
with his ordination. He cannot receive a portion or fragment of 
the Aaronic Priesthood, because that would be acting on the idea 
that either or both of the (Melchizedek and Aaronic) Priesthoods 
were subject to subdivision, which is contrary to the revelation. 

In ordaining those who have not yet received the Aaronic Priesthood, 
to any office therein, the words of John the Baptist to Joseph 
Smith, Jr., and Oliver Cowdery, would be appropriate to immediately 
precede the act of ordination, they are: 

"Upon you my fellow servants (servant), in the name of Messiah, I 
confer the Priesthood of Aaron." 

Of course, it would not necessarily follow that these exact words 
should be used, but language should be consistent with the act 
of conferring the Aaronic Priesthood. 	ETHE IMPROVEMENT ERA, 
4:394, March, 1901, also GOSPEL DOCTRINE, p.137.) 

It is claimed by Fundamentalists that this is the order which has 

come down from the very beginning of the restoration although 

President Joseph F. Smith himself makes no such contention. Joseph 

Musser records the following in his writings: 

It was revealed to President Joseph P. Smith by the mouth of his 
uncle Joseph Smith, the Prophet, that offices in the Priesthood, 
such as Deacon, Teacher, Priest, Elder, Seventy, etc., were but 
appendages to the Priesthood, and that the Priesthood itself roust 
be conferred before the office is given. Thus, the present plan 
(1921-1951) is in error---the plan of ordaining a man to an office 
only 

President John Taylor, learning from Pres. Smith of this revelation 
said, "Of course that is the proper order;" that is, confer the 
Priesthood before ordaining to the office. 	(Musser: ITEMS FTDM THE 
BOOK OF REMEMBRANCE OF JOSEPH K. MUSSER, p.18; see also TRUTH, 14:324, 
also ibid 3:152.) 

There is no record in any of President Joseph F. Smith's writings 

or sermons that would indicate that he received such a revelation 

and he surely would have mentioned it, to give his doctrine he 

divine stamp of approval, if he had. There is, likewise, nc record 

of President Tay-or being informed of such a revelation. On the 

other hand, there is much in President Smith's writings which indi-

cates that he accepted the direct ordination method as beinc: a 

nne. (We will presently review PresidenL Taylor' 
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views on the ordination-conferral issue as it arose during his 

presidency.) Fundamentalists allege there were already influences 

afoot in the days cf President Joseph F. Smith to have the ordinance 

of Priesthood conferral changed. Joseph Musser writes: 

We are informed that Charles W. Penrose had the ordinance (of Priest-
hood conferral) changed after the death of President Joseph F. Smith. 
President Smith, discovering Brother Penrose was teaching the new 
method during his presidency, forbid him to do so any more, or I 
will have you tried for your fellowship." After Heber J. Grant 
came to the presidency, Brother Penrose's theory was adopted; the 
change came in 1921. 	President Grant stated publicly, "I know 
nothing concerning the Gospel; I am a financial man; when I want 
information I go to President Penrose, James E. Talmage or Joseph 
Fielding Smith." Brother Penrose held that when "1e give the men 
the Priesthood, we give them all we have; and if we cut them off 
later, not being able to take their priesthood away from the, they 
still have all that we have." 	(TRUTH, 12:41, 14:325.) 

The statements attributed to Presidents Grant and Penrose are not 

a matter of record and Fundamentalists give no documentation that 

may be verified. President Grant apparently did not recognize the 

refinements of Priesthood doctrine and terminology as clarified by 

President Smith. His position is reflected in the following ql.:o-

tation from Fundamentalist sources: 

Daniel R. Peay of Provo, quotes Charles .r;. Penrose instructing them 
at a stake quarterly conference of the Utah Stake in Provo, Utah, 
shortly after President Grant became President as follows: 	"Wu 
have been making a mistake in ordinations. We have been conferring 
the Priesthood, and it ought not to be done. 	If we confer the 
Priesthood on a man, we give him all the offices and callings in 
the Church. We should ordain directly to the office in the Priest- 
hood." 	(Newson, IS THE MANIFESTO A REVELATION? p.16.) 

This position is based on the concept that only one man in the 

Church holds all the Priesthood---he being the President of thy : 

Church. The following scripture may be cited in defense of this 

position: 

There are in the Church two priesthoods * * * the fiest is called 
the Meschizedek Priesthood * * * All other authorities of orrices 
in the Church arc appendages to this Priesthood * * * The Meschize-
dek Priesthood holds the right of Presidency, and has power and 
authority over all the offices in the Church in all ages of the 
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world. 	(D.K. 107:1,2,5,8.) 

The argument is as stated above: "If we confer the Priesthood on 

a man we give him all the offices and callings in the Church." 

It is interesting to note that the same Revelation is cited to 

substantiate each position. It must be admitted that the wording 

in D.&C. 107 is arhiguous and difficult of interpretation and 

this no doubt has been a major contributor in the controversy. 

Joseph Musser claims that ordaining directly to office in the 

Priesthood means effectively "cutting the Priesthood into piecr,s 

to fit into the offices, and in the shuffle conferring no Priest-

hood at all." He has explained 

President Joseph F. Smith taught that the Priesthood was indivisible; 
that it cannot be conferred by fragments; that in conferring ti.! 
Priesthood and ordaining to an office, the former should precede 
the latter--Priesthood being conferred first, and then the office 
given * * * an attempt is made to confer a fragment of the Priest-
hood, that part pertaining to the office involved, but the theory 
of dividing the Priesthood into fragments and conferring it as 
such is faulty. The result is, thousands of our brethren are being 
ordained to the office of Deacon, Teacher, Priest, Elder, Seventy, 
High Priest, and perhaps Apostle and Patriarch, without in fact 
being given the Priesthood. The Catholic and sectarian Churches 
have such officers but no Priesthood. 'hat better are those ordained 
by the present formula than they? (TRUTH 4:144) 

And he further clarified: 

The method of conferring the Priesthood * * * (was) changed so that 
the recipient should only receive the office, with such portion  
of the Priesthood as might function in the office. The fallacious 
idea was advanced that a man could receive a portion  or fragment  
of the Priesthood; or in other words, that each branch of the 
Priesthood was divisible. 	(TRUTH 3:151.) 

Even if one looks at the method of ordaining directly to office as 

"cutting the Priesthood into pieces'' "that part pertaining to the 

office involved it does not follow that no Priesthood is conferred 

"in the shuffle." If Priesthood may not be thought of as beil:g 

r1f 4'ir.fmq each of which possess a "portion of the iri.t.nt- 
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hood" perhaps Fundamentalists will explain the following state-

ments: 

JOSEPH SMITH—Different degrees of the Priesthood of Melchizedek--
All Priesthood is :relchizedek, but there are different portions  or 
degrees  of it. Thai rortion which brougt Moses to speak face to 
face was taken antr a ; Lut that which brou,7;:t the ministry of ancels 
remained. (TEACNI:X7S OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH, pp.180 - 181.) 

BRIGHAM YOUNG: Think not, 0 ye Elders cf Israel! that your eternal 
heirship is won, and immutable 87777,7, Because you have attained 
to a portion  of the Holy Priesthood, and .z few of its initiatie: 
ordinances * * *. 	(MILLENNIAL STAR, 15:440.) 

BRIGHAM YOUNG: There is authority and there are degrees of autor- 
ity, and there is a difference in degrees, callings and author i ty 
of the Priesthood. 	(DESERET NEWS, 26:275, May 25, 1877.) 

BRIGHAM YOUNG: All are not called to be one of the Twelve Apostles, 
nor are all called to be one of the Firer, Presidency, nor to be one 
of the First Presidents of all the Seventies, nor to preside over 
the High Priest's quorum; but every man 	his order and place, 
possessing a portion of the same Priest 7:cod,  according to the gifts 
and callings to each. 	(J.of D. 9:89.) 

GEORGE ALBERT SMITH: The Lord conferred portions of the Prieehood  
upon certain races of men, and through promisee made to their 
fathers they were entitled to the rights, and blessings, and 2rivi-
leges of that Priesthood. 	(J.of D. 8:29.) 

LORENZO SNOW: Pres. Snow explained (the) Priesthood. What ii it? 
(It is) divine authority (which) is divided into heads. Melchizedek: 
Apostles, High Priests, Seventies and Elders. Aaronic: Bishc:?s, 
Priests, Teachers and Deacons. Theca are the active Priesthood, 
(each holding) different degrees and powers (but) acting under 
(i.e., by virtue of the) same (general) authority, each holding 
that portion  (of the Priesthood) attached to (the) office conferred, 
(the) Apostles holding (the) Priesthood in its entirety. 	(Young, 
Brigham, Jr., JOURNAL, March 7, 1901.) 

CHARLES W. PENROSE: When a person isproperly ordained to an office 
in the Priesthood he receives all the Triesthood pertaining the 
office conferred. 	(DESERET NEWS, March 20, 1897.) 

JOSEPH F. SMITH: It is the duty of every one who possesses any 
portion  of the authority of the Holy Priesthood to magnify and 
honor that calling . 	(Smith, GOSPEL DOCAZINE, p.166.) 

JOSEPH F. SMITH: none are required to eamely and blindly sia7it 
to a man because Ile has a portion  of th ,J Priesthood. (MILLE:;:;IAL 
STAR, November 13, 1852, Ed.) 

JOSEPH F. SMITH: The Priesthood in general is the authority riven 
to man to act far God. Every man ordeieed to any decree of :(?. 
Pr ,::esthood has 	authority delegatej to him. 	7-1-77T (th,, 
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dent) may delegate any Portion  of this 	to another. 	(Smith, 
GOSPEL DOCTRINE, p.136.) 

Do we not now have only a portion of the Priesthood in our posses-

sion? Are there not many powers and authorities yet to be received? 

What of the power and authority of translation? What of resurrec-

tion? What about the authority of Godhood and the power to create 

"worlds without number" and the authority to save and exault our 

offspring? Surely these powers are yet to be received. It is true 

we may be anointed to receive these powers but the fulfillment and 

exercise of them must await a future estate. 	 L S : 

Fundamentalists have claimed that specific instructions were 

issued with regard to Priesthood ordination which may not be al- 

1 	tered: 

The manner of conferring the Priesthood :s definitely fixed and 
unless followed in accordance with the word of the Lord, there can 
be no assurance of heaven's acceptance. 	(TRUTH, 4:144, footnote.) 

It is important at this point to note that nowhere in the standard 

works of the Church, the Prophet's teachings, or the official his- 

tory of the latter-day restoration (where such an important item 
would 

as this most certainly/be recorded) is there any indication that 

''the manner of conferring the Priesthood is definitely fixed" or 

that the Lord has revealed the words or phraseology to be used 

in the ordinance of Priesthood bestowal. It is true that sugges-

tions have been made for the performance of this ordinance, but 

it has only beer, in recent years that any set policy has been et 

down, but even that has, until very recently, been open. For this 

reason throughout the later history of the Church there have Leen 

different interpretations of the revelations and, consequently, 
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There are only two sources in scripture to which we may refer for 

a precedent in this matter. The first is the Prophet's account of 

the restoration of the Aaronic Priesthood by John the Baptist. r7e 

stated: 

Upon you my fellow servants, in the name of Messiah, I confer the 
Priesthood of Aaron, which holds the keys of the ministering of 
angels, and of the Gospel of repentance, and of baptism by immer-
sion for the remission of sins; and this shall never be taken again 
from the earth until the sons of Levi do offer again an offering 
unto the Lord in righteousness. 	(D.& C. 175.) 

The second source is found in the BOOK OF 'MORMON. Moroni writes: 

The manner which the disciples, who were called the Elders of the 
Church, ordained Priests and Teachers--- 

In the name of Jesus Christ I ordain you to be a Priest, (or, if 
he be a Teacher) I ordain you to be a Teacher, to preach repentance 
and remission of sins through Jesus Christ, by the endurance of 
faith on his name to the end. Amen. 

And after this manner did they ordain  Priests and Teachers, accord-
ing to the gifts and callings of God unto nen; and they ordained 
them by the power of the Holy Ghost, which was in them. 	(Moroni, 
3:1-4.) 

Fundamentalists claim that since the Aaronic Priesthood is conferred 

in connection with ordination to the office of Deacon this quotation 

does not prove the Priesthood was not conferred prior to ordination 

to the offices of Teacher and Priest.* 

This argument is not valid, however, since the office of Deacon is a 

later appendage to the Priesthood. It was not indtituted in the 

Church until New T e stament times. so  obviously there is no mention 

of it in either the Old Testament or the ":,WOK OF MORMON. If it 

were deemed mandatory, therefore, the Lesser Priesthood would have 

been conferred before ordaining Teachers and Priests, which the 

record does not indicate was the case. 
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Those who espouse the conferral method cf Priesthood transmission 

cite D.& C. 13 and those who maintain that ordination to office 

automatically bestows Priesthood cite Moroni 3. Thus, without 

direct revelation on the subject, we have the seeds for contro-

versy. 

President Heber J. Grant felt that President Smith (Joseph F.) was 

promoting innovations of Priesthood doctrine and, consequently, 

when he became President of the Church he felt to return to the 

older, more established doctrine and ter:einology taught in the 

early days of the Church of ordaining directly to office in the 

Priesthood. In consequence, he issued the following addendum to 

President Smith's remarks cited above: 

Conferring the Priesthood. To prevent disputes over this subject 
that may arise over the procedure presented on page 136, we draw 
attention to the fact that until recently, from the days of the 
Prophet Joseph Smith, ordinations to the Priesthood were directly 
to the office therein for which the recipient was chosen and 
appointed, in form substantially as follows: 

As to the Melchizedek Priesthood---"By authority (or in the authority) 
of the Holy Pri_esthoo4 and by the laying on of hands, I (or we; or-
dain you an Elder, (or Seventy, or High Priest, or Patriarch, or 
Apostle, as the case may be) ,in the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints, and confer upon you all the rights, powers, keys 
and authority pertaining to this office and calling in the Holy 
Melchizedek Priesthood, in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, Amen." 

As to the Lesser Priesthood---"By (or in) the authority of the Holy 
Priesthood I (or we) lay my (or our) hands upon your head and or-
dain you a Deacon or other office in the Lesser Priesthood) in the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and confer upon yu 
all the rights, Lowers, and authority pertaining to this office 
and calling in the Aaronic Priesthood, in the name of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, Amen." 

In reference to the form of procedure mentioned on page 136, e::.1 
that set forth in this addendum as adopted by the leading autri-
ties of the Church from the beginning, our beloved and departed 
President, Joseph F. Smith, when questioned concerning them, de-
cided, as of record, "It is a distinction without a difference," 
and "Either will do." 
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Persons, therefore, who have been ordained in either way hold the 
right to officiate in all the duties of their respective offices 
in the Priesthood. 

Heber J. Grant 
Anthon H. Lund 
Charles W. Penrose 	(Smith, GOSPEL DOCTRINE, Appendix A.) 

This instruction was sent to all Stake Presidencies and missions 

throughout the Church with the following notice: 

At a meeting of the First Presidency and Council of Twelve Apostles 
held April 7, (1921) the foregoing was unanimously endorsed for the 
instruction of the stake and ward quorum authorities in the Priest-
hood, so that there may be no difference of opinion or action in 
regard to the proper method of ordinations to the offices in the 
Meschieedek or Aaronic Priesthood. The forms furnished in the 
addendum, of which the above is a copy, contain all that is really 
necessary in ordaining persons to those offices, and it is desire-
able to omit anything further, so as to avoid confusion and need-
less discussion. 

Heber J. Grant 
Charles W. Penrose 
Anthony W. Ivins 
April 26, 1921 
(see Allred, B.H., A LEAF IN REVIEW.) 

For obvious reasons Joseph Musser has r7fused to accept President 

Grant's claim that Joseph F. Smith when questioned "decided, as of 

record,"'It is a distinction without a difference,' and 'Either 

will do.'" Musser writes: 

The correction does not sound like President Joseph F. Smith, nor 
does it conform to his positive language given in The TMPROVPIENT 
ERA article quoted. Upon the subject of Priesthood President Smith 
was most positive, and knowing the nature and integrity of the man 
as we did, we cannot now conceive of his agreeing to the statement, 
"It is a distinction without a difference," and "Either will do." 
Nor have the authorities been able to provide, properly authenticated, 
the record of such a reversal; nor can tare authorities now show that 
the form cited in the Addendum, and whica is now (June, 1946) Being 
followed by the Church, was the form "adopted by the leading auth-
orities of the C h urch from the beginning." * * * 

The present leaders of the Church have proclaimed that there is no 
essential difference in the two metnods of conferring Priesthood---
that advocated by President Joseph F. Smith and the present formula 
of trying to divide the Priesthood and confer only part at a time; 
and yet the leaders will not countenance the use of the formuI.1. set 
out by President Smith, and which, in meaning, has been followed 
crnm tbn 
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Joseph Musser has been most emphatic in his argument against Presi-

dent Grant's Addendan and seems to have pursued it with vigor. He 

argues: 

The "as of record" alibi seems not to exist; at least that is the 
word emanating from the office of Church Historian. Latter-day 
Saints in good standing have asked to see the "record" mentioned 
in the"Adenda,"but it has not been produced and they have been 
told, "No such record exists." The only logical conclusion is 
that there is no such "record," and that the "Addenda" mentioned, 
based perhaps on a half forgotten conversation had with the Presi-
dent some years before his death, was fabricated after his death 
to appease the Saints. 	* * * Had President Smith reversed himself, 
as the "Addenda" statement claims he did, surely some word of it 
would have leaked out to the Saints during the long years of his 
official career as President of the Church. 	(TRUTH, 3:152.) 

In another place, Musser writes: 

Some time after the death of President Smith, a claim was made by 
the succeeding authorities, that he reversed his opinion as ex-
pressed, claiming that either method of ordination would be correct. 
No written statement to this effect has been adduced. he are in-
formed there is no such statement in existence. The alleged 
statement was not included in the first edition of GOSPEL DOCTRINES, 
but was published in a later edition and, of course, after the 
death of President Smith. Even if such a statement were made, it 
would not change the truth, for the manner of conferring Priesthood 
is definitely fixed and unless followed in accordance with the 
word of the Lord, there can be no assurance of heaven's acceptance. 
(TRUTH, 4:144, footnote.) 

It seems that through the years many people have been troubled over 

which form of Priesthood conferrence is valid and proper. President 

Joseph F. Smith was queried on this subject many times, especially 

in view of his rather dogmatic answer published in the March, 1901 

issue of The IMPROVEMENT ERA cited earlier. (He was not the Presi-

dent of the Church at that time.) Many wrote concerning the 

proper method in light of this statement. Later, as President of 

the Church, he, in connection with his counselors, answered one 

such inquisitor thusly: 

November 14, 1905 
Elder Maynard E. Nelson, 
Boise City. 
Dear Brother:-- 
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It is our understanding that when a person is ordained a Deacon in 
the Aaronic Priesthood, with all that pertains to that office 
sealed upon him, it is tantamount to conferring upon him the Aaronic 
Priesthood and ordaining him to the office of a Deacon. 

Of course all ordinations are not worded alike, and it may be true 
also that some ordinations may be somewhat defective in fully ex-
pressing their full scope and meaning; but the fact remains never-
theless that when a person is ordained a Deacon, for instance, even 
in the language said to have been used by the Elder on the occasion 
referred to by you in your letter, the ordination is lawful and 
valid. 	In this connection we refer you to the third chapter of the 
Book of Moroni. 
Your Brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
John R. Winder 
Anthon H. Lund 
First Presidency (DECISIONS OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 2:66.) 

Thus President Joseph F. Smith did not take the rigid and dogmatic 

stand on this issue that Fundamentalists attribute to him. One 

Saint with the inflexible attitude of present day Fundamentalists 

received the following response from Presielent Smith: 

January 5, 1906 
Elder James R. Moffett 
Smoot Wyoming 
Dear Brother:-- 

This is in answer to yours of the 1st inst. 

The Lord has given us no particular form for ordination to the 
Priesthood, and the Church recognizes none. Moroni in the first 
three verses of the third chapter of the Book of Moroni, gives the 
manner which the disciples on this continent ordained Priests and 
Teachers; and we may add that the same simple manner would apply 
to all the other offices in the Priesthood. 

It is our understanding that when a person is ordained a Deacon, 
with all that pertains to that office sealed upon him, it is tan-
tamount to conferring upon him the Aaronic Priesthood, and ordaining 
him to the office of Deacon. And so also in regard to the ordina-
tion of an Elder. When a man is ordained an Elder it is understood 
that the lelchizedek Priesthood is conferred upon him whether the 
officiating Elder expresses that fact or not in the ordination; 
and it is by virtue and authority of this Priesthood that the 
Elder performs the duties of his office. 

Brethren have been criticized for using this language "We lay our 
hands upon your head to ordain you, etc.,"because the language 
fails to express the full intent of the officiating Elder, and for 
that reason brethren have been instructed to use the word "and" 
in that connection instead of the word "to." 
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Of course all ordinations are not worded alike, and it may be true 
also that some ordinations may be somewhat defective, grammatically 
or otherwise, in fully expressing their full scope and meaning; 
but while it is true that the Lord accepts of the intent, it is 
nevertheless true also that officiating Elders should learn to 
express themselves as fully and clearly as possible in ordaining 
to the Priesthood as well as in the performance of every other duty 
or labor. 

Your Brethren 
Joseph F. Smith 
John R. Winder 
Anthon H. Lund 
First Presidency (ibid, 2:72.) 

It seems as though some Latter-day Saints have always had difficulty 

accepting two differing forms of Priesthood ordination. The First 

Presidency wrote the following letter to again clarify this issue 

for some contenders in Cache Valley: 

February 26th, 1909 
President Alma Merrill 
Richmond, (Utah) 
Dear Brother: 

This is in answer to yours of the 16th inst., also in answer to a 
letter of the 17th from Elder Andrew Morrison of your town on the 
same subject, in substance as follows: 	In ordaining to the Priest- 
hood which form should be followed, that of John the Baptist be-
stowing the Priesthood, and then (in order to accommodate our con-
ditions to it) ordain to the offices, and confer all the rights 
and privileges pertaining thereto, or to ordain directly to office 
in the Priesthood as is practiced in the Temple? 

Brother Morrison's letter indicates a difference of opinion exist-
ing in Richmond on this subject, some failing to see that any 
Priesthood is bestowed by ordaining to the offices. 

In considering this subject it is important that we have in mind 
these thoughts: 

1. In ordaining there is no set form revealed for us to follow, 
and therefore it is proper that the party officiating use his own 
language as appropriately and concisely as he can. 

2. That the intent of the ordination, whether the language used 
by the ordainer is strictly appropriate or not, validates the 
ordination. 

With these thoughts in mind we will briefly consider the two ways 
referred to, in the understanding however that both ways are 
recognized by us as legitimate and proper, according to the intent 
of the person officiating. 
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The ordination of Joseph and Oliver by John the Baptist is appro-
priate, concise and comprehensive. 	Its intent was to bestow the 
Aaronic Priesthood in its fullness, with the keys thereof, meaning 
the Aaronic Priesthood with its rights of Presidency in all the 
world. After this was done Joseph, as President and head, possessed 
all the authority, and all the jurisdiction in the exercise thereof, 
that John himself possessed while on the earth. 

It is thought by some that in ordaining to the offices no Priesthood 
is bestowed, and therefore John's mode of ordaining should be fol-
lowed, and then (in order to accommodate our present conditions 
to it) the canditates for ordination should be set apart to the of-
fices. 	Where this is the case in the brethren officiating in or- 
dinations, they are at liberty to confer the Priesthood and ordain 
to the offices. 

But where brethren officiating in ordinations feel otherwise, they 
may consider themselves at perfect liberty also to follow the 
method you say is practiced in the Temple, namely, that of ordain-
ing to the offices, which was the method practiced by the Nephites, 
as recorded in the third chapter of Moroni. And we may here add 
that although we have no record of any direct instruction having 
been given by the Prophet Joseph on this subject, from the fact 
that in ordaining others he himself did not pattern after John's 
language, but on the contrary ordained to the offices, it is only 

11111 	 fair for us to assume that the subject had been considered by him; 
and from the fact that the practice of the Church from his day to 
the present time has been to follow his example in this respect, 
it is consistent for us to assume that he did give instruction ac-
cordingly. And this assumption is imphasized in the fact that if 
by ordaining to the offices the argument be true that no Priesthood 
is bestowed, then the Church itself would be without authority, a 
thing so untenable as to be unworthy of a moment's consideration. 

No contention therefore need be indulged in on this subject, as 
both ways are recognized by the Church as being correct, and it 
is therefore a matter of choice which of the two methods shall be 
followed. 

Your brethren, 
John R. Winder 
Anthon H. Lund 
On behalf of the First Pres. (Letter on file, C.11.0.) 

This communication corroborates the contention made by President 

Grant cited above that "until recently, from the days of the Prophet 

Joseph Smith, ordinations to the Priesthood were directly to the 

11% offices therein." This being the case it is understandable there 

would be some resistance expressed about Joseph F. Smith's inter-

pretations of Priesthood doctrine as published in the March, 1901 
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ERA. Brigham Young, Jr., acting President of the Quorum of 	.we, 

challenged Joseph F. Smith's doctrine. He raised the issue se .ral 

times during meetings of that quorum. The following account, 

occurred four months after Smith's ERA editorial,illustrates t s: 

Salt Lake City, Thurs..June 20th, 1901. 

Meeting at eleven A.M. Some business when question of Priesthood 
came up again, raised by me. I have been called to order for 
teaching that Priesthood is "Divine Authority" and when a Deacon 
is ordained, all the rights, keys, blessings, etc., are conferred 
pertaining to this office in the Aaronic Priesthood. 	Bro. Jos.(F. 
Smith) contended that the whole Priesthood of Aaron was given in 
the ordination. This view I cannot see now and take. 	Bro. Jos. 
(F. Smith) was more than earnest and was brotherly and kindly rep- 
rimanded by Pres. Snow. 	(Young, Brigham,Jr., DIARY.) 

Brigham Young, Jr., may well have argued that since the offices of 

Deacon and Teacher are but appendages to the Aaronic Priesthood 

following D.& C. 84:30 and since only the office of Priest held the 

fulness of the Aaronic Priesthood it would be a fallacy ' to attempt 

to confer the whole Priesthood of Aaron as Joseph Smith and Oliver 

Cowdery received.when ordaining a Deacon. 

He may likewise have argued that since the office of Elder was 

merely an appendage to the Melshizedek Priesthood following D.& C. 

84:29 it would be fallacy'to presume to confer the whole Priest-

hood of Melchizedek as Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery received. 

when ordaining an Elder. 

He may have argued further that since all offices in the Church are 

appendages to the Melchizedek Priesthood which holds the right of 

presidency and has power and authority over all the offices in 

the Church following D.& C. 107:5,8,9, it would be fallacy to 

presume to confer this authority on anyone but the President of 
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4141 	the Church who holds this right exclusively. 

Brigham Young, Jr., shared the same feeling with Heber J. Grant who 

later stated that the direct ordination method "contains all that 

is really necessary in ordaining persons to those offices, and it 

is desireable to omit anything further,"and "We have been making 

a mistake in ordinations. We have been conferring Priesthood and 

it ought not to be done. If we confer the Priesthood on a man, we 

give him all the offices in the Church. We should ordain directly 

to the office in the Priesthood." 

This meeting was but one in a series of meetings in which Joseph 

F. Smith's views on the Priesthood were discussed following his 

statement in the March, 1901 IMPROVEMENT ERA. John Henry Smith 

reports a meeting held on March 7th immediately after the article 

appeared. In his daily journal on this date we read: 

All of the First Presidency and all of the Apostles but H.J.Grant 
and M.W.Merrill met in the Temple. * * * Some talk was had in re-
gard to the Priesthood and the offices growing out of them. 

Brigham Young, Jr., reports this same meeting in his journal: 

Twelve met at 10 a.m. Discussed several important matters. 	Pres. 
(Snow) came in at eleven-thirty. * * * Pres. Snow explained Priest-
hood. What is it? Divine authority, divided into heads. Mel-
chizedek: Apostles, High Priests, Seventies and Elders. 	Aaronic: 
Bishops, Priests, Teachers and Deacons. These are the active 
Priesthood. Different degrees and powers acting under same auth-
ority, each holding that portion attached to the office conferred, 
Apostles holding Priesthood in its entirety. 	(Young, Brigham, Jr., 
JOURNAL, B.Y.U. typescript.) 

It is evident President Snow, who had been associated with the 

Prophet since 1836 and an Apostle since 1849, recognized that 

Brigham Young, Jr., took the historic position of the Church in 

this matter and reprimanded Joseph F. Smith for urging his views 
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too strongly and explained that there are different degrees of 

Priesthood "each holding that portion attached to the office con-

ferred." Fundamentalists have arbitrarily assumed that President 

Snow approved Joseph F. Smith's doctrine, but the above accounts 

indicate that such was not the case. Joseph Musser writes as 

follows; 

The fallacious idea was advanced that a man could receive a portion 
or fragment of the Priesthood; or in other words, that each branch 
of the Priesthood was divisible. 

It is understood that this idea gained the ascendancy under the 
Presidency of Lorenzo Snow; and a few, it is reported, were or-
dained to an office in the Church without being given the Priest-
hood to which such office belonged. However, in justice to Presi-
dent Snow we should say that this action was probably taken with-
out his knowledge or consent. * * * 

It will be observed that President Smith's first statement above 
(March, 1901) was published while his predecessor in the Presidency, 
Lorenzo Snow, was yet alive, and it presumably had his sanction. 
(TRUTH, 3:151,152.) 

All of the evidence thus far points to the fact that in the early 

days of the Church Priesthood was received by the direct ordina-

tion method. 

Let us now turn to the records of ordinations in the early days 

of the Church. If it were deemed necessary to first confer Priest-

hood this would have been done in connection with ordination to 

the first office in each Priesthood. Several accounts of ordina-

tion to the office of Elder by the Prophet Joseph Smith and his 

associates are found in the records of the Church. Following are 

some typical examples from the Kirtland period. 

ALDIN BURDICK: 
We ordain you to be an Elder in the Church of the Latter-day Saints. 
When you did obey the Gospel the eye of the Lord was upon you and 
you are called and set apart.* * * 
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PETER BUCHANNAN: 
We ordain you to be an Elder to go forth and preach the Gospel, 
baptize and lay on hands. Thou art a vessel chosen of God to bear 
the news of salvation to the Gentiles. * * * 

BURR RIGGS: 
We ordain you to be an Elder in the Church of God to go forth and 
preach the Gospel. * * * (Kirtland Council Minutes, 1835, pp. 165-
185 ) 

The Prophet recorded the following in his history for January 2, 

1836: 

Elijah Fordham, Hyrum Dayton, Samuel James and John Herrot were 
also appointed by council to be ordained Elders under my hands. 
D.H.C. 2:354.) 

The ordination of Elijah Fordham is contained in an extant letter 

written by W.W.Phelps to his wife: 

Kirtland, Jan. 3, 1836. 	The ordination and blessing of E(lijah) 
F(ordham). 

Brother, we lay our hands upon thy head in the name of the Lord 
Jesus and we ordain thee to be an Elder in the Church of the 
Latter-day Saints, praying our Heavenly Father that he will bless 
thee with all the blessings of this ministry. * * * (W.W.Phelps 
FAMILY HISTORY, Utah Genealogical Society, S.L.C., Utah.) 

Extant records indicate the Prophet's brother, Hyrum Smith, also 

ordained directly to office without first conferring the Priest-

hood. The two following ordinations were performed in connection 

with patriarchal blessings and are thus preserved as a matter of 

record. This procedure followed the Prophet's example. 

SAMUEL MERRIL: 
January 2, 1841. * * * I ordain you an Elder in the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints to preach repentance and remission of 
sins through faith in the name of Jesus Christ and the endurance 
of faith unto the end. * * * 

PHILEMON MERRIL: 
January 2, 1841. * * * I ordain you an Elder in the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints and ordain you to that office to 
preach repentance and baptism for the remission of sins through 
faith in the name of Jesus Christ and the endurance through faith 
unto the end. (Patriarchal Blessing Book, 3:418,419,431, blessings 
no. 96, 104.) 

It is evident from the above wording that Hyrum Smith followed the 
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form specified in the LOOK OF MORMON. Moroni writes: 

In the name of Jesus Christ I ordain you to be a Priest, (or if he 
be a Teacher) I ordain you to be a Teacher, to preach repentance 
and remission of sins through Jesus Christ, by the endurance of 
faith on His name to the end. 	Amon. 	(Moroni 3:3.) 

The wording of Elder's licenses in the early days of the restora-

tion indicates Moroni 3:3 was followed as the form for ordination. 

Note the following license of William Smith, a younger brother of 

Joseph and Hyrum: 

Kirtland, Ohio, Dec. 19th, 1833. 

License, liberty, power and authority are given to William Smith, 
the bearer of this, to preach the Gospel of our Lord and Savior, 
by the endurance of faith on His name unto the end. Also certi-
fying that he has been received into the Church of Christ; which 
was organized on the 6th day of April, 1830, according to the ar-
ticles and covenants of said Church. Furthermore, stating that 
he has been regularly ordained an Elder in the Church, under the 
hands of Lyman Johnson, who is also an Elder in the Church. 

F.G.Williams, Clerk of Conference. (William Smith on Mormonism, p. 

After the Saints came west to the rocky mountains the form of 

Priesthood bestowal remained the direct ordination method under 

Brigham Young. The following two ordinations are typical: 

Sunday 23rd Dec. 1855 

Was ordained to the office of a Deacon under the hands of Elder 
L.D.Young Bro. Robert Crookston when the following blessing was 
pronounced. 

Bro. Crookston in the name of the Lord Jesus of Nazareth we lay 
our hands on you to ordain you to the office of a Deacon in the 
18th Ward and pray our Heavenly Father to pour his spirit on you 
that you may go forth and discharge all the duties of this office 
that devolves on you. We ordain you even to the office of a 
Deacon in the CJCLDS that your mind may be quick of understanding 
that you may perform the duties of your office and (I) seal this 
blessing on you and this we do in the name of Jesus Christ of 
Nazareth, even so Amen --- 

(18th Ward Record no. 1, pp.17,18, March 18, 1855.) 

Wednesday Dec. 19th (1855) Was ordained to the office of an Elder * 
Oscar B. Young son of Brigham F, Harriet Elizabeth Young under the 
hands of Bishop L.D.Young when the following blessing was pronounced: 
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Bro. Oscar in the name of the Lord Jesus I lay my hands on your 
head to ordain you an Elder in the CJCLDS and pray God the Eternal 
Father in the name of Jesus His dear son to pour His Holy Spirit 
upon you that you may be healed up and made whole that your system 
may be renovated and I seal upon you according to your faithfulness 
all the blessings and privileges pertaining to the Holy Priesthood 
and seal you up unto eternal lives that you may come forth in the 
morning of the First Resurrection. Therefore, I say unto you 
Oscar, be humble and prayerful and obedient to your parents that 
your mental faculties may be strengthened and that you may grow up 
and become a mighty man in Israel to help to prune the vineyard of 
the Lord for the last time and if you are faithful and obedient 
and humble I seal all those blessings upon you together with all 
others pertaining to this holy ordination in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen. 	(ibid, pp.15,16.) 

The direct ordination method continued as the only method of be-

stowing Priesthood until Wilford Woodruff's presidency when the 

conferral method arose and began to be used on an increasing basis. 

By the presidency of Joseph F. Smith we find it being suggested 

as the preferable method fo the two although the direct ordination 

method was permitted. When Heber J. Grant came to the Presidency 

he felt to return to the historic form of direct ordination. One 

wonders why all this vascillation through the years in the ordi-

nance of Priesthood bestowal. Let us examine more deeply into the 

problem. 

The ordination-conferral controversy in Church history is based on 

the two following alternate considerations: 

1. Is Priesthood properly received by ordination to office, bhus 

making conferral a redundant part of the ordinance and/or 

2. Must Priesthood be conferred in conjunction with ordination to 

office to be effectively received? 

Perhaps a misunderstanding or lack of agreement on definition of 

terms has contributed to the controversy. Let us see how the terms 

were defined and used in the Prophet's day. Webster's dictionary 



LORIN C . WOOLLEY STATE/IENT 	 Priesthood Conferral 22 

for 1840 contains the following definitions: 

ORDAIN:  V.T. 	1. To set; to establish in a praticular office or 
order; hence, to invest with a ministerial function. * * * 4. 	To 
set apart for an office; to appoint. 	Jesus ordained twelve, that 
they should be with him. 

CONFER: 	V.T. 	To give or bestow; followed by on. 	Coronation con- 
7717Un the king no royal authority. This word is particularly 
used to express the grant of favors, benefits, and privileges, to 
be enjoyed, or rights which are to be permanent; as to confer on 
one the privileges of a citizen; to confer a title or honor. 

SET (apart): 	V.T. 	To set, to lay, to put, to establish, to ordain 
* * * to place or station; to appoint to a particular duty * * * to 
set apart; to separate to a particular use; to separate from the 
rest. 

Thus, we see the terms were used synonymously according to defini-

tion. Today these three terms have received separate and distinct 

meanings as doctrine and terminology has become more refined. Con-

sider the present definitions: 

Priesthood is conferred upon an individual; he is ordained to an 
office in the Priesthood; and he is set apart to a position of 
presidency or administration. Thus a man has the Melchizedek 
Priesthood conferred upon him; he is ordained an Elder in that 
Priesthood; and he is set apart as a President of an Elder's 
Quorum. 	Similarly a man is ordained an Apostle, but set apart 
a member of the Council of the Twelve; he is ordained a Bishop, but 
set apart to preside over a ward; he is ordained an High Priest, 
but set apart to preside over a stake or to serve as President of 
the Church. 	(McConkie, MORMON DOCTRINE, p.549.) 

In the Prophet's day, before our more refined terminology was ini-

tiated, notice his interchangeable use of the words ordain and 

confer in describing the restoration of the Priesthood: 

A messenger from Heaven descended in a cloud of light, and having 
laid his hands upon us, he ordained  us, saying: 

"Upon you my fellew servants, in the name of Messiah I confer the 
Priesthood of Aaron, which holds the keys of the ministering of 
angels, and of the Gospel of repentance, and of baptism by immersion 
for the remission of sins; and this shall never be taken again from 
the earth,until the sons of Levi do offer again an offering unto 
the Lord in righteousness." 

He said this Aaronic Priesthood had not the power of laying on 
hands for the gift of the Holy Ghost, but that this should be 
conferred on us hereafter; * * * I laid my hands upon his head and 
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ordained him to the Aaronic Priesthood, and afterwards he laid his 
hands on me and ordained me to the same Priesthood---for so we were 
commanded. The messenger who visited us on this occasion and con-
ferred this Priesthood upon us, said his name was John, the same 
that is called John the Baptist in the New Testament, and that he 
acted under the direction of Peter, James and John who held the 
keys of the Priesthood of Melchizedek, which Priesthood he said 
would in due time be conferred on us, and that I should be called 
the First Elder of the Church, and he (Oliver Cowdery) the Second. 
It was on the 15th day of May, 1829, that we were ordained under 
the hand of this messenger and baptized. 	(D.H.C., 1:39-41.) 

Oliver Cowdery, like the Prophet, uses the terms ordain  and confer  

interchangeably in his descriptions of the restoration of the 

Priesthood. Note the following: 

I was present with Joseph when an holy angel from God came down 
from Heaven and conferred on us, or restored, the lesser or Aaronic 
Priesthood, and said to us, at the same time, that it should remain 
upon the earth while the earth stands. 	I was also present with 
Joseph when the higher or Melchizedek Priesthood was conferred  
by the Holy Angel from on high. This Priesthood, we then conferred  
on each other by the will and commandment of God. 

John the Baptist, holding the keys of the Aaronic Priesthood; Peter, 
James and john, holding the keys of the Melshizedek Priesthood, 
have also ministered for those who shall be heirs of salvation, 
and with these administrations ordained men to the same Priesthood. 
(D.H.C. 1:41-42.) 

That the terms "ordain", "confer" and "set apart" were used inter-

changeably in the early days of the restoration is evidenced by the 

following accounts of the institution of the office of nigh Priest 

in the Church: 

June 3, 1831. A general conference was called * * * The Lord made 
manifest to Joseph that it was necessary that such of the Elders 
as were considered worthy, whould be ordained to the High Priest-
hood * * * These were ordained to the High Priesthood. 	(John 
Whitmer's History of Mormonism, ch. 7.) 

About fifty Elders men, which was about all the Elders that then 
belonged to the Church * * * The Melchizedek (High) Priesthood was 
then for the first time introduced, and conferred on several of 
the Elders. 	(John Corrill, A PRIES' HISTORY OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST 
OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, 1839, p. 18.) 

He (Ezra Booth) was present when the Elders first received the 
ordination of the High Priesthood. 	They met together in June, 1831, 
* * * The manifestation of the power of God being on Joseph, he 
set apart some of the Elders to the High :'riesthood. 	(George A. 
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Smith, J. of D. 11:4.) 

Joseph Musser, in endeavoring to prove that Priesthood was con-

ferred with ordination to office in the early days of the Church 

cites the following example: 

But are the present leaders conferring the Priesthood, as they 
claim, as the early Apostles did? The record shows differently. 
* * * Brigham Young stated (DESERET NEWS WEEKLY, 26:274) May 25, 
1877, at a meeting held at Logan: 

"That ordaining men to the office of Seventy, the Prophet came to 
us many times, saying, Brethren you are going to ordain Seventies. 
Do not forget to comer  the High Priesthood upon the. Ordain each 
of them to the High Priesthood, and to one of the Seventy Apostlee. 
That was my language in the ordination of Seventies, and that is 
the way I ordain them now." (TRUTH, 14:324.) 

Musser's interpretations are in error for the following reasons: 

1. The Melchizedek Priesthood is properly conferred in connection 

with ordination to the office of Elder, not Seventy. 

2. The term "High Priesthood" as used above has reference to the 

office of High Priest, not the general Melchizedek Priesthood as 

Musser infers. Brigham Young is merely using the standard termi-

nology of the time. 

In order to understand Brigham Young's statement, we need to under-

stand his doctrine of the Apostleship. He taught that the Apostle-

ship of the Seventy gave them (the Seventies) greater authority 

than a High Priest and, therefore, encompassed this office. (ie: of 

High Priest). 

It is interesting to note that Brigham Young here used the three 

terms "ordain,""donfer" and "set apart" in describing the same or-

dinance following early usage: 

Brethren, you are going to ordain Seventies. Do not forget to 

confer the High Priesthood upon them. 	ord;iin each of them to .c.0 
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High Priesthood and to be one of the Seventy Apostles. * * * In the 
first calling of the Seventies the Prophet Joseph ordered that 
every one of them be set apart  to the High Priesthood. 	(DESERET 
NEWS WEEKLY 26:274, May 25, 1877.) 

In the early days of the restoration the word "ordain" was used in 

a broad sense to describe any type of delegation of authority in 

the Church. Notice the following instances which today would pro-

perly be termed "set apart" instead of "ordain:" 

Verily I say, let him be ordained as an agent (Knowel K. Whitney 
as a Bishop's Agent) unto the desciples that shall tarry, and let 
him be ordained unto this power. 	(D.& C. 63:45, see also 84:113.) 

I, the Lord, have appointed them, and ordained thorn to be stewards 
over the revelations and commandments which I have given unto them, 
and which I shall hereafter give unto them. 	(D.& C. 70:3) 

Every President of the High Priesthood (or Presiding Elder), 
Bishop, High Councilor, and High Priest, is to be ordained by the 
direction of a High Council or General Conference. 	(D.& C. 20:67.) 

It was not until 1901 that High Councillors were "set apart" to 

office. Prior to this time they too were "ordained." Apostle 

M. W. Merrill noted this change in procedure in his journal on 

June 13, 1901: 

I attended meeting with the First Presidency and seven of the 
Apostles. 	It was decided to ordain High Councilmen as High Priests 
and set them apart as High Councilmen. * 	* (Merrill, M.C., UTAH 
PIONEER AND APOSTLE MARRINER W. MERRIL AND HIS FAMILY, p. 262.) 

Concerning the First Presidency of the Church, we read: 

Of the melchizedek Priesthood, three presiding High Priests, 
chosen by the body, appointed  and ordained  to that office, and 
upheld by the confidence, faitT7—and prayer of the Church, form 
a quorum of the Presidency of the Church. 	(D.& C. 107:22) 

Following the direction of this revelation Joseph Smith was "ordained" 

President of the Church. William E. M'Lellin reports: 

* * * Joseph was appointed  and ordained  under the hands of S(idney) 
Rigdon to the First Presidency of the whole Church, as they pro-
fessed to be directed of the Lord; which was acknowledged by the 
whole conference. 	(ENSIGN OF LIBERTY, vol.1, no.5, p.61.) 

A 
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dmIN 	
Joseph Smith describes this ordinance in his history: 

On the 26th (April, 1332), I called a general council of the Church, 
and was acknowledged as President of the High Priesthood, according 
to a previous ordination  at a conference of High Priests and Elders 
and members, held at Amherst, Ohio, on the 25th of January, 1832. 
(D.H.C. 1:267.) 

Counselors to the President of the Church were also "ordained" in 

early days, whereas following Joseph F. Smith they are "set apart" 

to office. Note this ordinance in connection with Joseph Smith's 

two counselors (compare D.& C. 20:67.); 

Accordingly I laid my hands on Brothers Sidney (Rigdon) and 
Frederick (G. Williams), and ordained  them to take part with me in 
holding the keys of this last kingdom, and to assist in the Presi-
dency of the High Priesthood as my counselors. 	(D.H.C. 1:334.) 

By 1677 we find Orson Pratt stating that the proper term in in-

stalling a President of the Church is "set apart;" not "ordain." 

So in relation to the First Presidency. They carry no new office, 
but new duties are required at their hands, when they are chosen 
by the Priesthood and set apart, not ordained  to a new office, but 
set apart  to preside.  (J. of D., 19:115.) 

This concept was further amplified by Franklin D. Richards in 1898: 

Neither Joseph Smith, Brigham Young, John Taylor nor Wilford Woodruff 
were ordained  Presidents of the Church. 	It is not according to the 
order of the Church to ordain Presidents of the Church * * * Offices 
in the Church are conferred by ordination, but offices of position 
to honor and labor (lei, Presidency) are conferred by calling or 
appointment, and not L.  ordination. 	(Sanders, A KEY TO SUCCESSION 
IN THE PRESIDENCY OF TILE CHURCH, p.227.) 

Notice the following usage of the term "ordain" in connection with 

the organization of the Relief Society as recorded in the Prophet's 

history: 

I gave much instruction, read in the New Testament, and BOOK OF 
DOCTRINE AND COVENANTS, concerning the elect lady, and showed 
that elect meant to be elected to a certain work, &c., and that the 
revelation was then fulfilled by Sister Emma's election to the 
Presidency of the Society, she having previously been ordained  to 
expound the scriptures, Emma was blessed, and her counselors 
were ordained  by Elder John Taylor. 	(D.H.C. 4:552,553, see also 
J. of D. 21:367-368.) 

The term "set apart" also has an interesting history in the Church. 
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In the calling of Bishops the Lord revealed: 

No man has a legal right to this office, to hold the keys of this 
Priesthood, except he be a literal descendent and the firstborn 
of Aaron. 

But, as a High Priest of the Melchizedek Priesthood has authority 
to officiate in all the lesser offices he may officiate in the 
office of Bishop when no literal descendant of Aaron can be found, 
provided he is called and set apart and ordained unto this power, 
under the hands of the First Presidency of the Melchizedek Priest-
hood. 	(D.& C. 68:18,10, see also 107:16,17.) 

Present practice and terminology conform with this revelation. 

This same concept was apparently applied to the office of Seventy 

in 1835. Candidates were sometimes ordained Elders and set apart 

as Seventies. Note the following ordinations: 

WILLIAM PRATT  
We ordain you and set you apart to be one of the Seventy. 

WILLIAM F. CAHOON  
We set you apart to be one of the Seventy. . 

WILLARD SNOW  
We confirm your ministry and sot you apart as one of the Seventy 
to be a witness of the Lord. . . 

JOSEPH YOUNG  
We seal your ministry upon you and also set you apart to be one 
of the Seventy. . . 

If fundamentalism is what it purports to be--a return to and 

preservation of the early doctrine and practice of the Church 

then they must reject the interpretations and procedures advocat-

ed. by Joseph F. Smith and return to the original practice of the 

the Church as did Heber J. Grant. Then perhaps it might be more 
, • 	pr,„-- 	 •,+ 	 5,..c • 

appropriately attributed to John Taylor to have said, 

At the time of the sixth President of the Church there would be 
thousands that think they hold the Priesthood at that time, but 
who would not be properly ordained to it. 

It is uncertain how early the terms "ordain," "confer" and "set 

apart" began taking on separate and distinct meanings. Perhaps 
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as the revelations were more carefully scritinized in the light of 

a total doctrinal pholosophy, interpretation demanded a more pre-

cise terminology than was exhibited during the inception of the 

restoration. Since it was declared (D.& C. 84:29-30, 107:5) 

that "offices in the Church were appendages to (the) Priesthood" 

it began to be felt that perhaps Priesthood per se should be con-

ferred with ordination to office. A related concept arose in 

connection with the Apostleship of the Seventies. President Abraham 

H. Cannon of the First Council of Seventy recorded the following 

in his journal: 

Saturday, March 3rd (1883) * * * 
The question was brought up whether a man upon whom the hands had 
been laid for the purpose of ordaining, and on whom the Apostleship 
was not conferred by him who was mouth, was legally a Seventy or 
not. * * * 

Four years later a similar issue arose in this same council. This 

time it related to conferral of the Priesthood in connection with 

office. President Cannon (Abraham H.) again reports the matter 

in his journal: 

March 20, 1887. 
A question was asked as to whether a man who held no Priesthood 
and on being ordained a Seventy, (who) did not have the Melchizedek 
Priesthood conferred upon him, was really the possessor of the 
Priesthood. 	I maintained that it was necessary to say in the 
ordination that this was conferred upon him, otherwise he did not 
possess it. There being some difference of opinion on this point 
it was decided to refer the matter to the First Presidency for an 
answer. 

The official minutes of the First Council of Seventy yield the 

following information with regard to this matter as it came up in 

their council meeting: 

F. G. Froerer and Angus McKay, Presidents of the 45th Quorum, 
write from Huntsville as follows: 	"That in 1885 Prest. Seymour B. 
Young organized the 45th Quorum and ordained, by himself and the 
quorum presidents, one who previously held no Priesthood. One of 
the latter ordained him and sealed all the blessings pertaining to 
that office, but as the words Melchizedek Priesthood were not men- 
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tioned, it was held that he holds no Priesthood---that in another 
instance, (the phrase)"in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints" was not mentioned and they hold the ordination invalid, 
and they ask for explanation and instruction thereon." 

On motion of Brother Gatos the letter will be sent to the First 
Presidency of the Church to obtain their counsel and decision in 
relation to it. 

The minutes of council meeting the following week report: 

The following letter was received from President John Taylor in 
answer to the one from F.G.Froeror and Angus McKay of quntsville 
from the 45th Quorum: 

Salt Lake City, U.T., 
March 25, 1887. 
Elder Robert Campbell, City 
Dear Brother: 

We might answer the question contained in the letter of F.G.Froerer 
and Angus McKay by asking another question: Did the Priest (after 
the order of Aaron) who was ordained according to the form given 
by Moroni in the 3rd chapter of his book, on page 609, of the BOOK 
OF MORMON, receive the Aaronic Priesthood when there was no mention 
of its bestowal upon him or anything said concerning his being in 
the Church of Christ? 

when a man is ordained to an office and to all the gifts and 
blessings pertaining to that office, if the man who ordains him 
has the authority necessary to ordain him, he certainly receives 
all that is conferred upon him. 

It is very wrong for Elders in the Church to be caviling and getting 
up disputes upon such questions as are mentioned in this letter. 
Instead of contending upon such a subject, if there be any doubt 
respecting the sufficiency of the ordination, (it would be) far 
better to remove it by giving him another ordination that will 
leave no room for question than to have disputes about its validity. 

With kind regards 
Your Brother 
John Taylor 	(Seventies Council Minutes, March 23 and 30, 1887.) 

Thus, it is evident that President Taylor held to the established 

practice in the Church of ordaining directly to office in the 

Priesthood following Moroni 3:3. It is interesting to note his 

synonymous use of the terms "ordain" and "confer" also following 

early practice. If President Taylor's letter sustained the historic 

position of the Church in ordaining directly to office, it also 
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left the door open for those espousing the conferral method. It 

seems that with its phQlosophical appeal this form began to gain 

wider acceptance in the Church until in the 1890's it becaEze a 

frequent topic of discussion and inquiry. George Q. Cannon wrote 

the following concerning this issue in 1894: 

Ordaining to the Priesthood. We have been asked by several persons 
whether in ordaining a brother, it is right to confer the Priesthood 
first and then ordain him to the particular office to which he is 
called, or to directly ordain him to that office in the Priesthood. 
That is in ordaining a man an Elder, should the one officiating say: 
"I confer upon you the Melchizedek Priesthood and ordain you an 
Elder," or"I ordain you an Elder in the Melchizedek (Priesthood) 
or whatever the office conferred may be? 

So far as we know, the Lord has revealed no particular form or words 
to be used in the ceremony of ordination to the Priesthood as he 
has done in the rite of baptism, neither has he given any direct 
instructions on the point presented by the inquirers. Certain it 
is that both forms have been and are being used by those officiating, 
and it is equally certain that the Lord recognizes and honors those 

-410. 

	

	ordained in either way. Consequently, we are of the opinion that 
both arc acceptable to him, and will be until it pleases him to 
give the Church further light on the subject, either by direct reve-
lation or by inspiring his servants of the First Presidency of the 
Church to direct exactly what shall be said. 	(The JUVENILE INSTRUC- 
TOR, 29:114.) 

Thus it is evident that in 1894 "both forms (of ordination) have 

been and are being used by those officiating." Further, "it is 

equally certain that the Lord recognizes and honors those ordained 

in either way." The account given by Daniel Bateman in 1938 cited 

above purports that shortly before his death George Q. Cannon 

stated the following at a meeting at Draper: 

The day will come when men's Priesthood and authority will be called 
into question, and you will find out that there will be hundreds 
who have no Priesthood, but who believe they have it, they holding 
only an office in the Church. 	(TRUTH, 14:323, also 8:45.) 

The above views of George Q. Cannon were issued shortly before his 

death and are in conflict with those attributed to him by Daniel 

Bateman and Joseph Musser. Again, there is no official documen-

tation given for this statement,.only the mere assertion that he 
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made it. This is the typical Fundamentalist tactic. How could 

hundreds of men be deluded into thinking they held the Priesthood, 

"they holding only an office in the Church" when "the Lord recog-

nizes those ordained in either way?" If anything was said about 

hundreds thinking they hold the Priesthood when they do not, it 

no doubt refers to the hundreds who have been excommunicated from 

the Church and still think they hold the Priesthood—who think 

that Priesthood cannot be taken away through excommunication. 

On January 19, 1895, a Conference of Elders was held in the Assembly 

Hall on Temple Squard. The meeting was opened to questions and 

among others the following question relating to Priesthood ordina-

tion was asked: 

In ordaining brethren should we say: "Receive ye all the power of 
the Melchiaedek Priesthood," or simply say: 	"le ordain you an Elder?" 
Does he receive a fulness of authority and Priesthood when ordained 
an Elder? 

Counselor Joseph E. Taylor took up the questions asked at the open-

ing of the meeting, and answered them as follows: 

In ordaining Elders say after this manner: 	"In the name of the Lord 
Jesus Christ and in the authority of the Holy Priesthood vested 
in me (or us) I (or we) ordain you an elder in the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints, and seal upon you every key, power, 
right and privilege pertaining to this high and holy calling, Amen." 

If you have the proper authority such a man is ordained an Elder. 
Never mind considering the question as to whether he is more than 
an Elder. 	Let him magnify this calling or office, and there is 
ample scope for the exercise of all his talents and ability, and 
if he will faithfully perform his duty he will thus qualify him-
self to act in other offices of the Priesthood to which he may 
hereafter be called and ordained. 	(DESERET NEWS, Jan. 26, 1895, 
p.9; 	also Salt Lake Stake Minute Book, pp.310,318.) 

Thus, Joseph E. Taylor is teaching conformity to the old established 

method of ordaining directly to office in the Priesthood. This 

statement also confirms President Grant's assertion cited earlier 



LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 	 Priesthood Conferral 32 

that "until recently, from the days of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 

Ordinations to the Priesthood were directly to the offices therein." 

If it were deemed mandatory that the Melchizedek Priesthood be 

conferred before ordaining to offices in that Priesthood it would 

have been so stated at this important Conference. 

Fundamentalists have become sticklers for words and do not allow 

that "the intent validates the ordination" or that conferees are 

ordained "by the power of the Holy (host" irrespective of the 

phraseology used. They have written: 

It isn't that the Lord will not overlook an awkward word used by 
our inexperienced Elders who are called upon to perform these 
ordinances, excusing their mistakes and taking the will for the 
deed; but we cannot conceive Him condoning the changing of positive 
instructions and introducing forms that in no sense express the 
intention. (TRUTH, 14:12.) 

There is only one way to confer Priesthood, and that is to confer 
it. 	The conference precedes the ordination to offiCe. 	Presidents 
John Taylor and George Q. Cannon both so contended and they pre-
dicted the time when Men's Priesthood would be called into ques-
tion, because of it not having been properly conferred. That time 
is now (1943). 	Men's Priesthood is being challenged, and with 
good reason. 	(TRUTH, 9:117.) 

Fundamentalists aren't the first to fall into such a dogmatic pit-

fall. George Q. Cannon, whom they claim contended otherwise, took 

such sticklers to task in his day as follows: 

Vie receive communications from time to time, from theological class-
es and from others, making inquiries concerning the language to be 
used in ordaining different officers in the Church. On this and 
many other points there is a very manifest disposition to be tech-
nical and to attach importance to certain phraseology. 	Of course, 
no one can object to the exercise of proper care in administering 
the different ordinances of the Gospel, whether the ordinance of 
baptism, laying on of hands, administering to the sick, or the 
ordaining of men to various offices in the Priesthood. 	But while 
this is right, and there should be no looseness about this, people 
whould not become too critical and technical. The form which is 
given us by the Lord for the administration of the ordinance of 
baptism is exceedingly simple and to the point. Undoubtedly the 
Lord knew better than any one else whether it was proper and 
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man to think that he could improve on that which the Lord has given; 
though there have been times when the President of the Church has 
suggested language to be used in administering the ordinance of 
baptism that was appropriate to the then existing circumstances 
surrounding the candidates. 	This, of course, he had the right to 
do, as the man holding the keys. 	But for the administration of the 
ordinance of baptism under ordinary circumstances the form pre-
scribed by the Lord in the Book of Doctrine and Covenants is the 
form that should always be followed. The same may be said concern-
ing the form given by the Lord touching the administration of the 
Sacrament of the Lord's Supper. 	We have, on page 609 in the 
BOOK OF MORMON, described to us the manner in which Priests and 
Teachers were ordained in that day. 	It is very simple, and without 
doubt it was effective in conveying to those ordained the necessary 
authority to act as Priests and Teachers. 	In Section 13 of the Book 
of Doctrine and Covenants is described the manner in which John, 
who was known as John the Baptist, ordained Joseph Smith and Oliver 
Cowdery. 	It is simple and to the point, and contains not an unneces- 
sary word. Of course, in all ordinations care should be taken to 
bestow the authority, and should be done in the name of the Lord 
Jesus, and, as the BOOK OF MROMON says, by the power of the Holy 
Ghost which is in the men who ordain. 	(The JUVENILE INSTRUCTOR, 
March 15, 1896, vol.31:174,175, Ed., George Q. Cannon, Editor.) 

It seems the ordination—conferral issue was a subject of great in-

terest and concern in the 1890's, being commented upon frequently. 

The DESERET NEWS of March 24, 1897, contains the following editorial 

on this subject: 

A subscriber, writing from Idaho Falls, Idaho, makes the following 
inquiries of the NEWS: 

"Will you kindly answer the following questions through the NEWS 
and oblige several subscribers and Latter-day Sainta? 

"1. If a man is worthy to be ordained to the Priesthood should the 
Elder being Mouth use the words, I confer upon you the Aaronic 
Priesthood and ordain you a Deacon, Teacher or Priest, whichever 
is intended? Some claim that we do not need to confer the Priest-
hood, but just ordain him to the office in the Priesthood. 

"2. If a man is worthy and is recommended by the Bishop to receive 
the Melchizedek Priesthood, should the Priesthood be conferred and 
then he be ordained to the office of an Elder, etc? Some claim 
that it is not necessary to confer the Priesthood, but in ordaining 
to the office it gives the Priesthood. 	The argument is that a man 
cannot receive the right of a citizen in the nation by receiving 
an office in,the government." 

When a person is properly ordained to an office in the Priesthood 
he receives all the Priesthood pertaining to the office conferred, 
The order is to ordain Elders, Priests, Teachers, Deacons, and all 
other officers. Sec Doctrine and Covenants, 18:32, 20:39, and a11 
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other references to ordination of officers; also BOOK OF MORMON, 
Moroni 3:3. 

The Church authorities have given frequent instructions upon this 
point, a recent notable instance being at the Conference of Elders 
in the Salt Lake Stake in 1895, the minutes of which were published 
at length in the NEWS, so that all could learn precisely what was 
required. As to the argument that a man cannot receive the right 
of a citizen by receiving an office in the Government, ordination 
in the Church does not make a man a citizen or member. He becomes 
a member in the prescribed manner, and being a member and otherwise 
qualified, he is eligible to ordination to office, which confers 
all the powers of office bestowed. 	(see also TRUTH, 12:43.) 

The above quotations give us a glimpse of the background out of 

which Joseph F. Smith and Heber J. Grant each formulated his posi-

tion with respect to the matter. It is also part of the doctrinal 

milieu in which Joseph Musser grew up. It appears obvious that 

Lorin Woolley and Daniel Bateman took issue with Heber J. Grant's 

position, naively thinking that Joseph F. Smith's views in the 

matter reflected the historic position of the Church. This is 

reflected in their accounts of 1929 and 1938 respectively and is 

thus a strong indication for a late date of this aspect of the 

Woolley-Bateman statements---an issue which is not found in 1Toolley's 

accounts prior to 1921. This issue goes far in demonstrating the 

assertion that Lorin Woolley's 1929 statement is a product of the 

era of the 1920's, and that his story was added to as disagree-

ments arose with actions taken by the Church under the administra-

tion of Heber J. Grant, whom both he and Joseph W. Musser seemed 

to hold in contempt for, among other reasons, having had them 

e.7.communicated from the Church. 

In recapitulation we notice the following important points: 

1. President Joseph F. Smith in his statement of March, 1901, did 

not say the conferral of the Priesthood must precede ordinatin 
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to office, but that it "should," which makes a difference. He 

considered it more proper according to his terminology but he cer-

tainly did not say or mean that ordinations would be invalid if 

not performed according to his views. 

2. President Heber J. Grant's statement that when President Smith 

was questioned concerning the matter he decided "as of record, 'It 

is a distinction without a diference,' and 'Either will do,' is 

borne out by George Q. Cannon as well as by President Smith and 

his two counselors in the First Presidency who stated that "both 

ways are recognized by the Church as being correct, and it is 

therefore a matter of choice which of the two methods shall be 

followed," and the one is "tantamount" to the other. (Incedentally, 

the phrase "distinction without a difference" is uniquely character-

istic of President Smith. He uses the phrase "distinction without 

a difference" and "distinction with a difference" also in connec-

tion with other matters in various correspondence and other records.) 

3. The statement of Joseph Musser that the method of ordaining 

directly to office was a "new method" instituted during Heber J. 

Grant's presidency is false. As we have seen both methods had been 

in use for years prior to his presidency, and that direct ordination 

to the office was the method used in the Temples during the adminis-

tration of Joseph F. Smith and earlier. 

4. The statement of Joseph Musser that Charles W. Penrose's "theory" 

was adopted in 1921 is also false. It was not a theory and did not 

originate with him, but was the original method of Priesthood 

ordination and usage in the Church since the Prophet's day. 

5. The statement that "there is only one way to confer Priesthood 

and that is to confer it" is likewise fallacious. It may seem 
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semantically correct but, in the light of the historical record, 

is untenable. It is as President Joseph F. Smith's counselors 

stated: "If by ordaining to the offices, the argument be true 

that no Priesthood is bestowed, then the Church itself would be 

without authority, a thing so untenable as to be unworthy of a 

moment's consideration." 

6. The idea propagated by Joseph Musser that by ordaining directly 

to office in the Priesthood means "cutting the Priesthood into 

pieces to fit into the offices, and in the shuffle conferring no 

Priesthood at all" is erroneous. It is as the editor of the 

DESERET NEWS stated in 1897: "When a person is properly ordained 

to an office in the Priesthood he receives all the Priesthood 

pertaining to the office conferred," or as Brigham Young state in 

1861 that each office in the Priesthood possessed "a portion of 

the game Priesthood," or as Lorenzo Snow stated: "Each holding 

that portion attached to (the) office conferred." The early 

leaders cited stated emphatically that the Prophet Joseph Smith 

"himself ordained to the offices" and that "the practice of the 

Church from his day to the present time (early 1900's) is to 

follow his example in this respect." 

7. The purported statement of George Q. Cannon allegedly given 

at Draper is obviously spurious because Cannon's views are a matter 

of public record and they do not support such a contention. In 

fact they emphatically oppose such a proposition. 

8. It is evident, in light of his communication in 1887, that the 

statement attributed to John Taylor is likewise false. President 

Taylor's views of the matter were to follow Itoroni 3:3, but not 

to cause contention over the method used. This allegation of Woolley 
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and Bateman is a reflection of the 1900-1930 era and is, consequent-

ly,additional evidence in support of a late date (post 1921) for 

the origination of this aspect of his statement. -roIS ass- 	e'''' "-9  
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1111) 	Claims that the temple garments have been changed by Heber J. 

Grant, the seventh president of the church are also a part 	the 

Lorin Woolley story although not included in the official 1929 

version. Note the following statement of Daniel R. Bateman 

given on June 20, 1932: 

On the 27th of September, 1836, I was at an 8 hour meeting at 

John W. Woolley's home in Centerville. 	In that meeting the im- 
portance and sacredness of the garments were explained by Presi- 
dent John Taylor. 	Part of the time he stood in mid air with a 
halo of light around him. 	Pres. Taylor told us the time would 
come when changes in the garments would be made and it was nec-
essary for the brethren to have the correct understanding of the 
pattern and meaning of the marks so as to be able to teach the 
Saints at that time. He told us it was the pattern of the gar-
ment given Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden and it all had a 
sacred meaning. 

The Collar: My yoke is easy and my burden is light (crown of the 
Priesthood). 

VI\ The Strings: Three strings on each side; had a double meaning. 
The strings being long enough to tie in neat double bow-knots, 
representing the trinity. The double bow-knots meaning the mar 
riage tie, man and wives. 

* * * 

Adam and Eve, he told us, were without elating and the garment 
was also given to cover their nakedness and for the protection 
from the enemy. The sleeves reaching to the wrists and the 
legs to the ankles: not fitting tight but flowing. 	This 
pattern was given to the prophet Joseph Smith by two heavenly 
beings. 	(sig) Daniel R. Bateman. 	(Copy from Francis M. Darter. 
Cited partly in TRUTH 2:35; also ITEMS etc., p.32) 

It appears that other Fundamentalists have published basically 

the same account in slightly modified form. Note the following 

account which was allegedly copied from a so—called RECORD BOOK 

OF S. H. ROUNDY: 

Description of the garment by Pres. John Taylor. 

On the 27th day of Sept. 1888, (sic) at Centerville, Utah, he 
said: 	The time would come when changes would be made in the 
Garment and it was necessary for the brethren to have (the) 
correct meaning of the marks so as to be able to teach the 
Saints at that time. 

He said it was the pattern of the garment given to Adam and F.vc 
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(-) 	
in the Garden of Eden, and it all had a sacred meaning. 	The col- 
lar--my yoke is easy and my burden is light (crown of the Priest-
hood). 	The strings on each side have a double meaning, the strings 
being long enough to tie in a neat double bow-knot, representing 
the trinity; the double bow-knots (meaning) the marriage covenant 
between man and wife. * * *(etc.) 	The whole garment to be a 
covering and a protection from the enemy. The sleeves reaching 
to the wrist and the legs to the ankles. 

This pattern was given to Joseph Smith by two heavenly beings. 
(Gerber Collection,B0.yof U., 11:174) 	/y 

The lengths to which Fundamentalists have gone in ascribing mean-

ing to all the parts of their purportedly revealed kjary.: ,._.:.t is 

reflected in the following exerpts from an account of Francis 

n. Darter: 

We can now review the original garment itself. 	(1.) 	It has a 
collar made in two halves, with four square corners, the division 
in the back forming a compass. The four corners represent the 
Trinity and the one who is wearing the garment; as a whole: 	It 
is the yoke of Chirst, the crown of the Priesthood. A symbol 
that you have accepted them. Also that you will receive a square 
deal. 	It has three pairs of strings, 3 on the right and 3 on 
the left. 	The 3 on the right represent the trinity; the 3 on the 
left, the man and his two minimum wives required to enter into 
the celestial New Jerusalem, * * *(etc.) 	The entire garment is 
to be cut full--so as to give the body perfect freedom and 
coverage, there being a 4" overlap in the back. They must be 
of white material; the weight of the cloth is not given. And 
thus we have a brief of the L.D.S. Temple Priesthood "Marriage 
Garment." 

Practically all of this description of this garment pattern was 
given in Pres. John Taylor's 3-hour sermon of September 27, 
1886. 	(Darter, F. M., READ AND WEEP, pp.8,9) 

Fundamentalistsj following Daniel Bateman's 1932 statement, claim 

the exact pattern of the Temple Garment was revealed to the 

Prophet Joseph Smith by heavenly visitors. They have never been 

able to agree among themselves, however, exactly who those alleged 

visitors were. Darter alleges: 

It was from Lorin C. Woolley (according to the Daniel R. Bateman 
1932 statement) that we learn that it was John W. Woolley who 
stated in a meeting that the two angels who revealed this garment 
tc the prophet Joseph Smith was no other than our Savior and one 
of his wives. 	(Ibid, p.9) 
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Joseph W. Musser gives the following conflicting testimony: 

John the Revelator, under the direction of Jesus Christ, taught 
Joseph Smith the pattern of the garment. He cut out a pattern 
and had Joseph cut one out to know that he could do it. The 

collar is the crown of the Priesthood. 	(ITEMS, etc., p.18) 

Fundamept;ligt Francis M. Darter continues the story: 

Question: What proof have we today that we have true copies of 
the original garment pattern? Answer: When the Saints were 
driven across the river at Nauvoo, on their way to Utah, Emma 
Smith, the Prophet's first wife, came across the river and gave 
Martha Harris Smith, Hyrum's wife, a package stateing: 	"You will 
have more use for these than I; they are the original garments 
cut out by the two angels and given to Joseph." 

Now after Martha had lived her day, she sent for Pres. Joseph F 
Smith and their friend, Minnie Raymond, who at that time was 
also living in Provo. Those throe met and Martha told Minnie 
the full history of this garment, then asked Pres. Joseph F. 
Smith to confirm it, which he did in full. Now this minnie has 
cut out several hundred garments from this original pattern, 
also full temple robes. 	So you see that the original style is 
still with us for those who hant them. 

After Minnie Raymond had reached the very end of her life, a 
divine messenger came and took them. 	If each Latter-day Saint 
would watch and guard their own garments, as well as the Lord 
has followed this original pair, we will do well. 	This Minnie 
Raymond was told by this messenger several years before her 
death to cut out 100 full temple robes. This she did, and they 
will be worn, said the messenger, by those who labor first after 
the church is set in order. They, too, were cut out per a true 
pattern. 	(Darter, P. M., THE HOLY PRIESTHOOD, TEMPLE "MARRIAGE 
GARMENT" READ AND WEEP, p.11.) 

Joseph W. Musser gives his version of this story: 

I visited with Sister Minnie Raymond at No. 68 Canyon Road and had 
her testimony regarding the Garments and the Temple clothing. 	She 
lived at Monmouth, Ill., when she accepted Mormonism. 	She learned 
from her "Aunt Polly" Bunker, also at Monmouth, regarding Joseph 
Smith and the garments of the Priesthood. 	"Aunt Polly" had 
heard the Prophet's instructions on the garment and seen him cut-
ting out a pattern. 	While thus engaged, one of his wives asked, 
"Why the collar?" He said, "That is the yoke of the Lord, 	Take 
it off and it means that you refuse to take on the yoke of the 
Lord." She asked, "Why the strings?" Joseph explained that one 
day the garments would be cut to pieces and when the people who 
wear them in an altered condition, they would cease to receive 
the blessing of the Lord. 

She told of having received instructions on several occasions in 
the Temple and elsewhere from President Joseph F. Smith, who pro- 
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misod her that she would be called to make Temple clothing and 
maintain the proper pattern. He told her a great many requests 
':ere being received to change the garment, but they would not 
be changed in his day, but would be later. 	He said the time would 
come with the faithful Latter-day Saints would flee into the Tem-
ple for protection, which house would be large enough to hold 
the faithful Saints because of the great falling away that will 
have taken place, and the arm of the Lord will come between the 
people, who adopt the new garments, and the Temple so that they 
cannot enter. 	The people will not hinder them, but the Lcrd will. 

When the garments were changed she would not accept them and 
was reprimanded for her attitude, taking a stand against the 
leaders, so to speak. She was bewildered and fasted and prayed 
three days and nights for light. Not receiving an asnwer, she 
asked the Lord if she had done wrong in seeking direction that 
He would forgive her. A darkness came over her. She was in 
distress. 	Something seemed to try and choke her. 	So finally she 
gained strength to pray to the Lord for deliverance, when the 
darkness left and a glorious personage came before her, standing 
above the floor, with a full sat of Temple clothing on his arm. 
She was shown the proper pattern and told never to vary from it, 
that the Lord was pleased with her work, and that she was to con-
tinue as she had been previously instructed. 

President Smith told her the time would cone when our garments 
would have to be made at home by our own people. 	(ITEMS, etc., 
pp. 32-33) 

If Francis M. Darter's story is true that Minnie Raymond had 

"the original garments cut out by the two angels and given to 

Joseph" until taken by "a divine messenger at the very end of her 

life" then Musser's story must be false when he claims that after 

the garments were changed in 1923 "a glorious personabe came be-

fore her, standing above the floor, with a full set of temple 

clothing on his arm * * * she was shown the proper pattern and 

told never to vary from it. * * *" 	On the other hand, if Mus- 

sr's story is true, then Darter's claim that the original garment 

came down to Minnie Raymond must be false. Let us investigate 

further. 

The following account comes from the histories of several Latter- 
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day Saints. We cite the one from James Allred, a bodyguard of 

the Prophet Joseph Smith in Nauvoo; 

It was while they were living in Nauvoo that the Prophet came to 
Uametu wife (my grandmother), Elizabeth Warren who was a seams-
tress by trade, and told her that he had seen the angel Moroni 
with the garments on, and asked her to assist (him) in cutting 
out (a garment.) 

They spread unbleached muslin out on the table and he told her 
how to cut (it out). 	She had to cut (out) the third pair, 
however, before he said it was satisfactory. 	She told the 
Prophet there would be sufficient cloth From the knee to the 
ankle to make a pair of sleeves, but he told her he wanted as 
few seams as possible and that there would be sufficient whole 
cloth to cut the sleeves without piecing. The first garments 
were made of unbleached muslin and bound with turkey red and 
were without collars. 	Later on the Prophet decided he would 
rather have them bound with white. 

Sister Emma Smith, the Prophet's wife, proposed they have a 
collar on as she thought they would look more finished, but 
at first the prophet did not have the collar on them. After 
Emma Smith had made the small collars which were not visible 
from the outside, then Sister Eliza R. Snow introduced a wider 
collar of finer material to be worn on the outside of the 
dress. The garment was to reach the ankle and the sleeves 
to the wrist. The marks were always the same. * * * 

The same story with but very minor modification was retold by 

Eliza M. A. Munson of early pioneer history, and also reported 

in the Book of Remembrance of Llna Garner McReavy. 

Since Joseph Smith first used unbleached muslin there are those 

among Fundamentalists who think nothing else is proper. How- 
, 

ever, the early Saints in Utah' used woollen, not unbleached mus- 

lin for their garments, and it was heartily approved by the gen-

eral authorities. For instance, note the following sentiments 

of Heber C. Kimball on the advantages of' wool over' cotton (muslin): 

Then consider what a blessing it is to the poor of this community 
to be able to sleep in nice, comfortable, warm woollen blankets; 
now much better than either cotton or linen that is brought from 
the States. * * * Some of you have got an idea that wool will 
not do; but let me inform you that when Peter came and sat in 
the Temple in Kirtland, he had on a neat woollen garment, nicely 
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adjusted around the neck. * * * 

I will say that the one which Jesus had on when he appeared to 
the Prophet Joseph was neat and clean, and Peter had on the same 
kind. 	(J.of D. 9:37C) 

Note: If wool may be substituted for unbleached muslin, then 

why not newer fabrics also such as cotton-wool blends, polyesters, 

silks, nylons, etc? 

The origin of tape tie-strings is also associated with the idea 

of self-sufficiency of the early Saints in Utah. Without a 

local source and following a strong desire to shun imported and 

"gentile" fashion& buttons soon became a scarce commodity. They 

were necessarily shorn from worn out articles of clothing and 
rt 

sewn on their newer replacements. It would seem that tape tie-

strings replaced buttons on undergarments where buttons were 

not a necessity because of their scarcity. It was partly a matter 

of expediency and not totally by design. Thus the idea of tie-

strings required to be three in number to represent the trinity 

and man an his minimum two wives is a mystical interpretation 

supplied by Fundamentalists in later years to vindicate continued 

plural marriage. It is also used as a mark of spiritual bondage 

into which Heber J. Grant is supposed to have led the Saints as 

evidenced by the replacement of the tie-strings by buttons and 

zippers as closures, and pullover styles. 

In the mocking explanation of a Temple expose', in 1884, William 

Jarman writes of the Saints' policy of using local products and 

not relying on "gentile" fashions which included of course 

buttons: 
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I cannot better describe this garment than by saying it is under-
shirt and drawers in one. 	If my readers wish to possess a "wed- 
ding garment" just take a pair of drawers and a vest or under-
shirt; stitch them together making one garment of the twain and 
you have it, only be sure to cut off the buttons and sew up the 
button holes and put tape strings in their places for tying instead 
of buttoning, for buttons and button holes are patterning after 
the "Gentiles" and considered very worldly; there's nothing 
"heavenly" about buttons and button holes. 	(Jarmon, THE MORMON 
HELL ON EARTH, p. 69, Lambert Collection, Western Americana Sec-
tion, University of Utah Library, S.L.C., Utah) 

In 1923, President Heber J. Grant made the following statement: 

It may be observed that no fixed pattern of temple garment has 
ever been given, and that the present style of garment (i.e., 
long garment with collar and tie strings) differs very materially 
from that in use in the early history of the Church, at which 
time a garment without collar and with buttons was frequently 
used. 	(Letter of the First Presidency to all Stake Presidencies, 
date June 14, 1923, C.B.0.) 

Fundamentalists have refused to accept this statement (see TRUTH, 

4:145 for a rebuttal of this claim) as the truth claiming that the 

long garment with collar and three tie strings was revealed to 

the prophet Joseph Smith and was officially sanctioned and none 

other was permitted. In citing the above account Fundamentalists 

are careful to leave out the part about the collar being added 

by Emma Smith and Eliza R. Snow as a concession to fashion. (See 

Kraut, THE TEMPLE GARMENT, p. 6) Perhaps Fundamentalists will be 

interested in the following additional information: 

The Patriarch to the Church, Eldred G. Smith, has in his possession, 

along with other sacred family artifacts, a garment worn by Hyrum 
1. 

Smith at Nauvoo. The garment' came in two pieces--a pair of draw-

ers and a pullover top with buttons. It has all the marks that 

are on the authorized garments as we know them today, and is ob-

viously a style which was in use in the church in the early days 

of temple work. (See accompanying sketch of that garment drawn 
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IP\ 

from personal observation.) 

This garment corroborates President Grant's statement cited above 

"that the present style of garment (1923) differs very materially 

from that in use in the early history of the church, at which 

time a garment without collar and with buttons was frequently 

used. 

Although Joseph Smith is alleged to have started out making gar-

ments of unbleached muslin it was soon felt that bleached fabrics 

were whiter and more in keeping with the concept of purity. 

In a temple expose' of 1858 Ettie V. Smith describes the garment 

as "a white night town and skirt and shoes of bleached drilling." 

(See FIFTEEN YEARS AMONG THE MORNONS, p.43) 

One of Brigham Young's wives describes the garment thus: 

There is nothing elegant about this garment; on the contrary, it 
is quite ugly, and the young saints who assume it dislike it 
terribly for its plainness and awkwardness. 	In shape it is like 
a child's sleeping-robe, with the waist and the drawers combined, 
and reaches from the neck to the feet. 	It is of whict, bleached 
muslin, and untrimmed. 	(Young, Ann Eliza, WIFE No. 19, p.360) 

Garments with tie strings were also popular, but the number of 

strings varied, there being no standard number. A drawing of a 

temple garment published in an expose' of the temple ordinances 

in the Salt Lake Tribune of Sept. 28, 1879, shows a garrntne with 

only one pair of tie strings and with a c011ar. (See also A. C. 

Lambert collection, box 24, book I, and expose by a Mrs. G.S.R.) 

According to the record, there seems to have been a variety cf 
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garment styles and Fabrics in use in the early days of the Church. 

The color of garment material was also a matter op auestion. It 

was believed by many people in the nineteenth century that red 

colored underclothing was beneficial in the relief of arthritis 

or rheumatism. Some early Latter-day Saints following this idea 

were coloring their temple garments red. This practice was dis-

cussed by the First Presidency and the Council of the Twelve, who 

ruled as follows: 

It was decided in answer to a question that people should wear 
only white garments whether they be cotton, woollen or linen. 
Colored garments should, however, not be used. 	(Abraham H. Cannon 
journal, Dec. 1893) 

It eventually became apparent that a standardized or approved 

garment would be desireahle to bring order to the varied styles 

of garments being used. President Joseph F. Smith officially 

approved a garment style which all Latter-day Saints were urged 

to use. It was one with long legs and sleeves as were all early 

garments also with collar and tie strings. It was generally 

made of cotton, wool or linen. Later, as machine made fabrics 

became more plentiful, there were fashion conscious Latter-day 

Saints who were interested in a garment fabrid of finer quality 

than was then in use. L. John Nuttall, Secretary to the First 

Presidency reports in his journal: 

Sister Zina D. H. Young submitted a knitted garment something 
like our garments which is made in the east and asked if such 
may be marked and have a collar put on it and used as our 
temple garment. 	It was decided that such garments should not 
be used in lien of the pattern given. 	(Nuttall, L.J., journal, 
8 Doc 1890.) 

As time went on some Latter-day Saints were altering their 

garments to permit wearing them with dhanging fashions. Pres. 
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Joseph F. Smith was appalled at this. He wrote to the Bishops 

throughout the church: 

The garments worn by those who receive endowments must be white, 
and of the approved pattern; they must not be altered or mutilated 
and ar to be worn as intended, down to the wrist and ankles, and 
around the neck. 

Please inform all to whom you issue recommends that these require-
ments are imperative, and that admission to the temple will be 
refused to those who do not comply therewith. The saints should 
know that the pattern of endowment garments was revealed from 
heaven, and that the blessings promised in connection with wearing 
them will not be realized if any unauthorized change is made in 
their form, or in the manner of wearing them. 	(MESSAGES OF THE 
FIRST PRESIDENCY, 5:110) 

"Unauthorized changes" were prohibited but changing social con-

ditions were suggesting an authorized change in the garment. In 

1923 President Grant reports: 

For some time past the First Presidency and Council of the Twelve 
have had under consideration the propriety of permitting certain 
modifications in the temple garment. 

After careful and prayerful consideration it was unanimously de-
cided that the following modifications may be permitted, and a 
garment of the following style be worn by those church members 
who wish to adopt it, namely 

1. Sleeve to elbow 
2. Leg ,dust below knee 
3. Buttons instead of strings 
4. Collar eliminated 
5. Crotch closed 

* * * It is the mind of the First Presidency and Council of 
Twleve that this modified garment may be used by those who desire 
to adopt it, without violating any covenant they make in the 
House of the Lord, and with a clear conscience, so long as they 
keep the covenants which they have made and remember that the 
garment is the emblem of the Holy Priesthood, designed by the 
Lord as a covering for the body, and that it should be carefully 
preserved from mutilation and unnecessary exposure, and be pro-
perly marked. 

(2) 	In order that there may be uniformity in temple work, and 
that expedition in the administration of the ordinances of the 
House of the Lord may not be impeded, wo recommend that people 
doing temple work, whether it be ordinance work for the dead or 
first endowments for the living, wear the approved garment new in 
use. 	If persons appear at the temple with the modified style, 
however, they should not be refused admittance provided they 
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come properly recommended. 	Bishops, in giving recommends to the 
temple should call attention to this recommendation. 

Will you kindly advise the Bishops of your stake of these 
changes, being careful to give the matter no unnecessary publi-
city. 

This letter is not to pass from your hands, nor are copies to be 
furnished to any other person. 

(3) 	Note: 
We send you this copy of a letter addressed to Stake Presidents 
for your personal information, and to be used by you in connection 
with the instructions contained in it. 

	

• 	- 	t• 
Thursday, January 7, 1392 

Be careful not to expose their doting to the public gaze. 	This 
clothing is as sacred as the ordinances themselves. 	(Abraham H. 
Cannon journal, 16: 

In signed instructions given by President Joseph F. Smith to those 

receiving temple blessings, as late as June 28, 1916, he said: 

The garments worn by those who receive endowments must be white 
and of the approved pattern. They must not be altered or mutila-
ted and are to be worn as intended down to the wrist and ankle, 
and around the neck. Admission to the Temple will be refused to 
those who do not comply with these requirements. The saints 
should know that the pattern of endowment garments was revealed 
from heaven, and that the blessings promised in connection 
with wearing them will not be realized if any unauthorized change 
is made in their form or in the manner of wearing them. 

(sig.) Joseph F. Smith 

This new instruction did not violate previous statements. Presi-

dent Smith had cautioned against "unauthorized changes" in the 

form or manner of wearing the garment. This was an "authorized" 

change which President Clrant had the right to do as President of 

Lhe Church. His instruction also cautioned that the authorized 

garment "should be carefully preserved from mutilation and un-

necessary exposure, and be properly marked." 

The SALT LAKE TRIBUNE printed the following commentary on the 

reasons for the new modification: 
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President Charles W. Penrose says that modification of the garment 
is elective with each individual member of the church who has 
gone through the temple. The change in style is permitted for 
various good reasons, chief among which are promotion of freedom 
of movement in the body and clenliness. 	Formerly the sleeves 
were long reaching to the wrists. While doing housework the woman 
would roll up the sleeves. 	If sleeves were to be rolled up they 
mgiht as well be made short in the first place for convenience, 
it was argued. * * * The old-style garment reaches to the ankles 
and is looked upon by young members as baggy, uncomfortable and 
ungainly. The young of the gentler sex complained that to wear 
the old style with the new and finer hosiery gave the limbs a 
knotty appearance. 	It was embarrassing in view of the generally 
accepted sanitary shorter skirt. 	Permission is therefore granted 
by the First Presidency to shorten the lower garment. Also but-
tons are permitted to take the place of tie strings. 

Young men of the church, especially those who take exercise or 
play games at gymnasiums, favor the shorter garment. The per-
mission granted is hailed by them as a most acceptable and pro-
gressive one. Altogether and except in a few instances the 
permissive modification is welcomed as a sanitary move and a 
change looking of the comfort and health of those who wear 
temple garments. 

Instead of the old style, coarse, unbleached, irritating material 
of which temple garments were once made, the finer knitted goods, 
and even silks, are now used. 	These materials and modified styles 
are officially approved, but such alterations are optional with 
each individual, and by no means compulsory, church officials 
desire it understood. 	(SALT LAKE TRIBUNE, June 4, 1923.) 

Additional changes have been made in the garments since 1923. 

Garments are now available with a stretch neck which permits a 

one piece garment to be used with no means of fastening required 

at all. 

If the idea of mading a garment out of a single piece of cloth in 

the early days to avoid seaming the cloth is valid, then how 

much more desirable and preferable the present garments without 

seam which don't require either tic strings or buttons. It seems 

with modern technology we have actually gone the early saints 

one better, and all this alleged symboliiM of tie strings, collar, 

etc., falls by the wayside as mere speculation. 
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When the garment change was first announced, Joseph Musser made the following remarks 

in his Journal: 

May 24, 1923: Quite a furor is being caused in Church circles by action of author-
ities in changing the design of the garment.--- short arms and legs and low necks. 
Since, as I understand it the garment is only a symbol, it matters little about 
these details which are less important than the inconvenience of having long sleeves 
etc., to bother in the warm summer weather. My idea is that even union suits may be 
worn as garments provided they have proper marks. The symbol must be maintained, 
while the garment itslef may be changed to keep pace with the change in dress. Just 
as men once wore beards, but are now clean shaven, and women once wore vails but are 
now bare of face. Custom is ever changing in dress and habit, and we must change 
with it so long as we do not forfeit any fundamental principle of truth." (Joseph 
W. Musser  Journal, under date). 

As Joseph Musser continued to build up an animosity toward President Heber J, Grant, 

he changed his position, using the change in the garment as a mark of apostacy./ This 

is a good example of how continued criticism of the leaders of the Church will lead 

. one in apostacy as the Prophet Joseph Smith warned. (See: D. H.  C:.p. vol. 3, P. 3 85). 
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One wonders why Fundamentalists are so concerned about the church's 

policy in this regard. Since they have either been excommunicated 

from or have never been members of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints and are thus ineligible to enter Latter-day 

Saint Temples. And in this condition they are not authorized or 

permitted to wear a temple garment of any description, old or 

new. Those who illigitimately wear L.D.S. temple garments make 

a mockery of the temple and the priesthood and will some day be 

held accountable. 

Fundamentalists have'claimed the markings on the garments have 
• • 

been changed. They refer particularly to the direction in which 

the markings face. Note the followina dialogue: 

0.W.C. (a daughter of Lorin Woolley) Grandfather (John W. Woolley) 
worked in the temple. 	Ile used to do all the ordinance work, and 
at one time or other took all the male parts. 	He was also a 
sealer. 	(Note: 	John W. Woolley was released from his temple 
responsibilities in early 1915.) 	I was told that one day he went 
back to the temple after they had cleaned the veils, and they had 
been hung backwards. lie noticed they were wrong, and told them 
about it, but they never changed them. 

R.A.K. (A daughter of B. Harvey Allred) 	Your father told us these 
same facts. 

0.W.C. 	I have often thought that that was probably why the 
controversy on the mark of the garment. 

Comment: Certainly he would have seen it and said something if 
it had been on the garment before, just as he did about the 
veil. 	It would be interesting to find a pair of old garments to 
show when it did start. 	(REMINISCENCES 1:2) 

Hyrum Smith's garment, mentioned above shows the square to face 

the same direction as at present on the authorize4 garment pattern. 

.4„ 
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Orson Hyde's home in Spring City, Utah, which doubled as an endow-

ment house prior to the completion of the Manti Temple, in May, 

1888, has the temple markings on the front over the entrance. 

It shows the markings to face the same direction as at presently 

found on the authorized garment. Thus this criticism of garment 

markings is wothoull foundation. If Fundamentalists would do a 	,/,/f 
, liar (I,. 

little checking into all the stories that circulate in their 

circles they would not fall into such wild and vague pitfalls. 

It was from Lorin C. Woolley (same record [D. R. Bateman's 1932? 
statement]) that we learn that it was John W. Woolley who stated 
in'a'meeting that the two angels who revealed this garment to 
the Prophet Joseph Smith, was no other than our Savior and one of 
his wives. 	(Darter, F., THE HOLY PRIESTHOOD, TEMPLE "MARRIAGE 
GARMENT," READ AND WEEP, p.9) 

We personally know living witnesses who heard him (President 
Grant) say in a meeting just after the change from the Tabernacle 
pulpit that "The changes in the garment were neither by revelation 
nor inspiration, but to please the sisters, and to encourage the 
young people to go through the temple." Again, in the temple, 
Pres. Grant stated: (I quote) "The new style is authorized and 
approved, but without divine protection; that we prayed about it, 
but received no answer." This very fact alone whould disqualify 
them. 	(ibid pp. 9,10) 

Furthermore, when Pres. Grant was stricken with his first stroke 
in February, 1940, in California, when he realized he was about 
to die, he ordered six pairs of the old or original pattern to 
be sent "extra-hot rush" to Los Angeles Hospital. My wife at 
that very time was working at the Salt Lake knitting works, and 
she worked on this rush order. Some three years later he ordered 
six more pairs; her girl friend, Minnie Carpenter, worked on 
them. 	He formerly wore the new style, no collar or strings, but 
with long legs and long buttons (sic). (ibid 

Another fundamentalist tradition is that the temple garment will 

protect one from death, and that it was for this reason that 

Joseph and Hyrum Smith removed their garments before going to )-- 
Carthage for, as they claim, they (Joseph and Ilrum) knew that =_121- 	. 

they would be required to give up their lives hut would be pro- 

tected from doing so were they to wear the garment. Others hay 



2167itc," 

Aetive_ de611 	
41/14/46-: --X /4-t,/,-(4)(4 ' Ade hue /1-et,v  

P/itt44-6 
4te-ILA 

- 	 - 

,gi/d 66 

t 1Yanetit 

44r-A4 
/1r/X4( 

 0.,10 

. tea 

ia itc , 75— 
/ 	

iltA2e-5-7   i/ .
7011.4.12:(1-61:11-  li f'?" ,A.5 •// 

‘ 47  frti;for../ 	..-"r1.4 	

s 

	607si ,elf4 ;1-/-j —Cr!, • 	
, < if6er, 



LORIN C. WOCLLEY STATEMENT 	 Temple Garment Changed 13 

been possesses of the same misconception. For instance, note 

this statement of Sarah Loise Dalton Elder: 

My mother Julia Bowen Dalton * * ' was very intimate with the 
Prophet Joseph Smith's family and particularly with Emma Smith. 
My mother was living in the Mansion House at the time the Prophet 
was killed. The enemies of the Prophet had attempted several 
times to assasinate the Prophet. 	Just before going to Carthage, 
he came to one of his wives and stated to her that (if) it was to 
be that he should lay down his life as a martyr to the testimony 
he bore but that his enemies could not take his life while he was 
wearing his garments. 	lie took them off before leaving for Car- 
thage. My mother state to me that the garments at that time had 
the collar and strings on. 	(A notarized state merit given 22 Sep 
1940 at Ogden, Utah, from the N. B. Lundwall Collection, film 
298 #119, near the end.) 

