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LETTERS

“When They Are Learned”

I found R. Jan Stout’s essay on the
psychobiological approach to the study of
homosexuality (Summer 1987) incongruous
and disturbing.

The incongruity lies in the author’s
overconfidence in his own theories even
though he acknowledges that psychiatrists,
including himself, have consistently been
compelled to repudiate precepts they once
considered inviolate. Ironically, he begins
his paper by recounting how he once felt
“satisfied, confident, and correct” about a
particular psychological theory only to
realize sixteen years later that his views
were “wrong and simplistic” (p. 29). He
does not appear to have learned much
from that experience.

Stout acknowledges that Freud’s theo-
ries, once regarded as established truth in
the psychiatric world, are now called into
question. Yet he asserts that the theories
espoused by his “new psychobiology” have
been “demonstrated” (p. 30). Why is
“new psychobiology” inherently more prov-
able or reliable than “old” psychobiology,
or Freudianism, or any other manmade
doctrine?

I was disturbed by Stout’s eagerness
to exalt the opinions of a few men—
opinions about which he admitted there is
no consensus — above the unanimous ex-
pressions of revealed truth through the
prophets. He does not suggest that toler-
ance of homosexual conduct might some-
how be reconcilable with the words of the
prophets. He simply assumes that the
prophets are wrong.

Stout has chosen to reject the certain
voice of revealed truth in favor of compet-
ing opinions and theories about which, he

admits, “no consensus exists” (p. 30), even
though “we are in the process of trying to
separate fact from fiction” (p. 31). Not
even the American Psychiatric Association
can decide what it thinks about homo-
sexuality. Inexplicably, Stout appears to
prefer being “carried about by every wind
of doctrine” (Eph. 4:14).

As for the Church’s unambiguous
teaching that homosexuality is contrary to
human nature and the will of God, Stout
asks, rhetorically: “Does the revealed word
of God in the scriptures supersede the
experience and reality of millions of homo-
erotic individuals?” (p. 37) (as if scrip-
tures were not based on “experience and
reality”). Stout leaves little doubt how he
would answer the question. He asserts:
“Clearly, there is no easy solution to these
most intimate of human circumstances”
(p. 37, emphasis added), and “clearly,
pursuing an extreme position is pointless”
(p. 40, emphasis added).

Stout seems to use words such as
“clearly,” not when his argument is in fact
clear, but when he seeks acceptance of a
premise for which he can cite no support.
He does not even attempt to justify his
wholesale rejection of the words of the
prophets; he simply takes it for granted
that their pronouncements are entitled to
no credence. He would have us disregard
the Church’s “extreme” (p. 40) and “sim-
plistic” (p. 37) teachings on homosexuality
despite his admission that neither he nor
the other “experts” are capable of proving
them wrong. He simply states: “I do not
know the answers, and I suspect that no
one among us does” (p. 40). Jacob’s
lament in 2 Nephi 9:28 has never been
more applicable: “O the vainness, and the
frailties, and the foolishness of men! When



they are learned they think they are wise,
and they hearken not unto the counsel of
God, for they set it aside, supposing they
know of themselves, wherefore, their wis-
dom is foolishness and it profiteth them
not.”

What is Stout’s paper doing in a jour-
nal that purports on its logo page to “ex-
press Mormon culture” and to “foster . . .
scholarly achievement based on [Mormon]
cultural heritage”? What is “Mormon”
about flatly rejecting the words of the
prophets? What is “scholarly” about argu-
ing that it is unjust to expect homosexuals
to refrain from consummating their urges
because those urges may have biological
roots? What urges do not? Carried to its
logical extreme, this argument means that
single heterosexuals should not be expected
not to fornicate, that pedophiles should not
be expected to refrain from molesting chil-
dren, etc. Stout has been seduced into be-
lieving that homosexual acts are unique
among abominations and are not immoral
because those who commit them can’t help
it. By such a standard, no one could be
expected to exercise self-control.

Stout also implies that AIDS cannot be
the natural consequence of committing un-
natural acts since “innocent children,
hemophiliacs, and others [have] contracted
the disease” (p. 35). Newborn infants in-
herit venereal diseases and drug addiction
from their mothers, but that does not prove
that venereal diseases and drug addiction
are not consequences of immorality.

DiaLocue does not advance its avowed
purpose, as expressed on the logo page of
each issue, by publishing articles such as
Stout’s. It seems to me that something
more than just a controversial point of view
should be required to merit publication in
your journal.

Kurtis J. Kearl
Petaluma, California

Stout Responds
Eugene England is a thoughtful and
eloquent person and I appreciate his letter
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(Fall 1987). He sees the dilemma and
encourages us to react with empathy and
understanding to the plight of the homo-
sexual. Yet he attributes to me an argu-
ment that I do not espouse nor make in
my essay — namely that there is essentially
no difference between sexual feelings and
behavior for the homosexual.

I asked a rhetorical question of the
reader regarding sexual feelings, behavior,
and sin. My very next question (which
England chose to ignore) asks, “And, if
homosexuals do not act on these sexual
feelings, have they morally transgressed?”
(p- 37). Indeed, I pointed out the moral
choice that a Mormon homosexual must
face to remain active, loyal and guilt-free
and accepted —is to “remain celibate and
abstain from engaging in eroticism with a
member of one’s own sex” (p. 39). As a
clinical psychiatrist I am constantly deal-
ing with the distinction between feelings
and behavior, and the homosexual patients
that I have seen over twenty-two years of
practice have been struggling with this con-
flict since the earliest awakening of their
sexuality.

The purpose of my essay was to inform
the reader about new advances in psycho-
biology and the complexity that this pre-
sents in understanding the development of
human sexuality. It was not to state an
“argument” which England erroneously
attributes to me. He seems to feel that if a
therapist does not condemn sexual expres-
sion for the homosexual, that inevitably this
implies condoning of the behavior. Defin-
ing sin and imposing moral judgment is
not the task of a psychotherapist. My
patients are universally aware of their
moral conflict and the sin they feel, both
in fantasy and behavior. Most of them
have counseled with religious leaders long
before seeing me or any other therapist. I
was saddened to read England’s conclu-
sions that somehow this essay encouraged
expression of homosexual feelings. It did
not. Nor do I take that position in any
therapeutic encounter.
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My entire professional life is focused
on dealing with psychic and emotional
pain. I do agree that we all have “crosses
to bear,” but I would be very reluctant to
compare or quantify mine or anyone’s with
another human being. Asserting that “I
hurt as much or more than you do” seems
to me to be the very antithesis of empathy.

Inevitably, an essay such as mine will
confuse some and enlighten others. These
issues expose the existential dilemmas and
spiritual struggles we must face in our
humanity. In the closing paragraph, I
acknowledged that I did not know the ulti-
mate moral and theological answers. Per-
haps England’s discussion of pre- and post-
mortal life will also confuse some and
enlighten others.

Kurtis J. Kearl’s letter is a diffuse, mis-
leading, and irrational attack against me,
the psychiatric profession, the scientific
method, homosexuals, and DiALoGUE. A
major complaint seems to center on my
willingness to examine a new body of
knowledge regarding the development of
human sexuality. This is an alternative
explanation to previously held theories
which do not hold up under more rigorous
scientific scrutiny.

