
Volume 67   |     2025

Historical and Stylometric 
Evidence  

for the Authorship of  
Doctrine and Covenants 132

Paul J. Fields, Steven T. Densley Jr., 
Matthew Roper, and Larry Bassist

Pages 1–70



© 2025 The Interpreter Foundation. A 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution — NonCommercial — 
NoDerivatives 4.0 International License. To view a copy of this license, visit 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

ISSN 2372-1227 (print) 
ISSN 2372-126X (online)

Mission Statement

Supporting The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints through scholarship.

The Interpreter Foundation supports the Church in the following ways:

•	 Promotion: We provide tools to encourage and facilitate personal learning by study and 
faith, and disseminate accurate information to the public about the Church.

•	 Explanation: We make the results of relevant scholarship more accessible to non-
specialists.

•	 Defense: We respond to misunderstandings and criticisms of Church beliefs, policies, 
and practices.

•	 Faithfulness: Our leadership, staff, and associates strive to follow Jesus Christ and be 
true to the teachings of His Church.

•	 Scholarship: Our leadership, staff, and associates incorporate standards of scholarship 
appropriate to their academic disciplines.

The Interpreter Foundation is an independent organization that supports but is not owned, 
controlled by, or affiliated with The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. The material 
published by the Interpreter Foundation is the sole responsibility of the respective authors and 
should not be interpreted as representing the views of The Interpreter Foundation or of The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

This journal compiles weekly publications. Visit us online at InterpreterFoundation.org 



Historical and Stylometric Evidence  
for the Authorship of  

Doctrine and Covenants 132

Paul J. Fields, Steven T. Densley Jr., 
Matthew Roper, and Larry Bassist

Abstract: This paper examines the claim that Joseph Smith was not 
the author of the verses in Doctrine and Covenants 132 related to the 
doctrine of plural marriage. Our examination first describes the current 
controversy on the authorship of section 132. We next present histori-
cal evidence on the provenance of this section. We then present sty-
lometric evidence on the possible authorship of the text. While it has 
been asserted that Brigham Young or perhaps some other individual 
was the author of section 132, our examination provides solid support 
for the Church’s claimed origin of the section. Our extensive statisti-
cal analyses indicate there is no stylometric evidence that Brigham 
Young or any other potential candidate provided the words in the text 
of the revelation.

There is an ongoing debate over Joseph Smith’s teachings about 
and involvement in plural marriage. Polygamy revisionists are cur-

rently asserting that Joseph Smith did not practice polygamy and 
that the revelation on plural marriage documented in Doctrine and 
Covenants 132 was added to the text sometime after his death. Some 
have suggested that Brigham Young was the author of the words 
related to plural marriage. For example, Richard and Pamela Price 
state:

Those familiar with Joseph Smith’s prophetic linguistic style 
have long recognized that Section 132 just does not sound 
like him when compared to other prophecies by him in the 
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Doctrine and Covenants. In his private writings and letters, 
Joseph’s style is remarkably erudite, poetic, upbeat, and 
greathearted. And his verifiable prophetic writings that were 
published by the Church during his lifetime are known for 
their marvelous ideation and spiritual majesty. The above 
words [Doctrine and Covenants 132] . . . do not flow melodi-
cally, nor do the ideas build empirically to an uplifting cre-
scendo, as do Joseph’s. Instead, they are delivered halt-
ingly and grate at the listener’s sensibilities. They sound as if 
they were authored by a man whose writings are known for 
their desultory and gruff style. They sound like the words of 
Brigham Young.1

We examine the issues related to the authorship of Doctrine and 
Covenants 132 in three parts:

•	 Part One: Current Controversy About the Authorship
•	 Part Two: Historical Evidence for Authorship
•	 Part Three: Authorial Stylometric Analysis

It is the goal and purpose of this paper to evaluate the claims 
regarding the authorship of section 132, both from a historical and a 
stylometric perspective, taking into consideration not only the claims 
that someone other than Joseph Smith is the source of the text, but 
also the claim that the revelation was received years earlier than when 
it was transcribed.

Part One: Current Controversy About 
the Authorship of Section 132

Among the various groups of people on the Internet who discuss 
issues related to The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 
are groups that are sometimes called “polygamy deniers.”2 The term 

	 1.	Richard Price and Pamela Price, Joseph Smith Fought Polygamy 
(Independence, MO: Price Publishing, 2000), 3:226. The entire book is avail-
able, online, as Joseph Smith Fought Polygamy Online, restorationbookstore 
.org/pages/joseph-smith-fought-polygamy-online. (The online version is the 
one that is referenced throughout this paper.) In support of their position, the 
Prices direct the reader to see Enid S. DeBarthe, “Who Wrote Section 132,” 
an appendix in A Bibliography on Joseph Smith II the Mormon Prophet-
Leader (qualifying paper, Northern Illinois University, July 1969), 289–348, 
salemthoughts.com/Topics/LDS_D&C-132_Writing_Style_Analysis-by 
_Enid_DeBarthe.pdf.

	 2.	Mark Tensmeyer has referred to the belief that Joseph Smith only had one 
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“polygamy deniers” may be a bit confusing since they do not deny that 
polygamy was practiced among early Church members. Rather, they 
deny that Joseph practiced it. A more accurate term might be “polyg-
amy revisionists,” since they seek to revise the common understand-
ing of how polygamy came to be practiced among early members of 
the Church. These groups hold that Joseph never practiced polygamy 
and, in fact, fought against it. The practice of polygamy in the Church, 
they claim, was promoted after Joseph’s death by Brigham Young and 
carried on by his successors.

However, Joseph Smith is reported to have said “as early as 1831, 
that plural marriage was a correct principle . . . but that the time had 
not come to teach or practice it in the Church, but that the time would 
come.”3

The beginnings of the controversy

Members of the Church were accused of practicing polygamy as 
early as when the first revelation on the subject was given. According 
to Brian and Laura Hales, “The Evangelical Magazine and Gospel 
Advocate, printed in Utica, New York, reported in their February 5, 
1831, issue: ‘They [the early Saints] have all things in common, and 
dispense with the marriage covenant.’ ”4 The Hales speculate, “These 
accusations were most likely the result of critics mistakenly confusing 
the Church’s early efforts to live the law of consecration with commu-
nal efforts of other frontier religious groups that extended their shar-
ing of all things to include marital partners.”5 The Hales also note that 
“Joseph Smith was working with Genesis in February and March of 
1831, where he would have found accounts of polygamous patriarchs 
like Abraham and Jacob.” Furthermore, they note that “Joseph B. 
Noble recalled in 1883: ‘The Prophet Joseph told him that the doctrine 

wife as the “Monogamist Model” and to a person who would follow this model 
as a “polygamy skeptic.” Mark Tensmeyer, “ ‘Old Wom[e]n’s Tales’ versus the 
Historical Verification of Joseph Smith’s Polygamy,” in Cheryl L. Bruno, ed., 
Secret Covenants: New Insights on Early Mormon Polygamy (Salt Lake City: 
Signature Books, 2024), 46.

	 3.	Recalled by Orson Pratt in “Report of Elders Orson Pratt and Joseph F. Smith,” 
Millennial Star 50 (16 December 1878): 788, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital 
/collection/MStar/id/27192. See also Brian Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: 
Volume 1, History (Salt Lake City: Greg Kofford Books, 2013), 83–88.

	 4.	Brian Hales and Laura Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: Toward a Better 
Understanding (Salt Lake City: Greg Kofford Books, 2015), 32. 

	 5.	Hales and Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: Toward a Better Understanding, 
32.
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of celestial marriage was revealed to him while he was engaged on 
the work of translation of the scripture, but when the communication 
was first made, the Lord stated that the time for the practice of that 
principle had not arrived.’ ”6

While there is historical evidence that the Prophet’s revelatory 
understanding of plural marriage may be traced to as early as 1831, 
Joseph Smith’s first attempt to practice the doctrine took place later. 
Precisely when this took place is still the subject of some debate.7 
According to historian Don Bradley, “one influential view places the 
relationship’s beginning quite early—in spring 1833 —while other 
interpreters suggest 1835.”8 After careful analysis, Bradley concludes 
that the first plural marriage took place in mid-1836.9

Around the same time, the earliest public denial that the Church was 
practicing polygamy came in the form of a “Statement on Marriage,” 
a non-revelatory document that was incorporated as section 101 of 
the 1835 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants. It has been attributed 
to Oliver Cowdery, perhaps with assistance from William W. Phelps, 
and was adopted by the Church in August 1835 while Joseph was 
out of town.10 The relevant portion reads as follows: “Inasmuch as this 
church of Christ has been reproached with the crime of fornication, 
and polygamy: we declare that we believe, that one man should have 
one wife; and one woman, but one husband, except in case of death, 
when either is at liberty to marry again.”11 Joseph F. Smith reported 

	 6.	Hales and Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: Toward a Better Understanding, 
31–32.

	 7.	Brian Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy, 1:85–126; Don Bradley, “ ‘Dating Fanny 
Alger’: The Chronology and Consequences of a Proto-Polygamous Relation
ship,” in Secret Covenants, 143–89.

	 8.	Bradley, “ ‘Dating’ Fanny Alger,” 144.
	 9.	Bradley, “ ‘Dating’ Fanny Alger,” 189.
	 10.	Doctrine and Covenants, 1835, p. 251, The Joseph Smith Papers, josephsmith 

papers.org/paper-summary/doctrine-and-covenants-1835/259#6204029 
596643698704. See also Ryan Combs, Brian Passantino, and the Consultation 
Services team, “Ask Us: Top Five Reference Questions about Doctrine and 
Covenants Publishing,” The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 26 
February 2021, history.churchofjesuschrist.org/blog/ask-us-top-five-reference 
-questions-about-doctrine-and-covenants-publishing.

	 11.	Doctrine and Covenants, 1835, p. 251, The Joseph Smith Papers, josephsmith 
papers.org/paper-summary/doctrine-and-covenants-1835/259. This state-
ment was retained in the 1844 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants, which 
was published shortly after Joseph Smith died, but it was removed in the 1876 
edition. For further discussion of so-called denials of polygamy by Joseph 
Smith, including the 1835 Statement on Marriage, see Brian C. Hales, “ ‘Denying 
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that Brigham Young had said that Oliver Cowdery wrote it and insisted 
on it being inserted into the Doctrine and Covenants, “contrary to the 
thrice expressed wish and refusal of the Prophet Jos. Smith.”12

Denials of polygamy continued after the death of Joseph. As Mark 
Tensmeyer relates, “The best-known polygamy skeptic was Joseph’s 
son and namesake, Joseph Smith III, who famously declared in his 
inaugural address as president of the RLDS Church, ‘I believe my 
father was a good man, a good man never could have promulgated 
such doctrine.’ ”13

Richard and Pamela Price, part of a break-off movement from 
the RLDS church in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centu-
ries, were major advocates of the theory that Joseph Smith was not 
a polygamist. The break-off movement “proclaim[s] the original doc-
trine of the RLDS Church and support[s] the independent Restoration 
branches that consider themselves to be the orthodox portion of that 
Church.”14 In 2000, the Prices self-published a book entitled Joseph 
Smith Fought Polygamy and later created a website that made the 
book available at no cost.15 In 2017, Brian Hales identified Richard and 
Pamela Price as foremost among modern proponents of the theory 
that Joseph Smith was not a polygamist.16 Notably, Professor Matthew 
Bowman has shown that the leadership of the Community of Christ 
(known as the RLDS church until April 2001), now acknowledges that 
Joseph Smith was a polygamist.17

More recently, a variety of other proponents of the theory have 
emerged, perhaps fueled by the advent of self-publishing platforms 

the Undeniable’: Examining Early Mormon Polygamy Renunciations,” Journal 
of Mormon History 44, no. 3 (July 2018): 23–44; and Brian C. Hales, “Joseph 
Smith: Monogamist or Polygamist?,” Interpreter: A Journal of Latter-day Saint 
Belief and Scholarship 25 (2017): 117–56, journal.interpreterfoundation.org 
/joseph-smith-monogamist-or-polygamist/.

	 12.	Joseph F. Smith, “Diary, 9 Oct. 1869”in Journal of Discourses, 7 July 1878, 
20:29.

	 13.	Mark Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 46, quoting Joseph Smith, Heman 
C. Smith, and F. Henry Edwards, eds., The History of the Reorganized Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (Independence, MO: Herald House, 1967), 
3:248.

	 14.	“Who We Are,” Restoration Bookstore (website), restorationbookstore.org 
/pages/who-we-are.

	 15.	See Price and Price, “Joseph Smith Fought Polygamy.”
	 16.	Hales, “Joseph Smith: Monogamist or Polygamist?,” 117.
	 17.	Matthew Bowman, “Why More and More Mormon Types Are Denying Joseph 

Smith Practiced Polygamy,” Salt Lake Tribune, 23 June 2024, sltrib.com 
/religion/2024/06/23/matthew-bowman-why-more-more/.
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such as blogs, YouTube, and Kindle books. Professor Bowman iden-
tifies Denver Snuffer, leader of the Remnant movement, as “one of 
today’s most prominent polygamy deniers.”18 Bowman also identifies 
the makers of the documentary, “Who Killed Joseph Smith?,” as being 
members of this movement.19 This is a claim that finds support in the 
fact that others who subscribe to the theory are featured on the “Who 
Killed Joseph Smith?” website, such as self-published author Whitney 
Horning20 and YouTube personality Michelle Stone.21 The documen-
tary film, “Who Killed Joseph Smith?,” was directed by Justin Griffin 
and argues that Joseph Smith and his brother, Hyrum, were murdered 
by John Taylor and Willard Richards, who were acting on orders of 
Brigham Young, rather than by a mob.22

Of these various individuals, it seems that Michelle Stone has 
become the most prominent. However, it is difficult to tell how influ-
ential her videos are. By one measure, she has an extraordinarily high 
number of followers. At this time, the YouTube site, “132 Problems: 
Revisiting Mormon Polygamy,” has 118,000 subscribers.23 By 

	 18.	Bowman, “Why More and More.”
	 19.	Bowman, “Why More and More.” 
	 20.	Whitney Horning, Joseph Smith Revealed: A Faithful Telling: Exploring an 

Alternate Polygamy Narrative (self-pub, 2019). “We may never know the com-
plete truth behind D&C section 132. It is possible that it is a compilation of sev-
eral revelations given to Joseph Smith, woven together after his death, with 
additions and alterations by those who believed in, lived, and taught plurality of 
wives.” (p. 124)

	 21.	Who Killed Joseph Smith? (website), whokilledjosephsmith.com/event-
speakers/. It is also interesting to note that, although the movie itself presents no 
motive for the conspiracy to kill Joseph Smith, its makers now seem to believe 
that the motive was related to polygamy: “On the day of the documentary pre-
miere, the Facebook page for Who Killed Joseph Smith? posted, ‘But there 
is a third new alternative emerging: Those who still believe Joseph saw God 
but also believe the historical evidence proves he never practiced polygamy.’ ” 
Hanna Seariac, “Conspiracy as History: ‘Who Killed Joseph Smith?’ as a Case 
Study,” Public Square Magazine, 18 January 2022, publicsquaremag.org/faith 
/leadership/conspiracy-as-history-who-killed-joseph-smith-as-a-case-study/.

	 22.	Craig L. Foster, “What Weapon Was Joseph Smith Using to Shoot John Taylor? 
Review of the Recent Film ‘Who Killed Joseph Smith?,’ ” FAIR, 18 January 2022, 
fairlatterdaysaints.org/blog/2022/01/18/what-weapon-was-joseph-smith 
-using-to-shoot-john-taylor-review-of-the-recent-film-who-killed-joseph 
-smith.

	 23.	Michelle B. Stone, “132 Problems: Revisiting Mormon Polygamy,” YouTube, 
youtube.com/@MichelleBStone. Note that on 4 May 2025, Stone announced 
that she would stop posting new material. Her videos are no longer publicly 
accessible. Michelle Stone, “The website is still up and people who want to can 
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comparison to other YouTube channels, “The Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints” has 2.46 million subscribers;24 the Church’s 
“General Conference” channel has 634,000;25 “Come Unto Christ” 
has 509,000 followers;26 and “Book of Mormon: Another Testament 
of Jesus Christ” has 361,000.27 The next largest YouTube channel is 
“Mormon Stories,” with 289,000 subscribers.28 “Scripture Central” has 
278,000 subscribers;29 “Don’t Miss This” has 235,000 subscribers;30 
the “Church Newsroom” has 227,000;31 and “Saints Unscripted” has 
91,000 subscribers.32 Stone’s numbers have been called into ques-
tion on the basis that she had a spike in viewers and does not have a 
significant number of viewers for each episode in comparison with the 
number of subscribers.33

While Stone and others have been gaining attention and appear 
to have attracted a strong following for their views, recent survey 
research indicates that, so far, these most recent polygamy revision-
ists have not been very convincing. A recent survey of current and 
former Latter-day Saints conducted by the B. H. Roberts Foundation 
found that “nearly all members know that Joseph Smith practiced 
polygamy.”34 However, the percentage of “people who overtly dis-

easily go there to request any episodes,” Facebook, 7 May 2025, facebook 
.com/michelle.stone.9674. See also Michelle Stone, interview by Louise Perry, 
Maiden Mother Matriarch, June 2025, louiseperry.co.uk/podcast.

	 24.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, YouTube, youtube.com/@
churchofjesuschrist.

	 25.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, “General Conference of 
The Church of Jesus Christ,” YouTube, youtube.com/@churchofjesuschrist 
generalconf.

	 26.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, “Church of Jesus Christ | 
Come Unto Christ,” YouTube, youtube.com/@ComeUntoChrist.

	 27.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, “Book of Mormon: Another 
Testament of Jesus Christ,” YouTube, youtube.com/@BookofMormonVideos.