This idea represents some wishfull thinking. The wearing of a 

temple garment will not and has not protected anyone from a 

violent death. Apostle Parley P. Pratt was shot and killed 

in Van Buren, Arkansas, on May 13, 1857, presumably with the 

old style garment on. Joseph and Hyrum Smith did remove their 

garthents before going to Carthage jail but not for the above 

claimed reason. A contemporary of the Prophet stated: 

* * * The Prophet Joseph Smith pulled off his garments just before 
starting to Carthage to be slain and he advised Hyrum and John 
Taylor to do the same, which they did; and Brother Taylor told 
Brother Willard Richards what they had done and advised him to 
take off his also, but Brother Richards said that he would not 
take his off, and DID not; said he was not harmed. 

Joseph said before taking his garments off, that he was going to 
be killed. * * * "was going as a Iamb to the slaughter" and he 
did not want his garments to be exposed to the sneers and jeers 
of his enemies. 

These facts all came from President John Taylor's lips after he 
was president of the church. 

_ 
rider John MOrgan Baca told them,to me as st -4.0ii to,him by Brother 
Taylorister o t. Young s4ia that Broiher-John,Taylor told 
her in answer to direct queStions;:the same,,ail except with 
regard to Willard Richards. 	(Oliver B. Huntington journal, 
22 Apr 1877) 

A temple expose' of 1870, indicates this same concept. 
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It is generally believed that Joe Smith took off his tunic (temple 
garments) the morning he went to carthage, to avoid the charge 
of being in a secret society; and that he would not have been 
killed, if he had retained it. 	(Beadle, J. H., LIFE IN UTAH, 
p. 489, 1870) 

Jules veiny reportS the more plausible reason why Joseph did not 
, ls 

want to expose his temple garment to the gaze of his enemies: 
cse7q Smj.tit 
jqW4 s Slig;tq u eniehs z,was killed, was not wearing his temple 
clothes because he ellathrown it off lest it would give a handle 
to the charge of belonging to a secret society which (charge) he 
had to meet. 	(Ivins Collection, U. of U., 8:231) 

This idea of not exposing the garment to the ridicule of unbeliev-

ers is the very reason why the garment was shortened in 1923. As 

asil;,ons — 
fashions and changed and clothes became shorter primarily for 

r7.-3son- 
sanitary reasons the garment was also permitted to be made shorter  

so as nOt to expose it to public vies. Thus as social conditions 

AN 	-changed this aspect of the gospel was modified to adapt through 

to this prophet albeit of a permissive nature. We 

conclude with ;Ith a st atement of a Fundamentalist which succinctly 

aescrines the protective power of the temple garment: 

A knight would never go to battle without his shining armor, 
nor would a soldier make combat without a strong defense. Indeed, 
all warfare is based upon the strength of its protective as well 
as offensive powers. Even nature endows her creatures with de-
fenses against marauding enemies--the turtle with its shell, the 
bird its wings, and the cat its claws. All creatures including 
man must secure a special defense for protection. But should 
they lose, discard, or fail to guard their defense, they become 
subject to destruction. 

In mortality, God provided man with armor against his most dan-
gerous enemy--Sat.anl That armor was the garment of the Priest-
hood. The patntern,Ai4l AymbO.A x  aild_the significance of its 
power are meaAt to bleAan's Mos.;„4,rus2I.ed defense by all who hold 
the Prielicipd p , eMa lrius,t_be P- 9Wdfrom Satan's—powers; and 
if we should lose, t0Are44-1 rd, ecA 241,sof that armor, man be-
comes subject to attack and perhaps de f eat. 

Since these things are spiritual, they can.. zonly be understood by 
those who are spiritual. Without the garment of the Priesthood, 
man can walk in darkness and not even detect his own peril until 
it is too late. 

- 	•, 
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If the covenants of the garment are honored, they become to the 
wearer the means of grand and unlimited blessings for tine and 
eternity. 	God is bound to keep His part of the agreement and 
will never fail. 	(Kraut, THE PRIESTHOOD GARMENT, p. 21.) 
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The Garment Of Hyrum Smith 

This garment consists -  of only a shirt. There is presently no 
drawers preserved. 

I. Split sleeves with missing buttons. They were gathered as 
a regular modern long-sleeved shirt. 

2. Split in bottom of shirt similar to a modern shirt-tail. 
Split is 10" long. 

3. Split to facilitate pulling over the head, flanked with pleats. 
4. Both shoulders reinforced with a patch of cloth. 
5. The collar was gathered at the neck in back as in modern 

shirts. 
6. The navel mark was about two inches long. It was torn into 

the cloth. It was not hemmed or patched. The patch had 
fallen off. 

7. The square mark was cut into the garment and then patched. 
It faces the same direction as at present. 

8. The compass mark was cut into the material and then 
patched. 

Note: The reason the marks were so large is because they cut 
the marks into the matirisl and then turned the edges under for 
a hem. 

Aft 
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John Taylor set the five mentioned apart and gave them authority 
to perform marriage ceremonies, and also to set others apart to 
do the same thing as long as they remained upon the earth; and 
while doing so, the Prophet Joseph Smith stood by directing the 
proceedings. Two of us had not met the Prophet Joseph Smith in 
his mortal lifetime and we--Charles H. Wilkins and myself--were 
entroduced to him and shook hands with him. 	(Pamphlet, THE 1886 
Revelation, p. 8; also, TRUTH 2:120; see also ibid 13:323) 

Joseph Musser reports Lorin Woolley giving him the following ad-

ditional information relating to the Prophet's roll in the al-

leged proceedings: 

Instructions to the five: "You will have the weight of this world 
upon you and one of you will have to stand alone." Joseph Smith 
laid his hands upon their heads while John Taylor set them apart, 
or acted as mouth. 	(ITEMS etc., p.23) 

It is here contended that the Prophet Joseph Smith was present at 

the ordination of the five "High Priest Apostles" and personally 

participated in the ordinance, shaking hands with Lorin Woolley 

and Charles Wilcken at the conclusion. This implies that Joseph 

Smith was a resurrected being in 1886. The Lord in 1843 revealed 

keys with reference to detecting beings: 

When a messenger comes saying he has a message from God, offer 
him your hand and request him to shake hands with you. If he 
be an angel (resurrected being) he will do so, and you will feel 
his hand. If he be the spirit of a just man made perfect he will 
come in his glory; for that is the only way he can appear--ask 
him to shake hands with you, but he will not move, because it is 
contrary to the order of heaven for a just man to deceive; but ho 
will deliver his message. 	If it be the devil as an angel of light 
when you ask him to shake hands he will offer you his hand, and 
you will not feel anything; you may therefore detect him. These 
are three grand keys whereby you may know whether any administra- 
tion is from God. 	(D.& C. 129:4-7; see also D.H.C. 3:392; 4:571- 
581 for additional information on spirits by Joseph Smith) 

There seems to have been a rumor circulating among some of the 

Saints in early days that Brigham Young brought the bodies of 

Joseph and Hyrum to Salt Lake Valley by wagon and buried them 

under the Salt Lake Temple. Fundamentalists have even believed 

and circulated this rumor. 



LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 	 Joseph Smith's Resurrection 2 

When the Saints came to the Salt Lake Valley and began building 
the Salt Lake Temple, the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum were secretly 
brought concealed in a wagon and then hidden in the temple foun-
dation. 	Patriarch Harrison Sperry was a witness to this, being 
present when it was done. * * * In addition, an old tample worker 
told us in his home, May 1, 1966, that his father-in-law many 
years ago showed him and others the exact spot in the Salt Lake 
Gemple where he met and shook hands with the Prophet Joseph Smith. 
(Bishop, KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD ILLUSTRATED, pp.190,191) 

On another occasion, Heber C. Kimball, while purportedly talking 

with Amanda Wilcox, and looking at the uncompleted Salt Lake 

Temple, said: 

Next comes the Temple. 	"What do you expect to see there?" 	I 
told him that I expected to see the Savior, Joseph, Hyrum and 
others. He said, "Have you seen the Temple picture?" 	I said 
that I had not. He then put his hand on my shoulder and said: 
"Now look." "Oh, how white and beautiful," I exclaimed. He then 
removed his hand and the vision was gone. He then asked me if I 
knew where the Prophets, Joseph and Hyrum were. 	I told him that 
I knew, and he said, 	"His must be kept a secret." 	(Cited in ibid 
p. 190; see TRUTH 11:5-7) 

Charles W. Kingston gave the following testimony: 

Lorin Woolley said that the bodies of Joseph and HyrUm Smith were 
dug up, put in new caskets, and brought to the Salt Lake Valley 
at a very early date. 	Lorin further stated that the godies 
were buried in the Salt Lake Tample grounds. 	(REMINISCENSES,3:25) 

The following account is taken from the journal of Robert 

Shrewsberry: 

Patriarch Harrison Speery (d. abt. 1928, age 99) told Brother 
Worth Kilgrow (told the story to him three times) that B(righam) 
Y(oung), H. C. Kimball and Bro. Wilcox (Amanda H. Wilcox's hus-
band) went back to the Mansion House and Nauvoo (Joseph's home) 
in 1848 and dug up the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum and brought 
them to Utah in a sealed wagon. 

When they arrived late in the fall of 1848 they opened up the 
wagon. 	He, Bro. Speery, saw the bodies, with a few other trusted 
souls, lying in their caskets, side by side. 	He said they looked 
very natural, almost as though asleep. He told this story a year 
or two before he died. 	At that time he told Bro. K(ilgrow) that 
the Prophet had visited in his home and showed the chair in which 
he sat. 	Dictated to me by Bro. W. Kilgrow in Jan. 1939," 
(ibid 3:26,27) 

Brigham Young's journal for 1848 does not indicate that he made 

any trip to Nauvoo for any reason. He spent the early summer at 
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The Prophet Joseph Smith instructed Brigham Young and perhaps others where he wished 

to be buried and where he wanted to arise from in the resurrection. Brigham Young 

stated at October Conference, 1845i about the desire of the Prophet's mother to go 

west with the Saints: 

Mother Smith proposes that she will go (west) with us, if we promise to bring back 
her remains in case of her death and deposit them with her jusband's. Also Joseph 
once said, with outstretched arms, 'if I fall in battle in Missouri, I want you to 
bring my bones back, and deposit them in that sepulchre --- I command you to do it 
in the name of the Lord.' And I pledge myself if mother Smith goes with us and I 
outlive her, I will do my best to bring her bones back a gain, and deposit them with 
her children, and I want to know if this people are willing to enter into a coven-
ant to do the same.' (unanimous vote). 

President Young continued: 

We are determined also to use every means in our power to do all that Joseph told us. 
And we will petition Sister Emma in the name of Israel's God, to let us deposit the 
remains of Joseph according as he commanded us. And if she will not consent to it, 
our garments are clear. Then when he awakes in the morning of the resurrection, he 

"1""bik will talk with them, not with me; the sin shall be upon her head, not ours." 
(D. H.  C.,. vol. 7, pp. 472,473). 

It would seem Brigham Young was committed to bury Joseph Smith in Nauvoo, as he was 

commanded and was bound to carry Mother Smith's remains back to Nauvoo from Salt Lake 

City in order to be with her family in the resurrection. Brigham Young and the 

Saints did not fail in this pledge and Fundamentalist claims to the contrary are sac-

rilege. 

April 23, 1930: Lorin C. Woolley told J. W. Musser: ". 	. 	. Brigham Young, 
John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff, and, of course, Joseph Smith, had been resurrected, 
and that Joseph Smith, in resurrected form, had led the people to these mountains 
in 1847." (Joseph Musser  Journal, under date). 

• 
April 6, 1935. Daniel R. Bateman related: "President John Taylor, told, in my nres- 
ence, time and time again, that Joseph and Hyrum, in their resurrected bodies, had 
led the Saints to these valleys, going before the first company of immigrants_ Prest. 
Woodruff and Prest. Snow also made the same statement in my hearing." (Joseph ".usser 
Journal, under date). 
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Winter Quarters prior to returning the Salt Lake City. 

The author has read reports purportedly from early pioneer sour-

ces that the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum are buried on the north 

side of an underground tunnel that connects the Tabernacle and 

Temple buildings Other reports indicate they are buried under 

the statues of Joseph and Hyrum to the south of the Temple. 

(see ibid 3:25) Still others claim they are buried in the 

foundations of both the Tabernacle and Temple. Speculation in 

this area seems to have run rampant. 
C W K 
Lorin Woolley said that the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum Smith were 
dug up, put new caskets, and brought to the Salt Lake Valley at a 
very early date. 	Lorin further stated that the bodies were buried 
in the Salt Lake Temple grounds. 

R.A.B; Yes I heard this and also that they were buried beneath 
where the monuments to Joseph and Hyrum now stand. 	(ibid 3:25) 

Brigham Young told of the Prophet's desire to be buried in 

Nauvoo: 

While Joseph was alive he said, "If I am slain in battle or fall 
by the hands of my enemies I want my body brought to Nauvoo and 
laid in the tomb I have prepared. 	(D.H.C. 7:256) 

President Joseph F. Smith wrote the following in 1904 to Bishop 

David McKay of Huntsville: 

The story about the bodies of the Prophets Joseph and Hyrum Smith 
having been brought to this country by the pioneers is a fallacy; 
they were buried in Nauvoo, and their resting place remains un-
disturbed. 	(FIRST PRESIDENCY DECISIONS, 1887-1914, 2:28, C.H.0.) 

The above testimony is all contradicted by Joseph Musser who 

writes with reference to this subject: 

John Taylor said at the Carlisle home to Lorin C. Koolley: 	"Joseph 
Smith, as a resurrected being guided Brigham Young across the 
plains and led' him to Utah. His remains were not brought to 
Utah by wagon as many have supposed." 	(ITEMS etc., p.2) 

Musser seems to differ with other Fundamentalists as to whether 
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Joseph and Hyrum's bodies were brought to Utah or left in Nauvoo. 

Each fundamentalist cites Lorin Woolley as his source. Since 

Musser was Woolley's successor in office, we would naturally 

favor his (Musser's) account as having precedence. However, it 

appears that both Woolley's and Musser's accounts are incorrect. 

Brigham Young ,repudiated the idea of Joseph and Hyrum being resu-

rected at the time the Saints crossed the plains, for he reports 

some ten years after they arrived in Salt Lake Valley: 

Joseph is not resurrected; and if you will visit the graves you 
will find the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum yet in their resting 
place. 	Do not be mistaken about that; they will be resurrected 
in due time. 

Jesus had a work to do on the earth. He performed his mission, 
and then was slain for his testimony. So it has been with every 
man who has been foreordained to perform certain important mis-
sions. Joseph truly said, "No power can take away my life, until 
my work is done." All the powers of earth and hell could not take 
his life, until he had completed the work the Father gave him to 
do; until that was done, he had to live. 	When he died he had a 
mission in the spirit world, as much so as Jesus had. * * * There 
is an almighty work to perform in the spirit world, he will be 
resurrected, but he has not yet done there. * * * As quick as 
Joseph finishes his mission in the spirit world, he will be res-
urrected.. 

I do not know that any news would come to my ears so sad and dis-
couraging, so calculated to blight my faith and hope as to hear 
that Joseph is resurrected and has not made a visit to his breth-
ren. 	I should know something serious was the matter, far more 
than I now apprehend that there is. When his spirit again 
quickens his body he will ascend to heaven, present his resurrected 
body to the Father and the Son, receive his commission as a resu-
rrected being, and visit his brethren in this earth, as did Jesus 
after his resurrection. Mary met the Savior after his resurrection, 
and "supposing him to be the gardener, saith, sir, if thou have 
borne him hence, tell me where thou hast laid him." But when she 
learned who he was, and was about to greet him, he said, "touch me 
not, for I am not yet ascended to my Father." As quick as Joseph 
ascends to his Father and God, he will get a commission to this 
earth again, * * *. 

When Jesus was resurrected they found the linen, but the body was 
not there. When Joseph is resurrected, you may find the linen 
that enshrouded his body, but you will not find his body in the 
grave, no more than the disciples found the boey of Jesus when 
they looked where it was lain. 	(J. of D. 4:285,286) 
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These remarks by Brigham Young should forever dispel the idea that 

Joseph Smith was resurrected when the Saints crossed the plains. 

Fundamentalists, therefore, are forced to brand Brigham YOung a 

public deceiver when he gave the above discourse. 

John Taylor left this testimony that the Prophet Joseph Smith 
guided Brigham Young across the plains as a resurrected being. 
His remains were not brought here in a wagon and buried under the 
tabernacle. 	Pres. Young's statement in 1854 (sic), stating 
that Joseph Smith was not yet resurrected, was apparently given 
to mislead the people. * * * (Cited in the minutes of a Fundamen-
talist meegint of June 29, 1952, p.2, copy in possession of the 
author.) 

None of the presiding authorities of the church have ever taught 

that the Prophet Joseph Smith has yet been resurrected. Wilford 

Woodruff stated in 1880 that Joseph Smith was then in the spirit 

world, but had advanced in station there from others who had since 

followed him: 

I have had many interviews with Brother Joseph until the last 15 
or 20 years of my life (1880); I have not seen him for that length 
of time. 	But during my travels in the southern country last win- 
ter I had many interviews with President Young, and with Heber 
C. Kimball, and Goo. A. Smith, and Jedediah M. Grant, and many 
others that are dead. * * * The thought came to me that Brother 
Joseph had left the work of watching over his church and kingdom 
to others, and that he had gone on ahead, and that he had left 
this work to men who have lived and labored with us since he left 
us. This idea manifested itself to me, that such men advance in 
the spirit world. 	(J.of D. 21:317-318) 

Erastus Snow taught in 1884 that neither Joseph, Hyrum nor any 

other member of this dispensation had yet been resurrected--that 

it was an event yet future: 

* * * The prophet Joseph Smith shall come unto us again. 	He has 
merely taken another mission in advance of us. He fulfilled the 
mission given unto him on earth. The Lord was satisfied with 
his labors here. He lived long enough to endow his brethren with 
full authority to carry on the work that he had begun on the 
earth. 	He took his departure behind the veil. * * * As fast as 
(the Savior and his fellow laborers) finished their ministry in 
the flesh (they) continued their work among the spirits in pri- 
son. 	So is the Prophet Joseph Smith officiating and ministering 
to those spirits, and so are all his brethren, the apostles, who 
have gone in his wake, who have followed, as it were, in his track. 
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They have just gone behind the veil. * * * All the first eldors 
of this church and the presidents of all the early quorums, and 
a vast company of the members of their quorums. All these and 
many more are laboring in the spirit world preparing the spirits 
thereof to receive the benefits and blessings which are now about 
to be accomplished--and it is nigh at hand, it is even at our 
doors--there will be another step made in advance; there will be 
another mission undertaken. The next mission will be to come and 
prepare the way in Zion, and in her stakes, and in the temples of 
our God for turning the key of resurrection of the dead, to bring 
forth those that are asleep, and to exalt them among the Gods.. 
And who will be first and foremost? Why, he whom God has chosen 
and placed first and foremost to hold the keys of this last dis-
pensation. 	How long will it be? 	It is not given to me to say 
the month, the day, or the hour; but it is given unto me to say 
that that time is nigh at hand. The time is drawing near (much 
nearer than scarcely any of us now comprehend) when Joseph will 
be clothed upon with immortality, when his brother Hyrum will 
be clothed upon with immortality, when the martyrs will be raised 
from the dead, together with their faithful brethren who have per-
formed a good mission in the spirit world--they, too, will be 
called to assist in the work of the glorious resurrection. The 
Lord Jesus, who was the first fruits of the dead, the first fruit 
of them that sleep, and who holds the keys of the ressurrection, 
will bring to pass the resurrection of the Prophet Joseph and his 
brethren, and will set them to work in bringing about the resur-
rection of their brethren as he has sot them to work in all the 
other branches of the labor from the beginning. 	(J.of D. 25:32-34) 

There has been some speculation in the past as to when Joseph Smith, 

the head of this dispensation, will be resurrected. Some have 

indicated that it has already taken place. Consider the follow- 

ing instance: 

Peter E. Johnson, who went into the spirit world in 1898, was 
given information concerning the present status of Joseph Smith. 
He had been given the option to either remain in the spirit world 
or return to earth. His record of this portion of his conversa-
tion is as follows: 

"After some little conversation this question was repeated with 
the same answer. 	Then I asked: 	'If I remain, what will I be 
asked to do?' 	I was informed that I would preach The gospel to 
the spirits there, as I had been preaching it to the people here, 
and that I would do so under the immediate direction of the Pro-
phet Joseph. This remark brought to my mind a question which has 
been much discussed here, as to whether or not the Prophet Joseph 
is now a resurrected being. While I did not ask the question, 
they read it in my mind, and immediately said: 	'You wish to know 
whether the Prophet has his body or not?' 	I replied. 	'Yes, I 
would like to know.' 	I was told that hte Prophet Joseph Smith 
has his body, as also his brother Hyrum, and that as soon as I 
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could do more with my body than I could do without it, my body 
would be resurrected.. (Peter E. Johnson, cited in TUE RELIEF 
SOCIETY MAGAZINE, 7:451,452, see Crowther, LIFE EVERLASTING, p.244) 

Such accounts cannot be considered completely accurate, especially 

when the come in conflict with the facts in the matter. There is 

no record that this vision was ever presented and voted upon by 

the Priesthood as either truth or doctrine. President Joseph F. 

Smith taught in 1910 that the Prophet was not then yet resurrected. 

He concurs with the doctrine on this point taught by Brigham 

Young and Erastus Snow cited above. 

This gospel revealed to the Prophet Joseph is already being 
preached to the spirits in prison, to those who have passed away 
from this stage of action into the spirit without the knowledge 
of the gospel. Joseph Smith is preaching that gospel to them. 
So is Hyrum Smith. So is Brigham Young, and so are all the 
faithful apostles that lived in this dispensation under the ad-
ministration of the Prophet Joseph. They are there, having 

40%, 	carried with them from here the holy priesthood that they re- 
ceived under authority, and which was conferred upon them in the 
flest; they are preaching the gospel to the spirits in prison; 
for Christ, when his body lay in the tomb, went to proclaim 
liberty to the captives and opened the prison doors to them that 
are bound. 	(Smith, GOSPEL DOCTRINE, p.471) 

In 1918 President Sjoeph F. Smith saw in vision Joseph and Hyrum 

Smith still laboring in the spirit world. He reports seeing in 

the spirit the following: 

The Prophet Joseph Smith, and my father, Hyrum Smith, Brigham Young, 
John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff, and other choice spirits who were 
reserved to come forth in the fulness of times to take part in 
laying the foundations of the great latter day work, including 
the building of the gemples and the performance of ordinances 
therein for the redemption of the dead, * * * were also in the 
spirit world. 	(ibid, p.475) 

If Joseph and Hurum Smith were beheld in the spirit world in com-

pany with Brigham Young, John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff, etc., it 

must have been subsequent to Pres. Woodruff's death in 1898. 

This, therefore, is additional testimony that Joseph Smith was not 

resurrected in 1886. 



LORIN C. WOOLLZY STATEMENT 	 Joseph Smith's Resurrection 8 

111) 	If the Prophet Joseph Smith has not appeared to any of the presi- 

dents of the church as a resurrected being (and there is no au-

thentic record that he has), then he is, as above stated, still 

performing his mission in the spirit world and is not yet resu-

rrected. This is further borne out by the fact that the Reor-

ganized Church exhumed the bodies of Joseph and Hyrum in 1928. 

Samuel O. Bennion, then President of the East Central States 

Mission, and three others upon hearing of it, drove from Inde-

pendence to Nauvoo arriving just after the bodies had been dis-

interred. He wrote in a report to President Grant: 

After we had breadfast in Keokuk we drove up to Nauvoo and stopped 
at the old Mansion House. 	Fred(rick) M. (Smith, President of 
the Reorganized Church) took me upstairs where they were photo-
graphing and taking measurements of the skulls of Joseph and Hyrum. 
I could hardly keep the tears back when I saw these men handling 
these skulls like they were just common ordinary skulls and I 
said to Fred M. Why don't you let the bodies of these men rest 
where they were, it seemed a terrible thing to disturb their 
graves. 	He answered me, by saying that he wanted to find out if 
the graves of these men were down by what was once called the 
Spring House and rather evasively avoided my question, but told 
me that he did not know exactly where they were buried and he 
wanted to find out. It is my impression brethren that he had 
heard reports that Brigham Young took the bodies of Joseph and 
Hyrum to Utah and that he wanted to prove it untrue. He did not 
mention that but in an indirect way he did. 	I said to him "Didn't 
your father tell you where these bodies were laid?" And he an-
swered "Yes." I told him his father had told me where they were 
and that I was convinced that they were there close to the foot 
of Emma Smith's grave. 

I am convinced myself brethren that the skeletons dug up by Fred 
M. Smith are the skeletons of Joseph and Hyrum Smith. 

The lower jaw of Hyrum Smith is just as near like the pictures 
of Hyrum as it could be. His jaw was very large and was quite 
square expecially at the chin compared with Joseph's. 	Joseph's 
jaw was more pointed, but Hyrum's was a little more square all 
around than Joseph's. These men must have been big because their 
lower jaws were extra large and strong. 

The bullet that killed Hyrum entered into his face near the lower 
part of his nose on the right side and broke his upper jaw just 
above the teeth. The break shows very distinctly where the bullet 
entered the face, because the bone was broken and the bullet went 
in an upward direction right under the eye and came out on te 

1PN 
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other side of his head, just a little above his ear and toward 
the front. 	Fred thought perhaps the bullet was lodged in the head 
of Hyrum but could not find it. 

The skulls were filled with sand and refuse, I presume from the 
grave and Fred took this all out and had it on a newspaper threr. 
I told him that he ought to bury it with the bodies but he did not. 

Two of the teeth in Hyrum's lower jaw were not there. The upper 
jaw was decayed so that you could not find where the teeth had 
been, but Hyrum's lower teeth were good. None of these had been 
filled and were in perfect condition. 	Hyrum's jaw measured 6 3/8 
inches from the point where the jaw fastened right under the ear 
to the center of the chin. The skeleton of Joseph's head was 
very much decayed in front, wo that nothing below the brow showed, 
not even the nose and very little of hyrum's nose showed, it was 
badly decayed and had disappeared. 

The Prophet Joseph appeared to have what is called a single crown, 
a little lump right at the base was noticeable and Fred M. called 
my attention to the fact that he had one just like it. Hyrum's 
skull showed that he had what is called a couble crown. 

One of Joseph's wisdom teeth was missing, and probably had never 
been cut. 	Joseph's teeth were worn just a little on one side, 
probably caused from contact with irregular teeth, but there was 
not any filled teeth in either of the skulls. The upper jaw was 
so badly decomposed that one could not determine or say anything 
about the upper teeth. The face on both was so decayed one could 
not say what they looked like. 

Fred M. had a photographer there who photographed the skulls. 
These skulls as I have said, were in one of the upper rooms of the 
Mansion House and the photographer was taking photographs and the 
other men were there measuring skulls. 	(Letter of Samuel 0. 
Bennion to Heber J. Grant, January 21, 1928) 

if-desephis-and-Hyrum's bodies were exhumed in 1928 we may logically 
assume-they-ha4-net then been resurrected. We may confidently con-
elude-with-6EighaR-Young: 

If Joseph's and Hyrum's bodies were exhumed in 1928 we may logically 

assume they had not then been resurrected. We may confidently con-

clude with Brigham Young: 

When Joseph is resurrected you may find the linen that enshrouded 
his body, but you will not find his body in the grave. 

All the evidence points to the fact that the Prophet is yet labor-

ing in the spirit world. Many people have left accounts of seeing 

the Prophet Joseph Smith in the spirit world, but they are too 
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numerous to include here. The above cited testimony, however, 

should be sufficient to prove the point. If Joseph Smith was 

laboring in the spirit world in 1910, and his body was exhumed 

and reinterred in 1928, he certainly was not a resurrected being 

in 1886, and, therefore, could not possibly have appeared and par-

ticipated in an ordinance and shake hands wiht Lorin Woolley and 

Charles Wilcken at the conclusion. This is but another facet 

of the Woolley account that does not ring true or fit with the 

facts of history. 

In view of the above testimony, Fundamentalists postulate that 

perhaps a person may be resurrected and yet the grosser parts of 

the body may still be left behind, and that this is what the 

Reorganites found in 1928. We recite a portion of an earlier 

quote: 

Apostle Orson F. Whitney was once asked about the bodies of the 
thartyrs which were supposed to have been discovered. 	His rejoinder 
was "I do not know just what part of the body may be necessary in 
a resurrection.--'-'(J. W. Musser journal 

Fundamentalists have also pointed to the following conuaent by 

Heber C. Kimball on this same subject: 

So far as we are concerned, we were taken from the earth, and we 
may expect to return to it again; and that portion of me which is 
pure, after the dross of this mortality is separated from it, 
expect will be Brother Heber. 	It is that which will be resurrect- 
ed; but all that is not nuro will remain; that is it will not go 
back into the body again; and if there are ten parts out of the 
hundred which are dross and corruption they will remain in the 
earth; I do not expect to take that up again, but I expect to 
take up the purified element that will endure forever; still the 
dross is beneficial in its place. 	(J.of D. 3:107) 

This line of reasoning is begging the point because almost the 

entire bodies of Joseph and Hyrum appear to have been left be- 

hind. This would indicate all was corruption, which is absurd. 
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Musser precluded this typo of reasoning for he said: 

Christ was the first fruits of the resurrection; also an ensample 

for all time. He received from the tomb the identical body he 
had in mortal life and which was crucified. 	So will all men re- 
ceive their real bodies in the resurrection, but in perfect fora 
and all bodies will be, or grow to the full stature of the spirit. 

Jesus was the first fruits of the resurrection and none were resur-
rected before him. His body came up as it was laid down, every 
particle of it. 	We will all receive the identical body we had 
in mortality. 	Jesus was the perfect type. 	(ITEMS etc., p.15,20) 
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It is difficult to understand the claim that the Church would go 

into temporal bondage in the day of the seventh President (Heber 

J. Grant, 1918-1945). Following Fundamentalist tradition, the 

Church should have gone into temporal bondage following the issu-

ance of the Woodruff Manifesto of 1890. This is when the Church 

was in its greatest financial straits following confiscation of its 

property by the United States Government in 1887. An economic 

history of the period reports in regard to Church indebtedness: 

It will be recalled that the Church went into debt to the extent 
of about $300,000 as the direct effect of the Edmunds-Tucker Act 
and the creation of the government receivership of church property. 
The church also undertook to care for the families of those in pri-
son, to aid poorer members in the payment of lawyers' fees and 
court costs, and maintained a sizeable "Defense Fund" of its own 
to pay legal fees and finance a campaign in the East to fight the 
law and its action. At the same time, however, tithing receipts 
dropped from an average of more than $500,000 per year, during 
the 1880's to a little more than $300,000 in 1890. 	This was due, 
of course, to the unsettled nature of church finance. Why turn 
tithing over to the church if the government was going to get it? 
Moreover, the idea of tithing as a compulsory payment had been 
played upon so effectively by hostile writers and speechmakers 
that the trustee-in-trust was forced, in order to prevent confis-
cation of current tithing receipts, to substitute the word "volun-
tary offerings" for "tithing" on certificates issued during the 
late 1880's and early 1890's. 	While the personal and real proper- 
ties forfeited under the Edmunds-Tucker Act were returned to the 
church during the 1890's, their value was considerably reduced be-
cause of mismanagement and waste and the sale of several revenue-
producing properties. Moreover, the church did not have the benefit 
of the use of a large share of the confiscated properties during 
the eight-year period of the receivership. Consequently, the long-
run effect of the Edmunds-Tucker law was to throw the church, which 
had previously enjoyed a creditor status, into a debt of at least 
half a million dollars. 

There were certain obligations and commitments which served to 
swell this debt during the 1890's. 	The first was the completion 
of the Salt Lake Temple. 	President Wilford Woodruff, in his eighty- 
third year by 1890, was anxious to finish this sacred structure in 
his lifetime. The stopped-up efforts of the church during Woodruff's 
administration, involving an expenditure of about $1,000,000, made 
possible the completion and dedication of this $4,000,000 structure 
in 1893. A second obligation of the church was education. The 
First Presidency distributed a circular to stake presidents and 
bishops in 1890 bemoaning the fact that the desire for learning 
had "in too many instances * * * been lost sight of in the toil 
for daily existence," and requesting an expansion in local educe- 
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tional programs. A general Board of Education for the church was 
established for the purpose of assisting and coordinating the edu-
cational efforts of local communities. A considerable share of the 
annual church budget was allotted for this purpose each year. The 
academies which were built with tithing properties in 1888-1390 
received appropriations from this source as did the Brigham Young 
Academy in Provo, the Brigham Young College in Logan, and the 
Latter-day Saint College of Salt Lake City, all of which embarked 
on expansion programs in the field of higher education. Welfare 
expenditures also increased during the depression of the 1890's. 
Finally, as has been noted, large sums were expended on the devel-
opment of the sugar, salt, and hydroelectric power industries. 
By 1898, the church's debt amounted to over $1,250,000. 	(Arrington, 
GREAT BASIN KINGDOM, pp.400-401.) 

When Lorenzo Snow assumed the presidency he concluded to get the 

Church out of debt. This he proposed to do by getting the Church 

out of business and speculative ventures: 

He believed (wrote his secretary) that if half the means used for 
business enterprises in which the Church was interested, had been 
used in circulating our printed word, a mighty work might have 
been accomplished. 	But we were in debt and without money. * * * 
He believed that the Lord was displeased with us for borrowing or 
going into debt to the extent of nearly two millions of dollars 
for business enterprises. 	(ibid 406-7.) 

President Snow was impressed to stress the payment of tithing and 

thus began to bring the church out of the heavy debt it had fallen 

into. By 1907 President Joseph F. Smith was able to report: 

Today the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints owes not a 
dollar that it cannot pay at once. At last we are in a position 
to pay as we go. We do not have to borrow any more, and we won't 
have to if the Latter-day Saints continue to live their religion 
and observe the law of tithing. 	It is the law of revenue of the 
church. 	(C.R., April 5, 1907, cited in Roberts, C.H.C., 6:421.) 

Fundamentalists claim that after Joseph F. Smith put the Church 

on a good sound economic basis through thrifty policies Heber J. 

Grant again plunged the Church into fiscal irresponsibility. They 

claim President Grant once boasted: 

Joseph F. Smith can save money and I can spend it. ( 

Fundamentalists have perhaps been jealous of President Grant's 

great business acumen and, therefore seek to discredit his accomp- 
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lishments in this regard. Jesse B. Stone, a contemporary of Lorin 

Woolley describes how President Grant, "the Seventh President of 

the Church," is supposed to have plunged the Church into temporal 

bondage in 1923. He writes: 

After the world war (1914 1018), the Church found itself and its 
business interests in some financial straits and had to borrow 
money. According to Lorin's story, certain individuals within 
the Church, acting in conjunction with him (Lorin C. Woolley) and 
his father steered the Churchjeaders,to Jewish financial firms 
in New York. A certain manvairected by Jewish influence left Salt 
Lake City and arrived in New York a day before the arrival of Heber 
J. Grant. As instructed, he contacted a member of the firm to 
whom Mr. Grant applied for a loan. The President went to a bank 
presided over by an orthodox jew named Isaak Woolley, and stated 
that he was authorized to negotiate a loan for several million 
dollars. 

The amount was agreed upon, but Mr. Grant was asked if the priest-
hood of his church could be held responsible for the debts, he made 
as its trustee-in-trust. 	He replied in the affirmative,for that 
was his honest opinion, but one member of the firm suggested that 
negotiations be postponed until the following day. 	In the meantime, 
the member consulted the other party from Utah, who informed him 
that the priesthood could not be held accountable for anything. 
Upon learning that better security than his mere title as Trustee-
in Trust was needed for the loan. Mr. Grant hurried back to Utah 
and together with presiding Bishop Charles W. Nibley organized the 
Zion's Security Corporation and other holding companies through 
which they could borrow money against church property. The firm 
from whom the church leaders borrowed the money has since been 
merged with the Chase National Bank. 	(Stone, J.B., JEWISH INFLUENCE 
ON THE MORMON CHURCH, typescript, pp.2,3.) 

Stone writes further of Fundamentalism's Council of Seven: 

Some of them relate a story told them by Lorin C., of a conversa-
tion with his cousin Isaak Woolley. Isaak is quoted as saying "I 
hold the bonds of all Church property. You can have them for the 
interest." Lorin is claimed to have replied, "I don't want then, 
for they will be too hot to hold some day." 

The result of the whole matter will be that when the General Auth-
orities finally have to admit, themselves, or rather the church over 
which they preside(is) hopelessly in debt, and without divine 
authority, a smooth talking kike of the international crew will 
step forward, holding the deeds to all church property and claim-
ing to hold the keys of the priesthood tracing his authority through 
Lorin C. Woolley back to Joseph Smith. 	(ibid., p.4.) 

Another author, Norman C. Pierce, further represents the Fundamen-

talist position giving the following information regarding this 
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4") 	momentous transaction: 

This one man Corporation Solo was allegedly deemed expedient at 
this time to float an enormous multi-million dollar loan with the 
Chase National Bank of New York in order to save the sugar indus-
try of the church. Naturally it was preferable for the bank to 
deal with just one man, who needed no other man's consent to do 
business with them. Hence, this corporation sole was born, and 
for the sum of one dollar and other valuable considerations, the 
Corporation of the Church of Jesus Christ with its holdings was 
deed over to it on the 27th of Nov., 1923, as recorded in Book 
C-12 of abstracts, page 113, in the City 	County Bldg., Salt Lake 
City. 

Now, even a multi-million dollar loan should not be of any great 
consequence to a church corporation that is reported by both News- 
week and Esquire magazines to have an income in excess of one 
million dollars a day. However, it is reported that this loan 
must run its course of some 50 years, and cannot be settled in 
one lump sum, because the bank prefers the continued interest. 
It was also reported in widely circulated leaflets, that in Brigham 
City and elsewhere the choicest and most sacred properties of the 
church were listed as security for this enormous loan. Even 
special signs posted on sugar factory grounds, revealed this bank's 
special interest in those plants. * * * 

Let's not worry about that mortgage when our paper money becomes 
worthless. The Chase National Bank will be much more pleased to 
receive gold in lieu thereof from the storehouse in the mountain 
of the Lord (the Koyle "Dream Mine?"). 	But, perhaps, it may be 
better to let them foreclose, since it will all be destroyed any-
way, including New York, so why pay this alleged mortgage? 	(Pierce, 
THE 3 1/2 YEARS, pp.41,42.) 

Another critic of Heber J. Grant's financial dealings as President 

of the Church, Clyde Neilson, writes; 

Most of us remember that some years ago the Utah-Idaho Sugar Com-
pany was financially embarrassed, and Heber J. Grant went to the 
City of New York and there obtained the desired assistance. Upon 
his return everybody eulogized him to the skies for being able 
to accomplish the remarkable feat of borrowing such an enormous 
sum of money on the solo strength of his reputation. 

The county records tell a different story. 	All evidence pointed 
out by them indicates that it was not the reputation of Heber J; 
Grant, the Chase National Bank took as collateral for its loan, 
but it was the Salt Lake City Temple Block and other valuable pro- 
perties which Heber J. Grant had transferred to his own possession, 
thus bolstering his own value, that the creditors took for goodness-
knows-how-many $604,000.00 payments. 	(See the records in Box 
Elder County for this debt.) 

The Chase National Bank apparently was not eager to extend to 
Heber J. Grant an invitation asking him to come to New York City 
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and sign on the dotted line until he first had his reputation re-
inforced with some church properties having the intrinsic value of 
$5,000,000 and a sentimental value of an additional $20,000,000. 
* * * The official county records plainly show that Heber J. Grant 
has sold church properties, and said properties in turn were used 
by him as pawn for debts incurred by borrowing millions from the 
Chase National and other banks. 	(Heber J. Grant nor the Apostles 
are the Church. 	The Church is the whole congregation. The selling 
of the properties in question literally amounts to grand embezzle-
ment from the Saints.) 

The dealings of the Corporation of the President of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of L.D.S., according to county records, plainly indi-
cate that this corporation is a commercial corporation which deals 
in property, mortgages, debts, securities, etc. 

If it is true what we say, then Heber J. Grant has committed an 
act of sacrilege. (Neilson, Clyde, leaflet, TEMPLE BLOCK SOLD, 
1938) 

Joseph Musser discusses the alleged mortgates in the following 

language: 

The record further shows that the Utah-Idaho Sugar Company, as 
mortgagor executed a mortgage to this "Corporation of the President" 
from which we exerpt the following: 

"This mortgage is given for the purpose of saving the mortgagee 
harmless from, and indemnify it against all actions, claims, ex-
penses, costs, attorney fees, damages and/or losses arising from 
or in any wise incurred through or by reason of the execution by 
the Corporation of the President of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints of an agreement of guaranty and subordination, 
dated November 1, 1931. This same mortgage makes reference to 
another like agreement under date of Jan. 6, 1931 running in favor 
of the Chase National Bank of New York City, and associate banks 
in the sum of not exceeding $600,000 at any one time, reference 
being made to such agreement for further particulars. See Book 
36 of Mortgages, p.329 of Box-Elder County, Utah." 

The statement can mean only one thing; i.e., that the Corporation 
of the President of the Church guaranteed certain indebtedness 
of the Utah-Idaho sugar co., for which it received a mortgage on 
the sugar company's property to save it free from loss and harm in 
the event it was compelled to pay a part or all of the sugar com-
pany's indebtedness. 	It is clear that the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. 
could not borrow the money itself; its property was not considered 
sufficient security for the enormous amounts needed to keep from 
going into liquidation. Therefore, in order to get the loan the 
President of the Church, as head of a one man corporation, pledged 
the property of the church as a guarantee thereof. 	It is also 	clear 
that the Chase National Bank of New York did not consider the 
holdings of the sugar company adequate security for the loan re-
quired. 	(TRUTH, 3:206,207.) 
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Joseph Musser reports the following nocturnal discussion between 

Lorin Woolley and Heber J. Grant: 

Speaking of the church indebtedness, I (Woolley) asked Heber about 
it. 	He replied mentioning $27,000,000, and before he could give 
the exact figures, I furnished it by saying $27,355,600. 	Heber 
asked how that indebtedness would be taken care of. 	I said there 
is plenty of gold in the mountains which would come to hand when 
required (the Coyle Dream Mine again?), and that every dollar would 
be paid through the operations of the "Seven." 	(Musser, ITEMS, etc., 
pp.33-35, also cited in Baird, REMINISCENCES OF JOHN W. WOOLLEY 
AND LORIN C. WOOLLEY 

In order to analyze the above claims of Fundamentalists we will 

first review the office of Trustee-in-Trust in the Church. 

In the Prophet Joseph Smith's day all church financial dealings 

both ecclesiastical and commercial were handled by himself as 

Trustee-in-Trust. (see for example the legal papers filed Feb. 

3, 1841, in Carthage, Ill.) At the Prophet's death the two Bishops 

of the Church, Newel K. Whitney and George Miller succeeded to 

this office. 	(C.H.C. 2:446.) When Miller apostatized Whitney re- 

tained this position until his death in 1850. The next year Brigham 

Young became the Trustee-in-Trust. To assist him in this office 

Pres. Young enlisted the aid of managing clerks. William Clayton 

served in this capacity until 1853. He was followed by Joseph 

Simmons from 1853-1861. James Jack became clerk in 1862 and held 

that office intermittently until he died in 1910. In 1911, Rudger 

Clawson became clerk and held this office through 1830. 

As the church continued to grow and the complexity of the business 

activity of the Trustee-in-Trust increased it came to be felt that 
that 

this office was outmoded and/a more comprehensive system should be 

instituted in its place. There was also the legally cumbersome 
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business each time a Trustee-in-Trust was changed of individually 

transferring the deeds to all the church's growing holdings over 

to the new Trustee-in-Trust. The Trustee-in-Trust held title and 

managed through clerks not only tax exempt church property, but 

church related business holdings subject to taxation. Increasingly 

serious problems arose with the increaing complexity of individual 

and commercial property taxation during Joseph F. Smith's presi-

dency. Franklin S. Richards, legal counsel for the church, con-

sidered the office of Trustee-in-Trust largely an outdated and 

outmoded entity during the latter's presidency. He began researching 

legal means to separate the church's ecclesiastical holdings from 

its commercial ventures. lie suggested changing the legally out-

moded office of Trustee-in-Trust into two corporations--one, a 

corporation sole of the First President to hold all ecclesiastical 

tax-exempt property, and the other a securities or business corpora-

tion to manage the church's taxable commercial properties. Richards 

pursued this concept by consulting with the State of Utah about 

setting up such corporations sole with the idea in mind of setting 

up a one man corporation to hold the church's ecclesiastical pro-

perties. He further investigated the legal capacity of a corpora-

tion sole to function in interstate commerce. He went to Los 

Angeles in 1916 to follow up this matter since the church had 

business holdings in California. In response to certain questions 

which he asked, he received the following reply: 

Dear Sir: 

In response to your request, I submit herewith my written opinion 
on the following questions, to wit: 

Question 1: 	Do the laws of California expressly provide for tho 
creation of what are generally known as corporations sole? 
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Answer, Yes. 	Sections 602 and 602a of the civil code of California 
expressly provide for the creation of such corporations. 	(The code 
is here cited.) 

Question 2: 	Can a corporation sole, organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of Utah, hold and transfer the title to real 
property in the State of California? 

Answer: 	In my opinion, I see no reason why this cannot be done, 
and in arriving at this conclusion I have conferred with the legal 
departments of two of the largest title insurance companies in 
this city. * * * (Letter dated August 11, 1916, by S. F. MacFarlane 
to F. S. Richards at Van Nuys Hotel, Los Angeles, California, found 
in the ECONOMIC MANUSCRIPT HISTORY OF THE CHURCH, unpub. , C.H.O., 
S.L.C., Utah.) 

In 1921, after five years of research on the matter, Richards wrote 

a letter to the First Presidency expressing an 

opinion which I have so often expressed concerning the illegality 
of the Corporation of the Presiding Bishop of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints holding title to real property belonging 
to the church, which is used exclusively for business and commer-
cial purposes. 

Included in Richards' communication was 

also a short brief citing decisions of the Supreme Court of the 
State of Utah, to the effect that property not used exclusively 
for church purposes and rentals derived from such property are not 
exempt from taxation. 	(Letter of F. S. Richards to the First Presi- 
dency of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, dated 
May 16, 1921, ibid.) 

(Please note that the corporation sole was not "born" because it 

was allegedly deemed expedient * * * to float an enormous multi-

million dollar loan with the Chase National Bank of New York in 

order to save the sugar industry of the church." The change in 

the corporate structure of the various church interests was under 

consideration for several years prior to the sugar industry's 

financial difficulties, and had nothing to do with them. The 

change in the church's corporate structure was brought about to 

meet the requirements of the complex federal tax programs, among 

other things, which were being instituted, and, as we shall see, 



17N 

LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEnENT 	 Church Financial Bondage 10 

served well (though incedentally) to, among other things, rescue 

the sugar industry subsequently.) 

President Grant was persuaded to make the suggested changes. First 

the Utah Legislature passed an enabling act in 1921 which made it 

possible for one person to be incorporated. This act provided for 

automatic perpetuity of the corporation sole. It permitted each 

successor to step into office without requiring the lengthy legal 

procedure of individually transferring all holdings each time a 

new individual was installed in office following the retirement or 

death of his predecessor. There was already foreign precedent in 

this matter. In England the ruling monarch and the Archbishop of 

Canterbury were so incorporated. 

On October 31, 1922, Zion's Securities Corporation was set up to 

handle the business and commercial enterprizes of the church. The 

charter lists Zion's Securities Corporation as principal and Heber 

J. Grant and Charles W. Nibley as sureties. (see 

In 1923 the Corporation of the President of the Church of Jesus 

Christ of Latter-day Saints was set up as a corporation sole and 

the office of Trustee-in-Trust became thereby a title in name only 

to describe the activities of the two new church corporations. The 

transactions to set up the Corporation of the President was a legal 

exercise, a paper transaction quid pro quo. This is the transac-

tion cited by Fundamentalists which has been so mis-understood. 

On November 19, 1923, Heber J. Grant, as Trustee-in-Trust deeded 

non-taxable church propert7 to Anther, , ? 7' 174 1.4 
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• 	
in the First Presidency. 	(see deed no. 501,787, Book 11 U, p.440, 

Salt Lake County Recorder's Office.) On November 21, 1923, Anthony 

W. Ivins deeded this same property back to Heber J. Grant as 

President of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. (see 

deed no. 501,790, Book 11 U, pp.441,2, Salt Lake County Recorder's 

Office.) A week later, on November 27, 1923, Heber J. Grant, as 

President of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints deeded 

this same property to the Corporation of the President of the Church 

of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, a Corporation Sole. (see 

deed no. 502,184, Book 11 U, pp.458,8, Salt Lake County Recorder's 

Office.) 

Thus the office of the Corporation of the President of the Church 

of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints came into existence. It 

was a perfectly legal maneuver which merely changed the title of 
non-taxable 	 A.r obviously 

ownership to a/legally perpetuating system which/did not involve 

the Church membership. Critics seem not to have understood the 

transaction and the reasons for it and have thus been led into all 

sorts of wild and unwarranted assumptions and conclusions. (see 

for example Pamphlet, TEMPLE BLOCK SOLD, Nov. 1938, reproduced in 

Baird, REMINISCENCES etc., 	 .) 

Let us now review the financial history of the Utah-Idaho Sugar 

Company and the church's financial transactions in connection with 

it during the period under consideration. 

It should first be understood that although the church fostered 

and encouraged the establishment of the sugar industry among its 
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membership, the company was owned and operated as a public corpora-

tion. The Utah Sugar Company began its existence on August 30, 

1869 with Elias Morris, President, Francis Armstrong, Vice President, 

James Jack, Treasurer and Arthur Stayner the promoter of the com-

pany as secretary and general manager. In 1890, $400,000 was raised 

to begin construction of the first sugar factory. President Woodruff 

saw the value of the beet sugar industry to the Latter-day Saint 

economy and became an enthusiastic supporter. When the growing pains 

of the new industry became acute in trying to raise money for the 

first factory, he prayed for divine guidance with the following 

result: 

When I have asked the Lord if we should abandon the idea, darkness 
has appeared before me. When I have asked him if we should proceed 
with the idea, light has appeared. 	It has been my life long prac- 
tice to follow the light in such circumstances. 	We will build 
this factory if it breaks the credit of the church. 	(Taylor, SAGA 
OF SUGAR, p.81) 

Thus the young industry started with divine approbation. The young 

company fared well and a new industry was born. In 1902 following a 

program of the church to get out of debt, half of the inter-

est of the Utah Sugar Company was sold to the Havemeyer Suger Con- 
. 2w  

glomerate. The'company prospered so well that in 1903 a sugar 

company was formed in Idaho with practically the same stockholders 

as the Utah Sugar Company. In 1907, the Utah Sugar Company, the 

Idaho Sugar Company and the Western Sugar Company merged into thE 

Utah-Idaho Sugar Company. In 1914 when anti-trust laws forced 

sale, the Have meyer interest was bought out by the stockholders 

and Charles W. Nibley was installed as the new manager. The en-

terprise succeeded will through the wary\  years (1914-1918) with 

a bright future predicted because of the destruction of the beet 

sugar industry in Europe. With this prospect the company began a 
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sustained program of capitol expansion. Things went well until 

price controls were lifted at the end of 1919, which produced a 

consumer convulsion. The demand for sugar soared and so did the 

price. In this market situation the Cubans had sharply over-ex-

panded realizing astronomical profits. But in so doing they soon 

over-supplied the market. The market broke in May, 1920, and by 

the end of the year the price of sugar had tumbled to extreme lows. 

President Grant later related what happened: 

Due to the prevailing high price of sugar, we had counted on a very 
substantial profit on our 1920 crop. The slump came, however, 
before we got to sell our sugar, so, indtead of making a good pro-
fit we sustained a loss of $5,800,0001 This enormously changed our 
anticipated position. 

We had contracted to pay our growers twelve dollars a ton for their 
beets and had borrowed twelve million dollars to finance the crop 
and factory operations. Sugar had been selling above twenty cents 
a pound. When the crash came the price declined rapidly to five 
cents a pound. After we had sold our entire crop, we still owed 
our bankers seven million dollars. They were unwilling to carry 
us and make the loan of additional funds necessary to handle the 
coming crop. We were in a desperate condition. 

At this difficult point, various of us went to Washington to seek 
government help for which Senator Smoot had already paved the way. 
The senator took our party to call on President Harding. 	In the 
course of our interview, the President turned to Eugene Meyer, 
the head of the War Finance Corporation, who was present, and said, 
"Mr. Meyer, President Grant and his associates here have an enter-
prise that is entitled to all the help you can give it." Then he 
turned to me and said, "President Grant, this man Meyer has the 
whole United States behind him--you make him come through." 

We succeeded in getting a pledge of a ten-million-dollar loan from 
the War Finance Corporation, which was enough to take care of all 
the beet sugar factories in Utah and Idaho for the next year's 
beet crop. We used nine million and a fraction and it was all 
paid back when due. (Taylor, SAGA OF SUGAR, p.112) 

The following year (1921) the record shows the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. 

borrowed the following amounts from the War Finance Corporation: 

November, 1921 
	

$2,000,000 
December, 1921 
	

2,000,000 
January, 1921 
	

1,750,000 

At the end of May, 1922, the company owed the War Finance Corporation 
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$2,650,000. 

In 1923, The Utah-Idaho Sugar Company once more financed operations 

by borrowing several million dollars through the War Finance Corp. 

When the 1921 "crash" occurred, the financial condition of the 

Utah-Idaho Sugar Company reached crisis proportions. The annual 

stockholder's report discolsed a debt of $22,797,000, of which 

$12,866,000 was short term bank notes and $7,000,000 was bonded 

indebtedness. The company's bankers declined to increase loans. 

The committee found 

that from the beginning of 1915, when the company was without debt 
and showed a healthy surplus and large cash working capital (ca: 
$5,000,000) it had undergone a minus change in cash and debt 
balance of $28,000,000. 	(ibid p.115) 

A recent study of the situation reports: 

The financial situation worsening, U & I executives once more con-
sulted with the First Presidency of the Mormon Church. It was de-
cided, in July, that President Grant should go east and lay the 
situation clearly before the firm's New York and Chicago banners. 
A lengthy and thorough examination was conducted. The Bankers 
Trust Company of New York sent Fred W. Shibley, a financial man 
of unusual ability, to Salt Lake City to assist in working out the 
problem. The bankers demanded three changes as a condition for 
the large amount of financial aid required: 	(1) a change in the 
management, (2) supervision over all company policies by a bankers' 
committee, (3) the raising of $3 million of new venture capital. 
(Arrington, BEET SUGAR IN THE WEST, p.96.) 

The first requirement was met by the resignation of Charles W. 

Nibley as general manager, he being replaced in that position by 

William H. Wattis, a construction executive from Ogden. The second 

measure was reluctently and partially complied with. The raising 

of $3 million was the difficult measure. The beet sugar situation 

was so bieek that it was useless to solicit investments outside 

of the industry, so the company decided to raise the money by the 
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sale of preferred stock to its common stockholders. Fred Taylor 

explained: 

In order to make the offering as attractive as possible, the stock 
provided for the payment of 7 per cent interest, was offered at 
70 per cent of its par value, and was redeemable at 102 per cent. 
The offering met with very disappointing results. About 15 per 
cent was subscribed and the problem of what to do with the balance 
seemed to lie in the lap of that "old war horse," Heber J. Grant. 

Needless to say, as was characteristic of him, President Grant did 
something about it! 	In the face of considerable opposition on the 
part of his associates, ho persuaded them to purchase the unsub-
scribed portion of this stock which amounted to an investment of 
nearly $2,000,000; and also to advance a loan to the Company on 
secured notes. 	It was only by this means, which seemed a last 
resort, that the Company was once more tided over a crisis--one 
of the most critical periods in its history--by the substantial 
aid of the Mormon Church. 	(Taylor, THE SAGA OF SUGAR, pp.116-117) 

As a measure to further aid the gloomy financial status of the 

Company the common stockholders agreed in October, 1922, to reduce 

the par value of their stock from $10.00 to $6.00 . (The book 

value at the time was $6.85). The capitalization of the company 

consisted of 2.4 million shares of $10.00 stock, for a total of 

$24 million. This was reduced to 2.4 million shares at $6.00, for 

a total of $14.4 million. This yielded a credit balance of $9.6 

million--simply a gift of the stockholders to their distressed 

company. 

Sugar prices advanced in 1922 and held through 1923, but in 1925 

prices again declined and continued down until 1931, when an all 

time low price was reached. In the meantime the company received 

a new president when Wattis resigned. He was succeeded by Willard 

T. Cannon am'.experienced engineer and business man from Salt Lake 

City. It was at its low point in 1930 that Cannon reported it 

would require "about a million dollars additional capital." Cannon 

went to see the bankers in the east but came back with little 
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011: 	encouragement. 

Once again the problem was placed in the lap of Heber J. Grant. 

Once again President Grant met with stiff opposition. Other General 

Authorities pointed out that the church had already purchased nearly 

$2,000,000 worth of the stock and had advanced $700,000 in secured 

loans to tide the company over difficulties that seemed to be in-

creasing rather than decreasing. His most competent and trusted 

financial advisors urged President Grant to let the Company go into 

receivership. Sensing the repercussions such an act might have on 

the industry of the area he persisted with his associates until he 

prevailed. Like President Woodruff in the beginning, President 

Grant pledged the credit of the church, and another crisis in the 

history of the Company was successfully met. 

These funds were used to meet the most pressing of the Company's 

obligations but repressed market conditions continued while the 

bond installment and bond interest lapsed into delinquincy. 

It was at this juncture that Providence smiled upon the struggling 

company. Burt Taylor relates this good fortune: 

* * * Vice President Stephen H. Love, while visiting in the north-
west, met one of the officials of the British Colombia Sugar Refin-
ing Company. 	In discussing with him their competitive sales prob- 
lems in Canada, Mr. Love, half facetiously, suggested to the British 
Colombia official that it might improve the situation if his com-
pany would buy the Utah-Idaho Sugar Company property, located in 
Alberta. 	lie discovered that the official was interested in the 
proposal. Negotiations were promptly opened and within a few months 
terms of sale had been agreed upon and the transfer of the Company's 
entire properties in Canada were turned over at a cash price of 
approximately $2,300,000. This unexpected and very favorable sale, 
from the viewpoint of making cash available to meet the Company's 
urgent needs, placed it once more in a comfortable financial posi-
tion and for eleven successive years it has continued to hold and 

PIN 

AIN 
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4/111.h 	improve that position (1945). (Taylor, A SAGA OF SUGAR, pp.125,126.) 

At this point, let us summarize by comparing the history of the 

church in its relationship to the Utah-Idaho Sugar Company with 

Fundamentalist claims of the "financial bondage" of the church in 

connection with the sugar industry. 

1. The record shows that at no time has the church incurred a 

debt of the magnitude of $27,000,000 (or the "exact figure" of 

"$27,355,600") to guarantee the indebtedness of the U&I Sugar 

Company. It seems that in his "recollections," Woolley has 

confused the U&I Sugar Company's 1921 stockholders' roport which 
1 

showed the company'secumulative indebtedness of $22,797,000, 
VON 

the bankers' committee report showing the 1915-1921 cumulative 

deficit of'almost $28 million ($22,787,000 plus the 1915 cash 

surplus), and the loan secured by the Company (not the Church) in 

1923 from the War Finance Corporation (not the bankers.) 

2. Heber J. Grant did not go to the Chase National Bank in 1923 

to secure a loan for the Utah-Idaho Sugar Company. The crisis 

was in 1921, not 1923. $3,000,000 was the amount to be raised and 

after failing to raise the amount through bond sales, President 

Grant provided support by purchasing "nearly $2,000,000 worth of 

preferred stock and advancing $700,000 in secured loans to tide 

the company over the crisis. 

3. There was no connection between the formation of Zion's Securi-

ties Corporation in 1922 and the Corporation of the President of 
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the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, a corporation sole 

in 1923 with President Grant's aid to the Utah-Idaho Sugar Company 

in 1921. All the claims that the institution of the two church 

corporations was accomplished to obtain security for a multi-

million dollar loan from banks in the east to save the sugar 

industry in 1923 is"mis-interpretation of fragmentary bits of 

information embellished with a few vivid assumptions. 

4. The claim that there was a 50 year mortgage imposed on the 

Temple Block, etc, placing the church in financial bondage, is like-

wise an unsupportable assumption. Simply stated, according to the 

record, no collateral was required because no loan was secured. 

5. The story of Lorin Woolley paving the way for the loan from 

his cousin, Isaac Woolley, the "President of the Chase National 

Bank" is a curious item. The records of the Chase National Bank 
lw, 

show that-that bank has never had a president named Isaac Woolley, 

and genealogical records of the Woolley family fail to demonstrate 

that Lorin C. Woolley ever had a cousin by that name. The question 

of "cousin" "Isaac Woolley" being an "orthodox Jew" carries inter-

esting implications. Was Lorin C. Woolley of Jewish extraction too? 

6. The claim that the alleged $27,000,000 debt would be paid back 

by the Fundamentalist "Council of Seven",rather presumptuous in 

view of the record. Even if the debt had been incurred, there is 

no record or any claim that Fundamentalists have ever paid it or 

any part of it. (Neither has any "Dream Mine" contributed a penny 

toward any such relief.) 
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7. If the church was to go into temporal bondage bdcause of a 50 

year mortgage contracted in November, 1923, then it was cleared of 

that stigma since November, 1973, and is now free anyway. 

8. The mortgage of 1931 found in the Box Elder County records 

would have nothing to do with this alleged mortgage of 1923 and 

hence is totally irrelevant. The pledging of the credit of the 

church in 1931 to meet a $500,000 bond payment due on March 1, 1931, 

plus working capital was more than compensated by the sale of the 

compay's sugar interests in Canada which brought nearly$2,300,000 

in cash and "placed the company in a comfortable financial position." 

If there be any doubt about President Grant's temporal accomplish- 
,. 

ments, note the financial condition he left the church in. Barely 

nine years after his death an economic history shows the following 

status of the church: 

By 1958 the church owned or held a controlling interest in business 
corporations worth an estimated $200,000,000, and, in addition, 
owned an estimated $30,000,000 worth of fixed assets in hundreds 
of smaller, non-profit, "welfare" enterprises * * *. 	Its annual 
expenditures, for "religious" and educational purposes alone, ap- 
proached $60,000,000. 	(Arrington, GREAT BASIN KINGDOM, p.409.) 

In view of the record, then, it is rather curious that the epithet 

of "financial bondage" has been hurled at the church, unless, of 

course, such a thing was done due to a mis-understanding of frag-

mentary bits of information taken out of context. Such criticism 

is quite unwarranted, and this is a good historical lesson. In 

reality, the church, "in the time of the seventh president" was 

building and enjoying an era of temporal progress and growth which 
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***In the time of the seventh president of this church (deber J. 
Grant, 1918-1945) * * * the one mighty and strong spoken of in the 
85th section of the Doctrine and Covenants would come. 

So declares Lorin C. Woolley in his 1929 statement in the pamphlet, 

1886 Revelation. However, it soon became apparent that the state-

ment was too restrictive, and the parenthetical "(the day of bond-

age)" was added in reference to the day in which the "one mighty 

and strong" was to come. This note considerably extended the 

time limits for the purported coming of "the one mighty and strong 

to set the House of God in order." The days of temporal bondage 

(1882-1900?) have long since passed and even if one accepts the 

Fundamentalist assertion of a 50 year mortgage on the Temple grounds 

and other church properties, consummated in November, 1923, this 

mortgage, as a last vestige of temporal bondage would have been 

dissolved in November, 1973, thus ending the "day of bondage" any-

way. And there certainly is no evidence that any "one mighty and 

strong" came at any time during that period and"set the House of 

God in order." Thus, the only Fundamentalist contention left is 

the claim of spiritual bondage. So far, all claims of spiritual 

bondage have been shown not to exist. 

There seems to have been more speculation concerning this revela-

tion (D.& C. 85) by a certain class of people through the history 

of the church than concerning any other revelation in modern times. 

It is, as someone has dubbed it, "a veritable tempest in a teapot.' 

early Latter-day Saint, Oliver B. Huntington gives the followiing 

report in his diary: 

During my severest illness I was sleepless, much troubled with in-
somnia and during 3 nights, in which I did not sleep 3 hours, I 
was exercised with 2 verses in the Book of Doctrine and Covenants 
85th Section 7th and 8th verses. 	"I the Lord will send one mighty 

c 	 n C, " etc . 
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During the 3 nights these 2 verses ran in my mind and each separate 
item of doctrine, promise, event and condition mentioned was pre-
sented in detail and the fulfillment of the whole was shown me to 
have transpired in the ministration, labors and government of the 
church by Brigham Young. 

It was proven to me that ho "was the one mighty and stront." 

Almond W. Babbit was the one mentioned in the 8th verse who should 
"fall by the shaft of death like as a tree that is smitten by the 
vivid shaft of Lightening." 

He was killed by the indians at Ash Hollow on (the) Platt River 
and to my knowledge he answered the description, in his efforts 
to the "man who was called of God and appointed." Appointed by 
(the) President of the U. S. (as) Secretary of Utah. 	I am not 
mistaken in this matter, and as far as my testimony is good with 
others I want my posterity and others, to not look for the "one 
mighty and strong" yet to come and set in order the "cliurch" of 
God as well all used to interpret "the house of God" to mean. 	It 
means just what it says "the house of God" in the order and 
ceremonies of the endowments. 

It would be a pity for Elders in Israel and Saints to keep looking, 
like the Jews, for one that has been and done his work. 	(Oliver 
B. Huntington Journal, Kraut transcript, p.52, 1878.) 

Doctrine and Covenants, Section 85, was part of a letter which was 

sent to William W. Phelps. In referring to the "one mighty and 

strong" spoken of in this document, Elder Phelps wrote: 

* * • it reads: "And it shall come to pass that I the Lord God will 
send one mighty and strong, holding the sceptre of power in his 
hand, clothed with light for a covering; whose mouth shall utter 
words, eternal words, while his powels shall be a fountain of truth, 
to set in order the house of God, and to arrange by lot the inheri-
tance of the Saints, etc., etc., while that man who was called of 
God, and appointed, that put forth his hand to steady the ark of 
God, shall fall by the shaft of death"--etc. Now this revelation 
was sent to me in Zion, and has reference to the time when Adam, 
our father and god, comes at the beginning of our eternal lot of 
inheritances. -- According as our names are found in the Law of 
the Lord, while the fools that received the Priesthood, like the 
fool who took his "one talent" and hid it, or reached out to steady 
the ark, will find themselves where the wicked man did--in hell, 
with plenty of fire, but no water. 	(Letter of W. W. Phelps to 
Brigham Young, Great Salt Lake City, May 6, 1861, "Letters" C.H.0.) 

A similar statement has been attributed to Brigham Young: 

Brethren, this church will be lead onto the very brink of hell by 
the leaders of this people, then God will raise up the one mighty 
and strong spoken of in the 85th section of the Doctrine and Cove-
nants to save and redeem this church. (Attested to by Joshua Jones, 
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1861, Provo Bowery. Cited in THE ONE MIGHTY AND STRONG, p. 106, 
by John T. Clark) 

These claims have all been met and explained by an official state-

ment on the matter issued by the First Presidency in 1905. (see 

I 

 
D.E.N., November 13, 1905, also IMPROVEMENT ERA, 12:929, October, 1307 

also MESSAGES OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 108-120) 

The statement points out: 

As to the "one mighty and strong," some hold that he has come, 
others that he is yet to come. Some have held that the Prophet 
Joseph Smith was the man, and that he would be raised from the 
dead and appear among the Saints to fulfill the terms of this pro-
phesy. 

This is the claim of most Fundamentalists. See TRUTH 9:118. "The 

one mighty and strong * * * bears every ear -mark of being Joseph 

4"1 	Smith," and 	TRUTH 14:70, "Yes Joseph Smith the Prophet, in 

our conception, is the man who is doing this great work; and we 

understand he has already begun his task." 

Others have insisted that the late President Brigham Young was 
the man who fulfilled the prediction, when with such heaven-in-
spired wisdom and masterly skill he led the exiled Saints from 
Nauvoo to the Rocky Mountains, and laid their settlements in Utah. 

This is the claim held by Oliver B. Huntington cited above. 

All these theories have been entertained and some of them by 
very good brethren; but good men, and even well informed men, are 
sometimes mistaken, and all are capable of receiving larger infor- 
mation and more light respecting the things which God reveals. 

This revelation is exerpted from a letter which was written to W. 

W. Phelps by the Prophet from Kirtland on Nov. 27, 1832. (see 

D.H.C. 1:227-9.) The entire letter placed in the context of church 

history shows that Bishop Partridge was the man referred to in the 

letter "that God has appointed in a legal way, agreeably to the 

law to organize and regulate the church, and all thi affairs of 

the same." He was the one to dispense "their inheritance by c_n- 
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secrations, by order or deed." The subject of this whole letter 

"relates to the affairs of the church in Missouri, the gathering 

of the Saints to that land and of obtaining their inheritances 

under the law of consecration and stewardship." 

The 1905 statement rightly points out that Edward Partridge, the 

Bishop in Aion, was the one who put "forth his hand to steady the 

ark of God" and was threatened with removal if he did not repent. 

* * * That he was the man so threatened in that revelation there 
can be no question; not only on account of what is here sot forth, 
but also because Orson Pratt, one familiar with Edward Partridge, 
and an active participant in all these historical matters, pub-
licly declared from the pulpit in Salt Lake City, about the time 
of the death of President Young, that the man referred to in the 
passage of the revelation in question, was Bishop Edward Partridge. 
Of the facts of his statement there can be no doubt; and at the time 
he was the historian of the church as well as a member of the 
Quorum of the apostles. 

A revelation which supports President Joseph F. Smith's argument 

warns Bishop Partridge he may be replaced by someone who will 

rightly and faithfully perform the Lord's errand: 

For it shall come to pass that the inhabitants of Zion shall judge 
all things pertaining to Zion. And liars and hypocrites shall be 
proved by them, and they who are not apostles and prophets shall 
be known. And even the Bishop (Edward Partridge), who is a judge, 
and his counselors, if they are not faithful in their stewardships 
shall be condemned, and others shall be planted in their stead. 
For, behold, I say unto you that Zion shall flourish, and the glory 
of the Lord shall be upon her; and she shall be an ensign unto the 
people. * * * (D.H.C. 64:38-42, 11 Sep 1831.) 

After this warning the events relating to the difficulties between 

Bishop Partridge and President Rigdon occurred as is stated in 

President Smith's text, and Joseph Smith warned: 

Repent, repent is the voice of God to Zion. * * * I say to you (and 
what I say to you I say to all), hear the warning voice of God, 
lest Zion fall, and the Lord swear in his wrath the inhabitants in 
Zion shall not enter his rest. * * * 

(In order to understand the serious nature of affairs in Zion at 
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this time the letters of reproof, of which the above is an excerpt 

should be read. See D.H.C. 1:316-321.) 

Further condemnation was given by revelation on Sept 23, 1832: 

You have treated lightly the things you have received, which vanity 
and unbelief have brought the whole church under condemnation. And 
this condemnation resteth upon the children of Zion, even all; 
and they shall remain under this condemnation until they repent. 
* • * Otherwise there remaineth a scourge and a judgement to be 
poured out on the children of Zion. 	(D.& C. 84:54-58.) 

Apparently repentance was not forthcoming and so the revellious 

bishop was threatened with the serious judgement of Section 85 if 

he did not repent. 

* * * the prediction was made that another "one mighty and strong," 
would be sent of God to take his place, to have his bishopric-- 
one having the spirit and power of that high office resting upon 
him, by which he would have power to "set in order the house of 
God and arrange by lot the inheritances of the Saints," in other 
words one who would do the work that Bishop Edward Partridge had 
been appointed to do but failed to accomplish. 

In order to understand some of the terms used in this revelation 

let us review the Lord's language at this same period. The Lord 

speaks of his leaders in Zion as "strong ones." 

Nevertheless, I am not well pleased with many things; and I am 
not well pleased with my servant William E. M'Lellin, neither with 
my servant Sidney Gilbert; and the bishop also, and others have 
many things to repent of. 	But verily I say unto you, that I, the 
Lord, will contend with Zion, and plead with her strong ones, and 
chasten her until she overcomes and is clean before me. 	(D.& C. 
90:35,36.) 

The First Presidency were appointed by revelation as follows: 

And this shall be your business and mission in all your lives, to 
preside in council, and set in order all the affairs of this church 
and kingdom. 	(D.F, C. 90:16.) 

Later when the Twelve Apostles were called they were appointed 

to ordain evangelical ministers * * * also, to ordain and set in 

41IN 	order all the other officers of the church. * * * 	(ibid 107:39,58.) 

As the Lord uses these terms, the Bishop, as a leader in Zion was 

a "strong one" who like the First Presidency and the Twelve was to 
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"set in order the hosue of God" in his jurisdiction. If Edward 

Partridge was seriously failing his calling and not a "strong" leader 

as he should have been then the Lord threatened to replace him with 

"one mighty and strong" who would "set in order the House of God." 

Joseph Smith, himself, was earlier threatened with replacement when 

he faltered. In December, 1830 the Lord revealed: 

And I have given unto him the keys of the mystery of those 
things which have been sealed, even things which were from the 
foundation of the world, and the things which shall come from this 
time to the time of my coming, if ho abide in me, and if not, an-
other will I plant in his stead. 	(D.& C. 3S:17.) 

This same information was re - iterated three months later. (see 

D.& C. 	43:1 - 4.) 

In September, 1831 at the same time Bishop Partridge was reproved, 

the Prophet himself was guilty of a degree of unfaithfulness. The 

Lord said of the Prophet: 

Nevertheless, he has sinned; but verily I say unto you, I, the 
Lord, forgive sins unto those who confess their sins before me 
and ask forgiveness, who have not sinned unto death. ( 

As we shall see, Bishop Partridge's sins apparently were so grevious 

that he is threatened with death if he does not fully repent. 

By March, 1833, the Prophet had proved himself sufficiently faith-

ful and the Lord promised: 

Verily I say unto you, the keys of this kingdom shall never be taken 
from you, while thou art in the world, neither in the world to 
come. Nevertheless, through you shall the oracles be given to an-
other, yea, even to the church. 	(D.& C. 4O:3,4) 

And then as a warning to those who should hold the Prophetic office 

in the future the Lord warned: 

And all they who receive the oracles of God, let them beware how 
they hold them lest they are accounted as a light thing, and are 
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brought under condemnation thereby, and stumble and fall when the 
storms descend, and the winds blow, and the rains descend, and beat 
upon their house. 	(ibid v.5.) 

Like Joseph Smith, the threat of replacement rested on Bishop 

Partridge until he also sufficiently proved himself before the 

Lord. In the same revelation cited above the Lord continued to 

reprove Bishop Partridge and others in Zion, as noted above. 

President Joseph F. Smith points out the repentance of Bishop 

Partridge and his resultant acceptance by the Lord. 

In the midst of the troublous times in Missouri, Edward Partridge 
acted a most noble, and self-sacrificing part, and bore many indig-
nities with the greatest patience. 	lie was taken to the public 
square of Independence, partly stripped of his clothing, and be-
daubed with tar and feathers, amid the jeers of the mob. He neither 
complained nor murmured at this treatment, but bore it well, with 
meekness and dignity. He was one with five others to offer himself 
as a ransom for the Church "Willing to be scourged or even put to 
death," if that would but satisfy the tormentors of the Saints, 
and stop the inhuman cruelties practiced towards them by the 
Missourians. Ile was also active in settling the Saints in upper 
Missouri, in 1836-8. He shared in all the labors and hardships 
incident to the settlement of a new country, and subsequently 
passed through the trials attendant upon the exodus of the Saints 
from Missouri. Who shall say that his repentance, his sacrifices, 
his sufferings and faithfulness did not procure for him a mitiga-
tion of the severe judgment decreed against him in the revelation 
contained in the eighty-fifth section of the Doctrine and Covenants? 
At any rate, the Lord said, some three years later, that he was 
well pleased with Edward Partridge. The world of the Lord come to 
the Prophet to this effect, on the 7th of November, 1835: 

"Behold, I am well pleased with my servant Isaac Morley, and my 
servant Edward Partridge, because of the integrity of their hearts 
in laboring in my vineyard, for the salvation of the souls of men. 
Verily I say unto you, their sins are forgiven them, * * *." 

President Smith concludes the matter thus: 

And inasmuch as through his repentance and sacrifices and suffering 
Bishop Partridge undoubtedly obtained a mitigation of the threatened 
judgement against him of falling "by the shaft of death, like as a 
tree that is smitten by the vivid shaft of lightening" so that the 
occasion for another to fill his station--"one mighty and strong 
to set in order the House of God and to arrange by lot the inheri-
tances of the Saints"--may also be considered as having passed 
away and the whole incident of prophecy closed. 
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(For evidence that Bishop Partridge's mission was to "arrange by 

lot the inheritances of the Saints" see D.& C. 57:7.15; 58:14,17.) 

Fundamentalists have been quick to sieze on this revelation as 

proof that the church was to get out of order and, therefore, are 

not willing to accept the 1905 statement as the truth. They have 

put forth a number of theoretical rebuttals. Joseph W. Musser 

wrote: 

The church statement referred to in this article, was signed by 
Joseph F. Smith, John R. Winder, and anthon H. Lund, the First 
Presidency of the Church. Our respect for these men and confidence 
in their integrity and the soundness of their faith, are absolute. 
We believe, however, that the statement,like the manifesto of 
Wilford Woodruff of 1890, was one of expediency. 	We have good 
reason to believe this from the circumstances existing at the time, 
and from our personal knowledge of the real feelings of these 
brethren on the question at issue. 	(TRUTH) 14:70, also 9:115.) 

nusser reports further that 

On the above subject Bro. Woolley) stated that Joseph F. Smith did 
not want to publish the church article of 1905 in which the state-
ment was put forth that this revelation was to be taken as obsolete 
but that said article was the work of Francis M. Lyman who insisted 
on Pres. Smith signing it. (Musser, ITEMS, etc., pp.4,5.) 

The church article of 1905 entitled THE ONE MIGHTY AND STRONG was 

not written by Francis M. Lyman nor was Joseph F. Smith pressured 

into issuing it. N. B. Lundwall, one time secretary to the First 

Council of Seventy, stated that B. U. Roberts, senior president 

of that council was assigned by President Smith to research the 

subject. It is in extremely poor taste, and calculated to undermine 

the confidence which should exist in the minds of the Saints in 

the President of the Church, to suggest that he would issue a pub-

lic statement, especially upon such an important subject, and that 

because of external pressure, which did not express his convictions 

and the impressions of the Lord's spirit to him. The introduction 
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to the statement is quite clear and pointed, and is as follows: 

The following has been issued by the Presidency of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in explanation of verses 7 and 
8 of Section 85 of the Doctrine and Covenants and is to be received 
as authoritative.P.E.N., November 13, 1905) 

B. Harvey Allred and Joseph W. Musser in defense of the Fundamen-

talist position on this issue, dispute the entire article. Allred 

gives his opinion of the article in the following terse language: 

Sacrilege! 	And yet, there is about as much reason in that scoffing 
statement as there is in some arguments men advance to prove their 
false position a true position in this church. 	(Allred, B. H., 
A LEAF IN REVIEW, p.I24.) 

And Joseph W. Musser offers the following critique: 

The statement seeks to prove that the revelation related to the 
affairs of the church in Missouri and the granting to the Saints 
their inheritances; and Bishop Partridge, being the Bishop, was 
the logical man to perform that work. But this assumption is in 
error. 	(TRUTH 9:116) 

Musser further points out that 

The statement of the First Presidency, as referred to herein, 
places emphasis upon William W. Phelps, who was at the time the 
revelation was received, the bishop of the church stationed at 
Zion, Jackson County, Missouri. 	(TRUTH 14:71) 

We answer simply that a cursory review of church history shows 

that Edward Partridge was indeed the one and only bishop in Zion, 

Jackson County, Missouri and that W. W. Phelps was sent to Missouri 

to function as the printer for the church, publishing the church 

newspaper THE EVENING AND MORNING STAR. (see Far West Record, 

D. H. C., The Historical Record, etc.) 

Musser goes on in this same article to admit the point President 

Smith makes in his article: 

One duty of the bishop was to award inheritances to the worthy 
Saints, and we understand some inheritances were awarded. How faith-
ful the bishop was in this duty we know not. 	But certainly a mom- 
ent's reflection should convince any Latter-day Saint that a bishop 
would not be authorized, under his bishopric, to set the House of 
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God in order. 	That would require one holding the Melchizedek Priest- 
hood. * * * (ibid p.71) 

We will not hesitate to agree that Joseph Musser and his colleagues 

"know not" how faithful the bishop in Zion was. President Joseph 

F. Smith, who carefully and meticulously explained it in his article 

was considerably better prepared but Fundamentalists have refused 

to believe all his testimony. (see Allred, A LEAF IN REVIEW, pp. 

119-123; and Musser, TRUTH 9:116-118; 14:70-72) 

The additional assertion that "a bishop would not be authorized, 

under his bishopric, to set the House of God in order" is unsound 

and untrue in the sense that, and under the circumstances that the 

statement is given in the revelation. The Bishop was by very assign-

ment through revelation given the task "to arrange by lot the in-

heritances of the Saints" in Zion, Missouri. His calling comprized 

exclusively "setting the House of God" in Missouri "in order." 

Fundamentalists have repeatedly claimed that the "House of God" 

as referred to specifically in the revelation in question included 

the whole church and therefore a bishop would not be qualified for 

such a task. Since Partridge was the only bishop in the whole 

church at this time he would well have had also this prerogative 

if this is what the Lord really meant by this term. 

Not only has Joseph Musser and all Fundamentalism claimed the 

church to be out of order following D.& C. 85, but he has also 

tacitly admitted his own priesthood council is not in order or 

never has been. Commenting on Sec. 85 he continues: 
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As we see the situation, the House of God includes the entire struc-
ture--the Priesthood, the Temple, Church and Kingdom of God in all 
its branches. * * * Is the Priesthood out of order? We should say 
so long as it is not being converred, only an office in the Church 
being given, and so long as the Sanhedrin (ie: the full Fundamen-
talist priesthood coundil) and the Grand Council are not fully 
complete in membership, that the Priesthood is out of order. 	(TRUTH, 
14:71.) 

Since Musser's Sanhedrin has never been fully organized with its 

full complement of 71 members or the Grand Council of 50 members 

perhaps it is a case of "the pot calling the kettle black." 

Husser continues: 

Then, again, as good and faithful a man as Edward Partridge was, 
he could hardly answer the qualifications the Lord mentions, (nor 
could any mortal man) as "holding the scepter of power in his hand, 
clothed with light for a covering, whose mouth shall utter words, 
eternal words; while his bowels shall be a fountain of truth." This 
doubtless describes an immortal and resurrected being. 	(ibid,9:116) 

This statement reflects the typical Fundamentalist conception of 

President Smith's article that Partridge was to be the "one mighty 

and strong" with the attributes mentioned. The article plainly 

states that if he (Partridge) did not repent someone else whoud 

take his place, someone "mighty and strong" who would fulfill the 

assignment of Bishop Partridge in Zion with dispatch and integrity. 

Musser claims "This doubtless describes an immortal and resurrected 

being." We ask: Why? Does one have to be resurrected and immortal 

to have bowels that are depicted as "a fountain of truth?" Surely 

a mortal who is righteous can fit this description. Does one have 

to be resurrected and immortal to be described as being "clothed 

with light for a covering?" Surely a mortal who is reghteous can 

fit thid description. Finally does one have to be resurrected 

and immortal to be described as "holding the scepter of power in 

his hand?" Surely a mortal who is reghteous, bearing the Priest- 
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hood of Almighty God can fit this description. It is clear that 

these are the attributes, or some of them, required of all of God's 

leaders who are properly fitted to serve in high and holy callings 

and are appointed to them. The description here may be unusually 

graphic but the application is universal. 

Musser further questions Orson Pratt's statement. He writes: 

That this statement was made by Orson Pratt is doubtful. 	Such a 

statement would doubtless be published in the Deseret News, also 
in the Journal of Discourses. 	No reference is given in the epistle. 
We have made a careful search in the published sermons or Orson 
Pratt delivered during the time mentioned, and we can find no 
reference to such a statement. 	(TRUTH 9:116.) 

And so, with a brief sweeping statement and a couple more "doubt- 
is made 

fuls" and "doubtlesses," another attempt/to discredit the veracity 

of the public statements of the Prophet and President of the Church 

(whom they profess to revere) thereby placing him in an unfavorable 

light before the people and undermining their confidence in him 

and his word, while at the same time justifying their own antagon-

istic position. The fact that the statement referred to may not 

be found published in the DESERET NEWS or in any of the "published 

sermons of Orson Pratt during the time mentioned," means absolutely 

nothing as to whether 	the statement was or was not made. 

Many sermons made by General Authorities of the Church, both today 

and since the beginning have never been put in print and distributed 

to the public, but remain in the Church Archives and are available 

to qualified persons for review and other legitimate purposes. 

Furthermore, there are private transcriptions of sermons delivered 

to local congregations etc. to be found in the private journals 

of individuals which may not have been otherwise recorded. In many 

of these documents are to be found many facets of history and dee- 
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trine not found anywhere else or in "published sermons." The Gen-

eral Authorities of the Church used to preach in the tabernacle 

every Sunday morning to the local congregations and very few of 

these sermons ever found their way into the public prints, though 

some were summarized in what might have been considered the impor-

tant points at the time. (see, for example, Hyrum Andrus' series, 

FOUNDATIONS OF THE MILLENIAL KINGDOM OF CHRIST.) 

Joseph F. Smith was an assistant counselor to Brigham Young and 

well aware of the doings of the Quorum of the Twelve about 1877, 

the year of President Young's death. (Smith was ordained an 

Apostle, and counselor to Brigham Young on July 1, 1866. He was 

set apart as a member of the Quorum of Twelve on Oct. 8, 1867, re-

leased as counselor to Brigham Young Aug. 29, 1877, sustained as 

counselor to John Taylor Oct. 10, 1880, etc. See; Durham, SUCCESSION 

IN THE CHURCH, Appendix III, p.186,7.) Thus when Joseph F. Smith 

became president of the church, he was in a personal position, 

because of a long association in the leading counsels of the church, 

to be very familiar with this as well as many other historical and 

doctrinal issues and was "doubtless" better equipped to answer 

them properly. 

Because of the antagonistic position which Fundamentalism assumes 

toward many of the church's administrative policies and doctrinal 

positions, especially those extant during the administration of 

Heber J. Grant, its spokesmen have applied Section 85 to President 

Grant. B. Harvey Allred expresses the following sentiments: 

To those who believe God spoke by the mouth of Joseph Smith, there 
is a looking forward to the fulfillment of that prediction, and 
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they all believe God will set his house in order. 	If it is to have 
its fulfillment in the Mormon Church, reason would lead men to be-
lieve that it must be in the very near future, for there is but one 
man left among all the leaders of the Mormon Church today who even 
lays claim to having "been called of God and chosen" by revelation, 
who could put forth his hand "to steady the ark of God," even if 
he felt so inclined, and that man is Heber J. Grant, called to 
the Apostleship by revelation from God given to President John 
Taylor in 1882. 	If this brother is the man referred to in the 
prophecy, its fulfillment must come very soon, if we are to judge 
such matters by the allotted age of man. (Allred, A LEAF IN REVIEW, 
pp.123,4.) 

Joseph Musser, who was very positive in expressing his views against 

the policies of President Grant, wrote the following the year Presi-

dent Grant died: 

In the revelation to John Taylor, 1882, the Lord said: 	"Let my 
servants George Teasdale and Heber J. Grant be appointed to fill 
the vacancies in the Twelve." Here these two brethren were called 
and "appointed" to a certain position. 	In Doctrine and Covenants, 
Sec. 85, the ward of the Lord to Joseph,Smith is, "and while that 
man who was called of God and appointed, that putteth forth his 
hand to steady the ark of God, shall fall by the vivid shaft of 
death, like as a tree that is smitten by the vivid shaft of light-
ening." No one among the Saints will contend that President Grant 
was not "called of God and appointed." And all informed Saints 
must know that it is President Grant that has taken the major part 
in destroying a principle of salvation--the celestial or plural 
order of marriage. The circumstances suggest that he has. 	"By 
the shaft of death." The language is expressive. 	Lightening does 
not necessarily kill a tree suddenly. 	When struck, the tree begins 
to wither, but sometimes remains in a semi-live condition for years, 
yet it was struck by the "shaft of death." We are not necessarily 
claiming that President Grant fulfills this revelation but the 
circumstances are suggestive. 	(TRUTH 10:210,211. 	Forfurther ex- 
pressions of Musser's feelings regarding Grant, see TRUTH, 11:29-39, 
41-43) 

Francis M. Darter gives further "evidence" of the alleged "bondage" 

brought on by President Grant's fiscal policies. He has reprinted 

the Old Testament apocryphal work THE TESTAMENT OF LEVI. (Clyde 

Neilson has published a pamphlet of similar content entitled LEVI'S 

EIGHTH PRIEST or AION'S DELIVERER, 1941.) In this work is what 

he claims is a prophecy concerning the first seven presidents of 

the restored church. We quote the passage under consideration: 
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In the first Jubile the first anointed into the Priesthood shall 
be great and talk to God, as to his Father, and his priesthood 
shall be full of the Fear of the Lord, and in the Day of his glad- 
ness he shall rise up unto the Salvation of the World. 	In the sec- 
ond Jublie, the Anointed shall be conceived in the heaviness of 
the beloved Sort, and his Priesthood shall be honourable, and he 
shall be honourable, and he shall be glorified amongst all Men. 
The third Priest shall be taken up in Sorrow, and the fourth shall 
be in Grief, because a multitude of Iniquities shall be laid upon 
him, and throughout all Israel every Man shall hate his Neighbor. 
The fifth shall be held fast in Darkness, and likewise the sixth 
and the seventh, and in the seventh shall be such Abomination both 
before God and Man, as I am not able to express, however the doers 
thereof shall not be known: For this Cause shall they be in cap-
tivity and corruption, and their Land and Substance shall be de-
stroyed, but in the fifth Week they shall return to their desolate 
Country, and renew the Lord's House. 	In the seventh Week shall 
come idolatrous Priests, covetous Warriours, unrighteous Scribes, 
and filthy abusers of Men, Children and Beasts. After that the 
Lord hath sent Vengeance upon them in the Priesthood, then will 
God raise up a new Priest, unto whom all the Lord's word shall be 
opened; and he shall execute true Judgment upon Earth many Days, 
and his Star shall arise in Heaven. 	(Darter, F. M., THE TESTAMENT 
OF LEVI, pp.19,20.) 

In the appendix Darter gives an explanatory brief identifying the 

seven Priests with the seven presidents, Joseph Smith through 

Heber J. Grant, and the "new (8th) Priest" with the "one mighty 

and strong" that is to come and set the church in order. He writes: 

EXPLANATORY NOTES enlarging Levi's brief, but positive, descrip-
tion of all past, present and future heads of the "Mormon" Church. 

(1) 	Joseph Smith, the first High Priest. 	He, in his first Vision, 
(1820) talked with the Father and Son. The Gospel of Salvation to 
the world was divinely resotred through him. 	(2) 	Brigham Young. 
A spiritual Rock in the Priesthood. A compass in the wilderness. 
A mighty man among men. 	(3) John Taylor. He, in sorrow exile, 
evaded arrest and the strong pressure of his political Brethren 
when they sought his signature on Manifesto to abandon polygamy. 
(4) 	Wilford Woodruff. 	lie, in grief, signed the Manifesto. 	He 
then asked the question: what have I signed? He was told: A cove- 
nant with death and agreement with hell. 	(Isa. 28; li Nephi 28; 
Doc. and Coy. 85 Sec.) 	(5), (6), and (7) Lorenzo Snow, Joseph F. 
Smith and President Heber J. Grant. 	All three, according to a 
statement of the latter, have not received "a revelation," or 
light from Heaven. 	(7) Many vital changes have been sanctioned. 
they include our Temple Garments; Temple rituals; and Decrees with 
supplements prohibiting the conferring of the Priesthood. Only 
the office and its keys are now given. 	This merely designates , a 
man's position in the Church and not in the Priesthood. 	(Gospel 
Doctrine, by Pres. Joseph F. Smith, pages 168-9, 184.) 	Furthermore, 
almost every man who believes and preaches the fulness of the '1Ds- 
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pel is either ostracized from all church activity or cut off. 

Great changes in the exercise of executive power in the "!:ormon" 
Church are now about due. 	"For it shall come to pass that the in- 
habitants of Zion shall judge all things pertaining to lion." 
(D.& C. 64:38) 	Isiah most certainly cites in detail some of the 
brievous things the L. D. S. have done, together with the judg-
ments the "One Mighty and Strong" (the 8th and last head) is to 
measure out at his coming. 	(Isaiah 28:1-22.) 	The prophecies of 
Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball and John Taylor are also in 
perfect harmony with Isaiah. 

This, in brief, explains Levi's prophecy why divine judgment or 
"vengeance upon them in the priesthood" is to come.--F.M.D. 
(ibid, 22-23.) 

It is apparent, even if this aprocaphyl work is true, that this 

whole prophecy refers to the time preceding Christ's first advent. 

