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Letters to the Editors

The sketches in this section are by Jerry Pulsipher, a frequent contributor to DIALOGUE.

Dear Sirs:

I have been very interested in Dialogue
since its beginning. Congratulations for a
“job well done” in the face of tremendous
obstacles. Particularly, I have admired the
broad coverage you have given the Egyptian
Papyri situation. Learning the fuller details,
insofar as we are presently able, may shake
a few people’s faith, but probably not many.
I think that we should be able to survive
learning that God expects each person to
learn his individual responsibility in discov-
ering where full truth lies, and to learn that
the position of a Prophet is most complex
wherein he must blend his fullest personal
abilities as a man with available revelation,
after he has exercised those personal abilities
to their fullest.

By the way, I was interested, if not sur-
prised, that none of the writers analyzing
Joseph Smith’s Book of Abraham, as a prod-
uct compared to the few lines under refer-
ence from the Papyri, ever considered that
Joseph could have been very naturally using
the Urim and Thummim through which he
received the total story expressable in his
own idiom, something scholars of a dead
language admittedly can never master. Of
course, this poses a question that to my
knowledge has never been answered relating
to the disposition of the Urim and Thum-
mim. I know of no place where reference
was ever made that Joseph returned the
Urim and Thummim! Nor do I see any
logical reason that he should have, since
the instrument was a traditional mechan-
ism used by prophets to communicate with
God.

In other words, I can heartily agree with
Brother Nibley when he concludes that far
too little is known concerning the papyri
possessed by Joseph, the ability of the schol-
ars to deduce the subtleties of a dead lan-
guage, or the purposes and extent to which
Joseph was restoring a lost scripture to at-
tempt to bind the Book of Abraham to the
fragment papyri of The Book of Breathings.

Laurence C. Cooper
Cedar City, Utah

Dear Sirs:

It must be a constant debate in the minds
of the editors of Dialogue what its role
would best be. In the last several issues,
it has become evident that the editors have
decided to try to appeal to conservatives by
covering issues normally taken up by the
obsequious Era and the defensive BYU
Studies and ignoring social and theological
issues almost entirely neglected by those
publications. Perhaps this shift is necessary
in order to placate conservatives’ criticisms
of the journal and to gain subscribers for it
from among those only marginally inter-
ested in “the weightier matters of the law”
that it has discussed in the past.

But it seems to me that to satisfy all
factions and attitudes in the Church and to
cover all bases would require a considerable
compromise with principle. No journal can
hope to satisfy everybody; Reader’s Digest
has something for everyone but has little
or no effect because it is so superficial.
Dialogue has its effect by going into depth
on subjects that perennially get distorted



into superstitions in pulpits, classes, and
publications in the Church. What Dialogue
should be able to do best is to make solid
the thoughtful liberal position often es-
poused on its pages. There is, to be hon-
est, no other place in the Church for the
expression of such. At this point in its
history, the danger is that Dialogue will go
the way of our sacrament meetings, com-
municating the gospel at the lowest com-
mon denominator only. Dialogue’s impor-

tance may lie not in converting the conserva-
tive to a sane and truly spiritual Christian-
ity but in making the truth strong.

Please don’t go out into the fields to
gather in the sheep who might possibly
look your way. Instead, build a magnificent
fortress where a light can shine out over
all the land. The good light will most cer-
tainly attract those who care about the truth.
To reverse an old adage, in strength there
are numbers.

Mrs. Elfriede Fercalek
El Cajon, Calif.

Dear Sirs:

The reviews of Stanley P. Hirshson’s book
on Brigham Young, The Lion of the Lord,
seem to have overlooked an essential aspect
of this work. I can well understand the dis-
may of Donald R. Moorman and Chad J.
Flake in trying to assess the book as biog-
raphy and history, because it simply doesn’t
fit these categories. It is no more biography
than is Pilgrim’s Progress; it is as futile to
compare it to Mormon historical works as
it would be to measure Gulliver’s Travels
against Richard Haliburton’s adventures.

It is a commentary on the extreme paucity
of humor in Mormon literature that no re-
viewer has, to my knowledge, seen the
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Hirshson work for what it actually is, a joke
book. Viewed as such, it might be more
charitably received. It is a veritable gold
mine of anecdotes, bits, yarns, gags, jokes
and one-liners. I found it screamingly fun-
ny, and I predict the book will become in-
valuable for scholars looking for a little
spice to liven up the heavy research.

Small wonder that in writing a joke book
Hirshson should ignore the material in the
Church Historian’s Office. These tremen-
dous archives contain few laughs. He went
to exactly the right sources for the type of
book he produced. Instead of being de-
nounced for his deficiencies as biographer
and historians, he should be commended for
his pioneering work of humor. He has col-
lected more howlers about Mormonism than
any other author has ever put between two
covers.

Samuel W. Taylor
Redwood City, Calif.

Dear Sirs:

I just received, with great rejoicing, the
spring issue of Dialogue. Most of my re-
joicing is for Douglas Thayer’s story, “The
Opening Day.” Would it be possible for me
to obtain about thirty offprint copies of
the story by September 30th? I would like
to use the story in a special section of
Freshman English I will teach this fall.

Bruce W. Jorgensen
Director of Composition
South. Utah State College

Dear Sirs:

It seems to me that it seems to Louis
Midgley (“The Secular Relevance of the
Gospel,” Winter 1969) that conservatives are
by and largely a bitter bunch of hypocrites.
Our problem, Louis C., is thee, and thine;
far more so than the hypocrites amongst
us. For it is the problem of an historical
capitulation to cancer; the difficult prob-
lem of dealing with frontrunners for the
Party Line. Your kind, Professor, will do
us in yet, if allowed to get away with your
twisted tongue ties with the collective voice
throwers, among other things. Your half-
truths are far more execrable than the ra-
tionales of the Right because It [the Right]
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is not poised on the leading edge of world
takeover — and if it were, would still be
nearer my God than thee. Because conserv-
atism allows for the legitimate exercising
of free agency — in point of fact is hinged
on it. In the collective, the choice door
is slammed shut, and all are “good” by fiat.

If we changed, and were suddenly no
longer in a state of consumption with the
Nephite Disease, would that alone change
the dirtycommies . . . ? They may not “be
healed by the gospel” soon enough for it to
doanygood ...to...us...or... the
world, since as we go, so goes it. And we
have a higher duty than to surrender to
Satan. Or have the liberals forgotten about
the kingdom of God?

I must take exception to the professor’s
conclusions about the way to overcome the
world — that is to say, to be not of it. It
is he and his kultured klass kind who are
leading this country into slavery. And I say
with all studied seriousness that we are be-
ing led to capitulation just as sure as shoot-
ing. While Russia presses steadily on for
a knockout punch — or just the irresistible
threat of one — we are told not to rock the
boat, not to do anything to antagonize the
enemy — we are told, then, that the answer
is to nonresist evil; and presumably it will
thereby go away, or at least not bother us
soul-saved saints. Or is it even evil after
all? Not according to the gospel according
to S. Rigdon.

And no, Midgley. You are going — admit
it — for a classless society in this equality
interpretation, where in reality men are not
equal that way and never will be and viva
la difference, say I; for if allows for growth;
for challenge and self-discipline; and in any
society that does not have enough of all
for all, it rewards accordingly, being the
natural distributor of the material produce.
Hairy humanists would artificially dampen
down the availability of the matter is the
matter; so that all would have equally,
therefore to do away with envy. Which way
does not do awday with it at all, of course,
just doesn’t allow to be called up what’s
still in there; and what will still come out,
sooner or later, until it is dealt with di-
rectly.

I suggest you re-reason your position,
using less of the questionable philosophy
in the Book of Mormon and more of the

innate intelligence you were born with.
That is to say, to think for yourself, and
not let others do your thinking for you. A
difficult thing to do in the Mormon church,
I grant you, with the power coming from
on high and all that....

Sorry if I seem to contribute to the cor-
rosive confrontation between the wings of
this house divided. I don’t question the in-
tegrity of your viewpoint. I question its
wisdom. Granted, when we “seek not the
Lord to establish his righteousness” we run
into error. But a greater error is not to
discriminate: is to allow ourselves to be
duped into living in satanic servitude, and
thinking, Oh, well.

Duane Stanfield
San Leandro, California

Professor Midgley responds:
Dear Sirs:

I am sorry that Mr. Stanfield has received
with considerable consternation the news
that his particular political ideology is
neither consistent with the gospel nor sup-
ported in the scriptures. It is commonly
assumed that this or that worldly ideology
is an obvious corollary to the gospel. I tried
to show in “Secular Relevance of the Gospel”
(Winter 1969) that nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. It is disheartening to
find that Mr. Stanfield is now quite ready
to jetison the Book of Mormon rather than
his particular political ideology, one, inci-
dently, he admits is inconsistent with the
teachings of the Book of Mormon. I do
not believe that most Latter-day Saints will
readily follow Mr. Stanfield’s advice about
“using less of the questionable philosophy
in the Book of Mormon and more of the
innate intelligence” one is presumably “born
with.” In addition, his insulting remarks
about what he calls “the Mormon church

. with power coming from on high and
all that” may not endear him with those
saints who believe that they are members
of the Church of Jesus Christ. Mr. Stan-
field sees the Church as a “house divided”
and refers to the “corrosive confrontation”
now occasionally taking place between those
of his or some similar persuasion and those
who strive to remain consistent with the
prophetic message of the scriptures and the



authentic witness of the spirit. I believe
that the “corrosive confrontation” Mr. Stan-
field mentions is a direct product of the
very common desire among the saints to
find an accommodation between some fea-
ture of our culture and the gospel. In the
case of Mr. Stanfield, it is obvious that his
views are more or less typical of what is
called Social Darwinism. I believe, however,
that the Prophets who speak for God are
better guides than Charles Darwin or Her-
bert Spencer and their “conservative” friends
on the so-called American political “Right-
Wing” and certainly the prophets do a bet-
ter job than those who merely use “the
intelligence they were born with.”

Mr. Stanfield is angry with me for quot-
ing with approval Hugh Nibley’s remark
about the prophetic warnings in the Book
of Mormon about the dangers of inequality
in communities. It is instructive to com-
pare Mr. Stanfield’s remarks on the desir-
ability and necessity of inequality with the
teachings found in, for example, the Doc-
trine and Covenants (see e.g., 49:14; 70:14;
78:5-6) where it is made clear that “the
world lies in sin” because some men “pos-
sess that which is above another” and that

we “cannot be equal in obtaining heavenly
things” unless we “are equal in earthly
things.”

Mr. Stanfield is also very worried about
Russia and the Communist threat. He fears
both because they would restrict freedom
and frustrate the Kingdom of God. On both
issues I can agree with him. But what are
we to do about such things? His letter does
not offer a clear program. I part company
with Mr. Stanfield when he begins to sug-
gest that the Kingdom of God can some-
how ultimately fall prey to the Communist
threat. Oh ye of little faith! Because we
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do not see clearly the way to overcome some
threat does not mean that the Lord cannot
in his own time take care of the matter.
Finally, the “cute” little remarks about
my “leading this country into slavery” or
“going — admit it — for a classless society”
are absurd, false and, if stated in less oblique
language, a form of personal slander that
is perhaps legally actionable and also a
good example of the lack of charity which
is common to worldly political discourse
but which the saints might well not copy.
When it is brought to their attention, the
saints, I believe, quickly realize that the
scriptures present a radically different mes-
sage than that found in the narrow, radi-
cal political ideologies currently being ad-
vanced here and there in the Church. All
efforts to align the Church with political
mass movements and worldly ideologies are
serious threats to the spiritual welfare of
God’s people because they divide the
Church, causing what Mr. Stanfield calls
“corrosive confrontations,” and direct the
attention and energies of the saints away
from the gospel and the Kingdom of God.
Those who engage in such activities often
show a profound lack of confidence in the
Lord and his power to accomplish his plans.

Louis Midgley
Provo, Utah

Dear Sirs:

“He jammed his fingers down her throat.”
“He saved the epileptic’s life.” These two
sentences describe one and the same action.
He didn’t perform two actions but only
one: that is, he saved her life by recover-
ing her tongue which she had swallowed
and thereby saved her life. Here is simply
one event which is described in two very
defferent ways.

Professor Richard Bushman in his essay
“Faithful History” (Winter 1970) acknowl-
edges that historians no longer completely
acdept Charles Beard’s interpretation of
American history. It is interesting, however,
that Dr. Bushman himself seems to still ac-
cept some views about historical writing
which Beard and Carl Becker espoused.
What Dr. Bushman says about historical
“facts” could almost come straight from a
famous essay on the same subject by Becker.
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Dr. Bushman says that facts are not “pre-
determined.” They can be selected and
molded. By molding them the historian
“cannot escape sculpturing the past. 2
Such talk about “facts” conceals a crucial
ambiguity: that facts can be taken as (1)
events themselves, and (2) as true descrip-
tions of events. By running these two ideas
together an important mistake can be made:
namely, the mistake of believing that
changes in one’s descriptions change, or
“mold,” or “sculpture” the events them-
selves. Once the event is over, it cannot
change. But, our descriptions of it can
change. We can provide various true de-
scriptions of any event, as the little example
of the man saving the epileptic demon-
strates, but our descriptions are always
bound by what actually happened, if we
want to give true descriptions. Dr. Bushman
seems to sense this when he says, “I do
not mean to say that historical materials
are completely plastic.” But what he doesn’t
point out is that facts, if interpreted as
events, are not “plastic’ at all. On the
other hand, when facts are interpreted in
the second way as true descriptions of events,
we are still bound by whether or not the
descriptions are true. 1 agree that very
diverse true descriptions can be given of
any event, but I would like to stress that
the two mentioned limitations considerably
circumscribe the historians activity, and
make it much less arbitrary and more ob-
jective, than seems to be suggested by Dr.
Bushman.

I also have some serious misgivings about
other sections of Dr. Bushman’s important
and interesting essay. His discussion of faith
seems to me to restrict faith only to re-
ligion and only to one kind of historical
activity, which ﬂsounds su§piciously like apol-

i 7
i 14

ogetics — not history — to me. He sug-
gests that we relate the categories of faith
to our professional practice. I would like
to believe that proper faith is not so cate-
gorialized, that it is not only “religious
faith,” but faith that suffuses through one’s
outlook and activity. Personally, I find such
faith even in the work of what Dr. Bush-
man might call economic or political his-
tories by Mormon historians. This essay,
along with it’s sequel “The Historians and
Nauvoo” (Spring 1970), are deserving of
further attention.

Kent E. Robson

Logan, Utah

Dear Sirs:

I would just like to say that I always
enjoy reading Dialogue — both of my sons
are subscribers and I always get to read
it one place or the other. There are always
not just one, but several articles in each
number that are stimulating. To list just
a few: Thomas Asplund’s “Heart of My
Father,” Dennis Smith (both poetry and
art), Ralph Reynolds’ pen-and-ink graphics
that are so “tough,” Clinton Larson, Wayne
Carver, Sam Taylor, Karl Keller (I like to
think 1 know what he says), T. Edgar Lyon
and many others.

I read Douglas Thayer’s “The Red Tail
Hawk” and thought it was superb. A couple
of things about it reminded me of the
prize-winning short story “The Ledge.” I
am not any judge of the short story — I
just read a lot of them, exhausting the
public libraries volumes of O. Henry Mem-
orial and O’Brien collections and current
periodicals, but I enjoy equally those I read
in Dialogue.

Maxine Lind
Salt Lake City
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THE TRANSFORMATION
OF MORMON THEOLOGY

O. Kendall White, Jr.

O. Kendall White, Jr. is currently completing a Ph.D. at Vanderbilt and
teaching sociology at Washington and Lee University. The following article,
which reveals Mr. White’s special interest in the sociology of religion, is based
on his forthcoming book, MorRMON NEO-ORTHODOXY: A CRisis THEOLOGY, to
be published by the University of Utah Press.

Mormons are usually startled by the appearance of new theological
movements in Catholic or Protestant circles. Without probing into their
content, analyzing their presuppositions, or seeking to understand their ori-
gins, they often dismiss these movements with the assertion that they are
merely further evidence of Catholic and Protestant apostasy. Mormons gen-
erally abhor the thought that their own theology could in any way be in-
fluenced by these same movements or even by social conditions similar to
those out of which these movements have emerged. For most Mormons tend
to think of their theology as a relatively constant, unchanging set of doctrines
and beliefs, influenced little by social environment.

Yet traditional Mormon theology is quite amenable to environmental
analysis, suggesting a profound influence from Protestant fundamentalism
and liberalism. At least one cannot deny that the basic doctrines of tradi-
tional Mormon thought, both liberal and fundamentalist, were floating
around during the formative period of Mormon theology. Nor can one deny
that early Mormon leaders, assuming a rather eclectic approach to the ac-
quisition of knowledge, encouraged the saints to “gather” truth from such
disparate sources as infidels and Methodists, Universalists and Baptists, Cath-
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olics and Shakers. Consider, for instance, Brigham Young’s admonition to
missionaries: “It is the business of the Elders . . . to gather up all the truths
in the world pertaining to life and salvation, to the Gospel we preach, to
mechanism of every kind, to the sciences, and to philosophy, wherever it may
be found in every nation, kindred, tongue, and people, and bring it to Zion.”?

Despite such advice from early leaders, Mormons typically, by refusing
to admit to the fundamentalist and liberal antecedents of their theology,
neglect its historical development. This posture enables them to ignore the
impact of today’s social environment upon contemporary Mormon thought,
elements of which are combining to create a critical situation for the Mor-
mon community. One response to this modern crisis is the elaboration of a
theology not unlike Protestant neoorthodoxy. While this essay does not ex-
amine the social conditions underlying this new theology,? it does describe
Mormon neoorthodox thought.?

PROTESTANT NEOORTHODOXY

At the hands of its most celebrated and articulate theologians, Protestant
neoorthodoxy affirms three basic doctrines — the sovereignty of God, the
depravity of man, and the necessity of salvation by grace. To anyone even
remotely familiar with Reformation theology, these doctrines are not new.
Both Martin Luther and John Calvin built their respective theologies around
an almighty, sovereign God; a depraved, helpless man; and a human predica-
ment requiring the gracious, saving act of God. While these doctrines have
persisted from the Reformation to the present in the form of Protestant fun-
damentalism, Protestant neoorthodoxy appears as a more sophisticated at-
temp to reconcile these traditional beliefs with different social conditions
and centuries of theological criticism.

In both traditional and neoorthodox theologies, the primary argument
for the sovereignty of God is found in the affirmation of the ex nihilo crea-
tion.* Here God, who alone exists, decides to create other entities; and, of

Discourses of Brigham Young, comp. John A. Widtsoe, rev. ed. (Salt Lake City: Deseret
Book Co., 1961), p. 248.

*For a discussion of the social context out of which this theology is emerging, see the
author’s Mormon Neo-Orthodoxy: A Crisis Theology, forthcoming from the University of
Utah Press, or “The Social Psychological Basis of Mormon New Orthodoxy” (master’s thesis,
Department of Sociology, University of Utah, 1967).

*The Mormon counterpart of Protestant neoorthodoxy is referred to as Mormon neo-
orthodoxy throughout the remainder of this essay. In order to avoid certain associations,
“new-orthodoxy” appeared in the original thesis (see “Social Psychological Basis of Mormon
New-Orthodoxy,” pp. 7-8). However, the term has proved unsatisfactory, so I have decided
to employ “Mormon neoorthodoxy,” The reader should realize, though, that Mormon neo-
orthodoxy in no sense implies a return to the orthdoxy of early Mormonism. On the con-
trary, it is employed to suggest similarities to Protestant neoorthodoxy. Yet, at least two
differences between the Protestant and Mormon movements should be noted: (1) the Mor-
mon theologians, as far as I can ascertain, do not take seriously modern biblical scholar-
ship (i.e., do not accept many of the fundamental conclusions of such work), while the
Protestants do; (2) following from the above, the neoorthodox Mormons are literalists in
their orientation toward Scripture while the neoorthodox Protestants are not.

‘Perhaps the finest brief primary statement of the neoorthodox conception of God is
to be found in Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline (New York: Harper and Row, 1959).
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course, they owe their very existence to Him. Typical Mormon criticism of
the ex nihilo creation challenges the notion that God created the world out
of nothing — an assertion Mormon theologians think absurd.® But, these
critiques fail to confront the real meaning of the ex nihilo creation. The
important point is not that God created the world from nothing, but that
everything which exists is totally dependent upon God for is being. Without
God, it cannot exist.

In sharp contrast, God is not dependent upon anything. He has always
existed, and there will never be a time (time is His creation) when He does
not exist. He had no beginning, and He will have no end. He was not cre-
ated, and He cannot be destroyed. However, unlike the Mormon God, who
always existed but not in His present form, the God of neoorthodox Chris-
tianity has never changed. The creation which He brought into being has
no autonomy and imposes no conditions upon Him. Since everything other
than God is dependent upon Him for its existence, we speak of it as being
characterized by “contingent being,” while God, who is not dependent upon
anything, is characterized by “necessary being.”

The importance of the ex nihilo creation for Reformation and neo-
orthodox theology can hardly be overstated. Not only is it easy for theolo-
gians to argue for God’s omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience from
this premise, but they can also establish the pronounced discontinuity be-
tween the Creator and the creature — between God and man — that so char-
acterizes their theologies. Thus, the inordinate preoccupation with the com-
plete “otherness” of God both affirms the sovereignty of God and proclaims
the depravity of man.

The emphasis on total otherness would be quite unnecessary if man
were basically good. But, of course, the fundamental message of neoorthodoxy
is that man is not basically good. In fact, it is that he is by nature evil —
that man is depraved. This conception of depravity is expressed in a quali-
fied version of the Reformation doctrine of original sin in which the Fall
results in a transformation of human nature, and the product — “fallen,”
“sensual,” “carnal” man — is completely estranged from God. From this
condition, man can do nothing to effect a reconciliation. He can do no good.
He can only sin. Whenever man acts, which is always, he acts against God,
and this inevitable act of rebellion is neoorthodoxy’s original sin.®

Belief in the sovereignty of God and the depravity of man consistently
leads to the neoorthodox doctrine of salvation by grace. A helpless, depraved
sinner is in no position to “work out his own salvation.” He must rely upon
God — not, as Mormonism has claimed, to point out the way by which he

‘For a discussion of this misunderstanding on the part of Mormon theologians, see
Sterling M. McMurrin, The Theological Foundations of the Mormon Religion (Salt Lake
City: University of Utah Press, 1965) and White, Mormon Neo-orthodoxy, ch. 4. The im-
plications of the ex nihilo creation for Christianity and the denial of it for Mormon
theology are also treated in the author’s “Mormonism — A Nineteenth Century Heresy,”
The Journal of Religious Thought 26 (1969), 44-55.

‘Emil Brunner, Man in Revolt, trans. Olive Wyon (London: Lutterworth Press, 1939),
p. 150.
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may live to attain perfection but rather to transform his innermost self, his
basic nature. Only God can work these changes. Thus He initiates grace.
He acts. He reaches down to man. Through this act of redemption, God
saves man. Man is thereby restored to his true nature, for the cross of Christ
is more powerful than the sin of Adam.?

MORMON NEOORTHODOXY

Not unlike Protestant neoorthodoxy, the Mormon neoorthodoxy con-
ception of God is characterized by a pronounced discontinuity between God
and man. Unlike traditional Mormon thought, it emphasizes the otherness
of God. In fact this sets Mormon neoorthodoxy apart from orthodox Mor-
monism. This is not to say, of course, that traditional Mormonism has no
affinity for the greatness and otherness of God, but it is to suggest that his-
torically, at least, Mormonism’s concern has been with the similarities rather
than the differences between God and man.

This is clearly evident in the Mormon doctrine that God is a person
with a tangible body, a doctrine which has led to Mormon claims that man
is literally the offspring of God. Through its entire history, orthodox Mor-
monism has employed its extremely anthropomorphic conception of God
to illustrate the likeness and similarites rather than the otherness and differ-
ences between God and man. Indeed, to the orthodox Mormon, the apostate
character of the traditional Christian conception of God is to be found pri-
marily in traditional Christianity’s denial of God’s physical and personal
similarity to man.

In contrast, Mormon neoorthodoxy seeks to abandon this traditional
emphasis. In an address at a Brigham Young University Leadership Week,
Hyrum Andrus, a Mormon neoorthodox theologian, lamented Mormon pre-
occupation with anthropomorphic descriptions of God, at least when they
are employed to deemphasize the hiatus between God and man.?! He argued
that Mormons pay too little attention to God’s greatness, and he implied
that they should more fully recognize his otherness. An interesting preoccu-
pation with the “glory of God” permeates Andrus’ writings.

Both traditional and neoorthodox Protestantism emphasize the creation
in order to exaggerate the differences between God and man. The central
meaning of the ex nihilo creation, as previously observed, lies in the fact
that the creature is completely dependent upon the Creator. As a creature,
man owes his total existence to God, who is the source of all being.

Mormon theologians, on the other hand, emphatically reject the ex nihilo
creation and employ the creation story to show God’s desire to help man,
who is also an entity with necessary being, to realize his inherent potential.
God does not bring nonexisting things into being but rather helps existing

"For an excellent discussion of this problem, see Karl Barth, Christ and Adam, trans.
T. A. Smail (New York: The Crowell-Collier Publishing Co., 1962).

*Hyrum Andrus, “The Greatness and Majesty of God,” “The Doctrine and Covenants
and Man’s Relationship to Deity,” Brigham Young University Leadership Week (Provo, Utah:
Brigham Young University Extension Division, 1960) pp. 1 ff.
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entities change into forms better suited for their eternal progression. God’s
creative act gives man’s primal form of “intelligence” a spirit body, which
makes him capable of actualizing, capable of becoming like God. Thus the
creation story, in orthodox Mormonism, is not told to accentuate the differ-
ences between God and man, to reveal the profound otherness of God, but
rather to demonstrate God’s love for man.

Even though Mormon neoorthodox theologians accept the traditional
metaphysics upon which the above account rests, their use of the creation
story is often intended to emphasize the differences between God and man.
While acknowledging the necessity of man’s being, they deemphasize it,
underscoring the elements of contingency in man’s premortal condition.
David Yarn, a Brigham Young University philosopher and one of the more
articulate representatives of this new theology, writes, “Mortals should take
no special pride in the necessity of their original being, for they share this
characteristic in common with all other things which exist. Furthermore,
they would have remained in that original state were it not for God’s goodness
in having provided spirit bodies, the light of eternal truth, and opportuni-
ties for progression.”®

Moreover, the otherness of God is enhanced by the typical Mormon
neoorthodox position concerning the progression of God. God is no longer,
as in traditional Mormon theolgy, best described as a God in process, as
“becoming” rather than “being.” With the possible exception of Andrus,°
Mormon neoorthodox theologians appear to believe that God no longer
progresses in knowledge, power, or goodness. In all of these God is absolute.
Whatever ‘““progression” He now experiences is manifest in increases over His
dominions through the organization of new worlds. Arriving at an abso-
lute point from which He can no longer progress, God now possesses the
attributes of the classical Christian God. Though beginning finite, God is
now infinite.

For their conception of God, Mormon neoorthodox theologians rely
heavily upon the early Lectures on Faith.' In these lectures, God is de-
scribed in the normal vocabulary of traditional Christianity. He is omni-
potent, omniscient, and omnipresent. He is the same yesterday, today, and

*David Yarn, The Gospel: God, Man, and Truth (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Co.,
1965), p. 152.

“In a recent book, Andrus attempts a reconciliation of Mormonism’s progressing God
with Christian absolutism. This is accomplished by suggesting that God knows everything
and has all power over his domain but that there are realms above God which apparently
involve greater truths and more power. Celestial beings continually move to “higher and
higher realms.” Doctrinal Commentary on “The Pearl of Great Price” (Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Co., 1967), p. 507.

""While there is some question of authorship of these essays, with many scholars at-
tributing them to Sidney Rigdon (see, for example, Leonard Arrington, “The Intellectual
Tradition of the Latter-day Saints,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 4 [Spring
1969], 17), for our purposes it is of little importance who wrote them. If Joseph Smith did,
as most neoorthodox theologians seem to believe, then he clearly reversed his position on
the absolute nature of God in his later work. See “The King Follet Discourse,” Teachings
of the Prophet Joseph Smith, comp. Joseph Fielding Smith, Jr. (Salt Lake City: Deseret
News Press, 1938).



14/DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

forever. He is unchanging and unchangeable. If God did not possess these
attributes, the author of the lectures argued, He would not be worthy of man’s
worship, for He would not be God.!*

After quoting freely from the Lectures on Faith, Yarn argues that Alma,
a Book of Mormon prophet, put it nicely when he said that God “has all
power, all wisdom, and all understanding,”*? and Glenn Pearson contends
that God is not subject to law because he is infinite while man is subject to
law because he is finite.’* While discussing man’s agency, Lynn McKinlay
maintains that God knows all things and has foreknowledge of all events.!s

To the student of contemporary Mormonism, this absolute and unchang-
ing God is hardly novel. Mormons often speak of God as infinite. At the
same time, they suggest He changes. Of course this position should not be
construed to mean that Mormonism is flirting with a theology of paradox,
an approach entirely foreign to Mormon thought,’¢ but rather that Mormons
often misunderstand the implications of concepts like infinite, absolute, omni-
potent, omniscient, and omnipresent. When the implications of these terms
are clarified, as sometimes occurs in priesthood meetings and Sunday school
classes, Mormons usually modify their positions on the absolute or infinite
nature of God.!” The apparent confusion probably derives from a lack of
philosophical or theological training.

In spite of professional training in philosophy, theology, or related dis-
ciplines, the neoorthodox theologians either ignore or evade apparent con-
flicts between Mormon metaphysics and absolutism. Their evasiveness often
assumes the form of depreciation of the role of reason in understanding
God, including the advocacy of a nonreasonable, ““a-logical” sort of revela-
tion. Thus, Pearson and Bankhead write,

There is hardly anything more clearly revealed in the scriptures
than God’s infinite foreknowledge; for every case of prophecy is
witness of it. Yet many men do not believe it because their finite
minds cannot grasp how it can be so if men are free to choose. If
they cannot understand this, they at least ought to exercise enough
faith to believe that if God says he has an infinite foreknowledge, it

2This argument is developed in the third lecture. See Lectures on Faith, comp. N. B.
Lundwall (Salt Lake City: N. B. Lundwall, n.d.), p. 36.

Byarn, The Gospel, pp. 6-8.

4Glenn L. Pearson, Know Your Religion (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1961), p. 221.

“Lynn McKinlay, “For Behold Ye Are Free,” Know Your Religion Series (Provo, Utah:
Brigham Young University, n.d.), p. 33.

1%The traditional Mormon conception of revelation stands in sharp contrast to those
conceptions in which the major purpose is to reveal the paradoxical nature of deity. In
Mormon theology, the purpose of revelation is to clarify, not to “baffle the intellect.” Bas-
ically, Mormon revelation is rational. For an elaboration of this point, see the section dealing
with the implications of Mormon neoorthodoxy.

It is hardly plausible to argue that God is infinite, meaning that no limitations can
be imposed upon Him, and at the same time affirm a metaphysics in which several entities
in addition to God (i.e., intelligence, matter, time, space, good, evil) exist necessarily. If
God has no ultimate control over them, He then exists within an environment which im-
poses limitations on Him.
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must be so. And if he says men are free, they must be free. And if
he says both these things, they must not conflict with each other.®

In contrast with traditional Mormon theology, then, Mormon neoortho-
doxy emphasizes the creation, man’s contingency, God’s absoluteness, and
the inadequacy of human reason to accentuate the differences between God
and man and to establish the otherness of God.

However, it is not its conception of God that most radically distinguishes
Mormon neoorthodox theology from traditional Mormon thought. Neo-
orthodox Mormons most radically depart from orthodoxy in their assess-
ment of human nature. While traditional Mormonism emphasizes man’s
necessity, neoorthodoxy underscores his contingency. That Joseph Smith rec-
ognized the radical nature of the traditional Mormon doctrine and the im-
plications it held for the classical Christian conception of man cannot be
denied. For, in the speech defining the doctrine of man’s necessary being,
Joseph warned that his remarks were “calculated to exalt man” and that
the “very idea” of ultimate contingency “lessens man in my estimation.””1?
Yet, neoorthodoxy suggests that “mortals should take no special pride in the
necessity of their original being. They, nevertheless, are contingent.”2°

Mormon neoorthodox theologians appear determined to minimize the
implications of man’s necessary existence. Implying that intelligence possessed
free will in its uncreated state, Yarn nevertheless argues that free will would
have been lost in mortality were it not for Christ. With the fall of man,
Lucifer “had for all intents and purposes destroyed the agency of man.”?t
The position is extended considerably by another neoorthodox theologian
who claims that intelligence is merely “undifferentiated mass” from which
God creates spirits. With this transformation, a “conscious entity” is born.
Not until man reaches this spirit state, which is a direct product of God’s
creative act, is he an “ego,” a “self,” a “conscious entity.” So opposing ortho-
dox Mormonism — in which the essence of man, the ego or self, is uncreated
and coeternal with God — this theologian contends that before man’s spirit
was organized he was “undifferentiated mass,” void of consciousness.?? For
all practical purposes, this notion represents the intrusion of a peculiar ver-
sion of the concept of the ex nihilo creation into Mormon theology.

Even though this preoccupation with contingency constitutes a depart-
ure from traditional Mormon thought, it is less significant than the neo-
orthodox attitude toward man’s natural condition. Here the denial of ortho-

A Doctrinal Approach to the Book of Mormon (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1962), p. 67.

¥Smith, Teachings, p. 353.

2Yarn, The Gospel, p. 152.

2Yarn, The Gospel, p. 33.

2Since this information was obtained in a private rather than a public situation, I
do not feel free to disclose the individual’s name. However, according to a letter in
Dialogue by John H. Gardner, the teacher’s supplement for the 1967 Gospel Doctrine Course,
“The Gospel in the Service of Man,” expresses essentially the same position. He quotes
the manual as saying: ‘“the eternal intelligence was organized into ‘intelligences’. . . .”
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 2 (Spring 1967), 5-6. Such a theological position
functions to minimize the importance of Mormon denials of the ex nihilo creation.
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dox Mormon optimism is readily apparent, especially in neoorthodoxy’s pessi-
mistic interpretation of the Fall and subsequent predicament of man — a
position much closer to traditional Christianity than to traditional Mormon-
ism.