	 28.	Mormon Stories, YouTube, youtube.com/@mormonstories.
	 29.	Scripture Central, YouTube, youtube.com/@scripturecentralofficial.
	 30.	Don’t Miss This, YouTube, youtube.com/@DontMissThis.
	 31.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, “Church Newsroom,” 

YouTube, youtube.com/@churchnewsroom.
	 32.	Saints Unscripted, YouTube, youtube.com/@SaintsUnscripted.
	 33.	See Mormon News Roundup, “Michelle Stone Exposed: Debunking Her 

Polygamy Claims & Subscriber Scandal | Mormon News Roundup,” YouTube 
video, 15:33, 29 January 2025, youtube.com/watch?v=nz-K7ScyLXk.

	 34.	Stephen Cranney and Josh Coates, “How Big is Joseph Smith Polygamy 
Denialism in the Church? Insights from the B. H. Roberts Foundation’s Current 
and Former Latter-day Saint Survey,” Times and Seasons (blog), 20 March 
2024, timesandseasons.org/index.php/2024/03/how-big-is-joseph-smith 
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agree with the idea that Joseph Smith practiced polygamy are in the 
single digits.”35

Nevertheless, while the arguments of the revisionists have never 
gained widespread acceptance, they have persisted since the early 
days of the Church and show no signs of fading. In fact, in an appar-
ent response to criticism that polygamy revisionists cannot point to 
reliable academic literature in their support, a new journal has been 
created with the stated mission to “foster a respectful, inclusive, and 
scholarly dialogue that bridges divides between credentialed histo-
rians and grassroots researchers, while adhering to high academic 
standards.”36 For that reason, it is worthwhile to examine the argu-
ments and respond to them. Perhaps in response to the recent activ-
ity among polygamy revisionists, the Church recently posted the fol-
lowing statement: “Joseph Smith introduced the practice, not Brigham 
Young. Credible contemporary sources document Joseph’s practice 
of plural marriage. Later, many faithful men and women who knew of 
Joseph’s practice of plural marriage gave sworn testimony of it.”37

Claims of polygamy revisionists

Mark Tensmeyer’s research compiles the arguments in support of the 
conclusion that Joseph was not a polygamist:

•	 All revelation and statements on Church policy issued dur-
ing the Prophet’s lifetime prohibited polygamy, including the 
1844 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants that was nearly 
finished printing at the time of Smith’s martyrdom in June 
1844.

-polygamy-denial ism-in-the-church- insights-from-the-b-h-roberts 
-foundations-current-and-former-latter-day-saint-survey/. The full study can 
be found at “B. H. Roberts Foundation: 2023 Current and Former Latter-day 
Saint Survey,” B. H. Roberts Foundation, 2023, bhroberts.org/2023CFLDS 
_Methodology_.pdf.

	 35.	Cranney and Coates, “ How Big is Joseph Smith Polygamy Denialism in the 
Church?”

	 36.	“About the Journal,” Journal of Mormon Polygamy, journalofmormon 
polygamy.org/jmp/about. The first issue feature articles by Michelle Stone and 
Jeremy Hoop. Journal of Mormon Polygamy 1, no. 1 (1 April 2025), journalof 
mormonpolygamy.org/jmp/issue/view/3.

	 37.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, s.v. “Plural Marriage,” Topics 
and Questions, churchofjesuschrist.org/study/manual/gospel-topics/plural 
-marriage.
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•	 It would have been out of character for Smith both to have 
practiced polygamy and to have been dishonest about it.

•	 Smith had denied being involved in secret polygamy sev-
eral times, especially towards the end of his life. He tirelessly 
investigated and disciplined those in the church who were 
engaged in it.

•	 Smith’s surviving immediate family denied he had other 
wives. Emma was adamant that she was his only wife. 
Joseph Smith III also had no knowledge of his father having 
plural wives or of having conflict with his mother.

•	 The conception of David Hyrum Smith shows Smith was vir-
ile up until the time of his death. If he had any plural wives, 
he would have fathered children with them. There is no hard 
evidence of any children born to Smith by any woman other 
than Emma.38

Tensmeyer continues:

These points remain the main arguments of the Monogamist 
Model and form the first part of its narrative, the part that 
explains how Joseph Smith was not a polygamist. Any alter-
native polygamy origin narratives must, to be viable in theory, 
also include a counter narrative on how Mormon polygamy 
did come about. It is primarily in the counter narrative that 
the versions of the Monogamist Model differ.39

Central to that counter-narrative is the text of section 132.40 From 

	 38.	Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 46. On the issue of Joseph Smith’s viril-
ity, Tensmeyer observes, “The premise that Joseph Smith would have pro-
duced a child with a plural wife, had he had any, requires assumptions beyond 
the historical record. That sexual relations occurred in at least some of the rela-
tionships is evident but the frequency of these encounters can only be specu-
lated. Only a small minority of sexual encounters result in the conception of 
a child and not all conceptions lead to the birth of a verifiable child. There is 
simply not enough data about the prevalence of sexual relations to conclude 
with any confidence that the probability of there being a verifiable child is so 
great that the absence of one is cause to question the historical record. The 
high rate of infant mortality in Joseph’s children in particular is also a factor. To 
illustrate, Emma was pregnant at least nine times and only had four children 
that lived past young childhood, the first of which was born five years into the 
marriage” (p. 46–47n6).

	 39.	Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 47.
	 40.	 In apparent recognition of this, Michelle Stone named her YouTube pro-

gram as “132 Problems: Revising Mormon Polygamy,” in clear reference to 
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the earliest days of the efforts to deny that Joseph engaged in polyg-
amy, the position of the deniers has been that section 132 “is a com-
plete fabrication.”41 But if Joseph Smith is indeed the author of sec-
tion 132, all of the efforts to prove that Joseph Smith never engaged 
in polygamy are fatally undermined.42 It would not matter, for example, 
that Joseph Smith has no known genetic descendants by any other 
wife but Emma, if Joseph Smith is indeed the author of section 132. 
Other evidence marshaled in favor of Joseph Smith not practicing 
polygamy largely consists of variations of the argument that since he 
denied having more than one wife, he must not have been a polyga-
mist. This argument loses force and effect if Joseph Smith actually 
authored section 132 and simply kept the revelation and the practice 
of polygamy private, among a limited number of close confidants.

One of the main reasons that the origins of polygamy have been 
such a fruitful ground for speculation and conspiracy theories is that 
Joseph Smith’s “writings and recorded instructions on plural marriage 
are limited to the revelation on celestial and plural marriage, Doctrine 
and Covenants 132.”43 Furthermore, this section is not written in 
Joseph Smith’s handwriting, thus calling into question, in the minds of 
revisionists, whether it comes from Joseph Smith. While it is true that 
we do not have any evidence endorsing polygamy that was written by 
Joseph’s hand, it is also true that we actually do not have much that 
was written by the hand of Joseph about anything. Joseph Smith’s 
publications come to us mostly through scribes. The Joseph Smith 
Papers website explains:

The majority of the time, Joseph Smith relied on scribes 

section 132. 132 Problems: Revisiting Mormon Polygamy, “1: Introductions | 132 
Problems: Revisiting Mormon Polygamy,” YouTube video, 13:14, 13 February 
2022, youtube.com/watch?v=HKkK-1mgEkY.

	 41.	Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 48.
	 42.	See, for example, Denver Snuffer’s recounting of how he went from believ-

ing that Joseph Smith was a polygamist and that section 132 “was of God and 
true” to believing that section 132 cannot be trusted due to insufficient histori-
cal provenance. He concludes that “we have nothing to tie Joseph to the prac-
tice other than the enormous library of material that was generated years–
decades after the death of Joseph Smith.” 132 Problems: Revisiting Mormon 
Polygamy, “81: Truth at All Costs w/ Denver Snuffer,” YouTube video, 2:46:23, 
27 August 2023, youtube.com/watch?v=exV5Dm0xSRc. Relevant material 
from 1:02:34 to 1:09:42.

	 43.	Brian Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: Volume 3, Theology (Salt Lake City: 
Greg Kofford Books, 2013), 69. Hales further notes that “no accounts of a pub-
lic discourse discussing plural marriage have been found” (p. 70).
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and clerks to compose, copy, or take down his dictation of 
the thousands of pages attributed to him, including sacred 
texts, correspondence, journals, histories, administrative 
records, and other documents. . . . Readers should bear 
in mind, however, that because a large portion of Joseph 
Smith documents survive as copies, there is not always a 
correlation between holographs and more direct access to 
Joseph Smith’s mind. In some cases, documents not found 
in his handwriting may have a closer connection to Smith 
than texts in his own hand.44

We should, therefore, not be surprised when Joseph Smith’s sup-
port for polygamy is found in the mouths or hands of others. Aside 
from the text of section 132, Brian Hales found that “to reconstruct 
[Joseph’s] theological teachings one must . . . turn to men and women 
who personally heard Joseph speak . . . [as well as] the recollections 
of some individuals who were taught by numerous eyewitnesses.”45

It should also not come as a surprise to find that those who prac-
ticed polygamy in the early days of the Church were quite secretive 
about it. Aside from violating social norms, openly cohabitating with 
more than one woman would have violated the law.

The Illinois Criminal Code provided that, “Any man and 
woman who shall live together in an open state of adultery 
or fornication, or adultery and fornication, every such man 
and woman shall be indicted, and on conviction, shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding two hundred dollars each, 
or imprisoned not exceeding six months.”46

Bradshaw explained, “The term ‘open’ in this statute is a key element 
of this crime. The meaning of this term was then and still today is gen-
erally understood in law to cover conduct that is ‘notorious,’ ‘exposed 
to public view,’ or ‘visible,’ and which is ‘not clandestine.’ Joseph’s 
relationships with his plural wives did not meet this definition.”47

	 44.	“Documents in Joseph Smith’s Handwriting,” The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/site/documents-in-joseph-smiths-handwriting.

	 45.	Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy, 3:69.
	 46.	M. Scott Bradshaw, “Defining Adultery under Illinois and Nauvoo Law,” in 

Sustaining the Law: Joseph Smith’s Legal Encounters, ed. Gordon A. Madsen, 
Jeffrey N. Walker, and John W. Welch (Provo, UT: BYU Studies, 2014), 407, 
quoting Criminal Code, section 123, Revised Laws of Illinois; see also Criminal 
Jurisprudence, section 123, Revised Statutes of the State of Illinois.

	 47.	Bradshaw, “Defining Adultery,” 408, quoting Black’s Law Dictionary, 6th ed. 
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This “open” standard for “adultery” remains the law in Illinois.48 The 
standard was found to be met in the 1943 case of People v. Potter, 
where the court upheld a conviction under the statute, explaining:

Their immoral life was so brazen and notorious that every 
neighbor was cognizant of it. Their lustful and clandestine 
impulses had attained such an arrogant stage that the two 
parties implicated defied the law and order, and decency of 
the Village of Sparta.49

It may be that Joseph Smith believed that he could not be pros-
ecuted for adultery or fornication so long as the practice of polygamy 
was not “open and notorious.”50 This could help explain why we have 
no evidence of him openly advocating for polygamy, and why sec-
tion 132 was not published until years later.51

Of course, Joseph Smith not only refrained from openly endorsing 
polygamy, by outward appearances he seems to have fought against 
it. Indeed, among those who deny that Joseph practiced polygamy, 

(St. Paul, MN: West Publishing, 1990), s.v. “open.”
	 48.	720 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/11–35 (2023).
	 49.	People v. Potter, 319 Ill. App. 409, 416, 49 N.E.2d 307, 310 (Ill. App. Ct. 1943).
	 50.	John Dinger takes the position that the way in which Joseph Smith’s polyg-

amist unions were carried out in Nauvoo put Joseph at risk of prosecution 
for adultery. John S. Dinger, “Nauvoo Polygamy and the Law: Statutory and 
Common Law Prohibitions,” in Secret Covenants, 269, 279. Dinger claims that 
the Partridge and Lawrence sisters “were sexual partners of Smith, [lived] in 
his house, made part of his family circle, Emma was aware of it, and she and 
Joseph quarreled about it regularly” (p. 290). Dinger contends (pp. 281–82, 
290) that these facts are like those in the divorce action of Davis v. Davis, 19 
Ill. 334, 336 (1857). However, in the Davis case, Mr. Davis did not raise the 
defense that his actions were not “open.” Instead, he admitted to adultery. 
There is no reason to think he could have raised the defense since he not only 
cohabited with his paramour but, unlike Joseph Smith, Mr. Davis fathered a 
child with her and confessed that fact to his niece and others. Therefore, the 
Davis case does not support the argument that Joseph was at risk of prosecu-
tion for adultery.

	 51.	Dinger also argues that Joseph Smith may have kept his polygamist unions 
secret from a fear of criminal prosecution (Dinger, “Nauvoo Polygamy and the 
Law,” 269–94). Dinger acknowledges that “whether Smith’s polygamist unions 
would have been criminal is up for debate” (p. 282). He takes issue with M. 
Scott Bradshaw and Brian Hales, who argue that Joseph’s polygamy was 
not illegal (pp. 291–93). A full analysis of these points is not appropriate here. 
However, even where there are viable defenses to a criminal charge, one may 
understandably maintain secrecy to avoid being prosecuted in the first place.
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one of the most popular books is entitled, Joseph Smith Fought 
Polygamy.52

Admittedly, it may be difficult to understand why, on the one hand, 
Joseph Smith was telling people he only had one wife,53 and on the 
other, he was secretly telling people that it was time to restore this bib-
lical practice. The Gospel Topics essay on “Plural Marriage” on the 
Church’s website addresses this issue. The article explains that as 
rumors of polygamy spread, and as people began to engage in “spiri-
tual wifery” without authorization from Joseph Smith, Joseph issued 
carefully worded denials. The Gospel Topics essay explains:

Nevertheless, rumors [of polygamy] spread. A few men 
unscrupulously used these rumors to seduce women to join 
them in an unauthorized practice sometimes referred to as 
“spiritual wifery.” When this was discovered, the men were 
cut off from the Church. The rumors prompted members and 
leaders to issue carefully worded denials that denounced 
spiritual wifery and polygamy but were silent about what 
Joseph Smith and others saw as divinely mandated “celes-
tial” plural marriage. The statements emphasized that the 
Church practiced no marital law other than monogamy while 
implicitly leaving open the possibility that individuals, under 
direction of God’s living prophet, might do so.54

Conclusion of Part One

While those who claim that Joseph Smith never supported polygamy 
argue that there is no evidence directly from Joseph Smith in this 
regard, 55 the obvious rejoinder to this is that section 132 came through 

	 52.	Price and Price, Joseph Smith Fought Polygamy.
	 53.	“What a thing it is for a man to be accused of committing adultery and hav-

ing seven wives when I can only find one.” Joseph Smith, History, 1838–1856, 
volume F-1 [1 May 1844–8 August 1844], p. 66, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/history-1838-1856-volume-f-1-1 
-may-1844-8-august-1844/66.

	 54.	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, “Plural Marriage in Kirtland 
and Nauvoo,” Gospel Topics Essays, churchofjesuschrist.org/study/manual 
/gospel-topics-essays/plural-marriage-in-kirtland-and-nauvoo.

	 55.	As Mark Tennsmeyer notes, “Secrecy changes the landscape of histori-
cal analysis in many ways.” Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 55. He explains 
that when secrets are being kept, we should not expect plentiful public state-
ments, and even private records are not common. Late recollections, and even 
dissenter sources, become more highly valued than usual. The Underground 
Railroad is an example of a historical reality with little contemporary support. 
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Joseph Smith. To paraphrase what Elder Jeffrey R. Holland said about 
the Book of Mormon,56 if someone is to take the position that Joseph 
Smith was not a polygamist, it must be done by crawling over, under, 
or around section 132.

Since the document we now know as Doctrine and Covenants 132 
was dictated to William Clayton, then copied by Joseph Kingsbury for 
Newel K. Whitney, who later delivered the copy to Brigham Young, 
there has been some room for speculation that the words are not 
those of Joseph Smith.57 Consequently, in Part Two we examine the 
historical evidence for the authorship of Doctrine and Covenants 132. 
Then in Part Three we apply stylometry (analysis of word-use pat-
terns) to examine the textual evidence for whether or not the authorial 
style in section 132 is close to Joseph Smith’s style or to the style of 
Brigham Young or anyone else claimed to have been related to the 
origin of the text.

Part Two: Historical Evidence for the 
Authorship of Section 132

Part One of this article discussed the on-going controversy relating to 
the authorship of section 132. In this second part, we review historical 
evidence linking the revelation to Joseph Smith. We first discuss the 
earliest extant manuscripts of the revelation and the provenance of 
each. We also survey evidence from Nauvoo witnesses who reported 
seeing the revelation and or hearing it read. Then, we review evidence 
from the teachings on the revelation by Joseph and Hyrum Smith, as 
reported by their friends and even opponents of polygamy, followed 
by reports of their discourses in Nauvoo on the revelation.

Manuscripts of the revelation on marriage

We now turn to the historical description of the manuscripts containing 

The ceremonies of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Freemasons is 
another example of historical practices with little contemporary documenta-
tion. In such cases, historians have relied primarily on late recollections or even 
antagonistic sources. In such cases, additional caution is warranted. But these 
sources should not be rejected out of hand.

	 56.	Jeffrey R. Holland, “Safety for the Soul,” Ensign, November 2009, 88, church 
ofjesuschrist.org/study/general-conference/2009/10/safety-for-the-soul.