The seven priests are priests of the Levitical order, not of the 

higher priesthood. The "three score and ten weeks" refer to this 

same period. The seventh president precedes the fifth week when 

the Levites are taken into captivity in the 5th century B.C. and 

then are permitted to return and rebuild the temple in Jerusalem. 

The "new priest" obviously refers to the Savior's advent in the 

meridian of time. 

We conclude this section with three statements which seem to apply 

most appropriately to the false claims by critics Lorin Woolley, 

Joseph Musser and company, at al. of apostacy and bondage of the 

church under President Grant. 

JOSEPH SMITH: 	1 will give unto you one of the keys of the mysteries 
of the kingdom. 	It is an eternal principle, that has existed with 
God from all eternity. That man who rises up to condemn others, 
finding fault with the church, saying that they are out of the way, 
while he himself is righteous, then know assuredly, that that man 
is in the high road to apostacy; and if he does not repent, will 
apostatize, as God lives. 

The principle is as correct as the one Jesus put forth in saying, 
that he who seeketh a sign is an adulterous person; and that prin-
ciple is eternal, undeviating, and firm as the pillars of heaven; 
for whenever you =see a man seeking after a sign, you may set it 
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down that he is an adulterous man. 	(CONPENDIUM, 1884, p.271.) 

D.& C. 121:16-18,21: 	Cursed are all those that shall lift up the 
heel against mine anointed, saith the Lord, and cry they have sinned 
when they have not sinned before me, saith the Lord, but have done 
that which was meet in mine eyes, and which I commanded them: 

But those who cry transgression do it because they are the servants 
of sin, and are the children of disobedience themselves; 

And those who swear falsely against my servants that they might 
bring them into bondage, and death-- * * * 

They shall not have right to the priesthood, nor their posterity 
after them from generation to generation. 

GEORGE Q. CANNON: The man who holds the keys is always the object 
of assault. 	His life is the life that is most sought after. 	He 
is the man they would strike down, if they had the power. They 
seek to weaken the confidence of the people in him, by all manner 
of slanders, and by every sort of falsification. 	It is the main 
object of our enemies to sow the seeds of distrust and suspicion 
in the midst of the Latter-day Saints, and to accomplish this relate 
all manner of falsehoods concerning those who bear the priesthood 
of the Son fo God. They contort every act. They misrepresent 
every word and every counsel that is given. They endeavor to put 
everything in a false light. And those who read those things con-
tinually, begin to believe by degrees, that there is foundation for 
them, that there is something wrong, that this man or the other man 
is not to be trusted, and that they are doing wrong in yielding 
obedience to the counsels of the priesthood, and in submitting to 
its control. You are aware these attacks are constantly directed 
against the priesthood, and it is, I say, the vital point today. 
(J. of D. 24:277, 1883.) 

Since we are admonished by the Lord to prove those who claim to 

be apostles and prophets (D.& C. 64:30,39.) we leave the reader 

to judge if Fundamentalists fit this pattern. 





LORIH C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 	Priesthood and Excommunication 1 

Fundamentalists have argued that the reason Heber J. Grant ceased 

conferring Priesthood and ordained men directly to office was 

because once Priesthood is conferred the Church is powerless to 

ever take it away. They quote Charles Penrose (whom they claim 

urged the direct ordination method on President Grant) as saying: 

When we give men the Priesthood, we give them all we have; and if 
we cut them off later, not being able to take their Priesthood away 
from them, they still have all we have. 	(TRUTH, 14:325.) 

Fundamentalists claim that Heber J. Grant changed the form of 

Priesthood conferral so that he could supposedly divest Fundamen-

talists of their Priesthood when he excommunicated them and thus 

stop plural marriages from continuing: 

After President Smith's death, the same forces operating in Presi-
dent Snow's day (Charles Penrose, etc.) 	gained the ascendancy and 
accomplished the change; the argument being, that when the Priest-
hood is conferred on an individual who may later be excommunicated 
from the Church, he will still hold the Priesthood, since the Church 
has no power to divest him of it. The Church may take from him 
his Church office and Church standing, but cannot disturb his 
Priesthood. Therefore under the new rule, where no Priesthood is 
given, none is held, and an "un-Churched" person is divested of all." 
(TRUTH, 12:41.) 

Joseph Musser claims that President Grant's contentions are untrue 

and gives the following "evidence" to vindicate his stand: 

The question is frequently asked: "Can the Church take the Priest-
hood away from its members, by an act of excommunication or other-
wise?" This is an important question. If the Church can take the 
Priesthood away from a man, then it is greater than the Priesthood. 
Since the Church did not give the Priesthood, it most emphatically 
cannot take it away. Writing on this subject, the late President 
Joseph F. Smith stated: 

"The Lord can take away the power and efficacy of their ordinations, 
and will do so if they transgress. No endowments or blessings in 
the House of the Lord, no Patriarchal Blessings, no ordination to 
the Priesthood,can be taken away, once given. 	To prevent a person 
for cause from exercising the rights and privileges of acting in 
the offices of the Priesthood may be and has been done, and the 
person so silenced still remains a member of the Church, but this 
does not take away from him any Priesthood that he held." (IMPROVE-
MENT ERA, 11:466.) 

Since it was the Priesthood that organized the Church, and the 
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Church is subordinate to Priesthood, certainly the Church does not 
nor can it ever control Priesthood. Now, the, can the powers of 
Priesthood become forfeit? The Lord answers: 

"That they (the rights of the Priesthood) may be conferred upon us, 
it is true; but when we undertake to cover our sins, or to gratify 
our pride, our vain ambition, or to exercise control, or dominion, 
or compulsion, upon the souls of the children of men, in any 
degree of unrighteousness, behold, the heavens withdraw themselves; 
the Spirit of the Lord is grieved; and when it is withdrawn, amen 
to the Priesthood, or the authority of that man." 	(D.& C. 121:37.) 

That is the way---the only way---that men may be deprived of their 
Priesthood authority. (A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, pp.21,22; TRUTH 5:109, 
110; 7:86.) 

The above statement by President Joseph F. Smith is the only 

documented "evidence" offered to substantiate this viewpoint. (See 

TRUTH 5:210; 7:86; 8:105, etc.) Let us examine into this statement 

further and see if it substantiates this Fundamentalist contention. 

The above quotation is exerpted from an article which appeared in 
"rnio. 

the April,1908 IMPROVEMENT ERA. It was written in response to a 

specific inquiry as follows: 

EDITOR'S TABLE 

Order Of The Priesthood 

1 1 

An officer in the Church in one of the stakes of Zion asks whether 
a man's Priesthood may be taken from him in any other way than by 
excommunication. 	In other words, can a man's ordination to the 
Priesthood be made null and void, and he still be permitted to re-
tain his membership in the Church; or must he be excommunicated 
before the Priesthood can be taken from him? The reply must be 
that only by excommunication in the appointed way can the Priest-
hood be taken from a person. We know of no other means provided 
by which a man who has had the Priesthood conferred upon him can 
be deprived of it. The constituted authorities of the Church may, 
however, after proper authorized hearing, decide that a man has 
forfeited his right to act in the Priesthood, and for this cause, 
he may be silenced, and his certificate of ordination be taken 
from him, and thus have his right suspended to foficiate in the 
ordinances of the Gospel, or to exercise the Priesthood which has 
been conferred upon him. Then, if he persists in exercising his 
Priesthood and former calling, he may be taken to account for in-
subordination and excommunicated. 

Several examples have occurred in the history of the Church where 
men through transgression, duly proved and decided upon by the 
constituted authorities, have been stopped from acting in the 
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Priesthood, which is just as effectual as taking away their Priest-
hood would be, if it were possible; but this has taken no ordina-
tion from them, and if in such cases the transgressors should re-
pent and make complete and satisfactory restitution, they would 
still hold the same Priesthood which they held before they were 
silenced, or stopped from acting. A person once ordained a bishop, 
an elder, or high priest, continues to hold those offices. 	A bishop 
is still a bishop though he may remove to another ward, or for other 
reason temporarily lose his calling. 	But in case he is wanted to 
act in a new office, or place, and the proper authorities call him 
to act, it is not necessary to re-ordain him a bishop; he would 
only need to be set apart for his new calling. 	So with other offi- 
cers in the Priesthood, once having received the Priesthood, it can-
not be taken from them, except by transgression so serious that 
they must forfeit their standing in the Church. 	But, as stated, 
their right to officiate, may be suspended or stopped. The Lord 
can take away the power and efficacy of their ordinations, and 
will do so if they transgress. No endowments or blessings in the 
House of the Lord, no patriarchal blessings, no ordination to the 
Priesthood, can be taken away, once given. To prevent a person 
for cause from exercising the rights and privileges of acting in 
the offices of the Priesthood, may be and has been done, and the 
person so silenced still remain a member of the Church, but this 
does not take away from him any Priesthood that he held. 

Joseph F. Smith. 	(IMPROVEMENT ERA, vol.11, no.6, April, 1908, 
pp.465-466, see also Smith, Joseph F., GOSPEL DOCTRINE, pp.16S-1660 

It is evident according to the answer given that a man's Priesthood 

may be taken away by excommunication. The portion cited by Joseph 

Musser had to do with disfellowshipment which does not take a 

man's Priesthood away, but merely suspends his right to use it. 

This was made very clear in the communication. It is outright 

subterfuge to take portions of this statement and make them appear 

to apply to excommunication whereas the substance of the question 

and those portions of the response quoted had to do with disfellow-

shipment. 

Joseph 14usser has pursued this idea at length since he and other 

Fundamentalists must deny they lost their Priesthood when excom-

municated from the Church. He argues: 

In the present day the Church presumes to take the Priesthood away 
from certain of its members. 	This is obviously wrong,--inattempting 
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it the Church is exceeding its jurisdictional powers. The Church 
does not confer Priesthood, nor can it nullify it. * * * The Church 
may discipline its members, it may cast them out of its organiza-
tion, for cause, but it is powerless to interfere with their 
Priesthood. 	(TRUTH, 7:86.) 

President Joseph F. Smith reflects standard Church doctrine and 

policy that the Church has the right and obligation to terminate 

a man's Priesthood both by disfellowshipping and by excommunication, 

and in either event can suspend the exercise of Priesthood. In the 

case of disfellowshipment he stated unequivocally: 

The constituted authorities of the Church may, * * * decide that 
a man has forfeited his right to act in the Priesthood, and * * *(he) 
may be silenced, * * * his certificate of ordination be taken from 
him, and * * * have his right suspended to officiate in the ordi-
nances of the Gospel, or to exercise the Priesthood * * *. 

An example of this action is shown in the case of Mathias F. Cowley. 

He was disfellowshipped in May, 1911. He was implicated in January, 

1914 as being the source of John Woolley's pretended authority to 

perform plural marriages in 1912-1914. John Woolley and several for 

whom he had performed the plural marriage ceremony were excommuni-

cated. On February 11, 1914, at a meeting of the Salt Lake Stake 

High Council, 

President Joseph F. Smith, in the presence of the (Salt Lake) Stake 
Presidency, announced that the recent actions of the Council of 
Apostles with respect to certain polygamous marriages (performed 
by John Woolley), were in perfect accord with the views of the 
First Presidency. A few days later, President Francis !I. Lyman 
instructed the Stake Presidency in person that Brother Matthias 
F. Cowley was not to be permitted to officiate in any of the func-
tions of the Priesthood, and that he was to be denied membership 
in the High Priest's Quorum and in the local Nigh Priest's class. 
President Lyman said that Brother Cowley stood stripped of all 
authority, and was only as a member of the Church and nothing more, 
barely having the privilege of the Sacrament. 	(Salt Lake Stake 
Historical Record, High Council, Feb. 11, 1914.) 

The Lord has revealed the following with reference to exccmmunica-

tion : 

And they who are of the High Priesthood, whose names are not found 
written in the Book of the Law, or that are found to have aposta- 
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tized, or to have been cut off from  the Church,  as well as the 
Lesser Priesthood, or the members, in that day shall not find an 
inheritance among the Saints of the Most High; Therefore, it shall 
be done unto them as unto the children of the Preists, as will be 
found recorded in the second chapter and sisty-first and second 
verses of Ezra. 	(D.& C. 85:11,12.) 

And Ezra states that they are "put from the Priesthood." 

Anyone deludes himself who imagines that his Priesthood is retained 

inviolate when he is excommunicated from the Church. The history 

of the Church includes numerous accounts of persons who, after be-

ing excommunicated, upon re-entering the Church were re-baptized 

and re-ordained to offices in the Priesthood. Note particularly 

the case of Oliver Cowdery. Cowdery received not only the full 

authority of the Aaronic and Melchizedek Priesthoods in 1829 (see 

D.H.C.1: 	), but also received the keys of various dispensations 

with the Prophet in 1836. 	(see D.& C. 110.) The Lord revealed 

that they were "Apostles and expecial witnesses" having received 

"the keys of my Kingdom, and a dispensation of the Gospel for the 

last times; and the fulness of times. 	(see D.& C. 27:12,13.) 

Oliver Cowdery was "Second Elder" and later "Assistant President" 

of the Church (see D.H.C.2:176.) and as such would have succeeded 

Joseph Smith as President of the Church. 

When Oliver Cowdery was excommunicated from the Church in 1838, he 

lost his Priesthood and office and Hyrum Smith was appointed to 

succeed him (D.& C. 124:95). He, like Fundamentalists today, thought 

that he still held his Priesthood and office and that others (Rigdon, 

Strant, Apostles, etc.) "have not the authority, consequently not 

the power. * * * " He wrote, in 1847, to David Whitmer, who also 

had been excommunicated with him: 
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True it is our right gives us the head. 	It is no matter of pride 
with me, but an anxious desire to do all that the Lord may require 
of us. We may not live to see the day, but we have the authority, 
and do hold the keys. 	It is important, should we not be permitted 
to act in that authority, that we confer them upon some man or 
men, whom God may appoint, that this Priesthood be not taken again 
from the earth till the earth be sanctified. 	(ENSIGN OP LI3ERTY, 
1:91-93.) 

Notwithstanding all of his claims, the keys of the Priesthood had 

gone West with the Apostles and the majority of the Saints. When 

Cowdery applied for re-admission in the Church at a later time, 

this letter was brought up. He said that he had not realized 

his Priesthood and office had been assumed by Hyrum Smith. Said he: 
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After his re-baptism, Cowdery desired to go to the Salt Lake Valley 

and after again receiving the Priesthood take a mission to Great 

Britain. But before doing so he was taken sick and died March 3, 

1850. (ESSENTIALS IN CHURCH HISTORY, p.471.) 

David Witmer likewise received the Priesthood from Joseph Smith 

and Oliver Cowdery before the Church was organized, and was declared 

an Apostle of Jesus Christ. (D.& C.18:9.) In 1834 he was ordained 

as Joseph's Successor. He wrote: 

I will tell you he had so much confidence in me that in July, 1834, 
he ordained me as his successor as "Prophet, Seer and Revelator" 
to the Church. He did this of his own free will and not at any 
solicitation whatever on my part. 

Martin Harris, who was present on this occasion also,testified: 

* * * While the Conference was in session, Joseph Smith presiding, 
he (Joseph Smith) arose and said the time had come when he must 
appoint his successor in office. 	Oliver has lost that privilege 
in consequence of transgression. The Lord has made it known to 
me David Whitmer is the man. David was then called forward, and 
Joseph and his counsellors laid hands upon him, and ordained him 
to this station to succeed him. Joseph then gave David a charge 
in the hearing of the whole assembly. 	(ENSIGN OF LIBERTY, Dec. 
1847, pp.43-44.) 

In 1838 Whitmer was excommunicated from the Church and lost his 

Priesthood and office. And he, too, like many Fundamentalists 

today, felt he was righteous and true and that the Church had 

gone astray so he stated the following at his trial which he felt 

was unjust: 

I hereby withdraw from your fellowship and communion. * * * choos-
ing to seek a place among the meek and humble, where the revelations 
of heaven will be observed and the rights of man regarded. 	(FAR 
WEST RECORD, pp.117-118.) 

Fundamentalists claim that David Whitmer (and Oliver Cowdery) were 

members of their alleged "Council of Seven" which holds Priesthood 

never delegated to the Church. (A PRIESTIMOD ISSUE, p.8 ff.) 



LORI{ C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 	Priesthood and Excommunication 8 

If excommunication from the Church cannot sever a man from the 

Priesthood, would Fundamentalists claim that David Whitmer still 

Held his Priesthood inviolate and the Church he organized, which 

still exists, is legitimate and recognized by the Lord? What of 

Sidney Rigdon and the Church he formed? What of James J. Strang, 

James Emmett, William Smith and a host of others who formed Churches 

after being excommunicated from the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints? .Did their Priesthood continue with them? Are 

their actions legitimate and recognized of the Savior? 

Several members of the original Latter-day Quorum of Twelve were 

excommunicated from the Church and were later re-baptized and re-

admitted into the Church. 

Orson Hyde was excommunicated in 1839, losing his Priesthood office 

and membership. Later that year, in June, 1839, he was re-baptized 

and re-ordained to the Priesthood. Of this the Prophet wrote: 

Brother Hyde made his confession and was restored to the Priesthood 
again. 	(D.H.C. 3:379.) 

Orson Pratt  was excommunicated on April 20, 1842. On January 20, 

1843 he and his wife were re-baptized. Of this the Prophet recorded: 

At three o'clock, council adjourned to my house; and at four I 
baptized Orson Pratt and his wife Sarah Marinda, and Lydia Granger 
in the Mississippi River, and confirmed them in the Church, ordain-
ing Orson Pratt to his former office in the Quorum of the Twelve. 
(D.H.C. 5:256.) 

Lyman and Luke Johnson were excommunicated from the Church on April 

13, 1838. Luke Johnson returned to the Church and was re-baptized 

in 1846, and on Dec. 8, 1847 he was "ordained an Elder." 	(D.n.c. 

7:622) 

In more recent times we find the same consequence connected with 
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excommunication from the Church. 

Moses Thatcher was expelled (April 6, 1896) from the Quorum of the 
Twelve and his Priesthood was taken from him for insubordination 
and apostacy. 	(UTAH PIONEER AND APOSTLE MERRINER W. MERRILL AND 
HIS FAMILY, p.209; see also DESERET NEWS, April 6, 1896.) 

Richard R. 	was ordained an Apostle on April 7, 1918, by 

Joseph F. smith. e was excommunicated from the Church on November 

12, 1943, bar—iized again October 27, 1954, and received the Melchi-

zedek Priesthood. lie died on December 31, 1963. ( 	SUCCESSION 

nT THE CHURCH, p.191.) 

If these leading men ani a host of others after leaving the Church 

and being re-admitted were re-baptized and re-ordained to the 

Priesthood, can Joseph Musser or anyone else logically say that 

they did not lose their Priesthood at excommunication? Fundamen-

talists deceive themselves when they think their Priesthood remains 

undisturbed after excommunication from the Church. Despite Musser's 

claims to the contrary, the Priesthood is inseparably connected 

with the Church, is the very basis of the Church, and may not 

function outside of the Church. Consequently when one is excom-

municated from the Church he loses his Priesthood as the revelations 

and practice of the Church has shown throughout its entire history. 

And therefore, in conclusion, let us return to the article cited 

at the very beginning of this section--"* * * only by excommunica-

tion in the appointed way can the Priesthood be taken from a 

person. * * *" Or, in other words, when any person, who holds or 

has had vested in him Priesthood authority in any "portion" or 

"degree;" is duly excommunicated, he is divested of that "portion" 

le 'l e-IrPA "  of Priesthood authority which he may have had, it is 
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taken from him. And henceforth he has none except it be restored 

to him through the appointed channels and he enter in at the gate 

in the appointed way, ie: repentance and baptism, and through a 

continued demonstration of worthiness, re-ordination to or a 

restoration of those former blessings. "And that is the way---

the only way---that men may" 	regain their lost Priesthood 

and its concommitant authority, all efforts to prove the contrary 

notwithstanding. 

4111111%, 
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411104.1  I am the only one of the five now living, and so far as I know 
all five of the brethren remained true and faithful to the 
covenants they entered into, and to the responsibilities placed 
upon them at that time. * * * 

(John Taylor) stated that many of the things he had told us we 
would forget and they would be taken from us, but that they 
would return to us in due time as needed, and from this fact we 
would know that the same was from the Lord. This has been ful-
filled. Many of the things I forgot, but they are coming to me 
gradually, and those things that come to me are as clear as on 
the day on which they were given. 	(1886 Revelation, p.7, 
also TRUTH 2:119) 

Joseph Musser also reports the following claim in his journal: 

Instructions to the five: 	"You will have the weight of this 
world upon you and one of you will have to stand alone." Joseph 
Smith laid his hands upon their heads while John Taylor set them 
apart or acted as mouth. (ITEMS, etc., p.23) 

The credibility of the Woolley story may be called into question 

on the ground that Lorin Woolley was the only one of five men 

purportedly invoved in the above claimed transferral of priest-

hood authority that recorded the event. Further, his widely 

publicized recounting did not occur until 1929, long after 

the rest of those supposedly•involved were dead, and five years 

after Woolley himself had been excommunicated from the Church. 

One is caused to inquire: Where is John Woolley's account of the 

alleged meeting and his reception of special priesthood authority? 

Likewise, where is there such an account from Samuel Bateman 

or Charles Wilcken? What about George Q. Cannon and John Taylor? 

Where are their records of these proceedings? Why an account 

from only one alleged participant and that 43 years after the 

alleged fact? And, more importantly, after all the other 

alleged participants were dead? Where in all such pretentions 

is compliance with the divine law of witnesses? 

The Lord has never permitted the keys of priesthood authority to 
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be transferred without requiring witnesses to bear record of 

that fact. This law states that in the mouth of two or three 

witnesses shall all things be established. (See: Deut. 17:6; 

Math. 18:15,16; John 8:12-19; 2 Car. 13:1.) The Savior said 

of his own authority: 

If I bear witness of myself, my witness is not true. (John S:31) 

The Prophet Joseph Smith likewise required witnesses. The 

special mission of Oliver Cowdery as "Second Elder" was to bear 

witness of priesthood restoration. (DOCTRINES OF SALVATION, 1: 

210-213) The investure of priesthood keys by Joseph Smith upon 

the Twelve Apostles took place at a meeting of the Council of 

Fifty and their wives in the spring of 1844. Many of them left 

written and published testimonies of this event. (See Durham & 

Heath, SUCCESSION IN THE CEURCE, pp.50-54;also Roberts, Dill, 

SUCCESSION IN THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, pp.97ff.) 	Eut 

what of Lorin Woolley's story of priesthood succession? Where 

are his witnesses and where is their testimony? Without wit-

nesses Woolley is without substantiation and we are not obligated 

to believe his testimony and it is not in force. One logicly 

wonders why the account was not brought out in the light earlier 

when it could have been corroborated by witnesses. Could it be 

that it was purposefully withelcl until all purportedly involved 

were dead because the story is ficticious and could not be sup-

ported? Perhaps the story was not even conceived until after 

plural marriaaes were being strenuously suppressed during the 

presidencies of Joseph F. Smith and Heber J. Grant. President 

Joseph Fielding Smith said of Lorin Woolley's claims some time 
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Or- 	ago: 

No such meeting ever took place. * * * I knew President George 
Q. Cannon, Samuel Bateman, and Charles H. Wilcken, and they were 
true men and they were true to President Wilford Woodruff, Loren-
zo Snow and to Prelident Joseph F. Smith. 	Lorin Woolley's 
stories are afterthoughts uttered when all these men are dead and 
cannot speak for themselves. 	(Letter from Joseph Fielding Smith 
to Walter L. Whipple, April 24, 1956.) 

The Woolley account may further be called into question on the 

basis that Lorin Woolley impeached his reliability as a witness 

by admitting that for a number of years he did not remember 

what had occurred although he contended that by 1929 he was able 

to recall these events. 

This claim of forgetting and remembering was apparently a device 

used by Lorin Woolley to justify in his own mind as well as 

others a story that grew and changed with each telling as a 

comparison of the various versions has shown. This forgetting 

and subsequent remembering being declared as a divine sign of 

the truth of the story was also used as an appeal to Daniel 

Bateman who was pursuaded to believe that he too had witnessed 

the events of 1886 byt promptly forgot them. 

Denies Bateman, according to some who knew him, was an amiable 

but very credulous person and perhaps for this reason was never 

called to any position of responsibility or trust in Fundamen-

talist priesthood circles. Since Bateman was closely associated 

with events of the underground period he could perhaps be in-

fluenced to believe he too had forgotten the alleged events of 

the Lorin Woolley story. Aparently Bateman was convinced 

on the basis that he had not merely "forgotten" the alleged 
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under timely, but divine prompting. Thus when he corroborates 

Lorin Woolley's story in an account published in 1934, he re-

ports being told: 

* * * much of the instruction ho (John Taylor) was giving us we 
would forget, but at the proper time it would come back to us. 
(SUPPLIMENT TO THE NEW AND EVERLASTING COVENANT etc., ;;.26,27) 

And in another account as reported by Joseph Musser: 

He (Daniel Bateman) stated that the prediction of President Tay-
lor that all things would be brought back to their memory in 
the proper time had literally been fulfilled. 	(TRUTH 17:70,71) 

On the stringth of this alleged forgetting and remembering 

process bateman was induced to testify of events in which he was 

not personally involved, events which Lorin Woolley only told 

him of. Appended to Lorin Woolley's standard 1929 account is 

the following statement of Daniel R. Bateman: 

* * * I was not present when the five spoken of by Brother 
Woolley were set apart for special work, but have on different 
occasions heard the details of the same related by both Lorin 
C. Woolley and John W. Woolley, and from all the circumstances 
with which I am familiar I firmly believe the testimony of these 
two brethren to be true. 	(Pamphlet, 1886 Revelation, p.8.) 

No second witness to the alleged five hour meeting where the 

important act of conferring special priesthood authority is 

claimed. Lorin Woolley is, therefore, left without witness 

and must of necessity say of his own authority: 

If I bear witness of myself, my witness is not true. 	(see John 
5:31) 

And, according to the divine law of witnesses, we, as his critics, 

can rightly charge: 

Thou bearest record of thyself; thy record is not true. (John 8:13) 

A typical example of this alleged forgetting and remembering 

process is reported by Joseph Musser at a meeting held on August 
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6, 1922, at the home of Nathan Clark in Bountiful: 

Lorin C. Woolley said * * * President Taylor told us of many things 
pertaining to the latter days. 	lie told us many things he was 
telling us we would forget, but at the proper time these things 
would come back to our memories. One thing which I had for- 
gotten which he told us, that now comes to my memory, was that 
in the day of the seventh president of the church, the church 
would come into bondage, both temporally and spiritually, and 
in that day the one mighty and strong spoken of in the 85th 
section of the Doctrine and Covenants would come. (ITEMS, etci, 
P 5  ) 

An example of this same process on the part of Daniel Bateman 

has to do with a change in temple aarments. This is an element 

which Lorin Woolley failed to include in any of his own versions. 

The statement of June 20, 1932, which followed was reviewed earlier 

in this study. After publishing portions of this statement in 

the August, 1936 issue of TRUTH MAGAZINE, Joseph Musser writes: 

The foregoing statement was at the time, read to Elder Lorin 
C. Woolley, who was also at the meeting mentioned, and, in the 
presence of the writer, each item in the statement was verified 
by him. (TRUTH 2:35) 

It is both suspect and revealing to observe that as changes 

occurred in church policies and practices, Lorin Woolley con-

veniently "remembered" that they had been foretold by John Taylor 

in 1886. Nowhere do we find a first hand account of such 

prophetic utterances prior to the time of their alleged ful-

fillment. A prophecy after the fact is no prophecy at all but 

simply a re-telling of history--if, indeed, it is history at 

all. Following is a tabulation of some of these alleged pro-

phecies: 

1. Temporal and spiritual bondage--all elements purportedly 

occurred before the Woolley statement was made, 6 Aug 1922. 

2. Ordination-Conferral issue--Instructions on ordination 

were issued April 7, 1921, and Woolley's statement on this 
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issue first appears in 1929: that "thousands * * * would not 

have it properly conferred upon them." 

3. Temple garments changed--the authorized change was made in 

June, 1923, and Bateman makes his statement concerning this in 

1932. 

4. John W. Woolley was excommunicated from the Church in 1914, 

and Lorin C. Woolley in 1924--and Woolley (Lorin) states that 

some were to be cast out from the church for faithfulness to 

the principle of plural marriage in 1929. 

5. The official declaration was issued in 1890, and Woolley 

reiterates in 1929 that this event was foretold before the fact. 

Joseph Musser reports the following statement in his 1929 version: 

Then he (John Taylor) talked to us for some time, and said: 

"Some of you will be handled and ostracized and cash out from 
the church by your brethren because of your faithfulness and in-
tegrity to this principle, and some of you may have to surrender 
your lives because of the same, but woe, woe, unto those who 
shall bring these troubles upon you." 	(Three of us were 
handled and ostracised for supporting and sustaining this prin-
ciple. * * *) 

None of the five alleged recipients of this special priesthood 

authority surrendered his life because of his faithfulness and 

integrity to the principle of plural marriage in defiance of the 

church and the law, but as admitted three of the alleged five 

were excommunicated from the church for their actions in this 

regard. They were: Lorin C. Woolley, John W. Woolley, and Daniel 

Bateman. Let us review their alleged "faithfulness" in support-

ing and sustaining this principle. 
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n"s 	
Samuel Bateman:  Daniel Dateman's sister gives the following tes- 

timony of their father and the manifesto as it was presented at 

October converence, 1890: 

There may have been a few in that audience who did not vote, 
and a few may have remained away in order that they might not 
commit themselves. 	But father and mother were at that conference 
and they voted to sustain the manifesto. * * t 

More than once I heard father say before other members of the 
family that when he went to that conference he and some of his 
friends who had suffered exile and imprisonment had determined 
to vote against the manifesto. 	"But," said father, "some power 
not my own raised my arm, and I voted to sustain Woodruff in 
this matter. As soon as I had done it a sense of peace and con-
tentment came over me." 	(Jensen, Juliaetto Bateman, LITTLE GOLD 
PEICES, pp,1929-30) 

As an illustration of her father's abhorrence of those who 

defied the Manifesto after it was issued, she tells of a friend 

of her father who approached her to become his plural wife 

after the Manifesto: 

He said polygamy was not a dead issue and that there' were ways 
and means of carrying it on. He said when he saw me that day 
on Main Street, God revealed it to him that I was to be his 
plural wife. * * * 

When I went home and told my parents, father swore an oath. He 
had been betrayed by a friend. When occasion demanded, he 
could swear effectively, but rarely did he do it in the house. 
This time he did, and he said he would speak his mind to so and 
so when he saw him. Mother said nothing as usual, but she 
seemed to acquiesce in what father said. 

Father's oath that day meant much more than his indignation over 
my affair. 	In conference assembled the people had taken a unani- 
mous vote to sustain President Woodruff's wishes. Here was a 
trusted friend who not only betrayed him, but the church also. 
No matter what his feelings had been before, and no matter what 
previous pledges he had made either oral or written, that even-
tual pronouncement which he had sustained in conference made 
all other promises regarding polygamy null and void. All father 
did and said in our presence bears this out. 

The last child of the second wife was born in February, 1890, 
eight months before the Manifesto was issued. She was born in 
exile. Soon after the Manifesto, the second family came home 
after the brief exile. * * * (ibid pp.136-138) 

Ragman seems to have had some long standing problems 
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which were resolved before his death on Jan. 23, 1911. One of 

the Apostles reports: 

S.C.W. Fri. Feb 1st, 1901 
By appointment met with Bro. Sam Bateman at Bro. O. T. Arnolds. 
He has been trying to pull away from his brethren for years. Now 
he confesses that one of the Twelve offended him twenty years ago. 
He has paid his tithing and kept on with his quorum, but failed 
to or omitted to, partake of the sacrament. 	I talked to him as 
the spirit gave mu utterance and he said "I will amend my ways." 
Bro. Bateman remarked, "My prayers have been answered, my labors 
have been successful." 	(Diary of Brigham Young, Jr.) 

And so with some repentance he returned to full harmony with 

the church. Thus Samuel Bateman can hardly be alleged to have 

stood firm to a covenant to see to it that plural marriage con-

tinued after the manifesto. 

Daniel Bateman, after his father's death, took up with Lorin 

Woolley and entered polygamy resulting in his excommunication. 

His sister writes: 

From the very wording of the Manifesto it was evident that some 
men and women could find in it a loop hole, an excuse to carry 
on the practice of polygamy. They were few in comparison with 
the many who had pledged themselves to live by President Wood-
ruff's advice and kept their pledges. The few did in secret 
marry other women than the one they were legally entitled to. * 
* * 	For several years no punishment was placed on these men 
by the church.- Some years later new offenders were excommuni-
cated, among them my brother, Daniel, who, during the days of 
the underground, had helped guard the lives of the church auth- 
orities then in hiding. He had grown up in polygamy and believed 
in it sincerely, but he did not enter it until after the death 
of his wife Ellen. This was some twenty years or more after 
the Manifesto which he did not support. 	(Jensen, LITTLE GOLD 
PIECES, p.134) 

If Daniel nateman pledged in lgOG to Th 	to it that no year pas- 

sed by withoug children being born in the principle of plural 

marriage" as alleged, he certainly failed its fulfillment in 

great measure. He would have been almost fifty-five years ole 

when he entered the practice of plural marriage. This means for 
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some twenty-five of his prime years he procrastinated fulfilling 

the purported pledge, viz: 

* * * that he * * * would defent tho principle of celestial or 
plural marriage, and that they would consecrate their lives, 
liberty and property to this and, and that they personally 
would sustain and uphold that principle. 

There is no evidence to indicate that John W. Woolley was ever 

involved in the Fundamentalist movement to the extent that is 

claimed for him. He was a faithful member of the church in 

early days. He was, however, one who was unwillina to give up 

plural marriage after the Woodruff Manifesto and aparently never 

received a testimony of the action of President Woodruff in ter-

minating this practice. After being ordained a stake patriarch 

in 1912 by David O. McKay, he performed some plural sealings in 

the Salt Lake Temple and elsewhere and was excommunicated from 

the church for doing so. President Joseph Fielding Smith, a 

member of the Council of the Twelve at the time, wrote of this 

action: 

I was well acquainted with John W. Woolley, He was a good man, 
but permitted himself to be drawn into the performing of a 
so-called "plural marriage." When this rumor first appeared, 
John W. Woolley was called into a session with the Council of 
the Twelve, President Francis M. Lyman, presiding. 	Before that 
body he denied that he had performed any plural ceremony and 
we accepted his word, for we believed him to be a man who would 
not deceive the Twelve. 	President Francis M. Lyman reported to 
President Joseph F. Smith the fact that Brother Woolley had 
been before the Twelve and that he had disclaimed any association 
with those who were engaged in this traffic. My father replied 
to President Lyman that he was very grateful to know that 
Brother Woolley was clear, for my father had the utmost confi-
dence in John W. Woolley. 

Some time later John W. Woolley was in the presence of President 
Joseph F. Smith, and President Smith said to him, "John, I an 
happy to know that you have not been involved in any of those 
so-called 'plural marriages.' 	John W. Woolley hesitated a 
moment and then replied: 	'President Smith, I cannot lie to you. 
I am guilty.' Then he confessed his wrongdoing. 	Of course 
action had to be taken. One year later I mot him on the temple 
grounds, and he said 'Brother Smith, when are the brethren going 



LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEMLNT 	 Only One Remains 9 

to permit me to come back into the church?' My answer was that 
such a matter was for the First Presidency to decide. 	(Letter 
from Joseph Fielding Smith to Dean Jesse°, July 13, 1956) 

Another member of the Council of the Twelve Apostles, John A. 

Widtsoe, was also present on this occasion. He related the 

following: 

I will tell you of an experience I had some years ago. While in 
President Joseph F. Smith's office in Salt Lake City, John W. 
Woolley came into the President's office and asked if he could 
have a few weeks off from his work in the temple in order that 
he could visit his brother sam who was then President of the 
mission in the South Sea Islands. 	I believe it was Samoa. 
Brother Woolley was a worker then in the Salt Lake Temple. 
President Smith gave him the time off that he wanted, and just 
as Brother Woolley was about to leave the President said, 
"John, it has been brought to my attention that you have been 	 A 
performing plural marriages in the Salt Lake Temple, is that

c 
 - ter 

correct??" Brother Woolley, he said, rather hung his head and 	',$) 

One of John Woolley's neighbors reports: 

John Woolley, a neighbor of mine, while living in Centerville, 
became a worker in the Salt Lake Temple from its dedication. 
He performed marriages (polygamous) after the Manifesto and Pre-
sident Smith learning about it sent for him and said, "Brother 
Woolley, is it possible you are performing plural marriages sec-
retly?" "Yes, President Smith, I can not lie to you." "Then 
we shall have to handle you." The result was that after the 
trial, John Woolley was excommunicated from the church. * * * 
(Whitaker, John, EFFORTS TO CONTROL POLYGAMY,Provo, Utah, B.Y.U., 
N.D., p.3) 

Joseph F. Smith is purported to have been set apart as a member 

of the Fundamentalist priesthood presidency on July 18, 1887, 

receiving the same special commission to perpetuate plural mar-

riage independent of the church as the other five allegedly did. 

If this were true, why would he later excommunicate John Woolley, 

his purported senior in the priesthood,fore ,  doing the very thing 

.3'13  answered, "Yes, President Smith, I have." President Smith 	 p'2 
then looked directly at Brother Woolley and said, "Did President'l .t. ` 
Taylor ordain you and others to carry on plural marriage inde- 	oft.P',„,‘ 
pendent of the church?" Brother Woolley answered, "President 	s7.2t'c 
Smith, I have lied to others about this, BUT I CANNOT LIE TO 
YOU AS PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, NO, HE DID NOT." (Statement con-
cerning the purported ordination of John W. Woolley by Lloyd 
Ririe, Special Collections, B.Y.U. Library, Provo, Utah) 
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they were especially set apart to do? John Woolley was Cod's 

purported mouthpiece on carth, not President Joseph F. Smith, 

according to Fundamentalist doctrine. To explain away this in-

consistency Woolley is purported to have unselfishly undergone 

excormunication from the church for performing plural marriages 

allegedly performed by Joseph F. Smith in order to save President 

Smith from censure before a hostile Council of the Twelve. A 

Fundamentalist writes of John W. Woolley: 

p.m.j. 	John W. Woolley told me that Joseph F. Smith had married 
a certain couple in plural marriage and that the authorities of 
the church (some of them Apostles) wore about to call him down 
for it or make it public, and John W. Woolley took the blame for 
performing the ceremony. 	(Baird, REMINISCENCES, 2:8) 

An independent Fundamentalist writes: 

Although he held these keys (of priesthood presidency) "in trust" 
as an inactive officer, a certain sub-rosa respect was paid to 
him by general authorities of the church while he worked in the 
temple annex on temple records, when they would go to him for 
counsel on some of their more serious problems. 	It is said by 
some who knew him well, that he was cut off from the church when 
he took the blame for performing some plural marriages which 
Pres. Joseph F. Smith, himself; and performed, and thereby he 
saved President Smith from a church trial threatned by a few 
of the leading apostles opposed to the principle. 	(Pierce, 
THE 3 1/2 YEARS, p.77) 

Another Fundamentalist in trying to justify John Woolley's 

excommunication by President Joseph F. Smith writes of this same 

allegation: 

Joseph F. Smith and John W. Woolley were in mutually sorrowful 

conversation, discussing the opposition of Francis M. Lyman 
and others who were fighting plural marriage. Francis Marion 
Lyman had obtained what he thought was clear evidence against 
Joseph F. Smith. 	He had witnesses of a plural marriage recently 
performed by Joseph F. Smith. President Smith had then gone to 
John W. Woolley for advice, and together they had agreed that 
John W. Woolley would be the "scapegoat." According to plan, 
then, John W. Woolley took the brunt of Francis Lyman's persecu-
tion. The result was the supposed "excommunication" which was 
really a "smokescreen." Thus was fulfilled a prophecy of John 
Taylor who had said at the meeting of 1886 that some of them 
would be cast out of the church for keeping plural marriage 
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alive. As Brother Woolley and President Smith wept together, 
their arms around each other, they readily agreed that the ex-
communication was not recorded in heaven. 	(Bishop, THE KEYS 
OF THE PRIESTHOOD ILLUSTRATED, p.231) 

If the Priesthood were operating supervisory to the Church as 

an appendage organization why would John Woolley be holding keys 

of the Priesthood "in trust as an inactive officer?" Who was he 

holding the keys "in trust" for and why was he "inactive?" The 

word of the Lord states: 

And again, the duty of the president of the office of the high 
priesthood is to preside over the whole church, and be like unto 
loses---Behold, here is wisdom; yea, to be a seer, a revelator, 
a translator, and a prophet, having all the gifts of God which 
he bestows upon the head of the church. 

Wherefore, it must needs be that one be appointed of the high 
priesthood to presideover the priesthood, and he shall be called 
president of the hith priesthood of the church; or, in other 
words, the presiding high priest over the high priesthood of 
the church. 	(D.F, C. 107:91,92,65,6G) 

Thus, we see the President of the Church is the President of the 

Priesthood and as such his duty is to preside over the Saints. 

This being the case he cannot occupy this position and not 

preside without being derelict of duty. One also wonders what 

qualifications John Woolley possessed to counsel the First 

Presidency and the Quorum of Twelve---men who were tried and pro-

ven by long experience in the presiding councils of the Church? 

John Woolley had never risen to any position of prominence or 

trust in the presiding councils of the Church and if he possessed 

the c- ualities alluded to they certainly went unrecoanized all 

of his life. There is no foundation in the records of the church 

that would indicate he was a scapegoat for President Joseph F. 

4111, 	

Smith's purported mis-deeds. This is the sort of clandestine 

"evidence" that Fundamentalism has been forced to resort to in 

order to vindicate their shaky and unverified position. 
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Joseph Musser reports the following statement of Lorin C. Woolley: 

March 20, 1870, I was called by President Brigham Young to receive 
my endowments and was ordained an Apostle by Pres. Young. Among 
other things he stated, "You will yet be called to an important 
position in the church," which promise I feel was fulfilled, at 
least in part, by the mission given me by Pres. John Taylor, in 
connection with four others, Sept. 27, 1886, to assist in per-
petuating the practice of plural ma-riage, 	(ITEMS etc., Feb. 
20, 1929, pp.9-10) 

Joseph Musser refers to this statement in a brief synopsis of 

Lorin Woolley: 

Lorin C. Woolley, the son of John W. Woolley was a "chip off the 
old block." At thirteen years of age, he was ziven his endowments 
and was ordained an Apostle by President Brigham Young; and while 
he was never numbered with the Quorum of Twelve, he maintained his 
Apostleship to the end. 	(TRUTH 2:122) etc. 

A check into church records shows Lorin Woolley's memory of his 

own personal statistics to be faulty, if not presumptive. On 

March 20, 1870 Driaham Young was in Saint George, where he had 

spent the winter as usual. (See Ms. History of Erigham Young, 

c.n.o.) He, therefore, could not have given Lorin Woolley his 

endowments and ordained him an.Apostle in the Endowment House as 

alleged. Lorin Woolley was born October 23, 1856, and was 

baptized Oct. 18, 1868 at the ace of twelve by his father. (See 

Woolley family record.) He received his endowment and was or-

dained an Elder on March 10, 1873 at the age of sixteen by 

John Lyon. (See Endowment House Record, book H, p.25.) 

President Brigham Young was not present on this occasion as 

alleged. Woolley filled a mission as an Elder to the Southern 

States from Oct. 31, 1807 to Oct. 6, 1889. 	(ibid book b, p.97, 

4236) Later he was ordained a Seventy in the 70th Quorum at 

Centerville, and went on a short mission from Dec. 23, 1896, 

to )\pril 6, 1897. •(ibid book C, p.38, 4741) He was excommuni-

cated from the church Jan. 18, 1924 and died Sept. 19, 1934 at 
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the age of 77. 

It is evident Lorin Woolley is guilty of vainglory and perversion 

of the facts. The germ of truth in his later allegations is 

that he did receive the Melchizedek Priesthood at the same time 

he received his endowments, not an uncommon practice at the 

time. It was, however, at the age of sixteen, not thirteen, it 

was to the office of Elder, not Apostle and was performed by a 

ran named John Lyon, not president Young. Of course the elements 

of a purported blessing by Brigham Young must he considered pre-

sumptive to say the least. 

Lorin Woolley has made further claims that he was an under.-cover 

agent for both the church and the U. S. Government. He has made 

the following claims of a nocturnal discussion with President 

Heber J. Grant: 

I asked him about his wives, telling him who they were and when 
they were married. At this Heber seemed greatly astonished and 
asked me how I knew these things. 	I stated I had been set apart 
in 1874, at the age of 13, by President Young, to learn of and 
keep track of such things for the protection of the Brethren. 
Also answering Ileber's question, I stated I had been ordained 
an Apostle by President Young at the age of 13. 	Heber said, 
"You are then the oldest Apostle, in point of years of service, 
in this dispensation." 	(ITEMS etc., p.34) 

Al.;(otle James E. Talmage in a letter dated Jan. 18, 1924, tells 

a Stake President of Lorin Woolley's claims as an under cover agent 

for the U. S. Government: 

I think you should be informed of the fact that this Lorin C. 
Woolley has been brought to trial before the High Council of South 
Davis Stake, aided by the advisory assistance of the Twelve through 
myself, and that on Tuesday last he was excommunicated from the 
Church, having been found guilty of pernicious falsehood. 

As testified to by witnesses, he had repeatedly stated that in his 
capacity as an officer of the United States Government Secret 
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Service, he had trailed certain of the leading authorities of 
the Church, and knew of their having been guilty of violating 
the church rule and law against the practice of plural marriage. 
Last night I had conversation with the Chief of the United 
States Government Secret Service, and he positively denies that 
Lorin C. Woolley was ever connected with that service in any 
capacity whatsoever; and, moreover, he further intimated that he 
may have to proceed against Woolley for making any such claim. 
(James E. Talmage Correspondence, C.19.0.) 

Lorin Woolley seems to have had a propensity for stretching the 

truth ex modum. Notice the following deceitful boasts of Lorin 

Woolley: 

Charles W. Kingston reports: 

Lorin Woolley told me that when Brigham Young came to this valley 
and said, "This is the place," he was riding in Brother Woolley's 
wagon. (REMINISCENCES 3:25) 

President Young said: 

July 23rd (1847): I ascended and crossed over Big Mountain, when 
on its summit I directed Elder Woodruff, who kindly tendered re 
the use of his carriage, to turn the same half way round, so I 
could have a view of a portion of the Salt Lake valley. 	(History 
of Brigham Young, ms., bk. 3, entry for July 23rd, C ..11.0.) 

Of this event Wilford Woodruff said: 

When we came out the canyon into full view of the valley, I 
turned the side of my carriage around, open to the west, and Pre-
sident Young arose from his bed and took a survey of the country. 
* * * He said: 	"It is enough. 	This is the right place, drive 
on." 	(Wilford Woodruff journal, July 23, 1847, C.H.0.) 

Fruther than this the list of pioneers in the original company 

does not include the name of John W. Woolley. He did not come 

to Utah until later. 

Auain, Joseph W. Musser reports: 

2. The Josephite edition of the bible has been changed from 
the original translation, the latter being compared with the 
Josephite bible in 1886 by Joseph F. Smith and Lorin C. Woolley. 
(ITEMS etc., p.30) 

Joseph F. Smith was on a mission to the Hawaian Islands during 

the entire year of 1886. The historical record shows that 
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Ak After visiting the Mormons in Arizona in January, 1885, Presidents 
Taylor and Smith parted company, the latter finding his way to 
Hawaii, where he directed the work of the church for the next 
two years. Taylor, returning to Utah by way of San Francisco, 
was warned not to appear openly in Salt Lake City, for he was 
first on the list of those wanted by the United States Marshall. 
(Larsen, THE AMERICANIZATION OF UTAH FOR STATEHOOD, p.117) 

The records also show Joseph F. Smith returned to Utah in July, 
1 
1887, one week before President Taylor died. (See Church Chrono- 

logy by Jensen, pp.149-151) 

A question arises as to how Lorin Woolley could have compared the 

Jcsephite editions with the original translation. The reorganized 

church has always had possession of theoriginal translation, the 

L.D.S. church having only a copy known as the Bernhisel Manuscript. 

There is no record that Lorin Woolley ever possessed either 

version. A question also presents itself why a non-professional 

like Lorin Woolley would ever be given such an assignment. The 

church in that day had many scholars imminently more qualified 

than this Davis County farmer to perform such a task, if indeed 

it was really done at all. 

3. Joseph Musser reports: 

Related by L. C. W., July 30, 131: 
Apostle (Albert C.) Carrington was re-instated about six months 
before his deaty by Angus M. Car.non and Lorin C. Woolley, with 
all former blessings. 	He had been unjustly dealt with for taking 
women as wives in England. 	The: ,  were in the nature of concubines 
since they could not be married to him there. 	(ITT.NS etc., p.2) 

The question arises first off why would either Lorin Woolley or 

Angus M. Cannon have any jurisdiction in the case of restoring 

Albert Carrington to fellowship? Angus M. Cannon was president 

of the Salt Lake Stake, but Lorin Woolley had no presiding posi-

tion in the church and therefore woulcl have nothing to do with 
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such a matter. 

Records show that Albert Carrington was excommunicated from the 

church on November 2, 1885, and died on September 19, 1889. (See 

Durham, SUCCESSION IN THE CHURCH, ap.III, p.187) 	Six months 

prior to Carrington's death would be march, 1889. As we have 

seen Lorin Woolley was serving a mission to the southern States 

from Oct. 31, 1887, to Oct. G, 1889. Thus he was in the Southern 

States for two years prior to, and did not return to Utah until 

after Carrington's death. Was this another case of Woolley's 

being wafted through space to perform this ordinance? It is 

claimed that on at least two different occasions Lorin Woolley 

was wafted to Yucatan and conferred the Apostleship on an indian 

chief. Joseph Musser reports: 

April 8, 1932: 	During the night Lorin C. Woolley wa's staying at 
the home of J. Leslie Broadbent, he claims to have been visited 
by one of the three Nepliite apostles and conversed from one half 
to three quarters of an hour with him, and was conducted by him 
to a temple in Yucatan, South America, that was built shortly 
after the days of the Savior in mortality. 	It was about the 
size and architectural design as the Salt Lake Temple. No ordi-
nance work is being done in it, but apparently three Lamanite 
chiefs have charge of it. 	It is immaculately kept clean, its 
location is not known by the natives generally. 	One of the chiefs 
spoke of having seven wives and another five. 	It took about 
two hours from the time Lorin left his home until his return. 	lie 
was sleeping with John Y. Barlow and during the night was seen 
to be missing by a number of the household who looked into the 
room. 

While Lorin was there he was introduced to a congregation of about 
300 people, who were awaiting instructions on the gospel, 	Some 
had become dissatisfied because of the attitude of the brethren 
here, talking one thing for the white man and another for the 
Lamanites. 	Lorin was previously taken there and introduced to 
the leader by the Prophet Joseph Smith, under the direction of 
our Lord. 

These people of Yucatan are white, having Nephite blood predomi-
nating in them. 	They are intelligent and a fine people. 	They 
are dissatisfied at the seeming change of attitude of Pres. Ivins 
and his son Antone. They want and insist upon the fulness of 
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the gospel. Nephi was the name of the apostle who came for Lorin. 
(Items etc., pp.317,318) 

If Lorin Woolley and his compatriots would consult an atlas or 

world map they will be informed that Yucatan is not in South Ameri- 

ca, but is a state in Nexico. If Lorin Woolley were wafted to 

Mexico one would presume he should know where it was located. This 

lack of geographical knowledge reminds us of Woolley's claims to 

having beep the personal body guard of John Taylor while on the 

underground and also George Q. Cannon's driver to meetings of an 

alleged manifesto committee when Woolley didn't even know where 

the party was staying or when. 

It is difficult to believe Lorin Woolley's story of a temple 

being located in the jungles of Yucatan because teams of archeo- 

loginsts and survey parties have combed the entire area. The 

claim of a temple in this Yucatan peninsula about the sixe and 

architectural design of the Sglt Lake Temple, built about the 

thime of the Savior is absurd. The Salt Lake Temple was designed 

by Brigham Young and his father-in-law, Truman 0. Angell. It is 

of modified English gothic design as a comparison with ecclesiastical 

buildings of that'period will show. English Gothis was developed 

from Romanesque about the twelfth century. How could such a style 

have found its way into Mexico in the first century A.D.? 

There is a building in Yucatan built in the Mayan period that is 

claimed by T. A. Qillard to have housed three brothers. He rub- 

y" 	
lished a picture of this "home of Three Brothers" with the fol- 

lowing quotation: 

The ancient indians say that in Chichen-Itza reigned three brothers. 
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This was told to them by their ancestors. The three brothers came 
from the West and they reigned fro some years in peace and justice. 
They honored their God very much and thus built many buildings and 
beautiful, especially one. 	(Willard, T.A., CITY OF THE SACRLD 
WELL, p.46.) 

The claim of white indians "having Nephite blood predominating in 

them" probably arose from the discovery of the white indians of 

Darien on the coast of Sal Bias in Central America in 1923. One 

of these white Indians was brought back to the United States and 

made quite a sensation in the press. Scientists reported: 

Dr. Ales Erdlicka), that the Tule people apparently were a 
practically pure-blooded remnant of the ancient first dynasty 
Mayans and also related anthropolically to the early coastal 
culture of Peru, the Yucas and the Chimu. 	(Marsh, WHITE INDIANS 
OF DARIEN, 1923, p.221) 

Lorin Woolley could hardly have escaped reading of these sensa-

tional items in the public press. 

This visit of Lorin Woolley to theYucatan Peninsula is a very im-

portant aspect of Fundamentalist's claims to priesthood keys and 

presidency. On this occasion Lorin Woolley is alleged to have 

transferred all the keys of the priesthood to the Lamanites, the 

rightful branch of the house of Israel. By reason of this claim 

independents calim the two organized factions of Fundamentalism 

are bankrupt, like the church, and they lood to the indians for 

deliverance. One independent writes: 

Then in 1928, John W. Wooll©y conferred all these keys upon his 
son Lorin Woolley, to hold in trust as a deed in escrow, until 
they should be taken to the natural branch of the House of Israel. 
* * * On April 7th, 1932, according to Lorin Woolley's testimony, 
he was visited in the night by an angel of the Lord, who conducted 
him to the southern end of Old Mexico, to a holy city of white 
indians, or nephites, well concealed on a high plateau of a great 
jungle fastness. He found them with their temple and a quorum of 
twelve, living the fulness of the gospel to perfection. 
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Under the direction of this angel, Lorin C. Woolley conferred 
all the priesthood keys which he held on upon the head of their 
senior chief apostle,--the mighty and wise prophet, known better 
in holy writ as the Branch. 

Two years later, on Sept. 19, 1934, Lorin C. Woolley passed away, 
thereby making the transfer of seniority to this great Branch 
Prophet complete. And with that transfer the keys of the kingdom 
came fulfillment of the covenant of the Father and the Son that 
"The gentiles (L.D.S.) shall not have power over,you." 	(Fierce, 
3 1/2 YEARS, pp.77,78) 

It is interesting to note, and informative, that no one has eker 

seen this alleged indian prophet, although sore have gone to 

Yucatan for this purpose and been disappointed. (See Bishop, KEYS 

etc., pp.325-327. See also Darter, KEYS OF THE KINGDOM, WHERE?, 

Bishop KEYS etc., pp.316ff) 

If Lorin Woolley never received any keys of the priesthood in 

the first place this whole story with its manifold ramifications 

is a great pretense resting on a false and unverifial)le premise. 

Lorin Woolley was excommunicated from the church on Jan. 18, 1924, 

not for advocating or living plural marriage but for "pernicious 

falsehood." Even the vertict of his trial seems to have cropped 

up as an unpublished part of the Lorin Woolley story. Joseph 

Musser's journal reveals: 

Apostle John V. Taylor told Lorin, "You are the one spoken of by 
my father who eill be handled and ostracised by the brethren. 	It 
will not be done because of your taking another wife, but for 
talking," which was fulfilled literally. 	(ITEMS etc., p.I2) 

If "pernicious falsehood" is substituted for "talking," in this 

statement, it more nearly approaches the truth. Several presidents 

of the church have been very blunt about Lorin Woolley's pro-

pensity for stretching the truth: 
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41111 	Letter, Oct. 1936: 
The statement of Lorin C. Woolley and Daniel Bateman to the effect 
that President John Taylor set apart five, or any number of men, in 
1886, exercising sealing authority is a pure falsehood. * * * 
Lorin C. Woolley and Daniel Bateman have been guilty of numerous 
falsehoods. * * * 

John W. Woolley, father of Lorin, was for many years a worker in 
the Salt Lake Temple. 	lie was inveigled by some of these treacher- 
ous fellows to perform so-called "plural marriages." * * * There 
stands by my side a man who was very intimate with President 
Taylor when he was in exile in Davis County, one who served him 
as his body guard and as a teamster, who was intimate with Presi- 
dent Taylor, and who knows that all the Woolleys have said is 
false as hell itself. And this I know to be a fact also. 	When 
men attempt to makt it appear that President John Taylor could 
not trust his own counselors, George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. 
Smith, and the President of the Council of Twelve, Wilford Wood-
ruff, and had to thrn to obscure fellows who never did anything 
in the Church and were never heard of until they began to lie as 
they had been taught by the father of lies, it is just too silly 
for words. 	(TRUTH 2:122,125) 

In J anuary, 1914, the First Presidency issued yet another state-

ment to all the presidents of Stakes throughout the church: 

Having reason to believe that some members of the church are secret-
ly engaged advising and encouraging others to enter into unauth-
orized and unlawful marriages, we have deemed it advisable to call 
your attention to the communication we addressed to you on this 
subject on the 5th of October, 1910, a copy of which is herewith 
appended. 

And believing, as we do, that these people are at the bottof of 
all the violations referred to in our communications, we direct 
your special attention to them, with a request that any information 
received by you from time to time relating to cases of this 
character, be followed up and investigated with a view to having 
this class of offenders placed on trial for their fellowship in 
the church, as we regard them equally culpable with actual of-
fenders. 	Please make the same request of your Bishops. 

Your brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
Anthon U. Lund 
Charles W. Penrose, FIRST PRESIDENCY, (ibid 4:301) 

This last statement was issued partly because of the actions of 

11141 	
a Stake Patriarch who was secretly encouraging and performing 

plural marriages--John W. Woolley, of Centerville. 
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lr 	John W. Woolley, as we have seen, is purported by Fundamentalists 

to have held the keys of the sealing ordinances for over 30 years 

as "worthy senior (by ordination)" in their "Council of Seven." 

Yet how did John W. Woolley react to his trial when he appeared 

before the Quorum of Twelve Apostles on January 13, 1914? He 

confessed that he had been wrong, pleaded for their mercy, and 

even identified the men for whom he and performed plural marriages. 

In a few cays one of these recent polygamists was also summoned 

before the Quorum of Twelve. Anthon E. Lund records the following: 

The Twelve met on the case of Joseph Silver who has married a plu-
ral wife. 	John Woolley having confessed to having done the sealing. 
Silver like the rest who have done like he has done lied about it 
and denied it. 	I told the door-keeper not to let John Woolley come 
to the Temple until the matter is settled. We were shocked to hear 
that a man working in the temple would dare to do such a thing. 
He is sick today so he could not appear before the Council. 

I spent the day in the office and in the evening attended S.S. 
Board Meeting. 	Peter C. Peterson came in from Ephraim and called 
Cod to witness that he spoke the truth! When he heard that John 
Woolley had confessed he had not so much to say. 	lie promised to 
go with the Brethren to see Brother Woolley, but instead of going 
with them he got into an auto.mobile and rushed up to see Brother 
Woolley. 	Brothers Francis M. Lyman and Anthony W. Ivins found 
him there. They got the evidence and Joseph Silver was cut off 
the Church by the Apostles. 	(Lund, A.H., Journal, Jan. 13, 1914, 
see also Ivins, Anthony W., Diary, entry at the and of the 1913-
1914 book, Utah State Historical Society.) 

On that occasion John W. Woolley wrote the following confession: 

At Centerville, Davis County, Utah on the 16th day of January, 
A.D. 1914, Prost. Francis M. Lyman and Anthony W. Ivins called at 
my home, and in answer to questions asked I made the following 
statement: 

Some months (ago) I met Mathias F. Cowley on the street and he 
asked me if I was familiar with the sealing ceremony. 	I told him 
I was. He said, "If any good men come to you don't turn them down." 
I believed from that statement that it was still proper that plural 
marriages be solemnized, and that President Smith had so authorized 
Cowley to instruct me. 

Since that time I have marries wives to Nathan G. Clark, Joseph 
A. SilVer, Reuben C. Miller, and P. K. Lemmon, Jr. 
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The ceremony in the case of Miller was performed in the S.E. 
part of Salt Lake, the woman being a widow whose name I do not 
know. The Lemmon ceremony was in Centerville, the name of the 
woman, I think, being Johnson. 	(sig.) John W. Woolley. 	(Affidavit 
in Anthony W. Ivins papers, Utah State Historical Soc.) 

Does this sound like a man who holds the supreme keys of the 

priesthood on earth, and who has greater priesthood authority 

then th men who were trying him? What special authority did 

John W. Woolley claim at his trial? None; Why eie he presume to 

perform plural marriages so long after the President of the 

Church had forbidden it? Not because he claimed to hold the 

keys of the priesthood but because of a veiled comment allegedly 

uttered by the disfellowshipped Mathias F. Cowley.* John W. 

Woolley was so anxious to keep the Quorum of Twelve from ex-

communicating him that he exposed men for whom he had performed 

plural marriages in 1913, thus making their own excommunications 

certain. Moreover, rather than assuming responsibility for his 

actions he tried to shift the guilt to others. The evidence is 

that John W. Woolley performed any plural marriages prior to his 

being ordained a Stake Patriarch in 1912. Apparently he presumed 

to hold sealing authority because of a mistaken notion about 

sealing prerogatives inherent in the Patriarchal Priesthood. (See 

D.& C. 124:124, compare with 132:7) 
	

I.-) 	7. 

In view of this evidence, no argument can sssert with reason that 

in 1914 John W. Woolley had the alleged Presidency of all Priest-

hood on earth or that he even claimed to have it. If he had it 

he would not have cowered before the Quorum of Twelve, he would 

not have confessed, he would not have exposed other unauthorized 

polytamists to church discipline and possible criminal jeopardy 
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John Woolley was ordained a patriarch of the Davis Stake in 1912 

to succeed Judson Tolman who had been excommunicated the year 

before that (1911) for performing illicit plural marriages. 

Records indicate his extra-curricular activities in this regard 

were rather extensive. (Mathias F. Cowley, at his trial in May, 

1911, said he did not know of anyone at that late date who had 

been performing plural marriages but Patriarch Tolman: 

I believe no authority has been exercised, except in the Tolman 
case, which I know nothing about, I did not think Tolman had any 
authority * * * I don't know anyone who has been performing these 
marriages except Tolman and I don't know where he got his auth-
ority. ( 

John W. Woolley was a member of the Davis Stake High Council 

until his retirenent and therefore, would have been aware of 

Tolraan's activities in this regard. One is tempted to conjecture 

admittedly without any direct knowledge, that Tolman may have 

approached Woolley about receiving his supposed mantle of authority 

to perpetuate this work in secret. 
• 

There were also other patriarchs throughout the church who were 

involved in this clandestine activity. John A. Woolf, a patriarch 

in Canada was also excommunicated for this same cause. Earlier 

patriarch Alexander F. McDonald had performed marriages in Mexico 

prior to Anthony W. Ivins who was sent there by President Woodruff 

in 1896 to preside over the saints. These and perhaps other 

patriarchs are referred to by Heber J. Grant at April Conference 

in 1921: 

We have excommunicated several patriarchs because they arrogated 
unto themselves, the right, or pretended right, to perform these 
'(plural marriage) ceremonies, and after having excommunicated 
several patriarchs, another one, so I am informed, has committed 
the same offense. 	I announce to all Israel that no living man 

,arfnrm niural marriages. 	I announce that no 
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patriarch has the right to perform any marriages at all in the 
church. 	(Moss. of the 1st Pres. 5:196) 



Or 
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The idea of a patriarch holding the right to perform sealing 

ordinances of the priesthood undoubtedly rests on a mistaken in-

terpretation of the revelations. In 1841, when Hyrum Smith was 

called to be a patriarch to the church to succeed his father, 

Joseph Smith, Sr., the Lord stated: 

First I give unto you Hyrum Smith to be a patriarch unto you, to 
hold the sealing blessings of my church, even the holy spirit of 
promise, whereby ye are sealed up unto the day of redemption, that 
ye may not fall notwithstanding the hour of temptation that may 
come upon you. 	(D.F, C. 124:124) 

Although in the same revelation the Lord revealed this sealing 

power was in the nature of "keys of the patriarchal blessings upon 

the heads of all my people" (ibid 124:92,93), some have not inter-

preted it so. In fact Hyrum Smith himself may have had a problem 

with this understanding at the outset. Brigham Young reports in 

a letter which we have already cited: 

The sealing power was not in Hyrum legitimately, neither did he 
act on the sealing principle only as he was dictated by Joseph in 
every case. This was proven for Hyrum did in one case undertake 
to seal without counsel and Joseph told him if he did not stop it 
he would go to hell and all those he sealed with him. (B.Y. to 
W.S., Aug. 10, 1845, W.S. papers, C.H.O.) 

The Lord revealed in 1643, in connection with the law on the eter-

nity of the marriage covenant including a plurality of wives 

that this power belonged to the President of the Church: 

* * * I have appointed unto my servant Joseph to hold this power 
in the last days, and there is never but one on the earth at a 
time on whom this power and the keys of this priesthood are con-
ferred * * * (D.& C. 132:7) 

It is fallacy, therefore, to claim a patriarch can hold this 

authority without a special delegation from the President of the 

Church. This issue came up in the case of Patriarch J. A. Woolf 

in Canada. At John W. Taylor's trial in February-March, 1911, 

President Lyman said: 

• 
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Brother Penrose I have almost forgotten how we came to learn of 
Brother Woolf, I remember talking with him to some extent about 
how he got his authority to perform plural marriages, whether to 
brethren laid their hands on h-im as in the case of ordaining him 
a patriarch, or in the case of patriarchal blessings. He said 
they had simply gold him he could perform the plural marriages. 
(Trial minutes, J. W. Taylor transcript, p.2) 

I told Brother Wolff that he had no excuse whatever for doing this 
marrying * * * 	(to John W. Taylor: Will you explain why you 
authorized Brother Wolff to perform plural marriages. 

TAYLOR: I only authorized him to perform one and this was a case 
of merit. * * 	* 

C. W. PENROSE: Do you remember the exact words you said to 
Brother Wolff? Did you not intimate ho could perform other mar-
riages? 

TAYLOR: 	I don't think I would. 

PRESIDENT LYMAN: Did you feel authorized yourself? 

TAYLOR: 	No, I did not. 

"71141 	 PRESIDENT LYMAN: 	I asked Brother Wolff if the people came to him 
with recommends and he said no, they came to him with word from 
Brother Taylor and Brother Cowley. 

Thus, without a delegation of sealing authority from the President 

of the Church who holds the sealing keys, no patriarch has a 

right to perform a plural marriage and as Joseph told Hyrum, If he 

did not stop he would go to hell and all those he sealed with him. 
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in order to protect himself. He would dimply have said that he 

had authority greater than any of the Twelve, and, of course they 

would have excommunicated him for this preposterous claim. 

When Heber J. Grant assumed the Presidency in 1918, the church 

policy on plural marriage was firmly established. Early Funda-

mentalists, however, were still pursuing the practice of plural 

marriage in spite of the direction of the President of the Church, 

who holds the keys of sealing power, to the contrary. During 

the Presidency 

Before we leave this subject and John Woolley, let us examine 

one additional facet. It is claimed that John W. Woolley accepted 

the blame in a manly manner for some plural marriage ceremonies 

performed by President Joseph F. Smith. President Smith was 

allegedly under fire from the Quorum of Twelve who were hostile 

toward him. 

• 
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Joseph Fielding Smith: 

The First Presidency has placed in the hands of the Apostles' 
Quorum the duty of ferreting out offenders. We are going after 
these men who move about from place to place, whispering that 
there is a way by which a man can get a plural wife. 	(Salt Lake 
Stake Historical Record, 1910-1912, 0.91) 

Ams 

• 
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After the meeting referred to, President Taylor had L. John Nuttall 
write five copies of the revelation. He called five of us together: 
Samuel Bateman, Charles H. Wilkins, George Q. Cannon, John Woolley, 
and myself. 

He then set us apart and placed us under covenant that while we 
lived we would see to it that no year passed by without children 
being born in the principle of plural marriage. We were given 
authority to ordain others if necessary, under the direction of 
the worthy senior (by ordination), so that there whould be no ces-
sation in the work. He then gave each of us a copy of the revela-
tion. 	(TRUTH 5:119) 

It is calimed elsewhere thst this "setting apart!' occurred in a 

five hour meeting that immediately followed the eight-hour meeting 

of September 27th, 1886. 

There was a meeting of about five hours duration that was called 
immediately after the close of the eight-hour meeting. Soon after 
the second meeting commenced, Joseph Smith opened the door and 
walked in. John Taylor and five other men were in attendance. 
(REMINISCENCES, Baird, vol 3, appendix E, footnote. See also 
ibid 2:8, 4:2) 

* * * set apart for this work in the five-hour meeting that im-
mediately followed the eight-hour meeting of September 27th. 

This was in the five-hour meeting that followed the larger eight-
hour meeting. 

The standard 1929 Musser version makes no reference to a "five-

hour meeting that immediately followed the larger eight-hour 

meeting." It merely refers to five men being set apart to con-

tinue the practice of plural marriage. Is it possible the five-

hour meegint is the substance of early Woolley stories which has 

since become an addition to a later expanded version of the story? 

The 1912 version of the story only speaks of an afternoon meeting 

on September 27, 1886: 

Much was said in their deliberations for and against some edict or 
manifesto that had been prepared, and at a meeting that afternoon ,  

at which there were present: George Q. Cannon, John T. Caine, 
Hiram B. Clawson, Charles H. Wilcken, John W. Woolley and myself, 
I heard President Taylor say: Brethren, I will suffer my right 
hand to be cut off before I will sign ouch a document. (1912 
STATEMENT OF FACTS, p. 2) 

Jr., 
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In 1922, Joseph Musser reports some expanded detail of this al-

leged afternoon meeting: 

August 7, 1922, at a meeting at the home of John Y. Barlow, East 
Mill Creek, Bro. Woolley related * * * "President Taylor put the 
brethren present under covenant, asking, Are you willing to aacri-
fice your properties and liberties and lay down your lives, if 
necessary, for the continuance of this principle of plural mar-
riage? Everyone agreed to it. Then he talked to us for about rive  
hours, several times rising above the floor and standing in mid-
air. 	(Musser: ITEMS * * *, p. 6.) 

As the story was further amplified, this alleged covenant to de-

fend and continue the practice of plural marriage was shifted to 

the morning of an all day meeting: 

The meeting was held from about 9 o'clock in the morning until 5 in 
the afternoon, without intermission, being about eight hours in 
all. 

President Taylor called the meeting to order. He had the Manifesto 
that had been prepared under the direction of George Q. Cannon*, 
read over again. He then put each person under covenant that he 
or she would defend the principle of Celestial or plural marriage, 
and that they would consecrate their lives, liberty and property 
to this end, and that they personally would sustain'and uphold 
that principle. 

By that time we were all filled with the Holy Ghost. President 
Taylor and those present occupied about three hours up to this 
time. After placing us under covenant, he placed his finger on 
the document, his person rising from the floor about a foot or 
eighteen inches, and with countenance animated by the Spirit of 
the Lord, and raising his right hand to the square, he said, Sign 
that document?--Never! I would suffer my right hand to be severed 
from my body first. Sanction it---never! I would suffer my tongue 
to be torn from its roots in my mouth before I would sanction it! 
(PAMPHLET, 1886 Revelation, pp. 6-7) 

At this meeting it is claimed that each of the five purportedly set 

apart was given a copy of the 1886 revelation in L. John Nuttall's 

handwriting. Such copies would obviously be treasured heirlooms 

of those receiving them and thus strong evidence for the truth of 

the Lorin Woolley story. Fundamentalists, however, have never pub-

lished Antrof these alleged copies or even referred to them in 

their writings other than the above mention. We would ask Where 
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are those copies today, that they may be produced as evidence of 

the above claim? If the Lorin Woolley story is true, there should 

be two copies with the descendants of John and Lorin Woolley, one 

with the Ceo. Q. Cannon family, one with the Charles Wilcken fami- 

ly and one with the Samuel Bateman family. One might well suppose 
1 	rr 

that Daniel BatemanLa—family- would have his father's copy. -T-11-1.!
•, • , 	, • 	. 	, • 	uf . 	 - 

author-has-seen no 	--that--any--of -them-exist.--None-have-aver- 

been produced-or - mentioned -in-subsequent--fundamental-i-,st-wr-itings, 
I I. , 

iihy-not? John W. Taylor is also purported to have an additional 

copy and yet at his trial in 1911 he entered as evidence a copy 

written in his own hand. Surely the original or L. John Nuttall's 

copy would have been more convincing--if indeed it eVer existed. 

There is no mention in Presidet Taylor's daily journal kept by 

L. John Nuttall for September 27, 1886 of him writing copies of 

the alleged revelation or even mention of a revelation being re- 

ceived. All evidence points to the fact that the 1886 revelation 

was unknown to anyone prior to President Taylor's death. Funda- 
IPXCE-flpTS 

mentalists have published the minutes of John W. Taylor's trial 

in 1911 which beari this out 

President Francis M. Lyman: 	When did you find this revelation? 
Apostle John W. Taylor: 	I found it on his desk immediately after 
his death when I was appointed administrator of his estate.... 
(PAMPHLET, 1886 Revelation, p. 10) 

The claim that President John Taylor irrevocably set five men apart 

to hold the keys of the sealing power is contrary to the revealed 

word of the Lord and the principles of succession of the sealing 

power of the Priesthood. The Lord revealed to the Prophet Joseph 

Smith that only one man on the earth at a time, the President of 

the Church, holds the right to direct the exercise of the sealing 
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power. All alleged marriages performed without this sanctiol 	re 

declared null and void and alleged plural marriages without th:i 

sanction were considered adultery and would not merit exaltan. 

Joseph Smith, in his day, held this office. Consider the folowing 

revelation given to the Prophet regarding this power: 

* * * all covenants, contracts, bonds, obligations, oaths, vows, 
performances, connections, associations, or expectations, that aro 
not made and entered into and sealed by the Holy Spirit of Promise, 
of him who is anointed, both as well for time and for eternity, 
and that too most holy, by revelation and commandment through the 
medium of mine anointed, whom I have appointed on the earth to 
hold this power (and I have appointed unto my servant Joseph to 
hold this power in the last days, and there is never but one on 
the earth at a time on whom this power and the keys of this Priest-
hood are converred), arc of no efficacy, virtue, or force in and 
after the resurrection from the dead, for all contracts that are 
not made unto this end have an end when men are dead. 

Behold, mine house is a house of order, saith the Lord God, and 
not a house of confusion * * * Will I receive at your hands that 
which I have not appointed? 

And will I appoint unto you, saith the Lord, except it be by law? 
* * * And again, verily I say unto you, if a man marry a wife, and 
make a covenant with her for time and for all eternity, if that 
covenant is not by me or by my word, which is my law, and is not 
sealed by the Holy Spirit of Promise, throggh him whom I have an-
ointed unto this power, then it is not valid neither of force when 
they are out of the world, because they are not joined by me, * * * 
saith the Lord God. 	(D. & C. 132:7,8,10,11,18.) 

There were those in the Prophet's day who took plural wives without 

his sanction and were excommunicated for their misdeeds. Oliver 

Cowdery, the Prophet's bosom friend and co-holder of all the keys 

of the Priesthood including the keys of sealing restored by Elijah, 

was guilty of overstepping this restriction of authority. Cowdery 

was present when the original revelation on plural marriage was 

given on July 17, 1831. (see J. of D. 13:193, also Tanner! MCRMONIGM  

E 	WATERGATET-pp 	.4 A 	Lk T art cT. uL_ 	 Fue...ti s -T, 
youpe,... / 	AlT 42 ) 	) 	Gl3vrIZI1 	11 1 :5 -TOIL/4pa'S  

Desiring to enter the practice about 1836, Cowdery married a plural 
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wife without the Prophet's sanction. Later, in referring to 

circumstance, President Brigham Young, George Q. Cannon and Jo_ 

F. Smith called it adultery. (Charles Walker, JOURNAL, 8:118, 

typescript, B.Y.U. Special Collections, also JUVENILE INSTRUCTJR, 

16:206, J. of D. 20:29.) The Prophet also viewed it in the same 

light. (D.H.C.2:509,511.) Yet there is evidence that during the 

same period, Joseph Smith himself had married a plural wife. (see 
219- 13L 

Letter, Benjamin F. Johnson to George Gibbs, p.\2, H.R. 6:222.) 

Oliver, like so many fundamentalists, assumed that if the Lord had 

given a revelation authorizing men to marry more than one wife, 

then he had the same privilege. He, like so many fundamentalists, 

was wrong, and was subsequently excommunicated after charging the 

prophet with the same offense of which he was guilty, viz, adultery. 

(D.H.C. 3:16-17) 

Joseph Smith, speaking on the subject of plural marriage and the 

authority to perform plural sealings, said, on October 5, 1843: 

Gave instructions to try those persons who were preaching, teaching 
or practicing the doctrine of the plurality of wives; for according 
to the law, I hold the keys of this power in the last days; for 
there is never but one on earth at a time on whom this power and 
its keys are conferred; and I have constantly said no man shall 
have but one wife at a time unless the Lon4directs otherwise. 
(D.H.C. 6:46.) 

This right was carefully and jealously controlled by the one hold-

ing the keys. Once Joseph's brother Hyrum, the Patriarch, performed 

a sealing ordinance without the Prophet's direction or sanction. 

Brigham Young wrote of this to William Smith, Hyrum's immediate 

successor as Patriarch: 

Hyrum held the Patriarchal office legitimately, so do you. Hyrum 
was counsellor, so are you. 	But the sealing power was not in Hyrum 
kegitimately, neither did ho act on the sealing principle only as 
he was dictated by Joseph in every case. This was proven for Hyrum 
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did in one case undertake to seal without counsel and Joseph 
him if he did not stop it he would go to hell and all those h 
sealed with him, (Letter of B.Y. to W.S., August 10, 1845, W 
papers, C.H.O., Original in R.L.D.S. C.H.0.) 

Such is the declared fate of all who either perform or enter : „Iral 

marriages not sanctioned by the President of the Church. In t ct 

culpability did not rest alone with practicing plural marriage with-

out the President's sanction byt extended to merely advocating it 

without sanction. Note the fate of one Elder so convicted, as found 

in the February 1, 1844 issue of the TIMES AND SEASONS: 

NOTICE 

As we have lately been credibly informed, that an Elder of the Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, by the name of Hiram Brown, 
has been preaching polygamy, and other false and corrupt doctrines, 
in the county of Lapeer, State of Michigan. This is to notify him 
and the Church in general, that he has been cut off from the Church 
for his iniquity; and he is further notified to appear at the 
special conference on the 6th of April next, to make answer to 
these charges. 

Joseph Smith 
Hyrum Smith 
Presidents of said Church. 
(T.&S., 5:423) 

Let us now review succession as it relates to the office that holds 

sanction and jurisdiction over all sealing prerogatives on the 

earth. 

The order of the Lord's house is that his mouthpiece on earth, the 

President of the Church, who is the President of the Priesthood, 

directs all Priesthood activity, including the exercise of all 

sealing power. This principle has been repeatedly reiterated by /— 

the early leaders of the Church. Brigham Young stated the follow- 

si‘ 	
inrhortly after the Prophet's death: 

Joseph said that the sealing power is always vested in one man, 
and that there never was, nor never would be but one man on the 
earth at a time to hold the keys of the sealing power in the Church. 
That all cpalincTc mnct hP. nerrormed 4-)v ';.he rpr hnldin ,  the 
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Sa 

or by his dictation, and that man is the President of the Churc 
(Letter of Brigham Young to Willaim Smith, August 10, 1845, 
L.D.S. C.U.O., S.L.C., Utah.) 

Before the martyrdom, this authority was given to the Twelve 

Apostles, and Brigham Young, being the Senior Apostle and acting 

President of the Church, received the keys of the sealing power 

formerly held and exercised by President Joseph Smith. This au-

thority is always held exclusively by the President of the Church. 

Parley P. Pratt wrote of this vesting of the keys of the sealing 

power shortly before the martyrdom: 

He (Joseph Smith) proceeded to confer on Elder Young, the President 
of the Twelve, the_keyl, of. the.....§ealing_power, as conferred in the 
last days by the Spirit and Power of Elijah, in order to seal the 
hearts of the fathers to the children, and the hearts of the chil-
dren to the fathers, lest the whole earth be smitten with a curse. 

This last key of the Priesthood is the most sacred of all, and 
p_ertans_exclusively to the_First Presidency_of the Church, without * 
whose sanction and approval or authority, no sealing blessing shall 
be administered pertaining to things of the resurrection and the 
life to come. 	(MILLENNIAL STAR, 5:151.) 

Wilford Woodruff explained the vesting of the keys of sealing with 

the Twelve in l844:• 

Now the keys of the Kingdom are planted on the earth to be taken 
away no more forever. But until he (Joseph Smith) had done this 
they remained with him; and had he been taken away they would have 
had to be restored by messengers out of heaven. But he lived un-
til every key, power and principle of the holy Priesthood was 
sealed on the Twelve and on President Young, as their President. 
(J. of D., 13:164, also M.S. 5:12.) 

John Taylor, speaking of this vesting of the keys, continued this 

same principle: 

He (Joseph Smith) afterwards converred them upon the Twelve Apostles, 
and others, who / when they were ordained received them as part of 
their ministry and Priesthood, to prepare them for the work that 
was to be done. 	(J. of D., 19:239.) 

Brigham Young exercised the sealing keys with universal presiding 

control as did Joseph Smith before him. Those who either attempted 

to perform or enter plural marriage without his sanction were dim 
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ciplined. A member of the First Council of Seventy was dropp ,_ 

from his position by President Brigham Young for violation of 

rights of sealing authority. (Jenson, L.D.S. BIOGRAPHICAL ENC 
	

0- 

PEDIA, 1:194.) 

The Lord stated that the powers of the Priesthood included powELs 

of loosing as well as binding. (Matt. 16:18 ff) This gave the 

President of the Church the right to withdraw sealing privileges 

as well as to extend them as he was directed by revelation. Brigham 

Young began diminishing the practice of plural marriage toward the 

end of his Presidency. In 1876 he closed the Endowment House, 

which tended to decrease plural marriages. (However, John Taylor 

reversed that action on November 15, 1877. See MESSAGES OF THE 

FIRST PRESIDENCY, 2:279.) Later President Young counseled Church 

leaders to have only one wife. John Henry Smith stated in 1900, 

following the Woodruff Manifesto of September 24, 1890: 

Prest. Young once proposed that we marry byt one wife. 	(Anthon H. 
Lund JOURNAL, January 10, 1900.) 

Brigham Young had indicated earlied that the practice of polygamy 

was not always essential to exaltation. At a public meeting in 

Grantsville, Utah, in 1871, Wilford Woodruff reported: 

President Young spoke 58 minutes. He said a man may embrace the 
law of Celestial Marriage in his heart and not take the second 
wife and be justified before the Lord. 	(Wilford Woodruff, JOURNAL, 
September 24, 1871.) 

After the death of Brigham Young the keys of the sealing power 

passed to the next President of the Twelve, viz, John Taylor. 

Apostle George Q. Cannon said of that time: 

So also at Joseph's death, there was only one man who could exer-
cixe that authority and hold these keys, and that man was President 
Brigham  Young, the President of the Quorum of the Twelve. * * * 
Now that he is gone, one man only can Ti(51d this power and authority 
to which I refer, and that man is he whom you sustained yesteyday 
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(October 6, 1877), as President of the Quorum of the Twelve, as 
one of the Twelve Apostles and of the Presidency, John Taylor by 
nand. 	(J. of D., 19: 	.) 

Thus, as pointed out, the keys of the sealing power devolved upon 

the President of the Twelve Apostles as a matter of course. On 

this same occasion, Orson Pratt said: 

We have been taught, ever since the Twelve were chosen, that they 
held all the power of the Melchizedek Priesthood, all the power of 
the Apostleship that could be conferred upon mortal man. * * * 
(J. of D., 19:114.) 

Hence John Taylor stepped forward to exercise the keys of sealing 

authority as President of the Quroum of the Twelve Apostles, and 

later as President of the Church. 

from 
It is during the Presidency of John Taylor that fundamentalists 

allege their authority sterns to continue the present practice of 

plural marriage. In order to claim the keys of sealing ordinances 

for themselves to perform plural marriages outside the authority 

of the President of the Church, fundamentalists have attempted to 

separate the Priesthood from the Church. They write: 

Can the Priesthood function out of the Church? And is there a 
Priesthood organization possessing powers above those of the Church 
organization? 

The answer to both questions must be yes. 

Let us ask by what authority the Church was organized? Did the 
Church set up the Priesthood, or did the Priesthood organize the 
Church? Certainly the organizing power is greater than that which 
is organized. 	The buildez e of,.a . hpuse is greater than the house. 
The Priesthood may organize t r/tTLe will of God, add the Church is 
one of its creatures. 	(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p. 4.1 

Fundamentalists next postulate a presidency over each--a presidency 

of the Priesthood and a presidency of the Church--each being sepa-

rate and distinct offices with separate jurisdiction of authority. 

It is claimed both offices were held conjointly in the early days 
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of the restoration but after discontinuance of plural marriaf_ 

the Church in 1890 the keys of Priesthood were forfeited and r 

cended through alleged fundamentalist channels: 

Unfortunately a strong tradition has grown up among the saint 
placing the Church as the highest organization--the ultimate A 

power and authority in the earth. Under this tradition the Flesi-
dent of the Church is presumed also to be the President of the 
Priesthood, thus automatically becoming God's mouthpiece on earth. 
But this claim is unsound and in the light of facts and scripture 
cannot be maintained. The claim has doubtless resulted from the 
fact that Brigham Young, John Tayor, and Wilford Woodruff, who in 
their respective days each became the President of Priesthood by 
reason of his seniority in the higher order of the Priesthood with 
which lie was endowed under the hands of Joseph Smith, also in his 
turn becoming President of the Church. 	It is true these brethren 
each held a dual position, but the one was ever subordinate to the 
other--the priesthood ruled. Since the day of Wilford Woodruff 
the dual .  positions -  have not been held,..the President of Priesthood  
being - separate and . apart from the President of the Church. 	(A 
PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p. 4.) 

According to fundamentalist doctrine the Preisthood is presided 

over by a quorum of seven men who form the presidency of the 

Priesthood. 	(ibid, p. 12.) 

The presidents of Priesthood consists of seven great High Priest 
Apostles. 	They as a collective body preside over the Church. Three 
of the seven, when the Church is in order, may form the Presidency 
of the Church,an auxiliary organization. These three hold dual 
positions, but the position of presidency of the Church is ever 
subject to the presidency of Priesthood, hence the First Presidency 
is subject of and presides under the jurisdiction of the Presidency 
of Seven. 	(TRUTH, 8:233-234.) 

The setting apart of five men in 1886 by John Taylor is alleged to 

be the transferral of the keys of Priesthood Presidency while the 

keys of Church Presidency were transmitted at the death of each 

President upon his successor--the President of the Twelve—by tIle 

presiding Patriarch. (see A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, pp. 7,8,20; TRUTH 

5:183, 14:33,165,166; PRIESTHOOD ITEMS, err. 125,126.) 	This subject 

will be discussed in detail in a— later work. 

Joseph Musser writes: 
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John Taylor, not as President of the Church, but as President of 
the Priesthood, took certain action Sept. 27, 1886. 	Had that ac- 
tion been taken as President of the Church, to render it legal, 
the Church would necessarily have had to approve it by vote as it 
later did the Manifesto of Wilford Woodruff; as All things must be 
done by common consent in the Church, (D. & C. 26:2). Acting, 
however, in purely a Priesthood capacity, as President Taylor did, 
he was within his rights and the Church was not involved. And 
again, acting as he did under the command of Jesus Christ and Joseph 
Smith, only a countermanding order from the same source can nullify 
or set aside said action. 	It is for this reason the action of John 
Taylor could not be revoked by his successor in the Presidency of 
the Church--the Church having had nothing to do with the action. 
(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p. 25.) 

We will turn the words of Joseph Musser around and apply his criti-

cism of the Presidency of the Church to his alleged Council of 

Seven: 

This claim is unsound and in the light of facts and scripture can-
not be maintained. 	(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p. 4.) * * * The falsity 
of this position we will make clear. 	(ibid p.5.) 

There is not a single "fact" of "scripture" that can be produced 

which specifies the existence of a Priesthood Presidency of seven 

"great High Priest Apostles" which preside over the Presidency of 

the Church. 

After producing his best effort at explaining and clarifying this 

doctrine with a mass of unrelated and misapplied quotations from 

the scriptures and Church records Joseph Musser concludes with this 

statement: 

These incidents all tend to show that behind the scenes--indepen-
dent of the Church--there was a power little understood then (dur-
ing Joseph Smith's day), and perhaps by the masses who depend upon 
others to do their thinking, no better understood to this day, and 
which is the governing power of heaven, and from which the Church 
must receive its life and being--the power of the Holy Priesthood. 
(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p.27.) 

In an earlier wd/rk on clarifying this doctrine Musser is forced to 

confess his lack of "facts" and "scripture" and thus explains: 
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* It should be noted at this point that nether 	did the Church to "°T 
have anything to do with the action of President Wilford Woodruff 
in issuing his Manifesto of September 24, 1890. That document 
was prepared and issued without ever being submitted to the Church 
for approval beforehand. That he issued that Manifesto as Presi-
dent of the Church and, by implication, the highest Priesthood 
officer, it is true, but the action was taken independent of the 
Church and therefore, presumably, strictly as a Priesthood function. 
(see Fulton, THAT MANIFESTO, pp. 93-95.) Here we have a positive 
verifiable historical record of the President of the Church, acting 
under divine guidance by his own testimony, functioning in what 
might be considered a purely Priesthood capacity as the highest 
Priesthood officer in regard to this critical issue. Such a record 
and definite and positive evidence is peculiarly lacking in all 
efforts to verify the Lorin C. Woolley account of the alleged inde-
pendent action of President John Taylor on the point at issue. 
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It might be asked why the functions fo this order of the Priesthood 
were not made clearer in the revelations recorded in the Doctrine 
and Covenants, in order that all Saints should understand it alike. 
And the answer might be made, as noted in another chapter herein, 
that not all of the revelations of God to his Priesthood are record-
ed in the Book of Doctrine and Covenants. * * * The reason why this 
Priesthood matter was not made clear to the Saints was that the 
Saints were not prepared to receive the truth. 	(TRUTH, 17:180.) 

And thus Musser's "facts" and "scripture" are admitted not to exist. 

And little wonder why, because there is a different order revealed 

in the revelations and history of the Church--the doctrine that the 

President of the Church is and always will be the President of the 

The great revelations on Priesthood in Doctrine and Covenants, sec-

tions 20, 68, 107 and 124 all reveal this fact. After discussing 

the power and authority of the two main divisions of the Priesthood 

in D.&C. 107, the Lord revealed: 

Of necessity there are presidents, or presiding officers growing 
out of or from among those who are ordained to the several offices 
in these two priesthoods. 	Of the Melchizedek Priesthood, three 
Presiding High Priests, chosen by the body, appointed and ordained 
to that office, and upheld by the confidence, faith, and prayer 
of the church, form a quorum of the Presidency of the Church. 
(D.C. 107:22,23 ff) 

Cit1(ing an earlier unpublished revelation on the priesthood (vs 59ff) ? 

(.'5 	4.4 6  141 % :r " C"'"j-T $1g-°" 3•1 ' 	F 	 LPSS Eq. c■ r2-17 E 
aZter_explaining the- les s er-order---the--Lord ' con-tinued- : 

Then comes the High Priesthood which is the greatest of all. 

Wherefore, it must neeS:be that one be appointed of the High Priest-
hood to preside over the priesthood, and he shall be called Presi-
dent of the High Priesthood of the Church, or in other words, the 
Presiding High Priesthood over the High Priesthood of the Church. 
(ibid 107:64-66.) 

Summing up at the end of the revelation the Lord concluded: 

And again, the duty of the President of the office of the High 
Priesthood is to preside over the whole Church,and be like unto 
Moses-- 

Behold, here is wisdom; yea, to be a seer, a revelator, a trans-
lator, and a prophet, having all the gifts of God which he bestows 
uvon the head of the Church. 	(ibid 107:91,92.) 
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When the Church was organized in 1830 only the office of Elder ex-

isted so Joseph Smith was designated as "the First Elder of this 

Church." (ibid 20:2.) This was the presiding office "of this 

Church." After the office of the High Priesthood was instituted 
b. ► 4. G. 

in June, 1831 (ib-i-d 1:06), the office of "First Elder of this 

Church" was superceded with the office of "President of the High 

Priesthood of the Church" or more simply stated, President of the 

Church. 	(D.H.C. 1:242,243,267; D.&C. 82, superscript.) 

This office was an outgrowth of the Priesthood which he received 

at the hands of Peter, James and John in 1829. (see D.H.C. 27:12,13; 

D.&C. 128:20.) 

The great revelation on Priesthood later explained: 

The melchizedek Priesthood holds the right of Prcvid,ensy, and has 
power and authority over all the offices 	ages oT the world, 
to administer in spiritual things. 	(D.iC. 107:8.) 
Orson Pratt, who was present when Joseph Smith received this office 

wrote: 

At this conference (Amherst, Ohio, Jan. 25, 1832) the Prophet Joseph 
was acknowledged President of the High Priesthood, and hands were 
laid on him by Elder Sidney Rigdon who sealed upon his head the 
blessings which he had formerly received. 	(Orson Pratt JOURNAL, 
Jan. 25, 1832; DESERET NEWS WEEKLY, vol. 8, June 2, 1858.) 

