


Eprtors: F. Ross Peterson
Mary Kay Peterson

AssocIATE Epitor: Susette Fletcher Green

ManacING Epitor: Rebecca England

EprroriaL AssISTANT: Dorothy Black Maryon

EprtoriAL ASsocIATES: Helen B. Cannon, Lawrence O. Cannon,
G. Kevin Jones, Daniel C. Maryon, Ray G. Minkler

Book Review Epitor: Linda Thatcher

PoeTrY EpITOR: Linda Sillitoe

DEesiGNER: Warren Archer 11

ArT Eprtor: Elaine S. Harding

BusiNEss MANAGER: Bradly A. Oldroyd

LecaL CouNsiL: Randall A. Mackey

Sta¥F: Dawn Hall Anderson, Lavina Fielding Anderson, Marge Armstrong,
Christine Newell Bourn, Bethany Chaffin, Melodee Clegg, Sandra Cordon,
Elaine England, Mary Evans, Paula Fowler, Brent Godfrey, Ann Hobson,
Matthew Jeffers, Robin Johnson, Charlene King Kotoku, Emily Lichfield,
Sheila Mernill, Anita Mitchell, Jean Bergen Ohai, Catherine Passey,
Kristy Ann Pike, Enid Magnuson Smith, Jan Stucki, Susan B. Taber,
Terry Tilton, Jerilyn Wakefield, Carla Western, Marilyn Damron W hite,
Lynne Kanavel W hitesides

EpitoriaL Boarp

Douglas D. Alder, Dixie College, St. George, Utah

Thomas G. Alexander, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah
Irene M. Bates, Pacific Palisades, California

Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah
Lester E. Bush, Gaithersburg, Maryland

Claudia L. Bushman, Newark, Delaware

Melodie Moench Charles, Ft. Sam Houston, Texas

Richard ]J. Cummings, University of Utah, Salt Lake City

Paul M. Edwards, Temple School, Independence, Missouri
Lawrence Foster, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta

Marvin J. Hill, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah

William Clayton Kimball, Bentley College, Waltham, Massachusetts
Armand L. Mauss, Washington State University, Pullman

Sterling M. McMurrin, University of Utah, Salt Lake City

Levi S. Peterson, Weber State College, Ogden, Utah

Jan Shipps, Indiana University — Purdue University, Indianapolis

Apvisory CouNcIL

Lowell L. Bennion, Salt Lake City, Utah
Mary L. Bradford, Arlington, Virginia

L. Jackson Newell, Salt Lake City, Utah
Linda King Newell, Salt Lake City, Utah
Grethe B. Peterson, Salt Lake City, Utah
Robert A. Rees, Los Angeles, California
George D. Smith, San Francisco, California



DIALOGUE

A JOURNAL OF MORMON THOUGHT

is an independent quarterly

established to express Mormon culture
and to examine the relevance of religion
to secular life. It is edited by
Latter-day Saints who wish to bring
their faith into dialogue with the

larger stream of Judeo-Christian thought
and with human experience as a whole
and to foster artistic and scholarly
achievement based on their cultural
heritage. The journal encourages a
variety of viewpoints; although every
effort is made to ensure

accurate scholarship and responsible
judgment, the views expressed are
those of the individual authors and are
not necessarily those of

The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints or of the editors.



DiaLocUE: A JourRNAL oF MorMoN THouGHT, Vol. 22, No. 1, Spring 1989

CONTENTS

IN THIS ISSUE
LETTERS

ARTICLES AND ESSAYS

JuaniTA BrOOKS, MY SuBjECT, MY SISTER Leuvi S. Peterson

ASSIMILATION AND AMBIVALENCE : Armand L. Mauss

THE MoRMON REACTION TO AMERICANIZATION

Tue MorMoN CONFERENCE TALK Dorice Williams Elliott

AS PATRIARCHAL DISCOURSE

“A SoncG For ONE STiLL VOICE” : Susan H. Miller

HyMN oF AFFIRMATION

“Cast ME Not OFF IN THE TIME oF OLD AGE” Nell Folkman
PERSONAL VOICES

PiLGriMs IN TIME Dian Saderup

Ir I WeRrE Gop Gay Taylor

Ir I WERE SATAN Samuel W. Taylor

THE WEED Paris Anderson
POETRY

SONNET oN LIFE’s DANGERS Linda Sillitoe

DurinG RECESsS Linda Sillitoe

SNOWFALL AT GLENFLESK

LEsser VoICES

FICTION

Jack-MorMoNs

NOTES AND COMMENTS

THE RESTORATION IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

Karen Marguerite Moloney
Sherwin W. Howard

Edward A. Geary

Robert J. McCue

16
30

70

80

87

99
106
114
118

68

69
86
128

132

142



REVIEWS

HisTory FOR THE PEOPLE M. Guy Bishop 152
Utah: A People’s History by Dean May

WaAT Do MorMoN WoMEN WANT? Rebecca Reid Linford 153
Sisters in Spirit: Mormon Women in Historical and
Cultural Perspective edited by Maureen Ursenbach Beecher
and Lavina Fielding Anderson

HisTtory oF HisTORIANS Gary Topping 156
Mormons and Their Historians by Davis Bitton
and Leonard J. Arrington

HumAanrTY OR DIvINITY? George D. and Camilla Miner Smith 158

The Last Temptation of Christ a film by Martin Scorsese
BRIEF NOTICES 160

ART CREDITS

Lee Dillon is a talented ceramic artist who, in his own words, “loves the
process of creating artwork more than the finished product.” He finds con-
tinual excitement and challenge working in ceramics and has taught in sec-
ondary schools, colleges, and public art centers in the Salt Lake City area since
receiving an M.F.A. degree in ceramic design from Brigham Young University
in 1978. Lee is represented in a number of private and public collections in
Utah, and has exhibited works regularly since 1979.

Cover: stoneware jar, 16” high, rutile saturated glaze over crackle slip with
copper, iron, and wood ash overspray.

p- 29: stoneware teapot, 6” high, surface texture applied with white slip on
bisque ware.

p- 79: stoneware jar and small bowl — textured, 20” high, reduction fired,
texture applied with white slip on bisque ware.

pp. 67,97, 98, 105, 113, 127: various stoneware jars, reduction fired.

Di1ALOGUE: A JoURNAL oF MorMON THOUGHT is published quarterly by the Dialogue
Foundation, P.O. Box 658, Salt Lake City, Utah 84110-0658. DiaLoGUE has no official con-
nection with the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Third class postage paid at Salt
Lake City, Utah. Contents copyright © 1989 by the Dialogue Foundation. ISSN 0002-2157.

Subscription rate is $25 per year; students $18 per year; single copies $7. A catalogue of
back issues is available upon request. DIALOGUE is also available on microforms through Uni-
versity Microfilms International, 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106-1346, and
18 Bedford Row, London, WC1R 4E], England.

DiaLoGUE welcomes articles, essays, poetry, fiction, selections for Notes and Comments,
letters to the editor, and art. Manuscripts must be sent in triplicate, accompanied by return
postage, and should be prepared according to the Chicago Manual of Style including double-
spacing all block quotations and notes. Use the author-date citation style as described in the
thirteenth edition. An IBM-PC compatible floppy diskette may also be submitted with the
manuscript, using WordPerfect or other ASCII format software. Send submissions to Dia-
LOGUE, P.O. Box 658, Salt Lake City, Utah 84110-0658. Artists wishing consideration of
their artwork should send inquiries to the Art Editor at the same address.



IN THIS ISSUE

Each issue develops a personality as it takes shape. This spring DIALOGUE
takes a critical look at Mormon culture and individuals within that culture.
It is always difficult to assess who we are and what we are doing as part of a
larger scheme. The authors confront these questions in personal ways that widen
our perspectives.

We open the issue with Levi Peterson’s poignant response to writing the bi-
ography of Juanita Brooks, well known for her groundbreaking historical works
on pioneers in southern Utah and a role model to many historians of Mormon
country. Peterson’s book won the 1987 David W. and Beatrice C. Evans Biog-
raphy Award.

Armand Mauss, who has dedicated his sociological career to understanding
religions, discusses the difficulty of assimilating our unique Mormon culture
into mainstream American life. Utilizing a series of surveys and impressions
of Mormon culture, Mauss traces signs of assimilation and resulting retrench-
ment efforts that have moved us toward fundamentalism.

In the past, few scholars have given detailed attention to LDS conference
talks, but a number of communications students are now analyzing how
speakers use the language and what messages are being heard. Dorice Williams
Elliott explores the “unsaid” in a general conference address to women.

In an analysis of Bruce Jorgensen’s “A Song for One Still Voice,” Susan
H. Miller shows us that literary criticism reveals more than just the details of
a particular story. Sharing the poetic fervor of the original story, Miller re-
minds us as Latter-day Saints to celebrate the spirituality of physical experience.

Growing older is something we all must deal with. Nell Folkman's essay
analyzes the problems facing the elderly and their families, then quotes exten-
sively from the journals of several middle-aged caretakers. In our Personal
Voices section, Gay and Sam Taylor role-play about God and Satan from the
perspective of seven decades of experience. Paris Anderson creates a different
setting as he discusses his relationship with an eccentric grandfather. Com-
pleting this section, Dian Saderup’s beautiful essay describes her unexpected
moments of epiphany in Canterbury Cathedral.

Using southern Utah as a setting, Edward Geary writes with warmth and
humor about “Jack-Mormons.” In “Notes and Comments” Robert McCue
provides an interesting contrast between LDS and RLDS activity and growth
in British Columbia.

Our poetry section features the work of Sherwin Howard (whose poems
won first place in the 1987 DiaLocuE writing contest), Karen Moloney, and
Linda Sillitoe. Well-known to Mormon audiences, Sillitoe is DIALOGUE’s new
poetry editor. We express thanks to Michael Collings who has ably filled that
job for the past six years.



LETTERS

No Way to Build Bridges

In response to Gerald Bradford’s “The
Case for the New Mormon History” (Winter
1988), I refuse to enter into a discussion
with Bradford on this question for a num-
ber of reasons. First, I have no interest in
further defending myself or my colleagues
either from the assertion or the assumption
that the New Mormon History or the way it
is written affects — presumably undermin-
ing — “the faith of believers” (p. 143). In
this connection, I am unwilling to discuss
the matter with anyone who assumes that
the New Mormon Historians deny the sacred
character of authentic religious experiences.
I would characterize my feelings as pro-
foundly disappointed rather than “mad as
hell” (p. 143) over this, and although I can-
not stop Bradford and the “gang of four”
(p. 146) from continuing to operate on such
assumptions, I do not have to participate in
such a demeaning discussion.

Second, in order to enter into a discus-
sion of historical methodology, a participant
needs to show that he or she understands
the literature of the historiography that
underpins a particular point of view. Brad-
ford’s essay makes it abundantly clear that
he has little understanding of modern
historiography.

Third, a discussant needs to show an
understanding of the clear use of terms.
Contrary to Bradford’s assertions, Gilbert
Ryle gives four examples of category mis-
takes that all result from an unfamiliarity
with the subject matter. In each example,
Ryle shows how the uninitiated observer is
unable to relate the concrete constituent
part to the abstract concept that charac-
terizes the whole: for example, colleges,

libraries, museums, etc. to a university; bat-
talions, batteries, squadrons to a division;
bowlers, batsmen, and fielders to team-spirit;
and “the connections between the Church
of England, the Home Office and the [ab-
stract concept of the] British Constitution”
(The Concept of Mind. New York: Barnes
and Noble, 1949, pp. 16-18). (These are,
incidentally, the pages I cited in my essay.
Unfortunately, a typographical error placed
a quotation mark at the end of the last sen-
tence which was, in fact, intended to gen-
eralize over Ryle’s examples. The other
phrases are quoted from Ryle.)

I suppose that the bottom line is that
no self-respecting human being can build
bridges with critics who continually formu-
late their arguments in terms like: “When
are you going to stop beating your wife?”

Thomas G. Alexander
Provo, Utah

Don’t Label Me

While I generally admire Marvin Hill’s
scholarship, I do not believe his recent Dia-
LoGgUE article, “The ‘New Mormon His-
tory’ Reassessed in Light of Recent Books
on Joseph Smith and Mormon Origins”
(Fall 1988), accurately describes the pres-
ent state of Mormon historiography. More-
over, his attempt to place various historical
works into one of three categories — con-
servative, moderate, and liberal — tends to
oversimplify and distort the real situation.
This tendency is particularly noticeable in
Hill’s treatment of works from the left. His
inability to distinguish the varying motives
and contributions of those on the left be-
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comes evident in his treatment of my 1986
Indian Origins and the Book of Mormon.

Hill defines the conservative right as
those who defend Mormonism “against any
negative views expressed by non-Mormons,
. . . proclaim empirical proofs for Mor-
monism, and generally ignore contrary
scholarly opinion,” while those on the left
concentrate ‘“‘exclusively on the truth or
untruth of Mormon religious claims” (pp.
116, 117). Those in the center or “middle
ground,” those who produce the so-called
“New Mormon History,” according to Hill,
are existentialists who believe “Mormonism
can be neither proved nor disproved by
historical means” (p. 125). Thus Hill at-
tempts to disassociate the New Mormon
History from the concerns of both the right
and the left.

While I do not consider my work part
of the New Mormon History, it also does
not deal with the truth claims of the Mor-
mon religion and therefore does not fit
Hill’s “far left” category. Moreover, my
purpose was not, as Hill asserts, to trace
“the actual historical background of the
Book of Mormon” (p. 124). Rather, I
explored the possible ways the first readers
perceived the Book of Mormon, specifically
how it seemed to solve many of the theo-
logical problems dealing with Indian ori-
gins in the New World which troubled
them but no longer concern us. My book
concerns the nineteenth-century world view
and how that world view changed. I ex-
plicitly stated at the outset the modest goals
of my work:

In my own study of the Book of Mor-
mon I have not been primarily con-
cerned with discovering the “sources” of
Joseph Smith’s thought. Nor have I
been interested in tracing links between
Joseph Smith and those books he may
have read or been exposed to. Rather
I have chosen to shift the emphasis of
the discussion somewhat, to outline the
broad contours of public discussion about
the ancient inhabitants of America
which had taken place or was taking
place by 1830 when the Book of Mor-
mon first appeared. What was the focus

and thrust of that discussion? What
complex of questions and problems
motivated and concerned Joseph Smith’s
contemporaries? What kinds of re-
sponses were displayed by the books and
articles written at the time? Finally, I
have tried to determine the extent to
which the Book of Mormon may have
been part of that discussion (1986, 5).

Hill should have thus distinguished my
work from that of earlier researchers such
as Fawn Brodie. Wayne Ham, for one,
noted the distinction in his review of the
book in the May 1987 Saints’ Herald.

Only in the conclusion do I explore
the possible implications of my research on
the historicity of the Book of Mormon.
While I agree with the New Mormon His-
torians that the metaphysical aspects of
religion cannot be tested by historical
means, artifacts, such as books, and events
are completely different matters. But even
when discussing the historicity issue, I sepa-
rated the question of the book’s historicity
from truth claims of the Mormon religion,
pointing out that “for various reasons an
increasing number of faithful Mormons are
suggesting that it may be possible to ques-
tion the Book of Mormon’s historicity and
yet maintain a belief in its sacred and in-
spired nature” (1986, 71). Thus to ques-
tion the Book of Mormon’s historicity is
not necessarily an attack on the Mormon
religion. But, again, the Book of Mormon’s
historicity was not the major focus of my
work. Hill is therefore incorrect to place
my work in a category which focuses on the
“truth and untruth of Mormon religious
claims.”

Hill also attempts to link my work
with the “far left” by asserting that at “key
points” I tend to “depend heavily” on the
work of the Reverend Wesley P. Walters, a
well-known opponent of Mormonism (p.
124). Hill’s guilt by association argument
is not only fallacious but also greatly exag-
gerated. Walters’ work is referred to in my
book only in footnotes, and then only sec-
ondarily (pp. 77-78, 84, 99). Thus, a year
before D. Michael Quinn’s Early Mor-



monism and the Magic World View, 1
referred readers to Walters’ work not as an
“impeachable source to tell us what hap-
pened” but for “a discussion of the docu-
mentation on the 1826 trial” (p. 78, em-
phasis added) — trusting that my readers
could glean important insights from Wal-
ters’ discussion of the documents while not
necessarily agreeing with all his interpreta-
tions and conclusions. I might have also
referred to Hill’s own treatment of the sub-
ject (1972), but Walters’ is far more de-
tailed and analytical. Hill does not men-
tion that I also refer to the work of such
“conservatives” as Richard L. Anderson,
Lyndon W. Cook, Dean Jessee, Francis W.
Kirkham, Hugh Nibley, Sidney B. Sperry,
Larry C. Porter, and B. H. Roberts (pp.
75-102). While I do not necessarily agree
with the interpretations of either a Milton
V. Backman or a Wesley P. Walters, I try
to glean what I can from their research
and fairly assess their contributions to Mor-
mon historiography. Thus, I believe, Hill
unfairly labels my book by taking advan-
tage of the existing prejudice in many
Mormon minds towards their evangelical
opponents.

Hill’s statement that I “tend at times
to be dogmatic, a characteristic of many
of the far left opponents of Mormonism”
(p. 124) might leave DiALOGUE readers
with the impression that my work is an
unreasoned, bombastic anti-Mormon attack.
However, Wayne Ham found the book
written “dispassionately, without rancor or
stridency, and in an even-handed manner”
(1987, 24), while Robert Mesle of the
RLDS’s Graceland College said that the
subject matter of the book is presented “so
calmly and undemandingly that neither
conservative nor liberal readers are likely
to feel that they are reading ‘evidence’ in
a debate.” Concerning particularly money-
digging and the 1826 trial, Mesle notes that
the subject is treated “directly but not
judgmentally” (1987, 74). Thus, I believe,
Hill unfairly tries to give my work a “far
left” or “anti-Mormon” label. Indian Ori-
gins and the Book of Mormon is not an
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anti-Mormon tract but a serious study of
one aspect of Mormon origins.

While some New Mormon Historians
have attempted to move Mormon histori-
ography more to the middle, I wonder if
Hill has not retained the old belief that
everyone to the left of himself is an enemy
of Mormonism seeking to destroy the faith.
Perhaps the distortion is due to Hill’s de-
sire to assure those on the right that the
New Mormon Historians are not in league
with anti-Mormons or secretly trying to
undermine the faith that causes him to
misrepresent the left by piling them all into
one indistinguishable heap. He also seems
to share with the right the attitude that
nothing of value can come from the left.
Thus he praises the “number of solid works
which have come from the right and center
. . . [as] a monument to a people seeking
truth about their past and facing that past
with courage and with faith” (p. 124).
Despite Hill’s failure to recognize the vari-
ous distinctive views of those on the left,
there are others, perhaps just left of center,
who are similarly trying to face the past
with courage and with faith.

Perhaps Hill did not understand the
approach my book takes because it is
neither typically anti-Mormon nor New
Mormon History. While I do not view the
present state of Mormon historiography as
Hill does, under his own definitions he
should have placed my work in the middle
or perhaps just left of middle since it does
not deal with truth claims of the Mormon
religion. However, since Hill admits that
distinctions between the right and the cen-
ter “blur at times” (p. 121), he should
have allowed the same latitude for those
on the left. Moreover, just as the New
Mormon Historians wish to distinguish their
work from the conservative defenders of
Mormonism, I would like to have my work
distinguished from the far left opponents
of Mormonism.

I believe Hill has unnecessarily politi-
cized the situation and further entrenched
the various parties. I suggest that we dis-
card the party labels and learn to fairly
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assess the contributions of various scholars
and researchers regardless of their “pro” or
“anti” bias.

Dan Vogel
Westminster, California

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ham, Wayne. “Book Reviews.” Saints’
Herald 134 (May 1987): 18, 24.

Hill, Marvin S. “Joseph Smith and the
1826 Trial: New Evidence and New
Difficulties.” Brigham Young Univer-
sity Studies 12 (Winter 1972): 223-33.

Mesle, C. Robert. “Reviews.” John Whitmer
Historical Association Journal 7 (1987):
74-175.

Quinn, D. Michael. Early Mormonism and
the Magic World View. Salt Lake City:
Signature Books, 1987.

Vogel, Dan. Indian Origins and the Book
of Mormon: Religious Solutions from
Columbus to Joseph Smith. Salt Lake
City: Signature Books, 1986.

Only Wishful Thinking

Melodie Charles’s plea for a new Mor-
mon heaven (Fall 1988) was so chock-full
of personal opinions and typical feminist
attitudes that I found it insulting as a
scholarly treatise.

Her ridicule of the prophets is inex-
cusable. For her to assert that “Joseph
Smith’s desires rather than God’s inspira-
tion prompted the only unambiguous scrip-
tural promises of kingdoms” (p. 76) is
heretical to those who believe Joseph to be
a true prophet. She relegates the source
of Brigham Young’s teaching of polygamy
to the “sexist and patriarchal” nineteenth-
century American culture (p. 80), hereby
spurning the keystone doctrine of latter-
day revelation; such an indictment brands
the polygamous prophets as adulterers. Her
protest to today’s General Authorities for
teaching “stay-at-home mothering” exposes
an untenable mockery of contemporary
seers and revelators.

Her concerns for the relative status of
Mother in Heaven are without base. Cer-
tainly, there are endless concepts and
notions of heaven about which we know
nothing because nothing has been revealed.
Ascribing the scriptures or any Church doc-
trines to the “prejudices” or “needs” of the
prophets is irreverant, irresponsible, and
near-blasphemous. Such arguments for a
new heaven are reminiscent of the Councils
of Trent and Nicea when mere mortals
attempted to actually invent the nature and
character of God.

The sum total of Charles’s wishful
thinking will not alter even one whit the
reality of Mormon heaven.

D. Gordon Wilson
Gresham, Oregon

A Clear View

I want to express my thanks for Melodie
Moench Charles’s “The Need for a New
Mormon Heaven” (Fall 1988). She has
given voice and form to the questions and
problems I am dealing with as I seriously
contemplate going to the temple for the
first time.

As Charles herself acknowledges, she
hasn’t given an authoritative answer to any
of my questions. However, her clear view
of the limits our theology places on women
(which, as I understand it, are manifest in
the temple ceremony) helps me forge on
with my own ponderings. I have often
found that I can analyze these problem
areas just so much, and then I have to take
a plunge on faith. However, I can’t take
the matter on faith until I have thoroughly
studied and examined it. Thank you, Sister
Charles, for aiding me in that process.

May I offer also this tribute to your
fine journal: I couldn’t have made it
through the last twenty-one years without
DiaLocUuE on my reading list! Long may
you live!

Leona Mattoni
Beverly Hills, California



Teaching About “It”

I have been reading your journal off
and on when my studies have permitted
me the luxury. However, a friend and col-
league loaned me his copy of your twen-
tieth anniversary issue (Winter 1987). I
read it cover to cover and thoroughly en-
joyed myself.

As a psychologist, I find some of the
prevailing Mormon attitudes toward hu-
man sexuality disturbing. Imagine my de-
light with B. W. Jorgensen’s article “Grop-
ing the Mormon Eros.” A “flannel night-
gown” approach to sex seems to be all too
pervasive in Mormonism; it seems we can-
not even say the word “sex” without blush-
ing. My wife once attended a Relief Society
lesson in Provo, when we were BYU stu-
dents, entitled “How to Teach Your Chil-
dren about Sex.” However, the lesson
should have been entitled “How to Teach
Your Children about ‘It.’” The instructor
said over and over again, “ ‘It’ is very spe-
cial” and “‘It’ is very sacred.” My wife
finally asked, “What’s ‘It’?”

I remember as a missionary trying to
explain to a young Italian the law of chas-
tity as the discussions at that time ex-
plained it. “We shouldn’t touch ourselves
in an unnatural or experimental manner,”
I told him, using numerous other vague
and euphemistic concepts. He looked at
me as if I had taught him in a foreign lan-
guage. At that point I felt it necessary to
alter the official discussions and added
some straightforward language which ex-
plained clearly that the Lord is not pleased
when we masturbate. My companion was
shocked to hear me use the “M” word, but
my task as a missionary was to teach, not
to confuse.

In learning to see ourselves as sexual
creatures, we must form correct views about
sex and sexuality, views that are congruent
with both biology and sociology. We can-
not afford to retain a self-flagellating ide-
ology, which we then pass on to our youth.
We too often teach them, directly or in-
directly, to be ashamed of their sexual
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urges, when we should teach them instead
that passions need to be “bridled, that
[they] may be filled with love” (Alma
38:12), as taught by a wise father, Alma,
who had been there before.

