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OOPSI. OUR MISTAKEI.
ERRATA FOR "THE FOLKLORE OF MORMON MISSIONARIES"

BY WILLIAM A. WILSON
No you are not losing your mind and no your particular copy of Volume 7, Number I was not a
solitary aberration. Here is the secret code for all readers who floundered hopelessly three pages into the
article; the pages were numbered out of sequence and should be read in the following order: 32, 33, 3
37, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40.
Other mistakes which garbled the meaning:

(1) Page 32. Eliminate not in the third line from the bottom. The sentence should read: "The results
of our efforts now fill eleven volumes ....

(2) Page 34. Extra lines were included in the paragraph. Lines ten through sixteen should be deleted.
(3) Page 35. A not was left out in the third line from the bottom of the left-hand column. This

caused a reversal of meaning in the sentence, which should read: "In other words, some missionaries tell
these stories because the characters in the stories do for them what they cannot do for themselves--take a
vacation, at least in fancy, from the rigorous life they must pursue each day of their missions."

(4) Page 38. Third paragraph from end of page. Change you to your. "’The message of both is
clear: do your duty .... "

(5) Page 39. First complete quote in right-hand column. Change your to you. "... because surely
your Lord won’t let you perish.’"

(6)Page 40. Next to last paragraph in left-hand column. Change fighting to fight. "... it helps
them keep up the fight."
A final note for those who upon attempting to deco~te the magazine thought, exclaimed, or called with
this confident message: "I would never let such a thing happen." Deadlines swooping down upon us,
frantically looking for a last line correction that migrated across the flats, cursing our beloved dinosaur
of a typesetting machine, and reading a manuscript for the tenth time, we make mistakes. We could
indeed use your infallible eye. Tuesday is volunteer night. We need proofreaders, typists, fliers, and
general people Friday. We’ll provide good company and occasional munchies. Give us a call: 801-
355-5926.

aders, Forum i
Barley Malt
Lacking a David F. Babbel’s Ph.D.
or Daniel W. Marcum’s LLM, I must
draw on my arcane wisdom,
sipping a malted milk in the old
ice cream shop of my memory. There
sat a green and glass
dispenser, full of ivory powder,
with a chrome lever. Two flicks of
the lever made a great drink. A
generation raised on
MacDonald’s may not know what
a malt is, but I, showing my age,
do. True, there weren’t malt shops
in Joseph Smith’s time, but the
assumption that barley can only
be made into beer is entirely false
and unwarranted. On my desk
next to my typewriter sits our most

recent bottle of "Horlicks." "The
Big Drink," "Big Horlicks," (I
only read labels--I have no
commercial tie or interest in the
firm) contains in order: "Fat-free
Milk, Dairy Whey, Malted Barley,
..." (Italics added.)

These are in fact mild drinks,
containing no alcohol. If Messers
Babbel and Marcum did any research
beyond the reading of beer ads, it
doesn’t show in their letter. As it is,
they only earn the right to append the
acronym of the Ark Steadiers" Society
after their names and degrees. For my
part, hello to all those who remember
with fondness dipping the tip of a
straw-paper into a real malt and then

blowing it up to stick like a sta|agtite
to the ceiling above the old black
bogart fans. Let’s not forget a truly
mild drink made of barley.

Gordon C. Thomasson
Suacoco, Liberia

P.S. While living in upstate New York,
half way between Palmyra and the
Great Bend of the Susquehanna,
where the winters are certainly times
of cold, if not famine, I saw Saints at
noon time take from their lunch pails
telltale thermoses, from which they
poured cups, not of Sam Taylor’s
"coffee-near" but, gasp!, hot barley
soup, with those bloated grains
floating to the surface while they
stirred and drank, in public--
disgraceful!

Denied the Kingdom Over Trifles
I ~zery much appreciated the insightful
comments by the Drs. David Babbel
and Daniel Marcum in their "Beer for
Man" note in the Readers’ Forum of
the May-June 1981 issue of SUNSTONE.

Their closing disclaimer (except for
the cutesy-pie reference to warm
Postum) is probably the most
scholarly ever set in type.

But why did they deem their
disclaimer, their apologia requisite?
Why can we not just state
forthrightly that the current stringent
interpretation of the salutary Word of
Wisdom is due largely to the zeal of
the 1920s without covering our
tracks? Why can we not simply state
that there is little or no evidence that
the Lord ever changed the original
spirit, that of temperance not
abstinence, of that bit of Fatherly
advice known today as the 89th
section of the Doctrine and Covenants
without adding something to the
effect that "We don’t smoke and we
don’t chew and we don’t go with them
that do"? Are we afraid of being
labeled unfaithful, unworthy, or self
justifying? Why should we ever fear
or hesitate to tell the truth? We are a
bold and fearless people, fear of the
truth is not part of our legacy.
Whatever we might think of nicotine
and hard liquor, does not our
collective fetish over tea and coffee
merely demean the majesty of our
faith? If we need or must have some
kind of group badge, identity, and
binder, could we not find something
more significant, more representative
of the Restoration? Is it not
disappointing that after 150 years of
the Restoration the widespread notion
of Mormons is that they are people
who do not drink or smoke? Is it not
embarrassing that we have projected
such a small and negative image?
What of the glories of our faith? If
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the Word of Wisdom is, however, to
remain the symbol of us as a people,
should we not at least be honest
about how, when, and why this came
to be?

Our near obsession with this brings
to mind Paul’s troubles with the
Judaizers of his day regarding
circumcision. At one time some of
God’s chosen nearly reduced the
grandeur of the Old Testament to a
proscription regarding the use of
pork. For centuries some Christians
obscured the majesty of the New
Testament by avoiding meat on
Fridays. Have we not succeeded in
doing something similar with the
Restoration?

As a people we should come to grips
with the simple truth that the current
interpretation of the Word of Wisdom
is maintained chiefly by misreading
some documents and ignoring some
facts. This lamentable trend appears
to have commenced around 1902
when the "History of Joseph Smith"
as originally printed in the Times and
Seasons and the Millennial Star was
altered and published in book form as
the so-called Documentary History of the
Church and has continued to the
present.

Any number of examples could be
listed, from editions of Brigham
Young’s discourses through various
commentaries and companions to the
Doctrine and Covenants and
expositions of Mormon doctrine,
articles in the New Era, and student
manuals at Church schools to name a
few. We have become as careful about
altering or ignoring facts as anyone
who ever worked with the Donation
of Constantine or the Isidorean
Decretals.

So misunderstood has God’s will and
advice become that, as we now
commence a second sesquicentennial
era, perhaps SUNSTONE should open its
pages to a thorough and responsible
examination of the matter. Is it not
just possible that God could be
displeased with what, with the best of
intentions, we have done to His word
and will?

The Word of Wisdom was and is
obviously a gift from a loving Father
for our own good, nothing more,
certainly not a test of faith, not a bar
to salvation. Who can conceive of this
same loving Father denying anyone
the Celestial Glory, access to the
temple, even general membership in
the Kingdom itself over a cup of tea,
while at the same time smiling upon
another who operated a business on
Sunday thereby causing his/her
employees to break a real

commandment, even one of The Ten?
Why would this same God withhold
all because of a cup of tea and totally
ignore habits vastly more deleterious
to health--obesity for one?

Decades of desperate searching by
zealot and scholar have turned up    ,
little, if any evidence that the original
wording of "’not by way of
commandment or constraint" has ever
been officially altered by the Giver.
Men may deny the Kingdom over
trifles, never a God. He Himself
stated that those who do not follow
His advice are merely "weak." Why
can we not leave it at that; must we
go beyond God?
A return to the original spirit of the
Word of Wisdom would certainly help
us to "lengthen our stride and quicken
our pace" among millions of people
who are concerned over far weightier
matters of salvation than how horrid
a cup of tea is alleged to be; it would
also make us a tad less "peculiar" and
narrow minded and permit us to be
more tolerant of and better relate to
millions more; such a return might
also slow down the exit of "weak"
Saints out the back door while we
bring new converts in the front.
Those of us who have had children so
ostracized over the Word of Wisdom
that they took this back door route
might live long enough to see them
return if they came to realize they
were not "sinners" and could be both
welcome and comfortable in Church;
LDS parents could run a little less
scared; perhaps best of all we could
cease trying to defend distortion and
draw a little closer to God’s mind and
will.

Stanley B. Kimball
Professor, Southern Illinois
University at Edwardsville

Throwing Out (Unborn) Babies with
the Bathwater
Curses! Foiled again! How could I
have known, how could I have even
dreamed that such an authoritative
aesthetic polymath as Neal C.
Chandler would deign to clap his
Olympian eyes--and that in far-off
Cleveland, O.--on my humble article
in SUNSTONE! And yet there it was,
in the last issue, the definitive
refutation of my stupid and shaky
thesis: that Mormons ought to pay
more attention to good art and stay
away in droves when they are being
exploited by bad, even when it
contains ’Mormon themes.’

But it must not be thought that I am
ungrateful! To be instructed and
corrected is the ultimate aim of all
who publish. And what an honor it is

in this special case! How deftly Dr.
Chandler cuts to the heart of the
matter and reveals the error of my
thought: What I mistook for a
charmingly metaphorical Mh’rchen
about an anthropomorphic white
gazelle, he and Newsweek clearly
unmask as a murky and offensive
Hollywood farce about a zoologically
ambiguous princess, the daughter of a
pagan (!) god (small g!!). Mea maxima
culpa! Now that the scales have fallen
from my eyes, I realize that I once
listened to and actually enjoyed a pagan
work! Thank goodness for my old
friend who took the time to warn me
of my error.

To think that once I could have
preferred the poetic device of five
fishes...yes, alright, Neal, "’fishies"
¯ . . to what Dr. C. correctly implies is
much more likely to clear correlation:
"The life and trials of a... western
American family." In short, I stand
corrected, an older and wiser man.
Now I am beginning, I believe, to
catch the vision of Saturday’s Warrior,
and of those "legions of sacrament
meeting speakers, missionaries, lesson
manual writers, and.., national-
magazine inserts" so ably--if
tangentially--defended by Brother
Chandler. I too, now that my mind is
right, have begun to anticipate the
day when "holy and inspiring temples
are created entirely of old Utah barn
board."
I hereby repent of having suggested
the terms kitsch and blasphemy in
reference to all these wonderful,
choice blessings, and I regret having
sinned by embracing--through
Gentile art--"alternative visions,
kingdoms and powers of this world,"
when I should have known full well
that "our own admonition is only to
study them." Ultimately, my thanks
go to my dear friend, mentor and
defensor fidei for opening my eyes to the
truly ontological difference between
apples and kumquats, the
commonplace and the exotic. I am
ashamed, as a red-blooded American
Mormon, that I once got misty-eyed
over kumquat pie. Such things are
just not natural and may even be part
of a larger conspiracy designed to
weaken our will to resist flouridation!

Onward then, Brethren, cease to
contend one with another about the
wisdom of the Reader’s Digest, the
honesty of Mr. Kruger’s Christmas, the
dramatic impact of Starchild, the
aesthetic power of visitor-center
dioramas, the soul-lifting majesty of
flat-roofed Gothic, the theological
new-land of lesson manuals .... for,
as Dr. Chandler hastens to assures us:
"Blasphemy is not trivial. It demands
talent."
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How sweet it is!

Alan F. Keele
Provo, Utah

No Personal Relationships?
Regarding the instructional address
given by Bruce R. McConkie at BYU
on Halloween entitled "Balancing the
Saints," I have several questions.

It is difficult to tell from the article
what Bruce R. McConkie actually said
and what was the reporter’s
interpretation because of how the
quotes were used. Did McConkie say,
"If a special relationship is needed, it should
be with the Father?" And that "Too
much emphasis is placed on ... [this]
fad"?

If McConkie is correct in condoning a
relationship with the Father in lieu of
the Son, does this mean that the
Correlation Committee is unaware of
official Church doctrine pertaining to
the members of the Godhead with
whom we should not have a
relationship?

As a Spiritual Living teacher in the
Relief Society, I am most desirous in
knowing how he might explain Lesson
4 in the R.S. Manual entitled,
"Developing a Relationship with the
Savior"; the main objective of which
is, "to understand how we may
develop a personal relationship with the
Savior?" One of the main subtitles in
this lesson is, "A Personal
Relationship with the Savior Helps us
Face Life’s Challenges."

Finally, if developing a personal
relationship with the Savior (OR with
the Father) is over-emphasized and
out-of-balance, what (in his opinion)
SHOULD be the major objective in a
well-balanced list of goals?

Margaret A. Rechif
Menlo Park, California

Nothing More Than Superman
I found Kim McCall’s recent article
"What Is Moral Obligation in Mormon
Theology ?" (November-December,
1981) to be very interesting, but
ultimately unsatisfying. The final
result is a type of antinomianism in
which righteousness is derived solely
from an intention to act morally. In
the process, McCall has overlooked
the most obvious resolution of the
dilemma and has raised some
interesting questions about the
distinctive Mormon doctrine of God.

It would seem to me that the most
obvious way of deriving moral
obligation within the confines of the
Mormon world-view would begin
with McCall’s assertion that "right

and wrong are essentially independent
of divine will or decree .... " It is
entirely possible, then, to hold that
right and wrong are simply self-
existent, eternal realities.
Furthermore, the very existence of
right and wrong imply moral
obligation. If right and wrong do not
carry moral obligation with them,
then they are meaningless terms.

This point of view, as well as
McCall’s, raises interesting questions
about the nature of God. If we are
ontologically independent of God,
then God did not create us. If right
and wrong are self-existent and do
not derive from God, God is not the
source of moral obligation. If the
elements were not created by God,
then God is not the ground of
existence. In what sense, then, is God
really God?

In making it possible for us to be like
God and co-equal with God, Mormon
thought has deprived God of that
which makes him worthy of our
worship. God is God in name only. In
essence, he has become nothing more
than Superman. Just as in secular
thought, existence and morality have
no divine ground. It is a matter of
happenstance that we exist as moral
beings.

More conventional theists, such as
myself, cannot worship a God who is
simply a reflection of the limitations
found in human experience. Right and
wrong have their ground in God. To
affirm this does not imply, as McCall
holds, that God’s judgments are
inherently capricious. Rather, such
judgments are based on God’s love for
his creation and on his trustworthi-
ness. Our moral obligation, then,
derives from God’s desire that we act
in ways which are consistent with the
purposes he had in creating us. We
are obligated because God is God, and
we are not.

A. Bruce Lindgren
RLDS, Independence, Missouri

World Headquarters

Zion’s Loss
During our visit to Salt Lake City last
week, friends handed us your
September-October 1981 issue
containing Dr. Louis C. Zucker’s
article "A Jew in Zion."
It is sad to report to you that Dr.
Zucker died this day March 21, nearly
87 years old. He was instrumental
forty years ago for my entering and
graduating from the University of
Utah, Class of 1945. I was one of the
new "immigrants," having just settled
in Salt Lake City. Since first meeting
Dr. Zucker exactly 42 years ago, he
has been my best friend. His passing

is a deep loss, which only time will tell
my overcoming this loss.

As to the article, it is written not only
accurately and with beautiful prose,
but I am one of the witnesses to
whom Dr. Zucker addressed his
memoirs.

Hans A. Illing, Ph.D.
Los Angeles, California

Ejected for Heresy
I was also stunned at Bruce R.
McConkie’s BYU Fourteen Stake
Fireside discourse in June of 1980 on
the Seven Deadly Heresies. I was a
gospel doctrine teacher at the time
and had files of historical and back-
ground information on most of the
points he touched in that address.
Important and righteous men have
expressed opposing views throughout
church history on many of the
doctrines which Brother McConkie
condemned as heresy. The talk was
responsible for a lot of polarization on
certain doctrinal points. The
condemnation of those who believed
in the eternally learning nature of
God or the Adam-God doctrine caused
many to suffer at the hands of those
who were very sure of themselves to
the point of excommunicating
adherents to these views.

In my Stake alone Palm Springs
California, two very active brethren
were excommunicated for belief in the
Adam-God doctrine. One of the
excommunicants was born in the
Church, served a mission, married in
the temple, raised a family, and drove
140 miles EVERY Saturday for three
and a half years to officiate in the Los
Angeles Temple. He served in a
Bishopric, as Stake Executive
Secretary, and in other important
positions. This did not immunize him
from being ejected for views his
pioneer ancestors embraced. The
other brother was expelled for similar
views and for writing a pamphlet in
which he asked the question, "Who
did Eliza R. Snow name as our
Mother in Heaven?" Though no direct
answer was given, her poems were
quoted as proof of one view. This was
enough to brand the author a heretic
and bring him to the attention of one
of the Apostles. A quick trial was held
and the man found himself on the
outside after 29 years of labor in the
Church, serving in a bishopric, as a
veil worker in the temple, serving a
mission to England, marriage in the
temple, and raising a family. Several
years the brother taught classes and
was respected by his peers in the
Church. The brother still believes the
Church is the valid gospel vehicle and
attends regularly.

Many did not understand the storm
that surrounded these two Church
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court trials. Most still are mystified.
The crime of the second brother was
thought so heinous that instead of
announcing the excommunication in
the Ward Priesthood Meeting with
the Aaronic Priesthood having been
dismissed, the Stake President saw fit
to have it announced in the ward
sacrament meetings in the stake with
all women and children present to
hear it.

In a Riverside California Stake,
Apostle Haight recently calmed the
hearts of "closet heretics" who may
have feared action because of Adam-
God beliefs, by stating that this
Church would not excommunicate
members for unsound doctrine or
doctrinal error. In light of this
statement, will the two
excommunicants in my stake be
invited to rejoin the Church? 1 also
wonder if the General Authorities
were startled at how many people fall
into the categories that Brother
McConkie so strongly spoke against.

At any rate, it must be conceded that,
Michael Hicks’s well-presented
defense of honest error notwith-
standing, the slightly unorthodox (as
presently labeled) Mormon may or
may not be in jeopardy of losing his
membership depending on the attitude
and beliefs of his stake presidency or
bishop.