When the sealing keys were restored by the Prophet Elijah in April, 

1636 (D.&C. 110:13-16) which expanded the use of the Melchizedek 

Priesthood already restored in 1829 the office of Church Presidency 

("President of the High Priesthood of the Church" D.&C. 107:65) 

included within it also presidency over sealing authority (D.&C. 

132:7.). This fulness of priesthood authority was then transmitted 

to the Twelve in 1844 as we reviewed earlier and became inherent 

within the office of Apostle. 	(see D.&C. 107:23,24; 110:15,3C-33'7) 
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Thus as each president of the Quorum of Twelve succeeded to the 

Presidency of the Church he became invested with position and 
TuE 

hence authority to exercise presidency overvsealing author -Ity as 

did Joseph Smith. Brigham Young succeeded Joseph Smith as Presi-

dent of the Twelve and John Taylor succeeded Brigham Young in a 

like capacity. Thus fundamentalism's "Priesthood Presidency of 

Seven Great High Priest Apostles"is a contrived doctrine with no 

basis in "fact" of "scripture': * This contention merely proves 

the old adage that "necessity is the mother of invention." Funda-

mentalists were certainly faced with the necessity of "inventing" 

a doctrine of surrogate priesthood authority because the necessity 

faced them squarely as the presidents of the Church after 1890 all 

declared the Lord had, by revelation, withdrawn the privilege of 

plural marriages from the people. 

This withdrawal of plural marriage began during the waning years 

of John Taylor's presidency. 

In March, 1887, the Congress of the United States passed a measure 

commonly referred to as the Edmunds-Tucker law. Among other things 

this law: 

1. (re-)Dissolved the Corporation of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints. 

2. Made the husband and wife each competent witnesses. 
3. Caused forfeiture and escheatment of all Church property, both 

real and personal in excess of $50,000 to the Federal Government, 
the property to be disposed of and the proceeds to be used for 
the benefit of the district schools of Utah. 

4. Dissolved the Perpetual Emigrating Company and escheated its 
rescources to the Federal Government to be disposed of and used 
as were those of the Church. 

5. Prohibited the chartering of any corporation similar in nature 
or intent to the Perpetual Emigrating Company. 

6. Abolished woman sufferage in Utah. 
7. Disinherited polygamous issue. 
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*The term "High Priest Apostle" is nowhere found in L.D.S. scripture 
or history. The temr is a contrived one based on a mis-use of D.C. 
84:63. In September, 1832, the Lord designates the High Priests in 
the Church as His apostles prior to the institution of the office 
of Apostle almost three years later. 	(D.H.C. 2:182-187). Prior 
to this time the F-LOca.', had been designated as apostles in this 
same general sense. 	(D.&C. 20:2,3, 38-45; 21:1.) 	Thus this term 
has nothing to do with an alleged Priesthood Presidency, and is an 
invention of fundamentalist origin. 
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Angus M. Cannon, Pre4dnet of the Salt Lake Stake, gave the following testimony 

before a United States Commissioner in 1888: 

Q. 
	And the, through its officials, teaches the doctrine of plural or celestial 

marriage, but (through) the sanction of the Church its officers perform such 
marriages, do they not? 

A. 	No sir, it has been discontinued. 

Q. Since when? 

A. 	It must be a year I think, very near a year, not quite, since persons applying 
have been refused . 	. and we have felt that the responsibility rested 
upon those who interfered and prevented us from performing these ceremonies. 

Q. 	Then it was a cessation because you could not safely perform thses marriages; 
is that the idea? 

A. 	It is a cessation because the law declared we should not do it; out of honor 
to the law. 

Q. Has this refusal been since the death of President Taylor only? 

A. 	I have understood that it existed before his death, but I was not conscious of 
it. I had no occasion to sign any (marriage recommends) for some time." 
(September 2L, 1888, Report of the Utah Commission, U. S. G. P. O.). 

A. / L r- 
Presidentvrecognized this was a major shift in policy and recognized it would try 

Fnrig eg 
', some. He, therefore, stated the following in an epistle to the Saints read at April 

Conference, 1887: 

The Church is now passing through a period of transition, or evolution, as some men 
might be pleased to term it. Such periods appear to be necessary in the progress 
and perfecting of all created things, as much so in the history of peoples and com- 
munities as individuals. These periods of transition have most generally their pains, 
perplexities and sufferings. The present is no exception to the rule." (•essages  
of the First. Presidency, vol. 3, p. 127). 

1 
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S. Provided for complete disfranchisement of polygamists by test 
oath. 

9. Placed all law enforcement, judicial, and militia power in the 
Utah Commission or other federal appointees. 

10.3uspended Territorial school laws. 
11.Required certification and registration of all marriages in the 

probate court. 	(Fulton, TEAT MANIFESTO, pp.11-13.) 

With the passage of the Edmunds-Tucker law, or soon after, there 
comes in the history of the Church and of the Territory a sudden 
and marked and dramatic change in the general policy toward plural 
marriage, and a wide spread and general movement toward submission, 
for whatever reason, to the law of the land. (ibid, p.8.) 

With the passage of this law President John Taylor ceased issuinq 

recommends for 	the contracting of new plural marriages in 

the Church. On October 20, 1889, Wilford Woodruff stated: 

I have refused to give any recommendations for the performance of 
plural marriages since I have been President. 	i know that Presi,- 
dent_Taylor,_my predecessoralso_refused. Since the Edmunds-Tucker 
law we have refused to recommend plural marriages, and -have in- 
structed that they should not be solemnized. 	(Salt Lake TRIBUNE, 
October 20, 1889.) 

Soon after this policy quietly went int o effect a Constitutional 

Convention was called during the latter part of June, 1887, to 

frame a constitution for Utah, that the Territory might, under the 

proposed constitution, be granted Statehood, so that the Saints 

might have a voice in their own political destiny. Although the 

Convention was entirely open and purely political, it 

was made up entirely of monogamous Mormons, the polygamists being 
disqualified to participate by the terms of the Test Oath, and 
the Gentiles choosing not to participate. 	(Fulton, THAT MANIFESTO 
p.18.) 

The Constitution framed by this convention included the following 

provisions; 

ARTICLE I 
Section 3: There shall be no union of church and State, nor shall 

any church dominate the State. 
ARTICLE XV 
Section 12: Bigamy and polygamy being considered incompatible with 

a republican form of government, each of them is hereby declared 
a misdemeanor. Any person who shall violate this section shall, 

on conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of not more than one 
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thousand dollars and imprisoned for a term of not less than six 
months nor more than three years, in the discretion of the court. 
This section shall be construed as operative without the aid of 
legislation, and the offenses prohibited by this section shall 
not be barred by any statute of limitation within three years 
after the power of pardon extend thereto until such pardon shall 
be approved by the President of the United States. 

ARTICLE XVI 
Section 1: 	Provided, that section 12 of ARTICLE XV shall not be 

amended, revised, or in any way changed, until any amendment, re-
vision, or change as proposed therein shall, in addition to 
the requirements of the provisions of this article, be reported 
to the Congress of the United States and shall be by Congress ap- 

proved and ratified, and such approval and ratification be pro-
claimed by the President of the United States, and if not so 
ratified and proclaimed said section shall remain perpetual. 
(ibid pp.20,21) 

Presidents John Taylor and George Q. Cannon endorsed the proposed 

constitution. At a meeting on July 7, 1887 

President Cannon suggested that the Presidents of Stakes, their 
Counselors, and Bishops and their counselors be seen and be told, 
that the First Presidency and Twelve see no reason why the Latter-
day Saints who are eligable to vote, should not vote for this State 
Constitution, and that in doing so they would not offend God nor 
violate His laws. He thought that the giving of reasons and the 
indulging in argument should be avoided, and that our public 
speakers should be exceedingly careful in their utterances, lest 
our enemies should take advantage of that which might be said. 
(ibid p.27.) 

And on July 27, 1887, President J.D.T. McAllister of Saint George 

reports being instructed by Apostle Heber J. Grant that 

The First Presidency and the Twelve endorsed the Constitution 
formulated and adopted by the convention in Salt Lake City on 
the 7th of July, 1887, and Of the independence of the United 
States the 111th. (ibid p.28) 

President Taylor was careful to warn against making any commitment 

in sermons and utterances. 

Two years later in response to a request that the Church take ad-

vantage of its posture in a public manner •ilford Woodruff received 

a revelation in which he was cautioned: 

Let not my servants who are called to the presidency of my Church 
deny my word or my law, which concerns the salvation of the chil- 
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dren of men. * * * Place not yourselves in jeopardy to your enemies 
by promise. * * * Let my servants who officiate as your counselors 
before the courts make their pleadings as they are moved upon by 
the Hold),  Spirit, without any further pledges from the Priesthood. 
* * * (1889 revelation to Wilford Woodruff, Nuttall, L. John, JOURNAL, 
November 24, 1889.) 

When a public statement was finally issued (ie., the Woodruff Mani-

festo of September 24, 1890), it did not violate this instruction 

but merely at last made public a statement of policy which had been 

ongoing since March of 1887. 

This brings us to the Woodruff manifesto of 1890--much misunder-

stood and consequently mis-interpreted by Fundamentalists. It is 

claimed that Wilford Woodruff issued the manifesto not as President 

of the Priesthood, but as the President of the Church: 

It is true, after the death of John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff being 
the senior in ordination in the higher order of Priesthood, held 
a like position with that of his predecessor, but no authority 
came from Jesus Christ to him to cancel John Taylor's action. 	For 
while he issued a Manifesto stopping plural marriage within the 
Church—doing so as President of the Church--yet, in his Priesthood 
capacity, he appointed men and set them apart--among them Anthony 
W. Ivins--to perform such marriages, an act clearly within the 
functions of Priesthood and above the jurisdiction of the Church. 
(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p.25.) 

Let us examine the record to see in what capacity President Woodruff 

issued the Manifesto publicly declaring an end to plural marriage 

in the Church When the Official Declaration concerning plural 

marriage was presented at October Conference, 1890, President 

Lorenzo Snow offered the following: 

I move that recognizing Wilford Woodruff as the President of the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and the only man on 
the earth at the present time who holds the keys of the sealing 
ordinances, we consider him fully authorized by virtue of his po-
sition to issue the Manifesto which has been read in our hearing, 
and which is dated September 24th, 1890, and that as a Church in 
General Conference assembled, we accept his declaration concerning 
plural marriages as authoritative and binding. (see D.W. 19 	ed., 
p.257.) 
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(And to squelch any pretentions that those like present day funda-

mentalists might produce he continued): 

I say to the Latter-day Saints the keys of the Kingdom of God are 
here, and they are going to stay here, too, until the coming of 
the Son of Man. 	Let all Israel understand that. They may not 
rest upon my head but a short time, but they will then rest on th© 
head of another Apostle [Lorenzo Snow], and another after him 
[Joseph F. Smith], and so continue until the coming of the Lord 
Jesus Christ [Heber J. Grant, George A.bert Smith, David 0. McKay, 
Joseph Fielding Smith, Jr., etc.]. 	(CONTRIBUTOR,10:382, August, 
1889.) 

TIIUS 	 ‘Z-C"C5 	TPZ- 	 t-.P•e= +,/ 	\"7 

;.Andynot returned to Joseph Smith, the Prophet, by Joseph F. Smithl 
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Fundamentalism claims that Wilford Woodruff lost the keys of the 

Priesthood through his acts connected with the issuance of the 

Manifesto of September 24, 1890, and that these keys fell on the 

other five men set apart by John Taylor in 1886 with John W. Woolley 

receiving the keys as the "worthy senior (by ordination)." 

President Wilford Woodruff was "inspired" to sign the Manifesto in 
the same manner that the Prophet Joseph Smith was "inspired" to 
give the 116 pages of the manuscript of the Book of Mormon to 
Martin Harris; and as Joseph Smith lost the gift of translation 
for a few months because of this act, likewise Wilford Woodruff 
lost the keys of the Priesthood through his acts connected with 
the Manifesto. 	(TRUTH, 6:21.) 

In setting the five men apart and ordaining them to the Priesthood 
Presidency of seven, John W. Woolley was first given that high 
calling, coming next to Wilford Woodruff in order of ordination; 
so that the keys of the Priesthood passed in natural order from 
Wilford Woodruff to John Woolley. 	(TRUTH 9:75; see also 9:251.) 

Joseph Smith commented on those who claimed that he was a fallen 

prophet for revoking a commandment as do fundamentalists concerning 

the Woodruff Manifesto: 

Some people say I am a fallen prophet, because I do not bring forth 
more of the word of the Lord. 	Why do I not do it? Are we able to 
receive it? No. * * * 

On the subject of revelation, he said, a man would command his son 
to dig potatoes and saddle his horse, but before he had done either 
he would tell him to do something else. 	This is all considered 
right; but as soon as the Lord gives a commandment and revokes that 
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decree and commands something else, then the prophet is considered 
fallen. 	(D.H.C. 4:478-9.) 

Perhaps the advice President George Q. Cannon gave in connection 

with the adoption of the Manifesto would be appropriate still for 

those who fail to consider the Manifesto as the word and will of 

the Lord in 1890: 

I know that it was right, much as it has gone against the grain with 
me in many respects, because many of you know the contest we have 
had on this point. 	But when God speaks, and when God makes known 
His mind and will, I hope that I and all Latter-day Saints will 
bow in submission to it. * * * 

We feel that the flock is in our charge, and if any harm befall 
this flock through us we will have to answer for it in the day 
of the Lord Jesus * * *. 

Now realizing the full responsibility of this, this action (the 
adoption of the Manifesto) has been taken. 	Will it try many of the 
Saints? 	Perhaps it will; and perhaps it will try those who have 
not obeyed this law as much as any others in the Church. 	But all 
we can say to you is that which we repeatedly say to you--go unto 
God yourselves if you are tried over this and can not see its pur-
pose; go to your secret chambers and ask God and plead with him, 
in the name of Jesus, to give you a testimony as he has given it 
to us, and I promise you that you will not come away empty, nor 
dissatisfied; you will have a testimony and light will be poured 
out upon you and you will see things that perhaps you cannot see 
and understand at the present time. (SMOOT HEARINGS, 1:346.) 

This seeking after the Spirit in connection with accepting the 

Manifesto as the word and will of the Lord is important because 

earlier the Lord had revealed:u) 

For thus saith the Lord, all mine apostles should be full of the 
Holy Ghost, of inspiration and revelation to know the mind and 
will of God and be prepared for that which is to come. (1880 reve-
lation to Wilford Woodruff.) 

And shortly before the Manifesto was issued the Lord promised 

deliverance: 

Awake! 0 Israel, and have faith in God and His 
promise and he will not forsake you. 	I the Loriwill deliver my Saints from the dominion of the wicked in mine own due time and way. 	(1889 revelation to Wilford Woodruff.) 

It appears that some of the Saints were not prepared for that de- 



* Does this sound like the testimony and advice of a man who four 

years earlier, according to lorin woolley, was one of the 5 men 

set apart to see to it that plural marriages should never cease 

in the Church? 

20a 
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liverance when it came and would not accept either the "time" or 

the "way" as being the Lord's will. 

But to return to the claim that President Woodruff lost the keys 

of Priesthood for issuing the Manifesto of 1890, he certainly did 

not recognize such a dire result nor did his counselors. Note the 

following statement of George Q. Cannon in 1896: 

God has given him (Wilford Woodruff) the keys of authority * * *. 
We listen to him and are guided by his slightest wish. 	It is be- 
cause we know that he is the servant of God, chosen by the Almighty 
to fill that place, and that he holds the keys of the Priesthood 
to this generation on the earth at the present time. 	(SMOOT 
HEARINGS, 1:4) 

Fundamentalism in claiming that "Wilford Woodruff lost the keys 

of the Priesthood through his acts connected with the Manifesto" 

and that "the keys of the Priesthood passed in natural order from 

Wilford Woodruff to John Woolley" infers that all Presidents of 

the Church since President Woodruff have not been Presidents of 

the Priesthood and thus did not exercise presidency over the 

sealing keys as did their predecessors. Joseph Musser explained; 

Since the day of Wilford Woodruff the dual positions have not been 
held, the President of the Priesthood being separate and apart 
from the President of the Church. 	(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p. 4.) 

At the death of President Taylor, he (Wilford Woodruff) automatically 
advanced to the position of President of Priesthood. President 
Snow, it is understood, had already been given the higher order 
of the Priesthood, though not functioning in the presidency of it. 
(TRUTH 9:74.) 

President Snow and all the other General Authorities at this time 

certainly were unaware that he was not President of the Priesthood 

exercising presidency over all sealing authority as God's mouthpiece 

as his predecessors were. 
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Let us examine the record. When Lorenzo Snow was ordained an 

Apostle in 1849 he received all the keys and powers of the Priest-

hood. Speaking of the fulness of the keys of the Priesthood, John 

Taylor said: 

He (Joseph Smith) afterwards (1844) conferred them upon the Twelve 
Apostles, and others, who,when they were ordained,received them 
as part of their ministry and priesthood, to prepare them for the 
work that was to be done. 	(J. of D., 19:239.) 

The Lord confirmed this by revelation. Speaking of the Quorum 

of Twelve in 1880, which included Lorenzo Snow and his successor, 

Joseph F. Smith, the Lord stated: 

And while my servant John Taylor is your president, I wish to ask 
the rest of my servants of the Apostles the question, Although 
you have on to preside over your quorum, which is the order of 
God in all generations, do you not, all of you, hold the Apostle-
ship, which is the highest authority ever given to men on earth? 
You do. Therefore you hold in common the keys of the Kingdom of 
God in all the world. (Revelation of 1880 to Wilford Woodruff.) 

In Lorenzo Snow's setting apart to the Presidency fo the Church, 

the fulness of the Priesthood was re-confirmed upon him with the 

right and authority to exercise' Presidency of the Priesthood on 

earth. It states: 

We reconfirm upon thee all thy former blessings and all the author-
ity and ordinations; and every power that pertains to 
1ng Priesthood and to the Presidency of the Church of Christ, we 
seal upon thee, and ask God our -Father -toconfirl—this sealing and 
this setting apart, that thou mayest be filled with new power, yea 
with increased power, to go forth and magnify thy calling in the 
midst of the Church of Christ and among thy fellowservants; and 
that the Lord will communicate with thee from time to time every-
thing necessary for the perfect government of His Church; that 
thou mayest exercise all the keys and the authority that have been 
exercised heretofore by thy predecessors 7 -by Wilford Woodruff:by -
John Taylor, by Brigham Young, and by Joseph Smith, and which he 
(Joseph Smith) sealed upon his fellow Apostles. 	(JOURNAL HISTORY 
of the Church, October 10, 1898.) 

Lorenzo Snow, in a private conversation with Apostle Brigham Young, 

Jr., affirmed his position as the one"man on the earth at a time" 

who holds the sealing keys of the Priesthood, with the right to 
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LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 

When Lorenzo Snow was set apart as President of the Church, he announced that he 

would authorize no new plural. marriages. Francis M. Lyman ststed: 

In 1900 President Snow said there wa.s no more authority to perform plural marriages 

. when President Snow was sustained as President of the Church, he made the 
statement that there should be no more plural marriages performed with the permis-
sion President of this Church, and a short time later published to the World through 
the Deseret News this statement." (John W. Taylor trial Minutes, February 22, I9II). 

On another such occasion he added: 

Brother Lyman related the circumstances surrounding the (selection) of the First 
Presidency at that time. President Snow stating that they (plural marriages) would 
stop and later in January issued his declaration on this subject which appeared in 
the Deseret News of January 8th following his selection as President." (Mathias F.  
Cowley Trial Minutes, May 10, 1911). 

Anthony W. Ivins made the following statement in a High Council meeting held at Col-

onia Juarez, Mexico on October 29, 1898: 

Prest. Ivins stated that during he recent visit to Conference in Salt Lake City Prest. 
Cannon had spoken to him and said that Prest. Lorenzo Snow had decided that plural 
marriage must cease throughout the entire Church and that this was absolute and ef-
fected Mexico as well as elsewhere." (Historical Record, High Council Minutes, 
Juarez Stake, 1895 - 1903). 

This setting apart confirmed upon him "all the keys and authority that have been 

exercised heretofore by they presecessors." This of course, was the Presidency of 

the Priesthood, which included direction of all sealing prerogatives on Earth. 
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* This setting apart confirmed upon him "all the keys and the 

authority that have been exercised heretofore by thy predecessors." 

This, of course, was the Presidency of the Priesthood which included 

direction of all sealing prerogatives on earth. 
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withhold that power through revelation. 

There cannot be a plural marriage solemnized in this Church without 
my consent and I have never given consent for this to be done since 
(I have been) President of the Church. God has removed this privi-
lege from the people and until He restores it, I shall not consent 
to any man taking a plural wife. 	It is just as fair for one as it 
is for all to go without. The business is taken out from our hands 
and we cannot fight the United States. 	It is(for)them and God to 
settle this question. We are not in it. There is no such thing as 
men taking plural wives and keeping it secret. 	It cannot be done. 
Has any one of the Apostles a right to seal plural wives to men 
by reason of former concessions made to them by the Presidency? 
No, sir, such right must come from me and no man shall bo authorized 
by me to break the law of the land. 	(Brigham Young, Jr., JOURNAL, 
B.Y.U. typescript, pp. 36,37, 	original in the New York City Library) 

For essentially the same statement made in the public press, see 

the New York WORLD, December 30, 1898. 

In spite of this lucid and unequivocal affirmation of his position, 

Joseph Musser claims that he was authorized and commanded by 

Lorenzo Snow to enter plural marriage after the Manifesto; 

In December, 1899, after receiving my "second blessings," a mes-
senger came to me from President Snow, stating I had been selected 
to enter plural marriage and . help keep it alive. 	(TRUTH, 20:17.) 

After selecting Mary Hill, a daughter of William H. Hill of the 

Mill Creek Ward Bishopric, he approached her father who flatly re-

fused and said it could not be done. 

I said, "Well Brother Hill, 11 - can be done, and now the responsibil-
ity rests upon you. Your daughter is agreeable to the situation." 

The conversation took place in the office where I was employed in 
town. He left and in about one half or three quarters of an hour 
he returned and assured me it was all right and that I might go 
ahead. Astonished and yet grateful, I asked what had happened to 
change his mind so quickly. He said after leaving me he "bumped 
into Apostles John Henry Smith and H. F. Cowley;" he put the ques-
tion to them. They assured him it was all right and advised him 
to return to me and give his consent to the marriage. Thus Mary 
Hill entered into my family in the year 1901. 	(TRUTH 20:17) 

It is interesting to note that Musser does not claim that President 

Snow approached him personally but through a "messenger" whom he 
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declines to name. Why not at this late date? It is also informa-

tive to note Wm. Hill gave his sanction after talking with Mathias 

Cowley an Apostle who was later dropped from the Quorum of Twelve 

and disfellowshipped from the Church for continuing to promote 

plural marriages after President Joseph F. Smith positively termi-

nated them. Later we shall see that John W. Woolley was excommuni-

cated for alleged instruction from this same source. (see pp. 

One wonders why Joseph Musser claims to have received sanction to 

marry plurally from President Snow when he claims that Snow was not 

the President of the Priesthood and did not hold the keys of sealing 

power, but that John W. Woolley occupied that position. Why did 

he not go to John W. Woolley in 1901 if he believes in his own 

doctrine? Something seems amiss here. 

It would seem Lorenzo Snow received and exercised the keys of the 

Priesthood during his presidenCy despite fundamentalist claims to 

the contrary. 

Joseph F. Smith received the right to exercise all the keys of 

the Priesthood as God's mouthpiece on earth when he became Presi-

dent of the Church. Speaking of this office and authority he 

stated: 

The Lord in the beginning of this work revealed that there should 
be three High Priests to preside over the High Priesthood of His 
Church and over the whole Church. 	(D.&C. 107:22,64-67,91-92.) 
He conferred upon them all the authority necessary to preside over 
all the affairs of the Church. They hold the keys of the House of 
God and of the ordinances of the Gospel and of every blessing 
which has been resotred to the earth in this dispensation. This 
authority is vested in a presidency of three High Priests. 	They 
are three presidents. 	The LordHimself so calls them. 	(D.EC. 107:29.) 
But there is one presiding President, and his counselors are Presi- 
dents also. 	(C.R., October, 1901, p.82.) 



LORIN C. WOOLLEY STATEMENT 	 25 

President Smith said the following in 1915: 

I hold the keys of the Melchizedek Priesthood and of the office 
and power of Patriarch. 	It is my right to bless; for all the keys 
and power pertaining to the government of the Church and to the 
Melchizedek and Aaronic Priesthood are centered in the presiding 
officer of the Church. 	(GOSPEL DOCTRINE, p. 176.) 

The following year he stated while speaking on the same subject: 

I hold the Priesthood of the Apostleship, I hold the High Priest-
hood which is after the order of the Son of God, which is at the 
foundation of all Priesthood and is the greatest of all Priesthoods, 
because the Apostle and the High Priest and the Seventy derive 
their authority and their privileges from the Priesthood which is 
after the Son of God. All authority comes out of that High 
Priesthood. 	(C.R., October, 1916, p.7.) 

Since the President of the Church holds the keys of sealing he also 

has the right and authority to withdraw delegated sealing authority. 

Following the Manifesto the right to perform plural marriages was 

officially withdrawn. For a time plural marriages were permitted 

outside the confines of the United States where no laws existed 

against the practice. By 1904 President Joseph F. Smith concluded 

to withdraw all authority to perform plural marriages throughout 

the whole world. At April Conference 1904 he issued the following 

statement which has since come to be called the "little manifesto:" 

Inasmuch as there are numerous reports in circulation that plural 
marriages have been entered into contrary to the official declara-
tion of President Wilford Woodruff of September 24th, 1890, com-
monly called the Manifesto, which was issued by President Woodruff 
and adopted by the Church at its General Conference, October 6, 
1890, which forbade any marriage violative of the law of the land, 
I, Joseph F. Smith, President of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints, do hereby affirm and declare that no such mar- 
riages have been solemnized with the sanction, consent, or knowledge 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

And I hereby announce that all such marriages are prohibited, and 
if any officer or member of the Church shall assume to solemnize 
or enter into any such marriage he will be deemed in transgres- 
sion against the Church, and will be liable to be dealt with accord-
ing to the rules and regulations thereof, and excommunicated there-
from. 	(MESSAGES OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 5:325.) 
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In connection with this statement he issued instruction to those 

with delegated sealing authority in Canada and Mexico and elsewhere 

that all authority to perform plural sealings was not officially 

withdrawn. 

John W. Taylor and a number of outer brethren were in Mexico in 

April 1904 and consequently did not hear President Joseph F. Smith's 

declaration that all plural marriages throughout the whole world 

had now ceased. Word was subsequently sent to inform these brethren 

of the announcement. Anthony W. Ivins stated: 

In april 1904 Brother Taylor was in Mexico and myself and wife, Owen 
Woodruff and his wife and Brother Taylor and his wife were together 
at Brother Woodruff's, and I delivered a message to Brothers Woodruff 
and Taylor that plural marriages should stop; this message was from 
the President and Brother Taylor seemed to endorse it and mentioned 

"1.414 	 it at our meetings. 	(Taylor, J. W., TRIAL MINUTES, March 1, 1911.) 

Later Francis M. Lyman, President of the Quorum of the Twelve 

Apostles sent the following communication: 

Salt Lake City, Utah, 
May 5th, 1904 
Elder John Taylor, 
Colonia Juarez. 
Dear Brother: 

Acting under the advice and counsel of the First Presidency I 
take this means of calling your attention to the official declara-
tion on the subject of plural marriages adopted by the late 
General Conference of the Church; and I bespeak your hearty co-
operation in emphasizing the same in your private conversations 
and counsels as well as your public utterances, to the end that 
no misunderstanding may exist among our people concerning its 
scope and meaning; but on the contrary, that all may be given to 
distinctly understand that infractions of the law in regard to 
plural marriage are trandgressions against the Church, punishable 
by excommunication. 

That God may bless you in all your ministry is the prayer of 
Your affectionate brother, 
Francis M. Lyman 
(Cowley, M.F., TRIAL MINUTES, May 10, 1911.) 

Note the following letter to Anthony W. Ivins, President over the 
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Mormon Colonies in Mexico regarding couples who were still attemp-

ting to marry plurally in Mexico: 

9 June 1904 
crest. A. W. Ivins 
Colonia, Juarez 
Dear Brother:-- 

Brother Lyman at our meeting today, reported that he was informed, 
within the last day or two, that a man by the name of Christensen, 
or Jorgensen, living either in Manti or Ephraim, had left his family 
and was now in Mexico for the avowed purpose of marrying a plural 
wife. 	Brother Lyman seemed impressed with the report and thought 
that it was not rumor but fact. 

We drop you this line to let you know that such information is al-
arming to us; and we desire you therefore to do all you possibly 
can by way of looking into this matter, and if you find it to be 
as we have stated, we wish you to put your foot on it, giving the 
parties to understand that President Woodruff's Manifesto is in ef-
fect, and that therefore such marriages cannot be performed with 
our sanction and approval. This request and instruction applies 
not only to this particular case, but to any other case of like 
character, and we look to you to see that it is strictly adhered 
to and carried out. 
Your Brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
John R. Winder 
Anthon H. Lund 
First Presidency. (DECISIONS OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 1887-114, 
2:30.) 

Permission to exercise sealing authority outside the Temples was 

subsequently withdrawn all over the world. Note the following 

letter sent to Apostle John.W. Taylor in Canada and George Teasdale 

in Mexico: 

October 22, 1904 
Elder John W. Taylor 
Raymond, Canada 
Dear Brother:-- 

As you are aware, until within a few years ago, the custom pre-
vailed in Canada, Arizona and Mexico for our young people residing 
in those countries to marry for time only on account of the incon-
venience and expense of attending a journey to a Temple, and that 
in order to save this great expense, and to encourage marriages, 



Sept. 21st 1891 

el% ELDER JO -IN 9E\IRY S:4ITH 

One of the Twelve Apostles. 

Dear Brother: 

The condition of many of the saints in Arizona in 
connection with their marriages has been brought to the 
attention of the First Pre.idency. We understand that there 
are many couples in that Territory who are prevented by 
0 
p;yerty and other circumstances from going to the Temple to 
have their sealings, and that many of the children are 
being born out of the covenant because of this. - 

',,Te feel to take some action upon this, as it is a great 
deprivation for Latter-day Saints to not h a ve the privilege of 
marrying and bearing children in the covenant. In view of 
this, we have decided to authorize you, as one of the Apostles 
to dedicate rooms which are now used for prayer according to 
the holy order, and to those rooms solemnize marriages such 
as are properly recommended, and whichare of the class 
referred to--that is, marriages of th se who are unable, 
through poverty or some other serious impediment, to go 
to the Temple of the Lord to be sealed for time and for 

AIIN 	 eternity. The authority is hereby conferred upon you during 
this present visit to Arizona to attend to cases of this 
kind, and perform the sealing ordinances for time and for 
eternity. Inching this, we desire you to be very careful and 
make a proper record of all such sealings, that every case 
may be reported here; and in order that this may be done, 
we furnish you a book in which you will have entry made 
of all these sealings. 

Praying the Lord to bles4rou upon this mission and 
in the exercise of this authority, 

I remain your brother 

Wilford Woodruff. 

Wilford Woodruff letterbook 11352 Vol. 9 page 120 
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among our young people, President Woodruff and President Snow, each 
in his time, authorized some of the Apostles, and perhaps others 
to perform sealings for time and eternity in behalf of young couples 
of those places, and that this authority has been exercised quite 
freely to the present time. * 

The council of First Presidency and Apostles have now deemed it 
expedient and wise to withdraw this authority from those brethren, 
leaving it solely in the hands of him who holds the keys thereof, 
and a resolution to this affect has been unanimously passed by 
the council. 

We write you, in connection with all the other members of the 
Council not present when the action was taken, that you may be 
informed of the same, and with the request that you will, on receipt 
of this letter, strictly govern yourself accordingly. 

We may say also in this connection that there is no objection what-
ever to your performing the common marriage ceremony in behalf of 
any who may desire you to serve them in this respect; but in doing 
so all such couples should be given to understand that their marriage 
is simply a legal marriage for time only, performed under the laws 
of the land, and they should be urged to lood forward to the time 
when the way shall be opened for them to come to a Temple to be 
properly sealed and to have their children also sealed to them. 

With kindest regards, 
Your Brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
John R. Winder 
Anthon H. Lund 
First Presidency (ibid 2:42.) 

(A copy of this letter was also sent to Apostle George Teasdale in 
Mexico, 26 Oct 1904.) 

There were those who failed to follow the counsel fo the Church 

after this time had thus became subject to excommunication for in-

subordination. President Joseph F. Smith's letter book contains 

the following correspondence: 

August, 1904 
Bishop A. F. Bracken 
Freedom 
Dear Brother:-- 

This is in answer to your of the 8th inst: 
It is surprising to us that any member of the Church should enter-

tain the ideas expressed in your letter with regard to plural mar-
riages now being solemnized by our Church, especially so in view 
of the fact that the Church expressed itself unequivocally and im-
phatically by resolution at the last General Conference. 
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All we have to say on this subject is that any member of the 
Church found breaking the law of the land under the guise that 
the Church permits his doing so is liable to be excommunicated; 
and we shall expect you to so inform your people. 
Your Brother, 
John R. Winder 
in behalf of the First Presidency 
P.S. 	Prests J.F.S. & A.H.L. at Kamas attending conference. 
(ibid 2:34) 

December 18, 1906 
Prest. A. W. Ivins, 
Colonia, Juarez 
Dear Brother:— 

Some time last year Peter W. Erickson of Dublan, who had been 
on a mission to Sweden, wrote to one Tilda Nilson of Indal, Sweden, 
asking her to come to Mexico to become his plural wife. His letter, 
it is said, was given into the hands of a minister at Indal, who, 
with his friends, has been making it almost intolerable, and even 
dangerous, for our Elders laboring in that region. 

When you next visit Dublan please do not forget to take with you 
"the Big Stick," and do not hesitate to use it freely. 
Yours, etc., 
George F. Gibbs, 
Secretary (ibid, 2:78.) 

Dec 18, 1906 
Prest. U. T. Jones 
Cedar City 
Dear Brother:-- 

Brother John H. Gurr of Parowan has written in substance that a 
man named Conger prevailed upon Bro. Gurr's daughter to go with 
him to Mexico for the purpose fo becoming a plural wife to him; 
that she went with conger to Mexico only to learn of course that 
plural marriages were not being solemnized, and that she has re-
turned home in the family way. 	Bro. Gurr also states that he 
understands that the Church has excommunicated his daughter. * * * 
John R. Winder 
on behalf of the 1st Pres. (ibid 2:77.) 

As couples continued to seek plural marriage outside the country 

Joseph F. Smith continued to maintain his position that plural 

marriages were completely terminated in the Church. At October 

Conference 1910 he issued a letter addressed to each of the Presi-

dents of the stakes of the Church. After quoting his statement of 

IS 	1904 he added the following: 

After the Church has spoken thuTlainly we took it for granted that 
none of its members would be found disobeying its voice. 	But in 

the face of this action, emphasized repeatedly in private and public 
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by us, and by the Apostles as well, we now find that some person 
or persons have assumed authority to seolmnize plural marriages, 
and that men and women have entered into polygamous relations 
through having been married under such pretended authority. 

Some of the violators of this official action of the Church have 
been tried on their fellowship, and have been excommunicated. 	But 
there are rumors afloat (and some of these rumors appear to be well 
founded) that there are still others equally guilty, and it is to 
such cases that we desire to direct your attention. 	It is a matter 
of deep regret that men professing membership in the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints should disregard the commands of the 
Church, and by doing so value their standing in it so lightly as 
to lay themselves liable to be excommunicated. Nevertheless it 
becomes our duty to request you to instruct each Bishop in your 
Stake to carry out the provisions of the foregoing resolutions by 
dealing with offenders, if any there be in his Ward, in accordance 
therewith. 

We also desire you to make it known to all the Saints in your Stake 
that no one has been authorized to solemnize plural marriages, 
and that he who advises, councils or entices any person to contract 
a plural marriage renders himself liable to excommunication, as well 
as those who solemnize such marriages, ro those who enter into such 
unlawful relations. 

Needless as it may appear, we wish to assure you that the attitude 
of the Church is the same today as when the foregoing resolution 
was adopted, as we hold that anyone violating this important rule 
and action not only commits an individual transgression, but dis-
honors the Church as well. We therefore enjoin upon you to see to 
it that all such offenders are - subjected to the discipline of the 
Church in the regular way. 
Your Brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
Anthon H. Lund 
Jeers 	II`t•2 	S Pe' 1 1- -1  

(MESSAGES OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 4:217,218.) 

At the October Conference, 1911, President Joseph F. Smith made 

his position as emphatic as he possibly could. Speaking on this 

subject he said: 

Another thing, as we have announced in previous conferences, as it 
was announced by President Woodruff, as it was announced by Presi-
dent Snow, and as it was announced by me and my brethren, and con-
firmed by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, plural 
marriages have ceased in the Church. There isn't a man today in  
this Church or anywhere else outside of it who has authority to  
solemnize a plural marriage, not one. There is no man or woman in 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints who is authorized 
to contract a plural marriage. 	It is not permitted. 	(C.R., October, 
1911.) 
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In January, 1914 the First Presidency issued yet another statement 

to all the presidents of Stakes throughout the Church: 

Having reason to believe that some members of the Church are secret-
ly engaged advising and encouraging others to ehter into unauthor-
ized and unlawful marriages, we have deemed it advisable to call 
your attention to the communication we nddressed to you on this 
subject on the 5th of October, 1910, a copy of which is herewith 
appended. 

And believing, as we do, that these people are at the bottom of all 
the violations referred to in our communications, we direct your 
special attention to them, with a request that any information re-
ceived by you from time to time relating to cases of this character, 
be followed up and investigated with a view to having this class 
of offenders placed on trial for their fellowship in the Church, 
as we regard them equally culpable with actual offenders. 	Please 
make the same request of your Bishops. 
Your Brethren, 
Joseph F. Smith 
Anthon H. Lund 
Charles W. Penrose 
First Presidency (ibid, 4:301.) 

This last statement was issued because of the actions of a Stake 

Patriarch who was secretly encouraging and performing plural mar-

riages--John W. Woolley of Centerville. 

John W. Woolley as we have seen is purported by fundamentalists to 

have held the keys of the sealing ordinances for over 30 years as 

"worthy senior (by ordination)" in their "Council of Seven." Yet 

how did John W. Woolley react to his trial when he appeared before 

the Quorum of Twelve Apostles on January .18, 1914? He confessed 

that he had been wrong, pleaded for their mercy, and even identi-

fied the men for whom he had performed plural marriages. In a few 

days one of these recent polygamists was also summoned before the 

Quorum of Twelve. Anthon H. Lund records the following: 

The Twelve met on the case of Joseph Silver who has married a plu-
ral wife. 	John Woolley having confessed to having done the sealing. 
Silver like the rest who have done like he has done lied about it 
and denied it. 	I told the door-keeper not to let John Woolley com e  
to the Temple until the matter is settled. 	We were shocked to hear 
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that a man working in the Temple would dare to do such a thing. 
He is sick today so he could not appear before the Council. 

I spent the day in the office and in the evening attended S.S. 
Board Meeting. 	Peter C. Peterson came in from Ephraim and called 
God to witness that he spoke the truth! 	When he heard that John 
Woolley had confessed he had not so much to say. He promised to 
go with the Brethren to see Brother Woolley, but instead of going 
with them he got into an automobile and rushed up to see Brother 
Woolley. 	Brothers F r "4 . 4. ' 	and 	 found him there. 
They got the evidence and Joseph Silver was cut off the Church by 
the Apostles. 	(Lund, A. H., JOURNAL, Jan. 13, 1914, see also 
Ivins, Anthony W., DIARY, entry at the end of the 1913-1914 book, 
Utah State Historical Society.) 

On that occasion John W. Woolley wrote the following confession: 

At Centerville, Davis County, Utah on the 16th day of January, A.D. 
1914, Prest. Francis M. Lyman and Anthony W. Ivins called at my 

home, and in answer to questions asked I made the following state-
ment: 

Some months'I met Mathias F. Cowley on the street and he asked me 
if I was familiar with the sealing ceremony. 	I told him I was. 
He said, "If any good men come to you don't turn them down." 	I 

1 	believed from that statement that it was still proper that plural 
marriages be solemnized, and that President Smith had so authorized 
Cowley to instruct me. 

Since that time I have married wives to Nathan G. Clark, Joseph A. 
Silver, Reuben G. Miller, and P. K. Lemmon, Jr. 

The ceremony in the case of Miller was performed in the S.E. part 
of Salt Lake, the woman being a widow whose name I do not know. 
The Lemmon ceremony was in Centerville, the name of thw woman, I 
think, being Johnson. 	(sig.) John W. Woolley. 	(Affidavit in 
Anthony W. Ivins papers, Utah State Historical Society.) 

Does this sound like a man who holds the supreme keys of the 

Priesthood on earth, and who has greater Priesthood authority than 

the men who were trying him? What special authority did John W. 

Woolley claim at his trial? None. Why did he presume to perform 

plural marriages so long after the President of the Church had for-

bidden it? Because of a veiled comment allegedly uttered by the 

disfellwoshipped Mathias F. Cowley.* John W. Woolley was so anxious 

to keep the Quorum of Twelve from excommunicating him that he ex-

posed men for whom he had performed plural marriages in 1913, thus 
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111) 	making their own excommunications certain. Moreover, rather than 

assuming responsibility for his actions he tried to shift the 

guilt to others. One wonders where the evidence is that John W. 

Woolley performed any plural marriages prior to his being ordained 

a Stake Patriarch in 1912? Apparently he presumed to hold sealing 

authority because of a mistaken notion about sealing prerogatives 

inherant in the Patriarchal Priesthood. (see D.&C. 124:124, compare 

with 132:7.) 

John W. Woolley teas only one of several Stake Patriarchs who were 

excommunicated for performing plural marriages after the Manifesto 

by virtue (as they thought) of their authority as Stake Patriarchs. * 

In view of this evidence, no argument can assert with reason that 

in 1914 John W. Woolley had the alleged Presidency of all Priest-

hood on earth or that he even claimed to have it. If he had it he 

would not have cowered before the Quorum of Twelve, he would not 

have confessed, he would not have exposed other unauthorized poly- 

gamists to Church discipline and possible criminal jeopardy in order 

to protect himself. He would simply have said that he had authority 

greater than any of the Twelve, and, of course they would have ex-

communicated him for this preposterous claim. 

When Heber J. Grant assumed the Presidency in 1918 the Church policy 

on plural marriage was firmly established. Early fundamentalists, 

however, were still pursuing the practice of plural marriage in 

spite of the direction of the President of the Church, who holds 

the keys of sealing power,to the contrary. During the Presidency 
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of Joseph F. Smith while plural marriages were being permitted 

outside of the confines of the United States there was no concern 

about priesthood authority to perform the sealing ordinances--it 

was done with the sanction of the President of the Church. A 

present fundamentalist leader truthfully claims: 

This was so in my father, B. Harvey Allred's case. 	When he inquired 
of President Joseph F. Smith, a member of the First Quorum of 
Seventy was sent to him and that man told him, "Go and do as you 
are instructed and when you get into Old Mexico, President Anthony 
W. Ivins will perform the ceremony * * * with the perfect knowledge 
and consent of the President of the Church. (GEMS, 1:6.) 

After 1904 when this authority was terminated those seeking to enter 

the principle of plural marriage received authorization from dissi-

dent Apostles who had either been disfellowshipped or excommunicated 

from the Church such as Mathias F. Cowley and John W. Taylor. It 

is during this period the first version of the Lorin Woolley story 

appears on the scene. It is dated October 6, 1912 and does not 

contain a single statement about priesthood authority being given 

at the alleged meeting in 188.6. By 1922, however, this source of 

alleged priesthood authority /Iasi almost ended (John W. Taylor died 

in 1916 and Mathias F. Cowley was trying to come back into Church 

fellowship.) Consequently fundamentalists were required to produce 

their own source of priesthood authority. On August 7, 1922, Joseph 

W. Musser reports: 

Bro. W(oolley) made a vow at the above meeting (Sept. 27, 1886) 
that there would never be a year pass that children would not be 
born in that principle, and he and his father John W. Woolley, were 
ordained to this special work, with others, by John Taylor, the 
Prophet Joseph Smith being present and directing. (ITEMS FROM THE 
BOOK OF REMEMBRANCE OF JOSEPH W. MUSSER, p.6.) 

In the 1929 version the story is expanded and Woolley gives the 

names of those allegedly to have been set apart: 
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He called five of us together: Samuel Bateman, Charles H. Wilkins, 
George Q. Cannon, John W. Woolley, and myself. 

He then set us apart and placed us under covenant that while we 
lived we would see to it that no year passed by without children 
being born in the principle of plural marriage. We were given 
authority to ordain others if necessary to carry this work on, 
they in turn to be given authority to ordain others when necessary, 
under the direction of the worthy senior (by ordination), so that 
there should be no cessation in the work. (Pamphlet, 1886 REVELATION, 
P 7  ) 

These five seem to be the nucleus of a whole group of men that 

were ultimately given this same alleged power to keep the principle 

of plural marriage alive. B. Harvey Allred's version reports: 

lie ordained and set apart five men of that assembly, conferring 
authority to unite faithful men and women in this order of the Holy 
Priesthood, and to seal those covenants and promises by the Holy 
Spirit of Promise. Those men were instructed to go into different 
stakes throughout the Church and ordain other men to the same power 
and calling. 	(Allred, B. Harvey, A LEAF IN REVIEW, p.187.) 

Kingston and Stone in their version report: 

After this meeting was dismissed five or six remained and President 
Taylor laid his hands on most of these and gave them a commission 
and put them under covenant to see to it that plural marriages would 
be performed, and that not a year should pass that children were 
not born under that covenant,• and conferred upon them the sealing 
power of Elijah in...its fulness. 

Many other men were ordained to this power soon afterward by Presi-
dent Taylor, or under his direction before his death and put under 
a like covenant. 	(Ray, LAMAN-MANASSAH VICTORIOUS, p.97.) 

By 1934 we find this commission of five men set apart to continue 

plural marriage expanded into a quorum or council of seven men which 

is alleged to comprise the Presidency of all Priesthood on earth. 

The Priesthood proper is presided over by a quorum of seven men 
holding the higher order of priesthood and forming the Presidency 
* * *. 	(A PRIESTHOOD ISSUE, p.1Z, see also ITEMS ON PRIESTHOOD, 
first published in 1934.) 

The five men of the Lorin Woolley story were expanded into this 

priesthood "Council of Seven" as follows: 

President Taylor, under the direction of Joseph Smith who was 
present in the room in person, chose five men and set them apart 
to continue such marriages. * * * These five men were John W. 
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*It seem curious at this point that first there were five men set 
apart and given all of this authority, the Keys of Elijah in their 
fulness, later two or more were so ordained, and still later there 
allegedly were men set apart all over the Church in the various 
Wards and Stakes to this same power, and still later it was reduced 
to a quorum of just seven men. What happened to all of those men 
so set apart throughout the Church? 
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Woolley, Lorin C. Woolley, George Q. Cannon, Charles H. Wilcken and 
Samuel Bateman. 	President Taylor's second counselor, Joseph F. 
Smith (George Q. Cannon being the first) was at the time in Hawaii 
performing a mission. He was sent for and received a like commis-
sion from John Taylor some weeks before the Tatter's death. These 
six, then, with Wilford Woodruff (who received his anointi . ngs under 
the hands of Joseph the Prophet) formed the Priesthood Presidency 
at that time, with John Taylor the head thereof; * * *. (A PRIEST-
HOOD ISSUE, p.25.) 

These fundamentalist claims to priesthood presidency were countered 

in 1933 by President Heber J. Grant in an official public statement. 

Pertinant portions follow: 

It is alleged that on September 26-27, 1886, President John Taylor 
received a revelation from the Lord, the purported text of which 
is given in publications circulated apparently by or at the instance 
of this same organization. * * * 

The second allegation made by the organization and its members (as 
reported) is to the effect that President John Taylor ordained and 
set apart several men to perform marriage ceremonies (inferentially 
polygamous or plural marriage ceremonies), and gave to those so 
allegedly authorized the further power to set others apart to do 
the same thing. 

There is nothing in the records of the Church to show that any such 
ordination or setting apart was ever performed. There is no re-
collection or report among the officers of the Church to whom such 
an incident would of necessity be known, that any such action was 
ever taken. 

Furthermore, any such action would have been illegal and void be-
cause the Lord has laid down without qualification the principle 
that "there is never but one on the earth at a time on whom this 
power and the keys of this priesthood are conferred." The Lord 
has never changed this rule. 

Moreover, four years after the date when it is alleged this pre-
tended revelation was given to President John Taylor, and four 
years after the date of the alleged ordaining and setting apart 
of these men by President Taylor, to perform marriage ceremonies 
(presumably polygamous or plural), the Church in General Conference 
formally approved the solemn Declaration offered to the Conference 
by Lorenzo Snow, then President of the Council of the Twelve, that 
President Wisford Woodruff was "the only man on the earth at the 
present time (1890) who holds the keys of the sealing ordinances." 
This statement would have been an unmitigated falsehood if the 
allegation of the organization were true. 	President Snow did not 
falsify. 

Finally, without direct revelation from the Lord changing the 
principle that there is never but one man on the earth at one 
time who holds the keys of the sealing power--and we solemnly af- 
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firm that there is not now and there has not been given any revela-
tion making any change in that principle--any such act of ordina-
tion by President Taylor as that seemingly alleged by the members 
of this organization would be completely null and void. No one 
better know this principle regarding authority for this sealing 
power than President John Taylor and he would not have attempted 
to violate it. 	It is a sacrilege to his memory--the memory of a 
great and true Latter-day Saint, a prophet of the Lord--that these 
falsehoods should be broadcast by those who professed to be his 
friends while he lived. * * * 

At President John Taylor's death, the keys of the sealing ordi-
nances, with their powers and limitations, passed by regular devo-
lution, in the way and manner prescribed by the Lord and in accor-
dance with the custom of the Church, to President Wilford Woodruff. 
At the latter's death they similarly passed to President Lorenzo 
Snow; and upon his death, they similarly passed to President Joseph 
F. Smith; and at his death the same keys passed in the same way to 
President Heber J. Grant. There has been no change in the law of 
succession of the Priesthood and of the keys appertaining thereto, 
nor in the regular order of its descent. 

The keys of the sealing ordinances rest today solely in President 
Heber J. Grant, having so passed to him by the ordination pre-
scribed by the Lord, at the hands of those having the authority 
to pass them, and whose authority has never been taken away by 
the Lord, nor suspended, nor interfered with by the Church. 
President Grant is the only man on the earth at this time who 
possesses these keys. He has never authorized any one to perform 
polygamous or plural marriages; he is not performing such marriages 
himself; he has not on his part violated nor is he violating the 
pledge he made to the Church, to the world, and to our government 
at the time of the Manifesto. 

Any one making statements contrary to the foregoing is innocently 
or maliciously telling that which is not true. Any one repre-
senting himself as authorized to perform such marriages is making 
a false representation. Any such ceremony performed by any person 
so making such representation is a false and mock ceremony. Those 
living as husband and wife under and pursuant to the ceremonies 
proscribed by President Smith or the ceremonies performed by any 
person whatsoever since that proscription, are living in adultery 
and are subject to the attaching penalties. * * * (MESSAGES OF THE 
FIRST PRESIDENCY, 5:327-330.) 

This entire statement is very significant and should be prayer-

fully read and studied by all who are troubled about these things. 

President Grant confirms and continues the doctrine that as Presi-

dent of the Church he holds the keys of the Priesthood and all 

others are pretenders. Let us conclude this section with the 

following solemn instruction from the Lord; 
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And again, verily I say unto you, if a man marry a wife, and make 
a covenant with her for time and for all eternity, if that covenant 
is not by me or by my word, which is my law, and is not sealed by 
the Holy Spirit of Promise, through him whom I have anointed and  
appointed unto this power, then it is not valid neither of force  
when they are out of the world, because they are not joined by me, 
saith the Lord, neither by my word; when they are out of the world 
it cannot be received there, because the angels and the gods are 
appointed there, by whom they cannot pass; they cannot, therefore, 
inherit my glory; for my house is a house of order, saith the Lord 
God. 	CD.&C. 132:18.) 

Ordinances which are sealed by the sanction and authority of 

the President of the Church, the holder of the sealing keys, on the 

other hand, are destined to be recognized by the Father in the 

eternities and blessings will be poured out upon the heads of 

those who recognize and comply with the proper direction and au-

thority. The Lord stated of these: 

And again, verily I say unto you, if a man marry a wife by my 
word, which is my law, and by the New and Everlasting Covenant, 
and it is sealed unto them by the Holy Spirit of Promise, by him  
who is anointed, unto whom I have appointed this power and the keys 
of this Priesthood; and it shall be said unto them--ye shall come 
forth in the first resurrection; and if it be after the first 
resurrection, in the next resurrection; and shall inherit thrones, 
kingdoms, principalities, and powers, dominions, all heights and 
depths--then shall it be written in the Lamb's book of life. * * * 
(E).&C. 132:19.) 



CONCLUS ION.  

After reviewing the discrepancies and fallacy 9f the Lorin Woolley Statement 

one is caused to wonder what would motivate him to perpetrate such a fraud under the 

guise of truth. Perhaps an investigation into his personality will provide us with 

a clue. A man's inner drives and ambitions are nowhere better expressed thatn in his 

dreams. Consider the following dream Lorin Woolley had on February 26, 1933 as re-

ported by Joseph Musser: 

"HE WAS ON THE WEST SIDE OF MAIN STREET, BETWEEN SOUTH TEMPLE AND FIRST SOUTH 
WHEN HE WAS MET BY JOSEPH F. SMITH, (WHO DAD DIED SOME TIME BEFORE). PRESIDENT 
SMITH SAID, 'LORIN, AREN'T YOU GOING TO THE MEETING?' (A SOLEMN ASSEMBLY BEING 
HELD IN THE TEMPLE.) LORIN SAID, 'NO, I HAVEN'T BEEN INVITED.' PRESICENT SMITH 
SAID, 'OH YES, YOU MUST BE THERE, YOU ARE EXPECTED TO SPEAK.' 

PRESIDENT SMITH THEN LED LORIN INTO THE TEMPLE AND TO THE DOOR LEADING INTO 
THE PRIESTHOOD ASSEMBLY ROOM. HE OPENED THE DOOR AND TOLD LORIN TO GO IN AND 
00 TO THE STAND. AS LORIN ADVANCED TOWARD THE STAND HE HEARD ARGUING BETWEEN 
BROTHER TALMAGE AND OTHERS, TO THE EFFECT THAT HE, LORIN, SHOULD NOT BE THERE. 
HE HAD BEEN HANDLED AND WAS NOT ENTITLED TO ADMISSION. (THIS WAS BEFORE HE HAD 
ACTUALLY BEEN HANDLED.) 

THE VOICE OF PRES. SMITH WAS HEARD FROM THE DOOR TO THE EFFECT, 'OH YES HE 
IS ENTITLED TO BE HERE, GO AHEAD LORIN. VOICES WHISPERED, 'THAT IS PRESIDENT 
SMITH SPEAKING.' LORIN WALKED TO THE PULPIT AND THE VOICE OF THE PRCFHET JOSEPH 
SMITE WAS HEARD, SAYING, 'LORIN WILL NOW GIVE THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH FROM THE 
UNDERGROUND DAYS UNTIL THE PRESENT.' A VOICE IN THE ASSEMBLY SAID, 'THAT IS THE 
PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH TALKING;' AND THE BRETHREN WHO HAD BEEN ARGUING AGAINST 
LORIN'S ADMISSION INTO THE ASSEMBLY SHRUNK AND SHRIVELED UP." (Items From the  
Book of Remembrance of Joseph W. Musser, p. I). 

On April 19, 1933, Lorin Woolley had another dream which even more vividly ex-

presses his inner drives for recognition and greatness. He reports: 

"I WAS IN A LARGE FIELD IN THE OPEN, PROBABLY LARGER THAN A TEN ACRE SQUARE. 
THE GRASS WAS BEAUTIFULLY GREEN AND A BEAUTIFUL HARMONY IN NATURE PREVAILED. I 
WAS DRESSED AS USUAL EXCEPT THAT I WORE A HIGH BRIMMED STOVE HAT, WHICH STYLE OF 
FAT, HOWEVER, I HAD NEVER WORN IN LIFE. I HAD NO CANE TO WALK WITH. DIDN'T 
NEED ONE. PROBABLY 50,000 PEOPLE WERE IN THE FIELD, GROUPED ABOUT AND ALL IN 
POSITION TO HEAR WHAT WAS GOING O1. I WAS ACCOSTED BY PRESIDNT HEBER J. GRANT, 
ANTCNE W. rvINs (SIC) AND J. REUBEN CLARK --- TPE FIRST PRESIDENCY. I SAW NO 
OTHERS OF THE GENERAL AUTHORITIES. BROTHER GRANT DID MOST OF THE TALKING. HE 
SUGGESTED THAT HE AND I CALL EACH OTHER BY OUR BOYHOOD NAMES AS WE KNEW AND USED 
THEM, VIZ: 'HERE' FOR HEBER J. AND INOISEY ,  FOR LORIN. 

HEBER STATED HE HAD MISUNDERSTOOD LORIN AND WANTED TO APOLOGIZE FOR THE IN-
JUSTICE HE FAD DONE HIM AND ALSO FOR THE WAY HE HAD REBUFFED J. LESLIE BROAD-
BENT WHO HAD SOUGHT AN INTERVIEW WITH HIM. I TOLD HIM IT WAS ALL RIGHT, THAT 



I HAD FORGIVEN HIM FOR THE FIFTH TLME, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PRINCIPLE AS OUT-

4.14 	
LINED IN THE 98  SEC. OF THE DOC. & COV., WHICH SECTION HEBER STATED HE HAD JUST 
BEEN STUDYING WITH BROTHER CLARK, AND HAD NEVER UNDERSTOOD ITS MEANING BEFORE. 

SPEAKING OF THE 'SEVEN' FRIENDS IN THE PRIESTHOOD, I EXPLAINED THEY RULED 
THE EARTH, THE KINGDOM AND 'DIE CHURCH; THAT THEY, WHEN UNITED AND IT WAS NECES-
SARY, HAD AUTHORITY AND POWER TO REBUKE, TO REMOVE MOUNTAINS, SET THE CHURCH IN 
ORDER, ETC. THAT NONE OF THEM WOULD ACT AS OFFICERS IN THE CHURCH, BUT WOULD 
SHORTLY PROCEED UNDER THE ONE 'MIGHTY AND STRONG' TO SET IT IN ORDER. I SAID 
THESE MEN HELD THE AUTHORITY OF GOD ON EARTH; THAT THEY WOULD SHORTLY TAKE 
CHARGE OF THE TEMPLE AND CLEANSE IT SO THE SAINTS COULD DO THEIR WORK. HEBER 
SAID, 'WHY THE TEMPLE IS CLEAN,' BUT I PROTESrmi THAT IT WAS POLLUTED THROUGH 
THE CHANGING OF THE ORDINANCES AND PERMITTING UNCLEAN PEOPLE TO WORK IN IT, AND 
THAT THE TIME WAS AT HAND WHEN THE CLEANSING WOULD TAKE PLACE. 

ANTONE SAID, 'I UNDERSTAND YOU (LORIN) CLAIM THERE ARE ROOMS IN THE TEMPLE 
WHICH YOU HAVE SEEN AND WHICH WE KNOW NOTHING OF.' I ANSWERED, 'YES.' 	WHERE 
ARE THEY?' ASKED ANTONE. 'IF I TOLD YOU,' ANSWERED LORIN, 'YOU WOULD KNOW AS 
MUCH AS I DO, AND I EXPECT YOU WOULD BE TRYING TO KNOCK A HOLE IN THE WALLS TO 
FIND THEM.' 

SPEAKING OF THE CHURCH INDEBTEDNESS, I ASKED HEBER ABOUT IT. HE REPLIED, 
MENTIONING $27,000,000, AND BEFORE HE COULD GIVE THE EXACT FIGURES, I FURNISHED 
IT BY SAYING $27,355,600. HEBER ASKED HOW THAT INDEBTEDNESS WOULD BE TAKEN CARE 
OF. I SAID THERE IS PLENTY OF GOLD IN THE MOUNTAINS WHICH WOULD COME TO HAND 
WHEN REQUIRED' (THE KOYLE DREAM MINE?), AND THAT EVERY DOLLAR WOULD BE PAID 
THROUGH THE OPERATIONS OF THE 'SEVEN.' THESE MEN WERE CALLED UP AND INTRODUCED 
TO THE BRETHREN. HEBER SAID HE WAS ALREADY ACQUAINTED WITH BROS. BROADBENT 
AND MUSSER, BUT HAD NOT MET THE OTHERS BEFORE. 

THE QUESTION REGARDING OUR WIVES(LORIN'S AND HEBER'S) WAS BROACHED, I 
STATING IN ANSRER TO HEBER'S QUESTION, THAT I HAD FIVE WIVES LIVING, AND I HAD 
THEM COME UP AND INTROCUCED THEM TO THE BRETHREN. HE INQUIRED ABOUT MY SONS AND 
I HAD THEM INTRODUCED. HEBER MENTIONED EARL AND REGRETTED HAVING PREVENTED EARL 
MARRYING THE 	  GIRL, STATING THAT SHE HAD NEVER BEEN HAPPY AND NOW 
WOULD GET A DIVORCE AND MARRY EARL IF SHE THOUGHT HE WOULD HAVE HER. EARL SPOKE 
UP, STATING HE CERTAINLY WOULD, BUT NOT AS HIS FIRST WIFE. HEBER SAID SHE WOULD 
BE WILLING TO COME IN AS HIS TWENTIETH WIFE IF NECESSARY. I ASKED HIM ABOUT 
HIS WIVES, TELLING HIM WHO THEY WERE AND WHEN AND WHERE THEY WERE MARRIED. AT 
THIS HEBER SEEMED GREATLY ASTONISHED AND ASKED ME HOW I KNOW THESE THINGS. I 
STATED I HAD BEEN SET APART IN 1874, AT THE AGE OF 18, BY PRESIDENT YOUNG, TO 
LEARN OF AND KEEP TRACK OF SUCH THINGS FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE BRETHREN. ALSO 
ANSWERING HEBER'S QUESTION, I STATED I HAD BEEN ORDAINED AN APOSTLE BY PRESIDENT 
YOUNG AT THE AGE OF 13. HEBER SAID, 'YOU ARE THEN THE OLDEST APOSTLE, IN POINT 
OF YEARS OF SERVICE, IN THIS DISPENSATION.' 

I SAID, YOU HAVE TAKEN FIVE WIVES SINCE THE MANIFESTO AND HAVE SEALED TEN 
TO OTHERS, WHICH YOU HAD NO AUTHORITY TO DO (TO SEAL). HEBER SEEMED STARTLED 
AND ASKED HOW HE KNEW. I SAID A LITTLE BIRD, LIKE A STONE, ETC., WHISPERED IT 
TO ME. 'HAVE YOU THAT STONE?' HEBER ASKED. 'I DON'T KNOW THAT I HAVE 'TEAT' 
STONE, BUT I HAVE ONE.' HEBER CLAIMED THESE SEALINGS HAD BEEN TAKEN CARE OF 
BEFORE HE HAD BECOME PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, BUT I MENTIONED ONE AS LATE AS 

41PIN 	DECEMBER 1918, AFTER HE BECAME PRESIDENT, AND OFFERED TO GIVE NAMES, WHICH CHAL- 
LENGE WAS NOT ACCEPTED, --- DURING WHICH CONVERSATION REUBEN APPEARED GREATLY 
SURPRIZED. 



ANTONE ASKED ABOUT NEW PLURAL EARRIAOES AND I TOLD HIM THEY WERE GOING ON 

e%E 	AND THAT I UNDERSTOOD HE (HRO. IVINS) HAD THE RECORD OF PERFORMING THE MOST 
PLURAL MARRIAGES TN THE CHURCH WHILE HE WAS IN . MEXICO, EXCEPT MY FATHER, JOHN 
W. WOOLLEY, AND THAT I HOPED YET TO ECLIPSE THAT RECORD. ANTONE SMILED ASSENT, 
BUT DID NOT DENY THE STATEMENT. HE DID LITTLE TALKING IN THE DREAM. HEBER AND 
REUBEN BEING THE MAIN SPOKESMEN. REUBEN MILDLY REBUKED ME, ASKING WHY I DID 
NOT UNCOVER MY HEAD IN THE PRESENCE OF THE PRESIDENCY, AS THEY THEMSELVES FAD 
DONE. I REPLIED, 'A KING NEVER UNCOVERS TO HIS SUBJECTS.' THIS STATEMENT 
GREATLY ASTONISHED REUBEN, AND THE STATEMENT, IN VARIED FORMS, WAS MADE SEVFEAL 
TINES DURING THE CONVERSATION. 

THE SUBJECT OF THE PATRIARCH OF THE CHURCH WAS HROACHED. I TOLD HEBER THAT 
WHEN YOUNG HYRUM (G.) SMITH .  HAD COMPLIED WITH THE LAW BY TAKING AT LEAST TWO 
WIVES, I WOULD ORDAIN HIM TO THE OFFICE OF PRESIDING PATRIARCH, GIVING HIM THE 
KEYS OF THAT OFFICE IN THE CHURCH. 

I ASKED HEBER WHY HE STOPPED SO ABRUPTLY IN HIS OPENING REMARKS ON THURSDAY 
OF LAST CONFERENCE, WHEN HE HAD STATED HE WAS GOING TO TALK SEVEN MINUTES LONGER, 
BUT ONLY TOOK ABOUT TWO MINUTES. HE REPLIED THAT HE DID NOT KNOW; BUT SOMETHING 
HAPPENED THAT CAUSED A SEAKNESS TO COME OVER HIM AND HE SEEMED ABOUT TO FAINT, 
AND WAS COMPELLED TO SIT DOWN SUDDENLY. HE ASKED WHAT I KNEW ABOUT IT, AND I 
TOLD HIM THAT I WAS LISTENING OVER THE RADIO ABOUT A MILE AWAY AND WHEN HE 
(HEBER) WAS ABOUT TO USE THE REMAINING SEVEN MINUTES TO BOMBAST THE BRETHREN ON 
THE SUBJECT OF PLURAL MARRIAGES, I ASKED THE LORD TO STOP HIM, SO THAT HIS LIFE 
MIGHT BE SPARED. IT WAS THEN THAT HE STOPPED. 

THE CONVERSATION SEEMED TO OCCUPY` ABOUT 111 HOURS AND WAS ENTIRELY FRIENDLY. 
WHEN I AWOKE I FELT EXCEEDINGLY REFRESHED AND WELL, DIFFERENT THAN I HAD FELT 
DURING THE TWO DAYS PREVIOUS. WHEN I AWOKE MY WIFE SARAH ANN, ASKED WHAT I WAS 
TALKING ABOUT IN MY SLEEP SO LONG. SHE HAD HEARD ME MUTTERING WORDS, BUT COULD 
NOT DISTINGUISH THEIR MEANING." (Items From the Book of Remembrance of Joseph  
W. Musser, pp. 33-35). 

Joseph Musser reports an event in the life of Lorin Woolley that is alleged to 

have taken place about two years after the eight hour meeting in 1885: 

"WHILE ON HIS MISSION TO THE INDIAN TERRITORY AT THE AGE OF ABOUT THIRTY, 
LORIN C. WOOLLEY BECAME SERIOUSLY SICK AND HIS LIFE WAS DESPAIRED OF. HIS MIS-
SIONARY COMPANION HAD NO FAITH IN HIS RECOVERY. 

HE FAD BEEN SERIOUSLY SICK FOR SOME DAYS. WHEN IN THIS CONDITION FOUR 
PERSONAGES CAME TO HIS ROOM AND STOOD BY HIS BED. HE WAS LYING WITH HIS HEAD 
TO THE NORTH, THE FOOT OF THE BED BEING TO THE SOUTH. THESE PERSONAGES STOOD 
FROM LEFT TO RIGHT, FROM THE POSITION HE WAS LYING. THE FIRST ONE HE DID NOT 
KNOW; THE SECOND WAS JOSEPH SMITH; THE THIRD BRIGHAM YOUNG, AND THE FOURTH JOHN 
TAYLOR; ALL OF WHOM HAD LEFT THIS SPHERE OF EXISTENCE. 

SOME YEARS PHEVIOUS, PRESIDENT YOUNG HAD BLESSED BROTHER WOOLLEY AND MADE 
CERTAIN PROMISES TO HIM. (AMONG OTHER BLESSINGS RECEIVED, HE WAS ORDAINED AN 
APOSTLE AT THE AGE OF THIRTEEN.) AFTER THAT, PRESIDENT JOHN TAYLOR, HAVING 
CHOSEN BRO. WOOLLEY FOR A HAZARDOUS UNDERTAKING WHICH GREATLY ENDANOEEE: PIS 
LIFE, AND WHICH CONTEMPLATED HIS COMING TO SALT LAKE AND GETTING A CERTAIN MAN 
WHO WAS AN OFFICIAL OF THE CHURCH OUT OF THE CITY AND AWAY FORM THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS WHO WERE AT THAT TIME SURROUNDING THE HOUSE, AND GIVING BRO. 



WO)LLEY A PROMISE Wi 	WAS, 'YOU SHALL YET LIVE TO BECOME GREAT AND MIGHTY IN 
THE CHURCH AND KINGDOM OF GOD.' 

THESE FOUR PERSON WERE DISCUSSING BRO. WOOLLEY'S CONDITION. IT SEEMED THAT 
HIS GRANDFATHER, BISHOP EDWIN D. WOOLLEY, WANTED HIM IN THE SPIRIT WORLD TO HELP 
PL::-'FORM A CERTAIN WORK, AND IN ANTICIPATION OF THIS WANT 3RO. WOOLLEY WAS SUP-
PO,:ED TO BE ON HES DEATH-BED. JOHN TAYLOR AND BRIGHAM YOUNG WERE PLEADING HIS 
SAUSE, SAYING THAT CERTAIN PROMISES HAD BEEN MADE TO HIM, AND HE WAS CLINGING 
TO THESE PROMISES. 

HE HAD PREVIOUSLY, BY THE WAY, TOLD THE ELDERS WHO ADMINISTERED TO HIM, 
RUT WHO HAD NO FAITH IN HIS RECOVERY, THAT PE WOULD RECOVER BECAUSE HE HAD HAD 
CERTAIN PROMISES MADE TO HIM THAT HAD NOT YET BEEN FULFILLED. HE KNEW HE WOULD 
GET WELL. 

IT WAS T'TS SUBJECT THAT WAS BEING DISCUSSED BETWEEN THE FOUR PERSONAGES. 
BRO. WOOLLEY HEARD THE DISCUSSION. THE ELDERS IN THE ROOM DID NOT HEAR IT, BUT 
THEY FELT IMPRESSED WITH WHAT THEY LATER DESCRIBED AS THE PRESENCE OF ANGELS OR 
HEAVENLY BEINGS. 

-THE ARGUMENT WAS, BROTHER EDWIN D. WOOLLEY WANTS HIM ON THE OTHER SIDE AND 
THE ANSWER WAS THAT WE HAVE MADE CERTAIN PROMISES TO HIM THAT HE IS CLINGING TO. 
FINALLY THE QUESTION WAS ASKED, 'HASN'T BRO. WOOLLEY SORE ONE ELSE HE CAN USE 
AS WELL AS LORIN?' THE ANSWER WAS, 'YES, BERT. (HENRY ALBERTA WOOLLEY, A SON 
OF EDWIN D. WOOLLEY.) HE IS QUALIFIED AND CAN DO THE WORK.' FINALLY THE PER- 
SONAGE BRO. WOOLLEY DID NOT KNOW DEFINITELY, BUT WHO HE ASSUMED TO BE THE LORD 
JESUS CHRIST, TURNED TO JOSEPH SMITH AND TOLD HIM TO TAKE THIS OTHER MAN AND 
LEAVE BROTHER WOOLLEY HERE. 

JOSEPH SMITH THEN INSTRUCTED BRO. TAYLOR ALONG SIMILAR LINES. JOHN TAYLOR 
THEN WENT AROUND THE BRETHREN OVER TO THE HEAD OF THE BED, AND PLACED HIS HANDS 
ON BRO. WOOLLEY, WHICH HE FELT, AND SAID, 'IT IS ALL RIGHT, LORIN'. LORIN LOOK-
ED UP AND ASKED, 'BOSS, WHO IS THE OTHER PARTY?' AND AS HE LOOKED AROUND WHILE 
ASKING THE QUESTION THE THREE HAD DISAPPEARED. - THEN AS HE LIIKED IN THE DIRECT-
ION OF JOHN TAYLOR, WHOSE HANDS HAD BEEN ON HIS HEAD, HE HAD ALSO DISAPPEARED, 
AND THAT WAS THE END OF THE VISION. 

BROTHER WOOLLEY IMMEDIATELY AROSE AND WAS HEALED. THOSE WHO WERE IN THE 
ROOM SAID THAT THEY FELT THE PRESENCE OF HEAVENLY BEINGS AND HEARD BRO. WOOLLEY 
TALK AND ASK THE QUESTION, BUT THEY DID NOT HEAR THE VOICES OF HEAVENLY BEINGS. 

'AUNT' SALLY MABEY, IN WHOSE HUMBLE HOUSE HE WAS AT THE TIME, SAID, 'WHY 
LORIN, YOU WERE TALKING TO ANGELS.' SHE REJOICED TO THINK OF ANGELS BEING IN 
HER HOUSE. SHE WAS PART CHEROKEE INDIAN." (Items From the Book of  Remembrance  
of Joseph W. Musser, pp. IO,II; also Truth 16:319,320, related May 3, 1929). 

On another occasion in 1932 Joseph Musser reports in his journal: 

"DREAM OF LORIN C. WOOLLEY: OFFICERS WERE AFTER HIM; CALLED FOR HIM IN A 
LOUD DEFIANT TONE. HE RAN IN THE MIDST AND DEFIED THEM AND THEY SHRANK AWAY.' 
(Ibid., p. 210. 

A% 	The dreams cited above are taken from many that are recorded in the Book of 

Remembrance of Joseph Musser. They all indicate a keen desire on Woolley's part for 



prominence among his associates. almost to the point of veneration. In fact, 'Abel- ' 

ley's aspirations did not end with his superiority over the Presidency of the Church. 

Note the following claim: 

"AT THE 1856 MEETING JOHN TAYLOR: 'KINGS AND QUEENS AND THE RULERS OF THE 
EARTH WILL PAY TRIBUTE TO SOME OF YOU AND SOME OF YOUR ASSOCIATES. THOSE WHO 
TAKE PART IN CASTING YOU OUT AND ARE VICIOUS, THEIR NAMES SHALL BE BLOTTED OUT 
FROM THE BOOK OF LIFE." (Ibid, p. 21). 

It should go without saying that no King or Queen or Ruler of the Earth has ever 

even noticed Lorin Woolley or any of his associates, much less paid tribute to them. 

The latter part of this statement is obviously a rebuttal against the Church 

for severing them from fellowship with the Saints. (Seer D. 	C. 8619-12 and Ezra 

2:61-62). With this insight into Wolley's ego and recognizing his anxiety over 

plural marriage and the manifesto it becomes easy to understand why he might perpe-

trate such a fraud as his 1886 commission to perpetuate plural marriage independent 

of the Church. It would seem probable that a dream such as the above might be the 
oft, 

source of this story. Then, as he continually contemplated on it additional details 

were added with the justification that they had been forgotten and re-remembered 

until we have the full blown account as it appeared in 1929. 

It seems strange that devout and intelligent Latter-day Saints have been, and 

are being, led astray by the specious and presumptive claims of Lorin Woolley. The 

position is taken that the Doctrine and Covenants and history of the Church is in-

complete. It is claimed the higher order of things was withheld from the Saints who 

were unable to accept them. Thus Fundamentalists are forced to hide behind a doc-

trine of public subterfuge and inuendo. It is because of their dogged persistence 

in living the laws of Consecration and Plural Marriage that Fundamentalists seem 

willing to close their eyes to the plain statements of continued revelation and 

Church history. They have resorted to a retrenchment in the past, rejecting the 

present course of the Church. 

With their system apparently resting on a series of falsehoods, where are they 



heading? It would seem Fundamentalists would rather believe a lie that appeals to 

their senses, than investigate the truth of the matter. The Apostle Paul stated 

this position so succinctly in his day: 

"THEY SHALL HEAP UNTO THEMSELVES TEACHERS, HAVING ITCHING EARS, AND TURN 
FROM THE TRUTH UNTO FABLES. GIVING HEED TO SEDUCING SPIRITS AND DOCTRINES OF 
DEVILS; SPEAKING LIES IN HYPOCRACY, (etc.)" (I Timothy 4:1-2). 

What spirit could be more "seducing" than one which pretends the Lord sanctions 

illicit plural marriages under the guise of unverifiable secret authority, when the 

right to practice this doctrine has been divinely and ;ublicly withdrawn? Is it any 

wonder that President Joseph Fielding Smith once described Lorin Woolley a "notorious 

liar", and that "all the Woolley's have said is false as Hell itself7" (Truth 2:122). 

The Apostle Paul, under the direction of the Spirit forewarned us: 

"FOR THERE MUST BE ALSO HERESIES AMONG YOCJ, THAT THEY WHICH ARE APPROVED 
MAY BE MADE MANIFEST AMONG YOU." (I Corinthians 11:19). 

Heresies are false doctrines which lead men from the truth and from salvation. 

They are listed, again in Paul's language, among "the works of the flesh"; they gain 

a foothold among men because they "fulfill the lust of the flesh",and those who ad-

here to them "shall not inherit the Kingdom of God." (Galations 5:16-26). 

Speaking of certain members of the true Church ', as it would be established in 

the last days, who would be led astray "because they are taught by the precepts of 

men," Nephi said: 

"AND ALL THOSE WHO PREACH FALSE DOCTRINES, AND ALL THOSE WHO COMMIT WHORE-
DOMS, AND PERVERT THE RIGHT WAY OF THE LORD, WO, WO, WO, BE UNTO THEM, SAITH THE 
LORD GOD ALMIGHTY, FOR THEY SHALL BE THRUST DOWN TO HELL/ 

WO UNTO THEM THAT TURN ASIDE THE JUST FOR A THING OF NAUGHT AND REVILE A- 
GAINST THAT WHICH IS GOOD, AND SAY THAT IT IS OF NO WORTH; FOR THE DAY SHALL 
COME THAT THE LORD GOD WILL SPEEDILY VISIT THE INHABITANTS OF THE EARTH; AND IN 
THAT DAY THAT HEY ARE FULLY RIPE IN INIQUITY THEY SHALL PERISH . . . . 

FOR THE KINGDOM OF THE DEVIL MUST SHAKE, AND THEY WHICH BELONG TO IT MUST 
NEEDS BE STIRRED UP UNTO REPENTANCE, OR THE DEVIL WILL GRASP THEM WITH HIS 
EVERLASTING CHAINS, AND THEY BE STIRRED UP TO ANGER, AND PERISH." (2 Nephi  
28:14-0). 

The Apostle Paul sounded the following timely warning: 



"THIS KNOW ALSO, THAT IN IHE LAST DAYS PERILOUS TIMES SHALL COME. FOR MEN 
SHALL BE LOVERS OF THEIR OWN SELVES, COVETOUS, BOASTERS, PROUD, BLASPHEMERS . 
. . FROM SUCH TURN AWAY. FOR OF THIS SORT ARE THEY WHICH CREEP INTO HOUSES, 
AND LEAD CAPTIVE SILLY WOMEN LADEN WITH SINS, LED AWAY WITH DIVERSE LUSTS, EVER 
LEARNING AND NEVER ABLE TO COME TO THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE TRUTH . . FROM 
SUCH TURN AWAY, FOR THEIR FOLLY SHALL BE MANIFESTED TO ALL MEN .. • 	• 	• 
(2 Timothy 3:1,2,5-9). 

Heber J. Grant virtually confirmed the fulfillment of this prophecy at April 

Conference, 1921. He said 

"I WAS TOLD THAT A PERSON HAD SAID THAT NEITHER HEBER J. GRANT, NOR ANY 
OTHER MAN HAD ANY RIGHT TO SAY THAT AN INDIVIDUAL COULD NOT PERFORM A PLURAL 
MARRIAGE 	THAT IT WOULD TAKE AN ANGEL FROM HEAVEN TO CONVINCE HIM, EVEN IF 
I DID SAY IT --- IT WAS IN VIEW OF THE LIE THAT WAS GOING OUT, AND A DESIRE TO 
PROTECT VIRTUOUS, NOBLE, GOOD GIRLS WHO WERE BEING DECEIVED AND ENTRAPPED INTO 
DOING, WHAT, UNDER THE LAW OF GOD TODAY, AND UNDER THE LAW OF THE LAND, IS 
ADULTERY, THAT I WAS BRANDING THE LIAR." (Messages of the First Presidency, 
vol. 5, pp. 196,197). 

And on another occasion he stated: 

"THE MASTER SAID THAT IN THE LAST DAYS, MANY SHOULD COME IN HIS NAME SAYING, 
'I AM CHRIST,' AND THAT THESE WOULD DECEIVE MANY; THAT MANY FALSE PROPHETS WOULD 
COME WHO WOULD DECEIVE MANY: THAT FALSE CHRISTS AND FALSE PROPHETS WOULD ARISE, 
WOULD SHOW FORTH GREAT SIGNS AND WONDERS, AND WOULD, IF POSSIBLE, DECEIVE THE 
VERY ELECT. THE LORD WARNED US IN THESE DAYS 'IF ANY MAN SHALL SAY UNTO YOU, 
LO HERE IS CHRIST, OR THERE; BELIEVE IT NOT" (Ibid., pp. 328,329). 

Thus in the last days many will pile their evil wares and deceive many. We are 

told also that the situation is not going to get better, but worse: 

"BUT EVIL MEN AND SEDUCERS SHALL WAX WORSE, DECEIVING AND BEING DECEIVED. 
BUT CONTINUE THOU IN THE THINGS WHICH THOU HAST LEARNED AND HAST BEEN ASSURED 
OF, KNOWING OF WHOM THOU MAST LEARNED THEM." (2 Timothy  3:13,14). 

The only safe course to pursue is that marked out by the Lord's servants, each 

in his own time. To reject the Lord's prophets is to reject the Lord himself and 

will lead to apostacy and eternal damnation. Orson Pratt issued the following warn-

ing to some apostates in his day who used some of the same arguments used by present 

day Fundamentalists. 

"'OH,' SAID THEY, 'HERE IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN US AND THEM (APOSTATES OF 
AN EARLIER DAY): WE BELIEVE IN PLURALITY OF WIVES, WE BELIEVE IN THE ORDER OF 
THE CHURCH,' AND SO ON. SAID I , 'DON'T YOU KNOW THAT THE DEVIL WOULD BE VERY 
FOOLISH, IF HE WISHED TO.LEAD ASTRAY MEN WHO HAD BEEN IN THIS CHURCH, WHO HAD 
BEEN TAUGHT FOR YEARS TO BELIEVE IN THE PRINCIPLES YOU BELIEVE IN, IF HE SHOULD 
UNDERTAKE TO LEAD THEM ASTRAY BY TELLING THEM THERE WAS NO TRUTH IN ALL THESE 
THINGS? THE DEVIL CAN ADAPT HIMSELF TO THE BELIEF OF ANY PERSON. IF YOU 
BELIEVED IN PLURALITY HE WOULD MAKE YOU THINK IT WAS ALL RIGHT. IF HE COULD 



GET YOU TO SWALLOW DOWN ONE OR TWO GREAT LIES THAT WOULD AFFECT YOUR DESTRUCT- 
ION, AND WHICH YOU WOULD PREACH AND DESTROY MANY OTHERS, HE WOULD NOT MIND 
HOW MANY TRUTHS YOU WOULD BELIEVE."' (Journal of Discourses, vol. 13, p. 73). 

We conclude this work with the following solemn injunction from the Prophet 

Joseph Smith: 

"0 YE TWELVE! AND ALL SAINTS! PROFIT BY THIS IMPORTANT KEY --- THAT IN 
ALL. YOUR TRIALS, TROUBLES, TEMPTAIONS, AFFLICTIONS, BONDS, IMPRISONMENTS AND 
DEATH, SEE TO IT, THAT YOU DO NOT BETRAY HEAVEN; THAT YOU DO NOT BETRAY JESUS 
CHRIST; THAT YOU DO NOT BETRAY THE BRETHREN; THAT YOU DO NOT BETRAY THE REVELA-
TIONS OF GOD, WHETHER IN THE BIBLE, BOOK OF MORMON, OR DOCTRINE AND COVENANTS, 
OR ANY OTHER THAT WAS OR EVER WILL BE GIVEN AND REVEALED UNTO MAN IN THIS WORLD 
OR THAT WHICH IS TO CAME. YEA, IN ALL YOUR KICKINGS AND FLOUNDERINGS, SEE TO 
IT THAT YOU DO NOT THIS THING, LEST INNOCENT BLOOD BE FOUND IN YOUR SKIRTS, AND 
YOU GO DOWN TO HELL. ALL OTHER SINS ARE NOT TO BE COMPARED TO SINNING AGAINST 
THE HOLY GHOST, AND PROVING TRAITOR TO THY BRETHREN. 

I WILL GIVE UNTO YOU ONE OF THE KEYS OF THE MYSTERIES OF THE KINGDOM. IT 
IS AN ETERNAL PRINCIPLE, THAT HAS EXISTED WITH GOD FROM ALL ETERNITY: THAT MAN 
WHO RISES UP TO CONDEMN OTHERS, FINDING FAULT WITH THE CHURCH, SAYING THAT THEY 
ARE OUT OF THE WAY, WHILE HE HIMSELF IS RIGHTEOUS, THEN KNOW ASSUREDLY, THAT 
THAT MAN IS IN THE HIGH ROAD TO APOSTACY; AND 'IF HE DOES NOT REPENT, WILL APOS-
TATIZE, AS GOD LIVES. 

THIS PRINCIPLE IS AS CORRECT AS THE ONE JESUS PUT FORTH SAYING, THAT HE 
WHO SEEKETH A SIGN IS AN ADULTEROUS PERSON; AND THAT PRINCIPLE IS ETERNAL, UN- 
DEVIATING, AND FIRM AS THE PILLARS OF HEAVEN; FOR WHENEVER YOU SEE A MAN SEEKING 
AFTER A SIGN, YOU MAY SET IT DOWN THAT HE AN ADULTEROUS MAN." (D. H. C. 3:3 8 5).. 

Heber C. Kimball confirmed this same principle. 

"I WILL GIVE YOU A KEY WHICH BROTHER JOSEPH SMITH USED TO GIVE IN NAUVOO. 
HE SAID, THAT THE VERY STEP OF APOSTACY COMMENCED WITH LOSING CONFIDENCE IN THE 
LEADERS OF THIS CHURCH AND KINGDOM, AND THAT WHENEVER YOU DISCERNED THAT SPIRIT, 
YOU MIGHT KNOW THAT IT WOULD LEAD THE POSSESSOR OF IT ON THE ROAD TO APOSTACY." 
(Journal of Discourses, vol. 3, p. 270). 

Shall we follow men who have apostatized and been excommunicated from the Church 

for criticizing and defying its leaders, or shall we follow the Lord's mouthpiece.in 

our day, the President of the restored Church? What think ye? 



• 
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• 



RESUME OF EVIDENCES FOR A "COUNCIL OF SEVEN". 

"THE PRIESTHOOD PROPER IS PRESIDED OVER BY A QUORUM OF SEVEN MEN HOLDING 
THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD, AND FORMING THE PRESIDENCY OF THE SANHEDRIN, 
WHEN ORGANIZED." (Truth, vol. 5, p. 202). 

June, 1829 Council: 	(Supplement, pp. 96,7; A Priesthood Issue, pp. 8 ,9). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 
Oliver Cowdery 
David Whitmer 
Martin Harris 

September 22,23, 1832 Council: 	(Items from the Book of Remembrance, p. 26). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 	 Edward Partridge 
Brigham Young 
	

David Patten 
Heber C. Kimball 
	

Jos. Stockbridge 
Hyrum Smith 

February 27, 1835 Council: 	(Supplement, pp. I04,5). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 	 Bishop Whitney 
Frederick G. Williams 
	3 unnamed Elders 

Sidney Rigdon 

September 19, 1835 Council: 	(Supplement, pp. 105,6). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 	 Frederick G. Williams 
Oliver Cowdery 
	

Sidney Rigdon 
David Whitmer 
	

W. W. Phelps 

September 26, 1835 Council: 	(Supplement, p. 106; Truth, vol. 9, pp. 189-90). 

Joseph Smith, Jr.,, 	 John Whitmer 
Sidney Rigdon 
	

Hyrum Smith 
David Whitmer 
	

Oliver Cowdery 
W. W. Phelps 

March 29, 1836 Council: 	(Supplement, p. 108; A Priesthood Issue, pp. 13,14). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 	 Frederick G. Williams 
	John Whitmer 

Sidney Rigdon 
	

David Whitmer 
Joseph Smith, Sr., 	 Oliver Cowdery 
Hyrum Smith 
	

W. W. Phelps 

September 3, 1837 Council: 	(Supplement, pp. 109,110; Truth, vol. 9 r  p. 190). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 	 Joseph Smith, Sr., 
Sidney Rigdon 	 Hyrrn Smith 
Frederick G. Williams 
	

John Smith 
Oliver Cowdery 



May 4, 1842 council: 	(Supplement, pp. 111,112; A Priesthood Issue, p. 12). 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 
James Adams 
Hyrum Smith 
Newel K. Whitney 

May 26, 18L3 Council: 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 
Hyrum Smith 
Brigham Young 
Heber C. Kimball 

May 28, 1843 Council: 

Joseph Smith, Jr., 
Hyrum Smith 
Brigham Young 
Heber C. Kimball 

April, 1873 Council: 

Brigham Young 
George A. Smith 
Daniel H. Wells 
Lorenzo Snow  

George Miller 
Brigham Young 
Heber C. Kimball 
Willard Richards 

(Supplement, p. 112; A Priesthood Issue, p. 13). 

Willard Richards 
James Adams 
Newel K. Whitney 
William Lair 

(Supplement,  p. 13). 

Willard Richards 
Newel K. Whitney 
James Adams 

(Supplement,  pp. IIO,III; Truth,  2:24, 9:190). 

Brigham Young, Jr., 
Albert Carrington 
John W. Young 
George Q. Cannon 

September 27, 1886 Council: 

John Taylor 
John W. Woolley 
Lorin C. Woolley 
George Q. Cannon 

November, 1932 Council: 

Lorin C. Woolley 
Jos. L. Broadbent 
John Y. Barlow 
Joseph W. Musser  

(Items,  p. 27; A Priesthood Issue, p. 25). 

Joseph F. Smith 
Wilford Woodruff 
Charles H. Wilckins 

'Samuel gateman 

(Items,  p. 27, Keys of the Priesthood.Illus. p. 283). 

Charles F. Zitting 
LeGrand Woolley 
Louis A. Kelsch, Jr. 
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THE "COUNCIL CF SEVEN." 

In connection with the IVA commission to perpetuate plural marriage as alleged 

in the Lorin Woolley story under examination is also the claim to sealing authority 

necessary to administer the principle. This immediately raises the issue of Priest-

hood Presidency for the Lord has declared that only one man on the Earth at a time 

holds the keys of sealing authority and that all sealing ordinances must be admin-

istered under his direction. 

• 	• 	. 	HAVE APPOINTED UNTO MY SFaVANT JOSEPH TO HOLD THIS POWER IN 
THE LAST DAYS, AND THERE TS NEVER BUT ONE ON THE EARTH AT A TIME ON WHOM THIS 
POW FR AND THE KEYS OF THIS PRIESTHOOD ARE CONFERRED. 	. 	. 	(D. & C. 
132:7). 

The person holding this office and authority is termed in the revelations: 

"The President of the High Priesthood of the Church"' or simply "The President of 

the Church." (See: D. & C. 107:65,22; etc.) This is an office and authority which 

Fundamentalism must necessarily claim if it is to administer sealing ordinances out-

side the jurisdiction of the Church. In order to wrest this office and authority 

from the Church Fundamentalists must divest the President of the Church of the seal ,- 

tog keys and claim this authority for themselves. This they do doctrinally by claim- 

the office of President of the Church and the office of President of the rit 

h^od are two separate and distinct offices, the latter holding the sealing 'Keys while 

the former does not. They permit the Church to hold the lesser office of Presidency, 

but claim the office of Priesthood Presidency for themselves through a line of suc-

cession from the Prophet Joseph Smith. 

They allege the two offices were held conjointly and concurrently in the early 

days of the Church, being indistinguishable, but when the Church issued the Manifesto 

in 1890, giving up the practice of plural marriage, the crowning feature of the Gos-

pel, the office of Presidency over Priesthood left the Church.and was secretly trans-

ferred to the Fundamentalist lineage.through the claims of the 1886 meeting. Joseph 

Mussers argues his contention: 



"UNFORTUNATELY A STRONG TRADITION HAS GROWN UP AMONG THE SAINTS, PLACING 
THE CHURCH AS THE HIGHEST ORGANIZATICN --- THE ULTIMATE IN POWER AND AUTHORITY 
IN THE EARTH. UNDER THIS TRADITION THE PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH IN ALL INSTANCES 
IS PRESUMED ALSO TO RE THE PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD, THUS AUTHMATICALLY BECOMING 
GOD'S MOUTHPIECE ON EARTH. BUT THIS CLAIM IS UNSOUND AND IN THE LIGHT OF FACTS 
AND SCRIPTURES CANNOT BE MAINTAINED. THE CLAIM HAS DOUBTLESS RESULTED FROM THE 
FACT THAT BRIGHAM YOUNG, JOHN TAYLOR, AND WILFORD WOODRUFF, WHO IN THEIR RESPECT* 
IVE DAYS EACH BECAME THE PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD BY REASON OF HIS SENIORITY IN 
THE HIGHER ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD WITH WHICH HE WAS ENDOWED UNDER THE HANDS OF 
JOSEPH SMITH, ALSO IN HIS TURN BECOMING PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH. IT IS TRUE 
THESE BREHTREN EACH HELD A DUAL POSITION, BUT THE ONE WAS EVER SUBORDINATE TO 
THE OTHER --- THE PRIESTHOOD RULED. SINCE THE DAY OF WILFORD WOODRUFF THE DUAL 
POSITIONS HAVE NOT BEEN HELD, THE PRESIDENT OF THE PRIESTHOOD BEING SEPARATE AND 
APART FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH."' (A Priesthood Issue, p. 4). 

