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The Kingdom or Nothing is a fascinat- 
ing and absorbing look at the life of 
John Taylor, third president of the 
LDS Church, written by a grandson, 
Samuel W. Taylor. The book is 
thoroughly researched and brightly 
written, combining an accurate ac- 
count of a trying period of Church 
history with a moving portrait of the 
Church's leader during that time. 
such a book is a welcome to 
our Latter-day saint history. Due to 
great sensitivity about polygamy 
and other problems of John Ta lor's 
time, mur& write= in the pastiaye 
been discouraged from carefully 
chronicling the events of that 
period. For example, in the only 
other biography of John Taylor, the 
entire account of his ten-year ad- 
ministration, including the aficul- 
ties of trying to lead the Church 
while in hiding, was reduced to a 
few paragraphs. A similar biog- 
raphy of Brigham Young somehow 
managed, in its nearly 600 pages, to 
avoid any mention that the prophet 
had more than one wife. Also, many 
Mormon writers regrettably have 
felt compelled to portray leaders of 
the Church as erfect and infallible, 
deftly editing i' rom their works any 
details which would show these 

men subject to human weaknesses 
such as anger, jealousy, or making 
errors of judgment. Such &og- 
raphies are perhaps suitable for 
light, '"faith-promoting' reading, 
but they are inadequate for serious 
students of our Mormon heritage. h 
addition, such writings deprive 
readers of the opportunity of learn- 
ing the lessons of life which could be 
gained by observing how such men 
actually overcome everyday trou- 
bles and failures. 

In this book, Samuel W. Taylor ac- 
complishes the difficult task of pre- 
senting, in an objective, lively narra- 
tive, much long-Tost historid mater- 
ial relating to the life and adminis- 
tration of John Taylor. The author, 
along with his brother Raymond 
Taylor, located and copied bun- 
h d s  ofletters, journal entdes, and 
other materials from the Church's 
archives and The re- 
sult of this effort is a prodigious 
amount of interesting material, 
much of it brought to light in this 
book for the first time. 

Some of the findings are rather 
startling. For instance, the Taylors 
located in the archives the complete 
report of the physicians attending 
Brigham Young during his sudden 
illness and resulting death. Com- 
bined with modern medical patho- 
logical analysis, the report indicates 
that Brigham Young definitely did 
not die of cholera, as was previously 
thought, but instead was very likely 
the victim of arsenic poisoning. The 
reader is left on his or her own to 
speculate about the apparent foul 
P ~ Y  . 
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Another finding recorded in the 
book is that had it not been for a 
severe snowstorm in the Sierras in 
1&19, the history of the Church - 
indeed of the whole West - wodd 
likely have been d n s t i d y  differ- 
ent. The snowstorm delayed a ter- 
ritorial official carrying a proposal 
from the federal government for the 
joint admission of Utah and califor- 
nia to the Union. As a result of the 
delay, California was admined alone 
and Utah's statehood was deferred. 
Had Utah been admitted at this 
time, the ~ h ~ ~ * ~  long with 
the federal territorial government 
would largely have been averted. 

The author has a flair for the mystic, 
and he delights in recording genuine 
spiritual experiences in his book. 
One example is a vision of John 
Taylor, in which he saw Brigham 
Young, who encouraged to 
stand fast in the shuggle with gov- 
enunent powers then to 
the Church. Another remarkable 
expence in the book was 
the aPparance Joseph Smith to 
John Ta~lOrrand others at a meeting 
in a farmhouse, during the period 
that John Taylor was secretly mov- 
ing from house to house hiding from 
territorial officials with arrest war- 
rants. 

On the other hand, the author does 
not hesitate to deflate some time- 
honored folk traditions which do not 
hold up under careful research. For 
instance, in one footnote he blandly 
points out that nowhere in the jour- 
nals of John Taylor or Parley P. Pratt, 
or in other reliable sources for that 
time, is mentioned any instance of a 
spectacular crop rescue by cricket- 
eating seagulls. Thus it a pears that 
this favorite anecdote of &ur& his- 
tory may well be apocryphal. 