Merle H. Graffam
Palm Desert, California

Rytting Responds

In his letter (November/December,
1981) about our abortion essays,
Richard Sherlock creates some
mistaken impressions which ought to
be corrected. First, he implies that my
essay was written in response to his
and was an attack on his position. Not
true. My essay was written purely as
a personal statement of what | believe
about the abortion issue. I was not
aware that he had written an essay on
the same subject, and I did not see his
until after they were both published. I
am perfectly willing to let Prof.
Sherlock believe as he wishes and
have had no intention of responding
to his essay at all. In his letter,
however, he has identified me as an
opponent and challenged me to
respond, and so I suppose I must.

Essentially, I take issue with
practically every statement which
Sherlock makes in his letter. In a
debate, I think I could refute every
point, but this is only a letter, so
rather than addressing each point, let
me simply state that as an opponent, I
do not concede a single point and as a
person I regret that he found it
necessary to attack me personally and

impune my ability to think. I prefer a
friendly--or at least professional--
exchange of ideas.
I believe in the application of general
moral principles to specific situations.
Because not all moral dilemmas are
exactly the same nor are the
situations in which they are
encountered, even the use of a
consistent moral system will result in
different conclusions for different
dilemmas. Thus, I find the analogy to
the slavery issue irrelevant. It is a
favorite ploy of the anti-abortionists,
but it is essentially a sham. It is
particularly inappropriate in a critique
of my essay because my position is
based upon the paradox of making
distinctions along a developmental
continuum and there is nothing in the
slavery question even remotely
similar.
Even ignoring my specific rationale,
the analogy between abortion and
slavery does not fit. To suggest that if
a black is a person, then surely a
zygote is also, would strike me as
racist if I were black. To assert that a
woman’s right to have control over
her body is comparable to the
property rights of a slaveholder would
strike me as sexist if I were a woman.
I feel perfectly comfortable in saying
that although it is obvious to me that
the slaves were people whose rights
to freedom were more important than
property rights, this does not make it
obvious that the zygote is a person
whose rights must always override
the rights of the mother; just as I am
comfortable in saying that it is clear

to me that ice cream tastes better
than broccoli, but I still have a hard
time choosing between Chocolate
Mint and Chocolate Mousse Royale. I
see no contradiction in evaluating
each moral (or gustatory) issue on its
own merits.

The letter by Kathryn Daynes was
much more responsible and pointed
out some important considerations
about the abortion dilemma. I want to
point out, however, that in footnote
11, 1 acknowledged that the Supreme
Court decision of 1973 referred to the
rights of the state and not the rights
of the fetus. I should have made that
statement in the text rather than in
the footnote.

Although I agree with her that it is
not ideal to leave a moral decision
solely in the hands of a self-interested
party (the best moral reasoning occurs
when we are divorced from our self-
interest and moral behavior should be
based on such moral reasoning), I
must ask whom we should trust to
make such a decision for us? Surely
not the people in the Indiana State
Legislature. ! have seen the quality of
their moral and political reasoning and
I shudder at the thought (and the
moral status of the U.S. Congress is
not much better). To whom are you
willing to give that responsibility and
that burden? Ultimately, I fear that
they both belong to the woman,
although I would love to hear of a
better option.

Marvin Rytting
Indiana University-Purdue University

at Indianapolis

ssues of Intimacy
-- --

LEAVING HOME
Marybeth Raynes
Learning to be intimate means dealing
with paradoxes. Even during our peak
experiences of being one with
another, we are still in separate
bodies, separate minds. In our most
distant moments of being alone, we
are inextricably joined to our families,
our friends, the rest of humanity, and
the Lord. The dance of being together
and apart is an intricate one as people
seek simultaneously to find
closeness--and distance--from each
other. Getting the balance right for

very long is hard, particularly for
those enmeshed in Mormon culture.
We are taught that to reach the
highest degree of the celestial
kingdom we must be eternally
married, yet told that each of us is
individually responsible for his or her
own exaltation. We learn that the
interaction in our families is
paramount but are exhorted to place
Christ and the Church foremost in
our minds. On the one hand we are
continued on page 59
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The Pers ’stence of Chastity:
A Built-in Resistance l/Vithin Mormon Culture to Secular Trends

Harold T. Christensen

SLIGHTLY more than one decade ago, a report of
mine which showed an increase in premarital
coitus among the females of my Mormon-based

sample created genuine concern among certain of the
General Authorities of The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints. In a letter to me dated February 5,
1971, Elder Alvin R. Dyer, a Counselor in the First
Presidency, cited the following sentence from a United
Press International news release:

With that, the matter apparently was dropped for I
heard no more.

I mention the above incident only because it throws
light upon the sensitivity of our Church regarding
sexual research. This sensitivity explains why, in reports
dealing with my cross-cultural sex research, I have
consistently referred to my Mormon-based samples as
"Intermountain," without further identification.~

¯.. Christensen said the percentages of college women
who had premarital coitus increased from 10 percent in
1958 to 32 percent in 1968 at a western university
"which represents the highly restrictive Mormon
culture."

President Dyer went on to say, "It would be helpful to us
to have further information of this alarming condition";
and, a little later, to ask, "How and by whom was the
survey made which produced these percentages?" I
answered him, in part, as follows:

¯ . . much as I would like to comply with your present
request, I am unable to do so because of my responsibility
as a researcher to protect the anonymity of the
individuals and institutions studied; and indeed my
commitment to do so in the case of the Intermountain
sample. To do otherwise would violate my sense of
integrity, and so I must ask that you respect my
commitment and responsibility as a scientist. One would
not ask the physician to betray the confidences of his
patients nor the marriage counselor, to give another
example, to reveal the secrets of his clients. The
researcher has a similar responsibility to his subject ....

All questionnaires were administered in classes, by
permission of those in charge, and were returned
anonymously. I do want you to know that this research
has been done either by me or under my direction and
that I take full responsibility. If there are ways in which I
can be of help within the framework of this position, I am
not only willing but anxious to do so.

Editors’ Note
The three papers on sexuality were delivered at the Mormon History
Association meetings in Rexburg, Idaho, in May 1981.

THIS report focuses upon the LDS portion of
responses to a questionnaire concerning
premarital sexual attitudes and behavior, which

was administered in 1978 to students at an
"Intermountain" university located in the western
United States. For comparative purposes non-Mormon
responses from that same university, as well as
additional non-Mormon responses from a large
Midwestern university, also are looked at. Further-
more, with respect to premarital coitus, 1978 data are
viewed alongside equivalent data for 1968 and 1958 to
give a twenty-year picture of this narrow but important
facet of contemporary Mormon history.

It should be pointed out that the analysis reported in
this paper represents just the most recent phase of an
ongoing, long-range, cross-cultural investigation of
mine dealing with the phenomenon of premarital sex. It
has involved samples from sexually permissive
Denmark, moderately restrictive Midwestern United
States, and highly restrictive Mormon culture within
the Intermountain region of Western United States. To
date, some two dozen journal articles reporting on one
or another aspects of the study have appeared.2 This
present report, however, is the first to involve the 1978
data with a focus upon the Mormon condition.

Research data rather consistently have shown lower
rates of premarital coitus among Mormons than with
the surrounding culture.3 But the contemporary
American scene is dominated by a so-called Sexual
Revolution of perhaps unprecedented proportions. So
the questions now become: How is the Mormon norm of
chastity holding up under modern conditions? Is the
Church able to successfully resist current trends toward
sexual permissiveness? And, if so, to what extent an~
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how is it accomplished?
Even though the central concern here is with Latter-

day Saint, or Mormon, responses, it is important to
know how these compare with non-Mormon responses
in order to assess where we are. For present purposes, I
shall ignore the Danish segment of my investigative
material, for it represents a vastly different culture than
our ownmone with a long history of sexual
permissiveness--and shall concentrate on comparing
Mormon responses against non-Mormon data from two
American subsamples: my Midwestern samples and the
non-Mormon portions of my Intermountain samples.

Most of the data to be reported are structured within
the framework of non-coitus--that is, in terms of
virginity, or chastity--rather than following the more
usual pattern of focusing upon sexual indiscretions. This
is because chastity is the norm in Mormon culture; and
also because I want to accentuate the positive.

There are a few additional points concerning the
present data which need to be made: In Figure 1, I deal
with each of the three time periods in order to measure
trends; whereas in Tables 1 through 3, I restrict myself
to 1978 data alone. Furthermore, in the first instance I
report responses from sociology classes only. This
refinement was necessary inorder to achieve
comparability from year to year.4

It may be presumed that sexual permissiveness, or
lack of it, will vary somewhat within a university from
academic department to academic department.S Actually
it was only the 1978 Intermountain sample that
presented a problem in this regard, for each of the others
had been derived from sociologically oriented classes to
begin with. In the 1978 Intermountain sample, however,
there were circumstances beyond my control which cut
off sociology class responses at just under one hundred.
Fortunately, I was able to supplement that small group
with more than two hundred additional returns from
classes in the Department of Family and Human
Development. Since comparability is not a key issue in
the tables (as it is in Figure 1) I have combined sociology
and non-sociology responses there--for the sake of
larger numbers.

We turn now to the results of this investigation. They
are to be reported in terms of four data-induced
propositions, with some attempt at interpretation even
when this takes me a little beyond the examined
evidence. Statistical proof seldom tells the whole story
anyway, and especially is that true in this instance since
some of my lntermountain samples are distressingly
small and my classroom approach to data-gathering
even throws the criterion of representativeness into
question. The statistical "purist" is left plenty of room to
raise questions. Still, my data are comparable from culture
to culture and from one time period to the next. Further-
more, the findings seem to demonstrate a certain
consistency and logic. They make sense; nearly every-
thing tends to fall into place. Nevertheless, I would like
to emphasize that I regard the evidence given here as
only suggestive, not conclusive. I present my
generalizations at the level of hypotheses--reasonable
speculations that invite further empirical testing.

8/Sunstone

Proposition 1--Mormon Premarital Sex Norms Are~
Strikingly Conservative

Evidences of sexual conservativism within Mormon
culture can be found at two levels: the level of attitude
and the level of behavior. Attitudes describe what one
believes or feels about something while behavior
indicates what he or she actually does; behavior is
attitude converted into action. Figure 1 presents one
important measure of each: percent virgin, which, of
course, reflects behavior; and percent preferring to
marry a virgin, which is a rather good indicator of
attitude. These are shown separately for the three years
studied and for both the Mormon and the two non-
Mormon subsamples used as reference groups.
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Figure 1. Trends in bqrginity and in Preference for Marrying a Virgin
1958- 1978 (Data from sociology classes only)

First to be noted is that, for each time period and
within each sample, actual virginity is lower than
preference for marrying a virgin. This, it would seem,
reflects a rather general human tendency to be more
demanding in choosing a marriage partner than in
governing one’s own premarital sexual behavior.6 But--
while keeping this differential in mindmit is worth
noting also that these two measures tend to form similar
patterns; in broad outline, at least, they vary together,
both across cultures and from one time period to the
next. Since attitude is a precursor to behavior, this is as
might be expected.

The most striking generalization to be derived from
Figure l~and also most important, for present
purposes--is that Mormon percentages are considerably
and consistently higher than those for the non-Mormon/,



)ondents. This is true with respect to both measures
and within each of the sample years.

It is of particular significance, I think, that while
premarital virginity (chastity) dropped to a minority
position in one of the non-Mormon groups as early as
1968 and in the other by 1978, chastity in the Mormon
group always was and is now a majority phenomenon. In
1978, as a matter of fact, there still were nearly three-
fourths of the Mormon respondents who claimed to
have abided by the chastity standard. This proportion is
more than three times larger than for the Intermountain
non-Mormon group and nearly two times larger than
for the Midwestern non-Mormon group. Surely
differences of such magnitude cannot be viewed as
occurring by chance.

Parenthetically, I would like to call the reader’s
attention to a tendency for Intermountain non-
Mormons (those living as neighbors to the Mormons) to
stand out in even sharper contrast to the Mormons than
do the Midwestern non-Mormons. This can be seen in
Figure I and in most of the comparisons presented in the
tables. Apparently, living in close proximity to Mormons
may have the effect of turning some non-Mormons on
an opposite course, perhaps as a reaction against the
perceived ultraconservatism of the Church. Of course,
selection may also play a part through the conversion
process. I would speculate that by and large it is the more
conservative of the non-Mormons who yield to
conversion efforts, leaving the remainder dispropor-
tionately weighted with liberal elements. This
phenomenon is clearly in need of further study.

leave people free to follow their judgments and tastes inn
such matters." By rejecting that statement they, in
effect, placed themselves in the position of favoring
censorship of pornography. As might be expected, many
more Mormons than non-Mormons were found on the
side of favoring censorship.

The next series of percentages gets at the question of
how long respondents felt intimacy development should
be, from its beginning in necking to its completion in
coitus. The questionnaire defined necking as "light
kissing and embracing," petting as "body fondling below
the neck," and coitus as "complete sexual intercourse."
Respondents were asked to consider a hypothetical
eighteen-month dating period characterized by normal
love development and to mark on an appropriate scale
the points at which they would approve the starting of
necking, then petting, and finally coitus. By subtracting
the point on the scale at which necking is first approved
from the point at which coitus is first approved, it is
possible to come up with a rough measure of the rapidity
with which normal intimacy development is considered
desirable. The index that this produced represents
average number of months that respondents would
allow from the time of first necking experience to the
time of first sexual intercourse--ideally considered and
in a love relationship offering promise of marriage.
According to this measure, Mormon respondents
perceive intimacy development as best when spread out
over a twelve-month period, which is two-thirds of the
hypothetical eighteen-month courtship span they were
asked to consider. In contrast, the non-Mormon

Table 1. Selected Indices of Attitudinal Conservatism (19F8 data. total samples)a

Males Females
Mid-

Intermountain Western Intermountain
LDS Non-LDS Non-LDS LDS
(N = 60) (N = 34) (N = 225) (N = 1 82)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Non-LDS
(N = 50)
(5)

Mid-
Western
Non-LDS
(N = 320)
(6)

I. Attitude Toward Pornography
Percent Favoring Censorship

II. Attitude Toward Length of Time
for Intimacy Development
Average Number of Months

III. Attitude Toward Premarital
Coitus
Percent Who Disapprove

(1) 75.0 14.7 25.6 72.4 18.0 42.6

(2) 12.2 5.9 8.8 12.0 8.7 10,1

(3) 88.1 20.6 20,1 92.2 25,0 28.0

a. Overall sample Ns are shown in the column headings. However, the statitstics given in this and subsequent tables are based upon numbers
of respondents answering the respective questions. Non-responses to the questions of Table 1 varied from 0 to 3.

Table 1 presents three additional measures of
attitudes that bear upon sexual behavior. First are
shown percentages of respondents who disagreed with
the statement, "It is best not to try to prohibit erotic and
obscene literature and pictures by law, but rather to

respondents see a more rapid or concentrated develop-
ment as being appropriate--some nine or ten months in
most instances or a period extending over hardly more
than one-half of the hypothetical courtship time span
that was pictured on the scale.
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~"Of course, not every respondent approved of sexual

intercourse occurring prior to the wedding. On the scale
just described, many--especially of the Mormon
respondents--.checked first coitus as occurring only
after the wedding (Table 1, line 3). Again we see the
Mormon response standing in sharp contrast to the non-
Mormon response; fully nine-tenths of the former
declare themselves on the side of premarital chastity as
compared with only about one-fifth to one-fourth of the
latter.

Thus we have four attitudinal measures (disapproval
of premarital coitus, preference for marrying a virgin,
favoring a gradual or spread-out pattern of sexual
development, and wanting censorship imposed upon
pornography) and one behavioral measure (remaining
virginal until after marriage) all rather dramatically
pointing to the same conclusion: Mormons are
disproportionately high on the chastity norm.
Considered together, these comparisons very clearly
underline the fact that it is the Mormons of our study
who are more apt to opt for a temptation-reduced
environment and to accept individual responsibility and
self-control in their personal lives. Typically, they see
the most intimate forms of sexual expression as
belonging only to marriage and they commit them-
selves to putting on the brakes, so to speak, in order to
"keep the law of chastity" which they regard as a
commandment from God. While premarital sex now
characterises a "new majority" within American culture
generally, the Mormon subculture continues to stand
out as a striking exception.

Proposition 2--Mormon Conservatism Tends to Be
Remarkably Resistant to Change

Up to this point we have stressed Mormon/non-
Mormon differentials regarding sexual conservatism
but with almost no attention given to the phenomenon
of movement over time. Yet, as the observant reader will
have noted, every one of the trend lines pictured in
Figure 1 moves downward. Whether with reference to
our attitudinal measure or our behavioral measure,
movement over the two decades covered by the study
has been consistently away from the chastity norm. This
means, of course, that the Sexual Revolution has been
taking its toll.

Now is the time to deal with Mormon/non-Mormon
differentials with reference to trends, to patterns of
change. Each of the trend lines for Mormon respondents
can be seen to decline only slightly between 1958 and
1978 whereas the non-Mormon lines--all four of
them--are observed to drop dramatically. This clearly
suggests that, with respect to chastity, Mormons and
non-Mormons may be pulling farther and farther apart.
Mormon resistance to liberalization within the sexual
arena appears to be causing certain of the differences
which have distinguished them from their neighbors to
become even wider as time goes on. Increasingly, it
would seem, Mormons and non-Mormons are following
separate standards.