Darren S. Bush
Rochester, New York

A Remarkable Woman

I wept when I read Mary Bradford’s
tribute to Margaret Rampton Munk as she
reviewed Margaret’s poetry in the Summer
1988 issue of DiaLogUE. I did not know
Margaret, though I know her parents well,
and now that I have ‘“heard her voice”
through her writing in DiaLogUE and have
read Bradford’s thoughtful appraisal of her
work, I feel a sense of acquaintance with
this remarkable woman. She was stunningly
beautiful — an individual whose sensitive
spirituality was tempered by high intellect.
I wish that I had come to know her
personally.

Thank you, DiaLoGUE, for publishing
her work and Bradford’s review.

Alice Chase
Logan, Utah

Confessions of an Unscholar

I must confess: At times when I read
DiaLocue I feel as though someone has
scattered the tiny pieces of a jigsaw puzzle
across my mind. As I struggle to sort and
connect ideas to make them part of the un-
developed structure of my intellect, I ask
myself, “Why do I enjoy reading this jour-
nal?” As one who graduated from college
twelve years ago and has been busy since
with the tasks of motherhood, I don’t fit
my own mental image of a DIALOGUE
reader.

Perhaps I read the journal because I
like the idea of feeling like a scholar. But
I could get that same feeling just seeing it
on my nightstand. Could it be that I would
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really like to increase my scholarship? I
doubt it — otherwise I would read it with
dictionary in hand to look up at least a few
of the many words I usually skip over.

If T am not a scholar, then perhaps I
am a skeptic. Aren’t DIALOGUE readers
supposed to be liberal and rebellious, after
all? Again I don’t qualify, for since my
conversion to the Church I have felt basi-
cally at ease with what was expected of
me. Occasionally something may cause me
to bristle, but I haven’t experienced the
kind of frustrations that would lead me
to seek out a publication because of its
reputation for skepticism. So why do I
enjoy a journal that I thought required
either scholarship or skepticism from its
readers? Is there a place for me in the
DiaLocuE audience?

Although I may be missing a lot, I am
willing to suffer the exhaustion of reading
above my level to experience an exchange
of ideas. I don’t always understand or
agree with what I read, but I find the ex-
change stimulating. I feel like the ground-
ling watching a performance of Hamlet.
Sometimes I am inclined to throw a tomato
in your direction, but often I want to stand
and shout, “Bravo!” at the soliloquies of
writers like Eugene England. I approach
each issue searching for truth that speaks
to me. I am a scavenger of thought, search-
ing for the pieces of a puzzle that will
enlarge my understanding of myself and
God.

When I joined the Church I learned
the value of something that I think tran-
scends scholarship or skepticism but has
much to do with being a saint. It is what
I think our Dialogue-ing is all about—
meeting the challenge to “prove all things
and hold fast to that which is good”
(1 Thess. 5:21; emphasis added).

As an investigator, I was exhilarated
by the challenge to “prove all things.” I
delighted in the divergence of thought
spawned by the expanding Mormon doc-
trines. Had my only requirement for a
testimony been to feel good about certain
doctrines, mine would have been an easily

won faith. The challenge came in realizing
that it wasn’t enough to feel wonderful
about certain aspects of the gospel. In
order to hold fast to that which is good,
I had to accept the Church and gospel in
its entirety. By choosing to be baptized I
set into place the corners of a puzzle with
many pieces that seemed strange and for-
eign to me. It was those pieces that re-
quired an investment of faith and ulti-
mately provided me with the kind of wit-
ness that comes only “after a trial of one’s
faith” (Ether 12:6) — a witness sufficient
to base the rest of my life on.

Each of us faces different trials, and
the witness may come in different ways,
depending on whether we are more a crea-
ture of the mind or heart. I see DIALOGUE
as a place to examine the nature of these
trials and witnesses —an opportunity to
“prove all things” and by so doing, render
us all more capable of “holding fast to that
which is good.”

Of course there are risks for both the
scholar and unscholar. DIALOGUE some-
times makes these risks more obvious.
Scholars may lose faith, becoming so in-
trigued with their elaborate pieces of spir-
itual truth that they lose interest in the
picture. In their desire to “prove all things”
they may forget to hold fast to that which
is good. Unscholars risk frustration in prov-
ing the faith and may become afraid or
suspicious of evidence that does not fit our
picture of truth. We may find that the only
thing we are holding fast to is our own
ignorance. In either case, neither scholar
nor unscholar will experience the richness
of testimony that comes from exploring
the complex spiritual whole or the deep
faith in realizing that it may take a long
time to place many pieces of the puzzle.

Sometimes DIALOGUE exposes me to an
idea that I struggle to fit with my basic
beliefs. But in the very act of examining
its different angles, I often find a place for
other ideas that didn’t previously seem to
fit. As Obi-Wan Kenobi tells Luke Sky-
walker in The Return of the Jedi, “We
may find that some of the truths that we



so desperately cling to are dependent on
our point of view.” The Church’s point
of view has changed through past dispensa-
tions and I believe will continue to change.
And with these changes our perceptions of
many truths are modified. But the prin-
ciples — the foundations for our behavior
and our relationship to God — remain the
same.

There are risks for both the scholar and
unscholar and lessons we can learn from
each other. If the scholar helps us under-
stand how the pieces fit together, perhaps
the unscholar’s leaps of ignorance and faith
help us envision the final picture we shall
never have the time or genius to complete.
For me the purpose of DiALocUE is to
reconcile not only the scholar, skeptic, and
saint within the Church, but the saint,
skeptic, and scholar within each of us. I
hope that as DIALOGUE continues to ques-
tion and prove, it will always maintain this
desire to reconcile our doubts with our
faith, the truth with the facts, and scholars
to unscholars through patience and love.
By so doing, I believe the final picture re-
vealed to us will be of a people who not
only rejoice in their association with one
another but with the one who paid the
price that we might ultimately all be recon-
ciled to him.

Bianca Palmieri Lisonbee
Orem, Utah

A Word of Caution

As a Roman Catholic with a develop-
ing interest in the LDS religion, I enjoyed
John Quiring’s essay on Mormon Chris-
tianity from a “Christian pluralist” per-
spective (Fall 1988).

I would caution the Saints, however,
against any undue eagerness to humble
their theology “into coherence with the
sciences, ecology, logic, critical world his-
tory, women’s experience, and the experi-
ence of primal, Third World, and under-
class peoples” (p. 155). While all of these
concerns may have their place, the enthu-
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siasm for them, or for the appearance of
them, in mainline Protestantism and in
some segments of the American Catholic
Church has led to a de facto embrace of
the very “irreligion and decadence” which
Quiring so rightly deplores.

Tom Riley
Lockport, New York

No More Naps

Tell Levi Peterson to take heart! No
more boring speakers, no more sleep-
inducing sacrament meetings on high coun-
cil Sundays. He can take DiaLocUE with
him to church as we have done for years!

In the last line of “A Tribute to Dia-
LoGUE” (Summer 1988), Levi offers his
greatest tribute to your journal: “I can
read DiaLocUE without falling asleep.” He
missed the greatest tribute of all, however:
Now we all can, with DiaLoGUE in hand,
sit through sacrament meeting without fall-
ing asleep!

Thanks, DiaLoGUE!

Karen Sowby Mittleman
Downey, California

Remembering Mr. Harvey

I was most interested in “The Trial
of the French Mission” by Kahlile Mehr in
the Fall 1988 issue of Diarocue. Thirty
years ago I was a missionary in Texas
when I first heard news of this apostasy.
I was surprised that Mehr’s article verified
many of the rumors I remember hearing at
that time. Curiously, though the French
Mission incident was in many ways a great
disaster, I found Mehr’s article uplifting.
Perhaps that was because many of those
excommunicated or disillusioned found
their way back into the Church. I was
especially impressed with the love shown
by Apostle Hugh B. Brown and thought of
I Corinthians 13:2: “And though I have
the gift of prophecy, and understand all
mysteries, and all knowledge; and though
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I have all faith, so that I could remove
mountains, and have not charity, I am
nothing.”

My wife had a high school friend who
served in the French Mission during this
period. When he wrote home asking his
parents to send him old-style garments
because his companion said that is what he
should be wearing, his parents wrote back
that he was not following the General Au-
thorities, who had approved a more modern
style of garment. This instruction from his
parents changed his thinking and in a sense
saved him.

About 1964, I took a French reading
course at the University of Utah and
learned that my instructor, Mr. Harvey,
had been one of the missionaries sent home
from the French Mission. I was too shy
at the time to find out anything more, and
weeks later he told me how excited he was
to be going to Hawaii to teach French. I
assume this is the same Loftin Harvey in
your article and wish him well in whatever
he is now doing. I enjoyed his class twenty-
five years ago and still remember his kind
spirit.

J. Taylor Hollist
Oneonta, New York

One Offer of Hope

I silently wept as I read Lee Cope-
land’s sensitive “From Calcutta to Kays-
ville: Is Righteousness Color-coded?” (Fall
1988). I admired his presentation on anti-
quated Mormon beliefs and his plea that
we abandon our prejudices and delight in
our human diversities. By assigning people
to lower social orders because of their place
of birth, parental circumstances, or skin
color, we justify poverty and misfortune.
This is utter nonsense.

I do not know why in this world some
have so much and others so little. I do
know that millions of our beleaguered
brothers and sisters need love, comfort, and
compassion translated into hope.

I've spent a considerable part of my
professional life in the Bengal region of the
Indian subcontinent struggling with hu-
manitarian up-lift activities: designing ma-
laria eradication efforts, implementing pop-
ulation control and family planning pro-
grams and village aid projects, and orga-
nizing and managing small-scale irrigation
endeavors. If there is a hell on earth, it is
the Bengal region — a place of abject pov-
erty, where millions of people daily suffer
hunger and disease.

Apparently, the Copeland family has
rescued one small soul from this cauldron
of human tragedy. If only more Latter-
day Saint families could do the same, just
maybe the gospel would have true uni-
versal meaning.

Garth N. Jones
Anchorage, Alaska

The Ultimate Authority

In his “Plea for Help” (Fall 1988),
David Brighton Timmins is clearly putting
us on! How can he admit to real struggle
after putting his finger smack on the insti-
tutional issue — that the ultimate authority
can only ever be the still small voice
within. Is he really responding to not-so-
subtle suggestions to the contrary from some
of the Brethren (including the Prophet
Joseph)? Or is he reinterpreting our friend
Eugene England’s institutional apologetics
by inferring a sophist idolatry called “celes-
tial guidance”?

I couldn’t help thinking of Boris Paster-
nak, who wrote in Doctor Zhivago:

If the beast who sleeps in man could be
held down by threats—any kind of
threat, whether of jail or of retribution
after death — then the highest emblem
of humanity would be the lion tamer in
the circus with his whip, not the prophet
who sacrificed himself. But don’t you
see, this is just the point— what has
for centuries raised man above the beast
is not the cudgel but an inward music:
the irresistible power of unarmed truth,
the powerful attraction of its example.



Or Arnold Toynbee, who said in his 1967
University of Utah commencement address
in Salt Lake City:

If one supports one’s country [or any-
thing or anyone else] “right or wrong”
one is making one’s country into one’s
God Number One, and is demoting to
the rank of God Number Two the God
who commands us to do what is right
and not to do what is wrong in any cir-
cumstances whatsoever. . . . The com-
mandment itself is universal and is abso-
lute. Dare you disobey it?

Or a Samuel-the-Lamanite-like poet, Aryol
Littet, who wrote at Mt. Herman in 1965:

The ultimate decision for individual ac-
tion rests only with the individual, never
with an institution or some other in-
dividual. A lack of respect for this prin-
ciple has been central whenever there
have been contentions among human-
kind, whether individuals or nations.

Or my Catholic friend, Gil Bailie, who said
recently:

If we define religion as membership
in an institution which membership we
maintain by following its rules, then read
the New Testament and see what Jesus
said about that. . . . While institutional
religion has a very important place, it
is beyond question that Jesus reserved
his harshest condemnation for the in-
stitutional religionist, the maintenance
men, who came to regard their religious
tradition as an end instead of a means.

No, I must have misunderstood Timmins
about England and the Brethren. I'd better
go back and read them all again. I have
no quarrel with Jack Newell.

Eugene Kovalenko
Long Beach, California

Kicking Against the Pricks

While rereading Mark S. Gustavson’s
skillfully argued essay “Scriptural Horror
and the Divine Will” (Spring 1988), par-
ticularly where he defined the relation be-
tween the ethical content of scripture and
our concept of God, I was overcome by
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the terrible realization that I was — like
Paul — “kicking against the pricks” and
while perhaps fighting valiantly, I was
definitely fighting foolishly. Gustavson’s
list of “guides in developing a holistic
theory of ethical beliefs and behavior from
which we may then fashion a comple-
mentary theology” (p. 81) has imbedded
in it the revolutionary suggestion that group
ethics define God. I'd always assumed it
to be the other way around, but I recog-
nized the truth of what Gustavson was say-
ing immediately and powerfully. I agonized
over this recognition for days because it
created a crisis for me.

I have been anxiously engaged in try-
ing to expose the ethical questions implied
by the acceptance of the doctrine of tem-
poral and eternal polygamy. I consider
polygamy to be morally reprehensible be-
cause it institutionalizes and puts God’s
stamp of approval on the reification and
accompanying marginalization of women
now and forever. But now, recognizing the
truthfulness of Gustavson’s assertion, I fear
that the approach I have been taking is not
the approach most likely to succeed.

The great majority of Mormon women
that I know or have come in contact with
in my radical state strongly disapprove of
my trench warfare against polygamy and
against its corollary — the secondary, or
auxiliary, status of women now and for-
ever. Two of my more eloquent female
critics urged me to stop dredging up ma-
terial from the last century because, for all
practical purposes, it had been overcome
and was no longer relevant to a woman’s
current experience in the Church. I tried
to rebut that D&C 132 is from that period
and still perplexes and dismays almost
everyone who first encounters it. I believe
many converts feel, at least temporarily,
that they’ve been “had” when, after bap-
tism, sooner or later they attend a Sunday
School class where someone says we still
believe this section to be the word of God.
But my powerful insights notwithstanding,
these two women reinforced their message
to me: D&C 132’s polygamy provisions



14 Di1ALOGUE: A JoURNAL oF MorMON THOUGHT

have nothing to do with the daily experi-
ence of Mormonism among most of the
faithful. They are able to ignore it and
bury it, and carping about it only makes
putting it behind us more difficult. Other
critics are fond of pointing out that I am
not a woman and assorted other basic truths
that add up to: “butt out.”

In my turn I have had little regard for
the women who wrote books and articles
praising the Church and defending its sexist
practices against feminist critics. I was
aghast that some of them promulgated the
doctrinally unsound but bold assertion that
Mother in Heaven was also God, and that
this Goddess was a role model for the
daughters of God on earth. Some even
suggested Mother could be addressed in
prayer.

But Gustavson’s insight, that the way
to change the definition of God, or the
theology that describes God, is to change
the ethical outlook of the community of
believers, showed me that these pious
women are the true revolutionaries, and
I’'m just getting in their way. Their strategy
seems to be to appear to uphold current
power structures, thereby ensuring their
support and endorsement. With that sup-
port and endorsement, their writings are
made widely available to and are accepted
by the community of believers. In turn,
that community of believers learns the
appealing doctrines of female spiritual
equality in this life and deification to God-
hood, with a capital “G,” in the next. Now
that I’ve read Gustavson I see that as soon
as a majority of the community begins to
actively believe in this liberating doctrine,
the theology will change to reflect this be-
lief, and my going around saying “No
ma’m, that’s not Mormon doctrine” is
counterproductive, to say the least.

I am in a quandary. Unlike Paul, I
haven’t the power within me to turn my-
self around. Come to think of it, I've
always had an unreasoned admiration for
Don Quixote, not for Paul. I seem to
recall a vision of myself alone on a vast,
empty plain, clinging to a ragged saddle

strapped precariously to an unsteady steed
in full gallop, muttering to myself while
pointing threateningly over the horizon:
“Hold still, you cowardly windmill, your
fate is sealed! . . . Charge!” But I forget
now whose vision that was. Perhaps the
windmill’s?

Abraham Van Luik
Chantilly, Virginia

Cruel Evolution

In the Summer 1988 issue of Dia-
LoGcUE, David Bailey challenged the scien-
tific validity of creationism; in particular,
he mentioned our scientific research insti-
tute, the Institute for Creation Research. I
would like to point out that some of his
information is incorrect; more important,
however, his conclusions regarding scientific
creationism need to be challenged.

First, not all creationists are funda-
mentalist Christians. Orthodox Jews, Mus-
lims, and many Christians who do not call
themselves fundamentalists embrace crea-
tionism. Bailey also suggests that crea-
tionists are anti-Mormon (p. 69). Speak-
ing for ICR, I know of no books or tapes
produced by ICR that even hint of anti-
Mormon sentiment. Indeed, many letters
of support come to ICR from members of
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints. Many Church members have toured
our Creation Museum in San Diego.

It should also be noted that ICR is not
a division of Christian Heritage College
but has been a separate organization since
1980. Furthermore, I, for one, did not
have to sign a statement of belief when I
joined ICR, although I acknowledge that
ICR knew of my commitment to the his-
torical and scientific accuracy of the Bible,
especially Genesis.

Bailey declared that we have no biolo-
gists or geologists on our staff. His source
of information must be outdated; although
not a large institute (eight Ph.D. scientists
and support staff), ICR has had on its staff



for many years biologist Kenneth Cumming
(Ph.D., Harvard University) and two geol-
ogists, John Morris (Ph.D., University of
Oklahoma) and Steven A. Austin (Ph.D.,,
Penn State University).

Bailey also stated that creation scien-
tists have not produced “valid scientific
studies” (p. 70). I suggest that most of
the great scientists over the past five cen-
turies have been Bible-believing Christians,
and almost all of them have been crea-
tionists. The names Newton, Maxwell,
Mendel, Pasteur, and Kelvin quickly come
to mind. Today, creation scientists are the
minority, but thousands of them are en-
gaged in serious research in major univer-
sities and institutes around the world.

Bailey takes exception to our use of the
second law of thermodynamics to defend
the creationist position. Briefly stated, this
law of science declares that the order and
complexity within an isolated system can
never increase; a system, therefore, must
inexorably move from order to disorder.
If this is true the universe could not have
created itself. Bailey argues that the second
law does not apply because the earth is not
an isolated system but is open to the sun’s
energy. But the universal natural tendency
towards increasing disorder applies to all
systems, open or isolated. To overcome the
tendency towards disorder, certain condi-
tions must exist. The system must contain
a mechanism to convert destructive energy
into something that can be used by the sys-
tem; in other words, there must be a sys-
tem to operate and control the machinery.
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Bailey says that snowflakes, which are
highly ordered structures, contradict our
view of the second law; but snowflakes are
already “programmed” to be ordered, and
they do not have the type of complexity
associated with biological molecules. And
what happens when the sun— the source
of energy (according to the evolutionist)
which made the origin of life possible bil-
lions of years ago — strikes the snowflake?
It melts, of course, going from order to dis-
order. The raw energy from the sun “would
have been no more capable of generating
complex systems on the earth than a bull
in a china shop,” to quote Duane Gish
(Ph.D., Berkeley) of ICR.

I would invite readers of DIALoGUE
to find out for themselves which is the
better scientific model of origins — creation
or evolution. Creationists simply ask for a
fair hearing in an educational establish-
ment heavily influenced by evolutionary
dogma. As a former evolutionist, I can
state unequivocally that the scientific evi-
dence overwhelmingly supports the idea
that God created the heavens and the earth,
and that he did not have to use the cruel
and wasteful process of evolution to bring
about high forms of life. The research con-
ducted by ICR has caused many like my-
self to abandon entirely the bankrupt theory
of evolution.

Mark E. Looy

Public Information Officer
Institute for Creation Research
El Cajon, California



ARTICLES AND ESSAYS

Juanita Brooks, My Subject,
My Sister

Levt S. Peterson

I HAVE RECENTLY FINISHED WRITING A BIOGRAPHY of Juanita Brooks. The
fame of this Mormon housewife and teacher from Utah’s Dixie resides in the
definitive books she authored about the Mountain Meadows massacre and its
best known participant, John D. Lee. Born in 1898, Juanita lies today in a
coma in a St. George nursing home. Her present debility is sad, especially for
her family, but it does not diminish her achievement. Few persons outside the
central hierarchy of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints have had
a more significant influence upon Mormon society than Juanita. The details
of that influence, I hope, will be evident in my book. In this essay I would like
to extend my discussion to Juanita’s influence upon her biographer. Through
understanding her life I came to understand a good deal about my own.

I was oblivious to Juanita’s history of the massacre when it appeared in
the fall of 1950. Turning seventeen that fall, I went to sleep at night listening
to Patti Page sing “Tennessee Waltz” on the radio. I first learned of the
massacre in a Church history class at BYU in 1953. The topic didn’t disturb
me because I learned about it from Joseph Fielding Smith’s Essentials in
Church History, a less than candid source. I became aware of Juanita’s sig-
nificance as a historian while I was a graduate student at the University of
Utah during the early 1960s. However, it was not until I heard her give a talk
at Weber State College in 1973 that I became motivated to read her books.

At Weber State Juanita recounted her conflict with the General Authori-
ties over the question of publicizing the reinstatement of John D. Lee. Singled
out among about fifty Latter-day Saint participants in the massacre, Lee had
been excommunicated by the Church and tried and executed by the federal
government. When the First Presidency informed Lee’s descendants of their
ancestor’s posthumous reinstatement in the spring of 1961, Juanita’s biography

LEVI S. PETERSON is a professor of English at Weber State College in Ogden, Utah . His
biography, Juanita Brooks: Mormon Woman Historian, was published by the University of
Utah Press in 1988 and was awarded the David W. and Beatrice C. Evans Biography Award
for 1987.
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of the scapegoated pioneer was in the process of publication. Juanita eagerly
sought permission to announce the reinstatement in her book. Threatening to
rescind the action should there be any publicity about it, President David O.
McKay assigned Apostle Delbert Stapley the task of dissuading Juanita. In
early summer Stapley summoned Juanita to a private interview in his Salt Lake
office. When she remained unmoved, the apostle recruited the assistance of
prominent Lee descendants. Taking President McKay’s threat seriously,
anxious family leaders persuaded Juanita to fly to Phoenix and hear the pleas
of an assembly of some twenty-five Lee descendants. A highly distressed Juanita
eventually decided to publish the reinstatement. Her instinct proved sound: Pres-
ident McKay did not rescind the action, and numerous reviewers of Juanita’s
biography congratulated the Church for its restitution of Lee’s former status.

As Juanita recounted this episode during her talk at Weber State, I was
impressed, as thousands before me had been impressed, by her spunk, her
integrity, and her spirit of loyal dissent. I particularly remember her account
of her interview with Elder Stapley. The apostle declared categorically that
God would be displeased with her publication of the reinstatement. Juanita
described her response in something close to the following terms: “I didn’t talk
to him as a humble member speaks to an apostle; I talked to him like one
ordinary person to another. I looked him in the eye and I said, ‘Brother, in this
matter I know the will of the Lord as well as you do.” ”

Soon afterward I read Juanita’s books, and in 1976 I was moved to write
an essay “Juanita Brooks: The Mormon Historian as Tragedian.” The point
of the essay was that, as far as Latter-day Saint readers were concerned,
Juanita’s manner of writing and speaking about the massacre had the effect of
literary tragedy. Perhaps it was because of this essay that in 1981 the Univer-
sity of Utah Press proposed that I write a full-length biography of Juanita.
I declined this flattering proposal at that moment because I aspired to write
fiction. In 1985, however, having behind me a collection of short stories and
a novel, I agreed to write the biography. I wasn’t cheerful about the prospect.
With a mixture of uncertainty and dread I buckled down to what I knew only
too well would prove a long and tedious task.

I was quickly reminded that I enjoy basic research. Throughout the
summer of 1985 I spent every weekday in the library of the Utah Historical
Society. I examined each item in the extensive Juanita Brooks collection and
photocopied several thousand letters and manuscript pages. Toward the end
of the summer I began to interview Juanita’s friends and relatives. In Sep-
tember I made a trip to California to examine letters at the Huntington and
Bancroft libraries and at Stanford University Press. All this interested me
greatly. I was eager to learn what each new letter in the correspondence files
would reveal, and I responded with anticipation to every interview. Further-
more, as I pursued my research, I inevitably compared myself to Juanita. My
venture into her life, as I have said, proved to be a venture into my own. I dis-
covered far more affinities between us than I had imagined.