An outstanding feature of the book 
is the very real por~rayal of John 
Taylor and other principals in the 
narrative. Some readers may Squirm 
at such a candid porttayal of these 
Church leaders, but others win find 
the descdption delightful to lead 
and valuable for its 

One weakness of the is 
that the author seems prone to 
eulogize his grandfather when mom 

have been in Or- 
der. Also, he occasionally vents 
complaints (such as the denial of ac- 
cess certain materials in the 
Church Archives) that perhaps 
would have been better kept to him- 
self. 

L)ue to spce the author 
could include only part of his copi- 
ous research material, but some ad- 
ditional explanatory Momtion 
would have been desirable. For in- 
stance, the en&ng of the book may 
leave the reader somewhat cogfused 
if he is not mmpletely familiar with 
the history of the po1ygamy problem 
after John Taylor's death. A brief his- 
tory of the Manifesto and of other 
Church declarations which even&- 
ally prohibited all plural marriages 
(even fiundergmund~ and foreign- 
counq plural marriages) would 
have been valuable. 

Samuel W. Taylor's latest book is 
certainly not dull. Scholars should 
appreciate the author's objective, 
fact-finding approach, which leaves 
the interpretation and analysis of the 
sometimes-puzzling facts to the 
reader. Serious students of Mormon 
history will find the book to be a 
repository of little-known, intrigu- 
ing historical fads. And the general 
reader will find the narrative fast- 
moving, exciting, and (yes) even in- 
spirational. 
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Brighmn Young University: 
A School of Des tiny, 
by Ernest L. Wilkinson 
and W. Cleon Skousen 
(Brigham young 
University Press, 
April 1976,894 pp.), 
reviewed by Oscar Davis 
and R. Gene Olsen. 

It's hard to think of this 900-page 
book as an abridgment - until you 
see the four-volume work it was 
condensed from. Wilkinson, 
Skousen, and a team of researchers 
and editors have done an excellent 
job of condensing the huge bulk of 
material. This one-volume work is 
always readable, often interesting, 
and occasionally insightful. Let's 
face it: before reading this book we 
couldn't think of many things less 
interesting than a history of BYU. 
But after the first few pages, we were 
caught up in the story, not of an 
institution of learning, but of the 
people who struggled to help it sur- 
vive. B W  is only a part of a much 
larger story. The writers of this his- 
tory give us frequent glimpses of 
that big picture, particularly in the 
first half of the book. 

Because of Ernest L. Wilkinson's 
prestige and incredibly wide ac- 
quaintance, this history had access 
to documents, letters, memos, 
diaries, and transcribed interviews 
that might not otherwise have been 
available. The book cites the diaries 
and personal correspondence of 
such figures as David 0. McKay, 
James E. Talmage, John A. Widtsoe, 
and Stephen L Richards. There is 
even a footnote citing a note that J. 
Reuben Clark, Jr., jotted down on 
his desk calendar! With so much 
material available, it's a wonder the 
book is as short as it is, and if there is 
occasionally more detail than we re- 

ally want, we rarely ask for informa- 
tion that we don't get. 

The book also deals skillfully, if con- 
servatively, with some of the trick- 
iest events in BYU's history: the 
ZarahemIa expedition and the scan- 
dal over B W  President Benjamin 
Cluff taking a third wife in Mexico a 
decade after the Manifesto; the firing 
of several professors early in the 
twentieth century for teaching ideas 
directly contrary to LDS doctrine 
(no, not just evolution); and Ab- 
raham Smoot's quarrel with Presi- 
dent John Taylor over rent on the 
BW-owned tithing block. We had 
to take a few things with a grain of 
salt: Wilkinson and Skousen were 
not too subtle about siding with Karl 
G. Maeser in his view of innovator 
Benjamin Cluff, and the unending 
accounts of President Harris1 globe- 
trotting give these minor episodes 
far more importance than they actu- 
ally had. 

If the history occasionally meanders 
and gets sidetracked on totally un- 
important things (do we care about 
Franklin Harris's or Ernest Willcin- 
son's official platforms in their 
senatorial campaigns?), we must 
blame it on the difficulty of deciding, 
out of masses of information, just 
what to include and where to put it. 
By and large the writers have done 
well. And even if you already own 
the first two volumes of the com- 
plete history, this volume isn't a bad 
investment. It's more readable and 
more Iikely to be read. 