In contrast with the typical Protestant notion that the Fall resulted in
a condition of human depravity and the Catholic conception that it led to
the withdrawal of supernatural grace, the orthodox Mormon view asserts that
the Fall was a necessary condition for man to realize his ultimate potential.
His premortal existence as a spirit did not provide him with a physical body,
which in Mormon thought is necessary for man to “experience a fulness of
joy.” A most important consequence of the Fall was the acquisition of physi-
cal bodies. Moreover, it was necessary to leave the immediate presence of
God, to “enter the school of mortal exprience,” in order for man to overcome
evil and develop the requisite moral character to become like God.

Obviously this interpretation of the Fall, with the consequences pri-
marily positive, implies that the Fall is no fall. It is one of the most fortunate
events in human history, a necessary condition for salvation. Without the
Fall, man could not realize his ultimate potential. The Mormon reinterpre-
tation is nicely expressed in Sterling Sill’s claim that “Adam fell, but he
fell in the right direction”;?* and in the oft-quoted Book of Mormon pas-
sage asserting that “Adam fell that men might be; and men are, that they
might have joy.”

Mormon affirmation of the goodness of human nature naturally follows
from its positive conception of the Fall. Brigham Young challenged the no-
tion that the natural man is an enemy to God:

It is fully proved in all the revelation that God has ever given to

mankind that they naturally love and admire righteousness, justice,

and truth more than they do evil. It is, however, universally re-
ceived by professors of religion as scriptural doctrine that man is
naturally opposed to God. This is not so. Paul says in his epistle

to the Corinthians, “But the natural man receiveth not the things of

God,” but I say it is the unnatural “man that receiveth not the things

of God.”*

Mormon neoorthodoxy, in contrast, takes a much more dismal view of
the Fall. Though holding that it was necessary for the exaltation of man,
their interpretation is negative. Instead of traditional Mormon emphasis
on positive scriptural verses describing the human condition, the neoortho-
doxy emphasizes such passages as “the natural man is an enemy to God and
has been since the fall of Adam, and will be, forever and ever, unless he
yields to the enticings of the Holy Spirit, and putteth off the natural man
and becometh a saint through the atonement of Christ the Lord” (Mosiah
3:19).

Scriptural passages asserting that the natural man is an enemy to God
receive the most attention in neoorthodox literature, and the frequent use

#Deseret News (Church Section) (Salt Lake City), July 31, 1965, p. 7.
#Journal of Discourses, 9: 305.
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traditional Christian terminology such as “carnal man,” “sensual man,” “dev-
ilish man,” and “original guilt,” “evils of the flesh,” and ‘“seeds of corrup-
tion” abundantly attest to Mormon neorothodoxy’s pessimism. This language
is employed to support a negative conception of the Fall and to describe
man’s inherent propensity to evil, his natural opposition to God. While dis-
cussing Karl Marx, Pearson observes that “anyone who rejects Christ is al-
ready condemned since that which makes him reject Christ is the inherent
wickedness already in him.”?* And Yarn believes man to be possessed of a
“rebellious, perverse, recalcitrant, and proud disposition.”?¢ Though very
familiar to orthodox Christians, this language used to describe a pessimistic
doctrine of man is generally foreign to traditional Mormons.

While speaking of the corruption of human nature and describing man
as ‘“‘carnal,” “senusal,” and “devilish,” Yarn warns his readers not to con-
fuse this with the “apostate doctrine of depravity.” He is not suggesting
than man is born evil. The infant is born innocent; but, as he becomes ac-
countable, through free decisions, and he

refuses to make his will submissive to God by accepting him and
making covenants with him, he is carnal, sensual, and devilish.

An examination of the matter suggests, however, that the words
“carnal,” “sensual,” and “devilish,” must not be limited to their
more narrow and specific connotations, but that they are accurately,
though more broadly, interpreted by the scriptural phrase “enemy
to God.” That is, not all men who have not made the covenants
with the Christ are given to indulging in practices which are ap-
propriately designated carnal, sensual, and devilish. Yet, all men,
regardless of how moral and pure they may be with reference to
those practices called carnal, sensual, and devilish, are enemies to
God until they yield to the enticings of the Holy Spirit, accept the
atonement of the Lord, and are submissive to his will.2?

The Mormon neoorthodox conception of the human predicament is not
quite the same as the classical Christian conception of original sin. Mormon
neoorthodox theologians still work within the context of Mormon meta-
physics. They do not deny Mormon doctrines proclaiming the innocence of
infants. They perceive the Fall as having at least some positive consequences.
Yet, all disclaimers to the contrary, they perhaps approach the traditional
Christian conception of man as closely as possible without abandoning cen-
tral Mormon beliefs. Though generally retaining a conception of actual
sin — a position not necessarily irreconcilable with the doctrine of original
sin as indicated by Protestant neoorthodoxy — some Mormon neoorthodox
theologians define sin in terms barely distinguishable from the Reformation
doctrine of original sin. Not unlike John Calvin, Andrus, in a rather ex-
plicit instance, argues that the seeds of corruption are hereditarily ‘“trans-
mitted to each embryo at conception.” He writes,

#“Socialism and the United Order or Law of Consecration,” unpublished paper with
criticisms by Van L. Perkins and a reply by the author (n.d.), p. 2 of the reply.

*Yarn, The Gospel, pp. 129-30.

#Yarn, The Gospel, pp. 55-56.
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. . . The effects of Adam’s transgression and of man’s subsequent
transgressions are transmitted in the flesh and are thus inherent
therein at conception. It is said in a revelation that no less a per-
sonage than God explained this fact to Adam. After observing that
the atonement took care of the legalities of the “original guilt,”
God said: “Inasmuch as thy children are conceived in sin, even so
when they begin to grow up, sin conceiveth in their hearts, and they
taste the bitter, that they may know to prize the good.” Observe that
it is when children begin to grow up that sin conceives in their
hearts; and this because they are initially conceived in sin. Not that
the act of conception, properly regulated, is sin, but the conditions of
corruption resulting from the Fall are inherent in the embryo at
conception. For a time the power of the atonement holds them in
abeyance; but, as children grow up and begin to act upon their own
initiative, sin conceives in their hearts. . . .

From this statement it is plain that men are not merely born
into a world of sin. Instead, the effects of the Fall and the corruption
that has subsequently become associated with the flesh are transmit-
ted to each new embryo at conception. As the physical body devel-
ops, these elements of corruption manifest themselves by diverting
the individual’s drives and emotional expressions toward vanity,
greed, lust, etc. These elements of corruption are in the flesh.?®

In addition to the above evidences of pessimism, the Mormon neoortho-
dox fear of reason and education also indicates a basic lack of faith in man.
The notion that reason and sensory experience are unreliable is aggressively
argued by neoorthodox theologians. They hold that the only way to acquire
ultimate knowledge is through revelation.?®

Traditional interpretations of Mormon Scriptures used to encourage
academic study are abandoned for more restrictive and novel exegesis. Andrus,
for instance, reinterprets the passage asserting that the “glory of God is in-
telligence,” a scripture employed through Mormon history to encourage the
unlimited pursuit of knowledge, to mean that the “brilliant element” en-
circling God is “intelligence.”?® And Yarn reinterprets the same passage by
suggesting that intelligence means character, not knowledge or learning.®

The scripture asserting that “it is impossible for a man to be saved in
ignorance” frequently employed to encourage intellectual pursuits and aea-
demic excellence is reinterpreted to involve only a testimony of Christ’s di-
vinity. Thus Yarn writes,

These words, as others previously discussed, have been used ex-
tensively to encourage people to seek excellence in the traditional
academic disciplines with the express intent that these were the

#“Joscph Smith’s Idea of the Gospel,” Seminar on the Prophet Joseph Smith (Provo,
Utah: Brigham Young University Adult Education and Extension Services, 1961), p. 66.

*Both Hugh Nibley and Chauncey Riddle, who lean toward neoorthodoxy, argue this
position. See Nibley’s The World and the Prophets (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Co., 1954)
and Riddle’s “The Conservative View in Mormonism,” discussion with Lowell Bennion at
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah (n.d.).

®Liberalism, Conservatism, and Mormonism (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Co., 1965),
pp. 81-82.

#Yarn, The Gospel, pp. 201-2.
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things of which man could not be ignorant and be saved. And yet
the context of this revelation, which is almost enthusiastically ig-
nored, has little if any relation to the traditional academic disci-
plines, but does speak of one of the most sublime things available to
mortals.

The knowledge of which man cannot be ignorant and be saved
is knowledge of the truth, that is, Jesus Christ, the Redeemer of the
world, and the principles which he has revealed.32

Not only do the above depart from the spirit of traditional Mormon
faith in education but, along with the emphasis on man’s contingency, the
denial of the basic goodness of human nature, and the acceptance of a pe-
culiarly Mormon doctrine of original sin, they constitute striking evidence
of Mormon neoorthodoxy’s rejection of traditional Mormon optimism. Fur-
thermore, they imply a conception of man like that of Protestant neoortho-
doxy.

While the Mormon neoorthodox doctrine of salvation may be more sim-
ilar to traditional Mormonism than either its conceptions of man or God,
it does depart significantly on occasions, in tone if not substance, from an
orthodox Mormon position. Though basic Mormon beliefs in the after-
life remain intact, a more restrictive pathway to salvation is defined and a
greater reliance upon God is demanded. Indeed, it is these trends that con-
stitute Mormon neoorthodoxy’s departure from orthodoxy on the question
of salvation. A shift from traditional Mormonism’s fundamentally man-
centered doctrine of salvation to a more Protestant God-centered conception
is apparent in Mormon neoorthodoxy’s doctrine of grace.

I am not suggesting that traditional Mormonism has no conception of
grace, but rather that the role of grace differs radically from that of classical
Christianity. Not unlike Christian orthodoxy, Mormons hold that mortality
is one consequence of the fall of Adam which is overcome through the
atonement of Christ. Furthermore, as a result of the Fall, Mormon theology
asserts that man experienced “spiritual death.” In other words, he is
separated from the presence of God. Yet, unlike traditional Christianity,
this spiritual death does not alter human nature. In fact, it is conceived as
a necessary condition for man’s moral and spiritual development. For it is
through man’s own meritorious efforts, outside of God’s presence, along with
the atonement of Christ that he may be saved — that he may overcome spir-
itual death and return to the presence of God. Thus, it is essential to an
understanding of Mormonism to recognize that the fall of Adam is an expres-
sion of the grace of God in as real a sense of the atonement of Christ. Both
are necessary for the salvation of man.

Even so, traditional Mormonism does not emphasize the grace of God
and indeed repudiates extreme conceptions of it while opting for a doctrine of
individual salvation by merit. In contrast with orthodox divines who quote
Paul’s “by grace are ye saved,” Mormon spokesmen quote James’s “Faith with-
out works is dead.” There is a striking absence of Pauline theology in Mor-

2yarn, The Gospel, pp. 203—4.
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mon orthodoxy. Still, Mormons often quote Paul, but it is important to
note that they do so primarily in reference to the resurrection or in his
ethical exhortations. When confronted with his pronouncements on salva-
tion, Mormons generally distort his concept of grace to mean that man will
be physically resurrected by the gracious act of God.

Though the traditional Mormon doctrine of salvation is a rather eclectic
composition of grace, sacrament, and merit, it is basically set apart from
classical Christianity by its emphasis on merit and its insistence upon the
perfectability of the individual. Embodied in the notion that man must
“work out his own salvation,” a central element in Mormon doctrine, are
the basic imperatives that the individual submit to various sacraments such
as baptism, receiving the Holy Spirit, and temple endowment; that he ob-
tain the necessary knowledge, secular and religious; and that he develop
the requisite moral character to become like God. To be sure, traditional
Mormonism’s frequent application of Jesus’s life as the example par excel-
lence of the way to salvation naturally follows from its doctrine of salvation,
in which the primary responsibility is assigned to man, not God. In contrast
with traditional Christianity, man, not God, is the primary actor.

While Mormon neoorthodox theologians agree that the individual must
submit to sacrament, acquire knowledge, and develop the requisite moral
character if he is to be saved, they dissent from the traditional conceptions of
what this implies. The neoorthodox definition of the sort of knowledge essen-
tial to salvation and prescription for development of the requisite moral char-
acter depart from traditional Mormon thought. Again, if the differences
are not strictly substantive, they are at least differences in emphasis.

In contrast with traditional Mormonism’s commandment to seek knowl-
edge, secular as well as religious, in order to be saved (exalted), neoorthodoxy
demands only religious knowledge. Consequently, Yarn draws a sharp dicho-
tomy between “secular” and “redemptive” truth, arguing that only the
latter is necessary for salvation. He writes, “To call some truths secular
does not mean they are valueless. It means they have a different value from
those called redemptive. We know secular truths do have value for mortals.
They may have value for post-mortals, and probably do, but to what extent
they are needed we do not know. Redemptive truths have value not only
for mortals but are essential for post-mortals if they are to fulfill the true
purpose of their being.”s* Rejecting the traditional Mormon notion that the
gospel embraces all truth, Pearson writes, “He who teaches that secular edu-
cation and cultural attainment are part of the gospel, is either mixed up
in his vocabulary or else on a foundation of sand. There are very excellent
reasons for obtaining secular education and cultural attainment; but their
acquisition does not constitute obedience to the gospel.”¢

This neoorthodox position implies an interesting discontinuity between
natural and supernatural realms generally foreign to traditional Mormonism.

3Yarn, The Gospel, p. 193.
“Know Your Religion, p. 52.
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As correctly argued by Leonard Arrington (in the first issue of Dialogue) the
concept of secular was really not applicable to early Mormonism. Continuity
between the natural and supernatural was such that areas typically regarded
as secular were embodied in the Mormon religion. In short, there was no
secular. All things were religious. And, knowledge of all things — natural,
physical, moral, spiritual — was essential to salvation. Implied in these as-
sumptions is the notion that the Mormon religion embraces all truth.

The neoorthodox departure on the proper character development is no
less interesting. Consistent with its conceptions of God and man, orthodox
Mormonism strongly emphasizes the performance of good works. Character
defects are to be eradicated by behavioral changes. The individual stops
being a sinner by not committing specific actual sins. In the language of
former Church president Wilford Woodruff, “The man who repents, if he be
a swearer, swears no more; or a thief, steals no more; he turns from all his
former sins and commits them no more.”?® This is the fundamental message
of Mormon orthodoxy, that man should turn from his sins and commit them
no more. Through this course of action, along with participation in the
necessary sacraments and acquisition of the requisite knowledge, man may
hope to realize his ultimate objective, often articulated by ecclesiastical offi-
cials and theologians, in the admonition of Jesus to “Be ye therefore perfect,
even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect.”

Mormon neoorthodoxy, on the other hand, exhibits less concern for the
piecemeal development of character through repentance of actual sins and
performance of good works. Its doctrine of salvation implies a total regen-
eration of man. Moral behavior is secondary to ‘“spiritual rebirth.” The
central task for the sinner is to put off the natural man and become a saint
through the atonement of Christ. The “transition from the realm of the
natural to the spiritual,” writes Andrus, “is required of all men, if they are
to obtain the good life here and salvation in the world to come.”3¢

Turning away from specific acts of sin, combined with the resolution
to commit them no more, does not constitute an act of repentance in Mor-
mon neoorthodoxy. This behavior is merely a moral change, a reform. Man
needs a much more basic “regeneration”; he needs, as Yarn says, to be
“changed in the inner man.”?” Only through a “spiritual” and not a “moral”
change can man be saved. Pearson writes, “One must repent ‘towards God.’
A reform is not enough if spiritual salvation is the goal. The intent must be
to make oneself worthy of God’s mercy and forgiveness. Repentance, in this
sense, is a theological term, describing an act of compliance in the struggle
to be saved, while reformation is an act inspired by an intelligent desire to
improve one’s lot in mortality.”#8

It now is not difficult to understand why Mormon neoorthodox theolo-
gians are so attracted to Pauline theology and so set on identifying Mormon-

#Journal of Discourses, 23: 127.
*Liberalism, p. 78.

Yarn, The Gospel, p. 4.
®*Know Your Religion, p. 134.
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ism with a classical Christian doctrine of grace, though orthodox Mormon-
ism’s denial of typical doctrines of grace is reflected in its own aversion to
Pauline theology. Objecting to the typical Mormon interpretation of Paul’s
doctrine of grace, Pearson says, “You know that we very often in the church
nowdays think that Paul meant that the grace brought about the resurrec-
tion and that everybody would be resurrected by grace, but you notice that
Paul said you are saved by grace through faith and you don’t have to have
faith to have the resurrection and so we know Paul was speaking of another
salvation other than the resurrection.”*® This predisposition toward a classi-
cal doctrine of grace, the affinity for a pessimistic doctrine of man, and the
flirting with a conception of an absolute God not only set this new theology
apart from traditional Mormonism but also illustrate its similarities to
Protestant neoorthodoxy and, I believe, justify the label of Mormon neo-
orthodoxy.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

We now turn to a brief discussion of some possible implications of Mor-
mon neoorthodoxy for the future of Mormon theolology and religion. These
implications are not necessary consequences of adopting a neoorthodox per-
spective. In some instances, Protestant neoorthodoxy has effectively avoided
them while in others it has fallen victim. What will happen to Mormon-
ism obviously remains to be seen, but I believe there are good reasons for
concern over the survival of some fundamental Mormon values.

A dangerous tendency of Mormon neoorthodoxy appears in its concep-
tion of revelation. Not only is revelation defined in more narrow terms than
in traditional Mormonism, but it also appears to have a somewhat different
function. When Mormon neoorthodox theologians argue that two principles
cannot be said to conflict merely because both appear in Scripture, they as-
sume a form of revelation not entirely consistent with traditional Mormonism.

For, unlike Protestant neoorthodoxy, traditional Mormonism has little
sympathy with a revelation of paradox or for a revelation designed to “baf-
fle the intellect.” On the contrary, Mormons have opted for revelation
which makes matters more intelligible. Its purpose is to clarify, not to con-
fuse, to solve problems and answer questions, not to indicate that problems
are illusory and questions illegitimate. Mormon revelation is explicit. When
God revealed Himself to a confused boy, He neither tried to baffle the boy’s
intellect nor to demonstrate His own paradoxical nature. He was not some-
thing so large that He could fill the immensity of space and yet so small that
He could dwell within the heart of man. He was a person, with a tangible
body, with spatial and temporal dimensions. He was comprehensible, not
something beyond the logical grasp or understanding of man. While differ-
ences between God and man were apparent, they were not so significant
that the young boy could not intellectually apprehend God’s message.

#“The Book of Mormon in Its Own Defence,” Know Your Religion Series (Provo, Utah:
Brigham Young University, n.d.), pp. 27-28.
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Though Mormon neorothodoxy denies the rational nature of traditional
Mormon revelation, it stops short of the extreme position assumed by Prot-
estant neoorthodoxy. The inordinate preoccupation with God as “totally
other” has led some Protestant neoorthodox theologians to distinguish sharply
between revelation and religion. Since revelation is conceived as God’s gra-
cious act of reaching downward to save depraved man and religion is arro-
gant man’s attempt to become God, the former is praised and the latter
damned. Wicked, helpless man cannot legitimately reach for God. Such an
act is the epitome of arrogance, pride, and blasphemy. God must initiate
all interaction. If any saving is to be done, God must do it. A real danger
of Mormon neoorthodoxy’s conception of revelation is that it could possibly
lead to this sort of distinction between revelation and religion in which
man’s search for God is vigorously condemned.

Related is the distrust of rationalism and empiricism so characteristic
of Mormon neoorthodoxy yet so unlike orthodox Mormonism. In tradi-
tional Mormon thought, human reason and sensory experience are enthusias-
tically supported, not only as ways of helping man acquire knowledge useful
to him in his earthly sojourn but also as means of learning information
that will enable him to become like God. For, Mormon metaphysics — as-
suming an orderly reality based upon eternally operative natural, moral, and
spiritual laws — demands that individuals learn these laws in order to realize
their destinies. Only when all of man’s learning faculties are developing to
their highest potential is he living in accordance with the basic teachings of
his religion.

This fundamental faith in the human intellect has characterized Mor-
monism from its beginning. It was built into early Mormon experience.
Mormons vigorously proclaimed that not only would education provide the
solutions to basic problems, but it would also vindicate Mormon claims to
truth. It would be most unfortunate, I believe, if the Mormon commitment
to education — an attitude intrinsic to its metaphysics — were to disappear
and the educational achievements of the Mormon people end.

Thus, a very real consequence of the Mormon neoorthodox contempt
for reason and empiricism, combined with its narrow definition of the sort
of knowledge necessary for salvation, may be a form of anti-intellectualism
that will sap the Mormon religion of its vitality and destroy its commitment
to education. For without faith in the human intellect, Mormonism will
lose one of its most important checks against superstition and emotional
excess. While such an extreme posture may not seem imminent, its realiza-
tion is by no means impossible. It is the logical extension of anti-intellec-
tualism.

Though contemporary Mormonism exhibits an apparent lack of concern
for many of the world’s most pressing problems, I fear that Mormon neo-
orthodoxy may lead even further from such considerations, since, unlike
Protestant neoorthodoxy — which emerged with profound moral and social
sensitivity, considering itself an expression of greater moral vitality and zeal
than Protestant liberalism — Mormon neoorthodoxy exhibits relatively little
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interest in ethics and social problems, excluding possibly its concern with
governmental expansion, the welfare state, and extension of the franchise.
In its literature, little concern with problems of war and peace, racial discrim-
ination, poverty, or population expansion is evident. Yet, few things char-
acterized early Mormonism more than its concern for social justice and in-
terest in creating the perfect society here on earth. It would be a real tragedy,
I believe, if Mormon neoorthodoxy’s preoccupation with the otherness of
God, the corruption of man, his reliance upon grace, and the discontinuity
between the natural and the spiritual were to induce the Mormon com-
munity to ignore the profound insight of orthodox Mormonism that that
“religion which cannot save man temporally cannot save him spiritually.”
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THE PEOPLE:

A MORMON STUDENT’S REACTION
TO THE RADICAL MOVEMENT

Morgan D. King

Morgan D. King, a law student at the University of California at Davis, has
been active in campus-centered student movements as well as in M-Men and
L.D.S.S.A. activities. At present he serves as editor of THE MESSENGER OF
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA (“The Voice of Mormon California”) and as a literary
editor of CANDLE, an art and poetry magazine published by L.D.S. students
in the Bay area. The following essay grew out of his direct involvement in
student movements at Berkeley and Dauis.

In the spring of 1968 a Mormon fellow-student, Bob Lemkau, and I attended
sessions on nonviolence and revolution taught by radical students at U.C,,
Berkeley. Through four years of classes at Berkeley, and culminating in this
course, I gained some understanding of what “The Movement” was all about.
These are some of my observations of the people and the ideas of the New
Left Movement, as seen through Mormon eyes.

Part one deals with people, the conversations, the feelings. Parts two and
three are a response to the political movement criticized in terms of my re-
ligious views.

1

As the first session of the class began, Gail, barefoot and dressed in jeans
and a sweater, told us in quiet tones what the course would be like. She
would assign no required readings. She intended to give all of us A’s or B'’s
if we simply showed up for class. She would appreciate everyone participat-
ing in class discussions. “We will be discussing various aspects of the move-



26/ DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

ment . . .” Her voice droned on in the background as my mind began to
wander.

It was raining outside. Inside the room, which was an upstairs bedroom
in an old house a few blocks from the Berkeley campus, were twelve or
thirteen students sitting on the floor or on chairs. Some of the men were
bearded. Most of the girls wore simple miniskirts and sweaters. Some wore
sandals and shawls. One wore a button which said, “There’s A Change
Gonna Come.”

Two cats played among the students. The little white kitten had two
names. Some nights she was called “Whitey.” Other times she was “Honky.”
The large, passive Siamese did not seem to have a name at all.

There were no beds, only mattresses with covers spread on the floor.
On a small wooden table near the door Gail’s roommate, Virginia, had placed
a coffeepot and paper cups. The table was coffee-stained. The only thing
on the wall was a chalk drawing of Virginia. There were two or three chairs
and a small, dusty rug.

My mind came back to Gail. She was finished with preliminaries. We
were discussing which times were most convenient for everyone to attend.
The students spoke softly, using their hands in slow, expressive gestures to
illustrate points. I noticed another button: “Hell No, We Won't Go!”

After lengthy debate we decided that 7:30 to 10:00 .M. Tuesday nights
was best for everyone. This accomplished, we adjourned until the following
Tuesday.

This was my first intimate impression of The Movement. What would
I learn here that I had not seen in the confrontations on campus, in the Free
Speech Movement, in the Vietnam Day demonstration? What was The
Movement? Who were these people?

My first impression of Gail was that she was, like many intelligent stu-
dents I had met at Cal, disorganized in her thinking and somewhat ineffective
as a person. This impression was due to her mannerisms and to the fact that
it took us an hour and a half to decide which hours to set for class attendance.

But I think now, a year later, that Gail simply felt she was among equals
and therefore bent over backward not to impose herself on the group. She
was twenty-six, a graduate student in sociology, and experienced. She could
have demanded more discipline without causing resentment. But her sug-
gestions were timid; her eyes glanced back and forth from face to face
searching for, sensing disapproval; she retreated at the first sign of disagree-
ment and offered an alternative. Often she said, “It's up to you,” or “It
really makes no difference to me.”

The weeks went by, and I learned about the others.

Gail’'s roommate, Virginia, had dropped out of school and had driven,
in what she called a car, to Washington, D.C., where she had somehow ob-
tained some funds from the government and had used them to begin a small
poverty project in Berkeley. It was Virginia who made me feel at home the
first night. She leaned over to me during the first session, nodded toward
Gail, and whispered in my ear, “She likes to let these discussions ramble all
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over the place. She knows I don’t approve of that.”” Gail overheard this.
She turned slightly, smiled, and turned back to the discussion.

John, with black hair hanging down over one eye, passionately hated the
police. His conversation was salted with choice epithets describing the Berke-
ley police, whom he considered brutal and malevolent.

Mary, who usually sat in the hall because there was no room in the bed-
room, reminded me of a horse. She spoke with gentle shakes of her head to
emphasize each word. Her “bag” was passivism and nonviolence. She re-
acted in quiet agony to John’s violent denunciations, and tried from time
to time to get him to consider a different position; “I met a cop once in a
non-stressful situation [she meant somewhere other than a riot] and he
turned out to be a really nice guy.” Her offering was turned down by John.

Janet was pretty. In conversation with me she described her father as a
passionless college professor for whom she felt some lingering respect, but
no emotional attachment. She told Bob and me one night, as we drove her
home, that her father had always been “too logical,” and had never really
“felt” anything. Jan had finally become alienated and left home. She came
to Oakland and lived with an impoverished black family there, stealing and
selling the loot “to keep those poor children from starving.” She attributed
the plight of her adopted family to “an imperialistic, corrupt society.”

It is difficult to make generalizations about students in this setting. They
were from all over the country and brought with them a wide variety of
experiences in student movements and attitudes about university life and
society in general. But most of them discussed “the revolution” with ease.
This was not, of course, the American or Russian Revolution, but “the revo-
lution that’s coming.” I expected to see a lot of marijuana but did not, nor
did I ever seen anyone on a trip (perhaps I wouldn’t know if I saw one).
Most of the students were dedicated to peaceful, nonviolent tactics. Militancy
and violence were definitely not in vogue. Nevertheless, they were in a state
of anticipation about a vague “revolution.” They seemed to accept this as
fact, without discussion, and continually urged that they “discuss tactics.”

Not being a dedicated revolutionary (but only the armchair, philoso-
phical type) I usually objected at this point, stating that I was opposed to
The Revolution and did not want to discuss “tactics.” Until they found
out, near the end, that I was both a Mormon and an ROTC cadet, none of
them suspected that I was sincere in my objections. As time went on they
began to consider me affectionately as a retarded radical, one of “them,” who
simply needed reassurance and guidance along the right paths.

Halfway through the quarter Gail suggested that we might be interested
in “playing a game” next week. I had visions of the whole class getting up
and playing at revolution by marching down to the Oakland Induction
Center and lovingly bombing it down, taking turns dragging their retarded
revolutionary along.

The following Tuesday night Bob and I arrived a half hour late (al-
though the class was supposed to start at 7:30, everyone wandered in with
coffee or Cokes at about 8:00). John had neatly arranged a hand-drawn map
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of the Oakland Induction Center and the surrounding area of Oakland. On
this map he had placed black and white chessmen. The blacks, he informed
us, were the police, and the whites were the students (as I write this, a year
later, I wonder if John’s equating the evil police with the color black did
not reveal a little of that “latent race prejudice,” where white is good and
black is bad, which is supposed to be lurking in all of us). The object of the
game was for us to play various roles in a situation in which the students
would attempt to “liberate the induction center” by preventing the induction
buses from entering with their cargoes of draftees. The game would be
played out on the map, using the chessmen. A visitor, a girl, would referee.
Gail suggested that the liberation should last only an hour or two “to dem-
onstrate to the middle class our opposition to the war.” The object, as she
saw it, was “to gain the sympathy and moral support of the middle class.”
John did not agree. Since students had tried this approach on several oc-
casions, using peaceful tactics, and failed, he believed the time had come to
use more determined tactics. Mary bristled at this and offered more virtuous
alternatives. We argued for thirty minutes on whether sticking a long-
stemmed flower down the barrel of a policeman’s rifle was more or less effec-
tive than spitting in his face. Gail tried in vain to get the discussion back to
the game. The visitor sided with John, interjecting her own provocative
statements, and at last the whole class collapsed into an anarchy of noisy
side debates and shouting matches, with Gail in the middle looking be-
seechingly at Virginia, who, I suppose, was thinking she had expected this
all along. I rose to the visitor’s bait and accused her of having a “patho-
logical egotism” in trying to ram her political beliefs down people’s throats
by violent means. This had a greater effect than I had planned. The con-
versation stopped. The girl smiled a slight, sad smile, nervously flicked ashes
from her cigarette, and then got up and walked out.

Gail did not let my indiscretion go unnoticed. When it came time for
the students to choose roles for the game, everyone in the room wanted to
play radical and no one wanted to play police. I volunteered to play police,
figuring this would lend realism to the exercise, but Gail intervened. In a
rare fit of decisiveness she announced, “No, Morgan has to play radical!l It
will do him good!” I decided it might, after all, do me some good.

A week later I finally asked, point blank, what was wrong with our pres-
ent system, and why they wanted a revolution. From their widely diverse
answers, I got a picture of their goal. It was similar to Jefferson’s idea of
the simple, agrarian life, free of bureaucracy, war, IBM cards, and race
prejudice.

One of the group asked if such a life wouldn’t result in a nation of
small-town people, with the abhorred small-town, narrow mentality. I said
that I thought the Jeffersonian life could result in a breed of nice people,
but when I described the towns of Utah as the example I had in mind, the
reaction was John’s “Oh! But theyre so prejudiced!” I replied that I had
read a sociological study showing that Mormons were not abnormally prej-
udiced. But they dismissed my study with contempt.
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It was that same week that Mary bumped into me one day on campus
when I was wearing my ROTC uniform. At first she didn’t notice who I was.
But when she recognized me, she stared at my uniform, stunned. “Hi,” I
said, and smiled. She smiled weakly, then said, “What kind of a person are
you, anyway?”’ Before I could answer, she had turned and was gone.

1I

The Movement is more than just people and confrontations and coffee
stains and no bras. What is it that unites them all, despite their divergent
attitudes? What is the philosophy of The Movement?

Its ideas are developed by such writers as Herbert Marcuse, Eric Fromm,
John Kenneth Galbraith, Michael Harrington, Malcolm X, Thomas Hayden,
and others. To delve into all of its implications is not my purpose here, but
its outlines look like this:

It is a philosophy of “community.” What is “community?” To Lyndon
Johnson it was “a place where men are more concerned with the quality of

their goals than the quantity of their goods,” . . . where leisure would mean
“a welcome chance to build and reflect, not a feared cause of boredom and
restlessness,” . . . where the city would serve “the desire for beauty and the

hunger for community.”!

To George Chang, a black revolutionary in Sacramento, it would be a
society in which the people at the bottom rungs of the social ladder would
“have some control over the decisions which affect their own lives.” To
student leaders it would emphasize “participatory democracy.” Other ingre-
dients would be a lack of regimentation and a minimum of bureaucracy. It
would stress individuality and creativity. It would be a community based
on love rather than a heavily hierarchical system based on power and economic
interest.

I can not explain what all of these terms mean because they are slippery
ideas, even to the New Leftist. They are almost more feelings than ideas.
A recent article in The New Yorker, discussing the political activities of
certain members of the Catholic clergy, said, “The theology of . . . the
religious New Left precisely parallels the principles of the political New
Left. Both are collectivist, pacifist, unstructured, utopian, verbose but anti-
intellectual, obsessed with ‘community,” centered on a style of life rather than
on any systematic ideology . . . .”?

The spirit of this community is almost, therefore, an instinct rather than
a philosophy. And it is this instinct which senses giant forces in society
gradually spreading out to wash away whatever is left of “community” in
American life.

*Michael Harrington, Toward a Democratic Left (New York: Macmillan Co., 1968), p. 3.
1968), p. 3.

*Francine Du Plessix Gray, “The Bread Is Rising,” The New Yorker Magazine, January
25, 1969, p. 64.
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What are these forces? The forces responsible for the encroachments on
community spirit are seen as, (1) application of vast technological resources
in the interests of privileged elites; (2) too-rapid change of life patterns, also
caused by the technological revolution; (3) a national obsession with arma-
ments and consumption; and (4) corporate and public bureaucracy.

As these forces loom larger and larger, what happens to the community
spirit? The fate of the community is really only the fate of the individual
in the community; loneliness sets in, and a sense of being invisible, of going
unnoticed and unlistened-to; creativity and individuality are smothered; in-
terpersonal love becomes shallow and corrupted. Eric Fromm writes, “We
have a well-functioning economic system under the condition that we are
producing goods which threaten us with physical destruction, that we trans-
form the individual into a total passive consumer and thus deaden him, and
that we have created a bureaucracy which makes the individual feel impotent.”s

The instinctual sense of alarm which is aroused by all of this gives rise
to “The Movement.” The Movement, therefore, is a collection of people
who sense a disintegration of community in the United States and who are
trying to halt those forces in society which they see as responsible for it.
Their methods run the range from electoral politics (McCarthy, Kennedy)
to civil disobedience bordering on guerilla warfare.

This, in simplified form, is the radical critique.

A Mormon’s reaction to The Movement can easily be a troubled one,
for while the radicals seem, in gospel terms, to be antireligious, promiscuous,
and valueless, one cannot fail to notice a resemblance between the philo-
sophical direction of the New Left and the precepts of the gospel.