With the two offices thus allegedly separated Fundamentalist doctrinarian Joseph 

Musser can begin spinning his web of priesthood intrigue: 

"LET US ASK BY WHAT AUTHORITY THE CHURCH WAS ORGANIZED? DID THE CHURCH SET 
UP THE PRIESTHOOD, OR DID THE PRIESTHOOD ORGANIZE THE CHURCH? CERTAINLY THE 
ORGANIZING POWER IS GREATER THAN THAT WHICH IS ORGANIZED. THE BUILDER OF A 
HOUSE IS GREATER THAN THE HOUSE. THE PRIESTHOOD MAY ORGANIZE AND DISORGANIZE 
AT THE WILL OF GOD, AND THE CHURCH IS ONE OF ITS CREATURES." (ibid., p. 4). 

(Note: Certainly the power to organize the Church preceded its organization. 

This in no way means, however, that it was the beginnings of a Fundamentalist "Coun-

cil of Seven" that did the organizing. It was the two recipients. of priesthood con- 

fereal in 1829 --- Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery --- that organized the Church. 

The priesthood then received its organization within the structure of the Church as 

offices in the priesthood were instituted. (See D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 39-41,60-61). 

Since the office of "President of Priesthood" is alleged to be greater than the 

office of "President of the Church" Fundamentalists claim it holds power and author-

ity never delegated to the Church. 

"BRIGHAM YOUNG IS CREDITED WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT, WHICH IS SOUND 
DOCTRINE (FOUND IN PART IN J. D., 9:87): 

'THERE ARE IN THE CHURCH TWO PRIESTHOODS, NAMELY, THE MELCHIZEDEK AYD THE 
AARONIC, INCLUDING THE LEVITICAL PRIESTHOOD (D. & C., 107:1). BUT THERE IS 
ADDITIONAL PRIESTHOOD THAT HAS NEVER BEEN DELEGATED TO THE CHURCH. THE LORD 
HIMSELF HANDLES THIS PRIESTHOOD AND GIVES IT TO WHOM AND WHEN HE PLEASES. MAN 
DOES NOT CALL ANOTHER MAN TO THIS ORDER, NEITHER DOES MAN SECURE IT BY THE RE-
QUEST OR SELECTION OF ANY MAN ON EARTH. THE CALL COMES BY MESSENGER FROM HEAVEN +I% 	
REQUESTING DESIGNATED INDIVIDUALS INTO THE HOUSE OF GOD (AND IT IS WHAT IS KNOWN 
TO LATTER DAY SAINTS AS THE SECOND ANOINTING), PREPARATORY TO RECEIVING THE 
SECOND COMFORTER. WHICH COMPLETES THEIR ORDINATION."' (A Priesthood Issue, p. 8). 



(Note: This quotation is found nowhere in Church history so Joseph Musser, of 

courses  can give no reference. This is an example of the lengths Fundamentalists 

will go to vindicate a doctrine that stands without basis.) 

In light of the above the Lorin Woolley story of the 1886 meeting was subse- 

quently included as a single link in a total doctrine of Priesthood Presidency which 

first appeared in print im 1934. (See: Broadbent and Musser, Supplement to the New 

and Everlasting Covenant.of Marriage, pp. 91-121.. Also amplified in Truth  magazine.) 

This Priesthood Presidency was alleged to be comprised of a Council of seven "presid-

ing High Priest Apostles." (This is a term found nowhere in church history, but that 

doesnit seem to deter the authors). This "Council of Seven" is further alleged to 

form the presidency of a larger council of seventy members patterned after the Jew-

ish "Sanhedrim". Joseph Musser writes: 

"THE PRIESTHOOD PROPER IS PRESIDED OVER BY A QUORUM OF SEVEN KEN HOLDING 
THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD, AND FORMING THE PRESIDENCY OF THE SANHEDRIN, 
WHEN ORGANIZED." (Truth,  vol. 5, p. 202). 

"THE FIRST ORGANIZATION IS THAT OF PRIESTHOOD, THE SUBJECT UNDER DISCUSSION. 
PRIESTHOOD IS GOD'S POWER AND AUTHORITY. IT FUNCTIONS INDEPENDENT OF ALL OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONS. IT IS IN ESSENCE A TLEOCRACY, BEING GOVERNED FROM ABOVE. THE 
PRIESTHOOD, WHEN FULLY ORGANIZED, WILL BE COMPREHENDED IN WHAT WAS ANCIENTLY 
CALLED THE SANHEDRIN. THIS BODY, CONSISTING OF SEVENTY MEMBERS (SEVENTY-ONE, 
WITH CHRIST THE HEAD), IS PRESIDED OVER BY SEVEN MEN; AND THE VOICE OF THE COUN- 
CIL OF SEVEN, WHEN IN ORDER, IS THE VOICE OF GOD TO HIS CHILDREN ON EARTH." 
(Truth,  vol..7, - p. 61). 

Joseph Musser has apparently combed through the Scriptures and History of the 

Church in order to find supposed substantiation for such a priesthood body. It is 

the intent of this section to thoroughly examine and investigate his "evidence." 

(Note: It seems very likely that the doctrine of a "Council of Seven" was de-

veoped in 1933 - 314 in rebuttal to the Official Statement of the First Presidency 

printed in the Deseret News Church Section, June 17, 1933.. This statement reviewed 

the history of plural marriage in the Church, Fundamentalist claims to continue the 

practice of plural marriage and the Church's doctrine on succession of the sealing 

keys. (See: Messages of the First Presidency, vol. 5, pp. 316-330). This article 

seems to have caused a furor in Fundamentalist circles and a resultant flurry of 



books on the subject of Priesthood. Lorin Woolley was on his deathbed at this time, 

4011. 	being very sick, and may not have either sanctioned or been aware of this doctrine. 

There is no indication of any "council of Seven" doctrine in the standard Lorin C. 

'Woolley± statement of 1929. There is likewise no such doctrine in any Fundamentalist 

publication prior to the June 17, 1933 statement. Could this doctrine have been 

formulated by Joseph Musser and his colleagues to answer an attack on their claims 

which were not sufficiently developed to answer the question of priesthood succes-

sion2) 

Fundamentalists claim their "higher order of Priesthood" was conferred on Jos-

eph Smith and Oliver Cowdery by Peter, James and John in 1829 when the restored the 

Melchizedek Priesthood. 

"JOSEPH SMITH AND OLIVER COWDERY RECEIVED, NOT ONLY THE PRIESTHOOD OF MEL-
CHIZEDEK, BUT THE ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD THAT COMPREHENDS ALL POWER AS PREVIOUSLY 
EXPLAINED --- THE PRIESTHOOD THAT EMBRACES THE APOSTOLIC CALLING." (A Priest-
hood Issue, p. 8). 

Holding this higher order of priesthood it is claimed that Joseph Smith, Oliver 

Cowdery and others could and did function without a Church organization. 

"THIS PRIESTHOOD GROUP BEGAN TO FUNCTION WITH JOSEPH SMITH, ITS READ, OLIVER 
COWDERY AND DAVID WHITHER, AS EARLY AS JUNE, 1829. TO JOSEPH --- AS TO MOSES 
OF OLD --- HAD BEEN ENTRUSTED THE'KEYS OF TIE PRIESTHOOD; OLIVER AND DAVID WERE 
ORDAINED APOSTLES OF JESUS CHRIST AND GIVEN THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM, AT THAT 
TIME, AND LONG BEFORE THE ORGANIZATION OF THE CHURCH IN APRIL, 1830," (Supple-
ment to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage, p. 96). 

"FIRST, THEN, JOSEPH SMITH AND OLIVER COWDERY WERE ENDOWED WITH THE PRIEST-
HOOD --- THE AARONIC AND THEN THE MELCHIZEDEK. THIS WAS ALL DOME BEFORE THE 
CHURCH WAS ORGANIZED. THE PRIESTHOOD FIRST FUNCTIONED IN JOSEPH SMITH AND OLI-
VER COWDERY AND, LATER IN OTHERS. THE 'GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM' WAS PREACHED, 
CONVERTS WERE BAPTIZED AND THE GIFT OF THE HOLY GHOST BESTOWED, STILL NO CHURCH 
ORGANIZATION, ACCORDING TO THE LAWS OF THE LAND, WAS IN EXISTENCE. THE PRIEST-
HOOD COULD AND DID FUNCTION WITHOUT THE CHURCH. 	. 	BUT THE TIME CAME, 
WHEN FURTHER ORGANIZATIONS WERE NEEDED IN ORDER TO ADVANCE THE WORK MORE RAP- 
IDLY. . 	. 	. THE CHURCH, WITH ITS COMPLEMENT OF AUXILIARY HELPS, WAS THE 
ADDITIONAL TOOL THE PRIESTHOOD REQUIRED AT THAT TIME. IT WAS ACCORDINGLY OR-
GANIZED WITH SIX MEMBERS, JOSEPH AND OLIVER BECOMING THE FIRST AND SECOND 
ELDERS (ITS LEADERS) RESPECTIVELY. LATER (MARCH, 1833), TO FURTHER FACILITATE 
THE WORK, THE CHURCH WAS GIVEN A FIRST PRESIDENCY. 

J.1-11bi JOSEPH SMITH, WHO BY RIGHT OF PREVIOUS ORDINATION AND APPOINTMENT UNDER 
THE HANDS OF PETER, JAMES AND JOHN, BECAME PRESIDENT OR HEAD OF PRIESTHOOD, 
WAS VERY PROPERLY CHOSEN AS PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, HENCE OFFICIATING IN DUAL 
POSITIONS, THE LATTER SUBORDINATE TO THE FORMER. HENCE, JOSEPH SMITH AS PRESI- 



DENT OF THE CHURCH RECEIVED INSTRUCTTONS FROM JOSEPH SMITH AS PRESIDEAT OF 
PRIESTHOOD. 	. 	. 	." (A Priesthood Issue,  pp. 5,6). 

Let us carefully investigate this double doctrine of priesthood office, for 

upon it rests the very basis of the Fundamentalist contention. First the general 

authority, including the keys, of the two priesthoods were restored. There is no 

mention of offices ("High Priest" Apostle, or otherwise) as they were an after con-

sideration. That is, the offices in the Priesthood were restored in connection with 

the Church, being functionally interconnected with its organization. President 

Joseph F. Smith instructs us: 

"THERE IS NOTHING SAID HERE ABOUT THE OFFICES OF THIS PRIESTHOOD. THEY WERE 
AN AFTER CONSIDERATION. I WILL REMARK HERE THAT THE PRIESTHOOD IS GREATER THAN 
THE OFFICES THAT GREW OUT OF IT, AND ARE MERE APPENDAGES TO IT, 'ALL OTHER 
AUTHORITIES CR OFFICES IN THE CHURCH ARE APPENDAGES TO THIS PRIESTHOOD' (D. k C. 
107:5) --- MEANING THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD. BUT THERE ARE TWO DIVISIONS OR 
GRAND HEADS (NOT THREE, NOR MANY); ONE IS THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD AND THE 
OTHER IS THE AARONIC OR LEVITICAL PRIESTHOOD (Ibid,. v. 6). THE OFFICES IN THE 
PRIESTHOOD ARE NECESSARY APPENDAGES THEREOF --- FOR THE PURPOSES OF ORDER AND 
GOVERNMENT, AND THE DUTIES OF THESE SEVERAL OFFICES ARE DEFINED IN THE REVELA-
TIONS AND LAWS AND COMMANDMENTS OF GOD." (Gospel Doctrine, p. 193). 

The Fundamentalist claim of offices preceeding the organization of the Church 

is based on wishful thinking. They were apparently influenced by•the following ac-

count of David Whitmer as evidence for their contention: 

"III THIS MONTH ( JTTE, 1829) I WAS BAPTIZED, CONFIRMED, AND ORDAINED AN 
ELDER IN THE CHURCH OF CHRIST BY BRO. JOSEPH SMITH. PREVIOUS TO THIS, JOSEPH 
SMITH AND OLIVER COWDERY HAD BAPTIZED, CONFIRMED AND ORDAINED EACH OTHER TO THE 
OFFICE OF AN ELDER IN THE CHURCH OF CHRIST. I WAS THE THIRD PERSON BAPTIZED 
INTO THE CHURCH. IN AUGUST, 1829, WE BEGAN TO PREACH THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST. 
THE FOLLOWING SIT ELDERS HAD THEN BEEN ORDAINED: JOSEPH SMITH, OLIVER COWDERY, 
PETER WHITMER, SAMUEL H. SMITH, HYRUM SMITH AND MYSELF. THE BOOK OF MORMON WAS 
STILL IN THE HANDS OF THE PRINTER, BUT MY BROTHER CHRISTIAN WHITMER, HAD COPIED 
FROM THE MANUSCRIPT THE TEACHINGS AND DOCTRINES OF CHRIST, BEING THE THINGS' 
WHICH WE WERE COMMANDED TO PREACH. WE PREACHED, BAPTIZED AND CONFIRMED MEMBERS 
INTO THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, FROM AUGUST, 1829, UNTIL APRIL 6TH 1830, BEING EIGHT 
MONTHS IN WHICH WHICH TIME WE HAD PROCEEDED RIGHTLY; THE OFFICERS IN THE CHURCH 
BEING ELDERS, PRIESTS AND TEACHERS. 

NOW WHEN APRIL 6TH 1830, HAD COME, le/E HAD THEN ESTABLISHED THREE BRANCHES 
OF THE 'CHURCH OF CHRIST,' IN WHICH THREE BRANCHES WERE ABOUT SEVENTY MEMBERS; 
ONE BRANCH WAS AT FAYETTE, N. Y., ONE AT MANCHESTER, N. Y., AND ONE AT COLES-
VILLE, PA." (Whitmer, An Address to all Believers  in Christ,  Richmond, Mis-
souri, 1887, pp. 32,33). 

This statement was not written until just before David 'Whitener's death in 1836. 
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Apparently his memory was beginning to fail him as to details of early Church history 



- events which had occurred 58 years earlier. He is in error in stating that he 

ink) was "the third person baptized into the Church." Samuel Smith was the third, being 

baptized in May, 1829, while Hyrum Smith, David Whither and Peter Whither, Jr., were 

not baptized until June, 1829. (See: D.  H. C., vol. I, pp. 144,51). 

David Whitener is also in error when he states that they "confirmed members into 

the Church of Christ from August, 1829 until April 6, 1830." Whitener is mistaken 

when he lists the membership of the then unorganized Church as being 70 persons. 

This number was not reached until October, 1830. (See: D. H. C. vol. I, pp. 76,77).  

If Joseph Smith, Oliver Cowdery, David Whither and Martin Harris were ordained 

to the office of "High Priest" Apostle prior to the organization of the Church why 

does David Whitener not mention that fact in the above cited account? He mentions 

only "Elders, Priests and Teachers". He made no claim to any such authority in the 

Church he organized after the Prophet's death. The "Ensign of Liberty," a monthly 

4.11 publication setting forth his claims to Priesthood makes no mention of any such order 

of Priesthood. (See: Ensign of Liberty, vols. 1-6, Utah State Historical Society, 

Salt Lake City, Utah.) 

If Martin Harris were a "High Priest" Apostle who together with Joseph Smith, 

Oliver Cowdery and David Whither "organized the Church" why was he not present on the 

day of its organization? Why was he not one of the original six members? Further, 

why did the Lord attempt to organize a Church with a "Council of Seven" that was only 

partially organized? Why run with the ball before the whole team is on the field? 

This alleged proceedure doesn't make plausible history or good sense. 

David Whither claims they ordained "Elders, Priests and Teachers" from August, 

1829 until April 6, 1830. This would have been going contrary to the instructions 

given the Prophet and contradicts his account of Church history. Going back to the 

restoration of the Aaronic Priesthood on May 15, 1829 Joseph Smith reports: 

"THE MESSENGER WHO VISITED US ON THIS OCCASION, AND CONFERRED THIS PRIEST-
HOOD UPON US, SAID THAT HIS NAME WAS JOHN, THE SAME THAT IS CALLED JOHN THE 
BAPTIST IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, AND THAT HE ACTED UNDER THE DIRECTION OF PETER, 



JAMES AND JOHN WHO HELD THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD OF MELCHIZEDEK, WHICH PRIEST 
HOOD HE SAID WOULD IN DUE TIME BE CONFERRED ON US, AND THAT I SHOULD BE CALLED 
THE FIRST ELDER OF THE CHURCH, AND HE (OLIVER COWDERY) THE SECOND. IT WAS ON 
THE I5TH DAY OF MAY, 1829, THAT WE WERE ORDAINED UNDER THE HAND OF THIS MESSEN-
GER AND BAPTIZED."' (D. H. C.,  vol. I, pp. 2.10,41). 

The Prophet reports further instruction in this regards 

"WE NOW BECAME ANXIOUS TO HAVE THAT PROMISE REALIZED TO US, WHICH THE ANGEL 
THAT CONFERRED UPON US THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD HAD GIVEN US, VIZ., THAT PROVIDED 
WE CONTINUED FAITHFUL, WE SHOULD ALSO HAVE THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD, WHICH 
HOLDS THE AUTHORITY OF THE LAYING ON OF HANDS FOR THE GIFT OF THE HOLY GHOST 
. 	. 	THE WORD OF THE LORD CAME TO US IN THE CHAMBER, COMMANDING US THAT I 
SHOULD ORDAIN OLIVER COWDERY TO BE AN ELDER IN THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST; AND 
THAT HE SHOULD ALSO ORDAIN ME TO THE SAME OFFICE; AND THEN TO ORDAIN OTHERS, AS 
IT SHOULD BE MADE KNOWN UNTO US FROM TIME TO TIME. WE WERE, HOWEVER, CCVMANDED 
TO DEFER THIS OUR ORDINATION UNTIL SUCH TIMES AS IT SHOULD BE PRACTICABLE TO 
HAVE OUR BRETHREN, WHO HAD BEEN AND WHO SHOULD BE BAPTIZED, ASSEMBLED TOGETHER, 
WHEN WE MUST HAVE THEIR SANCTION TO OUR THUS PROCEEDING TO ORDAIN EACH OTHER, 
AND HAVE THEM DECIDE BY VOTE WHETHER THEY WERE WILLING TO ACCEPT US AS SPIRITUAL 
TEACHERS OR NOT. 	. 	. 	." 	H. C., vol. I r  pp. 60,61). 

The Lord soon restored the Melchizedek Priesthood (See: D. &.C. 18:9 given in 

June, 1829), and "pointed out the precise day" the Church should be organized. (Seer 

D. &.C. 20:1). The Prophet reports the fulfillment of this divine instruction: 

"WHILST THE BOOK OF MORMON WAS IN THE HANDS OF THE PRINTER, WE STILL CONTIN- 
UED TO BEAR TESTIMONY AND GIVE INFORMATION, AS FAR AS WE HAD. OPPORTUNITY; AND 
ALSO MADE KNOWN TO OUR BRETHREN THAT WE HAD RECEIVED A COMMANDMENT TO ORGANIZE 
THE CHURCH; AND ACCORDINGLY WE MET TOGETHER FOR THAT PURPOSE, AT THE HOUSE OF 
MR. PETER WHITMER, SEN., (BEING SIX IN NUMBER) ON TUESDAY, THE SIXTH DAY OF 
APRIL, A. D., ONE THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED AND THIRTY. HAVING OPENED THE MEETING 
BY SOLEMN PRAYER TO OUR HEAVENLY FATHER, WE PROCEEDED, ACCORDING TO PREVIOUS 
COMMANDMENT, TO CALL ON OUR BRETHREN TO KNOW WHETHER THEY ACCEPTED US AS THEIR 
TEACHERS IN THE THINGS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD, AND WHETHER THEY WERE SATISFIED 
THAT WE SHOULD PROCEED AND BE ORGANIZED AS A CHURCH ACCORDING TO SAID COMMAND-
KENT WHICH WE HAD RECEIVED. TO THESE SEVERAL PROPOSITIONS THEY CONSENTED BY A 
UNANIMOUS VOTE. I THEN LAID MY HANDS UPON OLIVER COWLERY, AND ORDAINED HIM AN 
ELDER OF THE 'CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS; ' AFTER WHICH, HE 
ORDAINED ME ALSO TO THE OFFICE OF AN ELDER OF SAID CHURCH. WE THEN TOOK BREAD, 
BLESSED IT, AND BRAKE IT WITH THEM; ALSO WINE, BLESSED IT, AND DRANK IT WITH 
THEM. WE THEN LAID OUR HANDS ON EACH INDIVIDUAL MEMBER OF THE CHURCH PRESENT, 
THAT THEY MIGHT RECEIVE THE GIFT OF THE HOLY GHOST. . 

WE NOW PROCEEDED TO CALL OUT AND ORDAIN SOME OTHERS OF THE BRETHREN TO 
DIFFERENT OFFICES OF THE PRIESTHOOD, ACCORDING AS THE SPIRIT MANIFESTED TO US. 

. 	• " (D. H.  C., vol. 1, pp. 77-79). 

Fundamentalism makes all this a sham and mockery by claiming that offices in 

priesthood can exist outside of the Church organization and that Joseph and Oliver 

were ordained to lesser offices in the Church after purportedly being ordained to 
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the higher office of "High Priest" Apostle by Peter, Janes and John in 1829. Their 

doctrine seems confused on this issue for later they claim the Offices of "First 

Elder" and "Second Elder" are the two ranking offices in their "Council of Seven" 

with the "Second Elder" having first rights of succession to the "Presidency of 

Priesthood". 

"A CONCRETE EXAMPLE OF THE OPERATIONS OF THIS PRIESTLY ORDER (THE COUNCIL OF 
SEVEN) --- AND A BEAUTIFUL EXAMPLE, TOO --- IS FOUND IN THE ACCESSION OF BRIGHAM 
YOUNG TO THE LEADERSHIP OF THE CHURCH AFTER THE MARTYRDOM OF THE PROPHETS JOSEPH 
AND HYRUM. IT WILL BE REMEMBERED THAT OLIVER COWDERY HAD STOOD NEXT TO JOSEPH 
IN THE PRIESTHOOD. HE WAS GIVEN THE PRIESTHOOD, AND ORDAINED AN APOSTLE OF JESUS 
CHRIST, WITH THE PROPHET. HE WAS THE SECOND ELDER, JOSEPH BEING THE FIRST. THE 
PRIESTHOOD BEGAN TO FUNCTION IN THESE TWO MEN. OLIVER, THROUGH TRANSGRESSION, 
FELL FROM HIS POSITION, AND LATER HYRUM SMITH WAS ELEVATED TO IT. (SEC. 124: 
94-96). THIS PLACED HYRUM NEXT TO JOSEPH IN PRIESTHOOD AUTHORITY . 	• 	• 
THE "ONE MAN" THAT PRESIDES OVER THIS ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD, AND HENCE POSSESSES 
THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD, INCLUDING, OF COURSE, THE SEALING ORDINANCES, IS THE 
WORTHY SENIOR MEMBER, BY ORDINATION, OF THAT ORDER. HIS SUCCESSOR, IN THE EVENT 
OF DEATH, WILL BE HE WHO IS DESIGNATED OF THE LORD, AS THE "SECOND ELDER." 
(D. Py C., 124:94-96). IN THE EVENT OF THE DEATH OF THE "SECOND ELDER", AS IN 
THE CASE OF HYRUM FALLING WITH JOSEPH, THE KEYS AUTOMATICALLY FALL UPON THE NEXT 
IN WORTHY SENIORITY, AS IN THE CASE MENTIONED, THEY FELL UPON BRIGHAM YOUNG, WHO 
HAD PREVIOUSLY BEEN INDUCTED INTO THAT ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD "THROUGH THE MED-
IUM OF MINE ANOINTED", JOSEPH SMITH, AFTER HAVING BEEN DESIGNATED BY THE LORD 
DIRECT THROUGH JOSEPH. THUS BRIGHAM YOUNG INHERrIED, BY REASON OF HIS SENIORITY 
IN ORDINATION --- AND BEING WORTHY, MIND Y OU --- THE KEYS OF PRIESTHOOD. THEY 
DID NOT COME TO HIM BY REASON OF HIS BEING PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, --- FOR THAT 
OFFICE HAD NOT BEEN FILLED --- NEITHER DID THEY COME TO HIM AS PRESIDENT OF THE 
QUORUM OF TWELVE, ANOTHER AFFENDAGE . ORGANIZATION. 

THUS THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD DESCEND EITHER TO THE ONE DESIGNATED AS THE 
"SECOND ELDER", AS OLIVER AND HYRUM WERE IN THEIR ORDER (124:94-96) OR THE WOR-
THY SENIOR IN ORDINATION. AND THIS MAN IS THE "ONE MAN" APPOINTED OF THE LORD 
TO HOLD THE KEYS OF HIS PRIESTHOOD ON EARTH. AND THIS "ONE MAN" IS THE MOUTH-
PIECE OF GOD TO HIS CHILDREN AS WELL AS TO THE CHURCH AND KINGDOM." (Supplement 
to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage,  pp. 114,120). 

This is a confused doctrine because the office of "First Elder" is the office 

Joseph received to preside over the Church the day it was organized. Further, Funda-

mentalists have claimed Joseph was the senior member of their partial "Council of 

Seven", being senior "High Priest" Apostle by virtue of an ordination he received 

from Peter, James and John in June, 1829. (See above). It would seem the office of 

"First Elder" is the presiding office in the Priesthood, as Joseph Musser claims, 

but it is also the office of Church Presidency conferred on him by Oliver Cowdery. 

(See: D.  & C., 20:2,3). 
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COM/..ANEMENTS WTRE GIVEN TO JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., WHO WAS CALLED OF GOD, 
AND ORDAINED AN APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST, TO BE THE FIRST ELDER OF THIS CHURCH; 
AND TO OLIVER CC6DERY, WHO WAS ALSO CALLED OF GOD, AN APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST, 
TO RE THE SECOND ELDER OF niis CHURCH, AND ORDAINED UHUER HIS HAND." (D. ,!; C.  
20:2,3). 

Thus Joseph Smith was ordained "First Elder of this Church" by Oliver Cowdery 

on April 6, 1330, and not to some alleged higher Priesthood office prior to this 

tire. The same is also true for the office of "Second Elder". An independent has 

recently published a book in which he tries to harmonize this disparity. He postu-

lates a double doctrine of "First and Second Eldership", one for the Priesthood and 

one for the Church. He fails,, however, to supply any valid documentation for such an 

hypothesis. (See: Bishop, Keys  of the Priesthood, Illustrated,  1971, pp. 51-53). 

It is interesting to note that the reason two Elders were ordained to preside 

over the Church the day it was organized is in response to the requirements of the 

state of New York concerning "Religious Societies, How Incorporated": 

"III. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, THAT IT SHALL BE LAWFUL FOR THE MALE PER-
SONS OF FULL AGE, BELONGING TO ANY OTHER CHURCH, CONGREGATION OR RELIGIOUS SOC-
IETY, NOW OR HEREAFTER TO BE ESTABLISHED IN THIS STATE, AND NOT ALREADY INCOR- 
PORATED, TO' ASSEMBLE AT THE CHURCH MEETING-HOUSE, OR OTHER PLACE WHERE THEY 
STATEDLY ATTEND FOR DIVINE WORSHIP, AND, BY PLURALITY OF VOICES, TO ELECT ANY 
NUMBER OF DISCREET PERSONS OF THEIR CHURCH, CONGREGATION OR SOCIETY, NOT LESS 
THAN THREE, NOR EXCEEDING NINE IN NUMBER, AS TRUSTEES, TO TAKE THE CHARGE OF 
THE ESTATE AND PROPERTY BELONGING THERETO, AND TRANSACT ALL AFFAIRS RELATIVE TO 
THE TEMPORALITIES THEREOF; AND THAT AT SUCH ELECTION, EVERY MALE PERSON OF FULL 
AGE, WHO HAS STATEDLY WORSHIPPED WITH SUCH CHURCH, CONGREGATION OR SOCIETY, AND 
HAS FORMERLY BEEN CONSIDERED AS BELONGING THERETO, SHALL BE ENTITLED TO VOTE, 
. 	. THAT ON THE SAID DAY OF ELECTION, TWO OF THE ELDERS OR CHURCH WARDENS, 
AND IF THERE BE NO SUCH OFFICERS, THEN TWO OF THE MEMBERS OF THE SAID CHURCH, 
CONGREGATION OR SOCIETY, TO BE NOMINATED BY A MAJORITY OF THE MEMBERS PRESENT, 
SHALL PRESIDE AT SUCH ELECTION, RECEIVE THE VOTES OF THE ELECTORS, BE THE JUDGES 
OF THE QUALIFICATIONS OF SUCH ELECTORS, AND THE OFFICERS TO RETURN THE NAMES OF 
THE PERSONS WHO, BY PLURALITY OF VOICES, SHALL BE ELECTED TO SERVE AS TRUSTEES 
FOR THE SAID CHURCH, CONGREGATION OR SOCIETY." (Laws of the State of New York, 
1813, vol. 2, p. 214). 

Thus, it took from three to nine members (The Prophet used the median number of 

six) and two Elders which the Prophet also complied with. All the doctrine of First 

and Second Eldership means is two Elders were required to run the Church, one to have 

precedence over the other as a presiding Elder. All the involved Fundamentalist 

doctrine of "First" and "Second" Eldership in their alleged "Council of Seven" is 



presumption built on this basic requirement of the laws of the State of New. York. 

This is an extremely important item in Fundamentalist circles, for their once united 

group split into two contending factions over its validity. Following the doctrine 

of 193h cited above Joseph Musser called Dr. Rulon Allred and anointed him "Second 

Elder" with rights of succession to the presidency ahead of the basic "Council of 

Seven." This action was contested by the established Council membert with long-

standing tenure and a schism developed which ended in separation. It is interesting 

that this controversy should develop over a doctrine that admittedly belongs to the 

Church organization and, therefore would not Logically apply to their purported 

Priesthood Council. 

This order of two Elders presiding over the Church, by virtue of their Eldership 

only existed in the Church for less than two years.and was replaced with the office of 

"President of the High Priesthood of the Church." Until June, 1831, the highest ofw 

Amos 	fice in the Church was Elder. On June 6, 1831 at a geneeal Conference held at Kirt- 

land, Ohio the first High Priests were ordained. 

"BROTHER LYMAN WIGHT, JOHN MURDOCK, REYNOLDS CAHOON, HARVEY WHITLOCK AND 
HYRUM SMITH WERE ORDAINED TO THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD (i. e., to the office of High 
Priest) UNDER THE HANDS OF BROTHER JOSEPH SMITH, JR. 

BROTHERS PARLEY P. PRATT, THOMAL B. MARSH, ISAAC MORLEY, EDWARD PARTRIDGE, 
JOSEPH WAKEFIELD, MARTIN HARRIS, EZRA THAYER, EZRA BOOTH (DENIED THE FAITH), 
JOHN CORRILL, SAMUEL SMITH, SOLOMON HANCOCK, SIMEON CARTER, WHEELER BALDWIN, 
JACOB SCOTT (DENIED THE FAITH), JOSEPH SMITH, SR., JOHN WHITMER, JOSEPH SMITH, 
JR., AND SIDNEY RIGDON WERE ORDAINED TO THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD UNDER THE HAND OF 
BROTHER LYMAN WIGHT. JOHN WHITMER, CLERK."' (The Far West Record, June 3, 3831). 

With the addition of the office of High Priest in the Church the nature of the 

presiding office in the Church must take on expanded dimensions. Joseph must now 

preside over the Church as First, or Presiding High Priest instead of First Elder. 

(See: D. H. C., vol. 2, p. 276). In 1835, in explaining the High Priesthood, the 

Lord revealed: 

"WHEREFORE, IT MUST NEEDS RE THAT ONE BE APPOINTED OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD TO 
PRESIDE OVER THE PRIESTHOOD, AND HE SHALL BE CALLED PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIEST-
HOOD OF TIE CHURCH; OR IN OTHER WORDS, THE PRESIDING HIGH PRIEST OVER THE HIGH 
PRIESTHOOD OF THE CHURCH. (D. 	C., 107:65,66; see also 107:9,22,91,92). 

IPS 



About seven months after the first High Priests were ordained Joseph Smith re-

OP) eeived a revelation calling him to the Presidency of the High Priesthood: 

"AND UNTO THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD I HAVE GIVEN 
AUTHORITY TO JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., TO PRESIDE WITH ASSISTANCE OF HIS COUNSELORS 
OVER ALL CONCERNS OF THE CHURCH. WHEREFORE, STAND YE FAST, CLAIM YOUR PRIEST-
HOOD IN AUTHORITY, YET MEEKNESS,' AND I AM ABLE TO MAKE YOU ABOUND AND BE FAITH-
FUL, AND YOU SHALL NEVER FALL, FOR UNTO YOU I HAVE GIVEN THE KEYS OF THE KING-
DOM. AND IF YOU TRANSGRESS NOT, THEY SHALL NEVER BE TAKEN FROM YOU. WHEREFORE, 
FEED MY SHEEP. EVEN SO, AMEN." (Unpublished revelation given January 7, 1832, 
Newell K. Whitney  Papers B. Y. U., Library, Special Collections). 

The setting apart of Joseph Smith to the office of "President of the High Priest-

hood of the Church" was accomplished a a conference held at Amherst, Ohio, on the 25th 

of January, 1832. The Prophet refers to this in a meeting held in Missouri in April, 

1832. He writes: 

"ON THE 26TH, I CALLED A GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH AND WAS ACKNOWLEDGED 
AS THE PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD, ACCORDING TO A PREVIOUS ORDINATION AT A 
CONFERENCE OF HIGH PRIESTS, ELDERS AND MEMBERS, HELD AT AMHERST OHIO, ON THE 
25TH OF JANUARY, I832."' (D.  H. C.,  vol. I, p. 267; see also D. & C.  82 super-
script; see also The Far West Record,  April 26, 1832). 

William E. M'Lellin, one of the Elders who attended the Amherst Conference, 

later wrote: 

"DURING THE WINTER ABOUT THE IST OF JANUARY (1832), I ATTENDED ANOTHER GEN-
ERAL CONFERENCE IN AMHERST, LORAIN COUNTY, OHIO: AT WHICH FOR THE FIRST TIME 
IN THE CHURCH JOSEPH WAS APPOINTED AND ORDAINED UNDER THE HANDS OF S. RIGDON 
TO THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE WHOLE CHURCH, AS THEY PROFESSED TO BE DIRECTED 
OF THE LORD; WHICH WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BY THE WHOLE CONFERENCE." (Ensign  of Lib-
erty, vol. I, no. 5, p. 61). 

Orson Pratt, another of the Elders that attended this conference recorded the 

following information in his journal: 

"I THEN RETURNED TO HIRAM, UNITED IN THE MINISTRY WITH ELDER LYMAN E. JOHN-
SON, AND STARTED FOR LORAIN COUNTY, OHIO, WHERE WE PREACHED IN THE REGIONS A-
ROUND, UNTIL THE GENERAL CONFERENCE HELD AT AMHERST, LORAIN COUNTY, ON THE 25TH 
OF JANUARY (1832). AT THIS CONFERENCE, THE PROPHET JOSEPH WAS ACKNOWLEDGED 
PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD, AND HANDS WERE LAID ON HIM BY ELDER SIDNEY 
RIGDON, WHO SEALED UPON HIS HEAD THE BLESSINGS WHICH HE HAD FORMERLY RECEIVED. 
I WAS APPOINTED TO PRESIDE OVER THE ELDERS AND WAS SET APART AND ORDAINED BY 
SIDNEY RIGDON. AT THIS CONFERENCE, HY THE REQUEST OF THE PRIESTHOOD, THE PRO-
PHET INQUIRED OF THE,LORD, AND A REVELATION WAS RECEIVED AND WRITTEN IN THE 
PRESENCE OF THE WHOLE ASSEMBLY." (Orson Pratt Journal, January 25, 1832; See 
also Deseret News  Weekly,  vol. 8, June 2, I355). 

In March, 1832, two months after the Amherst Conference, the Prophet Joseph 



Smith received a revelation calling Frederick G. Williams to be a counselor in the 

Priesthood Presidency. 

"VERILY, VERILY, I SAY UNTO YOU MY SERVANT FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS: LISTEN 
TO THE VOICE OF HIM WHO SPFAKETH, TO THE WORD OF THE LORD YOUR GOD, AND HEARKEN 
TO THE CALLING WHEREWITH YOU ARE CALLED, EVEN TO BE A HIGH PRIEST IN MY CHURCH, 
AND A COUNSELOR UHTO MY SERVANT JOSEPH SMITH, JUN; UNTO WHOM I HAVE GIVEN THE 
KEYS OF THE KINGDOM, WHICH BELONG ALWAYS UNTO THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIEST-
HOOD." (D. 	c., 81:1,2). 

One year later on March a, 1833, Sidney Rigdon, who had been serving for some 

time, was called by revelation to be the other counselor to Joseph Smith in the First 

Presidency. On this occasion the Prophet's position as President of the High Priest-

hood was reaffirmed and the Lord continued: 

"AND AGAIN, VERILY I SAY UNTO THY BRETHREN, SIDNEY RIGDON AND FREDERICK G. 
WILLIAMS, THEIR SINS ARE FORGIVEN THEM ALSO, AND THEY ARE ACCOUNTED AS EQUAL 
WITH THEE IN HOLDING THE KEYS OF THIS LAST KINGDOM;" (D. 14.C.,  90:6). 

The setting apart of these two High Priests took place on March 18, 1333. Jos-

eph Smith records in his history for this date: 

"DOCTOR HURLBURT WAS ORDAINED AN ELDER; AFTER WHICH ELDER RIGDON EXPRESSED 
A DESIRE THAT HIMSELF AND BROTHER FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS SHOULD BE ORDAINED TO 
THE OFFICES TO WHICH THEY HAD BEEN CALLED, VIZ., THOSE OF PRESIDENTS OF THE HIGH 
PRIESTHOOD, AND TO BE EQUAL IN HOLDING THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM WITH BROTHER 
JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., ACCORDING TO THE REVELATION GIVEN ON THE 8TH OF MARCH 1833. 
ACCORDINGLY I LAID MY HANDS ON BROTHERS SIDNEY AND FREDERICK, AND ORDAINED THEM 
TO TAKE PART WITH ME IN HOLDING HE KEYS OF THIS LAST KINGDOM, AND TO ASSIST IN 
THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD, AS MY COUNSELORS;" 	H. C., vol. I, 
p. 334). 

If Joseph Smith was set apart as "Freisdent of the High Priesthood" on January 

25, 1832, it is rediculous to claim that this office is not what it says --- "The 

President of the High Priesthood." There can be no play on words here. If this is 

the office of "President of the Church", then it is also the office of "President of 

the High Priesthood." How then, can Fundamentalists be so naive or brazen as to 

think they can separate the two. The whole proposition is totally without scriptural 

or historical basis. Because Joseph Smith presided as "First Elder" prior to this, 

or because he was a "Prophet, Seer and Revelator" prior to the organization of the 

Church, or even that he was "Head of the last Dispensation" still does not change 

this fact. All the twistings and turnings of Fundamentalists through the Millenium 



will not alter the Lord's program one iota, nor will it change one jot or tittle of 

-) 	Church history. The evidence is clear and unequivocal. 

Let us now proceed to review the evidence claimed for this "Higher Authority" 

as it allegedly ran parallel with the Church. Fundamentalism claims their "Council 

of Seven" was fully organized and functioning by 1832. They claim it was evidenced 

by a direct revelation to them in September, 1832. 

"SOME OF THE CREATES REVELATIONS OF THE LORD TO US IN THIS DAY WERE GIVEN 
THROUGH THE PROPHET IN THE PRESENCE OF THESE MEN (OLIVER COWDERY, DAVID WHITTIER 
AND MARTIN HARRIS). THEY, WITH OTHERS, TOTALING SEVEN, RECEIVED THE REVELATION 
DESIGNATING THAM AS APOSTLES PRIOR TO THE CALLING OF THE CHURCH PRESIDENCY OR 
THE COUNCIL OF TWELVE." (Truth, vol. 9 1„ p. 168.also 17:167). 

Joseph Musser explains in his basic work on Priesthood: 

"IN A REVELATION GIVEN IN SEPTEMBER, 1832 (D. & C., 84:63,77,118), THE LORD 
SAID? 

'AND AS I SAID UNTO MINE APOSTLES, EVEN SO I SAY UNTO YOU, FOR YOU ARE MINE 
APOSTLES, EVEN GOD'S HIGH PRIESTS; YE ARE THEY WHOM MY FATHER HATH GIVEN HE; 
YE ARE MY FRIENDS. * 

1 	 AND AGAIN I SAY UNTO YOU, MY FRIENDS, (FOR FROM HENCEFORTH I SHALL CALL YOU 
FRIENDS), IT IS EXPEDIENT THAT I GIVE UNTO YOU THIS COMMANDMENT, THAT YE BECOME 
EVEN AS MY FRIENDS IN DAYS WHEN I WAS WITH THEM TRAVELING TO PREACH THE GOSPEL 
IN MY POWER. * 

FOR WITH YOU, SAITH THE LORD ALMIGHTY, I WILL REND THEIR KINGDOMS: I WILL 
NOT ONLY SHAKE THE EARTH, BUT THE'STARRY HEAVENS SHALL TREMBLE; 	* 

HERE JOSEPH SMITH AND HIS SIX ASSOCIATES WERE DESIGNATED 'HIGH PRIEST' kPOS-
TVS, SOME THREE YEARS BEFORE THE TWELVE WAS CHOSEN. WILFORD WOODRUFF, REFER-
ING TO THE APOSTLESHIP, SAID: 

'LET THE TWELVE APOSTLES, AND THE SEVENTY APOSTLES, AND HIGH PRIEST APOSTLES, 
AND ALL OTHER APOSTLES RISE UP AND KEEP PACE WITH THE WORK OF THE LORD GOD, 
FOR WE HAVE NO TIME TO SLEEP. --- J. OF D., 4:147."' (A Priesthood Issue, pp. 9,10 

This is the source for the term "High Priest" Apostle so extensively used by 

Fundamentalist to designate their "Council of Seven" or "Council of Friends" as it 

is sometime referred to following this quotation. Let us analyze these quotations 

in historical context. Since the office of "Apostle" was yet to be instituted, the 

Lord was using the lesser offices in the Priesthood for this purpose. In 1630, when 

the office of Elder was the highest office in the Priesthood the Elders were sent 

forth on missions and were, hence, the Lord's Apostles. before the first . Elders were 



p c  cep — twv 

ordained the Lord revealed: 
Orh 

"AN APOSTLE IS AN ELDER, AND IT IS HIS CALLING TO BAPTIZE; AND TO ORDAIN 
OTHER ELDERS, PRIESTS, TEACHERS, AND DEACONS . 	. 	. AND TO TEACH, EXPOUND, 
7XHCPT, BAPTIZE, AND WATCH OVER ME CHURCH; AND TO CONFIRM THE CHURCH BY THE 
LAYING ON OF HANDS, AND THE GIVING OF THE HOLY GHOST." (D. & C.  20:38,39,42,43). 

When the office of High Priest was instituted the Lord revealed the above dis-

cussed statement that the High Priests were also his Apostles. 

"AND AS I SAID UNTO MINE APOSTLES, EVEN SO I SAY UNTO YOU, FOR YOU ARE MINE 
APOSTLES, EVEN GOD'S HIGH PRIESTS; YE ARE THEY WHOM MY FATHER HATH GIVEN ME; 
YE ARE MY FRIENDS." (D. & C., 84:63) 

Later when the office of Apostle was restored the Lord revealed: 

"THE TWELVE TRAVELING COUNCILORS ARE CALLED TO BE THE TWELVE APOSTLES, OR 
SPECIAL WITNESSES OF THE NAME OF CHRIST IN ALL THE WORLD --- THUS DIFFERING 
FROM OTHER OFFICERS IN THE CHURCH IN THE DUTIES OF THEIR CALLING. 
THE SEVENTY ARE ALSO CALLED TO PREACH THE GOSPEL, AND TO BE ESPECIAL WITNESSES 
UNTO THE GENTILES AND IN ALL THE WORLD --- THUS DIFFERING FROM OTHER OFFICERS 
IN THE CHURCH IN THE DUTIES OF THEIR CALLING." (D. & C., 107:23,25). 

The Lord also revealed the principle that the lesser officers could function 

ipik 	in the capacity of greater ones if there are no greater ones present: 

"AN ELDER HAS A RIGHT TO OFFICIATE IN HIS STEAD WHEN THE HIGH PRIEST IS NOT 
PRESENT. THE HIGH PRIEST AND ELDER ARE TO MINISTER IN SPIRITUAL THINGS, AGREE-
ABLE TO THE COVENANTS AND COMMANDMENTS OF THE CHURCH; AND THEY HAVE A RIGHT TO 
OFFICIATE IN ALL THESE OFFICES OF THE CHURCH WHEN THERE ARE NO HIGHER AUTHOR-
ITIES PRESENT." (D. & C., 107:11 1,12). 

Thus the Apostleship descends in order as follows: Apostle ---- Seventy-----

High Priest --- Elder. This is precisely what Wilford Woodruff was explaining in 

the quotation cited above. We repeat it here again: 

"LET THE TWELVE APOSTLES, AND THE SEVENTY APOSTLES, AND HIG PRIEST APOSTLES, 
AND ALL OTHER APOSTLES RISE UP AND KEEP PACE WITH THE WORK OF THE LORD GOD, FOR 
WE HAVE NO TIME TO SLEEP." (Journal of Discourses, vol. 4 0, p. 147). 

Although Joseph Smith does not identify the six Elders referred to in verse I 

of Section 84, ,Joseph Musser gives us some of them. 

"IT WILL ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD TO WHICH JOSEPH, OLIVER 
AND DAVID BELONGED, WAS STRENGTHENED BY THE ADDITION OF OTHER ELDERS, AS INDI-
CATt.D IN SEC. 84.". (Truth, vol 17, p. 167). 

Since Martin Harris is elsewhere also claimed to belong to this order this leaves 

only two of the six unaccounted for. Despite Musser's claims Oliver Cowdery could 



not have been one of the six unnamed "Elders" because he was in Missouri at the time 
401 	

this revelation was given in Kirtland. (Cowdery wa-s in Missouri from November, 1831- 

July, 1833. See: Historical Record, p. 199; also D. H. C., for this same period). 

Apparently forgetting the above claims Joseph Musser, in another place, lists the 

entire "Council of Seven" in 1832. It is not stated whether this information comes 

from Lorin Woolley, but the implication is that it does. 

"SANHEDRIN: 	(D. & C. Sec. aL: 	1832) 

JOSEPH SMITH 	 EDWARD PARTRIDGE 
BRIGHAM YOUNG 	 DAVID PATTEN 
HEBER C. KIMBALL 	 JOS. STOCKBRIDGE."' 
HYRUM SMITH 

(Items From the Book of Remembrance of Joseph W. Musser, p. 26). 

Let us analyze this claim against the revelation and Church history. The Prophet 

recorded the circumstances surrounding reception of this revelation as follows: 

Al% 

"THE ELDERS DURING THE MONTH OF SEPTEMBER BEGAN TO RETURN FROM THEIR MISSIONS 
TO THE EASTERN STATES, AND PRESENT THE HISTORIES OF THEIR SEVERAL STEWARDSHIPS 
IN THE LORD'S VINEYARD; AND WHILE TOGETHER IN THESE SEASONS OF JOY, I INQUIRED 
OF THE LORD AND RECEIVED ON THE 22ND AND 23RD OF SEPTEMBER, THE FOLLOWING REVE-
LATION ON PRIESTHOOD:" (D.  H. C.,  vol. I, pp. 286,287; see also superscript 
to D. & C. 84). 

It thus becomes evident that the six Elders mentioned as being present with the 

Prophet when this revelation was received were Elders who had just returned from the 

missionfield. Let us examine into the whereabouts of the above alleged "Council of 

Seven." 

"BRIGHAM YOUNG WAS BAPTIZED APRIL 14,.1832, A MEMBER OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS 
CHRIST OF LATTrAi. DAY SAINTS, AND ORDAINED AN ELDER IMMEDIATELY AFTER CONFIRMA-
TION, ELEAZAR MILLER OFFICIATING IN EACH INSTANCE. THREE WEEKS AFTER, HIS WIFE 
WAS ALSO BAPTIZED. DURING THE FOLLOWING SUMMER HE PREACHED THE GOSPEL IN THE 
REGIONS ADJACENT TO HENDON, (NEW YORK), BAPTIZING MANY AND ORGANIZING BRANCHES. 
HIS WIFE DIED SEPTEMBER 8, 1832, LEAVING HIM TWO LITTLE GIRLS, ONE TWO YEARS 
OLD AND THE OTHER SEVEN YEARS OF AGE. IN THE FALL OF 1832 HE VISITED KIRTLAND, 
OHIO, IN COMPANY WITH HEBER C. KIMBALL AND JOSEPH YOUNG, AND MADE THE ACQUAINT-
ANCE OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH."' (Historical Record,  p. 2L;.see also Brigham 
Young Journal cited in D. H. C., vol. I, p. 297). 

The Prophet Joseph Smith reports in his history: 

mak 	 "ABOUT THE 8TH OF NOVEMBER I RECEIVED A VISIT FROM ELDERS JOSEPH YOUNG, 
BRIGHAM YOUNG, AND HEBER C. KIMBALL OF MINDON, MONROE COUNTY, NEW YORK. THEY 
SPENT FOUR OR FIVE DAYS AT KIRTLAND, DURING WHICH TIME WE HAD MANY INTEREST-
MOMENTS." (D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 295,296). 
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It is thus evident that Brigham Young was not one of the six Elders present in 

Kirtland on September 22 and 23, 1832, he first arriving in Kirtland some 6 weeks 

later according to the Prophet's account. 

"HEBER C. KIMBALL WAS BAPTIZED IN APRIL 1832 BY ALPHEUS GIFFORD. ABOUT Two 
WEEKS LATER HIS WIFE VILATE WAS BAPTIZED BY JOSEPH YOUNG. KIMBALL WAS ORDAINED 
AN ELDER BY JOSEPH YOUNG, AND IN COMPANY WITH HIM. AND BRIGHAM YOUNG, HE PREACHED 
IN GENESEE, AVON AND LYONSTCRN, WHERE THEY BAPTIZED MANY AND BUILT UP BRANCHES. 
IN NOVEMBER, 1832, WITH BRIGHAM YOUNG AND JOSEPH YOUNG, HE WENT TO KIRTLAND, 
OHIO AND VISITED THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH."' (Historical Record,  p. 34) 

It is also evident that Heber C. Kimball was not one of the six Elders present 

in Kirtland on September 22 and 23,, 1832, He also first arriving in Kirtland some 

six weeks later. 

Edward Partridge went to Missouri with the Prophet and others in June, I53I. 

while there he was appointed to remain and stand as the first Bishop in the Church. 

(D. & C., 58:14 ff.) Partridge remained in Missouri until the Saints were driven 

out in November, 1833 to the surrounding counties, (D. H. C., vol. I, p. L38).and 

eventually out of the State in 1338. It thus becomes obvious that he also was not 

one of the six Elders present in Kirtland on September 22 and 23,,1832. 

"DAVID PATTEN WAS BAPTIZED BY HIS BROTHER JOHN PATTEN, IN GREEN COUNTY, IN- 
DINIA, JUNE 15, 1832. HE WAS ORDAINED AN ELDER ON THE 17TH BY ELISHA GROVES 
AND APPOINTED WITH A BROTHER WOOD"TO PREACH IN THE TbRRITORY OF MICHIGAN . 
. IN OCTOBER HE WENT TO KIRTLAND, WHERE HE SPENT TWO OR THREE WEEKS, AFTER 
WHICH HE STARTED OUT ON HIS SECOND MISSION, THIS TIME GOING EAST INTO PENNSYL- 
VANIA . 	. 	. FROM THIS MISSION HE RETURNED TO KIRTLAND FEB. 25, 1833." 
(Historical Record, p. 19) 

It thus becomes obvious that David Patten was not one of the six Elders present 

in Kirtland on September 22 and 23, 1532. 

Joseph Stockbridge. There is no mention of a Joseph Stockbridge in the early 

history of the Church. A thorough check into the records at the Church Historian's 

Office reveals no one by the name of Stockbridge. It appears this name is a pure 

fabrication. If a Stockbridge were a member of the "Council of Seven" in 1832 one 

would expect his name to appear somewhere in early Church history. 

This leaves Joseph and Hyrum Smith and there is no indication that Hyrum was one 

of the six referred to in the revelation. 



D-c 

A question arises as to why Oliver c:owdery„ David Whitener and Martin Harris --- 

members of the original purported Council of 1829 ff. --- are no longer members in 

the alleged September, 1832 Council. Oliver Cowdery is still listed as "Second Elder" 

in 1832 which, according to Fundamentalist doctrine, places him second in seniority. 

David Whitmer and Martin Harris are still faithful in the work. Why should they be 
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dropped? Oliver Cowdery's and tilf.r4A-n-i-i&v4,46' names are included in later lists but 

Martin Harris' name never appears again, except for ordaing the Quorum of the Twelve 

in 1835. Why not? 

The question also arises as to why Sidney Rigdon and Frederick G. Williams are 

not claimed as being members of the alleged Council in 1832-3. They were counselors 

in the First Presidency of the Church in 1832-3 and were "accounted as equal with 

(Joseph Smith) in holding the keys of this last kingdom." (D. & C. 90:6). According 

to the Prophet's history they were ordained "to take part with me in holding the keys 

of this last Kingdom, and to assist in the Presidency of the High Priesthood as my 

Counselors."' (D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 334-5). Later in 1837 Rigdon is claimed to be 

a member of the "Council of Seven" as one of Joseph Smith's counselors in the Presi-

dency of the Church. (Truth 8:234; A Priesthood Issue, p. 14). 

Rigdon and Williams assisted Joseph Smith in 1833 in ordaining the Prophet's 

father as First Patriarch to the Church. In Fundamentalist doctrine "the Patriarch 

is at the head of the Church --- the Father of it. When things are in order he pre-

sides over the President of the Church, being higher in Priesthood authority." (A 

rim5I 
Priesthood Issue, p. 7). How could the mer4a Presidency of the Church ordain its 

head --- the Patriarch --- a n alleged higher office? In this first instance the 

purported "Council of Seven" would have to perform the ordinance. But, alas, Rigdon 

and Williams are not claimed to be members of the Priesthood Presidency of Seven at 

this time. Could it be that the Presidency of the Church is the Presidency of the 

High Priesthood as stated in Church history and, therefore, could legitimately ordain iN 

the Patriarch to the Church and the idea of a separate Priesthood Presidency of Seven 
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is a fallacy? 

Yet another question presents it.oelf. Does it not seem strange that when the 

Church was allegedly "in order" during the Prophet's day that members of the pur-

ported "Council of Seven" did not preside over the Church as a First Presidency? 

Joseph Musser has to admit that such would be likely. 

"THE PRESIDENTS OF PRIESTHOOD CONSISTS OF SEVEN GREAT HIGH PRIEST APOSTLES. 
THEY AS A COLLECTIVE BODY PRESIDE OVER THE CHURCH. THREE OF THE SEVEN, WHEN THE 
CHURCH IS IN ORDER MAY FORM THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, AN AUXILIARY ORGANIZA-
TION. THESE THREE HOLD DUAL POSITIONS, BUT THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH IS EVER 
SUBJECT TO THE PRESIDENCY OF PRIESTHOOD; HENCE THE FIRST PRESIDENCY IS SUBJECT 
TO AND PRESIDES UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE PRESIDENCY OF SEVEN." (Truth, 
vol. 8, p. 234). 

Elsewhere Musser claims not only "may" this hold true,, but that it should "when 

the First Presidency is in proper order": 

"WE FIND THREE OF THE APOSTLESHIP OF JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID DOING THE 
CHOOSING OF THOSE WHOM THEY --- JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID, OR MEN OF THEIR ORDER, 
--- FELT THEY COULD TRUST, PLACING THEM (THE TWELVE APOSTLES) UNDER THE IMMED-
IATE DIRECTION OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, WHOM THEMSELVES, WHEN IN 
PROPER ORDER, CONSTITUTE 'THREE PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS,' --- OF THE SAME PRIEST-
HOOD STANDING --- MIND YOU --- AS JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID." (Truth, vol. 17, 
p. 169; also Supplement to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage, p. I00). 

It seems strange that members of the alleged "Council of Seven" are not seen fit 

to preside over the Church as its Presidency. Surely those holding a "greater office" 

should be more than worthy and qualified to hold a "lesser office."' 

Another facet of the Fundamentalist interpretation of D. & C., 84 has to do with 

the term "Friends" used in verses 63 and 77. Joseph Musser claims this is a term 

synonymous with "High Priest" Apostle. Therefore, the "Council of Seven" is some-

times referred to as the "Council of Friends." (See: Bishop, Keys of the Priesthood, 

illustrated, pp. 61,62). Joseph Musser notes this in the following commentary: 

"IT WILL BE NOTED THAT THIS IS THE FIRST TIME IN THE PUBLISHED REVELATIONS 
THAT THE LORD DESIGNATES CERTAIN OF HIS SERVANTS AS 'FRIENDS'. THIS GROUP OF 
MEN HAD DOUBTLESS BEEN CHOSEN SOME TIME PREVIOUS TO THE DATE OF THE REVELATION 
MENTIONED, BUT HAD BEEN HELD IN A STATE OF PROBATION, OR TRAINING, PREPARATORY 
TO RECEIVING THE SPECIAL ENDOWMENT MENTIONED IN VERSE 42; AND THIS SPECIAL 
CALLING OR ENDOWMENT WAS SOMETHING SEPARATE AND APART FROM ANY CHURCH FUNCTION, 
IT BEING A PRIESTHOOD CALLING ENTIRELY INDEPENDENT OF THE CH URCH. 

IN SUCCEEDING REVELATIONS THE LORD DESIGNATES THOSE TO WHOM HIS MESSAGES 
ARE DIRECTED, AS 'FRIENDS.' (SEE D. & C. SECTIONS 94, 97, 98, 100, 103, 104, 

a A 



ETC.)" (Supplement to the  New and :verlasting Covenant of Marriage, pp IC3,14). 

Let us pursue this claim, examining the references cited in the Doctrine and 

Covenants and comparing them with other Fundamentalist contentions. 

"VERILY, THUS SAITH THE LORD UNTO YOU, MY FRIENDS SIDNEY AND JOSEPH, YOUR 
FAMILIES ARE WELL; THEY ARE IN MINE HANDS, AND I WILL DO WITH THEM AS 5E METH 

ME GOOD; FOR IN ME THERE IS ALL POWER." (D. & C., I0OrI). 

Here on October 12, 1833, Joseph Smith and Sidney Rigdon are termed "Friends." 

Yet, according to Joseph Musser on the same page in which this claim is made Sidney 

Rigdon is not an alleged member of the "Council of Friends." (See: Ibid, p. IO 24,5). 

"W--RILYI SAY UNTO YOU, MY FRIENDS, BEHOLD I WILL GIVE UNTO YOU A REVELATION 
AND COMMANDMENT, THAT YOU MAY KNOW HOW TO ACT IN THE DISCHARGE OF YOUR DUTIES 
CONCERNING THE SALVATION AND REDEMPTION OF YOUR BRETHREN, WHO HAVE BEEN SCATTER-

ED ON THE LAND OF ZION." (D. & C. 103:1). 

The Lord then proceeds to give instruction to his "Friends": Joseph Smith, Jun., 

verses 21,22v Sidney Rigdon, verse 29; Parley P. Pratt and Lyman Wight, verse 30; 

Hyrum Smith, Frederick G. Williams, Orson Hyde and Orson Pratt, verses 37-140. Are 
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	these men named in this revelation all "Friends" --- "High Priest" Apostles"? If so, 

why do some of them later need to be re-ordained to this same office in 1835-183T-- 

(Sidney Rigdon, Frederick G. Williams and Hyrum Smith) and 1844 --- (Lyman Wight, 

Parley P. Pratt, Orson Hyde, and Orson Pratt)? This means they are "High Priest" 

Apostles before being ordained "Apostles in the Church." This doesn't coincide at 

all with Fundamentalist doctrine. 

"VERILY I SAY UNTO YOU, MY FRIENDS, I GIVE UNTO YOU COUNSEL AND A COMMAND-
MENT. CONCERNING ALL THE PROPERTIES 'WHICH BELONG TO THE ORDER WHICH I COMMANDED 
TO BE ORGANIZED AND ESTABLISHED, TO BE A UNITED ORDER, AND AN EVERLASTING ORDER 
FOR THE BENEFIT OF MY CHURCH, AND FOR THE SALVATION OF KEN UNTIL I COME ---" 
(D. d C., 104:I). 
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The Lord then proceeds to give more instruction to this "Friends who are listed 

as: Sidney Rigdon, verses 20-23; Martin Harris, verses 214-26; Frederick G. Wil-

liams, verses 27,29,30; Oliver Cowdery, verses 28,29,30; John Johnson, verses 32x-

38; Newel K. Whitney, verses 39-42; Joseph Smith, Jun., verses 43-44,46; Joseph 

Smith, Sen., verse 45. These present the same doctrinal problem as above. 



"VERILY I SAY UNTO YOU WHO HAVE ASSEMBLED YOURSELVES TO 	THAT YOU MAY 
LEARN MY WILL CONCERNING THE REDEMPTION OF MY AFFLICTED PEOPLE . 	• 
THEREFORE IT IS EXPEDIENT IN ME THAT MINE ELDERS SHOULD WAIT FOR A LITTLE SEASON, 
FOR THE REDEMPTION OF ZION . 	. 	. NOW, BEHOLD, I SAY UNTO YOU, MY FRIENDS, 
IN THIS WAY YOU MAY FIND FAVOR IN THE EYES OF THE PEOPLE, UNTIL THE ARMY OF 
ISRAEL BECOMES VERY GREAT." (D. ;i C., 105:1,13,26). 

This revelation was given to an assemblage of Zion's Camp as it was gathered at 

Fishing River, Missouri, preparatory to redeeming Zion, Jackson County, Missouri 

from the hands of the enemy. Joseph Smith lists the Camp as comprized of "Two hun-

dred and five men, and twenty-five baggage wagons with two or three horses each." 

(See: D. H. C., vol. 2, pp. 87,88). The Lord speaking to all 205 men of the "Camp" 

called the "My Friends" in verse 26. Would Joseph Musser claim all 205 men of Zion's 

Camp were members of his alleged "Council of Friends"? Such is the implication. 

Thus, Joseph Musser's reference to a "Council of Friends" seems to be meaningless. 

A review of all the sections cited, including Section 8L shows the Lord is referring 

to the missionaries of the latter-days as "Friends" the same as the Apostles he per- 

sonally called in the Meridian of time. A large part of the revelation speaks of 

missionary work, which Fundamentalists leave to the Church, their "Council of Friends" 

claiming no obligation. Rulon C. Allred said in a meeting held on January 18, 1967: 

"BUT THOSE MEN THEN CALLED (IN 1886) AND THOSE HOLDING AUTHORITY SINCE THAT 
TIME WERE CALLED WITH A SPECIAL RIGHT AND SPECIAL DISPENSATION, NOT TO APPOINT 
APOSTLES OR PRESIDENTS OF TEMPLES, OR TO SEND MISSIONARIES TO THEIR FIELDS OF 
LABOR OR TO DO ANY SUCH THING." (Gems, vol. I, pp. 9,10). 

Joseph Musser had stated earlier that the responsibility of preaching the Gospel 

to the World rests solely on his alleged Priesthood Council and not with the Church, 

an appendage organization: 

"UPON THEM (THE "COUNCIL OF SEVEN") RESTED THE RESPONSIBILITY OF BEARING 
THE GOSPEL MESSAGE TO THE WORLD --- THEIR TESTIMONY BEING IMMEDIATELY IN FORCE 
UPON ALL THE WORLD, WHICH POWER PERTAINS ONLY TO THIS ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD, 
AND NOT PRIMARILY TO APPENDAGE CALLINGS." (Supplement to the New and Everlast-
ing Covenant of Marriage,  p. 103). 

Fundamentalists have claimed the Priesthood and the missionary obligation ear-

16' 	tier, but have done nothing to implement it and have thus totally failed in their 

responsibility, if not totally denying it. To claim the authority without the 
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obligations is a sham. Perhaps Fundamentalist can show us a revelation wherein they 

IP) have been relieved of the responsibilities that go with their pretended "Council of 

Seven." In the meantime, the Church is faithfully performing "their" duties. 

The next "evidence" for the existence of a Priesthood "Council of Seven" is in 

connection with the institution of the Quorum of Twelve in February, 1835. This is 

an important link in the chain, for the Twelve hold the Keys of the Priesthood and 

succeed to its presidency. (See: Durham and Heath, Succession in the Church, 

Bookcraft, 1970). In order to establish that his "High Priest" Apostles hold higher 

authority than the Twelve, Musser postulates a double doctrine of Apostleship. 

"HERE WE MUST DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT ORDERS OF APOSTLES: AN 
APOSTLE IS A "TRUSTEE AMBASSADOR OF JESUS CHRIST." TO BE AN AMBASSADOR OF THE 
HIGHEST ORDER ONE MUST PERSONALLY KNOW THE OBJECT OF HIS AMBASSADORSHIP --- IN 
THIS INSTANCE HE MUST KNOW JESUS CHRIST, HAVING HAD HIS HANDS LAID UPON HIM. 

JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID QUALIFIED IN THIS HIGHER ORDER. WE HAVE QUOTED 
THE PROPHET AS SAYING, 'ALL THE PROPHETS HAD THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD ANP 
WERE ORDAINED BY GOD HIMSELF.' THIS MEANS THAT JOSEPH HAD HAD THE HANDS OF THE 
SAVIOR LAID UPON HIS HEAD, FOR HE TRULY WAS A PROPHET; AND IN NO OTHER WAY DOES 
THE LORD QUALIFY HIS HIGHER ORDER OF PROPHETS. WHILE ALL MAY HAVE PROPHETIC 
GIFTS --- THE LIGHT OF PROPHECY MAY SHED ITS RAYS UPON EVERY SON AND DAUGHTER 
OF GOD, YET HIS REGULARLY CONSTITUTED AND AUTHORIZED PROPHETS MUST BE ORDAINED 
BY HTM. THE REASON IS OBVIOUS. 

IN COURSE OF TIME, THESE THREE MEN, WITH MARTIN HARRIS ADDED, WERE COMMAND-
ED TO CHOOSE A QUORUM OF TWELVE APOSTLES, WHICH THEY DID. AND HERE IT WILL BE 
NOTED THAT NEITHER JOSEPH, OLIVER, DAVID OR MARTIN, UNDER WHOSE SELECTION THE 
TWELVE WERE CHOSEN, BECAME MEMBERS OF THAT GROUP, THE CHOOSERS HOLDING A HIGHER 
ORDER OF APOSTLESHIP." (A Priesthood Issuer  pp. 8,9). 

These contentions are great import. Let us analyze them carefully. First, the 

statement of Joseph Smith must be put in context. This statement is part of a quo-

tation which has reference to the state of affairs from Moses to the time of Christ 

while the Aaronic Priesthood ruled in Israel. The Prophet stated: 

"ANSWER TO THE QUESTION, WAS THE PRIESTHOOD OF MELCHIZEDEK TAKEN AWAY WHEN 
MOSES DIED? ALL PRIESTHOOD IS MELCHIZEDEK, BUT THERE ARE DIFFERENT PORTIONS 
OR DEGREES OF IT. THAT PORTION WHICH BROUGHT MOSES TO SPEAK WITH GOD FACE TO 
FACE WAS TAKEN AWAY; BUT THAT WHICH BROUGHT THE MINISTRY OF ANGELS REMAINED. 
ALL THE PROPHETS HAD THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD AND WERE ORDAINED BY GOD HIM-
SELF." (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, pp. 180,181). 

After citing D. I: C., 84:23-28 John Taylor explained the situation: 
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"IT SEEMS FROM THE FORFOOING THAT MOSES HAD THE GREATER CR MELCHIZEDEK 
PRIESTHOOD, THAT WHEN HE WAS TAKEN, THE KEYS WENT WITH HIM; THAT THE AARONIC 
PRIESTHOOD RULED UNTIL CHRIST, AND THE PEOPLE WERE UNDER THE LAW; THAT WHEN 
C H RIST CAME HE INTRODUCED A BETTER COVENANT AND RESTORED THE GOSPEL." 
(Taylor, Items on Priesthood, p. 17). 

This explanation obliterates the early doctrine of Joseph Musser that the "Coun-

cil of Seven" is the presidency of a larger body of seventy men, called the "Sanhed-

rin" which attempts to project his priesthood doctrine into Old Testament tLmes. 

He writes: 

"THIS BODY OF CHOSEN PRIESTHOOD WAS ANCIENTLY KNOWN AS THE SANHEDRIN, AND 
CWRIZED SEVENTY-ONE ELDERS, --- SEVENTY IN THE COUNCIL PROPER --- WHOM GOD 
HAD MOSES CALL TOGETHER, AND UPON WHOM THE LORD PLACED THE SPIRIT AND CALLING 
OF MOSES, GIVING THEM EQUAL AUTHORITY WITH MOSES, EXCEPT TO THAT OF PRESIDENCY, 
MOSES BEING THE SENIOR IN ORDINATION, NECESSARILY BECAME THE PRESIDING PRESIDENT 
OF THE GROUP. (NUMBERS 

IT MUST BE BORN IN MIND THAT THE ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD WHICH MOSES HELD WAS 
THAT WHICH ENABLED HIM TO LOOK UPON THE FACE OF GOD AND TO TALK WITH HIM (SEE 
D. & C. 84:21-23), AND IT WAS THIS ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD, WHICH MUST BE CON-
FERRED DIRECT FROM GOD, THAT THE SEVENTY ELDERS WERE ENDOWED WITH." (SuEple7 
to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage,  p. 93). 

If, as John Taylor said, the keys of the Melchizedek Priesthood were taken with 

Moses (See: D. & C., 84:25), what office of presidency was there. for the "Sanhed-

rin" to inherit? They seem to be as bankrupt as the present pretenders. John Taylor 

goes on to explain: 

"FROM THE WHOLE HISTORY OF THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD UNTIL THE COMING OF CHRIST, 
IT APPEARS THAT, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF SOME PROMINENT PROPHETS WHO HELD THE MEL-
CHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD, AS THE DIRECT GIFT OF GOD, WITHOUT, IT WOULD SEEM, THE POWER 
TO CONFER IT ON OTHERS --- NOT HAVING AN ORGANIZATION --- THERE WAS VERY LITTLE 
OF THE MANIFESTATION OF THE GIFT AND POWER OF GOD AMONG THE PEOPLE OF THE JEWS." 
(Taylor, Items on Priesthood,  p. II;.see also J. of D., 21:248-249). 

This clarifies what Joseph Smith meant when he said: "All the Prophets had the 

Melchizedek Priesthood and were ordained by God himself." There was no organized 

priesthood to perpetuate itself, so the Lord performed the ordinance. When the Church 

is organized in its fulness, then the ordinances come through the authority of the 

President of the Church. 

"VERILY I SAY UNTO YOU, THE KEYS OF THIS KINGDOM SHALL NEVER BE TAKEN FROM 
YOU, WHILE THOU ART IN THE WORLD, NEITHER IN THE WORLD TO COME; NEVERTHELESS, 
THROUGH YOU SHALL THE ORACLES BE GIVEN TO ANOTHER, YEA, EVEN UNTO THE CHURCH." 
(D. & C.,  90:3,4). 
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Following this doctrine, it is claimed that Joseph Smith, Oliver Cowdery, David 

Whitmer and Martin Harris were all personally ordained by God to a higher order of 

Apostleship. This is a misconception, however, and there is not a single shred of 

factual evidence to support it. All the early leaders have taught that Peter, James 

and John restored all the authority to organize and preside over the Priesthood that 

a mortal can possess. The references for this are legion, but we will present but 

we will only present a few representative ones. Brigham Young explained in 1847: 

"BROTHER JOSEPH RECEIVED THE PATRIARCHAL OR MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD FROM 
UNDER THE HANDS OF PETER, JAMES, AND JOHN. FROM THOSE APOSTLES JOSEPH RECEIVED 
EVERY KEY, POWER, BLESSING, AND PRIVILEGE OF THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY OF THE MEL-
CHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD EVER COMMITTED TO MAN ON EARTH. SOME HAVE HAD FEARS THAT 
WE HAD NOT POWER TO OBTAIN REVELATIONS SINCE THE DEATH OF JOSEPH, BUT I WANT 
THIS SUBJECT FROM THIS TIME AND FOREVER TO BE SET AT REST. I WANT THE CHURCH 
TO UNDERSTAND FROM THIS DAY HENCEFORTH AND FOREVER, THAT AN APOSTLE IS THE HIGH-
EST OFFICE AND AUTHORITY THAT THERE IS IN THE CHURCH AND KINGDOM OF GOD ON THE 
EARTH. JOSEPH SMITH GAVE UNTO ME AND MY BRETHREN, THE TWELVE, ALL THE PRIEST-
HOOD, POWER AND AUTHORITY WHICH HE HELD. AND THOSE ARE POWERS WHICH BELONG TO 
THE APOSTLESHIP." (Cowley, Wilford Woodruff, pp. 319-20;.see also Wilford 
Woodruff Journal, August 15, 1847, C. H. O.) 

Brigham Young delivered a powerful sermon on the Priesthood at the laying of 

the corner stones of the Salt Lake Temple in April, 18534 Among other things he said: 

"JOSEPH WAS ORDAINED AN APOSTLE --- THAT YOU CAN READ AND UNDERSTAND. AFTER 
HE WAS ORDAINED TO THIS OFFICE, THEN HE HAD THE RIGHT TO BUILD UP THE KINGDOM 
OF GOD, FOR HE HAD COMMITTED UNTO HIM THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD, WHICH IS AFTER 
THE ORDER OF MELCHIZEDEK --- THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD, WHICH IS AFTER THE ORDER OF 
THE SON OF GOD. AND THIS, REMEMBER, BY BEING ORDAINED AN APOSTLE. 	* * * 
WHAT DO WE SEE NEXT? JOSEPH AS AN APOSTLE OF THE LAMB, WITH THE KEYS OF THE 
ETERNAL PRIESTHOOD COMMITTED UNTO HIM BY PETER, JAMES, AND JOHN. WHAT FOR? TO 
BUILD UP THE KINGDOM OF GOD ON THE EARTH." (J. of D., vol. I, p. 134-35). 

For other significant discourses on this same subject see: Journal of Discourses, 

vol. 9, pp. 87,88; 21:183; Deseret News Weekly, June 6, 1877, pp. 274,275, etc. 

Let us sum it all up with a revelation of the Lord to Wilford Woodruff in 1880: 

"AND WHILE MY SERVANT JOHN TAYLOR IS YOUR FRESIrENT (PRESIDENT OF THE QUO- 
RUM OF TWELVE APOSTLES); I WISH TO ASK THE REST OF MY SERVANTS OF THE APOSTLES 
THE QUESTION: ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE ONE'TO PRESIDE OVER YOUR QUORUM, WHICH IS THE 
ORDER OF GOD IN ALL GENERATIONS, DO YOU NOT, ALL OF YOU, HOLD THE APOSTLESHIP, 
WHICH IS THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY EVER GIVEN TO MEN ON EARTH? YOU DO. THEREFORE 
YOU HOLD IN COMMON THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN ALL THE WORLD." 
(Wilford Woodruff Journal, January 26, 1880). 

What more is there for God, himself, to confer on a mortal man than this? 
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Jot7eph Musser seems to have mis-interpreted the charge Oliver Cowdery gave to 

the original Quorum of Twelve in this Dispensation. After stating that they had re-

ceived their authority through the ministration of angels, (Peter, James and John), 

Oliver Cowdery counseled the newly ordained Apostles as to their ministry: 

"YOU HAVE BEEN INDEBTED TO OTHER MAN, IN THE FIRST INSTANCE, FOR EVIDENCE; 
ON THAT YOU HAVE ACTED; BUT IT IS NECESSARY THAT YOU RECEIVE A TESTIMONY FROM 
HEAVEN FOR YOURSELVES; SO THAT YOU CAN BEAR TESTIMONY TO THE TRUTH OF THE BOOK 
OF l':'RM -)N, AND THAT YOU HAVE SEEN THE FACE OF GOD. THAT IS MORE THAN THE TESTI-
MONY OF AN ANGEL. 	* 

NEVER CEASE STRIVING UNTIL YOU HAVE SEEN GOD FACE TO FACE. STRENGTHEN YOUR 
FAITH; CAST OFF YOUR DOUBTS, YOUR SINS, AND ALL YOUR UNBELIEF; AND NOTHING CAN 
PREVENT YOU FROM COMING TO GOD. YOUR ORDINATION IS NOT FULL AND COMPLETE TILL 
GOD HAS LAID HIS HAND UPON YOU. WE REQUIRE AS MUCH TO QUALIFY US AS DID THOSE 
WHO HAVE GONE BEFORE US; GOD IS THE SAME. IF THE SAVIOR LAID HIS HANDS UPON 
HIS DISCIPLES, WHY NOT IN THE LATTER DAYS?" (D. H. C., vol. 2, pp. 195,196). 

Thus, to be a "special witness of the name of Christ in all the World" (D. & C. 

107:23), one should qualify to bear that testimony. This, however, has nothing to 

do with Priesthood authority, for that is inherent in the ordination to the Apostle-

ship by a qualified servant. When the Savior lays his hand upon one, it completes 

his ordination as a "special witness", but no additional priesthood authority is 

given in such an act. 

Let us now review Fundamentalist doctrine as it relates their "Council of Seven" 

"High Priest" Apostles to the Church's "Qourum of Twelve Apostles." Musser writes: 

"(OLIVER COWDERY AND DAVID WHITMER) WERE GIVEN THE SOLEMN COMMISSION TO 
'SEARCH OUT THE TWELVE' (DISCIPLES) THAT WERE TO BE SELECTED LATER (1835). 
AND WHEN THE QUORUM OF THE TWELVE WAS ORGANI7ED THESE TWO MEN, GHOUGH APOSTLES, 
WERE NOT DESIGNATt.D AS MEMBERS OF THAT QUORUM, THEIR ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD DOUBT- 
LESS PLACING THEM ABOVE THAT OF THE MEMBERS OF THE QUORUM OF TWELVE --- THE 
QUORUM BEING AN APPENDAGE TO THE PRIESTHOOD PROPER. * 

IT IS WELL TO REMEMPER HERE THAT THE FIRST PRESIDENCY TO THE CHURCH WAS OR- 
GANIZED MARCH 18, 1833, ALMOST TWO YEARS PREVIOUS TO THE. ORGANIZATION OF THE 
TWELVE, FEBRUARY 14, 1835; YET THIS FIRST PRESIDENCY, AS SUCH, HAD NOTHING TO 
DO WITH THE CHOOSING OF THE TWELVE, SUCH DUTY RESTING WITH THOSE OF THE APOSTLE- 
SHIP OF JOSEPH, OCHER AND DAVID. MARTIN HARRIS, BEING OF THIS SAME CALLING, 
PARTICIPATED WITH OLIVER NAD DAVID. AND FURTHER, IT IS WELL TO R=MBER THAT 
THIS METHOD OF CHOOSING WILL ALWAYS OBTAIN WHEN DONE IN PROPER ORDER. 

TO SUPPOSE THAT THESE MEN DID THE CHOOSING, (AS INDICATED IN SOME OF THE 
WRITINGS OF THE BRETHREN, BECAUSE OF HAVING BEEN WITNESSES OF THE BOOK OF MOR- 
MON), IS AN ERROR --- A SUPPOSITION THAT IS WITHOUT RYME, RYTHM, OR REASON." 
(Supplement to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage,  pp. 97,99). 
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This doctrine is controverted by the fact that only the "Three Witnesses" were 

11 	involved in the selection. If it had been by virtue of the "High Priest" Apostle* 

ship of an alleged "Council of Seven" Then Joseph Smith as the alleged President 

would also have been involved. What about the remainder of the alleged Council? 

Why would "they", whoever "they" are, not also be involved? Why only three of the 

Seven, and not even the "worthy Senior" at that? Where is there "ryme, rythm or 

reason" in this alleged proceedure? A footnote in the Prophet's history furnishes 

the following observation concerning this event: 

"IT WAS MADE KNOWN TO THE PROPHET AND OLIVER CCWDERY AS EARLY AS JUNE, 1829, 
THAT THERE WOULD BE TWELVE APOSTLES CHOSEN IN THIS DISPENSATION. IN THAT REVE-
LATION (D. & C. 18:37) THE LORD, ADDRESSING OLIVERCOWDERY AND DAVID WHITMER, 
SAID 	'AND NOW, BEHOLD, I GIVE UNTO YOU OLIVER COWDERY, AND ALSO UNTO DAVID 
WHITMER, THAT YOU SHALL SEARCH OUT THE 'TWELVE, WHO SHALL HAVE THE DESIRES OF 
WHICH I HAVE SPOKEN.' THAT IS, DESIRES TO TAKE UPON THEM THE NAME OF JESUS 
CHRIST WITH FULL PURPOSE OF HEART . 	. 	. AS ALREADY STATED, HOWEVER, IN THE 
VISION IN WHICH THE PROPHET JOSEPH SAW MORE PERFECTLY THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
CHURCH, AND THE MANNER IN WHICH THE TWELVE WERE TO BE CHOSEN, HE UNDOUBTEDLY 
LEARNED THAT IT WAS IN HARMONY WITH THE ORDER OF THINGS THAT THE THREE WITNESSES 
SHOULD CHOOSE THE TWELVE SPECIAL WITNESSES, AND HENCE APPOINTED MARTIN HARRIS 
TO ASSIST OLIVER COWDERY AND DAVID WHITMER IN CHOOSING THE APOSTLES. 

A WORD, BY THE WAY, IN RELATION TO THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE THREE WITNES-
SES CHOOSING THE TWELVE. IN THE REVELATION DEFINING THE SPECIAL CALLING OF THE 
TWELVE APOSTLES IT IS WRITTEN: 'THE TWELVE TRAVELING COUNSELORS ARE CALLED TO 
BE THE NELVE APOSTLES, OR SPECIAL WITNESSES OF THE NAME OF CHRIST IN ALL THE 
WORLD; THUS DIFFERING FROM OTHER OFFICERS IN THE CHURCH 14 THE DUTIES OF THEIR 
CALLING. (D. & C. I07:23). FROM THIS IT APPEARS THAT THE SPECIAL CALLING OF 
THE TWELVE IS TO BE WITNESSES FOR THE LORD, JESUS CHRIST IN ALL THE WORLD; 
FENCE IT WAS PREEMINENTLY PROPER THAT THESE TWELVE WITNESSES SHOULD BE CHOSEN 
BY THE THREE VERY SPECIAL WITNESSES --- WITNESSES OF THE BOOK OF MORMON IN PAR-
TICULAR, AND OF GOD'S MARVELOUS WORK IN GENERAL." (D. H. C., vol. 2, pp. 186-7). 

Thus we see that the selection of the Twelve "special witnesses" by the three 

"special witnesses" was done with much "ryme, rythm (and) reason", despite Fundamen-

talist claims to the contrary. Their "Council of Seven" fails to materialize in this 

important instance, and casts serious doubt on the whole contention. The Prophet's 

history concludes the whole matter with irrefutable conviction: 

"PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., SAID THAT THE FIRST BUSINESS OF THE MEETING 
WAS, FOR THE THREE WITNESSES OF THE BOOK OF MORMON, TO PRAY, EACH ONE, ANT THEN 
PROCEED TO CHOOSE TWELVE MEN FROM THE CHURCH, AS APOSTLES, TO GO TO ALL NATIONS, 
Kr:DREDS, TONGUES, AND PEOPLE. THE THREE WITNESSES, VIZ., OLIVER COWDERY, DAVID 
WHITMER, AND MARTIN HARRIS UNITED IN PRAYER. THESE THREE WITNESSES WERE THEN 
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BLESSED 3Y THE LAYING ON OF HANDS OF THE PRESIDENCY. THE WITNESSES THIN, AC-

11.114 	CORDING TO COMMANDMENT, PROCEEDED TO MAKE CHOICE OF THE TWELVE.',  (DI M. C., 
vol. 2, pp. 186,187). 

It is also important to note here that the First Presidency of the Church set 

the "three witnesses" apart to perfom this ordinance and then confirmed each ordina-

tion at the conclusion. Heber C. Kimball writes: 

"AFTER HAVING EXPRESSED OUR FEELINGS ON THIS OCCASION, WE WERE SEVERALLY 
CALLED INTO THE STAND, AND THERE RECEIVED OUR ORDINATIONS, UNDER THE HANDS OF 
OLIVER COWDERY, DAVID WHITHER AND MARTIN HARRIS. THESE BRETHREN ORDAINED US TO 
THE APOSTLESHIP, AND PREDICTED MANY THINGS WHICH SHOULD COME TO PASS, THAT WE 
SHOULD HAVE POWER TO HEAL THE SICK, CAST OUT DEVILS, RAISE THE DEAD, GIVE SIGHT 
TO THE BLIND, HAVE POWER TO REMOVE MOUNTAINS, AND ALL THINGS SHOULD BE SUBJECT 
TO US THROUGH THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST, AND ANGELS SHOULD MINISTER UNTO US, AND 
MANY MORE THINGS, TOO NUMEROUS TO MENTION . 	. 	. AFTER WE HAD BEEN THUS (OR- 
PAINED BY THESE BRETHREN, THE FIRST PRESIDENCY LAID THEIR HANDS ON US AND CON-
FIRMED THESE BLESSINGS AND ORDINATIONS, AND LIKEWISE PREDICTED MANY THINGS WHICH 
SHOULD COME TO PASS."' (Times  and Seasons,  vol. 6, p. 868). 

The authority held by the "three witnesses" at this time was the office of High 

Priest, not "High Priest" Apostle, as contended by Fundamentalism. President Joseph 

'IN F. Smith later wrote. concerning the general authority of the Melchizedek Priesthood 

conferred upon every Elder in the Church: 

"THERE IS NO OFFICE GROWING OUT OF THE PRIESTHOOD THAT IS OR CAN BE GREATER 
THE PRIESTHOOD ITSELF. IT IS FROM THE PRIESTHOOD THAT THE OFFICE DERIVES ITS 
AUTHORITY AND POWER . 	. 	. IF.IT  WERE NECESSARY, THE SEVENTY, HOLDING THE 
MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD, AS HE DOES, I SAY IF IT WERE NECESSARY, HE COULD ORDAIN 
A HIGH PRIEST; AND IF IT WERE NECESSARY FOR A HIGH PRIEST TO ORDAIN A SEVENTY, 
HE COULD DO THAT? WHY? BECAUSE BOTH OF THEM HOLD THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD. 
THEN AGAIN, IF IT WERE NEDESSARY, THOUGH I DO NOT EXPECT THE NECESSITY WILL 
EVER ARISE, AND THERE WAS NO MAN LEFT ON EARTH HOLDING THE 'MELCHIZEDEK PRIEST-
HOOD, EXCEPT AN ELDER --- THAT ELDER, BY THE INSPIRATION OF THE SPIRIT OF GOD 
AND BY THE DIRECTION OF THE ALMIGHTY, COULD PROCEED, AND SHOULD PROCEED, TO 
ORGANIZE THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST IN ALL ITS PERFECTION, BECAUSE HE HOLDS THE 
MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD. * 

WITNESS THE CALLING, ON FEBRUARY 14, 1835, OF DAVID WHITMER AND MARTIN HAR- 
RIS, BOTH HIGH PRIESTS, BY THE PROPHET JOSEPH, IN CONFORMITY WITH PRIOR REVELA-
TION FROM GOD (SEE DOCTRINE AND COVENANTS, SECTION 18) TO 'SEARCH OUT THE TWELVE.' 
THEY CHOSE THE TWELVE, ORDAINED AND SET THEM APART FOR THEIR EXALTED CALLINGS, 
BECAUSE THEY WERE CALLED UPON BY THE PROPHET OF GOD WHO HAD BEEN INSTRUCTED OF 
THE LORD, AND ALSO BECAUSE THESE MEN HELD THE NECESSARY AUTHORITY OF THE PRIEST-
HOOD, WHICH AUTHORITY WAS EXERCISED, IN THIS CASE AS IT SHOULD BE IN ALL CASES, 
UPON PROPER CALLING."' (Gospel Doctrine s  pp. 148475). 

Thus, the three witnesses, holding the office of High Priest in the Church, or- 

dained the original Twelve Apostles, under the direction of the First Presidency of 



IAR -rauc--r11 

the Church, not an alleged "higher" order of Apostleship in a "Council of Seven." 

There is serious question in Fundamentalism's own doctrine as to who they claim 

comprized the "Council of Seven" that called the Quorum of Twelve in 1835. It ob-

viously could not be the "Council" of 1832, for none of the three witnesses were al-

leged to be members of that council. The issue is further beclouded by a "Council" 

two weeks later that does not include any of the members of the earlier councils, ez-

cept, of course, for the Prophet, himself. Joseph Musser cites another event in 

Church history as "evidence" for his "Council of Seven": 

"KIRTLAND, FEBRUARY 2-7, (1835). THIS EVENING, NINE OF THE TWELVE (NAMING 
TH---11) 	 * 	ASSEMBLED .AT THE HOUSE OF PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., 
WHO WAS PRESENT, WITH FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS, SIDNEY RIGDON, BISHOP WHITNEY AND 
THREE ELDERS. ,  IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS WERE GIVEN TO THE TWELVE. (HIS. OF 
CHURCH, VOL. 2:I98). 

WHILE THIS GROUP OF SEVEN MEN ARE NOT SPECIFICALLY REFERRED TO AS THE 
'FIRST ELDERS' OR 'FRIENDS', THEY DOUBTLESS COMPRIZED THIS GROUP, POSSESSING 
JURISDICTION OVER THE TWELVE WHOM THEY HAD MET TO INSTRUCT."' (Supplement to 
the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage, pp. 104,105). 

Is this the "Council of Seven" that called and ordained the Quorum of the Twelve 

two weeks earlier? 'If not, how come we have an entirely new "Council"at this date? 

Where is the concept of continuity and seniority in the "Council"? What sort of a 

rediculous arrangement is this? It is most apparent that the First Presidency of 

the Church, Presiding Bishop and three unnamed Elders met to instruct the Twelve. 

Any other interpretaion is wild assumption. 

On February 28th, the day following, the first Quorum of Seventy was organized. 

One would assume, according to Fundamentalist logic, that the "Council of Seven" 

would perform this ordinance also. Such is not the case, however, for the record 

states that the First Presidency of the Church did the choosing and ordaining. 

(See: D. H. C., vol. 2, p. 203). 

The next series of "evidence" for the existence of the alleged "Council of 

Seven" is connected with the first High Councils in the Church and will be treated 

together. The first reference, with its commentary, follows: 

AP% 
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"JULY 9, 1835, THE PROPHET AGAIN RECORDS: (HIS. OF CHURCH, VOL. 2:236; 
ALSO MILL. STAR, VOL. 15:297). 

'ON THE 9TH, I RODE TO CLEVELAND, IN COMPANY WITH ELDER CO DENY AND OTHERS. 
ON FE 14TH A CHARGE WAS PREFERRED AGAINST EDMUND BOSLEY, TO A COUNCIL OF THE 
PRESIDENCY, FOR UNCHRISTIANLIKE CONDUCT, IN BREAKING A CERTAIN SACRED COVENANT, 
MADE SEPTF2ABER 147H, 183L.' 

THIS 'COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY,' IT MAY RE ASSUMED COMPRIZED MEN OF LIKE 
CALLING WITH JOSEPH SMITH AND THE SIX ELDERS SPOKEN OF IN SECTION 8l." (Sup-
plement to the New and Everlasting  Covenant of  Marriage, p. 105). 

The "Council of the Presidency" spoken of here was the Presidency of the High 

Council of the Kirtland Stake of Zion. This first High Council in the Church was 

organized at Kirtland, Ohio, February 17, 1834 (See: D. & C., 102:1). The First 

Presidency of the Church was selected and acknowledged as the Presidency of this 

High Council (See: D. & c., 102:3). On April 9, 1879, John Taylor explained the 

role of this first High Council in the Church to some newly appointed Stake Presi-

dents: 

"THE ORGANIZATIONS THAT WE HAVE NOW ARE QUITE'SIMILAR TO THOSE THAT EXISTED 
WHEN THERE WAS ONLY ONE STAKE OF ZION. IN THOSE DAYS THE FIRST PRESIDENCY WERE 
ALSO THE PRESIDENCY OF THAT ONE STAKE. THE PRESENT ORGANIZATIONS ARE SIMILAR, 
WITH THE EXCEPTION THAT ONE EXTENDED TO ALL THE WORLD, WHILST THE JURISDICTION 
OF THE PRESENT PRESIDENTS ONLY EXTEND TO THEIR SEVERAL STAKES. YOU, AS PRESI-
DENTS, PRESIDE OVER EVERY ORGANIZATION OF THE PRIESTHOOD IN YOUR STAKE AS JOS-
EPH SMITH DID IN ALL THE WORLD."' (L. John  Nuttall  Papers,  B. Y. U., Library, 
Special Collections). 