Science is not a static, inviolate sys-
tem, nor is it a comfortable place for
insular and calcified minds. Rather, it
relies on constant revision, flexibility in
thought, and attention to the implications
of new data. I acknowledged that “more
difficult research is needed, but the evi-
dence accumulated over the past two
decades for the biological causality of
sexual and gender identity, although in-
conclusive, is persuasive” (p. 34). Kearl
sees that as ‘“overconfidence” and being
“carried about by every wind of doctrine.”
Perhaps he would prefer that we still view
epilepsy and schizophrenia as forms of
demonic possession?

In his diatribe, Kearl attributes attacks
on the prophets and Church to me which
are purely his own distortions. He calls the
Church’s teachings on homosexuality “ex-
treme” and “simplistic” and then tries to

pass those words on as quotes from my
essay. They are not. He falsely accuses
me of advocating that homosexuals con-
summate their sexual urges, when, in fact,
I only present the moral dilemma they
must confront. Kearl succeeds in thor-
oughly discrediting himself by launching
into an attack on DiaLocUE for publishing
such articles. I, among many, am grateful
to this journal for providing the forum for
controversial articles as well as for print-
ing letters in response.

R. Jan Stout
Salt Lake City, Utah

Not Alone

Enclosed find a check for renewal of
my subscription and for two gift subscrip-
tions. The discovery of DiALoGUE was for
me like finding I wasn’t alone in a world
of grayness after all.

Three of my favorite articles during
the past year were those by Lavina Field-
ing Anderson, Eugene England, and Robert
A. Rees. It is so important for us to share
our thoughts and to listen to each other —
to carry on the sacred sacrament of inter-
twining souls. Thank you for being there.

Ronald C. Ellis
Mancos, Colorado

In Celebration of Contradictions

Thank you for publishing Dave
Grandy’s Of Quiffs, Quarks, and God
(Winter 1986).

I'm surprised Grandy did not include
in his bibliography Fritjof Capra’s The
Tao of Physics (New York: Bantam Books,
1975), excellent discussion for the lay
reader of analogies between subatomic
physics and eastern mysticism.

The behavior of subatomic particles
sounds more and more like Joseph Smith’s
refined matter. At least, that thought
opens the door for this
naturalist.

unregenerate



Perhaps our concerns for a severe logi-
cal consistency in Mormon history and doc-
trine involve an inability to perceive reality
as, to borrow Churchill’s phrase, “a riddle
wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma.”

Two experts, equally intelligent and
informed, often disagree. One of them
may know the value exactly (mass?) but
miss the context (velocity?). The other
may know, objectively, its position in
“reality,” but be unaware of the weight of
moral implications. We all seem to see
things best from private perspectives that
block out other viewpoints, unaware of the
relativity of all human perception.

I accept the fact I often hold opposing
ideas simultaneously. My poem, “Memory’s
Duty” (DiaLocue, Winter 1983), con-
cludes my testimony as being “I don’t
believe what I believe.” Since then I've
moved into a new phase: “I believe what
I don’t believe,” hoping the movement is
toward that happiest of positions, “I be-
lieve what I believe.”

A recent book, Vital Lies, Simple
Truths: The Psychology of Self-Deception,
by Daniel Goleman (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1985), shows the rational
mind blundering amidst inconsistencies of
good intentions — very helpful for any
Mormon getting ulcers over the latest in-
fractions against common sense.

Studies in left brain/right brain think-
ing are also very helpful. Julian Jaynes’s
The Origin of Consciousness in the Break-
down of the Bicameral Mind (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1982) is a far-
out but fascinating theory, especially for
someone inclined to poetic explanations.

Jerald and Sandra Tanner, pursuing a
relentless defense of what they perceive to
be ratiopal consistency, wield only one
worn-out weapon in their attack upon Mor-
monism: contradiction. Our response, so
far, has been a kind of stunned silence or
anonymous muttering: (Who, us? The
Mormons? Inconsistent?) That, or an over-
reaction against purveyors of rationality,
i.e, intellectuals. Anyone who reveals
Mormon contradictions must be of the

LETTERS 7

devil, e.g., those bomb-throwing Mormon
historians.

Whether it’s the Tanners’ simplistic
view of consistency (sequence) as the
single test of truth—a position made
ludicrous by Hume two hundred years
ago—or by Church bureaucrats in their
shining armour of brittle, inflexible reac-
tion — the anti-intellectual as virtue incar-
nate — somehow we need to find the mid-
dle path of sanity.

The time is long overdue to acknowl-
edge the real glory of our history, a story
not of perfection achieved (the theme of
our brochures), but of a continuing and
unquenchable desire for perfection in a
real world of terror, failure, conflict, and
inescapable bodily death — a vision of pos-
sibility amidst the mortality. No one needs
to lie in Joseph Smith’s defense, only to tell
the whole truth. His complexities, inconsis-
tencies, and contradictions will never be told
in an atmosphere of timid acquiescence.

I believe the “Dialogue Mormon” —
the person who sees and understands vari-
ous and differing perspectives in an on-
going search for truth — will rise to the
defense of the gospel in a world becoming
violently factional and reactionary, where
narrow pockets of private bias resemble
terrorist camps sending out attack squads
against anyone who disagrees with the
latest party line.

Grandy’s essay was most welcome and
helpful in the continuing effort to main-
tain that fine balance between left-brain
skepticism and right-brain faith.

Ronald Wilcox
Grand Prairie, Texas

Dialogue It Is Not

I am discouraged that DiaLocUE would
choose to publish “The Third Nephite” by
Levi S. Peterson (Winter 1987). I am
even more disappointed that it should be
awarded a prize. While I lack credentials
as a secular critic of fiction, I offer several
observations on the story from the vantage
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of one committed to the principles behind
DiaLoGUE.

First: It is fiction. Any resemblance
between Simpson and disciples of the
Savior as reported in 3 Nephi is remote
indeed.

Second: It is offensive. Fundamen-
talists, believers in the verity of the mission
of the Three Nephites, and people of good
taste will all be offended.

Third: It is not dialogue. The dis-
respect evident in this story is unbecoming
to the purpose of DiaLoGUE and can only
add fuel to those who view DIALOGUE as
dangerous and unvirtuous.

Surely the editors of DiaLogUE should
have exercised better judgment than to
publish this story and hopefully will do so
in the future.

Joseph B. Romney
Rexburg, Idaho

Peterson Responds

I am sorry that my story, “The Third
Nephite” (Winter 1986), has offended
some readers. I would feel especially bad
if they cancelled their subscriptions. Dia-
LOGUE is a good cause and every subscrip-
tion helps.

My piece is a fiction, not a sermon or
a theological treatise. I hoped it would
seem funny. Comedy almost always exag-
gerates and distorts reality. So, of course,
Simpson, my third Nephite, is an unlikely
representative of the Almighty. I did not
intend an insult to either God or the Book
of Mormon. I did intend a spoof upon the
sentimentalized, mythicized stories about
the Three Nephites which once were very
common among Mormons and even now
occur on occasion. Simpson solemnly de-
clares that the rafters of the St. George
temple are held together only by the mag-
netic power of the priesthood. I hear things
almost as preposterous in high priests’
meeting on the average of once a month.