One thing we had in common was the Mormon village. She grew up in
Bunkerville, Nevada, and I grew up in Snowflake, Arizona. In numerous
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writings Juanita described Bunkerville’s setting: the surrounding desert and
irascible river, the fields, the livestock. With an unfailing eye for the picturesque
and the comic, she described the social structure of the village — church meet-
ings, socials, and cooperative work projects. As I encountered Juanita’s Bunker-
ville, I remembered Snowflake with greater clarity. As a boy in Snowflake I
made no distinctions between the wild and the domestic. Village, fields, and
mesa-studded plains belonged to the same order of being. In Snowflake I
knew the source of every necessary thing. Behind each house were a garden
and a barnyard from which came eggs, tomatoes, corn, and milk. One could
buy shovels, shoes, and firecrackers at the ACMI, the Church-owned coopera-
tive. Along the lanes were ripgut juniper fences constructed in pioneer times.
That same aromatic juniper fueled the stoves of the village. Men and boys
earned their tickets to the annual wood dance, held on Thanksgiving night,
by hauling, sawing, and splitting a winter’s supply for the village widows.
Sometimes in good weather the entire village repaired to the nearby junipers,
ate a potluck supper, and enjoyed songs and orations around a roaring bonfire
built of whole trees. I remember one such occasion when a local cattleman,
accompanying himself on a guitar, sang “Home on the Range.” The Arizona
sky stretched from horizon to horizon, ablaze with a multitude of stars that
modern city dwellers can have no conception of. I was captivated by the sweet
strains of this western folksong. It fixed itself in my heart, and ever after
“Home on the Range” was as much a part of my patriotic store as ‘“The Star
Spangled Banner” and “The Battle Hymn of the Republic.”

As my research advanced, I recognized that another thing Juanita and I
had in common was our respect for ordinary people. Juanita refused to be
impressed by her own achievements, accepting innumerable honors with an
undeviating humility. Her inability to vaunt herself derived, I think, from her
commitment to an enormous extended family. Descended from polygamists
on both sides, she had dozens of uncles and aunts and hundreds of cousins.
She grew up among nine siblings. She married Ernest Pulsipher when she was
twenty-one, expecting to become a rural housewife. Upon Ernest’s untimely
death from cancer in 1921, she obtained an education and began to support
herself and her son by teaching at Dixie College in St. George. She halted her
teaching in 1933 to marry widower Will Brooks. Combining her son and his
four sons into an instant family, Juanita and Will boldly proceeded to add a
daughter and three more sons. In the meantime Juanita developed an interest
in pioneer history to compensate for her interrupted teaching career. Inevitably,
her pursuit of history went on amid an unrelenting domestic schedule. For
years her workplace was a kitchen table and her chief working hours were
between midnight and dawn. She and Will were attentive, affectionate parents,
and they maintained close ties with their children after they had become adults
and begun their own families. Moreover, friends and relatives dropped in on
Juanita and Will on a daily basis. With good reason Juanita complained that
she lacked time to write. Yet a dense entourage of loved ones and friends was
essential to her happiness.
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I derived from a family not unlike Juanita’s and Will’'s. When my parents
married, my father had six children and my mother two. They produced five
more children, of whom I was the last. Because my half brothers and sisters
had children before or soon after I was born, I grew up regarding many
nephews and nieces as my peers. Furthermore, I fraternized with a crowd of
cousins on both my mother’s and father’s side. There were informal visits,
Christmas dinners, birthday parties, wedding receptions, and family reunions.

The family reunions continue. A couple of weeks ago my wife and I drove
to Arizona to attend a Peterson reunion. The event was held at Lakeside, a
mountain village where my father took up a homestead in 1907. My father
raised his first family on that homestead ; every weekend he rode his horse home
from Snowflake, where he taught school. Althea and I stayed the night with
a sister in Snowflake and rose early in order to visit the Lakeside cemetery
before attending the reunion. My father’s first wife was buried in this ceme-
tery in 1919, my father in 1943, my mother in 1985. The little graveyard is
canopied by ponderosa pines that sigh in every breeze. I led Althea to the fresh
grave of my brother Arley. Scarcely three months had passed since I had been
called upon to dedicate Arley’s grave. As I performed this last earthly rite for
Arley, I recalled that he had once performed one of the essential ordinances in
my behalf. On the Fast Sunday of January 1942 he confirmed me a member
of the Church. My father, who had baptized me a couple of weeks earlier in
the icy waters of Silver Creek, was in Phoenix for a cancer operation.

Althea and I drove on to Flag Hollow, a beautiful opening in the forest
at the opposite edge of Lakeside. Dozens of relatives milled around grills and
tables where breakfast was being served: three sisters and their husbands, a
brother and his wife, two widowed sisters-in-law, many nephews, nieces, and
cousins, and an innumerable host of children. Hugs and greetings followed.
All morning I drifted from cluster to cluster of chatting relatives, making
inquiries and listening to stories. My nephew Jack recounted an adventure
featuring his brother Scott. Scott asked Jack to assist him in retrieving a bear
he had shot in the woods. It was Scott’s opinion that one of his mares had a
suitable temperament for the task. The mare, hobbled and blindfolded, trem-
bled violently while the brothers loaded the dead predator. Released, the mare
plunged and bucked and the bear flopped crazily in and out of panniers on
her back. Finally she crashed into Scott, knocking him down. Fearing his
brother was dead, Jack began to pump up and down on his chest. Scott
opened his eyes and roared out that Jack was killing him. Jack told his story
with consummate skill. He let his voice rise and fall dramatically, he invented
vivid dialogue, he assumed the wild postures of the bucking horse and the
flopping bear.

At lunch I teased my niece Loretta about the irreverent escapades in which
her brother Dwain and I, who were inseparable companions in boyhood,
engaged. Dwain died in 1982 following an operation. During the last twenty
years of his life he became alienated from the Church and, to a lesser degree,
from his parents and siblings. Loretta didn’t laugh at my stories. She said she
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hadn’t wanted a barrier between her and Dwain when he had been alive and
she didn’t want a barrier between her and me now that he was gone. She put
an arm about my waist and I put an arm about hers and shortly we were both
weeping. Looking on and weeping with us was Karen, another of my nieces
and Loretta’s cousin. Perhaps Loretta was weeping for her dead brother and
for her father, my brother Elwood, who is also dead, and most of all for her
own son, recently killed in a motorcycle accident. Perhaps Karen, looking on,
wept for the same dead loved ones and also for her mother, my sister Leora,
who like Elwood rests in the Lakeside cemetery. As for me, I wept for the fact
that each life begins in hope and ends in sorrow. I cannot express how much
Loretta’s arm about my waist comforted me. A family is a mystical entity, an
ineffable linkage of birth, marriage, and friendship. For better or worse, its
members walk the road of mortality in the supportive company of one another.

Reminders of my village origins and of my membership in a large, loving
family enhanced the pleasure of my research into Juanita’s life. That pleasure
was also enhanced by the minor adventures I encountered along the way. I
was pleased for the excuse my research gave me to consult Juanita’s living rela-
tives, who proved very cooperative. Sometimes I felt that my encounters with
them produced curious convergences of past and present. There were moments
when it seemed to me that I was no longer an observer of Juanita’s life but an
active participant in it.

That was how I felt on an afternoon I spent with Ernest Pulsipher, Jr.,
Juanita’s eldest son. We met at the Peppermill Casino in Mesquite and drove
first to the grave of Ernest’s father in the Mesquite cemetery. Next we crossed
the river to Bunkerville where Ernest pointed out the houses in which Juanita
had lived as a girl. Then we drove to Cabin Spring, the site of a small summer
ranch Juanita’s father had developed at the mouth of a canyon in the Virgin
Mountains. Juanita spent the summer of 1919 at Cabin Spring. She and
Ernest, Sr., were engaged, and twice he rode up to visit her. Already he suf-
fered from undiagnosed cancer in his neck. Juanita did not return his visits,
though it would have required only a three-hour jog on her horse. I think she
wasn’t sure she wanted to marry him. In September she called unannounced
on Ernest. She discovered he had experienced, only moments before her arrival,
a remarkable vision of the future: one year later, he told her, she and he would
become the parents of a white-haired son. That vision proved conclusive. They
married, and exactly one year and one day following the vision their white-
haired son was born. Within four months of the birth, Ernest died.

Following our visit to Cabin Spring, I returned with Ernest, Jr., to the
casino and had a steak supper. The restaurant was pleasant but by no means
exceptional. Smoke drifted, waitresses hurried here and there, diners chat-
tered happily. For me, however, this occasion seemed utterly beyond the ordi-
nary. All afternoon I had fancied that in coming to Mesquite and Bunkerville
I had traversed time as well as space. I could not forget that my companion
had been the white-haired child of the vision. Scarcely a quarter mile away
was the spot where the Pulsipher ranch house had stood. There Ernest, Sr.,
had died. On the day of his funeral Juanita had joined his parents and brothers
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in a desperate attempt to raise him from his coffin through prayer. I pitied
Juanita profoundly for that fact, knowing that her extraordinary faith could
have been followed only by an extraordinary disillusionment. While Ernest and I
shook hands and said goodby under the lamps of the casino parking lot, I
experienced indescribable emotions. It seemed to me that the devastating
events of Juanita’s first marriage had just transpired and that I myself had
been a witness to them.

Experiences like this, I have been saying, made my research a pleasant
endeavor. In time, of course, the pleasures of concentrated research had to
end, and the tedium of writing had to begin. In February 1986 I completed
an outline to the biography and began to write. In July 1987 I completed a
first draft consisting of twelve chapters and over nine hundred pages. I didn’t
neglect my task during these seventeen months; I simply couldn’t work faster.
I am sure I am not unusual among writers in finding the first draft the most
irksome and dreary part of any writing project. In this case it seemed especially
so, and I often found myself drudging forward only because I am compulsive
about finishing whatever I have committed myself to.

Although chronology formed the overarching structure of Juanita’s life, I
had to impose upon its particulars something more coherent than their mere
sequence in time. I had to record and interpret a myriad of events, influences,
and personality traits. I had to measure, juggle, and position, discovering by
trial and error what significance these particulars could be persuaded to assume
in relation to one another. When I had arranged them in my mind, I faced the
duty of casting them into sentences. Especially onerous was the unremitting
necessity of groping for precise words, logical transitions, and congruent syn-
taxes. Furthermore, I was perpetually dissatisfied with the result. I could only
hope that when I had finished the first draft I would discover therein the rudi-
ments of a bright and engaging second draft.

I often regretted the restrictions of the genre I had chosen to work in. I
was constantly reminded that a novelist disposes a wider range of technique
than a biographer. A novelist can roam his imagination in search of picturesque
detail and suspenseful incident. He can put words into the mouths of his char-
acters and inspect their thoughts and feelings. He can readily enhance his style
through imagery, metaphor, and other poetic devices. A biographer on the
other hand is strictly limited for his material to sources which can be docu-
mented. He can’t create dialogue — at least he can’t if he is writing the objec-
jective, scholarly kind of biography that I aspired to write — and must only
infer the unexpressed thoughts and feelings of his subject. He must generally
cast his narrative in summary terms and must enhance his typically objective
style by a cautious selection of colorful and figurative words.

Yet a biographer is no less obliged than a novelist to make his narrative
compelling. Hence, as I scrutinized the letters, diaries, and interviews com-
prising the sources of Juanita’s life, I remained alert for the picturesque, the
unique, and the intrinsically interesting. I was looking for precisely the kind
of incident and statement that I would have invented had I been writing a
novel about Juanita. With a gratifying frequency she had obliged my future
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need by behaving in an extraordinary fashion. Furthermore, her major topic,
the Mountain Meadows massacre, gave a unity to her life very much like the
unity a plot gives a novel. Her battle for the acceptance of her interpretation
of the massacre was like the major conflict of a novel, assuming ever greater
intensity and suspense through many episodes and coming at last to a climax
and resolution.

Juanita didn’t plan on becoming the minstrel of the massacre. She grew
up believing Indians had committed the terrible deed. In 1919, at age twenty-
one, Juanita learned that Mormons had first incited Indians to attempt the
slaughter and then had assisted them in finishing the job. Among those Mor-
mons, the astonished young woman learned, had been her grandfather Dudley
Leavitt. In 1943 she traveled to Phoenix in search of documents related to a
biography of Jacob Hamblin which she intended to write. Unexpectedly she
encountered a bitter quarrel between certain descendants of Jacob Hamblin
and John D. Lee. Hamblin’s descendants maintained that Lee alone had
masterminded the massacre and had been guilty of rape as well as of murder.
Lee’s descendants claimed that Hamblin’s perjured testimony had assured their
grandfather’s execution. Juanita returned to St. George determined to write
the history of the massacre. Encouraged by Dale Morgan, with whom she con-
ducted an extensive correspondence, she completed her manuscript in 1948
and saw it published in 1950. Although she proceeded according to the canons
of objective history, she wrote with a moral purpose. She wanted facts to
replace a morbid, uninformed folklore among her fellow Latter-day Saints.

Although Juanita was neither excommunicated nor disfellowshipped for
having written about the massacre, she encountered a widespread ostracism.
She resented this ostracism so much that she repeatedly risked formal censure
by requesting that the Church officially endorse her interpretation of the event.
One therefore understands why Juanita was so eager to publish the reinstate-
ment of John D. Lee in her soon-to-appear biography. By reinstating Lee, the
Church had tacitly admitted that her interpretation was correct. I have already
alluded to her courageous confrontation with Elder Delbert Stapley and with
assembled dignitaries from the Lee family during the summer of 1961. In my
view this was the summit of Juanita’s life, an authentic climax to a conflict
which had been developing for over twenty years. As I said, this conflict gave a
major portion of her life’s story the structural integration that a plot gives a novel.

Juanita’s life derived its suspense from her insistence upon nonconformity
within a church which emphasized obedience. She was an inside dissenter,
a Mormon who in the spirit of constructive criticism offered counterproposals
to doctrine and policy descending from the General Authorities. Although
Juanita’s dissent focused upon the limited matter of the massacre, the openness
with which she propounded her interpretation of that event and the fervor with
which she insisted upon her loyalty to the Church made her attractive to Mor-
mon dissenters of many varieties. For over three decades liberals and funda-
mentalists alike sent her letters and manuscripts and sought her out in person.
Some were brazen and defiant, others anxious and secretive. She openly sup-
ported a few, encouraged many, and was tolerant of all.
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Today the Church is more tolerant of diversity than ever before, an atti-
tude Juanita undoubtedly helped bring about. Still, by the standards of a
democratic society the Church remains centralized and authoritarian. Juanita’s
example therefore remains potent. Obviously, dissent is another of the affinities
between her and me. It was her dissent that first attracted me to her and later
gave me my strongest impetus to write her biography. I will not boast that my
dissent approaches hers in significance. It is more perverse than hers and more
unlikely of realization. My dissent is important to me, if to no one else, be-
cause it is a part of my fixed personality, a necessary aspect of my kind of
Mormonism.

In 1957 I returned from the French mission questioning whether I should
be a Mormon at all. I soon married a gentile and decided that civilization
would be my religion. But I found I couldn’t sunder my connections with my
extended Mormon family, I couldn’t leave Utah, I couldn’t fail to attend sacra-
ment meeting a couple of times a year to see whether anything had changed.
Gradually I learned that I was an authentic if eccentric Latter-day Saint. Of
particular importance was my discovery of the liberal Mormon community, an
informal network of intelligent Saints who, despite their unconventional
opinions, have made a comfortable adaptation to the Church. Luckily my
wife proved to be what is called a dry-land Mormon, a gentile who fits har-
moniously into the Mormon scene.

I can discern a perverse defiance of ecclesiastic regimentation in all periods
of my childhood. Once when I was a member of the Snowflake Ward priests
quorum, the instructor turned the lesson period into a testimony meeting.
Sitting beside me was my nephew Dwain. As we strolled homeward later,
Dwain and I amused ourselves by bearing irreverent testimonies to each other.
With pious voices we recounted attempts to heal a sick grandmother through
prayer and to replenish a scantily stocked pantry through payment of tithing,
deflecting at the climactic moment from the expected miracle into its opposite:
the grandmother died, the shelves of the pantry became emptier.

I think a similar irreverence characterizes the fiction I have written in my
supposedly maturer years. Shortly after my collection The Canyons of Grace
appeared in 1982, a woman telephoned me to protest the story “Trinity.”
Featuring a male missionary who has recently discovered his homosexuality
and a female missionary who has just had an abortion, the story would, my
caller claimed, undermine the missionary effort of the Church. Although I
attempted to put the best possible light upon the story, I had to admit that my
protagonists could have been suffering Christians of almost any sort. It was
perversity on my part to make them specifically Mormon missionaries. I think
also of a scene in my novel The Backslider in which the boys Frank and Jeremy
baptize their dog Rupert. Frank instructs his brother, “Now hold that son of
a bitch tight so I can do this the way it’s supposed to be done. If his foot comes
out of the water, we’ve got to do it all over. God will send you to hell if part of
you ain’t under the water” (1986, 108).

Scandalizing the righteous is perhaps not a worthy form of dissent. But of
course I believe my fiction also has a more dignified intent. By my own assess-
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ment, the predominant theme of my fiction is the penitential aspect of Mor-
monism. I judge the humor of my fiction to be superficial, smacking of farce
and burlesque. I infused my novel with farcical comedy as an afterthought.
When I began my novel, I aspired to a poetic intensity that precluded comedy,
and I wrote four unsmiling chapters. Then, weighed down by the melancholy
of my topic, I paused, wrote a new first chapter mingling the serious and the
comic, and in that hybridized vein went forward revising old chapters and
creating new ones. Nonetheless, in my novel and in many of my stories I remain
preoccupied by the dark side of Mormonism: an inordinate guilt, a dread of
damnation, and a proclivity for dealing harshly with sin both in oneself and in
others.

As a boy in Snowflake I heard the confession of an excommunicated
adulteress in testimony meeting. The indelible ignominy which had fallen upon
this woman horrified me. At that moment I understood, at least subliminally,
that I belonged to a penitential religion. My perception of the penitential aspect
of Mormonism was augmented when, as a graduate student, I first read the
sermons of Brigham Young and Jedediah M. Grant on the subject of blood
atonement. I was astonished, even dumbfounded, by those sermons. These
venerable leaders claimed that certain sinners should cleanse their guilt through
the spilling of their own blood. At present I remain sensitive to a subterranean
gloom in Mormonism. I hear grim predictions of the destructions which will
accompany the second coming of the Lord. I note how uncertain most Latter-
day Saints are regarding their own prospects on judgment day. I even discern
a significant sampling of true ascetics— Mormons who practice a stringent
denial of appetite and who impose rigorous penances upon themselves for their
infractions of the commandments.

It is from this penitential aspect of Mormonism that I am most con-
sciously a dissenter. I have, as I say, depicted it variously in my fiction. In my
story “The Confessions of Augustine,” Fremont makes illicit love to a gentile
and then abandons her because he believes God will brook no trifling with
those of an erroneous faith. For Fremont true religion is a suffocating obedi-
ence. In “The Shriveprice,” Darrow becomes convinced that his pioneer
grandfather has committed an act of blood atonement. Taking license from
his ancestor’s example, Darrow plans to atone for his own ineradicable guilt
by making a bloody sacrifice of himself. In ‘“The Canyons of Grace,” Arabella
revolts against God by committing sexual sin and believes herself damned. She
kills a polygamist patriarch who has abducted her and finds herself suddenly
liberated from belief in God. So great has been God’s oppression that she has
symbolically killed him. These characters are alike in believing God has no
patience with their fated finitude and imperfection. Whether they obey or
defy him, they most decidedly do not love him. Nor do I love him. I protest
the misbegotten faith that construes God in such a light.

It pleases me to conjecture that Juanita might have read my fiction with
interest had it existed while she was in good health. I don’t think she would
have judged my depiction of guilt and penance among Latter-day Saints to be
farfetched and fantastic. Despite the utter respectability of her private life and
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despite the optimistic countenance she wore in public, she had few illusions
about human nature. The foremost student of the Mountain Meadows mas-
sacre could scarcely have ignored the culpability, real or fancied, that lurks in
the hearts of the Latter-day Saints.

A major source of my understanding of the dark side of Mormonism has
been Juanita’s history of the massacre. The massacre remains the single most
guilty deed in the Church’s entire history. Perhaps the most difficult fact about
the massacre for modern Church members is that it devolved from a prayerful
high council held in Cedar City some five days before the emigrants were
slaughtered. In that meeting the Mormons decided to unleash their Indian
allies upon the offending party from Arkansas and Missouri. Later when the
Indians proved ineffectual, the Mormon militia was ordered to participate.
Of course Juanita offered certain extenuations for the high council’s grim deci-
sion. Like their confreres elsewhere, these Church members were in a state
of war hysteria, for at that moment Johnston’s army marched toward Utah
with an aggressive intent. Furthermore, the emigrants had been far from tact-
ful as they had progressed through Utah. Particularly inflammatory was the
claim of some of them to have assisted in the murder of Joseph and Hyrum
Smith. Numerous frontier Saints considered themselves bound by sacred oath
to avenge the blood of the martyred prophets. Like many other nineteenth-
century Christians, the Latter-day Saints conceived wrath to be a prominent
trait of deity. They believed fervently that God would soon inaugurate the
Millennium through the destruction of the wicked majority of earth’s popula-
tion. It was therefore not so illogical for the Mormons of southwestern Utah
to propose themselves as God’s instruments in the slaughter of the emigrants at
Mountain Meadows. As I suggested earlier, a tendency to punish the sins of
others is a part of the penitential attitude.

Because I have dealt at length with Juanita’s interpretation of the massacre
in my biography, I can with perhaps some justice claim in its pages to have
enlarged my dissent from the penitential aspect of Mormonism. Paradoxically,
however, writing the biography also renewed within me a recognition of an
impulse quite the opposite of dissent. Although Juanita’s example has rein-
forced my identity as a dissenter, it has also reinforced my submerged identity
as a penitent.

Juanita had many motives for writing about the massacre. Quite late in
my work on the biography it came to me that one of these motives was peni-
tential. Unquestionably the Mormon participants in the massacre were in-
stantly revolted by the monstrosity of their deed. Yet they clung to their ra-
tionalizations, and their fellow Saints closed protectively about them. The
scapegoating of John D. Lee nearly twenty years after the massacre exacerbated
rather than relieved the sense of unatoned sin. Because during all the interven-
ing years no one else had publicly expressed contrition for the massacre, Juanita
took on that duty. Through both her publications and her speeches she per-
formed the age-old Christian ritual of confession and penance. Her desire to
do penance is evident in the most notable speech of her entire life, delivered
in 1955 at the dedication of a monument to the victims of the massacre in
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Harrison, Arkansas. To an audience of about five hundred initially hostile non-
Mormons she admitted that the massacre had been “one of the most despicable
mass murders of history.” Nonetheless, she went on, it had been uncharac-
teristic of the Latter-day Saints who carried it out. “It was tragic for those
who were killed and for the children left orphans, but it was also tragic for the
fine men who now became murderers, and for their children who for four gen-
erations now have lived under that shadow” (Brooks 1956, 76). Shortly after-
ward the president of the proceedings wrote her: “You impressed the people
most favorably, and your coming has done much to establish a spirit of love
and forgiveness. The Mormon Church owes you much because now the people
in this section feel much better toward the Mormon people” (Fancher 1955).

As I thought about the fact that Juanita had put historiography to a peni-
tential use, I asked myself whether I had similarly put my fiction to a peni-
tential use. At first I posed this question almost facetiously, for, as I have
indicated, I had hitherto conceived of my fiction as a protest against the peni-
tential excesses of Mormonism. The question, once posed, returned to my
thoughts over and over. In time I had to answer in the affirmative. I am not
denying that in certain moods I take delight in the rebellions and misdemeanors
of my characters or that I reprehend their inordinate self-punishment. I am
saying that in certain other moods it is not their self-punishment which I repre-
hend but their sins.

I try to live by an enlightened religion. I choose to believe that God has
great charity for human failing and that he expects a civilized accommodation
of the appetites. But that belief — that reasoned hope — has not eradicated
a very opposite set of emotions within me. Though I prefer to believe that
humanity is capable of virtue and God is tolerant, I often feel that humanity is
irretrievably flawed and God impossibly perfect. As contradictory as it may
seem, I have wished in my fiction to propound the insufficiency of a rational
morality. Subliminally I have joined my characters in their desire to deny the
world, to mortify the flesh, to see themselves made a perfect plastic in the
shaping hands of an exacting God. It will be apparent that I do not regard
my characters as altogether imaginary. As far as I am concerned, they are
generic Mormons, as real for my purposes as the perpetrators of the massacre
were for Juanita’s. Their rebellion and guilt are those of actual Latter-day
Saints. And vicariously if not actually they are mine as well. I have wished
to confess and do penance for their collective sins.