The introduction to the biography of Apostle Melvin J. Ballard states,
“The measure of life is how closely it equates with its potential. Few men
have their potential clearly defined in childhood and few can, at life’s end,
feel an assurance of having matched the achievable with the achievement.”
Similarly, the policy statement of the New Left, the Port Huron Statement,
declares, “We regard men as infinitely precious and possessed of unfulfilled
capacities for reason, freedom, and love.”* These statements show a philo-
sophical link between our religion and present student radicalism; they ex-
press a basic faith in the godly potential of human beings.

Another analogy is seen in Mormon community theory. Our religion
is a kind of enlarged family structure in which individuals relate to one
another in many ways. The Movement, also, has a vision of this kind of life.
The Port Huron Statement says, “Personal links between man and man are
needed, especially to go beyond the partial and fragmentary bonds of func-
tion that bind men . . . .” The Movement’s experiments with communal
activity reflect a desire to construct communities which, like those in our
Church, integrate worship, work, play, and personality all at once.

*Eric Fromm, The Revolution of Hope (New York: Bantam Books, 1968), p. 2.
““The Port Huron Statement,” The New Student Left, An Anthology, Mitchell Cohen
and Dennis Hale, eds. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966), p. 12.
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A third connection is found in the prophets’ repeated warnings against
materialism, on the one hand, and the New Left’s conviction, on the other
hand, that personal peace will be had only when society overcomes its “idola-
trous worship of things by men.”s

It is possible that any similarities in doctrine between Mormonism and
radicalism are superficial, fading in the light of larger incompatibilities. But
it is also possible that the Church may someday view society’s values and
institutions as the same threats to family unity and human fulfillment as does
the New Left.

111

Aside from issues of philosophy, another question occurs to the observer
of the scene; assuming the radical critique of society is correct, does The
Movement offer a constructive way to redirect society from bureaucracy and
isolation to liberation and eommunity? Will a strategy of pressure to effect
structural changes in the system obtain the desired results?

In contrast to other viable rebellions in our nation’s history, the New
Left seems chained to logical and practical contradictions. There are three
major contradictions.

First, the students demand a rational, uncompromising and efficient na-
tional policy directed toward a reallocation of national priorities from war
and consumption to social welfare and urban reconstruction. Such a policy
would require a highly unified, powerful elite at the head of the government.
On the other hand, The Movement demands a more democratic system, a
“participatory democracy,” more responsive to the individual in the national
community. Such a system would require sharing of policy-making authority
and slow, inefficient implementation. The two goals are mutually exclusive.
Thomas Jefferson said, “We have a choice between efficiency and liberty.”
The New Left wants both.

Second, the students demand that the universities be autonomous and
free from political manipulation. At the same time they demand that the
universities take a more active role in the positive correction of community
inequities and poverty. In other words, what they’re saying is, ‘“Everybody
who’s political leave our university alone, but we demand the right of our
university to jump in and meddle with everybody else’s politics.” Again, the
two goals are mutually exclusive.

Third, “participatory democracy” would require, of course, responsive-
ness to the demands of everyone. The ethic of compromise would be a
premium in such a community. As Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., said last year at
Boalt Hall, “Democracy is the renunciation of absolute goals.”” But the New
Left has rejected the doctrine of compromise in favor of absolute demands.
Time and again I have heard the leaders of the Berkeley movement denounce
administrative compromises as ‘‘sellouts.”

5“The Port Huron Statement,” p. 13.
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These contradictions hopelessly confuse the direction of The Movement
and create frustration and irrationality among its constituents. We see, there-
fore, not the development of a movement, but a perpetual process of a move-
ment being conceived, followed by a perpetual abortion of itself.

This is indeed a peculiar and complex problem: a movement whose
abstract goals are justifiable, but whose efforts at implementation are self-
defeating. This phenomenon suggests that we may be reaching a critical
point in the progress of our national experience.

If a conservative reaction suppresses The Movement, we could be justi-
fied in presuming that our society was unable to respond in a beneficial way
to the New Left. It may be, therefore, that political systems reach a point
of complexity and improvisation, after repeated rebellions and reforms, at
which they no longer can be improved upon by structural modifications.
This may be because political systems are only a reflection of the quality of
the people who make them up. They are constantly rebuilt and improved,
therefore, until their defects are due relatively less and less to the systems
themselves, and relatively more and more to human nature. And so it may
be that the New Left is attempting to correct by political means what can
only be corrected by religious or spiritual means. The radicals attack the
weaknesses of human beings, and this makes their own constituents vulner-
able. The Movement turns against itself.

Is there any road that The Movement could take that might lead to
real results?

Political revolution seeks to affect the quality of the individual life by
changing the system. Religion would more probably try to affect the system
by changing the individual. The New Left would alter the system so that
instead of satisfying only temporal needs and guaranteeing property and
civil rights, as it has been geared to do for thousands of years, the system
would create a humane, spiritual community. But as Michael Harrington
admits, “Social structure cannot create spiritual life. It can help make it
possible.”’¢

A true revolution, therefore, would not aim at institutions as much as
it would aim at the individual. It would have to be a spiritual upheaval,
effected man by man, child by child, until a society was transformed. Any-
thing else would seem to be superficial, missing the root causes of the problem.

If radicalism seeks to transform the world by changing the system, and
if organized religion addresses itself narrowly to the individual, is it possible
that a link might still be found in the type of individual which religion at-
tempts to produce? Would it be possible for the Church to avoid broad
social issues but, in directing itself to the individual inspire that individual
to look beyond his personal moral world and to work for fundamental changes
in society as well as for his own salvation? Would, in fact, his involvement
in the moral issues confronting his society facilitate his spiritual growth and

*Harrington, Toward a Democratic Left, p. 144.
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his personal salvation? I think such an idea is not outside the spirit of our
religion.

Whether there is any possible fraternity between the New Left and the
gospel is the question I have raised in this essay. Whether organized religion
can retain its vitality if the committed, creative young increasingly spend
their passion elsewhere, whether the radical movement can sustain its positive
moral quality over the long, difficult road ahead of it without the stability
and perspective of organized religion, and whether the New Left has, in fact,
anything worthwhile to offer, are questions which ought to be asked. They
ought to be asked because, like our religion, The Movement commands the
loyalty of hundreds of thousands of idealistic youth, and because, like our
religion, it is less an economic or political program than it is a concern for
the spiritual quality of life, and because, like our religion, it exhibits an in-
creasingly significant influence on our national culture.




-

SR




CACHE VALLEY LANDSCAPE

If viewed in terms of quantitative measurements, economic progress dictates
not only the physical image of a landscape but, more potentially, the cycles
and processes inherent in that landscape as well. There is, of course, a fragile
but forceful relationship between quality and quantity, actually a continual
interrelationship. In a landscape, this interrelationship is projected in var-
ious aspects and proceedings, both ecological and cultural. So, when the
balance of relationships affects the processes from a significantly quantitative
point, the continuity of the landscape experience is no longer perceived;
awareness of the essential cycles and life enforcing movements becomes ob-
scured by disharmonious elements.

But witness a landscape where the cycles, spatial continuity and visual sat-
isfactions function as dynamic, healthy processes. Such a landscape exhibits
the attainment of meaningful form through a balance between vital inter-
relationships.

David Biedermann
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David Biedermann, a landscape architect, received his training at Utah State
University in Logan. He works as a planner and is involved in ecological and
conservation issues.



WHEN DOES AN
INTELLECTUALLY
IMPAIRED CHILD
BECOME ACCOUNTABLE?

Walter L. Maughan

Walter L. Maughan holds two degrees from Utah State University and is a
specialist in the education of mentally retarded children in the Alpine (Utah)
School District. His articles on children and children’s education have ap-
peared in numerous magazines and journals, including THE CHILDREN'S FRIEND
and THE INSTRUCTOR. The father of four, Mr. Maughan is an active Seventy
and a Cub Scout leader.

Twelve-year-old Missy watched as her younger sister Becky walked exub-
erantly down the steps into the baptismal font. She saw the shiver of excite-
ment that possessed her at the first touch of the water. She listened to her
father pronounce the words of the baptismal prayer. And then as eight-year-
old Becky came up from the water “in newness of life,” Missy turned to her
mother and said, “I want to be baptized.”

From Missy, in whom the ability to use vocal language was almost totally
lacking, the statement was miraculous. And it broke her mother’s heart.
Missy’s parents had already discussed the matter with their bishop. And he
had told them that he could not recommend her for baptism. Missy was
retarded and did not need baptism — or so the bishop asserted.

But how do you tell a child who wants to be like others that it is un-
necessary for her? No matter how you put it, it will sound like a punish-
ment. If baptism is a blessing for Becky, then it must be just as much a
blessing for Missy. But Missy can’t have it. Missy must not be worthy. It
must be that the Lord does not love Missy.

This true story is being reenacted in many places throughout the Church.
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But just as frequently children who are as handicapped as Missy are being
baptized, either as a matter of course when they turn eight or later at the
discretion of the parents. The bishops who make these decisions are honest
men acting in good conscience, according to the dictates of their own under-
standing.

The reason for the discrepancy in treatment is that the instructions re-
garding the baptism of handicapped children are not clear enough for a
bishop to be certain how to proceed. So he is forced to place his own inter-
pretation upon those instructions. Since bishops come to their jobs from a
variety of vocational and educational backgrounds, it is not surprising that
their opinions should differ markedly.

Nor is it difficult to understand why the Church has failed to develop a
clear-cut policy regarding the baptism of these children. The question is
not an easy one to resolve.

How do we determine when a child becomes accountable?

The Scriptures speak of a child arriving “unto the years of account-
ability” (D.&C. 20:71). And parents are instructed to see that their children
are baptized “when eight years old” (D.&C. 68:25). Obviously not all eight-
year-olds are equal in their capabilities. Some mature more slowly and others
more rapidly. There is nothing magical about the child’s eighth birthday
which suddenly makes him accountable, except according to the law as de-
fined by the Lord.

Still, the nagging question plagues us: If a child is severely retarded,
is he accountable at the age of eight? And if we were to baptize him, and
he were not accountable, would the Lord condemn him for his mistakes?

More to the point, what is accountability?

The few brief scriptural passages which refer to accountability speak of
our responsibility to control our own behavior and to repent of any mistakes
which we may make (D.&C. 20:71, 29:47, 101:78; Moroni 8:10). They do not
suggest any need for an elaborate understanding of the gospel, but only a
willingness to rectify unacceptable behavior. This concept is further sub-
stantiated in the following scriptural instructions given to the missionaries:

And of tenets thou shalt not talk, but thou shalt declare repentance
and faith on the Savior, and remission of sins by baptism, and by fire
yea, even the Holy Ghost. (D.&C. 19:31; see also D.&C. 11:9 and 18:14)

Clearly the prospective convert may be baptized with a minimum of
knowledge concerning gospel principles. He does not have to be a scholar
or a student of the Scriptures. He needs no knowledge of Church history.
He does not even have to know how to pronounce the name of the prophet.
All of these understandings enhance one’s position in the Church and make
membership more meaningful, but they are not necessary prerequisites for
baptism.

The Scriptures make it plain that a certain amount of understanding
and self-control are required, but anyone who has had any association with
retarded children knows that they frequently understand things which they
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cannot communicate through language. This is suggested in their behavior,
not through their having answered specific questions that may be put to
them. And only after an extensive observation of the child’s behavior can
we begin to get an idea of his ability to govern his own actions, to alter his
course if it proves to be in error, and to avoid sin or show remorse and re-
pentance if he fails to avoid it. Probably no one other than the parents, or
in rare instances a perceptive teacher, has the time to make this kind of
in-depth study of the child’s behavior.

The usual method of determining a child’s worthiness for baptism, the
bishop’s interview, is of little value with these children. It places them at an
unfair disadvantage, because almost universally they are severely handicapped
in verbal ability. They simply cannot answer the questions, even though
they may understand them.

1f only there were some simple test that could be employed to measure
accountability. Unfortunately, an intelligence test wouldn’t work. What-
ever it is that intelligence tests measure, it has little to do with account-
ability (or the ability to be responsible for one’s own actions). Indeed, some
of the most irresponsible of people are highly intelligent mentally ill indi-
viduals. These tests were designed to measure the academic skills required
for success in school. Most intelligence tests are highly language-oriented.
And a variety of abilities, including various types of creativity, social aptitude,
and moral maturity are not touched by most intelligence tests.

In an article entitled “The Dynamics of Mental Retardation” (Public
Health Service Publication No. 1267, 1964), Dr. Gunner Dybwad lists as a
major source of confusion the tendency to think of a child with a particular
mental age — determined by an intelligence test — as if he were “just like a
child of that chronological age.” There are a multitude of differences. Among
other things, the adult retarded person with a mental age of five will be vastly
more responsible for his own actions than will the normal five-year-old. This
is particularly true if the retarded person has been to school.

The validity of the test scores themselves is considerably in doubt at the
lower levels because the test items require skills other than those which are
supposedly being measured. Many brain damaged children cannot be tested
due to language and motor problems which invalidate the results. Not in-
frequently, I1Qs below 50 will be reported more in the nature of estimates
than as absolute scores.

Another factor which is often overlooked is that two retarded children
with identical IQ scores can be as different as any two children chosen at
random from the general population, even in the skills which are measured
by the test. A mongoloid child, for example, may have a generally low level
of performance on all of the abilities tested. A brain damaged child, on the
other hand, may demonstrate surprisingly high ability in some isolated areas,
such as memory for numbers, and be profoundly retarded in others. The IQ
score is based on the total number of items passed, with no regard for which
skills they measure. Some experts feel that the “spread” of the scores is more
significant than the overall 1Q.
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But the most valid argument against the use of intelligence tests as a
determiner of accountability is that they simply were not designed to meas-
ure moral responsibility.

If the intelligence test will not work, then what shall we use? The lim-
itations of the interview have already been discussed.

Extended observation of the child’s behavior seems to be the only reas-
onable answer. But there are dangers even in this. Neurological damage
can cause a multitude of behavior problems which are totally beyond the
control of the child, and which ought not to be scored against him in our
appraisal of his accountability. The grand mal attacks of the epileptic are
well known. Less well known are the similar seizures which occur in many
brain damaged children. The behavior of these children is typically cyclical.
And there will be times when the disease takes over. This may come on
suddenly, just as it does for the epileptic. The child will appear to be fully
conscious. He may go through a “fit” of crying. He may strike out blindly
at whatever happens to be in his way. He may kick and scream. He may bite
himself or bang his head against the wall. The lay observer would call it
a tantrum. But it is a product of forces within the child’s impaired nervous
system and is not subject to his control.

We do not deny baptism to the blind because they cannot see, nor to
the deaf because they cannot hear. We should not deny it to the language
impaired merely because they cannot communicate their understanding voc-
ally. And we should not deny baptism to the brain damaged individual who
may be fidgety or noisy or unresponsive to certain kinds of stimuli on the
basis of this behavior alone. For this is as much a physiological problem as
is blindness or lameness.

Accountability is the power of the person to govern his behavior within
the framework of his own world of experience and limited by his physiological
handicaps.

Within that range of behavior which is not dictated by the brain damage,
the child will be able to choose between right and wrong and to alter his
course through repentance. To that extent he will be accountable. And it is
this area of behavior which the observer must learn to appraise in order to
determine the child’s readiness for baptism.

It has already been suggested that the parents are in the best position
to do this.

Still there are those who seem to feel that they are doing the parents a
favor by taking the decision out of their hands and passing the buck — so
to speak — to the bishop. Such reasoning fails to take into account the pe-
culiar psychological attachment which the majority of these parents have for
their handicapped children. The need to be responsible is so deep-seated in
their personalities that it is psychologically impossible for them to abdicate
from it.

The intense resentment which can build up in the mind of a parent
when the choice is removed from him can lead to acts of rebellion and even
apostasy. One such example came to my attention several years ago when
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the president of my local seventies quorum approached me after learning
that I had a retarded child in my home. “The Church won’t let me baptize
my son,” he said, with tears in his eyes. Later he confided to me that he had
seriously considered taking the boy to a secluded place in the mountains,
where he could perform the ordinance in secret.

Now, was this man deluded? Was he lacking in testimony? Was he
ready to run off half-cocked for no good reason? No. He was a man whose
keen sense of responsibility for his handicapped son would not let him rest.
And because he believed the gospel ordinances to be efficacious, he could
not find peace until his son had the blessing of baptism.

From my own experience both as a parent and as a teacher of retarded
children, I am forced to the conclusion that the dangers of baptizing these
children too early and of giving them too much responsibility too soon are
vastly outweighed by the dangers of waiting too long. This is particularly
true of the child who is living at home and who is in contact with other chil-
dren of baptismal age. People have traditionally expected too little of these
children.

The children who are most frequently denied baptism fall into the
group who for educational purposes have been classified as ‘“‘trainable.”
These are children with IQs below 55. Dr. Dybwad (quoted earlier) says of
them, “It is this group which has astonished even the most experienced mental
retardation practitioners by their capacity for achievement.” Recent trends
in education demonstrate unequivocally that they can accomplish things that
were formerly considered to be impossible for them. Indeed, they can do
almost anything we expect them to do. Educators today are recommending
that we place them under considerable pressure to achieve. This is not to
say that we will ask them to compete with so-called ‘“normal” children in
academic things. But we will expect them to compete with themselves and
to be responsible for their own actions. Isn’t that, after all, what account-
ability is all about?

By far the most important consideration in all of this is the mental and
moral health of the child. The handicapped child who is forced to sit back
and watch younger children enter the Church through baptism while he is
denied membership can only conclude that he is somehow not wanted. He
is somehow not worthy. He is somehow not of value in the sight of the Lord.

Only through the kind of identification which comes through member-
ship can these children feel a part of the Church. We must learn to trust
them . . . for if we do not, we may lose them. Perhaps, after all, the wishes
of the child ought to be the deciding factor. What right do we have to place
a ceiling on his progress or to damn him to a life of infancy and dependency?

My feeling is that if a child is physically able to be baptized, we ought
to bring him into full fellowship with us in the Church when he reaches the
age of eight, or soon thereafter. Certainly if he expresses a desire for baptism,
we ought to give it to him. If a delay is justified, it should come about only
with the consent of the parents. It is true that the bishop must sanction the
decision. He must fill out the recommend. But difficult as the ultimate de-
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cision about baptism may be, it will be more palatable to the parents if they
make the choice themselves. Bishops who try to ease the blow with their own
arbitrary decisions may find that they are making enemies rather than friends.

And the tendency to hesitate, to shelter these children too long, is cer-
tainly no act of kindness. Progress is an eternal principle, for the handicapped
as well as the so-called “‘normal.”



SOME IMPLICATIONS
OF HUMAN FREEDOM

Marden J. Clark

The following essay, which won honorable mention in DIALOGUE’s 1968 Silver
Awards competition, was originally presented in a somewhat different form
at the Senior Awards Banquet of the English Department at Brigham Young
University in the spring of 1968.

Let me begin by admitting that my title, and perhaps my entire paper,
begs a major philosophical question. I am well aware of the age-old debate
over the reality of free will. I am aware of most of the arguments against
free will and in favor of predestination or determinism or scientific mech-
anism. But I write out of a Mormon background that assumes the absolute
reality of “free agency,” that sees freedom of the will as an irrevocable gift
of God, or as coeternal with Him. I write out of an absolute personal com-
mitment to that belief and an absolute personal assurance that we make
meaningful decisions: physical, ethical, moral, spiritual. I know that our
freedom is impinged upon from every direction: by physical limitations of
all kinds, by internal limitations both genetic and environmental, by social
and economic forces, even by God’s will, and by all the other forces that re-
strict or nullify our choices and actions. But beyond all these I profoundly
believe that decisions and actions we sense to be willed are very often actually
and meaningfully willed. I can not prove they are. I only “know” they are.
And on this partially empirical, partially existential, wholly religious knowl-
edge I premise all that follows.

I take the fact of human freedom to be so fundamental that it can tell
us something about nearly every philosophical, moral, social, and religious
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problem that man can explore. My essay is limited to only a few major
problems. It works backward, of course, from the usual discussions of free
will, which try to affirm or deny the fact of free will from other facts of the
universe and of human experience.

Because so much else depends on our concept of God, I want to begin with
implications for that concept. We Mormons have very definite concepts of
the God we believe in, probably more definite than those of any other
Christian group. Yet these distinctly anthropomorphic concepts of God raise
significant questions. In what sense, for example, can God be omnipotent,
omniscient, omnipresent, and all-good and at the same time be an individual
with definite “body, parts, and passions”? Or how can He have these absolute
attributes and still Himself be eternally progressing? We have our answers —
at least as good as most. But even after the answers are in, we are left with
the broad and frustrating difficulty of trying to explain the inexplicable,
the ultimate. And sooner or later we have to come to terms with that most
fundamental of religious-philosophical problems: how to reconcile God’s
absoluteness with the fact of evil in His universe.

Nearly all of our usual answers to the problem involve, whether we
recognize it or not, an implicit denial of either the absoluteness of God or
the reality of evil. We Mormons, with our stress on the need for “opposi-
tion in all things,” tend toward the latter. That is, if we argue that evil is
necessary to know good, we are essentially arguing that evil itself is somehow
ultimately good, simply because we cannot have good without it. Similarly,
if we argue that God permits evil for His purposes or uses it to help bring
about His ends, we wipe out the problem by making evil essentially good, or
“privative,” or merely the absence of good.

On the other hand, if we see Satan as the author of evil, we have to do
so with one of two beliefs: either God permits Satan’s activity (or uses it
or turns it to good), in which case we are back to some kind of denial of the
reality of evil; or He somehow cannot control Satan, in which case God can-
not be completely omnipotent. Or if we say that God wills evil without our
seeing it at the same time as somehow unreal or positively good, then we are
making God the essential author of evil and hence not absolute in goodness.
Old Nickles in Archibald MacLeish’s J. B. sums up the dilemma in his jingle,
“If God is God He is not good / If God is good He is not God.”

Fortunately, the doctrine of free agency has profound implications for
the dilemma. If man is really free, then at least within those limitations in
which he is, God cannot be free. That is, God cannot create man free and
then retain complete control over him. He cannot tell me, “Thou shalt not
kill,” and then nullify the implied choice by either preventing me from kill-
ing or forcing me to kill. If I am free, He cannot tell me, “Thou shalt not
eat of that fruit” and “Multiply and replenish the earth and subdue it,” and
then predetermine which of the conflicting commandments 1 will obey. He
cannot even tell me to “Love the Lord thy God” and to “Love thy neighbor
as thyself” and then somehow extract that love by force — not if He is to leave
me free.
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Similarly for that other age-old religious-philosophical conundrum: how
to reconcile man’s free will with God’s foreknowledge. Here, too, most of
our attempts either fail to satisfy or lead to alternatives worse than the prob-
lem. We may argue as energetically as we wish that God somehow exists
outside of or beyond time, that in His absoluteness all time is spread out
before Him as eternally present. Or we may use perhaps the most common
response: that just as a parent “knows” his child so well that he can predict
almost infallibly how the child will react to a piece of bubble gum placed
within reach, so God can know us, His children, infinitely better because of
His infinite knowledge.

But whatever absolute validity either may have, both answers disturb
me worse than the original dilemma. We escape the dilemma not by handling
the horns but by killing off the bull — or the toreador. For if God really
exists outside of time and all time is spread out before Him as eternally pres-
ent, then I find myself in a universe where one of my most certain perceptions
— that I live and think and plan and act in time — becomes some kind of
trick, a cosmic illusion. And no reassurance that God’s foreknowledge is
absolute and exerts no causative force on events can rebuild my real world
for me. A world where time, with all its sense of reality and significance,
disappears into mere illusion — this I recoil from. I become a character on
a TV tape, capable of unrolling in time and thinking that that time is ab-
solutely significant, but capable of unrolling only as the tape “knows” I will.

But the other is even worse. If God can know me absolutely — as I know
my children partially — then this must mean that I am a knowable creature:
absolutely knowable. And I recoil from the implications. The positivistic
psychologist could accept the picture, without even bothering to posit God
as the knower. To be absolutely knowable, predictable, I must be an absolute
mechanism.

No, if we are meaningfully free, God cannot see us spread out in a time-
less and meaningless present. Nor can He know us absolutely. Either way, our
choices become illusion, possibly real from our standpoint, but cosmically
meaningless except perhaps as they fulfill God’s foreknowledge.

If I thus summarily dispose of these two oldest and most challenging of
philosophical dilemmas (and, of course, I haven’t really disposed of them),
I do so only from the complete conviction of the meaningfulness of the
freedom that poses them in the first place.

Fortunately, I can do so well within the limits of Mormon orthodoxy. For
to see the elements as eternal, law as eternal, intelligence as eternal, and the
Creation as an organizing of elements (including “intelligences”) rather than
as creation from nothing, is to see God as limited by the very materials He
works with. To see God as somehow involved in, as part of, as leading us for-
ward in a process of “eternal progression” is surely to leave room at the ulti-
mate end of that process for God himself to be somehow progressing, to be
struggling with forces or laws or conditions — including the effects of freedom
itself — not entirely within even His control. What else do we mean when
we say that God is Himself subject to law? or that Christ is the God of this
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earth, under God, and hint at a God beyond Elohim? or that the good
Mormon is himself progressing toward eventual Godhood? or when we re-
peat, as we do so often, “As man is, God once was; As God is, man may be-
come”? or when we glory in the promise, “For I the Lord am bound when
ye do as I say . ..”? I am aware that other emphases can be — and are —
put on these concepts. But the broad center of Mormonism, both historically
and presently, tends to put the emphasis where I have, though perhaps not
really coming to the implication that the concepts ultimately limit God — but
limit Him, I hasten to add, only on a cosmic, an absolute scale: His freedom
must seem absolute in comparison to ours — thence, of course, part of the
reverence and awe and worship we tender Him.

That very fact — the obvious difference between God’s freedom and
man’s — carries profound implications for freedom itself. Especially if we
stress eternal progress and God’s having developed to what He is now, free-
dom cannot be static, either quantitatively or qualitatively. As we exercise
it (and grow in doing so) it grows and expands too: freedom begets free-
dom. In this sense, Plato’s early description of the poet fits freedom: *“a
light and winged and holy thing.” It is worthy of our finest understanding, our
deepest commitment, our highest quest.

The fact of man’s freedom also has profound implications for the nature
of man. That he makes meaningful, willed choices should perhaps be enough.
But the implications reach out from that central fact in many directions.
Perhaps the most far-reaching is that man’s freedom, like man himself in
Mormon thinking, is not contingent but necessary. Or if contingent, then
contingent only on its being exercised. We tend to assume freedom as a gift
from God to man. But I suspect the relationship is more complex than that.
“In His own image” must surely involve something more than appearance.
I have to assume that it refers also to other of God’s attributes: His intelli-
gence, His freedom, even His creativity. I would go further. Perhaps God
really had no choice in some of these matters. Perhaps, as is suggested by
Mormon belief in free agency as an eternal quality of eternal intelligence,
Satan’s plan was not really an alternative at all. Had God created man with-
out freedom, would He have created man at all? Is not man’s freedom the
real measure of man? Is not man’s freedom even the real measure of God’s
creativity? Otherwise the creation would have resembled much more closely
a manufacturing process than genuine creativity.

But whatever its source, the existentialists are right to conceive man’s
freedom as an inescapable part of his condition as man. Blessed with free-
dom, condemned to freedom: either way man is free, necessarily free. And
what he does with that freedom becomes the measure of his being as man.
He can choose to ignore it, he can refuse it, he can fritter it away by en-
slaving himself to habit or to others, he can blanket it under routine: by all
these he blasphemes against it. But given normal powers of intelligence and
normal capacity, he can also exercise it, expand it, create with it, aim himself
(Mormons believe) toward Godhood with it. But escape it he cannot — not
and be man. Or not and be.



CLARK: Implications of Human Freedom |51

If inescapably free, man must be largely on his own, much more so than
we Mormons usually consider him. That is, man himself carries much of the
responsibility for his own affairs and for God’s affairs among men. It is pos-
sible, of course, and popular in some recent Mormon thinking, to conceive of
this freedom as primarily the freedom to yield oneself to the promptings of
the Spirit, who will then take over and guide one’s life infallibly as God
would have it go. Such a concept has its temptations and surely some truth.
But I distrust it as too easy. The choice, once made, passes the responsibility
of freedom to the Spirit. Or if we think of the process as a continuing choice
or series of choices, it remains always the same choice: to yield or not to
yield — though not necessarily always a decision of the same degree of diffi-
culty. Perhaps this oversimplifies to the point of parody. But the concept
asks too little and promises too much and offers too easy a scapegoat: Once
one has yielded completely to the Spirit, whatever happens can be credited
to or blamed on God. It asks for little of even the strenuous positive exercise
of freedom in the multiplicity of choices on the broad scale of complexity that
we associate with ordinary life.

Much of this also applies to our usual concept of prayer, which we too
often consider a means of wheedling from God the blessings He wants to give
us anyway. We pray to fulfill our responsibility in a more or less mercantile
relationship; God for His part responds by pouring out blessings on us. Again
the choice is to pray or not to pray. But as Huck Finn found out, it don't
work — at least not this way and not this simply. We have no way of really
knowing the extent to which God controls events on earth. But, again if
man is really free, God cannot control them completely. Perhaps He could
end the Vietnam war any time He wants. Perhaps He is only waiting for
man to achieve a spiritual condition worthy of such a blessing. But to be-
lieve so is to believe that God willed the war and wills it to continue. And
this I cannot do, any more than I can believe that He willed my mother’s
fifteen years of suffering or the riots tearing at our cities.

No, men are responsible for these things. Or man’s condition as man is.
Part of that condition obviously includes forces outside his control: natural
forces, group — or mob — action outside the control of any individual in-
volved and often outside anyone’s control — and the force of freedom itself,
which tends to jostle against other freedoms or other men’s freedom. Of
course prayer can help. Most of us have seen it help. But we have also
seen it fail to help, in any practical sense. We have all prayed for things,
for help, for blessings we have not received. Generally we explain this by
saying that it was not God’s will that we have them, that He simply said no.
But again this makes God’s will often secem arbitrary or whimsical. I prefer
two other explanations: (1) We usually pray wrongly when we pray for
something (again the mercantile concept of our relations with God). Our
prayers should act, I have to believe, primarily as the expression of our
reverence, as communion. (2) The fact of man’s meaningful freedom pre-
vents God from very much overt interference with man’s life. Man can, of
course, be free because there is no God or because He does not care about
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man, or man about Him. But man can also be free precisely because God
does care about him — cares too much to interfere under most circumstances
with the exercise of that freedom. To be meaningful, freedom needs con-
stant exercise. Man’s constant struggle is the real source of that exercise.
Man has to be on his own if his free will is to be more than mere theoretical
gift.

It follows that the fact of human freedom implies that man himself is
neither innately depraved nor innately divine. He is potentially both, or
either. But free will places him, as does the Psalmist, a little lower than the
the angels, with dominion over the works of God’s hands. Here is the key:
dominion over God’s works, including himself, so long as he genuinely exer-
cises it, so long as he acts as a free agent.

“Natural man” may be the enemy of God, but only if we limit “natural”
to mean that which is most brute in us, only if we assume that somehow the
Fall changed man so drastically that God could no longer recognize His own
image in man. But free will is part of that image. Surely the Fall did not
change that. And the Fall itself we see as part of the original creative act:
a most crucial part, because only in choosing to eat the fruit could man make
possible other meaningful choices, that is, only through such a choice could
man bring the gift of freedom to the level of action. To see man, therefore,
as naturally evil brings us back to the position I have already rejected of
limiting man’s freedom to the choice of yielding or not yielding to the Holy
Spirit. Man largely creates his own goodness or badness by a continuing
process of choosing — not merely between good and evil but between good
and good, evil and evil, good and lesser good or higher good, God and what-
ever is not God.

From here the implications of human freedom spread out so broadly
that I can indulge myself only with summary treatment.

If we make meaningful choices between good and evil, it follows that
both are completely real. The reality of good, Mormons never question. And
only by closing our minds to the world can we any longer question the reality
of evil, can we see evil as privative, as merely the absence of good. Dachau
and Buchenwald have their absolute reality — still. And so do Birmingham
and Dallas and Memphis and Watts and Vietnam. Even the basic idea that
we need opposition in all things, with its implicit denial of the reality of
evil, needs to be reinterpreted in the light of the reality of free will. Evil,
of course, has many sources — but never God. Or God only in the fact of
His active creativity and of his having created man. Perhaps God could
have created a world that had no earthquakes, no volcanoes, no hurricanes,
no floods. But He did not. Perhaps He could have made man more peace-
loving, more honest, more kind. But He did not. Therefore, I have to see
both nature’s and man’s awesome powers as built into the very process of
creation, especially the process of creating free, and hence meaningful, man.

The implications for education are similarly broad. Let me suggest only
one. The concept of dynamic freedom involves not merely the right but the
capacity to make meaningful choices. And capacity in this sense involves
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not merely will but awareness — awareness of alternatives and of their sig-
nificance. Such awareness is surely the most important product of education.
Hence education itself becomes vital and dynamic, not mere preparation
for earning a living, not merely the accumulation of knowledge (though
knowledge is often vital in how we exercise free will), not even merely prep-
aration for living. Very few periods in what we invidiously call “real life” de-
mand of such constant decision making or present such broad and complex
alternatives to choose from — though more may be immediately at stake in real
life. Education, then, becomes the process of broadening the base from which
significant free will can operate and of providing more or less sheltered sit-
uations for it to grow by exercise. And the best education will be that which
provides for and encourages the most meaningful and constant decision-
making.

Similarly for politics and society: that political and social system is best
which provides the broadest base and develops the highest capacity for
meaningful decision making. Here, especially, freedom must be conceived
as being far beyond rights. Personal or internal capacity would be largely
meaningless for some kinds of freedom without the external and public right to
exercise it. But conceived dynamically and creatively, freedom is much more
an internal matter than an external one. Of course we must protect our
freedoms and defend our Constitution. But to prize these primarily as prop-
erty rights or business rights — or merely as the right to use four-letter words —
is to misconceive and degrade them. Freedom cannot mean very much to one
who simply isolates himself and hoards it, nor can it mean very much to the
ghetto child who brings neither understanding nor experience to bear on pos-
sible alternatives. Society’s high duty — a free society’s high destiny — is to
provide the best conditions for conscious and meaningful exercise of freedom.

For morals and ethics as well, the fact of freedom multiplies the signifi-
cance of choice and even gives moral and ethical implications to choices
that have little such apparent concern. For to see freedom as a fundamen-
tally creative force within both the individual and society is to tinge nearly
all questions with connotations of right and wrong: What we create of our-
selves and our society becomes the ultimate moral question.