Doctrine and Covenants 59:15 instructs
us that much laughter is sin. Since the
Church from time to time legitimately re-

vises the scriptures, I sincerely hope it will
someday expunge this unfortunate invita-
tion to a grim sobriety. I pity people who
can’t shake their insides by hearty laughter.

I strongly resist the idea that reverence
consists of rigid facial muscles and silence.
Reverence is an emotion, not a physical
condition. It can exist in the wildest up-
roar. I know that because I have felt un-
fathomably reverent beside a plunging
mountain torrent.

During the prelude to sacrament meet-
ing each Sunday in my ward, a “reverence
child” stands at the pulpit to set an exam-
ple. I thank God for those precious occa-
sions when that child defies the unsmiling
men on the row behind him, leans his (or
her) chest on the podium, puts a finger in
his ear, fidgets with the microphone, and
waves at his mother. God isn’t offended by
movement and noise. Why should we be?

I don’t think my story will be an in-
dictment against me at Judgment Day. I
am not being altogether facetious when I
say that I adhere to a theology of the
emunctories. God created human beings
with intestines, bladders, sweat glands, and
nostrils, and he does not despise his
handiwork.

God is too great to be vulnerable to
impieties, profanities, and obscenities. He
is too magnanimous to take offense at
human pettiness. Above all, God is
compassionate.

Theologians and preachers have given
heaven to a moral elite. God will surprise
them by also giving it to the adulterers,
kleptomaniacs, alcoholics, and insane. The
gospel is especially for sinners; they need
it, yearn for it, own it.

When God works through people, he
works through sinners. No others are
available.

Truly, Simpson of my story is an im-
probable specimen of the Three Nephites.
He lies, he is undignified, he is ugly. All
the more reason that God would work a
miracle through him.

Levi S. Peterson
Ogden, Utah



Absolutely Androcentric

Tim B. Heaton’s article “Four Char-
acteristics of the Mormon Family: Con-
temporary Research on Chastity, Conju-
gality, Children, and Chauvinism” (Sum-
mer 1987) proved readable, even fascinat-
ing, which is quite an accomplishment for
an article reporting statistical survey re-
sults. I can see why he got a prize.

I was particularly impressed by the
optimism of his more speculative conclu-
sions, “Prospects for the Future.” Heaton
generalizes from his research: “Recent
changes in family size, divorce, and female
labor force participation have not been a
result of ideological confrontation” (p.
111). Heaton also asserts that LDS the-
ology is ‘“remarkably flexible” (p. 111)
and illustrates that flexibility with regard
to the family by suggesting that parents of
today’s smaller families “still feel they are
multiplying and replenishing the earth”
and are not rejecting “the Church’s the-
ology of the family” when they limit family
size for economic or emotional health rea-
sons (p. 111).

Similarly, that divorce is allowed is
cited as evidence that reality can be ac-
commodated without rejecting the ideal of
an eternal family (p. 112). The acceptance
of mothers who work “as a means of sup-
plementing family income or to use their
talents” is taken as a sign that there is no
worry about these women perhaps “usurp-
ing the provider role of the husband” (pp.
111-12).

On the basis of this evidence, Heaton
suggests that there is a high likelihood of
further change, including changes in the
husband-wife relationship “without changing
policies regarding the priesthood” (p. 112).
He even hints at the possible future demise
of patriarchy (man in charge of woman)
within the current priesthood theology:
“This same priesthood theology may some
day be used to encourage egalitarian rather
than authoritarian relationships” (p. 112).

I found myself unable to share this
optimism in light of President Ezra Taft
Benson’s 22 February 1987 “Fireside for
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Parents,” a version of which was published
as “To the Mothers in Zion,” (pamphlet
[Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1987]). I heard
in President Benson’s address the articula-
tion of core values that contradicted Hea-
ton’s hopeful observations and forecasts
point by point. For example, President
Benson decries the curtailment of births for
all reasons but the health of the mother
(p. 4), decries divorce as an evil (p. 7),
and places great emphasis on the need for
mothers to leave the workplace and return
home (pp. 6-8).

Heaton, I believe, overestimated the
flexibility of the theology of the Mormon
family. In his hopefulness, he thought that,
since men and women are promised the
same blessings in eternal marriage in Doc-
trine and Covenants 132:19, this suggests
that “unity, interdependence, and joint
priesthood rather than hierarchy and male
dominance” within marriage is possible
within the current theology (p. 109).

President Benson, on the other hand,
reiterated the Mormon theology of the
family, the vision of Mormon manhood/
godhood, as it has been expounded since
the 1840s, virtually unchanged. The con-
tinuity of this core theology was under-
scored by President Benson’s use of quota-
tions by Brigham Young, David O. McKay,
and Spencer W. Kimball (pp. 4, 2, and
6-8, respectively). Heaton mistook, I be-
lieve, external changes in the size and ap-
pearance of the family for changes in the
core theology. That unshifting core the-
ology may be elucidated from President
Benson’s address.

President Benson cited Doctrine and
Covenants 132:63: “The Lord states that
the opportunity and responsibility of wives
is ‘to multiply and replenish the earth,
according to my commandment, and to ful-
fill the promise that was given by my father
before the foundation of the world, and for
their exaltation in the eternal worlds, that
they may bear the souls of men; for herein

is the work of my Father continued, that

he may be glorified’” (p. 3).
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The heart of the Mormon theology of
the family, therefore, is the glorification of
men by the reproductive ability of their
wives. The subject of the original sentence,
not included in the quotation, is “they,”
which in turn refers to “one or either [sic]
of the ten virgins” who had in the previous
verse been “given unto him [“any man” —
v. 61] by this law.” In short, this verse is
talking about plural wives. Thus, plurality
was instituted to aid the multiplication of
a man, and it is the principle of plurality
that will exalt plurally married women,
making them eternally able to bear “men”
and thereby bring glory to the Father.

Even if one ignores the context of
plurality, as President Benson does, this
scripture still states that childbearing exalts
women and that exalted women will be
able to bear the “souls of men” in eternity,
bringing glory to the Father. Either with
or without reference to plurality, woman’s
eternal value is as a reproducer of man;
and Eternal Man, or God, is glorified by
the extent or the quantity of his offspring.

This, then, is the core theology of the
eternal family. It is a vision of the male
God, governing and directing his (part of
the) universe, which his dependent and
obedient assistant, who reproduces him and
trains his children until they are mature
enough to be tested by him on a world such
as this one.

It is this core theology of man becom-
ing God and woman remaining his assistant
that causes grown men to say in the name
of the Lord: “Her place is in the home, to
build the home into a heaven of delight”
(p. 7), and “Two spouses working . . .
creates an independence which is not coop-
erative, [and] causes distortion” (p. 7).
These statements are sentimental mottos and
not coherent statements about the nature
and needs of women, men, and children.

This sentimentality becomes painfully
obvious when President Benson quotes a
son’s tribute to his mother towards the end
of his talk:

“‘I don’t remember much about her
views of voting nor her social prestige; and

what her ideas on child training, diet, and
eugenics were, I cannot recall. The main
thing that sifts back to me now through the
undergrowth of years is that she loved
me. . . . Of all the sensations pleasurable
to my life nothing can compare with the
rapture of crawling up into her lap and
going to sleep. . . . Thinking of this, I
wonder if the woman of today, with all her
tremendous notions and plans, realizes
what an almighty factor she is in shaping
of her child for weal or woe’” (p. 12).