When Josiah Quincy, writing in 
1836, brought his history of Harvard 
University to a close as it ap- 
proached 1780, he wrote, '"The his- 
tory of Harvard University has now 
been brought down to our times; to a 
period too near to be viewed in just 
historical perspective." It's a shame 
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that the authors of Brigham Young of the history. Why is there an entire 
University: A School of Destiny didn't chapter on the junior college pro- 
exercise similar restraint, and end gram, which never came to fruition? 
their history in 1951. The book would Why is mention made of a social 
have been a much better history, be- work program that never got off the 
sides being much shorter: almost all ground? By coincidence, these were 
the serious flaws in the book are in both programs that Wilkinson 
the twenty-three chapters dealing backed for a long time with great 
with the last quarter-century of BYU effort. We can't help but wonder if 
history - the Wilkinson and Oaks the authors aren't saying, "I told you 
administrations. so," or at least, "It would have been 
Often the authors indulge in far- better my way." 

too-personal writing for an official If one thing is clear from the Wilkin- 
history. The book sometimes reads son chapters, it is that he exercised 
like a personal memoir. Talking iron control over all aspects of the 
about army trainees at B W  during University. The fact that nothing of 
the Brimhall years, the authors great value began in the lower eche- 
write, "Ernest L. Wilkinson, future lons is not surprising in light of Wil- 
president of B W ,  was among kinson's authoritarian view of 
them." A few pages later, the au- proper school government. He in- 
thors mention that only twelve stu- sisted that the faculty have no direct 
dents received diplomas in 1921, dealings whatsoever with the Board 
"among them Ernest L. Wilkinson, of Trustees, and that any and all 
future B W  president." complaints about B W  go directly to 

Willcinson - not exactly the best 
We get Ernest L. WiLkin- way to encourage open and honest 

who all comment from students and faculty. 
the newspapers in Utah with his 
story on Franklin Harris' appoint- The authors are very patronizing in 
merit as BYU president; Ernest L, their attitude toward President 
Wilkinson, editor of the school Oaks. When Oaks appoints comrnit- 
paper, whose advice to the ad- tees on conflict of interest and 
ministration about the future role of co~wghts  and Patents, without in- 
BW was eventually fulfilled by Dal- sisting on detailed guidelines, the 
lin Oaks; Ernest L. Willcinson, head book is doubtful that anything good 
of the Washington, D. C., chapter of can be accomplished. Oaks's clear 
the BYU Alumni Association, who Program of delegation of authority 
wrote many letters to General Au- and Water administrative leeway 
thorities and gave many speeches in 0" the college and department level 
Utah about what should be done is viewed skeptically. We had to sift 
with BYU - though, of course, he through SOme pretty h d e d  lan- 
was not at all interested in the then- €Page to realize that changes since 
vacant position of BW president. 1971 might actually be for the better: 

Under Wilkinson, college deans 
But even if we indulge the authors' were virtually powerless and de- 
over-attention to Wilkinson long be- partment chairman were essentially 
fore he became important to B W ,  clerks, while under Oaks salaries 
there are many places in the last half and hiring are largely decided on the 
of the book where they intrude their college and department level, and 
own views to the serious detriment university committees, once strictly 
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"advisory," now make decisions 
that are largely binding on the uni- 
versity. We wonder if, as the authors 
seem to think, this is a sign of weak- 
ness in the Oaks administration. It 
seems to '' more a sign of great per- 
sonal strength. It takes a very 

trusting leader to 
give power his under- 

lings. 
Other statements simply don't be- 
long in the history. Why are three 
pages in chapter forty-one devoted 
to abortion and b i h  control? Why 
are strongly conservative political 
views injected frequently in the last 
half of the book? Occasionally the 
history even becomes ridiculous: to 
prove that B W  students don't be- 
lieve in abortion, the writers point 
out that the BW health center direc- 
tor hasn't heard of a single case of 
abortion in his twelve years at the Y. 
We aren't but we suspect that 
the the center 

be about the last person at 
BW to hear about student abor- 
tions. 