Support for these findings comes from a somewhat
parallel study of several thousand student responses

?~,,rawn from seven different colleges and universities
\-
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located in northwestern United States. The researcher\
was Wilford E. Smith, and the years covered are 1950,
1961, and 1972. Smith’s data, like my own, show much
higher percentages of Mormon than non-Mormon
respondents reporting no coitus out of wedlock and also
show a rather striking trend away from chastity for the
non-Mormons--but not for the Mormons.7

Still another investigation relevant to the
phenomenon now being discussed was carried out by
Christensen and Cannon comparing more than one-
thousand Brigham Young University Mormon student
responses between 1935 and 1973. Every one of the
thirty-six topics which were reported (and which pertain
to attitudes and behavior in the areas of religion and
ethics) showed a shift toward greater conservatism over
the more than one-third of a century that was covered
by the study. We interpreted this as a swing back toward
fundamentalism, which we did not feel was at all typical
of American culture in general. And, while we could not
be certain how much of this conservative movement was
due to increasing religious selectivity and socialization at
BYU and how much of it represented change that was
churchwide, it was and is our strong feeling that the
latter played a prominent role. The Mormon church as a
whole is believed to have been moving toward greater
orthodoxy and conformity. Three of the thirty-six
questions have particular relevance to our present
concern: attitudes toward premarital necking,
premarital petting, and premarital coitus. Percentages
who considered these levels of sexual intimacy morally
wrong were, for 1935 and 1973 respectively: necking, 16
and 35; petting, 77 and 90; and coitus, 88 and 98. This
upward shift rather clearly indicates that, at the
attitudinal level and for BYU students at least, Mormon
sexual conservatism is more than holding its own--it
appears to be increasing.8

In an earlier paper based upon parts of my cross-
cultural data herein reported, but which included my
Danish samples (omitted here) I noted for both my
Danish and my Intermountain Mormon groups an
almost level trend line in premarital coitus for the decade
1968-78. While premarital coitus within my Midwestern
samples continued to increase over the second as well as
the first decade of the study, in the other two cultures
there was practically no movement over the second
decade. With respect to the Danish samples, I explained
this as very likely due to a ceiling effect: rates were so
near their upper limits (around 95 percent) that there
was little room for further increase. But percentages
showing premarital coitus in my Intermountain
Mormon samples remained nearly only the 25 percent
level, so certainly it could not be said that there was any
kind of ceiling effect operating there. I explained the
almost-no-trend phenomenon observed within my
Mormon data as very likely due to a braking effect resulting
from religious teachings and pressures.~

Evidences of a braking effect that have been presented
in the present paper include all of the indices that have
been used here which demonstrate greater sexual
conservatism within Mormon culture. Especially
noteworthy are the statistics that show a slowing-down
or taking-longer attitude toward intimacy development
and that show the chastity norm continuing to be



maintained over time--to a remarkable degree, at least,
and apparently little affected by the Sexual Revolution.

Proposition 3--Mormon Deviants, Although
Proportionally Fewer, Are Apt to Pay a Heavier Price

Evidence for this somewhat surprising finding comes
from the far greater value-behavior discrepancy
exhibited by Mormon respondents (Table 2, line 1)
coupled with their considerably more prevalent negative
reactions following first premarital coitus experience
when it does occur (line 2). "Value-behavior
discrepancy" is a term that I earlier coined to describe the
violation of one’s own standards.10 It is measured here
by using participation in premarital coitus as the base
(coital percentages were obtained by subtracting Figure
1 values from 100) and calculating percentages of
participants who disapproved such behavior even
though they themselves had been involved.

less well off for their efforts. I would hypothesize the"
reverse of this: that they are disproportionately better
adjusted (although there is at least a possibility that a
too-brittle approach to chastity may be productive of
frigidity or other sexual dysfunctions, and the matter
does invite further study). My present investigation, of
course, does not carry over into marriage nor deal with
possible effects that may derive from conformity with
sexual norms. But nonconformity does produce
negative effects and these appear to be substantially
greater in societies where the behavior in question is
strongly condemned--in this case, negative effects from
premarital sex within Mormon culture.

The situation in some ways seems analogous to
incidence of alcoholism among drinkers. During the mid
1950s in a book called Drinking in College it was reported
that Mormon college students had the lowest drinking
rate among religious groups but that, of the drinkers,

Table 2. Two Indices of the Consequences of Premarital Coitus (1978 data. coital subsamples)a

Males Females
Mid- Mid-

Intermountain Western Intermountain Western
LDS Non-LDS Non-LDS LDS Non-LDS N on-LDS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

I. Value-Behavior Discrepancy
Percent of Coitally Experienced
Who Disapprove Premarital
Coitus
I!. Negative Effects
Percent Negative Reactions to
First Premarital Experienceb

(1)44.4 14.3 5.1 47.6 3.2 6.2

(2) 68.0 30.6 43.5 83.8 59.6 66.2

a. Premarital coital subsample Ns are 9, 28, 136, 21, 33, and 178 respectively.

b. Percentages here represent the composites of eight feeling responses: tenseness, guilt, remorse, disgust, fear of religious punishment, fear
of others knowing, fear of pregnancy, and fear of disease. Remaining categories in the check list are: indifference, happiness, relaxation, and
conquest.

Respondents were asked to check as many items as applied and then circle the one that they felt had been their strongest feeling on the day
following their first premarital coital experience. The Ns used to calculate percentages were, in this instance, total checks (rather than number
of respondents) with the circled items given double weight. The resulting weighted Ns are: 25, 85, 402, 74, 99, and 582 respectively.

Beyond all question, I think, value-behavior
discrepancy and negative effects are but different sides
of the same coin. For when a person violates his own
standards, as in the first instance, it stands to reason that
he or she would experience more guilt or other
undesirable feeling states referred to here as "negative
reactions." The important thing to observe is that
proportionately more Mormon than non-Mormon
respondents found themselves caught up in this
unfortunate syndrome.

This is not to say that the overall or total effects of
promoting chastity are harder upon Mormons, for the
Church’s efforts do produce lower indulgence rates. Nor
is it to say that those larger numbers of Mormons who
are successful in holding to the chastity norm are any

Mormon students showed up with an extremely high
rate of alcoholism.11 Similarly, my data have shown that
Mormon students have disproportionately low rates of
premarital sex, but that, among those who indulge,
there appears to be an overload of negative effects. In an
earlier attempt to explain this phenomenon I wrote:

In a sexually restrictive culture, such as the Mormon
of the Intermountain region of the United States,
morality tends to be rigidly fixed; things are regarded as
either black or white, good or bad; in judging an act, little
allowance is made for conditions or circumstances; hence
a thing that is considered wrong, is wrong--period! This
results in a narrow range of tolerance and discourages
deviation and the development of subcultures.12

//
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~" While continuing to work for conformity to the

principle of chastity, perhaps it is time that our religious
culture directs increasing attention to the offender--
preventing, if we can, some of the more devastating
aspects of his trauma and finding improved ways for
helping him or her to cope in the face of culturally-
induced guilt.

Proposition 4--Religious Socialization Can Be Seen
as The Major Explanatory Variable

After looking at these various unique aspects of
Mormon sex standards--the considerably more
conservatiw_~ stance, the reasonably successful
resistance to secular trends, the greater negative effects
when standards are violated--one is justified in asking
"Why?" My data suggest a particular kind of religious
socialization to be the reason.

But before getting into that, permit me to mention
two other studies that have reached essentially this
same conclusion--the first with reference to religiosity
in general and the second, like our own, focusing upon
the Mormon culture. From his voluminous body of
research, Kinsey found that religiously devout men and
women participate less than the non-devout in virtually
all socially disapproved forms of sexual behavior. He
concluded that religion is the "most important factor in
restricting premarital activity in the United States.’’13 In
the Smith study previously cited, religious activity in the
Mormon samples was found to be associated with
increasing chastity levels between 1950 and 1972
whereas the :reverse was true with both the inactive
Mormon groups and the non-Mormon groups. Smith
said: "Mormons of both sexes who reported infrequent
church attendance reported increasing heterosexual

activity rig t along with the non-Mormon, especially in ~
1972.’’14 My own study supports these others by, first ofI
all, demonstrating a positive relationship between
church attendance (presumed to represent overall]
religious commitment) and the absence of premarital
sex.15 It then goes on to compare Mormons and non-
Mormons on frrequency of church attendance, the
presumption being that differences here would reflect
and help explain differences in chastity maintenance. As
might be expected, the attendance differences found
were of high magnitude; well over four-fifths of the
Mormons attended church once a week or more as
compared with only about one-fourth of the non-
Mormons (Table 3, line 2). Thus we have the closely
linked generalizations that premarital non-coitus, or
chastity, is disproportionately high among those who
attend church frequently and, in addition, that
Mormons are very much more likely than non-
Mormons to be regular and frequent attenders.

An equally important finding is that "moral or
religious teachings’" was named by substantially more of
the virginal Mormons than of the virginal non-
Mormons as their reason for stopping short of coitus
(Table 3, line 1). Overall, this item stands out as the
major explanation that respondents give for holding
back.1~ And it will be noted that the difference is greatest
among males.

When these two different approaches are viewed
together--high church attendance and high motivation
from rnoral and religious teachings--it is not difficult to
understand why premarital sexual indulgences are as
well controlled as they are within Mormon culture. It
would seem incontrovertible that the persistence of
chastity within Mormon culture has something to do

Table 3. Two Indices of "The Braking Effect" of Religion (1978 data. non-coital subsamples in I; total samples in II)

Males
Mid-

I ntermountain Western
LDS Non-LDS Non-LDS
(1) (2) (3)

Females

Intermountain
LDS
(4)

Mid-
Western

Non-LDS Non-LDS
(5) (6)

I. Stated Reasons of the Non-coital
Group for Not Going on to
Coitus~

Percent "Moral or Religious
Teachings"
II. Frequency of Church
Attendance b
Percent "Once a Week
or More"

(1) 56.8 23.1 30.8 56.1 36.0 54.1

(2) 88.3 8.8 24.6 83.0 14.0 27.3

a. In addition to "moral and religious teachings", the checklist included the following: lack of desire, lack of opportunity, fear of others
knowing, wanted to avoid getting serious or making a commitment, and held back out of respect for the person I was going with. Respondents
were asked to check as many items as applied and then circle the one that they felt had had the strongest influence. Ns--which represent total
checks with the circled checks counting double, just as explained in footnote b of Table 2--are 162, 13, 224,460, 25, and 279 respectively.

b. Sample Ns in this instance are the same as shown in the column headings of Table 1. Number of non-responses varied from 0 to 4.
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~’with the religious quality of the culture itself.

Of course, conversion into Mormonism may have
something to do with it. We have noted that it is the
Intermountain non-Mormons--those living in closest
proximity to Mormons--who show up most permissive
with respect to most of the measurements employed,
and the speculation has been made that this, at least
partially, is because some of the more conservatively
inclined of the non-Mormons are the ones who join the
Mormon camp. If this presumption is at all correct, the
selective process would account for not only some of the
higher sexual permissiveness found among the
remaining Intermountain non-Mormons but also a little
of the higher sexual restrictiveness found among the
convert-receiving Mormon group. Nevertheless, since
the numbers involved would be relatively few it is
believed that this effect would be rather small.

The chief explanation seems to be that from infancy
on up Mormons are socialized into viewing unchastity as
a sin and chastity as one of the highest of virtues.
Keeping the law of chastity is continually stressed: in the
home, from the pulpit, in programs of the several
Church organizations, and in articles carried by the
various Church publications. Breaking the law of
chastity carries with it rather severe negative sanctions
ranging all the way from sensing disapproval, to being
denied a "recommend" for entrance into one ot the
sacred temples (which, among other things, would
preclude achieving the highly valued goal of "eternal
marriage"), to being either disfellowshipped or ex-
communicated from the Church. Of course repentance,
followed by forgiveness, provides a way back into the
full graces of the Church. But overstepping in the sexual
area is not taken lightly and the perspectives which the

These comparisons very clearly
underline the fact that it is the

Mormons of our study who are more
apt to opt for a temptation-reduced

environment and to accept individual
responsibility and self-control in

their personal lives. While
premarital sex now characterizes a
"new majority" within American
culture generally, the Mormon

subculture continues to stand out as
a striking exception.

Church holds on these matters, together with the\

pressures that it is able to exert, provide a very powerful
means of social control. Thus there exists a kind of built-
in resistance to secular influences.

Interestingly, it is the Mormon male, in comparison
with other males, who lays disproportionate claim to
moral and religious motivation. It so happens that this
item is not the only one in my study where the Mormon
male reveals himself to be uniquely conservative--more
so than normally expected. This characteristic shows up
in several of the comparisons we have made: most
notably with respect to favoring the censorship of
pornography (Table 1), disapproving premarital coitus
(Table 1), and attending church frequently (Table 3). In
addition--although not shown in Figure 1--I have run
separate male and female percentages for both virginal
preference regarding a marriage partner and being
virginal oneself and found that here too the Mormon
male, in most instances, stands out as being uniquely
conservative. With respect to these six items at least,
intersex difference is less with Mormon than non-
Mormon respondents; or, MormonJnon-Mormon
difference is greater with male than female
respondents--whichever way one choose to express it.
It would appear that there is something operating within
Mormon culture to reduce intersex differences in
certain respects--to religiously socialize the Mormon
male disproportionately to other males and in this
manner make him less like other males and more like
Mormon females. While the evidence from present data
is not the final word (not every item in our tables shows
up in this manner), it certainly is suggestive.

More than is true with most churches, Mormon males
are made to feel important and to function in ways that
are religiously meaningful to them. Leadership within
the Church is drawn from the lay membership. There
are no professional or paid clergy. Rather, every worthy
male aged twelve or over is ordained to one or another
level of the priesthood and is taught to take his
responsibilities very seriously. In addition to regular
priesthood quorum activities, he may hold office any-
where along the line within the official hierarchy.
Female members may hold office in one or more of the
auxiliary organizations, but they can neither hold the
priesthood nor serve in the central governing
structure--such as bishop of a local ward (parish). Girls
and women are taught to honor the priesthood and to
share in its blessings through their husbands, but they
cannot hold it directly.

I believe that it is because of this program, chiefly--a
program for keeping the male religiously active and
conforming and the female supportive of him--that so
many of the sexual measures which we have employed
show male-female differences to be less in the Mormon
than the non-Mormon segments of our samples. The
Mormon male--very likely because of his unique role as
holder of the priesthood--is more effectively socialized
into religious conformity, including observance of the
chastity norm, than is true with males generally. The
norm in Mormon culture is chastity for both sexes. It is a
restrictive single standard, approached by means of
"taming" the male; not a permissive single standard,
achieved by means of liberalizing the female (such as in
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~candinavia, for example).
Finally, I think I see a recent doubling of efforts within

the Mormon church to help fortify its members against
the contemporary onrush of secular influences,
especially influences which lie within the sexual arena.
Spencer W. Kimball, President of the Church, is at the
forefront of this movement. His sermons and published
articles that touch upon such subjects as premarital sex,
marital infidelity, abortion, and homosexuality seem to
be appearing more and more frequently and coming in
stronger and stronger. Nearly always they are simple
exhortations to resist evil, to be faithful, and to keep
oneself pure. There can be little question but that they
exert a deterring or braking effect, for, to members of
the Church, it is the Prophet of God speaking.

HAROLD T, CHRISTENSEN is Professor Emeritus of sociology at
Purdue University.

Notes
1. George R. Carpenter, my collaborator in the first round of the
research, had met with resistance as he gathered data from the
Mormon-oriented university. In order to proceed, we agreed with the
administrators to protect their anonymity in all our publications. But
these early difficulties--and similar problems in follow-up studies--
resulted in smaller samples from the Intermountain segment of our
study. No such difficulties were experienced with either the
Midwestern or the Danish universities. The resistance encountered at
the intermountain university is believed to be prima facie evidence of
sexual conservatism within Mormon culture, a clue supported by the
data when gathered and cross-culturally analyzed.
2. Only a selected few of these are cited in the present paper, but
references given in the articles which are cited refer to many of the
others. For a complete listing see Harold T. Christensen, "Mormon
Sexuality in Cross-Cultural Perspective," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon
Thought 10 (Autumn 1976):62-75. Bibliography on pp. 74-75.

There have been a number of graduate students and faculty
members working with me during different phases of the
investigation. Their collabortions have been acknowledged in the
publications that apply. Invaluable assistance in gathering the 1978
data came from Kathryn P. Johnsen, Erik Manniche, Jay Schvaneveldt,
and Kaare Svalastoga.

Questionnaires were administered during regular class periods,
following arrangements with instructors. Introductory explanations
stressed the scientific nature of the investigation and the anonymity of
all responses. Students were urged to participate and to answer
honestly, for the purpose of helping to enlarge society’s understanding
of a difficult and illusive area of behavior. But they were told that
participation was strictly voluntary and that, if they so chose, they
could either leaw~ early or hand in the questionnaire blank. Very few
did either.
3. Ibid. See also: Harold T. Christensen and Christina F. Gregg,
"Changing Sex Norms in America and Scandinavia," Journal of Marriage
and the Family 32 (November 1970): 616-627; and Wilford E. Smith,
"Mormon Sex Standards on Colleges Campuses, or Deal Us Out of the
Sexual Revolution," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 10 (Autumn
1976): 76-81.
4. Since restricting to sociology classes has, in certain instances,
resulted in rather small samples, I have based Figure 1 upon total or
combined male-female responses. The combined numbers, from which
the percentages of this figure were calculated, are as follows, for 1958,
1968, and 1978 respectively: Intermountain Mormon, 135, 154, and
56; Intermountain non-Mormon, 35, 63, and 43; and Midwestern non-
Mormon, 352, 480, and 544.

5. The FHD portion of my 1978 Intermountain sample actually proved
to be considerably more conservative on most items than did the
sociology portion. For example, percentages with premarital coitus are
as follows, for the FHD and sociology respondents respectively: males,
22.5 and 51.9; females, 18.2 and 44.4. However, when just the 1978

~ata are used--as is the case in Tables 1 through 3--it does not appear
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that combining the FHD and sociology portions in any significant way\
biases the results.
6. This, however, seems to be much less true of females than of males.
A separate analysis from my data has revealed that many more females
than males are willing to marry a non-virgin, and that the differential
referred to here (between being virginal and wanting a virginal
marriage partner) is practically nonexistent for females considered
alone. When there is a discrepancy between what one does and what
one wants in a marriage partner it typically is the female who accepts
and more frequently the male who rejects a partner with greater
sexual experience than their own.
7. See the Smith reference cited in footnote 3. In that article, Smith
limits himself to reporting data pertaining to present premarital sexual
activity (coitus, petting, masturbation, and homosexuality) explaining
his reason for omitting total or cumulative data as being that the two
data sets are very similar.