For an adult male to utter these words
is to admit he never knew or appreciated
his mother as an adult human being. He
never saw her as a source of wisdom or
counsel regarding his functioning in the
world. Her opinions were nonexistent or
unmemorable. He remembers only the lap
of security.

To quote this individual who never
learned that his mother was, like himself,
an insecure and inquisitive human being,
is to reveal that the speaker also has not
learned to see women as human beings
with goals and needs and aspirations and
insecurities. Is it not disturbing to find an
adult man disturbed that all women are
not a faceless refuge of God-like serenity?
It is only from such a perspective that a
person can put forth the notion that a
home should be or should be able to be-
come “a heaven of delight,” if only the
mother is always in it.

Perhaps President Benson and those
who share his views believe that God’s wife
perpetually sacrifices herself to her eternal
husband and his offspring and that righ-
teous mortal women will share the same
destiny. If so, then it is understandable
why the most official message to women
must always urge limitation and restraint.
If woman were to follow her nature, un-
restrained by men who represent God’s
will to her, she may become unfit for her
eternal duties by competing with men, thus
detracting from her husband’s manliness
and thereby “distorting” it.

As President Benson said: “In the
eternal family, God established that fathers



are to preside in the home.” Aspects of
presiding are: “to provide, to love, to teach,
and to direct” (p. 2). Since these remarks
are about the eternities, when man shall be
as God and woman shall continue to assist
and reproduce, here is the true theology of
the Mormon family. This address by Pres-
ident Benson reminds us that gender roles
on earth imitate the eternal family which
is our origin and our destiny. God is the
head of his home while his wife or wives
constitute the heart. Woman makes home
a heaven for man on earth because so it
is in heaven. Sacrificing to have children
here earns rewards hereafter and brings
glory to the father (and his Father) —
just as God told Emma in Doctrine and
Covenants 25:14 to “let thy soul delight in
thy husband, and the glory that shall come
upon him” (italics added).

It seems almost as if Mormon theology
is the product of men who never came to
know women, but whose entire experience
with women consisted of being nurtured,
served, pleased, and assisted by women who
revered them as their gods to be.

This vision of men and by men sug-
gests that if the woman trespasses upon the
man’s role, she distorts the clear division
of labor as God intends and exemplifies it.
Hence, independence in a woman disturbs
cooperation, or the divine order of domi-
nance implied in the man’s duty to imitate
God and preside and direct.

Heaton’s positive and hopeful views
regarding the flexibility of the Mormon
theology of the family are brought up short
by President Benson’s address. It is Presi-
dent Benson who accurately portrays the
LDS theology of the family, however.
Heaton’s use of Doctrine and Covenants
132:19, for example, to suggest that an
egalitarian model of the husband-wife rela-
tionship is possible under the present priest-
hood paradigm ignores the latter part of that
revelation wherein woman’s eternal value is
as reproductive device (D&C 132:63).

She is classed as part of “things” in
verse 53; listed as a possession among
“houses and lands, wives and children” in
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verse 55; regarded as property that may be
collected as a man desires as long as she
doesn’t belong to anyone else (“they are
given unto him; for he cannot commit
adultery with that that belongeth unto him
and to no one else”) in verse 61; becomes
her husband’s means for multiplying and
replenishing the earth in verse 63; and is
once again one of the “things” God will
“give” him in verse 65.

Women are not things. Yet has not
this type of reification taken place in the
mind of one who utters: “No career
approaches in importance that of wife,
homemaker, mother” and who then defines
these roles as “cooking meals, washing
dishes, making beds for one’s precious hus-
band and children” (p. 7)? A wife, home-
maker, and mother has been reduced to a
list of chores that anyone — man, woman,
or older child — could perform.

There is no difference between the
human needs and aspirations of adult men
and women. Yes, there are biological dif-
ferences. But to ask a woman to base her
self-definition on and find fulfillment in
doing menial labor for her husband and
children shows a terrifying blindness on
the part of the one making the request.
He seems unaware that women are com-
plete, utter, and full-fledged human beings
like himself, and that their humanity is
also precious. This is particularly terrify-
ing when the one making the request is
speaking in behalf of God.

The theological implications of a quote
such as: “Come home, wives, to your hus-
bands. Make home a heaven for them”
(p- 7) are shown when later (p. 8), after
a similar plea to come home and be a
mother, the statement is made: “Then you
have achieved your accomplishment su-
preme, without peer, and you will be the
envy of all through time and eternity.”
This implies that in sacrificing herself for
husband and offspring, she prepares for her
eternal reward which, as we have seen, is
more of the same.

After repeatedly assuring the women
that these calls to limit themselves are from
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God (see pp. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, esp. 8, and 11),
President Benson states: ‘“Your God-given
roles are so vital to your own exaltation and
to the salvation and exaltation of your chil-
dren” (p. 8). The implications are clear:
Ignoring this advice will imperil her eter-
nal reward and the eternal rewards of pres-
ent (or potential, see p. 4) members of her
family.

If T were to receive such counsel, I
would feel not only warned but threatened.
I would wonder if the men giving me such
a message or the God in whose name they
speak are threatened by an individual who
claimed to be fully human, who had needs
and aspirations beyond present and eternal
self-sacrifice in the service of their Lord
and the biological imperative that he
enforces.

In fact, I believe it is so, especially
since the God for whom these men speak
has on one occasion uttered such a threat.
Doctrine and Covenants 132:64 gives a
very disturbing example of God threaten-
ing wives who refuse to give their husband
permission to marry plurally: “I say unto
you, if any man have a wife, who holds the
keys of this power, and he teaches unto her
the law of my priesthood, as pertaining to
these things, then shall she believe and
administer unto him, or she shall be de-
stroyed, saith the Lord your God; for I will
destroy her.” Men may also be threatened,
as with punishments for transgressions, but
such intense personal involvement by God
is most unusual. And the threat is here
directed to women who are already exem-
plary saints by virtue of their eligibility for
participation in this “new and everlasting
covenant” (D&C 132:4).

God’s universe is absolutely andro-
centric, according to these men who speak
in the name of God. According to them,
eternal man is to be as God hereafter,
while eternal woman just keeps on being
generic woman, valued for the offspring
and pleasure she brings her man. To pre-
pare her for her eternal role, a continual
effort is made to limit her spiritual, social,
and economic powers.

When I see the difference between my
eternal promises and my daughters’ pros-
pects for the eternities, an appropriate re-
sponse could either be to thank God that I
was born male or to curse God for creating
woman with the strengths, powers, and
aspirations of human beings but without the
right or opportunity to develop and employ
them. At every turn men must magnify
and women must limit.

Heaton concludes that “working women,
reconstituted families, and singles are each
growing segments of the Church member-
ship that do not fit well within the existing
structure” but that “the reorientation of sex
roles will continue within the Church” (p.
112). He also adds that “unwillingness to
change may be more detrimental in the
long run than open acceptance of change”
and that such change is “a means to pre-
serve the core values by alleviating existing
stresses and strains.”