	 57.	The provenance of the surviving document is set forth here: Brian C. 
Hales, “The Provenance of D&C 132 Documented,” Mormon Polygamy 
Documents (website), mormonpolygamydocuments.org/provenance-dc-132 
-documented/.
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the revelation on marriage. Historical sources indicate that the first 
written copy of the revelation on marriage was recorded by William 
Clayton in July 1843. Clayton was a bookkeeper who joined the 
Church in Lancashire, England, in 1837. He immigrated to America 
in 1840 and settled with the Saints in Nauvoo. Following the martyr-
dom of Joseph and Hyrum Smith, he traveled west with the Saints to 
Utah, where he remained until his death in 1879. From 1842 to 1844 
he served as a scribe and recorder for Joseph Smith. He remained a 
close associate of the Prophet who introduced this British convert to 
the practice of eternal and plural marriage.58 Clayton wrote in his jour-
nal that he recorded a revelation from Joseph Smith on 12 July 1843:

This A. M. I wrote a Revelation consisting of 10 pages on 
the order of the priesthood, showing the designs in Moses, 
Abrahm, David and Solomon having many wives and concu-
bines &c. After it was wrote Presidents Joseph and Hyrum 
presented it and read it to E[mma] who said she did not 
believe a word of it and appeared very rebellious. Joseph 
told me to Deed all the unincumbered lots to E[mma] and the 
children. He appears much troubled about E[mma].59

In 1871, in a letter to Madison M. Scott, Clayton explained:

I did write the Revelation on Celestial marriage given through 
the Prophet Joseph Smith on 12th of July 1843. When the 
revelation was written there was no one present except the 
Prophet Joseph, his brother Hyrum and myself. It was writ-
ten in the small office upstairs in the rear of the brick store 
which stood on the banks of the Mississippi river. It took 
some three hours to write it. Joseph dictated sentence by 
sentence and I wrote it as he dictated. After the whole was 
written Joseph requested me to read it slowly and carefully, 
which I did, and he then pronounced it correct. The same 
night a copy was taken by Bishop Whitney, which copy is 
now here, and which I know and testify is correct.60

	 58.	James B. Allen, No Toil Nor Labor Fear: The Story of William Clayton (Provo, 
UT: Brigham Young University Press, 2002).

	 59.	William Clayton, An Intimate Chronicle: The Journals of William Clayton, ed. 
George D. Smith (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1995), 110.

	 60.	William Clayton to Madison M. Scott, 11 November 1871, Church History 
Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/ab830b42-45c7-4c77-b32f 
-b1a1d76dfdfd/0/0.
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Three years later, in 1874, Clayton provided additional details.

On the morning of the 12th of July, 1843, Joseph and Hyrum 
Smith came into the office in the upper story of the brick 
store, on the bank of the Mississippi River. They were talking 
on the subject of plural marriage. Hyrum said to Joseph,

“If you will write the revelation on celestial marriage, I 
will take and read it to Emma, and I believe I can convince 
her of its truth, and you will hereafter have peace.” Joseph 
smiled and remarked, “You do not know Emma as well as I 
do.” Hyrum repeated his opinion and further remarked, “The 
doctrine is so plain, I can convince any reasonable man or 
woman of its truth, purity or heavenly origin,” or words to 
their effect. Joseph then said, “Well, I will write the revelation 
and we will see.” He then requested me to get paper and 
prepare to write. Hyrum very urgently requested Joseph to 
write the revelation by means of the Urim and Thummim but 
Joseph, in reply, said he did not need to, for he knew the 
revelation perfectly from beginning to end.

Joseph and Hyrum then sat down and Joseph com-
menced to dictate the revelation on celestial marriage, and 
I wrote it, sentence by sentence, as he dictated. After the 
whole was written, Joseph asked me to read it through, 
slowly and carefully, which I did, and he pronounced it cor-
rect. He then remarked that there was much more that he 
could write, on the same subject, but what was written was 
sufficient for the present.

Hyrum then took the revelation to read to Emma. Joseph 
remained with me in the office until Hyrum returned. When 
he came back, Joseph asked him how he had succeeded. 
Hyrum replied that he had never received a more severe 
talking to in his life, that Emma was very bitter and full of 
resentment and anger.

Joseph quietly remarked, “I told you, you did not know 
Emma as well as I did.” Joseph then put the revelation in his 
pocket, and they both left the office.61

Not long after the Prophet dictated the revelation to Clayton 

	 61.	William Clayton affidavit, 16 February 1874, Church History Library, catalog 
.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/d091310b-4d88-43dd-a141-bb7ec1579934 
/0/0.
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(precisely when is not entirely clear), this original copy of the revelation 
was destroyed, either by Emma Smith or by Joseph Smith at his wife’s 
insistent requests. Previous to that time, however, a second copy had 
been made and entrusted to the care of Bishop Newel K. Whtiney. 
Clayton affirmed in 1874 that this second copy and the one he had 
made in 1843 were identical.62

While Clayton’s 1874 statement was more expansive and provides 
more details, taken together, his accounts of the event suggest the 
following points:

•	 Joseph, Hyrum, and William were all present at the time the 
revelation was dictated.

•	 Hyrum requested Joseph to dictate a copy in writing.
•	 The contents of the revelation were already well known to 

the Prophet even before it was dictated.
•	 The revelation discussed the order of the priesthood and 

plural marriage, including plural marriage involving Abraham, 
Moses, David, and Solomon.

•	 It took about three hours for Joseph to dictate the revelation 
and Clayton to write it.

•	 Before it was completed, the Prophet carefully reviewed 
and checked the contents for accuracy.

•	 Either Hyrum or Hyrum and Joseph presented and read the 
revelation to Emma.

•	 Emma reportedly reacted poorly and rejected it.
•	 At the request of Bishop Newel K, Whitney, the Prophet 

allowed another copy to be made by Joseph Kingsbury.
•	 The Clayton copy was soon after destroyed.
•	 Clayton, after examining the Kingsbury copy in later years, 

affirmed that the contents were identical to the manuscript 
he made in 1843.

The contents of the revelation, which is now section 132, are based 
upon a copy of the document made by Joseph Kingsbury shortly 
after the Clayton document was made. Kingsbury made this copy 
directly from Clayton’s original transcription. Bishop Newel K. Whtiney 
had the document in his possession until 1847, when he turned it over 
to President Brigham Young. This manuscript, which was the source 
text for the revelation that was published in 1852, and for its subse-
quent publication in the Doctrine and Covenants, has been carefully 

	 62.	William Clayton affidavit, 16 February 1874.
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preserved in the Church archives. It is eight pages in length. In 1870, 
1886, and 1892 Kingsbury provided statements explaining the origin of 
the manuscript, stating that he made the copy at the behest of Bishop 
Newel K. Whitney in July 1843, not long before the Clayton copy was 
destroyed.63

In an affidavit in 1870, Kingsbury stated that “on or about” 15 July 
1843 in Nauvoo he “wrote the Revelation on Celestial or plural mar-
riage from the mouth of Bishop Newl K. Whitney as he read from the 
original, which was in his possession.” He also affirmed that “the same, 
as published in the Deseret News Extra of September fourteenth 
1852 is a true copy of the original.”64 In a second affidavit from 1886 
he stated:

I will say that Bishop Newel K. Whitney handed me the 
Revelation above referred to on either the day it was written 
or the day following, and stating what it was asked me to take 
a copy of it. I did so, and then read my copy of it to Bishop 
Whitney, who compared it with the original which he held 
in his hand while I read to him. When I had finished reading, 
Bishop Whitney pronounced the copy correct, and Hyrum 
Smith coming into the room at the time to fetch the original. 
Bishop Whitney handed it to him. I will also state that this 
copy, as also the original are identically the same as pub-
lished in the present edition [1876] of the Book of Doctrine 
and Covenants.65

In a third statement, made in 1892, Kingsbury provided additional 
details:

I went into a room by myself,—a divided place,—a place 
that was divided,— I went off in there by myself, and copied 

	 63.	Joseph C. Kingsbury Affidavit, 7 March 1870, Affidavits about Celestial 
Marriage, 1869–1915, Book 2, 1870, 1903, Church History Library, bhroberts 
.org/records/S5HjRj-f3KLkk/affidavit_from_joseph_c_kingsbury_indicates 
_he_copied_the_plural_marriage_revelation_on_ca_ july_15_1843; 
Joseph C. Kingsbury Affidavit, 22 May 1886, Church History Library, 
catalog.churchofjesuschrist .org/assets/1b5004ff-5aa4-4da8-a087 
-4c82ea9f06a2/0/0; Joseph Kingsbury Testimony, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Territory, 17 March 1892, question 19, Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints v. Church of Christ of Independence, Missouri, et al., United 
States Testimony, Church History Library.

	 64.	Kingsbury Affidavit, 7 March 1870.
	 65.	Kingsbury Affidavit, 22 May 1886.
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it,—that is I copied the revelation on plural marriage that 
he handed me, and just as I got through the copying of it, 
Hyrum Smith came in and wanted the revelation,—the orig-
inal revelation was what he wanted. He came in to see how 
I got along with it,—That is Bishop Whitney did, and then 
he went out, and told Hyrum Smith that he would hand him 
the revelation in a few minutes, for I was not quite through 
the copying of it. Well when I got through making the copy, I 
took the one I had made myself and read it and he took the 
original and read it at the same time to see if I had made any 
mistakes, and that it was correct, and when he found that it 
was all correct he took the one that I had made and went out 
to the door and handed it to Hyrum Smith who was outside 
of the door ready to take it.66

Evidence from the Kingsbury manuscript lends support for the 
accuracy of his 1892 memory about his transcription of the document.67 
On page 7, the second to last page, there is a supra linear insertion of 
the words “and have said they were pure” (Doctrine and Covenants 
132:52). On the last page there are also two of these as well, includ-
ing the words “is he justified” (v. 61) and four more lines down a word 
is crossed out and the word “bear” (v. 63) is inserted above the word 
that is struck out. There are no earlier examples of such corrections in 
the manuscript. These appear on the last two pages, suggesting that 
Kingsbury may have been in a hurry to complete his transcription. This 
is consistent with what Kingsbury recalled about Hyrum Smith want-
ing to retrieve the original a few minutes before the task was complete. 
The editors of the Joseph Smith Papers observe that in the middle of 
what is now verse 61 “there is a significant shift in the handwriting style 

	 66.	Joseph Kingsbury Testimony, Salt Lake City, Utah Territory, 17 March 1892, 
question 19, Church History Library.

	 67.	 In 1980 Danel W. Bachman observed that “the lettering in the revelation 
is somewhat stronger and bolder than that of the 1878 correspondence, and 
is more deliberate and careful than that which appears in the journal extract, 
strengthens the notion that the revelation is the earliest of the Kingsbury docu-
ments.” Danel W. Bachman, “The Authorship of the Manuscript of Doctrine 
and Covenants Section 132,” in A Sesquicentennial Look at Church History. 
Sidney B. Sperry Symposium, 26 January 1980 (Church Educational System, 
Brigham Young University [BYU], 1980), 33. See also Bachman, “A Study of 
the Mormon Practice of Plural Marriage Before the Death of Joseph Smith” 
(master’s thesis, Purdue University, 1975), 207–11.
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. . . likely reflecting Kingsbury’s haste to finish the copy.”68 The writing is 
visibly smaller in size beginning at this point, as if the scribe was trying 
to fit the remainder of the text onto the page.69

Horace Whitney recorded that his father, Newel K. Whitney had him 
make a copy of the Kingsbury manuscript in 1847. Horace noted in his 
journal, “Sunday the 14th.— By Father’s request, went and copied an 
important document, which took the greater part of the day & night.”70 
An additional copy has been preserved in the hand of Willard Richards 
“likely before leaving Nauvoo in 1846 but certainly before 1854 when 
he died.”71

Joseph’s and Hyrum Smith’s teachings as reported by friends 
and opponents

On 12 August 1843, one month after a copy of the revelation on eternal 
marriage was transcribed, the Prophet’s brother and Church Patriarch, 
Hyrum Smith, shared the revelation with members of the high coun-
cil.72 Of those fifteen that were present at this meeting, there exists 
direct testimony from seven including James Allred, David Fullmer, 
Thomas Grover, Aaron Johnson, Leonard Soby, Austin Cowles, and 

	 68.	“Revelation, 12 July 1843 [D&C 132],” The Joseph Smith Papers, Documents 
Volume 12: March–July 1843, ed. David W. Grua, et al. (Salt Lake City: Church 
Historian’s Press, 2021), 477n640.

	 69.	Clayton’s journal entry states that the revelation Joseph Smith dictated was 
ten pages. Kingsbury’s manuscript is eight. It is possible that Clayton’s hand-
writing in the original (now destroyed) manuscript was slightly larger, taking up 
more space on the paper than that found in Kingsbury’s copy. It seems safe to 
conclude that the Kingsbury manuscript from which we derive the contents 
of section 132 was not longer than Clayton’s had been. This casts doubt upon 
any theory suggesting that Clayton’s copy was a corrupted and more expan-
sive version of what the Prophet dictated on 12 July 1843. Both Clayton and 
Kingsbury affirmed that the Kingsbury version was a faithful copy.

	 70.	Horace Whitney Journal, 14 March 1847, Church History Library, catalog 
.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/d6546b00-e1a7-47c1-8554-bbe481467f5a 
/0/3. “The revelation on plural marriage was the ‘document’ referred to, 
the bishop having the only one in existence, which he afterwards gave to 
President Young, retaining a copy.” Helen Mar Whitney, “Scenes and Incidents 
at Winter Quarters,” Women’s Exponent 14, no. 4 (15 July 1885): 31, rsc.byu 
.edu/womans-view/scenes-incidents-winter-quarters.

	 71.	Joseph Smith Papers, Documents Volume 12: March–July 1843, 467n576.
	 72.	The “Council met according to adj[ournmen]t at H[yrum] Smith’s office. No 

business before the Council. Teaching by Pres[iden]ts Hiram Smith & William 
Marks.” Minutes of the Stake High Council, Nauvoo, Illinois, 12 August 1843, in 
The Nauvoo City and High Council Minutes, ed. John S. Dinger (Salt Lake City: 
Signature Books, 2011), 467.
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William Marks. The last three opposed and rejected the revelation 
that was presented and eventually left the Church. All but two of the 
remaining men that were present entered into plural marriage before 
leaving Nauvoo.73

Austin Cowles, one of the opponents of the revelation, in a May 1844 
affidavit published in the Nauvoo Expositor, mentioned the revelation 
and referenced parts of it. including those that he rejected and were 
stated as reasons for his resignation from local Church leadership:

In the later part of the summer, 1843, the Patriarch, Hyrum 
Smith, did in the High Council, of which I was a member, 
introduce what he said was a revelation given through the 
Prophet; that the said Hyrum Smith did essay to read said 
revelation in the said Council, that according to his reading 
there was contained the following doctrines; 1st, the sealing 
up of persons to eternal life, against all sins, save the shed-
ding innocent blood or of consenting thereto; and the doc-
trine of plurality of wives, or marrying virgins; that David and 
Solomon had many wives, yet in this they sinned not save 
in the matter of Uriah. This revelation with other evidence, 
that the aforesaid heresies were taught and practiced in the 
Church; determined me to leave the office of first counsel-
lor to the President of the Church at Nauvoo, inasmuch as I 
dared not teach or administer such laws.74

Former Nauvoo stake president William Marks also recalled Hyrum 
Smith’s 1843 teachings to the high council, while speaking in a meeting 
of the First Presidency and Council of the Twelve of the Reorganized 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints on 1 May 1865:

The question arose as to whether Joseph the Martyr taught 
the doctrine of polygamy. President Marks said Brother 
Hyrum came to his place once and told him he did not 

	 73.	Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy: Volume 2, History, (Salt Lake City: Greg 
Kofford Books, 2013), 139–44.

	 74.	Austin Cowles Affidavit, Nauvoo Expositor, 7 June 1844, ia802907.us.archive 
.org/18/items/NauvooExpositor1844Replica/Nauvoo_Expositor_1844 
_replica.pdf. It should be noted that Austin Cowles was never a counselor to 
Joseph Smith, but he was called as a counselor to Nauvoo stake president 
William Marks in 1841. Cowles was excommunicated on 18 May 1844. See 
“Cowles, Austin,” The Joseph Smith Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/person 
/austin-cowles; “Austin Cowles,” Wikipedia, en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Austin 
_Cowles.
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believe in it and he was going to see Joseph about it and if 
he had a revelation on the subject he would believe it. And 
after that Hyrum read a revelation on it in the High Council 
and He (Marks) felt that it was not true but he saw the High 
Council receive it.75

As with the statement by Cowles, Marks’s testimony indicates 
not only that Hyrum shared a copy of the revelation at that time, but 
also that it dealt with the then-current practice of polygamy, a prac-
tice which Marks, like Cowles, rejected. Ebenezer Robinson recalled 
William Marks, Austin Cowles, and Wilson Law discussing the revela-
tion on plural marriage during the summer and fall of 1843. He further 
recalled them expressing their personal opposition to it during that 
time, although Robinson had not seen the revelation himself.76

The other opponent on the Nauvoo high council was Leonard Soby, 
who subsequently provided three separate statements discussing the 
meeting. The first, an affidavit made on 14 November 1883, states:

On or about the 12th day of Aug, 1843, in the city of Nauvoo 
in the state of Illinois, in the County of Hancock, before the 
High Council of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints, of which body and Council aforesaid he was a mem-
ber, personally appeared one Hyrum Smith, of the First 
Presidency of said Church, and brother to Joseph Smith the 
President and Prophet of the same, and presented to said 
Council the Revelation on Polygamy, enjoining its obser-
vance, and declaring it came from God; unto which a large 
majority of the Council agreed and assented, believing it to 
be of a celestial order; though no vote was taken upon it, 
for the reason that the voice of the Prophet in such matters 
was understood by us to be the voice of God to the Church; 
and that said Revelation was presented to said Council as 
before stated, as coming from Joseph Smith the Prophet 
of the Lord, and was received by us as other revelations 
had been. The said Leonard Soby further saith, that Elder 
Austin Cowles, a member of the High Council aforesaid, 

	 75.	Minutes of the meeting of the First Presidency and Quorum of Twelve, 
Fox River, Illinois (1 May 1865), Council of Twelve Minutes, quoted in Richard P. 
Howard, The Church Through the Years Volume 2: The Reorganization Comes 
of Age, 1860–1992 (Independence, MO: Herald Publishing House, 1992), 75.

	 76.	“Items of Personal History of the Editor. No. 21,” The Return 3 (February 
1891): 29–30, latterdaytruth.org/TEST/pdf/100726.pdf.
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did, subsequent to the 12th day of Aug 1843, openly declare 
against the said Revelation on polygamy and the doctrines 
therein contained.77

In a second statement in 1886, Soby affirmed, “I was present at the 
High Council in Nauvoo when that revelation was read.”78 The follow-
ing month in a third affidavit made on 23 March 1886, Soby stated:

That on or about the 12th day of August, 1843, I was a resi-
dent of Nauvoo, Hancock County, State of Illinois, and being 
a member of the High Council of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints, was present at a meeting of said coun-
cil at the time herein above stated; Thomas Grover, Alphaeus 
Cutler, David Fulmer, William Huntington and others; when 
Elder Hyrum Smith, after certain explanations, read the rev-
elation on celestial marriage.