The one implication I want to explore is that moral and ethical prob-
lems probably should not be resolved in either of the extreme ways often
used: the social approach which derives standards from the broad standards
of the community, or the absolutist approach that refers all problems to an
“idea” of morality or to God’s commandments. This is not to say that com-
munal practice or God’s commandments should exert no moral pressure in
our lives. But to have dynamic freedom, we must (again) consciously and
meaningfully choose, and choose as aware as we can be of possible alternatives
and probable consequences. Put differently, a commitment to human free-
dom implies distrust of simply going along with the crowd for any reason,
and especially a distrust of what Milton calls a “cold and cloistered virtue.”
Virtue as mere abstinence may be a way to get through crucial years to-
ward maturity; but it can never bring genuine maturity. The Pill obvious-
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ly has its moral dangers. It probably can and does increase premarital
unchastity, and perhaps even adultery. But virtue based on fear — whether
of social disapproval, pregnancy, or disease — has never been virtue at all.
Like freedom, virtue must be conceived as a positive, creative, even healing
force: He “knew that virtue had gone out of Him,” at the touch of the hem
of His garment. We probably can never un-invent the Pill. What we can
do is insist on its significance for positive moral action and let it broaden
the scope and meaning of our free moral choices. What kind of a me will result
if I commit fornication or adultery? What kind of a society will I tend to-
ward creating? Such questions do not leave behind the fact of God’s com-
mandments. They even intensify, especially for Mormons, the probable per-
sonal and social results of violating the commandments. But they also squarely
place the responsibility where it has to rest anyway: on “me” as agent con-
sciously and creatively willing the act, or the abstention.

And now to implications for literature, which generated much of my
interest in the implications of freedom. If man’s freedom involves some kind
of limitation of God’s absoluteness, if God had to create man free, if man’s
freedom itself, or the way men exercise it, is largely responsible for evil and
suffering in God’s universe, then it follows that tragedy is built into the
very structure of freedom, the very structure of the universe. On the simplest
level, the capacity to choose involves the inevitable capacity to choose wrongly.
On a much higher level, the capacity to choose involves a multiplicity of
choices. One choice rubs against and influences other choices. My choices
rub against and influence yours. Freedom rubs against and conflicts with
freedom. King Lear is free to choose Regan and Goneril and to reject Cor-
delia, Macbeth to murder Duncan, Medea to kill her children. But none of
them can escape the consequences of his or her choices. And the choices pro-
foundly involve others until finally they reverberate on the cosmic level.

If God was not free to create man other than free, then man’s capacity
for tragic action is part of God’s creativity and God is profoundly involved
Himself in tragedy — cosmic tragedy. I have dreamed of, even projected, all
this toward a cosmic tragedy in which I envision a series of parallel scenes
on earth and in heaven. The central scene will show man poised in agon-
izing indecision with his finger on the Button. Atomic war, he knows, will
destroy his universe. And yet his earlier choices, events for which he must
be held at least partially responsible, have brought him to this supreme and
terrible choice. Either alternative is terrible, both for him and absolutely.
In heaven, God and the angels watch. God, too, knows that atomic war will
destroy this part of the universe He has created. He too knows the alterna-
tives. Perhaps he can reach out and stop man’s hand. This the first scene,
and the last. In between a series of flashbacks: to the Council in Heaven,
to the Garden, to Noah and the flood, to Abraham and Isaac, to God and
Satan and Job, to Gethsemane, to Cumorah. And always if man is really
free, God is not — not entirely. In this fact may lie the ultimate Gethsemane
of a creating, loving God. But also perhaps His ultimate glory. My tragedy
has no ending, at least none that I can conceive as dramatically viable. To
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push the Button ends all choice. Not to push it means the choice must be
repeated over and over and over — as indeed it must if man is to be man.
But the projection of these ideas as basic facts of man’s condition might be
all I could ask.

For all this, I must believe, is built into man’s condition, into his free-
dom. I can interpret in no other way those conflicting commandments in
Eden, the willed suffering of Gethsemane, the panorama of human suffering
all along the way, the awesome responsibility forced on man today by the
fact of the bomb. It is hardly a comfortable picture. No wonder our existen-
tialist writers contemplating the fact of human freedom dramatize their
sense of alienation and angst. Whatever else, the picture tells me that Joseph
Wood Krutch is fundamentally wrong when he argues that, because of the
shrunken stature of man, we cannot create tragedy in the modern world or
even respond meaningfully to the great tragedies of the past. Experience
tragedy! If my analysis has any validity, we cannot avoid experiencing it
— not if we sense deeply the fact and the implications of our freedom.
We experience it the more profoundly in the theater and in our reading,
precisely because we experience it in our awareness of life, of what we are
as humans, of what it means to be free.*

But tragedy, Northrup Frye argues, is incipient comedy. What we rec-
ognize as the regenerative — or generative — effects of his suffering on King
Lear reaches toward the happy ending at the same time that it intensifies the
tragedy. The highest comedy (as in The Divine Comedy) can follow only
from the descent into the Inferno. Considered mythically, the happy ending
completes the cycle. And I do not want to leave my reader in the Inferno:
My essay does have a happy ending.

But we must return briefly to cosmic things. If the fact of human free-
dom implies a God not fully absolute, not fully controlling man’s universe
and destiny; if it implies a heavy burden of responsibility for man himself
and less certainly of the outcome of his exercising of that responsibility; if it
implies tragedy built into the very structure of God’s creativity and of his uni-
verse — it also relieves God of the primary responsibility for suffering and evil
in His universe and man of the responsibility of worshiping a God who is the
author of evil as well as of good. It relieves our religious leaders of the burden
(a terrifying one it must be at times) of infallibility: They too are human,
hence free, hence subject to error. And I can honor and respect them far more
and follow them far more meaningfully because I do not have to believe
that everything they say is absolute. Again, such a response forces evalua-
tion and choice, but these are the very life and meaning of freedom.

*I wish here to express again my debt to Dr. P. A. Christensen, for many years Chairman
of the English Department at Brigham Young University. I cannot know the extent to
which his ideas of tragedy infuse those I have just outlined. I do know, however, that I
consider his treatment of the relation of tragedy to religion one of the great original essays
on tragedy. I do know that he sparked my interest in tragedy and kept pumping oxygen to it.
And I do know that I seldom start following an elusive idea down a difficult trail without
at some turn meeting the mind of Dr. Christensen. I thank him for having been there.
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But the real happy ending is still more positive. For, I have argued,
the struggle itself to choose, to know alternatives, to grow in freedom (as to
grow in the gospel), involves us in a self-expanding, self-creating process:
freedom begets freedom. We create — always within limits — ourselves, our
freedom, our world. And since we do so, man’s freedom itself becomes abso-
lutely meaningful, a light and winged and holy thing, but also profoundly
a thing of substance, a kind of self-renewing plastic clay that, even as we
mould with it, increases in both quantity and quality: the sculptor’s dream!
The sculptor’s dream — suggesting we are all sculptors of our lives — but also
his necessity, the necessity of any art.

And I finally come to the significant implications for creativity. The
human freedom I have tried to define implies an absolute commitment to
creativity itself. Art thrives on freedom, as we all know. But art is also one
kind of ultimate exercise and expression of freedom. When Taine posited a
deterministic theory of creativity, he may have committed the final blasphemy
against art. For no matter how much we can explain about any given work
of art by knowing the race, the milieu and the moment that produced it, we
still have the work itself that transcends explanation. It stands as achieved,
as created fact: the product of a succession of conscious or subconscious
choices — a choice in every word of a poem, every note of a symphony, every
stroke of a brush. Hence the artist may well be the freest of humans, though
most bound by the necessity to impose significant form on his materials.
Whatever the internal pressures that help force it into being, the achieved
actuality, the created work, has to be the product of choices. This is what
we mean by creativity. A magic enough process, to be sure, but largely a
very conscious process, a conscious exercise of willed, aware, responsible
choices, all directed toward the supreme end: the work of art.

This much for the artist himself. No matter how much he may profess
to believe in a blind, deterministic universe, he knows that his own act of
creativity is not blind or predetermined — that it is a conscious, willed strug-
gle. And if he consciously believes the universe absurd but man free, then
his created work becomes the gauntlet he throws in the face of that absurdity,
his ultimate assertion and proof of his freedom. He is driven by what I call,
awkwardly enough, the creative imperative: the imperative to create of his
freedom meaning in his meaningless universe. I have to see that imperative
as forced on anyone really committed to the fact of human freedom. We may
know that our universe is not ultimately meaningless, we may know that it
is absolutely meaningful in a cosmic scheme. But if we are free we are com-
mitted to create of it and ourselves the highest meaning inherent in it and
ourselves.

I assume that all this applies most fully to the creative artist, the one
who finally achieves significant art. But on differing scales it must apply
just as absolutely to all of us. Our freedom imposes upon us in our reading
or experiencing of any work of art the necessity to involve ourselves actively
in a kind of re-creative process that participates somehow in the original
creative act. It imposes upon us in our writing, any kind of writing, the
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responsibility to see writing not as assignments or work to be “done” but as
opportunities to engage ourselves in creative activity — for that is exactly
what every kind of meaningful writing is. It imposes upon us as teachers
and prospective teachers, and even as present students (all Mormons are
always students), the imperative to make of our classrooms living demon-
strations, somehow, of freedom in action and of freedom’s complex meaning.
It imposes upon us in our scholarly work, our business activities, our day-
to-day labor, the imperative to make these activities help us create an ever
higher potential within ourselves. It imposes upon us in our religious ac-
tivities the imperative to create the profoundest spiritual awareness and spir-
itual communion and spiritual selves that we are capable of creating. Our
freedom imposes upon us the imperative to offer our highest worship through
our creativity to the God who used His freedom to create us.

Again, such an imperative will not necessarily make for comfortable,
well-adjusted Mormons. It may even make us discontented. But discontented,
I would hope, with a measure of what Dr. P. A. Christensen used to call
“divine discontent.” Such discontent must be largely the vertu that engen-
ders all creativity: artistic, religious, educational, personal. Such discontent
coupled with our sense of the cosmic, public, and personal significance and
dignity of freedom, all grows out of the imperatives it imposes. We can-
not, at least at this stage of our being, be gods. But we can participate on
our level and with our capacities (nearly always much greater than we let
them be — or force them to be) in His most vital attribute: His creativity.
We cannot all write a King Lear or a Paradise Lost or compose a Ninth Sym-
phony or synthesize diamonds or create a General Electric. But we can and
do participate in the creativity that produced all these. The joy and glory
of our humanness comes in our so participating. And in the process we may
even come to know the absolute significance of our commitment to creativity
and to meaningful human freedom. We may even come to know, in other
words, something of the implications of our human freedom.
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This old community mailbox by the
cottonwood tree is gone now.



ART, BEAUTY
AND COUNTRY LIFE
IN UTAH

Elizabeth Sprang

Ilustrated with sketches by the author

Elizabeth Sprang is an artist who lives with her husband on a ranch in south-
ern Utah. She has exhibited her art work at the Library of Congress Annual
National Print Show, the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts, the Denver
All-Western Exhibit, the Northwest Printers Annual Exhibit, and The Los
Angeles County Art Museum (but not, she informs us, in Utah). A convert to
Mormonism “after being an unbeliever for nearly fifty years,” she has taught
Sunday School and Relief Society.

“Thank goodness I don’t have to live there! How do they stand it?”
The revolting, depressing drabness and ugliness of the little Mormon towns
we were driving through made my artist’s soul shiver. Never had I seen
more gorgeously gaudy scenery and wide horizons than on my first trip to
Utah in the 1940’s — and never more contrast between the beauty of the land
and man-made patches of ugliness.

Later my life changed. I came to live in rural Utah. Though my hus-
band was not a Mormon farmer, fate set me down on a ranch outside town,
in an area scenically beautiful, economically depressed. After about a year
there, I joined the L.D.S. Church.

In the thirteen years since, I have developed great affection and respect
for some Mormon country people. They are my friends. No, I haven’t grown
to love messiness, but I have reached some conclusions as to why things are
as they are. Some I wouldn’t want to change, some I don’t know how to,
and some I'm not about to try to.

In our part of the state nearly all land not federally owned belongs to
Mormons. People from “outside” are barely beginning to come in, attracted
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by the low taxes, the outdoor life, the slow pace, or the possibilities of profit
from tourism. On the other hand, young people raised here usually leave
to find jobs or more scope for their talents — the land won’t support them.
According to Peter Gould, geographers with computers have made surveys
and maps which show that as far as a place to live is concerned, “people
tend to carry in their heads an image of America with a high ridge of desir-
ability along the West Coast that falls steeply over Utah and Nevada.”

But I believe our kind of land will be increasingly important aside from
its production of beef, wool, timber, and the like. The phrase “recreational
values” doesn’t quite express it. It involves an even more vital meaning in
people’s lives, which a little later I'm going to try to explain.

The fact that I have chosen to speak from the aesthetic viewpoint doesn’t
mean I am unaware of all other aspects from which one could write about
Southern Utah; it simply means that this aspect is the one which drives me
to expression.

These poplarshave been cut down.

I am a painter and printmaker who has worked in one field of art or
another all of my life. I can no more help being affected by the way things
look than I can help breathing. In this respect I am an oddball among
most of my neighbors. Visual satisfaction means little to them — they’re too
busy with “important” matters: their children, their salvation, the unending
fight to make ends meet. When we try to communicate across this gap,
it’s sometimes baffling to both parties.

I will say sweepingly that women are generally the motivating force
behind making things look better, and any progress in that direction will
be largely due to them. This doesn’t mean I think women are better, finer,
more artistic, or more civilized than men. It means I think local social atti-
tudes have caused love of beauty to be classified as belonging in the women’s
department. Since masculinity has more prestige than femininity in contem-
porary life, it is taken for granted that men suppress, ignore, or turn into
other channels their artistic energy.

This may or may not have any relation to Church doctrine or teaching.
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It could be a matter of interpretation and emphasis. “God’s house is a house
of order.” “If there be anything virtuous, lovely, of good report, or praise-
worthy, we seek after these things.” ‘“Man is that he might have joy.”

Maybe I'm wrong, but it seems not to have occurred to most Mormon
farmers, sheepmen, cattlemen, miners, timber-cutters, road-builders that there
is any connection between their Church’s teaching of eternal progress toward
a goal of perfection and a creative, loving, appreciative interest in their en-
vironment. I have met a few local men (very few) who are concerned with
the looks of their corrals and yards, a few who express real love for the
landscape. Come to think of it, they are divided about half and half between
Church members and non-members. I conclude these rare souls must have
an unusual great inborn love of order that overcomes other considerations.
But to most of them it’s irrelevant. Why?

I theorize it could never have been made clear to them that aesthetic
considerations are part and parcel of the creative wellspring which could
transform every corner of their lives. They have compartmented love and
beauty into one area alone — priesthood and family. They have no interest
in art as art, certainly, and no desire to develop their own knowledge or taste;
if there is any question, they gladly accept the pronouncement of an Author-
ity. They say,

“I don’t give a hoot for the scenery.”

“I never look up at the cliffs.”

“I never thought anybody’d want to look at the danged thing [an inter-
esting rock formation] so I took my rifle and shot its head off.”

Despite the fact these men are rooted here, love it, and wouldn’t want
to live anywhere else, they seldom express any feeling for the region’s love-
liness and grandeur. Some collect rocks, arrowheads, or artifacts; but any
admiration they may feel for the visual aspects of nature seems largely in-
articulate. Stewart Alsop has well said, “Out of our closeness to the frontier
there has grown, I think, an American cult of ugliness. When survival came
first, a man who cared about beauty would be hounded out of town. Out of
the frontier past has grown a subconscious consensus that there is something
manly about messiness and ugliness, something sissified about whatever is
handsome, or well-ordered, or beautiful.”

Contributing to the situation may be the humble, unaspiring notion
that anything well designed has had too much thought wasted on it, is
pretentious, and “too fancy for us Mormons.” I can think of many examples
of this that have stopped me cold. Thinking about it, I've wondered whether
it isn’t bound up with a parallel unwillingness to use good English in every-
day speech in our part of the country. It seems to be socially disapproved
as a sign of one-upness or trying to be “better'n anybody else.”

One might say there is a good solid tradition of non-neatness here. No
one questions it. A perfectly acceptable status symbol is a new car parked in
front. But a house and yard too well-kept, or a barn and fence in back that are
clean and neat — that doesn’t mean anything! “Whyn’t you get a new car
instead of that old heap?”
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Once I made a list, in order, of objects piled by the front gate of a nearby
ranch:
1 saddle
1 moose antler
3 old tires
1 empty Havoline oil can
2 rusty sleds
1 busted bicycle
2 five-gallon cans
3 lengths of chain
1 rubber boot
3 Coke bottles
1 rusty caulking gun
1 packsaddle
1 wad of rope
Another rubber boot
1 jeep can
2 galoshes
2 Indian grinding stones
1 clotted mass of unidentifiable cardboard and papers

Wow! I've sometimes wickedly wished I could see the expression on a
Swiss farmer’s face were he magically transported to a layout in Southern
Utah. A Swiss who has five cows is rich, yet there is no over-grazing in Switz-
erland, no despoiling of natural features; no tree may be cut without per-
mission; junk yards are concealed behind high fences; wood for the farm-
house is sorted by size, stacked in piles so straight you'd think a transit was
used, and laid in pretty geometric patterns with evident pride of workman-
ship. Manure is raked into strikingly handsome, even mounds. Back yards,
barnyards and outskirts of villages are so incredibly neat it makes you think
all debris, garbage, and rusty machinery must vaporize in thin air — none
is ever visible.

People in other rural regions as well have managed to live in harmony
with nature and fit in with the landscape. I'm thinking of the Navajos, the
Mexicans, the Japanese, the Balinese — all before modern civilization came,
of course.

But Utah farmers are used to their way of doing things. They’'ve never
been to other countries. Their last surviving small farms, their little towns
with inhabitants still tied to a one-cow economy (milk shed in the back) are,
to the elder generation at least, a sort of ghetto. Until television came, they
were unbelievably cut off from the world. But even if the people do know
more of the outside, their religious beliefs reinforce habit. They're used to
being different, to never doubting the rightness of their ways.

Reinforcing the status quo are financial considerations. It takes a lot
of time and energy to keep a place cleaned up, and if a man’s working hard
at something else, how can he afford the time? In some cases where people
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do have the money to hire it done, they have been so long cramped in the
bonds of rigid economy they can’t change. It amazes me how they let sav-
ing a few dollars take precedence not only over beauty, but over comfort
and convenience as well. (The glorious thing is they usually don’t let it
come above human considerations.)

Bound up with the whole problem is a certain amount of human inertia,
of course. After two generations of neglect it would indeed be a task to clear
all the trash, scraps of wire, and rusty metal out of a pasture, or clear the
accumulated fallen trees and limbs away.

But how is it such maniacal energy can always be summoned to the
task of cutting down trees? Not dead trees. Live ones. The early settlers
planted them. We seem to be obsessed with getting rid of them. How many
times have I seen magnificent cottonwoods chopped down because (1) they
“made it hard to grow a lawn,” (2) the roots were heaving the sidewalk,
(3) a limb might fall on the roof, (4) the leaves obscured a business sign —
when the main reason tourists would stop would be to get shade, or (5) they
were in the way of one out of several possible routes surveyed for a highway.

Nobody, nobody at all, protested when local power company employees
went through small towns amputating every tree on Main Street (the towns’
only real attraction) instead of merely trimming the limbs around the wires
as is required by law elsewhere. The town of Mt. Carmel had all trees on
the road through town cut down years ago. The town of Torrey assassinated
a row of giant trees along a side street (a wide dirt road actually, with no
sidewalks, then or since) because they were four feet over a hypothetical
sidewalk line on a town map.

To balance things off, sensitive artistic perception is found when one
least expects it. Perhaps it’s inborn like creative talent, and later events
accidentally bring it out.

When my husband and I designed and built a house using local labor,
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we used many native materials such as lichened rocks, juniper trunks,
weathered gray timbers. People are still coming to see this strange thing.

“Why would anyone spend a zillion dollars on a new house and then
put some kind of gunk on it to make it look old?”

“You going to varnish them old. planks, aren’t you?”

“Why didn’t you get some new bricks instead of that old stuff?”

But we heard also:

“Well, I've been cutting them junipers for fence posts all of my life,
and I never noticed till now they’re beautiful!”

“When 1 first saw you getting them old shack boards to use on a wall
inside, I thought isn’t that the damndest thing, but now you've got ‘em in, I
like 'em. It’s an oddity.”

Some of the local workers seemed truly to enjoy contributing, and showed
real talent in craftsmanship as well as in helping to arrange the landscaping.
They seemed to take pride in the finished whole. We don’t flatter ourselves
we’ve had any transforming influence on the community, but of course
people do incalculably influence each other. Things are changing in our
county. Children come back from college, from missions abroad. Ideas come
in, circulate, and germinate. In the short time I've lived in Utah I've noticed
definite improvement in civic beautification, town clean-ups, use of modern
agricultural methods, better service to the traveling public.

As 1 say, women are usually responsible for initiating these projects.
Of course they couldn’t have carried them out without the men’s help. If
the women had the physical strength, I believe they’d have long ago found
the time to tear down the eyesores, haul away tons of junk, remove worn-
out cars slowly sinking into the earth at the spot they breathed their last
gasp, or get a few yards of gravel to spread in front of the house to make it
possible to get out of the car without stepping in mud.

This is but one of local women’s frustrations. They have to cope with
more than men do — not only the common external pressures, sometimes
including the demand for heavy labor, but biological functions to which
their whole lives must be adjusted. They not only have to make the best
of everything, subject themselves to the priesthood, adapt their lives to the
patterns of their men’s, but are trapped by the inexorable demands of child-
bearing and rearing, which in their economic stratum often means years of
first-class slavery.

I stare in awe at the miniscule log cabins in which families of ten or
more children are known to have been raised; at the ancient lonely blackened
farmhouses without conveniences, where women managed to keep house for
years without going queer; at the forlorn children’s graves bounded by
homemade markers. I've talked to women who can remember when there
was no doctor, only a couple of midwives, in an area of over 20,000 square
miles. I've heard hair-raising tales of pioneer women’s deaths in childbirth.
My hat is off to all these country women. They didn’t just “come in and
grow flowers after the men got things cleared away”; they had it the worst.

I sense in many of the farm wives I know, in spite of their sometime
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indifference to appearance, a reaching out, a hunger for beauty which unde-
veloped taste prevents from finding a channel. I've heard it expressed wist-
fully, resignedly —

“I'd like to live just once where you didn’t come in through the corrals
and have to come into the house through the kitchen!”

“I'm tired of sweeping mud out of the house. This winter I just give up.”

“The winters ain’t so bad but it’s the danged spring that goes on for
so long.”

“I think I need a vacation, but I don’t know how I'm going to get one.”

“When we first come, I spent two years getting the yard and corrals
cleaned up, all by myself. Now we’ve moved to another farm, and it’s just
as bad. I'm not going to do it this time. It’s nothing but a waste; John, he
don’t care.”

“That’s a purty tablecloth. You care a lot about them kind of things
at first, but after you git a few babies, there ain’t no time.”

“Them danged cows got in the yard again and ate up all the stuff I
planted! Darvon, he can’t seem to get the fence fixed so they don’t get in.”

In spite of these rare complaints, which no one seems to take very ser-
iously, many women I've met are happy dynamos of energy during the years
of raising their families. Obviously they take real satisfaction in cooking,
sewing, keeping house, and mounting a continuous attack on dirt and dis-
order. To me they seem more secure and content than their city sisters,
although their interests are far narrower.

Probably it’s only lack of education, tradition and opportunity which
prevents them from blossoming out with some kind of folk art, from wearing
more imaginative clothes, or insisting on good design in objects of daily use.
I'm sure they have the ability; it just hasn’t been channeled that way, for
reasons too complex for understanding.

In other cultures, as Franz Boas notes, even the poorest people have
produced work of aesthetic value in decorating their tools, their houses,
their clothing. I think of the modern Quechua women on the altiplano of
Peru and Bolivia, a locality reminiscent of Utah. They too are busy having
babies, and they work in the fields. They are so poor as to sometimes be
totally outside the money economy. They produce folk art — woven, knitted,
and embroidered articles that are ravishingly beautiful. Their color sense
is so sure that they come up with costumes so brilliant they make well-heeled
foreign tourists look tacky.

How do they do it, when we don’t? For one thing, the Andean Indians
have no access to the cheap, badly designed manufactured articles we are
wallowing in. They've been handing down their knowledge of pottery and
weaving technique, color and design for two or three thousand years. In all
that time they've not had enough contact with the world outside to break
up their traditions.

Our Utah women haven’t that kind of background. They don’t nurture
originality. They treasure little things like a “boughten” TV ornament made
of shells, coral, plastic flamingos and palm trees; or a quilt or pillow they've
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made in Relief Society from a copied design; or a bad reproduction of a bad
painting.

I can see why. No one has shown them that good design and function
can be part of everything they handle — not a separate thing kept in a
compartment labeled “luxury.” These little bits of beauty bring them pleas-
ure while they live in a daily scene of disorder, clutter, and confusion —
which can be as much a destructive force as hate, meanness, or evil.

I understand perfectly why, when they are able to move a step up the
economic ladder, they don’t want to buy anything Provincial or Early Amer-
ican, but usually enter with joy and relief into the Outer Space Modrun,
overstuffed 1920 Sears catalog, chrome-and-shiny-varnish, painted velvet pic-
ture stage of taste development. That type of furnishing is almost the only
thing available hereabouts; our merchants have local taste figured to a hair.

While I have no right to imply to a neighbor lady that her new furnish-
ings are in hideous taste, I have spoken out — to no effect — when people
started cleaning up so drastically that away went valuable relics of the past.
Here again is a communications gap: to me, old gray fences and board cor-
rals and log cabins aren’t necessarily crummy. Some have marvelous design
and texture. My artist friends and I greatly enjoy drawing, painting, and
photographing them; they're part of the scene. But I'm frustrated because
I haven’t found any way to explain to a non-artist the difference between
a picturesque landmark and a scabrous old building. Particularly when some
structures contain elements of both.

Summer or winter, rocks and trees and anything that’s been long in the
weather have an ancient, worn kind of beauty that I love. I can find no word
in English for this. The Japanese have two, wabi and sabi. Sabi means serene,
lonely, desolate — a look that can be produced only by time — a sort of bloom
things have for awhile before they go. Wab: means forlorn, abandoned,
humble. Examples of both are plentiful in our county. I've seen color
schemes created by the elements on junked car enamel that you wouldn’t be-
lieve. (Not that I wish to preserve junked cars in a museum.) There are old
wagons, old markers, old grinding stones, wooden mining machinery, exquisite
old barn boards that have been in the sun and snow for forty and fifty years. I
hear in other parts of the country people are gathering these up and getting
high prices for them. Utah hasn’t been picked over yet. These weathered
objects, when they're not just rubbish, convey a hint of the nostalgic, the
poetic, the days that are no more. They are symbols of the fact that all things
pass away, only the elements endure forever.

I've tried to point out this kind of beauty to local people, usually with-
out success. It's too closely associated in their minds with poverty and early
hardscrabble days. They are unable to find anything good in what’s old,
worn, rough or natural. It seems to take a couple of generations’ remove.

I do enjoy seeing things tidied up, yes, but please use discrimination!
As it is, pioneer cabins with hand-hewn square logs have been torn down.
The first settler’s hut in Fruita was wiped out. Charming old Victorian
houses are allowed to go to rack and ruin, way past the point where they
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could be profitably restored. The Bureau of Land Management has been
guilty of removing many landmarks of the Old West in our area, such as
the corrals and building at Eggnogg and The Post — presumably under the
theory that people want a sanitized version of former days, not a reminder
of the way people actually lived.

The National Park Service took apart and carted off a wonderful, great
ripple-rock slab fence that once ornamented Doc Inglesby’s place in Fruita.
It was very beautiful, unique, weighed tons, and wasn’t in anyone’s way, but
perhaps because it was a relic of an old-timer it was thought unsuitable.

Utah schools are somewhat to blame for an attitude of non-conservation.
They teach nothing of local prehistory. Indian petroglyphs and pictographs
and old Indian living sites are routinely defaced by school children and strip-
ped of their artifacts (to be kept in a cigar box that eventually gets lost).
There is no “outdoor education” such as California and many other states have
been giving fifth and sixth graders for many years. Such a course would in-
clude education in conservation, scientific awareness, ecology, aesthetics based
on contact with nature and appreciation of our country’s rich natural heri-
tage of the outdoors. That kind of thing is taught in Israel, in England,
in Germany and other places, but not here. In this, our school boards of
course reflect attitudes of local people who have been fighting nature all
their lives and can’t understand the need to re-program themselves.

It’s hard for anyone to realize how fast the situation has changed. As
the rest of the world becomes more and more crowded, countryside like ours
becomes rarer. Many Utah communities have been too isolated to have an
overall view of their assets to the nation. For instance, the town of Boulder
was within living memory reachable only by pack train — the last “pack horse
town” in the United States, always snowed in in winter.

Glen Canyon of the Colorado is already gone — replaced by a dammed
lake — gone because Utah didn’t have the vision or the political power to
protest.

When so much of our natural landscape is being destroyed by the de-
mands of mass housing and transportation created by overpopulation, places
like Southern Utah are welcome islands where the works of man can be
seen in proportion to the rest of the universe. Contact with nature is sup-
posed to be a human necessity. Rural Utah is about as far away as one can
get from the bureaucratic-industrial complex of modern American cities,
unless it's somewhere in the Adirondacks. How often I see people who come
to visit us take deep breaths as they gaze around them at the landscape with
a look of incredulous relief and satisfaction mixed with longing!

Our Utah is sometimes almost too beautiful. For me, in summer and
fall living here can be like eating cake everyday. Occasionally I need a visit
to the city, with its vital stirring of crowds of all sorts of people and events,
the free exchange of variegated ideas, the stimulation of rushing about —
and the noise, congestion, smog and stink to make me appreciate quiet,
space, peace and pure air! Before long I have come back, however.

Even in the stark winter aspect there is something that satisfies my soul.
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Not that I don’t realize on another level its real grimness: the filthy barn-
yards, the mud-caked livestock, the endless mud tracking into the houses
(drearily exposed as needing a coat of paint), the monotony of life, the fight
against cold and isolation, the daily hassle to get the truck started, the wind
that blows till one is ready to dig a hole, crawl in, and never come out.
Sometimes driving through town in winter I have to set my teeth and tell
myself, “You chose this. It’s your habitat now. Get used to it.”

At the same time I can’t help drinking into my being the delicate love-
liness of the lines of rip-gut fences scribbled against the untracked snow,
the remote-looking mountains, the cozy house lights of the little towns shin-
ing out as the ultramarine dusk deepens: bleak, harsh beauty pure and clear
as a cathedral bell ringing.

The fascinating textures of earth and grasses in frozen fields with vary-
ing amounts of snow powdered or blown on them are endless sources of in-
terest. The silhouettes of bare trees and barns, or the new moon etched
behind Lombardy poplars dark and sharp, make patterns so handsome
there’s no end to looking and studying.

Rimbaud said, “The goal of life is the transformation of the self into
a maker of poetry or beauty. This transformation is more important than
anything done along the way.” To me this is the same as the Mormons’ teach-
ing that in the highest state of life to which we may progress, the ability to
perceive, savor, and to live beauty will be total. The Navajos say it too: “May
you walk in beauty.”

Nowadays anyone who persists in believing in the perfectability of man
should probably have his head examined. But I do know that definite ad-
vancement in sensitivity to environment can come to an individual with the
passage of time.

I sometimes wonder how to hint to my neighbors that they could begin
now — with small questions of taste like buying paper kitchen towels plain
instead of imprinted with a bad design, or really looking at what's around
their feet when they get out in the hills. But I don’t believe in anyone’s
right to impose concepts on anyone else. They must come of themselves.

Everyone who knows how to open himself to them can discover his own
particular delights somewhere to counterbalance the bad things of life. To
find them is vital to survival. For some, a place to retreat from the coming
megalopolis will always be necessary. When the country people in sparsely
populated parts of Utah see how outsiders regard their heritage, they may be
inclined to hold all its aspects more dear.
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Late in October 1830, four tired Mormon missionaries reached the vil-
lage of Mentor, Ohio. Their leader, Parley P. Pratt, had persuaded them to
walk two hundred miles out of. their way to bring the message of the Book
of Mormon to his friend, Sidney Rigdon. It was to be a most opportune
meeting for both Rigdon and the representatives of the infant Mormon move-
ment. The Book of Mormon gave Rigdon answers to questions which he
had been asking for years. The Mormon movement was to him the end of his
quest for the fullness of the gospel as Jesus had taught it in New Testament
times. Mormonism found in Rigdon a mighty spokesman and dedicated leader.

Rigdon was one of the best known and respected revivalists in the West-
ern Reserve. He had been an important leader among the Mahoning Bap-
tist Association and then the Disciples of Christ. However, in the spring of
1830 Rigdon had separated himself and his Mentor congregation from the
Campbellite fellowship. When the Mormon missionaries visited him, Rigdon
was desperately searching for a religious organization which contained the
fullness of the New Testament gospel. Pratt and his companions brought
to Rigdon and his congregation the claims of a latter-day prophet, a new
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religion, and a new Scripture. “They professed to be special messengers of
the Living God, sent to preach the Gospel in its purity, as it was anciently
preached by the Apostles.”* This claim greatly excited Rigdon, as he had
constantly tried and failed to establish the “ancient order of things” in
Alexander Campbell’s religious movement. Rigdon was nevertheless very
skeptical of Mormonism because “they had with them a new revelation, which
they said had been translated from certain gold plates that had been de-
posted in a hill” (Corrill, p. 7). Pratt offered to debate the matter, but Rig-
don refused; he preferred to learn about Joseph Smith, who claimed to be
a prophet, and to read the Book of Mormon. He believed that if this re-
ligious body really contained the New Testament gospel in its purity he
would know it through inspiration. Rigdon fervently hoped that this new
movement would give the solution to his search for religious truth.

Rigdon’s consuming passion for the truth and his pursuit of knowledge
began when he was a boy on his father’s farm near St. Clair Township,
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania. Sidney’s brother, Loammi, was unable to
earn a living by farming because some undescribed illness made him unfit
to work in the fields. “It was the rule in the country, that when a boy was
too feeble to work on a farm they would send him to school to give him an
education.” Loammi’s parents sent him to Transylvania Medical School at
Lexington, Kentucky. William Rigdon, Sidney’s father, believed that he
could afford higher education for one of his sons if compelled by necessity,
but not for more than one. “Sidney Rigdon wanted to go to school and
pleaded with his father and mother to let him go with his brother . . .,
but they would not consent to let him go, saying to him, he was able to work
on the farm.”?