He cites the discontinuance of polyg-
amy as the archetypical successful change.
This suspension operates only in this life,
however, and does not directly confront the
core values of the patriarchal order. But
it is precisely the patriarchal order, the
divine order, the definition of who God is,
that is the core value of the LDS theology
of the family, and this core value is directly
confronted by changes that would change
the dependent status of women.

Heaton is of the opinion that “attempts
to induce change through direct confronta-
tion with the core ideology of the Mormon
family will fall on deaf ears” (p. 112).
This is probably true, but poses a dilemma.
In my opinion, whether a woman should
work or determine the frequency of her
pregnancies is morally trivial compared to
the assertion that woman is not fully
human —an assertion which lies at the
heart of the Mormon theology of the family
and is part of the Mormon definition of
the nature of God. Although “they [man
and wife] shall be gods” according to Doc-

‘trine and Covenants 132:20, he shall be

God and she shall be his wife, not God.
She will not be known by or accessible to



her own children while they are being tried
by her husband, and many will fail to ever
come back into her presence. It seems to
me that a woman’s greatest fear could well
be that the Mormon doctrine of the family
is indeed the true reflection of how the uni-
verse works.

Abraham Van Luik
Richland, Washington

The Church Mission Abroad

I hardly know what to make of Garth
Jones’s essay on the international mission
of the Church (Summer 1987). His title
suggests spiritual aspects of Church expan-
sion abroad, but his paper for the most part
is dedicated to such temporal concerns as
poverty, hunger, housing, and how long and
to what extent North American Saints
might be willing to subsidize their Third
World brothers and sisters.

Is this essay suggesting that socio-
technocrats should take over because the
brethren are too parochial to know which
policies will meet the “new” challenges of
international Mormonism?

The long, successful history of Church
growth “in strange lands” argues against
tinkering with what is working well. None
of the challenges are really new anyway.
Initiated among the American Indians
(Lamanites), missionary work moved suc-
cessively to Canada, the Eastern states, and
Great Britain. For over a generation, the
restored gospel has had both a presence
and a measured growth in such nonwestern
countries as Japan, Hong Kong, Korea,
Singapore, and Taiwan, not to mention the
western-oriented third world Latin Ameri-
can countries where beginnings were mod-
est but recent growth impressive. Never-
theless, success should not be defined by
numbers of converts. The gospel is to be
preached “to every nation, kindred, tongue,
and people.” That does not mean that
everyone or even most will be baptized.
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Early in this dispensation the brethren
preached that the gospel was destined to
fill the whole earth. Church leadership
has, down to the present, presided well over
the modest, logical, measured, and suc-
cessful growth of the Church.

Now, if the Church has long under-
stood its international mission and has been
successful in dealing with the challenges
thereof, it is hard for me to understand
why Jones calls for the gospel to be custom-
tailored and adapted to appeal to non-
western cultures by “enlarging the Mor-
mon vision of Christian ethics” (p. 68) —
whatever that means. It should be axi-
omatic that gospel principles do not change
or need to be modified. The gospel of
Jesus Christ will elevate every soul who
embraces it with all his heart — whether
Jew, gentile, Buddhist, Hindu, or Moslem.

It is true that the international expan-
sion of the Church has been subsidized
generously by North American Saints, but
why not? The resources of the Church are
well known to the brethren, and there is
every reason to expect that inspired, pru-
dent stewardship will continue to serve the
“international church” as well in the future
as it has in the past. “For the earth is full,
and there is enough and to spare” (D&C
104:17).

The Church, indeed, should thank
Garth Jones and many others like him for
introducing the gospel in many parts of the
world. Experience shows that great things
can come from modest beginnings. Fancy
buildings and a full church program are
not essential for meaningful worship. I
am surprised that Jones feels, therefore,
that the Pakistani convert has “no future
at home . . . unless he has a network of
support” (pp. 64-65).

I have to agree with Jones on one
point, however. The architectural state-
ment of LDS temples built around the
world in recent years leaves much to be
desired.

Kenneth W. Taylor
Burbank, California
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Jones Responds

I appreciate Kenneth W. Taylor’s com-
ments but suspect that we would give very
different answers to the three perplexing
questions I posed in my article. While
gospel principles may be immutable truth,
their interpretation and practice certainly
are not. Nor do I see the Church’s growth
abroad as logical and orderly. Perhaps we
are speaking out of drastically different
world experiences.

My life spans the Great Depression,
World War II, and the post-war hopes,
successes, and frustrations. I have experi-
enced personal poverty and have con-
sequently spent much of my adult life
attempting to alleviate poverty. Since I
am a cultural product of Wasatch-front
Mormonism, it has been my context for
trying to come to terms with the terrible
waste of human life which I have wit-
nessed. I have literal nightmares from
some of these experiences.

I accept the thinking of the remark-
able Jewish theologian Martin Buber, who
stressed that human experience without
religion is “but dust and ashes.”! Yet
nothing so tests my faith as Taylor’s quota-
tion: “For the earth is full, and there is
enough and to spare. . .” (D&C 104:17).
Mainly under the auspices of the United
Nations, I spent three years of my profes-
sional life in the early 1970s working on
the world population problem. I was finally
forced to admit that nothing I could fore-
see would curtail the “killing fields.” This
was one of the principal reasons I moved
to Alaska where the population is small
and the air is pure.

Nevertheless, I still consult from time
to time with various U.S. and international
agencies on population matters. In 1980,
under a World Bank project in Indonesia,
I did the organizational and system design
to relocate two and a half million poverty-

1In Walter Kaufman, Religion in Four
Dimensions: Existential, Aesthetic, Histori-
cal, Comparative (New York: Reader’s
Digest Press, 1976), p. 14.

stricken persons living on the islands of
Java, Bali, and Madura. Over three mil-
lion persons are born on these three islands
each year. Over half die before age five.
I realized that the project was somewhat
fruitless but felt anyway that maybe a few
hundred thousand lives would be better off.
That was worth something.

Interestingly enough, I received an-
other letter after the article was published.
It came from an agnostic friend of Lu-
theran background:

“It is amazing that we have remained
such close friends over the years when our
religious beliefs so differ. I see no reason
why your church can influence in any way
whatsoever the dismal global future. I see
no hope until (1) world population is
brought under control (and your people
are great offenders since they procreate
beyond a reasonable level), (2) military
expenditures are brought under control
(and your Utah certainly benefits from
them), and (3) Americans cut back their
excessive consumption (remember I learned
from you that each U.S. child consumes
thirty-two times as much as each Indian
child).

“Do not feel too bad about my asser-
tions. Organized religions have nothing to
offer the world [either] in the eradication
of mass poverty [or in] setting [the] stage
for massive social uplift.”

Thus, I stand accused simultaneously
of both optimism and pessimism. I feel
both. My direct ancestors greatly benefitted
from nineteenth-century Mormonism. But
I worry about the future of Indonesian
Saints I know living in the slums of Indo-
nesia. Mormonism’s first Indonesian con-
vert now has Catholic leanings, and I feel
he has embraced that church. The Pakis-
tani convert who Taylor seems to feel has
a fine future can, under Islamic law, be
stoned to death and is completely rejected
by his extended family.