I have read and examined carefully said revelation, since 
published in the Book of Doctrine and Covenants of said 
Church and say to the best of my knowledge and belief it 
is the same, word for word, as the revelation then read by 
Hyrum Smith.

The deponent says further that the revelation did not 
originate with Brigham Young, as some persons have falsely 
stated, but was received by the Prophet Joseph Smith and 
read in the High Council by his authority as a revelation to 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.79

It is significant that the three members of the high council who 
opposed and rejected the revelation and teachings of Hyrum Smith 
relating to that revelation affirmed that it discussed polygamy or the 
plurality of wives, not just as it was practiced anciently, but its latter-day 
practice. Cowles, in fact, stated that those teachings about its practice 

	 77.	Leonard Soby Affidavit, 14 November 1883, Affidavits about Celestial 
Marriage, 1869–1915, Church History Library, bhroberts.org/records/S5HjRj 
-s7Chmj/leonard_soby_recounts_in_affidavit_hearing_section_132_read 
_in_the_nauvoo_high_council.

	 78.	Leonard Soby Affidavit, Beverly, New Jersey, 26 February 1886, in Andrew 
Jenson, Historical Record, 6, no. 3–5 (May 1887): 228, archive.org/details 
/historicalrecord06jens/page/228/mode/2up.

	 79.	Leonard Soby Affidavit, 23 March 1886, quoted in Blood Atonement and 
the origin of Plural Marriage, ed. Joseph F. Smith Jr. and Richard C. Evans 
(Salt Lake City: Deseret News Press, 1905), 80–81, archive.org/details/blood 
atonementor01smit.
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and his refusal to administer or teach that doctrine were a primary rea-
son for his resignation as a counselor in the Nauvoo stake presidency. 
Soby affirmed that it was the same as the revelation published in 1852, 
which is now section 132 of the current Doctrine and Covenants.

Four other members of the Nauvoo high council (David Fullmer, 
Thomas Grover, James Allred, and Aaron Johnson) provided affidavits 
in 1869. According to Fullmer:

Dunbar Wilson made enquiry in relation to the Subject of a 
plurality of wives as there were rumors afloat respecting it, 
and he was “Satisfied there was something in those rumors, 
and he wanted to know what it was.” Upon which the said 
Hyrum Smith Stepped across the road to his residence and 
Soon returned, bringing with him a copy of the revelation 
on Celestial Marriage given to Joseph Smith July twelfth 
A.D. 1843 and read the Same to the High Council and bore 
testimony to its truth. . . . David Fullmer further Saith, that 
Wm. Marks, Austin A. Cowles, and Leonard Soby were the 
only persons present who did not receive the Revelation 
and testimony of Hyrum Smith and that all the others did 
receive it from the teaching and testimony of the Said 
Hyrum Smith. And further that the copy of Said Revelation 
on Celestial Marriage published in the Deseret News Extra 
of September fourteenth A.D. 1852 is a true copy of the 
Same.80

Thomas Grover, in an affidavit sworn on 6 July 1869, testified that on 
this occasion,

Hyrum Smith reasoned upon said Revelation for about an 
hour, clearly explaining the same, and then enjoined it upon 
said Council, to receive and acknowledge the same, or they 
would be damned, and further, that from the day that William 
Marks, A. A. Cowles and L. Soby refused to receive said 
Revelation as from God they continued to dwindle until they 
apostatized.81

	 80.	David Fullmer Affidavit, 15 June 1869, 40 Affidavits on Celestial Marriage, 
Book 1, 1869, Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets 
/ddb18b5f-a095-451d-b0b9-9bff9733bbd9/0/0.

	 81.	Thomas Grover Affidavit, 6 July 1869, 40 Affidavits on Celestial Marriage, 
Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/07178969 
-4012-48dc-9257-e9df0dd76e86/0/0.
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Two additional statements were made in October 1869. James Allred 
testified that he was,

present, at the High Council, on or about the twelfth day 
of August A.D. 1843, held in Hyrum Smith’s Brick office, in 
Nauvoo, Hancock Co. Illinois, when Hyrum Smith read the 
Revelation on Celestial Marriage to said High Council, and 
enjoined it upon them to manifest their willingness to receive 
or reject the same, at the same time bearing his testimony 
of its truth, William Marks, A. A. Cowles and Leonard Soby 
were the only members of the Council present, who voted 
against the Revelation and the Testimony of Hyrum.”82

Aaron Johnson testified that he was present when “Hyrum Smith pre-
sented and read the Revelation on Celestial Marriage given or dated 
July twelfth 1843” and Johnson affirmed the truthfulness of the testi-
mony given by Fullmer, Grover, and Allred.83 On 10 October, Fullmer, 
Grover, and Johnson also provided a joint affidavit that stated:

We hereby Jointly and Severally certify that on the twelfth 
day of August A.D. 1843 Hyrum Smith presented to the 
High Council in his brick Office at Nauvoo Assembled, the 
Revelation on Celestial marriage, given to Joseph Smith, and 
written on the twelfth day of July 1843. and that the teach-
ing of Hyrum Smith referred to in the minutes of the Council 
on Said twelfth day of August 1843 was on the Subject of 
Said Revelation, endorsing the Same and enjoining it on the 
Council.84

In addition to the firsthand testimony of members of the high coun-
cil who opposed and those who supported Hyrum Smith’s teachings 
on that occasion and the revelation that was read, there was second-
ary testimony from others who were told about the meeting shortly 

	 82.	James Allred Affidavit, 2 October 1869, 40 Affidavits on Celestial Marriage, 
Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/625b18cd 
-576a-4c13-8a2e-d5dc9b09399b/0/0.

	 83.	Aaron Johnson Affidavit, 2 October 1869, 40 Affidavits on Celestial Marriage, 
Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/2723ba4c 
-dd40-45a8-ac3a-1ac9c15b4149/0/0.

	 84.	David Fullmer, Thomas Grover, and Aaron Johnson Affidavit, 10 October 
1869, Affidavits about Celestial Marriage, Church History Library, bhroberts 
.org/records/S5HjRj-VnDnwd/affidavit_from_david_fullmer_aaron_johnson 
_and_thomas_grover_saying_hyrum_read_and_taught_the_plural 
_marriage_revelation_to_the_nauvoo_high_council.
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thereafter. Hosea Stout, who kept minutes at the high council meet-
ings but was apparently not present at the time, stated that shortly 
thereafter, “I saw several of the counsellors, who informed me as to 
the purport of the revelation, which corresponded to what is published 
and [is] now in the Book of Doctrine and Covenants.85

Apostle Lyman Wight did not follow the Saints to Utah, but settled 
in Texas until his death in 1858. Gideon Carter, an associate who never 
joined a restoration group, reported that Wight told him that “he saw 
and heard the revelation establishing plural marriage before Joseph 
Smith’s death.” He also reported that Wight often described Hyrum 
Smith’s initial negative reaction to the revelation and his eventual con-
version, after Joseph told Hyrum to ask God if it was true:

The matter caused Hyrum much distress and anguish of 
heart, he well-nigh sweat blood over it, so repugnant was 
it to his feelings, and such his dread of seeing it introduced 
into the Church; but he inquired of God according to Wight’s 
statement, and he received from the Lord the same revela-
tion that Joseph had that it was a true doctrine, and a com-
mandment from God. That revelation was made known to 
some of the Twelve before Joseph Smith’s death; and after 
it was read in one of the counsel meetings with some of the 
Twelve. Joseph bore testimony that it was of God, and it was 
a principle wherein there was wisdom, truth, and virtue, and 
capable of bringing great good to the world; but owing to the 
sinfulness of men, and their weakness it would damn more 
men than it would save.”86

James Leithead, a member of the Church in Nauvoo, in a late rec-
ollection stated that, while at Hyrum Smith’s house in the summer of 
1843, Hyrum told him about the revelation and said “that he had car-
ried that revelation to the High Council for their consideration” and that 
most of those present received it, though several rejected it.87 Mercy 
Rachel Fielding Thompson, the widow of the Prophet’s former scribe, 

	 85.	Hosea Stout to Joseph F. Smith, 24 July 1883, quoted in H. Michael 
Marquardt, The Rise of Mormonism, 1816–1844 (Maitland, FL: Xulon Press, 
2005), 618–19.

	 86.	Gideon Carter statement, 27 February 1894, Affidavits about Celestial 
Marriage 1869–1915, Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org 
/assets/d75f9b0a-0165-43c3-b52d-6e6fe2c76eb0/0/0.

	 87.	James Leithead, “That Nauvoo Discourse,” Deseret Evening News, 8 April 
1904.
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Robert B. Thompson, stated that Hyrum had told her that he had read 
the revelation to the high council. She also stated, “He put it into my 
hands and left it with me for several days.”88 Other members of the 
Church stated that Joseph and Hyrum Smith had shared and allowed 
them to examine and read the revelation on plural marriage, includ-
ing Cyrus Wheelock, Charles Lambert, Lucy Walker and Malissa Lott 
(plural wives of Joseph), and others.89

Ebenezer Robinson, who rejected plural marriage, affirmed that 
Hyrum Smith taught the doctrine to him and his wife in the fall and win-
ter of 1843. Writing to Joseph Smith III in 1873, he reluctantly chided 
the Prophet’s son for claiming that neither Joseph nor Hyrum ever 
supported or “built up” polygamy. He wrote:

Now if teaching a doctrine and recommending others to 
embrace and practice it, is not building it up, then I do not 
understand the English language. This your Uncle Hyrum 
did. He came to our house in Nauvoo, Ill., in the Fall, say 
November and December, 1843, and taught the doctrine to 
myself and wife, more than once.90

The Robinsons later rejected it.
William Law and his wife, Jane, who both rejected the revelation 

and thereafter apostatized, swore affidavits published in the Nauvoo 

	 88.	Mercy R. Thompson, Letter to Amos M. Musser, 31 January 1886, in “An 
Important Testimony,” Deseret News, 17 February 1886, bhroberts.org/records 
/S5HjRj-Dh3Zbk/mercy_fielding_thompson_recalls_seeing_the_plural 
_marriage_revelation.

	 89.	Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy, 2:144–51.
	 90.	Ebenezer Robinson to Joseph Smith III, 30 December 1873, The Return 1 

(December 1889): 174, latterdaytruth.org/TEST/pdf/100726.pdf. Ebenezer and 
his wife Angeline both affirmed that Hyrum told them that Hyrum also stated 
that “while he had heretofore opposed the doctrine, he was wrong, and his 
brother Joseph was right; referring to his teaching it.” Ebenezer Robinson 
and Angeline E. Robinson Affidavit, 29 December 1873, in Biographical and 
Historical Record of Ringold and Decatur Counties, Iowa (Chicago: Lewis 
Publishing, 1887), 543, archive.org/details/biographicalhist02chic/page/542 
/mode/2up. Ebenezer reaffirmed this in another affidavit in 1885. “This is to 
certify that in the later part of November, or in December 1843, Hyrum Smith 
(brother of Joseph Smith, President of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints) came to my house in Nauvoo, Illinois, and taught myself and wife 
the doctrine of spiritual wives or polygamy. He said he heard the voice of the 
Lord give the revelation on spiritual wifery (or polygamy) to his brother Joseph, 
and that while he had heretofore opposed the doctrine, he was wrong, and his 
brother Joseph was right all the time” (pp. 543–44).
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Expositor stating in 1844 that they had both read the revelation and 
discussed it before rejecting it and turning against the Prophet Joseph. 
In his 1844 affidavit William stated,

I hereby certify that Hyrum Smith did, (in his office,) read to 
me a certain written document, which he said was a revela-
tion from God, he said that he was with Joseph when it was 
received, he afterwards gave me the document to read, and 
I took it to my house, and read it, and showed it to my wife, 
and returned it the next day. The revelation (so called) autho-
rized certain men to have more wives than one at a time, 
in this world and in the world to come. It said this was the 
law, and commended Joseph to enter into the law.—And 
also that he should administer to others. Several other items 
were in the revelation, supporting the above doctrines.91

In an 1844 affidavit, Jane Law stated,

I certify that I read the revelation referred to in the above affi-
davit of my husband, it sustained in strong terms the doc-
trine of more wives than one at a time, in this world, and in 
the next, it authorized some to have the number of ten, and 
set forth that those women who would not allow their hus-
bands to have more wives than one should be under con-
demnation before God.92

Years later, in 1885, William Law stated:

In 1843 Hyrum Smith handed to me a writing to read, and 
to be returned to him. I took it home and upon reading it 
found that it purported to be a revelation to Joseph Smith, 
authorizing polygamy in the Church. After reading it I went 
directly to Joseph Smith and showed him the document. He 
looked at it, and said it was all right. Said it was a great privi-
lege granted to the High Priesthood. He spoke strongly in its 
favor. I remarked that it was in contradiction to the “Doctrine 
and Covenants,” [Section 101 in the 1835 publication]. He 
said they were given when the Church was in its infancy, 
when they were babes, and had to be fed on milk, but now 
they were strong and must have meat. He seemed much 
disappointed in my not receiving the revelation. He was very 

	 91.	William Law Affidavit, 4 May 1844, Nauvoo Expositor 1, no. 1 (7 June 1844).
	 92.	Jane Law Affidavit, 4 May 1844, Nauvoo Expositor 1, no. 1 (7 June 1844).
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anxious that I would accept the doctrine and sustain him in 
it.93

When interviewed two years later, in 1887, Law was asked what he 
remembered about the revelation on marriage. He replied:

Hyrum gave it to me in his office, told me to take it home and 
read it and then be careful with it and bring it back again. I 
took it home and read it and showed it to my wife. She and I 
were just turned upside down by it; we did not know what to 
do. I said to my wife, that I would take it over to Joseph and 
ask him about it. I did not believe that he would acknowledge 
it, and I said so to my wife. But she was not of my opinion. 
She felt perfectly sure that he would father it. When I came 
to Joseph and showed him the paper, he said: “Yes, that is 
a genuine revelation.” I said to the prophet: “But in the Book 
of Doctrine and Covenants there is a revelation contrary of 
this.” “Oh,” said Joseph, “that was given when the church 
was in its infancy, then it was all right to feed the people on 
milk, but now it is necessary to give them strong meat.” We 
talked a long time about it, finally our discussion became 
very hot and we gave it up. From that time on the breach 
between us became more open and more decided every 
day, after having been prepared for a long time.94

	 93.	William Law Affidavit, 17 July 1885, quoted in Charles A. Shook, The 
True Origin of Polygamy (Cincinnati: Standard Publishing, 1914), 126, books 
.google.com/books/about/The_True_Origin_of_Mormon_Polygamy.html 
?id=cGIwAQAAMAAJ.

	 94.	“Wilhelm Wyl interview with William Law in Shullsburg, WI, 30 March 1887,” 
Salt Lake Daily Tribune, 31 July 1887. In this interview, some forty-three years 
after Law’s apostasy, Law remembered being allowed by Hyrum Smith to take 
the manuscript home and read the revelation with Jane. He also stated that 
he afterward confronted Joseph who confirmed the authenticity and truth-
fulness of the revelation. At the time of the interview, Law thought that the 
revelation was much shorter than what was later published by the Church in 
Utah and only remembered that it dealt with polygamy, although he said this 
part was “substantially the same.” It is possible that the document which Law 
and his wife read was only a partial copy of the revelation in the Doctrine and 
Covenants. The part they remembered and found troubling dealt with plural 
marriage. Given the other evidence that the revelation spanned the contents 
of what is now found in Doctrine and Covenants 132, it seems more likely that 
Law’s memory and description on this point was faulty.
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For further details on testimonies and references to the revelation, 
see appendix A.

Reports of Joseph’s and Hyrum’s Nauvoo discourses on the 
revelation

Additional evidence for the existence of the revelation on eternal mar-
riage in Nauvoo can be found in reports of discourses by Joseph and 
Hyrum Smith from 1843 until their deaths in June 1844. There is, in 
fact, historical evidence that Joseph Smith was already familiar with 
the contents and principles of that revelation before 12 July 1843.95 
The revelation responds to questions regarding how God justified 
some of the ancient patriarchs and prophets in having many wives 
and concubines (Doctrine and Covenants 132:1), and another question 
regarding adultery (v. 41). The later portion of the revelation conveys 
commandments given to Emma Smith, plus a few doctrinal matters. 
This has led some historians to suggest that the earlier portions of the 
revelation (perhaps vv. 1–50) may have been received in Ohio, though 
not written at that time, while the later portion addressing Emma Smith 
(vv. 51–56) was added during the Nauvoo period, when the combined 
revelations were written down for the first time.96

William Clayton reported some of the Prophet’s teachings while 
Joseph was visiting with some of the Saints at Ramus, Illinois, on 16 
May 1843:

He said that except a man and his wife enter into an everlast-
ing covenant and be married for eternity while in this proba-
tion by the power and authority of the Holy priesthood they 
will cease to increase when they die . . . they will not have any 
children in the resurrection, but those who are married by 
the power & authority of the priesthood in this life & continue 
without committing the sin against the Holy Ghost will con-
tinue to increase & have children in the celestial glory. The 
unpardonable sin is to shed innocent blood or be accessory 
thereto. All other sins will be visited with judgement in the 

	 95.	There is evidence that portions of the revelation were known to him as 
early as 1831. See Hales, Joseph Smith’s Polygamy, 1:87–91; 2:68–70.