It was of some comfort to my mother when, about ten years ago, I began
to attend sacrament meeting regularly. My mother was a very intense woman.
She loved me deeply and made innumerable sacrifices in my behalf. Until her
death, we visited each other frequently and wrote one another a weekly letter.
Despite our affectionate relationship, she never acquiesced in the personality I
had adopted upon returning from my mission. At every visit and in almost
every letter she exhorted me to pay tithing, read the scriptures, baptize my wife,
and otherwise obey the neglected commandments. Although my dominant
impulse was to resist her wishes, I never failed to experience a desire to comply.
I continue to experience that desire. Last week in church I observed a family
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beside me in the pew. I particularly watched one of the sons, who seemed
patient and utterly without tension or strain. The boy leaned against his father
with what I imagined was a perfect satisfaction. I fancied that this boy, as
he became a man, would find being a good Latter-day Saint the most natural
and easy thing in the world. And I grieved that I had not grown up believing
God to be kind and his commandments mild. But I also grieved that I failed
to meet the challenge of the God in whom I did believe in childhood, that
looming deity whose scorn for the frailty of human nature compels the disci-
plined and the resolute to make saints of themselves.

The ambivalence I feel toward the penitential is only one among many
polarities within me. For many years, a zeal for symmetry made it difficult for
me to admit that my personality is composed of contradictory impulses. I can
of course comfort myself with Emerson’s reassurance that “a foolish consis-
tency is the hobgoblin of little minds.” Or, again, I can find reassurance in
Juanita’s behavior. Although Juanita applied objective thought and shrewd
judgment to her study of the massacre, she often demonstrated opposite quali-
ties in the conduct of her everyday life. She was in fact a complex mixture
of the critical and the credulous. She was characterized by alternating patterns
of opposites: love for her native ground and attraction to the outside world,
resistance to authority and willingness to cooperate with others, skeptical reason
and blind faith. Luckily, she had an extraordinary capacity for tolerating these
opposites. Her example has made it easier for me to admit and bear the in-
consistencies within myself.

This essay has been about the private education I have undergone in
researching and writing Juanita’s biography. I am of course happy that the
project is finished and that I can now turn to other matters. But I don’t
begrudge the years I have spent considering Juanita’s life. I hope the book
will find appreciative readers, as much for Juanita’s sake as for my own.
Whether the book fares well or poorly, I have already harvested my personal
reward from the process of creating it. I have learned things about scholarship
and composition. Unexpectedly I have learned things about writing fiction.
Even more important, I have been reminded that I view the world through the
eyes of a villager; that I belong to a large, affectionate family; that I dissent
vigorously from the penitential side of Mormonism; and that on a subliminal
level I also paradoxically assent to that stern creed.

These facts help explain why I am an irremediable westerner, if I may be
forgiven for alluding to a final affinity between Juanita and me. Many times
during her writing career, Juanita submitted articles and books to eastern
magazines and publishers. Her only successes were two articles placed in
Harper’s. She could not compete in the eastern publishing market because
her ideas and attitudes were western, rural, and Mormon. I also have made
substantial submission to eastern magazines and publishers, with less success
than Juanita. I flatter myself that my manuscripts were not rejected on ac-
count of incompetent writing. I think they were rejected because my subject
matter is conditioned by the sensibility that geography has given me. Like
Juanita, I am bound by a village, a family, a church, and a region.
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I was in St. George a month ago attending the annual conference of the
Utah Academy of Sciences, Arts and Letters. Two or three times during my
stay I drove past the nursing home in which the comatose Juanita lies. A year
earlier I had stopped and asked to see her. I was tempted to stop again, but I
didn’t. Before leaving St. George I chatted with Juanita’s son Karl and with
her daughter Willa. Willa said her mother had recently suffered a congestion
of the lungs. Willa wept as she described the difficulties of keeping her mother’s
throat and nostrils unobstructed. All who love Juanita wait for the merciful
release of her death. I am of course among those who love Juanita. I will
remember with affection and admiration all that she achieved. For the rest of
my life I will visit her home country, Utah’s Dixie, with the same intimate
sense of homecoming that I experience when I return to Snowflake. She will
remain a model and an inspiration to me. Writing her biography has made me
her brother.
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Assimilation and Ambivalence:
The Mormon Reaction to
Americanization

Armand L. Mauss

IN THE CENTER OF SALT LAkE CITY, two important traditional Mormon
symbols confront each other across Main Street: the angel on the temple spire
and the beehive atop the now-closed Hotel Utah.* While the beechive may
have originated as an allusion to the Jaredite word deseret (honeybee) in the
Book of Mormon, it has since come to be considered primarily as a symbol of
worldly enterprise throughout the Mormon heartland (H. Cannon 1980). For
the purposes of this discussion, the beehive represents all aspects of Mormon
involvement with the world, cultural as well as economic.

The angel, in contrast, represents Mormonism’s other-worldly heritage, the
spiritual and prophetic elements, eternal ideals, and remarkable doctrines re-
vealed through Joseph Smith and passed down as part of a unique and au-
thentic Mormon heritage. Ideally there is no conflict between the angel and
the beehive, for Joseph Smith taught that there was no ultimate distinction
between the spiritual and the material and that our duty was to subordinate
worldly things to spiritual imperatives (D&C 29:31-35; McMurrin 1969,
1-8; O’Dea 1957).

Historically, however, the angel and the beehive have been locked in an
unending struggle. Indeed, both the Bible and the Book of Mormon describe
the triumph of the worldly beehive over the spiritual values of the angel. Per-
haps we may ponder the diminishing visibility of the Angel Moroni as Temple
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1 The Hotel Utah is currently undergoing renovation to house Church offices.
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Square is increasingly obscured by high-rise office buildings. To set the stage
for the analysis to follow, however, let me move from symbol and metaphor
to a theoretical framework with which to interpret developments in recent
Mormon culture and history.

Sociology and anthropology have accumulated a rich literature on the
causes and consequences of new social movements (Gurney and Tierney 1983;
Jenkins 1983; Kriesberg 1978-88; Marx and Wood 1975; Turner and Killian
1987). While the classical work of Max Weber, Ernst Troeltsch, and their
intellectual descendants may be the most applicable to the study of religious
movements (Johnson 1963, 1971; D. Martin 1978; Troeltsch 1931; Wilson
1985), it seems clear that the general processes in the development of social
movements are very similar, whether the movements be religious, political, or
cultural. To be sure, important particulars in the histories of social movements
will differ across time and cultures, and we must recognize the bias of sociolo-
gists who work with examples from North America, where we have probably
the most powerfully assimilative cultures ever known.

The appearance of a new religious or social movement, like nineteenth-
century Mormonism, challenges the normative order of the host society. This
challenge will be the more serious, of course, the more militant and deviant the
movement is; and survival itself may preoccupy the new movement initially.
The overwhelming majority of new movements fail to survive even one gen-
eration. Sociologists are thus intensely interested in factors that differentiate
the few movements that prosper from the great bulk that disappear early
(Moore 1986; Stark 1987).

The natural and inevitable response of the host society — through not only
its government but all its major institutions — is either to domesticate the new
movement or to destroy it. Domestication involves various kinds of social
control pressures used selectively against the movement’s most unique and
threatening features. To the extent that the society succeeds, the movement is
assimilated. Failing sufficient domestication, the host society will eventually
resort to persecution and repression.

The logical extreme of either assimilation or repression is, of course, oblivion
for the movement. In the natural history of the interaction between new
movements and their host societies (Hiller 1975; Mauss 1971), there are few
historical exceptions to the proposition that new movements must either be
assimilated in important respects or be destroyed.”? Of course, the process is
bilateral, and the assimilating society often experiences profound changes in
the process, but my focus here is the internal impact of the assimilation process
upon the movement itself.

Religious movements which, like Mormonism, survive and prosper, suc-
ceed, among other things, in maintaining indefinitely an optimum tension
(Berger 1980; Stark and Bainbridge 1985) between the strain toward greater
assimilation and respectability, on the one hand, and toward greater separate-

2 The rare third alternative is revolution, in which the movement overthrows the society
and becomes the new establishment (Brinton 1957).
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ness, peculiarity, and militance on the other. Along the continuum between
total assimilation and total repression is a narrow segment on either side of the
center; within this narrow range of socially acceptable variation, movements
must maintain themselves, pendulum-like, to survive. If, in its quest for accep-
tance and respectability, a movement allows itself to be pulled too far toward
assimilation, it will lose its unique identity. If in its quest for uniqueness, it
allows itself to be pushed toward total rejection of the host society, it will lose
its very life. Its viability and its separate identity both depend upon a suc-
cessful and perpetual oscillation within a fairly narrow range along a con-
tinuum between two alternative modes of oblivion.

At any given time, then, a movement is grappling with either of two
predicaments. First, if it has survived for some time as a “peculiar people,”
conspicuously rejecting the surrounding society and flexing the muscles of mili-
tancy, then it will begin to face what I call the predicament of disrepute, in
which the host society responds with repression and threats to the movement’s
very existence. In such cases, the movement typically begins to modify its
posture and to adopt selected traits from the surrounding culture that will
make it more acceptable. Just which traits are selected will depend on the
movement’s ideology and internal political struggles and resources, as well as
on sheer expediency.

After a movement has achieved some success through this strategy of
purposeful accommodation, however, it may soon find itself in the predicament
of respectability. At this point, the movement has adopted so many traits from
the surrounding culture that it is not readily distinguishable from the estab-
lishment, and its identity as a separate or “peculiar” people is in jeopardy.
The movement must then begin to invent, or to select from the surrounding
social environment, a set of traits that will allow it to lay credible claim to
uniqueness in identity, values, folkways, or mission.

As the movement successfully reasserts its peculiarity, it moves back toward
the earlier predicament of disrepute, and the cycle begins again. To compli-
cate matters, every time the movement switches direction, it must contend
with internal tendencies toward schism and defection (Baer 1988). This gen-
eral heuristic model of a cyclical or dialectical process in the “careers” of suc-
cessful movements is widely applicable, I think, in interpreting the histories of
many social movements in Europe and America, at least; but from here on I
would like to apply it specifically to the Mormon case in America.®

The geographical limitation is a serious one. . Changes in Mormon culture
can be expected from pressures elsewhere in the world as well, and the assimila-

3 For related studies on other religions with “identity” problems, see Assimeng (1986),
Bass and Smith (1987), Furman (1987), Hamm (1987), and Liebmann (1983). In addi-
tion to the sociological level, I recognize the importance of the psychological level as in-
dividuals grapple with the predicaments faced collectively by their movements. However,
these individuals do not necessarily understand this cyclical process, either at the micro-
or the macrocosmic levels, though they may react to certain feelings deriving from the two
predicaments. Sociological theories are based on the naturalistic assumption that social
processes do not require teleological intention or understanding by individuals for the pro-
cesses to take place, any more than biological or physical processes do.
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tion struggle itself will become important and perhaps take different forms in
other societies, once the Mormon presence and numbers there reach significant
levels. But those are subjects for other essays.

TwENTIETH-CENTURY MORMONISM: A CASE STUDY
IN ASSIMILATION

While this pendulum model could, I think, be successfully applied to the
entire history of the Mormon movement, it is especially useful for understand-
ing the transformations of Mormonism in the twentieth century.* As this cen-
tury began, Mormons were deeply enmeshed in the predicament of disrepute.
Utah’s relative isolation had made possible the unrestrained development of
the angel motif: The Latter-day Saints, under prophetic inspiration, had self-
consciously cultivated unique religious and secular institutions. From the out-
side, Mormonism and its way of life projected a national image — not alto-
gether unjustified —of an un-American, even anti-American, insurgent
counter-culture.

The Quest for Respectability

The Reynolds decision of 1879 seemed to sum up the mood of the country
in judicial language: The First Amendment guaranteed freedom of belief,
but not unlimited freedom of practice. A society can tolerate only a limited
amount of “peculiarity,” even in the name of religion. By the 1890s, the
increasing repression from American society had produced the desired result.
The Mormons gave up polygamy, theocracy, and collectivist economic experi-
ments, thus abandoning charismatic peculiarity except at the relatively abstract
level of theology. In return, Utah achieved statehood, less harassment, and
more toleration. Symbolically, the new state’s seal featured a prominent bee-
hive (Lyman 1986).

4 As a sketch of how the same model might apply to the nineteenth century, I suggest
that the New York, Kirtland, and Missouri years were innovative and charismatic ones
symbolized mainly by the angel. This period (1827-39) saw major political and economic
innovations and increasing militancy in Mormon behavior (as opposed to rhetoric). The
repressive response of the establishment, especially in Missouri, was quite predictable. By
comparison, Nauvoo represented a more successful accommodation in line with the beehive
motif, until the secret of polygamy became public; up to 1844, at least, there was quite an
extensive Mormon participation in the normal political and economic life of Illinois and of
the nation, as well as a number of other worldly compromises.

In Utah up to the 1890s, the pendulum swung again, toward a studied rejection of
American society; deviant arrangements in political, economic, and family institutions flour-
ished. The increasingly repressive response from the rest of the country was inevitable. His-
torian R. Laurence Moore observes that this mutual rejection and hostility served certain
political, psychological, and other interests of both the Latter-day Saints and the scandalized
nation. Mormons, he says, frequently advanced their claims “in the most obnoxious way
possible,” while both sides seemed to go to some lengths “to stress not what Mormons had in
common with other Americans, which was a great deal, but what they did not have in
common” (1986, 31-32).

I am, of course, oversimplifying this social movement theory by emphasizing the more
fluid and uncontrolled collective aspects of the Mormon movement and not giving equal
attention to the Church’s more stable organizational aspects.
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From that time on, Church policy has been conspicuously assimilationist in
most respects, though Mormons still struggled with the predicament of dis-
repute for decades. Their achievement of respectability against a background
of almost universal national contempt is an astonishing success story (Alexander
1986; Shipps 1985). With the consistent encouragement of Church leaders,
Mormons have become super-patriotic, law-abiding citizens. Their participa-
tion in the full spectrum of national social, political, economic, and cultural life
has been thorough and sincere, not only at the grassroots level, but also as
prominent leaders in many national institutions.

Since World War II, Mormons have risen in socio-economic status to a
virtual tie near the top with Episcopalians and Presbyterians (Roof and
McKinney 1987, 110). Not all the Saints have been able to keep up, how-
ever, and some of the less affluent have found themselves more comfortable in
other religions or schismatic groups (Baer 1988). It’s not that twentieth-
century Latter-day Saints have necessarily been more preoccupied than their
forebears with material things; but they have been more successful materially
than the rest of the nation and thus have acquired a greater stake in the Ameri-
can socio-economic system than did their turn-of-the-century grandparents.

The Church itself, as a corporate entity, is awesomely involved in the
American capitalist marketplace and in the rough-and-tumble of American
politics (Gottlieb and Wiley 1984; Mauss and Bradford 1988). Church pub-
lications have regularly and approvingly featured Church members who have
achieved prominence in government, business, athletics, music, arts, and enter-
tainment, especially if they credit the Church for part of their success.

Church leaders at the general, stake, and ward levels have been drawn dis-
proportionately from those successful in business, law, education, and one or
two other prestigious professions. My tabulation from the 1985 Church
Almanac shows that about a third of the General Authorities were business
administrators, another third attorneys, and a fifth educational administrators
(rather than teachers/scholars), with the remainder representing medicine,
dentistry, engineering, and miscellaneous fields (Deseret News 1984, 18-37).

The system of governance in the Church is now based far less upon the
individual prophetic initiative of a Joseph Smith or a Brigham Young and far
more upon the collective, collegial, and bureaucratic model usually associated
with large corporations. While much of this bureaucratic development is the
inevitable companion of growth, its effect is still to produce another kind of
convergence with the corporate world. This is especially true since the advent
of “correlation” in the 1960s (Gottlieb and Wiley 1984; Woodworth 1987).
The Church’s public relations enterprise has mushroomed in size, scope, and
importance. The approval of the world has been courted not only through a
growing corps of clean-cut young missionaries, but also with the Tabernacle
Choir, mass-market magazine ads, and television spots and specials.

Such involvements with the world carry the constant risk of compromising
the angel with the beehive. Most conflicts between the two never come to
public attention. We know, however, that if the Church is going to own hotels
and other businesses, then it must keep many of them open on Sundays and
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serve beverages that Church members are enjoined to avoid. If Church-owned
radio and television stations are major network affiliates, as many of them are,
then they must sometimes carry ads for products that Saints may not use or
broadcast music and programs that some Church leaders urge LDS youth to
avoid.

The point is not that all involvements with the world are subversive; the
Saints have always been counseled to embrace good wherever they find it.
Much in the world is fully harmonious with traditional Mormon values. Nor,
indeed, have all worldly borrowings been of a material nature; some have come
from other religions — for example, many of our hymns (Hicks 1987). My
point is only that the Saints should be clear about the source of the borrowings.
Did they come from the angel or from the beehive, from within the Mormon
heritage or from outside? However we might answer those questions, it does
appear that the Latter-day Saint movement has resolved its early predicament
of disrepute and has gone far toward achieving respectability.

Corporate Signs of Assimilation

While assimilation is aided by increasing tolerance from the host society, it
has usually required the deviant movement to do most of the changing, by
giving up especially controversial claims or characteristics. Recent scholarship
on the Mormons has shed a great deal of light, not only upon the forms of
such renunciation, but also upon the ideological and organizational evolution
accompanying it (Alexander 1986; Gottlieb and Wiley 1984; Lyman 1986;
Shepherd and Shepherd 1984; Shipps 1985).

Gordon and Gary Shepherd, for example, have traced the assimilation
process through the changing rhetoric in general conference sermons. They
found, among other things, a steady decline between 1890 and 1950 in such
uniquely Mormon themes as Zion- and kingdom-building, eschatology, mis-
sionary work, apostasy, restoration, doctrinal differences with other churches,
the corruption of outside governments, and obedience to Church leaders, while
such assimilationist themes as the greatness of American institutions, patriotism,
good citizenship, and fellowship with other faiths increased (1984, 174-77;
190-99).

In Mormon hymnody during the same period, successive official hymnals
not only borrowed an increasing proportion of hymns from mainstream Prot-
estantism, but the texts of some classic LDS hymns were “toned down” to
reduce peculiar Mormon referents or militancy. For example, in “Praise to
the Man,” “long shall his blood . . . stain Illinois” became “long shall his blood
. . . plead unto Heaven” in the editions after 1940 (Hicks 1987).

Important doctrinal and ritual developments during the first half of the
twentieth century also reflected assimilationism. Alexander (1980) has docu-
mented how doctrines of deity were codified early in the century to eliminate
both contradictions and such drastic departures from traditional Christianity
as the “Adam-God” theory (Buerger 1982). The official sponsorship and wide-
spread dissemination of James E. Talmage’s Jesus the Christ can best be under-
stood, I think, as part of the same process of standardizing LDS concepts of
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deity. While some uniquely Mormon ideas are obviously important in that
book, its portrayal of Christ was heavily influenced by prevailing Victorian
theories in contemporary mainstream Protestant scholarship (Thorp 1987).
During the same general period, changes in the temple endowment and gar-
ment and the gradual deempbhasis of the second anointing rendered the temple
experience somewhat less foreign to the novice (Alexander 1986, 291-303;
Buerger 1983, 1987; Mauss 1987).

The effort to bring the Church into mainstream American life during the
early twentieth century can also be seen in the auxiliary organizations, begin-
ning with the almost immediate adoption of the new national Boy Scout pro-
gram in 1913 (Alexander 1986, 144-45). Social welfare professionalism was
introduced into the Relief Society, some of whose general officers were en-
couraged by Church leaders to maintain contacts and collaboration with out-
side professionals (Alexander 1986, 128-36; May 1976). The Mutual Im-
provement Associations, at least up to the 1950s, became almost a Church
extension education program, offering training in the arts, drama, and forensics
and lessons on important social and ethical issues authored by noted Church
professionals and intellectuals (Alexander 1986, 140—46; Kenney 1978, 1987).
Indeed, individual scholars or experts often wrote lesson manuals for the Relief
Society and the Sunday School, as well (Alexander 1986, 138—40; Christensen
1987). To all appearances, the social gospel movement of general Protes-
tantism was making inroads in Utah, as elsewhere (Alexander 1983).

Dr. Franklin S. Harris, appointed president of Brigham Young University
in 1921, had General Authority support for upgrading and enhancing the
school’s respectability as a legitimate institution of learning in the eyes of the
nation (Christensen 1987; Bergera and Priddis 1985). A new religious edu-
cation program of seminaries began in 1911, and institutes followed in 1926
to help young Church members articulate their religious faith and integrate
it with the worldly learning they were now starting in large numbers to seek
(Alexander 1986). For a few summers, prominent non-Mormon biblical
scholars and theologians came to Utah to instruct the seminary and institute
faculty in contemporary theological scholarship (Nelson 1985). In a few cases,
the Church even provided stipends for some of its promising young scholars
to obtain advanced degrees at centers of learning like the University of Chi-
cago, expecting them to bring to the Church educational system some of the
worldly professional credibility it was then lacking (Arrington 1967; Sherlock
1979; Swensen 1972). To be sure, there was much ambivalence and some
controversy among Church leaders about the wisdom of these and similar
developments (Sherlock 1979), but they seem clearly enough to manifest the
quest for respectability in the beehive mode.

Signs of Assimilation in the Church Population

Such signs of accommodation and assimilation in the corporate or institu-
tional church are fairly easy to document, since they can be traced in the his-
torical record. More difficult is tracing changes across time in the minds of
people. Such a record would require longitudinal or successive surveys of popu-
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lar traits and opinions like those accumulated by Gallup. To my knowledge,
there have been no such systematic surveys on Latter-day Saints earlier than
those I conducted in Utah and California twenty years ago (Mauss 1972a,
1972b, 1976). By then, of course, assimilation was basically complete.

We must thus resort to inferences and assumptions about changing values,
ideas, or behavior across time in the Mormon population. We might be able
to assume, for example, that the changes traced by the Shepherds (1984)
in pulpit rhetoric eventually influenced the thinking of the Saints in the same
directions. Or, if we find major differences between the beliefs and values of
older and younger respondents, we might be able to assume that those of the
younger group represent a trend. Or, given that increasing proportions of
Church members live outside Utah and the mountain west, we might be able
to assume that the trend is away from the Utah position and toward the posi-
tions of those living elsewhere. Such assumptions might have some value, but
they are weak compared to successive surveys.

However, my Mormon surveys from the late 1960s showed that the San
Francisco sample was closer than the Utah sample to the moderate Protestant
mainline group in various measures of religious commitment (Mauss 1972b).
The San Francisco sample was also much less politically conservative than the
Utah sample, both in domestic and in foreign policy preferences (Mauss
1972a). In sexual norms, marriage outside the Church, compliance with the
Word of Wisdom, keeping the Sabbath, and using profanity, the two Mormon
samples showed more similarities than differences, although noteworthy gaps
remained among those under forty in the two locations (Mauss 1976). Though
it is arguable, one may infer that at least the coming generation of Mormons
and/or those outside Utah were growing somewhat “less Mormon™ and thus
more “‘assimilated” than the older Utah generation.®

By now, that “coming generation” has arrived at middle age, and it would
be helpful to have more recent survey data for comparison. The only recent
surveys of systematic LDS samples of which I am aware have been conducted
under Church auspices and so are not available for analysis by scholars gen-
erally. On a tentative basis, however, we might get some indications about the
characteristics of today’s Latter-day Saints by looking at data available through
the annual social surveys conducted by the Roper and NORC polling orga-
nizations. These surveys include relatively few Mormon respondents but still
make possible some comparisons of Mormons with non-Mormons nationwide.®

5 For these and subsequent inferences I draw on (1) my surveys of careful probability
samples of more than 1,200 Salt Lake City and San Francisco Mormons conducted with the
permission but not the surveillance of Church leaders between 1967 and 1969 (Mauss
1972a); (2) my analyses of data from the annual spring social surveys of the National
Opinion Research Corporation (NORC), 1972-85 (see, for example, Davis and Smith
1987); and (3) analyses of similar NORC data sets conducted by Roof and McKinney

(1987). The latter deals only peripherally with the Mormons in the sample, usually by in-
cluding them in a number of interesting cross-denominational comparisons.

6 The Mormons constitute a very small number in any one NORC survey; but by
aggregating these Mormon subsamples across all thirteen years, it is possible to accumulate
as many as 189. Like Roof and McKinney, I carefully studied the data to ascertain whether
serious variations in survey results occurred by period or region. There were none in basic
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TABLE 1

Basic DEMocraPHIC DISTRIBUTIONS FOR LIFE-LONG MORMONS
(“LiFers”), FoR MorMON CONVERTS, AND FOR NON-MORMONS

Non-
Demographic Traits Lifers Converts Mormons Prob.*
(N=113) (N=76) (N=1247)
Occupation

prof., tech., mgr. 359, 36% 299, .192

clerical 15 17 22
Occup. Prestige

(above middle) 47% 549, 489 581
Father’s Occup.

Prestige (>mid) 64 61 57 .305
Education more than high sch. 41 26 26 .009
Income >$25K/an. 34 23 19 .118
Class self-ident.

working class 39 59 47 127

middle class 55 38 44
Region

Mountain 63 42 6 .000

Pacific 21 29 16

Mid & So. Atl. 8 17 32

East So. Central 3 5 7
Age <40 68 52 44 .000
Family >4 kids 31 24 20 .003
Conservative polit. self-ident. 55 31 27 .000
Party preference

Republican 66 30 30 .000

Democrat 26 55 56

* Probability of chance distribution by chi-square test. Ns here are the maximums for each
column. They change somewhat from one item to another but rarely fall below 50 for
either Lifers or Converts.