Sidney Rigdon had learned to read at a log schoolhouse near his home.
A rudimentary education was generally considered sufficient; as late as 1816
fewer than one quarter of the school-age children in the neighboring area of
Pittsburgh were receiving any formal education.* When he was not allowed
to accompany his brother to medical school, Sidney rebelled against his father’s
authority. He told his parents that “he would have as good an education as
his brother got and they could not prevent it” (Rigdon, p. 3). He read all the
books he could borrow from his neighbors. His particular interests were his-
tory and the Bible and these two sources of information became the under-
girdings of his intellectual life.

William Rigdon, a stern Baptist farmer who had no tolerance for idle-
ness, believed that a young man with a sound body should not waste time

‘John Corrill, Brief History of the Church of Christ of Latter Day Saints (Commonly
Called Mormons) Including an Account of Their Doctrine and Discipline with the Reasons
of the Author for Leaving the Church (St. Louis, 1839), p. 7. Hereafter cited as Corrill.

*John W. Rigdon, “Lecture on Early Mormon Church,” delivered at Salt Lake City in
1906 (holograph manuscript on deposit at the Washington State Historical Society Library).
Hereafter cited as Rigdon.

*Richard C. Wade, The Urban Frontier: The Rise of Western Cities, 1770-1830 (Cam-
bridge, 1959), p. 136.
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reading books. He would not allow Sidney a candle by which to read at
night, so the boy gathered hickory bark, which was plentiful around the
farm. “He used to get it [the bark] and at night throw it on the old fire-
place and then lay with his face headed towards the fire and read history till
near morning unless his parents got up and drove him to bed before that time.”

History and the Bible became one for Sidney Rigdon. The Bible told
the history of a so-called “chosen people,” and Rigdon interpreted the his-
tory of the world since New Testament times in terms of biblical prophecy.
He did not share the interests of the other farm youths in his neighborhood.
“He was never known to play with the boys; reading books was the greatest
pleasure he could get” (Rigdon, p. 3).

In 1817 Rigdon professed to have had a conversion experience. His
pastor, the Reverend David Phillips of the Peter Creek Church, encouraged
him to became a Baptist minister. After his father died in 1819, Sidney sup-
ported his mother on the family farm. During this time he continued to
read constantly. He taught himself English grammar, which made his lan-
guage very precise. At the age of twenty-six, Sidney set out to find a new
life for himself, and his mother went to live with her daughter, Lacy Boyer.
Rigdon’s knowledge of the Bible and history and his excellent command of
English greatly aided his career when he chose to become a minister of the
gospel. He spent the winter of 1818-19 with the Reverend Andrew Clark of
Beaver County, Pennsylvania. Rigdon read the Bible with Clark and received
a license to preach to a Baptist congregation.

Sidney Rigdon soon acquired a reputation as a powerful preacher and
an effective minister. He was ““an orator of no inconsiderable abilities,” ac-
cording to a contemporary, and “his personal influence with an audience
was very great.” He was of “full medium height, rotund of form, or coun-
tenance, while speaking, open and winning, with a little cast of melancholy.”
His actions were graceful, “his language copious, fluent in utterance, with
articulation clear and musical.”* He was five feet, nine and a half inches in
height and weighed around 215 pounds. His hair and beard framed a fine-
featured face which mirrored his emotions. His countenance was both hand-
some and striking. His personal manner and friendliness won him many
lasting friendships. He loved to meet the members of a congregation, shake
their hands, and tell them his personal testimony. He was an excellent con-
versationalist and took a genuine interest in the lives of the people he met.
He believed it was his mission to urge all to repent and accept the gospel
which he preached. Rigdon looked, acted, and sounded like a religious leader.

In May 1819, Sidney Rigdon left the Reverend Andrew Clark’s home in
order to work with Adamson Bentley, the popular Baptist minister of War-
ren, Ohio, about fourteen miles northwest of Youngstown. Through Bentley
he met Miss Phebe Brooks, Mrs. Bentley’s sister, and on June 12, 1820, Rigdon

‘Amos S. Hayden, Early History of the Disciples in the Western Reserve, Ohio: With
Biographic Sketches of the Principal Agents in Their Religious Movement (Cincinnati, 1876),
pp. 103-04. Hereafter cited as Hayden.
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and Miss Brooks were married. Adamson Bentley was one of the founders
of the Mahoning Baptist Association. Baptists on the frontier often organ-
ized several congregations into an association in order to protect their group
against heresy, to devise better ways to spread the gospel, and to encourage
fellowship among the ministers. Both Bentley and Rigdon were active in
the Mahoning Association; Rigdon enjoyed a reputation as a great orator
among his fellow ministers, and Bentley was elected three times as modera-
tor, the highest office of the Association.®

In the spring of 1821 Rigdon and Bentley read a pamphlet by Alexander
Campbell and decided to question him about his beliefs. For almost a decade
after that time the careers of Rigdon and Bentley were to be linked with
Alexander Campbell. Rigdon and Bentley visited Campbell at his home,
where they discussed the Bible. Campbell explained that with the aid of
his father and their followers he was trying to establish the so-called “ancient
order of things,” or the restoration of Christ’s church as it was in New Testa-
ment times. Campbell told his visitors that he believed doctrine had to have
its origin in the New Testament in order to be essential to salvation; the
idea of a difference in authority between the Old and New Testaments struck
Rigdon favorably.

The conversation was lengthy. Campbell commented, “After tea in the
evening, we commenced and prolonged our discourse till the next morning.”
Rigdon’s conversation with Campbell marked a turning point in his life and
he became a biblical literalist. According to Campbell, “On parting the next
day, Sidney Rigdon, with all apparent candor, said, if he had within the
last year taught and promulgated from the pulpit one error, he had a thou-
sand.” Campbell happily accepted both Rigdon and Bentley as converts to
his cause of reformation, but he worried about Rigdon’s compulsive nature:
“Fearing they might undo their influence with the people, I felt constrained
to restrain rather than to urge them on in the work.”® Rigdon adopted
Campbell’s goal of the restoration of the “ancient order of things” as his own.

Campbell induced Rigdon to accept a position as pastor of the First
Baptist Church at Pittsburgh, a member of the Redstone Baptist Association.
Rigdon had considerable success at Pittsburgh and his congregation soon
became one of the most respected in the city. He possessed a “great fluency
and a lively fancy which gave him great popularity as an orator (Campbell
2:44-45).

When Campbell was driven from the Redstone Association because of
what some of the members regarded as heretical ideas, ministers who con-
sidered Rigdon to be Campbell’s outspoken disciple were determined to drive
him out of Pittsburgh as well. While Rigdon’s so-called “peculiar style of

*Minutes of meetings of the Mahoning Baptist Association on August 31, 1825, August
25, 1826, and August 23, 1827, quoted in Mary A. M. Smith, “A History of the Mahoning
Baptist Association” (Master’s thesis, University of West Virginia, 1943), Appendix, p. 28.

‘Alexander Campbell, Memoirs of Alexander Campbell Embracing a View of the Origin,
Progress and Principles of the Religious Reformation Which He Advocated, Robert Richard-
son, ed. (2 vols., Philadelphia, 1868), 2:44-45. Hereafter cited as Campbell.
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preaching” had filled the church, certain influential members of the congre-
gation saw in it cause for alarm. When the Redstone Association met in
1824, the ministers who comprised it brought charges against Rigdon for not
being sound in the faith, that is, for being a follower of Campbell. The min-
isters who tried him “denied him the liberty of speaking in self-defense.”
Rigdon resigned his pastorate and ‘“declared a non-fellowship with them.”?

Because Rigdon had a wife and three daughters to support, he took a
job working as a journeyman tanner for his wife’s brother. He obtained per-
mission to preach in the courthouse on Sundays, and continued to proclaim
Campbell’s ideas about the restoration of the “ancient order of things.” His
meetings were attended by a portion of his former Pittsburgh congregation
who followed him into religious exile. In 1826 Rigdon left Pennsylvania to
accept a pastorate at Mentor, Ohio. Then Mentor congregation was in the
Mahoning Baptist Association, in which his friend Alexander Campbell and
his brother-in-law Adamson Bentley had become influential ministers.

Sidney Rigdon’s reputation as a reform Baptist preacher spread through-
out the Western Reserve as a result of the revival meetings he held in Mentor
and neighboring communities. In 1827 he held a series of preaching services
at New Lisbon and Mantua, Ohio, at which he declared the gospel of the
restoration. He was so successful in March of 1828 that Amos S. Hayden,
his associate and the Campbellite historian, described his efforts as “the great
religious awakening in Mentor” (Hayden, p. 204). In the following year, Rig-
don held revivals in Kirtland, Perry, and Pleasant Hills, as well as again in
Mentor.

By 1830 Sidney Rigdon had developed a personal theology which, al-
though following the teachings of Alexander Campbell in many respects,
rejected some of Campbell’s ideas. Both Rigdon and Campbell accepted bap-
tism by immersion as the biblical form by which Christ was baptized and
which all men should follow. Rigdon disagreed with Campbell over whether
the so-called “manifestations of Spiritual Gifts” and miracles had a place in
the restoration. The gifts of the Spirit were the speaking and interpretation
of foreign tongues, prophecy, visions, spiritual dreams, and the ability to
discern evil spirits. Campbell declared that the miraculous work of the Holy
Ghost was “confined to the apostolic age, and to only a portion of the saints
who lived in that age.”® Rigdon, however, sought “to convince influential
persons that, along with the primitive gospel, supernatural gifts and miracles
ought to be restored” (Campbell, 2:346). Rigdon wanted to incorporate into
Campbell’s restoration every belief or practice which was a part of the New
Testament church. He also differed from Campbell over the issue of a
communal society. Rigdon wanted to establish a community in which all

Sworn statement by Carvel Rigdon and Peter Boyer dated January 27, 1843, quoted
in Daryl Chase, “Sidney Rigdon — Early Mormon” (Master’s thesis, University of Chicago,
1931), p. 14.

*Alexander Campbell is quoted in Joseph W. White, “The Influence of Sidney Rigdon
upon the Theology of Mormonism” (Master’s thesis, University of Southern California, 1947),
p. 127.
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property was held in common, which he believed to be the practice of the
early Jerusalem church. “And all that believed were together, and had all
things common; and sold their possessions and goods, and parted them to all
men, as every man had need” (Acts 2:44-45). Campbell wanted no economic
experiments which involved communal life within his religious sect.

Rigdon’s and Campbell’s theological differences caused friction which
grew steadily more abrasive until a complete break occurred in 1830, when
Rigdon withdrew his Mentor congregation from the Mahoning Baptist Asso-
ciation. The group was thus not affiliated with any religious body when the
missionaries arrived with the news of the Book of Mormon. Rigdon sought
evidence which would substantiate Pratt’s claim that the Book of Mormon
contained the fullness of the New Testament gospel for which he had been
searching since 1821. He judged the Book of Mormon the same way he
evaluated all material which purported to contain religious truth, that is,
by prayerfully comparing it with the Bible.

To Rigdon, the doctrine which he found in the Book of Mormon com-
pared most favorably with that in the Bible. Indeed, he found in his new
Scripture answers he had been seeking for years. If the Mormon movement
embraced the doctrines contained in the Book of Mormon, then he had found
the true restoration gospel. The prophet Moroni asked the question which
had plagued Rigdon as a disciple of Campbell, that is, whether miracles
ceased because Christ had acsended to heaven. Moroni answered his own
question by declaring that “angels [have not] ceased to minister unto
the children of men” (Moroni 7:29). The Book of Mormon also contained
the idea that one must be baptized by immersion for the remission of sins,
which Rigdon believed to be the true form of baptism. Moroni told of the
gifts of the Spirit, which were wisdom, knowledge, healing, miracles, prophecy,
speaking and interpretation of tongues, and the discernment of spirits. Rig-
don had been unhappy because these things were not manifested among the
followers of Campbell. Rigdon believed in the literal return of the Jews to
their homeland, as was prophesied in II Nephi 9:2: “And it shall come to
pass that my people, which are of the house of Israel, shall be gathered home
unto the lands of their possession.”® The Book of Mormon also bore wit-
ness that Jesus was the Christ and that he established a church in the New
World with twelve disciples who were to carry on the work of the gospel
after He ascended to heaven.

When Rigdon finished reading the Book of Mormon, he claimed that
Mormonism was truly the apostolic church divinely restored to the earth.
Realizing that this religious change might bring about economic hardships,
as had his removal from the First Baptist Church in Pittsburgh in 1824, he
asked his wife, “My dear, you have followed me once into poverty, are you
willing to do the same?” (Jaques, p. 586.) Phebe Rigdon replied, “I have
weighed the matter, I have counted the cost, and I am perfectly satisfied to

°John Jaques, “Life and Labors of Sidney Rigdon,” Improvement Era, 3 (1899-1900),
100. Hereafter cited as Jaques.
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follow you; it is my desire to do the will of God, come life or come death,”1°
There was no indication at this time that Mormonism would be acceptable
to his congregation, who were in the act of building Rigdon a new house.
Rigdon’s life-long quest for the fullness of the gospel compelled him on
several occasions to abandon positions of prestige, power, and financial se-
curity. Joseph Smith captured the essence of Rigdon’s long and difficult quest
when he stated, “Truth was his pursuit, and for truth he was prepared to
make every sacrifice in his power.”

Sheriff John Barr, a non-Mormon of Cuyahoga County, was present
when Rigdon informed his congregation of his decision to embrace Mormon-
ism, and he recorded the incident. Rigdon told them that “he had not been
satisfied in his religious yearnings until now.” Previously, “at night he had
often been unable to sleep, walking and praying for more light and com-
fort in religion.” While in the midst of this soul-searching, ‘he heard of the
revelation of Joe Smith . . . under this his soul suddenly found peace.” The
Mormon message “filled all his aspirations.” According to Sheriff Barr, the
congregation was much affected by Rigdon’s testimony that he had found
religious truth (Mather, pp. 206-07). Rigdon’s congregation at Mentor fol-
lowed his leadership once again; this time they embraced Mormonism.

Although some members of traditional religious denominations bitterly
opposed the principles which the Mormons taught, the missionaries had an
opportunity to preach their new gospel in the towns of Medina, Kirtland,
Painesville, and Mayfield, where Rigdon had previously held revival meet-
ings. Pratt, who was spreading the world of Rigdon’s conversion to the
Book of Mormon, declared that “the interest and excitement now became
general in Kirtland, and in the region round about.” Mormon missionary
activity in the Western Reserve was such a great success that, according to
Pratt, “in two or three weeks from our arrival in the neighborhood with the
news, we had baptized one hundred an twenty-seven souls, and this number
soon increased to one thousand.”!? Rigdon’s conversion and the missionary
effort which followed transformed Mormonism from a New York-based sect
with about a hundred membzrs into one which was a major threat to Protes-
tantism in the Western Reserve.

In December of 1830, Rigdon traveled to New York to meet the founder
of the Mormon movement. Rigdon believed that Joseph Smith was chosen
to be God’s prophet in the last days. A revelation given through Smith re-
vealed to Rigdon that he had been called to be Smith’s counselor, scribe
and spokesman: “Behold, verily, verily, I say unto my servant Sidney, I have
looked upon thee and thy work. I have heard thy prayers, and prepared thee
for a greater work. Thou are blessed, for thou shalt do great things. Behold

“Frederic G. Mather, “The Early Days of Mormonism,” Lippincotts Magazine of Popu-
lar Literature and Science, 26 (August 1880), 206-7. Hereafter cited as Mather.

"Journal of History (Lamoni, Iowa), 3, no. 1 (1910), 7-8.

“Parley P. Pratt, The Autobiography of Parley Parker Pratt, One of the Twelve Apostles
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, Embracing His Life, Ministry and Travels,
with Extracts in Prose and Verse from His Miscellaneous Writings (New York, 1876), pp. 65-66.
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thou wast sent forth, even as John, to prepare the way before me” (D & C 11:2).
Rigdon thus believed that God had called him to become a latter-day John
the Baptist, a voice crying in the wilderness, to proclaim the establishment
of the Kingdom of God and the second coming of Christ.

Rigdon acquired a well-earned reputation for being a mighty spokes-
man for the Lord. Sheriff John Barr described one of Rigdon’s baptismal
services near Kirtland, Ohio, which he attended with Vernem ]. Card, a
lawyer, who “was apparently the most stoical of men — of a clear, unexcit-
able temperament, with unorthodox and vague religious ideas.” Rigdon
inquired of his audience whether anyone desired to come forward and be
immersed in the Chagrin River. The only respondent was “an aged ‘dead-
beat’ by the name of Cahoon, who occasionally joined the Shakers and lived
on the country generally.” The baptismal service was set for two o’clock in
the afternoon, but long before that time the spot was surrounded by as
many people as could have a clear view. After Cahoon was baptized, Rig-
don, who was still standing in the water, “gave one of his most powerful
exhortations.” He called for any others who desired salvation to step for-
ward. “They came through the crowd in rapid succession to the number of
thirty, and were immersed with no intermission of the discourse on the part
of Rigdon (Mather, pp. 206-07).

Suddenly Vernem Card seized the Sheriff’'s arm, pleading, ‘“take me
away.” Steadying his friend, Barr saw that “his face was so pale that he
seemed to be about to faint,” and they rode almost a mile before a word
was uttered. Card finally gained control of himself and said, “Mr. Barr, if
you had not been there I certainly should have gone into the water,” because
“the impulse was irresistible” (Mather, pp. 206-07).

Besides being an effective preacher of Mormonism, Rigdon was inti-
mately involved with Joseph Smith in directing every major endeavor of
the Mormon Church during the first decade of its official existence. He did
not share in originating Mormon theology, but the “Hiram Page Affair” il-
lustrated that the infant Mormon movement did not need another prophet.
Rigdon became Smith’s strong right arm and spokesman. They blended their
energies, abilities, ideas, and dreams for the future to become an exceedingly
dynamic and successful leadership team. Rigdon’s tremendous contributions
came when Mormonism needed them most critically.

In the early 1840’s new developments in Mormonism were seen by Rig-
don as straying from the essentials of Christ’s church, and in 1844, after the
death of Joseph Smith, he was defeated in his attempt to redirect the course
of Mormonism. Rigdon then formed a schismatic sect, called the Church
of Jesus Christ, which sought unsuccessfully to reestablish Mormonism in its
former purity; after the failure of this religious group, he believed that no
church on earth represented Christ’s New Testament teachings. The last thirty
years of Rigdon’s life were years of religious isolation during which he re-
fused to associate with a Mormonism which practiced polygamy. Yet Sidney
Rigdon remained faithful to the early concepts of Mormonism which Pratt and
his companions had introduced at Mentor, Ohio, that October morning in 1830.



DISCOVERING
A MORMON WRITER:
DAVID L. WRIGHT 1929-1967

James Miller

James Miller, a prize-winning poet himself, has introduced DIALOGUE's editors
to the unpublished and generally unknown work of his close friend, David
Wright, who died in 1967 at the age of thirty-eight. Much impressed with
what we have seen and anxious to end the unfortunate neglect of this fine
Mormon writer, we print here the first section of his “River Saints,” with a
biografhical introduction and elegy by Mr. Miller. We plan to publish other
work by Wright in the future and would welcome reader responses to this
first selection.

In his writing lifetime, David L. Wright, a brilliant young author from
southern Idaho, did come to know some measure of fame after the publica-
tion of his short story “A Summer in the Country,” brought out by Mutiny
magazine in the fall of 1960. And there followed other appearances of his
stories about his real and mythic home country the same year in Arizona
Quarterly, The Humanist, and Inland magazine. In 1961, when Wright was
thirty-two, “A Summer in the Country” was reprinted in Best Articles &
Stories magazine. Later that year it was named to “The Roll of Honor” in
Best American Short Stories 1961 (Foley and Burnett).

When John Hall Wheelock first read “A Summer in the Country” (Whee-
lock was a distinguished writer, poet, and editor who worked at one time for
the publishers of Ernest Hemingway and F. Scott Fitzgerald and had greatly
helped Thomas Wolfe with his editing of Of Time And The River), he had
this to say about David Wright:

As a former editor with the house of Charles Scribner’s Sons,
and its senior editor for ten years . . . I have formed the habit, while
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reading periodicals, of looking for fresh talent. I have not often
been rewarded by finding it. It was while reading a story by David
L. Wright, called “A Summer in the Country,” in an issue of the
magazine Mutiny, published about two years ago, that I realized 1
was in the presence of a new talent, a writer whose work, previously
unknown to me, seemed to hold the promise of an important writing
career. So strongly did I feel this, that I wrote at once to the editor
of Mutiny to express my enthusiasm. My conviction is that David
L. Wright is a man of outstanding literary talent.

Wright was born in 1929 in Bennington, Idaho, a town of perhaps
two hundred, composed mostly of hard-working Latter-day Saint farmers.
He was raised in a family of five children, the fourth-born of Mormon par-
ents whose ancestors were among the earliest settlers of Bear Lake County.
He went to grammar school in Bennington and attended high school in
Montpelier, five miles south, not far from Bear Lake. In the fall of 1946
he began his college education at Utah State, coming to the Logan school
on a football and track scholarship. It was in college that Wright began to
find himself, especially in his sophomore year, feeling without doubt that
his destiny lay in literature, in teaching and writing. He had already begun
to fill the first of many 500-page journals, writing daily in them and at length,
recording what the town of Bennington, its history and its people, meant to
him, his entries sometimes profound in their poetic richness. He wrote
steadily with great love and nostalgia for the Bennington valley, its moun-
tains, its fishermen, the Bear River flowing west of the town and the great
night-haunt of the locomotive trains whistling through the homes of his
“river saints.” And also he wrote in painful, unable grief over his brother
Rich, who had died at fifteen when Dave was seven. The dead brother later
was to become the living, full heartpound of “A Summer in the Country,”
and the tragic protagonist of Dave’s very successful first play, Still The Moun-
tain Wind.

Wright had a welterweight’s quick fist, backing away from nothing that
challenged his intellect or the swift athlete alert and fleet within him. Yet
he was a gentle and loving young man capable of going to great coaxing,
comic pains to let a single housefly or mosquito out of his boardinghouse
window.

He wrote hard and he read hard in college, and there were two English
professors of great encouragement to him — A. N. Sorensen and Ira Hayward.
And Dave didn’t disappoint them, academically or creatively. The emeritus
A. N, who was still teaching, cried out one day ecstatic, after reading a piece of
Dave’s, of the “burnings of genius,” he was so overwhelmed. But Dave was
not being published — outside of the local newspaper with sports articles,
the college newspaper, and the school literary magazine called The Scribble.
And frequently, especially after college when he was sending out his stories
and poems for publication and being rejected, the coalpiece eyes would brood
mistrustingly, and he would return again, solitary and dejected, to his jour-
nals — his face silent, his head lowered and his hands in the waves of the
thinning rust hair, and write there, gloomily, of his failures.
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But the dominating emotional structure of Wright was one of insomniac
creator energy. In college he was coach Dick Romney’s sports publicist, and
he halfbacked and hurdled and was an excellent high-jumper. He decided
to become an English teacher before graduating, and so went on to teach
at high schools in Rexburg and Downey, Idaho. And he married, wrote, and
raised children. Yet hardest upon him was his desire to create, to see him-
self in print — in the publications that truly mattered. His submissions
though were always returned, and his despair mounted while he worked
and reworked his stories and poems, constantly, in the early 1950’s. And
he would wade and plunge into all of life he could possibly touch, with his
reading, teaching, and young family, and joy in it, and argue with it, and
lament at it when he wrote of the machining transportation of a once simpler
Bennington, and Bear Lake County, filling his journals with protesting chants
and questioning life and requestioning with passionate search and hunting for
skillful artistic hope — always, incessantly, on the move for the creative ex-
perience. And his students idolized him — their “unconventional teacher,”
whose contracts were never renewed, because he knew, too handily, how to
deal with and oppose power that was too satisfied with itself and unwanting
of change or unresponsive to a ‘“screwball Shakespeare-talker.” So, to feel
vital again, refreshed, Dave would go to visit with his great fisherman friend
of “The Conscience of the Village” printed here, play with the Bennington
youngsters, enjoy his parents whom he held in affectionate respect, and walk
in the mountains east of Joe’s Gap, “the gorge” of his fiction and plays.

His last year of teaching was back to his beloved old grade school in
Bennington, a stone’s throw from his birth house where his parents lived —
small, fascinating Bennington whose children packed about Dave and piled
upon him, his personality freeing and attractive. For he was the children’s
conscience and entertainer, their nature-listener, mountain-walker, song-
fetcher, and athlete king. But after that year in Bennington the Air Force
called him to active duty as a second lieutenant and he had to leave.

Yet it was in the Air Force that he began to know, at least, a little of the
writer's hope — he began to win Air Force short story contests. He had been
bottomlessly discouraged, in college and while teaching, over the quality of
his writing, but now he was warily confident by that bare saving amount
that gives hope. And he was receiving check prizes — money, about which
he had seldom thought. He worked in terms of how well his writing cap-
tured a past remembrance. And finally he did it magnificently while sta-
tioned in Florida, during one week, after all the trying trial years — the
recreation of his brother Rich. While lying on a couch, he dictated Still The
Mountain Wind to a woman transcribing his words who had to stop occa-
sionally to weep.

Still The Mountain Wind was premiered at the Lyric Showman Theatre
in Logan, Utah, by The Utah State Theatre in February 1956, and met by
filled-house, gratifying, moving success. It was later performed by The Poets’
Theatre, Cambridge, Massachusetts, near Harvard Square in late 1960, and
at the universities of Minnesota, Massachusetts, Idaho, Eastern Oregon Col-
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lege, and in southern Utah towns. The story form of the play became the
celebrated “A Summer in the Country.”

Wright now began to feel greater confidence and that belief in himself
that he had needed — desperately — earlier. Only by the strongest encourage-
ment and urging of a few friends, years before, was he saved from thorough
desolation and hopelessness. For time and again we would tell him — “Dave,
you're that writer — you are! — truly creative honest Mormonborn writer.
And they are rare. When Vardis Fisher read your stories he said as much —
that you were writing better at twenty-four than he was at that age. And
hell, he won Harper’s big prize — $10,000 — for The Children of God!”

So Bennington now would not pass away, would not be machined-clean,
peopled-off, highwayed and fenced to death, and gentiled under, and Mon-
santo’d-out from the face of the earth of Joe’s Gap, the gorge in the moun-
tains of Still The Mountain Wind and “A Summer in the Country.” Dave
had stopped such a dying and passing — catastrophic to his mind; he had
stopped it lastingly in the captivity of his drama and story. His people, his
place, would not be cultured dead or civilized bare with freeway worlds and
International Harvester tracks.

He saved his mythic reality too in River Saints, and in a thousand other
fiction truths. Loving these, his villagers, he became the truth of them, their
consuming, preserving, voicing artistic spirit — grown and writing, staged
and published. Their poet of innocence and tragedy.

Created by the responding originality of his own life-fires to the fire of
life, he was unsaintly divided through his most honest awareness of the people
he loved, that he had appointed himself to immortalize. And it took him
twenty years to immortalize incongruities. Writing, struggling, journaling
to capture what he could of a truth, to leave to truth, in his stories, poems,
plays — unorthodox, funny, attractive, wry, revolutionary-fresh. Air Force-
moving from the Dakotas to Florida to Iceland to Alabama to Vietnam, and
being published, at last, praised, Wright felt that he had arrived somewhat,
at least at the beginnings of arrival.

One of the editors responsible for first bringing Wright before the public
was Jane Esty of Mutiny magazine, who wrote:

Because of Wright's peculiarly intense interest in the background
and the origins of the American experience, he can make an impor-
tant, original contribution to our cultural heritage. His particular
insight into the folk-myth of our rural past, with special reference
to the agricultural West, gives strength to our national purpose and
pride in our emergent consciousness of America’s role in this perilous
time. His insight represents a powerful vision into the American
dream.

Co-editor Paul Lett of Mutiny added this appraisal of Wright's creative
mastery:
Only now, almost two years after its publication, has “A Summer
in the Country” begun to have its real impact on creative writing in

this country. I feel safe in predicting that in some twenty years time
this story will be in the lexicon of American Letters and that it will
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be used as a standard in textbooks on writing throughout the
world . . . . it drew letters of praise from John Fischer, the distin-
guished editor of Harper's magazine, John Hall Wheelock, former
senior editor of Charles Scribner’s Sons, and the editor-in-chief of
Kenyon Review, Robie Macauley, to name only a few.

Unregimental as Wright was, but remembering low wages for Idaho
high school teaching and unrenewed contracts and the tension of opposition
to dead educators living in towns asleep across the bright chances of youth,
he decided to remain in the Air Force as a career officer. And despite
military stiffness, he found himself able to preserve his identity and startlingly
individualize life about him among Air Force officers and their families,
even to the point of being ordered to write formal addresses for generals.
With this oncome of energy, amusing tact, underlying forcefulness, he found
quickly that it “took him places,” places where he wanted to go, which cul-
minated ultimately in a “request granted” to attend the University of Iowa
for one year for a master’s degree in Fine Arts in creative writing, prev-
iously unheard of in the Air Force. It was during this time that he produced
novels, and began to be called “little Tom Wolfe,” because he would show
up in class with novels fat like Wolfe’s, written through nights, through week-
ends, holidays — days, hours squeezed in, burning out, as he once confided,
in the march towards advanced degrees. He graduated with honors under
Paul Engle and Vance Bourjaily.

Out of this Jowa experience came a Wright story (unpublished but ac-
cepted — Dave withdrew it so as not to hurt his family and Bennington) en-
titled “Of Pleasures and Palaces” —a powerful, harrowing piece centered about
Bennington, and a play, which he called The Rough Edge Of Experience,
greatly moving and equally masterful in the dramatic form, though it has
never been staged.

Veritable masses of writing out of the twenty creative years of Wright’s
life are stored now with his brother in Montpelier, Idaho. They have been
there for over three years. Some pieces are in the possession of his oldest
daughter in Logan, Utah. His publishable works ought not to remain cellared,
yellowing in burials of huge packings, there to wrinkle down, brittley mum-
mify, crack and rust dead. For Wright was an important western American
author. He had a mind of great originality, and I believe that he did not
fail to create the epic of his River Saints, woven throughout his novels, stories,
plays, and poetry, the greater part of which lies, today, dark, in direct re-
versal to the blaze Wright’s grasp and powers of vision beautifully and pain-
fully wrought with his creator’s mind. Some forty or fifty 500-page journals
are a mine in themselves, and several hundred letters which unfold the
development of his great struggle on earth to become an artist.

Two of Wright's unpublished novels — one of southern Idaho and the
other of Iceland — contain some of his most excellent fiction, the best of his
infectious originality, his humorous as well as strong and moving characters,
and action and descriptive passages. The Idaho novel deals with contempo-
rary Mormon society and contains a very fine love story; the book about Ice-
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land is fictioned unforgettably, humorous, sad, swift and reflective, concerning
Air Force people on tours of peacetime duty — jet pilots, noncoms, and the
storm rages of the geophysical insanity of Icelandic winds which affect the
novel’s moods and characters. Both novels, of course, are serious undertak-
ings, but they are never without the relief of Wright’s wit and mingled comic
inevitability.

Dave went to Vietnam in November of 1965, after a tour in Iceland, to
work in the administration in Saigon (he received the Bronze Star for his
diplomatic abilities). There he compiled notes and outlined another novel.
He returned from Vietnam to his home in Montgomery, Alabama, in No-
vember 1966, worn out but anxious to get on with his new book. He had
become very close to many of the war’s Vietnamese sufferers, of regime after
regime, and wanted to write about them. But after his return home, Wright
and his wife separated. In February, 1967, he suffered a severe heart attack,
and four months later, a month after his thirty-eighth birthday, Wright
was dead.

DAVE ELEGY
James Miller

When he left for Saigon
I asked him what about killing if you have to —
We were pointing around in an Idaho cemetery
the villager
graves kind
but one overlooking
small, barn villages

the Air Force major my friend grew up in —

What will you do?
Shoot blanks he said. Ancestry subjects kept him pointing around.

That’s Amos’s, he said. Grandfather Wright’s.

Shot the hell out of the meetinghouse lights —

rode his horse right in and shot out the lights.

I was listening.

Got excommunicated, he laughed. But got back in.
Amos settled Bennington.

A bees blue wind kept clovering, and working the sunflowers
running east to Joe’s Gap, to John the Baptist’s mountain.
He meant what he said about blanks.

In Saigon he found a beat up pocketknife he kept

and he hipped a regulations gun, risking enough

to come come looking whiter to some,

having knowledge of bankrupt coups

for the common good — understanding revolutionary blood.
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Then it happened. Having always tried
facing things bravely he usually won —

a gutty endurer, whether battling small
as halfback or barefist fighterboy

or grieved to his brother’s grave from childhood
Right there by Rich I'll lay, he used to say —
by his singer brother Rich

the dead brother
laughing with voice
boy-young, in fun

If fyew go to Hev'n bufore ah do,
Jus’ bore a hole and pull me through —

Oh — ah aintta gonna ‘gree
Mah Lord no more. . .
That life is worth its masterpiece,
alive, the major believed.
His Still The Mountain Wind had played at Cambridge —
Minnesota — schools of the West towns
of Rich, the dead brother

no more. ..
Then wide as Joe’s Gap pulled open — home looked chasm.
The agreement his wife could leave, be free
for some
one other
and he have the children. Somehow —
agreed. Decreed and agreed.

Yet, split in,
it killed him
and the Air Force about to discharge him
after an intensely cared for heart. He died.

Above in the children hills the writer Dave.
Deep in the wind the silver, manlength coffin.

And the Air Force saluted why airmen die.
By the wind gap mountain, in the wind grass silence —
shot blanks above goodbyes.



David L. Wright

THE CONSCIENCE OF THE VILLAGE

from “‘River Saints — Introduction to a Mormon Chronicle”’

His eyes milky, intensely blue,

Fasten totally upon the life that was living

From 1884 to nineteen hundred and twelve;

Not seeing the life that has been his dying since,

Though he has braked the crawl toward surcease

More courageously successful than we (even I, the Valley’s Poet)
In our existing.