This, in effect, made the First Presidency of the Church also the first Stake 

Presidency. To claim the "Council of the Presidency" were supposed "High Priest' 

Apostles is an unwarranted "assumption" as Joseph Musser frankly admits. Such "as-

sumption" constitutes no "evidence" at all. Surely Joseph Musser could have pro-

duced better "evidence" for his alleged "Council of Seven" than the above. (For in-

stance: the Grand Council of the Priesthood held at Kirtland on May 2, I835, which 

lists seven men prior to mentioning the Twelve (D. H. C., 2:219,220); or, (D. H. C., 

2:239, where seven presidents are again mentioned). Joseph Musser continues his 

alleged "evidence" for Fundamentalism's "Council of SevenV: 

"LET IT BE REMEMBERED THAT HIGH COUNCILS HAD BEEN ORGANIZED AT KIRTLAND AND 
AT ZION (MISSOURI). THE FORMER FEBRUARY 17, 1834, AND THE LATTER JULY 3, OF THE 
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SAME YEAR, BOTH COUNCILS BEING IN EXISTENCE MORE THAN A YEAR PREVIOUS TO THE 
Or) 	SITTING OF THE 'COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY' IN THE CASES ABOVE REFERRED TO (i. e., 

July 9, and August 19, 1835). DOUBTLESS CASES CAME UP FOR CONSIDERATION BEFORE 
THE 'COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY' --- THE GROUP OF 'FRIENDS', EITHER ON APPEAL 
FROM THE STAKE HIGH COUNCIL, OR CASES OF SUCH NATURE THAT THE REGULAR HIGH COUN-
CIL HESITATED ASSUMING JURISDICTION. ADDITIONAL LIGHT, HOWEVER, IS THROWN ON 
THE SUBJECT BY A NOTATION OF A HIGH COUNCIL TRIAL RECORDED IN THE HISTORY OF THE 
CHURCH, VOL. 2':277; ALSO MILL. STAR, VOL. 15:340„ AS FOLLOWS: 

'MINUTES OF A HIGH COUNCIL HELD IN KIRTLAND, SEPTEMBER 19, 1835. THE TRIAL 
OF ELDER JARED CARTER. PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., OLIVER COWDERY, DAVID WHIT-
MER, FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS,. SIDNEY RIGDON, AND W. W. PHELPS, PRESENT. * * 	* 

THESE MINUTES CLEARLY INDICATE A TRIAL BEFORE THE 'PRESIDENCY OF THE COUN-
CIL OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD'. (OR 'COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY', OR 'PRESIDENCY OF 
THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD') (SEE D. & C. 107:79) WITH TWELVE OTHER HIGH PRIESTS 
CHOSEN TO ASSIST AS COUNSELORS, THUS INDICATING THE FUNCTIONING OF THE HIGHEST 
JUDICIAL BODY, THE PRESIDENCY OF WHICH, AT LEAST, WAS OF THE ORDER OF PRESIDING 
HIGH PRIESTS HEREIN MENTIONED."' (Supplement to the New and Everlasting Covenant 
Of Marriage, pp. 105,106). 

And so, Fundamentalism attempts to interject its "Council of Seven" into the 

judicial system of the Church, claiming it presides over a High Council, as its pres- 

idency. But, in this case,. it is a special High Council --- a permanent standing 

High Council for the whole Church. Let us conclude the "evidence", however, before 

proceeding to analysis. Musser continues: 

"ANOTHER CASE SUPPORTING THE ISSUE IS RECORDED IN HIS. OF CHURCH, VOL. 2; 
283-5; ALSO MILL. STAR, VOL. 16:342, AS FOLLOWS: 

'SEPTEMBER 26, (1835) --- THIS MORNING THE TWELVE RETURNED FROM THEIR MIS-
SION TO THE EAST, AND ON THE SAME DAY THE COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY OF THE 
CHURCH CONSISTING OF JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., SIDNEY RIGDON, DAVID WHITMER, W. W. 
PHELPS, JOHN WHITMER, HYRUM SMITH AND OLIVER COWDERY, MET TO CONSIDER THE CASE 
OF THE TWELVE WHO HAD PREVIOUSLY BEEN REPROVED IN CONSEQUENCE OF CERTAIN LET-
TERS AND REPORTS COMING TO THE EARS OF THE COUNCIL. * 	* 	* 

AN ATTEMPT WAS MADE IN THE FOREGOING COUNCIL TO CRIMINATE THE TWELVE BE-
FORE THE HIGH COUNCIL, FOR CUTTING OFF GLADDEN BISHOP AT THEIR BRADFORD CONFER-
ENCE, BUT THE ATTEMPT TOTALLY FAILED. I DECIDED THAT THE HIGH COUNCIL HAD NO-
THING TO DO WITH THE TWELVE, OR THE DECISIONS OF THE TWELVE. BUT IF Ti- E TWELVE 
ERRED THEY WERE ACCOUNTABLE ONLY TO THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE AUTHORITIES OF 
THE WHOLE CHURCH; ACCORDING TO THE REVELATIONS' --- SUBJECT ONLY TO TEE DIRECT-
ION OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH. (MILL. STAR, 15:595) AND ACCOUNTABLE 
ONLY TO TIE 'GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE AUTHORITIES OF THE WHOLE CHURCH', OR THE 
SEVEN HIGH PRIESTS WHO CHOOSE THEM AND BEFORE WHCM THEY ACTUALLY APPEARED TO 
GIVE AN ACCOUNT OF THEIR LABORS. (MIL. STAR, 15:342). 

s, 
	

IT WILL BE REMEMBERED THAT THE 'HIGH COUNCIL IN ZION', 'THE STANDING HIGH 
COUNCILS AT THE STAKES OF ZION', 'THE QUORUM OF THE PRESIDENCY' AND THE 'TWELVE 
TRAVELING COUNCIL' (APOSTLES), IN THEIR JUDICIARY ACTS ARE EQUAL IN AUTHORITY 
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(SEC. 107:36,37), AND THAT AN APPAL LIES FROM THE DECISION OF EACH OF THESE 
COUNCILS OR JUDICIARY TRIBUNALS TO THE 'COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH BEFORE THE PRESI-
DENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD', (107:78,79), WHICH IS THE SUPREME COURT 'IN 
SPIRITUAL MATTERS', AND FROM WHOSE DECISIONS THERE IS NO APPEAL, FOR 

'AFTER THIS DECISION (THE MATTER) SHALL BE HAD IN REMEMBRANCE NO MORE BE-
FORE TH E LORD; FOR THIS IS THE HIGHEST COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH OF GOD, AND FINAL 
DECISION UPON CONTROVERSIES IN SPIRITUAL MATTERS.' (VERSE 80). 

THIS 'COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH BEFORE THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD', 
COMPRISES THE GROUP OF SEVEN 'PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS' IN THE SPECIAL ORDER OF 
PRIESTHOOD UNDER DISCUSSION. THIS 'PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD', HOWEVER, 
'HAVE POWER TO CALL OTHER HIGH PRIESTS, EVEN TWELVE, TO ASSIST AS COUNSELORS.' 
(VERSE 79). THUS THE COURT OF LAST RESORT IN THE CH URCH OF GOD COMPRISES MEN 
THAT ARE PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS WHOSE PRIESTHOOD AND APPOINTMENTS ARE INDICATED 
BY GOD THROUGH DIRECT REVELATION TO HIS PRESIDING HIGH PRIEST ON EARTH, AND 
TWELVE OTHER HIGH PRIESTS --- MEN WHO HAVE THEMSELVES BEEN TRIED AND FOUND TRUE, 
AND WHOSE INTEGRITY IS BEYOND REASONABLE QUESTION." (Supplement to the New and 
Everlasting  Covenant of  Marriage,  pp. 106,107). 

If Fundamentalist were not doctrinally compelled to separate the "Presidency of 

the High Priesthood" from the "Presidency of the Church" in order to claim the seal-

ing keys of the Priesthood for themselves, their interpretations, on this issue, 

would not be so difficult and strained. Of course, to concede this issue, would doc-

trinally "sink their ship"' so they doggedly persist in spite of reason or history. 

When the First Presidency of the Church was instituted, as we have already seen, it 

was called the "Presidency of the High Priesthood". (see pp. 	). Since the 

First Presidency of the Church presided over this first High Council in Kirtland, 

"the seat of the First Presidency", it is clear what the following terms mean: 

"Council of the Presidency"; "the Presidency of the High Council", etc. 

There is another court Joseph Musser includes in his references, a court of last 

resort, or final appeal, called ih the revelation. "the Council of the Church, before 

the Presidency of the High Priesthood". (D. & C., I07t78-81). It is also presided 

over the the First Presidency of the Church. It is clear from the revelation that 

this is a "Church" tribunal and, therefore, is properly presided over by the Presi-

dency of the Church. These two councils are confounded into one in Fundamentalist 

doctrine. Another Fundamentalist, B. Harvey Allred, deprecates the loss of this al-

leged "composite" standing High Council for the whole Church: 
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"ON THE SEVENTEENTH CF FEBRUARY, 1834, A 'PERMANENT HIGH COUNCIL OF THE 
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS' WAS ORGANIZED AT KIRTLAND, OHIO 
. 	. 	. THIS HIGH COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH WAS TO ACT FCR THE WHOLE CHURCH, 
AND NOT FOR ANY PARTICULAR STAKE OF THE CHURCH, OR FOR KIRTLAND, WHERE IT WAS 
ORGANIZED, FOR IT SAYS, 'THE PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, WHO IS ALSO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE COUNCIL, IS APPOINTED BY REVELATION, AND ACKNOWLEDGED IN HIS ADMINISTRA- 
TIONS BY THE VOTE OF THE CHURCH.' AND THAT THIS HIGH COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH, 
PRESIDED OVER BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH WAS TO FUNCTION AT THE SEAT OF THE 
FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH IS MADE EVIDENT BY VERSES 26 AND 27 (D. & C., 	. 
Section IO2). 	* 

BY REVELATION FOUND IN SECTION 107, VERSES 79 AND 80, THE LORD INFORMS US 
OF THE 'PERMANENCY' OF THIS HIGH COUNCIL. * . 	* 

THE MORMON CHURCH OF TODAY HAS ABOLISHED THIS HIGH COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH 
OF CHRIST WHICH WAS TO FUNCTION PERMANENTLY AT THE 'SEAT OF THE FIRST PRESID-
ENCY OF THE CHURCH.' AND THE QUORUM OF TWELVE APOSTLES HAS NOW USURPED THE 
POWERS AND AUTHORITY OF THIS CHURCH HIGH COUNCIL ESTABLISHED BY REVELATION, IN 
THAT THEY ATTEMPT TO SETTLE 'AT THE SEAT OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH' 
ALL IMPORTANT DIFFICULTIES WHICH ARISE IN THE CHURCH AND ARE APPEALED FROM THE 
BISHOP'S COUNCILS AND FROM THE STAKE HIGH COUNCILS. 	. 	." (Allred, A 
Leaf in Review, pp. 58-61). 

Allred, like Musser, confuses the Kirtland Stake High Council (D. & C. 102) 

with the court of last resort in the Church --- the Council of the First Presidency 

(D. & C., 107:78-81). This is a mistake that may very easily be made inadvertently. 

The Kirtland Stake High Council was presided over in this first instance by the First 

Presidency of the Church (D. & C., 102:3). The Court of Last Resort in the Church 

is also presided,over by the First Presidency of the Church (D. & C., 107:78-81). - 

It thus becomes difficult to know always in what capacity the First Presidency was 

acting. An early doctrinal work, issued in 1904, with the approval and sanction of 

President Joseph F. Smith states: 

"FOR ABOUT THREE YEARS THE FIRST PRESIDENCY PRESIDED OVER THE HIGH COUNCIL 
IN KIRTLAND, AND DURING THAT TIME QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO THE WHOLE CHURCH RE-
CEIVED ATTENTION BY THAT BODY. THIS WAS ALSO TRUE TO SOME EXTENT OF THE HIGH 
COUNCIL AT FAR WEST, AND ALSO AT NAUVOO TILL ABOUT 18,10. BUT DURING TH IS TIME, 
AFTER ORGANIZATION OF THE QUORUM OF THE TWELVE, THE FROPHET GRADUALLY BROUGHT 
INTO HIS COUNCIL THE TWELVE APOSTLES. IT IS EVIDENT THAT THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE TWELVE, (THE TWELVE, OF COURSE, BEING HIGH PRIEST'S AS 
WELL AS APOSTLES) MAY CONSIDER AND PASS UPON ANY MATTER WHATSOEVER CONCERNING 
THE CHURCH OR ANY SINGLE MEMBER THEREOF."' (Keeler, Lesser Priesthood and Church 
Government, p. 132). 

B. Harvey Allred stresses the point that this firSt High Council of the Church 

', was to function permanently at the 'seat of the First Presidency of the Church.'" 
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04 This term has been authoritatively explained as follows: 

"HIGH COUNCIL AT THE SPAT OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY. --- THE STUDENT MAY NEED 
A WORD OF EXPLANATION REGARDING THIS COUNCIL. THE FIRST HIGH COUNCIL ORGANIZED 
WAS PRESIDED OVER BY PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH AND HIS COUNSELORS. IT WAS THE 
HIGH COUNCIL OF THE KIRTLAND STAKE OF 710N. KIRTLAND WAS ALSO AT THAT TIME THE 
SEAT OF RESIDENCE OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH. THE PROPHET AND HIS 
COUNSELORS ACTED THEREFORE IN TWO CAPACITIES AS CIRCUMSTANCES DEMANDED; EITHER 
AS HIGH COUNSELORS FOR THE KIRTLAND STAKE OF ZION, OR AS A COUNCIL FOR THE WHOLE 
CHURCH. WHEN MATTERS RELATING TO THE CHURCH AT LARGE CAME BEFORE THE HIGH COUN-
CIL AT KIRTLAND, THE DECISIONS WERE NO LESS OF FORCE BECAUSE THE FIRST PRESI-
DENCY PERMITTED THEM TO COME BEFORE A STAKE HIGH COUNCIL. THE COUNCIL OF THE 
FIRST PRESIDENCY ALONE HAD ALL THE AUTHORITY NECESSARY TO DECIDE QUESTIONS OF A 
GENERAL CHARACTER THAT CAME BEFORE THIS HIGH COUNCIL LOCATED AT THE SEAT OR 
PLACE OF RESIDENCE OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY; BUT PRESIDENT SMITH DISPLAYED GREAT 
WISDOM IN THUS ASSOCIATING WITH HIS BRETHREN, TEACHING, GUIDING AND COUNSELING 
WITH THESE HIGH PRIESTS."' (Keeler, Lesser Priesthood and Church Government, 
p. 135). 

Later, when the Church moved its headquarters to Nauvoo, Illinois, this became 

the "seat of the First Presidency of the Church." It was stated in 1843: 

"NAUVO0 AT PRESENT IS THE SEAT OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, THE PLACE OF GATHER-
ING FOR ALL SAINTS . 	. 	." (D. H. C., vol. 6, pp. 63,64). 

If "the High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church" is a 

High Council for the whole Church and must always be presided over by the First Pres- 

idency of the Church, as Fundamentalism contends, we would ask: Where is there a 

record of such a High Council functioning during the Nauvoo period? The High Coun-

cil at the seat of the First Presidency at Nauvoo was presided over by William Marks 

as President with Charles C. Rich and Austin Cowles as counselors. See: D. H. C., 

4:12; 4:323; 5:17; etc.) 

'Alen the Saints moved West and Salt Lake City became the "seat of the First 

Presidency of the Church" never once has there been a so-called "standing HIgh Coun- 

cil for the Whole Church" presided over by the Presidency of the Church. 3righam 

Young knew the order and he did not lead the Church into error. It should be obvious 

to all that a High Council of such description and jurisdiction has never existed in 

the Church since the "one Stake period" prior to 1840, and, therefore, the Quorum of 

Twelve Apostles could not possibly have "usurped the powers and authority of this 

alleged Church High Council." 
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That the Kirtland Stake High Council and "the Council of the Church before the 

Presidency of the High Priesthood" are two separate and distinct Councils is eviden-

ced by the founding minutes of the Kirtland High Council. They state: 

"SHOULD THE PARTIES OR EITHER OF THEM BE DISSATISFIED WITH THE DECISION OF 
SAID COUNCIL, THEY MAY APPEAL TO THE HIGH COUNCIL OF THE S=AT OF THE FIRST PRES-
IDENCY OF THE CHUPCH, AND HAVE A RE-HFARINO, WHICH CASE SHALL THERE BE CONDUCT-
FD, ACCORDING TO THE FORvER PATTERN WRITTEN, AS THOUGH NO SUCH IP ,C15104 HAD BEEN 
MADE." (D. & C.,  102:27). 

Thus the High Council organized in Kirtland was a local High Council with rights 

of appeal to the Court of last resort --- the High Council of the seat of the First 

Presidency of the Church, or as later expressed the Council of the Church before the 

Presidency of the High Priesthood. However, assuming Musser's claims to be correct, 

let us see how this "evidence" fits into his alleged order of the Priesthood. 

His "Council of Seven" from February 27, 1335 lists: Joseph Smith, Jun., Fred-

erick G. Williams, Sidney Rigdon, Newel K. Whitney, and three Elders. (See: Supple- 

" 	ment, pp. 104,105). His alleged Council of September 19, 1835„ lists: Joseph Smith, 

Jun., Oliver Cowdery, David Witmer, Frederick G. Williams, Sidney Rigdon, and W. W. 

Phelps. (Ibid., pp. 106,107). Where is Newel K. Whitney? Has he been dropped from 

the Council in the meantime2 Who were the three unnamed Elders? Were they Oliver 

Cowdery, David Whither and W. W. Phelps? If this is really such an important Council 

as Fundamentalists would have us believe, why are the members neglected to the point 

of being listed as "six Elders", "three Elders", etc.? Where is the dignity 

due such a Priesthood Presidency? The Prophet was very careful in observing protocol 

and addressing people by appropriate title. Why are these brethren not referred to 

by title as Fundamentalists use them today? 

Musser's Council of September 26, 1835, hardly two weeks later, shows another 

change in personell. It lists Joseph Smith, Jun., Sidney Rigdon, David Whither, W. 

W. Phelps, John Whither, Hyrum Smith and Oliver Cowdery. Has Frederick G. Williams 

been dropped in the intervening ID days, and has Hyrum Smith and John Whitmer been 

added to the Council'during this same interim? -What kind of a vacilliatory organi- 
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nation is this? Where is there a rat{:,, 	 )f continuity and seniority? 

	

04 Where is there any indication of an ord , !? 
	

These, and a host of other 

questions present themselves to an in:4ut:17,. investigator. It seems much of Musser's 

	

strained "evidence" doesn's make sense in 	o'wn contrived order. With this little 

aside into the Church judicial system, le', us return to more of Musser's "evidence" 

for his alleged "Council of Seven." 

Fundamentalism indicates the " -F:.:•st 	:.s" of 	early days of the restoration 

constituted their "priesthood council op- rat'.ng w'iolly separate and apart from the 

Church and, generally speaking, unknown to the Church." 

counts from the Prophet's history as prno:. 

'OCTOBER 5, 1835, THE PROPHET 
MILL. STAR, VOL. i5:369). 

They cite the following ac- 

' 	VOL. 2:237; ALSO 

'MONDAY, 5. --- 	RETUR':: 	F' :7 1 	 IN THE RAIN. 
* 	AND IN 77-1E 	 _ 	. 'TWELVE APOSTLES; 
* TOLD THEM 7{A: :" 	 S:-.OULD TAKE THEIR 

FAMILIES TO MISSOURI NEXT S'EASY;; ,L 0 IS FA:- 	.;T E0 THE SOLEMN ASSEMBLY 
OF THE FIRST ELDERS, FOR THE ORGANIZA::)N OP? THE SCHOOL OF THE PROPHETS,' ETC. 

'TO ATTEND THE SOLEMN ASSEMBLY OF 7"::E FIRST ELDERS,' 

WHO WERE THESE 'FIRss 
	

A 	ASSEMBLY' HAD BEEN 
CALLED? AS NOTED PREVIguSL!, 	E 1 :: 
	

DOUBTLESS CONSTITUTED THE GROUP 
OF 'FRIENDS', OR THE 'COUNCIL 	: 

	
,.)R THE 'PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH 

PRIESTHOOD'. WHEN THE 'SOLFY1 ASS- 1. 	OF T'E 'FIRST ELDERS', DID MEET IN THE 
TEMPLE AT KIRTLAND, ON MARCH 29, Ii36 , THEY Pi:OCEE= 	-:HE ORDINANCE OF FEET 
WASHING AS FOLLOWS: 

'(HIS. OF CHURCH, VOL. 2:00; :,1_-=0 :'ILL. STAR, VOL :5:727). 'ACCORDINGLY, 
WE PROCEEDED TO CLEANSE OUR FACES AND OJT FEET, AND THEN PROCEEDED TO WASH ONE 
ANOTHER'S FEET. PRESIDENT SIDNEY RIODON FIRST WASHED PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, 
JUNIOR'S FEET, AND THEN, IN TURN, WAS WASHED BY HIM; !FT FR WHICH PRESIDENT RIG-
DON WASHED PRESIDENT JOSE'H 	 A'7 	SMI7H. PRESIDENT JOSEPH 
SMITH, JUN., WASHED PRESIDE . ,T 	 WILLIAM7.3, AND THEN PRESIDENT HYRUM 
SMITH WASHED PRESIDENT DAVID WHITMER'S AND PHESTDEN7 OLIVER CDWDERY'S FEET. 
THEN PRESIDENT DAVID WITMER WASHED PRESUIENT WTLLTkM W. PHELPS' FEET, AND IN 
TURN PRESIDENT PHELPS WASHED FitESIDET jOHN WHITMER'S FEET. THE BISHOPS AND 
THEIR COUNSELORS WERE THEN WASHED, AFTER WHIOd WE PARTOOK OF THE BREAD AND WINE.' 

ON THE FOLLOWING DAY THE FEET WPSiING ORDINANCE WAS PROCEEDED WITH ON BE-
HALF OF THE COUNCIL OF THE TWELVE, AS NOTED ON ?AGE 431 OF THE HISTORY. FROM 
THIS FEET WASHING INCIDENT WE LEARN THE FOLLOWING VALUABLE LESSONS: 

1ST. THAT THE NONE BRETHREN WHO PERFORMED THE ORDINANCE OF FEET WASHING AS 
INDICATED, WERE NONE OF THEM MEMBERS OF THE QUORUM CF APOSTLES OR 'DISCIPLES'. 
THEY WERE DOUBTLESS THE 'FIRST ELDERS', WITH WHOM THE TWELVE WAS TO MEET IN 
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SOLEMN A E S'EEHLY ; AND BE NG `E-HE 	IEFT E DERE' , AND THEREFORE HIEH ER IN THE 
ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD THAN THE 7WELVE , THE ORDINANCE WAS PERFOR7 ,TD FIRST IN 
THEIR BEHALF. 

2ND. THAT EACH OF THE NINE B7FEEiREN EMBRACING THE 'FIRST ELDERS', WAS DES-
IGNATED BY THE PROPHET AS 'PRESIDENT', WHICH TITLE IS STRICTLY IN KEEPING WITH 
THEIR HIGH CALLING OF PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS, EACH OF THE GROUP BEING A 'PRESI-
DENT.' 

3RD. THAT FOLLOErING THE CEREMONY PERFORMED IN ilFAALF OF THEMSELVES, THIS 
GROUP OF 'FIRST ELDERS' PROCEEDED TO ATTEND TO THE SAME :N BEHALF OF THE BISHOPS 
AND THEIR COUNSELORS, THEY HOLDING THE KEYS OF THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD INDEPEND-
ENT OF THE CHURCH, AND 'MAT FOLLOWING THE BISHOPS, AND ON THE NEXT DAY, THE ORD- 
INANCE WAS PERFORMED FOR THE TWELVE, WHOSE CALLING WAS AN APPENDAGE AMBASSADOR-
IAL OFFICE. THIS ORDER OF FEET WASHING IS SPINIFICANT AS SHOWING THE CLOSE RELA-
TIONSHIP EXISTING BETWEEN THE BISHOPRICS, AS THE HEAD OF THE AARONIC DIVISION 
OF THE HOLY PRIESTHOOD, AND THEIR SUPERIOR OFFICERS, THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH 
PRIESTHOOD. JOSEPH SMITH, OF COURSE, HELD THREE POSITIONS: PRESIDENT OF THE 
HIGH PRIESTHOOD (HOLDING THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD), PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, 
AND PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH CnUNCIL AT KIRTLAND, THE TWO LATTER OFFICES BEING SUB-
ORDINATE TO THE FIRST AND APPENDAGE OFFICES. 

WHILE THE GROUP OF 'FRIENDS' MENTIONED IN THE SEVERAL COUNCILS DIFFERS 
SLIGHTLY IN PERSONNEL, YET THE BRETHREN NAMED ARE ALL AMONG THOSE DESIGNATED BY 
THE PROPHET AS 'PRESIDENTS', ATTENDING THE 'SOLEMN ASSEMBLY' ABOVE NOTED; THE 
ASSUMPTION BEING THAT THE 'COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY' OR GROUP OF 'FRIENDS' WERE 
AUGMENTED IN NUMBERS FROM TIME TO TIME, AS MEN PROVED WORTHY AND WERE DESIGNATED 

AFIN BY THE LORD FOR THIS HIGH CALLING. DOUBTLESS IT WAS GOD'S PLAN, HAD THE SAINTS 
REMAINED FAITHFUL TO THEIR COVENANTS, TO SELECT A TOTAL OF SEVENTY-ONE ELDERS, 
AND FULLY ESTABLISH THE ANCIENT ORDER OF SANHEDRIN, WHICH PURPOSE, HOWEVER, WAS 
DEFEATED BECAUSE OF THE WEAKNESS OF THE SAINTS AND OF THEIR TRANSGRESSIONS." 
(Supplement to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage, pp. 107-109). 

Joseph Musser claims the "First Elders" mentioned, doubtless constituted the 

alleged "Sanhedrin" Presidency. This is pure guess-work, his words "assumption" and 

"doubtless" attesting to this. Upon what evidence does he claim the "First Elders" 

referred to were "higher in the order of Priesthood than the Twelve"? The descrip- 

tion cited states no such thing and neither do the revelations. Musser states: 

"THE PRIESTHOOD PROPER IS PRESIDED OVER BY A QUORUM OF SEVEN MEN HOLDING THE 
HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD, AND FORMING THE PRESIDENCY OF THE SANHEDRIN, WHEN 
ORGANIZED." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 12). 

"THE PRESIDENCY OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD; COMPRI - ES THE GROUP OF SEVEN 'PRE-
SIDING HIGH PRIESTS' IN THE SPECIAL ORDER UNDER DISCUSSION." (Suppl., p. I07). 

"THE BODY OF CHOSEN FRIESTHOOD WAS ANCIENTLY KNOWN AS THE SANHEDRIN, AND 
COMPRIZED SEVENTY-ONE ELDERS, --- SEVENTY IN THE COUNCIL FROPER . 	. 	. 
THERE ARE JSEVEN' AS CONTRASTED TO THE BALANCE OF THE COUNCIL. MUCH THE SAYE 
AS 'MY COUNCIL OF THE PRESIDENCY,' --- (JOSEPH SMITH) TREATED HEREIN; OR 'THE 
PRESIDENCY OF THE COUNCIL OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD'; WHICH PRESIDENCY CONSTITUTES 
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SEVEN JUDGES; THE SUPREME COURT OF IKE CHURCH OF GOD. (D. & C., 107:78-84)." 
(Supplenent,  pp. 93,95). 

If the Sanhedrin Presidency consists of only Seven "High Priest" Apostles, which 

of the above nine were members of this Presidency of Seven and which two were not? 

All but Joseph Smith, Sen., have previously been listed as members of this presidency. 

By the same token, which members of the two competing present-day Fundamentalist 

Councils belong to the "Council of Seven" and which are merely Sanhedrin members? 

Both Councils have exceeded seven in number. 

Pt!'  4 Another question comes to mind in this connection. If it were God's plan "to 
" If 

 

select a total of seventy-one Elders, and fully establish the ancient order of San-

hedrin" why have not the present day Fundamentalists fully established this Council? 

Is it because of their "weakness", "transgressions" and "unfaithfulness to their cov-

enants" as they accuse the early Saints of this Dispensation? If so, they are no 

better than the parent Church they so ardently criminate in their writings. 

lok■ 

	

	 Let us pursue the ramifications of this "First Elder" doctrine. In April, 1833, 

during the expulsion of the Saints from Jackson County, Missouri v the first Elders 

met in council. 

"IN THE MONTH OF APRIL, THE FIRST REGULAR MOB RUSHED TOGETHER, IN INDEPEN-
DENCE, TO CONSULT UPON A PLAN, FOR THE REMOVAL, OR IMMEDIATE DESTRUCTION, OF 
THE CHURCH IN JACKSON COUNTY. THE NUMBER OF THE YOB WAS ABOUT THREE HUNDRED. 
A l'h,14 OF THE FIRST ELDERS MET IN SECRET, AND PRAYED TO HIM WHO SAID TO THE WIND, 
'BE STILL,' TO FRUSTRATE THEM IN THEIR WICKED DESIGNS." (D. H. C.,  I:342). 

These "first Elders" could not be the Fundamentalist "Council of Seven" for they 

are purported to comprize one of the two earlier claimed Councils in Kirtland (i.e., 

either the three witnesses and three unnamed Elders, or the Council listed in Joseph 

Musser's Book of Remembrance.). 

On June 22, 1834, at the termination of Zion's Camp and the consequent abandon-

ment of Zion, Jackson County, Missouri, the Lord designates the presiding Elders in 

the Church as "First Elders": 

"AND MY PEOPLE MUST NEEDS BE CHASTENED UNTIL THEY LEARN OBEDIENCE, IF IT MUST 
NEEDS BE, BY THE THINGS WHICH THEY SUFFER. I SPEAK NOT CONCERNING THOSE WHO ARE 
APPOINMD TO LEAD MY PEOPLE, WHO ARE THE FIRST ELDERS OF MY CHURCH, FOR THEY ARE 
NOT ALL UNDER THIS CONDEMNATION:" (D. & C.,  105:6,7). 



The Lord then counselled that since the cause of Zion was to be abandoned, they 

should now turn their attention to receiving an endowment in the rising Kirtland 

Temple. 

"VERILY I SAY UNTO YOU, IT IS EXPEDIENT IN ME TEAT THE FIRST ELDERS OF MY 
CHURCH SHOULD RECEIVE THEIR ENDOWMENT FROM ON HIGH IN MY HOUSE, WHICH I HAVE COM-
MANDED TO BE BUILT UNTO MY NAME IN THE LAND OF KIRTLAND. AND LET THOSE COZ•YAND-
vENTS WHICH I HAVE GIVEN CONCERNING ?TON AND HER LAW BE EXECUTED AND FULFILLED, 
AFTER HER REDEMPTION." (D. & C.,  105:33,34). 

The Prophet then proceeded to select and prepare the "first Elders" that were to 

receive this promised ordinance. The likely candidates would, of course, be the First 

Presidency of the Church, the Quorum of Twelve Apostles, the Quorum of Seventy, the 

Bishoprics, Presidencies and High Councils of both Kirtland and Zion. The record 

shows some of the preparation and instruction of the Prophet to the High Council in 

Zion. He wrote after returning to Kirtland: 

"I SHALL NOW PROCEED TO GIVE YOU SUCH COUNSEL AS THE SPIRIT OF THE LORD MAY 
DICTATE. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT YOUR BUSINESS MUST RE DONE BY YOUR HIGH COUN-
CIL. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT THE FIRST ELDERS ARE TO RECEIVE THEIR ENDOWMENT 
IN KIRTLAND, BEFORE THE REDEMPTION OF ZION. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT THE HIGH 
COUNCIL WILL HAVE POWER TO SAY WHO OF THE FIRST ELDERS AMONG THE CHILDREN OF ZION 
ARE ACCOUNTED WORTHY; AND YOU WILL ALSO RECOLLECT THAT YOU HAVE TESTIMONY IN BE-
HALF OF CERTAIN ONES, PREVIOUS TO MY DEPARTURE."' (D. H. C.,  2:144). 

About a month later the High Council in Zion reported the following: 

"CALVIN BEEBE AND LEVI JACKMAN WERE NOMINAitll AS FIRST ELDERS TO GO FORTH TO 
KIRTLAND, PREACHING 9Y THE WAY, AND IF APPROVED BY PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, SHOULD 
ACCOUNTED WORTHY, AND NUMBERED AS SUCH. IT WAS DECIDED BY THE PRESIDENT (DAVID 
WHITMER), AND SANCTIONED BY THE COUNCIL, THAT THE FIRST ELDERS GO FORTH AS SOON 
AS THEY CAN GET READY, AND PREACH BY THE WAY TO KIRTLAND." (D. F. C., 2:164). 

By June, 1835, The Prophet reports the "first Elders" --- "the Presidency, Bis-

hop and High Council of Zion" have removed to Kirtland, or gone forth in the vine-

yard.in preparation for their endowment. (See: D. H. C.,  2:228). This is why the 

High Council trial of September 19, 1335, discussed above was attended by the presid-

ency of Zion. A further check will also reveal that some of the High Councillors are 

from the High Council in Zion. The Prophet was taking advantage of their presence as 

a means of supervision and training. 

On October 5, 1835, the Prophet indicated the Quorum of Twelve are to prepare 
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Perhaps much of the confusion would be dispelled if we would analyze the reve-

lations concerning these two Church tribunals more closely. Of the Kirtland Stake 

High Council, the Lord revealed: 

"THE HIGH COUNCIL OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST . 	. 	. WAS TO CONSIST CF 
TWELVE HIGH PRIESTS, AND ONE OR THREE PRESIDENTS AS THE CASE MIGHT REQUIRE . 
. JOSEPH SMITH, JUN., SIDNEY RIGDON AND FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS WERE ACKNOWLEDGED 
PRESIDENTS BY THE VOICE OF THE COUNCIL." (D. /4 C.,  102:1,3). 

This shows the First Presidency of the Church --- a Quorum of Three --- pre-

sided over this High Council. It need not, therefore, be confused in any way with 

the Fundamentalist 

Bishoprics, Presidencies and High Councils of both Kirtland and Zion. Before the 

Presidency and High Council in Zion were called, and before the Prophet left Zion to 

return to Kirtland, he selected the following "first Elders" to receive their endow-

ments: David Whitmer, W. W. Phelps and John Whitmer, shortly to be the Presidency of 

Zion; Edward Partridge and Algernon Sidney Gilbert, the Bishop and the Bishop's 

agent of Zion; Lyman Wight, Solomon Hancock, Christian Whitmer, Parley P. Pratt, 

Newel Knight, Simeon Carter and Thomas B. Marsh, shortly to be members of the High 

Council in Zion; Peter Whitmer, Jr., Isaac Morley and John Corrill, miscellaneous 

Elders. 

On August 16, 183b, the Prophet wrote from Kirtland, reminding the Saints in 

Zion of his instruction and reaffirning that he had given the newly organized High 

Council in Zion the responsibility of determining those "first Elders" worthy to come 

to Kirtland and receive their Endowment. 

"I SHALL NOW PROCEED TO GIVE YOU SUCH COUNSEL AS THE SPIRIT OF THE LORD MAY 
DICTATE. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT YOUR BUSINESS MUST BE DONE BY YOUR HIGH COUN-
CIL. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT THE FIRST ELDERS ARE TO RECEIVE THEIR ENDOWMENT 
IN KIRTLAND, PEFORE THE RcTEMPTION OF ZION. YOU WILL RECOLLECT THAT THE HIGH 
COUNCIL WILL HAVE POWER TO SAY WHO OF THE FIRST ELDERS AMONG THE CHILDREN OF 
ZION ARE ACCOUNTED WORTHY; AND YOU WILL ALSO RECOLLECT THAT HAVE TESTIMONY IN 
BEHALF OF CERTAIN ONES, PREVIOUS TO MY DEPARTURE." (D. H. C., 2:I/44) 

About a month later the High Council in Zion reported two more of their members 
111%, 

being called to this privilege: 

"CALVIN BEEBE AND LEVI JACKMAN WERE NOMINATED AS FIRST ELDERS TO GO FORTH TO 
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KIRTLAND, PREACHING BY THE WAY, AND IF APPROVED BY PREFIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, SKULD 

410 	BE ACCOUNTED WORTHY, AND NUMBERED AS SUCH. IT WAS DECIDED BY THE PRE'IDENT, AND 
SANCTIONED BY THE COUNCIL, THAT THE FIRST ELDERS GO FORTH AS SOON AS TREY CAN 
GET READY, AND PREACH BY THE WAY TO KIRTLAND." (D.  H. C., 2:I64). 

By June, 1835, the Prophet reports the "first Elders" --- "the Presidency, Bis-

hop and High Council of Zion (have) removed to Kirtland, or gone forth in the Vine-

yard" in preparation for their endowment. (See: D. H. C., 2:228). This is why the 

High Council trial of September 19, I 835, discussed above, was attended by the Presi- 

dency of Zion. A further check will also reveal that some of the High Councillors 

are from the High Council in Zion. The Prophet was apparently taking advantage of 

their presence as a means or training and supervision. 

On October 5, 035, the Prophet indicated the Quorum of Twelve were to prepare 

for the Endowment promised the "first Elders". 

". 	. 	IN THE EVENING ATTENDED A COUNCIL OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES; HAD 
A GLORIOUS TIME, AND GAVE THEM MUCH INSTRUCTION CONCERNING THEIR DUTIES FOR THE 
TIME TO COME; TOLD THEM THAT IT WAS THE WILL OF GOD THEY SHOULD TAKE THEIR FAM- 
ILIES TO MISSOURI NEXT SEASON; ALSO THIS FALL TO ATTEND THE SOLEMN ASSEMBLY OF 
THE FIRST ELDERS, FOR THE ORGANIZATION OF THE SCHOOL OF THE PROPHETS; AND ATTEND 
TO THE ORDINANCE OF THE WASHING OF FEET; AND TO PREPARE THEIR HEARTS IN ALL 
HUMILITY FOR AN ENDOWMENT WITH POWER FROM ON HIGH; TO WU 	THEY ALL AGREED WIrli 
ONE ACCORD, AND SEEMED TO BE GREATLY REJOICED." (D. H. C., 2:287; also cited 
in Supplement, p. 107 as evidence for the Council of Seven.) 

The record of those actually receiving the Endowment promised to the "first 

Elders" includes: the First Presidency of the Church, the Presidency of Zion, the 

Bishops of Kirtland and Zion, the Quorum of Twelve Apostles, the Quorum of the Sev-

enty, the High Councils of both Kirtland and Zion, and various Elders, totaling about 

300 men. (See: D. H. C.,  2:t130). If all these presiding Elders are "first Elders", 

receiving an endowment as promised, can they all be members of the Fundamentalist 

"Council of Seven", or even the larger Sanhedrin Council of Seventy-one members? It 

is obvious that the "first Elders" are the presiding Elders of the time, and, conse-

quently, have nothing to do with Fundamentalism's alleged "Councils." 

Let us examine the claim that the use of the term "President" signifies that 

those administering to the Twelve, were members of the "Council of Seven." Joseph 

Musser further clarifies this concept: 



"FROM THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH, VOL. 2, p. 379, WE LEARN THAT THE PRESIDEN-
CY OF THE PRIESTHOOD MET AND RECEIVED THEIR WASHINGS AND ANOINTINGS. 	* 
THE FOLDDWING BRETHREN WERE NAMED AS MEMBERS OF THE PRESIDENCY UPON THIS OCCAS-
ION, NAMELY: PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, JR., PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, SR., PRESID-
ENT HYRUM SMITH, PRESIDENT DAVID WHITHER, AND PRESIDENT SIDNEY RIGDON. OTHERS 
WERE NOT 'MENTIONED BY NAME. IT CANNOT BE ARGUED THAT THE PRESIDENCY HERE NAMED 
WERE PRESIDENTS OF THE CHURCH, OR PRESIDENTS OF THE VARIOUS QUORUMS AS IS SOME-
TIMES CLAIMED, FOR GOD BY REVELATION DESIGNATES THAT THERE SHALL BE THREE WHO 
SHALL PRETDE AS PRESIDENTS OF THE CHURCH AND THE VARIOUS QUORUM PRESIDENTS LAT-
ER RECEIVED THEIR WASHINGS AND ANOINTINGS." (Truth, 9:189). 

Musser's argument here is fallacious. He dismisses any opposition by claiming 

the only presidencies referred to would be the Presidency of the Church, or other 

Quorum presidencies. But, what about the Presidencies of Zion and the Kirtland Stake 

of Zion, the two gathering places? These are the very ones mentioned in the quota-

tion cited, and yet Musser fails to recognize them, and thus errs. Let us look at 

the presiding councils at this time: 

I. The First Presidency of the Church, who at this time were also functioning 

as the Kirtland Stake Presidency, composed of Joseph Smith, Sidney Rigdon and Freder-

ick G. Williams. (See: D. & C., 102:3,9,10; D. H. C., 2:28,29). These brethren 

were termed "Presidents" both as a First Presidency and a Stake Presidency. 

2. The Presidency of Zion was composed of David Whither, W. W. Phelps and John 

Whither. (See: D. H. C., 2:126,184). None of these three are termed "President" 

prior to being called to the Presidency of Zion, but are continuously referred to as 

such thereafter. If David Whitmer were a "High Priest"' Apostle in 1829, why is he 

not termed "President" prior to July 3, 1834, the day he was made President of Zion? 

3. Oliver Cowdery is termed "President" in Church history following his ordina-

tion as "assistant President of the High Priesthood" (Second Elder) on December 5, 

1834. (See: D. H. C., 2:176). Why is he being ordained as "assistant President of 

the High Priesthood" in 18314, if he were a "President of the High Priesthood" in 

1829, by ordination of Peter, James and John? He too is called "President" from this 

time forward, but not before. This indicates his office to be one of Presidency in 

the Church as was that of David Whither, W. W. Phelps and John Whither in July, 1834. 

The Prophet is merely following the admonition he gave at Cowdery's ordination: 
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"to properly recognize each other by their official titles in the Church." (See: 

D. H. C., 2:177). Incidentally, Martin Harris is nowhere termed a "President" be- 

cause he was not a President of the Church. (For example see D. H. C., 2:3914, when 

Sidney Rigdon and Oliver Cowdery are listed as "President" and Martin Harris is 1151 

ed as "Elder")).. Further, Martin Harris never gave "instruction" to the Twelve "from 

time to time" as Musser contends. (Truth, 9:188). 

14, Joseph Smith, Sr., and Hyrum Smith were both Presidents. When Joseph Smith 

Sr., was ordained Patriarch to the Church,. he was also termed a "President of the 

High Priesthood." At his father's death the Prophet reported: 

"HE RErOVED WITH HIS FATHER'S FAMILY TO KIRTLAND IN 1831; WAS ORDAINED PAT-
RIARCH AND PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD UNDER THE HANDS OF OLIVER COWDERY, 
SIDNEY RIGDON, FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS AND MYSELF, ON THE I8TH OF DECEMBER, 1833.' 
(D. H. C., vol. 4, p. I90;. see also Ibid., 2 : 2 73). 

Thus Joseph Smith, Sr., was a president of the Church. He was also a President 

in another capacity as was Hyrum. Both functioned as "assistant counselors" in the 

First Presidency of the Church. The Prophet's history begins listing Hyrum as a pre: 

ident as early as February, 1835. At the meeting of February Il4 , 1835, when the 

Twelve were called, Hyrum was first termed "President." (D. H. C., 2:186; see also 

vol. 2, pp. 219,2714,283,364,366,367.072,382,411,427,1429, etc.). According to the 

"evidence" we have already reviewed, Hyrum is not an alleged member of the "council 

of Seven" until later. In May, 1835, both Joseph Smith, Sr., and Hyrum Smith are 

listed as Presidents and called "officers of the Church." (D. H. C., 2:219). This 

is before either are claimed to be members of the "Council of Seven".according to 

subsequent "evidence". At the Autumn General Conference of the Church, these two 

men with Oliver Cowdery and John Smith were sustained as "assistant counselors of the 

Church." This brings us to Joseph Musser's next bit of "evidence" for the "Council 

of Seven". He cites the following incident from Church history and comments: 

"'MINUTES OF A CONFERENCE ASSEMBLED IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE CHURCH AT KIRT-
LAND ON SUNDAY, THE 3RD OF SEPTEMBER, 1837. 

AT NINE O'CLOCK IN THE MORNING GEORGE W. ROBINSON WAS CALLED UPON TO TAKE 
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MINUTES OF THE CONFERENCE. SIDNEY HIGDON THEN PRESENTED JOSEPH SMITH , JUN., TO 
THE CHURCH TO KNOW IF THEY STILL LOOKED UPON AND WOULD STILL RECEIVE AND UPHOLD 
HIM AS THE PRESIDENT OF THE WHOLE CHURCH, AND THE VOTE WAS UNANIMOUS IN THE AF-
FIRMATIVE. 

PRESIDENT SMITH THEN PRESENTED SIDNEY RIGDON AND FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS AS 
HIS COUNSELORS, AND TO CONSTITUTE, WITH HIMSELF, THE THREE FIRST PRESIDENTS OF 
THE CHURCH. (VOTED UNANIMOUSLY IN THE AFFIRMATIVE, EXCEPT FOR FREDERICK G. 
WILLIAMS, WHICH WAS NOT CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

PRESIDENT SMITH THEN INTRODUCED OLIVER COWDERY, JOSEPH SMITH, SEN., HYRUM 
SMITH AND JOHN SMITH FOR ASSISTANT COUNSELORS. THESE LAST FOUR, TOGETHER WITH 
THE FIRST THREE, ARE TO BE CONSIDERED THE HEADS OF TUE CHURCH. CARRIED UNANI-
MOUSLY.' (HIS. OF CHURCH, VOL. 2:509). 

SINCE THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH CONSISTS OF 'THREE PRESIDING HIGH 
PRIESTS' (SEE D. & C. 107:22) THE CHOOSING OF FOUR EXTRA COUNSELORS --- THE 
SEVEN TO CONSTITUTE THE 'HEADS OF THE CHURCH' --- MUST BE CONSIDERED IN A BROAD-
ER LIGHT THAN MERELY ADDING EXTRA HELP TO THE APPENDAGE OFFICE OF FIRST PRESI-
DENCY. JOSEPH WOULD HARDLY CUT MIT THE ERROR OF GOING CONTRARY TO THE. REVELATION 
GIVEN OF THE LORD TO HIMSELF, SPECIFICALLY DESIGNATING THE NUMBER THAT WAS TO 
CONSTITUTE THIS CHURCH POSITION. AND HERE AGAIN, IT MUST BE OBSERVED, JOSEPH 
IS SEEN IN DUAL CAPACITIES. HE WAS NOT ONLY PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH --- AN AP-
PENDAGE OFFICE, MIND YOU, HAVING A DELEGATED AUTHORITY ONLY --- BUT HE WAS ALSO 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER OVER THE GROUP THAT CONSTITUTED THE PRESIDENCY OF PRIEST- 
HOOD --- THE GROUP THAT GOVERNED ALL MATTERS PERTAINING TO HEAVEN AND EARTH." 
(Supplement,  pp, I09,I10; also A Priesthood Issue, p. Ili;.see also Truth,  9:190). 

Joseph Musser here again attempts to separate the Presidency of Priesthood from 

the Presidency of the Church by claiming the seven mentioned constituted Fundamcntal-

ism's alleged "Council of Seven". That the seven constituted the Presidency of the 
• 

Church which is the Presidency of Priesthood is evident by the following: 

I. The seven were to constitute "the heads of the Church". If the Priesthood 

Presidency is an office separate and apart from the Church Presidency, Joseph Smith 

would have been careful to make this distinction and would have said the seven were 

to constitute "the heads of the Priesthood" in contrast to the three who only consti-

tute "the heads of the Church."' Apparently Joseph Musser is making a distinction and 

propounding doctrine which the Prophet cannot be charged with. This proof of a "Coun-

cil of Seven" is therefore, based upon assumption and interpretation and not in fact. 

2. Joseph Smith did not go cantrary to the revelations which specify the First 

Presidency consists of a quorum of three (D. & C. I07:22). In recognition of this 

fact he denominated the four extra counselors in the First Presidency as "assistant 
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counselors" in contrast to the two regular counselors who were to constitute with 

17) 

	

	 Joseph Smith "the three First Presidents of the Church". If the President of the 

Church may not enlist the help of additional counselors then Fundamentalists must 

reject the seventy Elders that Moses enlisted to aid him in caring for the Children 

of Israel in the wilderness. (See Numbers II). These seventy assistants are pur-

ported to be the very "Sanhedrin Council" so widely proclaimed in Fundamentalist lit-

erature. (See: Supplement, p. 93 ff.) 

3. Joseph Musser claims this additional aid to the First Presidency "must be 

considered in a broader light than merely adding additional help to the appendage of-

fice of First Presidency". To which we would ask why? The Church in 1837 and 1838 

was undergoing it's gloomiest period --- the panic and depression of 1837, with the 

failure of the Kirtland Safety Society Bank, the wholesale apostacy of many of the 

leading Church officers (the three witnesses, five of the Quorum of Twelve, etc.), 

the increasing responsibilities of settling Saints in Kirtland and Missouri, etc. 

It was in this situation that the Prophet concluded to enlist additional help to aid 

in the Presidency of the Church. The idea, therefore, that this "must be considered 

in a broader light than merely adding extra help to the appendage office of First 

Presidency" evidences a lack in historical background. 

4. According to Fundamentalist doctrine the office and power of the High Priest 

Apostleship, of which the Council of Seven is the purported presidency, is theocratic 

authority not subject to the voice of vote of men, whereas Church offices are mere 

appendages to the authority of the "Seven" and are thus subject to common consent. 

This is the gist of all Fundamentalist doctrine on the Priesthood. Musser states: 

"THE CHURCH IS GOVERNED BY 'COMMON CONSENT', (D. & C. 26:2) 	* 
(BUT) THE PRIESTHOOD IS A THEOCRACY, GOVERNED NOT BY 'COMMON CONSENT' BUT DIREC7 
FROM HEAVEN." (Truth, vo. 8, p. 234). 

"PRIESTHOOD IS A THEOCRACY --- DIRECTION COMING DIRECT FROM GOD, WHILE THE 
CHURCH IS IN ESSENCE A DEMOCRACY --- ALL THINGS BEING DONE IN IT BY 'COMMON CON. 

1.16 

	

	SENT' OF ITS MEMBERS (D. & C., 26:2). WILL THE (LATTER DAY SAINTS) CONTEND 
THAT THE THEOCRACY OF HEAVEN IS SUBORDINATE TO THE DEMOCRACY OF THE CHURCH, AND 
CAN ONLY MOVE AS THE CHURCH ORDERS." (A Priesthood Issue,  p. 31). 



If the alleged "Council of Seven" is a purely theocratic authority, not subject 

to the appendant democracy of the Church, why would they be presented for the approv-

ing and sustaining voice of the Church membership? If they may permissively receive 

this democratic sanction from the Church membership why were the alleged "Council of 

Seven" never presented for such a sustaining vote either prior or subsequent to this 

single occasion? Could it be that this was the First Presidency of the Church forti-

fied with "assistant counselors" during a difficult period, thus being subject to the 

voice and vote of the people as are all offices in the Church? The Lord declared in 

181,1, that all officers in the Priesthood are subject to approval of the Saints. 

(See: D. & C., 124:123-1115; also Journal of Discourses, vol. 19, pp. 118,119). 

5. In referring to this occasion of sustaining four "assistant counselors" in 

the First Presidency Joseph Musser states elsewhere: 

"THE SEVEN . 	. 	. MUST BE CONSIDERED IN THE BROAD LIGHT LIGHT OF THERE 
BEING THE 'COUNCIL OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY' OF THE PRIESTHOOD OF THE CHURCH AND 
KINGDOM OF GOD, HAVING AUTHORITY TO PRESIDE IN ALL MATTERS." (Truth, 9:190). 

"THE LORD SPEAKS OF THE 'FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD', 
(D. & C., 66:15,19,21,22, etc.) FROM THIS, WE TAKE IT, THAT. JOSEPH, THE PRESI- 
CENT OF PRIESTHOOD, WAS PERMITTED TO HAVE COUNSELORS, AND FROM THE RECORD WE 
MUST CONCLUDE THAT HE HAD MORE THAN TWO COUNSELORS: (D. H. C., 2:509) 

SINCE THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH CONSISTS OF 'THREE PRESIDING HIGH 
HIGH PRIESTS','(SEC. 107:22) THE CHOOSING OF FOUR EXTRA COUNSELORS MUST BE CON-
SIDERED IN A BROADER LIGHT THAN MERELY ADDING EXTRA HELP TO THE APPENDAGE OFFICE 
OF FIRST PRESIDENCY. JOSEPH IS HERE SEEN IN A DUAL CAPACITY; IST THE PRESIDENT 
OF PRIESTgOOD, WITH SIX COUNSELORS, THE BODY COMPRIZING THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF 
THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD; AND, 2ND, PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, WITH TWO COUN-
SELORS TO ASSIST HIM, THE LATTER BEING A SUBORDINATE POSITION TO THE FORMER." 
(Truth,  vol. 2, p. 2k). 

Let us determine what constitutes the "First Presidency of the Melchizedek Priest-

hood". In November, 1831, when D. & C., 68 was given the Church was presided over by 

a "First Elder" and a "Second Elder." (See: D. & C., 20:2,3; 21:11; D. H. C., 	). 

The "First Presidency of the Melchizedek (High) Priesthood" was not instituted until 

January 25, 1832. (See: D. & C., 81:1,2; 90:6; D. H. C., I:267,334). When D. & C., 

68 was originally given in November, 1831, it did not contain the expression "First 

Presidency of the Melchizedek Priesthood." (Section 68 was not included in the 1633 



Book or Commandments. It concludes with L;ection 65.) 	In the first printed version 

of this revelation in October, 1832, verses 2I.and 22 read concerning the appointment 

of a Bishop: 

"WHEREFORE IT SHALL BE AN HIGH PRIEST WHO IS WORTHY; AND HE SHALL BE APPOINT-
ED BY A CONFERENCE OF HIGH PRIESTS." (Verses 16-21 were added at a later date.. 
verse 22 continues:) AND AGAIN, NO BISHOP OR JUDGE, WHICH SHALL BE SET APART 
FOR THIS MINISTRY, SHALL BE CONDEMNED FOR ANY CRIME, SAVE IT BE BEFORE A CONFER- 
ENCE OF HIGH PRIESTS." (Evening and Morning Star, October, 1832, p. 3). 

When Joseph Smith was set apart and sustained as President of the Church on Jan-

uary 25, 1832, his office was termed "President of the High Priesthood." (D. & C., 

82 superscript; D. H. C., 1:267, 33L). When Sidney Rigdon and Frederick G. Williams 

were called and set apart as counselors to Joseph Smith they filled the Quorum or 

Council of the "Presidency of the High Priesthood." (D. & C., 81:1,2; 90:6; D. H. C., 

1:267,334). Thus in 1335, when the first edition of the "Doctrine and Covenants" was 

issued, section 68 was changed and expanded to reflect the organization of the First 

PIN 	Presidency of the Church which had taken place in the meantime. The phrase "a Con- 

ference of High Priests" was changed to read "the First Presidency of the Melchizedek 

Priesthood." Verses 16-21 were added which further clarified the office of Bishop. 

This same clarification became part of section 107:15-17; 69-73, given in February, 

1835. Apparently, at this time section 68 was modified and expanded in preparation 

for publication in 1335. In this first edition of the Doctrine and Covenants, the 

Lord revealed that the Presidency functioning over the Aaronic and Melchizedek Priest-

hoodr was a Quorum of three presiding High Priests. (See: D. & C., 107:21,22,65,66). 

From this we see that the "Presidency of the Melchizedek (High) Priesthood" is a Quor- 

um of Three presiding High Priests, not seven as claimed above by Fundamentalism. 

The epitome of Musser's reasoning lies in the "evidence" under consideration. 

After trying to explain why the First Presidency of the Church are not the."Presidency 

of the High Priesthood", he vehemently argues: 

"IT MUST BE REMEMBERED THAT THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH IS ONE THING WHILE 
THE PRESIDENCY OF PRIESTHOOD IS QUITE ANOTHER. TWO DEFINITE OFFICES ARE EXPRES* 
SED, THE ONE BEING AUXILIARY TO THE OTHER. THE CHURCH OFFICE CONSISTS OF THREE 



HIGH PRIESTS, WHILE THE 	WHEN FULLY ORGANIZED, CONSISTS OF SEVEN GREAT 
HIGH PRIEST APOSTLES." (Truth, vol. 8, p. 233). 

He then argues that Sidney Rigdon and Frederick G. Williams, as counselors in 

the First Presidency of the Church, did not hold the keys of the High Priesthood: 

"JOSEPH SMITH WAS TO BE THE PRESIDENT, (HE WAS AT THE TIME PRESIDING OVER 
THE CHURCH BY REASON OF HIS PRIESTHOOD CALLING) AND SIDNEY RIGDON AND FREDERICK 
G. WILLIAMS WERE TO BE HIE COUNSELORS; AND WHEN A ;UORUM OF THIS KIND ACTS IN 
UNISON EACH MEMBER IS GUIDED BY THE SAME SPIRIT AND, THEREFORE, IS 'EQUAL IN 
HOLDING THE KEYS' PERTAINING TO THAT PARTICULAR CALLING. RUT IT MUST NOT BE 
SUPPOSED THAT EACH OF THE COUNSELORS AS AN INDIVIDUAL, HELD EQUAL AUTHORITY WITH 
JOSEPH SMITH. HE WAS GOD'S MOUTHPIECE ON EARTH AND HELD THE KEYS TO THE DIS-
PENSATION. NEITHER OF THESE OTHER BRETHREN HELD SUCH KEYS EXCEPT IN ASSOCIATION 
WITH THE PROPHET, NOR COULD EITHER OF THEM ACT ON SUBJECTS PERTAINING TO THE 
KINGDOM INDEPENDENTLY OF JOSEPH CONTRARY TO HIS INSTRUCTIONS." (Ibid, p. 233). 

After supposedly securing this argument Musser turns around and claims that 

with four "assistant counselors" all seven may be considered as "the group that con-

stituted the Presidency of Priesthood --- the group that governed all matters per- 

taining to Heaven and Earth." Thus a counselor in the First Presidency does not 

share "in holding the keys of this last Kingdom", but an "assistant counselor" does. 

This shows how far afield this double doctrine of Priesthood Presidency takes one 

when simple incidents in Church history are "interpreted" as evidence for such doc-

trines. 

The question of seniority status in the alleged "Council of Seven" arises again. 

If the First Presidency with it's four "assistant counselors" represents the "San-

hedrin Presidency" in 1837, we would ask: Why were David Whither, W. W. Phelps and 

John Whitener dropped from the March 29, 1836 "Council of Seven" and John Smith added? 

They constituted the Presidency in Zion and together with Oliver Cowdery were yet 

faithful. The question also logically comes to mind: Why were Brigham Young, Heber 

C. Kimball, David Patten and Edward Partridge not members of the "Sanhedrin Presi-

dency" during the years since 1832? They were purportedly members in September, 1832. 

Surely they were more valiant and qualified than some of their alleged successors. 

Ar Joseph Musser's so-called "evidence" raises a multitude of questions like the above. 

that he has never attempted to answer. Indeed, can they be answered in truth? 
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A word on the three witnesses of the Book of Mormon is important at this point. 

All three were excommunicated from the Church in 1838 and yet none of them made any 

pretensions of holding either office or authority above the Church as Fundamentalists 

claim for them. All three seem to recognize only the offices in the Church as a 

source of priesthood authority. Let us look at their claims and the lack of consist-

ency of Fundamentalist claims in their behalf: 

Oliver Cowdery received the keys and authority of the priesthood with Joseph 

Smith in May - June, 1829. (See: D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 39-42, 60-61). He was or-

dained and designated "Second Elder" on April 6, 1830, the day the Church was organ-

ized. (See: D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 60-61, 75-78; also D. & C.,, 20:1-3). According 

to Fundamentalist doctrine Oliver Cowdery was second in seniority to Joseph Smith 

and thus held primary succession rights. Joseph Musser explains: 

"THE PRIESTHOOD, AS AN ORGANIZATION, WAS RESTORED TO EARTH BY JOHN THE BAP-
TIST AND BY PETER, JAMES AND JOHN --- THE LATTER IN JUNE, 1829. JOSEPH SMITH 
AND OLIVER COWDERY WERE THE FIRST TO BE ENDOWED WITH THE FULNESS OF TIE APOS- 
TOLIC ORDER, JOSEPH BEING PRESIDENT THEREOF." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 16). 

"IT WILL BE REMEMBERED THAT OLIVER COWDERY HAD STOOD NEXT TO JOSEPH IN THE 
PRIESTHOOD. HE WAS GIVEN THE PRIESTHOOD, AND ORDAINED AN APOSTLE OF JESUS 
CHRIST, WITH THE PROPHET. HE WAS THE SECOND ELDER, JOSEPH BEING THE FIRST. THE 
PRIESTHOOD BEGAN TO FUNCTION IN THESE TWO MEN. OLIVER, THROUGH TRANSGRESSION, 
FILL FROM PIS POSITION, AND LATER . HYRUM SMITH WAS ELEVATED TO IT. (SEC. T24: 
9L-96). THIS PLACED HYRUM NEXT TO JOSEPH IN PRIESTHOOD AUTHORITY." (Supple-
ment to  the New and Everlasting Covenant  of Marriage, p. 114). 

Oliver Cowdery, if we are to believe Fundamentalist doctrine, should be included 

and listed following the Prophet in every mention of the "Council of Seven" between 

June, 1829 and April, 1838. As we have seen, he is not either included or placed 

second in seniority in many instances we have reviewed. Why not? Where is a legiti-

mate succession order in the alleged "Council of Priesthood Presidency"? Such a 

rational system seems not to exist. Who was "Second Elder" from April, 1333 to Jan-

uary Ia14I , when Hyrum was called to succeed Oliver Cowdery? (See D. & C. 107:94-96). 

If Fundamentalist doctrine is true, Hyrum SMith should always be listed second in 

seniority in the "Council of Seven". He is not always so listed. Why not? 
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David Whitmor received the Melchizelj'A Prinsthood from Joseph Smith and Oliver 

7) 	Cowdery in June, 1829. (See: D. &.C., 18:9; also D. H. C., vol. I, p. 41). Accord- 

ing to Fundamentalist doctrine David Whither was third in seniority to Joseph Smith 

and thus held secondary succession rights. Joseph Musser explains: 

"THIS PRIESTHOOD GROUP BEGAN TO FUNCTION WITH JOSEPH SMITH, ITS HEAD, OLIVER 
COWDERY AgD DAVID WHITMER, AS EARLY AS JUNE, 1829. TO JOSEPH --- AS TO MOSES OF 
OLD --- HAD BEEN INTRUSTED THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD; OLIVER AND DAVID 'r ;RE OR-
DAINED APOSTLES OF JESUS CHRIST AND GIVEN THE KEYS OF THE. KINGDOM." (Supplement 
to the New and Everlasting  Covenant of Marriage, pp. 96, ff.) 

David Whitmer, if we are to believe Fundamentalist doctrine, should be included 

and listed following Oliver Cowdery in every mention of the "Council of Seven" from 

June, 1829 to April, 1838. He. like Oliver Cowdery is not either included or placed 

third in seniority in the cases we have reviewed. Why not? He was ordained to suc-

ceed Joseph Smith in 1834, apparently giving him succession rights above Oliver Cow-

dery. How does this fit in seniority in the Fundamentalist "Council of Seven"? 

11N 	Whither later headed up his awn Church, yet he never once claimed an office such as 

Fundamentalists attribute to him. His claims all stem back to the ordination he re-

ceived in 1834 to succeed Joseph Smith as President in case he should be killed by 

the mobs in Missouri, in connection with Zion's camp. The Prophet refers to this 

later in a High Council meeting at Far West, Missouri, March 15, 1838: 

"PRESIDENT JOSEPH SMITH, JR., GAVE A HISTORY OF THE ORDINATION OF DAVID 
WITMER, WHICH TOOK PLACE IN JULY 1834, TO BE A LEADER, OR A PROPHET TO THIS 
CHURCH, WHICH (ORDINATION) WAS ON CONDITIONS THAT HE (JOSEPH SMITH, JUN.) DID 
NOT LIVE TO GOD HIMSELF." (Far West Record, March 15, 1838, p. 104). 

David Whither later describes this ordination: 

"TO SHOW YOU THAT BROTHER JOSEPH AND MYSELF STILL OVED EACH OTHER AS BRETH-
REN AFTER THIS, I WILL TELL YOU THAT HE HAD SO MUCH CONFIDENCE IN ME THAT IN 
JULY, 1834, HE ORDAINED ME HIS SUCCESSOR AS 'PROPHET, SEER AND REVELATOR' TO THE 
CHURCH. HE DID THIS OF HIS OWN FREE WILL AND NOT AT ANY SOLICITATION WHATEVER 
ON MY FART. I DID NOT KNOW WHAT HE WAS GOING TO DO UNTIL HE LAID HIS HANDS UPON 
ME AND ORDAINED ME." (Whither, An Address to all Believers in Christ, p. 55.. 
For additional testimony see: John Whitener's History, p. 104; Ensign of Lib- 
erty, Dec., 1847, pp. 63,44). ( ri46 is TOE, opFie.E. oF 

sce: 	 i7-1: 17-5 	"a 2-111) 
This ordination to successorship seems to have been a temporary expedient, for 

we find the Prophet instructing the Twelve on November 12, 1835: 
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"I SUPPOSED I HAD 
WENT TO MISSOURI, AND 
HAVE BEEN ENOUGH, BUT 
(D. H. C., vol. 2, p. 

ESTABLISHED Th[S CHURCH ON A PERMANENT FOUNDATION WHEN I 
INDEED I DID SO, FOR IF I HAD BEEN TAKEN AWAY, IT WOULD 
I YET LIVE, AND THEREFOR GOD REQUIRES MORE AT KY HANDS." 
308). 

    

It was shortly after this ordination (i.e., after the dangers in Missouri had 

passed), that the Prophet installed Oliver Cowdery as the "assistant President of 

the Church." Joseph Smith reports in his history for December, 18314: 

"ACCORDING TO THE DIRECTION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT, ON THE EVENING OF THE 5TH 
OF DECEMBER, WHILE ASSEMBLED WITH SIDNEY RIGDON, FREDERICK G. WILLIAMS, AND 
OLIVER COWDERY, CONVERSING UPON THE WELFARE OF THE CHURCH, I LAID MY HANDS ON 
BROTHER OLIVER COWDERY, AND ORDAINED HAM AN ASSISTANT PRESIDENT, SAYING THESE 
WORDS: 'IN THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST, WHO WAS CRUCIFIED FOR THE SINS OF THE 
WORLD, I LAY MY HANDS UPON THEE AND ORDAIN THEE AN ASSISTANT-PRESIDENT TO THE 
HIGH AND HOLD PRIESTHOOD, IN THE CHURCH OF THE LATTER-DAY SAINTS.'" 
(D. H. C., vol. 2, p. 176, see also footnote by B. H. Roberts). 

This placed Oliver Cowdery second in command and interjected him before the two 

Counselors in the First Presidency. The Prophet explained this office: 

"THE OFFICE OF ASSISTANT PRESIDENT IS TO ASSIST IN PRESIDING OVER THE WHOLE 
CHURCH, AND TO OFFICIATE IN THE ABSENCE OF THE PRESIDENT, ACCORDING TO HIS RANK 
AND APPOINTMENT, VIZ: PRESIDENT COWDERY, FIRST, PRESIDENT RIGDON, SECOND, AND 
PRESIDENT WILLIAMS THIRD, AS THEY WERE SEVERALLY CALLED." (Historian's Book A, 
p. 17, cited in Doctrines of Salvation, vol. I, p. 212.. For an example of this 
Presidency see: D. H. C., vol. 2, pp. 250,251). 

Oliver Cowdery is thus ranked above the two counselors in the First Presidency 

of the Church and if the Prophet had been killed the .Presidency would have remained 

intact with Cowdery as the President of the Church. After leaving the Church ih 1838, 

he claimed to hold the keys of the Priesthood by virtue of this office. On July 28, 

18147, he wrote a letter to David Whitener in which he stated: 

"NOW WHETHER THE LARD WILL CALL US AGAIN PUBLICLY OR NOT TO WORK IN HIS 
GREAT CAUSE, IS NOT KNOWN TO ME; NOR DOES IT PARTICULARLY MATTER • 	• 	• ON 
THIS GREAT SUBJECT I WANT TO SEE YOU MUCH. TRUE IT IS THAT OUR RIGHT GIVES US 
THE HEAD. IT IS NO MATTER OF PRIDE WITH ME, BUT AN ANXIOUS DIESIRE TO DO ALL 
THAT THE LORD MAY REQUIRE OF US. WE MAY NOT LIVE TO SEE THE DAY, BUT WE HAVE 
THE AUTHORITY, AND DO HOLD THE KEYS. IT IS IMPORTANT, SHOULD WE NOT BE PEP_MIT- 
TED TO ACT IN THAT AUTHORITY, THAT WE CONFER THEM UPON SOME MAN OR MEN, WHOM 
GOD MAY APPOINT, THAT THIS PRIESTHOOD BE NOT TAKEN AGAIN FROM THE EARTH TILL THE 
EARTH BE SANCTIFIED." (Ensign of Liberty, vol. I, no. 6, p. 93). 

Oliver Cowdery's office, however, was given to Hyrum Smith in 18141 (D. & C., 12li: 

91-93) and upon reentering the Church in 18148 was informed of this action. (See: 

Improvement Era, ) • 
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He then recognized that he had no authority and asked to become a mere member of the 

Church. On this occasion he said 

"BRETHREN, FOR A NUMBER OF YEARS I HAVE BEEN SEPARATED FROM YOU. I NOW DE-
SIRE TO COME BACK. I WISH TO COME HUMBLY AND TO BE ONE IN YOUR MIDST. I SEEK 
NO STATION. I ONLY WISH TO BE IDENTIFIED WITH YOU. I AM OUT OF THE CHURCH. I 
AM NOT A MEMBER OF THE CHURCH, BUT I WISH TO BECOME A MEMBER OF IT. I WISH TO 
COME IN AT THE DOOR. I KNOW THE DOOR. I HAVE NOT COME HERE TO SEEK PRECEDENCE, 
I COME HUMBLY, AND THROW MYSELF UPON THE DECISIONS OF THIS BODY, KNOWING, AS I 
DO, THAT ITS DECISIONS ARE RIGHT, AND SHOULD BE OBEYED."' (Kanesville High  Coun-
cil Minutes, October 21, 180). 

It is interesting to note in passing that the main reason Oliver Cowdery fell 

into darkness and left the Church was over his taking a plural wife without sanction 

from the Prophet, even though he received those same keys himself with Joseph Smith. 

Brigham Young referred to this in a talk dealing with apostacy in 1872: 

"BRIGHAM YOUNG SPOKE ON THE FOLLY OF APOSTACY, AND THE LYING SPIRIT THAT 
APOSTATES GIVE WAY TO AFTER TURNING AWAY FROM THE TRUTH. SAID THAT WHILE JOSEPH 
AND OLIVER WERE TRANSLATING THE BOOK OF MORMON THEY HAD A REVELATION THAT THE 
ORDER OF PATRIARCHAL MARRIAGE AND THE SEALING WAS RIGHT. OLIVER SAID UNTO JOS-
EPH, 'BROTHER JOSEPH, WHY DON'T WE GO INTO THE ORDER OF POLYGAMY, AND PRACTICE 
IT AS THE ANCIENT DID? WE KNOW IT IS TRUE --- THEN WHY DELAY?' JOSEPH'S REPLY 
WAS 'I KNOW THAT WE KNOW IT IS TRUE AND FROM GOD, BUT THE TIME HAS NOT YET COME.' 
THIS DID NOT SEEM TO SUIT OLIVER WHO EXPRESSED A DETERMINATION TO GO INTO THE 
ORDER OF PLURAL MARRIAGE ANYHOW, ALTHOUGH HE WAS IGNORANT OE THE ORDER AND PAT- 
TERN AND THE RESULTS. JOSEPH SAID, 'OLIVER, IF YOU GO INTO THIS THING, IT IS 
NOT WITH MY FAITH AND CONSENT.' DISREGARDING THE COUNSEL OF JOSEPH, OLIVER COW-
DERY TOOK TO WIFE MISS ANNIE LYMAN, COUSIN TO GEO. A. SMITH. FROM THAT TIME HE 
WENT INTO DARKNESS AND LOST THE SPIRIT. ANNIE LYMAN IS STILL ALIVE A WITNESS 
TO THESE THINGS."' (Charles Walker Journal,  July 26, 1872, 8:118). 

There is no record that Martin Harris received the Priesthood prior to the organ-

isation of the Church,. although Fundamentalists claim he did. According to Fundamen-

talist doctrine Martin Harris was fourth in seniority to Joseph Smith and thus held 

tertiary succession rights. Musser explains: 

"JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID QUALIFIED IN THIS HIGHER ORDER . 	. 	. IN 
COURSE OF TIME, THESE THREE MEN WITH MARTIN HARRIS ADDED, WERE COMMANDED TO 
CHOOSE A 'QUORUM OF TWELVE APOSTLES, WHICH THEY DID. (SEE D. & C., 18:9,27,37 
GIVEN JUNE, 1829). 

Martin Harris, if we are to believe Fundamentalist doctrine, should be included 

and listed following David Whitmer in every mention of the "Council of Seven" from 

1830 to 1838. He, like Oliver Cowdery and David Whitmer is not either included or 

placed fourth in seniority in the cases we have reviewed. Why not? 
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Joseph Musser claims the Three Witnesses must have held a higher authority than 

the Quorum of Twelve because they called and ordained them, not becoming members them-

selves. Let us cite more fully the above quotation: 

"IN COURSE OF TIME, THESE THREE MEN (JOSEPH SMITH, OLIVER COWDERY AND DAVID 
WHIT ER) WITH MARTIN HARRIS ADDED, WERE COMMANDED TO CHOOSE A QUORUM OF TWELVE 
APOSTLES, WHICH THEY DID. AND HERE IT WILL BE NOTED THAT NEITHER JOSEPH, OLIVER, 
DAVID OR MARTIN, UNDER WHOSE SELECTION THE TWELVE WERE CHOSEN, BECAME MEMBERS 
OF THAT GROUP, THE CHOOSERS HOLDING A HIGHER ORDER OF APOSTELSHIP." (A Priest-
hood Issue, p. 51;. see also Supplement,  p. 97). 

There is no valid reason why the three witnesses should become members of the 

Quorum of Twelve. After all, they did not become members of the First Presidency of 

the Church as Musser contends elsewhere is proper when the Church is in order. After 

explaining his double doctrine of Apostleship, Musser clarifies: 

"IN THE FIRST INSTANCE --- AS IN THE CASE OF JOSEPH, OLIVER, AND DAVID, AND 
OTHERS OF LIKE CALLING --- WE FIND GOD CHOOSING THOSE WHOM HE FELT TO TRUST, AND 
MAKING THEM HIS DIRECT AMBASSADORS TO THIS EARTH TO HOLD THE KEYS OF POWER AND 
GOVERNMENT IN ALL THINGS. IN THE SECOND INSTANCE --- AS THAT OF THE TWELVE 
'DISCIPLES' OR APOSTLES --- WE FIND THOSE OF THE APOSTLESHIP OF JOSEPH, OLIVER, 
AND DAVID DOING THE CHOOSEING OF THOSE WHOM THEY --- JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID, 
OR MEN OF THIS ORDER, --- FELT THEY COULD TRUST, PLACING THEM UNDER THE IMMEDIATE 
DIRECTION OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, WHO THEMSELVES, WHEN IN PROPER 
ORDER, CONSTITUTE 'THREE PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS' (I.E., 'HIGH PRIEST' APOSTLES), 
--- OF THE SAME PRIESTHOOD STANDING --- MIND YOU --- AS JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID. 
THEY --- THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OVER THE TWELVE . 	. 	. 	." (Supplement to. 
the New and Everlasting Covenant of  Marriage,  p. I00). 

We have already reviewed the confusion of Fundamentalist claims in 1832-1833, 

when the First Presidency of the Church was organized. It did not, however, include 

the three witnesses as counselors, or did it claim the two counselors - Sidney Rigdon 

and Frederick G. Williams - were members of the alleged higher order. If Joseph 

Smith did not organize the Church in "proper order", as Fundamentalists view it, then 

where may one look for this "proper order" so widelydiscussed and proclaimed? It 

would seem someone doesn't understand the rules of the game. If Joseph Smith doesn't 

understand this so-called "proper order" what would we say of Fundamentalists of a 

hundred years later who are reliant upon his history for vindication of their doe- 

.," 

	

	trines? Joseph Musser's little ventures into the past seem to create more problems 

than they solve. Perhaps an unverifiable doctrine would make better "evidence." 
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There are no claims made for the all:ged "Council of Seven" for a period of al-

most five years. Joseph Musser passes by the years 1837 - 1842 without a single al-

legation. Can there be no evidence for the workings of such an important Council 

during this important period of Church history? During this interim many of the 

"first Elders" of the Church lost the faith and either apostatized or were excommun-

icated. The three witnesses of the Book of Mormon, who were also alleged members of 

the "Council of Seven" were dropped. Of the First Presidency Frederick G. Williams 

was excommunicated and Sidney Rigdon's standing was shakey. Both were alleged mem-

bers of the "Council of Seven." Several other members of the alleged "Council of 

Seven" such as W. W. Phelps and John 'Witmer, etc., also fell by the wayside. There 

is no mention of this in Fundamentalist writings or any attempt to identify succes-

sors in the "Council of Seven" until the following assertion on May 4, 1842: 

"THE PRIESTHOOD PROPER IS PRESIDED OVER BY A QUORUM OF SEVEN MEN HOLDING 
THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD, AND FORMING THE PRESIDENCY OF THE SANHEDRIN, 
WHEN ORGANIZED. THAT THE PROPHET INSTITUTED THIS HIGHER ORDER IS CLEAR FROM 
HIS FOLLOWING RECORDING: 

'WEDNESDAY (MAY) 11, (I8L2). I SPENT THE DAY IN THE UPPER PART OF THE STORE, 
THAT IS MY PRIVATE OFFICE, * * * IN COUNCIL WITH GENERAL JAMES ADAMS OF 
SPRINGFIELD, PATRIARCH HYRUM SMITH, BISHOPS NEWEL K. WHITNEY AND GEORGE MILLER, 
AND PRESIDENT BRIGHAM YOUNG AND ELDERS HEBER C. KIMBALL AND WILLARD RICHARDS, 
INSTRUCTING THEM IN THE PRINCIPLES. AND ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD, ATTENDING TO 
WASHINGS, ANOINTINGS, ENDOWMENTS AND COMMUNICATION OF KEYS PERTAINING TO THE 
AARDNIC PRIESTHOOD, AND SO ON TO THE HIGHEST ORDER OF THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIEST-
HOOD, SETTING FORTH THE ORDER PERTAINING TO THE ANCIENT OF DAYS, AND ALL THOSE 
PLANS AND PRINCIPLES BY WHICH ANY ONE IS ENABLED TO SECURE THE FULNESS OF THOSE 
BLESSINGS WHICH HAVE BEEN PREPARED FOR THE CHURCH OF THE FIRST BORN, AND COST 
UP AND ABIDE IN THE PRESENCE OF THE ELOHEIM IN THE ETERNAL WORLDS. IN THIS 
COUNCIL WAS INSTITUTED THE ANCIENT ORDER OF THINGS FOR THE FIRST TIME IN THESE 
LAST DAYS. 'HISTORY OF CHURCH, 5:I"' (A Priesthood Issue,  p. 12). 

"THE ABOVE GROUP IS DOUBTLESS THE SAME OFFICIAL GROUP MENTIONED PREVIOUSLY. 
THE BRETHREN WERE GIVEN INSTRUCTIONS ON THEIR 'WASHINGS', 'ANOINTINGS' AND 'EN- 
DOWMENTS' AND INSTRUCTIONS IN THE TWO PRIESTHOODS AND ALL THINGS PERTAINING TO 
'THOSE BLESSINGS WHICH HAVE BEEN PREPARED FOR THE CHURCH OF THE FIRST BORN.'" 
(Supplement to the New and Everlasting  Covenant of  Marriage,  p. 112). 

In the "evidence" of March 29, 1836 reviewed earlier, Joseph Musser claimed all 

his "Council of Seven" were termed "President". Where is that terminology applied 

here? James Adams is referred to as "General." Hyrum Smith is denominated as the 

"Patriarch." Newel K. Whitney and George Miller are listed as "Bishops." Brigham 
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Young is named as "President" (of the Twelve), and the rest are referred to as "Eld-

ers". Where is Musser's earlier protocol: "that each of the eight brethren embrac-

ing the 'First Elders', was designated by the Prophet as 'President', which title is 

strictly in keeping with their high calling of Presiding High Priests, each of the 

group being a 'president.'"' (A Priesthood Issue, p. I ► ). It would seem all titles 

used in Church history apply to offices connected with the Church and there is no 

such terminology or office as Fundamentalists denominate them. 

It will be noticed that only two members of the alleged 1837 Council are named 

in the 1842 Council --- Joseph and Hyrum Smith. The reasons offered in defence of 

this seeming inconsistency are as follows: 

• 	• 	MANY CHANGES IN THE PERSONNEL OF THE VARIOUS CHURCH COUNCILS OF 
NECESSITY TOOK PLACE. SOME OF THE BRETMEN SUFFERED MARTYRDOM, OTHERS BECAME 
LUKEWARM OR APOSTATIZED, AND STILL OTHERS MOVE: FROM THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF 
THE BODY OF THE CHURCH. THESE CHANGES NATURALLY AFFECTED THE PERSONNEL OF THIS 
GROUP OF PRIESTHOOD." (Supplement,  p. III). 

If these reasons are valid, then they would preclude many of the earlier claimed 

"High Priest" Apostles from membership in the Presidency of Priesthood. This simple 

statement offers flimsy excuse for wholesale changes in Fundamentalism's "Council of 

Seven." For example: Why are John Smith and Sidney Rigdon dropped from the alleged 

Council of September 3, 1837? John Smith had not "suffered martyrdom, become luke-

warm or apostatized or moved from the immediate vicinity of the body of the Church." 

In fact he had moved from the scattered condition of the Saints in Missouri to the 

"body of the Church" in Nauvoo. Sidney Rigdon is also still alleged to be a member 

of the "Council of Seven" until April 6, 1843. Joseph Musser writes elsewhere: 

"SIDNEY RIGDON WAS EVIDENTLY ONE OF THE SEVEN, AND HE ACTED WITH JOSEPH 
SMITH IN THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH. THIS WAS TRUE ON SEPTEMBER 3, 1837. 
BUT, ON APRIL 6, 1843 )  DUE TO ACTS SUBVERSIVE OF THE INTERESTS OF THE CHURCH, 
JOSEPH SMITH REFUSED TO FURTHER SUSTAIN SIDNEY RIGDON AS HIS COUNSELOR IN THE 
FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH . 	. 	. HE BROUGHT CHARGES OF DISLOYALTY 
AGAINST SIDNEY. SIDNEY APPEALED TO THE SYMPATHIES OF THE CHURCH AND WAS RE-
SUSTAINED IN THE FIRST PRESIDENCY. (SEE D. H. C., 6:48-9). JOSEPH COULD NOT 
AVOID THIS BECAUSE OF THE 'COMMON CONSENT' PRINCIPLE; BUT THE PRIESTHOOD IS A 
THEOCRACY, GOVERNED NOT BY 'COMMON CONSENT' BUT DIRECT FROM HEAVEN. JOSEPH 
BEING GOD'S MOUTHPIECE, HAD A RIGHT TO THROW SIDNEY OFF AS A MEMBER OF THE PRES-
IDENCY OF PRIESTHOOD, WHILE AS A MEMBER OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, 
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WHICH IS GOVERNED BY 'COMMON CONSENT', THE MEMBERS OF THE CHURCH HAD A RIGHT TO 
CONTINUE HIM IN THAT POSITION. HENCE SIDNEY, THOUGH ENTIRELY OUT OF HARMONY 
WITH THE SPIRIT AND GENIUS OF THE GOSPEL, CONTINUED AS COUNSELOR IN THE FIRST 
PRESIDENCY, BUT WAS DROPPED FROM THE PRESIDENCY OF PRIESTHOOD, OVER WHICH THE 
CHURCH HAS NO JURISDICTION." (Truth,  vol. 8, p. 23L). 

If Sidney Rigdon were not dropped from the Presidency of Priesthood until April 

6, 18143, why is he not included in the alleged Council of May 4, 1842? Fundamental-

ist claims concerning Sidney Rigdon seem confused and inconsistent. On one hand they 

claim he was a "High Priest Apostle possessing authority above the Church (Supple-

ment, pp. 104,105 ff.), and on the other hand they accuse him, after the martyrdom, 

of "advancing claims based on ordinations he had received in the Church." (A Priest-

hood Issue, p. 26). Musser states: "Sidney Rigdon made an attempt to have himself 

appointed as 'Guardian to the People'. There seemed to be little correct understand- 

ing regarding the order of the Priesthood." (Supplement, pp. 114,115). If Rigdon 

were a member of the purported "Council of Seven" for over eight years (February 27, 

NN 	1835 to April 6, 1843), why does he evidence such a lack of understanding of "the 

order of the Priesthood" as Fundamentalism teaches it and as they claim Sidney Rigdon 

understood it? Could it be that Fundamentalists have propounded priesthood doctrine 

unknown in the history of the Church? Surely, if Rigdon were a "High Priest" Apos-

tle, he would claim such authority after the martyrdom. Fundamentalists have claimed 

he lost that position on April 6, 1843, but let us examine their "evidence" in this 

regard. Musser continues: 

"HENCE SIDNEY, THOUGH ENTIRELY OUT OF HARMONY WITH THE SPIRIT AND GENIUS OF 
THE GOSPEL, CONTINUED AS COUNSELOR IN THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, BUT WAS DROPPED FROM 
THE PRESIDENCY OF PRIESTHOOD, OVER WHICH THE CHURCH HAD NO JURISDICTION. HE 
WAS NOT IN HARMONY WITH THIS GREATER COUNCIL AND WAS NOT IN TOUCH WITH IT; HE 
HAD, ACCORDING TO HEBER C. KIMBALL, ATTENDED TO ONLY ONE MEETING AND THAT WAS AT 
THE INSTANCE OF BROTHER PHELPS. AND WHILE HE MAY HAVE HAD LEGAL TITLE TO MEMBER-
SHIP EN THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, ALL THE POWER AND AUTHORITY HE POSSESSED WAS DE-
RIVED FROM THE CHURCH, AN AUXILIARY ORGANIZATION, SUBJECT TO THE PRIESTHOOD, AND 
OVER THIRTY MEN HAD MORE AUTHORITY THAN HE IN THE PRIESTHOOD AND KINGDOM." 
(Truth,  vol. 8, p. 23L) 

Musser's quotation comes from a speech of Heber C. Kimball at the trial of Sid-

ney Rigdon in October, 1844. (See: Times and Seasons, vol. 5, p. 663). The tener 

of Kimball's remarks indicates he was talking about the "Council of Fifty", not a 
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so-called "Council of Seven." Since "there are more than thirty men who have got 

Al 	higher authority than he has': Heber C. Kimball could not be referring to a "Council 

of Seven." Wilford Woodruff describes the receiving of this authority that Sidney 

Rigdon never received: 

"HAS THE PROPHET JOSEPH FOUND ELDER RIGDON IN HIS COUNCILS WHEN HE ORGANIZED 
THE QUORUM OF THE TW7LVE, A FEW MONTHS BEFORE HIS DEATH, TO PREPARE THEM FOR THE 
ENDOWMENT? AND WHEN THEY RECEIVED THEIR INDOWMENTS, AND ACTUALLY RECEIVED THE 
KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD, AND ORACLES OF GOD, KEYS OF REVELATION, AND THE PAT-
TERN OF HEAVENLY THINGS." (Times  and Seasons, vol. 5, p. 697). 

Benjamin F. Johnson, the youngest member of this "Council of Fifty" where the 

Twelve were given "the Keys of the Kingdom" relates: 

"IT WAS IN NAUVOO EARLY IN I844 IN AN ASSEMBLY ROOM, COMMON TO THE MEETING 
OF A COUNCIL, OR A SELECT CIRCLE OF THE PROPHET'S MOST TRUSTED FRIENDS, INCLUD-
ING THE TWELVE, BUT NOT ALL OF THE CONSTITUTED AUTHORITIES OF THE CHURCH, FOR 
PRESIDENTS RIGDON, LAW OR MARKS, THE HIGH COUNCIL, OR PRESIDENTS OF THE QUORUMS 
WERE NOT MEMBERS OF THAT COUNCIL, WHICH AT TIMES WOULD EXCEED FIFTY IN NUMBER." 
(Johnson  to Gibbs Letter, p. 9). 

Thus Fundamentalists confuse Sidney Rigdon's exclusion from the "Council of 

0111% 	Fifty" with exclusion from their alleged "Council of Seven." There were over thirty 

members of the "Council of Fifty" at Sidney Rigdon's trial that Heber C. Kimball 

could point to and say they "have got higher authority than he has." Becaue the 

Twelve chose not to divulge the existence of this Council, Fundamentalists have used 

this as proof for their unheard of "Council of Seven." 

Let us return to the "evidence" under discussion. Eight persons are mentioned 

in the account of the first endowments cited above. Joseph Smith, in compiling his 

history, ommitted the names of two others who later fell away and were participants 

in the first endowment given on May 4, 18142. George Miller wrote: 

"MANY OF THE APOSTLES AND ELDERS HAVING RETURNED FROM ENGLAND, JOSEPH WASHED 
AND ANOINTED AS KINGS AND PRIESTS TO GOD, AND OVER THE HOUSE OF ISRAEL, THE FOL-
LOWING PERSONS, AS HE SAID HE WAS COMMANDED OF GOD, VIZ., JAMES ADAMS (OF SPRING-
FIELD), WILLIAM LAW, WILLIAM MARKS, WILLARD RICHARDS, BRIGHAM YOUNG, HEBER C. 
KEI,BALL, NEWEL K. WHITNEY, HYRUM SMITH, AND MYSELF; AND CONFERRED UPON US PATRI-
ARCHAL PRIESTHOOD. THIS TOOK PLACE ON THE 5TH AND 6TH OF MAY, 1842." (George  
Miller Journal, Historical society of Southern California, 1917, p. 121). 

ek% 
Heber C. Kimball recorded the Event in his journal mentioning the same ten as 

George Miller does: 



"WAY), I%2, I WAS INVITED INTO THE ANCIENT ORDER --- WASHED AND ANOINTED, 
STALED AND ORDAINED A PRIEST, ETC., IN COMPANY WITH NINE OTHERS, VIZ., JOSEPH 
-MITH, HYRU? SMITH, WILLIAM LAW, WILLIAM MARKS, JUDGE JAMES ADAMS, SRI SHAM YOUNG, 

WILLARD RICHARDS, GEORGE MILLER AND N. K. WHITNEY." (Heber C. Kimball  Journal, 
May, 1842, cited in Truth, vol. 6, p. 193). 

If this is Fundamentalism's purported "Council of Seven", which of the ten com-

prize the alleged council? What would be the order of seniority? Further comments 

by Joseph Musser raise additional questions. He writes elsewhere: 

"THERE ARE MANY ORDERS IN THE PRIESTHOOD. THE CHURCH WAS ORGANIZED, ELDERS 
AND HIGH PRIESTS ORDAINED, TWELVE APOSTLES AND SEVENTY APOSTLES CHOSEN, HIGH 
COUNCILS ORGANIZED AND BISHOPRICS ESTABLISHED, YET NONE OF THE BRETHREN THUS 
CALLED INTO ACTIVITY HELD THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD. JOSEPH SMITH SPOKE 
OF THIS ORDER ON MAY 4, 1842," (Truth,  vol. 7, p. 62). 

This statement is in conflict with other claims made by Joseph Musser. The fol- 

lowing alleged "High Priest" Apostles who were also claimed to be members in the 

"Council of Seven" held positions in the Church thus: Joseph Smith, Sidney Rigdon 

and Frederick G. Williams, the Presidency of the Kigh Council in the Kirtland Stake 

of Zion and hence the Kirtland Stake Presidency. David Whitener, W. W. Phelps and 

John Whitmer, the Presidency of the High Council in Missouri and hence the Presidency 

of Zion. Hyrum Smith, Martin Harris, Oliver Cowdery, Joseph Smith, Sr., etc., were 

members of both High Councils. Newel K. Whitney and George Miller were both Bishops. 

Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, David Patten and Willard Richards were members of 

the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, etc. This seems like a totally irresponsible 

statement in light of the doctrine we are analyzing. 

Let us look at another aspect of the above statement. If, as Joseph Smith 

states: "In this Council was instituted the ancient order of things for the first 

time in these last days", then surely, if this were the intitution of the "Council 

of Seven" all evidence for a Council prior to May 6, 1842, must be considered false, 

otherwise this quotation from the Prophet's history has nothing to do with Funda-

mentalism's alleged council to this point. As if to show that nothing secretive or 

In restrictive was taking place the Prophet added: 
• 

"IN THIS COUNCIL WAS INSTITUTED THE ANCIENT ORDER OF THINGS FOR THE FIRST 
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TIME IN THESE LAST DAYS. AND THE COMMUNICATIONS I MADE TO THIS COUNCIL WERE OF 
THINGS SPIRITUAL, AND TO BE RECEIVED ONLY BY THE SPIRITUAL MINDED: AND TI ERE 
WAS NOTHING MADE KNOWN TO THESE MEN BUT WHAT WILL BE MADE KNOWN TO ALL THE SAINTS 
OF THE LAST DAYS, SO SOON AS THEY ARE PREPARED TO RECEIVE, AND A PROPER PLACE IS 
PREPARED TO C7✓YUNICATE THEM, EVEN TO THE WEAKEST OF THE SAINTS: THEREFORE LET 
THE SAINTS BE DILIGENT IN BUILDING THE TEMPLE. 	. 	. 	." (D. H. C., 5:2) 

If the endowment and instruction these nine men received on this occasion was 

to "be made known to all the Saints of the last days" it can hardly be special keys 

that only a "Council of Seven" could receive. This was the introduction of the en-

dowment in this last dispensation and had nothing to do with the Presidency of the 

Priesthood. It appears that during the year following the introduction of the endow-

ment on May 4, 18L12, the Prophet perfected the ordinance to a greater degree and so 

determined to give this more complete form to the same group. Fundamentalists have 

pointed to this second occasion as additional proof for their "Council of Seven." 