They also allow us to compare Mormon converts with lifelong members, or
“lifers.” To the extent that Mormons resemble non-Mormons, we might infer
that assimilation has occurred. We cannot know how different Mormons were
from non-Mormons in the past. Still, we can infer how assimilated Mormons
are with non-Mormons now. At this point in the essay, we will be comparing

demographic distributions like age, sex, occupation, education, etc. Variations do occur by
time and region in certain social and political attitudes, not only for Mormons but for the
general samples. Accordingly, whenever comparisons are made in this paper between Mor-
mons and others, they are based on data aggregated across time in the same way; thus, they
are affected in the same way by both time and region and thereby remain comparable. Both
in the NORC data and in my surveys, it is possible to distinguish converts from lifers; thus,
that kind of comparison is also introduced where salient. ’
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mainly the first and third columns of the tables, reserving for later a closer
look at the middle column (converts).

The demographic data in Table 1 shows that the “typical” Mormon is not
extremely different from his or her non-Mormon counterpart in the United
States. For obvious historical reasons, Mormons are geographically distributed
disproportionately in the West. They differ little, if at all, however, from non-
Mormons in occupational preferences or prestige. Lifers (but not converts) do
differ noticeably in educational attainment, income, politics, age distribution,
and family size, all in ways that underlie the social conservatism for which
Mormons have become well known.

The NORC surveys from which these data come do not ask many ques-
tions about religious beliefs; but Mormon religious differences are pronounced,
though again less for converts than for lifers. Mormons are much more likely
than others to believe in life after death, to hold strong feelings for their own
religion, to attend church regularly, and to abstain from alcohol and tobacco,
though one in six smokes and one in three drinks.

On contemporary social issues in the nation (Tables 3 and 4), the com-
parisons between Mormons and non-Mormons do not correspond very closely
with popular stereotypes. Mormons express much more support for civil liber-
ties than do others, reinforcing my own finding of twenty years ago (1972a).
Roof and McKinney (1987, 195) found that Mormons exceed nearly all other
Christian bodies in upholding civil liberties for unpopular groups. Similarly,
in attitudes toward blacks and toward women’s roles, Mormons rarely differ
from non-Mormons in statistically significant ways; and when they do, they
tend to be more liberal than the non-Mormons, though this is somewhat less
true for converts. Again, these findings replicate mine as far as the races are
concerned (1972a); and again Roof and McKinney find Mormons ranking

TABLE 2

DistriBUTIONS BY RELIGIOUS BELIEFS AND OBSERVANCES FOR LIFE-LONG MORMONS
(“LiFers”), CONVERTS, AND NON-MORMONS

Non-
Beliefs Lifers Converts Mormons Prob.*
(N=113) (N=76) (N=1247)

Life after death 96% 889% 76% .000
“Strong” feelings for religious affiliation ........................ 63% 489, 429, .001
Observances
Church attendance

weekly or more 56% 49% 319, .000

<annually 21 29 38
Smoker at present 16 18 38 .002
Ever drink at all now 31 38 78 .000
Ever too much? (drinkers only) 38 38 38 941

* See note on Table 1.
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TABLE 3

DisTrIBUTIONS BY INDICATORS OF SociAL CONSERVATISM FOR LIFE-LONG MORMONS
(“Lirers”), CONVERTS, AND NON-MORMONS
Non-
Beliefs/ Attitudes Lifers Converts Mormons Prob.*

(N=113) (N=76) (N=1247)

Civil Libertarianism: Agree that atheists should be allowed to —

Speak in public 78% 82% 63% .001

Teach in schools 61% 439, 439, .008

Have anti-religious books in library ..........coocococeeieee 68% 74% 61% .075
Church/State Separation: Prayer in the public schools

Approve 519% 50% 37% .059

Sex-Related Issues
Approval of abortion —

For any reason 229% 16% 36% .000
If single woman 229, 28% 439, .000
If married, not wanting more 199% 249, 419, .000
Favor sex education in public schools .......cccoooooeeeene. 62% 75% 79% .104

Favor general laws vs. pornography 62% 61% 419 .015
Has seen X-rated movie during past year 15% 5% 19% .293
Believe homosexual relations are always wrong .......... 86% 93% 69% .034
Would allow book by homosexual in public library .... 44% 46% 43% 979

Cynicism or “Anomia”: Agreement that —

The lot of the average man is getting worse ................ 53% 61% 619 .364
It’s not fair to bring a child into this kind of world .... 19% 349, 439, .000

Government officials, etc., are not interested
in the average man 53% 63% 68% .017

* See note on Table 1.

TABLE 4

DisTRIBUTIONS BY ATTITUDES ON RACE AND GENDER IssuEs For LiFE-LoN¢ MoORMONS
(“Lirers”), CONVERTS, AND NON-MORMONS
Non-
Beliefs/Attitudes Lifers Converts Mormons Prob.*
(N=113) (N=76) (N=1247)
Race Attitudes: Agree strongly that —

Whites and blacks should attend separate schools ...... 7% 4% 11% 447
Whites have a right to segregate neighborhoods ........ 10% 13% 15% 568
Blacks should not push so hard 239, 41% 389, .205
Favor laws against intermarriage 18% 29% 29% .072
Favor school busing for integration ..........ccccoceeeeemeve. 239% 10% 20% 123
Would vote for a black for president ..........cccocoooveeceeee 87% 84% 78% 357
Gender Attitudes: Agree that —
All right for women to work outside home ................ 75% 58% 719, 439
Women should take care of the home, not the country 28% 439, 30% 233
Women are not suited for politics -.......ececoeeeeoeceeracacas 329, 61% 429, .024
Would vote for a woman for president .........cccoceceeecee 79% 73% 81% 204

* See note on Table 1.
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ahead of most other Christians on “racial justice” and “women’s rights”
(1987, 200, 209)."

In general, the most consistent attitudinal differences between Mormons
and non-Mormons are those which also distinguish the nation’s more con-
servative Protestants on such issues as prayer in public schools, abortion, sex
education in the schools, pornography, and tolerance of homosexuality. As
Table 3 indicates, Mormons tend to be much more conservative than non-
Mormons on these issues. Similarly, Roof and McKinney (1987, 214) found
Mormons strongly resembling Southern Baptists and other fundamentalists on
these issues. A separate survey of some 900 college students at four campuses
in the United States and Canada also found “general substantive agreement”
on such issues between Mormons and conservative Christians, as well as very
similar scores on a “Moral Majority Scale” (Brinkerhoff, Jacob, and Mackie
1987).

Mormons often cite family values and behavior as important distinguishing
traits. Indeed, because of a theology and cosmology that have always been
both familial and patriarchal, Mormons have been strongly oriented toward
marriage and family from the beginning (Campbell and Campbell 1981;
Thomas 1983). Accordingly, most studies have shown Mormons more likely
than other Americans to abstain from premarital and extramarital sexual rela-
tions, to marry, to remarry after divorce or widowhood, and to have relatively
large families (Bahr, Condie, and Goodman 1982; Christensen 1976, 1982;
Heaton 1986, 1987a; Heaton and Goodman 1985; and Smith 1976).

At the same time, however, Mormons do not differ appreciably from other
Americans in using contraceptives, in divorce rates, in the incidence of female
depression, or in certain other common family problems (Bahr 1981; Bluhm,
Spendlove, and West 1986; Heaton and Calkins 1983; Martin, Heaton, and
Bahr 1986). Nor, despite the patriarchal rhetoric, do Mormons differ from
most other Americans in the rate at which married women are gainfully em-
ployed or in how married couples share power (Albrecht, Bahr, Chadwick
1979; Bahr 1979, 1982; Bahr and Rollins 1971; Brinkerhoff and Mackie
1984 ; Martin, Heaton, and Bahr 1986).

71t is important to emphasize that the Mormon sample in these tables is not large
enough, even as aggregated across the years, to carry the burden of the case for Mormon
assimilation, nor am I using the tables for that purpose. The case for a social and cultural
convergence of Mormons with other Americans rests mainly upon (1) the preceding para-
graphs on assimilation at the corporate level; (2) the systematic evidence from the Shepherds
(1984) on the changing content of general conference sermons; (3) the evidence from my
own older and larger surveys; and (4) the highly corroborative findings on Mormon social
attitudes and behavior from the empirical studies of other scholars cited often in these pages.

Yet, although the NORC data in these tables can be considered only as suggestive, they
should not be disregarded. The tables have been presented in three columns to obviate the
need for two sets of tables (one each for the Mormon/non-Mormon comparison and for the
lifer/convert comparison). This form of presentation, however, actually underestimates the
Mormon/non-Mormon similarities, since the converts are usually closer statistically to the
non-Mormons. Thus, if the convert and lifer data were merged into one Mormon column
(as in Roof and McKinney 1987), then the Mormon/non-Mormon differences would be even
smaller. Furthermore, the total (merged) sample size for Mormons would be much larger
than in either of the two existing Mormon columns, thereby enhancing also the statistical
significance of the comparisons.
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From these data, I would generalize that Mormons resemble other middle-
class Americans in their basic beliefs and values far more than they differ from
them (Davies 1963) and that such distinguishing traits as they do have in
politics, family or sexual values, and alcohol use make them look much more
like other conservative Christians than like an unassimilated minority. Recent
changes in the surrounding culture have also helped erode Mormon distinctive-
ness. National campaigns decry tobacco, alcohol, caffeine, poor nutrition, and
lack of exercise; others promote wholesome family life. National politics are
more conservative than perhaps at any time in the past half century. (For a
generally congruent assessment of the few differences between Mormons and
other Americans, see Clayton 1986).

Thus, American Mormons have achieved a high degree of assimilation, a
mixed blessing, which has brought the Church and its individual members to a
new predicament.

THE PREDICAMENT OF RESPECTABILITY

In the predicament of respectability, the corporate institution and indi-
vidual members feel an increasing need to reassert their claims to a separate
identity and uniqueness, to reach ever deeper into their bag of cultural pecu-
liarities to find either symbolic or actual traits that will help them mark their
subcultural boundaries. Even the traditional Mormon theological heresies have
a less distinguishing effect in a society which has generally grown indifferent
to theology as opposed to the search for personal fulfillment.

A new Mormon resistance to assimilation, and an effort to recover pecu-
liarity, seem visible on at least three levels: (1) Official, where presiding au-
thorities make renewed efforts to reassert the charismatic and prophetic ele-
ment of the angel through new programs and through reemphasizing, renew-
ing, or retrenching existing programs and principles. (2) Folk, where indi-
viduals and groups of Church members in wards and stakes identify and pro-
mote certain values and norms of behavior as uniquely or especially Mormon,
in reaction to the pressures of assimilation. (3) Scholarly, where Mormon
academics and intellectuals seek out, illuminate, and celebrate our unique
historical and cultural identity. Such enterprises as the Mormon History Asso-
ciation, DIALOGUE, Sunstone (both symposia and magazine), and the “Came-
lot” days in the Church Historical Department can, I think, all be understood
as part of this level (Bitton 1983).® However, the remainder of this essay will
concentrate on the official and folk levels.

Official Efforts: Historical Background

Those useful abstractions, ‘“‘stages of history,” are not marked by distinct
boundaries. Rather, there is much overlapping at the margins, as the forces
set in motion during an earlier stage play themselves out simultaneously with

8 One of the excesses of this scholarly thrust, in my opinion, has been the effort in
Canada and in the U.S. to define Mormons as a separate “ethnic group” (May 1980;
Card et al., in press), an effort to which I have taken exception elsewhere (Mauss, in press).
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the emergence of new forces headed in different directions. It is thus very
difficult to set a date for the end of the ‘““assimilationist stage” and the begin-
ning of resistance to assimilation. The concern with respectability is certainly
still obvious in the massive public-relations campaign of the 1970s and 1980s.
Yet at some point after World War II, it seems clear that at least some seg-
ment of the Church leadership became more concerned with the costs of
assimilation than with the benefits; more concerned with the consequences of
a muted Mormon identity, an ambiguous peculiarity, than with maintaining
or enhancing a position of comfortable respectability.

The seeds of that change may have been planted as early as the mid-1930s
when the Great Depression brought a sense of crisis in the Mormon community
and perhaps a renewed sense of dependence on “first principles” and on the
Church as a source of security. The newly organized (or reorganized) Church
Welfare Program of that time, with its stress on communitarianism, might be
understood as such an expression. American political changes, exemplified by
Prohibition repeal and the New Deal, were also threatening. President Heber
J. Grant, for example, regarded the emerging political values as so subversive
to the moral fiber of the nation that he became a Republican.

A thorough history remains to be written of the Church since the 1930s,
but it seems clear, given the political and economic conditions just mentioned,
that the thirties provided a fertile environment for change. The calling of
J. Reuben Clark to the First Presidency during this time seems in retrospect to
have been as significant as it was fortuitous. I do not mean to subscribe to such
simplistic notions as a “‘great man” theory of history, but my reading of Clark’s
biography (Quinn 1983) convinces me that his appointment in 1933 had a
more profound impact on the Church than any other First Presidency appoint-
ment since Jedediah M. Grant’s during the “Reformation” in 1854 (Sessions
1982).

Coinciding with President Clark’s appointment came the deaths of B. H.
Roberts, James E. Talmage, and Anthony W. Ivins, influential proponents
of a different leadership style. Equally significant and coincidental was the
fact that for nearly two decades the presidents of the Church to whom Clark
was first counselor were not in vigorous health, President Grant because of
advanced age and President George Albert Smith because of a chronic condi-
tion. These coincidental conditions in top leadership, in effect, left the vigorous,
conservative, and eloquent President Clark as the Church’s most influential
spokesman with few dissenters of comparable personal or ecclesiastical power.

To some extent, Clark’s colleague in the First Presidency, David O.
McKay, provided a degree of balance; but President McKay disliked con-
frontations and tended to avoid engaging Clark directly. These differences in
style and philosophy signaled the emergence of “camps” among the General
Authorities, evident from the tendency even in the 1930s to speak of each other
as “Clark men” or “McKay men” (Quinn 1983, 117-28). In the early 1940s,
with President Grant growing feebler, four young apostles were called — Harold
B. Lee, Spencer W. Kimball, Ezra Taft Benson, and Mark E. Petersen. Elders
Lee, Benson, and Petersen, at least, were clearly identifiable as “Clark men.”
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Elder Lee had a powerful impact upon Church organization as the archi-
tect of the Welfare Program even in the 1930s, and then of the Correlation
Movement in the 1960s (Gottlieb and Wiley 1984, 59-64; 194-99; Wiley
1984-85). Elder Petersen, during much of his tenure among the Twelve, had
the special assignment of dealing with apostates and trying to protect the
Church from their influence. He undertook a number of forays against the
fancied faithless, including an attempted “purge” of certain DIALOGUE scholars
(myself included) as recently as 1983. Elders Lee, Petersen, and Benson have
all been known for their theological and political conservatism, their preference
for centralized and standardized control, their stress upon obedience to current
authority, and their suspicion of scholars and intellectuals.

Because we lack access to the records of the crucial deliberations, we can-
not document President Clark’s exact involvement in these appointments.
However, his influence during 1943-44 must have been great. President Grant
was already incapacitated from the lengthy illness that would end his life in
early 1945. It is apparent also that these three shared President Clark’s prefer-
ence for a more formal, bureaucratic, and centralized leadership style (Quinn
1983, 300).

I do not mean to suggest a conservative conspiracy. After all, such im-
portant leaders as David O. McKay, Stephen L Richards, John A. Widtsoe,
and Matthew Cowley were clearly not “Clark men.” I suggest only that as
these Clark-sponsored men gained seniority and power, along with certain
others like Bruce R. McConkie, appointed to the First Council of Seventy
about the same time, they would naturally have been disposed to support the
renewal and retrenchment ethos increasingly apparent in Church leadership
since World War II. Their support may or may not have been decisive, but it
must have been important.

Harold B. Lee’s “correlation movement” expressed the organizational com-
mitment to renewal and retrenchment. As Richard D. Poll explains from per-
sonal experience, Elder Lee, the “quintessential Iron Rod,” was the prime
mover behind Correlation, a program “originally intended to eliminate dupli-
cate and inefficient programs and practices,” but which by the 1970s had pro-
duced “a standardized and sanitized instructional curriculum [in which the]
intellectual threat was being contained by eliminating intellectual inquiry from
Church education” (1985, 17).

Even earlier, in the early 1950s, Elders Lee, Joseph Fielding Smith, Bruce
R. McConkie, and others were trying to close down the ‘“‘swearing elders”
seminars at the University of Utah (Bergera and Priddis 1985, 155-56;
Blakely 1985; Poll 1985), removing or transferring such “liberals” as George
Boyd and Heber Snell from the Utah LDS Institutes (Sherlock 1979) and
urging the adoption of Elder Smith’s anti-evolutionist Man: His Origin and
Destiny as an Institute text.

It is against this historical background of organizational developments from
the 1930s to the 1950s that we can better understand the significance of more
recent retrenchment efforts. Five such efforts seem especially noteworthy.
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Five Contemporary Features

1. Reassertion of the principle of continuous revelation through modern
prophets. Though a classic doctrine of Mormonism, this principle has received
renewed emphasis in recent years, as manifest by the increased frequency of the
charge, “Follow the Brethren!” The Shepherds confirm empirically that since
1950, if not earlier, general conference sermons have shown a greatly increased
emphasis upon keeping the commandments, the dangers of disobedience, and
the importance of obeying priesthood leaders (1984, Appendix C).

Second, three new revelatory sections have been added to the canon in the
Doctrine and Covenants after a hiatus of nearly a century. The renewed em-
phasis upon the Book of Mormon, a particular preoccupation of the Benson
presidency, can also be seen in this light. Admittedly the assimilationist motif
of the Church can be seen in the 1981 addition of a Book of Mormon subtitle,
“Another Testament of Jesus Christ,” thus stressing a common Christian
heritage with the rest of America. Yet, at the same time, there has been an
increased stress on the book as concrete evidence of the prophetic claims of
Joseph Smith.

Clearly related, especially during the period of Spencer W. Kimball’s in-
fluence, has been the increased focus on Lamanites and, indeed, the expansion
of that term officially in recent years to cover Polynesians (England 1985).
The establishment a few years ago of the private Foundation for Ancient
Research and Mormon Studies (FARMS), housed at BYU, might be seen as
a scholarly, or even a semi-official, expression of the same renewed emphasis
on the Book of Mormon. All of these developments, in one way or another,
stress that the traditional prophetic claims of Mormonism continue to provide
a basis for Mormon distinctiveness.

Even some of the politically unpopular positions of Church leadership in
recent years can be understood as efforts to maintain the integrity of the
prophetic office (Mauss and Bradford 1988). The official response to criticism
of the Church’s pre-1978 racial policies reasserted the divine legitimacy of the
prophets’ leadership; and that issue early displaced the racial issue itself for
leaders and probably for most members as well (Mauss 1981). Similarly, I
find that official resistance to many feminist claims is not so much an expres-
sion of patriarchal politics as another assertion of the integrity and charisma
of the prophetic office in the face of pressures for political expediency.

2. Renewed emphasis on genealogy and temple work. Few characteristics
are as uniquely and authentically Mormon as these two related programs. Both
have received enormously increased emphasis in the past two decades. Gene-
alogical research has been increasingly computerized and turned over to a
cadre of professionals and to specially trained volunteers at stake genealogical
libraries. The name extraction program greatly facilitates ordinance work for
deceased individuals, separating ordinances from demonstrated kinship.

At the same time, however, lay Saints are kept involved in the genealogy
program (at least in principle) through the continued requirement for each
individual to complete four generations of pedigree/family group sheets and
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through expanding the meaning of “genealogy” to emphasize personal and
family histories. Indeed, the genealogy program and library were, in 1987,
renamed “Family History.” An important effect is to foster the continued sense
of connection to a unique identity and heritage among members, including
converts.

Since 1950, there has been a tremendous increase in the emphasis given
to temples and temple work in general conference sermons (Shepherd and
Shepherd 1984, Appendix C). Up to the end of World War 11, there had
never been more than eight temples in operation. Five more were added in
the next twenty years. The 1985 Church Almanac lists almost fifty, either in
operation or under construction (Deseret News 1984, 12). This post-1965
increase in temples has been accompanied by a streamlining of the ceremony,
both substantively and technologically, and by a modernization of the garment
(Buerger 1987, 55-56).

These changes have made temple work more accessible geographically,
logistically, and even psychologically to a vastly larger proportion of members
than ever before (Deseret News 1984, 12). Though there is some question
about how much proportionate increase has occurred in actual temple par-
ticipation (Buerger 1987, 63—67), the very presence of temples in new loca-
tions and the potential for increased participation enhances the sense of distinct
identity, especially among Mormons who live near the growing number of
temples and wear the garment as a symbol of resistance to assimilation (Mauss
1987).

3. The missionary program. While Mormons have always proselyted, the
creation of the 1960s slogan “Every Member a Missionary” epitomizes a re-
newed commitment to missionary work. Earlier in the century, mission calls
to young men were by no means routine, and a relatively small proportion of
them received calls. It was not unusual for farewells before 1960 to feature
visiting speakers and musicians and ornate printed programs, all now generally
abandoned as part of the attempt in recent years to routinize and universalize
the expectation of a mission call for young men and, increasingly, for young
women. Though only about a third of the eligible young men are actually
serving missions in the 1980s, that is almost certainly a large increase over the
proportions called earlier in the century. With nearly 40,000 maintained in the
field during the late eighties, Mormon missionaries very nearly equal the com-
bined total of all the missionaries sent from the Protestant denominations of
the United States, according to a colleague of mine on the research staff of the
National Council of Churches.

Other manifestations of intensified commitment to missionary work can be
seen in the efficient language and other training for missionaries; the con-
tinuous resort to and experimentation with standardized proselyting plans; the
ongoing sociological research on the conversion process and determinants of
missionary success; perhaps an increased willingness to recruit women and
retired couples (according to a knowledgeable informant on the MTC staff,
women now constitute 15 percent of each new missionary group); and even
the constant “‘remodeling” of the missionary program at the local or stake level.
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4. Family renewal and retrenchment. The sanctity and solidarity of Mor-
mon family life have always been recognized, by Mormons and by others, as
the foundation of both church and nation (Heaton 1987a). Yet a new em-
phasis on strengthening the family is clearly visible in the recent history of the
Church, beginning at least with the introduction of the Family Home Evening
program about twenty-five years ago and epitomized in the well-known McKay
dictum, “No success in life can compensate for failure in the home.”

This emphasis can be seen in a variety of official initiatives: Church-
published family home evening manuals placed in every home annually (until
recent years); the official expectation (not always achieved) of a Sunday
School family relations course annually; the regular features, “Family Hand-
book” and “Family Home Evening,” in the Ensign during the present decade;
articles in nearly every Ensign on such practical problems as marriage enrich-
ment, inactive or nonmember spouses, divorce, and infidelity; and a general
pronatal and prochild ethos that expresses itself (among other ways) in toler-
ance for a remarkable level of child-generated noise in worship services.

The Shepherds’ data corroborate this general picture of renewed official
emphasis on family life. Between 1950 and 1980, by comparison with 1920—
50, general conference talks saw a five-fold increase in references to children,
four-fold in references to family life, eight-fold in references to marriage, and
five-fold in references to motherhood, though none in reference to fatherhood
(1984, Appendix C).

This renewed family focus has, of course, coincided in recent years with the
return of feminism as a major American issue; and that juxtaposition creates
the best context, I think, for understanding the apparently conservative official
stance toward careers or gainful employment for mothers and toward other
feminist aspirations.

President Benson’s widely circulated addresses of February and October
1987, criticizing mothers’ employment or their postponement of childbearing,
represent perhaps the conservative extreme among today’s Church leaders
(1987a, 1987b). Yet rarely are official statements so uncompromising. Six
months after President Benson’s address to fathers, Elder Gordon B. Hinckley,
his first counselor, in an address to Regional Representatives (1988a) later
summarized for the general Church membership (1988b), extolled the career
accomplishments of prominent women who had made important contributions
to the world in political and other realms (Hinckley 1988). Certainly no
efforts have been made to apply President Benson’s instructions to the thou-
sands of mothers who contribute their services to auxiliary boards on the gen-
eral, stake, and ward levels (Huefner 1971), to say nothing of the mothers
on the Church payroll itself, both in professional and clerical positions, from
the Church Office Building to the BYU campus. All things considered, it is
difficult to infer any specific official Church policy in this regard.