Perhaps the saddest thing about the 
last half of the history is its conclu- 
sion. When the authors point out 
BW's contribution to the pursuit of 
truth, they can only list the Word of 
Wisdom, the Book of Mormon 
Lamanite doctrine, the U.S. Con- 
stitution, and the Mormon ideal of 
the family, none of them developed 
at B W .  Service to mankind includes 
aid to Iran in the 1950s, aid to Jordan 
in the sixties, the LDS missionary 
program, research for the Mormon 
Church, temple work by BYU stu- 
dents, the once-upon-a-time Family 
Movie of the Year Award, the Mor- 
mon Festival of Arts, the Folk Dan- 
cers, and the Program Bureau. We 
wonder where in all of this are BW's 
great contributions to the world of 
science, literature, art, scholarship? 

* 

There have been a few. Too few. The 
lists of BW's accomplishments are 
eloquent in what they do not say. 

But, unintentioMUy perhaps, the 
authors end the book on an en- 
couraging note: Dallin Oaks seems 
to be directing the University toward 
serious pursuit of excellence. He 
calls for faculty members to write 
good textbooks, he insists on good 
teaching and research, he expects in- 
itiative and leadership at all levels, 
and he decries students who are not 
seriously pursuing an education. 
Scholastic standards are rising. B W  
is becoming a good, perhaps some- 
day excellent, university. Someone 
seems to have discovered that 
biggest is not necessarily best, that 
not everything that matters can be 
measured in numbers and percen- 
tages, programs and grade-point 
averages. 

In spite of the flaws in the last half of 
the history, Btighm Young UnivmsC 
ty: A School of Destiny is a valuable 
book. Wilkinson and Skousen have 
been thorough. Besides being an in- 
credible bargain at $7.95, it is worth 
reading, and a careful reader can 
draw his own conclusions from the 
mass of information. The informa- 
tion is valuable. The conclusions are 
important. And even the flaws 
themselves reveal a great deal about 
the problems B W  has had and will 
have as it struggles to satisfy the 
Mormon Church, the academic 
world, and the students who go 
there for an education. 
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Brighmn! by Arnold Sundgaard and Newell 
Dayley, directed by Max Golightly, choreo- 
graphed by Dee Winterton, and produced 
April 1976 at Brigham Young University; and 

Two theatre pieces marked the end 
of BW's centennial celebration: 
James Arrington's Here's Brother 
Brigham and Arnold Sundgaard's 
Brigham! Two more different pro- 
ductions would be hard to imagine, 
and it would be tempting to use 
them to illustrate two directions 
being followed in Mormon theatre 
- too tempting, in fact, for us to 
resist. Remember, though, that the 
plays stand by themselves; nobody 
meant them to represent trends. We 
just see things that way. 

Here's Brother Brigham was a one- 
man show in the tradition of Mark 
Twain Tonight andGive 'Em Hell, Har- 
ry.  James Arrington, son of LDS 
Church Historian Leonard Ar- 
rington, thoroughly researched 
little-known quotations from 
Brigham Young and comments 
about him by his contemporaries, 
both friendly and not so friendly. He 
combined the quotations skillfully 
into a highly entertaining script (it 
would make marvelous reading). 

Here's Brother Brigham, written, directed, and 
performed by James Arrington March, 1976 
at Brigham Young University. Reviewed by 
Frederick Bliss and P. Q. Gump. 

Then, relying on descriptions and 
his own deductions, this talented 
ACT-trained actor re-created 
Brigham Young for a couple of 
hours. He used little make-up, and 
yet his characterization was so de- 
tailed that more and more fre- 
quently throughout the play we 
found ourselves recognizing 
Brigham Young for a few chilling 
seconds. The man he showed us was 
warm - sometimes scorching - 
and we could understand both how 
he led thousands of people to a dry 
mountainland to build a God- 
oriented civilization, and how he an- 
tagonized most of the American 
public and even some Mormons. 