	 96.	“Section 132 appears to be an amalgamation of several communications 
to Joseph Smith, each given at separate times and under different circum-
stances. Two portions of it probably originated in Ohio and a third in Illinois.” 
Danel W. Bachman, “New Light on an Old Hypothesis: The Ohio Origins of the 
Revelation on Eternal Marriage,” Journal of Mormon History 5 (1978): 26.
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flesh and the spirit being delivered to the buffetings of Satan 
until the day of the Lord Jesus.97

Joseph Smith preached another discourse on 21 May 1843, notes 
of which were recorded by Willard Richards, Franklin D. Richards, 
and Howard Coray. These seem to make reference to Doctrine and 
Covenants 132:7. According to Willard Richards’s account, Joseph 
said, “We have no claim in our eternal comfort in relation to Eternal 
things unless our actions & contracts & all things tend to this end.”98 
According to the account of Franklin D. Richards, Joseph taught, “Our 
covenants here are of no force one with another except made in view 
of eternity.”99 Howard Coray recorded, “that which is done by us that is 
not done with a view to eternity is not binding in eternity.”100

The following month at Nauvoo (11 June 1843), the Prophet dis-
cussed, among other things, the relationship between angels and 
gods and taught that “gods have an ascendency over angels” and 
that “angels remain angels,” though “some are resurrected to become 
gods by such revelations as god gives in the most holy place —in 
his temple.”101 The language of the June 1843 discourse evokes that 
which is found in the July 1843 revelation, highlighting the distinction 
between angels and gods in the resurrected state, explaining that 
those outside the new and everlasting covenant of marriage remain in 
their angelic state, a state of lesser power, and they “are not gods, but 
are angels of God forever and ever” (Doctrine and Covenants 132:17). 
Meanwhile, those who receive the new and everlasting covenant and 
are faithful shall be gods “because they have all power, and the angels 
are subject unto them” (v. 20).

In July 1843, just a few days after the Prophet dictated the revela-
tion on marriage to William Clayton, Joseph preached a public dis-
course in Nauvoo on the importance and necessity of eternal marriage 

	 97.	Clayton, An Intimate Chronicle: The Journals of William Clayton, 102.
	 98.	“Joseph Smith Diary, by Willard Richards (21 May 1843),” in Andrew F. Ehat 

and Lyndon W. Cook, eds., The Words of Joseph Smith (Provo, UT: Religious 
Studies Center, BYU; Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1980), 205, archive.org/details 
/wordsofjosephsmi0000unse/page/204/mode/2up.

	 99.	“Franklin D. Richards ‘Scriptural Items,’ ” in Ehat and Cook, Words of Joseph 
Smith, 208.

	 100.	“Howard and Martha Coray Notebook,” in Ehat and Cook, Words of Joseph 
Smith, 207.

	 101.	“Joseph Smith Diary, by Willard Richards (11 June 1843),” in Ehat and Cook, 
Words of Joseph Smith, 212.
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covenants, using language and doctrines found in the revelation on 
marriage.102

Then, on August 27, the Prophet preached about the priesthood: 
“He showed that the power of the Melchisek P’d was to have the power 
of an ‘endless lives.’ ”103 The reported reference to “endless lives” may 
seem peculiar, but it is reminiscent of the revelation on eternal mar-
riage: “This is eternal lives —to know the only wise and true God, and 
Jesus Christ, whom he hath sent” (Doctrine and Covenants 132:24).

Charlotte Haven, a young nonmember visiting Nauvoo at the time, 
heard discussions about the idea of eternal marriage, although not 
about polygamy. “I had heard,” she wrote to her family, “that in some 
cases the marriage is not only for time but for time and for eternity.”104 
On 5 January 1844, Jacob Scott wrote to Mary Warnock to recount 
some of the teachings regarding eternal marriage and proxy sealings 
for spouses who are dead:

Several Revelations of great utility, & uncommon interest 
have been lately communicated to Joseph & the Church; 
but where you all are you cannot obey them; one is, that all 
Marriage contracts or covenants are to be “Everlasting,“ that 
is; The parties (if they belong to the Church and will obey 
the will of God in this relationship to each other) are to be 
married for both Time and Eternity, and as respects those 
whose partners were dead, before this Revelation was 
given to the Church, they have the privilege to be married 
to their deceased husbands, or wives (as the case may be) 
for eternity; and if it is a man who desires to be married to his 
deceased wife, a Sister in the Church stands as Proxy or as 
a representative of the deceased in attending to the mar-
riage ceremony, and so in the case of a widow who desires 
to be joined in an everlasting covenant to her dead husband 
and if they are not thus married for Eternity they must remain 
in a state of celibacy and be as the angels, ministering spir-
its, or servants to the married to all eternity, and can never 
rise to any greater degree of glory. Many members of the 
Church have already availed themselves of this privilege 

	 102.	“William Clayton Diary (16 July 1843),” in Ehat and Cook, Words of Joseph 
Smith, 233.

	 103.	“William Clayton Diary (27 August 1843),” in Ehat and Cook, Words of 
Joseph Smith, 247.

	 104.	Charlotte Haven Letter, 15 October 1843.
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and have been married to their deceased partners, and in 
some cases where a man has been married to two or three 
wives, and they are dead, he has been married to them all; in 
the order in which he was married to them while living, and 
also widows have been married to their dead husbands, but 
only to one husband. I intend to be married to the wife of my 
youth, before I go to Ireland. I would be respectably glad to 
have you all here to witness our second nuptials. The work 
of Generation is not to cease forever with the Saints in the 
present life. There are many things connected with this sub-
ject which I am not at liberty to communicate to you where 
you are living which would make the matter plainer to your 
minds and more satisfactory. Therefore, beware how you 
treat this subject for no doubt it is of God.105

Joseph Smith, during a discourse in Nauvoo on 10 March 1844, 
preached against the shedding of innocent blood and of the unpar-
donable sin against the Holy Ghost, which unpardonable sin could 
not be forgiven. He also spoke of King David in this connection. As 
recorded by Franklin D. Richards, the Prophet,

illustrated the case of David said he could not obtain celes-
tial glory and the reason why he had any hope or obtained 
a Promise that of his seed one should be raised up to reign 
over Israel forever was because that he had not spoken 
against the spirit & because he had not done this he was 
renewed unto repentance and obtained promise that God 
would not leave his soul in Hell.106

These public teachings seem to be a reference to the doctrine 
found in the revelation on celestial marriage, which warns against the 
shedding of innocent blood and the sin against the Spirit (Doctrine 
and Covenants 132:26–27) as well as King David’s fall from exaltation 
and his crime against Uriah the Hittite (v. 39).

On 8 April 1844, Hyrum Smith gave a discourse in which he dis-
cussed the eternity of the marriage covenant and the principle of 

	 105.	Jacob Scott to Mary Warnock, Nauvoo, 5 January 1844, in James Wesley 
Scott, The Jacob and Sarah Warnock Scott Family 1779–1910 (2002), 22–23, 
mormonpolygamydocuments.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/JS0857.pdf.

	 106.	Franklin D. Richards, “Scriptural Items,” 10 March 1844, in Ehat and Cook, 
Words of Joseph Smith, 335.
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proxy marriage for deceased spouses.107 Hyrum’s discourse uses 
language and ideas found in several parts of section 132.

While none of the reports from those who resided in Nauvoo 
between 1843–1844 (from sources both friendly and unfriendly to plu-
ral marriage) cite the full contents of the revelation, they do echo ideas, 
phrases, and teachings found throughout section 132. This suggests 
that both Joseph Smith and his brother Hyrum avoided speaking pub-
licly about polygamy during the last two years of their lives. However, 
as has been documented, they did discuss it in more private settings, 
including with some who later opposed the teachings about plural 
marriage and other doctrines contained in the revelation.

For further information on comparing Doctrine and Covenants 132 
with other historical documents, see appendix B.

Conclusion of Part Two

The historical evidence strongly associates the Prophet Joseph Smith 
with the origin of the revelation now known as Doctrine and Covenants 
132. The original transcription, Clayton’s manuscript, and other sur-
viving manuscripts all seem consistent with other available sources. 
The Kingsbury manuscript, for example, provides evidence of scribal 
haste on the last two pages, but not shown anywhere else in the man-
uscript. This may indicate that the copyist was trying to hurry as he got 
toward the end. This is consistent with Kingsbury’s later testimony that 
mentions Hyrum Smith’s premature arrival at the office before he had 
finished making the copy from Clayton’s document.

The testimony from a variety of witnesses, some of whom rejected 
polygamy, also provides substantial evidence that the revelation was 
not only known to some in Nauvoo in 1843 and 1844, but also that it 
dealt with polygamy and was the same revelation that later became 
known as section 132. Evidence from reports of teachings in Nauvoo 
in 1843 and 1844 provides an additional category of proof, echoing 
passages found throughout the various manuscripts of that revelation.

The significance of the documents is not just in their quantity, but 
in their variety and overlapping consistency. Mark Tensmeyer sum-
marizes this aspect of the evidence, which seems particularly helpful 
in connection with the historical evidence for section 132:

	 107.	Unpublished Hyrum Smith Discourse, 8 April 1844, in Richard E. Turley 
Jr., Selected Collections from the Archives of The Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints (Provo, UT: BYU Press), DVD #1, vol. 6, 1984–91.
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The reality of Joseph Smith’s practice and teachings on plu-
ral marriage does not rise or fall on any one piece of evidence 
or even one kind of evidence. The sources surrounding the 
celestial marriage revelation are prime examples of how 
the overlapping details from contemporary, later, friendly, 
and hostile witnesses exclude the possibility of it being the 
product of conspiracy. Many aspects of the academic nar-
rative of polygamy are supported with intricate and diverse 
sources. . . . Evidence for Smith’s polygamy comes from too 
many sources, and those sources come from too many dif-
ferent times and places. The prospect that a hypothetical 
conspiracy led by Brigham Young is responsible not only for 
introducing polygamy into Mormonism, but for falsifying the 
evidence that Smith was the founder, fails even as a theo-
retical explanation.108

This historical evidence points to Joseph Smith being the recipient 
of the revelation recorded in Doctrine and Covenants 132. The evi-
dence places the wording in the revelation as contemporaneous with 
Joseph Smith’s lifetime, as opposed to a later creation.

Part Three: Authorial Stylometric Analysis of Section 132
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints claims that section 
132 is a revelation given through the Prophet Joseph Smith, recorded 
in 1843, and that he may have first received this doctrine in the early 
1830s. However, as laid out in parts One and Two, some people still 
assert that the verses in section 132 concerning plural marriage were 
not written or dictated by Joseph Smith. A common assertion among 
revisionists is that Brigham Young or someone else produced the 
parts of the text relating to plural marriage.

In this part of our study we test these claims by examining indica-
tors of authorial style in the text, compared to the styles of other poten-
tial authors who, it is claimed, played a role in these competing origin 
stories of section 132. We also include scribes, secretaries, and clerks 
for Joseph during the Nauvoo period.

Stylometric analysis

We examine the evidence for authorship of section 132 using indica-
tors of authorial style in the text. Stylometry, which is the statistical 

	 108.	Tensmeyer, “Old Wom[e]n’s Tales,” 95.
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analysis of word-use patterns in texts, is well-established for author-
ship attribution. For example, stylometry was used to determine that 
James Madison was the most probable author of the twelve disputed 
Federalist Papers.109 Stylometry has also been successfully applied 
to religious texts, such as the New Testament.110 Other researchers 
have performed stylometric analyses of the Book of Mormon as well 
as other Church documents.111

Stylometry works by counting grammatical function words such 
as and, the, of, any, and so forth, as style indicators. Since any author 
tends to use function words in an idiosyncratic pattern, it is possible to 
create a style profile from an author’s known writings that can distin-
guish him or her from other authors. In a text of disputed authorship, 
by comparing and contrasting the style profile of potential candidate 
authors, we can rule out candidates whose word-use profile is far 
from the word-use profile in the disputed text. The candidate whose 

	 109.	Frank Mosteller and David L. Wallace, Inference and Disputed Authorship: 
The Federalist (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing, 1964), archive.org 
/details/inferencedispute00most/mode/2up.

	 110.	Anthony Kenny, A Stylometric Study of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1986).

	 111.	Wayne A. Larsen and Alvin C. Rencher, “Who Wrote the Book of Mormon? 
An Analysis of Wordprints,” in Book of Mormon Authorship: New Light on 
Ancient Origins, ed. Noel B. Reynolds (Provo, UT: Foundation for Ancient 
Research and Mormon Studies [FARMS], 1982), 157–88, archive.org/details 
/bookofmormonauth0000unse/page/156/mode/2up; John L. Hilton, “On 
Verifying Wordprint Studies: Book of Mormon Authorship,” in Book of Mormon 
Authorship Revisited: The Evidence for Ancient Origins, ed. Noel B. Reynold 
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 1997), 225–53, archive.org/details/bookofmormonauth 
0000unse_p1z2/page/224/mode/2up; G. Bruce Schaalje et al., “Extended 
Nearest Shrunken Centroid Classification: A New Method for Open-Set 
Authorship Attribution of Texts of Varying Sizes,” Literary and Linguistic 
Computing 26, no. 1 (2011): 71–88, doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqq029; Paul J. Fields, G. 
Bruce Schaalje, and Matthew Roper, “Examining a Misapplication of Nearest 
Shrunken Centroid Classification to Investigate Book of Mormon Authorship,” 
Mormon Studies Review 23, no. 1 (2011): 87–111, scholarsarchive.byu.edu 
/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1837&context=msr; Matthew Roper, Paul J. 
Fields, and G. Bruce Schaalje, “Stylometric Analyses of the Book of Mormon: 
A Short History,” Journal of the Book of Mormon and Other Restoration 
Scripture 21, no. 1 (2012): 28–45, scholarsarchive.byu.edu/cgi/viewcontent 
.cgi?article=1492&context=jbms; Scripture Central Staff, “What Can Stylometry 
Tell Us about Book of Mormon Authorship?,” KnoWhy 389, 20 August 2020, 
scripturecentral.org/knowhy/what-can-stylometry-tell-us-about-book-of 
-mormon-authorship; Scripture Central Staff, “Is It Possible That a Single Author 
Wrote the Book of Mormon?,” KnoWhy 399, 20 August 2020, scripturecentral 
.org/knowhy/is-it-possible-that-a-single-author-wrote-the-book-of-mormon.
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word-use profile is closest to the text would be the most probable 
author.

In examining the possible authorship of section 132, the research 
question we consider is: What is the stylometric evidence for the 
authorship of Doctrine and Covenants 132? To answer the question, 
we examine the stylometric evidence to see if it fits the official Church 
claim for the authorship of section 132 or if it better fits the claim of dif-
ferent authorship.

Because the assertion is that the plural marriage verses of sec-
tion 132 were added after Joseph’s lifetime, we perform the analyses 
by splitting the section into two parts: a non-plural marriage part (vv. 
4–28, and 41–60) and a plural marriage part (vv. 1–3, 29–40, and 
61–66).112

For candidate authors, we included everyone who played a role in 
the competing origin stories of section 132. We also included individu-
als who were Joseph’s scribes, secretaries, or clerks in Nauvoo. The 
candidate authors are:

•	 Hyrum Smith—Asked Joseph to dictate the revelation
•	 Joseph Smith— Dictated the revelation
•	 William Clayton—Wrote the revelation as Joseph dictated
•	 Joseph Kingsbury— Made a copy of the revelation and 

later gave it to Brigham Young
•	 Willard Richards— Served as Joseph’s private secretary in 

Nauvoo from 1841
•	 Thomas Bullock— Served as private clerk to Joseph Smith 

in Nauvoo from 1843 to 1844
•	 Brigham Young— Prophet of the Church when the revela-

tion was officially announced and published in Salt Lake City
•	 Orson Pratt—Announced the revelation in General 

Conference in Salt Lake City, and was the Church’s voice 
on the subject

To establish the style profile or “voice” of each of the candidate 
authors, we used revelations given through Joseph and Brigham, 
material scribed for Joseph by Clayton and Richards, and the candi-
dates’ own writings such as letters, journals, and articles. The material 
covers the years 1831 to 1850, with most from the period of 1840 to 
1845. See appendix C for a list of the documents for each candidate 
that were used in the stylometric analysis.

	 112.	Other possible pairings of the text are discussed later in this paper.
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Using resampling, we drew 6,000 samples, each of 2,500 words 
randomly drawn from each of the thirteen sets of texts from the can-
didate authors, as well as from the two parts of section 132. To create 
word-use profiles, we counted the occurrences of 221 different func-
tion words. To identify the linear combinations of the function word 
frequencies that best distinguish the sets from each other, we used 
Stepwise Discriminant Analysis (SDA).113 Using these linear combina-
tions of function word frequencies, we compared and contrasted the 
two parts of section 132 to the sets of texts for each candidate author.114

Results of the analysis

Figure 1 shows the distance each candidate author’s texts are from 
Doctrine and Covenants 132, with both parts combined. The statisti-
cal metric we used is the Mahalanobis distance, which is a relative 
distance measure that accounts for the correlation between variables 
and the variances within data sets. It is a robust measure of dissimilar-
ity, widely used in multivariate classification analysis. In our study, the 
Mahalanobis distances are twelve-dimensional measures of dissimi-
larity. The distances displayed in figure 1 show the least dissimilar sets 
of texts at the bottom of the chart, with the most dissimilar at the top.

It is clearly evident in figure 1 that the revelatory sections of Joseph 
Smith from both the Kirtland and Nauvoo periods are the least dis-
similar.115 Joseph Smith’s doctrinal epistles and instructions, his texts 

	 113.	Stepwise Discriminant Analysis (SDA) allows for structured comparisons 
between candidate authors. SDA is like a smart detective who helps identify 
the most important characteristics (words) that best differentiate candidate 
groups (sets), one step at a time. Starting Point: Begin with no words in the “dif-
ferentiation formulas.” It’s like having a blank slate. Adding the Best: The analysis 
looks at all available words and picks the one that, by itself, does the best job of 
separating the data sets. It adds this word to the formulas. Think of it as finding 
the most helpful clue first. Refining the Formulas: Then, it looks at the remain-
ing words and finds the one that, when added to the words already selected, 
further improves the separation of the data sets. It keeps adding words, one 
by one, that contribute the most to making the sets distinct. Stopping When 
We Have Enough: This process continues until adding more words does not 
significantly improve the ability to differentiate the sets. It is like the detective 
stopping when she has enough strong clues to confidently identify the differ-
ent individuals. This way, stepwise discriminant analysis builds a strong and 
concise set of words that are most effective in distinguishing among the sets 
of texts.