Yet I must continue to live a religious
life. Without belief, all life becomes sense-
less, even though my Mormon heritage does
not provide a satisfying answer to the out-



rage of needless human suffering and pre-
mature death. So I try to live by the
maxim, “Live simply so that others may
simply live.”

I wish my church was more involved
in temporal salvation. It isn’t. So I will
continue to support—and at times work
within —such religious organizations as
Catholic Charities and the Salvation Army,
both of which give me great spiritual
sustenance and comfort. It is from such
religious activities I gain the will to join
secular efforts of human uplift like the
U.S./Agency for International Develop-
ment, special undertakings of the United
Nations’ family of agencies, and projects
carried out by philanthropic associations.

Garth N. Jones
Anchorage, Alaska

In Response to “Obedience
the Ambiguous Gift”

I am writing in response to Lavina
Fielding Anderson’s essay, “The Ambiguous
Gift of Obedience” (Spring 1987). As
either a gift or as ambiguous, I found this
essay most stimulating.

Anderson asks the rhetorical questions,
“Should we obey?” and “Is disobedience
justified?” (p. 141). She answers both un-
equivocally “Of course,” which suggests a
high degree of ambiguity, but then con-
tinues by asking, “But whom? and what?
and when?” I suspect that if she knew
who or what we should obey, she would no
longer find the principle of obedience
ambiguous or need to ask when.

In my view, disobedience to authority
does not per se make us disobedient. I
doubt that Brigham Young considered him-
self disobedient because he refused to give
up polygamy when ordered to do so by
civil authority. If our obedience to some
higher principle results in disobedience to
some lower principle, in my view we are
being obedient, not disobedient.

In addition, merely because an indi-
vidual or organization claims that we owe
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them obedience does not mean that we are
disobedient in rejecting that claim. For
example, I am not disobedient for refusing
to follow a commandment of the Roman
Catholic Church, whose claims I do not
consider valid. But what if they were valid,
and I was simply unable to believe them?
Would I then be disobedient? I think not.
At issue is not merely the validity of the
claim, but also personal conscience. If I
am obedient to the higher principle of per-
sonal conscience, then I am not disobedient
for refusing to obey a person or organiza-
tion that I do not believe in.

Further, even if I know a command-
ment is from God, in my view I am not
disobedient if I refuse to follow it when it
conflicts with my personal conscience. Was
Peter disobedient when he refused to eat
the unclean beast, although commanded to
do so three times? (Acts 10:9-16) Was
Nephi disobedient when he refused to kill
Laban without first receiving a satisfactory
(to him) explanation for why he should
kill a helpless man? If he had not received
that explanation, would he then have been
disobedient for refusing to kill Laban? I
think not.

It is interesting to me that Anderson
never once mentions personal conscience in
her essay. She does mention that in ren-
dering obedience to another person “we
must decide as individuals whether . . .
[someone] . . . is telling the truth— God’s
truth, not just wishful thinking or self-
deception” (pp. 137-38). But, she does
not say that personal conscience plays any
part in resolving these issues. The exam-
ples of Gideon, Zacharias, Abraham, and
Jephtah (p. 137) spring easily to life in
the essay with all of their ambiguity, but
she overlooks Peter and Nephi.

I realize that personal conscience does
not flourish in Mormon soil. I also realize
that many who have been unable to be
obedient to Church teachings because of
personal conscience have not fared well.
Some are no longer with us because of such
issues as blacks not receiving the priest-
hood (which of course they now do), the
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ERA, homosexuality, women not receiving
the priesthood, writing on subjects unfavor-
able to the Church, etc. Most of us, while
uneasy with the Church’s actions (or inac-
tion), merely wait patiently for the Church
to do the right thing. But for some, per-
sonal conscience makes patience impossible.

In the Church I have never heard talks
about personal conscience, about the risks
of abdicating personal conscience to those
in authority, about the dangers of Dachau,
Jonestown, the Inquisition, My Lai, or
Mountain Meadows. Juanita Brooks in The
Mountain Meadows Massacre (Norman,
Okla.: University of Oklahoma Press, 1962)
suggests that there were dissenters at
Mountain Meadows who fired their guns
in the air (p. 74). How many lives would
have been saved if only one man had stood
up and said as did General Alexander W.
Doniphan when ordered to shoot Joseph
Smith, “It is cold-blooded murder. I will
not obey your order. . . . if you execute
these men, I will hold you responsible
before an earthly tribunal, so help me
God” (Comprehensive History of the
Church 1:490.) Integrity does not count
the personal cost; it is the ultimate value
to which we owe our obedience, and all
else must give way before it.

But don’t we risk losing highly valued
rewards or suffering greatly feared punish-
ments if we do not obey those with the
power to reward or punish us? We do, and
if that is what we value most, then per-
sonal conscience will always come second.
And what of the uncertainty introduced
when each of us substitutes our own values
for those of established authority? Un-
fortunately, evil done in the name of obe-
dience frequently harms many and then
passes for virtue. When individual con-
science fails, there is not usually the oppor-
tunity to injure great numbers of others.
(Unless, of course, that individual leads
other individuals who will accept such a
failure of conscience as morally correct.)

Obviously not everyone will see per-
sonal conscience as the highest value. And

even those who do will tend to suspect the
motives of those who reach conclusions dif-
ferent from their own. At the same time,
not everyone will agree that obedience to
the “proper” authority is the higher value.
What is the “proper” authority? Some
may even decide that there is no absolute
authority and each choice should be based
upon each unique circumstance. Frequently
our choices are automatic, unexamined —
little more than acquiescence to our cul-
tural norms.

As for me and my house, I cannot do
what I know to be evil to obtain a reward
or to avoid a punishment. My integrity is
more important to me than the possibility
that my ultimate fate may be less glorious
or pleasant than yours.

Anderson does not really address the
larger issues of obedience, but rather the
narrower issue of obedience to the Church.
She does recognize the dangers of Moun-
tain Meadows (p. 138) and acknowledges
that the Church does not define the total
sum of her religious experience (p. 141).
She does not confuse serving the Church
or “building the kingdom” with the “Gos-
pel” or service to our fellow man and to
God. She is trying to find constructive
ways to deal with the tension of living in a
community of imperfect people who have
a conviction that they alone possess abso-
lute truth. Obviously she loves the Church
and is dedicated to it. This, of course,
makes it more painful when the Church
or its members fall short of the gospel
challenge.

In that context, I think her essay is
most thoughtful and constructive. We do
not resent what we give freely and with
love, and our gift edifies us. We often
resent what we give out of duty or duress
and are not edified. Anderson’s consecrated
or mature obedience certainly makes obe-
dience to the Church a free gift given in
love — one that will surely edify the giver.

W. L. Williamson
Convent Station, New Jersey



Luggage
Dixie Partridge
(for one leaving)

You are required to keep the poundage low:
two large cases and a carry-on:

what you take for months overseas.

In a year of famine, you have volunteered
for hunger in a strange language

you begin to force onto your tongue,

words affirming ways of irrigation:

seeds salvaged, sprouts toward green

in the fields.

What you need most was there
before you packed, not fire in the eyes,
but deeper, not things you have
but what you enjoy.
You've planted vegetables and flowers
in old tires — a family’s garden;
pruned massive lilac trees and honeysuckle
that crowded paths; painted fences
and repaired collapsing sheds
in that dying farm town.