It was a small show, with a small set 
and a feeling of closeness. Arrington 
worked with a tiny budget, and his 
publicity was almost all from unpaid 
articles and word-of-mouth com- 
ment. But the house was full nearly 
every night. 

Brigham!, of course, was never 
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meant to be intimate. With a six- 
figwe budget and the huge 
Center playing for a it 
was more pageant than play. Direc 
tor Max Goli htly and choreo- 
rapher Dee v$nterton did a 
job maneuvering huge groups 
around the stage -in years of at- 
tending B W  and other productions 
we have never seen so polished an 
opening night performance, B ~ -  
cause of the size of the auditorium 
the cast also had to cope with a pre- 
recorded s&pt - as they gestured 
and walked the actors mouthed 
words coming over the loudspeaker. 
But, with some exceptions, the di- 
rectors and cast overcame the dif- 
ficulties caused by the size of the 
production. 

Newell Dayley's music was appro- 
priate -brassy and bold, lively and 
loud. And occasionally he exceeded 
the requirements of ordinary stage 
music and composed something ex- 
traordinarily good, notably a trio be- 
tween Brigham Young (Harve Pres- 
nell)~KarlG. Maeser(ClayneRobi- 
son), and Abraham Smoot (Scott 
Wallace). The overwhelming major- 
ity of the huge audiences enjoyed 
the show, and cast members report 
that the show was a pleasant and 
sometimes spiritual experience. 

But -and would we be critics if we 
didn't have a but? -in spite of good 
production work, the show was not 
good theatre by any standard except 
size and sales. The first mistake, 
from which the show never re- 
covered, was hiring Arnold 
Sundgaard to write the script. His 
chief qualification was that he wrote 
Promised Valley for the 1947Utah cen- 
tennial (not coincidentally headed 
by Lorin Wheelwright, director of 
BW's centennial). 
Brigham! was meant to recount, in 
dramatic form, important events 

from BYUS early hiptory. Sund- 
gaar& s*pt left us with the u d -  
takeable impression that someone 
sent him a brief outline of the first 
fifty years of BW's history and 
Sundgaard picked a starting place 
and wrote until he got tired. 

There is no plot - the sP~P~,  which 
Stads with the premBYA Dusenben~ 
school in ROVO, meanders through 
various events related only because 
they all happened atBYA in pretty 
much the Same order the show Pre- 
sents them in. NO character is fol- 
lowed through the entire thirty 
years covered by the play, though 
the device of having Brigham 
Young, Karl G. Maeser, Abraham 
Smoot, and various Church presi- 
dents watch from heaven and com- 
ment on their successors' work was 
clever, and might have worked. But 
continuity was not - the 
script jumped from event to event 
with little development or prepara- 
tion, and many people were con- 
fused. The only hint that the show 
was over came when the actors 
started bowing at the end of a 
number about Handshake Day, 
rather a limp ending to a show 
which took itself so seriously so 
much of the time, 
Sundgaard's lines were often clever, 
and the humor and in-jokes de- 
lighted the audience. His worst writ- 
ing was in the song lyrics. We 
cringed for singers compelled to in- 
tone lines like "and that's my rich 
fulfillment," "we'll rise from the 
ashes, reverse ow despair," and 
"fools rush in where angels fear to 
tread - being a fool is something 
that I dread." One of the lyrics - 
"No matter how tattered and shat- 
tered the past" - so delighted the 
writer that he repeated it four differ- 
ent times during the show. 
In fact, repetition was a hallmark of 
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the show. The beautiful music per- 
formed at Brigham's death was re- 
peated for Maeser, John Taylor, and 
Wilford Woodruff. There were four 
prayers in the first act, two in the 
second. Every few minutes, in lieu 
of a genuine transition, Harve 
Presnell came partway down the set 
and sang, "Come listen to the ballad 
of Brigham Young!" And though 
humor was handled well, high 
drama was not. Bryce Chamberlain 
heroically attempted to believably 
deliver an unbelievable line like, 
'We e n  quit, or we can go on 
struggling - struggling!" Such writ- 
ing could be expected from an 
amateur, but Sundgaard was not 
supposed to be an amateur. 
We also expected a BYU-sponsored 
play about B~~ history to be 