It is perhaps more helpful to interpret the admonitions of Church leaders
about the primacy of the domestic role for women as asserting the priority
of the family, rather than as asserting patriarchal privilege against feminist
aspirations. What presumably distresses Church leaders, and ought to distress
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everyone, is the deterioration of the family institution during the past genera-
tion, both in the United States and in the Church, as indicated by increasing
rates of divorce, extra-marital pregnancy, abortion, and child abuse (Martin,
Heaton, and Bahr 1986).

Church leaders over fifty — a large percent of those now serving — grew
up in an era that assumed mothers were the chief caretakers of the family. It
is not difficult to understand why so many might assume that the increasing
entry of women into the labor force is correlated more than coincidentally with
family deterioration. These leaders seem to be calling us back to an earlier and
“safer” model of the authentic Mormon family, as another way of reasserting
our uniqueness against a secularizing and assimilating world (Heaton 1987a,
1987b).

5. Religious education. The past twenty-five years have also seen greater
emphasis upon religious education at both the high school and college levels.
Even junior colleges, at least in the West, are likely to have Institutes of Reli-
gion nearby. “Early-morning” seminaries have spread to nearly every corner
of the United States and overseas as well. The seminary program, in particular,
must be extraordinarily expensive, both in the demands it places upon par-
ticipants and in the money it costs the Church; but no systematic cost-benefit
analysis has been made to see whether this program achieves its goal of enhanc-
ing the gospel knowledge and testimonies of its students. Yet perhaps more
important is its symbolic significance as a means of asserting Mormon identity
to one’s peers. The choice of BYU for college probably has a similar function,
in addition to educational goals.

LDS religious education has not only become more extensive but also more
intensively Mormon. When the Church Education System (CES) was founded
in the 1920s, the Church was still largely in the assimilationist mode, and its
curriculum was more inclined to make use of non-Mormon scriptural and
theological scholarship and to stress the articulation or the reconciliation of
Mormon doctrine with the best in the “wisdom of the world” (Arrington
1967). As mentioned, promising young faculty members, with Church finan-
cial support, studied at the University of Chicago and other centers of scholar-
ship, while visiting theologians taught summer sessions in Provo for seminary
teachers (Nelson 1985; Sherlock 1979; Swensen 1972).

J. Reuben Clark opposed this trend as early as 1938 (Bergera and Priddis
1985, 60-62; Clark 1938). Another example of the changing intellectual
climate in CES was the case of Heber C. Snell, a prominent CES scholar, who
published an interpretation of the Old Testament in his 1949 Ancient Israel,
a work highly acclaimed by professional scholars, Mormon and non-Mormon,
and widely circulated among LDS institutes but which generated considerable
internal controversy. At least as early as 1937, Snell’s lectures had stirred up
more general controversy and attracted the wrath of Joseph Fielding Smith.
Though the First Presidency remained publicly aloof, Mark E. Petersen sup-
ported Elder Smith’s position, while John A. Widtsoe, Joseph F. Merrill, and
Levi Edgar Young, scholarly minded apostles from the earlier generation, took
the other side. With such protection, Snell retained his institute position until
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a face-saving but involuntary retirement in 1950, at the age of sixty-seven
(Sherlock 1979).

Four years later, Elders Smith and Harold B. Lee personally taught semi-
nary and institute faculty in the annual CES summer school at BYU, using
Smith’s Man: His Origin and Destiny as a text. They required all in attendance
to pass an examination on it and urged that it be “taught” in the seminaries
and institutes (Bergera and Priddis 1985, 152-55; Poll 1985). To the relief
of many CES faculty members, President Clark (1954) a few days later
effectively countermanded such an intrusion of unofficial doctrine, pointing
out that only the president of the Church may define official doctrine and then
only when he is speaking as a prophet. Nevertheless, the teachers who had
most outspokenly opposed the Smith and Lee enterprise, including George
Boyd and Lowell Bennion, both at the institute at the University of Utah,
almost immediately experienced efforts to transfer them to institutes where they
would be less influential.®

Since that time, the pedagogical posture of the CES has become increas-
ingly anti-scientific and anti-intellectual, more inward looking, more intent on
the uniqueness and exclusiveness of the Mormon version of the gospel as
opposed to other interpretations, whether religious or scientific. Lesson manuals
still occasionally take gratuitous swipes at scientists, intellectuals, and modernist
ideas, which are blamed for jeopardizing students’ testimonies. Non-Mormon
sources and resources are rarely used and highly suspect. Even Mormon schol-
arly journals like DIALOGUE cannot be purchased for seminaries or institutes
with Church funds, instructors’ private copies are not supposed to be visible
in their offices, and CES personnel are strongly discouraged from participating
in Sunstone or MHA conferences.*

Thus, the Church, in educating the younger generation, seems to draw
emphatic lines once more between Mormon and non-Mormon identities.
Whether through deliberate pedagogy or selective recruitment or both, the
Brigham Young University student body also has grown increasingly conservative
in its outlook on religion and science during the past fifty years (Christensen
and Cannon 1978).

9 The effort to move Boyd to USC was successful, while Bennion barely escaped transfer
to Logan. My information about this episode comes from interviews with Lowell Bennion,
George Boyd, and Eugene Campbell, August 1985, transcripts of notes in my possession.

10 My generalizations about CES policy on “outside” materials and faculty participation
come from recent conversations with close friends and relatives who are highly placed in
the Church Education System. Examples of “gratuitous swipes” can be seen in the 1981
student manual for the LDS Institute course on the Book of Mormon, Religion 121-22
(CES 1981). The anti-Christ Korihor (Lesson 29) is personified as an academic intellectual
(“Professor Cochran”). The manual quotes Ezra Taft Benson, Joseph Fielding Smith, and
Bruce R. McConkie to criticize humanism, evolutionism, and birth control (pp. 8, 114, 379),
to promote a highly literal interpretation of the Fall (pp. 72-73), and to perpetuate a racist
characterization of American Indians (p. 112). With the exception of the reference to
Indians, the Book of Mormon itself does not speak to any of those issues; thus, their use is
entirely gratuitous.
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The Quest for Peculiarity at the Folk Level

How has this program of renewal and retrenchment worked in practice?
How well have “the folk” responded to the official admonitions from Church
headquarters?

To assess the impact of official efforts in the five areas discussed above
would require systematic data from longitudinal studies of grassroots com-
pliance. Such data are not available. However, let me share some impressions.

I have the general impression that “follow the brethren” is a slogan taken
seriously at the grassroots level, even if its operational implications are not well
understood. For some, it seems to mean that “when our leaders speak, the
thinking has been done.” Even though a 1945 “ward teaching” message to
that effect was repudiated by President George Albert Smith (“A 1945 Per-
spective” 1986), Elaine Cannon, speaking as Young Women’s general presi-
dent, repeated the slogan before a television audience of thousands in the
1970s. Church members of a more independent mind, find such a stance re-
pugnant to the principles of free agency and personal responsibility (Cummings
1986; Newell 1986). Yet even the readers of DIALOGUE, presumably an
independent-minded lot, in a 1984 survey, expressed a willingness by a margin
of two to one to go along with Church policies that displeased them — perhaps
with some question but with no “dissent,” even privately (Mauss, Tarjan, and
Esplin 1987).

Compliance with official injunctions to do genealogical and temple work
is likewise difficult to assess. The name-extraction program and branch libraries
in virtually every stake give the impression of more grassroots research than
ever. Yet, in my stake at least, most of the users are nonmember genealogy
buffs, not Saints doing their duty. With so many temples, one is also tempted
to assume that more members than before are doing more temple work. Buerger
(1987) has called such an assumption into question, although his data, as he
acknowledges, are incomplete.

The third area of emphasis, missionary work, has yielded a record number
of missionaries, as noted. Yet according to a knowledgeable informant from the
Church’s office of research and evaluation, only about a third of the Church’s
young men and a tenth of the young women accept mission calls. The survey
data I collected twenty years ago from probability samples of Salt Lake City and
San Francisco Mormons (Mauss 1972a) demonstrated that missionary service
was a most important predictor of adult activity and commitment, second only
to youthful home experiences. The missionary program thus functions as a
powerful means of religious socialization for post-adolescent youth, quite apart
from the new converts it generates. At the individual level, missionary service
also represents a powerful assertion and cultivation of a special Mormon identity,
just as William Shaffir (1978) found that “witnessing” functions similarly for
Hassidic Jews. In an age when Mormons, like Jews, have been subjected to
decades of American assimilation, proselyting’s identity-maintaining function is
extremely important.



Mauss: Assimilation and Ambivalence 51

When it comes to family programs, twenty years ago about half of the Utah
and California Mormons in my survey held family home evening with any regu-
larity. I know of no subsequent data indicating any higher levels of compliance.
Given the increasing proportions in the Church of both single people and older
couples beyond the child-rearing years (Heaton 1987b), it is probably not
realistic to expect anything near total compliance, despite the “pseudo-family”
groups into which singles are sometimes organized.

Mormon divorce rates are at least as high as those of the nation in general,
though much lower for temple-married couples. Rates of child delinquency
and abuse are also not far from the national average, if we can make in-
ferences from Utah data (Bahr 1981; Heaton 1987a; Martin, Heaton, and
Bahr 1986). Only 20 percent of Mormon households fit the official image of
a temple-married couple with children at home (Heaton 1987b). At the same
time, however, compliance with Church norms can be seen in the relatively
high rates of premarital chastity, family formation, and fertility (Christensen
1982; Heaton 1987a; Heaton and Calkins 1983 ; Heaton and Goodman 1985).

In the division of labor and authority between spouses — patriarchal by
Mormon tradition — the reality again conforms rather imperfectly with the
official ideology. Mormon mothers are employed outside the home at about
the same rates as other American mothers, despite a higher rate of expressed
preference for at-home mothers (Bahr 1979; Heaton 1987a, 1987b; Martin,
Heaton, and Bahr 1986). The rhetoric may be patriarchal, but actual decision-
making is quite egalitarian (Bahr 1982; Heaton 1987a, 1987b), an interesting
paradox also found in other conservative religious communities (Rose 1987).
Nor do Mormon women suffer depression at higher rates than non-Mormon
women in similar circumstances (Bluhm, Spendlove, and West 1986). Except
for family size, it may be difficult to find many differences, either favorable or
unfavorable, between Mormon families and most others.

The impact of the extensive Church religious education programs is also
doubtful. Although a larger proportion of LDS teenagers attend seminary than
ever before, my survey twenty years ago revealed that seminary attendance had
no independent impact on later religious commitment once we controlled for
home backgrounds. The home, not seminary, made the difference, in higher
rates of missions, temple marriages, and adult activity. A much more recent
and extensive study yielded similar conclusions, though it found evidence of
indirect seminary impact through influencing the youngsters’ choice of peers
(Cornwall 1987).

Mormon Folk Religion and the Quest for Peculiarity

Although grassroots compliance with official teachings and directives seems
to be incomplete and imperfect, there is another dimension of this renewed
quest for peculiarity: the apparent rise and spread of Mormon “folk funda-
mentalism.” While that movement has been aided and abetted by occasional
speeches or comments from individual General Authorities or, more often,
local Church leaders, it is essentially a folk phenomenon that has become
increasingly apparent since World War II. The distinction between the folk
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and official levels, though clear enough in principle, frequently blurs in reality
for these reasons: in a lay-ministry the clergy are also part of the “folk” (Soren-
son 1983); and these lay leaders, whether at the general, stake, or ward levels,
often fail to specify whether they are speaking in their official or their personal
capacities (Capener 1984; Clark 1954; Davis 1985; Mauss 1981, 32-34;
Dunn 1982)."

I also find that the official/lay distinction is more likely to be blurred at
lower levels of the priesthood hierarchy. The General Authorities, as a body,
seem to be the most parsimonious and modest about claiming prophetic sanc-
tion for their personal preferences, though a few conspicuous exceptions must
be acknowledged (Buerger 1985). More often, it is local lay leaders or salaried
Church bureaucrats who attribute to General Authorities an infallibility that
few of the latter seem willing to claim for themselves.

Within this context, I suggest that folk Mormonism has borrowed increas-
ingly from Protestant fundamentalism for at least fifty years. I further suggest,
as an explanation, an ambiguous and undefined grassroots awareness of the
“predicament of respectability.” This awareness is manifest as uneasiness in
the face of almost daily ambiguity about where to draw the line between the
Mormon way and the world’s ways. Mormon families and individuals, as a
result of assimilation, have had to shoulder an increasing burden of responsi-
bility for defining that boundary themselves. Mormons have thus had to find
symbolic and psychological ways of maintaining a unique Mormon identity
that used to be maintained largely in geographic and political ways. When an
assimilating and comfortable world offers a great many alternative choices, and
even alternative interpretations of Mormon ideals, then identity-maintaining
decisions are much harder to make.

For example, how many children are necessary to comprise a truly “Mor-
mon” family? As many as possible? Can we use artificial contraceptives to
“space” or even to prevent children? What is sex “for,” anyway, just pro-
creation? Even within a marriage, is it all right to enjoy sex for its own sake,
or is that too much like X-rated worldly, carnal indulgence? How much can
we talk about sex, or read about it, without undermining our spirituality? How
much sex (and portrayed how) is acceptable in our literature, arts, and films?
How much, and what kinds, of sex education should we give our children, and
how soon? What is the “Church policy” on such matters? Or what is the
Lord’s will? Or what is the Mormon way? Lacking definitive answers to such
questions, many Saints retreat to the “safety” of sexual prudery, parsimony,
or silence, for which Utah in early February 1988 was publicly criticized by
U.S. Surgeon General Everett Koop.

111 here characterize as ‘“official”’ only those teachings, directives, or policies found
either in LDS scriptures or over the signatures of the First Presidency. Thus, a given address,
article, or statement by an individual apostle, high-ranking Church leader, or ward/stake
leader is “folk religion,” for the purposes of this essay. Such public expressions may not be
the product of the careful, collective deliberations of the General Authorities and often
represent the speaker’s personal biases and preferences, including those derived from Mormon
folk religion (Mauss 1981, 32-34; Dunn 1982).



Mauss: Assimilation and Ambivalence 53

Similarly, a rational or even traditional observance of the Word of Wisdom
is not enough to ensure a unique Mormon identity for some Saints. If a “true
Mormon” says that tobacco and alcohol are bad, so now do a great many
gentiles, even the federal government. Many gentiles too have given up coffee
and tea, or at least have turned to decaffeinated varieties. How can the Saints
truly distinguish themselves today in their health practices? One way would be
to eschew meat-eating, obesity, and household drugs, as the Word of Wisdom
itself would suggest; but instead, many have chosen the safety of an exclu-
sionary checklist — abstinence not only from tobacco, alcohol, coffee, and tea,
but also from cola drinks, decaffeinated coffees, white flour, white sugar, and
“processed” foods.

The same existential anxiety about a Mormon identity shows itself in such
questions as: What can a true Mormon do on Sunday? or, more often, What
must one absolutely not do? As a teacher, must one “stick to the manual,” or
may one bring in relevant “outside” material? If so, how much, and from
where? Can a faithful bearer of the priesthood “let” his wife work outside the
home? If so, how much, under what circumstances, and with what career
plans? If gambling is officially discouraged, can a “true Mormon” play cards
for fun or is there something intrinsically “un-Mormon” about holding face
cards? What kind of music is acceptable for Church dances or even for a “true
Mormon” home? Leaving aside the question of “suggestive” lyrics, is there a
certain “beat” or decibel-level that is “spiritually dangerous”?

For all of these questions, there has been remarkably little official Church
guidance offered, presumably in the expectation that the Saints should make
some of these decisions for themselves. Yet for many, the decisions have taken
the form of fleeing from uncertainty and insecurity to the safety of the most
conservative extreme. Ironically, such differences are also conspicuous features
of Protestant fundamentalism (Ammerman 1987; Brinkerhoff and Mackie
1984 ; Marsden 1980).

Fundamentalism in American Religion

Early in the twentieth century, two movements became apparent in Prot-
estant Christianity in America: the social gospel movement and fundamen-
talism, whose proponents preferred the “old time religion” more common in
nineteenth-century Protestantism. While the schism cut across denominational
lines, denominations more heavily influenced by the theological perspective of
the “social gospel” included Unitarians, Episcopalians, Methodists, American
(northern) Baptists, Congregationalists, and Presbyterians. These churches
have come to be called “mainline” American denominations and comprise a
clear majority of Protestants in the United States (Roof and McKinney 1987).
In contrast, the Southern Baptists and many smaller sects have clung to the
fundamentalist style and content.

This oversimplified review does not acknowledge the emergent strife be-
tween ‘“‘moderate” and “fundamentalist” factions in nearly all denominations
even today, or the intermediate category sometimes called “evangelical,” or the
“neo-orthodox” reaction in seminaries and denominations after World War 11,
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which has further complicated the Protestant religious scene (White 1987).
Nevertheless, I think it is fair to say that American Protestant fundamentalism
is characterized by such features as scriptural literalism, authoritarianism and
strict obedience to pastoral injunctions, salvation by grace (sometimes through
“born-again” experiences), a certain austerity in religious style, prudery in
matters of sex and gender, and a hostility toward “modernist” influences like
“secular humanism,” biblical criticism, and scientific theories like evolution
(Ammerman 1987; Marsden 1980).

This major religious development coincided with Mormonism’s transition
from its nineteenth-century disrepute to its twentieth-century acceptance and
assimilation. As the assimilation process went on, Mormonism was under-
standably influenced by these same national trends (Alexander 1982, 1986).
Some LDS leaders, notably Joseph F. Smith and his son, Joseph Fielding
Smith, were clearly influenced by fundamentalism, which expressed itself,
among other ways, in a long struggle over official policy on the theory of evolu-
tion (Bergera and Priddis 1985; Keller 1982; Sherlock 1980).

Although Mormonism has always had a certain tendency toward literal-
mindedness (Cummings 1982), much in earlier Mormon history and doctrine
was more compatible with humanism and modernism (Ericksen 1922 ; Kenney
1987; McMurrin 1969; O’Dea 1957). Moreover, fundamentalism had always
provided the chief theological and ecclesiastical animus for nineteenth-century
persecutions. Finally, as the American religious mainstream became increas-
ingly tolerant toward Mormons and increasingly oriented toward the social
gospel, Mormon leadership simultaneously began to include younger General
Authorities like James E. Talmage and John A. Widtsoe with “modernist”
scholarly credentials and a scientific bent (Alexander 1982, 46, 47, 53).

Despite the 1911 “purge” of pro-evolutionist faculty at BYU (Bergera
and Priddis 1985), Church leadership in general declined to take an official
position on evolution, and the topic was ruled out for discussion until revived
by Joseph Fielding Smith in the 1950s (Alexander 1980, 1982; Sherlock 1980;
Keller 1982). Even the enforcement of the Word of Wisdom, reflecting a
fundamentalist preference especially of President Grant, did not gain Church-
wide acceptance until the 1930s (Alexander 1981). Furthermore, the Church
began including such conspicuously “social gospel” elements as professional
social work and a children’s hospital into its program during the 1920s and
1930s as part of its increasingly assimilationist posture toward the nation as a
whole (Alexander 1983, 1986; Christensen 1987 ; Kenney 1978, 1987; Nelson
1985).

After the 1930s, however, as the Church leadership began to deal with its
new predicament of respectability, it turned gradually but increasingly toward
retrenchment and resistance to assimilation in order to maintain a claim to a
distinct Mormon identity. The folk, for their part (including a few in high
places), have found ways of their own to deal with this predicament, attempt-
ing somehow to become a little more ‘“Mormon” by becoming a little less
“respectable.” One form of that effort has been a certain amount of borrow-
ing from the less popular American tradition of fundamentalism (Crapo 1987).
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Forms of Mormon Folk Fundamentalism

The doctrinal content of folk fundamentalism has been explored at some
length and with convincing documentation by O. Kendall White (1987) in his
work on Mormon neo-orthodoxy.' He pays particular attention to three
tendencies: (1) a redefinition of God in the infinite, incomprehensible terms
associated with traditional Christianity, rather than in the more contingent
and finite terms used by Joseph Smith; (2) a redefinition of human nature in
the pessimistic terms associated with the traditional dogmas of original sin and
human depravity, rather than in the more optimistic and perfectable terms
found in early Mormonism; and (3) a redefinition of salvation more in terms
of grace than of works. As exponents of this neo-orthodoxy, White identifies
such scholars as Hyrum Andrus, Daniel H. Ludlow, Glenn Pearson, Paul and
Margaret Toscano, Rodney Turner, and David Yarn.

These writers are certainly not General Authorities, so in a strictly ecclesi-
astical sense they might be considered part of the “folk.” They are, or have
been, all associated with BYU; except for the Toscanos, they have also been
Religious Instruction faculty able to articulate in their writings, class lectures,
and “Know Your Religion™ series, doctrinal ideas that lend legitimacy to the
folk fundamentalism among their audiences. Occasional speeches in a similar
vein by General Authorities naturally have had the same effect, even if not
strictly official in nature — for example, “Fourteen Fundamentals in Following
the Prophets” (Benson 1980)** and “The Seven Deadly Heresies” (McConkie
1982).

The influence of neo-orthodox theologians upon grassroots Mormons, or
even the extent of folk fundamentalism itself, has not been empirically deter-
mined. However, there are some indications.

Doctrinally, the Mormon folk have always selectively adapted Church
teachings to their personal needs and circumstances (Crapo 1987; Leone 1979;
Sorenson 1983). I have heard sermons and lessons characterizing an awesome
God and a depraved humanity that sound more like fundamentalist Protes-
tantism than the King Follett discourse. On the other hand, an emphasis on

12 Mormon “fundamentalism” usually refers to a subgroup practicing polygyny, but I
use the term to refer to the generic Christian version described here. White too notes
(p. xxi) that he considered using “neo-fundamentalism” instead of ‘“‘neo-orthodoxy” but
wished to avoid possible confusion with pro-polygynist fundamentalists. Despite our general
congruence of ideas, he focuses mainly on formal theological developments among a fairly
small coterie of (mostly) BYU-based scholars, while I attempt to appraise a grassroots phe-
nomenon. Also, his theory of “cultural crisis” differs somewhat from my model in terms of
“the predicament of respectability.” (See my review of White’s book in the March 1988
issue of Sunstone.)

13 This address, given when President Benson was president of the Quorum of the
Twelve, caught considerable media attention, not only for its authoritarian tone and content
but also for its assertion that the teachings of the current Church president took precedence
over the accumulated revelations of his predecessors. Whether justifiably or not, this con-
tention was widely interpreted as President Benson’s attempt to set the stage for his own
presidency. A close relative of President Kimball has since told me that Elder Benson was
obliged by President Kimball to offer a formal apology to his colleagues in the First Presi-
dency and the Twelve for such imprudent public remarks.
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grace rather than works is probably pretty rare apart from the neo-orthodox
writers themselves.

Yet, at the grassroots level, I find the doctrinal features of folk funda-
mentalism less telling than expressions of intellectual style. Foremost among
these traits is a constant grasping for doctrinal certainty based upon the state-
ments of this or that Church leader, whether or not he is purporting to speak
for the Church. Who has not heard efforts to bring closure and certainty to
an issue by citing “the manual” or “Elder So-and-So” ? It is as though a line
must be drawn clearly between truth and heresy for a peculiar but uncertain
people, as well as for an atheological America. Even the term ‘“heresy” is
unusual in Mormon parlance, despite Elder McConkie’s 1982 attempt to
clarify which ideas must be avoided as “heresies.” Few would advocate the
opposite extreme of complete relativism (Dangerfield 1986), but the desire
for absolutism is a classical feature of Protestant fundamentalism (Ammer-
man 1987). As a Mormon development, it contrasts sharply with an earlier
tradition when even General Authorities occasionally disagreed with each other
in public (Alexander 1982, 1986).

A related symptom of Protestant fundamentalism that seems to be spread-
ing among the Mormons is a resort to scriptural literalism and certainty
(Ammerman 1987). The literalist strain in the Mormon tradition was largely
offset in the nineteenth century by the reluctance of such early Mormon leaders
as Joseph Smith, Brigham Young, and the Pratts to be restrained in their
theological innovations by strict readings of any biblical text (Barlow 1988).

In the early twentieth century we saw Church sponsorship of some of the
scholarly efforts of Roberts, Talmage, and Widtsoe to write serious theological
treatises, as well as an effort to learn from the biblical scholarship of the outside
world. In short, the Church seemed bent on using ‘“‘higher criticism” to beat
the world’s theologians at their own game, confident that LDS doctrine and
scriptural interpretation would stand up to scholarly and scientific scrutiny.
Just where the Church stands today on scriptural literalism versus “higher
criticism” is less clear. On the one hand, a certain literalist tendency can be
inferred from the footnoting and topical guide in the 1981 edition of the scrip-
tures, perhaps due to the influence of Elders McConkie and Packer, two very
conservative apostles who supervised that project (Buerger 1985). Further-
more, some of the more popular works on the scriptures by LDS apostles and
others have relied upon the secondary works of conservative Protestant evangel-
ical scholars for their interpretations (Hutchinson 1982).