When I walk back
toward my car and education, the acquiring
of whatever will allay my dread of poverty,
I carry nothing from the airport
but an ache and tremble in my hands.

DIXIE PARTRIDGE has published poetry in over forty journals and in several anthologies,
including The Montana Review, The Greensboro Review, Quarterly West, and Sunstone.
She is completing the manuscript for her second book of poetry. Her first, Deer in the Hay-
stacks (Ahsahta Press), was published in 1984. She lives in Richland, Washington. “Noc-
turne, October” first appeared in a slightly different form in Crab Creek Review, 1986.






ARTICLES AND ESSAYS

Reflections from Within:
A Conversation with

Linda King Newell and
L. Jackson Newell

After serving five and a half years, Linda and Jack Newell step down as editors
of DIALOGUE as this issue goes to press, turning the editorship over to Kay and
Ross Peterson of Logan, Utah. Following is an interview with them conducted
by Lavina Fielding Anderson, associate editor.

Lavina: What has been your history with Diarocue? When did you first
encounter it and what were your ties with the journal before 19827

Linda: We read about the founding of DiaLoGUE in Time magazine in 1966
and spirited a check off just in time to get Volume 1, No. 1. We haven’t
missed an issue since. With the exception of Jack’s essay in Winter 1980, how-
ever, neither of us had written for DIALOGUE or otherwise served the journal
until we assumed the editorship.

Lavina: Did you apply for the position?

Linda: Oh, no! Dick and Julie Cummings invited us over for dinner in the
fall of 1981 and asked if we would like to be nominated. We were honored
but declined. We didn’t feel qualified to succeed Mary Bradford, and we didn’t
know where we’d find the time to edit a major publication anyway. We
enjoyed the Cummings and their hospitality but didn’t give their suggestion
serious thought.

Lavina: Then what?

Linda: Fred Esplin and Randy Mackey, co-chairs of the editor search com-
mittee, came by one Sunday afternoon early in 1982 and told us we had been
chosen! We were stunned. But by then Valeen Avery and I thought we were
only a few months from finishing our book, Mormon Enigma: Emma Hale
Smith, and Jack had just received word of his promotion to full professor. On
the crest of these events, we were foolish enough to try anything. We have
always worked quite well together and thought we would enjoy serving together
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as editors. After a week of reflecting, we said “yes,” on the condition that you
serve with us, Lavina.

Lavina: What were your initial objectives?

Jack: To assure DIALOGUE’s continuing editorial independence, to publish
on time, to double the readership, to build a one-year reserve fund, and to do
it all with a touch of class. We wanted everyone associated with DIALOGUE to
be proud of it. It was clear from the outset that these goals were highly
interdependent.

Lavina: How did you start?

Linda: With good fortune. Those who chose to serve with us are remarkably
talented and diverse people. The entire Executive Committee — and most
everyone else who started with us — has stayed together for five and a half
years through this final issue under our editorship. And many other able people,
like Kevin Jones and Linda Thatcher, have joined us along the way. I doubt
that we will ever enjoy such esprit with a group again.

Lavina: How do you account for this camaraderie?

Linda: Editing DIALOGUE requires more knowledge and skill than any one or
two people possess. We learned quickly to delegate and trust each other’s
judgment within the staff. And on the crucial editorial and policy decisions,
we all learned to express ourselves forcefully and listen to each other carefully.
Ten or twelve people participated in the biweekly staff meetings held in our
living room on Tuesday evenings. We often debated furiously, but strong
differences can bring people closer if genuine good will prevails. The members
of our editorial group have profound respect for one another. Jack and I have
often disagreed, too — I tend to be more intuitive, and Jack is more analytical.
It became increasingly evident to us as we went along that these two perspec-
tives complement each other, particularly when it comes to tough editorial
decisions.

Lavina: Were the early months your hardest?

Linda: Moving the journal from Washington, D.C., and a snafu with our first
typesetter meant that we were almost a year behind. Mary’s last issue, Spring
1982, came out in the summer. We didn’t get the summer and fall issues out
until January 1983, but by then we were rolling. In the next twelve months
we published five more issues. This year we reached our goal of mailing each
issue on the first day of the quarter: the winter issue goes into the mail on
1 December. You are as responsible for that as anyone, Lavina. Our business
manager, Fred Esplin, says, “You’ve got to have somebody who’s a stickler for
deadlines,” and that’s been you.

Lavina: 1 accept the compliment. But I think we need to give credit where
it’s due: to our group of volunteer editors, proofreaders, and typists. Their
work is all-important, but it never shows when it’s done right. Proofreading in
particular has to be the ultimate invisible task. We proof everything five times
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in manuscript, galleys, and page proofs, and errors still slip through. When
they do, we feel embarrassed and try to do better next time. Jerilyn Wake-
field, who teaches school in Tooele and who won one of our writing prizes for
her essay about adopting her son as an unmarried woman, has been with us
from the start — proofreading after J. L. is asleep at night, and occasionally
adding “Grief!” in the margins of particularly outrageous sections.

Don Henriksen, our typesetter, is a phenomenon. He’s a ballroom dancer
six nights a week, divorced, in his fifties, with a dashing moustache. He started
in the typesetting business as a boy when it was all hot lead. Today he still sets
hot lead in a workshop in his basement. He’s worked nights and weekends to
inch us up on the schedule a few days at each issue. He says he can hear by
the rhythm of the matrices of type falling whether he’s hit the wrong key or not.
He’s amazingly accurate.

Susette Fletcher Green is another of the treasures who has been with us
from the beginning. She responded to our questionnaire and said she’d like to
volunteer. She’d spent the last thirteen years raising her four children — she
added a fifth during the DiALOGUE years — and teaching in volunteer pro-
grams at school. She turned out to be a natural-born editor and has been
co-associate editor for the last couple of years. She’ll stay on the new team, and
I feel immense confidence in turning the copy editing over to her.

Linda: Others have played a key role, too. Daniel Maryon, our assistant editor
and office manager, makes sure everyone gets everything they are supposed to,
including our subscribers — he sees that they get their issues and their renewal
statements. Incidently, Dan is one of many Maryons who have worked for
DiALoGUE over the past five years. He came to work in 1983, first as a part-time
office person then full time when his sister Annie Maryon Brewer left DIALOGUE
to begin a career as a social worker. His mother, Pat, two more of his sisters,
and his wife, Dorothy, have all worked in the office from time to time. His father,
Ed Maryon, provided the art for our Spring 1984 issue.

Lavina: Jack, how do you see DIALOGUE as a part of the larger stream of
Mormon culture?

Jack: Since converting to the LDS church from Methodism twenty-five years
ago, I have been both exhilarated and perplexed by my “chosen” religion. I
have been exhilarated by the sense of community it engenders, the sense of pur-
pose and hope it conveys to its adherents, and by the boldness of its claims and
practices. It is a young religion, still energetic and sometimes brash. To me
this is appealing. On the other hand, these same qualities have their negative
sides. What members experience as community sometimes comes across as
cliquishness to outsiders. Energetic and brash can read powerful and arrogant
if you’re not part of it. And our bold claims sometimes look silly to others.
Some of our cultural practices are silly. It is easy for Mormons to see ourselves
in the images we and our church promulgate. But it’s particularly difficult for
us to see ourselves as others do, because of our strong cohesiveness and, in
Utah, our numerical dominance. One of DIALOGUE’s greatest contributions
over the last two decades has been to bring a measure of objectivity to our
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perceptions of ourselves and our world. This, of course, is the stuff of serious
scholarship everywhere.