Speaking of the keys of the Priesthood these men allegedly received on this later oc-

casion Joseph Musser commented: 

"A SPECIFIC INSTANCE OF THE CONFERRING OF THESE HIGHER KEYS UPON CERTAIN 
BRETHREN IS GIVEN MAY 26, 1843 IN THIS LANGUAGE OF THE PROPHET: 

'FRIDAY, 26. AT FIVE P. M. I MET IN COUNCIL IN THE UPPER ROOM, WITH KY 
BROTHER HYRUM, B. YOUNG, H. C. KIMBALL, W. RICHARDS, JUDGE JAMES AEA•S, BISHOP 
N, K. WHITNEY AND WILLIAM LAW, AND GAVE THEY THEIR ENTOWMENTS, AND ALSO INSTRUCT-
IONS IN THE PRIESTHOOD ON THE NEW AND EVERLASTING COVENANT, ETC.' (DHC, 5: 1109). 

QUOTING THE ABOVE, THE CHURCH HISTORICAL RECORD (VOL. 6:515) C0/62:ENTS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

'IT AFFORDED JOSEPH GREAT JOY AND RELIEF TO BE ABLE TO BESTOW THESE BLESS-
INGS UPON HIS BRETHREN --- FAITHFUL YEN, WHOM HE HAD TRIED AND PROVED, AND WHO 
NEVER DESERTED HIM NOR FLINCHED IN THE HOUR OF TEMPTATION AND DANGER. HE :1CW 
FELT THAT THE RESPONSIBILITY AND CARE NO LONGER RESTED UPON HIMSELF ALONE, FOR 
HE HAD BESTOWED UPON THEM (THE SEVEN MENTIONED) THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD, THE 
SAME THAT HE HIMSELF HELD; AND WHATEVER NIGHT HAPPEN TO HIM THERE WERE OTHERS 
NOW WHO HAD THE AUTHORITY TO ST'? FORTH AND BUILD UP THE KINGDOM OF GOD ON THE 
EARTH AND TO PERFORM ALL THE ORDINANCES THEREOF.' 

COULD LANOUAGE BE EMPLOYED TO MORE CLEARLY SUSTAIN THE IDEA OF THE EXIST-
ENCE OF A PRIESTHOOD GROUP ABOVE THE OFFICE OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE 
CHURCH, ENDOWED WITH THE 'HIGHEST ORDER OF THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD'"? 
(Truth, vol. 7, p. 63; also Supplement, p. 112). 

leN 	It will be noticed that this alleged "Council of Seven" is comprized of eight 

members which is closer to seven than the ten claimed a year earlier. Musser reports 
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that this 1843 group "is identical with one exception (which can be accounted for) 

47) 	with the group" of 1842. (Supplement, errati, p. 77). William Marks and George Mil- 

ler are absent from the earlier council and yet we still have too many for a "Council 

of Seven." The same critique that was used for the 1842 Council applies here also. 

There is not the slightest indication that this is a so-called "Council of Seven'!, 

(the number itself failing to support this), and yet Musser takes it as "clearly sus- 

tain(ing) the idea of the existence of a priesthood group above the office of the 

First Presidency of the Church." The brethren involved were men who were tried and 

trusted and, therefore, called to be the first to receive their endowments , which 

would eventually be given "to all the Saints of the last days . 	• 	even to the 

weakest of the Saints". The logic Musser uses here is purely suppositional and no 

"evidence" at all for the group he is trying so desparately to establish by his rum-

magings through Church history. Musser continues his "evidence" by citing another 

meeting of essentially these same brethren two days later: 

"MAY 28, 1843, THE PROPHET STATED: (HIS. OF CHURCH, VOL. 5:412) 'AT 5 P. m. 
I YET WITH BROTHER HYRUM, BRIGHAM YOUNG, HEBER C. KIMBALL, WILLARD RICHARDS, NEW-
ELL K. WHITNEY AND JAMES ADAMS, IN THE UPFER ROOM TO ATTEND 'ORDINANCES AND COUN-
SELING. PRAYED THAT JAMES ADAMS MIGHT BE DELIVERED FROM HIS ENEMIES, AND THAT 
ORRIN P. ROCKWELL MIGHT BE DELIVERED FROM PRISON, AND THAT THE TWELVE BE PROS-
PERED IN COLLECTING MEANS TO BUILD .THE NAUVOD HOUSE.' ON THE DAY FOLLOWING 
(IBID 'PP. 412-413) A SIMILAR MEETING WAS HELD WITH THE SAME BRETHREN PRESENT. 
THE RECORD STATES: 'SINGING, AND PRAYER BY ELDER BRIGHAM YOUNG. CONVERSATION, 
INSTRUCTION AND TEACHING CONCERNING THE THINGS OF GOD. HAD A PLEASANT INTERVIEW." 
(Supplement to the New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage,  p. 113). 

The order of seniority in the "Council of Seven" on May 26, 1843, is claimed to 

be the order in which they are named in the account, i.e., Joseph Smith, Hyrum Smith, 

Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, Willard Richards, James Adams, Newell K. Whitney and 

William Law. Fusser writes: 

"IT WILL RE REMEMBERED THAT OLIVER COWDERY HAD STOOD NEXT TO JOSEPH IN THE 
PRIESTHOOD. PE WAS GIVEN THE PRIESTHOOD, AND ORDAINED AN APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST, 
WITH THE PROPHET. HE WAS THE SECOND ELDER, JOSEPH BEING THE FIRST. THE PRIEST-
HOOD BEGAN TO FUNCTION IN THESE TWO MEN. OLIVER, THROUGH TRANSGRESSION, FELL 
FELL FROM HIS POSITION, AND LATER HYRUM SMITH WAS ELEVATED TO IT. (SEG. 124: 
9h-96). THIS PLACED HYRUM NEXT TO JOSEPH IN PRIESTHOOD AUTHORITY. HYRUM WAS 
ALSO SO PLACED BY THE PROPHET IN HIS MEETING WITH THE BRETHREN ON MAY 26, 1843, 
AS DETAILED ABOVE. IN HIS RECORD OF THE EVENT, THE PROPHET PLACED HYRUM NEXT 
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TO HIMSFLF, 	YOUIG FOLLT)WIN1, AID 5E141 NEXT TO HYRUM IN ORE7R OF 
ITY. JOSEPH INTF7.111F.D.THAT HYRUM SHOULD succ7.17 HIM IN THE PREE=NCY A:7 ...TELL AS 
IN HOLDING TNT 	TO THE PRIESTHOnD; IN FACT, IT IS RECORDED THAT JOEFFH AC- 
TUALLY SET HYRUM APART 70 SUCCEED HIMSELF A2 PRESIDENT CF THE CHURCH. (HIS. OF 
CHURCH, VOL. 6:546)." (Supplement,  p. 

That Hyrum was to succeed Joseph is true, as Musser states above, but this had 

nothing to do with the pretended "Council of Seven" on May 26, 1843. If the order of 

naming these brethren in the Prophet's account is the true order of seniority, row 

do we explain the order of May 2B, 1343, where Whitney's and Adam's names are revers-

ed, or the order of May 4, 1942, whre Adams is named first followed by ;!yrum 

with 5righam young following Pishops Whitney and Miller? Which list is supposed to 

be the correct order of seniority? Hyrum was to succeed Joseph as "Assistant Presi-

dent of the Church", not as second in seniority in a purported "Council of =even." 

The office of "secondElder" cr "Assistant President of the Church" was terminated 

with Hyrum's death, it being an office of witness which terminated when Hyrum scaled 

OIN 	his witness with his blood. (See: D. & C., 135). The reason for this office was 

thus concluded and the issue would never rise again. Frimary succession rights then 

devolved directly on the senior member of the Council of Twelve Apostles. Any claim 

that Brigham Young followed Hyrum Smith in seniority in a "Council of Seven" is wish-

ful thinking to this point. 

This brings us to the next "evidence" for the alleged "Council of Priesthood 

Presidency." This relates to the Qourum of Twelve receiving the Keys of the sealing 

ordinances the spring before the Martyrdom. Joseph Musser has, of necessity, done 

much exnlaining and interpreting in order to separate the Presidency of the Priest-

hood from the Presidency of the Church. His argument involves a double doctrine of 

Apostleship, as well as a double doctrine of Priesthood Presidency. After discussing 

his basic thesis that the appendage "apostleship of the Twelve" is a lesser order of 

apostleship than his higher order of "High Priest" Apostle, Musser explains how the 

Twelve received this same higher order of Apostleship before the martyrdom: 

"THE QUESTION MAY BE ASKED HOW BRIGHAM YOUNG, JOHN TAYLOR AID WILFORD WOOD- 



RUFF --- •EHPERS OF THE TWELVE IN THE PROPHET'S DAY --- RECEIVED THE HIGHER 41%4 	
ORDER OF APOSTLESHIP. THIS DID NOT COVE TO THEM IN THEIR ORIGINAL oaDE:ATIcl. 
TO THE 'APOSTLESHIP OF EHE TWHLVE', BUT JOSEPH EYITH CONFERRED THE HIGHER ORDER 
UPON THEH, IN CONNECTION WITH OTHER MEMBERS CF THE :QUORUM OF THE TWELVE, SHORT-
LY BEFORE HIS MARTYRDOM. 

ON THIS POINT ELLER JOSEPH FIELDING SMITH OF THE QUORUM OF TWELVE EXPLAINED: 

'MOREOVER, A SHORT TIVE BEECH HIS MARTYRDOM (IN nil, SOME NINE YEARS AFTER 
THE TWTLVE WAS ORGANIZED) THE PROPHET BEOTOWED UPON THE TWELVE APOSTLES --- WHO 
CONSTITUTED THE SECOND OUORUM IN THE CHUHCH --- ALL THE KEYS AND ALL THE OF.DIN-
ANCFS AND PRIESTHOOD NECESSARY FOR THEH TO HOLD IN ORDER TO CARRY 01 THE _FEAT 
AND GLORIOUS WORK OF UNIVERSAL SALVATIOY. SCRAP BOOK OF MORMON LITERATURE, 2:86. 

OBVIOUSLY, HAD THE 1•'7mBEns OF THE QUORUM RECEIVED 'ALL THE KEYS AND OHDIN-
Ancrst, ETC., PER_TAIIIIO TO THE HIIHER OED ER OF PHIESTHOo: 	!"HE A7OIIL:H1O 
OF JOSE"''. fl 	IRIOIHAL o=IIHAT:al --- IT WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN IECEESARY FCR 
THE PROPHET TO AGAIN CONFER THESE BLESSINGS SHORTLY BEFORE HIS DEATH. FLOER 
SMITH SHSTAI•S HIS POSITION BY :DOTING ELDERS ORSON HYDE AND WILFORD WOODRUFF, 
ALSO SISTER BATHSHEBA W. SMITH, UPON THIS POINT AS FOLLOWS: 

'(ORSON HYDE) BEFORE I WENT FAST ON THE 4TH OF APRIL (1844) LAST, WE WERE 
IN COUNCIL WITH BROTHER JOSEPH ALPOST EVERY DAY FOR WEEKS. SAID BROTHER JOSEPH 
IN ONE OF THOSE COUNCILS, THERE IS SOMETHING GOING TO MAFFEI; I DON'T HHOW WHAT 
IT IS, RUT THE LORD BIDS ME TO HASTEN AND GIVE YOUR ENDOWMENT BEFORE THE THHFLE 
IS FINISHED. HE CONDUCTED US THROUGH EVERY ORDINANCE OF THE HOLY PRIESTHOOD, 
AND WHEN HE HAD GONE THROUGH WITH ALL THE ORDINANCES HE REJOICED VERY MOCH, AND 
SAID, NOW IF THEY KILL ME YOU HAVE GOT ALL THE KEYS, AND ALL THE ORDIOAHC S AHD 
YOU CAN CONFER THEY. UPON OTHERS, AND THE HOSTS OF SATAN WILL NOT 3E ABLE TO TEAR 
DOWN THE KINGDOM A3 FAST AS YOU WILL BE ABLE TO BUILD IT UP; AND ::0W, EAID HE, 
01 YOUR SPOULDEHS WILL THE RESPONSIBILITY OF LEADING THIS PEOPLE REST. (TI'''ES
AND SEASONS, VOL. 5:651). (SEE ALSO 664). 

"(WILFORD WOODRUFF) AZ WHEN THEY (THE TWFUE) RECEIVED THEIR ENEOWHENTE, 
AHD ACTUALLY RECEIVED THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD, AND ORACLES OF GOD, KEYS 
OF REVELATION, AND THE FATTERN OF HEAVENLY THINGS; AND THUS ADDRESSING THE 
TWELVE (JOSEPH) EXCLAIMED, 'UPON YOUR SHOULDERS THE KINGDOM RESTS, AND YOU MUST 
ROUND UP YOUR SHOULDERS AND BEAR IT, FOR I HAVE HAD TO DO IT UNTIL NOW.' (Is. 
698). 

1 (BATHSHERA W. SMITH) IN THE YEAR 1944, A SHORT TIME BEFORE THE DEATH OF 
THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH, IT WAS MY PRIVILEOF TO ATTEND A REGULAR PRAYER CIRCLE 
MEETING IN THE UPPER ROOM OVER THE PROPHET'S STORE. THERE WERE PRESENT AT THIS 
MEETING MOST OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES, THEIR WIVES AND A NIr'BER OF OTHEit PHOHINEAT 
BRETHREN AND THEIR WIVES. ON THE OCCASION THE PROPHET AROSE AND SPOKE AT OR EAT 
LENGTH, AND DURING HIS REMARKS I HEARD HIM FAY THAT RE HAD CONFERRED ON THE 
HEADS OF THE Th'ELVE APO3TLES ALL THE KEYS AID POWERS PERTAINING TO THE PRIEST-
HOOD, AID THAT UPON THE HEADS "F THE 1WELVE APOSTLES THE BURDEN OF THE 4IIGOOM 
RESTED, AND THAT THEY WOULD HAVE TO CARRY IT.' 

THUS IT IS CLEARLY SHOWN THAT TO POSSESS THE APOSTLE:TIP OF JOSEPH, OLIVER 
AND DAVID.-- THE 'HIGHEST AUTHORITY EVER GIVEN TO MEN ON EARTH' --- IT WAS NOT 
SUFFICIENT THAT MEN RE INDUCTED INTO THE :TORUN OF THE TWELVE AND ORDAINED TO 
THE 'APOSTLESHIP OF 'NE TWELVE', AS MENTIONED 	PRESIDENT JOHN TAYLOR, BUT THEY 
MUST, IN ADDITION,. RECEIVE 'EVERY ORDINANCE OF TIE HOLY PRIESTHOOD', TOGETHER 
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W:TH THE 'KEYS OF THE KIN:MOM OF GOD, AND ORACLES OF GOD, KEYS OF REVELATION, 

1;) 	AND THE PATTERN OF HEAVENLY THINGS.' 

THESE ANOINTINGS, PRI"ILEGES AND POWERS, TILE MEMBERS OF THE ;UORUM OF TWELVE 
RECEIVED, NOT BY VIRTUE OF THEIR BEING CALLED INTO THE QUORUM OF TWELVE, BUT 
STRICTLY IN LINE WITH THEIR CALLINGS LATER GIVEN THEM, OF PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS, 
THE FORMER BEING AN APPENOAOE CALLING ONLY." (A Priesthood Issue, pp. 10-12). 

It takes only a cursory knowledge of L. D. S. scripture and history to understand 

that Joseph Smith, himself, received additional keys and knowledge of the priesthood 

after the Twelve were originally called and ordained in February, 1835. The keys of 

gathering, the keys of elias and the keys of sealing ordinances embodied in the rites 

of the Temple were not received by the Prophet until April, 1536. (See: D. 	C., 

II0). These keys and this knowledge of the Priesthood were what was given to the 

Twelve prior to the martyrdom and not any supposed higher office of Anostleship termed 

"High Priest" Apostle. Having received additional keys and authority as Joseph Smith 

did since his original ordination to the Apostleship or Melchizedek Priesthood by 

SIN 

 

Peter,. James and John, they could now function in all the ordinances of the fulness 

of the Gospel. All Apostles, subsequent to this time, have received this fulness of 

apostleship when they were ordained Apostles. Speaking of this restoration of the 

keys in 1836, John Taylor said: 

"MOSES CONFERRED THESE KEYS OF AUTHORITY UPON THE PROPHET JOSEPH FMITH, AND 
HE AFTERWARDS (THE SPRING BEFORE THE MARTYRDOM) CONFERRED THEM UPON THE TWELVE 
APOSTLES AND OTHERS, WHO, WHEN THEY WERE ORDAINED, RECEIVED THEM AS PART OF THEIR 
MINISTRY AID PRIESTHOOD, TO PREPARE THEM FOR THE WORK THAT WAS TO BE DONE." ,.  
(Journal of Discourses, vol. 19, p. 239). 

The Lord has also declared that this was so, for in January, 1830, while the 

Twelve were presiding over the Church as a First Presidency, he revealed the following: 

"AND WHILE MY SERVANT JOHN TAYLOR IS YOURN PRESIDENT, (i.e.., PRESIDENT OF 
THE QUORUM OF THE TWELVE) I WISH TO ASK THE REST OF MY SERVANTS OF THE APOSTLES 
THE QUESTION, ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE ONE TO PRESIDE OVER YOUR QUORUM, WHICH IS THE 
ORDER OF GOD IN ALL GENERATIONS, DO YOU NOT, ALL OF YOU HOLD THE APOSTL7SHIP, 
WHICH IS THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY EVER GIVEN TO MEN ON EARTH? YOU DO. TVEREFOiT 
YOU HOLD IN COMMON THE KEYS OF THE. KINGDOM OF GOD IN ALL THE WORLD." (Revela-
tion to Wilford Woodruff, January 26, 1890). 

At this time the Quorum of Twelve contained only three members who had received 

the fulness of authority under the hands of Joseph Smith. This means that nine mem- 
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bers of the Quorum of Ywelve had received their Apostleship by subsequent ordination 

of another Apostle. The Lord declared that "all of you, hold the Apostleship, which 

is the highest authority ever given to men on earth". This indicates that each new 

Apostle, as he is ordained, receives the fulness of the Apostleship as Joseph Smith 

did and the idea that up to 1880 all the members of the Quorum of the Twelve held a 

so-called "higher order of Apostleship" and that subsequent members of the Council 

such as Heber J. Grant, called by revelation and ordained in 1552, did not receive 

the fulness of the Apostleship, is a supposition entirely without substantiation. 

This revelation of 1380 shows the fallacy of such a position. 

Parley P. Pratt was one of the Apostles who received this authority in the Spring 

of Ighh. Let us permit him to describe what was received: 

"THIS GREAT AND 100D MAN (JOSEPH SMITH) WAS LEL, BEFORE HIS CEATH, 70 CALL 
THE TerLV:3 TOGETH 7R, FROM TIME TO TIME, AID TO INSTRUCT THEM IN ALL THF.;3S PER-
TAINING TO THE KINGDOM OF GOD. HE OFTERI OBSERVED THAT HE WAS LAYING THE FOUN-
DATION, BUT IT WOULD REMAIN FOR THE T;ELVE TO COMPLETE THE FUILDING. SAID HE, 
'I KNOW NOT WHY; RUT FOR SOME REASON I AM C1STRAINED TO HASTEN ?71r FREPARATIONS,• 
AND TO CONFER UPON THE TWF,LVE ALL THE ORDINANCES, KEYS, COVENANTS, ENDOWMENTS, 
AND SEALING ORDINANCES OF THE PRIESTH3DD, AND SO SET BEFORE .THEM A PATTFRN IN 
ALL THINGS PERTAINING TO THE SANCTUARY AND THE ENDOWMENT THEREIN.' 

HAVING DONE THIS, FE REJOICED EXCEEDINGLY; FOR, SAID HE, THE LORD IS ABOUT 
TO LAY THE BURDEN ON YOUR SHOULDERS AND LET ME REST AWHILE; AND IF THEY KILL M:, 
THE KINGDCw OF rtOD WILL ROLL ON, AS I HAVE NOW FINISHED THE WORK .49ICP ;4AS LAID 
UPON ME, 3Y COMMITTING TO YOU ALL THINGS FOR 'HE BUILDING UP OF THE KIN= AC-
CORDING TO THE HEAVENY VISION, AND THE PATTERN SHOWN ME FROM HEAVEN. WITH MANY 
CONVERSATIONS LIKE THIS, FE COMFORTED THE MINDS OF THE TWELVE, AND P-.EPAP.ED TvEm 
FOR WHAT WAS SOON TO FOLLOW. 

HE PROCEEDED TO CONFER ON ELDER YOUNG, THE PRESIDENT OF THE TWELVE, THE 
KEYS OF THE SEALING PO FR, AS COFEHRED IN THE LAST DAYS BY THE SPIRIT A:;1; PMZR 
OF ELIJAH, IN ORDER TO S:;AL THE H'ARTS OF THE FATHERS TO THE CHILDREN, AND THE 
HEARTS OF THE CHILDREN TO THE FATHER, LEST THE WHOLE EARTH SHOULD BE SMITTEN 
WITH A CURSE. 

THIS LAST KEY OF THE PRIESTHOOD IS THE MOST 7ACRTE OF ALL, AND PERTAINS EY-
LUSIVELY TO THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF r: CHURCH, WITHOUT WHOSE SANCTION AND AP-
PROVAL OR AUTHORITY, NO SEALING BLESSING SHALL BF ADMINISTERED PFRTAININ; TO 
THINGS OF THE RESSURRECTION AND THE LIFE TO COME." (Millennial Star, vol. 5, 
p. 150). 

NN 	This statement leaves no equivocation about who holds the sealing keys of the 

Priesthood and by virtue of which office they are held. "He proceeded to confer on 
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Elder Young, the President of the Twelve, the keys of the sealing power • 	• 

this last key of the Priesthood is the most sacred of all, and pertains exclusively 

to the First Presidency of the Church." There is no indication of either an order 

of "High Priest" Apostles or a "Council of Seven" that presides over the Priesthood. 

Musser's doctrine on this point is mere wishful thinking, as has been all the pre-

vious doctrine we have reviewed. The case for Fundamentalism has so far not been 

vindicated on a single point. The simple truth of the matter at hand is that every 

Elder, who receives his endowment, receives the fulness of the Priesthood. The 

Prophet stated in 1843: 

"ORDINANCES INSTITUTED IN THE HEAVENS BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD, 
IN THE PRI7FTHOM, FOR THE SALVATION CF MEN, ARE NOT TO BE ALTERED CR CHANGFC. 
ALL MUST 97 SAVED ON THE SAME PRI'ACIPLES . 	. 	. IF A MAN GETS A FULE.NES5 
OF THE PRIESTHOOD OF GOD HE HAS TO GET IT IN THE FAME WAY THAT 	CHHIST OB- 
TAINED IT, AND THAT WAS BY KEEPING ALL THE CO:r.YA: (DMENTS AND CBEYING ALL THE 
ORDINANCES OF THE HOUSE OF GOD." (Teachings, p. 302; D. H. C., 5:423,424). 

"THE SPIRIT, POWER, AID CALLING OF ELIJAH IS, THAT YE HAVE POWER TO HOLD 
THE KEY OF THE REVELATIONS, ORDINANCES, ORACLES, POWERS AND ENDOWMENTS CF THE 
FULNESS OF THE MELCUIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD AND OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD - PON THE EARTH; 
AND TO RECEIVE, OBTAIN, AND PERFORM ALL THE ORDINANCES BELONGING TO ME KING-
DOM OF GOD, EVEN TO THE TURNING OF THE HEARTS OF THE FATHERS UNTO THE CHILDREN, 
AND THE HEARTS OF THE CHILDREN TO THE FATHERS, EVEN THOSE WHO ARE IN HEAVEN." 
(Teachings,  p. 337). 

This has nothing to do with a mans position of presidency in the Priesthood. 

It applies to all faithful Elders in the Church. We have quoted the Prophet as say-

ing when the first endowments were given: 

"IN THIS COUNCIL WAS INSTITUTED THE ANCIENT ORDER OF THINGS FOR THE FIRST 
TIME IN THESE LAST DAYS. AND THE CO:.7.UNICATIONS I :tADE TO THIS COUNCIL ;,;ERE OF 
THINGS SPIRITUAL, AND TO ?E RECEIVED ONLY BY THE SPIRITUAL MINHE; AID THERE 
WAS NOTHING MADE KNr.'WN TO THESE MEN BUT WHAT WILL BE MADE, KNOWN TO ALL HE 
SAINTS OFTE, LAST DAYS, FO SOON AS THEY ARE PREPARED TO : 7CEIVE, AND A PROPER 
PLACE IS PREPARED TO C=UNICATE THEM, EVEN TO TI-LE WEAKEST OF THE SAINT3." 
(D. H. C.,  vol. 5, p. 2). 

It is amazing, but through some form of magic, yet unknown, the entire Quorum 

of Twelve Apostles becomes, in I844, the Fundamentalist "Council of Seven". It has 

never been explained how a "Council of Twelve" can be compressed into a "Council of 

Seven" with the same order of presidency and seniority. Lt has also never been 
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explained how many times a man must be ordained to the "High Priest" Apostleship be-

fore the ordinance is considered valid. Brigham Young and Heber C. Kimball were al-

leged "High Priest" Apostles and also members of the "Council of Seven" in September, 

1832. They were again alleged members of this Council in May, 1542 and a7-1.e. 	.'ay, 

"LeTT_.1.ee 	 IF•..szer claims they &pin received the tlirner of 

Apostleship in the Spring of 1344. We again quote the pertinent allegation: 

"THE QUESTION MAY FE  ASKED HOW BRIGHAY YOUNG, JOHN TAYLOR AND WILFORD WOOD-
RUFF --- MEMBERS CF THE TJELVE IN THE PROT-NET'S DAY --- RECEIVED THE HIGHER OR- 
DER OF APOSTLE7HIP. THIS [SID NOT COME TOTEM IN ':HEIR ORIGINAL OR 	70 
THE 'APOSTLESHIP CF THE TWELV', BUT JOSEPH CONFER} Y: THE HIGHER ORDER 1'P.:1 

CONNECTION WI TV OTHER MEMBERS OF THE QUORUM OF TWELVE, SHORTLY BEFORE KIS 
MARTYRDOM." (A Priesthood  Iesue, pp. IO-II). 

If the Twelve did not receive the fulness of the Apostleship until they received 

their endowment in 1844, then neither did the Prophet himself hold that same fulness 

until 1842. It was on May 51 1842, that the Prophet received endowment. After 

giving eight men their endowment on May 1i, Ia42, as we have 	the Prophet states: 

"GENERAL ADAMS STARTED FOR SPRINGFIELD, AND THE REMAIN= 	THE COUNCIL OF 
YESTERDAY CONTINUED THEIR MEETINO AT THE SAYE PLACE, AND MYLF AZ MOTHER 
HYRUM RECEIVED IN TURN FROM T OTHERS, THE SAME THAT I HAD .00:.•.UNICATED TO THEM 
THE DAY PREVIOUS." (D. F.  C. r .vol. 5, pp. 2,3). 

Even if it be argued that the Prop.het received the keys on April 3, 1836, there 

could have been no "High Priest" Apostles prior to that time.following this rationale. 

All claims of this "Higher order of Apostleship" organizing the Church in 1830, must 

be considered false evidence. Joseph Musser writes•on this point: 

"THE PRESIDENT OE THE PRIESTHOOD PRESIDES OVER THE QUORUM (CF SEVEN) . 	. 
BUT OTHERS MAY HOLD IN =TON WITH HIM THE KEYS NOT ONLY OF THE CHURCH BUT ALSO 
TO THE KINGDOM, HE ALONE, HOWEVER, BEING THE OFFICIAL S°0KESMAN. THIS TRUTH 
WAS MADE CLEAR 1Y THE PROPUET JOSEPH SYNTH AS RELATED BY WILFORD WOODRUFF (TIMES 
AND SEASONS. 5:698: Truth, 5:186); 

'AND WREN THEY (THE TWELVE) REC7IVED THEIR ENDOWMENT, AND ACTUALLY TFE KEYS 
OF THE KINGDOM OF G5D, AND CRACLES OF GOD. KEYS OF REVrLATION, AND THE PAS TLRN 
OF HEAVENLY THIT".1S; AND THUS ADRESSING THE TWELVE (JOSEPH) EXCLAIMED: 'UP `N 
YOUR SHOULDERS THE KINGDOM REf:TS, AND YOU MUST ROUND UP YOUR SHOULDERS AZ BEAR 
IT; FOR I HAVE HAD TO DO IT UNTIL NOW.' 

JOSEPH HAD HAD TO DO IT ALONE UNTIL 'NCW' WHEN HE CONFERRED THE KEYS UPON 
A GROUP OF BRETPREN, WHO, FROM THEN ON, HELD THEM IN COMY!ON." (Truth, vol. 2, 
pp. 44,45). 
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This raises the question discussed above. If Joseph "had to do it alone until 

now" (IWO where was his purported "Council of Seven" since 1829? Why did he have 

to wait until he gave the keys of the fulness of the Melchizedek Priesthood to others 

in 18114 before acknowledging any help? Musser's doctrine is a mass of confusion with-

out logic or consistency. 

Let us look at another aspect of this doctrine of 9-ligh Priest" Apostleship. 

Joseph Musser writes: 

"SPEAKING OF THE R7MARKAELE INCIDENT CF THE PROPHET CONFERRING THE 'KEYS OF 
THE KINGDOM ON HIS P.RETHREN JUST PRICK TO HIS DEATH, PRESIDENT WILFCFD W7:ERUFF, 
IN AN ADDRESS TO THE Y. I. A. CONFERENCE, JUNE 2, 1869, STATED: 

'WE HAD RAD OUR ENDOWMENTS; WE HAD HAD ALL THE BLESSINGS SEALED t'PON CUR 
HEADS THAT WERE EV -R OTIrN TO THE APOSTLES OR PROPHETS ON THE FACE CF THE EARTH. 
ON THAT OCCASION THE PROPHET JOSEPH R.I'SE UP AND SAID TO US, 'BRETHREN, I HAVE 
DESIRED TO LIVE TO SEE THIS TEMPLE BUILT (NAUVOO TEMPLE). I SHALL NET ER LI7E 
TO SEE IT, BUT YOU WILL. I HAVE SEALED UPON YOUR HEADS ALL THE KEYS .1',7 	 
KINGDOM OF GCD. I HAVE SEALED UPON YOU EVERY KEY, POWER, PRINCIPLE THAI FE 
GOD OF HEAVEN HAS REVEALED TO !!E OR SEALED UPON ME. NOW, NO MATTER ; 1 ;`R I MAY 
GO OR WHAT I MAY DO, THE KINGDOM RESTS UPON YOU. CONTRIBUTOR, 10:331-2. 

TO BECOME A QUALIFIED APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST AS REFORE STATED, ONE MUST 
KNOW HIM PERSONALLY. IN THIS GRAND ORDER INTRODUCED BY THE LORD THROUGH j7I5FPH 
SMITH, ANOINTINGS WER' GIVEN WHICH PLACED THE BRETHREN IN LINE TO R7CEIVE THEIR 
PERSONAL ANOINTINOS FROM THE MASTER HIMSELF. THIS 'an EVIDENTLY ACHIEVED. 
BRIGHAM YOUNG MADE THE REMARK: 'I AM BRIGHAM YOUNG, AN APOSTLE CF JOSEPH  SMITH, 
AND ALSO OF JESUS CH IST. 1  (J. OF` S. 5:296). HIS SELECTION BY OLIVER, DAVID 
AND MARTIN, UNDER THE  DIRECTION OF JOSEPH SMITH, (OR FOR JESUS CHRIST THROUGH 
JOSEPH SMITH), RENDERED HIM AN APOSTLE OF JOSEPH SMITH, AND 	EN .HIS HI t °._ AN- 
OINTINIS 'r ERE RECEIVED AND THE HANDS OF THE SAVIOR HAD BEEN LAID UPON HIS HEkE, 
HE BECAME UNWALIFIFUY AN APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST AS WERE JOSEPH, OLIVER, ETC." 
(A Priesthood Issue,  p..15). 

"JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID QUALIFIED IN THIS HIGHER ORDER. WE HAVE QUOTED 
THE PROPHET AS SAYING, 'ALL THE PROPHETS HAD THE MELCHIZEDFS PRIESTHOOD AND WERE 
ORDAINED BY IOD HI7SELF.' THIS MEANS THAT JOSEPH HAD HAD THE HANES CF THE SAV-
IOR LAID UPON HIS HEAD, FOR '!-1E TRULY WAS A PROPHET, AND IN NO OTHER WAY DOES THE 
LORD QUALIFY HIS HIGHFR CEDER OF PROPHETS. WHILE ALL MAY HAVE PROPHETIC 3IFTS 
--- THE LIGHT OF FR071E:CY "AY SHED ITS RAYS UPON ErRY SON AND ':AUGHTER OF GOD, 
YET HIS REGULARLY CONSTITUTED  AND AUTHORIZED PROPHETS MUST BE ORDAINED 3Y HIM. 
THE REASON IS OBVIOUS." (Ibid, p. 9). 

There is not a single shred of real evidence to point to that the Savior person-

ally ordained any of these brethren named. This is an assumption bazcd on a faulty 

premise. We have already pointrd out the meaning of the Prophet's remarks and they 

do not support such an "interpretation". Let us now look at the claim that "an 
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Apostle of Jesus Christ" is a term defining this alleged higher order of Apostleship 

in contra-distinction to "an Apostle of Joseph Smith holding "the Apostleship of the 

Twelve." This terminology is not vindicated in ChurCh records. When Oliver Cowdery 

came back into the Church in 1848, he testified of conferring the Priesthood on Orson 

Hyde and ordaining him an Apostle of Jesus Christ in 1835. 

"I LAID MY HANDS UPON THAT MAN --- YES, I LAID MY RIGHT HAND UPON HIS HEAD 
--- (POINTING TO BROTHER HYDE) AND I CONFERRED UPON HIM THIS PRIESTHOOD, AND HE 
HOLDS THAT PRIESTHOOD NOW. HE WAS ALSO CALLED THROUGH ME, BY THE PRAYTR OF 
FAITH, AN APOSTLE OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST." (High Council Minutes,  October 21, 
1848, Council Sluffs, Iowa; cited in Truth,. vol. 9, p. 107). 

The Lord did not ordain Orson Hyde and Apostle of Jesus Christ, Oliver Cowdery 

did it. Oliver Cowdery also stated at this same time: 

"I WAS ALSO PRESENT WITH JOSEPH WREN THE HIGHER OR MELCHIZEDEK PRIE2THOOD 
WAS CONFERRED BY THE HOLY ANGEL FROM ON HIGH. THIS PRIESTHOOD WE THEN CO!!FER-
RED ON EACH OTHER, BY THE WILL AND CO:."ANDMENT OF GOD. THIS PRIESTHOOD, AS WAS 
THEN DECLARED, IS ALSO TO REMAIN UPON THE EARTH UNTIL THE LAST RE:.2;ANT OF TINE. 
THIS HOLD PRIESTHOOD, OR AUTHORITY, WE THEN CONFERRED UPON MANY, AND IS JUST AS 
GOOD AND VALID AS THOUGH GOD HAD DONE IT IN PERSON." (Ibid.) 

The Keys and authority received in the endowment ceremony are patriarchal in 

nature and apply only in the resurrection. In describing the three orders of Priest-

hood referred to in Hebrews, chapter 7, the Prophet stated: 

"THE SECOND PRIESTHOOD IS PATRIARCHAL AUTHORITY. GO TO AND FINISH THE 
TEMPLE, AND GOD WILL FILL IT WITH P0'.TF,R., AND YOU WILL THEN RECEIVE MORE KNOW-
LEDGE CONCERNING THIS PRIESTHOOD." (Teachings,  p. 323). 

It should be noted that this alleged reception of the "High Priest" Apostleship 

did not increase the authority of the Twelve to organized and preside over the Church 

as occasion required. The great revelation on Priesthood given to the Twelve when 

they were first called gave them this authority. The Lord revealed: 

"IT IS THE DUTY OF THE TWELVE IN ALL LARGE BRANCHES OF THE CHURCH, TO ORDAIN 
EVANGELICAL MINISTERS (PATRIARCHS), AS THEY SHALL BE D -SIGNATED UNTO THEY. BY 
REVELATION . 	. 	. IT IS THE DUTY OE THE TWELVE, ALSO, TO OPDAIN AND SET II 
ORDER ALL THE OTHER OFFICERS OF THE CHURCH .. . 	. IT MUST JEEDS BE THAT ONE 
BE APPOIN110 OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD TO PRESIDE OVER THE PRIESTHOOD, AND HF SHALL 
BE CALLED PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIFFTHOOD OF THE CHURCH; OR, IN OTHER WORDS, 
THE PRESIDING HIGH PRIEST OVER THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD OF THE CHURCH." (E. e. C., 
107:39,58,65,66). 

Joseph Musser has quoted thise same verses as evidence for his "Council of Seven" 
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"THEN COMES THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD, WHICH IS THE GREATEST OF ALL; 'HERFFCRE IT 

	

Xy 	MUST NEEDS SE THAT ONE BE APPOINTED OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD TO PRESIDE OVER THE 
PRIESTHOOD, AND HE SHALL BE CALLED PRESIDENT OF THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD OF THE 
CHURCH. --- D. P. C., 107:64-5. 

JOSEPH SMITH WAS THE PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD --- HE HELD THE KEYS TO PRIEST-
HOOD ON EARTH . 	. IN CONSIDERING THESE MATTERS THE STUDENT MUST DIFFER- 
ENTIATE. BETWEEN THE PRIESTHOOD WITH A PREFTPING WORM OF SEVEN, OR MOPE, AND 
THE CHURCH WITH A PRESIDING QUORUM OF THREE; ALSO BETWEEN THE PRIESTHOOD AS THE 
FIRST GREAT GOVERNING POWER ON EARTH, AND THE CHURCH, A CHILD OF "THEPRIESTHOOD 
AND A SUBORDINATE ORGANIZATION." (Truth , vol. 2, pp. 23,24). 

Orson Pratt declared the authority given the Twelve in their original ordina-

Lion to the Apostleship: 

"WE HAVE BEEN TAUGHT EVER SINCE THE TWELVE WERE CHOSEN, THAT THEY HELD ALL 
THE POWER OF THE !'ELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD, ALL THE POWER OF THE APOSTLESHIP THAT 
COULD BE CONFERRED UPON MORTAL MAN." (J. of D., vol. 19, p. HS). 

Brigham Young said at the martyrdom of the Prophet: 

"THE TWELVE APOSTLES OF THIS DISPENSATION STAND IN THEIR OWN PLACE, AND AL-
WAYS WILL, BOTH TN TIME AND IN ETERNITY, TO MINISTER, PRESIDE, AND REGULATE THE 
AFFAIRS OF THE WHOLE CHURCH." (Millennial Star,  vol. 5, p. 93). 

John Taylor spoke of the authority of the Twelve to preside without additional 

ordination to office in the Priesthood: 

"WHEN JOSEPH SMITH WAS LIVING HE WAS THE PRESIDENT OF ALL COUNCILS, AND ALL 
AUTHORITIES IN THE CHURCH; HE STOOD AS PROPHET, SEER, AND REVELATOR, AND APOS-
TLE; THE CHIEF APOSTLE OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS. HE 
STOOD BEFORE GOD AS THE REPRESENTATIVE OF HIS CHURCH ON EARTH. IN HIS ABSENCE, 
THE TWELVE BEING NEXT IN AUTHORITY, STEPPED IN; NCT TO DEPRIVE HIM OF HIS PLACE, 
WHICH HE STILL OCCUPIES IN THE HEAVENS, BUT TO FULFILL THEIR OFFICE AND CALLING, 
AND THE RELATIONSHIP WHICH THEY SUSTAIN TOTE CHURCH . 	. 	. AND IN RELA- 
TION TO THE TWELVE, THEIR PRESIDENT BECAME SUCH, NOT ON ACCOUNT OF ELECTION OR 
CHOICE, BUT BECAUSE OF SENIORITY, OR AGE, HENCE WHEN THOMAS B. MARSH WAS IN 
GOOD STANDING HE WAS THE OLDEST, AND CONSEQUENTLY THE PRESIDING OFFICER; BUT 
WHEN HE APOSTATIZED THE NEXT OLDEST TOOK IT, WHICH WAS PRESIDENT BRIGHAM YOUNG. 
HE HAD THE SAME PRIESTHOOD BEFORE AND THE SAME AUTHORITY, BUT WAS NOT THE PRES-
IDENT OR MOUTH-PIECE OF THE OTHERS, WHO ARE ALL PRESIDENTS IN ALL THE WORLD, 
WITHOUT OTHER ORDINATIONS, AND IN THIS RESPECT DIFFER FROM THE COUNCIL OF JOSEPH, 
WHO HAD NOT. THE TWELVE STANDING NEXT TO JOSEPH, ON HIS DEATH THE CHARGE OF 
THE CHURCH NECESSARILY FELL UPON THEM, AND PRESIDENT YOUNG BEING THEIR PRESI:ENT, 
OF COURSE PRESIDED, AND BECAME THE MOUTH-PIECE AND PRESIDENT, NOT ONLY OF THE 
TWELVE BUT OF THE CHURCH."' (Millennial  Star, vol. 9, p. 32L). 

In spite of this evidence of the Twelve receiving all the keys of the Priesthood 

	

11 	the Spring before the martyrdom, Joseph Musser lists only three members of the Quorum 

of Twelve in his "Council of Seven". 
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"AS THE BRETHREN STOOD IN 1844: 

I. JOSEPH SMITH 5. WILLARD RICHARDS 

2. HYRUM SMITH 6. JAMES ADAMS 

3. BRIGHAM YOUNG 7. NEWEL K. WHITNEY 

4. HEBER C. KIMBALL 8. WILLIAM LAW." 

(Items from the Book of Remembrance of Joseph W.  Musser, p. 26). 

This list includes eight and there are only seven men in the alleged Priesthood 

Presidency "when it is fully organized". At the outset we can eliminate James Adams 

since he died on August II, 1843. (See: D. H. C.,. vol. 5, pp. 527-8). Even though 

Fundamentalism claims the entire Quorum of Twelve received the "High Priest" Apostle-

ship, it makes no claim as to them being in the "Council of Seven" or even in any 

order for a call and ordination into that Council. The order of seniority in the 

"Council of Seven" of the Twelve seems to have nothing to do with their seniority 

in the Council of Twelve. Willard Richards, for instance, was eighth in seniority 

in the Council of Twelve, but follows Brigham Young and Heber C. Kimball in the al-

leged "Council of Seven". 

William Law was excommunicated from the Church on April 18, 1844, and we would 

assume following Joseph MusserTs reasoning with Sidney Rigdon that William Law also 

forfeited his office and standing in the "Council of Seven", although this is no-

where clarified in Fundamentalist literature. Thus, there would appear to be one 

vacancy in the "Council of Seven" just prior to the martyrdom. For argumentive pur-

poses, the order of seniority in May-June, 1844 would necessarily be: Joseph Smith, 

Hyrum Smith, Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, Willard Richards and Newel K. Whitney. 

Following the martyrdom of Joseph and Hyrum Smith on June 27, 18414, the Council would 

be firther reduced to four members --- Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, Willard Rich-

ards and Newel K. Whitney. There are no direct claims in Fundamentalist writings as 

to who was called to fill up the Council or wehn such action took place. Musser  

merely makes the following passing statement; 
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"THIS HIGH PRIEST'S ORGANIZATION (THE COUNCIL OF SEVEN) SET UP BY THE LORD 
THROUGH JOSEPH SMITH WAS CARRIED ON BY BRIGHAM YOUNG AFTER THE PROPHET'S DEATH." 
(Truth, vol. 7, p. 63). 

To anyone who has carefully read the history of the Church following the martyr-

dom, it would be folly to assert that anyone but the Quorum of Twelve, with Brigham 

Young as President, presided legitimately over the Church. Volumes might be written 

to document this one subject, but, for this study, we will cite merely one statement. 

Brigham Young declared in I81414: 

"I KNOW THERE ARE THOSE IN OUR MIDST WHO WILL SEEK THE LIVES OF THE TWELVE 
AS THEY DID THE LIVES OF JOSEPH AND HYRUY. WE SHALL ORDAIN OTHERS AND GIVE 
THE FULNESS OF THE PRIESTHOOD, SO THAT IF WE ARE KILLED THE FULNESS OF THE 
PRIESTHOOD MAY RE71AIN. 

JOSEPH CONFERRED UPON OUR HEADS ALL THE KEYS AND POWERS BELONGING TO THE 
APOSTLESHIP WHICH HE HIMSELF HELD BEFORE HE WAS TAKEN AWAY, AND NO MAN OR SET 
OF MEN CAN GET BETWEEN JOSEPH AND THE TWELVE IN THIS WORLD OR IN THE WORLD TO 
COME." (D. H. C., vol. 7, p. 230; also Historical Record, p. 789). (See: 
Supplement, pp. 115-6 for an attempt of Joseph Musser to "interpret" this state-
ment.) 

If there was a "Council of Seven" left by the Prophet to preside over the priest-

hood and thus also the Twelve, they would be a "set of men" interjected between 

"Joseph and the Twelve." Brigham Young, the very one who is supposed to head this 

alleged "Council of Seven" rapped this.idea most soundly stating that such would 

never be the case "in this World or in the World to cane." All the doctrine taught 

in the Church from 1835 on shows conclusively that the Twelve, as a Quorum, hold all 

the keys of the Priesthood "conferred on mortal man" and will until the Savior returns. 

Fundamentalists must virtually bury their heads in the sand, when reading Church 

history to escape this most profusely documented concept. 

The next mention of Fundamentalism's "Council of Seven" is in connection with 

the reorganization of the First Presidency in 180. Speaking of Brigham Young's 

position following the martyrdom Joseph Musser writes: 

"HE WAS PRESIDENT OF THE QUORUM OF THE APOSTLES, AID AS SUCH WAS THE RIGHT-
FUL LEADER UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE PRESIDINU HIGH PRIESTS, (OF WHICH HE WAS ALSO 
THE HEAD), UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE LORD, CHOSE ANOTHER PRESIDENT AND ORGANI- 
ZED THE FIRST PRESIDENCY. UPON THE DEATH OF JOSEPH AND HYRUM, BRIGHAM BEING 
SENIOR IN ORDINATION, AND BEING WORTHY, BECAME THE PRESIDING HIGH PRIEST. HE 

1G 
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KNEW THE ORDER . 	. 	.HR AND HIS ASSOCIATES, THEN, WERE THE GROUP THAT POS- 
SESSED THE AUTHORITY TO REORGANIZE THE FIRST PRESIDENCY, WHICH WAS LATER DONE 
IN ACCORDANCE WILL THE WILL OF HEAVEN. BRIGHAM YOUNG WAS THE CHOICE OF THE 
LORD FOR THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, AS JOSEPH HAD BEEN BEFORE 
HIM, AND THE SAINTS SUSTAINED HIM AS SUCH, BUT NOT BY VIRTUE OF HIS BEING THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE TWELVE: --- THAT FACT THE SAINTS SHOULD GET THOROUr,HLY FIXED 
IN THEIR MINDS." (Supplement, pp. 115,116; also Truth, vol. 9, p. 169). 

If, as Musser contends, the First Presidency was reorganized by the "Presiding 

High Priests" this would establish the composition of the "Council of Seven" in 1847. 

According to Brigham Young's history the First Presidency was organized as follows: 

mWE TRAVELLED TO ELDER (ORSON) HYDE'S HOUSE WHERE ALL OF THE COUNCIL ASSEM- 
BLED IN THE EVENING. AFTER REMARKS BY MYSELF, HEBER C. KIMBALL, ORSON HYDE, 
WILLARD RICHARDS, 'MILFORD WOODRUFF, GEO. A. SMITH, AMASA LYMAN, AND E7FA T. 
BENSON, I WAS UNANIMOUSLY ELECTED PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF 
LATTER DAY SAINTS." (D. H. C., vol. 7, p. 621). 

The question arises as to whether, according to Fundamentalism, this would be 

the alleged "Council of Seven" doing the reorganizing or whether it is merely a group 

of "High Priest" Apostles met for that purpose. The former should surely be the case, 

and yet it presents problems. If Fundamentalist claims are to be believed, does it 

not seem strange that only members of the Quorum of Twelve are involved in this coun-

cil? All historical accounts claim it was a meeting of the Quorum of Twelve. (See 

Succession in the Church, p. 60 for.references). 

If this were a meeting of the "Council of Seven" there were at least two extran-

eous members. At least one member of the alleged 1843 Council, Newel K. Whitney, 

was in camp, but not present at this reorganization. Why would he not be present 

while some members of the Quorum of Twelve were there who were obviously not members 

of the purported "Council of Seven". If this group of Apostles is the so-called 

"Council of Seven" more questions are raised. Where is John Taylor, Brigham Young's 

alleged successor in 1977? What is the order of seniority and how does it coincide 

with later claims? Let us pursue these, and other questions. 

Fundamentalism makes no mention or claims to the existence or composition of 

their "Council of Seven" for a space of 26 years. Are we to infer from the lack of 

information in Fundamentalist publications that Brigham Young allowed this purported 
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Council of Priesthood ?residency to practically dwindle away without making replace-

ments as vacancies occurred? We are driven to this conclusion, for in 1873 Brigham 

Young is purported to have organized a whole new "Council of Seven", apparently 

dropping any surviving members from 181414-147. At the April conference of 1873, Brig-

ham Young added five "assistant counselors" to aid in the presidency of the Church. 

This followed a precedent set by Joseph Smith in 1837 which we reviewed earlier. 

Fundamentalist, as before, claim this represents, not the First Presidency of the 

Church, but their "Council of Seven" as it did in the case with Joseph Smith in 1837. 

Let us examine this claim: 

"A SIMILAR SITUATION PREVAILED IN THE YEAR 1873, AT THE GENERAL CONFERENCE 
OF THE CHURCH HELD IN APRIL, WHEN PRESIDENT BRIGHAM YOUNG, IN CHOOSING FIVE 
OTHER -COUNSELORS ANNOUNCED THAT 'HE HAD TWO COUNSELORS TO AID HIM AS PRESIDENT 
OF THE CHURCH; HE FAD THE PRIVILEGE OF HAVING SEVEN BRETHREN TO ASSIST HIM IN 
THIS CAPACITY. (MILL. STAR, VOL. 35:292)' SINCE, AS EXPLAINED ABOVE, ONLY 
THREE COULD CONSTITUTE THE FIRST PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, THE 'FRIVILE -,E OF 
HAVING SEVEN BRETHREN TO ASSIST HIM IN THIS CAPACITY', UNTXUBTEDLY REFERRED TO 
SOME OTHER 'CAPACITY' THAN THAT OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY. BRIGHAM YOUNG, LIKE 

1/11/ 	JOSEPH SMITH WAS OCCUPIED IN A DUAL CAPACITY; HE NOT ONLY PRESIDED OVER THE 
CHURCH AS ITS PRESIDENT, BUT ALSO PRESIDED OVER THE PRIEST -00D OF GOD, AND THE 
SEVEN COUNSELORS WERE TO ASSIST HIM IN THIS LATTER OFFICE. 

(NOTE: --- THE EXTRA COUNSELORS CHOSEN BY BRIGHAY YOUNG AT THE TIME MEN-
TIONED WERE 	LORENZO SNOW, BRIGHAM vOUNG, JUN., ALBERT CARRINGTON, JOHN W. 
YOUNG, AND GEORGE Q. CANNON.)" (Supplement, pp. IIO-III; A Priesthood Issue,  
p. 15; Truth, vol. 8, p. 23h). 

As is frequently the case Fundamentalists missquote their sources. The correct 

quotation is as follows: 

HE HADNOW Two COUNSELORS TO AID HIM AS PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, AND HE PRO-
POSED SELECTING FIVE MORE. ACCORDING TO THE ORDER OF THE CHURCH, HE HAD THE 
PRIVILEGE OF HAVING SEVEN BRETHREN TO ACT IN THIS CAPACITY." (Mill. Star, vol. 
35, p. 292; also reprinted in the Improvement Era  68:1073-1081, Dec., 1965). 

It is interesting that Joseph Musser conveniently left out the phrase: "ac-

cording to the order of the Church" because it conflicts with the doctrine he is at-

tempting to establish. It becomes at once evident Brigham Young was following the 

"order of the Church" in selecting "assistant counselors" to aid him as President of 

the Church, not some alleged separate and superior priesthood order. Brigham Young 

was growing old in 1873, and his health was failing. In this condition he chose to 



do as the Peophet Joseph did before him and call additional counselors to aid him. 

If he needed help in presiding over the Church, where were the "Council of Seven" 

during his entire presidency of almost 30 years? 

The question arises as to who Fundamentalism claims comprized their "Council of 

Seven between 1844 and 1873? If the Quorum of Twelve in 18144 were in some order of 

seniority to move into the alleged "Council of Seven" as members died off, then six 

Apostles of those allegedly ordained to the higher order in 1844 were still alive: 

Brigham Young, John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff, George A. Smith, Orson Hyde and Orson 

Pratt. There is some justification for presuming this, for later, we find Fundamen-

talists claiming John Taylor succeeded Brigham Young and Wilford Woodruff succeeded 

him as "worthy senior". The other four died in the meantime and so their seniority 

did not become an issue. 

It is interesting to note, however, that according to Joseph Musser's claims 

4"14i 	under investigation here, the five next in seniority were totally ignored and a com- 

pletely new Council is alleged in 1873. Apostles who entered the Quorum of Twelve 

after these five are supposedly their seniors in the "Sanhedrin Presidency". Of 

course none of this makes any sense at all. Fundamentalist doctrinarians seem not 

to have correlated their claims with any consistency whatsoever. Let us follow this 

order of priesthood through to its logical conclusion. If these five additional 

counselors were members of the alleged "Council of Seven" in 1873, what is their pur-

ported order of seniority and who is the extra man? Did seniority follow the order 

of listing --- I) Brigham Young, 2) George A. Smith, 3) Daniel H. Wells, 4) Lorenzo 

Snow, 5) Brigham Young, Jr., 6) Albert Carrington, 7) John W. Young and B) George Q. 

Cannon? If not, what is their order of seniority? 

On September I, 1875, Gorge A. Smith died and John W. Young was called to fill 

his position in the Presidency. (See: Succession in the Church, p. 76). This pres- 
-.91N  

idency so stood until the death of 3righam Young in 1877. Thus according to Funda-

mentalist doctrine the "Council of Seven" in 1877 would have been constituted aS 



follows: I) Brigham Young, 2) John W. Young, 3) Daniel H. Wells,. Li) Lorenzo Snow 

5) Brigham Young, Jr., 6) Albert Carrington, 7) George Q. Cannon. 

At Brigham Young's death on August 29, 1877, presidency in the "Council of 

Seven" would revert to the "worthy senior" in ordination. In this case, as always, 

it would necessarily be one of the alleged members, and in all probability, the sen-

ior in ordination, John Willard Young, a son of President Brigham Young. He was or-

dained an Apostle on February 22, 1855, at the age of ten by his father. This was 

later confirmed by Brigham Young on February 4, 186L, at the age of 19. He was sus-

tained as Counselor to Brigham Young on April 8, 1873, and sustained as an assistant 

counselor to Brigham Young on May 9, 1874. He was also made First Counselor in the 

First Presidency on October 7, 1876. (See: Succession in the Church, p. 197). 

He was never called in the Quorum of Twelve and so never had any status of sen-

iority as an Apostle. This should not deter him from becoming "worthy senior" in 

4PN 	the Fundamentalist "Priesthood Council" because they claim the same situation pre- 

vailed with Lorin Woolley. Joseph Musser writes: 

"LORIN C. WOOLLEY, THE SON OF JOHN W., WAS A 'CHIP OFF THE OLD BLOCK.' AT 
THIRTEEN YEARS OF AGE, HE WAS GIVEN HIS ENDOWMENTS AND WAS ORDAINED AN APOSTLE 
BY PRESIDENT BRIGHAM YOUNG; AND ti RILE HE WAS NEVER NUMBERED WITH THE QUORUM OF 
THE TWELVE, HE MAINTAINED HIS APOSTLESHIP TO THE END." (Truth, vol. 2, p. 122). 

This brings us to the next claim to succession in Fundamentalist literature, 

which is in connection with the Lorin Woolley story of September 27, 1886. This 

forms the basis of the whole Fundamentalist contention. Musser writes: 

"IN THE ACT REFERRED TO (SEPT. 27, 1886) PRESIDENT TAYLOR, UNDER THE DIRECT-
ION OF JOSEPH SMITH, WHO WAS PRESENT IN THE ROOM IN PERSON, CHOSE FIVE MEN AID 
SET THEM APART TO CONTINUE SUCH MARRIAGES, AFTER THE CHURCH SHOULD HAVE DISCON-
TINUED THEM WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION: WITH AUTHORITY ALSO TO SET OTHERS APART 
IN LIKE CAPACITY AS NECESSITY WARRANTED AND AS THEIR NAMES WERE REV:ALED BY THE 
LORD TO THESE BRETHREN --- OR TO THOSE NOT PREVIOUSLY POSSESSING IT --- HE GAVE 
THE APOSTLESHIP SUCH AS HE HIMSELF HELD AND WHICH HE HAD RECEIVED UNDER THE 
HANDS OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH. THESE FIVE MEN WERE JOHN W. WOOLLEY, LIVIN 
C. WOOLLEY, GEORGE Q. CANNON, CHARLES H. WILCKEN AND SAMUEL mmu. PRESIDENT 
PRESIDENT TAYLOR'S SECOND COUNSELOR, JOSEPH F. SMITH (GEORGE Q. CANNON BEING THE 
FIRST) WAS AT THE TIME IN HAWAII PERFORMING A MISSION. HE WAS SENT FOR A':D RE-
CEIVED A LIKE COflMISSION FROM JOHN TAYLOR SOME WE -KS BEFORE THE LATTER'S DEATH. 
THESE SIX, THEN, WITH WILFORD WOODRUFF (WHO REC7IVED HIS ANOINTINGS UNDER THE 
HANDS OF JOSEPH THE PROPHET) FORMED THE PRIESTHOOD PRESIDENCY AT THAT TIME, 
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WITH JOHN TAYLOR THE HEAD THEREOF; SUCH ANOTHER PRIESTHOOD GROUP. AS HAD BEEN 
SET UP IN THE DAYS OF JOSEPH HIMSELF. AND IT IS WITHIN T"IS SPECIAL GROUP --- 
THOUGH ITS PERSONNEL CHANGES FROM TIME TO TIM: --- THAT THE PRIESTHOOD KEYS 
MAY ALWAYS BE LOOKED FOR." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 25). 

This statement immediately raises the question, in light of the "evidence" al-

ready reviewed, how John Taylor came to be the "worthy senior" in the Fundamentalist 

Priesthood Council, with apparent authority to set up a new Council? He was not even 

a member of the alleged Council of 1873-77, and yet emerges, apparently, as its pres-

ident after the death of Brigham Young. In 1556, the following members of the 1873-

77 Council were still alive and in good standing: I) John W. Young, died 2-II-I921, 

2) Daniel H. Wells, died 3-214-I891, 3) Lorenzo Snow, died 10-10-1901, L) Brigham 

Young, Jr., died 4-II-I903, 5) Albert Carrington *  died 9-19-1889 and 6) George Q. 

Cannon,. died L-I2-1901.  

The only explanation or evidence offered for this apparent dilemna is reference 

to a revelation given to Wilford Woodruff (who likewise is not an alleged member of 

the 1873-77 Council). In 1880, when this revelation was given, the Twelve were pre-

siding over the Church as a Quorum, following revelation and precedent, with John 

Taylor as President. (This, of course, would have had nothing to do with the Funda-

mentalist "Council of Seven". Joseph Musser writes: 

"THESE ANOINTINGS, PRIVILEGES AND POWERS, THE MEMBERS OF THE WCPUY OF TWELVE 
RECEIVED, NOT BY VIRTUE OF THEIR BEING CALLED INTO THE QUORUM OF TWELVE, BUT 
STRICTLY IN LINE WITH THEIR CALLINGS LATER GIVEN THEM, OF PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS, 
THE FORMER BEING AN APPENDAGE CALLING ONLY. 

THIS HIGHER ORDER OF APOSTLESHIP WAS EVIDENTLY HELD BY THE VE1 ,9:3 7RS OF THE 
QUORUM OF TWELVE AT THE TIME OF THE REVELATION OF THE LORD TO wanan 'WOODRUFF, 
JANUARY 26, 1880; FCR IN THIS COMMUNICATION THE LORD SAID: 

'AND WHILE MY SERVANT JOHN TAYLOR IS YOUR PRESIDENT, I WISH TO ASK THE REST 
OF MY SERVANTS OF THE APOSTLES THE QUESTION, ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE ONE TO PRESIDE 
OVER YOUR QUORUM (THE QUORUM OF TWELVE), WHICH IS THE ORDER OF GOD IN ALL GEN- 
ERATIONS, DO YOU NOT, ALL OF YOU, HOLD THE APOSTLESHIP, WHICH IS THE HIGHEST 
AUTHORITY EVER GIVEN TO 	ON EARTH? YOU DC. THEREFORE YOU HOLD IN COMf...V4 
THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN ALL THE WORLD." (A Priesthood Issue, pp. 
11-12). 

Joseph Musser offers no explanation of this other than the members of the Quorum 

of Twelve were all apparently "High Priest" Apostles at this date. 
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"IN REGARDING THIS STATFW.:NT FRO'''. THE LORD IT ',:UST BE REMEMBERED THAT THESE 
BRETHREN HAD RECEIVED THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD --- THEY W7RE HIGH PRIEST 
APOSTLES, THE SAYE AS JOSEPH SMITH WAS. YET WHILE THEY ALL HELD EQUAL AUTHORITY 
JOHN TAYLOR WAS THEIR HEAD AND SPOKESMAN AS JOSEPH HAD BEEN BEFORE HIM." 
(Truth, vol. IO, pp. 209,210). 

This statement implies that the Twelve were members and John Taylor was Presi-

dent of the Fundamentalist "Council of Seven", because Joseph Smith was never Presi-

dent of the Quorum of Twelve. In another reference Musser alludes to Wilford Wood-

ruff as being in seniority following John Taylor: 

"THROUGH DEATH, VACANCIES OCCURRED IN THIS QUORUM AND ON SEPT. 27, 1886, 
JOHN TAYLOR, THE THEN PRESIDENT CF PRIESTHOOD UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE LORD 
JESUS CHRIST AND JOSEPH SMITH, THE LATTER HOLDING THE KEYS TO THE PRE= DIS-
PENSATION, AGAIN COMPLETED THIS QUORUM OF' SEVEN, (JOHN TAYLOR AND WILFORD WOOD-
RUFF ONLY BEING LEFT IN THE PRESIDENCY AT THAT TIME)." (Truth, vol 14, p. 176). 

This produces some interesting questions. Which members of the •,Yuorum of Twelve 

are members of the "Council of Seven" and what is their order of seniority% It ap-

parently follows seniority in the Quorum of Twelve if Wilford Woodruff follows John 

Taylor. If so, then the "Sanhedrin Council" in 1880 would necessarily be: I) John 

Taylor, 2) Wilford Woodruff, 3) Orson Pratt, 4) Charles C. Rich, 5) Lorenzo Snow, 

6) Franklin D. Richards, 7) George Q. Cannon, 8) Brigham Young, Jr., 9) Joseph F. 

Smith, IC) Albert Carrington, II) Moses Thatcher, 12) Francis M. Lyman and 13) John 

Henry Smith. (See: Succession in the Church, p. 93). 

It would seem Fundamentalists have unwittingly tapped into the Quorum of Twelve 

for seniority in their "Council of Seven" and forgetfully ignored their calims of 

1873-77. All Fundamentalists since Joseph Musser, writing on the "Council of Seven" 

have unwittingly followed suit. (For example see: Bishop, Keys of the Priesthood 

Illustrated, 1971). Was John Taylor supposed "worthy senior" in both the ;quorum of 

Twelve and the "Council of Seven"? Let us review some history dealing with succes-

sion in the Twelve. In 1835 the original quorum of Twelve was called and arranged 

in seniority as follows: I) Thomas B. Marsh, 2) David W. Patten, 3) Brigham Young, 

4) Heber C. Kimball, 5) Orson Hyde, 6) William E. MILellin, 7) parley P. Pratt, 3) 

Luke S. Johnson, 9) William 5. Smith, IO) Orson Pratt, 11) John Boynton and 12) Ly- 

7_ Johnson. 
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In 1838 Orson Hyde was excommunicated and David W. Fatten was killed. On Dec-

ember 19, 1838, John Taylor was ordained in the Quorum. In February, 1839, Wilford 

Woodruff and George A. Smith were ordained. March, 1839, Thomas B. Marsh was excom-

municated. In June 1839, Orson Hyde was restored to his Apostleship and former posi-

tion of seniority. April, 1842, Orson Pratt was excommunicated. In January, 1843, 

he was re-ordained an Apostle and restored to his former position of seniority in the 

Twelve. The Prophet wrote: "You may receive Orson back into the 'quorum of Twelve 

• 	. I ordained Orson Pratt . 	. to his former office in the Quorum of 

Twelve." The order of seniority in the Twelve in October, 1844 was as follows: I) 

Brigham Young, 2) Heber C. Kimball, 3) Orson Hyde, 4) Parley P. Pratt, 5) William B. 

Smith, 6) Orson Pratt, 7) John E. Page, 8) Willard Richards, 9) Wilford Woodruff, 

IO) John Taylor, II) George A. Smith and 12) Lyman Wight. (D. H. C., 7: 294 -96; J. 

of D., 19:118). Thus Orson Hyde, Orson Pratt and Wilford Woodruff all preceded John 

Taylor in seniority from 1844 to 1861. At October Conference, 1861, John Taylor was 

moved ahead of Wilford Woodruff in seniority because he was ordained first even 

though Woodruff was older and both were called in the same revelation. 

In 1875 Brigham Young further realigned the order of seniority in the quorum. 

Orson Hyde and Orson Pratt were dropped in seniority to the place they were re-in-

stated following their excommunication. This now placed John Taylor second in sen-

iority to Brigham Young in the "Apostleship of the Twelve". The question arises in 

all this re-aligning, was this also re-alignment in seniority in the alleged "Council 

of Seven"? Surely the workings and manipulations in the "appendage" Quorum of Twelve 

would have nothing to do with either membership or seniority in the alleged higher 

"Council of Seven". Yet Fundamentalist Pretentions force us to this conclusion in 

spite of their claims of the 1873-77 Council. 

Joseph Musser casually makes the transition from the alleged 1873 -77 Council to 

the 1880 Council in the following words: 

"ONE ACTION OF BRIGHAM YOUNG LOOKING TO THE PERPETUATION OF THIS COUNCIL IN 

-7 ( 



HIS DAY, IS DETAILED ABOVE. PRESIDENT JOHN TAYLOR TOOK A SIMILAR ACTION ON 
SEPTEMBER 27, 189, WHEN ADDITIONAL VEN WERE CW)SEN AND SET APART TO HOLD THE 
ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD MENTIONED, AS NOTED IN THE WOOLLEY-BATEMAN STATEMENT 
PUBLISHED ELSEWHERE HEREIN. AND FROM INFORMATION AT HAND, WE MUST BELIEVE 
THAT THIS GROUP OF MEN HAS BEEN PERPETUATED BY THE LORD DESIGNATING ArDITIONS 
FROM TIME TO TIE, AND IS NOW BEING Anr7;31 TO AND INSTRUCTED IN THE GREAT LABORS 
DEVOLVING UPON IT." (Supplement, pp, 113-14). 

Although the Lorin Woolley Story evidences a whole new Council, Fundamentalist 

literature speaks of men being added to Brigham Young's Council of 1873-77. 

"THIS HIGH PRIEST'S PRESIDENCY ORGANIZATION SET UP BY THE LORD THROUGH JOS- 
EPH SMITH WAS CARRIED ON BY BRIGHAM YOUNG AFTER THE PROPHET'S DEATH. AS THE 
ORGANIZATION WAS DEPLETED THROUGH DEATH AND PERHAPS OTHER CAUSES, JOHN TAYLR, 
BEING DIRECTED OF THE Lon, AD= TO IT BY SETTING BRETREN APART, GIVING THEM 
THE HIGHEST APOSTOLIC CALLING, AND WITH THE SPECIAL ISSION TO KEEP THE PRIN-
CIPLE OF PLURAL MARRIAGE ALIVE." (Truth, vol. 7, pp. 63 7235). 

"THROUGH DEATH, VACANCIES OCCURRED IN THIS QUORUM (BRIGHAM YOUNG'S 1873-77 
COUNCIL) AND ON SEPT. 27, 1886, JOHN TAYLOR, THE  THEN PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD 
UNDER THE DIT-ITION OF THE •LORD JESUS CHRIST AND JOSEPH SMITH, THE LATTER HOLD-
ING THE KEYS TO THE FRESENT DISPENSATION AGAIN COMPLETED THIS QUORUM OF SEEN, 
(JOHN TAYLOR AND wiLFcan WOODRUFF ONLY BEING LEFT IN THE PRESIDENCY AT THAT 
TIME) BY ADDING BY ORDINATION JOHN W. WOOLLEY, LORI' C. WOOLLEY, GEORGE Q. CAN- 
NON, CFARLES H. WILCKEN AND SAMUEL BATEMAN. LATER JOSEPH F. SMITH WAS ADDED TO 
THE QUORUM BY JOHN TAYLOR." (Truth, vol. Ih, p. 176). 

Again we state: Six members of the alleged 1873-77 Council .of Seven were very 

much alive and faithful. Also "John Taylor and Wilford Woodruff" could not pos-

sibly be the only ones left "in the presidency at that time" for they were never in 

the Presidency to start with, i.e., if the 1873-77 Council is authentic. John Taylor 

did not "add to" Brigham Young's Council, but instituted an entirely new one dis-

placing all elements of former membership and seniority. We would ask: Where is 

the revelation indicating such a move? The 1886 Revelation reveals no such instruc-

tion, nor does any other extant revelation known to either Latter-day Saints or to 

Fundamentalists. 

Let us now analyze the composition of the alleged Council of 1886-7. The order 

of Seniority is listed as follows: 

I. "ON SEPTEMBER 27, 1886, JOHN TAYLOR, THE THEN PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD . 	. 
AGAIN COMPLETED THIS QUORUM OF SEVEN. (Truth, I!, :176). THESE SIX, THEN, WITH 
WILFORD WOODRUFF . 	. 	FORMED THE PRIEFTHOOD PRESIDENCY AT THAT TIME, WITH 
JOHN TAYLOR THE HEAD THEREOF." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 25). 
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2) "WILFORD WOODRUFF HAD ALREADY RECEIVED THE ANOINTING AND CALLING UNDER THE 
HANDS OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH, AID WAS NEXT TO PRESIDENT TAYLOR IN 57N-
IORITY OF ORDINATION." (Truth, 9:75). 

3) "IN SETTING THE FIVE MEN APART AND ORDAINING THEM TO THE PRIESTHOOD PRESI-
DENCY OF SEVEN, JOHN W. WOOLLEY WAS FIRST GIVEN THAT HIGH CALLING, CONING NEXT 
TO WILFORD WOODRUFF IN ORDER OF OR=ATION; SO THAT THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD PAS-
SED IN NATURAL ORDER FROM WILFORD WOODRUFF TO JOHN W. WOOLLEY." (Truth, 9:75). 

It is not pertinent for this study to know the order of seniority of the remain-

ing four but we would assume they follow the order named --- 4) Lorin C. Woolley, 

5) George Q. Cannon, 6) Charles H. Wilcken, 7) Samuel Bateman and 8) Joseph F. Smith. 

This raises some additional questions. It is claimed that George Q. Cannon and Jos-

eph F. Smith were inducted into the "higher order of the Priesthood" for the first 

time on September 27, 1886 and July 18-25, 1887 respectivly: 

"ON SEPTEMBER 27, 1886, UNDER COMYAND OF THE LORD, JESUS CHRIST, AND UNDER 
THE IMMEDIATE DIRECTION OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH, JOHN TAYLOR 	GOD'S 
PROPHET AND PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD --- SET APART FIVE MEN TO HOLD THEiI7.1HER 
ORDER OF APOSTLESHIP ALONG WITH THE SEALING POWERS OF ELIJAH. THESE MEN WERE 
JOHN W. WOOLLEY, LORIN C. WOOLLEY, GEORGE Q. CANNON, CHARLES H. WILKINS AND SAM-
UEL BATEMAN (TRUTH 6:135). LATER, UPON HIS RETURN FROM THE HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 
(JULY 18, 1587), JOSEPH F. SMITH RECEIVED THE SAME ORDINATION AT THE HANDS OF 
PRESIDENT TAYLOR. ONLY TWO OF THIS GROUP OF SIX WERE OR SINCE HAVE KEN FEY-
BERS OF THE QUORUM OF TWELVE; AND THOUGH THESE 'WO --- GEORGE Q. CANNON AND JOS-
EPH F. SMITH --- 	ME:IBERS OF THAT QUORUM THEY DID NOT MERELY BY REASON OF 
SUCH MEMBERSHIP POSSESS THE RIGHTS CONFERRED UPON THEM ON THIS OCCASION. EACH 
OF THE SIX HELD THE SAME PRIESTHOOD, BUT HAD NOT PREVIOUSLY BEEN INDUCTEE INTO 
THE HIGHER ORDER OF IT. THIS ONE TRUTH SHOULD SETTLE FOR ALL TIME THE CONvIC-
TIONS OF THE SAINTS RELATIVE TO THE SUBJECT UNDER DISCUSSION." (Truth, vol. 7, 
p. 234). 

It is interesting to note that on this very same page Joseph Musser cites a por-

tion of one of the so-called "Four Hidden Revelations" in which the Lord declared 

in 1880, that the Quorum of Twelve: "hold the Apostleship, which is the highest 

authority ever given to men on Earth . 	. Therefbre, you hold in common the 

Keys of the Kingdom of God in all the World." We have already seen that Musser 

claims this revelation proves the Quorum of Twelve all held the "High Priest" Apos-

tleship at this time. (See: Truth, vol. 7, p. 234). 

AN 	_Joseph Musser here reasons himself into a bling alley. Two of the Quorum of 

Twelve Apostles in 18880 when this revelation was given were George Q. Cannon and 
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COMPLETION OF THE SANHEDRIN PRESIDENCY 

Lorin Woolley's 1929 account describes the ordination of five men to the Priest-

hood "Council of Friends". According to Fundamentalist doctrine it requires seven 

men to complete this presidency. Wilford Woodruff is purported to have received his 

ordination fcrm the Prophet Joseph Smith in 18414 leaving one vacancy. This was al-

leFedly filled in 1887 with the ordination of Joseph F. Smith. Joseph Musser wrote 

of these purported appointments as follows: 

"THE REASON JOSEPH F. SMITH WAS NOT AMONG THOSE . 	. 	. FELLOWS LIKE 
GEORGE Q. CANNON, THE WOOLLEY'S AND OTHERS WHO WERE SET APART AT THE TIME MEN- 
TIONED (SEPTEMBER 27, 1886), WAS . 	. 	. BECAUSE, AT THE TIME, HE WAS IN 
THE HAWAIIAN ISLANDS ON A MISSION AND COULD NOT RECEIVE THE SPECIAL APPOINT- 
MENT UNTIL AFTER HIS RETURN HONE, WHIC;EWAS ACCORDINGLY DONE. WILFORD WOODRUFF, 
PRESIDENT OF THE QUORUM OF' THE TWELVE, HAD ALREADY RECEIVED A LIKE COMMISSION 
AT THE HANDS OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH WHEN THE FULNESS OF THE APOSTOLIC CALL-
ING WAS CONFERRED UPON HIM IN NAUV00." (Truth, vol. 2, pl 125). 

We would ask: Where is the account of Wilford Woodruff receiving an ordination 

to a supposed "Council of Seven" or a commission to perpetuate plural marriage inde-

pendent of the Church? There is no evidence in Church history to substantiate such 

a contention. Wilford Woodruff gave the following testimony of the charge or ccrris-

sion the Prophet gave the Twelve the Spring prior to the martyrdom: 

"I HAVE SEALED UPON YOUR HEADS ALL THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF COD. I HAVE 
SEALED UPON YOU EVERY KEY, POWER, PRINCIPLE THAT THE COD OF HEAVEN HAS SEALED 
UPON ME, NOW NO MATTER WHERE I MAY GO OR WPAT I MAY DO, THE KINGDOM RESTS UPON 
YOU • 	• 	• YE APOSTLES OF THE LAMB OF GOD, MY BRETHREN, UPON YOUR SHOUIDERS 
THIS KINGDOM RESTS; NOW YOU HAVE GOT TO ROUND UP YOUR SHOULDERS AND BEAR OFF 
THIS KINGDOM." (Contributor, vol. TO, no. II). 

The commission was to "bear off the Kingdom" not to perpetuate plural marriage 

independent of the Church. This charge was given to the entire Quorum of the Twelve 

in the presence of the "Council of Fifty" and there is no record of any ordination 

to a purported "Council of Seven" which were invested with the Presidency of Priest- 

hood. The proof for such a contention has not been produced by Fundamentalism to date 

.A more detailed account of this purported event of ordaining Joseph F. Smith as 

a seventy member of a "Council of Seven" is given as follows: 



"ABOUT TEN MONTHS AFTER THE EVENTS WITNESSED, AS SET FORTH IN THE FROSCOING 
441 	(THE 1886 STATEMENT), LORIN C. WOOLLEY OF CENTERVILLE, UTAH RELATED THE FOLLOWING: 

'DURING THE CLOSING DAYS OF THE LIFE OF JOHN TAYLOR, HIS SECOND caiNsFioR, 
THE LATE JOSEPH F. SMITH, WAS LABORING II THE INTEREST OF HIS CHURCH IN THE 
HAWAIIAN ISLANDS. SEEING THAT HIS LIFE WAS ABBING AWAY, HE DELEGATED GEORGE 
EARL TO PROCEED TO THE ISLANDS AND NOTIFY HIS ABSENT COUNSELOR THAT THE PRESI-
DENT DESIRED TO SEE HIM FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONVERSING WITH AND INSTRUCTING HIM 
RELATING TO IMPORTANT MATTERS BEFORE HE PASSED AWAY. UPON THIS REQUEST BOTH 
JOSEPH F. SMITH AID GEORGE EARL TOOK PASSAGE ON A SAILING VESSEL AND LANDED ON 
ONE OF THE PACIFIC PORTS OF THE NORTHWEST INSTEAD OF IN CALIFORNIA, WHERE FED-
ERAL OFFICFRF WERE 04 THE WATCH TO SPY OUT THEIR ARRIVAL. MEWS OF THEIR LANDING 
IN THE NORTHWEST HAD FILTERED OUT AND OFFICERS WERE STATIONED IN UTAH AS WELL AS 
IN IDAHO TO ASCERTAIN THEIR MOVEMENTS. INASMUCH AS NEITHER ONE OF THE TWO WERE 
INFORMED AS TO THESE DEVFLOFMENTS, IT BECAME NECESSARY TO SEND A SECOND GUIDE TO 
ACCOMPANY THE TRAVELERS AND BRING THEM IN A ROUND-ABOUT WAY TO THE ABODE OF THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH. 

IN ORDER TO SECURE TRIS SECOND GUIDE, PRESIDENT JOHN TAYLOR ASKED CERTAIN 
BRETHREN, WHO WERE WITH HIM, TO VOLUNTEER TO PERFORM THE TASK REQUIRED AND IM-
PRESSED UPON THEM THE IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY, WHICH A RESPONCE TO ACT 
WOULD CARRY, INASMUCH AS NOT ONY THE LIFE OF THE ONE VOLUNTEERING, HUT LIKEWISE 
THE LIVES OF THOSE TO BE GUIDED, WERE AT STAKE. LCRIN C. WOOLLEY WAS THE ONLY 
ONE WHO VOLUNTEERED, WHEREUPON PRESIEENT TAYLOR REQUESTED HIM NOT TO DEPART UN-
TIL HE HAD CALLED UPON THE CHURCH HEAD. WHEN LATE IN THE EVENING CF THAT DAY 
BROTHER WOOLLEY INFORMED THE PRESIDENT THAT HE WAS EQUIPPED FOR THE OCCASION AND 
READY TO START, THE LATTER RAISED FROM THE COUCH UPON WHICH HE REETED, PLACE HIS 
RIGHT HAND UPON THE HEAD OF THE VOLUNTEER AND PRONOUNCED IN SUBSTANCE THE FOLLOW-
ING UPON HIM: 'IN THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST I PROMISE YOU THAT YOU WILL 
PERFORM THIS MISFION WHEREUNTO YOU ARE CALLED SUCCESSFULLY, .AND RETURN TO YOUR 
FRIENDS AND LOVED ONES IN SAFETY. YOU WILL LIVE LONG AND BECOME MIGHTY AND 
STRONG IN THE CHURCH AND KINGDOM OF GOD. GOD BLESS YOU, GOOD NIGHT.' THE MIS-
SION WAS PERFORMED SUCCESSFULLY AND ALL MEE ARRIVED AT KAYSVILLE, UTAH, A FEW 
(7) DAYS BEFORE PRESIDENT TAYLOR DIED. A FULL ACCOUNT OF THE STRATEGEM EMPLOYED 
BY THE VOLUNTEER GUIDE AID THE INCIDENTS CONNECTED WITH THE JOURNEY FRT.! DIET-
RICH, IDAHO, TO KAYSVILLE, UTAH, CAN RE FOUND IN THE CHRONOLOGICAL RECORD OF 
THE CHURCH." (Stone, An Event of the Underground Days, pp. 7,8; also Darter, 
'Keys of the Kingdom --- Where? pp. 6,7). 

In turning to the Church Chronology, as suggested, we find it does not agree 

with the allegations in the above account. 

"PRES. JOSEPH F. SMITH AND WIFE, ACCOMPANIED BY ELDER WM. W. CLUFF, SAILED 
FROM HONOLULU, HAWATAN ISLANDS, PER STEAMSHIP MARIPOSA, BOUND FOR UTAH. THEY 
ARRIVED AT SAN FRANCISCO, CAL., JULY 9TH. PRES. SMITH HAD SPENT NEARLY TWO 
YEARS AND FIVE MONTHS IN HAWAII, AS AN EXILE. 

FRI., JULY 15. FRES. JOSEPH F. SMITH AND PARTY ARRIVED AT AMERICAN FALLS, 
IDAHO, WHERE THEY WERE MET BY A CONVEYANCE IN CHARGE OF ELDER ALBERT W. DAVIS, 
AND STARTED FOR UTAH BY TEAM. 

MON., JULY 18. PRES. JOSEPH F. SMITH AND PARTY ARRIVED AT KAYSVILLE, DAVIS 
CO., WHERE THEY MET PRFFT. JOHN TAYLOR AND GEO. Q. CANNON AND OTHERS, WHE WERE 
FAITHFUL WATCHERS AT THE BEDSIDE OF FRES. TAYLOR. HE WAS VERY SICK." (L. D. S. 
Biographical Encyclopedia,  I:3110; also Church Chronology,  pp. I49-I5I). 
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-L. John Nuttall, secretary to the First Presidency, was present at the thomas 

F. Roueche residence in Kaysville the day President Smith arrived home. He records: 

IP 	it 	• AT 3:10 P.M. PRESIDENT JOSEPH F. SMITH ACCOMPANIED BY POTHERS 
ALBERT DAVIS AND JOHN W. WOoLLFY DROVE UP TO OUR QUARTER. HF RAVING JUST ARRIVED 
FROM THE SANWICH ISLANDS, AND HE HAVING BEEN MET BY THESE BRETHREN UNDER AI AR-
RANGEMENT GOTTEN UP BY FREE. GEO. Q. ':AN:;Th AFTER GREETIN:; 
NESTS. CANNON AND SMITH WENT INTO THE PRESIDENT'S ROOM AND WERE WITH HIM AND 
THEY ALONE. WHEN PRESIDENT CANNON TOLD PRESIn7NT TAYLOR OF BROTHER J=PH F.'S 
ARRIVAL AND PRESENCE, AND THAT NOW nil" FIRST PRESIDENCY ARE AGAIN TOGETHER FOR 
THE FIRST TIME SINCE DECEMBER, 1884. PRESIDENT TAYLOR SAID, THOUGH SCARCELY 
CONSCIOUS, 'I FEEL TO THANK THE LORD.' HE APPEARED TO RECOGNIZE PREST SMITH. 

(Diary of L. John Nuttall, July 18, 1887). 

The diary of Samuel Bateman corroborated the above account and gives additional 

detail. He writes: 

"THE 13 MONDAY. I STAYED WITH THE PRESIDENT TILL AFTER 12 O'CLO(.:K MIDNIGHT. 
HE SEEMED TO BE ABOUT THE SAME, ONLY A LITTLE WEAKER. HE WAS BOTHERED IN HIS 
MIND A GOOD DEAL AS HE HAS BEEN FOR SEVERAL DAYS. THIS AFTERNOON JOSPH. F. 
SMITH ARRIVED HERE FROM THE SAWWICH ISLANDS. BRO. ALBERT DAVIS WTAT A!iD MET 
HIM UP IN IDAHO T2RRITCRY. SRO. JOHN WCOLLEY MFT THEM AT BRIGHAM CITY AND 
BROUGHT THEM HERE. PRO. JOEYTH BARTON BROUGHT A SMALL PARCEL FOR THE PRESIDENT. 
IT WAS HERBS TO MAKE TEA FOR THE PRESIDENT TO DRINK." (Samuel Bateman Journal, 
July 18, 1887). 

In comparing the three accounts of Joseph F Smith's return it seems that neither 

George Earl or Lorin Woolley had anything to do with the return of Joseph F. Smith. 

They are not even mentioned in the two.journal accounts of the time. Could this be 

another instance of Lorin Woolley's desire for self importance even at the price of 

perpetrating falsehood? 

Since Joseph F. Smith arrived exactly one week before John Taylor's death it 

would have been physically impossible for him to have "received a like commission 

from John Taylor some weeks before the tatter's death." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 25) 

President Taylor's health the last week he was alive was such as to preclude him 

from performing any ordinances. L. John Nuttall and Samuel Bateman both recorded 

the helplessness of President Taylor during the last week of his life: 

"JULY r8. PRESIDENT TAYLOR SAID THOUGH SCARCELY CONSCIOUS, 'I FEEL TO THENK 
THE LORD.' HE APPEARED TO RECOGNIZE PRESIDENT SMITH. 

TUES. JULY 19. HE DOES NOT SEEM TO COMPREHEND WHAT IS GOING ON AROUND HIM. 
HIS MIND IS QUITE UNSETTLED MOST OF THE TIME. 
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WED. JULY 20. THE PRESIDENT RAS BEEN VERY FEEBLE TODAY. DOES NOT RECOG-
NIZE ANYBODY . 	. GRADUALLY SINKING. 

SATURDAY JULY 23. 	. THE PRESIDENT . 	. 	. HAS NOT OPENED HIS 
EYES SME LAST 4FDNEFLAY, AND THF1 ONLY PARTIALLY . 	. 	. HE HAS NOT SPOKEN 
SINCE THUPFT'AY =ITN; AND THEN IN A KIND OF RAMBLING WAY . 	. 	." 
(L. John Nuttall Journal, July 18-23, 1887). 

It was in such a condition that Fundamentalists claim President Taylor ordained 

Joseph F. Smith to their "Council of Seven" and commissioned him to perpetuate plural 

marriage independent of the Church. Some Fundamentalists have even claimed addit-

ional ordinances were performed during the final week of John Taylor's life. Con-

sider the following: 

"THE INTENT AND PURPOSE OF THE PRESENCE OF JOS7PH F. SMITH BEFORE JOHN TAY-
LOR, CENTERED IN THE DESIRE OF THE PARTING CHIEF, THAT HIS COUNSELOR SH:',UZD 9E 
INFORMED AS TO THE PROVISIONS MADE BY HIM AS TO DELMATTNG CERTAIN BRETHREN TO 
PERFORM PLURAL MARRIAGES, ETC., AND THAT HE SHOULD WITNESS THE CONFEHRM OF THE 
KEYS OF TIE KINGDOM UPON JOHN WOOLLEY, 'dHICH RENDERS THE INCUMBENT ELIGIBLE TO 
TO PRESIDE OVER THE GRAND. COUNCIL OF THE KINGDOM, A SECULAR ORGANIZATION CON-
SISTING OF FIFTY MEN, NANELY FORTY-EIGHT GREAT HIGH PRIESTS AND TWO HONORABLE 
MEN OF THE WORLD; ALSO OVER THE 71 HIGH PRIEST APOSTLES, THE SANHET.P.:N, THE 
SPIRITUAL UN EXECUTIVES . 	. 	. OF WHICH THE MAJORITY OF' TH: Y7YRERE OF 
THE CHURCH KNOW LITTLE OR NOTHING . . . THE KEYS TO THE PRESIDENCY OF THE 
CHURCH HAD !FEN CONFERRED UPON WILFORD WOODRUFF PRIOR TO THIS. PRESIDENT TAYLOR 
INFORMED JOSEPH F. SMITH THAT THE KEYS TO THE PRESIDENCY WOULD IN DUF TIYE REACH 
HIM AND GAVE HTM THE CHARGE NOT TO CONFER THEM UPON ANOTHER." (Darter, Keys of 
the Kingdom --- ''here?, p. 7). 

If John Woolley received ordination as a "High Priest" Apostle in the "Council 

of Seven" on September 27, 1886, would he need to be re-ordained to the same office 

ten months later just for Joseph F. Smith's benefit? Why would this be important, 

for none of the others had witnessed Wilford Woodruff'r purported ordination and 

commission in 1844? The idea that the keys of Church Presidency are handed down 

from President to President by ordination or conferral is a fallacious concept as 

wo have seen. Therefore, the idea that Jos ,Th F. Smith was charged "net to confer 

them upon another" is also fallacious. (See: Journal of Discourses, vol. 19, p. 235) 

George-0. Cannon and Jos•.Th F. Smith would not have needed to be set apart as 

"High Priest" Apostles in 1886-7 for they already had received the fulness of the 

Apostleship --- George Q. Cannon on August 26, 1860 and Joseph F. Smith on July I, 

1866. This is indicated in the 1880 Revelation to Wilford Woodruff which Joseph 
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Musser cites as evidence that the Twelve at this time held the "High Priest" Apostle- 

C ship. 

"THIS HIGHER ORDER OF APOSTLESHIP WAS EVIDENTLY HELD BY THE MEMBERS OF THE 
QUORUM OF THE TWELVE AT T'T.E TIME OF THE REVELATION OF THE LORD TO WILFORD WOOD-
RUFF, JANUARY 26, 1880; FOR IN THIS COMMUNICATION THE LORD SAID: 

'AND WHILE MY SERVANT JOHN TAYLOR IS YOUR PRESIDENT, 1 WISH TO ASK THE PEST 
OF MY SERVANTS OF THE APOSTLES THE QUESTION, ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE ONE TO PRESIDF 
OVER YOUR QUORUM, WHICH IS THE ORDER OF GOD IN ALL GENERATIONS, CO YOU NOT, ALL 
OF YOU, HOLD THE APOSTLESHIP, WHICH IS THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY EVER  GIVEN TO MAN 
ON THE EARTH? YOU DO. THEREFORE, YOU HOLD IN COMMON THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM 
OF GOD IN ALL THE WORLD.'" (A Priesthood issue, p. 12). 

If George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith were both members of the Quorum of Twelve 

in 1880 and as Joseph Musser indicated already were "High Priest" Apostles, then why 

the need to duplicate such an ordination at a later date? Why go to all the trouble 

of summoning Joseph F. Smith from the Hawaiian Islands, and at great peril of life, 

to re-ordain him to an office he already purportedly held and to witness John Woolley 

ordained to an office he also purportedly held by previous ordination? The whole 

proposition is nonsensical, if not rediculous, upon axamination. 

Since both Qeorge Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith were purported members of the 

"Council of Seven" prior to September 27, 1886, this raises, for the nth time, the 

question of seniority. How could John Woolley be the alleged "worthy senior" in a 

priesthood group that he entered after others? There is no claim in Fundamentalist 

literature that John Woolley either held the "High Priest" Apostleship or was a mem-

ber of the "Council of Seven" until September 27, 1856. As for Lorin Woolley, even 

if we believe the story that he was ordained an Apostle on March 20,, 1870, at the age 

of 13 by Brigham Young, he would not have had precedence over George Q. Cannon or 

Joseph F. Smith. Why would Joseph F. Smith be consulting John Woolley during his 

Presidency as contended by Fundamentalists, if he were the "worthy senior", not 

John W. Woolley? If Woolley were the superior in the Priesthood Council, why did 

President Smith have him excommunicated for performing illicit plural marriages? 

After all, this was the alleged basic and continuing charge given to the 1836 Council. 

Where in all such claims is consistency or reason? 
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Let us now trace the keys of the Priesthood as alleged by Fundamentalism at the 

issuance of the Manifesto of 1890. It is claimed: 

"WILFORD WOODRUFF HAD ALREADY RECEIVED THE ANOINTING AND CALLING UNDER THE 
vi) 	HANDS OF THE PROPHET JOSEPH SMITH, AND WAS NEXT TO PRESIDENT TAYLOR IN SENIORITY 

	

L°4- ') 	OF ORDINATION. AT THE DEATH OF PRESIDENT TAYLOR, HE (WILFORD WOODRUFF) AUTO- 

	

e-7!3° 	MATICALLY ADVANCED TO THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD. PRESIDENT SNOW, 
IT IS UNDERSTOOD, HAD ALREADY BEEN GIVEN THE HIGHER ORDER OF THE PRIESTHOOD, 
THOUGH NOT FUNCTIONING IN THE PRESIDENCY OF IT." (Truth, vol. 9, p. 75). 

Musser again seems to forget that earlier he claimed Lorenzo Snow was a member 

of the Priesthood Presidency in 1873 to 1877. (See: Supplement,  pp. IIO,III). 