On the other hand, the temple endowment identifies at least the scriptural
account of the Creation and Fall as not literal, and the Church has never
taken an official stand on evolution (Alexander 1980; Sherlock 1980). The
early twentieth century confidence in the vindicating potential of science and
scholarship seems to survive also in the work of the Foundation for Ancient
Research and Mormon Studies (FARMS) at BYU, though its official stand-
ing is not clear.

Still, literalism certainly flourishes among the Mormon folk (Crapo 1987;
Cummings 1982; Keown 1986; Leone 1979; Sorenson 1983), and the trend
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toward literalism and other forms of fundamentalism in the BYU student body
has also been amply demonstrated (Christensen and Cannon 1978).

A third fundamentalist feature of emerging folk Mormonism is a striving
for “pure obedience,” obedience for the sake of obedience apart from rational
individual thought, study, meditation, or prayer to achieve one’s own spiritual
witness and understanding. “Follow the Brethren!” for many of the Saints
has come to mean blind obedience. Sometimes labeled “authoritarianism”
(White 1987), this mentality is a regular feature of Protestant fundamentalism,
where strict obedience to pastors, even in nonreligious matters, is considered
obligatory for a “true Christian” (Ammerman 1987).

A clue to its extent can be found in the 1984 DiaLoGuUE readers’ survey,
where 10 percent of the respondents said that they would obey a Church direc-
tive “without question” even if they disagreed with it (Mauss, Tarjan, and
Esplin 1987). Given that DIALOGUE readers are among the more intellectually
independent of the Mormon folk, I assume that such a proclivity is far more
widespread in the Church at large. An especially pernicious consequence of
this blind obedience, according to one General Authority, in a “church where
many leadership positions are held in awe,” has been the susceptibility of many
Church members to business scams, in the mistaken assumption that “just
because someone is in a leadership position . . . he can talk about a stock pro-
posal” (“Church Leader” 1982, 10).

Finally, I would identify certain extreme forms of social conservatism
among Mormons also as borrowings from Protestant fundamentalism. One
example is the addition to the Word of Wisdom of a whole check-list of other
forbidden items. Another example is the tendency to push to prudish extremes
the Church’s traditional and legitimate insistence on the law of chastity and
on pronatal family life. Manifestations of this prudery can be seen in the
opposition to sex education programs in either school or church; a prepon-
derantly negative treatment of even marital sex in Church manuals (Day
1988); a misguided and quickly withdrawn effort by the First Presidency
(1982) to define and regulate acceptable sexual practices for married couples;
efforts to ban erotic materials from public cable television (Associated Press
1983) ; austere dress and grooming codes imposed on BYU students and faculty
and widely promoted in the Church generally (Bergera and Priddis 1985);
and a generalized hostility to “rock music” (De Azevedo 1982).** In part,
such attitudes may derive from an exaggerated effort to “live down” the
nineteenth-century image of ‘“Mormon licentiousness” (Cannon 1974); but
here again, these extremes are also characteristic of Protestant fundamentalism
(Ammerman 1987).

Sexual austerity and prudery are usually accompanied by rather rigid
gender definitions (Ammerman 1987). The “cult of true womanhood,” com-

14 De Azevedo, a popular Mormon folk musician and composer, largely follows the Prot-
estant fundamentalist line that modern rock music, partly because of its sensual “beat” and
partly because of its lyrics, fosters illicit sex, drugs, violence, and satanic preoccupations.
Ironically, some Protestant ministers have sponsored public tape and record burnings that
have included music by the Osmonds because of their connection with the Mormon “cult”!



58 DIALOGUE: A JOURNAL OF MORMON THOUGHT

bining such sexual and gender attitudes, survives from Victorian times mainly
in the fundamentalist segment of Protestant Christianity (Foster 1979, 1981;
Welter 1966), but John R. Anderson (1986) has demonstrated again the con-
vergence of these ideas between Mormons and Southern Baptists as revealed
in their respective women’s magazines.

For Mormons, BYU religion professor Rodney Turner (1972) has carried
the Mormon position to the fundamentalist extreme of confining women to
strictly domestic and child-bearing roles as a theological imperative, quite at
odds with the politically and socially active images of Mormon foremothers
expressed in the nineteenth-century Woman’s Exponent.

Officially, the LDS church has taken a pronatalist stance, rather than the
anti-contraceptive position of Roman Catholicism (Heaton 1987a) ; and Mor-
mon couples, despite relatively high fertility rates, use artificial contraceptives at
about the same rates as do others in the nation (Heaton and Calkins 1983).
Yet in the downright hostility toward contraception of Turner (1972, 21342),
and of a few individual Church leaders, we can see again the expression of a
fundamentalist outlook on sex and women, which has some following among the
Mormon folk.

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

In summary, I argue that during the past few decades, and especially since
the 1950s, Mormons have developed a growing uneasiness at both the official
and the folk levels about the “predicament of respectability.” Official efforts
have been made to restore some of the tension with the surrounding American
culture that had eroded during a half century of assimilationism and to redefine
a separate identity for a “peculiar people.” This retrenchment effort can be
seen in such traditional Mormon institutions as the office and calling of modern
prophets, temple work and genealogy, missionary work, the family, and religious
education.

At the folk level, Mormons have apparently borrowed from or converged
with the ideas and styles of Protestant fundamentalists. The largely unconscious
and unarticulated motivation for such borrowing has again been the predica-
ment of respectability. The successful assimilation of Latter-day Saints into
the American mainstream has made it increasingly difficult for them to define
a unique identity, either to themselves or to their non-Mormon neighbors.
Among such fundamentalist borrowings are doctrinal absolutism, scriptural
literalism, blind obedience, and certain extremes of social conservatism and
austerity. It is as though Latter-day Saints had spent the first half of this century
striving to become more like Episcopalians, only to reverse course in the second
half and begin emulating the Southern Baptists! Ammerman’s (1987) observa-
tions about the functions of this fundamentalist outlook among the Protestants
apply equally well to the Mormons. The Protestant fundamentalists, she says,
seek to find a clear line between the “saved” and the ‘“unsaved,” between their
way of life and that of the world. They stake their identity on having the disci-
pline to “say no”; and until their stance attracts a certain amount of ridicule and
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opposition, they are not sure that they are “Christian” enough (or here “Mor-

mon” enough).
Another instructive historical parallel occurred among the Jews during the

Babylonian captivity. According to one scholar:
It was in Babylon that the Jews most noticeably acquired their sense of being different,
of being a peculiar and indeed superior race. . . . Here the Jews drew more and more
within their own hard shell. . . . The desire to be different from their neighbors led
them to discriminate meticulously between such food as was permissible [under] the
Law and such as was not. Whatever the origin of these dietary tabus may have been,
their observance now became an obsession . . . [with certain foods being] . . . openly
shunned by all Jews in as ostentatious a manner as possible. . . . How else were they
to assert their distinctive role, their sense of a unique vocation, their pledge of com-
plete obedience, unless by making it plain for all the world to see that . . . they were
determined to be no longer like “all the nations” but were a “kingdom of priests and
a holy nation?” . . . Beginning with the laudable intention of expounding the dis-
tinctively Jewish observances . . . , this priestly concern to safeguard the heritage of
Israel ended in later Judaism as a stranglehold on the community, killing the spirit of
the law by insisting on the letter (Neil 1975, 262-64).

While it has not been possible in this essay to establish the extent of folk
fundamentalism among the Mormons, there is enough evidence to establish its
existence. Subsequent research to estimate empirically the actual extent and
influence of Mormon folk fundamentalism (and of White’s neo-orthodoxy)
would be fascinating and valuable, and not just for academic reasons. The
continuing appeal of Mormonism to its current and prospective members will
have as much to do with the social and intellectual environment of its folk
religion at the ward and stake levels as with the success of the missionary pro-
gram itself. The media images of Mormonism fostered by the Church public
relations program may attract the initial attention and good will of a great
many people; but the actual converts, especially the enduring ones, will come
from among those who like what they see, hear, and feel when they mingle
with the Mormon folk.

What may those converts be like? We can get a few intimations by looking
again at Tables 14, which allow us to compare lifers and converts for the past
decade or so. When Mormons are compared to others without this distinction
(Roof and McKinney 1987), they present an image of a well-educated, con-
servative, affluent, and largely assimilated people. However, when the converts
are separated out, some interesting and important distinctions appear. For
example, while Table 1 shows that Mormons taken altogether do not differ
much from the national averages in occupation, occupational prestige, or occu-
pational background, converts are more like non-Mormons in most other
demographic respects, particularly in education, income, class identification,
age, family size, and politics.

Table 2 indicates that in religious views, feelings, and observances, con-
verts tend to fall between lifers and non-Mormons, except in regard to the
Word of Wisdom, where they are much closer to the lifers. In social con-
servatism (Tables 3 and 4), Mormon converts statistically resemble lifers more
than non-Mormons on civil liberties, school prayer, abortion, pornography
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laws, and homosexuality. On the race and gender questions, differences are
few; but in those cases, converts are the most conservative. See, for example,
attitudes about blacks “pushing,” intermarriage, busing, and all the gender
questions.

In sum, the tentative profile that emerges from the tables of the Mormon
convert, compared to the lifer, shows that the convert has lower levels of edu-
cation, income, and class identification; is more likely to be living on the west
coast or in the southeastern quadrant of the country; is less likely to have a
large family; is much less conservative in politics, but at least as conservative
in social issues like tobacco and alcohol use, school prayer, abortion, por-
nography, and homosexuality; tends to be somewhat more cynical or disillu-
sioned about the world (Table 3); and tends to be more conservative in race
and gender attitudes. The regional difference is worth emphasizing. Note
that almost a fourth of the converts (22 percent) came from the southeastern
quadrant of the country (bottom two categories of “region” in Table 1),
known both for its Protestant fundamentalism and its populism.

Such data suggest that American converts may come disproportionately
from among those already inclined toward fundamentalist thinking by virtue
of their education, social class, and region.*® If such a postulate is plausible,
the logical inference is that Mormon folk fundamentalism is coming in with
converts. On the other hand, it could be that such converts are attracted by the
folk fundamentalism that they see already in the Church. In either case, the
question of Mormon folk fundamentalism is not merely academic but has pro-
found implications for the emerging quality of the Mormon grassroots reli-
gious experience. It will also eventually have implications for the kind of
Church leadership that emerges in the next century.*®

The irony in this apparent convergence between Mormon folk religion and
Protestant fundamentalism is that the most conservative Protestants have
always been Mormonism’s most venomous enemies (Brinkerhoff, Jacob, and
Mackie 1987; Brinkerhoff and Mackie 1986; White 1986). Even today, Prot-
estant evangelicals and fundamentalists like the Tanners make up the core of

15 Such a suggestion must remain tentative, due to these sketchy NORC data. The first
problem is the sheer paucity of the Mormon data, especially from the converts, as acknowl-
edged in Note 7. Another problem is that we are not able to distinguish long-term from
short-term converts; but if we assume that long-term converts become more like lifers, then
the data in these tables are actually underestimating the distinctiveness of new converts.
A third problem is in the legitimacy of generalizing from data aggregated over a thirteen-
year period, a procedure which obliterates any trends. However, this temporal averaging
does not affect comparability, since all three categories were aggregated and averaged in
the same way.

16 One of this paper’s reviewers has suggested alternatively that Mormons, having
achieved a degree of acceptance by mainline Protestantism, are now trying to win over the
more conservative Protestants. In other words, the assimilation process is not really being
resisted but only completed. While this explanation is possible, it eventually converges with
my thesis, since success with conservative Protestants would bring increased rejection from
mainline Protestants.

Certainly, many other explanations are also possible. At this point, the data available
to me seem largely consistent with the heuristic theoretical framework I have proposed.
I invite others to generate new theories, analyze new data, and continue the dialogue.
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such anti-Mormon organizations as Ex-Mormons for Jesus and Saints Alive
in Jesus.

More serious than this irony, though, is the vulnerability of fundamentalist
Mormons to anti-Mormon propaganda. Mormons who think that “following
the Brethren” means blind acceptance of anything any Church leaders have
ever taught, and who take a literal, proof-texting approach to scripture study,
are especially susceptible to anti-Mormon attacks. For them, each new anti-
Mormon “disclosure” becomes a crisis of faith. To the extent that a funda-
mentalist approach prevails in the Church Education System, Mormon youth
will be made more vulnerable, not less, to the arguments of Protestant anti-
Mormons, who have little trouble showing that “the Brethren” have not always
taught the same things and do not always interpret the scriptures literally.
Thus, if those of fundamentalist mentality are increasingly the most likely
converts to Mormonism, they might also be the most vulnerable to defection,
unlike “intellectuals,” who are by training better able to handle relativity and
ambiguity, worrisome though they may sometimes be to “the Brethren.”

I began this essay with the symbols of the angel and the beehive — the
charismatic, other-worldly tradition of Mormonism and the more worldly
tendencies also embraced by Mormon culture. Mormonism’s success so far has
been found in its ability to maintain an optimum degree of tension between
the two strains. Lately Mormonism seems to have been reemphasizing the
angel motif. Yet Saints who recoil from the secular as they look to the angel
must beware lest, in their anxiety, they reach for the sectarian instead. Sec-
tarian philosophies like fundamentalism are every bit as much a product of the
world’s cultures as are the more materialistic expressions of the beehive —
and fully as subversive if carried too far.
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sonnet on life’s dangers

Linda Sillitoe

cop and father, he cautioned us of more

than boogeymen and fire. in case of snakes,
freeze where you are, same for skunks and por-
cupines. brave enough to tromp on cracks,

still, protectively, he didn’t tell

the grownup side:

how at every comfort zone
a snake must suffer silence, strain and swell
and burst again, then nakedly slide stone.
how, when skunkly instinct flares, you bravely turn
in the alarm in case none else should dare —
then find you misperceived (and befouled the air).
or even as porcupine outshrieks his ecstasy
he plummets backward out of the trysting tree.

LINDA SILLITOE is a writer and journalist living in Salt Lake City. Her publications
include Sideways to the Sun (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1987) and Salamander: The
Story of the Mormon Forgery Murders (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1988), written
with coauthor Allen D. Roberts.



During Recess

Linda Sillitoe

Spring sneaked into town while court convened.
One noon, I walk from my office to my

old neighborhood and find it well-kept.

The ditch I'd hurtle galloping home

from school has been curbed and guttered.

Jack’s shop is owned and run by Asians now
who mop, exchanging Vietnamese. I buy candy
from the uncrowded shelves and return to work
tracing my old route to junior high, now a shell.
Behind me, my grade school hollers its recess.

Listening back, I hear my own voice, my own
shoes on the hopscotch, swiftly recalling how
to ignore the bell until the line forms

then beat the blood in my face to the door
where I assume that Miss Blunt still waits.

No one supposes I am walking back to my ugly notes

on a double murder, a naturalist losing spring

to unearth a spider web. Extricated, it must gleam
geometrically, word by word. Sunstreams, continue your
hard green in the surprised leaves; give me, unjustified,

what killing cost: more sky, more time.



The Mormon Conference Talk

as Patriarchal Discourse

Dorice Williams Elliott

EVERYTHING MEANS SOMETHING. When I write a list of food names on a
long, narrow sheet of paper, not only the words themselves but the form in
which they are written indicate this is a grocery shopping list. I can tell at a
glance my grocery list from the notes I've been taking for a seminar paper.
By the time I’ve read half a sentence, I can distinguish a newspaper article
from a romantic novel. Merely from the tone of voice of a radio announcer,
I can distinguish a public radio station from a “top 40 station. And if I should
happen to turn my radio or TV set to a general conference broadcast, it takes
only about thirty seconds to identify it — even if I’m not listening carefully to
what is being said.

As a literary critic and a Latter-day Saint, I often find myself sitting in
Church meetings listening not only to the content of a talk, but also the mes-
sage conveyed by the form itself. And, as a feminist, I am often aware that
many of the forms we use to communicate with each other in the Church
inherently reinforce and reproduce patriarchal relationships.

Of all the unique Mormon genres — testimony bearing, two-and-a-half
minute talks, public prayers, etc. — undoubtedly the most distinctive and
authoritative is the conference talk, delivered by a General Authority at a gen-
eral conference, our most public meeting. Along with its various broadcasting
conventions (the set time limit, the plexiglass square in front of the speaker,
the frequent glances at the teleprompter, etc.), the talk itself has a predictable
pattern. It often begins with a personal address to the audience (“My dear
brothers and sisters . . .””) or with a humble admission of the awesomeness of
the occasion (“It is a humbling experience to speak before you today”). The

DORICE WILLIAMS ELLIOTT holds a master’s degree in English literature from the
University of Utah. She is currently working on a Ph.D. in nineteenth-century English litera-
ture and feminist theory at Johns Hopkins University. She and her husband, Robert F.
Elliott, live in Towson, Maryland, with their three children. This paper was presented at
the 1986 Sunstone Theological Symposium in Salt Lake City as part of a panel on “Feminist
Approaches to Mormon Culture.”
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talk generally deals with a general Christian moral-ethical principle, a “mis-
sionary” message, or a generally accepted (noncontroversial) doctrine. Speakers
frequently cite personal anecdotes (especially experiences with members result-
ing from talks, interviews, or letters received) almost always quote scripture,
and commonly use at least two or three apt quotations from famous writers
taken out of their original context from quote books. The conference talk fre-
quently stresses the uniqueness of the Church’s messages or organizations by
contrasting the Church or its members with “the world,” though it never singles
out other religions, political parties, or specific groups. The talk frequently
includes blessings, assurances, and admonitions — almost always in the second-
to-last paragraph (as reprinted in the Ensign). It always ends, of course, with
a testimony.*

This basic form with its various conventions, formal and informal, is
manipulated with varying levels of skill by general conference speakers (and
by thousands of other speakers who imitate the form in other meetings). Some
of the talks are masterfully constructed, others less so. And of course the sin-
cerity of the speaker — or the Holy Ghost — can make a poorly written talk
effective and powerful. But along with whatever content a particular speaker
intends to express within the standard form, the form itself has both a function
and a meaning.

One way to make the meaning of a form more visible is to alter its use.
What happens, for instance, when a form conventionally used by the most
powerful men in the Church is used to address an audience that is all women?
For of course the General Authorities asked to speak in the annual general
women’s meeting use exactly the same format that they are accustomed to
using in their other assignments. Even though their subjects differ from those
addressed to a mixed audience in the more public general conference or to a
priesthood leadership meeting, the essential form is identical. And transferring
that patriarchal form to the discussion of issues thought to be relevant to
women triggers a dissonance between form and content that exposes some of
the meanings built into the form.

To demonstrate this potential conflict between the content and the form
of the general conference talk, then, I intend to apply some of the techniques
of contemporary literary analysis to a talk given by President Gordon B.
Hinckley at the general women’s meeting on 28 September 1985 and reprinted
in the November 1985 Ensign. I choose this particular talk for analysis be-
cause its content is one of the most progressive I have heard from an official
Church source on women’s issues. Nevertheless, the intended message of the
talk is subtly undermined by the powerful message of the form. I want espe-
cially to note here that it is not my intent to criticize President Hinckley. This

1 Obviously, this is not a statistical or even a detailed rhetorical analysis of the form
of the general conference talk. Doing such an analysis would be an interesting and useful
project in itself but is outside the scope of this paper. My intent here is merely to suggest
a few of the conventions of this relatively unique genre (though it is of course similar to
many other kinds of public speeches), since my interest is not so much in the details as it is
in the ideology of the form.
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is a significant talk by a good man, significant because it gives institutional
weight to some of the real concerns of Latter-day Saint women. President
Hinckley, like all of us, speaks in the discourse available to him; we are all
trapped by the language forms in which we speak and think. But by analyzing
what I consider to be an exceptionally progressive and significant talk, I hope
to show all the more clearly the inherent “message of the medium.”

President Hinckley’s talk, entitled “Ten Gifts from the Lord,” is addressed
explicitly to women who wonder why they don’t have the priesthood and dis-
cusses the “privileges” women have that compensate for the lack of priesthood
power. As such, it directly, though tactfully, engages issues of power — institu-
tional as well as spiritual. Many of us are uncomfortable using the word power
when discussing Church leadership relationships because we have been warned
so many times about the sin of “aspiring.” Mormon women especially have
been taught that to desire power is worldly, un-Christlike, and unfeminine.
But there are many ways to define power, and some of our most sacred cere-
monies are designed to enable all of us, including women, to share God’s power.
And certainly, however we might want to disguise it with more tactful lan-
guage, our Church leaders do exercise a great deal of power over the lives of
the members. Even ‘“righteous dominion” is still dominion, and women, of
course, are generally excluded from exercising the most obvious form of that
dominion in Church government. The purpose of President Hinckley’s talk,
however, is to demonstrate to women that they do have power in the Church.
But, paradoxically, the form of President Hinckley’s talk, while addressing
issues of women’s power — power to serve, teach, lead, pray, and prophesy —
effectively asserts his own greater power and, by extension, that of all males in
the Church.

Although I want to examine President Hinckley’s talk primarily as an oral
presentation, let me first say a word about its written form in the Ensign.
Although President Hinckley spoke last in the actual meeting (the position
of most impact, or the power position), in print his talk occurs first (the most
powerful position in that setting). The description of the meeting explains that

Latter-day Saint women and girls ten years and older joined with those in the Taber-
nacle on Temple Square to receive counsel from Pres. Gordon B. Hinckley, Second
Counselor in the First Presidency; Elder J. Thomas Fyans, of the Presidency of the
First Quorum of the Seventy; Sister Barbara W. Winder, Relief Society President;
Sister Ardath G. Kapp, Young Women General President; and Sister Dwan J. Young,
Primary General President (1985, 86).

This introduction implies that the women assembled primarily to hear the men
speakers, and secondarily the women. As with all the talks printed in the con-
ference issue, a photo of the speaker appears in the first column. President
Hinckley looks serious, dignified, and intent, as do all the other male speakers
in the magazine, except one. The women’s pictures, by contrast, show them
smiling broadly and, in one case, actually pulling a face. While their pictures
are admittedly more engaging, they do not convey the same sense of authority.
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Another aspect of the printed talk is the kicker (the one-sentence excerpt
from the talk which is printed in italics below the title). These short quota-
tions also tend subtly to give a sense of authority to the male speakers, especially
President Hinckley. The kicker to his talk reads: “Dwell on the remarkable
blessings that are yours, the great privileges of your lives as women of The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and the transcendent spiritual gift
that may be yours” (1985, 86). To attract attention to President Hinckley’s
talk, the Ensign editors have chosen a quotation that is an imperative rather
than a simple declarative statement. The quote contains both a command and
a promise, giving it the feel of scripture, the most weighty Church discourse of
all. Even in terms of space, President Hinckley’s kicker takes up four lines of
print; most of the others are three lines, the women’s all two. Thus even the
printed form of the talk lets the reader know that this talk is important because
it was delivered by one of the Church’s highest leaders.

Similarly, in both the printed and the oral versions of President Hinckley’s
talk, the tone of authority is established in his first three words: “I am con-
fident . . .,” as compared to the women, who begin “Thank you, girls,” “How
I wish,” and “My dear sisters.” President Hinckley’s syntax throughout is
characterized by his almost exclusive use of imperative and strong declarative
sentences: ‘“May your prayers be answered,” “I urge you . . .,” “Spare your-
selve the indulgence of self-pity,” “Do not worry away your lives with concerns
over ‘rights,”” “Accept the challenge,” “Go forward,” etc. When President
Hinckley expresses a wish, as did Sister Kapp, he says not “How I wish” but,
more directly, “I wish he were. . . .”

President Hinckley begins his talk by establishing — humbly — his position
as spokesman for the First Presidency by explaining the absence and relaying
the blessings of Presidents Kimball and Romney. He follows this by invoking
the central binary opposition that is the foundation of both his talk and of the
Church attitude toward women in general — we the Brethren/leaders and you
the women. Says President Hinckley: “In behalf of these, our Brethren and
leaders, in behalf of the First Presidency of the Church, I thank you, all of you,
wherever you may be, you great Latter-day Saint women” (1985, 86, my
emphasis).