Now, in the final year of his dying, unfamiliar people,

Like Sadie his long-suffering, gentle wife,

Plunge his hat on his head and speak of things

(Eat your bread, Father, then we’ll help you to the bathroom)
Having nothing to do with the untranslatable essence

Of those Maori days worshipping with savages who loved him,
And the boyhood before it, fishing the river,

Talking with God,

They — Sadie, his son Nathan, his granddaughters (two) —
Occupants and masters of his home now,

Caution him, watch your step, Father,

Sit down, shut up the girls are studying,

Try not to cry, Father, sleep well, Father,

We know what’s best for you,

Hushing his twanging outbreaks of Maori war and wedding chants,
The sharp-syllabled cries likely to disturb or frighten

The granddaughters, who must study and listen to

The Beatles.

(: Well, what are they doing here anyhow? This is my house)
(: Shhhh, Father, you're not well . . . behave yourself . . .

You wouldn’t want us to take you to Blackfoot would you?)
At which mention of Idaho’s mental institution

He cries,



Crumbling the bread on the oilcloth,

Sipping water (perhaps in remembrance of his blood?)
And wipes his nose with a middle finger large

With arthritis, its joint broken by a kicking hog,
Thirty years ago, in the middle of the dying time;
Now guiding that finger to grasp at crumbs,

(Surely, the Poet thinks, in remembrance of the Lord).

Sadie saying: now Father. ..

Gently washes his hands with a washrag

: Your friend is here, you haven’t

Seen him since he went away.

But he cries still, his head bobbing to table’s edge,

His hand uncaring loose

In the kindly grasp of his long-suffering

Who endured and never blamed him for their children’s rags
Throughout the carefree, dying years.

: Father! Don’t you remember?

Carl’s son . .. he’s coming to see you.

He turns his milky eyes up, his lips form, break,

And re-form angles over the cavern of mouth

: Carl’s Boy?

?...?

Yes, yes . ..

For the Poet heard and saw the Maori world,

As a village boy listened and seemed

To understand

The war and wedding chants:

Saw empathetically, visions and remembrances,

As they were —

Of young Mormon missionary, Matthew Daniels,
Baptizing natives in fish-filled streams,

Eating ceremonial trout,

Tempted by but not submitting to barebreasted daughters
Of the chief

Because of Judith, his village sweetheart,

In the days of living when vows were not mired

In the moss of lust.

Saw too, himself pleading for more tales,

More songs, more images of rivers and oceans

Aborigines paint-smeared and loin-cloth

Naked —

Saw too the young Matthew equally vermillion and naked,
Dancing chanting with them,

Like one of them —

Saw too his leading the chief

Into the river,

Baptizing him in the name of God, Son, and Holy Ghost,



Not insisting as all missionaries were ordered
That the otherwise pure in heart

Must discontinue smoking pipes —

Seeing Matthew smoking with the chief,
Minutes before and minutes after

The dunking ceremony

(: I tried to do right. I tried!)

(: Now, Father, hush, we’re here)

: Carl’s son,

And his arm goes out, recognizing.

: Brother Daniels, I've come to take you for a drive. ..
To the river.

The long-suffering jams his hat on his head

: Father, you hear that? He wants to take you
To the river? Won’t that be nice?

But he has been searching not her words,

Nor the poet, but

A remembrance;

The milky intensely blue eyes frown,

Then see the memory.

: You asked me,

The memory asserts authority now,

:How could you know, and I told you I don’t know ...
It's different for every man.

His eyes dance now with the days of two decades ago,

When the boy often touched the time of the old man’s living;
When those in the village thought him only pleasantly eccentric,
And blamed him affectionately for being improvident

To his now well-employed children

The saints milked his cows,

Cut his hay,

Stacked it,

While his carefreeness mocked

Their industry and sweat,

With Maori songs; and along the river

He trapped in constant dialogue with elusive fish;

The Saints of Zion loving him full well,

Unconsciously asking him the light and the way,

Envying him, clucking tongues forgivingly

Over the frightfulness of such sloth that dared

Comb abnegation through the beehive of their Mormondom;
Yet innerly knowing he knew secretly

Grandeurs of heaven and earth they

Could only pretend to know

While they righteously worked their days

Honestly

Paid tithes



Honestly

Churched themselves

Honestly

Uttered Sunday platitudes

Honestly

And strove for honest tractors, electricity,

And plumbing, and education;

Acquisitions, all, he never argued with,

But preferred to fish into the cyclic nonsense they are,
Than have.

: It was one day I was hauling straw for your father, down from
Maple field. It was cold that day,

And you were just about knee high to a grasshopper.
Ignoring Sadie’s hand, urging him to rise,

To go,

:And you said : I don’t know, Brother Daniels,

How does a body go about knowing? And Ididn't
Tell you like some others do, to pray and read

The Book of Mormon.

His voice rising, justifying his own form of

Honesty,

His milky intensely blue eyes straining,

Frowning into the Poet’s face who

Is remembering that he too was blooded into the village
Life, then.

: Because it’s different for every man,

And sometimes when you want to know, you can’t,
You can’t!

That’s all there is to it!

He trembles as if

The powerful unseens of orthodox voices

Are claiming otherwise.

: Shhhh, Father ... now here’s your coat . . .
Don’t keep him waiting.

: You can’t!

Unaware of the coat she has draped over his arm,
Of the Poet’s hand guiding him out of the chair,
Of long-suffering holding the door open.

: It’s different . . . there’s no telling . . .

And the Poet knows there is no telling . . . anything,
For that is why he is back to the old fisherman,
To learn to know, then to tell,

From the spirit of his old and first teacher,

In the glowing dying days;

In hay rack days.

: His arthritis is so bad,

Long-suffering’s voice a sadness,



A story and a poem

She of patience and no complaints,

Whom no woman in the village ever envied;
She, waiting, knitting the two three four nights
Of his fishing absences,

His announced planlessness

While the hay burned and the unmilked cows
Broke half the fences in town.

: Arthritis this, arthritis that!

Mumbling, staggering,

Critical in his brief return to the world of his long-suffering’s
Pitiful narrow-worldness,

She, never having had a vision on a hillside

Or anywhere else,

Never feeling wildly certain of anything
Except a loaf of bread,

A knitted sock.

: The sun was bright as a gold piece,

He says, his joints testing the pathway uncertainly,

: But it was cold that day...Itell you...

It was awful cold that day . .. and me with a fever

Like a bonfire.

His broken finger joint fumbling over his lips,

He limps and stops, repeating it was different for every man,
But the way he first knew was the night

He lay in a thicket on a New Zealand hillside,

Sick and feverish when

Lo and behold

God and Joseph Smith appeared in a bath of light

: I saw them,

He, nearly screaming,

Eyes and lips weeping.

From the porch: Now, Father...don’t... please don’t...
He turns, walks a jerked speed,

Lips angry now,

Eyes intensely blue searching the gravel path.

: She don’t know

They think I'm two shades in the wind;

But they don’t know . . . my own house!

But the poet busily deafens the traffic of sadness,

With noises of memory — the sleigh ride day, the load of straw
Among the many loads from maple field,

The snow crusty in the isinglass fields,

Hard and glistening beneath the runners of the long lane roads;
He and the old fisherman buried for warmth in the straw,
Noses dripping and feet yelling numbness,

In the days of dying



When animals seemed the lucky ones,

Fed and warm when humans sometimes weren’t:

And the Poet sees the horses foaming in the traces
Snorting and defecating,

Their hooves crunching the hardpacked snow;

And remembering the old fisherman’s telling again

Of God and Joseph Smith laying hands upon his fevered head,
Commending him for his faithfulness

In rejecting the chief’s request to cohabit

With two of his unmarried daughters,

Hence to plant the seed of Israel in his royal blood;

Then the two personages, glowing brightly as a gold piece,
Commanded the fever from his body,

Bade him rise from the hillside —

: Go forth

And do a mighty work

Among a needful, heathen people;

And if thou are faithful it shall come to pass. ..

But neither in the living nor in the dying years

Did the personages finish their prophecy upon his head,
Leaving him to ask five decades of fishes for the means of his
Salvation.

: I tried,

Limping, clutching the Poet’s arm,

: I tried . .. to do my best.

Small compensation since nineteen hundred and twelve
Talking to a river about what living was like,
Convincing elusive fishes of the agony

Of whistling into the graveyard of the villagers’ ears
All that they could not know

Of his great knowing . . .

The Poet drives slowly beneath, then into,

The foothills of Pescadero

Seeing a yellow grove of aspens where,

Before his time, a bishop’s son

Slew himself herding his father’s sheep;

Not listening to the Gabble of where,

In countless fishing holes, the old fisherman

Sought answers to his fate

From fishes.

From hooks to lines to bait to water battles won and lost,
He gabbles.

Finally to Judith, his long-waiting sweetheart,

For whose gospel sake he spurned the barebosomed Maori maids,
He talks;

Of having married her in nineteen hundred and twelve,



Honeymooning at the quarterly gathering of Zion’s flock
In Salt Lake City,

There seeing Brother Murdock his New Zealand
Mission President who said,

: Matthew, are you still fishing . . . good! . ..
Hugging the intense villager who

Converted more Maoris than all missionaries combined.
: So busy with real estate and church, Igaveitup...
Don’t let any get awayl! . . .

... But don’t forget to love the Lord!

: He was a good man, President Murdock,

Never a better one ever lived.

Crying now, softly,

The big finger crossing under his nose;

For the day after, Judith took sick,

Dying in Salt Lake of appendicitis

Under the prayers of Murdock imploring the Lord
To spare her,

: I come home and started going with Sadie,

He said. But broke off.

: I don’t know why I'm a-talking like this,

His eyes coming back with re-interest

As he sees a certain bend in the river,

Beneath Pascadero,

And his spirit lights with memory of a big one,
Landed in Hoover’s time,

The very day? (the Poet ponders)

When he, the village constable, forgot to open the polls,
Was oft fishing, and the saints had to hoist

A boy through the schoolhouse window.

: Nathan helped me pull him out . ..

Must of weighed six pounds!

Then the narrative of his beginnings,

Flowing as coherently and true as hayrack conversations
In the days of dying —

His father, a trapper named Billings;

Mother a half-breed Indian;

The child orphaned

(: I dunno if they left me or died or what)

And cared for by his mother’s people,

Known of, somehow, by the Poet’s grandmother who,
Also knowing of Old Gus and Hilda Daniels’

Long childlessness, took him

From the burdened grandparents,

And transported him in a boxwagon

To Bear Lake Valley, keeping him

Alive on mare’s milk during the long and delayed journey



From Fort Hall.

Indulged by his foster parents into an idlyllic
River-fishing childhood, permitting him to determine
When or whether to go to school,

And leaving him with reasonable property and money
(As village legacies go) which he used

To perform his three year mission,

Then mismanaged and squandered through neglect
From nineteen hundred and twelve unto this day,
Preferring now, as eight decades ago, to fish

The river every day that the obstructive theys

Will let him,

Crying when they will not.

And through all the days of his dying

Always refusing the complications of family-rearing,
Plying the river for completion of the personages’ promises;
But not knowing, the Poet thinks, that he was
Becoming a twentieth-century impossibility,

A wonder of the world that couldn’t be,

But was;

Daily returning to the river to secure simplicity;

And though too kind to refuse office and task —
Constable, sexton, gravedigger, butcher —

Too near the magic of idyl to often perform them,
Paying the Saints the inconvenience of his unmilked cows
With messes of fish, and to the bishop too

His tithing — one fish in ten to the Lord.

In the car bumping through pioneer logging trails

Weeded over now, he speaks of recent reform,

Enforced by arthritis and winters too long.

: Been going to church,

He says, like a child learning to swim again.

: Going back now I'm old. But they think I'm

Two shades in the wind and . . .

Choking, bringing the broken joint to his nose,

...: They made me sit down . .. I was telling them

How I came to know . .. fever like a bonfire. ..

Wasn’t half through and the bishop told Sadie to make me
Quit.

Because (the Poet thinks) he is the conscience of the village —
The Saints could not bear the chilling pierce of the Maori songs
Cracking the walls of the churchhouse and reminding those
Who have become old with him, that this is his dying year;
Or perhaps, because he announced the chant

As picturing dying suns, they felt

Premonitions of their own Yorick time.

1, the Valley’s Poet, stop the machine



That I have accepted as consonant with my century,
And walk in the yellow aspen grove

Where the boy slew himself before my time,

Seeing in the eye of my soul

The Pescadero hills,

The stubble fields, reaped,

And the river, faint and long, below;

Tormenting myself not of dying

But of living in a rocket century.

Knowing the arthritically old man

Trembling in the car

In the final sign of sanity

In this the final year of his dying;

Knowing the how can anyone know?

Of our hayrack day gliding over isinglass snow

In maple field is no answer other than

The one he gave, and persisted in.

And now I long for his

Gift of leaving

A way and a time so rich;

To do as he has done;

To be as he has become.

Leaving a river for others to find

For more than they know will be.

Yet who can give such offerings as he,

At the water’s edge,

Or offer the gift of self unto its flow?

Who? For eight decades unremitting?

Only he, whose mystery is to be reclaimed in that same innocence
From which, orphaned, he began. ‘
The car starts, moves downhill,

Stung by the lashings of dead willow limbs.

: Be careful, Brother Daniels,

Of the river.

: Tumble in?

Mischief streaking the milky intensely blue eyes,

: O, I'’spect so . . . someday . . . this winter . . . maybe.
Caring not;

For he tried to do right in the days of his living,
Knowing he saw them one rainy night —

God and Joseph Smith.

: I saw them again the other night . . .

Funny thing, they looked a little

Like Judith,

Chuckling, gazing, now pointing the crooked finger to
A certain bend where

He and Nathan pulled a big one

Into shore.



Yvonne Romney Dixon

ADLAI STEVENSON DIED IN
PALERMO

Adlai Stevenson died in Palermo.

In the airport. His face was pasted

On the newsstand, bobbing in and out among
Jabbering Sicilians, their sweaty hands

Sticky with orange soda pop,

Their bodies fat and rank.

But you picked a decent place to die, Adlai:
Sicily is good to death; it

Tricks it up with lavish trappings —

Even the horses wear wreaths and special livery.

Your name is now identified for me

With all that island’s ancient monuments:

Segesta, majestic against the sunset;

Erice, preserving its mediaeval chastity

On its high proud rock; and the temples of Silenus,
Oddly sailing like flagships through fields of grain
As we looked up from splashing in the blue bay.

I am metamorphosed myself

For a woman I scarcely know.

She takes me, as I've found,

From my letter to a friend:

I am become for her a runner on white sands
Chasing crabs into secret lairs, racing free
Beneath new constellations in a southern sky,
Hungry in the breezy air

For a scent of cloves from Zanzibar.

It is a way I would remember myself.



So Stevenson be glad —

Whatever your life was, your dreams were,
I do not know and you cannot care,

Fallen like a stone on that hot street.

But I shall never think

Of Silenus rising from the wheat

Save coupled with your death.

FOR CATHERINE

Seeing her, with those first rude playthings,

The world growing large in the veins of a leaf,

I shudder. I grow old in her budding years.

She cadences my life with moth-like breaths,

This frail glory that measures ceaselessly my doom,
This child. But, humbly, we do as we must:

Send new shoots into a forest we shall never see.
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THE FARM BOY AND THE ANGEL

Leonard Arrington

The Farm Boy and the Angel. By Carl Carmer. Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Com-
pany, Inc, 1970, 237 pp. $5.95. Leonard Arrington, a distinguished Mormon historian, is a
professor of economics and history at Utah State University.

Readers of Dialogue who have been searching for a sympathetic, read-
able, and reasonably accurate introduction to Mormonism to present to their
non-Mormon friends may well consider Carl Carmer’s The Farm Boy and
the Angel. This appreciation of “The Mormon Vision and the Winning of
the West,” parts of which previously appeared in American Heritage, can be
easily read in an evening and the tone is neither syrupy nor disdainful. The
narrative — or, more properly, the panorama — spotlights episodes and inci-
dents that have inherent dramatic power; Mormon history flashes by at an
exhilarating pace.

The earlier chapters, which describe Joseph Smith’s First Vision, the
coming forth of the Book of Mormon, the organization of the Church, the
conflicts in Missouri, and the assassination of Joseph and Hyrum Smith, touch
these familiar incidents with new suspense. The latter portion of the book,
which treats the Mormon trail, the early days in the Salt Lake Valley, the
matter of polygamy, and the Church today, is less successful, but it still con-
tains vivid “local color,” some well-placed anecdotes and quotations, and
some original description.

Latter-day Saint scholars will find nothing “new” in the book, either in
the presentation of fact or by way of interpretation. The author is a distin-
guished poet, lecturer, and folklorist and does not pretend to convey the
complexities and intricate details of the Mormon experience. (Bibliographers

’
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would classify Carmer as a friendly non-Mormon.) Yet the text is a master-
ful literary evocation of the moods and emotions of Mormon history. For
example, as the sad and forlorn little procession, carrying the bodies of Joseph
and Hyrum, approached Nauvoo in late June 1844, it encountered a heavy
and intolerable sound: “The sound was a composite of measureless cries of
sorrow. Swelling and receding, it was a vast ululation of lament” (p. 122).

Carmer’s description of the inherent tragedy in many early Mormon ex-
periences, and his attempt to take Joseph quite seriously, causes the Prophet
to be portrayed too solemnly. Joseph the frolicsome — Joseph the light-
hearted friend of backwoods farmers and vagabonds — Joseph the exultant
playmate of children — seldom makes an appearance.

The Farm Boy and the Angel concludes with a section “from the Author’s
Notebook,” which contains some examples of pioneer vocabulary, folk ex-
pressions and idioms, specimens of Mormon humor, popular pioneer medical
remedies, and Mormon proverbs and aphorisms. A new one to this reviewer
was the complaint of a down-and-outer that a successful man needs three
wives — two to beg and one to sew sacks!

A POVERTY OF INVENTION: A REVIEW OF
SING WITH ME

Ruth Stanfield Rees

Sing With Me: Songs for Children, The General Church Music Committee. Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Co. $2.95. Ruth Stanfield Rees, the mother of four children, is working on a
Ph.D. in musicology and participates in many aspects of the church music program.

“If there is anything virtuous, lovely,

or of good report or praisworthy,

we seek after these things.”

—Joseph Smith

“For . .. the French contrive music in the
newest manner for the new times,

while the English continue to use one
and the same style of composition, which
shows a wretched poverty of invention.”
—Tinctoris (c. 1476)

Like the sacramental prayers, the use of hymns is fixed in the Mormon
worship service, and like Scripture, the hymns are used uncritically. But
unlike the sacramental prayers or the Scriptures, a great deal of time in
our services is devoted to hymns. Therefore, compiling a hymnal is no small
matter. The ‘“compleat” hymnal, we expect, would be doctrinally sound
and very practical. We would also expect such a hymnal to be virtuous, lovely,
of good report and praiseworthy.

Sing With Me, the new songbook for L.D.S. children, is for the most
part doctrinally accurate and contains many usable pieces, and in this respect
it is a welcome improvement over The Children Sing. Some of the new
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pieces speak to our children in contemporary musical and verbal idioms.
There is a movement away from the diction of popular nineteenth-century
poetry to a more direct and meaningful kind of expression, an expression
which is not less spiritual but which is less abstract in its content. Some of
the songs are truly delightful. However, the book is seriously handicapped
by the use of composers who lack training and imagination. It would seem
that in seeking for that which is lovely and praiseworthy, we have not sought
hard enough. Sing With Me shows an unfortunate poverty of invention.
An analysis of the book, section by section, affirms this impression.

Sing With Me predictably relies heavily on previously published ma-
terial. According to the preface it includes “established favorites from The
Children Sing as determined by a survey of stakes throughout the Church,
Deseret Sunday School Songs, favorite songs which have appeared in The
Children’s Friend and The Instructor and other supplementary publica-
tions . . ., and new songs especially composed for this volume. . . .”

There is clearly a need to begin with an established repertoire, but
popularity polls have their pitfalls. To begin with, we must remember that
establishing favorites is the business of adults — children have only adult
favorites from which to choose. Furthermore, most of the material avail-
able through the Church has been very limited in style. The long Christian
musical tradition, which is richly diverse, has been ignored in favor of music
written essentially by Mormons in essentially one style — that of the late
nineteenth century. To disregard centuries of great music and depend on
Mormon composers, new and old, seems like a kind of premeditated cul-
tural deprivation.

A desire for a children’s musical tradition is valid. However, we must
not limit that tradition to songs which we ourselves enjoyed or to those
which our parents enjoyed before us. The tradition of our children should
include Christian music from many times and many places. In Sing With
Me the entire repertoire of Protestant congregational music is represented
by a few gospel songs of the frontier. (Even our adult hymnal, which is no
musical monument, is more generous.) In Sing With Me major composers
are represented by bits and pieces of works never intended for group singing.
There is not one work by a major composer that is printed as it was writ-
ten. One is reminded of the John Thompson method of reducing entire
symphonies to easy pieces for beginning piano students. Furthermore, Sing
With Me doesn’t include a single work by musicians who were primarily
church composers. The periods during which sacred choral music was the
dominant form of musical expression are not represented at all. A few
selections (with good translations) by Bach and Palestrina would certainly
enhance a book which relies so heavily on homegrown music. A few digni-
fied chorales would be welcomed by many in the Church. And the inclusion
of some medieval and early renaissance music, which is now available in
modern editions, would appeal to simple as well as sophisticated tastes.

The section entitled ““Songs of the Gospel” contains the best and the
worst music in the book. The composers are highly diversified — there are
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over sixty of them — and so is the music, falling along a continuum of com-
plexity from the simplest of hymns to rather elaborate pieces which are pre-
sumably to be used for special occasions.

Within “Songs of the Gospel” questions of quality and propriety occur
too frequently. In music for group worship, for example, good taste and
tradition place limits on the kind and degree of motion which is acceptable
in accompaniments. “Called to Serve” is clearly outside the bounds of a
dignified worship service. The left-hand style of “Let the Little Children
Come” is much less than satisfactory on an imaginative or a spiritual level,
but the same style is used in many well-known songs within this section.
Other repetitive accompaniments found in the section are somewhat less
prosaic but they do not enhance sacred music. A good many of these songs
should be firmly assigned to the archives. No matter who wrote them or
whose grandmother loved them, they stand in the way of pieces which would
be valued for reasons other than sentimental or political ones.

Some of the newer songs seek programmatic effects through accompani-
ments and must be approached on different terms. There is a tendency to
fall into a commercial style, but the results may often be pleasant if the
songs are performed properly. For example, “The Priesthood Is Restored”
must be played to simulate a brass choir as closely as possible. “Praise” and
“I Know My Father Lives” stand out as being very successful among the
better new songs. Other pieces which succeed musically have rather unsuc-
cessful texts.

Since there are apparently so many budding composers in the Church,
the textual problems in Sing With Me warrant discussion. Many of the pro-
fessional musicians in the Church have contributed to the songbook, but
it seems that none of the professional literary people in the Church have
done so. While there is no way of determining why this is the case, it. would
seem reasonable to suppose that no one asked literary people for texts.
Great songs don’t always have great texts, but it makes no sense at all for
a composer to seek a text from anyone but the most highly skilled poet of
his acquaintance.

Many of the difficulties of Sing With Me are matters of craftsmanship.
“A Special Gift” is a case in point. The syntax is inverted twice in the first
line. If it were only inverted once the rime scheme would not be harmed
and the message would have much greater clarity. The words might read:
“Kindness is a special gift,/Such happiness it brings;/When I am kind to
others/My heart sings.” “Lovely Appear,” which is carried over from The
Children Sing, has run irreparably amuck. The imagery of Isaiah is difficult
enough in the Bible, but squeezed into Gounod it makes no sense at all.

In other poems writers undertake imagery which proves unworkable.
In “Quiet Song,” quiet is used inaccurately as a synonym for reverent.
Quietness in children may be synonymous with reverence, but quietness in
deep waters and meadows is not a manifestation of reverence but a mani-
festation of their innate nature. In “The Priesthood” the essential message
will forever be overshadowed by the delayed phrase ‘‘and Oliver too.”



Reviews[101

“To Think About Jesus” presents an entirely different sort of problem.
The whole message is incorrect in a rather insidious manner. It is hard “to
think always of Jesus.” In fact, it is impossible, and Jesus would be the first
to admit that to restless three-year-olds. When the great goodness of Jesus
is juxtaposed with relatively minor misbehavior in children — squirming
in church — it makes the burden of that misbehavior disproportionately
great. Small children should never get the impression that moving their
feet in Sunday School had anything to do with the degree of Jesus' suffering.

Certain “Songs of the Gospel” need special comment. “Beautiful Savior”
has for centuries been the very symbol of simple Christian faith. An accom-
paniment by a Moog Synthesizer would be almost as apt to that simplicity
as the razzling, dazzling piano accompaniment here. In view of current
ethnic enlightenment, “Book of Mormon Stories” may be offensive in a dif-
ferent way. Open fifths have been arbitrarily associated with Indians — and
not always flattering implications. The “McGuffy Reader” music like “Angry
Words! Oh, Let Them Never,” “Never Be Late,” and “In Our Lovely Deseret”
consists of bad poetry, bad psychology, and warped Christian doctrine. I
submit that it is a disservice to the memory of Eliza R. Snow to remind
generation after generation that she wrote

They must be instructed young,

How to watch and guard the tongue,

And their tempers train, and evil passions bind;
They should always be polite,

And treat everybody right

And in ev're place be affable and kind.

It bears mention that several songs in “Songs of the Gospel” seem like
songs without a section. “Let’s Be Friendly,” “Quickly I'll Obey,” “Our Pri-
mary Colors,” “Hello Song,” and “Happy Song” all seem to be stuck here for
want of an appropriate place to put them.

“Songs for the Sacrament” and “Prayer Songs” may be discussed together.
The songs in both of these sections are very simple — hopefully within the
grasp of the least talented branch — and will be used a great deal. The in-
creased number of songs will be helpful. Unfortunately, as a group the
pieces are tediously alike. Alexander Schreiner’s use of rests in “We Remem-
ber Our Savior” and Harry A. Dean’s use of half notes in “At Sacrament
Time” are welcome breaks in what seems to be a long string of quarter notes.
D. Evan Davis in “Our Savior’s Love” and Robert P. Manookin in “A Prayer
Song” provide a little harmonic daring. “For Thy Bounteous Blessings,” ar-
ranged by Vanja Y. Watkins, is one of very few songs in the entire book
written in a minor key.

The pleasant tune by Haydn which is used for Robert Louis Steven-
son’s “Thanks to Our Father” should be reset or eliminated since the melody
demands a syllabic setting. Meanwhile, an enterprising composer might use
Stevenson’s poem and the first stanza of “Little Knees Should Lowly Bend”
(eliminated from The Children Sing) as texts.

The vocal range of young children has been considered throughout the
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book and several songs have been transposed; however, the smallest children
should be able to sing the prayer songs and a few within the section are
still beyond a comfortable range for them.

As a mother, I have taken it as somewhat of an affront that “Mother
Songs” are frequently the worst songs that children sing. This is corrected
to some degree in “Songs of Home and Family” where limits have been
placed on sentimentality. However, while oom-pah-pah accompaniments and
texts like “I love mother,/She loves me./We love daddy,/Yes siree” are still
extant, we have a long way to go before the statements of our love match the
beauty of our love. “Like Sunshine in the Morning” would seem to fit better
here than in “Songs of the Seasons.”

The “Songs of Home and Family” section has a number of songs for
recreational singing. These are drawn from school texts or composed espe-
cially for this volume, but many are too self-conscious. If it is as much fun
to sing as these songs tell us it is, we shouldn’t have to say it over and over.
In the future, editors might do well to consult folk music sources for pur-
poses such as this. Many songs are available which are winning yet which
avoid the musical cliches and textual effusiveness so apparent here.

“Songs of Our L.D.S. Heritage” should appeal to today’s children. Some
explanation may be necessary to account for the difference in outlook be-
tween the frolic described in “Whenever I Think About Pioneers” and the
guarded optimism of “Westward Ho!” But the concrete images of our heri-
tage have inspired some of the most imaginative songs in the book.

“The [Volga] Ox Cart” reminds one that credits within the book need
to be regularized, and in some cases corrected. Extensive editing of works
by major composers should not go unmentioned. (“Schubert and who else?”
one is tempted to ask.)

“Songs of the Seasons” must be approached by absolutely ignoring some
songs. “Catch the Sunshine,” “Happiness” and several others are just about
as child-centered and fun as whitewashing the second half of a fence. This
music is “occasional music,” but much of the language is so mannered that
many children would have to practice all year long in order to understand
it when the occasion for singing arose.

Within “Songs for Special Days” there are twelve Christmas songs. When
one considers the wealth of carols available, some of the inclusions might be
questioned. For instance, it would seem that the compilers could agree on
one version of “Away In a Manger” and thereby make room for another
good carol. The section contains a song about December, two about New
Years, and six about birthdays. But, incredibly, Sing With Me, a book in-
tended primarily for Christian worship, contains only two songs about Easter
and one of those doesn’t even mention the Savior! We must presume that
the imbalance here is unintentional, otherwise the religious implications are
absolutely unacceptable. It isn’t really a matter of Easter getting equal time
with Happy Birthdays, it’s a matter of it being mentioned at all. In the en-
tire volume the resurrection is mentioned only once. The sacrament songs
all deal with Jesus to some extent. Several mention that He died for us,
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some suggest that we should not move our feet in Junior Sunday School on
that account and that folding our arms would be fine. None of the sacra-
ment songs mentions the fact that Jesus rose from the dead. The celebration
of the central event of Christianity is left to one Easter song. If we are to
suppose that the two Easter songs in the adult hymnal help significantly to
fill the Easter silence I think we are quite wrong. Much of the greatest music
of the western world deals with the crucifixion and resurrection of Christ.
A children’s hymnal that has room for six birthday songs and an adult
hymnal that lists five “Militant Hymns” in its index should have room for
more legitimate Easter music.

It would appear that Sing with Me has been prepared with limited vision.
There are discrepancies between what we say to our children and what we
do for them: we emphasize education and perfection but we don’t seem to
value it in composers; we emphasize the propriety of prayer language and
ignore the possibility of addressing God with greater and greater refinement
in music; we stress our understanding of God yet publish few songs that re-
flect His greatness; we believe in the Holy Ghost but often give Him the
meanest musical vehicles with which to work.

For worship we borrow music and verse in order to express feelings
which are beyond our own power to adequately express. Ideally, that which
we borrow should accord with our highest sensibilities. Perhaps the greatest
virtue of Sing With Me is that its flexible binding provides for songs to be
deleted and added. The challenge to the General Music Committee is to
take the best of Sing With Me and seek that which is most virtuous and most
lovely to supplement it. Our children are malleable and willing to learn.
We should give them an opportunity to worship according to their highest
sensibilities as well.

DECAPITATING THE MORMONS:
RICHARD SCOWCROFT’S NEW NOVEL

R. A. Christmas

The Ordeal of Dudley Dean. By Richard Scowcroft. Philadelphia and New York: J. B.
Lippincott Co., 1969, 272 pp. $5.95.

R. A, Christmas is Chairman of the English Department at Southern Utah State
College, Cedar City.

Dudley Dean is a forty-year-old befuddled jack-Mormon professor of Eng-
lish. Wife Hannah has left him and married one of his teaching colleagues —
a maudlin, oversexed boor named Ashton — and his devout Mormon mother
has just died. Dudley returns to Salt Lake City after an absence of twenty
years. He buries his mother, quits his teaching job, and decides to winter
in the Wasatch while working on a book and angling for new employment.
He sets up in the tower of an old East South Temple mansion, and divides
his time between Elinore, a Mormon spinster left over from his eighth-grade
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leatherwork class, and April, a South State coffee-joint waitress with a nice
pink bedroom out by the airport.

The only lingering hang-up is seventeen-year-old son Tad, left behind
with ex-wife and new hubby. Dudley’s instincts tell him that he should have
a hand in “shaping Tad into the fine man he had it in him to be.” But the
last thing he should become, of course, is a messed-up Mormon like his father.
The book opens with Tad’s arrival at the Salt Lake Airport to spend Christ-
mas vacation with Dad. Before the holiday is over Dudley is to learn a great
deal about his fatherhood, his son, and the part that his atrophied Mormon
background wants to play in their relationship.

The theme of the book, in general, is individuality. Most of the comedy
is generated by mistaken ideas of what individuality is, or by lack of respect
for the individuality of others. Dudley’s quest for mere rationality (Elinore
is a “sex-starved virgin of forty”); Tad’s precocious and subjective imagina-
tion (Elinore is “fascinating”); and April’s simple-minded animality (going
to bed with Dudley is “just like going to the bathroom”) — these are the
comically incomplete approaches to the problem. Tad’s version seems to
come closest to the ideal, since Dudley can’t help trying to interest his son
in a Mormon girl, and April, at the end, seems ready to fall for the phony
tokens of a Mormon courtship.

The Mormons in the novel have no concept of individuality at all.
Individuality to them means simply conformity to the “Truth” of Mormon-
ism; all deviations are either attacked, ignored, or ridiculed; the only goal
is the waters of baptism. Thus the Mormons perform the greatest comic
sin in the book: they constantly seek to impose their one-track individuality
on others.

Whenever Mormonism comes up, Scowcroft’s narrative seems to shift
gears: from realistic social comedy to direct, generalized satire. The average
Mormon is simply not a “rational human being.” Mormons think of people
only as “meanings”; they “hang the moral price tag on every experience”;
their naiveté is “scarcely to be believed”; and they go to their graves, like
Dudley’s mother, without ever questioning their lives. These and other nega-
tive traits are embodied in Hannah'’s sister Bessie and her family, and to a
lesser degree in Elinore Alcorn and her maiden aunts. Elinore and her circle
try to interest Dudley in a life of drinking sage tea, and Bessie and her tribe
descend on Tad and Dudley in a misguided effort to brighten their Christmas
by converting Tad and bringing his father back into the fold.

As the novel progresses it turns increasingly into farce and finally almost
collapses under its weight of accumulated scorn. Bessie’s people are, with
minor exceptions, a collection of idiots. The standout is son Filmore, a
returned missionary so insensitive that he can get himself invited to dinner
(his second of the evening), and then accept half of Tad’s steak and half of
Dudley’s, because he believes in “sharing the poverty of the Saints.” Wife
Hannah, it turns out, has returned to the Church and is now president of
her Relief Society; and on New Year's Eve she and Ashton call to announce
that they are “making a little sister for Tad . . . by God,” and that Ashton
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is going to be baptized. Bessie’s household is piously aflutter over this news,
but Dudley (lured over to take the call, apparently) has had it. He respect-
fully asks them to exclude him from their prayers, and so would anyone.