We were 
pointed. Sundgaard's two years of 
research must have been spent in 
the wrong library. How else can we 
explain his showing Warren and 
Wilson Dusenberry as mild anti- 
Mormons struggling against a great 
anti-gentile bias in Provo, when the 
fads show that the Dusenberrys 
were accepted from the beginning 
with open arms b P~OVO'S Church h and civic leaders? e Dusenberry 
School was never seen as a "gentile 
school," and, contrary to the play's 
assertion, Brigham Young only op- 
posed schools operated by other re- 
ligious sects, which the Dusenberry 
School certainly was not. There is no 
basis in fact for the idea that Young 
ordered Abraham Smoot to convert 
the Dusenberry brothers. 

History went downha from there 
on. Karl G. Maeser had a thick ac- 
cent but he spoke English fluently, 
not haltingly and with bad grammar 
as Brigham! showed him. A charac- 
ter who should know better talks 
about Brigham Young speaking "in 

h e  ashes of Nawoo1': an impossibili- 
ity, since Brigham left long before 
Nauvoo was sacked. It was silly, at 
best, to compare the burning of the 
Lewis Building with the conflagra- 
tions during the persecutions in 
Missouri and Illinois. "Sister Rey- 
nolds" is a character in the show 
without any mention of the fact that 
she married Benjamin Cluff 
(polygamously, after the Manifesto, 
in Mexico). Benjamin Cluff is shown 
conceding that Heber J. Grant was 
probably right in trying to call off the 
Zarahemla expedition, something 
that he never did: even shortly be- 
fore his death he still regarded the 
expedition as a valuable, important 
work, which it was. And, to us, the 

irritating flaw was when 
Sundgaard had someone refer to 
aossing the Rio Grande - at 
Nogales, Arizona! Rand McNally 
lraa published in vain. 
A few things gave a very amateurish 
feel to the show. The butterflies in 
the Zarahemla ballet - indeed, the 
whole ballet - would have been 
hilarious if everyone hadn't been so 
serious about it. Having actors leap 
ing into the audience was fresh and 
new with Hair in a small theater a 
million years ago, but in the Marriott 
Center it was trite and vaguely sad, 
as if no one had been able to figure 
out a climax for the show. A number 
about tac~ tried valiantly to be funny, 
but never even managed relevance. 
Girls with orange streamers were 
used to represent fire, and white 
organ pipes were supposed to sym- 
bolize the Celestial Kingdom. These 

from nowhere 
into what was billed as a Broadway- 
qw'q jarred un- 
necessarily. 
But many individual elements of the 
show were quite entertaining, and 
the whole pageant wouldn't have 
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been half so disappointing if 
Brigham! hadn't pretended to be 
something it was not: excellent 
theatre. The show's most notable 
feature was the preshow hype. 
Billboards, full-page advertise- 
ments, posters, and mail-in coupons 
called Brigham! the "musical of a 
century." It may take us a dozen 
years to stamp out the idea that 
Brigham Young looked just like 
Harve Fresnell. The promotion was 
so successfuI, however, that the 
show was nearly sold out before it 
opened, and people had been told so 
often that Bdgham! was a master- 
piece that most audience members 
still believed it even after the evi- 
dence of their own eyes. 
Besides being misleading, the 
promotion achieved overkill. There 
were not one but two searchlights in 
the Marriott Center parking lot, and 
we wondered if the c e n t e m  
people were trying to tell us that 
Brigham! was aactly twice as impor- 
tant as the opening of a gas station. 
Every 60 seconds on the concourse 
an announcer was hard-selling the 
Brigham! album (which, for a]l-too- 
fathomable reasons, did not include 
the beautiful trio which made it clear 
that BYus Q a p e  Robison can sing 
rings around expensive Harve Pres- 
nell). And the crowning blow came 
when H w e  Presnen entered just 
before the invocation, leaving thun- 
derous applause trailing into the 
prerecorded prayer. 