I have in my possession an earlier and expanded draft of his Dialogue
article which is titled "Sexual Behavior Reported by Mormon and non-
Mormon College Students over Three Decades by Church
Attendance." In Table III on page 12 of that paper Smith does give the
cumulative percentages for non-coitus. These are as follows for 1950,
1961, and 1972 respectively: Mormon males, 66.4, 70.7, 76.9; non-
Mormon males, 41.0, 58.4, 27.3; Mormon females, 87.1, 85.9, 87.2;
non-Mormon females, 79.8, 87.4, 43.1. It is interesting to observe that
these precentages are not greatly different from those shown in my
Figure 1. But the most meaningful parallels from these two studies lie
in the identical directions and similar magnitudes of our Mormon/non-
Mormon and our over-time comparisons.

Still additional data from Smith’s valuable research on this subject
may be found in his "The Constancy of Mormon Chastity," in Glenn
M. Vernon, ed., Research on Mormonism (Salt Lake City: The Association
for the Study of Religion, Inc., 1974): 624-641.
8. Harold T. Christensen and Kenneth L. Cannon, "The
Fundamentalist Emphasis at Brigham Young University: 1935-1973,"
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 17 (1): 53-57.

9. Harold T. Christensen, "Two Measures of Premarital Sexual
Behavior Compared Across Cultures and Over Time." Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the California Council on Family
Relations, Santa Barbara, California, September 27, 1980.
Unpublished.
10. See Harold T. Christensen, "Value-Behavior Discrepancies
Regarding Premarital Coitus in Three Western Societies," American
Sociological Review 27 (February 1962): 66-74.
11. Robert Strauss and Selden D. Bacon, Drinking in College (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1953): passim.
12. Harold T. Christensen, "A Cross-Cultural Comparison of
Attitudes Toward Marital Infidelity," International Journal of Comparative
Sociology 3 (September 1962): 124-137. Quotation from p. 137.

For a more recent exposition of the leveling and perhaps
dysfunctional effects of overriding orthodoxy within Mormon culture,
see Marvin Rytting and Harold T. Christensen, "The Effect of
Religious Orthodoxy: A Statistical Analogy," Journal of Psychology and
Religion 8 (Winter 1980): 314-322.
13. See Alfred C. Kinsey et. al., Sexual Behavior in the Human Female
(Philadelphia: Saunders, 1953): 324, 686-687, and passim.
14. See the Smith reference cited in footnote 3. The quotation is from
page 78.
15. This relationship held for both the Mormons and non-Mormons of
my study. With respect to the former, over nine-tenths of the frequent
church attenders (once a week or more) were still virginal as compared
with only about half of the infrequent attenders. Comparable
proportions for the non-Mormons were approximately two-thirds and
one-third respectively.

My study also tested certain other factors to determine if they
associated with premarital chastity: age and happiness of parent’s
marriage, for example. With age, there was found to be a slight
relationship: the younger respondents reflected greater chastity. With
parental happiness, there was a somewhat stronger relationship:
respondents from a happy family environment showed up with
greater chastity. No factor, however, reflected an association with
chastity maintenance as strong as that for church attendance.
16. See table footnote for a description of how this index was
constructed and for a listing of the additional factors in the checklist./



Exhortati fo Ch tit 
A Content Analysis of Church Literature

Marvin and Ann Rytting

BASED on his study of the sexual attitudes and
behavior of college students, Harold T.
Christensen has concluded that Mormon

premarital sex norms are "strikingly conservative" in
comparison with the broader American culture and
"remarkably resistant to change.’’1 If anything, the data
that he has presented probably underestimate both the
conservativism and the resistance to secularization. As a
careful scholar, he has attempted to maintain
comparable samples across time, and this has resulted in
basing the 1978 results upon the more liberal students in
sociology classes. Using his total sample, the percent
virginal is 87 percent rather than 73 percent. If--as is
likelyPthe true comparison sample lies somewhere
between the sociology classes and the total, the 1978
students are not merely maintaining a conservative
standard but observing the sexual prohibitions more
strictly.2 Other studies have also shown this increasing
conformity.3

Dr. Christensen hypothesizes that one of the
important factors in the Mormon ability to resist the
permissiveness of the society is the strong religious
socialization which the Church provides and suggests
that the emphasis upon chastity within the Church is
increasing. In order to test this hypothesis, we
performed a content analysis of one aspect of religious
socialization: exhortations for chastity in official Church
publications. We chose a random sample of articles
appearing in the Improvement Era, Ensign, New Era, Instructor
and Church News and talks given in general conference
from 1951 to 1979. Because of the difficulty of obtaining
this material in Indiana, there are a few deviations from
strict randomness, but they are minor and we have
attempted to account for them.4

If anything, our results underestimate the actual
frequency of admonitions to be chaste. First it is our
impression that only a relatively small percentage of the
chastity injunctions in Mormon culture come from the
official materials which we sampled since chastity is
usually preached in youth firesides, standards nights,

~asses, and interviews--and possibly in the home. In

addition, there were many general statements about
being moral, clean, pure, or faithful or about resisting
temptation, gratifications, or animal instincts--all of
which we are reasonably certain were both meant as
exhortations to be chaste and interpreted by the
audience in a sexual context. But we used a strict
criterion for inclusion of an article as a reference to
chastity, and if the statement was so general that
another interpretation was possible, we did not include
it. Many subtle reminders to be chaste are therefore not
reflected in these data.

It is important to know the code for the Mormon
Moral Code in order to identify exhortations because
most references employ euphemisms--overtly sexual

5O
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/
~’words are very rare. One of the most interesting parts of

this code is the use of the term morality as a synonym for
chastity. While moral philosophers would find this usage
disconcerting, most Mormons know that when the
Brethren advise us to be moral, they mean for us to avoid
sexual misconduct. This use of the word morality was
evident in the indexes where most of the entries under
this heading referred to sexual conduct. And it seemed
to become more firmly entrenched over time; starting in
1976, the index notation under morality reads simply
"’see chastity." Even more intriguing was the notation
under immorality, which reads "see homosexuality."
These simple index references reflect much about sexual
attitudes in contemporary Mormon culture.

We rated approximately 500 articles or speeches. Of
these, about 400 referred to chastity. We identified the
source, publication date, and author of the articles;
evaluated them on several criteria such as how explicit
they were, to whom they were directed, and how strict
the tone was; and identified specific topics mentioned
within them.5

Summary of Results
There was an overall increase in the number of references to

chastity over time (see Figure 1). After a slight decline
during the fifties and possibly into the early sixties, the
admonitions increased during the mid-sixties and
became dramatic during the seventies. The explicit
references show a fairly steady increase while the
implicit references fluctuate. If the total impact can be
thought of as the midpoint between the explicit line and
the total line, there is a fairly smooth increase. This
result provides support for the hypothesis that there has
been an intensified socialization promoting the chastity
norm.

F~gure 3
123 Premarital Sex 3~ Homosexuality
88 Extramarital Sex 35 Sex ~n Mowes
70 Lust impure Thoughts 34 Vulgarlly
57 Pornography ,30 Petting
55 Immodesty 28 Sex on TV
49 Birth Control 27 Promiscuity
48 Divorce 25 Perversions
44 Abortion 25 Venereal D~sease
41 Dabng 22 Grooming

10:

Figure 2
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Statements about chastity have become more explicit.6 In the
fifties it was most common to make veiled references to
chastity or at most to make very general statements
about being clean and pure and chaste or saving yourself
for marriage. By the sixties, it was still most common to
make the general statements, but there were also many
specific injunctions about what not to do. In the
seventies, most of the admonitions were specific. Before
the mid-sixties chastity was typically alluded to in
passing or was a minor theme within the article or talk;
more recently, chastity is more likely to be a major
theme and often the only theme of the article.

The rhetoric is much stronger now than it used to be. Although
it would be misleading to call any of the statements
lenient, the tone of the fifties was certainly more
moderate. Chastity was generally presented in
positive--almost romanticmterms as the best way to be
happy and to make others happy. More recently, the
focus has been on the negative reasons to avoid sexual
activity because to be unchaste is sinful and those who
indulge unlawfully will suffer punishment and misery.
The romantic portrayal of chastity peaked in the 1961-
1963 period and has almost disappeared by the seventies

~ _~ Figure 2).
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20 Necking 9 Delayed Marriage
20 Prostitution 8 Rape
20 Cohabitation 6 Dancing
14 Sex Education 5 Stenlizat~on
14 Illegitimacy 5 Nudity
! ! Equal R~ghts Amendment 4 Staying out Lale
11 Early Mamage 3 /ncesl
10 Sex in Music 3 Masturbation
10 M~xed Marriage Dating

40 1 Figure 5
PORNOGRAPHYO SEX IN MOVIES ~. SEX ON TV ¯ SEX IN MUSICal’
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Figure 6
ABORTION~, HOMOSEXUALITY ¯ SEX EDUCATIONO
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The focus of the admonitions--to whom they are directed--has
also changed. In the fifties most of the statements directed
individuals to maintain purity or parents to teach their
children to be chaste. Over time, however, more and
more of the statements are being directed toward or
against society. Expressions of dismay about the sexual
excesses of society and dire warnings about the
consequences of the cultural permissiveness are coupled
with exhortations for the Saints to refrain from worldly
pleasures and to actively work to clean up society. Being
chaste before marriage is no longer sufficient; we must
take care to avoid unwholesome connubial practices, and
we must fight the social evils of pornography, abortion,
homosexuality, and all manner of perversions.

The frequency with which specific themes have been mentioned has
changed. The most common theme was premarital sex.
We counted 123 specific references and there were at
least that many more which made indirect references to
remaining chaste before marriage. Other common
themes (with the number of specific references) are
listed in Figure 3. It is interesting to note that mastur-
bation is at the bottom of the list (with three references).
This should serve as a warning not to interpret the
placement of a specific topic on this list as an indication
of how strong the sanctions against these behaviors are
in Mormon culture. The strong condemnation of
masturbation is inculcated more in personal interviews
than in public discourse. The lack of references to
masturbation is probably due to a feeling that it is not an
appropriate topic for open discussion, and this applies
also to the lack of any specific definition of the general
term "perversions." These are better not discussed in
public. In fact there is some indication that the private
injunctions sometimes become too explicit. In the late
seventies, bishops were warned to avoid having
"pornographic interviews," with the implication that
mentioning the perversions specifically might lead
people to try them.

The most general change over the years has been the
increasing tendency to even mention specific themes.
During the fifties the typical article mentioned two or
three specific themes, but one-third contained no
specific theme at all and only 10 percent referred to four
or more themes. In contrast, during the sixties and
seventies, only 20 percent contained no specifics, and
one-third mentioned four or more themes. There were
no themes which were mentioned significantly more
often (even as a percentage) during the fifties than they
have been since; there were several topics, however,
which were not referred to during this period, including
perversions, homosexuality, pornography, sex in the
movies and on TV, and venereal disease.

Specific references to premarital sex hit their peak
during the sixties when analyzed as a percentage of total
citations, although the gross number of references
continued to rise throughout the seventies. Also hitting
the highest percentage of references during the sixties
were immodesty, illegitimacy, free love or promiscuity,
and venereal disease--all associated with salient facets
of what is sometimes called the sexual revolution of the
sixties, the fairly widespread and highly publicized,~
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experimentation with sex by yourag college students (see
Figure 4).7

During the seventies, the focus broadened from
premarital sex to include marital sexuality, with
references to issues such as birth control and unwhole-
some connubial excesses (including ;not many--but the
only--mention of sterilization and incest) and socio-
political issues such a pornography, homosexuality,
living together without formal marriage, and the moral
dangers inherent in the Equal Rights Amendment. Note
the gradually increased concern with the pornography
issues (see Figure 5) and the rather precipitous jump in
the political issues (see Figure 6) and the marital
injunctions (see Figure 7).

Figure 7
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Why the Changes in Rhetoric
There are several variables which could explain why

such a dramatic change in official rhetoric took place.
Our data provide some support for the influence of four
factors, and as firm believers in the superiority of multi-
causal explanations, we suggest that all of these
processes--and possibly others--have had an impact.

One factor is the effect of otherwise unrelated aspects of the
publications which we examined. Throughout the fifties and
sixties, for example, President McKay wrote a monthly
editorial in the Instructor. This provided a regular outlet
for his views on chastity. Another regular outlet for his
statements came in articles for the Church News which
seemed to report on almost every talk he gave--even in
ward sacrament meetings, particularly during the early
and mid-fifties. This regular exposure in the media helps
the President to dominate the scene and is again true for
President Kimball in the Church News.

Changes in some of the publications have had an
influence. They have, for example, become larger and
dropped advertising, so more articles can be published.

x~n 1961 the Improvement Era started a new section called

\
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the "Era of Youth." In the first few years, there was an
increased number of references to chastity which then
tapered off. When the New Era began in 1971, there was
an even more dramatic increase in references to chastity,
augmented by the practice of carrying "The Spoken
Word" by Richard L. Evans and reprinting official
Church positions in this youth magazine.S Once again,
over time the references tapered off somewhat, but not
as much.

The consistency of a publication can also become an
important factor. The editorials in the Church News, for
example, have consistently been--most notably since
the mid-sixties--the most outspoken statements on
sexual conduct in the Mormon media. The admonitions
in these editorials are more explicit, more emphatic, and
more negative in tone than the other publications. They
are the most likely to preach about avoiding the evils of
marital sexuality and to warn of the dangers of rampant
sexual permissiveness in society. They are also the most
inclined to portray sex as disgusting and the least
inclined to present any positive context for chastity.

A major cause of the hardening of the rhetoric about chastity seems
to be a reaction to what happens in the broader culture. The overt
sexuality of the counterculture of the late sixties and
early seventies probably had a strong impact upon the
Church leaders. Advocacy of free love and living
together without marriage and the rise in illegitimacy
and venereal disease prompted scathing denunciations.
And the advent of mini-skirts prompted increased
emphasis on modesty, surpassing the effort in the early
fifties to stamp out strapless formals. In reaction to the
look of the counterculture, the admonitions began to
include injunctions not only to be modest in dress but to
be well groomed (beardless) and neatly dressed and to
avoid the appearance of evil.9

The rapid proliferation of pornography in society
obviously was a factor in the increased concern
expressed about not only hard core pornography but
about sex in the movies and on TV and in popular music.
The emergence of the gay liberation movement
produced increasingly harsh statements about homo-
sexuality. This was particularly evident in 1978 when
one article about homosexuality in a California
newspaper served as the impetus for several editorials in
the Church News. The abortion issue looms larger after
the Supreme Court ruled that it is legal. Early
statements about abortion seem moderate in
comparison with recent rhetoric, and the increased
number of references is dramatic. The Church is
obviously responding to the social milieu. There is a
potential irony here, however. The Church leaders seem
to be more vociferous about the evils of sexuality at a
time when the members of the Church seem to be very
strict in sexual behavior and conservative in their
attitudes.

However, there may have been the perception that members of the
Church were also becoming less observant of the law of chastity.
A hint of this comes from Dr. Christensen’s article~°. He
interpreted his 1968 findings as indicating that
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/~chastity norm was alive and well in Mormondom in

comparison with what was happening in the Midwest
and particularly when compared with Scandinavia. Still,
the fact that the rate of premarital sex among the Inter-
mountain women in the sample had tripled in the
previous ten-year period would not have been
comforting to Church leaders. The letter that President
Alvin R. Dyer wrote to Dr. Christensen indicates that
the Church did find it alarming. Whether or not Dr.
Christensen’s study had an impact, it seems evident that
the perception of the Brethren in 1971 was that the
sexual permissiveness which was sweeping the country
was leading the youth of Zion astray. Within this
context, it is interesting to note that in the year 1971
there were more references to chastity than in any other
year in the sample. This year differed from other years
also in that most of the statements came from the
Quorum of the Twelve and the First Presidency,
excluding the President, from whom there was not a
single reference. It seemed to be a concerted effort.
During that year and the following two years, there
were an unusually large number of articles and talks that
were exclusively about chastity. Many of the references
were from general conference, and these tended to be
more explicit, emphatic, and strict than normal.

Although there were obviously other factors
operating--such as the advent of the New Era--it seems
likely that the research reported in the preceding article
contributed to the results which we are reporting in this
one. This is important as a sobering thought about the
role that research in the social sciences plays in
influencing the very phenomena which is being studied.
There is a circular flow of causality; socialization affects
attitudes and behavior, but attitudes and behavior can
also affect socialization.

Probably the most salient factor in ~he change in tone of the chastity
exhortations is the style of the Church presidents. David O.
McKay clearly dominated the rhetoric in the fifties
through the mid-sixties, both in the number of
statements about chastity and in setting the tone and
establishing the point of view. Likewise, the feel of the
seventies’ rhetoric reflects the perspective and style of
Spencer W. Kimball. Joseph Fielding Smith and Harold
B. Lee did not dominate the chastity dialogue during
their presidencies--the Apostles did.

There are some similarities between Presidents
McKay and Kimball. For both, chastity was a compelling
issue. Even when it was not the subject of a talk or
article, they often made passing references to it. In the
early years of their presidencies, they both traveled the
Church preaching chastity. They each had one basic talk
and repeatedly gave only slightly changed versions of
the same message. They dominate our analysis mainly
because they dominated the press. The Church News
reported almost weekly on talks given by President
McKay, and almost all contained some reference to
chastity. Spencer W. Kimball was undoubtedly
preaching the law of chastity at the same time--and in
his own style--but the Church News did not start
reporting on all of his talks until he became President.

The style of the two men is radically different. When

David O. McKay became President in 1951, there were\
two types of statements about sexuality. On one hand
there were reasonable and moderate statements by men
like John A. Widtsoe. There were also, however, several
references back to an official statement from the forties
which included the line, "better dead clean than alive
unclean." President McKay enthroned the first
approach, and by the mid-fifties it was dominant. While
he was adamant about the necessity for chastity, he foc-
used on the positive reasons for remaining virtuous and
made chastity seem romantic. He spoke of the joy of a
young man and woman, deeply in love, meeting at the
temple altar with the full assurance that they both
brought with them bodies and minds which were clean
and pure because they had heeded his admonition to "be
faithful to your future spouse." He used images of classic
chi~’alry: the flower growing by the roadside is covered
with dust; the young man passes her by and risks his life
to scale the perpendicular cliffs in search of the sweet
and lovely flower that grows in the high mountain
meadow, untouched by human hands.