Most of these pokes at Mormon life strike me as accurate — considered
as criticism. The question is whether Scowcroft’s basically realistic structure
holds up under the burden of so many judgments that would seem to be
true only in general. At times he seems so obviously out to “‘get” his Mormon
characters that a double standard seems to be operating in his comedy, a
somewhat contradictory point of view. The Mormons come in for a drub-
bing, but Dudley’s bathetic self-pity, Tad’s almost unbearable conceit, and
April’'s wasted life are portrayed with indulgent good humor. If the epitome
of satire, in Dryden’s terms, is “the fineness of a stroke that separates the
head from the body, and leaves it standing in its place,” then Scowcroft
might be accused of decapitating his Mormons with a sledgehammer.

The problem is that Scowcroft’s Mormons are not “characters” in the
sense that, say, April and Tad are characters. His Mormons are too obviously
embodiments of the many generalizations “about” Mormonism that lace the
book from first to last — some of which I have already quoted. Others in-
clude: “The Mormon God is very long-suffering when it comes to listening
to prayers”; “Why, when you say no to a Mormon, does he always hear yes?”;
“In the Mormon bed, God is always there”; “the schizophrenic combination
of cosmopolitanism and provincialism in Mormon society,” etc. As if to
compensate for all this footnoting, Dudley is given to say, late in the novel,
that “The Mormons aren’t the only ones like this”; and Tad replies, “Yes.
Isn’t it sad?” But if this is true, why all the emphasis on these as peculiar
Mormon defects in the first place?

On the whole, Scowcroft has written a skillful and often quite witty
novel. The troubling thing is that our novelists, both pro and con, still have
this tendency to first “explain” what Mormonism is, and then to construct
somewhat wooden characters to fit the generalizations. In The Ordeal of
Dudley Dean, the Mormons must dance to the tune of the footnotes, and the
result is a slightly incongruous comic structure in which Mormonism is only
the dear, demented backdrop against which the meaningful action takes place.

REFLECTIONS ON THE LION OF THE LORD

Klaus Hansen

The Lion of the Lord: A Biography of Brigham Young. By Stanley P. Hirshson. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1969. xx 4 391 pp. 4 xxvi. $8.95. Klaus Hansen teaches history at Queen’s
University, Kingston, Ontario. He is the author of “Quest for Empire: The Political Kingdom
of God and the Council of Fifty.” Although we reviewed Mr. Hirshson’s book in our last issue,
we feel Pro’essor Hansen’s review explores important questions about the nature of Mormon
historiography not covered by earlier reviewers.

Not many years after Voltaire delivered himself of his much maligned
observation that history is a pack of tricks we play on the dead, historians
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began to attempt to prove him wrong by telling us about the past, in the
words of the eminent “scientific” historian Leopold von Ranke, “as it actually
happened.” In order to achieve this high goal they have demanded, with
increasing success, the opening of archives of governments, churches, and
other organizations traditionally closed to them because of the skeletons in
the institutional closets or the continuing demand for the promotion of his-
torical myths. The apogee of this almost naive faith in the power of the
historical record came with the Bolshevik revolution, when the Russians
opened up their archives under the assumption that the truth was more
potent than the sword. And yet it is precisely the Russian experience which
has dampened the historical profession in its optimism regarding the eradi-
cation of historical legerdemain, for the historiography of few modern coun-
tries can stand as a more blatant monument to the correctness of Voltaire’s
cynicism.

Although the historians of the “free world” have severely condemned
Soviet historiography, they have also become increasingly aware that the
elimination of conscious or unconscious bias can be a knotty problem in
the reconstruction of the past of any society. Historians of Mormonism might
well reflect on this lesson as their demands for a policy of easier access to
the Church Historian’s Office are meeting with increasing success. Although
such a change is of course encouraging to students of Mormon history, they
should restrain their enthusiasm by keeping in mind that whether they like
it or not, their image of the past is perhaps as much a result of the historian’s
point of view as of his sources. Stanley Hirshson’s The Lion of the Lord
provides a striking example of this caveat.

Most reviewers have made a great fuss over Hirshson’s failure to consult
the extensive holding of the Church Historian’s Office. For example, in
his by now famous review in BYU Studies, Leonard Arrington reveals a
masterly knowledge of the materials Hirshson has missed. And yet, I believe,
it may be possible to grant Hirshson extenuating circumstances. In spite of
the recent thaw at the Church Historian’s Office, much of the old conserva-
tism still lingers, and I am inclined to give at least some credence to Hirsh-
son’s statement that “at the Mormon Church Historian’s Office in Salt Lake
City, . . . I received no help or encouragement. . ..”

An explanation, of course, is not necessarily an excuse. Still, I find
Hirshson’s cavalier and even disingenuous reasons, which are of course in-
tended to anticipate and defuse the charges laid against him, far more shock-
ing than his actual failure to consult the sources that he should have. Having,
perhaps too easily, given up on the “help or encouragement” of the Church
Historian’s Office, Hirshson went the fox one better by deciding not that
grapes were too sour but, rather, the figment of other people’s imaginations.
Previous investigators of the life of Brigham Young, he claims, “have scoured
in the wrong places. The key to understanding him is not in the Rocky
Mountains but in the Midwest and along the Atlantic Coast. . . .” The logic
and the evidence he marshals for this assertion provide a glimpse of some of
the methodological deficiencies that mar the volume as a whole: “It is my
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contention and, surprisingly enough, that of several of the Mormon scholars
to whom I have talked, that the widely circulated stories of secret materials
in possession of the Mormon church are, if not false, exaggerations. The
specialized studies by those who have had free rein in the historian’s office —
most of them were church officials [my italics] — support this view, for in
my opinion they offer nothing startling.” Professor Hirshson, of course, isn’t
naive enough to believe that if the Church has indeed secrets to hide its
officials would deliberately publicize them, and that therefore their failure
to do so is unqualified evidence that such sources don’t exist. But he does
believe that under special circumstances the argument from silence is inad-
vertent proof of his assertion. If “the church archives in Salt Lake City con-
tain secret materials,” he reasons, Joseph F. Smith, Jr., would have used them
in his Blood Atonement and the Origin of Plural Marriage (Salt Lake City,
1905), “which is based on readily available data.” Even if for the sake of
argument I would accept the debatable — not to say dubious — claim that
President Smith behaved according to Hirshson’s logic, is Hirshson indeed
justified in elevating one very specific instance to a general principle? Clearly,
Hirshson is violating here a very elementary rule of historical evidence.

Furthermore, Hirshson’s reasoning implies a very narrow definition of
the term “secret materials.” I am of course, one of those who have contended
that the Church Historian’s Office as well as other Church depositories may
well contain important secret documents whose release might have a pro-
found effect on Mormon historiography if not on Mormon history. The
possible, even probable, existence of further records of the Council of Fifty
and the political Kingdom of God — beyond those to which I inadvertently
gained access — is perhaps the most obvious example. Still, I am inclined to
agree with Hirshson that it is possible to exaggerate the number and sig-
nificance of such documents, at least according to his narrow definition. If
I, as a historian, delight in a scoop of secret documents as much as any
journalist, I also realize that most of my sources consist of rather unglam-
orous diaries, letter-books, account books, office journals, and so on, which
in fact comprise the bulk of the Brigham Young materials in the Church
Historian’s Office. But certain senior archivists in the Church Historian’s
Office continue to feel quite as nervous about these materials as about sources
that may specifically be labelled secret. If Professor Hirshson has indeed
delved into the Mormon past to the extent that he implies he has, he should
know that the Church like almost any other institution has attempted to
create a deliberately propagandistic version of its own past, a version that
can be sustained more easily by keeping evidence secret or by “editing” —
in conformity with the “official” version — those sources made available to
the public. Understandably, a church archivist or historian cannot always
anticipate what kind of surprises may be contained even in a seemingly in-
nocent source. But neither can Hirshson.

Nevertheless, I believe it is possible to make too much of Hirshson's
failure to consult the Church Historian’s Office, or even his failure to use
crucial and readily available secondary works and periodicals such as Dialogue,
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an omission of which he seems unaware since he does not attempt to justify
it. Frankly, judging from the use he makes of the materials he has collected,
it is doubtful that he would have benefited from the riches of the Church
Historian’s Office. Ultimately, Hirshson’s major flaws are a matter of point
of view and of methodology. The puzzling fact is that Hirshson fails to
make adequate use of his extensive research. Having spent endless hours
in the Newspaper Annex of the New York Public Library and the vast
holdings of bound newspapers in the New Jersey Historical Society, Hirshson
has amassed an impressive and unprecedented number of journalistic ac-
counts about the Mormons “in the files of the . . . Eastern newspapers
prosperous and wise enough to keep correspondents in Utah, to send their
best reporters to Salt Lake City . . ., and to interview leading Mormons
who came east.” That kind of material, in Hirshson’s hands, unfortunately
leads to an incredible confusion between belief and fact. Many Gentiles
believed that Brigham Young was a murderer, or a thief, or a swindler,
or a liar, or anything else the imagination can supply — just as the Saints
believed him to be the very pillar of rectitude, honesty, charitableness,
and so on. But what was the real Brigham like? The following illus-
tration of the misuse of historical evidence, a passage taken from the cele-
brated Richard T. Burton’s The City of the Saints, is but one of numerous
examples revealing that this distinction was lost on Hirshson:

It is believed by Mormons, as well as Gentiles, that Mr. Brigham
Young has, in the states, newspaper spies and influential political
friends, who are attached to him, not only by the ties of business
and the natural respect for a wealthy man, but by the strong bond
of a regular stipend. And such is their reliance upon dodgery —
which, if it really exists [my italics], is by no means honorable to the
public morality of the Gentiles — that they deride the idea of a
combined movement from Washington ever being made against them.

Then comes Hirshson's clincher: “Young used the tithe well.” As Leonard
Arrington said, “This biography is based on hearsay.” Arrington has counted
“498 footnote references to New York City newspapers and 101 references
to other eastern newspapers,” and pointedly suggests that by way of analogy,
perhaps “the key to understanding Robert E. Lee is not in Virginia, but in
the Yankee correspondents’ reports about him in the Big City newspapers.”

It seems to me, however, that Hirshson’s sources might have provided
the foundation for an imaginative effort of a very different kind. If the
study of symbol and myth has become perhaps an overworked field in cer-
tain areas of American studies, this cannot be said in regard to Mormon-
ism, and much can still be added to the pioneering contributions of Leonard
Arrington, John Haupt, Kenneth Hunsaker, and D. L. Ashliman. What a
singular opportunity for Hirshson to have said something significant not
just about Brigham Young, but about those who responded to him — to
have written a more sophisticated companion piece to Preston Nibley’s study,
which is essentially a catalogue of the image of Brigham Young in the Mor-
mon mind.
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But it is perhaps unfair to ignore the rule that the reviewer should not
stray beyond the bounds set by the intentions of the author. Even by these
limited standards, however, Hirshson does not come off very well. Claiming
to be “one of the few non-Mormons of this century to deal seriously with
Young’s religion,” he has adopted a tone of almost mocking condescension,
standing in sharp contrast to those non-Mormon scholars like Thomas F.
O’Dea, P.A.M. Taylor, Mario DePillis, and Jan Shipps, whose serious in-
tent — obvious in the work itself — needs no reaffirmation in introductions.
If Mr. Hirshson has read his anti-Mormon literature he cannot have missed
the almost obligatory professions of serious and scholarly intent gracing the
prefaces of even the most blatant diatribes and exposés. But, perhaps, it is
possible to quibble too much about tone, “favorable” image, and other
subjective terms.

On a more objective level, Hirshson claims, “in contrast to . . . [his]
predecessors,” to “have tried to present Young’'s early years in perpsective
and [to] have emphasized his Western experiences, which fully illustrate his
powers of leadership. This later period shows that as perhaps no other
American of his time Young covered numerous fields: religion, government,
exploration, history, business, and sociology.” Although I am inclined to
agree with Hirshson’s assessment, I want him to show me precisely how he
arrived at these conclusions. That, after all, is what a biography is largely
about. But in view of the niggardly manner in which Hirshson supports
these assertions, it appears that his own estimation of Young may well be as
much a matter of faith as that of any uncritical Latter-day Saint.

Because of Hirshson’s heavy emphasis on Brigham’s domestic affairs and
the joys and trials of polygamy — and that in a most non-analytical and
strongly anecdotal manner — it appears that the real intent of the author
was to provide, behind a scholarly veneer, an entertaining and readable book
that sells. Now, I do not share the opinion of those who — perhaps judging
from their own prose — believe that history in order to be scholarly has to
be unreadable and who, conversely, follow the corollary that therefore books
like Fawn Brodie’s No Man Knows My History cannot be good history be-
cause of their brilliant style. I can only applaud if Hirshson may well have
tried to do for Brigham Young what Mrs. Brodie did for Joseph Smith. But
unfortunately Professor Hirshson has not yet learned that it takes more than
clever phrases and a racy topic to write a lively book. As a result, Hirshson’s
book is not only poor history, but incredibly dull. If, as a reviewer, I had
not had the obligation to read it to the bitter end, I don’t believe I could
have finished it for boredom.

Lesser sins are perhaps the inevitable result of a treacherous topic that
can easily lure the unwary into traps of theology, doctrine, and folklore —
though some non-Mormon scholars have successfully avoided these. Irony
becomes poetic justice when Hirshson lectures William Mulder on his failure
to understand correctly the term ‘“Zion,” claiming that the author of the
classic account of Scandinavian immigration to Utah “mistitled the book
Homeward to Zion.” Several such gaffes reveal that the author is less than
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at home in Mormon culture.

Finally, I wish to pick one nit because it had a kind of cumulative, an-
noying effect on me. The footnotes contain frequent references to the
“Beinicke [sic] Library,” though in one notable exception the name of the
donors of the famous rare book library at Yale is spelled correctly.

By way of a postscript, it may be appropriate to amplify further on
some of the questions Hirshson’s book has raised explicitly and implicitly
with regard to the Church Historian’s Office in particular and the enterprise
of Mormon history in general.

Every so often I am asked if my research into Mormon history hasn’t
strengthened my testimony — a rhetorical question which I am general-
ly expected to answer with a resounding yes. My questioners, of course,
assume either that the Church has no skeletons to hide or that, in the un-
likely event that they do, it would be much better to exhibit them in
public. I suppose not a few Mormons would be taken aback by Joseph
Smith’s remark to Brigham Young that “If I were to reveal to this people
what the Lord has revealed to me, there is not a man or a woman that
would stay with me.” A historian who would make it his business to juxta-
pose myth and reality in Mormon history might not expect results quite
that dramatic, yet the fact is that an unvarnished version of the history of
the Church that lets the chips fall where they may is potential dynamite.
If historians, therefore, do not necessarily agree with the still relatively con-
servative and restrictive policies of the Church Historian’s Office they should
at least understand that these proceed from an internal logic.

That logic, of course, is not without its own paradox, for those who
believe that access to the sources of the Church Historian’s Office ought to
be restricted operate on the assumption that people tend to react rationally
and predictably. But if in the minds of some people apostacy might well
be a rational response to an unvarnished history of Mormonism, Mormons,
of all people, ought to remind themselves that religion is not based primarily
on reason or logic. To a professional historian, for example, the recent trans-
lation of the Joseph Smith papyri may well represent the potentially most
damaging case against Mormonism since its foundation. Yet the ‘“Powers
That Be” at the Church Historian’s Office should take comfort in the fact
that the almost total lack of response to this translation is an uncanny proof
of Frank Kermode’s observation that even the most devastating act of dis-
confirmation will have no effect whatever on true believers. Perhaps an
even more telling response is that of the “liberals,” or cultural Mormons.
After the Joseph Smith papyri affair, one might well have expected a mass
exodus of these people from the Church. Yet none has occurred. Why?
Because cultural Mormons, of course, do not believe in the historical au-
thenticity of the Mormon scriptures in the first place. So there is nothing
to disconfirm.

Therefore, the Church Historian’s Office could relax completely and
allow unlimited access to its holdings without fear of potential repercussions
from either orthodox or cultural Mormons. If as a historian I would ap-
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plaud such a policy I deplore the reasons that make it possible, for I believe
that it merely highlights the melancholy fact that too many Mormons,
whether “orthodox” or “liberal,” regard their history as irrelevant. It is
perhaps a supreme irony, then, that the implications of the old restrictive
policy of the Church Historian’s Office reveal the members of that organiza-
tion — much maligned by certain professional historians — as upholders of
a waning belief in the power of history, although, admittedly, it was they
who, in the late fifties and early sixties, presented obstacles rather more
formidable than those faced by Hirshson to those very scholars who inaugu-
rated the “new” Mormon history. To some degree, Hirshson’s failure must
be measured against the work of these historians. In the strong reaction to
The Lion of the Lord 1 see another auspicious sign that for the future of
Mormon history, Voltaire’s cynicism may not be justified.



CORN GROWS
IN ROWS

Dennis Clark

Corn grows in my father’s backyard garden

in ten green files, each row a week taller,

the tallest now past two months, nearly ripe.
The years he’s planted gardens range beyond
the year that I was born in early spring,

but memory recalls three different plots

to me, and in the different three backyards,
corn grew beside the radishes and beans.
Onions, raspberries, strawberries, stringbeans,
podpeas and melons — several separate kinds —
carrots, squash, tomatoes, potatoes

spent summers in the yard and watched the corn.
Corn grows in tall rows assymetrically

and yields ears as often as it can,

and yields for months before September frost:
we’ve had fresh corn to spare all of my life,

and sparing hasn’t hurt the stalks’ supplies.



Dad took us out to plant the corn in spring;
after the cultivator turned the dirt

he furrowed with his handplow, turning back
a cover for the seeds he had us plant

in groups of three or so two feet apart,

two feet we marked off with a twig he broke
to measure so each stalk had room enough.
He plowed a water row next, turning back
the dirt into each furrow; as he walked

he trod the soil down to pack it hard

so birds would let the pink, parched kernels be
to draw the minerals and moisture in

from sheep dung and tap water Dad supplied
till root and shoot grew big enough to hold,
to break the dirt and push into the air

and light, and then we weeded everything.
We always watched the corn to see it grow
two feet apart; we always planted more —
until it wouldn’t ripen if we did.

We watched and watered, weeded when he came
to show us weed from parsnip or rhubarb
and watch us work. I didn’t like to work,
and always swore I'd never plant a thing

as I sucked some weed’s sting or grass’s cut,
and never make my kids watch after things
while I went off to school and hid away.



My Dad’s a teacher, doctors people’s words;
came from a farm and liked to smile and say
“I’ve hoed more weeds from corn rows in a day
than you’ll set eyes on in our whole back yard,
so go and weed the corn, son.” And I did,
sometimes; especially when he meant to say
“Get to those weeds before I get to you.”

We used to pick the corn together, when

he wasn’t tired from his school work,
brushing together sideways down the rows,
fingering husks aside around the silk

to thrust in eyesight at the growing corn,
picking the yellow-kerneled ears, leaving

the cobs with small white pointed knobs

to grow and fill out, row on yellow row.

But that’s all several years back: I'm in school
making myself a spreader of the words;
married a girl who likes to see things green.
Despite the vows I took in weedy youth

I have a backyard and a plot to match:

I’'m going to sow some seeds and see if Dad
was lucky or if it will work for me.
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A sense of humor keen enough to show a
man his own absurdities will

keep him from the commission of all sins,
or nearly all, save those that are

worth committing.

Samuel Butler the Younger,
LiFE AND HABIT.

Reader who art too seriously
disposed, depart whither you will;
I wrote these verses for the man
of wit.

Martial, EPIGRAMS, Bk. 11, epig. 16.

These are times when the burdens of life, especially in my ivory tower,
press down heavily. At such times, when attempting to meet Dialogue’s
deadline, relief appears in the guise of an unusual thesis or dissertation.
The spell-breaker this year was “The First Fabulous Flight of Flutter Hedge-
hop,” a master’s thesis accepted at a Utah university in 1969. Whether the
“Flutter Hedgehop” is real or mythical is of little note. That the authoress
conceived her subject to be light enough for a fabulous academic flight places
her above the scholarly flock. Second choice for the most thought provoking
title was “Ideal Size of Family among Unmarried Females in Northern Utah.”
It boggles the mind; but hold, I am assured that the “ideal size” is the goal
sought by marriage-bound females after marriage. No doubt the prospective
husband will have some influence upon the realization of these premarital
desires.

And so once again we present the theses and dissertations accepted by
American colleges and universities on the broad subject of Mormons and
Mormonism. As in the past, all dissertations, except those on geology, that
touch on Utah are listed. Theses are more rigorously screened, so that the
connection with Mormonism generally must depend on more than that the
thesis centers on life and conditions in Utah. Further information regarding
selection and sources may be found in previous Summer issues of Dialogue.

Once again, I am indebted to Ida-Marie Logan Jensen, Chad Flake, and
Everett L. Cooley for their assistance in providing sources for the bibliography
which follows.



116 |DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

DISSERTATIONS

Bestor, Rollie Ray. “A Determination of Selected Criteria to be Utilized in
Locating and Establishing Area Vocational Education Schools in Utah.”
Brigham Young University, 1969.

Brasher, Ruth Elizabeth. “Influence of Religious Ideology on Extended Kin-
ship Behavior.” Utah State University, 1969.

Briggs, Garry Leroy. “The Vocationally Disabled in Utah: Their Self-images
and Reflected Images from Friends and Employers.” University of Utah,
1969.

Brown, Glen Reed. “A Study of Financing Certain Costs of Education in
Utah Schools.” Brigham Young University, 1968.

Call, Ivan T. “Banking Structure in Utah: 1945-1965.” Indiana University,
1969.

Coates, Lawrence George. “A History of Indian Education by the Mormons,
1830-1900.” Ball State University, 1969.

Cook, Stanley Joseph. “Language Change and the Emergence of an Urban
Dialect in Utah.” University of Utah, 1969.

Day, Franklin David. “A Study of the Influence of Stake Ecclesiastical Lead-
ership on the Development of the Seminary and Institute of Religion
Program of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Evans, Gary F. “An Evaluation of the Graduate Professional Preparation
Program in Health, P.E.,, and Recreation at the University of Utah,
Based on a Follow-up Study of Its Graduates.” University of Utah, 1968.

Evans, Lynn Bird. “The Uses of Instructional Technology at the University
of Utah, 1958-1969.” University of Utah, 1969.

Farnsworth, Karl Smith. “An Evaluation of the Perception of Selected Ref-
erence Groups as It Relates to the Secondary Teacher Education Pro-
grams Currently Being Conducted at Brigham Young University.” Brig-
ham Young University, 1968.

Flinders, Neil J. “Leadership and Human Relations: A Scientific Survey
within a Theological Framework.” Brigham Young University, 1968.

Follick, Edwin Duane. “The Cultural Influence of Mormonism in Early Nine-
teenth Century America.” St. Andrew’s Collegiate Church College, 1963.

Foxley, Cecelia H. “An Experimental Study and Evaluation of the 1967 Uni-
versity of Utah Freshman Orientation Program.” University of Utah,
1968.

Foxley, William McLachlan. “Church Music Education: A Proposal for Pre-
service and In-service Training of Nonprofessional Music Personnel.”
Brigham Young University, 1969.

Hales, Russel Gene. “Decisions of the Appellate Court and Attorneys’ Gen-
eral Opinions in the State of Utah Concerned with School Law.” Uni-
versity of Utah, 1969.

Haws, John Claud. ‘“The Legal Authority of Local School Boards in the
State of Utah with Respect to Teaching Personnel.” Utah State Universi-
ty, 1969.

Haynes, Alan Elmo. “The Federal Government and Its Policies Regarding
the Frontier Era of Utah Territory, 1850-1877.” The Catholic University
of America, 1968.

Heggen, James R. “A Study of Aptitudes and Achievement of Students Con-
fined at the Utah State Industrial School for the Purpose of Determining



Among the Mormons/117

Occupational Aptitude Patterns to be Used as Guidelines for Formulat-
ing a Vocational Education Curriculum.” Utah State University, 1968.

Hepworth, Dean H. “The Predictive Validity of Admissions Criteria Used by
the Graduate School of Social Work, University of Utah, to Select Stu-
dents for Fall Term, 1966.” University of Utah, 1968.

Houseworth, Donald E. “A Study of Retreatism in Glue Sniffing and Non-
glue Sniffing Delinquents in Utah.” Brigham Young University, 1968.

Hundrup, Tagg Bernhard. “Comparative Cost Study of Selected Elementary
Schools in the State of Utah.” University of Utah, 1969.

Jenkins, Farrell Terry. “Predicting Academic Success at Utah Technical Col-
lege at Salt Lake.” University of Utah, 1969.

Johnson, Douglas Henry. “The Development of Objectives and Evaluative
Devices for an Individualized Program in Electronics at the Utah Tech-
nical College at Provo.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Kennington, N. Crain. “A Study of the Implementation Patterns of Recom-
mendations Resulting from the Evaluation of Utah Junior High Schools.”
Brigham Young University, 1969.

Lee, M. Gene. “A Study of Formal Education of Selected University of Utah
Football and Basketball Athletes Receiving Full Grants-in-Aid.” Univer-
sity of Utah, 1969.

Lythgoe, Dennis Leo. “The Changing Image of Mormonism in Periodical
Literature.” University of Utah, 1969.

Marble, Max B. “A Proposed Tenure Law for the Public School Teachers of
Utah.” University of Utah, 1968.

McKiernan, F. Mark. “The Voice of One Crying in the Wilderness: Sidney
Rigdon, Religious Reformer, 1793-1876.” University of Kansas, 1968.

McMullin, Dix Holt. “The Multi-District Educational Service Unit in Utah.
University of Utah, 1969.

Monson, Jay Albert. “An Analysis of Programs of Utah Universities and
Colleges Preparing Elementary School Teachers for Teaching Social
Studies.” Utah State University, 1968.

Noall, Sandra Hawkes. “A History of Nursing Education in Utah.” Univer-
sity of Utah, 1969.

Palmer, Jarvis Page. “An Appraisal of Music Programs in the Public Schools
of Utah.” Utah State University, 1969.

Palmer, Key Wilson. “A Plan for the Equitable Distribution of Pupil Trans-
portation Funds in Utah.” University of Utah, 1969.

Rampton, George Oliver. “The Development of Secondary Social Studies
Content in the Public Schools of Utah from 1847-1967.” Utah State Uni-
versity, 1969.

Ripplinger, Donald Hilton. “The Social Process Model Applied to Student-
Teacher Relationships in Selected High Schools of Granite School Dis-
trict.” University of Utah, 1968.

Scharffs, Gilbert Woodrow. “History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints in Germany between 1840 and 1968.” Brigham Young Univer-
sity, 1969.

Siddiqui, Mohammed Akram. “The Impact of Changing Populations and
Assessed Valuations on Financing Public Education in Utah during the
Past Thirty Years.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Simmons, Mark Carl. “A Comparative Study of Attitudes, School Environ-
ment, Home Environment, and Achievement of Selected Twelfth Grade



118/ DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

Students in Rural and Urban High Schools in Utah.” University of Utah,
1969.

Starr, Karl Eugene. “Systems Analysis of the Brigham Young University De-
partment of Home Study.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Thorstenson, Clark T. “A Study of the Availability and the Extent of Use
of Public School Facilities for Community Recreation in the State of
Utah.” University of Utah, 1969.

Wasden, Jed William. “A Study of Trade and Industrial Education in Utah.”
Brigham Young University, 1968.

Whitman, Charles Walker. “A History of the Hill Cumorah Pageant (1937-
1964) and an Examination of the Dramatic Development of the Text of
America’s Witness for Christ.” University of Minnesota, 1967.

Williams, Ray Kendel. “Perceptions of Utah’s School Superintendents Re-
garding In-service Programs for Them.” University of Utah, 1969.

Worthington, Lois E. H. “A Study of Factors Related to First Quarter Aca-
demic Success at the University of Utah.” University of Utah, 1969.

THESES

Allred, Douglas Vance. “The Life and Contributions of Lee Hafen to Dixie
College Athletics.” Utah State University, 1969.

Barnes, Lyle Joseph. “Ogden’s Notorious ‘Two-Bit Street,” 1870-1954.” Utah
State University, 1969.

Beckham, Raymond E. “The Utah Newspaper War of 1968: Liquor-by-the-
Drink.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Bell, Kenneth G. “Adam Samuel Bennion, Superintendent of L.D.S. Educa-
tion, 1919 to 1928.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Booth, Russell Kent. “Student Use of Tobacco as Related to Knowledge,
Attitudes and Practices in Selected Schools of the Alpine School District
in Utah.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Brimhall, Gale J. “The Use Made of Statements and Messages of the Modern
Prophets in Answering Current Issues of Importance to College Students.”
Brigham Young University, 1969.

Callister, Lyndon. “Attitudes of Non-Mormon Church Leaders toward Public
Welfare and the Relationship of These Attitudes to Selected Factors.”
Utah State University, 1969.

Conant, William Lee Roy, Jr. “A Study of the Life of John Hafen, Artist,
with an Analysis and Critical Review of His Work.” Brigham Young
University, 1969.

Crane, Arthur Don. “Communication Patterns and Other Variables within
the L.D.S. Family Which Influence the Develo&ment of the Family Home
Evening Program.” Utah State University, 1969.

Craner, Darwin Kay. “The Influence of the L.D.S. Church in Utah Politics,
1902-1916.” Universtiy of Utah, 1969.

Cunningham, William R. “A Study of the Impact of Three Films upon L.D.S.
College Students’ Acceptance of Certain Patterns of Affection.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Erickson, Ralph D. “Historical and Doctrinal Development of the Order of
Aaron.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Eyre, Richard Melvin. “George Romney in 1968, from Front-runner to Drop-
out, an Analysis of Cause.” Brigham Young University, 1969.



Among the Mormons /119

Flake, Lawrence Read. “The Development of the Juvenile Instructor under
George Q. Cannon and Its Functions in Latter-day Saint Religious Edu-
cation.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Garrett, Henry Dean. “A Comparison of the Drinking Behavior of Delinquent
Youth Versus Non-delinquent Youth in the States of Idaho and Utah.”
Utah State University, 1969.

Gibbons, Ladawn Anderson. “Teachers’ Attitudes and Teachers’ and Stu-
dents’ Knowledge of Alcohol and Alcoholism in Selected Utah High
Schools.” Utah State University, 1969.

Guthrie, Gary Dean. “Joseph Smith as an Administrator.” Brigham Young
University, 1969.

Hansen, Arthur Wilson. “The Word of Wisdom: An Interpretation of ‘The
Evils and Designs that Do and Will Exist in the Hearts of Conspiring
Men in the Last Days.’” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Hansen, John A. “The History of College and Young Wards, Cache County,
Utah.” Utah State University, 1969.

Hicken, John R. “Events Leading to the Settlement of the Communities of
Cardston, Magrath, Stirling, and Raymond, Alberta.” Utah State Uni-
versity, 1969.

Hodoway, Stephen Brinkman. “A Survey to Determine the Current Smoking
Status of Sixth, Ninth, and Twelfth Grade Students in Selected Schools
of the Salt Lake City and Granite School Districts.” University of Utah,
1969.

Howells, Chad Burdett. “Family Life Education in the High Schools of Utah.”
Utah State University, 1969.

Jesperson, Oscar F,, Jr. “An Early History of the Community of Park City,
Utah.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Johnson, Ronald Bennion. “Ideal Size of Family among Unmarried Females
in Northern Utah.” Utah State University, 1969.

Jorgensen, Vernon Frederick. “The Defeat of Urban Renewal in Salt Lake
City.” University of Utah, 1969.

Layton, Stanford John. “Governor Charles R. Mabey and the Utah Election
of 1924.” University of Utah, 1969.

Louder, Ray R. “A Study to Determine How Effectively Seminary Teachers
Are Teaching the Concept of ‘Living Prophets’ to Students in Non-credit
Released Time Classes.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Malan, Ronald Floyd. “A Study to Establish Criteria for Creating Thematic
Literature Units Appropriate to L.D.S. Secondary Schools in the South
Pacific, and the Creation of Three Such Units.” Brigham University, 1969.

Mangelson, David R. “The Book of Mormon as an Instrument in Teaching
the Historicity of the New Testament Events of Christ's Life.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Mattson, Vernon Williams, Jr. “A Study of the Method of Teaching Called
‘Scripture Chase’ as Employed by the Full-time Teachers of the Semin-
aries of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.” Brigham Young
University, 1969.

Mauss, Gordon Ellis. “Religious and Secular Correlates of the L.D.S. Family
Home Evening Program.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Mendonsa, Eugene Louis. “Reward and Deviance at Brigham Young Univer-
sity.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Miller, Don Leroy. “A Study of Factors Which May Influence Attitudes of



120/ DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

L.D.S. Teen-agers toward Family Home Evening.” Brigham Young Uni-
versity, 1969.

Murdock, Dennis Glen. “A Study of the Utilization of Selected Church Peri-
odicals by L.D.S. Seminary and Institute of Religion Personnel.” Brig-
ham Young University, 1969.

Myler, Charles Frank, Jr. “Father’s Use of Time as It Affects Father-Son
Identification for a Selected Middle Class Mormon Sample.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Olsen, Carl J.,, Jr. “A Study of the L.D.S. Coordinator Program.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Perrett, Luell J. “Knowledge of the Effects of Alcohol and Tobacco and Ex-
tent of Their Use by Utah State University Students.” Utah State Uni-
versity, 1969.

Perry, David Earl. “The Definition of the Gospel in Latter-day Saint Litera-
ture.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Peterson, Jack Harold. “A Study of Selected Family Background Factors In-
fluencing Women to Marry Outside of the L.D.S. Church.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Porcaro, Robert Ralph. “A Research of a Proposed Independent Study
Method Used in the Seminary Classroom.” Brigham Young University,
1969.

Rose, Tommy Gordon. “Opinions of L.D.S. Seminary Students Concerning
Certain Religious Attitudes.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Shipley, Richard Lyle. “ ‘Voices of Dissent,” A History of the Reorganized
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints in Utah, 1863-1900.” Utah
State University, 1969.

Southey, Trevor. “A Survey to Determine the Public Responses and Attitudes
toward the First Festival of Mormon Art at Brigham Young University.”
Brigham Young University, 1969.

Steed, Seymour P. “A Study of Divorce Rates for Temple and Non-Temple
Marriages According to Occupational Status and Age at Marriage.” Brig-
ham Young University, 1969.

Tapley, Joel Lane. “A Study of Religious Experiences as Related to Church
Orthodoxy.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Tychsen, Holger B. C. “History of Raymond, Alberta, Canada.” Utah State
University, 1969.