	 114.	The SDA results are solidly reliable giving 100% correct classification and 
100% correct cross-classification.

	 115.	The Mahalanobis distance is a dissimilarity metric. It has an inverse 
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scribed by William Clayton, and Brigham Young’s revelatory texts are 
the next in dissimilarity, but they are nearly twice as far from section 132 
as Joseph’s revelatory sections in the Doctrine and Covenants. The 
personal writings of all of the candidate authors are distinctly dissimi-
lar to the text of section 132 because these texts are over two times 
and nearly three times farther from section 132 than Joseph Smith’s 
revelatory sections.

We now look more closely at the five sets of texts with the least dis-
similarity from section 132: Joseph Smith’s early revelations; later rev-
elations; and epistles and instructions; Brigham Young’s revelations; 
and Joseph Smith’s writings as scribed by William Clayton.

Figure 2 shows a three-dimensional graph with 99.9% confidence 
ellipsoids around the samples to display the results. The ellipsoids rep-
resent a volume within which it is reasonable to estimate the author’s 
style to 99.9% confidence. If the ellipsoids do not overlap, then it is 
unreasonable to claim they represent the same authorial style (the evi-
dence indicates they are different styles). If the ellipsoids overlap, then 
there is insufficient evidence to indicate that the authorial styles are 
different (the styles are either the same or indistinguishably similar).

relationship with similarity. Consequently, less dissimilarity implies more 
similarity.

Figure 1. The dissimilarity from Doctrine and Covenants 132 of all sets of com-
parison texts measured by Mahalanobis distance. The texts closest in similarity to 

section 132 are Joseph Smith’s revelatory sections. The other comparison texts are 
increasingly farther away and thus increasingly dissimilar.
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Only the five sets of texts closest in style to section 132 are shown, 
since all the other data sets are so far away that they can be easily 
eliminated as displaying the same authorial style as section 132. The 
three dimensions (functions A, B, and C) are the three dimensions that 
are linear combinations of the grammatical words that measure the 
authorial distinctiveness of the candidate authors’ texts.

In figure 2, Function A is the linear combination of word frequen-
cies that identifies the greatest distinction among all the data sets. 
Function A separates Joseph Smith’s early revelations in Doctrine 
and Covenants 38–57 (black) and later revelations in Doctrine and 
Covenants 124–126 (red) from his material scribed by William Clayton 
(blue) and his epistles and instructions in Doctrine and Covenants 
127–131 (green).116

Function B is a different linear combination of word frequencies that 
identifies the next greatest distinction among the data sets. Function B 

	 116.	 In a separate study we analyzed the contributions of scribes to Joseph’s 
dictated writings. We examined Oliver Cowdery, W. W. Phelps, Fredrick G. 
Williams, Willard Richards, Robert B. Thompson, and William Clayton. Of 
these, Clayton exhibited the least influence on Joseph’s writings. His contri-
bution was only about 10%. So, Joseph’s material scribed by Clayton can be 
considered mostly Joseph’s composition.

Figure 2. The five sets of comparison texts closest to section 132 separate dis-
tinctly from each other. All other comparison texts are far outside this cube and are 

thus not displayed. They are so far away as to not be in authorship contention.
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clearly separates Brigham Young’s authorial style in his revelations 
(light blue) from Joseph Smith’s revelatory style.

Function C is the dimension with the next greatest distinction 
among the data sets and it separates Joseph Smith’s non-revelatory 
texts as scribed by Clayton (blue) from Joseph’s epistles and instruc-
tions as recorded in the Doctrine and Covenants (green).

To more fully show the distinctions in authorial style, we present 
another view of the results in figure 3 by rotating the three-dimensional 
display about 45⁰ counterclockwise. We present another view of the 
results in figure 4 after rotating the three-dimensional display 90⁰ 
counterclockwise again.

The question is: Using the same linear combinations of function 
word frequencies for the two parts of section 132 (the non-plural mar-
riage portion and the plural marriage portion), where will they be com-
pared to these five data sets? Also, will the two parts of section 132 be 
near each other or far apart? Will the plural marriage portion be near 
Brigham Young or near Joseph’s early or later revelations? Will it be 
near Joseph’s material as scribed by Clayton, near the epistles and 
instructions, or not close to any of these? 

Figure 3. Function A separates Joseph’s early and later revelations at the bottom 
left (black and red) from his material scribed by Clayton and his epistles and instruc-
tions at the bottom right (blue and green). Function B separates Brigham’s revela-

tions at the top (light blue) from Joseph’s texts at the bottom.
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Figure 5 shows where the two parts of section 132 are among the 
five sets from the same viewpoint as in figure 2. The two parts of sec-
tion 132 are closest to each other (shown in brown and purple), and 
they are both close to the early Doctrine and Covenants revelatory 

Figure 4. Function C separates the early revelatory sections (black) at the front 
right from the later revelatory sections at the front left (red).

Figure 5. The two parts of section 132 (brown and purple) plotted among the five 
closest candidate sets. The two parts are nearest to the early revelations (black).
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sections (shown in black). SDA classifies 100% of the samples from 
both parts of section 132 to the early revelations. They are both next 
closest to the later Doctrine and Covenants revelatory sections (red). 
They are not at all close to Joseph’s other materials (dark blue and 
green), which are also later in time and of a different genre. They are 
far from Brigham Young (light blue) or anyone else considered, all of 
whom are so far away that they are outside the cube.

Figures 6 and 7 display rotations of the cube to further indicate the 
distinctions among the texts. It is evident that the two parts of sec-
tion 132 clearly group with Joseph’s texts (at the bottom of the display) 
and are far from Brigham’s revelations (at the top).

Figure 8 zooms in on the two parts of section 132 and the early rev-
elations. It is evidence that the plural marriage and non-plural marriage 
parts of section 132 are not meaningfully distinct from each other, and 
they are not meaningfully distinct from the early revelatory sections.

To show more fully the distinctions in authorial style, we present 
three more views of these sets by rotating the cube display. Figure 
9 shows the front view, figure 10 a top view, and figure 11 shows a 

Figure 6. Function A shows that the two parts of section 132 (shown in brown and 
purple) are near the early and late revelations at the bottom left (shown in black and 
red) and that they are distinct from Joseph Smith’s other revelatory material at the 

bottom right (shown in blue and green). Function B shows that the two parts of sec-
tion 132 are far from Brigham’s revelations at the top (shown in light blue).
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Figure 7. Function C shows that the two parts of section 132 (shown in brown and 
purple) overlap with the early revelations at the front right (shown in black) and 

separate from the later revelations at the front left (shown in red).

Figure 8. Zooming in on the two parts of section 132 (shown in brown and purple) 
and the early revelatory sections (shown in black), the three 99.9% confidence 

ellipsoids overlap and are not meaningfully distinctive.
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Figure 9. Front view showing that the plural marriage and non-plural marriage parts 
of section 132 (brown and purple) overlay with the early revelations (black).

Figure 10. Top view showing considerable overlap of the two parts of section 132 
(brown and purple) with each other and with the early revelations (black).
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side view. In all three displays, we can see considerable overlap of 
the revelatory texts. No matter how one looks at the results, the plural 
marriage and non-plural marriage parts are not meaningfully distin-
guishable from each other and they group closely with the early reve-
latory sections.

Contrary to Richard and Pamela Price’s opinion as stated in Part 
One, the grammatical patterns in both parts of section 132 are simi-
lar to Joseph Smith’s word-use pattern and dissimilar from Brigham 
Young’s word-use pattern.

Based on the results of the analysis, we found no stylometric evi-
dence contrary to the Church’s official declaration of the authorship of 
Doctrine and Covenants 132. If the revelation indeed originated in the 
early 1830s, then it should be congruent in style with other contem-
poraneous sections of the Doctrine and Covenants. This is what the 
results show. Further, we found no evidence of authorial style differ-
ence within the plural marriage and non-plural marriage texts of sec-
tion 132, thus making remote the possibility of different authorship.

The results of the stylometric analyses can be viewed in even 
greater detail in an immersive, virtual reality, three-dimensional display 
at ldsstylometrics.org/DC132Authorship/.

Figure 11. Right side view showing that the ellipsoids of all three data sets  
overlap considerably.
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Additional analyses are presented in appendix D. These analyses 
demonstrate the validity of the methodology used and they further 
corroborate the results. Finally, see appendix E for an in-depth criti-
cal evaluation of an unpublished but circulated analysis of section 132, 
conducted by Ethan Lloyd.

Conclusion of Part Three

Assertions contrary to Joseph’s authorship of section 132 are not 
congruent with the stylometric evidence. The stylometric evidence 
does not support the assertion that Brigham Young wrote section 132, 
either in part or as a whole. Further, stylometric evidence does not 
indicate that any of the other candidate authors provided the words 
for the revelation. The authorial styles of both parts of section 132 are 
not distinguishably different, and they both align with other relevant 
sections of the Doctrine and Covenants. The stylometric evidence is 
consistent with the Church’s claimed origin of the revelation.

Summary and Conclusions of This Study
The combined historical and stylometric evidence presented in this 
study strongly supports the long-standing claim that Doctrine and 
Covenants 132 originated with Joseph Smith and was dictated by him 
in July 1843, rather than being composed later by Brigham Young or 
any other potential author.

Multiple, independent, contemporary witnesses—both friendly 
and antagonistic to plural marriage, as well as those who remained in 
the Church and those who did not— consistently reported the exis-
tence, content, and public and private readings of the revelation during 
Joseph Smith’s lifetime. While no surviving diary entries in Joseph’s 
own hand replicate the wording of section 132, extensive first-hand 
reports by his scribes and close associates, taken during his Nauvoo-
period sermons and instructions, document him teaching the same 
doctrines and using language closely aligned with the text of the 
revelation.

In addition, stylometric analysis shows that the linguistic features in 
section 132 are congruent with the Prophet’s other revelations in the 
Doctrine and Covenants, even as far back as 1831. Thus, the mutually 
supportive consistency of the historical records and statistical author-
ship analysis make highly implausible the alternative assertions for the 
authorship of section 132.
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Appendix A: Tables of Testimonies and  
References to the Revelation on Marriage

Table 1. First-hand testimonies of Joseph Smith’s rev-

elation on marriage in 1843 and 1844.

Person Event Date Document

William Clayton
Transcribed manuscript 
dictated by Joseph Smith

12 July 1843
Diary 12 July 1844
Letter 11 November 1871
Affidavit 1874

Joseph C. 
Kingsbury

Made copy from Clayton 
manuscript

Mid July 1843
Affidavit March 1870
Affidavit May 1886
Testimony 1892

Horace Whitney
Made copy from Kingsbury 
manuscript 

14 March 1847
Journal
14 March 1847

Austin Cowles

Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation, “Plurality of 
wives”
“David and Solomon” “mar-
rying virgins”

12 August 1843
Affidavit May1844
Nauvoo Expositor

William Marks
Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation
“doctrine of polygamy”

12 August 1843
RLDS First Presidency 
and Twelve minutes
1 May 1865

Leonard Soby

Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation
“Polygamy”
Same as published

12 August 1843
Affidavit November 1883
Letter February 1886
Affidavit March 1886

David Fullmer

Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation
“Plurality of wives”
“Celestial Marriage”
Same as published

12 August 1843 Affidavit 1869

Thomas Grover
Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation

12 August 1843 Affidavit 1869

James Allred
Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation
“Celestial Marriage”

12 August 1843 Affidavit 1869

Aaron Johnson
Heard Hyrum Smith read 
revelation
“Celestial Marriage”

12 August 1843 Affidavit 1869

Mercy Rachel 
Fielding

Had manuscript at home for 
several days

After 12 August 
1843

Statement 31 July 1886
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Person Event Date Document

Charles Lambert
Heard Clayton read 
revelation

1843–June 1844 Autobiography 1885

Lucy Walker
Saw manuscript at Mansion 
House

1843–June 1844 Testimony 1892

Malissa Lott
Shown manuscript by 
Joseph Smith

1843–June 1844 Testimony 1892

Cyrus Wheelock Heard revelation read November 1843 Testimony 1892

William Law

Read revelation
“Authorized . . . more wives 
than one at a time”
“In this world and the world 
to come”

Late 1843
Affidavit May 1844
Nauvoo Expositor

Jane Law
Read revelation
“Ten wives”
Condemnation if rejected

Late 1843
Affidavit May1844
Nauvoo Expositor

Table 2. Second-hand testimonies of Joseph Smith’s revelation on marriage in 

1843 and 1844.

Person Event Date Document

Jacob Scott Revelation January 1844
Letter
5 January 1844

Ebenezer 
Robinson

Hyrum told him and his wife 
that he “heard the voice of 
the Lord give the revelation” 
on polygamy to Joseph 
Smith

November-
December 1843

Affidavit 1885

Charles Smith

Hyrum Smith met with a 
group of elders and said 
Joseph Smith had given a 
revelation on “plurality of 
wives”

Winter 
1843–1844

St. George Stake 
Historical Record
26 November 1882

Lyman Wight

“He said that he saw and 
heard read the revelation 
establishing plural marriage 
before Joseph Smith’s 
death.”

Before June 
1844

Gideon Carter Affidavit
27 February 1894

James Leithead

Hyrum confirmed there 
had been a revelation and 
he had read it to the high 
council.

Summer 1843
Deseret News
28 March 1904
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Table 3. Doctrine and Covenants 132 verses on marriage referenced in Nauvoo.

Verses Source Date

D&C 132:3–4 William Clayton 16 July 1843

D&C 132:5 Franklin D. Richards 16 July 1843

D&C 132:7–10

Willard Richards
Franklin D. Richards
Howard Coray
Levi Richards
Jacob Scott
Hyrum Smith

21 May 1843
21 May, 16 July 1843
21 May 1843
16 July 1843
5 January 1844
April 1844

D&C 132:15 Hyrum Smith April 1844

D&C 132:16–17

William Clayton
Franklin D. Richards
Jacob Scott
Hyrum Smith

16 May 1843
16 July 1843
5 January 1844
April 1844

D&C 132:19

William Clayton
Charlotte Haven
Jacob Scott
Hyrum Smith

16 May 1843
15 October 1843
5 January 1844
April 1844

D&C 132:20 Willard Richards 11 June 1843

D&C 132:22 Franklin D. Richards 16 July 1843

D&C 132:24 Wiliam Clayton 27 August 1843

D&C 132:26–27

William Clayton
Austin Cowles
Nauvoo Expositor 
Preamble

16 May 1843
4 May 1844
7 June 1844

D&C 132:28 William Clayton 16 July 1843

D&C 132:30 William Clayton 16 May 1843

D&C 132:38–39 Austin Cowles 4 May 1843

D&C 132:45–46 Hyrum Smith April 1844

D&C 132:62–63 Jane Law 4 May 1844

D&C 132:63 Franklin D. Richards 16 July 1843

D&C 132:64–65 Jane Law 4 May 1844

Appendix B: Tables Comparing Doctrine and 
Covenants 132 with Other Historical Records

Bold text appearing in the tables in this appendix has been added for 
emphasis.
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Table 4. Joseph Smith’s instruction 16 May 1843.

Doctrine and Covenant 132 William Clayton Journal 16 May 1843

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 . . . by him . . . unto whom 
I have appointed this power and the keys of the 
priesthood (132:19)

He said that except a man and his wife 
enter into an everlasting covenant 
and be married for eternity while in this 
probation by the power and authority 
of the Holy priesthood . . . Those who 
are married by the power and author-
ity of the priesthood.

Therefore, when they are out of the world . . . 
They cannot be enlarged (132:16–17).

They will cease to increase when 
they die [they will not have any chil-
dren in the resurrection].

Which glory shall be a fulness and a continuation 
of the seeds forever and ever (132:19).
As touching Abraham and his seed, out of the world 
they should continue; both in the world and out of 
the world should they continue as innumerable as 
the stars (132:30).

Those who are married by the power 
and authority of the priesthood in this 
life and continue without committing 
the unpardonable sin against the Holy 
Ghost will continue to increase and 
have children in celestial glory.

Verily, verily, I say unto you, if a man marry a wife 
according to my word . . . and he or she shall 
commit any sin or transgression of the new and 
everlasting covenant whatever, and all manner of 
blasphemies, and if they commit no murder wherein 
they shed innocent blood, yet they shall come forth 
in the first resurrection, and enter into their exalta-
tion; but they shall be destroyed in the flesh, and 
shall be delivered unto the buffetings of Satan 
unto the day of redemption, saith the Lord God. The 
blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, which shall 
not be forgiven in the world nor out of the world, is 
that ye commit murder wherein ye shed innocent 
blood, and assent unto my death, after ye have 
received my new and everlasting covenant, saith 
the Lord God; and he that abideth not this law can 
in nowise enter into my glory, but shall be damned, 
saith the Lord (132:26–27).

Those who are married by the power 
and authority of the priesthood in this 
life and continue without committing 
the sin against the Holy Ghost will 
continue to increase . . . The unpardon-
able sin is to shed innocent blood or 
be an accessory thereto. All other 
sins will be visited with judgement 
in the flesh and the spirit delivered to 
the buffetings of satan until the day of 
the Lord Jesus.

Table 5. Joseph Smith’s discourse on 21 May 1843.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Joseph Smith 21 May 1843

All covenants, contracts, bonds, obliga-
tions, oaths, vows, performances, con-
nections, associations, or expectations 
that are not made and entered into . . . for 
time and for all eternity are of no efficacy, 
virtue, or force, in and after the resurrec-
tion from the dead; for all contracts that 
are not made unto this end have an end 
when men are dead (132:7).