His major theme was the importance of self-control.
We need to have spirituality rather than animality--
which means self-control rather than succumbing to
animal instincts and gratifications. Among the passions
which we are to control are anger, selfishness, greed,
and lust. Chastity was rarely singled out as the most im-
portant part of self-control, but it was usually mention-
ed. President McKay rarely went into detail but rather
talked in general about the importance of maintaining
virginity. He seldom mentioned necking and petting or
sex within marriage and never (at least in our sample)
dealt with perversions, homosexuality, pornography, or
abortion. He did become somewhat more direct and
strict in the late sixties, but less than five percent of his
statements come from that time period, and by then he
was no longer the main spokesman on the subject of
chastity.

In comparison with the statements of President
McKay, the exhortations of President Kimball are more
explicit, more emphatic, more direct, more specific, and
stricter. They are more likely to describe sexual
misconduct rather than discuss sex in a positive or
romantic context. President Kimball’s basic speech is a
litany of abominations which usually includes homo-
sexuality, perversions, abortion, pornography, adultery,
and birth control. More than half of the time, he
mentions at least six different specific topics (McKay
mentioned that many only once), sometimes as many as
thirteen or fourteen.1~

It is tempting to explain the differences between the
rhetoric of Presidents McKay and Kimball as merely
personality differences, but that would not paint a
complete picture of why President Kimball is so much
more severe in content and in style than President
McKay. One explanation for President Kimball’s style
would be his adoration and emulation of his father who
was strict and often rebuked people severely and
pointedly in his sermons.12 But this would not account
for the importance which chastity has assumed for
President Kimball. There are hints that his seeming
obsession with decrying sexual immorality comes as
much from his experiences as an apostle as from hi~,/~/
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~p’ersonal characteristics. In 1947, Elder Kimball was
assigned to interview members who had in various ways
broken the sexual rules of the Church. He was very
disturbed by this experience, and it is likely that the
recurring theme of chastity sprang largely from this
assignment as a member of the Quorum. In 1951 he
spoke out strongly on modesty at BYU, and chastity has
been a common theme ever since. In 1959, along with
Mark E. Petersen, he received a special assignment to
counsel homosexuals, and in 1968 he was so concerned
with this problem that he asked President McKay to
enlarge the committee. His jurisdiction in the sexual
areas may have kept the issues uppermost in his mind
and made him feel like sexual problems were indeed
rampant.13

Puritans and Victorians
In a broader context, the differences in the approaches

of these two Church Presidents reflects two very
different attitudes toward sex, not only in the Church,
but in American society at large. The puritan perspective
on sex was strict, but the rhetoric was relatively calm.
The focus was on maintaining premarital chastity
through social sanctions, but sex per se was seen as
good; marital sex was a legitimate and beautiful--even
holy or sacred--expression of conjugal love. The victorian
view focused on the evil nature of sex itself and the need
for control of every manifestation of sexuality--
extending to "the supposedly ubiquitous sexual excesses
practiced within the privacy of the marriage bed or, even
worse, by the individual alone.’’14 The rhetoric of the
victorian sexual reformers exhibited frantic, even
fanatic, fervor.

Each perspective developed against the unique
challenges and anxieties of a specific era. Social control
worked for the Puritans in a world which was relatively
stable and secure. The near-hysteria of the victorian era,
according to Klaus Hansen in his book Mormonism and the
American Experience, probably came from the anxiety
generated by a cosmic confrontation with the
possibilities of: individual freedom coupled with a
breakdown of social control.Is John Barth has called this
sense of cosmic confrontation "cosmopsis" or"a sense of
possibility so overwhelming that [a person] is unable to
choose at all for fear of eliminating alternative
choices."~6 This kind of confrontation leads some to
resist making commitments or accepting limits and thus
effectively paralyzes them. The Victorians reacted by
trying to eliminate as many of the options as possible.
Since social restraint was not working as it had done in
puritan times, victorian morality demanded severe
individual restraint.

President McKay’s discussions of chastity were an
intriguing mixture of puritan and victorian themes. His
tone was principally puritan, but his focus on the need
for individual self-control and the importance of avoid-
ing excesses of any kind, particularly sexual excesses,
contained a remnant of victorianism. This was tied to a
capitalistic metaphor which stressed the economic
virtues of saving yourself for marriage and arriving at
the marketplace with undamaged goods.

~,In the 1950s, however, capitalistic individualism
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(which helped bring on the original victorianism) was no\

longer the exciting but anxiety-producing new wave of
the future. It was an old established system and seemed
to be working. An underlying assumption of the fifties
was that rational self-control was also working--just as
social control had worked for the Puritans--and one of
the basic assumptions behind President McKay’s
treatment of sexuality is that sex is controllable, and
therefore a moderate and rational appeal to maintain
chastity is sufficient. In a stable time, we did not need the
harsh denial of sexual possibilities to give us security.

We must search for an approach to
sexuality which will encourage responsible

sexual behavior without engendering
negative consequences.

But capitalism had another assumption which led to
problems. Philip Slater points out that capitalism is
based upon the assumption of scarcity.17 It is an
economic system for the distribution of scarce
resources. But with prosperity came abundance, and the
old rules of capitalism no longer worked. Economic
progress was no longer dependent upon saving to
generate capital but rather on consumption of the no
longer scarce goods. As we were constantly reminded by
the advertisers, the American way was to consume as
much as possible. To a generation raised on conspicuous
consumption, the assumption of scarcity did not make
sense and the need for control was far from obvious. If it
is good to indulge in material gratifications, why not
indulge in sexual gratifications, also? It was a small step
from middle-class conspicuous consumption to anti-
middle-class overtly excessive gratification of any
impulse. Rejection of any type of control became a
symbol which provided a sense of identity for rebellion
against the middle-class morality.

American society was faced with another crisis. With a
rejection of both social and individual control, untold
options unfolded and massive anxiety resulted. It is no
wonder that Church leaders were dismayed and
concerned. We had lost control. In American society,
social control had broken down and individual self-
control was being rejected. There were hints that
control was slipping among Mormon youth, and the
government was trying to impose its will upon us by
taking away BYU’s ability ,to control the sexual behavior
of its students.~8         ~

In this context, it is not surprising that Mormon
rhetoric again adopted a victorian flavor. In contrast to
President McKay’s message, we are now told that we are
not really able to control our sexual urges. Social control
by the Church is needed to help us avoid temptation (by
avoiding each other). But we also need to control the
larger society. We must stamp out pornography, outlaw
abortion, and send homosexuality back to the closet or
beyond so that we can avoid contact with the/



overpowering force of sexual desire. But still, we cannot
leave out self-control. Even making it to marriage
unscathed is no guarantee of safety. We must have
eternal vigilance lest we are seduced by excessive
enjoyment of marital sex. In the midst of our deep
concern to avoid evil, there is little room for sex to be a
beautiful and natural expression of affection.

Victorianism is basically a secular sentiment rather
than a religious view. Although it may adopt the
language of religion, it was in the nineteenth century
and it is today a social reaction to the anxiety produced
by a loss of control or a cosmoptic crisis. It is not intrinsic
to Mormonism. The current rhetoric has more in
common with the Moral Majority (who are responding
in a similar way to the same social anxiety) than with
Joseph Smith. In addition, it is an emotionally charged
response and blurs the distinctions which are necessary
for mature moral reasoning. It may be the basis for a
code of proper behavior, but it is not the source of a
meaningful morality.

Just as there are multiple causes of the change in
rhetoric about chastity, there are surely several
different effects which come from it, some positive and
some negative. In his article, Harold Christensen points
out some of the effects that our sexual standards have in
both promoting chastity and causing some negative
side-effects. It is important for us to examine carefully
what the effects of our sexual attitudes might be, as
Marybeth Raynes does in the following article. It is also
crucial that we search for an approach to sexuality which
will encourage responsible sexual behavior without
engendering some of the negative consequences.

One place to begin might be with the economic
metaphor, already discussed, which Slater used to
analayze the counterculture and explain the "sexual
revolution." The belief in abundance that he described
lasted a relatively short time. With the energy crisis and
environmentalism, we are again aware of scarcity. We
need not return to the grasping selfishness of captialism,
however. There is not enough to squander--we need
some controls--but there is enough to share. This is true
of intimacy also. We need some control (enough to
reduce the number of options from the infinite to the
manageable), but we do not need the victorian rejection
of sexuality. The "no control" position is currently being
discredited both in professional circles and in our
society, but the victorian reaction has long been
discredited and is not the appropriate response. What we
need--both individually and as a culture--is a well
managed intimacy which values sexuality but also
controls it.

MARVIN RYTTING is associate professor of psychology at Indiana
University/Purdue University at Indianapolis.

ANN RYTTING is a psychologist.
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A Wish L ’st:
Comments on Christensen and the Ryttings

Marybeth Raynes

W HAT a welcome delight these two papers are! I
heartily agree with most of the insights and
conclusions presented. They are important

additions to the scanty information we have about
sexuality in Mormondom. Collectively they provide at
least two complementary contributions.

First, they help begin an outline of the geography of
Mormon sexuality based on research, not conjecture.
However, because the research focus in each paper was
necessarily narrow, there are some missing pieces
crucial to our emerging view of sexuality. Christensen’s
study, for example, sampled only college students.
Missing is the wider vision concerning what other
significantly large nonmarried Mormon groups are
feeling and doing. Working class adolescents and young
adults, older never-married adults and post-marital
adults all have, according to national statistics, higher
sexual activity rates than college students. Lower
education or social class, older age, and marriage
experience are all factors that are associated with
increased sexual activity. How do Mormons in these
groups experience their sexuality? We simply do not
know. My guess is, and it agrees with Christensen’s
hunches (we discussed them informally), that these
groups will probably be less sexually active than national
samples but more active than the college age group.

Another unanswered question is how well adjusted
those people are who adhere to the norm of chastity.
Christensen seems to believe that the adherers are
better adjusted,, but I question that assumption. For
example, his research indicated that the adherers tend to
have more stable marriages. But stability in marriage is
not always a good measure of happiness in marriage.

I also keep remembering that the Ryttings" study

MARYBETH RAYNES is a licensed marriage and family therapist and
clinical social worker. She is coordinator of children’s services at Salt

~ake County Mental Health’s Westside Unit.
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could cover only part of the evidencelthe very public
and official pronouncements in Church publications.
They acknowledge that public and p~;ivate communica-
tions are often very different. Even though the public
view presented to Church members has followed a fair-
ly steady trend to the more explicitly negative, Mor-
mons are probably getting many views from a multitude
of sources, ranging from the very positive to the very
negative. How do they piece them together.?

The second contribution provided by these papers is to
describe some "backlash" effects within the Church. The
Ryttings’ paper discussed the backlash, evident within
the Church media, against the perceived liberalization
within America.

This is not surprising. The Church’s rhetoric can be
directly compared and contrasted to the national trends.
During the 1950s, American society in general talked
about sex in vague, romantic terms. So did the
authorities within the Church. During the sexual
revolution that began to mushroom during the 1960s,
the American press became more explicitly positive
towards sexuality generally and more positive towards
experimentation with sexual behavior specifically. As a
reaction to the greater explicitness, Church authorities
became clearer in their denunciations. One internal
result of this negative emphasis is hinted at in
Christensen’s paper--inactivity and guilt when a
member doesn’t keep the Mormon Moral Code (so
dubbed by the Ryttings).1 But neither paper explores
fully the issues which are the underside of the Church’s
remarkable conformity to the chastity norm.

These negative backlash effects create an unfortunate
series of barriers. First, Mormons are becoming
increasingly divided against the world. Non-members
are increasingly seen as different from "us," and we
rarely acknowledge the vast areas of similarity we share
with the rest of humanity. Second, Mormons are
increasingly divided against each other. We don’t talk
easily about our common concerns with the chastity
standards (other than "Don’t do it") or about sexual/



a~activity of any sort. The Ryttings noted that negative
descriptions of sex have included marital as well as non-
marital sex. Thus sex is often a closed topic even for the
married. My experience again and again is that when I
talk to women about sexual issues, it is as if a great
barrier had been torn down and a flood of relief and
enlightenment comes as we share common worries,
fears, joys. And, finally, Mormons are increasingly
divided against themselves. We are often illiterate about
our own bodies and sexual nature. Three examples:
Wilford Smith found in a descriptive survey of active
Mormon college age students that many didn’t feel good
about any sexual activity.2 Next, a student in a
university level marriage class I taught several years ago
said that it took his wife a long time to go from No... No.

. to Yes!! Yes!! Finally, a client of mine, who has
experienced many troubled thoughts about sexuality
during her adolescence, said that she experienced great
relief when it occurred to her to discriminate between
virtue and virginity:

Somehow, on chastity nights, they always found a
woman who had never done anything but kiss her
husband before marriage and who told us that was
virtue. So the equation between doing nothing and
virtue was made. Initially, when I read the scripture that
virtue was more precious than rubies I felt that losing my
virginity meant losing everything, losing the whole
treasure. I finally realized that virtue is a quality, a form
of action, and so is the real prize, not virginity.

I think that many married women have difficulty at the
time of marriage because they feel that they have to lose
something in order to get married; they may be losing
their virtue at the same time they are losing their
virginity.

Mormons to a certain extent then are in a double bind.
On the one hand there is the positive goal of happy
people in happy marriages based on a positive theological
stance towards eternal sexuality (eternal lives in eternal
marriage). On the other hand is a negative approach to
teaching that goal. I believe it is impossible to achieve a
positive end using a negative means. Thus we are left
with two practical questions: How do we confront the
negative personal prices paid for our outwarc]
conformity? How do we deal with the increasingly
negative view of sexuality? This is basically where both
Christensen’s and the Ryttings’ paper ended--with
questions about the future.

If Granted My Wishes
One of my favorite fairy tales as a child was the story

about the child who was granted three wishes. I
remember spending a good amount of fantasy time as a
child planning what I would wish for. I guess I really
have not stopped because I still have a wish list. If I could
give it to someone, then all of these troublesome
problems could be magically solved. The problem is I
don’t know whom to give it to. I can’t give it to the formal
Church organization because I doubt that it would be
seriously considered. My next option is to give it to you
as writers, thinkers, and doers because you can and do
make a difference with your own children, students,

c\~olleagues, and ward members. And of course in the end

\\

I must also give it back to myself because, as a poem\
entitled "Magic" by Shel Silverstein says, "All the magic I
have known I have had to make myself."

My wishes are all interrelated. The first is that our
message about sexuality would be positive. We should
focus, for example, on how single persons can increase
their sexual self esteem. We should teach non-sexually
focused ways of expressing affections and help members
acquire skills for setting limits in relationships, for
clarifying how to pace relationships so that commitment
and intimacy match the partners’ values standards, and
for communicating openly about the sexual and
affectionate areas of a relationship.

We should also concern ourselves with marital
sexuality. An accepted idea among marriage
professionals is that good sexual functioning in a
marriage is an important underpinning to good marital
happiness. Conversely, when the sexual relationship is
suffering, the rest of the marriage probably is also. Since
married people receive as little sexual information as
non-married persons, I’d like to mention two often
discussed concepts that can easily be dovetailed with
gospel concepts. First, sexual interaction should
concentrate on the process not the goal. Orgasm need
not be the goal of sexual interaction. All of the
interchanges between a couple (particularly about
feelings and motivations) are important. How something
happens is more important than what happens. Second, a
good sexual relationship has many components. Sex
should go beyond eroticism and venture fully into
affection, companionship, nurturing, fun, and
communication of caring and loving.

An important part of the message should be how to
deal with sexual dysfunction (impairment in the ability
to have a satisfactory sexual relationship). Sexual
dysfunction is apparently very prevalent. Masters and
Johnson, pioneers in sex research, estimate that
approximately 50 percent of American couples have
some sexual difficulty. People should know that there
are effective techniques with a high success rate for the
cure of those dysfunctions. For example, the success rate
for curing premature ejaculation using standard
methodology is well above 90 percent. Usually, the sex
therapy tries to treat the specific problem in the context
of improving the marital rlationship as a whole.

My second wish is inextricably linked to the first. The
Church has, unfortunately, ignored a very positive
aspect of the sexual revolution. At the same time that
more explicit sexual literature has appeared on the
market in the popular media (much of it admittedly
pornographic), serious and responsible teachers,
therapists, and researchers have dramatically increased
positive skills that people can use to enhance both their
feelings about their sexuality and their control over
their sexual behavior. There is a smorgasbord of
literature and techniques available, and my wish is that
we sample the menu.

Much of this material is readily available in
bookstores, libraries, and parenting classes. If you note
the communication patterns employed in that literature,
you discover that parents are taught to talk to their
children in a positive manner. Even discussions about
negative feelings and events, such as molestation and

//
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/~rape, are discussed in such a way as to provide a positive

outcome for the family. You cannot teach a positive
concept using only don’t and never and expect a person to
have a positive understanding of that idea. Knowing
what not to do is not very helpful in trying to decide what
to do. Students often say to me, "I know what I don’t
want in my marriage based on what my parents did
wrong," and I reply, "That’s not nearly enough. You
must also have a positive experience with marriage--a
positive model or framework--in order for yours to go
well."

Another avenue for discovering positive
communication patterns, unlikely as it may seem
because it is generally unknown to the general public, is
the language of clinical hypnosis. Hypnotists are
carefully trained to say everything in the positive. An
interesting communication process occurs when a
negative injunction is given, such as "Don’t spill the
milk." Most people must understand and be able to
imagine the forbidden behavior (spilling the milk) before
they can imagine the absence of. the action. However, if a
person is told, "’Hold the cup firmly and bring it carefully
to your lips," only the behavior wanted is called to mind.
This communication is more likely to elicit the desired
behavior. In my view, translating all of our injunctions
about sexuality and the moral code into positive
phrasing and meaning will result in more willing
obedience with fewer negative effects. It is an
interesting paradox: When teaching a person a principle,
if you give him or her freedom to decide, you will get a
higher degree of willing compliance. Echoing Joseph
Smith, "I teach them correct principles, and they govern
themselves."