Wilford' Woodruff is alleged to have legitimately exercised the office of "worthy sen-

ior" in the "Council of Seven" from July 25, 1887 until September 2L, 1890, at which 

time he issued his now famous Manifesto suspending the practice of plural marriage 

in the Church. By virtue of this act it is claimed he incurred the divine wrath and 

forfeited his position as "worthy senior". A Fundamentalist writes: 

"SO PRESIDENT WILFORD WOODRUFF WAS 'INSPIRED' TO SIGN THE MANIFESTO rN THE 
SAME MANNER THAT THE PROPHET JOSEPH SM ITH WAS 'INSPIRED' TO GIVE THE 116 PAGES 
OF THE MANUSCRIPT OF THE BOOK OF MORMON TO MARTIN HARRIS; AND AS JOSEPH SMITH 
LOST THE GIFT OF TRANSLATION FCR A FEW <CNTHS BECAUSE OF THIS ACT, LIKEWISE 
WILFORD WOODRUFF LOST THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD THROUGH HIS ACTS CONNECTED WITH 
THE MANIFESTO." (Truth, vol. 6, p. 

Joseph Musser summed it up thus: . 

"AND IT CONSISTENTLY FOLLOWS THAT THOUGH THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH CON-
TINUED AFTER THE SIGNING OF THE MANIFESTO, TO BE APPOINTED FROM THE m=xaERs OF 
THE QUORUM OF TWELVE, NEVERTHELESS, IN KEEPING WITH THE WARNING CF GOD'S PROPH-
ETS, WHEN THE CHURCH LEADERS AND PEOPLE ABROGATED THE LAW OF CELESTIAL MARRIAGE, 
GOD RAISED UP FROM THE APOSTLES THOSE WHO HAD HOT 'MADE A COVENANT WITH DEATH 
AND AN AGREEMENT WITH HELL' (ISAIAH 28) TO PERPETUATE THE FULNESS OF THE PRIEST-
HOOD AND THE RITES AID ORDINANCES OF HE GOSPEL. THOSE WHO AGREED TO THE MANI-
FESTO AUTUIATICALLY FORFEITED THEIR FORMER SENIORITY, AS UPON PREVIOUS OCCASIONS 
OTPERS HAD DONE AND THOSE CHOSEN BY PRESIDENT TAYLOR AT CENTERVILLE BECAME SEN-
IOR AND THE LAWFUL ADMINISTRATORS OF THE FULNESS OF THE ORDINANCES, HOLDING THE 
KEYS TO BIND OR LOOSE ON EARTH AND IN HEAVEN." (Truth, vol. 9, P. 251). 

This statement alleges there were "High Priest" Apostles holding seniority above 

those ordained on September 27, 1896, and when they agreed to the Manifesto in Oct-

ober, 1890, they forfeited their seniority "and those chosen by President Taylor be-

came senior". Who would Joseph Musser claim those holding seniority prior to the 

Manifesto were? Would they be those remaining from the 1873-77 Council? If so, and 



who else could they be, then John Taylor and Wilford Woodruff are eliminated from 

membership and hence ranking or seniority in the "Council of Seven" in I8e6. This 

statement conflicts with the order under discussion. 

Fundamentalist views on the issuance of the Manifesto are interesting and in-

formative. it is claimed that John Taylor "set the five men apart" on September 27, 

1886, acting in the office of President of the Priesthood, whereas Wilford Woodruff 

issued the Manifesto on September 24, 1890, acting merely in the office of Fresident 

of the Church. 

"JOHN TAYLOR, NOT AS PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH, HUT AS PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD, 
TOOK CERTAIN ACTION SEPT. 27, 1886 . 	. 	. AFTER THE DEATH OF .IDHN TATLOR, 
WILFORD WOODRUFF, BEING THE SENIOR IN ORDINATION IN THE HIGHER ORDER OF PRIEST-
HOOD, HELD A LIKE POSITION WITH THAT OF HIS PREDECESSOR, BUT NO AUTORITY CAME 
FROM JESUS CHRIST TO HIM TO CANCEL JOHN TAYLOR'S ACTION. FOR WHILE HE ISSUED 
A MANIFESTO STOPPING PLURAL MARRIAGE WITHIN THE CHURCH --- DOING SO AS FR=S= NT 
OF THE CHURCH --- YET, IN HIS PRIESTHOOD CAPACITY, HE APPOINTED Y: -2; WID SET THEM 
APART --- AMONG THEM ANTHONY W. IVINS --- TO P7HERM ST.:CH 
CLEARLY WITHIN THE FUNCTIONS OF PRIESTHOOD AND ABOVE THE JURISDICTION OF THE 
CHURCH." (A Priesthood Issue, p. 25). 

Here Musser claims Wilford Woodruff, although issuing a Manifesto as "President 

of the Church", set certain men apart to secretly perpetuate plural carriage as "Pres-

ident of Priesthood." This would be impossible according to the previously cited 

statement. (See: Truth, vol. 9, p. 251). If President Woodruff lost his position 

in the "Presidency of Priesthood" then he forfeited his right to delagate sealing 

authority to anyone. The Lord has revealed that: "There is never but one on the 

Earth at a time on whom this power and the keys of this Priesthood are conferred." 

(D. & C., 132:7). According to Musser, as reviewed above, John W. Woolley succeeded 

to this position in 1890, so it would necessarily rest on John Woolley to direct the 

exercise of all sealing authority. 

This was not tg case, however, for Musser's contention above is erroneous. 

Wilford Woodruff issued the Manifesto by virtue of his position as the President of 

Priesthood which is the President of the Church. When the Manifesto was presented 

to the Saints to be voted upon, Lorenzo Snow, President of the Twelve stated: 
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"I MOVE THAT, RECOGNIZING WILFORD WOODRUFF AS THE PRESIDENT OF TEE CHURCH 
OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, AND THE ONLY Y_AN ON THE EARTH AT THE PRES- 
ENT TIME WFO HOLDS THE KEYS CF THE SEALING ORDINANCES, WE CONSIDER HIM FULLY 
AUTHORI7FD BY VIRTUE OF ∎ iIS POSITION TO ISSUE THE nkNIFESTO WHICH HAS BEEN READ 
IN OUR HEARING, AND WHICH IS DATED SEPTEMBER 24TH 1890, AND THAT AS A CHURCH IN 
GENERAL CONFERENCE ASFEMLED, WE ACCEPT HIS DECLARATION CONCERNING PLURAL MAR-
RIAGES AS AUTHORITATIVE AND BINDING." (D. t C., Appendix). 

This statement by Lorenzo Anow manifests his understanding that the President of 

the Church is the "one man" as expressed in D. & C. 132:7 who holds the keys of the 

sealing power on the Earth. Surely, if he were a member cf a Fundamentalist "Council 

of Seven" he would have understood differently than he expressed above. George Q. 

Cannon also confirmed this principle when he stated: 

"GOD GAVE THE COmvAn„ AND IT REQUIRED THE COMMAND OF GOD TO CAUSE US TO 
CHANGE CUR ATTITUDE. PRESIDENT WOODRUFF HOLDS THE SA:`E AUTHORITY THAT THE KAN 
DID THROUGH WHOM THE REVELATICN CAME TO THE CHURCH. IT REQUIRED THE SAME AUTH- 
ORITY TO SAY TO US, 'IT IS ENOUGH.' GOD HAS ACCEPTED OF YOUR SACRIFICE. HE 
HAS LOOKED DOWN UPON YOU AND SEEN WHAT YOU HAVE PASSED THROUGH, AND HOW DETER-
MINED YOU WERE TO KEEP HIS COr.MANDMENTS, AND NOW HE SAYS 'IT IS ENOUGH.' IT IS 
NOT THE WORD OF MAN. NOW, IT IS FOR US TO OBEY THE LAW." (Deseret News Weekly, 
November 21, 1891). 

It would appear that neither Lorenzo Snow or George 0. Cannon understood Priest-

hood as Fundamentalism teaches it. There can, thus, be no questibn that Wilford 

Woodruff issued the Manifesto as President over all God's Priesthood on Earth. What 

strange logic it is to claim Wilford Woodruff issued the Manifesto as President of 

the Church, instead of President of Priesthood, and then lost the keys and office of 

the Priesthood for what he did as President of the Church. But Musser claims stran-

ger things yet. On another occasion Musser writes: 

"WILFORD WOODRUFF WAS TRIED AND DROPPED FROM THE GRAND COUNCIL, AND FORFEITED 
THE KEYS NOT FOR ISSUING THE MANIFESTO BUT FOR BETRAYAL OF TRUST --- FORSAKING 
HIS FAMILY. HE SELECTED HIS LAST WIFE, THE YOUNGER 0:TE TO LIVE WITH AND ABAN- 
DONED THE OTHERS." (Items From the Book of Remembrance of Joseph W. Musser, 
p. 14). 

What a mass of confusion Fundamentalist doctrine portends. Obviously all these 

assertions cannont possibly be true and evidence indicates them all to be false. 

Wilford Woodruff did not "abandcn" any of his plural families, but was the example 

warning other polygamists that they: 



"MUST NOT ABANDON THEIR PLURAL FAMILIF•, BUT BE MORE KIND THAN HERETOFORE 
IF IT WAS POSSIBLE, AND ALI70 TO CHILDREN OF SUCH A RELATION, AND IF THEY DID 
NOT GOD WOULD HOLD THEM RESPONSIBLE." (Utah Pioneer and Apostle  Harriner Wood 

 Merrill,  p. 129). 

There is some confusion in Fundamentalist circles as to the exact time John W. 

Woolley and Lorin C. Woolley became members of the "Council of Friends". One Funda- 
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 di"-  mentalist claims John Woolley became a member of the "Council of Friends of God: 

possibly earlier than 1886." and "became senior of Council, 1890. 1 ' (Reminiscences  

LP" 
	

of John W. 1 ,!oolley and Lorin C. Woolley, vol. I, p. 2). This same source claims Lor- 

in Woolley was called to the "Council of Friends: called 1873 or earlier . • 

received keys of the Priesthood, December, 1928." (Ibid, p. 3). This does not agree 

with Joseph Musser's claims reviewed above, where neither are members of the alleged 

1873-77 Council, The question also arises as to how John Woolley became "worthy sen-

ior" first if Lorin Woolley preceded his father in the Council. Seniority seems to 

APIN 

	

	
be a thoroughly confused aspect of Fundamentalist priesthood claims and yet is a most 

Lmportant issue in their doctrine. 

Tracing succession of the keys of the Priesthood we come to the Presidency of 

Lorenzo Snow. President Snow is purported to have been a member of the "Council of 

Seven" in 1873-77 as an "assistant counselor" to Brigham Young. (Supplement, p. III). 

LP , 

It has never been explained by Fundamentalists how he could be excluded from the 
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Council of 1836 and why he did not hold seniority in the alleged Council above John 

Woolley. Musser again is confused in his doctrine for he states on another occasion 

that Lorenzo Snow never did belong to the "Council of Seven": "President Snow, it 

is understood, had already been given the higher order of the Priesthood, though not 

functioning in the presidency of it.2 (Truth,  vol. 9, p. 75). Fundamentalists must 

of necessity claim Lorenzo Snow to be a member of the Sanhedrin for he was a member 

of the Quorum of the Twelve in 1880 when the Lord revealed: 

"AND WHILE MY SERVANT JOHN TAYLOR IS YOUR PRESIDENT, I WISH TO ASK THE REST 
OF MY SERVANTS OF THE APOSTLES THE QUESTION, ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE ONE TO PRESIDE 
OVER YOUR QUORUM, WHICH IS THE ORDER OF GOD IN ALL GENERATIONS, DO YOU NOT ALL 
OF YOU, HOLD THE APOSTLESHIP, WHICH IS THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY EVER GIVEN TO MEN 
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ON EARTH? YOU DO. THEREFORE YOU HOLD IN COMMON THE KEYS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD 
IN ALL THE WORLD." (Revelation to Wilford Woodruff, January TO, 1880). 

Joseph Musser claims the entire Quorum of Twelve held the "High Priest" Apostle-

ship in 1880 following this revelation. (See: A  Priesthood Issue, p. 12). Since 

Lorenzo Snow was a member of this ' ...)..uorum he must be a purported "High Priesth" Apos-

tle. For this reason Musser declares above "President Snow, it is understood, had 

already been given the higher order of Priesthood." In either case, President Snow 

should be expected to know the doctrine of the authority claimed for the "Council of 

Seven". He, therefore, should have recognized John Woolley as holding the keys of 

priesthood presidency. Such, however, WAS not the cane. As we have seen when he was 

set apart as President of the Church by George Q. Cannon, he had confirmed upon his 

head all the keys and power of the priesthood exercised by his predecessors, back to 

and including Joseph Smith. Note his setting apart: 

"WE CONFIRM UPON THEE ALL THY FORMER BLESSINGS - AND ALL THE AUTHORITY AND OR-
DINATIONS; AND EVERY POWER THAT PERTAINS TO THE EVERLASTING PRIESTHOOD AZ TO 
THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, WE SEAL UPO!T THEE, AND ASK GOD OUR FAT-
HER TO CONFIRM THIS SEALING AND THIS SETTING—APART, THAT THQU MAYEST BE FILLED 
WITH YEW POWER, YEA WITH INCREASED POWER, TO GO FORTH AND MAGNIFY THY CALLING 
IN THE MIDST OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST A7D AMONG THY FELLOW—SERVANTS; AND THAT 
THE LORD WILL COMMICATE, WITH THEE FROM TIME TO TITT EVERYTHING NECESSARY FOR 
THE PERFECT GOVEITENT OF HIS CHURCH; THAT THOU MAYEST EXERCISE ALL THE KEYS 
AND THE AUTHORITY THAT HAVE BEEN EXERCISED HEEETCFORE BY THY PREDECESSORS --- 
BY WILFORD WOODRUFF, BY JOHN TAYLOR, BY BRIGHAM YOUNG, AND BY JOSEPH SMITH, AND 
WHICH HE (JOSEPH SMITH) SEALED UPON HIS FELLOW—APOSTLES." (Temple minutes, 
October TO, 1898). 

If we agreed with Fundamentalists that Lorenzo Snow was a member of the 1873-77 

"Council of Seven" we would, in light of the above setting apart, have to declare 

President Snow the President of the Priesthood in 1898, for so he was set apart. 

How, then, could John W. Woolley be claimed to hold this office in 1898? The fol-

lowing journal entry shows that Lorenzo Snow claimed himself to be the "one (man) on 

the Earth at a time on whom this power and the keys of this Priesthood are conferred." 

(D. & C., 132:7). Brigham Young, Jr., President of the Quorum of Twelve, in 1900, 

reports Lorenzo Snow verifying his position in a private conversation: 

"THERE CANNOT BE A PLURAL MARRIAGE SOLEMNIZED IN THIS CHURCH WITHOUT MY CON-
SENT AND I HAVE NEVER GIVEN CONSENT FOR THIS TO BE DONE SINCE PRESIDENT OF THE 
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CHURCH. GOD HAS REMOVED THIS PRIVILEGE FROM THE PEOPLE AND UNTIL HE RESTORES 
IT, I SHALL NOT CONSENT TO ANY MAN TAKING A PLURAL WIFE. IT IS JUST AS FAIR FOR 
ONE AS IT IS FOR ALL TO GO WITHOUT. THE BUSINESS IS TAKEN OUT FROM OUR HANDS 
AND WF CANNOT FIGHT THE UNITED STATES. IF IS FOR THEM AND GOD TO SETTLE THIS 
QUESTION. WE ARE NOT IN IT. THERE -IS 10 SUCH THING AS MEN TAKING PLURAL WIVES 
AID KEEPING IT SECRET. IT CANNOT BF DONE. HAS ANY ONE OF THE APOSTLES A RIGHT 
TO SEAL PLURAL WIVES TO MEN BY REASON OF FORMER CONCESSIONS MADE TO THEM BY THE 
PRESIDENCY? NO, SIR, SUCH RIGHT MUST CO”E FROM ME AND NO MAN SHALL BE AUTHOR-
IZED BY ME TO BREAK THE LAW OF THE LAND." (Brigham Young, Jr., Journal,  B. Y. 
U. typescript, pp. 36,37). 

Shortly after Lorenzo Snow was made President of the Church instruction was is-

sued to the whole Church, including Canada and Mexico, that plural marriages would 

not be permitted with his sanction. In a High Council meeting held at Colonia Juar-

ez, Mexico, on October 29, 1898, is found-the following report: 

"PRESIDENT (ANTHONY W.) IVINS STATED THAT DURING HIS RECENT VISIT TO CONFER- 
ENCE IN SALT LAKE CITY, PREST. CANNON HAD SPOKEN TO HIM AND SAID THAT ?REST. 
LORENZO SNOW HAD DECIDED THAT PLURAL !g.ARRIAGE MUST CEASE THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE 
CHURCH AND THAT THIS WAS ABSOLUTE AND EFFECTED MEXICO AS WELL AS ELSEWHERE." 
(Historical Record,  High Council Minutes, Juarez Stake, 1895-1903, p. 99). 

If Lorenzo Snow were merely acting as President of the Church (which office Fun- 

damentalists contend does not hold presidency over sealing authority) then he would 

have been in abject error. Being a member of the "Council of Seven" from 1873 to 

1877 he should have known better, if Fundamentalist claims are true. It is interest-

ing to note that Joseph Musser, himself, claimed he was authorized and commanded by 

Lorenzo Snow to enter plural marriage after the Manifesto. 

"IN DECEMBER 1899, AFTER RECEIVING MY 'SECOND BLESSINGS,' A MESSENGER CAME 
TO ME FROM PRESIDENT SNOW, STATING I HAD BEEN SELECTED TO ENTER PLURAL MARRIAGE 
AND TO HELP KEEP THE PRINCIPLE ALIVE . . 	HE RELATED TO THE WRITER, THAT 
HE WAS SOMEWHAT SLOW IN OBTAINING HIS SECOND WIFE --- FINALLY HE WAS APPROACHED 
BY PRESIDENT JOHN HENRY SMITH AND WAS TOLD THAT IF HE DID NOT EMBRACE THE PRIN-
CIPLE SOON HE WOULD LOSE EVERY BLESSING HE HAD EVER RECEIVED IN TIE CHURCH . 
. 	PRESIDENT SNOW HAD SAID I MUST NOT ONLY ENTER THE LAW, BUT MUST HELP KEEP 
IT ALIVE." (Truth, vol. 20, pp. 17,18). 

"WHEN MARY HILL WAS SEALED TO JOSEPH MUSSER BY On OF THE QUORUM OF TWELVE 
APOSTLES IN GOOD STANDING, THE PEOPLE OF HER WARD PLACED THE SCARLET LETTER ON 
HER BREAST, AND SHE BORE HER FIRST PLURAL CHILD IN HIDING.w (Ibid . p. 18). 

Let us aee who this Apostle "in good standing" was that performed this ordinance. 

In 1911, when Apostle Mathias F. Cowley was being tried for his fellowship in the 

Church, after being dropped from the Quorum of the Twelve for being out of harmony 
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with the Twelve over the plural marriage issue, admitted he performed the ordinance: 

•co "I HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH THE ROBERTS CASE, OF WASATCH, AND JOSEPH W. MUS-
SER, EXCEPT TEN OR TWELVE YEARS AGO, I MARRIED A HILL GIRL TO HIM." (Mathias 
F. Cowley trial minutes, p. 3 of typescript, C. H. O., Salt Lake City,TEDTT: 

Thus, Musser was induced to enter plural marriage by a renegade Apostle who 

later lost his fellowship in the Church for doing this very thing. This is the so-

called Apostle "in good standing" that allegedly was sent from President Lorenzo 

Snow. The reader may guess as to how authentic the whole claim is. Small wonder 

that Musser refused to divulge the name in print. 

It is further claimed that President Joseph F. Smith was never the senior "High 

Priest" Apostle and thus never held presidency over the priesthood which holds the 

exercise of all sealing authority. Perhaps Fundamentalists can tell us by what auth-

ority he issued the following statement in 1210: 

	

Je,Aro 	
"ANOTHER THING, AS WE HAVE Ammo= IN PREVIOUS CONFERENCES, AS IT WAS AN- 

NOUNCED BY PRESIDENT WOODRUFF, AS IT WAS ANNOUNCED BY PRESIDENT SNOW, AS IT WAS 

	

AIN 	
ANNOUNCED BY ME AND MY BRETHREN, AND CONFIRMED BY THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF 
LATTER-TAY SAINTS, PLURAL MARRIAGES HAVE CEASED II THE CHURCH. THERE ISN'T A 
MAN TODAY IN THIS CHURCH OR ANYWHERE ELSE OUTSIDE OF IT WHO HAS AUTHORITY TO 
SOLEMNIZE A PLURAL MARRIAGE, MOT ONE. THERE IS NO MAN OR WOMAN IN THE CHURCH 
OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS WHO IS AUTHORIZED TO CONTRACT A PLURAL MAR-
RIAGE. IT IS NOT PERMITTED."' (October Conference Reports, 1711). 

The reason no one "in the Church or anywhere else outside of it had authority 

to solemnize a plural marriage" was because Joseph F. Smith held all the keys of the 

priesthood on Earth and he had given no man such sanction or authority. He stated 

this most emphatically: 

"I HOLD THE KEYS OF THE MELCHIZEDFK PRIESTHOOD AND OF THE OFFICE AND POUER 
OF PATRIARCH. IT IS MY RIGHT TO BLESS; FOR ALL THE KEYS AND POWER PERTAINING 
TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CHURCH AND TO THE MELCHI7EDEK AND AARONIC PRIESTHOODS 
ARE VESTED IN THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE CHURCH." (Gospel Doctrine, p. 176), 

Notice his remarks at a special Pries:hood Meeting held on October 5, 1910: 

"PREST. JOS. F. SMITH THEN GOT UP P,T) SAID THAT HE ENDORESED EVERYTHING THAT 
HAD BEEN SAID (CONP77,M1ING NEW POLYGAM:.,US MARRIAGES) ALSO THAT PERSON BOTH HIS 
FRIENDS AND HIS ENEMIES HAD SIAD THIN1S ABOUT HIM SAYING ONE THING TO THE WORLD 
AND MEANING ANJT}{ER TH111 TO THE SAINTS WAS FALSE AND MALICIOUS AND WAS DOING A 

	

Ot1S- 	GREAT INJURY AS WELL TO THE CHURCH. HE WANTED IT UNDERSTOOD ONCE AND FOR ALL 
THAT THERE IS ONLY ONE FAN ON EARTH AT A TIME WHO HOLDS THE KEYS OF THIS SEALING 
POWER AND THAT HE HAS NOT OR WILL NOT PERMIT ANY PLURAL MARRIAGES TO BE PER- 
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FORMED AND THAT ALL PERSONS PERFORMING SUCH MARRIAGES AS WELL AS ALL PERSONS 
CONTRACTING SUCH MARRIAGES MUST BE DISCIPLINED AND CUT OFF THE CHURCH. THAT 
PREST. F. M. LYMAN AND THE QUORUM OF THE TWELVE ARE ACTING UNDER HIS SANCTION 
AND DIRECTION IN THESE MATI.I.RS AND THE PEOPLE MUST LEARN THAT THEY CAN'T DO 
THESE THINGS. I NEVER SAW THE PRESIDENT MORE EARNEST AND EMPHATIC AND THE WHOLE 
BODY OF PRIESTHOOD ASSEMBLED UNDERSTOOD FULLY HIS MEANING." .  ( Thomas Clawson 
Journal, 1910-1912 Book, pp. 66-68). 

It would seem as President of the Church Joseph F. Smith also claims to hold 

Presidency over all Priesthood on the Earth. He likewise does not recognize John W. 

Woolley as holding the keys of the Priesthood. It was, in fact, in 191h, during 

Joseph F. Smith's Presidency, that John W. Woolley was excommunicated from. the Church 

for performing the very deeds cautioned against in the above statements. 

There is no recorded statement that has ever been made public by John Woolley, 

himself, that he ever claimed to hold the keys of the Priesthood. Others, such as 

Lorin Woolley and Joseph Musser have made the claim for him after his death. Such 

claims,. of course, by themselves prove nothing. More is wanting, but the evidence 

has not been forthcoming. It is appropo to note here that very few people have been 

able to report hearing the 1886 story from him personally. Most of those who remem-

ber talking with John Woolley, when asked if they ever heard him give an account of 

the 1886 meeting, respond,. not Lorin Waolley's only living daughter, when asked this 

question on June 13, 1971, replied: 

"WELL, I CAN'T REMEMBER THAT GRANDFATHER (JOHN W. WOOLLEY) EVER ACTUALLY 
CAME FORWARD AND SAID SUCH AND SUCH, BECAUSE I'M SURE HE KNEW THAT DAD (LORIN 
C. WOOLLEY) CAME FORWARD AND SPOKE ABOUT IT. BUT DAD VERY STRONGLY TESTIFIED 
TO THESE THINGS." (Reminiscences  of John W. Woolley and Lorin C. Woolley, 
vol. I, p..5). 

Carl Jentzsch, when questioned directly on this point, does not report hearing 

John Woolley tell of the 1886 story, though he reports hearing Lorin Woolley and 

Daniel Bateman tell abo ut it. (See: Reminiscences, vol. 1 , no. 2, pp. 1 2 ,13). 

Charles Kingston, likewise, reported hearing no account from John Woolley about the 

1886 meeting when he was questioned about it. (See: Reminiscences, vol. 3, p. 6) 

Of those interviewed only Price Johnson claims he heard the story from John Woolley. 

(See: Reminiscences, vol. 2, pp. 5,6)• 
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John Woolley died on December 13, 1928. It is then claimed thalt his son, Lorin 

ArN 
stepped into the position as "worthy senior". In fact, not only was he the senior, 

he was the one and only survivor of the alleged Council of 1886. 

"JOHN W. WOOLLEY. . 	. 	. (WAS) THE ORDAINED HEAD OF THE COUNCIL OF 
FRIENDS IN ALL THE WORLD --- THAT COUNCIL WHICH GOD THRU JOSEPH SMITH RE-ESTAB-
LISHED ON THE EARTH TO CONTROL ALL PRIESTHOOD, BOTH IN AND OUT OF THE CHURCH. 
HIS SUCCESSOR TO THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD WAS LORIN C. WOOLLEY, JOHN W. WOOL-
LEY HAVING PASSED THE PORTALS OF THIS LIFE DECEMBER 13, 1928." (Bishop, John 
W. Woolley and Lorin  C.  Woolley and the  Council of Friends, p. I). 

It is claimed John W. Woolley "transferred keys of Priesthood a few: days before 

his death, Dec., 1928, to Lorin Calvin Woolley." (Testimony of J. Leslie Broadbent 

and other Council members.)" (Reminiscences, vol. I, pp. 2,3). One wonders why 

John Woolley would allow such- an important Council to dwindle away to a single member. 

But, then of course, if we would believe Josph Musser's testimony, this alleged Coun- 

cil also practically dwindled away several times prior to 1928. Does it not seem 

strange that a Council with the important task of keeping plural marriage alive would 

be practically immobilized during the anti-polygamy crusade of the 1880 1 s and the 

last vestiges of suppression in the Church during the Joseph F. Smith and Heber J. 

Grant era? This doesn't seem to leave many forces for the fighting in the heat of 

the battle. At any rate, within a year after his father's death lorin Woolley issued 

his classic statement of the 1886 meeting and began calling five men to assist him 

in his alleged mission. An independent writes: 

"AFTER JOHN W. WOOLLEY'S DEATH, HE, AS A RESURRECTED BEING COMMANDED BY GOD 
THE ETERNAL FATHER, CAME TO LORIN WODLLEY SEVERAL TIMES, REVEALING THE NAMES OF 
EACH OF THE SUBSEQUENT MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL OF FRIENDS, FOLLOWING THE SAME 
PATMRN THE PROPHETS HAD FOLLOWED BEFORE THEM. THE FOLLOWING GIVES THE CORRES-
PONDING DATES OF THEIR ORDINATIONS: 

J. LESLIE BROADBENT 

JOHN Y. BARLOW 

JOSEPH W. MUSSER 

CHARLES ZITTING 

LEGRAND WOOLLEY 

LOUIS A. KELSCH 

(ORDAINED) -  MARCH, 1929 

(ORDAINED) MARCH, 1929 

(ORDAINED) MAY 14 1929 

(ORDAINED) JULY, 1929 

(ORDAINED) JULY, 1929 

(ORDAINED) JUNE, 1933." (Ibid., 1,2). 
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It is interesting to note that in the beginning Lorin Woolley called five men, 

to assist him, the same as he claimed for John Taylor in 1886. It was not until 1933 

that a sixth was called and Lorin Woolley never did fill up the purported "Council of 

Seven" before he died. This brings up a most interesting aspect of Fundamentalist 

priesthood doctrine. When did the concept of a "Council of Seven first arise in 

Fundamentalist circles2 There is no evidence in the 1929 version of the 1886 story, 

or any of its predecessors, for such a Council. The 1886 Revelation to John Taylor 

makes no mention of any such Council, and yet later, Fundamentalists claim this is 

what the Lord was instructing President Taylor to set up. Early Fundamentalist pub-

lications, prior to 1934, make no mention of such a Council. From the historical con- 

text it appears that the June 17, 1933 Statement of the First Presidency, relating 

to the spurious plural marriage claims of the Fundamentalists was the catalyst for 

iniating a doctrine of priesthood presidency that would satisfactorily answer the 

iPb., issue. In this statement President Grant astutely pointed out the revelation on "The 

Eternity of the Marriage Covenant, including a Plurality of Wives" states that the 

keys of sealing are only held by one man at a time and then traces their succession 

from Joseph Smith to himself as President of the Church. 

This powerful statement apparently put Fundamentalists on the defensive and com-

pelled them to crystallize a doctrine of priesthood presidency that would divest the 

President of the Church of the sealing keys as the "one man" referred to in the reve-

lations. Fundamentalists apparently rose to the challenge in late 1933 and 1934 with 

a double doctrine of Apostleship and Priesthood Presidency that we have reviewed in 

this work. It is appropos to note, for example, that B. Harvey Allredls book "A Leaf 

in Review", which was written in 1932 and copyrighted in 1933, thus preceeding the 

June 17, 1933 Statement of the First Presidency, makes no mention of a priesthood 

"Council of Seven", but rather admits that the Twelve Apostles have the right to in- 

4"4: 	stitute the Presidency of the Church following D. & C., 107:58 ff. 

"THESE (THREE) PRESIDING HIGH PRIESTS MUST BE APPOINTED AND THEN ORDAINED 



TO THE OFFICE OF CHURCH PRESIDENCY . 	. 	. THE REVELATION (D. & C., 1o7:58) 
INFORMS US THAT THEY ARE TO BE ORDAINED BY THE 'TWELVE' APOSTLES. (Allred, A 
Leaf in Review, p. 48). 

"THIS REVELATION (TO WILFORD WOODRUFF ON JAN, 26, 1880) ANNOUNCED GOD'S CALL 
OF JOHN TAYLOR TO THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH." (Ibid, p. 174). 

"IN THE REVELATION GIVEN TO WILFORD WOODRUFF (NOVEMBER 24, 1889) GOD MtMAND- 
ED HIS PRIESTHOOD, THE PRESIDENCY OF THE CHURCH, AND THE APOSTLES TO MAKE NO 
PROMISES TO THEIR ENEMIES." (Ibid, pp. 195-96). 

"BY THE AUTHORITY OF HIS APOSTOLIC AND HIGH PRIESTHOOD CALLING, HE (JOHN 
TAYLOR) CONFERRED UPON THESE (FIVE) MEN THOSE RIGHTS AND POWERS. . .". 
(Ibid, p..187). 

Thus B. Harvey Allred recognized the authority of the Twelve to institute the 

President of the Church who is the President of Priesthood and by this authority John 

Taylor allegedly set the Five apart to perpetuate plural marriage in 1886. Realizing 

the dilemma Fundamentalists were in after the June 17, 1933 Statement was issued 

Allred concluded to write another book which would answer this statement. It was not 

well received, however, by the Fundamentalist priesthood hierarchy of Broadbent, Bar-

low, Musser, etc., who apparently concluded to answer the challenge themselves. 

Joseph Musser writes•of this in his journal: 

"JANUARY 22, I93h. MET IN COUNCIL MEETING AT BRO. BROADBENTS TO CONSIDER 
THE MANUSCRIPT SUBMITTED FOR PUBLICATION BY BRO. B. HARVEY ALLRED. WE DIDN'T 
FAVOR ITS PUBLICATION. ITS PURPOSE WAS TO REFUTE STATEMENT OF CHURCH LEADERS 
OF JUNE, 17, 1933." (Joseph Musser Journal, under date). 

Joseph Musser and his colleagues then went to work and produced a book with 

some priesthood claims in entitled "The New and Everlasting Covenant of Marriage." 

This book was merely an opening sedge, as it were, relating to the sealing keys of 
F.. LL 

the priesthood and their succession. A Supplement was soon in the, the double doc-

trine of priesthood presidency and a "Council of Seven" emerging as the answer to 

the "challenge". Musser wrote in the forward to this "Supplement": 

"THE NECESSITY FOR A SUPPLEMENT TO THE BROCHURE --- THE NEW AND EVERLASTING 
COVENANT OF MARRIAGE --- MUST REST ON THE ASSUMPTION OF RELATED TOPICS HAVING 
BEEN PRESENTED AND WHICH WERE NOT TREATED, OR --- IF TREATED, NOT ADEQUATELY ---
IN THE ORIGINAL PUBLICATION." 

And at the beginning of his chapter on the priesthood he writes: 

"IN THE AUTHOR'S BOOKLET --- THE NEW AND EVERLASTING COVENANT OF MARRIAGE --- 
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(SEE PAGES 75-81), HE MADE A BRIEF ATTEMPT AT DEFINING THE PRIESTHOOD, IT FUNC- 
TIONS AND POWERS. IN TPE ARTICLE MENTIONED, THE BREVITY OF THE TREATMENT AC-

., 	CORDED THE SUBJECT TENDED TO OBSCURE CERTAIN PHASES OF IT; HENCE, IT IS DEEMED 
WISE TO ENLARGE UPON THE SUBJECT AT THIS POINT." (Supplement, p. 91). 

The doctrine of a priesthood "Council of Seven" forming the presidency of a San-

hedrin "Council of Seventy" was then developed as we have reviewed it. All this 

furor of developing a doctrine of priesthood presidency was taking place while Lorin 

Woolley was confined at his home in Centerville, sick on his deathbed --- Woolley 
As 

dying just before this "Supplement" was published. There is no evidence in Musser's 

journal that this doctrine was either presented to or approved by hire. On the con-

trary, Musser reports his consultations were with J. Leslie Broadbent, Woolley being 

too sick to talk. 

"APRIL TO, 1934: WE ALL VISITED LORIN C. WOOLLEY AND FEEL HE 15 GRADUALLY 
GROWING WEAKER, BOYH MENTALLY AND PHYSICALLY. 

APRIL 29, 1934: VISITED LORIN C. WOOLLEY WITH BROS. BROADBENT AND KELSCH. 
THURSDAY. HE SEEMS TO BE GOING DOWN. VERY DIFFICULT FOR HIM TO TALK AND HE 
IS VERY WEAK. 

MAY 31, 1934: SPENT THE DAY WITH PREST. BROADBENT GOING OVER MS. ON SUP-
PLEMENT TO THE NEW AND EVERLASTING COVENANT OF MARRIAGE." (Joseph W. Musser  
Journal, under date). 

Discussions by the author with some who knew Lorin Woolley at this time indicate 

the idea of a "Council of Seven" was conceived and formulated by Joseph Musser and 

his colleagues to answer the issue and did not originate with Lorin Woolley himself. 

Be that as it may, this is the period and circumstances of conception. Upon the 

death of Lorin Woolley on September 19, 1934, Joseph Leslie Broadbent became the so-

called "worthy senior" and presided over the Fundamentalists. Musser writes: 

"WEDNESDAY (SEPTEMBER) 19, (1934): 11:30 A. M. LDRIN C. WOOLLEY PASSED ON, 
AFTER A LINGERING SICKNESS OF ABOUT TO MONTHS, AND A CRITICAL SICKNESS OF ABOUT 
TWO MONTHS. IN HIS PASSING, GOD SUMMONED HOME THE PRESIDENT OF PRIESTHOOD, AND 
(HE) WHO HELD THE KEYS TO THE PATRIARCHAL ORDER. UPON HIM AS A THIN THREAD THE 
PRIESTHOOD RESTED, WITH ITS KEYS, FROM LATE IN 1928 TO FEBY. OR MARCH 1929, WHEN 
J. L. BROADBENT AND JNO. Y. BARLOW, WHO HAD BEEN 

WERE ORDAINED TO THE SAME ORDER OF PRIESTHOOD HELD BY LORIN. THE KEYS 
AND POWERS FELL UPON BROTHER BROADBENT, WHO HAD BEEN DESIGNATED THE SECOND ELDER 
BY LORIN TEN MONTHS PREVIOUSLY. IN HIS PASSING WE ARE LOGICALLY LOOKING FOR 
QUICK AND WONDERFUL CHANGES." (Joseph  W. Musser Journal, under date). 

J. Leslie Broadbent died about six months after Lorin C. Woolley and John Yates 



Barlow became the "worthy senior" in the "Council of Seven" which had, by this time, 
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dwindled to five members including Barlow. Joseph Musser reports: 

"SATURDAY (MARCH) 16, (1935): BROTHER JOSEPH LESLIE BROADBENT HAS PASSED 
ON . 	. 	. THE BRETHREN OF THE PRIES TROD ATTENDED HIM FAITHFULLY AND PLEAD 
MIGHTILLY WITH THE LORD FOR HIS RESTORATION, BUT WITHOUT AVAIL. 	. 	. WE 
HAVE BEEN CLOSELY ASSOCIATED TOGETHER. HE WAS GOD'S MEDIUM ON EARTH, --- HOLD- 
ING THE HIGHEST ORDER OF THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD . 	. 	. THE SPIRIT OF 
LEADERSHIP IS RESTING UPON JNO. Y. BARLOW, AND HE WILL 'CARRY ON' UNDER THE 
DIRECTION OF HEAVEN." (Joseph Musser  Journal, March 16-23, 1935) 

By this time, Fundamentalists, in order to avoid persecution and to better live 

the principles of the "fullness", had set up a colony on the Utah-Arizona border 

called Short Creek. An attempt was made to organize and run the community on "United 

Order" principles. John Y. Barlow moved to Short Creek and presided over the affairs 

of the community while Joseph Musser remained in Salt Lake City to continue publica-

tion of "Truth" magazine, a monthly magazine which he started in June, 1935. He also 

presided over Fundamentalists in the Salt Lake area. There became a certain degree 

of dissatisfaction expressed with John Barlow'& management over the temporal concerns 

of the settlement so he was asked to come to Salt Lake City and meet with Musser and 

those presiding locally. The question of Priesthood Presidency was raised in this 

meeting. Joseph Musser reports in his journal: 

"MONDAY (NOVEMBER) 2ND, (1936): IN EVENING WE HELD A TESTIMONY MEETING . 
. I TESTIFIED THAT JOHN Y. BARLOW AT SHORT CREEK WAS A SERVANT OF THE LORD 

AND WAS DOING A GOOD WORK. TOLD THE SAINTS IF THEY WANTED TO KNOW WHO THE ONE 
THAT HELD THE KEYS OF PRIESTHOOD WAS, TO PUT THEMSELVES IN TUNE WITH THE SPITIT 
OF THE LORD, AND ASK THE LORD FOR THE INFORMATION; THAT IF HE WANTED THEM TO 
KNOW, THEY WOULD FIND OUT BUT NOT TO WORRY. THE PRIESTHOOD IS ON THE EARTH 
AND WILL REMAIN HERE. A VERY ENJOYABLE TIME WAS HELD. 

THURSDAY (NOVEMBER 12, 1936): LOUIS (A. KELSCH) AND I HAD A PERSONAL TALK 
WITH BRO. JOHN Y. BARLOW . 	. 	. BRO. BARLOW WAS ASKED IF HE CLAIMED TO HOLD 
THE KEYS OF PRIESTHOOD, WHICH HE ANSWERED IN THE NEGATIVE, SAYING, HOWEVER, 
THAT FE HAD DREAMED OF A PERSONAGE COMING TO HIM AND HANDING HIM A BUNCH OF KEYS, 
AND LEAVING WITHOUT EXPLANATION. HE DID NOT KNOW THAT THAT HAD ANY SPECIAL SIG-
NIFICANCE. A MEETING OF THE PRIESTHOOD WAS ARRANGED FOR THE FOLLOWING MORNING. 

FRIDAY 13: PRIESTHOOD MET A 9 A. M. . 	. 	. THE MAJORITY EXPRESSED 
THE BELIEF THAT BRO. JOHN Y. BARLOW HELD THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD AND WAS THE 
MOUTHPIECE OF GOD ON EARTH, AND WITH SOME THIS WAS THE ONLY REASON FOR ACCEPT-
ING BRO. BARLOW'S MANAGEMENT OF AFFAIRS (IN SHORT CREEK). ELDERS COVINGTON AND 
I. W. BARLOW EXPRESSED EMPHATIC DISSENT, STATING THEY DID NOT BELIEVE BRO. B. 
HELD THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD, BUT THAT HE DID HAVE AUTHORITY TO SEAL AND WAS THE 
SENIOR MEMBER IN THE PRIESTHOOD GROUP, AND AS SUCH PRESIDED AT THE MEETINGS OF 
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THE GROUP, ETC. 

J. W. MUSSER EXPLAINED HIS VIEWS ON PRIESTHOOD MATTERS . 	. 	. STATED 
THAT THE LORD HAD NOT REVEALED, TO HIM WHO HELD THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD, BUT THAT 
BRO. BARLOW, BY REASON OF HIS SENIORITY IN ORDINATION PRESIDED OVER THE GROUP; 
THAT QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO THE MISSION OF THE GROUP, WHEN ACTED UPON BY UNANI- 
MOUS VOTE, WERE PROPERLY SETTLED AND SUCH ACTION BECAME THE WORD OF THE LORD 
UPON THE POINTS THUS INVOLVED. THAT WHEN THE LORD WANTED ANY MAN TO KNOW WHO 
HOLDS THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD, AND THAT MAN WAS PREPARED TO RECEIVE THE FACT, HE 
WOULD REVFA IN A CLEAR WAY." (Joseph Musser Journal,  November 2, 12,13, 1936, 
pp. 26-30). 

This may seem strange and even shocking that the priesthood group in 1936, would 

not admit to holding the keys of Priesthood Presidency. The answer lies in the doc-

trine of the priesthood as formulated two years earlier as a rebuttal to President 

Grant's June 17, 1933 statement. The doctrine was taught that to be a "qualified" 

High Priest Apostle one must receive the Second Comforter and have the hands of the 

Savior laid on his head to complete his ordination and "qualify" him for Priesthood 

Presidency. Joseph Musser explains: 

"AN APOSTLE IS A 'TRUSTED AMBASSADOR OF JESUS CHRIST.' TO BE AN AMBASSADOR 
OF THE HIGHER ORDER ONE MUST PERSONALLY KNOW THE OBJECT OF HIS AMBASSADORSHIP ---
IN THIS INSTANCE HE MUST KNOW JESUS CHRIST, HAVING HAD HIS HANDS LAID UPON HIM. 

JOSEPH, OLIVER AND DAVID QUALIFIED IN THIS HIGHER ORDER. WE HAVE QUOTED 
THE PROPHET AS SAYING, 'ALL THE PROPHETS HAD THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD AND WERE 
ORDAINED BY GOD H1MSLEF.' THIS MEANS THAT JOSEPH HAD HAD THE HANDS OF THE SAV- 
IOR LAID UPON HIS HEAD, FOR HE TRULY WAS A PROPHET; AND IN MO OTHER WAY DOES 
THE LORD QUALIFY HIS - HIGHER ORDER OF PROPHETS. WHILE ALL MAY HAVE PROPHETIC 
GIFTS --- THE LIGHT OF PROPHECY MAY SHED ITS RAYS UPON EVERY SON' AND DAUGHTER 
OF GOD, YET HIS REGULARLY CONSTITUTED AND AUTHORIZED PROPHETS MUST BE ORDAINED 
BY HIM. THE REASON IS OBVIOUS." (A Priesthood  Issue, pp:. 8,9). 

At this early date Fundamentalist leaders fully expected to receive this ordin-

ance as they proved worthy. Of course•, being apostates and denying the Lord's true 

servants, the successive Presidents of the Church, they had never experienced any 

such phenomenon. Thus they dared not claim the very position they had doctrinally 

created. A Year later we find Joseph Musser struggling with this problem. 

"MARCH, 1937. I HAVE BEEN ORDAINED AN APOSTLE OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST AND 
A PATRIARCH. I AM NOW TRYING TO LIVE SO THAT I MAY BE WORTHY MY 'CONFIRMATION', 
THE RECEPTION OF THE SECOND COMFORTER. MEANWHILE I AM CARRYING ON THE BEST I 
KNOW HOW. 	. 	(Joseph  Musser Journal, under date, p. 43). 

In the meantime we find Joseph Musser counseling the rank and file followers: 



"AUGUST 8-II, (1936): IT IS THE MISSION OF THE PRIESTHOOD GROUP AT THE 
PRESENT TIME TO TEACH THE FULNESS. STOP QUIBBLING ABOUT WHO HOLDS THE 'KEYS', 
BUT EACH MAGNIFY HIS PARTICULAR CALLING . 	. 	." (Ibid, p. 90). 

By the end of 1938 we find this struggle still going on. Musser writes: 

"MONDAY (DECEMBER 19, (1938): THIS MORNING THE PRIESTHOOD GROUP MET AND EN- 
JOYED A SPIRITUAL GET-TOGETHER, BRO. BARLOW, HOWEVER, BEING AWAY. THERE IS A 
SWEET SPIRIT AMONG THE BRETHREN AND A DESIRE TO WRESTLE WITH THE LORD FOR A CON-
FIRMATION OF OUR CALLING IN THE PRIESTHOOD." (Ibid, p. 102). 

At another time Joseph Musser, John Y. Barlow and J. Leslie Broadbent spent a 

week in the mountains fasting and praying for this "confirmation", but none came. 

(See: J. W. Musser journal for June 23-30, 1934). An independent Fundamentalist 

recently wrote on this point: 

"WHILE JOHN Y. BARLOW WAS STILL LIVING, BUT AFTER THE DEATH OF LESLIE BROAD-
BENT, B. HARVEY ALLRED WROTE A LETTER TO JOSEPH MUSSER ASKING HIM WHAT QUORUM HE 
SAT IN AND WHAT KEYS HE HELD. ACCORDING TO ONE WITNESS WHO READ THE LETTER AND 
THE ANSWER, JOSEPH MUSSER WROTE THAT, 'WE DO NOT HOLD CERTAIN KEYS HELD BY LORIN 
C. WOOLLEY, BUT WE DO HAVE AUTHORITY TO PERFORM PLURAL MARRIAGE AND KEEP IT ALIVE. 
THIS AGREES WITH THE OTHER WITNESSES TO WHOM JOSEPH MUSSER EXPLAINED THAT NONE 
AMONG THEM SINCE LORIN WOOLLEY WERE ORDAINED FIRST ELDER, AND NONE OF THEM SINCE 
LESLIE BROADBENT WERE ORDAINED SECOND ELDER. 

NOT ONLY DID EVELYN CLARK ALLRED (WIFE OF B. HARVEY ALLRED) SHOW THIS LET-
i'LR TO THE WITNESS REFERRED TO ABOVE, BUT ALSO, JOSEPH W. MUSSER HIMSELF TESTI- 
FIED TO THE SAME THINGS TO A MEMBER OF LESLIE BROADBENT'S FAMILY, WHO IN TURN 
REPEAMD THESE SAME TINGS TO US. FURTHERMORE, THE CONTENTS OF THIS LETTER AGREE 
WITH B. HARVEY ALLRED'S OWN ACTIONS. ONE OF HIS SONS TOLD US, THAT HIS FATHER 
TOLD HIM, THAT THOUGH HE, B. HARVEY ALLRED, ACKNOWLEDGED IN THESE MEN AUTHORITY 
TO KEEP PLURAL MARRIAGE ALIVE, HE REJECTED ANY OF THEIR CLAIMS TO THE KEYS OF 
THE PRIESTHOOD AFTER LORIN C. WOOLLEY. 

LET IT BE REMEMBERED THAT THESE MEN WERE MEMBERS 07 (THE) COUNCIL OF FRIENDS 
AND WERE CALLED TO HOLD THE FULL APOSTLESHIP, YET THEY DID NOT HOLD CERTAIN KEYS 
PREVIOUSLY HELD BY LORIN WOOLLEY. WHEN JOSEPH W. MUSSER WAS ASKED WHY HE HAD 
LED THE SAINTS TO THINK HE HELD THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD, HE FRANKLY REPLIED, 
'IF I WERE TO TRY TO EXPLAIN IT, I'D BE ON MY FEET ALL DAY ANSWERING QUESTIONS.' 

AFTER THE DEATH OF JOSEPH W. MUSSER, MARCH 29, 1954, CHARLES ZITTING WAS 
THEN THE SENIOR MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OF FRIENDS AMONG THE GENTILES. IN A LEN- 
GTHY DISCUSSION OF WHO THEN HELD THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD, HE ADMITTED THAT 
HE DID NOT KNOW WHO HELD THEM AND THAT HE DID NOT HAVE THEM. THE BROTHER TO 
WHOM HE TOLD THESE THINGS, IN TURN, RELATED THE SAME TO US. SEVERAL OTHER WIT-
NESSES LIKEWISE TESTIFY TO HAVING HEARD CHARLES ZITTING DISCLAIM HAVING HELD THE 
KEvS OF THE PRIESTHOOD. 

LEGRAND WOOLLEY, ACCORDING TO PERSONAL ACQUAINTANCES, WHO SPOKE WITH HIM, 
DISCLAIMED HAVING THE FIGHT OR AUTHORITY TO TAKE THE LEAD AMONG THE FUNDAMENTAL- 
ISTS. THOUGH PRIESTHOOD BEARERS RECOGNIZING HIS SENIORITY IN PRIESTHOOD ASKED 
HIM TO TAKE THE LEAD, HE REFUSED, TO HIS CREDIT, TO ACT WITHOUT A DIVINE APPOINT- 
MENT, AN APPOINTMENT THEY PRESUMED HE ALREADY HELD. 
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OF THE SIX KEN LORIN WOOLLEY CHOSE AMONG THE GENTILES, ONLY THE LAST MAN 
IS STILL LIVING (LOUIS A. KFLSCH DIED IN 1974). RECALL THAT LORIN WOOLLEY HAD 
TESTIFIED THAT THIS MAN WOULD BE THE LAST MAN CHOSEN INTO THE COUNCIL OF FRIENDS 
AMONG THE GENTILES BEFORE THE SETTING IN ORDER OF THE HOUSE OF GOD. WE ASKED 
THIS LAST MAN ABOUT THE LOCATION OF THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD. HE REPLIED THAT 
HE DID NOT KNOW WHERE THE KEYS OF THE PRIESTHOOD WERE." (Bishop, John W. Wool-
ley and Lorin C. Woolley and the Council of Friends, pp. 26,27). 

While we cannot document the above allegation, it does fit in context with the 

the admissions cited above by Joseph Musser. (It should be noted that independant 

Fundamentalists do not accept succession of either present day Fundamentalist "Coun-

cil of Seven" from the original 1929 -33 Council under Lorin Woolley. Their testimony 

may appear "slanted" for this reason. There does seem ?  however, to be some justifi-

cation for their position). Claims to priesthood ksys and authority are easy to manu-

facture at will, but a confirmation of those claims, by the Lord himself, is the 

"acid test" for such allegations. We must give credit to these early Fundamentalist 

leaders who were honest and sincere enough to not willfully misrepresent their post-

tion, but frankly admitted their claims to be divinely "Unconfirmed." Consultation 

with some who discussed this "confirmation" with Musser before his death revealed 

that he never received this "qualifying" ordinance. We leave the reader to guess 

why not. 

The next item of importance connected with the keys of the Presidency of the 

Priesthood are in connection with the trial and imprisonment of several Fundamental-

ist priesthood leaders in 1945, for persisting in the practice of plural marriage in 

defiance of civil law. After serving only four months of their sentences, tt*.* fol-

lowing statement or declaration was issued and subscribed to by several of the 

"convicts": 

"TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

THE UNDERSIGNED OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF THE SO-CALLED FUNDAMENTALIST RE-
LIGIOUS GROUP DO HEREBY DECLARE AS FOLLOWS: 

THAT WE INDIVIDUALLY AND SEVERALLY PLEDGE OURSELVES TO REFRAIN HEREAFTER 
FROM ADVOCATING, TEACHING, OR COUNTENANCING THE PRACTICE OF PLURAL MARRIAGE OR 
POLYGAMY, IN VIOLATION OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH AND OF THE UNITED STATES. 
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THE UNDERSIGNED OFFICERS OF THE RELIGIOUS GROUP ABOVE REFERRED TO FURTHER 
PLEDGE OURSELVES TO REFRAIN FROM SOLEMNIZING PLURAL MARRIAGES FROM AND AFTER 
THIS DATE CONTRARY TO THE LAWS OF THE LAND. 

(SIGNED): 

JOHN Y. BARLOW 
J. W. MUSSER 
A. A. TIMPSON 

EDMUND F. BARLOW 
OSWALD BRAINICH 
I. W. BARLOW 

ALBERT C. BARLOW 
R. C. ALLRED 
JOS. LYMAN JESSOP 
DAVID B. DARGER 

DATED AT SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, THIS 24TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1945. 

.SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO ME THE DAY AND YEAR ABOVE WRITTEN. GEORGE H. CAR-
MAN, NOTARY." (Truth, vol. II , p. 218). 

Four of the incarcerated men did not petition, viz., Louis A. Kelsch, Charles. F. 

Zitting, Arnold Boss and Morris Q. Kunz. Joseph Musser then published the following 

clarification of their statement in TRUTH magazine: 

"THE STATEMENT BINDS THE SIGNERS TO HEREAFTER REFRAIN FROM TEACHING THE 
PRACTICE OF PLURAL MARRIAGE, OR POLYGAMY, ENTERING INTO THE PRINCIPLE THEMSELVES, 
OR SOLEMNIZING SUCH MARRIAGES, CONTRARY TO THE LAWS OF THE LAND. IT IS THE SIN- 
CERE INTENTION OF THE PARTIES INVOLVED TO ADJUST AND CONFORM THEIR LIVES AND 
MARITAL CONDUCT, TO BOTH THE LETTM AND SPIRIT OF THIS PLEDGE . 	. 	. THE 
PAROLEES INVOLVED MUST BIDE THEIR TIME IN PATIENCE UNTIL A PUBLIC SENTIMENT CAN 
BE AROUSED TO PLACE LEGISLATION ON THE STATUTE BOOKS ALLOWING ALL MEN THE PRIVI- 
LEGE OF WORSHIPPING ALMIGHTY GOD AS THEIR CONSCIENCES SHALL DICTATE." (Ibid, 
pp. 218-220). 

The subsequent course of those Fundamentalists involved indicates they did not 

keep this pledge for long, if at all. In fact their course raises the question as 

to whether or not they really intended to keep it in the first place. Polygamous 

marriages have multiplied and Fundamentalism has diversified and expanded on every 

front. Thus the sin of perjury is added to the Fundamentalist record. Only five 

years earlier Joseph Musser had approvingly published the following epithet: 

"BETTER THE PENITENTIARY FOR FAITHFULNESS IN THIS WORLD, THAN THE PRISON 
HOUSE FOR PERJURY IN THE NEXT." (Truth,  vol. 7, p. 80). 

Joseph Musser cites the following course of instruction to the Saints in the 

1880's when subjected to intense anti-polygamy persecution: 

"IT WAS FURTHER URGED AS A MEANS OF PROVING TO THE GOVERNMENT THE DETERMINA-
TION OF THE SAINTS TO LIVE GOD'S LAW, THAT THEY SURRENDER TO THE CIVIL OFFICERS, 
PLEAD GUILTY cv LIVING PLURAL MARRIAGE, GO TO THE PENITENTIARIES, AND KEEP GOING 
AS LONG AS THE LORD PERMIT 11,D THE GOVERNMENT TO SO PERSECUTE." (Truth,  4:1410. 



Lit I, 	 Lkt,  OCOPT 

Some aspects of the 1945 Fundamentalist "Manifesto" are most interesting. It 

will be noticed that it was issued on September 24th, 1945, which is exactly the same 

day the Woodruff Manifesto was issued just fifty-five years earlier. It even mimicks 

the language of the Woodruff Manifesto of 1890. Both are addressed "To whom it may 

concern": etc. Each signifies an intent on the part of the signatories to submit to 

the law of the land in regard to the matter at issue. While in the Manifesto of 1890, 

President Woodruff advised the members of the Church "to refrain from contracting 

any marriage forbidden by the law of the land", Fundamentalist leaders pledge them-

selves with "sincere intent" to follow President Woodruff's advice to refrain from 

"advocating, teaching, or countenancing the practice of plural marriage 

in violation of the laws of the land." Now this is a rather paradoxical situation, 

as we shall point out. In TRUTH magazine, the official Fundamentalist organ, we read: 

"IN SETTING THE FIVE MEN APART AND ORDAINING THEM TO THE PRIESTHOOD PRESI-
DENCY OF SEVEN, JOHN W. WOOLLEY WAS FIRST GIVEN THAT HIGH CALLING, COMING NEXT 
TO WILFORD WOODRUFF IN ORDER OF ORDINATION; SO THAT THE KEYS TO PRIESTHOOD PAS-
SED IN NATURAL ORDER FROM WILFORD WOODRUFF TO JOHN W. WOOLLEY." (Truth  9:75). 

A little further on in that same organ we read: 

"THOSE WHO AGREED TO THE MANIFESTO AUTOMATICALLY FORFEITED THEIR FORMER SEN-
IORITY, AS UPON PREVIOUS OCCASIONS OTHERS HAD DONE AND THOSE CHOSEN BY PRESIDENT 
TAYLOR AT CENTERVILLE BECAME SENIOR AND THE LAWFULL ADMINISTRATORS OF THE FULNESS 
OF THE ORDINANCES, HOLDING THE KEYS TO BIND OR LOOSE ON EARTH AND IN HEAVEN." 
(Truth,  vol. 9, p. 251). 

Charles W. Kingston reports in his version of the Lorin Woolley story: 

"THESE COMMANDMENTS AND LAWS ALL POINT TO THE FACT THAT WHEN THE CHURCH 
SIGNED THE MANIFESTO, AND VOTED TO THE LAST MEMBER TO SUSTAIN IT THAT THEY, 
AS A BODY, LOST THE PRIESTHOOD." (Reminiscences, vol. 3, p. 46). 

And thus the paradox becomes apparent. If President Woodruff forfeited, as is 

claimed for him, the keys of the priesthood, what shall be said for the ten presiding 

officers who declared their intention to submit to the laws of the land regarding 

plural marriage as did President Woodruff2 Did they, like President Woodruff, "for-

feit their former seniority"? It is as the popular epithet goes: "One cannot have 

his cake and eat it too." It is no wonder that Rulon Allred, head of one of the two 

contending factions of Fundamentalism that signed the 19L15 Manifesto, disclaims that 



Wilford Woodruff lost the keys of the Priesthood when he signed the Manifesto of 1890. 

He has recently clarified his position: 

"IT HAS BEEN SAID BY SOME AND QUOIEJ AS DOCTRINAL, AND REFERENCE MADE IN 
THE TRUTH MAGAZINE ITS LEF.ON A NUMBER OCCASIONS, THAT PRESIDENT WILFORD WOODRUFF, 
AT THE TIME HE SIGNED THE MANIFESTO, SURRENDERED HIS POSITION AS PRESIDENT OF 
THE PRIESTHOOD AND GAVE THAT HONOR AND RESPONSIBILITY TO SOMEONE ELSE. THIS IS 
NOT TRUE. PRESIDENT WILFORD WOODRUFF KNEW THAT MEN HAD BEEN SET APART TO KEEP 
THIS PRINCIPLE OF CELESTIAL MARRIAGE ALIVE. PRESIDENT WOODRUFF HAD MEMBERS IN 
THE COUNCIL OF THE TWELVE WHOM HE SET APART TO KEEP THIS PRINCIPLE ALIVE AFTER 
THE SIGNING OF THE MANIFESTO. HE DID THIS AS PRESIDENT OF THE PRIESTHOOD AND AS 
PRESIDENT OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS." (Gems, vol. I, 
p. 3, copyright I967:. Allred then goes on to point out that the only authority 
he has is to keep the principle of plural marriage alive.. Ibid, p. 4). 

To deny that Woodruff and, consequently, his successors in the Presidency, lost 

the keys of the priesthood leaves such keys in the channels of the Church and, con-

sequently, Allred and his followers bankrupt of such authority. This conclusion is 

inescapable. But the paradox goes ftjrther. President Woodruff's Manifesto was is-

sued under duress, and was issued not to save himself from confinement, but to save 

1•N 	the Church from utter ruin. It was issued to preserve and keep inviolate the Temples, 

to provide for the continuance of the preaching of the Gospel to the living and the 

dead, and to save thousands of men and women from the ordeal of prison walls. 

But what of this small group of Fundamentalist leaders --- what did their "Mani-

festo accomplish? How was it gotten up --- under what conditions? Certainly there 

is no public claim by the author or any of the signatories that they "wrote what the 

Lord told them to write."' It was voluntarily gotten up and issued, and spared the 

signers from personal confinement only, allowing them to return to their former cir-

cumstances, only to break every promise which they made. In contrast, the provisions 

of the Woodruff Manifesto were held or kept inviolate, according to public statements, 

the progress of the Church going directly forward, expanding in direct proportion on 

every front as those provisions were maintained. The Church is prophesied in The 

Book of Daniel as 

"A STONE WAS CUT OUT WITHOUT HANDS WHICH SMOTE THE IMAGE UPON THE FEET 
• . 	. (AND) BECAME A GREAT MOUNTAIN, AND FILLED TEENHOLE EARTH . 	. 	. (SO 

SHALL THE GOD OF HEAVEN SET UP A KINGDOM WHICH SHALL NEVER BE DESTROYED: AND 
THE KINGDOM SHALL NOT BE LEFT TO OTHER PEOPLE 	. AND IT SHALL STAND FOR 
EVER." (Daniel 3:34,36,4h). 



Did Wilford Woodruff do what the Lord told him to do? Was he inspired? Did he 

tell the truth? We will let the facts speak for themselves. Fundamentalists have 

justified their "Manifesto" of 1945, by reason of the ill health of Joseph :Musser 

while in prison: 

"WHILE IN PRISON BROTHER MUSSER SUFFbHED AN ATTACK, WHICH WAS PERHAPS THE 
FORE-RUNNER OF HIS FINAL ILLNESS. BEING COMPLETELY AXHAUSTED FROM YEARS OF WORK 
AMONG THE PEOPLE; ALSO HAVING BEEN THE LEADING FIGURE IN THE LONG LEGAL BATTLE, 
PLUS DISCOMFORTS OF THE STATE PENITENTIARY, ALL WORKED TOGETHER AGAINST HIS 
HEALTH. (Truth, vol. 20, p. 34). 

How does this justification compare with the alleged behavior of President John 

Taylor suffering the discomforts of being a fugitive on the underground in 1886 run-

ning from place to place to escape capture and prosecution. Fundamentalism reports 

his response to issuing a manifesto in 1886: 

"SIGN THAT DOCUMENT --- NEVER! I WOULD SUFFER MY RIGHT HAND TO BE SEVERED 
FROM MY BODY FIRST. SANCTION- IT --- NEVER! I WOULD SUFFER MY TONGUE TO RE TORN 
FROM ITS ROOTS IN MY MOUTH BEFORE I WOULD SANCTION IT." (Phamplet, 1886 Revela-
tion, p. 7). 

In the early 1950 1 s, there arose a controversy in Fundamentalist priesthood 

circles which'shortlY split the movement into three contending factions: It occur ,- 

red pa:4,1y because of doctrine relating to succession in early Church history which 

became a part of Fundamentalist priesthood doctrine in 1934. This was during the 

period when the concept of a priesthood "Council of Seven" was initially formulated. 

The day the Church was organized, April 6, 1830, Joseph Smith was ordained "First 

Elder" and Oliver Cowdery was ordained "Second Elder". (See: D..114. C., vol. I, pp. 

60,61,77,78; D. & C., 20:2,3). Later when Joseph Smith was set apart as "President 

of the High Priesthood" (See: D. H. C., vol. I, pp. 267,243), Oliver Cowdery was 

set apart as "Assistant-President of the High Priesthood". (See: D. H. C., vol. 2, 

p. 176). This was an office of witness, giving him also primary rights of succession. 

(See: Doctrines of Salvation, vol. 1, pp. 210-222). Later, when Oliver Cowdery was 

excommunicated from the Church, Hyrum Smith took his office and was declared the 

rightful successor of Joseph Smith, if he had lived. (See: D. & C., 124:9 ► -96). 



Fundamentalists incorporated this concept into their "Council of Seven", ex-

plaining the "Second Eldership" held rights of succession to "worthy seniority" ahead 

of other members of that Council. (See: Supplement, pp. IIL,I20). The doctrine 

sounded good in print and worked fine with J. Leslied Broadbent, who was designated 

"second Elder" to Lorin Woolley. Broadbent was second in seniority in the Council 

so this presented no problem. The hitch came when a "second Elder" was called who 

was not even a member of the "Council of Seven." 

In 1949, Joseph Musser had a stroke which rendered him partially incapacitated. 

His speech became slow and difficult and at times it was difficult for him to be un-

derstood. During this period Rulon Allred, a "naturopathic physician" cared for him. 

On September 18, 1950, Allred was ordained by Joseph Musser (Gems, 2:35) t  and on May 

5, 1951, was placed in the "Council of Seven" along with a Mexican by the name of 

Marguerto Batista. (Gems, 2:38). Other members of the Council resented this and re-

fused to fellowship or recognize the two new additions. They claimed Joseph Musser 

was no longer competent after his stroke, and that Rulon Allred had worked his way 

into Musser's affections in this state of his health. Extreme friction, and perhaps 

jealousy developed, and eventually ended in open schism.in  1951-2. Joseph Musser's 

own son, Guy, a member of the Council, took opposition with his father and opposed 

the ordinations.. Minutes of a meeting on January 26, 1952, when the actual separa-

tion took place, indicate the nature of the problem. We cite these minutes from the 

Joseph Musser-Rulon Allred side of the controversy: 

tl 



MINIJIES 

4116) 	 1. Before I can approve of the minut©s as read I muet be oetle- 
fled that they are an actual verbatun account of what was said last 
Saturday nijt, t. 

2, Those who were here all heard the statement of Brother Guy H. 
l!uesers le, that there would be no Court trial here. Some were 
not present and this issue was never voted upon. Could this be 
presented for a vote from the class? 

3. Is this decision founded upon correct principles? A brother 
has been accused and a defender is refused a hearing. 

4. President Jeffs stated that any conversation between a lay mem-
ber and a minister could not be used as evidence in this circle. 
Where is the scriptural proof for this position? (Is it not a deci-
sion for legal procedure in Courts of Law, but in conflict with the 
procedures of God?) 

5. Would the class please indicate by the raising of hands if they 
uphold President Jeffs in this position? 

6. Brother Russell Kunz said that the brethren all knew that when 
Brother Rulon C. Allred entered this class and took part the spirit 
of the Lord loft the clams. Does the class uphold Brother Kunz in 
this position by the upraised hand? . 

Compendium, pg. 286t "That the Council should try no case without  
both parties belne present  or having had an opportunity to be pres-
ent, neither should the hetIr one pert 's comeleint before his case 
in broueht up for trial, neither should they Buffer the character  
of anyone to be exposed before the htrh Council without the person  
beine present, and ready to defend him or herself;  that the minds 
of the Counselors be not prejudiced for or against anyone whose case 
they may POSSIBLY have to act upon." 

JOHN BUTCHEREIT I S PLEA BEFORE ZTM-COUNCIL....JANUARY 26, 1952 

Dear Brethren: I feel the time of my termination has come, I 
ask the privilege to speak for a few minutes. In brother Timpson's 
address, Sunday night, he said to this effect: "Any priesthood 
position that has to be contended for is a usurped authority." 
Since in all my contacts with brother Allred, be has never so much 
as mentioned this subject to me, nor contended that he had any au- 
thority, and over since Pres. Musser gave him this calling, the mem-
bers of the Council have in every way contended against it, and have 
gone about behind his back, undermining his character and destroy-
ing his good name among the people, violating their sacred covenants 
in this class, not only speaking evil of him, but in listening to and 
upholding such evil reports, I must conclude from Bro. Timpoon's re- 
merks that the Council members are fearful of their position and 
authority and for this reason justify themselves in violating their 
covenants, etc. 

After much anxiety marl prayer concerning these matters, I must 
say that I cannot and will not sustain you in the course you have 
taken. I am standing here in the defense of the Mouthpiece of God 



and a brothr,r wlth whom I have covenanted before God "that I would 
not listen to, nor crodtt any del'roGatory reports against him, nor 
condemn him upon any testimony wider heaven, except that which lB 
infallable, until I could see him face to face, and that I would 
place unremitted confidence in his word, for I believe him to bo a 
man of truth." 

Having heard thins against Bro. Allred, as well es Bro. Bau-
tista, I have had to warn some of my brethren to be careful, know-
ing them to be under this covenant. It was not until the President 
of the Priesthood, J. W. Musser, openly asked for a sustaining vote 
of Brother Allred and Brother Bautista In a sundry night meetlnr, 
that I resolved to got a confirmation from my file leader, which 
ho gave me unhealtatimsly and with great force and clearness. He 
Bald: "They are Apostles of the Lord Jesus Christ and hold the same 
authority as any man in the Counoil." 

I had a desire to follow the instructions and strong plea made 
by brother Guy B. Musser, which he made in a Monday night Priesthood 
meeting, when we were discussing the sublect of apostacy. Referring 
to Lyman E. Johnson s h case, he quoted* "Brethren, if I could believe 
Yormonism once more, as I used to do, I would Five my life over and 
over again." Bra. Guy Bald, "I will give you a key which will help 
you; never let 24 hours pass without making reconeilliation with the 
brethren, if necessary crawl on the dust on your bellies to do so." 
This was repeated again, after brothor Charles interrupted him. 

I wanted a clean start before the Lord in the New Year and so 
I called upon Bro. Guy on New Year's evening and stated the reasons 

OPN 	for my visit. He immediately began. to denounce brother Allred. I 
protested to the best of my ability, stating, that such a course con-
stltutcd a violation of covenant and that if he felt that way about 
brother Allred, he never Should have lot him come into the class. 
He said ho would not have done, except that he was approached by 
Bro. Allred,,Who . aaked to come into the class. (Since this conifer-
nation I have asked Pres. Musser and Bro. Allred about this and they 
both state that it is an umruth. That Bro. Allred was invited into 
the class as other members had been and no request to come into the 
class wasi.made.)yin:the face of my protests, Bro. Guy said: 

1. R. C. Allred is a Devil: He has tried for the last 15 
years to split up the Priesthood. 

2. My father is incompetent and is not able to give any man 
the Apostleship. Rulon has not Got it 

3. All who follow R. C. Allred work under a spurious Priest-
hood, and all his work is done unauthorized. I know he has 
not got the Apostleship. 

11% 

4. My father, Joe. W. Musser, and John Y. 
bore of the Council under Covenant, before 
never accept Rulon C. Allred as an Apostle 
pirin,1 man. (Of this Free. Musser told me 
able lie, and that if they would lie about 
would lie about what John had said.) 

Barlow out the mem-
he became sick, to 
thnt he was Rn as-
that it was a damn-
what he Bald, they 

5. Bro. Guy said: "Our endowments will be given us, if we 
stand as a circle in the gap. There is no man that could try 



the people and the Council, as tho Lord is permittinr.; my 
father to do in his cond',tien: 

6. Rulon C. Allred has used my father as a pissing post. If 
I wanted to use) the 30.:710 policy that Fulon is usIng, we could 
pct father to do whatever wo went him to do. (This make° me 
ender why men who would break their Covenants to destroy a 

brother, haven't been succeserul in getting Brother Mustier to 
change his mind after so long a time.) 

7. (Brother Guy continued:) l'(ertein of the brethren have 
come to me enc7 offered to tate brother Allred's life, if he 
continues to maintain his stand." 

C. "tome of the brethren have tried to put me next to father, 
but I am the 7th in the line down. I47 father cannot by-pass 
his Whole council and put Boateone else ahend." 

?. "The Council of the Priesthood is united in its stand against 
Brother Allred." 

Brethren, before God, I testify to the truth of those thin;;. 
They were so stated to me. 

In Proverbs 6, the Lord says& "These six things doth the Lord 
hate, yea seven are an abomination in His sight. A proud look; A 
lying tongue; Hands that shed Innocent blood; A heart that doviseth 
wicked imaginations; Feet that are swift in running to mischief; A 
false witness that speaketh lies and he that soweth discord among 

APIs 	brethren, 

I have made another attempt tonircht to defend the head of the 
Priesthood, and the principles of truth and rlthteousness. God being 
my helper you may take my life, also, and step across my body before 
I will consent with you in the wicked accusations mode against a ser- 
vant of God behind his back. And I have ample evidence that this 
has been the policy of ot:ler )aedbers of the Council. You who have 
made such statements have broken your solemn covennnts, and you who 
have sustylmsd such things are as guilty as those who are accusers 
of the brcttilren. Tho Prophet Joseph saids "Anyone Who goes about 
speaking evil against a brother, seeking to destroy his good name is 
prompted by the spirit of the Devil." -Jos. Sm's Teachings, p. 358. 

The following accusations against Brother Allred were made openly 
in the Circle: 

1. Brother Guy H. Mueser said: "R. C. Allred has used my 
father as a pissing post." To me this is an open assult upon 
Bro. Allred's character. 

2. Bro. Russell Kunz also occupies this GC.7-10 oosition in 
stating in Bro. Allred's absence: "The spirit of God left this 
class when Bro. Allred came into this circle." 

3. Bro. Hammon certainly became an instrument in prejudicing 
the minds of the Circle when he go up and said: "Ye ought to 
vote upon this issue. I feel that I cannot sustain Bro. Allred 
as a member of the Circle and I want to know If you will sustain 
me in this position." This shows prejudice. 



4. Dro. Helmut Olschcwski said in opon circle: "Once my 
confidence has boon destroyed in Rulon it cannot be restored 
again." This also shown that Bre. Holmut'n confidence hnd 
been destroyed in Bro. Allred without his having given him an 
opportunity to defend himself, or before he had heard his side 
of the question. 

5. Bro. Charles Zitting questioned the authority of his file 
leader when, In open meeting, he answered Bro. Bautista's C.U33- 

w tion as to why he ould not sustain him. Bro. litting said: 
"If it is done right, I might." 

6. Prec. Rulcn T. Jeffs rnd his father questioned the author-
ity and wisdom of Pres. Musser when they both stated: "I can-
not do it without the approval of the Council." This was rela-
tive to Pres. Musser's calling Bro. David to the Council. 

I bring these items to your attention because it is written 
in Priesthood Items - 2nd Edition - pg. 440: "It is also well to 
note when the Twelve were finally chosen to THIS HIGHEST ORDER in 
the winter of 1843-4, it was by the direct command of God THROUGH 
HIS MEDIUM, which is the only way men are choseu for this apostolic 
order of the Priesthood." 

You ,-ire certainly guilty of high-handed procedure and are in-
subordinate to the mouthpiece of God, and my charges against you 
shall face you in the Judgment Day. Your motives are prompted by 
covetuousness and jealousy and are well knownto your file leader and 

JOIN 	to God, himself, whose mills may grind slow, but they grind exceed- 
ingly fine. I have nothing but pity for you, unless you repent, 
speedily. To me, Joseph W. Musser stands in the name position the 
Prophet facedwhon every man in his council, nave twoi stood against 
him, and this is the crowning experience of his mission in mortality. 

I humbly request that these statements, Which have been written 
to avoid having my ',fordo mistated and min-represented, be attached 
to the minutes of the class as a permanent record of my confidence, 
respect, and unwavering faith in Joseph W. Musser as the mouthpiece 
of -God. He has told me that, as the Lord lives, he has appointed 
no one to take his place, and that God has not, and that those who 
state otherwise are false prophets. I do not sustain Jos. W. Musser 
as a Prophet of God and someone else behind his back, as you brethren 
are doing. 

I have done my duty and I now, voluntarily, withdraw from this 
class and its hypocrisy, I know that the „Gospel is true and that 
these experiences will only help me in my determination to give my 
all to His glorious work, upholding truth and justice, no matter 
what the consequences. 

Amen. 
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TEMPLE GARMENT CHANGED 

Claims that the temple garments have been altered by Heber J..Grant, thus 

destroying their value and symbolism, are also part of the Lorin Woolley story, 

although not included in the "official" 1929 version. Daniel Bateman issued 

the following statement on June 20, 1932: 

On the 27th of September, 1886, I was at an 8 hour meeting at 
John W. Woolley's home in Centerville. In that meeting the import-
ance and sacredness of the garments were explained by President John 
Taylor. Part of the time he stood in mid-air with a halo of light 
around him. Pres. Taylor told us the time would come when changes 
in the garment would be made and it was necessary for the brethren 
to have the correct understanding of the pattern and meaning of the 
marks so as to be able to teach the Saints at that time. He told us 
it was the pattern of the garment given Adam and Eve in the Garden 
of Eden and it all had a sacred meaning. 

The collar: My yoke is easy and my burden is light (crown of 
the priesthood). 

The strings: Three strings on each side; had a double meaning. 
The strings being long enough to tie in neat double bow-knots, rep-
resenting the trinity. The double bow-knots meaning the marriage 
tie, man and wives. 	* 

Adam and Eve, he told us, were without clothing and the garment 
was also given to cover their nakedness and for the protection from 
the enemy. The sleeves reaching to the wrists and legs to the ank:. 
les: not fitting tight but flowing. This pattern was given to the 
prophet Joseph Smith by two heavenly beings. 1  

This statement alleges that the exact pattern of the temple garment was re 

vealed to the Prophet Joseph Smith by two heavenly visitors. Fundamentalists, 

however, have not been able to agree among themselves who the alleged visitors 

were. Francis Darter writes: 

It was from Lorin C. Woolley that we learn that it was John W. 
Woolley who stated in a meeting that the two angels who revealed 
this garment to the Prophet Joseph Smith was no other than our Sav-
ior and one of his wives.

2 

1 
Copy from Francis M. Darter. Cited partly in Truth 2:35. For basically 

this same version from another Fundamentalist see: S. H. Roundy Record 
Book, Gerber Collection 11:174, .3.T.U., Library, Special Collections. . 

2 
Darter, F.M., The Holy Priesthood, Temple "Marriage Garment", p. 9 



Joseph Musser gives the following conflicting testimony-which is also at'- " 

tributed to Lorin Woolley: 

John the Revelator, under the direction of Jesus Christ, taught 
Joseph Smith the pattern of the garment. He cut out a pattern and 
had Joseph cut one out to know that he could do it. The collar is 
the crown of the priesthood. 3  

Francis Darter continues the story: 

Question: What proof have we today that we have true copies 
of the original garment pattern? Answer: When the Saints were 
driven across the river at Nauvoo, on their way to Utah, Emma Smith, 
the Prophet's first wife, came across the river and gave Martha 
Harris Smith, Hyrum's wife, a package stating: 'You will have more 
use for these than I; they are the original garments cut out by the 
two angels and given to Joseph.' 	* 	 * After Minnie Ray- 
mond had reached the very end of her life, a divine messenger came 
and took them.4  

Joseph Musser gives his version of the story: 

She (Minnie Raymond) learned from her 'Aunt Polly' Bunker * * 
regarding Joseph Smith and the garments of the Priesthood. 'Aunt 
Polly' had heard the Prophet's instructions on the garment and seen 
him cutting out a pattern. While thus engaged one of his wives 
asked, 'Why the collar?' He said, 'That is the yoke of the - Lord. 
Take it off and it means that you refuse to take on the yoke of the 
Lord.' She asked, 'Why the strings?' Joseph explained that one day 
the garments would be cut to pieces and when the people who wear them 
in an altered condition, they would cease to receive the blessing 
of the Lord. 

When the garments were changed she would not accept them and 
was reprimanded for her attitude, (she fasted and prayed) a glorious 
personage came before her, standing above the floor, with a full 
set of temple clothing on his arm. She was shown the proper pattern 
and told never to vary from it.

5 
Darter's version has the original garment brought to Utah with the pioneers 

until taken by "a divine messenger at the very end of her life", - whereas Musser's 

story claims that after  the garments were changed in 1923 an angel brought a 

garment and showed her the "proper pattern." It is obvious that both stories 

cannot possibly be true. Let us investigate the history of the garment. 

3 Items From the Book of Remembrance of Joseph W. Musser, p. 18 
4 	 5 Darter, op. cit., p. 11 	Musser, op. cit., pp. 32-33 
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c51.  
EARL! TEYPLE GARMENTS 

The following account comes from James Allred, a bodyguard of the Prophet 

Joseph Smith in Nauvoo as told by his daughter and granddaughter: 

It was while they were living in Nauvoo that the Prophet came 
to James' wife (my grandmother), Elisabeth Warren who was a seams-
tress by trade, and told her that he had seen the angel Moroni with 
the garments on, and asked her to assist (him) in cutting out (a 
garment.) 

They spread unbleached muslin out on the table and he told her 
how to cut (it out). She had to cut (out) the third pair, however, 
before he said it was satisfactory. She told the Prophet there 
would be sufficient cloth from the knee to the ankle to make a pair 
of sleeves, but he told her he wanted as few seams as possible and 
that there would be sufficient whole cloth to cut the sleeves 
out piecing. The first garments were made of unbleached muslin and 
bound with turkey red and were without collars. Later on the Proph-
et decided he would rather have them bound with white. 

Sister Emma Smith, the Prophet's wife, proposed they have a .. 
collar on as she thought they would look more finished, but at first 
the prophet did not have the collar on them. After Emma Smith had 
made the small collars which were not visible from the outside, then 
sister Eliza R. Snow introduced a wider collar of finer material to 
be worn on the outside of the dress. The garment was to reach to " 

the ankle and the sleeves to the wrist. The marks were always the 
same. 	* 	 *6  

In 1923, when the garment was. modified from previous standards, President 

Heber J. Grant made the following clarification: 

It may be observed that no fixed pattern of temple garment has 
ever been given, and that the present style of garment (i.e., long 
garment with collar and tie-strings) differs very materially from 
that in use in the early history of the Church, at which time a 
garment without collar and with buttons was frequently used.

7 
Fundamentalists have refused to accept this statement claiming that the 

long garment with collar and three tie-strings was revealed to the Prophet Jos-

eph Smith and was officially sanctioned and none other was permitted. 8  

6 
Eliza M. A. Munson, Early Pioneer History (Allred's granddaughter); also 

the "Book of Remembrance" of Elna Garner McReavy (Allred's daughter). 

7 Letter of the First Presidency to Stake Presidents, June lh, 1923 

e 
See.Truth 4:145 for a rebuttal of this claim. 



In citing the above account of James Allred, et4., Fundamentalists are careful 

to leave out the part ahout'the collar being added by Emma Smith and Eliza R. 

now as a concessiom to fashion because it materially weakens their argument 1--"-  

of an unalterable garment. 9  

The one-piece long garment with tape tie-strings and collar was not a fixed 

pattern which excluded deviation. There are several examples of early garments 

still in existence. President George Albert Smith had in his possession a gar-

ment from the Nauvoo period. It consisted of two pieces - a pair of drawers 

that gathered at the ankles with tape tie-strings and a pull over top with a "V" 

neck and three buttons. The sleeves were long with gathered cuffs and buttons 

much like a modern dress shirt. It also had a small divided collar. The mark-

ings were the same as present day garments. 

Presiding Patriarch, Eldred G. Fmith, has in his possession the pull-over 

top of a garment worn by Hyrum Smith in Nauvoo. It is similar to his cousin, 

Ileorre A. Smith's except it has a pleated "V" neck and no buttons. It also has 

reinforced shoulders and a decorative button on each side at the waist slits. 

It also had long sleeves with barrel cuffs and buttons. The marks were cut into 

the material, about one inch in length, and then turned back and stitched down. 

The material for both garments was coarse, unbleached muslin which had been cut 

in one piece and sewn together at the sides. 

These early garment styles corroborate President Grant's statement cited 

above "that the present style of garment (1923) differs very materially from 

that in use in the early history of the Church, at which time a garment without 

collar and with buttons was frequently used." This statement is also corrobor-

ated by the James Allred account which stated that "the first garments were with-

out collars" and "at first the Prophet did not have a collar on them."' 

9 For example see: Kraut, The Temple Garment, p. 6 



LATER GARMENT STYLES 

Although Joseph Smith started out making garments of unbleached muslin, it 

was soon felt that bleached fabrics, being whiter, were more in keeping with the 

concept of purity. 
10 
 In a temple expose' of 1858, Ettie V. Smith describes the 

garment as "a white night gown and skirt and shoes of bleached drilling." 
11 
 One 

of Brigham Young's wives in a spirit of derision described the garment: -  

There is nothing elegant about this garment; on the contrary, 
it is quite ugly, and the young saints who assume it dislike it 
terribly for its plainness and awkwardness. In shape it is like 
a child's sleeping-robe, with the waist and the drawers combined, 
and reaches from the neck to the feet. It is of white, bleached 
muslin, and untrimmed. 12  

Later, following a philosophy of pioneer self-sufficiency, the general auth-

orities strongly encouraged the use of native wool in lieu of imported cotton 

(muslin). Note the following sentiments of Heber C. Kimball: 

Then consider what a blessing it is to the poor of this com-
munity to be able to sleep in nice, comfortable, warm woollen 
blankets; now much better than either cotton or linen that is brought 
from the states.' '* 	 * SoMe of you hav9i got an idea that 
wool will not do; but let me inform you that when peter came and 
sat in the Temple in Kirtland, he had on a neat woollen garment, 
nicely adjusted around the neck. * 

will say that the one which'Jesus had on when he appeared to 
the Prophet Joseph was neat and clean, and Peter had on the same 
kind. 13 

The use of tape tie-strings as closures is also associated with the concept 

of pioneer self-sufficiency in the early days of Utah. It was partly a matter 

of expediency and not design that brought about the change. Without a local 

source and following a strong desire to shun imported "gentile" fashions,  buttons  

soon became a scarce commodity. Tape tie-strings soon replaced buttons on under- 

10 This accords with the evolution of the first garments that were bound 
with turkey red, but later replaced with white binding. 

11 
Fifteen Years Among the Mormons, p. 

12 	 13 Ann Eliza Toung, Wife No. 19, p. 360 	J. of P. 9:376 



garments where buttons were not a necessity. In the mocking explanation of a 

temple expose' in 1884 William Jarman wrote of the Mormon policy of using local 

products and shunning "gentile" fashions which included of course buttons: 

I cannot better describe this garment than by saying it is un-
dershirt and drawers in one. If my readers wish to possess a 'wed:- 
ding garment' just take a pair of drawers and a vest or undershirt; 

	V 
stitch them together making one garment of the twain and you have it, 
only be sure to cut off the buttons and sew up the button holes and 
put tape strings in their places for tying instead of buttoning, for 
buttons and button holes are patterning after the 'gentiles' and con-
sidered very worldly; there's nothing 'heavenly' about buttons and 
button holes. 14  

The number of tie strings varied in later garment styles, there being no 

standard number. A drawing of a temple  garment published in an expose' of the 
014-4 

I/6 

temple ordinances'in the  Salt Lake Tribune of September 28_, 1879,  shows a gar- 1,34. 
/ 

ment with only two pairs of tie strings. 15  Thus the idea of tie-strings requir- 444 0 

ed to be three in number to represent the trinity and a man and his minimum two 

wives is a mystical interpretation supplied by Fundamentalists in later years to 

vindicate continued plural marriage. 

UNIFORMITT AND CHANGE 

According to the record, there seems to have been a variety of garments 

styles and fabrics in use in the early days of the Church. It eventually became 
. 	_ 

apparent that a standardized or approved garment would be desirable to bring 
. 	- 

order out of the varied styles being used. Later presidents of the Church speci- 

fied a garment style which all Latter-day Saints were urged to use. It was one 

with long legs and sleeves, as were all early garments, also with collar and tie-

strings. It was generally made of cotton, wool or linen.
16 

14 _Jarmon, The 17ormon Hell on Earth, p. 69, Lambert collection, University 
of Utah library, Western Americana Section, S. L. C., Utah. 

1•• See also: A. C. Lambert collection, box 2L,, book 1, an expose' by a 
Mrs. G. S. R..and Ogden Kraut, The Priesthood Garment,. pp. 9,10. 

16 
Messages of the First Presidency, vol. 5, p. 110. 
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The standardized form of garment was not destined or intended to last for. 

ever without modification or re-design. Fashion was changing during the years 

of Joseph F. Smith's presidency (1901-1918). Since Puritan times women's dress-

es had been so long they virtually 	in the dirt both in and out-of-doors. 

As a consequence women's fashions were inevitably moving toward shorter skirts 

that permitted more freedom of movement. Shorter skirts were more sanitary, but 

for L. D. S., women they also exposed the long garments to public view. The 

Saints had always been warned to "be careful not to expose their (under) cloth- . 

ing to the public gaze. This clothing is as sacred as the ordinances them- : 

selves . " 17 

The Saints were facing a dilaemma in changing social conditions. The al-

ternatives seemed unacceptable---either continue wearing the currently outmoded 

unsanitary long skirts or expose the ungainly and embarraging long garments under 1--"" 

shorter skirts. As a consequence some Latter-day Saints began altering their 

garments to permit wearing them with changing fashions. President Joseph F. 

Smith was appalled at this. He wrote to the young people of the Church 

The Lord has given unto us garments of the holy priesthood, 
and you know what that means. And yet there are those of us who 
mutilate them, in order that we may follow the foolish, vain and 
(permit me to say) indecent practices of the world. In order that 
some people may imitate the fashions, they will not hesitate to 
mutilate that which should be held by them the most sacred of all 
things in the world, next to their own virtue, next to their own 
purity of life. They should hold these things that God has given 
unto them sacred, unchanged and unaltered from the very pattern in 
which God gave them. Let us have the moral courage to stand against 
the opinions of fashion, and especially where fashion compels us 
to break a covenant and so commit a grevlous sin. 18  

Bishops were also instructed to counsel when issuing recommends: 

L- 

them will not be realized if any unauthorfhd change is made in 
their form, or in the manner of wearing them. 

17 	 18 
A. H. Cannon Journal, Jan. 7, 1892. 	Imp. Era, August 1906, p. 813. 

19 
Messages of the First Presidency, vol. 5, p. 110. 

* .* * the blessings promised in connection with wearing 

19 



"Unauthorized" changes were prohibited, but changing social conditions were 

dictating 	authorized change in the garment. In 1923, President Grant con- 
. 

eluded to answer the dillemma by permitting a shorter form of garment which pre- 

tected it from the public gaze with the newer fashions being worn. He sent the 

following instruction to Stake Presidents throughout the Church: 

For some time past the First Presidency and Council of the 
Twelve have had under consideration the propriety of permitting 
certain modifications in the temple garment. 

After careful and prayerful consideration it was unanimously 
decided that the following modifications may be permitted, and a 
garment of the following style be worn by those church members who 
wish to adopt it, namely 

1. Sleeve to elbow 4.  collar eliminated 
2. leg just below knee 5• -  crotch closed 
3. buttons instead of strings *20 

The Salt Lake Tribune printed the following commentary on the reasons for 

the new modifications:which were self evident to most Latter-day Saints: 

President Charles W. Penrose says that modification of the 
garment is elective with each individual member of the church who 
has gone through the temple. The change in style is permitted for 
various good reasons, chief among which are promotion of freedom 
of movement in the body and cleanlines. Formerly the sleeves were 
long reaching to the wrists. While doing housework the woman would 
roll up the sleeves. If sleeves were to be rolled up they might as 
well be made short in the first place for convenience, it was ar- 
gued. * 	 * The old style garment reaches to the ankles 
and is looked upon by young members as baggy, uncomfortable and un-
gainly. The young of the gentler sex complained that to wear the 
old style with the new and finer hosiery gave the limbs a knotty 
appearance. It was embarrassing in view of the generally accepted 
sanitary shorter skirt. Permission is therefore granted by the 
First Presidency to shorten the lower garment. Also buttons are 
permitted to take the place of tie strings.

21 

When the garment change was first announced, Joseph Musser heartily approved 

of it. He reported in his journal:
22 

20 
Reber.J. Grant .Letter file„.June 14„ 1923;.cited in.Kraut, Ibid, p..14. 

21 - 	 • 
Salt Lake Tribune, June 4, 1923. 

22 
It should be remembered that Joseph Musser had heard Lorin Woolley and 

Daniel Bateman talk many times the previous year about the -."meeting".. 	. 



«1 

May 2h, 1923: Quite a furor is being caused in Church circles 
by action of authorities in changing the design of the garment 
short arms and legs and low necks. Since, as I understand it the 
garment is only a symbol, it matters little about these details which 
are less important than the inconvenience of having long sleeves, 
etc., to bother in the warm summer weather. My idea is that even 
union suits may be worn as garments provided they have proper marks. 
the symbol must be maintained, wh le the garment itself may be changed  
to keep pace with the change in 'Tess. Just as men once wore beards, 1...// 

 but are now clean shaven, and women once wore dils, but are bare of 
face. Custom is ever changing in dress and habit, and we must change 
with it so long as we do not forfeit any fundamental principle of truth. 23  

Joseph Musser rightly pointed out that the garment is only a symbol. It 

should be obvious to every Latter-day Saint who has received his or her endowment 

that all garments used in this dispensation are but a facsimile of the original 

garment worn by Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden. This original garment was 

fashioned by the Lord out of skins being supplied to cover their nakedness 

according to scripture both ancient and modern. 214  Whether it was fashioned as 

the "old style" temple undergarment with long sleeves and legs, collar, three 

tie-strings, etc., as Fundamentalists claim is necessary, is strictly a matter 

of conjecture. Certainly the material it was made of was changed when adapted 

to our present conditions. 

If the idea of making a garment from a single piece of cloth in the early 

days to avoid seaming the cloth is valid, than how much more desireable and pref-

erable the present garments without seam which don't require either tie-strings 

or buttons. It seems with modern technology we have actually gone the early 

Saints one better, and all the alleged symbolism of tie-strings, collar, etc., 

reverts to the realm of speculation from whence it came. 

23 
Genesis 3:21; Genesis I. V., 3:27; Moses 4:27. 

Joseph W. Musser Journal, under date. 