We have no claim in our eternal comfort in relation 
to Eternal things unless our actions & contracts 
& all things tend to this end (Willard Richards)
Our covenants here are of no force one with 
another except made in view of eternity (Franklin 
D. Richards)
That which is done by us that is not done with 
a view to eternity is not binding in eternity 
(Howard Coray)
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Table 6. Joseph Smith’s discourse on 11 June 1843.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Joseph Smith 11 June 1843

[Those who do not receive the New and Everlasting 
covenant of marriage] are not gods, but are angels of 
God forever and ever (132:17).
Ye shall come forth in the resurrection . . . Then shall 
they be gods, because they have no end; therefore 
shall they be from everlasting to everlasting, because 
they continue; then shall they be above all, because all 
things are subject unto them. Then shall they be gods, 
because they have all power, and the angels are 
subject unto them (132:19–20).

Gods have ascendancy over the 
angels angels remain angels.—
some are resurrected to become 
gods by such revelations as god 
gives in the most holy place.— in his 
temple.

Table 7. Joseph Smith‘s discourse on 16 July 1843.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Joseph Smith 16 July 1843

For all who will have a blessing at my hands 
shall abide by the law which was appointed 
for that blessing, and the conditions thereof, 
as were instituted from before the foundation 
of the world (132:5).

All Blessings that were ordained for man by 
the Council of Heaven were on conditions 
of obedience to the Law thereof. (Franklin D. 
Richards, “Scriptural Items” 16 July 1843)

And verily I say unto you, that the condi-
tions of this law are these: All covenants, 
contracts, bonds, obligations, oaths, vows, 
performances, connections, associations, or 
expectations, that are 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 all 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 . . . 
are of no efficacy, virtue, or force in and after 
the resurrection from the dead; for all con-
tracts that are not made unto this end have 
an end when men are dead (132:7).

No man can obtain a Blessing unless the 
contract or covenant be made in view of 
eternity. All contracts in view of this Life 
only terminate with this Life. (Franklin D. 
Richards, “Scriptural Items” 16 July 1843).
P.M. spoke of contracts & covenants made 
from life end with life. The necessity of the 
Temple that the Servants of God may be 
sealed in their foreheads. (Levi Richards 
Journal, 16 July 1843).

Therefore, when they are out of the world 
they neither marry nor are given in mar-
riage; but are appointed angels in heaven, 
which angels are ministering servants, to 
minister for those who are worthy of a far 
more, and exceeding, and eternal weight 
of glory. For these angels did not abide 
my law; therefore they cannot be enlarged, 
but remain separately and singly, without 
exaltation in their saved condition, to all 
eternity; and are angels of God forever and 
ever (132:16–17).

Case of the woman & 7 husbands Luke 
20–29 &c. [“neither marry, nor are given in 
marriage” Luke 20:35]. Those who keep no 
eternal law in this life or make no eternal 
contract are single & alone in the eternal 
world (Luke 20–35) and are only made 
Angels to minister to those who shall be 
heirs of Salvation never becoming Sons of 
God having never kept the Law of God i.e., 
eternal Law.
(Franklin D. Richards, “Scriptural Items” 
16 July 1843).
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Doctrine and Covenants 132 Joseph Smith 16 July 1843

For all who have this law revealed unto them 
must obey the same. For behold, I reveal 
unto you a new and everlasting covenant 
(132:3–4).
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 
(132:19).
“Law of my Holy Priesthood” (132:28).

P. M. went to the Grove and heard pres. J. 
preach on the law of the priesthood . . . He 
showed that a man must enter into an ever-
lasting covenant with his wife in this world 
or he will have no claim on her in the next. He 
said that he could not reveal the fulness of 
these things until the Temple is completed 
(William Clayton Journal, 16 July 1843)

Table 8. Hyrum Smith’s discourse April 1844.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Hyrum Smith 8 April 1844

And verily I say unto you, that the condi-
tions of this law are these: All covenants, 
contracts, bonds, obligations, oaths, vows, 
performances, connections, associations, or 
expectations, that are 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 all 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 
priesthood are conferred), are 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 (132:7).
Shall be of full force when they are out of 
the world (132:19)

The idea of marrying for eternity is the seal 
of the covenant, and is easily understood 
and as to speaking of it, I could make all the 
world believe it, for it is noble and grand; it 
is necessary in consequence of the broken 
covenants in the world . . .
When I look at the seal of the new covenant 
and reflect that all the covenants made by 
the authority of man are only made to be of 
force during the natural life and end there. I 
rejoice that what is done by the Lord has an 
endless duration. No marriage is valid in the 
morn of the resurrection unless the marriage 
covenant be sealed on earth by one having 
the keys and power from the Almighty 
God to seal on earth, and it shall be bound in 
heaven. Such a sealing will have full effect in 
the morn of the resurrection . . . 
The Lord has given Joseph the power to 
seal on earth and in heaven [for] those who 
are found worthy having the spirit of Elijah 
and Elias, he has power to seal with a seal 
that shall never be broken, and it shall be of 
force in the morn of the resurrection.

Behold, mine house is a house of order, saith 
the Lord God, and not a house of confusion. 
Will I accept an offering, saith the Lord, that 
is not made in my name? Or will I receive at 
your hands that which I have not appointed? 
(132:8–10).
[Authorized sealings are only done by revela-
tion and “commandment” under the direction 
of the Lord’s authorized servant who holds 
that power (132:7).]

I wish the Elders to understand it is lawful 
for a man to marry a wife, but it is unlawful to 
have more, and God has not commanded 
any of you to have more.
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Doctrine and Covenants 132 Hyrum Smith 8 April 1844

If man marry a wife by my word, which is 
my law, and by the new and everlasting 
covenant, and it is sealed by the Holy Spirit 
of promise . . . [for] time and through all eter-
nity” (132:19).

The idea of marrying for eternity is the seal 
of the covenant.
When I look at the seal of the new covenant.

And verily I say unto you, that the condi-
tions of this law are these: All covenants, 
contracts, bonds, obligations, oaths, vows, 
performances, connections, associations, or 
expectations, that are 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 all 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 . . . 
are of no efficacy, virtue, or force in and after 
the resurrection from the dead; for all con-
tracts that are not made unto this end have 
an end when men are dead (132:7).
[Unauthorized marriages] are not of force 
when they are dead (132:15).

When I look at the seal of the new covenant 
and reflect that all the covenants made by 
the authority of man are only made to be of 
force during the natural life and end there.

Therefore, if a man marry him a wife in the 
world, and he marry her not by me nor by my 
word, and he covenant with her so long as he 
is in the world and she with him, their cov-
enant and marriage are not of force when 
they are dead, and when they are out of the 
world; therefore, they are not bound by any 
law when they are out of the world. Therefore, 
when they are out of the world they neither 
marry nor are given in marriage; but are 
appointed angels in heaven. . . . But remain 
separately and singly, without exaltation 
(132:15–16).
If a man marry a wife by my word, which is 
my law, and by the new and everlasting cov-
enant, 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 . . . it shall be done 
unto them, in time and throughout all eternity 
(132:19).

I married me a wife, and I am the only 
one who had any right to her. We have five 
children, the covenant was made for our 
lives. She fell into the grave before God 
showed us his order. God has shown me 
that the covenant is dead, and had no force, 
neither could I have her in the resurrection, 
but we should be as the angels — it troubled 
me. President Joseph said you can have her 
sealed to you on the same principles as you 
can be baptized for the dead. I enquired what 
can I do for any second wife? You can also 
make a covenant with her for eternity and 
have her sealed to you by the authority of 
the priesthood. I named the subject to my 
present wife, and she said, “I will act as proxy 
for your wife that is dead, and I will be sealed 
to you for eternity myself for I never had any 
other husband. I love you and I do not want to 
be separate from you nor be forever alone 
in the world to come.” . . . What honest man or 
woman can find fault with such a doctrine as 
this? None.117 

	 117.	Note the implication is that in this case a man, as in Hyrum’s case, would 
have two wives in eternity
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Doctrine and Covenants 132 Hyrum Smith 8 April 1844

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 
priesthood are conferred (132:7).
For I have conferred upon you the keys and 
power of this priesthood. . . And verily, verily, 
I say unto you, that whatsoever you seal on 
earth shall be sealed in heaven; and what-
soever you bind on earth, in my name and by 
my word, saith the Lord, it shall be eternally 
bound in the heavens (132:45–46).
Authorized sealings continue in the “resur-
rection” (132:19).

I rejoice that what is done by the Lord has an 
endless duration. No marriage is valid in the 
morn of the resurrection unless the marriage 
covenant be sealed on earth by one having 
the keys and power from the Almighty 
God to seal on earth, and it shall be bound 
in heaven. Such a sealing will have full effect 
in the morn of the resurrection. . . .
The Lord has given Joseph the power to 
seal on earth and in heaven [for] those who 
are found worthy having the spirit of Elijah 
and Elias, he has power to seal with a seal 
that shall never be broken, and it shall be of 
force in the morn of the resurrection.

Those who are worthy of a far more, and 
exceeding, and eternal weight of glory 
(132:16).
They shall pass by the angels, and the gods 
which are set there, to their exaltation and 
glory in all things, as hath been sealed upon 
their heads, which glory shall be a continu-
ation of the seeds forever, and ever. Then 
shall they be gods, because they have no 
end; therefore, shall they be from everlast-
ing to everlasting, because they continue 
(132:19–20).

We will come up in the morn of the resurrec-
tion; and every soul that is saved will receive 
an eternal increase of glory.

Table 9. David and Uriah.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Opponents of Plural Marriage

David also received many 
wives and concubines, and also 
Solomon . . . and in nothing did 
they sin save in those things 
which they received not of me.
David’s wives and concubines 
were given unto him by the hand of 
Nathan, my servant, and others of 
the prophets who had the keys of 
this power; and in none of these 
things did he sin against me 
save in the case of Uriah and his 
wife (132:38–39).

In the latter part of the summer, 1843, the Patriarch 
Hyrum Smith, did in the High Council, of which I was a 
member, introduce what he said was a revelation given 
through the Prophet; that the said Hyrum Smith did 
essay to read the said revelation in the said Council, that 
according to his reading there was contained the follow-
ing doctrines; . . . that “David and Solomon had many 
wives, yet they sinned not save in the matter of Uriah” 
(Austin Cowles Affidavit, 4 May 1844, Nauvoo Expositor).
Joseph taught that David did not sin in having many 
wives, only in the case of Uriah (Samuel Bennett, 
Messenger and Advocate, 1 November 1844).
There is a certain feature embodied in that revelation 
to which I invite the attention of every honest man and 
woman. It is this:--David did not sin in the case of 
Uriah, save in the death of Uriah. And Hyrum Smith 
did say—this I can prove from the best testimony—that 
Solomon did not sin in having many wives and 
concubines, but that his sin consisted in worshipping 
their heathen Gods. (J. Gibson Divine, Messenger and 
Advocate, 15 March 1845).



56 • Interpreter 67 (2026)

Table 10. Sealing up unto eternal life.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Opponents of Plural Marriage

Verily, verily, I say unto you, if a man marry a wife 
according to my word, and they are sealed by the 
Holy Spirit of promise, according to mine appoint-
ment, and he or she shall commit any sin or trans-
gression of the new and everlasting covenant 
whatever, and all manner of blasphemies, and if 
they commit no murder wherein they shed 
innocent blood, yet they shall come forth in the 
first resurrection, and enter into their exaltation; 
but they shall be destroyed in the flesh, and shall 
be delivered unto the buffetings of Satan unto 
the day of redemption, saith the Lord God. The 
blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, which shall 
not be forgiven in the world nor out of the world, is 
that ye commit murder wherein ye shed inno-
cent blood, and assent unto my death, after ye 
have received my new and everlasting covenant, 
saith the Lord God; and he that abideth not this 
law can in nowise enter into my glory, but shall be 
damned, saith the Lord (132:26–27).

[The revelation on plurality of wives 
which Hyrum Smith read to the high 
council in the Summer of 1843 taught] 
the sealing up of persons to eternal 
life, against all sins, save the shedding 
of innocent blood or of consenting 
thereto (Austin Cowles Affidavit, 4 May 
1844).
Inasmuch as they have introduced false 
and damnable doctrines into the Church, 
such as . . . the doctrine of uncondi-
tional sealing up to eternal life, against 
all crimes except the shedding of 
innocent blood. (“Preamble” Nauvoo 
Expositor, 7 June 1844).

Table 11. The number of plural wives.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Opponents of Plural Marriage

And if he have ten virgins given unto 
him by this law

It authorized some to have the number of ten (Jane 
Law Affidavit, 4 May 1844, Nauvoo Expositor).
He taught the doctrine that a man could have ten 
wives (Samuel Bennett, Messenger and Advocate, 1 
November 1844)
According to this revelation every high priest is 
entitled to the number of ten wives (J. Gibson Divine, 
Messenger and Advocate, 5 March 1845).

Table 12. Warnings in the revelation.

Doctrine and Covenants 132 Opponents of Plural Marriage

And again, verily, verily, I say unto you, if any man 
have a wife, who holds the keys of this power, and 
he teaches unto her the law of my priesthood, as 
pertaining to these things, then shall she believe 
and administer unto him, or . . . she then becomes 
the transgressor (132:64–65)

[The revelation] set forth that those 
women who would not allow their 
husbands to have more wives than one 
should be under condemnation before 
God. (Jane Law Affidavit, 4 May 1844, 
Nauvoo Expositor).



Fields et al., “Authorship of Doctrine and Covenants 132” • 57

Appendix C: Documents Used in the Stylometric Analysis

Hyrum Smith

•	 Diary or Journal of 1832–1833118

•	 Letter to Hannah Grinnels and children, 16 March 1839119

•	 Letter to Thomas H. Owen, Esq., 4 June 1844120

•	 Writings, approximately 1844121

Joseph Smith

The revelations of Joseph Smith are divided into three periods. See 
The Joseph Smith Papers for source documents to all Doctrine and 
Covenants sections used in the stylometric analysis.122

Early Doctrine and Covenants revelatory sections

•	 Doctrine and Covenants 38–57; January to July 1831

Doctrine and Covenants revelatory sections from Nauvoo period

•	 Doctrine and Covenants 124; 19 January 1841
•	 Doctrine and Covenants 125; Early March 1841
•	 Doctrine and Covenants 126; 9 July 1841

Doctrine and Covenants epistles and instructions from Nauvoo 
period

•	 Doctrine and Covenants 127; 1 September 1842 (epistle)
•	 Doctrine and Covenants 128; 7 September 1842 (epistle)
•	 Doctrine and Covenants 129; 9 February 1843 (instructions)
•	 Doctrine and Covenants 130; 2 April 1843 (instructions)

	 118.	Hyrum Smith mission diary, Hyrum Smith papers, L. Tom Perry Special 
Collections, BYU, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital/collection/SCMisc/id/63762 
/rec/1.

	 119.	Hyrum Smith letter to Hannah Grinnels and children, Hyrum Smith 
papers, L. Tom Perry Special Collections, BYU, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital 
/collection/SCMisc/id/63765/rec/4.

	 120.	Hyrum Smith letter to Thomas H. Owen, Esq., Hyrum Smith papers, L. Tom 
Perry Special Collections, BYU, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital/collection/SC 
Misc/id/63772/rec/6.

	 121.	Writings, Hyrum Smith papers, L. Tom Perry Special Collections, BYU, content 
dm.lib.byu.edu/digital/collection/SCMisc/id/68524/rec/17.

	 122.	“Sources behind the Doctrine and Covenants,” The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/site/sources-behind-the-doctrine-and-covenants.



58 • Interpreter 67 (2026)

•	 Doctrine and Covenants 131; 16 May 1843 (instructions) and 
17 May 1843 (discourse)

William Clayton

There are two categories for the writings of William Clayton used in 
the stylometric analysis.

William Clayton as scribe for Joseph

•	 Letter to Jennetta Richards, 23 June 1842123

•	 Letter to Emma Smith, 16 August 1842124

•	 Letter to Wilson Law, 16 August 1842125

•	 Journal Entries, 16 August; 23 August 1842126

•	 Letter to James Arlington Bennett, 8 September 1842127

•	 Letter to Joseph L. Heywood, 13 February 1844128

•	 Letter to John Smith, 17 June 1844129

William Clayton’s writing

•	 Letter “To the Saints in England,” 10 December 1840130

	 123.	Letter to Jennetta Richards, Richards, 23 June 1842, p. 1, The Joseph Smith 
Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-jennetta-richards 
-richards-23-june-1842/1.

	 124.	Letter to Emma Smith, 16 August 1842, p. 173, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-emma-smith-16-august 
-1842/1.

	 125.	Letter to Wilson Law, 16 August 1842, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-wilson-law-16-august 
-1842/1.

	 126.	Reflections and Blessings, 16 and 23 August 1842, p. 135, The Joseph Smith 
Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/reflections-and-blessings 
-16-and-23-august-1842/1.

	 127.	Letter to James Arlington Bennet, 8 September 1842, p. 1, The Joseph Smith 
Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-james-arlington 
-bennet-8-september-1842/1.

	 128.	Letter to Joseph L. Heywood, 13 February 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith 
Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-joseph-l-heywood 
-13-february-1844/1.

	 129.	Letter to John Smith, 17 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, joseph 
smithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-john-smith-17-june-1844/1.

	 130.	William Clayton, “To the Saints in England,” 10 December 1840, Church 
History Library, MS 5215. Also quoted in James B. Allen, “To the Saints in 
England: Impressions of a Mormon Immigrant,” BYU Studies 18, no.3 (Spring 
1978): 477–80, website-files-bucket.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/articles 
/article_pdfs/To_the_Saints_in_England.pdf.
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•	 Diary (1840–1842)131

•	 Diary (1 December 1842–12 July 1843)132

•	 Letter, 16 May 1844133

•	 “History of the Nauvoo Temple,” ca. 1845134

Joseph Kingsbury

•	 History of Joseph Corrodon Kingsbury Copied from his 
own handwriting in his little books where he kept his diary 
by his grand-daughter Rosalie Meservy Watson as written 
by his own hand 1846, 1847, 1849, 1850, and later.135

Willard Richards

There are two categories for the writings of Willard Richards used in 
the stylometric analysis.