My third wish comprises the other two: a system of
ethics concerning sexual behavior in the Church that
goes beyond a single moral standard. The "Mormon
Moral Code" is based on the restriction of external
behavior (no sexual intercourse outside of marriage)
governed by external sanctions (disfellowshipping,
excommunication, and so on). An ideal system of ethics
should aim at training thoughts and feelings which then
become the impetus to action. A system of ethics would
be a set of guidelines generated from internally
motivated principles about moral behavior. One of those
principles might be, "Another person’s feelings and
needs are as important as my own in any sexual
interaction." This principle could then be used by a
person whether thinking about holding hands, kissing,
or sexual intercourse. It focuses on personal and
relationship factors in a sexual relationship, not just
specific "right" or "wrong" acts.

I think that a system of ethics is needed because there
are significant problems with a single moral standard.
One of those problems is that it is possible to be "morally
pure" (no sexual intercourse outside of marriage--a
behavior standard) but ethically wrong (thinking only of
one’s own needs while engaging in limited sexual
activity). An example of this is what Christensen, in a
1972 article in Dialogue3 entitled, "Stress Points in
Mormon Family Culture," called "terminal petting," a
pattern of heavy petting (everything but coitus) before
marriage. Thus a couple can still be technically"worthy"

~ a temple marriage.
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Another problem is the inability on the part ol- many
Mormons to discriminate between various
"abominations." In a 1967-1969 survey, Armand Mauss
found that LDS respondents gave equally negative
ratings to premarital sexual activity, swearing, shopping
on Sunday, and so on. He concludes, "One does wonder
at the priorities which rank swearing in about the same
way as pre-marital sex, and close even to extra-marital
sex!"4 People are too often told that they know what is
right and wrong. Well, a lot of people don’t know. They
don’t know how to deal with the issues involved in
making moral sexual choices. There have been sermons
given (often general and vague) about controlling
desires, but the bridge between the injunction and
application is too flimsy for many to cross.

In my view, a sexual system of ethics should help
people make positive decisions about sexual choices
based on accurate information and principles of
behavior. This system of ethics (which should always be
open to revision) should address at least these four
issues:

1. It should frame sexual behavior in terms of
internally governed principles of behavior rather than
labeling specific acts right or wrong according to an
external standard.

2. It should provide a general framework for making
decisions about ethical or moral questions. For example,
masturbation is a commonly used sex therapy technique
for treating impotence. If a man wants to father a child,
yet follow the gospel, ethical guidelines about how to
decide (based on gospel teachings as well as personal
conscience) could help him reach an internally-
generated decision.

3. It should provide guidelines based on all the realities
of sexual functioning, not just pre-marital sex. Marital
sex issues and sexual dysfunction (already mentioned)
should be included as well as sexual abuse, family
planning, and so on. We are sexual beings who face
sexual issues every day.

4. It should provide guidelines that pay attention to
the whole person. It should acknowledge the role
sexuality plays in many facets of the personality. A
woman experiencing a particularly exciting or troubling
sexual dream (we all have them) could understand how
to put that dream into perspective and translate it into
self-understanding rather than just trying to forget it, as
she may presently be tacitly encouraged to do.

I have no doubt that my three wishes will not
magically be granted. But I do earnestly hope that they
will be listened to and that each of you will add your own
wishes to mine.

Notes
1. This backlash effect has been previously researched and
documented by Christense~.~n. See Harold T. Christensen, "Mormon
Sexuality in Cross-Cultural Perspective," Dialogue 10 (Autumn 1976):
62-75.
2. Wilford E. Smith, "Mormon Sex Standards on College Campuses,
Or Deal Us Out of the Sexual Revolution!" Dialogue 10 (Autumn 1976):
76-81.
3. Harold T. Christensen, "Stress Points in Mormon Family Culture,"
Dialogue 7 (Winter 1972): 20-34.

4. Armand Mauss, "Shall the Youth of Zion Falter? Mormon Youth
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Lynne Larson

T HE hamlets and havens of the Mormon West
seem to lend themselves to a unique
dichotomy. The land is harsh and

drinking, with a passion and swagger to its brawling
vastness. The Church is a spinster--orderly, prim, self-
sufficient--with a skill for the meticulous handiwork
displayed in embroidered fields, tightly-knit families,
and well-woven formulas for happiness. The binding
thread is unraveled from the tapestry of western life and
winds through green foothills and prudent villages,
stretching midway between a town’s tavern and its
temple, eventually becoming an intangible tightrope
from which hangs many a tale.

Frank Terrie Sr., former Mormon bishop and present
Mormon patriarch, spoke philosophically to a group of
longtime friends gathered one summer afternoon in a
sunlit corner of Terrie’s wide veranda, a vantage point
from which he had viewed the spiritual holdings--field,
furrow, and fencepost--of himself and his neighbors for
over forty years. "Before you judge a man you should
consider his roots," Frank noted to his listeners. "This is
a coarse land; it produces coarse people. Spirituality
refines, and there’s the rub."

Terrie’s remarks surprised no one. The men nodded
collective agreement. As bishop and now as patriarch,
Frank Terrie had both the duty and the inclination to
make such observations. And now, after finally relin-
quishing the running of his ranch to his sons, or at least
to one of them, he also had the time. There were those of
his friends present, however, who privately believed
that the real reason Frank Terrie Sr. was recently given
to such speculations about taverns and temples was that,
in spite of everything, Frank Terrie Jr. looked very good
indeed in a black hat.

"When God said ’Be ye in the world but not of the

Editor’s Note
This short story won second place in the 1982 D.K. Brown Memorial
Fiction Contest.

world’ He wasn’t thinking of Wyoming," Frank
continued with his tongue only half way inhischeek. "A

fellow here’s got grit under his nails and a gleam in his
eye, and he gets them both from Wyoming, this land,
this place. Sometimes when I give a young man a
blessing, a patriarchal blessing, I lay my hands on his
head and I feel Wyoming in him. So much of what has
been, what he is, and what he will become, relates to it."

The brethern nodded and thought of Frank Jr.
"I’m a patriarch. I have deep convictions, but I’ve felt it.

Coffee--hot, black, steaming in a tin cup. The chill of the
range out here on a gray morning was made for that."

And the men thought again of Frankie, so much a part
of a cold clear dawn that his high cheek bones seemed
naturally windburned under his shadowy stubble.

"And then there’s the music of the land," Terrie
continued, getting still closer to home. "Somehow I hear
it in a steel guitar rather than a harp."

The men smiled at the obvious.
"Sweet painful steel. I remember as a boy it used to

make me ache inside, like a moaning wind or a woman
crying. Faded Love, Whispering Pines. Where are all those old
songs? They used to have dances down at the lake every
summer. You remember, George? They’d play those
songs. You have to go to the Teewinott to hear them
n ow. ’"

The men were silent, knowing that Frank Jr. could
slide steel as smooth as silk and make a new generation
of young men ache as they listened red-eyed from the
Teewinott bar stools.

Frank gestured at the wide expanse of meadows and
mountains in front of him and muttered, "This land
makes you want to curse and cry in the same breath." He
laughed suddenly, quietly. "But one is a sin and the other
don’t do no good."

Again his companions smiled. They felt more
comfortable. But the change in tone also seemed to
signal the end to the conversation, and the men, after
exchanging a few lighter words, began to casually
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disperse. Terrie shook their hands, waved ~ast tomorrow before he comes? And don’t let
watched them go, knew their thoughts. Lee Chantey there
¯ . . got a boy Frankie’s age who’s been on a mission and married and
is busy providing Lee with a passel of grandchildren for his old age.
He feels sorry for me because of Frankie. And Bill Dolan there getting
into the pickup. He lost his boy len years ago in the war. The kid was
eighteen, and everytime Bill gets to the pulpit he swears the boy’s
belier off not having to face the "temptations of the world today.’

Terrie rubbed his eyes, wearily resigned to the
recurring twinge of guilt he always felt at knowing, at
admitting to himself, that he would take a "tainted" son
over a dead one any day. Tainted? Frankie? That was the
irony here in this country which demanded so much of
what Frank Jr. had in excess. "Besides," Terrie called
defensively to the back dust of Bill Dolan’s departing
truck, "there’s Jason." He finished the sentence lamely,
feeling a gentle touch on his shoulder. Margaret, his
wife, slipped her hand through his arm and smiled at his
glance.

"What about Jason?" she said softly.
He pressed her hand against his sleeve and looked up

at her intently. "I was just thinking how much he favors
you," he said, touching her cheek. "Smooth, fine-
featured .... "

Margaret met his gaze. "In this country," she observed
quietly, "it’s better for a boy to ’favor’ his father rather
than his mother . . . supper’s ready." She waited as he
pushed himself up from his chair and then kept her arm
in his while they moved across the porch. "How are the
men?" she asked. "Lee? George? Did I hear Virgil
Tuckman out here, too?"

"Yeah, Virg stopped by. He’s been put in as bishop
over at Ashton. Did you know?"

"Oh, I hadn’t heard." Margaret still held his arm.
"It’ll be good for Virg... good for Ashton, too." Frank

shut the screen door behind them as Margaret moved
away from him into the kitchen. "Frankie comin’ for
dinner?" he asked, taking his place at the table.

"I doubt it. It’s Saturday. He’ll come about eight to
shower and shave, but I’m sure he’ll want to eat uptown
as usual." There was no rancor in her voice, he noted,
no wistfulness. He often wondered if she were as
resigned about Frankie as she appeared to be.

She sat down beside him as he blessed the food. When
he had finished she said, "I’m so pleased about Virg.
Donna must be so proud. Of course, Virg always was a
good man." She smoothed the napkin neatly across her
lap.

"Yes, he was always a good man," said Frank, picking
up his fork, "but now that he’s stopped neglecting the
spiritual side of his life, he’ll be an even better one."

Margaret nodded. "By the way, Clark Ripplinger
called to make an appointment for a blessing tomorrow
afternoon. I told him two o’clock."

"Clark Ripplinger?" Frank was still preoccupied.
"Jim and Stella’s youngest boy. I think he just

graduated from high school this spring."
"Oh, yes, Clark. Sure I know him. Did you tell him to

me forget, either. I’ll need the preparation."
"Did you see Jason’s letter?" Margaret gestured with

her napkin. "It’s on the piano. Seems he’s going to need a
little more preparation too.., for graduate school. He’s
afraid he may have to take another German class to
brush up."

"German?" Frank did not look up from his plate. "I
thought he was in English. English literature."

"He has to have a foreign language too."
"So what’s he looking at then, another semester?"
"At least a heavier load, more hours."Margaret began

clearing the dishes. "He says Penny’s had a little morning
sickness but feels pretty good now."

Frank pushed away from the table. He picked up
Jason’s letter from the piano, took a pair of glasses from
his shirt pocket, and began skimming the neatly written,
errorless sentences.

"... I’ve been doing some preparatory work for my
seminar in Milton this summer.., maybe you remember
Paradise Lost . . . marvelous, lofty poetry. Dad will
probably laugh at my enthusiasm for such things, as
always. But tell him it’s a little like the spiritual reverie
he feels when he’s giving someone a patriarchal blessing.
It allows us to touch a higher level . . . uplifting, even
holy. Dad will understand that."

Frank let the letter fall and moved away almost
involuntarily toward the large picture window which
opened the room to the west. He looked across the fields
to the craggy mountains that symbolized his earth. He’d
derived his own spiritual energy from them rather than
from books. Perhaps he was resentful because Jason had
not done that, because he had gone elsewhere, to some
well-manicured college campus to get what he could
have gotten here. Frankie had let the land take hold of
him. Jason never had and he’d never become comfortable
with it. "Dad will understand,’" Jason had written. The
words pinched, for they reminded him of his own to
Frankie not more than a month before.

"I can’t understand for the life of me what Jason is
going to do with himself," he had said. They were out on
the range together, he and Frankie, in the cool Wyoming
spring. "English literature. What on earth does a fellow
do with a degree in English literature?"

Frankie had answered around the steam of his coffee
cup. "I dunno, but Jason never cared much for buckin’
bales, I’ll tell ya that."

Frank sat in his favorite chair now, in front of the
picture window, and tried to relive that conversation. He
cherished his evenings on the range with Frankie. He
liked watching the young man take charge, punch, pull,
and drive, and then relax with his day’s work painted in
dust and sweat on his clothes. He had looked at his son
that night through the orange glow of the camp fire and
felt proud and comfortable and happy.

"Penny’s pregnant again, you know. Jason will have
two children to support and three years to go in school
and no prospects when he graduates."
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Frankie had watched the flames snap\~-~w~ile ~e~"considered this. "His mission put him behind a couple of
years," he observed, trying not to sound sarcastic in
front of his father. Terrie let the comment slide,
reluctant to sacrifice Frankie’s warm manner to a
sermon.

"Your mother and I have been thinking of having
Jason drop out of school for awhile . . . come back here
and work on the ranch just until he gets his feet on the
ground again."

Frankie rested his coffee cup on his knee and blew at
the steam. "Naw, he’d just get hay fever," he said
quietly. "Jason’s no hand with stock. He hates horses.
He’d walk around all thumbs and be miserable as hell.
Just let him be. He’ll get by. We’ll get a good price for the
beef this year. His cut oughta get him through."

Frank felt his heart swell.
"Hell," said Frankie, "with what I make at the Teewin-

ott, I don’t need any more money. Jason’s got a wife to
think about."

"You need to think about that, too," Frank suggested
carefully.

Frankie laughed as he always did when the subject was
mentioned. "Dad, you know I’m having too much fun to
get married. I ain’t gonna settle for one ’til I’ve seen ’em
all."

"Frank . . . Frank, are you asleep7" It was Margaret
from behind him in the doorway.

He turned. "No, just thinking. Did Frankie come in?"
"He’s changing clothes. He’ll be down in a minute."

She crossed the room to him, an envelope in her hand.
"I’ve written to Jason. Do you want to add anything
before I seal it?"

He took the letter, adjusted his glasses, and read
Margaret’s warm, newsy sentences, directed more, it
seemed to Penny than to Jason, and, after some ponder-
ing, finally scrawled on the bottom of the last page,
"Good luck with Milton and Paradise Lost, Love Dad."
He folded the letter, replaced it in the envelope, and
sealed it, wondering vaguely why he felt somewhat
drained at so slight a task.

"Got about two hundred foot of fence busted out
down on the creek road," Frankie’s clear voice floated
into the room ahead of him as he appeared in the
doorway, resplendent and clean in the glitter of a white
shirt interwoven with silver threads and tapered to
accent his broad shoulders and trim, flat waist. "I figure
about six, seven head tore it out and got lost up west of
there in the draw. I only found four."

"I’ll ride up there with you in the morning," said Frank.
"We’ll take a look."

"Just so you’re back by two," Margaret reminded him.
She was looking at Frankie, smoothing his collar,
admiring him.

"Well, Ma, you think this old cowpoke looks good
enough for town?"

"You look just fine, doesn’t he, Frank? One of these
nights you’ll have to take me to the Teewinott with you.

I’d love to hear you play. Really, I would. It’s been a long
time. Your dad could come. We could dance .... "

Frankie laughed and hugged her. "The Teewinott is no
place for a lady, Mother," he smiled, "and certainly not a
patriarch."

Then it’s no place for you either, Frank wanted to say, but he
bit his tongue. "Ladies maybe, patriarchs never," he
remarked with humor in his voice if not in his heart.

Frankie’s arm was still around his mother’s waist as
she walked with him toward the door. "I’ll lug the steel
home one of these days, Ma, and give you a private
concert all your own."

Frank listened to the music in their voices as he
followed them out and pressed close to Margaret’s side
while she waved Frankie out of the yard and down the
road into the twilight. "He’s a happy young man," she
said, still following Frankie’s pickup with her eyes. Frank
was somewhat surprised by the comment. Frankie was
not living right, not "honoring his .priesthood," not
attending to things spiritual. He couldn’t really be
happy, not really. Yet there was a finality in Margaret’s
voice, as if she actually believed what she said. Frank felt
obliged to argue, but the best he could do was question.
"I wonder how long it will last."

Margaret, still smiling, shrugged and turned toward
the front door. "I really would like to go and see him play
sometime," she said, going in.

Frank lingere~ On the veranda for several minutes,
leaning against the rail, kneeling to straighten a step
board that had been jarred out of place, even settling
momentarily into the porch swing. Finally he went into
the house and reached for his jacket in the entry closet.
Margaret looked up questioningly from her mending in
the rocker. "I think I’ll take a drive into town," he
explained, putting on the jacket.

"This late?"
"Just for a drive. Would you like to come along?"
"No, I don’t think so." She hesitated. ’But why don’t

you take Jason’s letter and mail it? It’s on the piano."
Frank picked up the envelope and stuffed it inside his

coat, and as Margaret returned to her sewing he said, "I
won’t be gone long."

He drove. He bounced aimlessly for awhile and then
found the rutted road to the top of the bluff which
overlooked his home, his village, his valley. He stopped
there, got out of th~(~ car, stepped to the edge of the hill,
and surveyed it all, taking in everything he could with
his eyes, his lungs, his heart, and soul. He had always
liked this spot. From here he felt a man could touch both
earth and sky. The thought came to him now that a man
was always doing just that. Feet on the ground,
shoulders in the sky. A man standing on the ground
alone was always part of both, but always between,
always in the middle, a horizon unto himself. He
thought of his own spiritual leanings, his own bent to
the stars--his mission, his miracles, the holiness he’d felt
in the temple, in pronouncing blessings. He knew there
was something. He’d felt it. Long ago he’d determined to
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rush of emotion and fervor in religion, in what he felt to small band. Charlie Curtis poked Frank in the ribs as he
be righteous living. He could not, would not give it up.

As he drove into town the glowing sign above the
Teewinott colored his vision of the street. All night, he
knew, he had been following a pleasant urge, the need to
see Frankie, to talk to him, to be with him, even on his
own ground. Parking in front of the Teewinott, he
hesitated, progressing slowly, a man unaccustomed to
neon lights and swinging doors. Finally he reached the
well-lighted cafe side of the club, clean, respectable,
neutral ground. He lingered just inside for several
moments looking at the darkened doorway of the
tavern. He read the sign above the door: No Minors
Allowed. He heard the music, fine, wailing, country
music. Frankie’s music. Finally, resolutely, he walked
toward it through the door.