Lavina: How objective do you think DiaLocUE has been under your editorship?

Jack: True objectivity is probably never realized in this world. It involves
listening carefully to divergent views, seeking verifiable information, and treat-
ing alternative explanations of events, actions, and motivations seriously. It
also means treating those who hold differing views with respect. This involves
listening to them, weighing their evidence without bias, and responding to what
they have actually said or actually believe rather than ascribing motives (always
a risky and flawed endeavor) or exaggerating their position to make our
response more credible. As editors of DIALOGUE, we may not always have
been objective, but we have tried to put this philosophy into action — to be as
objective as we can make ourselves.

Lavina: You and Linda have been criticized by some for failing to devote
comparable space to more traditional interpretations of history and doctrine.
Are these criticisms justified?

Jack: Some believe DIALOGUE is not true to its name unless the whole dialogue
takes place within DiaLocuE. I don’t see it that way. This journal makes
dialogue possible by providing a forum for scholarship and responsible essays
that could not be brought to the attention of serious-thinking Mormons through
any other publication. Let me give an example. We recently published Harris
Lenowitz’s article ““The Binding of Isaac: A View of Jewish Exegesis” (Sum-
mer 1987). This piece was originally presented to the B. H. Roberts Society
in the spring of 1986. The other two speakers that night, BYU professors Kent
Brown and Kent Jackson, defended a rather traditional Mormon view of
scripture. Their papers were well-conceived and well-crafted, but in our judg-
ment they presented material with which DiALOoGUE readers and other well-
informed Latter-day Saints are already familiar. Put differently, other publica-
tions and other occasions have provided and will offer Latter-day Saints access
to Brown’s and Jackson’s perspectives. Thus, DiaLocuE made dialogue possible
for our readers by providing a forum for another view — the Jewish view —
of scripture. If I thoughtlessly laid my Bible on the floor in the past, I haven’t
done so since encountering Lenowitz’s sobering description of his visit to the LDS
Institute. His article also precipitated a number of conversations with friends
about what we regard as appropriate respect for a sacred book. That’s DiIALoGUE
making dialogue possible. It doesn’t all have to happen within our pages, but
it should happen because of what we publish.

Lavina: What has been your editorial philosophy? What values have governed
your editorial decisions?

Jack: DiaLoGUE should publish the finest scholarship and literature available
in and around Mormonism today. Throughout history and across cultures,
“official” literature and art are rarely distinguished. Great artists and great
writers struggle to help us confront reality, to become aware of our facile
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assumptions and to see the paradoxes in our comfortable conformity . . . or
the irony in our self-righteous rebelliousness. It’s like wearing a hair shirt, but
every culture and every institution needs to look itself squarely in the eye and
deal with uncomfortable questions from time to time. It’s the only way we can
stay healthy. If we lose the capacity to do this for ourselves, then only outsiders
will be left to do it. But we never hear them well; we’re too defensive. It’s
human nature.

Lavina: Do you see DIALOGUE, then, as an expression of the loyal opposition?

Jack: That’s not a concept Mormons have entertained, but there is some merit
init. I like the notion because it implies no position on the ideological spectrum
from liberal to conservative. It simply assumes the airing of other perspectives.
Di1ALOGUE does have a liberal bias, however, if that means a preference for free
and responsible thought. But we must remember that free and responsible
thought sometimes finds in favor of traditional interpretations of history and
even the wisdom of official proclamations.

Lavina: Then why does DiaLoGUE seem to be feared by some LDS church
leaders?

Jack: Among the leaders of the Church there are those who believe that free
expression will breed error. There are other leaders, however, who see free
expression as an essential creative influence or as a powerful corrective for the
occasional inhumane implementation of a well-intended policy. That’s fine.
My views happen to correspond with the latter, but as long as both kinds of
leaders are present — and their conflicting perspectives are aired in official
circles — we have no reason for alarm. In any event, DIALOGUE does not exist
to please officials. It does not exist to please anyone. It is here to be considered,
not to be loved. Paradoxically, that’s why some of us have loved it for twenty
years!

Lavina: How do you blend the intellectual independence you love with the
kind of institutional loyalty that is necessary to make the Church work?

Jack: 1 don’t. Intellectual independence and institutional loyalty are contra-
dictory terms. Our ultimate loyalties should be to principles, not to institutions
or individuals. In the case of the Church, our loyalty must be to the principles
of our religion. I'm talking about truthfulness, forgiveness, repentance, uncon-
ditional love, and mercy for those who hunger, or grieve, or bear heavy bur-
dens. The Church is done a disservice (and is sometimes even done in) by
those who substitute loyalty to the organization or to individuals within it for
loyalty to its principles. So again we come to one of these paradoxes: intel-
lectual independence does serve the institutional church by asking whether its
means, its policies, and its practices are consistent with its highest ideals.

Lavina: How did you come to hold these views, Jack? Did you bring them
into the Church with you as a convert, did they develop somewhere along the
way, or have they emerged from your association with DIALOGUE?
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Jack: 1 have a fairly optimistic view of human nature. I believe that, if trusted
and respected, the vast majority of people will do the right thing on their own.
Despite forty-eight years of knocks and bumps, I still believe this. I simply
don’t accept the old adage that an idle mind is the devil’s workshop. This idea
suggests that people are inherently devious and will do wrong unless we can
find some way to stop them. Prison wardens may be excused for this assump-
tion, but it is unbecoming to others, especially those in religious organizations.
My beliefs about the interplay of individuals and institutions, and the relation-
ship between church and religion, have their roots both in my home and in my
education. As a graduate student, I was steeped in the history of the European
Enlightenment and the American Revolution before I joined the Church. I
was naturally attracted, therefore, by the Mormon doctrine of free agency. I
believed then and I believe now that the purpose of religion is to hallow endur-
ing, even redeeming, ideas and principles. Churches are created to teach these
doctrines for the good of the individuals who embrace them and ultimately,
we hope, for the benefit of society. Force and pressure and guilt have no place
in religion. When the Church lapses into these tactics, it makes a mockery of
our doctrines and of free agency. I suppose I have spoken and written more
about this problem since we have edited DIALOGUE, but the concern goes way
back in my history. Words are only words, however. The persistent task is to
live by the principles we espouse.

Lavina: How has DiaLocuk affected your lives?

Linda: It has caused us to reflect deeply on what we believe, and it has cer-
.tainly educated us in a lot of important ways. It has also kept us active in the
Church. Since our marriage twenty-four years ago, we have been Southerners,
Yankees, Midwesterners, and Westerners, having resided in five states other
than Utah. In three of those places we lived in small branches, one in Appa-
lachia with a membership so poor that some members came from homes with
dirt floors and children came to church with no shoes. In every place we lived
before moving to Utah in 1974, we watched people with diverse economic and
educational backgrounds and from across the political spectrum work together
in the Church. Everyone was ne