Willard Richards as scribe for Joseph

•	 Letter to Sidney Rigdon, 27 March 1843136

•	 Letter to Col. Isaac Morley, 16 June 1844137

•	 Letter to Emma Smith, 23 June 1844138

•	 Letter to Thomas Ford, 23 June1844139

	 131.	William Clayton, vol. 1, 1840–1842, L. Tom Perry Special Collections, 
Harold  B. Lee Library, BYU, Vault MSS 47, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital 
/collection/MMD/id/74192/rec/1.

	 132.	An Intimate Chronicle the Journals of William Clayton, 93–111.
	 133.	William Clayton, Letter 16 May 1844, Times and Seasons 5, no. 11, 554–56, 

centerplace.org/history/ts/v5n11.htm.
	 134.	William Clayton History of the Nauvoo Temple, 1845, catalog.churchofjesus 

christ.org/assets/81f4f09b-8564-479f-83c5-b7a1ca6d4695/0/0.
	 135.	Joseph C. Kingsbury autobiography and journal, catalog.churchofjesuschrist 

.org/assets/b677dc12-d4b5-4ab6-b728-c6b3c5068183/0/0. Also, archive 

.org/details/journal-of-joseph-c-kingsbury.
	 136.	Letter to Sidney Rigdon, 27 March 1843, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 

josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-sidney-rigdon-27-march 
-1843/1.

	 137.	Letter to Isaac Morley, 16 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-isaac-morley-16-june 
-1844/1.

	 138.	Letter to Emma Smith, 23 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-emma-smith-23-june 
-1844/1.

	 139.	Letter to Thomas Ford, 23 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-thomas-ford-23-june 
-1844/1.
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•	 Letter to Thomas Ford, 24 June 1844140

•	 Letter to Jesse B. Thomas, 26 June 1844141

•	 Letter to Thomas Ford, 26 June 1844142

•	 Letter to Emma Smith, 27 June 1844143

•	 Letter to Orville H. Browning, 27 June 1844144

Willard Richards’s writing

•	 Journal and biographical sketch (1836–1839)145

•	 Letter to Brigham Young, 15 June 1840146

•	 Letter to Llewellen Mantle, 16 April 1841147

•	 Letter to James Arlington Bennet, 15 December 1842148

•	 Letter to Orson Hyde, 26 May 1844149

•	 Letter to J.A. Bennett, 20 June 1844150

	 140.	Letter to Thomas Ford, 24 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-thomas-ford-24-june 
-1844/1.

	 141.	Letter to Jesse B. Thomas, 26 June 1844–A, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-jesse-b-thomas-26-june 
-1844-a/1.

	 142.	Letter to Thomas Ford, 26 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-thomas-ford-26-june 
-1844/1.

	 143.	Letter to Emma Smith, 27 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-emma-smith-27-june 
-1844/1.

	 144.	Letter to Orville Browning, 27 June 1844, p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-orville-browning-27-june 
-1844/1.

	 145.	“History of Willard Richards,” The Latter-day Saints’ Millennial Star 27 (1865): 
 118–20, 133–36, 150–52, 165, doctrineandcovenantscentral.org/history/willard 
-richards/.

	 146.	Willard Richards letter to Brigham Young, 15 June 1840, bcgmaxwell.word 
press.com/2014/12/08/willard-richards-to-brigham-young/.

	 147.	Willard Richards journals and papers, 1821–1854; Outgoing correspondence; 
Letters, 1848 January–May; Willard Richards letter to Llewellen Mantle and 
wife; Church History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/54faf5dc 
-89af-4e0f-b8c0-d895fef283c5/0/0.

	 148.	Willard Richards journals and papers, 1821–1854; Outgoing correspondence; 
Letters, 1840, 1842–1843; Willard Richards letter to James A. Bennet; Church 
History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/22fd8e05-feda-4fbf 
-9c49-701644e8d423/0/0.

	 149.	Willard Richards letter to Orson Hyde, History of the Church, 6:406–8, 
byustudies.byu.edu/online-book/history-of-the-church-volume-6/210.

	 150.	The Joseph Smith Papers, History, 1838–1856, volume F-1 [1 May 1844–8 
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•	 Article “Two Minutes in Jail,” 27 June 1844151

•	 Letter to Brigham Young, 30 June 1844152

Thomas Bullock

•	 Journal, 31 August 1845 to 5 July 1846153

Brigham Young

There are two categories for the writings of Brigham Young used in 
the stylometric analysis.

Brigham Young’s writing

•	 Letter to Joseph Smith, 7 May 1840154

•	 Letter to Willard Richards, 17 June 1840155

•	 Letter to Mary Ann Young, 16–30 October 1840156

Brigham Young’s revelations

•	 Revelation for Reuben Miller, 30 January 1846157

•	 Word and Will of the Lord, Doctrine and Covenants 136, 
14 January 1847158

August 1844], pp. 128–30, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/history 
-1838-1856-volume-f-1-1-may-1844-8-august-1844/134.

	 151.	“Two Minutes in Jail,” Nauvoo Neighbor, 24 July 1844; Times and Season 
5, no. 14, 1 August 1844, 598–99, contentdm.lib.byu.edu/digital/collection/19 
CMNI/id/13234.

	 152.	Willard Richards letter to Brigham Young, 1844 June 30-August, Church 
History Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/d24cd0bc-93d8 
-4e16-b563-ebc7be00f008/0/0.

	 153.	Thomas Bullock typescript of Nauvoo journal, L. Tom Perry Special Collec
tions, BYU, cdm15999.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p15999coll31/id 
/19422.

	 154.	Letter from Brigham Young, 7 May 1840, p. 151, The Joseph Smith Papers, 
josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-from-brigham-young-7-may 
-1840/1.

	 155.	Brigham Young letter to Willard Richards, 17 June 1840, bcgmaxwell.word 
press.com/2014/12/12/brigham-young-to-willard-richards/.

	 156.	Brigham Young letter to Mary Ann Young, 16–30 October 1840, bcgmaxwell 
.wordpress.com/2014/12/12/brigham-young-to-mary-ann-young/.

	 157.	Revelation to Reuben Miller, Brigham Young Journal, mi.byu.edu/blythe-by 
-revelation/#_edn5. See Wikipedia, s.v. “List of non-canonical revelations in 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,” en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List 
_of_non-canonical_revelations_in_the_Church_of_Jesus_Christ_of_Latter 
-day_Saints.

	 158.	Earliest copy of Doctrine and Covenants 136, Historian’s Office history of 
the Church, 1839–circa 1882; 1847 January 1–December 29; Church History 
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•	 Dream, Brigham Young office files, 17 February 1847159

Orson Pratt

•	 “To the Saints,” 25 August 1845160

•	 “To the Saints,” 8 November 1845161

Possible candidates not used and reasons why

•	 Robert B. Thompson: Though he was one of Joseph’s 
scribes and the version of Doctrine and Covenants 124 we 
are using is in his handwriting, he died on 27 August 1841. 
So, he was not living when Doctrine and Covenants 132 was 
first recorded in 1843.

•	 Newell K. Whitney: He was in Nauvoo and sometime 
between 12–14 July 1843 he asked Joseph if he could have 
a copy of the revelation. After receiving permission, he had 
his clerk, Kingsbury, make a copy. However, Whitney is an 
unlikely candidate since Kingsbury stated that in the tran-
scription process Whitney had simply verified that Kings
bury’s copy correctly matched the original manuscript after 
Kingsbury read his copy out loud to Whitney.

•	 Horace Whitney: He was Newell K. Whitney’s son, and 
made two copies of the Kingsbury document in 1847, but he 
cannot be considered a viable candidate for authorship of 
the original revelation, nor parts of it.

We also did not include other polygamists and Church leaders that 
have no specific connection to Doctrine and Covenants 132.

Appendix D: Additional Analyses

Validation studies

We performed additional analyses to test the validity of our procedure 

Library, catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/a7f96aea-d4ce-4c49-86f1 
-fa283c5e0b01/0/75.

	 159.	Brigham Young, vision, 1847 February 17; Church History Library, catalog 
.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets/455d14f4-6788-46c2-a167-4d69f0f3bb6d 
/0/0.

	 160.	“Message,” Times and Seasons 6, no. 15, 15 August 1845, 995–98, latterday 
truth.org/pdf/100151.pdf.

	 161.	“Farewell Message of Orson Pratt,” Times and Seasons 6, no 18, 1 Decem
ber 1845, 1042–44, latterdaytruth.org/pdf/100151.pdf.
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before conducting the actual analysis of the textual data. We included 
in the set of candidate authors two authors who we knew should be 
ruled out as authors of section 132 (called negative controls). One 
was Parley P. Pratt who contributed to many early Church docu-
ments, but who had no known connection to the origin of section 132. 
As expected—if the analysis methodology is accurate —the result 
showed that his authorial style was distinctly different from that in sec-
tion 132. The other negative control was James J. Strang. Using his 
own writings and claimed revelations, his authorial style was easily 
seen as incongruent with section 132 texts, as expected for some-
one who is not a potential author. Interestingly, Strang’s revelations 
are closer than Brigham Young’s revelations to the section 132 texts, 
which provides further evidence against Brigham Young as the author 
of section 132.

Another validating analysis was to test the power of our proce-
dure to detect even small textual differences that we knew existed 
(called positive controls). We determined the sample size and num-
ber of resamples, so that the results were stable, and we detected the 
known positive controls.

Additionally, some people have suggested that the counsel to 
Emma Smith in Doctrine and Covenants 132:51–56 belongs with the 
plural marriage verses. Therefore, we included these verses in the 
plural marriage verses and found that doing so did not change any of 
the analysis results.

Corroborating study

To corroborate our results, we used multivariate hierarchical cluster 
analysis, which is a classification technique that groups into clusters 
each data point, in sets of data, so that each point is in a cluster con-
taining the most similar data points, and the clusters are separated 
by their dissimilarity. This procedure classified 700 data points, each 
representing one of the samples of words randomly drawn from the 
seven groups of texts. Cluster analysis correctly classified 99% of the 
data points into their respective groups. It connected the groups that 
are closest to each other and then the groups that are the next clos-
est, and so on, until all the groups were connected.

Figure 12 displays a dendrogram of the clusters. The horizon-
tal axis is the relative distance the clusters are from each other. The 
longer a horizontal line is that connects clusters, the more distant 
(or dissimilar) the clusters are from each other. Figure 12 shows that 
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the plural marriage and non-plural marriage portions of section 132 
cluster together tightly, and they form a group with the early revela-
tory sections. The later revelatory sections then join with that group, 
even though they are somewhat dissimilar. Joseph Smith’s epistles 
and instructions and his materials scribed by William Clayton cluster 
together, and they are separate from the revelatory sections. Next, 
Brigham Young’s revelations link with Joseph Smith’s non-revelatory 
cluster, but are highly dissimilar.

The cluster analysis confirms the results presented in Part Three: 
that the plural marriage and non-plural marriage portions of sec-
tion 132 are similar to each other and together they are closely similar 
to the early revelation sections, while Brigham Young’s revelations are 
highly dissimilar.

Figure 12. Hierarchical cluster analysis of the five groups of text closest to section 
132. The revelatory sections group together. Joseph Smith’s epistles and instruc-
tions group with his material scribed by William Clayton. Brigham Young’s revela-

tions are dissimilar from all the other texts.
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Appendix E: Examination of Ethan Lloyd’s Analysis
Ethan Lloyd, a statistics student, recently performed a stylomet-
ric analysis of Doctrine and Covenants 132 that has been circulated 
among some members of the Church.162 Although it appears sophis-
ticated, unfortunately Lloyd’s analysis is not statistically valid, and his 
claims are misleading.

Lloyd randomly chose sections from the Doctrine and Covenants 
and counted the twenty-five most frequent words and some other 
features. He did a two-dimensional Principal Components Analysis 
(PCA)163 on them and, by eyeball, declared that the plural marriage 
verses in section 132 was an outlier and thus not written by Joseph 
Smith. His analysis is problematic for a number of reasons:

1.	 Lloyd references DeBarthe (starting on p. 4) who says in 
her work that she compared the text to Brigham Young, 
Orson Pratt, Joseph Smith, Hyrum Smith, “and some oth-
ers.” Lloyd did not compare to these authors nor to any-
one else as possible authors.

2.	 Though some people use most frequent words to attempt 
stylometric analyses, it has been shown that they are not 
the most distinguishing words. Function words (used in 
our analysis) have repeatably proven more powerful.

3.	 Lloyd’s use of random sections of the Doctrine and 
Covenants does not take into account time frames nor 
possible genres.

4.	 Lloyd says that he split the text into roughly 1,000-word 
blocks, but some sections should have had more blocks 
than he used. (It is unclear why he did not have more 
blocks.) Also, he reports certain counts, but his data are 

	 162.	Ethan Lloyd, “A Stylometric Analysis of Doctrine and Covenants 132,” 
(unpublished, date unknown).

	 163.	Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a dimensionality reduction tech-
nique used to simplify complex datasets by transforming them into a new set 
of uncorrelated variables, called principal components. These components 
are ordered by the amount of variance they explain in the original data, with the 
first component being the linear combination of all the variables that captures 
the most variance, the second the linear combination capturing the second 
most, and so on. PCA aims to reduce the number of variables, while retaining 
as much of the variation as possible, making it easier to analyze and visualize 
data.
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different. Thus, his data handling or statements about 
them are suspect.

5.	 Lloyd’s splitting of section 132 into plural marriage (vv. 
31–40, 51–66) and non-plural marriage (vv. 4–33, 41–50) 
portions seems to lack reason.

6.	 Examining verses 1–3 shows they are clearly about polyg-
amy practiced anciently, yet Lloyd does not include them.

7.	 To distinguish between possible authorial candidates and 
to perform authorship attribution, Stepwise Discriminant 
Analysis (SDA) is the most powerful approach, while 
Lloyd’s choice of PCA is not approprate given the data.

8.	 When using SDA on Lloyd’s frequent words with 
Bonferroni adjustment (0.05/25 = 0.002 to enter), only 
one word is selected and the correct classifications and 
cross-classifications are deficient. Without Bonferroni 
adjustment, using 0.05 to enter, only three words are 
selected and again the correct classification rates are defi-
cient. Attempting to include all twenty-five of his words in a 
discriminant analysis results in fourteen words not meet-
ing tolerance criteria, and again classification is deficient. 
Because of the way he constructs and analyzes the data, 
he has only eleven degrees of freedom for the analyses.

9.	 When attempting SDA on Lloyd’s additional features, no 
features are selected at the 0.05 level. In fact, the clos-
est to entering is adjectives with a p-value to enter of 0.18, 
which is far from being significant enough to enter.

10.	 When Lloyd plots his PCA results, he views the results and 
makes an “eyeball conclusion,” which is not a statistically 
valid technique.

11.	 A proper evaluation of Lloyd’s PCA results shows that his 
plural marriage portion of section 132 is not an outlier. It 
is customary with multivariate data to use a 0.001 level of 
significance and thus a 99.9% confidence ellipse. Figures 
13 and 14 show that the plural marriage portion (the lower 
left point) is within this ellipse, and thus not an outlier.

12.	 Using Lloyd’s split of section 132 with our candidates’ texts, 
we performed SDA analyses, yielding the same results as 
discussed in the main body of this paper.

13.	 Using Lloyd’s split of section 132 with our candidates’ texts, 
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Figure 13. PCA results of most frequent words data.

Figure 14. PCA results of other features data.
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we performed multidimensional PCA, yielding results sim-
ilar to our SDA results.

We conclude that Lloyd’s analysis is inadequate and that his asser-
tions are misleading.

[Authors’ Note: We wish to thank Alex D. Smith, historian with the 
Church History Department of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints, for his assistance in identifying potential candidate authors 
of section 132, and appropriate representative documents for com-
parative analysis. We also wish to thank the anonymous reviewers for 
their time spent reviewing this article and for their many suggestions 
that have greatly strengthened its final form.]

Paul J. Fields is a professor of biomedical research, biostatistics, and 
bioethics at St. George’s University in Grenada. He graduated from 
The Pennsylvania State University with a PhD with specialization in 
statistics. He also holds a Master of Engineering degree and an MBA 
from Brigham Young University. He has authored or co-authored over 
500 research studies on topics ranging from medicine to literature. 
Interestingly, in addition to other Church service roles, he has served 
as a Gospel Doctrine teacher in every ward he has lived in for the past 
fifty years.

Steven T. Densley Jr. is a Utah attorney (JD, Brigham Young 
University). He graduated with University Honors from BYU with a 
combined BA/MA in public policy and political science. He has pub-
lished articles in the Utah Bar Journal, the Journal of Law and Family 
Studies, Interpreter, Meridian Magazine, and Public Square Magazine. 
He currently serves as executive vice president of The Interpreter 
Foundation. He was the executive vice president of FAIR from 2013–
15, a recipient of the John Taylor Defender of the Faith Award, and was 
a producer of FAIR’s podcast when it twice won the People’s Choice 
Award for Best Podcast in the Religion & Spirituality category. He has 
served as an elders quorum president, high councilor, stake executive 
secretary, bishopric first counselor, young men’s president, gospel 
doctrine teacher, and is currently a Sunday School president. He and 
his wife Heather have four children and three grandchildren.



Fields et al., “Authorship of Doctrine and Covenants 132” • 69

Matthew Roper is a researcher and writer for Scripture Central. He 
received a Bachelors degree and an MA in Sociology from Brigham 
Young University. He compiled and was responsible for the Harold B. 
Lee Library’s electronic collection Nineteenth Century Publications 
about the Book of Mormon 1829–1844. He has published in Literary 
and Linguistic Computing, BYU Studies Quarterly, Mormon Studies 
Review, Interpreter, and the Journal of Book of Mormon Studies.

Larry Bassist has over forty years of experience in statistical analy-
sis specializing in both quantitative and qualitative analyses. He has 
worked in the pharmaceutical and electronics industries, taught sta-
tistics at Brigham Young University—where he earned a Master’s 
degree in Applied Statistics— and currently does training and con-
sulting with Breakthrough Consulting Group. He has contributed 
professionally to publications and presentations on diverse topics in 
statistical science as well as in the digital humanities. As an avid gene-
alogist, his greatest personal interest is in Family History.