The Teewinott was an old establishment. Even Frank
could remember shooting pool in the afternoons there as
a youngster. But the sight that greeted him now bore no
resemblance to his memories of the rickety walls and
uneven hardwood floor of the early days. The place
reminded him of a luxurious living room, carpeted
except for a small dance floor, plush with red cushions
and rich mahogany decor, centerpieced by a large
fireplace (cold now for summer), fine music, tinkling
glasses, tinkling voices. Moreover, as his eyes became
accustomed to the dimness, he discovered a friendly sea
of familiar faces. "Howdy, Bishop," called Charlie Curtis
from a nearby table. "Hey, Bishop, pull up a chair," said
someone else near him. Jim Corning came over to shake
his hand. Dorothy Gibbons, a widow friend of
Margaret’s, accidently bumped him as her date pushed
her through the crowd to the dance floor. "Why hello,"
she said, with twinkling surprise. He nodded in a self-
conscious way to all of them and quickly found a chair.
All he wanted was to catch sight of Frankie up front with
the band.

A flouncy barmaid, her bulging breasts reeking with
strong perfume, suddenly appeared in his line of vision.
"What’ll it be?" she asked. He ordered a Seven-Up.
"Straight seven’ll be the same price as a regular shot,"
she reminded him, "a buck fifty." Frank frowned. "This
ain’t no soda shop," the girl smiled. Frank nodded and the
girl disappeared, and suddenly, in her place, was the
broad-shouldered white silk shirt with the silver
threads.

Frankie stuck out his hand. "Hi Dad. I saw you come
in." Frank clasped the hand warmly. It felt good. "Could
we play something for you?" Frankie asked. "Anything
special?"

"You choose something," answered Frank, drawing a
blank and stuttering.

"Okay. Hey, I’ve got to get back, but maybe we can talk
later, huh?"

"Sure, Son, I’d like that," Frank replied.
Frankie left and when the barmaid returned she said

the Seven-Up was paid for. "Don’t he play good,

passed. "That kid of yours sure brings the pain out of the
steel," he said.

Frank became uncomfortable as he waited. The crowd
grew loud and began showing its liquor. Smoke hung
stale around the table. Frank coughed. He grew
impatient. The music, no longer soft and pleasant, began
to drum on his temples. The band had taken some breaks
between numbers, but Frankie had not come back. Frank
grew restless. The smoke burned his eyes. He tried to
catch his son’s attention and once he thought he’d
succeeded, for the young man seemed to nod in return.
Still, he did not approach the table again, even during
intermission.

Finally, Frank stood, pushed through the people
behind him, and headed for the door. Perhaps, he
thought, Frankie would see him leave as he had seen him
come, and follow him out. He was unspeakably glad to
get back into the cafe, back into the light. The place was
nearly deserted. Two young waitresses giggled together
at a booth in the corner, having few customers to serve.
There was, in fact, only one, and Frank was still standing
under the ’No Minors Allowed’ sign above the tavern
door when he met the plaintive stare of Clark Ripplinger
sitting in one of the cafe’s back booths eating a
hamburger. The boy’s face was expressionless,
unaccusing, but Frank felt his eyes following him all the
way to the parking lot.

The air outside was cool and crisp. A light rain had
begun to fall, refreshing him, and he was reluctant to get
into the car. He longed for Frankie to come. They could
talk out here, here in the fresh rain. He waited until the
storm worsened finally, forcing him inside the car. Even
there he waited, watching the Teewinott neon drip like
water colors across his windshield. He only momentarily
considered returning to the tavern. The fresh air made
that prospect doubly revolting. Finally he turned the key
and decided to head home, defeated, a hollow, empty
place in the pit of his stomach. He tried to shift his
thoughts, clear his mind. He sighed and straightened his
shoulders resolutely against the seat as he drove. There
were other things ....

He had reached the end of Main Street, past the post
office, before he remembered the letter, Jason’s letter,
stuffed in his jacket. He turned and drove back, moving
tentatively up beside the street deposit box in front of
the old rock building. He took the letter out and looked at
it before reaching toward the mailbox outside his
window. "There’s still Jason," he thought aloud with a
slight sense of relief. But the iron flap on the mailbox
was stuck, and Frank finally had to get out and force it
open in the drenching rain before he could slip Jason’s
letter inside at last.

LYNNE LARSON is a BYU graduate presently working on a masters
in English at Idaho State University.
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ENLARGING THE MORMON
VISION OF CHRISTIAN ETHICS

L. Jackson

M ORMONS have earned a reputation for being
industrious, orderly, and honorable. For the
most part, this reputation is deserved. Despite

our radical origins and global aspirations, we are also
regarded as being provincial, conservative, and
preoccupied with our own welfare. This reputation, too,
is generally deserved. In grappling with these different
perspectives, I have concluded that geographical and
cultural conditions have biased our moral conscious-
ness toward immediate and personal concerns at the
expense of long-range or global issues. In fact, our
doctrines may require more of us than we have thought.
A fresh look at our theology, and the culture through
which we have interpreted it, may open our under-
standing and raise our sensitivity to some of the over-
arching social and economic problems of the larger
world.

Let’s look first at the culture. Mormons, more than
most Christians, attach great significance to specifics of
personal behavior. As the gatekeepers of the temples,
Bishops interview members regularly to ascertain their
compliance with prescribed standards, ranging from
monetary contributions and the health code to private
vestments and personal habits. Those who don’t pass
muster are denied the privilege of temple attendance.~
This procedure probably encourages self-discipline and
sacrifice for the common good, but it can also produce a
false sense of worthiness in the Kingdom. The checklist
approach may tempt us to be satisfied with the least we
must do to meet the standard, and rob us of the ultimate
challenge of Christian livingmthat of seeing the deepest
needs of others, on our own, and acting upon our best
instincts to help them. Fixed upon the letter, we can miss
the spirit. When this happens, our view becomes myopic
and our actions, though sincere, may lack compassion.

Our social ethics, our sense of responsibility for other
people in other places, often suffer some neglect due to
our preoccupations with personal ethics. For instance,
members are often impeccably honorable at the personal
level while being indifferent to larger issues of mercy
and justice. With clean habits and loyal instincts,
Mormons are sought after by business, industry, and
government. Yet as a people, they are relatively
unconcerned about our natural environment, the arms
race, human rights, and problems associated with world
population growth, malnutrition or starvation.2 There
are no doubt a number of factors that contribute to such
insularity.

As religions go, Mormonism is an all-encompassing

Newell
style of life; the Church touches and influences almost
every aspect of our experience and commands much of
our attention and energy. From what we drink and how
we dress, to where we spend our time and whose ideas
we are likely to consider, our religion influences us to an
unusual degree.31 continue to be baffled by the extent to
which Mormon intellectuals are engrossed in Mormon-
related questions; from world and national concerns
their attentions constantly seem to gravitate back to
Church affairs. Even those who are disaffected often
remain obsessed with Church issues. Regardless of
status or station, Mormons often feel the press of their
culture to the point of saturation.

In addition, for much of its history the Church has
been geographically isolated, and, even now, though
excevtions become more frequent, the overwhelming
majority of General Authorities still rise from Great
Basin roots.4 Well-traveled as they are, they still tend to
see the world not only from an LDS perspective, but
also, directly or by osmosis, from a middle class, Western
American, vantage point. Geographical isolation is
reinforced by a rather monolithic social structure.

These two factors, then, saturation and isolation, have
given Mormonism a distinctive character. Fascinating as
these cultural characteristics are, however, my primary
purpose here is to examine how they have influenced
both official and personal interpretations of LDS
theology.

Mormon leaders since Joseph Smith have taught that
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is a
restoration of the doctrinal and institutional intent of
the Savior himself. Members and leaders frequently
testify to their beliefs that "the Church is true" and that
it is directed by heavenly revelation. Mormons also
believe that the authority to act in God’s name, the holy
priesthood, came as part of the restoration in the time of
Joseph Smith. These are powerful claims, and they have
great importance for, and influence upon, those who
accept them. But accepting them means different things
to different people. Let’s consider two examples.

The first aspect of Mormon theology about which
members make varying assumptions is the concept of
"the true Church." For many leaders and members this
means not only that the doctrine reflects the Lord’s
precise purposes and understandings but also that the
judgments of Church leaders are flawless and that the
institution cannot err. Associated with this view is the
notion that the LDS Church is "right," and other
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churches are "wrong." Apostle Bruce R. McConkie’s
unfortunate (and since retracted) reference to
Catholicism as "the great and abominable church"
typifies this dualistic interpretation of doctrine.5 From
this theological perspective, you either have truth or you
don’t.

Equally consistent with doctrine, however, is the
contrasting idea that truth comes from many sources,
and that larger understandings arise gradually.
Historical documents and prophetic writings contain
many references to the concept that truth is only partly
known and that the Church’s quest to expand its
doctrine is ongoing. For instance, Joseph Smith reported
that part of the Book of Mormon was sealed due to his
and his followers’ unreadiness to comprehend or act
upon its principles,6 and the thirteenth Article of Faith
emphasizes the existence of the good, the true, and the
beautiful in the larger worldhand our duty to embrace
truth and goodness wherever they are found. Further,
the doctrine of continuing revelation emphasizes the
fluid and growing nature of LDS theology. For Latter-
day Saints embracing these concepts, Mormonism may
simply be viewed as "more true" and other bodies of
religious doctrine as "less true." President Hugh B.
Brown gave expression to this view when he addressed a
convocation at Brigham Young University in 1969:

We have been blessed with much knowledge by
revelation from God which, in some part, the world
lacks. But there is an incomprehensibly great truth
which we must yet discover. Our revealed truth should
leave us stricken with the knowledge of how little we
really know. It should never lead us to an emotional arro-
gance based upon a false assumption that we somehow
have all the answers--that we in fact have a corner on
the truth. For we do not.7

With these contrasting threads in our doctrine,
Mormons vary considerably in their instinctive response
to the unspoken question: "How true is the truth?" For
some, truth is a complete and indivisible whole. Others
feel that our knowledge is only partial, that the quest
continues, and that knowledge can and should be
embraced from many quarters. Two Mormons,
therefore, equally committed to their religion, may have
quite different ideas about the nature of its claims. As a
consequence, they will likely hold sharply contrasting
views about the world and their place in it. They will also
differ regarding the nature of our quest for truth. Some
will be satisfied with the pronouncements of Church
leaders alone, convinced they have all information
necessary to act wisely, while others seek under-
standing from many quarters. To this matter we will
return, after considering a second aspect of Mormon
doctrine that gives rise to divergent personal philo-
sophies and social views.

How does God act in human affairs? Agreeing on the
existence of a personal God, one who loves and cares
about us individually, we may still come to quite
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different conclusions regarding how he shows his
concern for us. The following questions pose three
possibilities: (1) Does the Lord intervene in our ordinary
affairs, blessing or chastening us daily for our thoughts
and actions? (2) Does he focus his attention on great
issues of mercy and justice and exert his influence
indirectly through us? (3) Has he given us a world, some
principles to follow, and a fair amount of intelligence--
and the task of making the most of it? If we respond in
the affirmative to the first question, the scope of our
concern will be rather small, and our sense of
responsibility will tend to focus at the individual level. If
we react more favorably to the second or third question,
our horizons will expand, as well as our sense of
responsibility for other peoples and future generations.

As with the first theological issue we considered,
neither scriptures nor contemporary LDS leaders
provide a definitive answer regarding which
interpretation of God’s methods is more valid. Are we
given basic principles and expected to govern ourselves,
as Joseph Smith so explicitly encouraged us to do,8 or are
we rewarded and punished regularly as a means of
correcting our course? Is a good break in family finances
a result of faithful tithe-paying? Are adverse local
weather conditions a reminder of our collective
iniquities? If so, then how does the faithful tithe-payer
explain an unfortunate or inexplicable business loss, or
how do we interpret good rainfall and a bounteous
harvest? The important question is not whether diety
can or does bless and discipline mankind, intervening in
our best interest, but how we view our relationship to
diety. Do we expect and find gentle or not-so-gentle
buffetings at every turn in the road to help us measure
our coursemand thus tune our consciousness to receive
these promptings from our immediate experience? Or
do we atune our consciousness to lasting ideas,
Christian ideals, including the needs even of unseen
others within our gaze--and monitor our progress by
enduring standards of mercy and justice? No one is blind
to immediate concerns, and few are ignorant of global
issuesmmost of us are somewhere in the middle--but I
do believe that our assumptions about God’s role in our
affairs can bend our vision either inwardly or outwardly.
As with the first issue (How true is the truth?), two
equally committed Latter-day Saints may hold strikingly
different views about their responsibilities in the world.

I have suggested that a variety of conclusions are
possible within Mormon theology concerning the
nature of truth and the ways of God. Yet many
Mormons have a predisposition for doctrinal
interpretations that define truth as indivisible and God
as omnipresent.91 find in our theology justification for a
broader view of truth and a more patient, but equally
loving, Father. Moreover, we would be well to ask
ourselves, how much our culture has shaped our under-
standing of doctrine? And do our interpretations reflect
the ultimate Christian ideals of selfless service and



unconditional love?
At this point, it may be appropriate to consider the

relationship between the two theological issues
considered above and the attitudes Mormons may have
towards four overarching ethical problems in the larger
society. I will consider in turn (1) starvation and mal-
nutrition, (2) human rights, (3) the arms race, and (4) our
relationship to the natural environment.

If one takes quite literally (and liberally) the injunction
to multiply and replenish the Earth, and if one believes
that the Lord is in control and will provide, then one is
unlikely to become very concerned about over-
population, malnutrition, or mass starvation. Such a
person’s faith suggests that the millennium will come, or
even that agricultural technology will reap
unimaginable harvests from the sea. To this Latter-day
Saint, family planning is simply evidence of flagging
faith, or misguided concern. On the other hand, if one
believes we are responsible for this planet as trustees,
and diety is interested in our capacity to manage our
resources, then population growth and malnutrition
become important problems indeed. This second person
will seek knowledge that may be helpful to understand
the magnitude and potential of malnutrition and
starvation, and pray for the wisdom and strength to
make a difference. In contrast, the first person may be
tempted to leave the fate of the victims of the expanding
Sahara to the Lord. For a church that is expanding at a
phenomenal pace in Latin America, and has aspiration to
do the same in Asia and Africa, what is believed and
taught regarding birth control is much more than a
personal matter.10 Our doctrines, and how we interpret
them, may have a direct bearing upon the health and
welfare of literally billions around the globe.

Turning from biological rights to civil entitlements, it
seems that many Mormons are inclined to await
instructions from their Church leaders before becoming
involved. Reflecting the dominant middle-class values of
contemporary Mormon culture, and the embarrassment
of earlier persecutions over polygamy, however, the
LDS Church has been reluctant to associate itself with
controversial social movements. As a result, the Civil
Rights Movement of the 1950s and 1960s, despite its
quest for racial justice, went its full course with hardly a
whimper of support from the LDS community--with a
few notable exceptions. To a people who commit them-
selves to obeying, honoring, and sustaining secular law,
civil disobedience may be somewhat repugnant. On the
other hand, the denial of justice to a significant portion
of the population on capricious grounds should be even
more repugnant. For example, when Latter-day Saints
feltthat justice was denied them in the last century, they
chose to observe what they believed to be a higher law
and willfully accepted prison sentences or asylum in
other countries as the consequence. On could take a
cynical view of this and conclude that Mormons are
hypocritical--that we will use civil disobedience in our

own behalf, but deny the use of this strategy when
others seek justice. I hope there was no conscious conflict
in principle here. Certainly we are all more patient when
someone else is suffering ills than when it is we
ourselves. This natural human tendency was
accentuated, however, in the case of the Mormons.

The 1978 revelation making the priesthood availabie
to all worthy males may or may not have reflected the
larger social milieu of the times, and it certainly was a
giant step toward universal brotherhood in the LDS
Church, but it does not obscure the fact that Latter-day
Saints generally ignored, and still remain somewhat
hostile to, equal rights and opportunities for all men and
women under the law.

Unfortunately, in this case some of our dominant
theological interpretations may lead to perilous
questions. Were the legal and social deprivations of the
Black community tolerated, or even willed, by the Lord
because of previous or present unrighteousness? If
prominent leaders of other churches supported and led
the Civil Rights Movement, could it be right? If I pay my
tithing, do missionary work, and otherwise meet the
standard of a worthy Latter-day Saint, haven’t I really
dispatched my duty? Such are the moral .dangers of
taking too literally the doctrine of a caring God. We
needn’t care ourselves.

Similar patterns of belief may govern Mormon
attitudes towards armaments control and environ-
mental protection. We place trust in doctrinal
assumptions that may be unwarranted and we run risks
as a result. Again, dualistic thinking, and a belief that
God cares especially about us, can lead to dangerous
reasoning. If our nation is a chosen one and if its basic
documents are inspired, as Mormons are taught, then
can any sum spent on defense be too great? If we do our
part by building better and more accurate missiles and
bombs, would an omnipresent father let an accident
happen that would obliterate both the Russians and our-
selves? Those who instinctively answer these questions
in the affirmative will see no reason for SALT talks or
other sincere efforts to reduce the perils of the mush-
rooming nuclear build-up in the Soviet Union and the
United States.

Environmental protection is hardly an issue with
those who see the millennium around the corner, or
perhaps within their own lifetimes. Nor is it likely that
leaders or members of an expanding, economically
pressed religious community will place the long-term
benefits of a rich natural habitat above the advantages of
cheaper fuel or the promise of higher tithing receipts.
When practical problems confront people, they look for
philosophical justifications to do what needs to be
done--a process that is especially perilous when
fundamental issues are at stake. It has always been so.
With regard to environmental ethics today, there is no
doubt that Mormons can find in their theology concepts
that help them justify exploitation of the environment,
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individually and collectively. But the environmental
issue is an issue of time, short-term vs long-range. Those
who take too literally the notion that "these are the last
days" may nourish their present by robbing their
posterity.