The notion of binary oppositions is central to the thought processes of
Western civilization, as it is to Mormon culture — “For it must needs be that
there is an opposition in all things” (2 Ne. 2:11). Even our ability to perceive
objects depends on our perception of their difference from other objects. But
contemporary deconstructionist® critics point out that wherever there is a
binary opposition—truth/error, presence/absence, identity/difference, speech/

2 Deconstruction (also called post-structuralism) is an influential and controversial philo-
sophical and literary movement which critiques the foundations of Western thought and puts
language itself into question. Initiated by French philosopher Jacques Derrida, its most
famous American adherents are the critics of the “Yale School”—Geoffrey Hartman, J. Hillis
Miller, Harold Bloom, and Paul De Man. Very simply put, deconstructionists try to undo
either/or thinking and to explore the paradoxes inherent in all uses of language. By looking
for the hidden premises or the key exclusions on which texts or thought-systems are built,
such critics are said to “deconstruct” discourse.
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writing, being/nothingness, life/death, mind/matter, master/slave — one half
of the pair is “privileged.” There is always, says Jacques Derrida, a “violent
hierarchy” in which “one of the terms governs the other . . . or has the upper
hand” (1981, 41). We can be quite comfortable with such “violent hier-
archies” when the concepts involved are good and evil, life and death, sin and
righteousness, love and hatred, joy and pain, etc. But when the pair is man/
woman, the dichotomy is less comfortable. Here we want to try to impose some
notion of “separate but equal” — a notion which the Supreme Court and our
own cultural system of logic says is not possible. Deconstructionists want us
to learn to “‘use and erase our language at the same time” (Derrida 1981, 41),
and feminists want us to preserve positive difference while establishing full
equality, but our language as we use it currently — and as President Hinckley’s
talk uses it — does set up binary oppositions in which one half is clearly
“privileged.”

In fact, President Hinckley uses “you,” “your,” and “yours” so frequently
and insistently throughout his talk that it becomes a refrain reminding women
that they are the Other. Even when he talks about himself growing up, he
says “When I was a boy growing up.” He repeatedly uses phrases like “the
men, as well as the women,” “their views [the women’s] carry as much weight
as do the views of any of the Brethren,” “in the case of women as it is in the
case of men,” “as surely as there is a temple president there is also a temple
matron,” etc. Such phrases keep the terms constantly opposed, constantly
locked in the hierarchy, even while asserting “privileges” and “rights” for
women. This is even more apparent when, in his conclusion, President Hinckley
begins using the rhetorical device “no less” — “Please know that your place
in the divine plan is no less important, no less great, and no less necessary than
that of men” [emphasis added]. The effect on the listener of this repeated
“no less” is particularly ambiguous — while the literal meaning of the phrases
suggests equality, this construction actually emphasizes the “less” — I am tell-
ing you that you are equal, says President Hinckley, but of course you know
everyone thinks you are less.

This brings up another interesting point about the language which a femi-
nist must pay attention to in a discourse like this one. As I mentioned earlier,
we tend to perceive objects, concepts, etc., in opposition to other objects, con-
cepts, etc. We recognize a chair partly because it is not a table, a desk, a
couch, or a piano. Thus when we say “chair,” we simultaneously call up in
the mind images of chair and not-chair. This has interesting applications for
President Hinckley’s talk when he says, “a few Latter-day Saint women are
asking why they are not entitled to hold the priesthood. To that I can say
that only the Lord, through revelation, could alter that situation. He has not
done so, so it is profitless for us to speculate and worry about it” (1985, 86).

The not-said of this passage is that since the Lord could, he actually might
alter the situation. Though it is profitless ( prophet-less?) to speculate about it,
President Hinckley’s language actually invites us to do so. Similarly, when he
lists the executive opportunities of the auxiliary presidents, he simultaneously

9 ¢«
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calls up for the listener — largely subconsciously — the list of areas where they
do not have executive power. When he climaxes that list by saying that Dwan
Young serves on the National Cub Scout Committee, the not-said is the hun-
dreds of other committees — almost all more powerful than Cub Scouts —
on which she might serve.

Let me hasten to add, however, that I for one do not doubt President
Hinckley’s sincerity when he says, “My dearest sisters, you, as women, have
tremendous executive responsibilities in this Church. And no one appreciates
more than I the wonderful contributions you make and the great wisdom you
bring” (p. 88). I think the not-said here is the great personal burden this man
has felt in his role as leader and chief executive to the Church, and perhaps his
personal friendship with and gratitude for the women he is talking about —
here it is the not-said which conveys his real emotions through the formal words
of the official discourse.

Because of their generally noncontroversial nature, conference talks often
deal in stereotypes, especially when dealing with the subject of women and
their roles. In President Hinckley’s talk, the most obvious of these are state-
ments like “you possess an instinctive inclination to help those in distress, and
have a peculiar and remarkable way of doing so,” (p. 87) and “we regard
a happy marriage as the greatest mission any young woman can enjoy” (p. 88).
When President Hinckley holds out rewards and promises to women, they
tend to be peace, love, and security — stereotypically feminine desires. In this
talk, however, these kinds of stereotypes are used with a peculiar rhythm which
I call the “give-and-take-away” pattern. For instance, President Hinckley
spends three quite provocative paragraphs discussing scriptural precedents of
women prophesying. But then he follows that up with “Can anyone doubt that
many women have a special intuitive sense, even a prescient understanding of
things to come?” (p. 88), which seems to turn the spiritual power of prophecy
back into stereotypical ‘“women’s intuition.” Similarly, he speaks of the great
power of sister missionaries— and follows up with the line about marriage
being a woman’s greatest mission. He celebrates at some length women’s
opportunities for education — and then tacks on the old “in case you don’t
marry” and the familiar “sense of security” having an education brings to
women; where he began with women studying for science, the professions,
and “every other facet of human knowledge,” he ends by urging women to
enhance their appreciation of the arts, especially music — so we’re back to the
drawing room.

Throughout this talk addressed to women, as he advises and counsels them,
President Hinckley keeps himself separate and uninvolved. He speaks as a
kind, benevolent, appreciative leader to others who have concerns, questions,
and problems. One of the tacit rules of the conference talk, in fact, is that the
speaker never expresses his own anguish, doubts, or fears, unless they are al-
ready safely resolved and in the past. But the surface of any text may also
cover a hidden message, as recent feminist critics have discovered in texts
written by women in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Despite the
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apparent seamlessness of the surface, if we look closely we see that many texts
have a point of rupture — a place where the texts transgresses the laws it seems
to have set up for itself.?

Although it may not be obvious to a casual listener, there is such a point
in President Hinckley’s women’s meeting talk — a point at which the terms of
opposition are reversed and man’s fear of women is revealed — the fear that
lies behind all patriarchal discourse. The “blessing that no man can enjoy” is,
of course, bearing children. As President Hinckley points out, without mothers,
the race would soon die and “the purposes of God would be totally frustrated”
(p. 88). Thus even God, in a sense, is dependent on women to fulfill his pur-
poses, although President Hinckley is careful to assert from the beginning that
motherhood is a “God-given privilege.” The glories of motherhood are, of
course, another standard cliche, especially in Mormondom. What reveals the
fear, however — the fear of the power women have which men must keep
under control — are his remarks about artificial insemination: “I recognize
that there are many unmarried women who long to have a child. Some think
of bringing this about by artificial impregnation. This the Church strongly
discourages. Those who do so may expect to be disciplined by the Church. A
child so conceived and born cannot be sealed to one parent. This procedure
frustrates the eternal family plan” (p. 89).

What is so insidious, so dangerous about artificial impregnation for a
single woman? Simply that it leaves men out of the birth process entirely.
It does indeed frustrate “the eternal family plan” where a priesthood holder
rules over the woman like God. This one little paragraph taps into the fears of
man since the beginning — as Dorothy Dinnerstein puts it, “men’s powerful
impulse to affirm and tighten by cultural inventions their unsatisfactorily loose
mammalian connection with children” (1976, 80-81). Could “the Brethren”
of the Church share, in a guarded, veiled, hidden way — hidden especially
from themselves — the male ideology of a Norman Mailer, who says of another
male writer, Arthur Miller:

For he captured something in the sexuality of men as it had never been seen before,
precisely that it was man’s sense of awe before woman, his dread of her position one
step closer to eternity (for in that step were her powers) which made men detest
women, revile them, humiliate them, defecate symbolically on them, do everything to
reduce them so one might dare to enter them and take pleasure of them . ... Men
look to destroy every quality in a woman which will give her the powers of a male,
for she is in their eyes already armed with the power that she brought them forth,
and that is a power beyond measure — the earliest etchings of memory go back to that
woman between whose legs they were conceived, nurtured, and near strangled in the
hours of birth (1971, 116).

3 See especially Sandra M. Gilbert and Susan Gubar, The Madwoman in the Attic:
The Woman Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary Imagination (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1979), and Nancy K. Miller, “Emphasis Added: Plots and Plausibilities in
Women’s Fiction,” in Elaine Showalter, ed., The New Feminist Criticism: Essays on Women,
Literature, and Theory (New York: Pantheon Books, 1985), 339-60.
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Such language seems strong, even shocking, especially applied to the gen-
eral blandness of a conference talk. I don’t actually mean to suggest that Presi-
dent Hinckley and his spiritual colleagues harbor the extreme sexist animosity
which oozes from a Norman Mailer. But the conventions and traditions they
have inherited for thinking about, classifying, and relating to women are built
on a foundation of fear and a need to control the root of that fear — women.
In the midst of this otherwise progressive and loving talk, a hint of that col-
lective fear emerges.

Nonetheless, I find President Hinckley’s talk a hopeful one. His careful
combing of the standard works for scriptures which hold out promise to
women, his emphasis on powers and capabilities of women, his oblique in-
ferences that radical changes are at least possible, and his personal expressions
of gratitude and appreciation for women’s contributions mark important
departures from similar communications of only a few years ago. Unfortu-
nately, as I hope I have demonstrated, the form in which these insights have
been expressed tends to undermine their force. Besides the graphic presenta-
tion of the printed talk, the tone of authority established through the strong
syntax, the insistent setting up of binary oppositions with one term — the male
one — being privileged, the insistent use of “you” to emphasize woman’s other-
ness, the implications called up by the not-said when discussing women’s oppor-
tunities, the use of stereotypes in a ‘“‘give-and-take-away” pattern, and the talk’s
“navel” — the rupture that lets in a vision of man’s desperate need to control
women — all these aspects of the discourse tend to subtly counteract the posi-
tive message the talk is trying to express.* President Hinckley discusses women’s
access to spiritual power in a power discourse that reinforces his own power
and their exclusion from it. Still, it is a beginning. If powerful men like Presi-
dent Hinckley are even attempting to infuse new content into the patriarchal
forms of the Church, that is a positive sign.

If women themselves are ever to have full access to spiritual and even
administrative power in the Church, perhaps they will need to invent a new
kind of Church discourse, one that will allow discussion and celebration of their
capabilities and concerns without reinforcing their lack of any real power. I
think it is in response to that need for another discourse that women have
always joined together in discussion groups, neighborhood chats, Relief Society
testimony meetings, and in their own publications, which the official Church,
incidentally, has consistently attempted to abolish. The recent rise of such
publications as Exponent II and of retreats for LDS women indicates that at
least some Mormon women are actively seeking to find both printed and oral
means of expressing their concerns and capabilities outside of official con-
ventional forms. But real progress will have been made only when the men
in positions of power are also able to escape the confines of their patriarchal
discourse and the modes of thinking about women which it forces on all of us.

4] borrow the word “navel” to describe this moment of rupture from Gayatri Spivak
(1974, xlix).
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“A Song for One Still Voice”:
Hymn of Affirmation

Susan H. Miller

CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, FROM PAUL’S INJUNcTION, “Mortify the deeds of the
body” (Rom. 8:13), to King Benjamin’s declarative, “The natural man is an
enemy to God” (Mosiah 3:19), teaches the death of the natural man, the
birth of the spiritual. But the paradox is that our physical bodies, created by
God and, according to Mormon doctrine, fashioned after his own of flesh and
bone, are endowed with sensory awareness and perception, with needs and
desires — indeed with the capacity to find joy or damnation through the
senses. Often in the intense desire, the yearning to learn spiritually, we feel
the pull of polar extremities: to find God through denial of the senses or to
find him through surfeit of the senses. We desire the dramatic. Dealing im-
plicitly with this paradox, Bruce Jorgensen’s “A Song for One Still Voice”
(1983) quietly, but insistently, reveals another way to God — through per-
formance of simple duties and appreciation of sensuous detail: affirmation of
body and spirit.

Superficially simple, this short story details not more than an hour or two
in the life of a married man who rises early one morning while it is still dark
to take his water turn. This explicitly simple act, however, takes on deep
implicit significance as surface action works rhythmically with meditative
flashbacks. Contact with his family and nature prompts Carl’s introspective,
lyric reflections. The detail builds gradually through an intricate synthesiz-
ing of imagery, recollections, and sensuous awareness of nature and human
relationships.

Equally important is the point of view from which the story is told, because
it forces us, at least with a second or third reading, to notice the narrator’s
voice. After the first reading, I questioned why this exposure of a man’s actions
and thoughts was not given the immediacy of first person. The story is Carl’s
alone, and there is no need for a narrator to move to other characters. Yet a

SUSAN H. MILLER is the mother of six children and a graduate student in English at
Brigham Young University.
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heightened awareness of the third person narrator compels the reader to evalu-
ate this voice as it links outside action with inside view. The lack of arti-
ficiality in the narrator makes him a trustworthy guide to Carl’s innner self.

Although paralleling the simple action of Carl’s taking a water turn, the
journey centers on reflexive spiritual perception and thought. The luminosity
of the story is achieved through the narrator’s selective interior monologue.
As readers, we become aware of a privileged status with narrator-as-guide
reflecting Carl’s genuineness. But the narrator’s voice maintains a crucial dis-
tance, preserving the sanctity of the individual, while at the same time allow-
ing entrance into Carl’s mind and heart. Ultimately, the narrator discloses
the quiet dignity and integrity of Carl’s acts and thoughts.

The initial imagery shifts cyclically from warmth to cold as Carl gets out
of bed in the early morning and leaves the house, returning later to the warmth
and intimacy of his wife and children. The juxtaposition of warmth and cold
not only emphasizes the coldness of the room and out-of-doors, but it also pro-
vokes a mental observation on experiences that have taught him “his first terror
of the simple elemental world.” He remembers the difficulty of thawing a
frozen water line and thinks of his grandparents “lasting out the winter” and
of his own responsibility to provide his family’s needs: ‘‘shelter, heat, food,
clothes” (p. 2). The recursive movement is again to warmth as he touches
the floor and is “thankful for the carpet” (p. 2).

Paralleling this simple thought is a meditation on the beauties of nature:
The hawthorn in the front yard is about to bloom and he remembers seeing
it last fall as he came “into the room one afternoon . . . to a moment’s stunned
joy at the pear-yellow light flooding through the drawn blind” (p. 2). This
pattern of concrete incident prompting reflection intensifies Carl’s everyday
experiences; he realizes and accepts the duality of nature: terror and rapture.
The pattern, then, establishes a refrain that continues throughout the story,
taking on the melodic rhythm of song.

The dominant quality of this short, sweet “song” is stillness, while the
cumulative force of the details leading to Carl’s moment of grace resonates
with intensity. Subtle intertwining of present events evokes memories, sublime
in their lyrical quality. Sensuous detail that elicits delight in the simple pleasures
of human relationships and nature informs the texture of his reflections. Putting
on “stiff shoes” and taking “hat and gloves from the hooks” invokes this lyrical
remembrance :

He remembers coming home early one afternoon last week, quiet to surprise them,
walking through the house, then opening the door to the porch and seeing them
blurred and pastelled through waterspotted glass and screen: sitting under the blos-
soming apple trees, petals strewn thick around them on the grass, the little girls
calling to make it rain again, and she shaking a low branch to shower more on them.
He stood and watched, drowned in delight that he could find no words for, hardly
daring to go on out because his coming might be less to them than what they already
had (p. 3).

Another meditative flashback occurs when he thinks of the newly planted
garden: “peas, carrots, lettuce, thin grasslike spears of onion sets.” This
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prompts the recollection of “onion-stuffed nylons” (p. 4). As he hung them
on the porch the previous fall, he noticed the cat “claw down” a hummingbird:

He himself pounced on the cat to rescue the bird, got it in his hand, felt the shock
of its unimaginably intense life, saw at its throat what he first thought was blood, then
realized was the ruby, glowing in the dusk as if the bird bore the summer’s whole
harvest of light (p. 4).

Demonstrating the intricate connections between mind and world, this pas-
sage, likewise, testifies poignantly of the beauty and pain, the glory and danger
of nature. Nature’s dangerous, even predatory aspects must be felt, experi-
enced — acknowledged.

Gentle irony is at work here reminding us that roses and lilies are nice,
but even onions will suffice to evoke religious meditation. We cannot escape
the commonplace. By accepting reality, with both its positive and negative
qualities, we can penetrate the mysteries of existence, find the universal through
the particular. Thus Carl senses how the intensity of the bird’s movement and
its ruby throat, which he mistakes for blood, becomes a metaphor for the sum
total of existence: “the summer’s whole harvest of light” (p. 4).

The “light” imagery is intricately interwoven into a background of dark-
ness, creating a subtle chiaroscuro. Each element, in significant religious ways,
reveals and defines the other. The obvious movement in the story is from dark-
ness to light: Carl rises in the dark to take his water turn; and at the story’s
end the light, which invests and penetrates his surroundings, symbolizes a
spiritual communion with God and his creations. But paradoxically, it is reve-
latory light from the moon, not the sun — the symbol generally associated with
God’s power. Mythically, the moon represents intuitive, creative powers; and
as one of God’s creations, it possesses also the powers of illumination and trans-
formation. The moonlight resting on tangible, sensory objects discloses the
holiness of their very essence. Doctrine and Covenants 88, with its elucidation
(among other things) of what the light of Christ is, confirms the puissance
Carl feels in and through and from God’s creations, particularly the moonlight:

As also he is the moon, and is the light of the moon, and the power thereof by which
it was made; And the light which shineth, which giveth you light, is through him who
enlighteneth your eyes, which is the same light that quickeneth your understandings;
Which light proceedeth forth from the presence of God to fill the immensity of
space —

The light which is in all things, which giveth life to all things, which is the law by
which all things are governed, even the power of God (D&C 88:8, 10-13).

Scriptural elements of water and light continue to penetrate and connect
throughout the story. “Silver” imagery also intermingles with the “light” and
“water” imagery. As Carl opens the headgate, the water flows like “silver
flickerings” until it becomes “a still, blade-pricked sheet of dusky silver.” And
the light from the moon on apple branches is also “like silvery weightless snow”’
(p. 5). Perhaps I am straining at a gnat to compare Jacob’s Well with Carl’s
headgate. But similarities do exist. Literally, both are ordinary sources of
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water for humans and nature; spiritually, they both transmute to “a well of
water springing up into everlasting life” (John 4:14). The water and light
elements create a recurrent beat, crescendoing in Carl’s moment of epiphany.
Together they are catalysts, illuminating the ordinariness of Carl’s surround-
ings — the bare clay, the weeds, the apple branches — and effecting spiritual
transport — the weightless free fall, the world’s tidal bulge, the yearning beyond
prayer.

Still, the dangers implicit in the imagery of darkness exist and are given
voice. An action as simple as Carl’s brushing the lightstring makes him think
of spiders: black widow spiders, so dangerous he has taught his children to kill
them (p. 2; my emphasis). Carl also fears stumbling in the dark hallway; he
does stumble and almost falls over a tree stump in the yard, wishing he had a
flashlight. But when he gets to the street, the artificiality of the “hard glare
of mercury-vapor lamps” which he dislikes because of the “livid cast they give
to the skin, the tarry-looking shadows they throw around even pebbles” is subtly
juxtaposed to the naturalness of the night sky, where “out of the glare, he can
look up at the stars, thick, clear, shining, a steady, warm light” (p. 4). The
dark sky makes visible the beauty and order of the heavens. Contrasting the
artificial against the natural light, Carl meditates on the constellations and
the sun:

It felt good to know the sky, and he’d wonder what it was like to know it as God does,
galaxies and even clusters of galaxies flung like seeds to the far fences of the universe.
He’d read that a planet within the great Hercules cluster would be seared in the light
of a thousand suns, and supposed that to be like the place where God dwells (p. 4).

This passage exposes the meditative movement of the mind and its ontological
link with the world — from the actual event of stumbling in the dark, through
a comparison of artificial light to natural light, to reverential awe at the
grandeur of the heavens and God’s power and knowledge as symbolized in
the sun.

Interspersed with his meditations on nature are Carl’s delight in the simple
pleasures of his family and his daily activities. He feels “a sort of steward-
ship” (p. 2) for his rented home, yard, and garden. To eat something grown
by his own labor “feels good” (p. 5). We find no deification of nature, only
delight in as ordinary an act as planting and watering a garden—but acknowl-
edgement that “he still doesn’t like weeding” (p. 5).

Carl notices concrete particulars. And their quiet but strategic accumula-
tion gives us a man who prizes sensuous detail: the flowering hawthorn, the
blossoming apple tree, his daughters’ play, a neighbor’s shared garden surplus,
a friendly dog, shining stars, the throb of a hummingbird, a breath of fresh
mint, even the “faint odor” of vinegar in his wife’s hair. Carl’s experiences
teach us that valuing the tangible world is an expression of love for God’s
handiwork, an acknowledgment that the earth and they that dwell therein
belong to him — a touchstone to the secrets of the universe.

The framing image of the story, however, is not nature, but Carl’s family —
his wife and children. During the story he moves from the warmth of a shared
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bed and thoughts of his children back to his wife and daughters at the story’s
conclusion. His tender regard for his wife parallels his responsiveness to nature:
“He senses with his whole body” her need of sleep, even though “he half-wishes
to wake her” (p. 1). After he returns, he kneels by the bed, kisses “her warm,
pulsing temple” and again wants to wake her (p.5).

Because the story has been built so carefully on physical and spiritual com-
munion, I find his unresponsive wife the one disquieting feature of the story.
Even given his tender regard for his wife (and her sleepiness), I almost wish
that she had been physically responsive to him. The complaint is minor, per-
haps not justifiable, except that the steady advance to an ultimate communion
with the Spirit has included responsiveness to and response from other things,
including a dog. A part of this might have included a loving union of husband
and wife. Why? Because much fiction depicts our inability to synthesize
spirituality and sexuality. Jorgensen himself believes that sexual intimacy
between husband and wife is a vital link to the sacred. In an essay of Virginia
Sorensen, he states:

If, in Mormon belief, love is a thing “most joyous to the soul” and if only “spirit and
element, inseparably connected, receive a fullness of joy,” then the sexual love, the
erotic personal union, of husband and wife may well be the richest earthly symbol and
foretaste of celestial beatitude, and men and women both rightly may and ought to seek
and find it in marriage (1980, 55).

This story might have shown that physical intimacy can be sacred, not sensa-
tional. Nevertheless, Carl’s private inference: ‘“‘There is no loneliness like the
body, nor any delight” (p. 5), is a haunting affirmation that our physical self is
a means to the spiritual.

Significantly, the episode prior to his moment of grace brings Carl back
into his home and in contact with his family. Just before the harmonizing of
the light with the delight and fear he knows exists in sensory experiences, Carl
diapers his baby daughter and turns “her warm, tumblesome body end for end
so she lies as she should” (p. 5). Although this simple act emphasizes the per-
vasive stillness, even gentleness, in the story, an intenseness informs the texture —
much like the piercing, penetrating quality of the still small voice that came
to Elijah. When Elijah tried to reconvert the wayward Israelites with a show
of force, God humored him by sending fire to consume the sacrifice, even to
“lick[ing] up the water that was in the trench” (1 Kings 18:38). Only momen-
tarily were the people persuaded. The Lord’s lesson was that fireworks are only
a flash in the pan — good for a hurrah but not a hosanna. Discouraged, Elijah
went to the mountains to hide, but

behold, the Lord passed by, and a great and strong wind rent the mountains, and brake
in pieces the rocks before the Lord; but the Lord was not in the wind: and after the
wind an earthquake; but the Lord was not in the earthquake:

And after the earthquake a fire; but the Lord was not in the fire: and after the fire a
still small voice (1 Kings 19:11-12).
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Then God met Elijah’s grievance that “I, even I only, am left” (1 Kings 19:14)
with the assurance that he was not alone; others remained who also were faith-
ful. The still voice exposes the ambiguity of the aloof self with the collective
group, thus displaying the potency of human connectedness.

Carl’s experiences confirm the Lord’s lesson to Elijah: simplicity has staying
power that theatrics do not. Carl too knows the value of human relationships,
especially in their innocent form of nurturing rather than coercing. After touch-
ing his wife, diapering his baby, and checking on an older daughter, Carl looks
to “the east window” and sees ‘“‘unbelievably, snow,” which is actually “some
surprise of the light,” illuminating weeds, water, trees.

Looking at it, he is weightless, in free fall as if the earth has dropped from under him,
or as if he is drawn up with the world’s tidal bulge and loosed in the gravity of light,
yearning farther out and from deeper within than in any prayer he has ever spoken (p.5).

We come to feel in our bones, as did Carl, the veracity of his moment of grace.

Studied, the journey to this moment of grace is as significant as the epiph-
any itself, because it details not a harrowing journey into a secret heart of dark-
ness, nor a sublime transport of the soul through consummation with idealized
nature, but rather the harmonized existence of a man content in his steward-
ship in the ordinary world. The power of “