We wondered how much the adver- 
tising approach would have differed 
ifthecentennialmdtteehadbeen 
trying to 
paste of a Century. But, questions of 
taste aside, the advertising worked. 
The show got standing ovations. 
The seats were filled. The huge ex- 
pewwas largevoffset.Whoknows? 
Maybe the show even made a profit. 

- 

It would be ridiculous to say that 
James Arrington's Here's Brother 
Brigham was somehow "better" than 
Brigham! - they were not trying to 
do the same thing, and the chal- 
lenges each show had to overcome 
were very different. There are prob- 
ably quite a few people that 
thoroughly enjoyed Brigham! who 
would find Here's Brother Brigham 
too tame to be interesting, and 
others that were thrilled by the 
one-man show who would be 
turned off by Brigham's stagy piz- 
zazz. 
But the different goals of the two 
shows type  the two directions 
being taken by Momon art and 
scholarship. Impeccable research, 
meticulous scripting, detailed and 
deep characterization, and sensitive 
interpretation made Here's Brother 
Brigham excellent. Brigham!, by try- 
ing so hard to be the biggest, left 
other goals by the wayside: history 
was ignored, characterization was 
shallow, writing was careless, plot 
was discarded, and what i n t e ~ ~ t a -  
tion there was always followed the 
easiest, most obvious line. Ar- 
rington, h e  to himself as a master 
craftsman, gave us the best within 
him. It awoke the best within us. 
Brigham!, tnIe to its goal of impress- 
k g  a huge audience, awed us with 
size, touched our easiest emotions 
with humor and cuteness and dis- 
tant pathos. Our deepest selves 
slept on. 
Reaching the masses is a good goal, 
as far as it goes. The masses 
be reached, not sneered at from 
ivory towers. If they are not ready 
for meat, we should not deny them 

even supeahi~ *hake. 
when we have teeth, we can eat 

meat. We have minds, and artists 
should wake us up, make us think, 
let our emotions and intellects grow 
together. 
- - - 
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Trying for quantity is easier and 
safer. You can measure it. You can 
point to 90 percent home tzaching, 
full houses on a ten-night run, 
$600,000 in receipts, 25,000 stu- 
dents, 3.95 GPAs, and say, "See 
how well we've done." And all of 
these can be good things. But if they 
are ends in themselves, they cost us 
something more important: quality. 
Excellence. "I will do my best," we 
all say. The Lord has spoken plainly: 
our best is perfection. 

Young students with a dynamic, 
charming teacher can be excused for 
preferring him to a more dry, dif- 
ficult teacher they cannot yet under- 
stand. People who have never been 
to a play need not be ashamed of 
enjoying easy entertainment. But as 
we experience better things, our 
standards need to rise. Here's Brother 
Brigham gave us a great deal, but it 
took something away. We enjoyed 
Brigham! a little less because of it. 

And so, after seeing these two plays 
in the spring of 1976, we wondered 
where we were going, whether we 
were growing. Have we given up 
trying to quantify - trying to be the 
biggest and the best? Have we in- 
stead tried to qualify? To be good is 
muchmore important than to be bet- 
ter than someone or something else. 

But there is a danger in it. Once we 
have done something excellent, we 
will never be content with less. 

I 

I 

CORNERSTONE: 
Mormon Architectural Heritage 
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What is CORNERSTONE? It is a group 
dedicated to the identification, 
documentation, and preservation of 
our unique architectural heritage. 

What you can do to help: If you love 
and appreciate Mormon architecture, 
y w r  involvement in the activities of 
CORNERSTONE will help meet the crit- 
ical need for researching historic build- 
ings, increasing publicawareness of our 
cultural resources, and promoting the 
preservation of those sites which help 
US interpret our Mormon past. Your 
personal involvement as well as your 
financial contribution is encouraged. 

CORNERSTONE Membership Applica- 
tion 

Name 

Address 

Areas of interest 

Dues: Ci $5.00 Regular Membership 

Ci $3.00 Student Membership 
Mail with remittance to: 
CORNERSTONE 
P.O. Box 11324 Salt Lake City, Utah 
84147 
Phone: (801) 364-9735 

Mail with remittance to: 
CORNERSTONE 
P.O. Box 11324 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84147 
Phone: (801 364-9735 