Walker, J. LeRoy. “Application of Media to the Training of Church Leader-
ship.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

Wilcox, Floyd Samuel. “The Major Financial Policies of Governor J. Bracken
Lee of Utah, 1949-1957.” University of Utah, 1969.

Williams, Del Mar Pierce. “A History of Utah'’s First Playground.” Brigham
Young University, 1969.

Williams, Richard Shelton. ‘“The Missionary Movements of the L.D.S. Church
in New England, 1830-1850.” Brigham Young University, 1969.

SENIOR THESES

Cameron, Scott. “The Struggle for Expression: A Study of Mormon Litera-
ture.” Stanford University Honors Essay in English, 1970.

Pierce, David N. “The Rise and Fall of the Kingdom of God in Pioneer
Days: The Role of the Grand Council of Fifty in Mormon Government.”
Senior Thesis at Princeton University, 1967.



Notes and Comments

THE RELEVANCE OF LITERATURE:
A MORMON VIEWPOINT

Edward L. Hart

This essay was read May 5, 1969, at the annual awards banquet of the English
Department at Brigham Young University. Professor Hart, a member of that
department, has just completed a book, MINOR L1VEs (an edition of biographies
from the writings of John Nichols), which will be published early next year
by Harvard University Press.

A short time ago, in Brigham Young University Studies, 1 published an
article about Japanese and English poetry; I ended it with the statement
that poetry in both languages carries the hallmark “Made on Earth by Man.”
A week or so later I received a letter from a member of the Church in Cali-
fornia. He had read my article, and noting my interest in Japanese things
he sent me a paper written by his son on the history of the Mormon Church
in Japan, which I was very happy to get because I have a deep and contin-
uing interest in everything Japanese. His letter, however, concluded with
the statement that the paper he was sending me stressed ‘“Made on Earth by
God.”

For a long time I considered the tone of the letter. I decided finally
that my correspondent had intended merely to find a graceful transition
from my article to the one he was sending, that he had not meant his state-
ment as a rebuke. But the possibility of this latter interpretation stuck in
my mind. What if he had meant to say that my emphasis on the creative
works of man was a misapplication of effort, perhaps even almost a blasphemy
to direct any effort away from the praising of God? Regardless of whether
the question had been intentional, it had arisen. And any question that can
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be asked, demands an answer and poses a challenge, just as to a mountain
climber the mere presence of a mountain is the challenge. I continued to
turn the matter over in my mind, and my thoughts here are largely the re-
sult of ideas that began to assemble themselves in response to the question.
They become, in effect, a kind of justification for my life’s work.

The things we call art are, by definition, the works of man, called thus
to distinguish them from nature. People have, historically, valued art be-
cause of the very fact that, having passed through the mind of a man, it
becomes a human interpretation of an object, an idea, or an event. In de-
fense of this activity, I first asked myself the question: Is there anything in
specifically Mormon beliefs that would preclude artistic pursuits on the part
of church members? Or from a more positive position, an even better ques-
tion: Are there specific Mormon beliefs that contribute to a justification of
a career in the arts?

In approaching these questions, I felt I should be quite basic, and I
could find nothing more basic than the Mormon concept of God: a God who
not only loves his children as does an earthly father but who is, as well, their
literal spiritual father. Proceeding from this, I asked: What kind of an
earthly father is jealous of his children’s accomplishments and advances or
is wrathful if they do something worthwhile on their own? Is our Father
in Heaven, then, likely to be angered at his children’s presumptuousness if
they become capable of creative thought or action and growth toward under-
standing? Perhaps the best answer is another question: Isn’t every accom-
plishment of a man likely to be the occasion of his Father’s rejoicing? One
would certainly have to go to some other religion than Mormonism to find
a concept of a god (not the loving Father) who frowns upon all the efforts
of man, dismissing them with hautiness as puny and insignificant.

Related to the Mormon concept of God is the Mormon explanation of
why man is on earth to begin with. We do not see ourselves as mere pawns
and playthings at the mercy of the caprices of a higher being; rather, we see
ourselves and God together working in harmony with irrevocable law. We
are here to undergo the experience of mortality in order to learn what that
experience has to teach; and we are to undergo that experience not only
that we might suffer, but that we might find joy. Most of the rest that I have
to say will be an exploration of the ways in which art (or specifically litera-
ture from now on) contributes to man’s joy. And lest my statement about
finding joy in literature mislead you into thinking I am going to approach
the subject from the point of view of how it pretties up life, let me say im-
mediately that I am not. I wish, in short, to look at literature not as decora-
tion, but as a meaningful and functional part of life itself.

I want to begin looking for the ways by which literature contributes to
joy by asking what joy is and how we come by it. For this purpose, I shall
omit here the approaches to this subject that are familiar in a theological
framework, although doing this is deceptive since our theology informs us
that there is no clear and distinct separation between spiritual and temporal
meanings. But this fact itself imposes an even greater responsibility to ex-
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amine things on the path along which we are going, as being a trail that is
less well explored than others.

If we assume that man’s purpose on earth is to fulfill in reality all the
potential that he had when he came here, then joy must be the gauge, as
well as the reward, of our approach to fulfillment. The problem for man,
thus, is to become that which he is capable of becoming. Literature is one
way of becoming. I do not claim that it is the only way, nor even that it is
at all times the best way: only that it is one way and a good way. Writing
is one means that an author possesses to become himself, and he can become
that self only by writing. Would Shakespeare be Shakespeare if he had writ-
ten no plays? Would Milton have been Milton if he had not written Paradise
Lost and Paradise Regained? Shakespeare became Shakespeare and Milton
became Milton only as they realized their potential for creating their various
works. By the same reasoning, we who have not yet completed our life’s
works are not ourselves yet. You are not you yet; you are still in the process
of becoming you, and you will not be you until you have made those things
and done those things which, when they are made and done, will define you
to yourselves and to the world. Nothing but discovering and being that self
will bring joy. A person who feels that he has within himself a talent that
lies undeveloped, a seed that has never burst through its husk and grown,
a light that is hidden under a bushel: such a person has not become his com-
plete self and will feel incomplete or crippled in soul and therefore deprived
of a joy. And man is that he might have joy.

The myths and the literatures of the world are full of the symbols of
man'’s search for himself. In the Egyptian myth of Osiris, Isis must go in
search of the dismembered parts of his body and put them together to make
him whole. Most of the voyage stories involve travels in search of self: such
were the voyages of Odysseus, of Huckleberry Finn, of Marlow into the Heart
of Darkness, painstakingly selecting and interpreting scattered fragments of
life and putting them together to make them form a whole picture. In this
manner, literature (or art in general) is a close ally of religion in that both
attempt to synthesize the disparate experiences of life into a unified whole.
If this synthesis does not take place, a man is not a whole person, but a con-
glomeration of unclassified odds and ends, incomplete and unhappy.

Fortunately for men, the force that drives them to become themselves,
to become one, is a strong force. It is, in my opinion, even stronger than the
desire for self-preservation; and this opinion is demonstrable, for instance,
in the life of someone like Joseph Smith, who chose to maintain the whole-
ness and integrity of his being even at the expense of life itself. This force
that urges one to maintain or to attain his wholeness is, it seems to me, the
source that we must turn to for an explanation of man’s creative efforts.
“This ache for being is the ultimate hunger,” wrote D. L. Lawrence.!

Various explanations have been set forth as to why man creates art.

From “Manifesto,” fourth poem from the end of Look! We have Come Through!
(New York: B. W. Huebsch, Inc., 1920), p. 145.
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W. H. Auden once said, for instance, that the artist is a misfit and that it is this
that keeps him at his proper trade, which he might otherwise abandon.? If
he were to find contentment, he would no longer utter the cry of anguish
that becomes art. Aristotle introduced the therapeutic justification, which has
been considerably amplified by present-day critics to include other types of
therapy as well as catharsis. From this viewpoint, art is seen as the letting
out of poisonous evils either from the mind of the writer or of the reader, or
both. It has always seemed to me, however, that these and other similar
theories leave a lot unexplained, though they have an obvious but neverthe-
less limited validity. I suspect that the greatest practicioners of literary art
in English—Shakespeare, Chaucer, and Milton, for instance—were pushed into
writing by something deeper, the necessity to become themselves, to synthesize
their worlds of experience into meaningful wholes, and that there was no other
way for them to do this than by writing their works. I believe that the ex-
planation of art as the search for being can be extended to all manifestiations
of art, and that it is the only theory that explains all such phenomena satis-
factorily.

Even on the most primitive level, human beings must reach, through
art, toward some form of being beyond the requirements for survival. An
Indian blanket is no warmer because of the pattern woven into it. And no
matter what the explanation of how it came to be put there (such as ritual
significance) the effect is the realization of a richer being on the part of the
person who uses it. Quite obviously, people in the most straitened circum-
stances can do something creative to their surroundings: even students living
on meager means. The common things a person chooses to have around
him, from saltshakers to cars, create an environment which is either an
emanation of himself or alien to his being. Every person has to be an artist
in order to live well. The subtle things over which one has a choice in his
environment are far from important to his well-being and growth than are
those things over which he has no control. Don’t bring ugliness into your
life in the form of a glass, and have to look at it and handle it every day,
just because peanut butter came in it. Above all, do not let dishonesty creep
into your surroundings in the form of things that pretend to be something
that they are not: of boards masquerading as bricks, for instance. These
things are corruptions that we do not have to tolerate. If we do tolerate
them, and if we live among them long enough, we cannot help participating
in their sham.

Thus it seems to me that being honest is a rule of life that extends to
literature, and it is the first rule a person must follow if he is going to search
for his true being either in his own writings or in the writings of others.
Dishonesty in writing is the worst kind of perjury, because here a person is
lying to himself about himself. The results, in terms of craftsmanship, ap-
pear in many forms. sentimentality, false figures of speech, irrelevant rhythms,

*For a discussion of this see Robert B. Heilman’s introduction to the Modern Library
ed. of Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels (1950), p. xx, n. 1. This note is omitted from the more
recent ed. (1969).
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all are distortions of the truth about life. If a person is basically honest and
has any kind of sensitivity to language, he has a pretty good chance of dis-
covering something worthwhile in his attempt to say what he thinks; but
if he is not basically honest, no amount of skill in craftsmanship can cover
the deficiency.

So by all means write. And don’t worry about writing about your own
experiences since all writers draw upon their own experiences. It is often
only through writing about something that has happened to us that we find
what it means; and we can find what the experience means in writing only
by placing it in some kind of position where we are forced to look at it ob-
jectively, as though it were happening to someone else. If the writer can do
this, he can often see the relevance of an isolated experience to a total picture
of life. In this way he has gathered up a fragment and put it into place in
a way that will make his being more complete and whole. Without the effort
at composition, a fragment of experience might have lain forever detached
and meaningless. More often than not the writer, again assuming that he is
proceeding honestly, does not know how the pieces fit together until he is
through. If a writer discovers nothing in the course of his composing it is
not likely that he will startle any readers with the suddenness of a discovery.

If writing is a means of achieving being, so also is reading. We cannot
hope to achieve in one short lifetime all possible discoveries by means of our
own writing. Fortunately, if another writer has been honest also, in his ap-
proach to his writing, we may well learn from him how to put scattered,
meaningless pieces together to make whole patterns. In the process, we are
likely to learn to extend sympathies toward those to whom our sympathies
might not flow of their own accord. Thus the range of our understanding
is extended. The closeness of literature to religion seems at this point to be
quite apparent. If we are to do unto others as we would have them do unto
us, we must first have the capacity to imagine what it would be like to have
it done to us. Is it really possible to live Christianity, to put oneself in the
place of another, without this imaginative capacity? And is not anything —
literature, for instance — that extends our imaginative capacity, therefore of
the utmost relevance to Christianity? Remember that when Jesus himself
was on earth he taught most characteristically by means of the literary device
known as the parable, not by means of an abstract philosophy or theology.
In an age of unrest, mistrust, hatred, and alienation, anything that produces
sympathy, understanding, and accord must be given a high priority as far
as relevance is concerned.

Nor need we fear that we are displeasing Deity if we attempt to create
something on our own. We stand condemned for failure to use our talents
if we do not. Surely a people who see themselves as eventually organizing
and peopling worlds will not object to beginning the apprenticeship here on
earth. From this point of view, everything that man accomplishes helps bring
to pass God’s work. The stamp on a work of art, “Made on Earth by Man,”
is, therefore, one that needs no apology, if it is done honestly and well, since
it tends also to the glorification of God.
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ENCHANTING MANLINESS
John Paul Kennedy

Mr. Kennedy sent us this essay with a letter written on stationery from his
Chicago law firm: “My wife ordered me to send you the enclosed. Send the
rejection slip to the above address.”

Many people have observed something unusual about my relationship
with my wife and people in general. Often, I have been asked by individuals
wondering what my secret is, “Kennedy, do you know what you're doing?”
Since this interest has grown to such great proportions, I have decided to
reveal my Plan for Living so that all men may enjoy its consequences.

As everyone knows, Man’s goal in life is to feel completely in charge,
with the willing support of all those whom he controls. This essay is writ-
ten to restore your hope in such a Goal — and to suggest principles which
you must apply in winning such a commanding position in Life.

At the outset, if you are a woman, please read no further, because an
educated woman will infinitely complicate the process of reaching the Goal
all men seek. If you are a Man, do NOT allow your wife, girlfriend or
daughter to peruse this essay. This would give her an unfair advantage
over you and, goodnéss knows, Men need every advantage possible in this
sea of Matrimonial Darkness in which we exist. Therefore, Men, guard the
principles which are set forth herein as you would guard your manliness —
for without these little rules you will be reduced to a hollow shell, led around
by some fascinating woman.

Rule 1: Understanding the Dominated

To successfully dominate anyone, a thorough familiarity of the subject
dominated is necessary. Usually, acquiring such a familiarity is a simple
task, requiring only a few moments of the average Man’s attention. It is
suggested that you arrange to observe the subject in a revealing situation.
Five-thirty p.m. is an ideal time — all weaknesses and failings are generally
apparent at that hour. The slightest effort on your part during that period
cannot help but bring out exaggerated responses.

If she reacts with child-like sauciness, BEWARE — you are dealing with
a fascinating woman, who is generally the most difficult of the species to un-
derstand due to her carefully concealed emotions, poor communication habits
and professional role playing ability.

However, assuming you can avoid such hapless pitfalls, your task will
be quickly mastered and the first step along your road to Enchanting Man-
liness will have been successfully taken.

Rule 2: That Commanding Attitude

Women love to be pushed around and manipulated. Frequently, they
will behave in a manner which seems to cry out for a commanding hand, or
foot. Your job is to learn how to attain that Commanding Attitude which
will be irresistable to everyone. Helpful hints follow: practice gritting your
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teeth while shaving; incorporate strong words into your vocabulary like
“Absolutely!”, “Unquestionably!” and “Drivel!” Learn to endure pain —
purposefully hit your thumb when pounding nails; when walking, repeat
with each step, “I'm hard, I'm tough, I'm hard, . . .”

A word of caution: remember, you are away from home most of the
day. Thus, your Commanding Attitude must be pronounced enough to win
back all the ground which you lost during the day. Some Men find it help-
ful to make a mid-day telephone call, at which time a few carefully chosen
orders may be issued to keep the tone of dominance ringing throughout the
family and home.

Rule 3: Do Not Admit to Error

A sign of weakness which almost certainly will reduce your commanding
position to one of compliance is ready admission of error. It is much better
to feign a loss of temper than to confess inadequacy. Stamp your feet, pound
the table, and shout. Women love such antics and cannot help but bow
submissively before such a display of masculine strength.

Rule 4: Manly Dress

Even if you are not basically commanding inside, you can fool the
world with a few well-chosen pieces of clothing. For example, always buy
shoes which are a few sizes too large; wear golf shirts which are at least two
sizes too small. Whenever referring to your suit size, say you are a “perfect
40" (regardless of your actual size). Above all, never consult a woman about
your clothes, unless it is to direct the repair of a manly rip.

Rule 5: Develop Manly Habits

Snoring is enchanting. Women love to brag about their husbands’
abilities in this area. To develop this trait, first go to sleep with a peach pit
clamped between your teeth. This will keep your mouth open, but obstruct
it just enough to require the inhaling of some air through your nose. Second,
put your pillow under the small of your back, giving it a little arch, thus
increasing your lung capacity. Third, tie your right hand to the bed post
to prevent the muffling of any noise. Fourth, practice denying that you snore
at all.

Last, you must acquire an interest in televised sports to the exclusion
of all else. Women love the devotion of their husband to a cause — be it
the Packers, Bears, Cubs or the Sox. Remember, each game is a ‘“very im-
portant game” — don’t miss any.

Rule 6: Avoid Demeaning Things

Garbage is demeaning. If you are to be enchanting, you must avoid
such things. Thus, order your wife to undertake the responsibility to empty
garbage pails and waste baskets.

Above all, do NOT do dishes. This is an extremely feminine pastime
and should not be part of any Enchanting Man’s repertoire. Ironing falls
into the same category.



128/ DIALOGUE: A Journal of Mormon Thought

CONCLUSION

The above rules will undoubtedly thrust you into the euphoric Life of
an Enchanting Man. Prepare yourself for this role. Do not act surprised or
overly humble when people begin to comment about the change in your
personality (and you can be sure, they will make comments).

Additionally, do not concern yourself with the fact that the above-enum-
erated principles are all extremely superficial and somewhat short-sighted.
Although they have not yet been tried and proved, similar principles for
women have been, and initial reports indicate overwhelming success and
approval.* In any event, do not delay; start immediately to achieve your
heart’s Goal.

*Cf. Helen Andelin, Fascinating Womanhood (1963), American Publishing Co.

A REMINISCENCE OF JOSEPH SMITH

The following was called to our attention by Leonard Arrington, who writes,
“In 1905, Susa Young Gates, editor of the YoUNc WOMAN’s JOURNAL (Salt
Lake City), interviewed a number of elderly women to obtain their memories
of the Prophet Joseph Smith. These were published in subsequent issues of
the JOURNAL. One of those whose recollections are given was “Aunt” Jane
James, at one time a black servant in the house of the Prophet. The following
is the full interview, as published under the general heading “Joseph Smith,
The Prophet,” in the YOUNG WOMAN’s JOURNAL, XVI (December 1905), 551-
553. It shows the kindness and democratic manner of the Prophet.”

“AUNT” JANE JAMES
(Colored Servant in the Prophet’s House)

Yes, indeed, I guess I did know the Prophet Joseph. That lovely hand!
He used to put it out to me. Never passed me without shaking hands with
me wherever he was. Oh, he was the finest man I ever saw on earth. I did
not get much of a chance to talk with him. He’'d always smile, always just
like he did to his children. He used to be just like I was his child. O yes,
my, I used to read in the Bible so much and in the Book of Mormon and
Revelations, and now I have to sit and can’t see to read, and I think over
them things, and I tell you I do wake up in the middle of the night, and I
just think about Brother Joseph and Sister Emma and how good they was
to me. When I went there I only had two things on me, no shoes nor stock-
ings, wore them all out on the road. I had a trunk full of beautiful clothes,
which I had sent around by water, and I was thinking of having them when
I got to Nauvoo, and they stole them at St. Louis, and I did not have a rag
of them. They was looking for us because I wrote them a letter. There was
eight of us, my mother and two sisters and a brother and sister-in-law, and
we had two children, one they had to carry all the way there, and we traveled
a thousand miles. Sister Emma she come to the door first and she says, “Walk
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in, come in all of you,” and she went up stairs, and down he comes and goes
into the sitting room and told the girls that they had there, he wanted to
have the room this evening, for we have got company come. I knew it was
Brother Joseph because I had seen him in a dream. He went and brought
Dr. Bernhisel down and Sister Emma, and introduced him to everyone of
us, and said, “Now, I want you to tell me about some of your hard trials. I
want to hear of some of those hard trials.” And we told him. He slapped his
hands.

“Dr. Bernhisel,” he said, “what do you think of that?” And he said,

“I think if I had had it to do I should not have come; would not have
had faith enough.”

I was the head leader. I had been in the Church a year and a little over.
That is sixty-nine years ago. [She was at the time about twenty years of age.]
So then our folks got places. He kept them a whole week until they got
homes, and I was left. He came in every morning to see us and shake hands
and know how we all were. One morning, before he came in, I had been up
to the landing and found all my clothes were gone. Well, I sat there crying.
He came in and looked around.

“Why where’s all the folks?”

“Why Brother,” I says, “they have all got themselves places; but,” I says,
“I haint got any place,” and I burst out a-crying.

“We won’t have tears here,” he says.

“But,” I says, “I have got no home.”

“Well you've got a home here,” he says, “Have you seen Sister Emma this
morning.”

“No, sir,” I says.

So he started out and went upstairs and brought Sister Emma down and
says, “Here’s a girl who says she’s got no home. Don’t you think she’s got a
home here?”

And she says, “If she wants to stay here.”

And he says, “Do you want to stay here?”

“Yes, sir,” says I. “Well, now,” he says, “Sister Emma you just talk to
her and see how she is.” He says, “Good morning,” and he went.

We had come afoot, a thousand miles. We lay in bushes, and in barns
and outdoors, and traveled until there was a frost just like a snow, and we
had to walk on that frost. I could not tell you, but I wanted to go to Brother
Joseph.

I did not talk much to him, but every time he saw me he would say,
“God bless you,” and pat me on the shoulder. To Sister Emma, he said,
“go and clothe her up, go down to the store and clothe her up.” Sister Emma
did. She got me clothes by the bolt. I had everything.

The folks that come to me think I ought to talk and tell what Brother
Joseph said, but he was hid up (his enemies were seeking his life) and I can-
not remember now. I could not begin to tell you what he was, only this
way, he was tall, over six feet; he was a fine, big, noble, beautiful man! He
had blue eyes and light hair, and very fine white skin.
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When he was killed, I liked to a died myself, if it had not been for the
teachers, I felt so bad. I could have died, just laid down and died; and I
was sick abed, and the teachers told me,

“You don’t want to die because he did. He died for us, and now we all
want to live and do all the good we can.”

Things came to pass what he prophesied about the colored race being
freed. Things that he said has come to pass. I did not hear that, but I knew
of it.

After I saw him plain, I was certain he was a prophet because I knew it.
I was willing to come and gather, and when he came in with Dr. Bernhisel
I knew him. Did not have to tell me because I knew him. I knew him when
I saw him back in old Connecticut in a vision, saw him plain and knew he
was a prophet.

This is the Gospel of Jesus Christ and there will never be any other on
earth. It has come to stay.

A MISCELLANY FOR THE SACRIPANTS OF RELEVANCE

Robert J. Christensen

Robert J. Christensen is enrolled in the Asian Studies graduate program at
Princeton, for which he is doing work in Taiwan and Japan. At present he
serves as president of the Taipei Branch.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is a schizophrenic church.
Its ultimate concern is with things beyond — life after death, justice-in-judg-



Notes and Comments|131

ment, salvation, exaltation — and with their earthly preparation — baptism,
repentance, endowment. But at the same time the Church is concerned
with things here below — individual freedom, material welfare, social justice.
With the exception of certain organizations, i.e., the John Birch Society,
the Students for a Democratic Society, and the Catholic Inquisition, I have
not found an organization as deeply committed in both precept and action
to either the things beyond or the things here below as is the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. To some this schizophrenia may be a
stumbling-block, to others mere foolishness, but for us it must be the very
heart of the Gospel, to be both schizophrenic and sane, to keep our eyes
and hearts on the things beyond while simultaneously being anxiously en-
gaged in the betterment of things here below.

But while they should not be forgotten, neither should they be confused
as so many would urge. The John Birch Society has valiantly attempted to
steal for itself the garments of the priesthood, hoping thereby to enlist our
aid in their search for little red arsonists while the house collapses from the
domestic termite wolves. Others have tried to rewrite our history or to
suppress the views of some of the brethren in order to call us to their con-
servative cause. The liberals of the Church have justly cried in alarm as
the First Presidency simultaneously both rebuked the attempted use of the
Church for conservative political and social purposes and reasserted the
Church’s neutrality. But now, under the guise of the “search for relevance”
and the “challenge of secularism,” the liberals seek to involve the Church
directly in their own liberal political and social programs. Apparently both
the conservative and the liberal believe us incapable of exercising our free
agency and relevantly applying the Gospel in our lives and actions.

Within recent years more and more voices have been questioning the
relevance of the Church, while ignoring the relevance of the Gospel to our
secular or worldly concerns. J. D. Williams is quoted by Time, the weekly
newsmagazine, while Richard L. Evans preached the same sermon six months
earlier in General Conference. James Clayton wonders about the challenges
and dangers of secularism in Dialogue while President David O. McKay,
Hugh B. Brown, Marion D. Hanks, and even Ezra Taft Benson have been
pondering in their individual ways the same challenges and dangers for years.
The quest for relevance is not new; the prophets of Israel so quested cen-
turies ago. The quest for Church-directed relevance is not new either, but
I thought it too had been resolved in heavenly councils centuries ago, or
earlier. No one seems to have noticed the First Presidency’s timely letter of
September 7, 1968, in which they counseled:

The growing world-wide responsibilities of the Church make it
inadvisable for the Church to seek to respond to all the various and
complex issues involved in the mounting problems of the many cities
and communities in which members live. But this complexity does
not absolve members as individuals from filling their responsibilities
as citizens in their own communities.

We urge our members to do their civic duty and to assume their
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responsibilities as individual citizens in seeking solutions to the prob-
lems which beset our cities and communities.

The letter reminds me of Joseph’s “teach them correct principles and then
let them govern themselves,” as each is made responsible for his actions and
his concern for others. I often listen to the conservative or liberal counsel
of others, thinking that I might gain in the ability to govern myself — but
too often their actions outshout their words and I am forced to conclude
they are no wiser in governing themselves than am I. They seem to absolve
themselves of their duties in their own communities — and the Church —
and seek to cover their inaction with noise about relevance. We might well
spend less time questioning the relevance of the Church, and more time
being individually relevant.

If the question of relevance, of the relevance of traditional Christianity
to twentieth-century urban society, were not so pervasive, it might be well
to drop the subject here, for the Mormon tradition only slightly resembles
traditional Christianity. But the question is posed in such contemporary
language — language that is so often our very own — that I fear we might
be unthinkingly seduced into mistaking relevance’s faddishness for profundity.

If we were to suppose that the Gospel is to appeal successfully to Every-
man, to awaken within him the light of Christ, at that point we should
begin to be concerned that there is “a marked trend away from traditional
Christian belief” and that the churches in their orthodox efforts have failed
to make their doctrines meaningful to modern man. The scriptures, how-
ever, suggest that the Gospel will at best be meaningful to a small handful.
While carried away in a dream, Nephi beheld “the church of the Lamb
of God, and its numbers were few, . . . and their dominions upon the face
of the earth were small” (1 Nephi 14:12). When Christ observed that “be-
cause strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life, and
few there be that find it” (Matthew 7:14), he did not call for the gate to
be redesigned and the road signs and lighting to be improved. If someone
is caused to stumble in the dark, it is probably less the fault of the gate and
the way, than it is the fault of the light that ought to be shining within us.

I am disturbed by the claim of some that we are not “in good faith”
with the times, but I should rather be in good faith with myself than the
times. James Clayton in his “The Challenge of Secularism” (Dialogue, Au-
tumn 1968, p. 68) remarked that “by the mid-1960’s secularism had become
the prerational basis of virtually all sophisticated thinking in the United
States.” I suppose he is acknowledging the fad that now no sophisticated
man ever feels the need — nor would he permit himself, if he felt the need —
to call upon the supernatural to account for things and actions he finds on
earth. I fail again to find anything terribly novel here; it was this same
intellectual tradition that provided the intellectual structure of the apostasy
from the Gospel. The Gospel was restored to challenge that very intellectual
tradition, not to be co-opted by it; and I can see nothing today that modifies
or invalidates that challenge. As one sophisticated Mormon thinker wrote,
“If the history of Christianity has been one long undignified retreat, one
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continual process of accommodation to the science of the hour, the time has
come to reverse the process, since the science of the hour has brought us
to a most dismal slough in which it is no delight to dwell.”

We are urged to develop a sense of change in our doctrine, to realize that
each generation has its own Mormonism, its fixed and unfixed principles
and practices, its own Gospel. This is an “almost” sophisticated idea, but
upon further reflection — and perhaps prayer, if permitted — we might con-
clude that the Gospel has an existence independent of my thoughts, of
Brigham Young’s thoughts, or even the apostle Paul’s thoughts. It is the
sophisticated man who perceives that the brethren do not always agree,
that the art critics do not always agree, and that neither do the historians,
and who then allows this perception of disagreement to justify his lack of
further interest in the disputed subject. But it is the truly intelligent man
who realizes that the cold facts of the Gospel, the painting, or the American
Revolution — however hard those facts may be to ascertain — are not neces-
sarily identical with the conflicting views of the apostle, the critic, or the
historian, and who then stays to find and to glory in the great beauties of
the disputed. He will see that we each grow in the Gospel at different rates,
and he will not be overly disturbed by the differences. He will be aware that
the emphasis we individually give to things will vary and will often reflect
the environment in which we live, but he will also see the constancy of the
Gospel. Once we realize this, we might be less willing to play idly with the
Gospel and more willing to immerse ourselves seriously in its intellectual
and spiritual depths.

How ironic, and yet tragic that the apostles of relevance are tripped-up
by the irrelevant trivialities of skirt length, beards, and rock bands at Church
socials. I would have hoped them wise enough first to consult their spiritual
consciences and then courageous enough to follow them, prayerfully.

The secular intellectual tradition centuries ago created a god in whom
they thought man could believe; now they celebrate the death and burial of
their make-believe god. And we are asked to join in and declare that our
God too is dead, beginning to stink, and in need of a rapid burial. As Mr.
Clayton remarked, “the central thrust of the secular theologian’s argument
that the traditional Christian doctrine of God is simply unbelievable today
applies more to Mormons [with their anthropomorphic God] than to vir-
tually anyone else” (p. 78). I fail to perceive any cause for fear. The Mor-
mon God so faintly resembles the dead god that only the blind (and per-
haps the philosopher) could confuse them. Sterling McMurrin once declared
in the pages of Dialogue that our loving Father-in-Heaven God could and
should be transformed into a more profound philosophical formulation.
Perhaps it is merely my naiveté, but I find this loving and caring Father-in-
Heaven far more meaningful and with greater philosophical clarity than
any other philosophical or theological concept I have ever studied. And now
even some philosophers, particularly the positivists, begin to find anthro-
pomorphism both philosophically meaningful and defensible. As Howard
Hintz remarked several years ago,
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The fact of the matter is that the beliefs of Billy Graham (whether
one agrees with them or not is irrelevant) are more philosophically
and logically tenable than those of Tillich. To Graham, God is a
person — and a person must necessarily be essentially anthropo-
morphic whom he worships and to whom he prays. Tillich worships
and prays either to a symbol which cannot be conceptualized, or to
a fantasy which cannot be objectified in the empirical world . . . .
God is a proper name. Either he exists as a person or he does not
exist at all. You can’t have your cake and eat it too. (Religious Ex-
perience and Truth, p. 260)

For the past several years we have within the Church tried too hard to
be accepted by the world. In too many ways I fear we have been co-opted
by the society around us; we have become more average than average. We
have forgotten that the Church is a community with values which differ
from and often oppose those of the large community around us. And now
we seem, both the high and the lowly, to have lost the will to be a peculiar
people in any but the most trivial sense. Perhaps it is the malaise of the
urban Mormon, to have eliminated so many “less-defensible practices,” that
he has lost his identity. Personal and communal identity will not then be
found in further compromise with the urban secularism, but only in return-
ing to the peculiarities of our Gospel origins and finding the life that is in
them. Then we might ponder the real questions for the Church, such as
the extent of our obligations in the large community to search for other less
“ideal” solutions when the Gospel’s “ideal” solutions have been rejected by
the secular society, the extent of my obligation to abandon the battle for
men’s hearts and to tinker instead with their societies.

When we are bothered by the intellectual strength and by the relevance
of the Gospel, I suspect we just have not considered the Gospel deeply
enough to find the rich spiritual living that is revealed largely through the
scriptures and righteousness. When we do not submerge ourselves in the
scriptures we find it too easy to turn instead to a shallow juggling of philo-
sophical terms that passes among us as wisdom and that is much easier to
master than the Gospel, especially when the Gospel is so poorly taught in
sugar-water strengths by our Sunday Schools, Seminaries, and Institutes. For
the moment our scriptural ignorance is appalling, and itself is a sign of our
secularization. But I cannot fault the Church nor the Gospel for my ignor-
ance, as I so often try to ignore the spiritual center of the Gospel in my
fascination with the peripheral, as I let the commandments usurp living
by the spirit as the end of all Gospel activity and reflection. Struggling for
a knowledge of the scriptures, not the glossy memorization that merely pro-
duces a series of instant proof-texts for every problem that we confront, but
the richness that understands and feels the desperateness of each man as he
approaches the Lord and his relief in the Lord’s response and love, it is
then that we begin to understand the Gospel and to live spiritually. I yet
understand and see little, and am worthy even less, but I have seen scrip-
tural flashes of Gospel vistas more beautiful than any the secular world has
yet offered.
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If I might steal from a mentor, “I have written too much and said too
little. . . . It is a situation in which I find myself; I am stuck with the Gospel,
I know perfectly well that it is true; there may be things about the Church
that I find perfectly appalling — but that has nothing to do with it. I know
the Gospel is true.”

Now, to be relevant is to be silent and to begin to . . .

One of the most important things in the world is freedom of
the mind; from this all other freedoms spring. Such freedom is
necessarily dangerous, for one cannot think right without running
the risk of thinking wrong, but generally more thinking is the anti-
dote for the evils that spring from wrong thinking. More thinking
is required, and we call upon you students to exercise your God-
given right to think through on every proposition that is submitted
to you and be unafraid to express your opinions, with proper re-
spect for those to whom you talk and proper acknowledgement of
your own shortcomings.

You young people live in an age when freedom of the mind is
suppressed over much of the world. We must preserve it in the
Church and in America and resist all efforts of earnest men to sup-
press it, for when it is suppressed, we might lose the liberties vouch-
safed in the Constitution of the United States.

Preserve, then, the freedom of your mind in education and in
religion, and be unafraid to express your thoughts and to insist
upon your right to examine every proposition. We are not so much
concerned with whether your thoughts are orthodox as we are that
you shall have thoughts.

President Hugh B. Brown,
From “An Eternal Quest—Freedom of the
Mind,” delivered at BYU, 13 May 1969.
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