I have attempted to explore some of the reasons that
Latter-day Saints are too often uninvolved in facing
some of the overarching moral and ethical problems of
our time. My purpose has not been to denigrate the
service Latter-day Saints render to the larger world, nor
to deny their considerable altruism. Through the LDS
welfare system, we often contribute strategic service to
those suffering disasters in other parts of the world, and
many lives have been made richer and more meaningful
through the missionary efforts of our people. I see no
reason, however, why these good works should preclude
a conscious and vital concern about the issues of liberty
and justice around the globe that beg for understanding
among a talented, well-traveled, and affluent people like
the Mormons. In addition to trying to build the Mormon
faith in South Africa, will we be part of the problem or
part of the solution when it comes to respecting human
rights in that country today? Here in America, will the
LDS Church as an institution, and will we as individuals,
do everything we can to assure that women’s rights are
secured fully and equally, with or without the proposed
constitutional amendment? Are we as individuals, or is
the Church, willing to forego economic advantages in
order to protect the biosphere and the opportunities of
future inhabitants of the Earth?

There are hopeful signs. Once the June 1978,
revelation was announced, Mormon leaders moved
immediately to extend missionary work to Black
communities and to include Black men and women in
temple ordinances. More recently, the statement of the
First Presidency regarding the MX missile spoke force-
fully about the moral perils of the arms race in general.
(Unfortunately, much of the national press ignored this
fact and interpreted the statement as self-serving
regionalism.) As Mormonism becomes a world-wide
religion, it will behoove individual members to
reexamine the relationships between the historical and
geographical factors that have shaped their cultural
values and the unique theological claims that require a
larger vision. Given the existence of contrasting
interpretations of the restoration, and of the way God
manifests his concern for us, we should look afresh at
our doctrine and ask if prevailing assumptions about it
properly inform our efforts to "be our brothers’ keeper"
in a global age. In the long run, some of our assumptions
will prove more correct than others. Therefore, we must
each ask, "What are the consequences for me and for the
world if the set of assumptions about theology that I
have accepted prove to be less accurate than the
alternatives7" If we ravage the earth, poison our lakes,
and render the air unbreathable--and the millennium
doesn’t come soon--what then?

As members of a rapidly expanding church, living in a
time when revolutions in technology are shrinking the
Earth, I believe it is essential that we reconsider our
attitudes toward other societies and our commitments
to temporal justice. Perhaps it is time we overcome the
inertia of our historic isolation and fight the tendency
(so accentuated by the comprehensiveness of our
theology and culture) to become preoccupied with our-
selves. More than either of these, however, we may need
to reexamine our theological assumptions and renew
our commitment to underlying Christian principles.
Returning to the source of our faith may inspire new
insights, and determination to open our windows to the
larger world cannot help but enrich us. Modestly, we
might even hope, we can be of some help.

Notes
1. Since sacred ordinances, including marriages, are performed in the
temple, denial of temple privileges can mean that parents are unable to
attend the weddings of their children. In this and related ways, the
privilege of entering Mormon Temples is central to the enjoyment of
full fellowship within the religion. Thus, non-compliance with any of a
number of specific standards can bar one from Church leadership
positions or even full participation in the events of his or her own
family.
2. My point is not that Mormons as a whole are less concerned about
global issues than other Americans; there isn’t much reliable evidence
about this matter one way or the other. Given our theology and
experience, however, it seems we should be more aware of and involved
in fundamental global issues.

3. Few major religions place such an all-encompassing claim on their
adherents. As the Mormon Church expands in numbers and
organizational complexity, it is streamlining its programs. It will be
interesting to see if the comprehensiveness of religious community life
will continue.
4. The Mormon Church is lead by approximately seventy-five general
authorities. Only in the last decade or two have any been from outside
the United States or from non-Mormon backgrounds. Even today,
non-Americans number only a few.
5. Bruce R. McConkie, l~,lormon Doctrine. Bookcraft, Salt Lake City;
1966. This reference does not appear in any subsequent editions.
6. History o[ the Church, Volume 1.
7. Church News, 24 May 1969. This issue contains the complete text of
President Brown’s memorable address.
8. John Taylor quoted Joseph Smith as saying "I teach them correct
principles and they govern themselves." Millennial Star, 13 (November,
1851): 339.
9. I have frequently been asked what basis I have found to place my
faith and belief in an incremental interpretation of Mormon theology
and truth, leading to a broader interpretation of our temporal
responsibilities. Aside from my own experience, I find in Matt. 5:43-48,
and in similar scriptures, the governing principle of all Christian
teachings.
10. Contrary to what many believe, both inside and outside the
Mormon Church, family planning (birth control) is acceptable even
though large families are generally encouraged. The ability of the
parents to provide for their children is recognized as an important
consideration, as is the mother’s physical and psychological health.
Given these vital qualifications, members, especially in nonindustrial
nations, certainly need feel no pressure to bear large families. See the
Ensign (August 1979): 23.
L. JACKSON NEWELL is Dean of Liberal Education at the Uni~’ersity of
Utah. His training and scholarship encompass history, theology, and
education.
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Does H sto

AN EVENING WITH THE B.H. ROBERTS SOCIETY

James L. Clayton

ALL true is hazardous,"knowledge ),nherently
Michael Polanyi tells us~, just as all true faith is a
leap into the unknown, a

One of the more enduring hazards in the search for
true knowledge is the perennial tension between faith
and reason, faith and science, and more recently, faith
and history. In Galileo’s age this tension expressed itself
dramatically in Galileo’s preference for scientific
evidence as opposed to the authority of contemporary
interpretations of biblical scripture in solving physical
problems. This preference, as we all know, got him into
considerable trouble at that time and caused the Catholic
authorities even greater difficulties for centuries
thereafter. In our own time and in our own community,
this age-old controversy continues, only now the
tension is not so much between faith and science as
between faith and history.

A recent and spirited exchange on the alleged conflict
between faith and history as it relates to Mormonism
occurred at the 1981 meeting of the Western History
Association in San Antonio, Texas. Louis Midgley, a
political scientist at BYU, read a draft of the first chapter

of his manuscript entitled "No Middle Ground," in
which he declared that LDS historians should not
attempt to be detached or objective but should be
"defenders of the faith." Midgley maintains that one
must either accept Joseph Smith as a prophet or reject
him as a fraud. To explain any of Joseph Smith’s
revelations or teachings as in part products of his culture
"is an act of treason," he believes. It is not the traditional
science vs. religion conflict that Midgley fears, but
rather the "New Mormon History" vs. his personal
notions of religious orthodoxy that inflames him. He
fears that many Mormon historians are undermining
faith in their writings and is deeply suspicious of the
entire LDS intellectual community, which he believes
"has always been only partly at home in the Restored
Gospel."’2 Others, including persons in high Church
positions, have expressed similar concerns about the
alleged dangers of historical inquiry and the
consequences of that inquiry on the testimonies of the
faithful. More recently, I understand that the archives of
the LDS Church have been closed to all research into the
diaries, letterbooks, and other sensitive materials of the
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First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve going
back to the 1830s, diaries and letters long open and
currently being used by scholars. Many projects of
considerable worth are now stymied or will be finished
with incomplete sources. The dismissal of Leonard J.
Arrington as Church Historian, the most significant
Mormon historian since B.H. Roberts, the apparent
refusal to complete already signed contracts with other
historians working on a multivolume history of the
Church, the movement of the Historical Department
from the main source of manuscripts at Church
headquarters in Salt Lake City to Brigham Young
University--these events raise serious questions
regarding the nature and direction of historical inquiry
on Mormonism. The purpose of this presentation is to
suggest how we might best frame these questions and to
attempt appropriate answers.

SUBSERVIENCE TO A PARTICULAR

RELIGION IS INCOMPATIBLE WITH

HONEST INQUIRY WHETHER BY

HISTORIANS OR ANYONE ELSE.

Io

W ITHOUT singling out any individual (whether
scholar or Church official) so that we might
better focus on issues rather than personalities,

I should like to discuss what to me are the major
concerns of those who fear that the study of Mormon
history can undermine faith, or more precisely the
orthodox expressions of that faith as determined by
those so concerned, including the assumptions and
beliefs that generate this concern. Time does not allow
analysis in depth on every issue, neither is it possible to
differentiate precisely among the various authors of
these fears. Nevertheless, many ideas are common to
those concerned about the alleged destructive powers of
objective historical inquiry, and it is these commonalities
which provide my theme.

Fundamental to all of these concerns is the
assumption that there is a great cosmic battle in process
between God and Satan, good and evil, right and wrong.
Scripture of course gives much support to this view.
Accordingly, it is often suggested that the religiously
committed historian, and more especially those who are
employees of the Church and trusted with the teaching
of religion and its revealed traditions, must never be
neutral in such a battle. They should become
"advocates" for the faith and"belligerents" in the cause.3

This is not to say that the end justifies the means, but
that religious history should be one-sided rather than

neutral, immediately and directly faith-promoting
rather than objective, and concerned with short-term
consequences for orthodoxy more than long-term
accumulations of wisdom.

Deliberately taking a one-sided approach to history
violates, in my judgment, the very essence of the
historical craft, which emphasizes honesty, objectivity,
and a willingness to tell the truth. Being fair to all sides,
being suspicious of religious cant, partisan polemic, and
propaganda are values that are at the very heart of
historical craftsmanship. I am not suggesting that
historians should not have a point of view or that
historians can ever achieve total objectivity. I am saying
that the goal of any historian is to get as close an
approximation of what actually happened as is humanly
possible, even if that approximation does violence to his
or her own most cherished religious values, and that
understanding, not advocacy, is the sine qua non of good
historical scholarship.4

A good historian should have not only the ability but
also the willingness to tell the truth, to place that truth
in its own setting, and to suspend judgment where the
record is not clear. History has no general laws or
absolute truths of its own, no truths per se although
historians do use general laws from other disciplines.
Abstract concepts are of limited usefulness, and the
significance of the infinite variety of human experiences
in different ages and cultures depends on the
assumptions one begins with. Subservience to a
particular religion is therefore incompatible with honest
inquiry, whether by historians or by anyone else.5

WHY NOT FACE THE PROBLEMS

EARLY ON, HEAD ON, AND ALL OUT

LIKE ROBERTS DID? KNOWLEDGE WAS

HIS DEFENSE, AND IT WAS A NOBLE

AND HONEST ONE.

Deliberately taking a one-sided, short-term, faith-
promoting approach to history is as indefensible as
deliberately taking a one-sided, faith-destroying
approach to history. It tells only the "good" side, only
that which promotes faith according to the writer’s
belief of what is good for us to know. Many of us find our
faith strengthened more by having all of the relevant
facts than just the "smiling aspects of life" set before us.
As Louis Gothschalk has pointed out, few think any less
of Judaism becauseMoses killed a man; or of Catholicism
because Augustine was a sinner in his youth; or of
Protestantism because Calvin had Servetus burned at
the stake. Nor do many think much less of Mormonism, I
would add, because Joseph Smith once had a bar in his
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house or because Brigham Young erected a distillery.6
Indeed, scripture is replete with accounts of the short-
comings of even the greatest of God’s prophets. Should
history be less honest?

Taking a one-sided approach to history undermines
the credibility of teachers with their students and
diminishes repect for the doctrine of free agency. Adult
students easily recognize when they are being spoon-
fed, resent it, and discount these often crude attempts at
manipulation accordingly. Many see this approach as a
form of censorship to prevent the spread of new ideas.
Some resist such censorship openly. Others turn to non-
and anti-religious sources to "get the real story." A
deliberately one-sided approach to religious history
withholds important truths from the membership and
thereby lessens their ability to be "agents unto
themselves" (D and C 29:39) and restricts their
opportunity to work out their own salvation. It treats
adults as if they were children and contradicts the
principle that we are to seek knowledge in all things that
we may be prepared in all things (D and C 88:78-80).

Selecting only those topics, events, and doctrines from
history that are comfortable and safe in order to lead the
membership more easily into the promised land is, to put
it bluntly, intellectually dishonest and morally
irresponsible. This is because history has no meaning
per se, no divine messages, and any meaning in the
ultimate sense that can be derived from history depends
entirely upon the meaning people bring to it. The old
Augustinian tradition declared that any meaning to be
found in history had to come from religion. Today the
lessons of history are as numerous as those who study it.
Listening only to those historians who strengthen our
religious prejudices limits our ability to learn and
therefore to progress.

Historians cannot be divided into those who fight for
God and those who fight for the devil. All historians,
both those inside and those outside the faith, are limited
in their ability to reconstruct the past. Each seeks
understanding according to his or her abilities, and none
has a corner on truth. Being deliberately one-sided
undermines our credibility with nonbelievers, tarnishes
the good name of those who engage in such practices,
invites counterattacks, and diminishes the possibility of
fruitful dialogue with others facing similar problems.7

II.

SOMEpeople that disturbing historical factsbelie,,ve
are to be ta,u, ght selectively," only to those "who
are worthy, or not discussed at all. This selective

approach assumes that knowledge can be hidden from
those unworthy to possess it and that by restricting
access within the Church, access everywhere else will
likewise be limited. It assumes that worthiness for
higher historical exposure can be determined somehow,
as if "’X’" years in the Church or "X’" amount of
orthodoxy~however that is determined--entitles one
to "Y" units of disturbing Church history. I suspect that
trying to decide what historical information should be
repressed or trying to determine who should be
excluded from access to the archives (those still open)

will be a very difficult if not impossible task. Who, for
example, will decide what is faith-promoting or
nonfaith-promoting history? Who can predict with any
accuracy whether reading Joseph Smith’s private
journals will build or diminish faith, whether thorough
knowledge of the United Order will attract or repel,
whether less knowledge means more faith or vice versa?

THE INTELLECT DEALS MORE IN

QUESTIONS THAN ANSWERS AND

HELPS US TO BE TOLERANT OF

DIVERSITY AND DISCORD--BOTH

IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF ALL

HUMAN LIFE.

Who will author the "Index to Forbidden History
Books?" Leaving such decisions up to an individual
teacher or scholar would, I suspect, lead to much
inconsistency, considerable confusion, and some
hilarity.

The basic problem of teaching only what is uplifting is
that this approach leaves people unprepared to face the
realities of life. It is like building a house without a roof.
The rain will fall whether we like it or not. Wisdom
requires we be prepared when it does. Religious
instructors need to strengthen the ability of the
membership to face the underside of life, not to hide
from it, and to recognize the very real limitations of their
leaders. Without this realism some of the more
credulous are apt to view the organization as perfect and
their local leaders as invariably honest. Such persons
are easy prey for the unscrupulous. The better
historians of Mormonism have always recognized this,
particularly B.H. Roberts. I need only cite his years of
struggle with what he called "problems in the Book of
Mormon" and his 400 page manuscripts on that topic to
illustrate his willingness to face difficult tasks
forthrightly.

We cannot escape the challenges of our past by
ignoring them or by dealing with them selectively. Such
a policy encourages ignorance and rewards sloth. Why
not face the problems early on, head on, and all out like
Roberts did? Knowledge was his defense, and it was a
very noble and honest one. Should ours be any less
noble, less honest?

A deliberately biased approach to religious history by
its very nature places the study and writing of that
history in the same category as hardsell salesmanship
and media publicity--it promises much and delivers
little. In effect, religious instructors are being told to
become publicity agents of the faith rather than
objective and scholarly advocates of the truth. This
approach invariably places penalties on expressed doubt
and chills scholarly inquiry. Where this occurs writers
and teachers begin to ask "Is it safe?" or "Will this
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information offend the Brethren?" rather than "Is it
true?" or "Will this information enlarge our
understanding?’"

Whenever preserving testimonies takes precedence
over advancing truth both the mind and soul are
diminished: the mind because access to the archives
becomes limited and key documents are locked up in
safes,9 the soul because packaging the messages takes on
greater importance than the message itself. When this
happens "image" replaces "inquiry" as the fundamental
goal of the historical enterprise and salesmanship is
preferred to knowledge. Selling the gospel in this
fashion downgrades our most cherished values to the
same level as toothpaste, soap powders, and deodorants.
It turns our scholars into house agents or corporate sales
reps. It cheapens the gospel and inflates the influence of
those best able to manipulate the media.

Constant recourse to the belief that there is a cosmic
war going on and that we should therefore be belligerent
and one-sided in defense of our religion encourages a
siege mentality with little room for any middle ground.
It invites denunciations of those who respect objectivity
more than orthodoxy. It discourages scholarship. It
turns colleagues into combatants and differences of
interpretation into questions of loyalty. Does not the
membership have some obligation to prepare
themselves to receive all the truth, including
uncomfortable truth, as scripture suggests?1° Should
the messenger carry the blame for the supposedly "bad"
news he or she sometimes brings? After all, historians
did not create the past; they are merely trying to under-
stand it.

None of the above should be understood to
downgrade the importance of the spirit or the need to be
circumspect in presenting historical data to certain
groups. Obviously revelation lies at the very heart of
religious history, and historians cannot do justice to any
inquiry that does not give central attention to the beliefs
of those they are studying. Obviously, one does not
teach the same lesson to young children as one does to
adults. But these are not the concerns of those of whom I
am speaking. They are speaking about adults, not
children, and the need--as they perceive it--to relegate
history to the service of orthodoxy.

III

I T is sometimes asserted that faith is greater than
reason and that the whisperings of the spirit are
more precious than the empirical perceptions of the

intellect. Such comparative rankings, I believe, are
simplistic and lacking in seasoned judgment. The spirit
and intellect have fundamentally different roles and for
that reason should not be pitted against each other like
football teams.

Allow me to explain why ranking spiritual insights
above intellectual insights, or vice versa, is an unfruitful
exercise. The intellect is paramount in the material
world where problems are most easily approached by
critical, empirical analysis, where data and methods of

verification are at hand, and where replication in
scientific experiments is possible. The essence of this
approach is inductive, relative, and tentative.

The intellectual deals more in questions than answers

THE SPIRIT HELPS TO ESTABLISH

ULTIMATE VALUES, MORAL UNITY,

AND DIMINISHES THE TWIN EVILS OF

SECULAR MANnNARCISSISM AND

NORMLESSNESS...................................................................

and helps us to be tolerant of diversity and discord--
both of which are important aspects of all human life. As
Bacon said, the intellect "hangs us with weights" to keep
us from "leaping and flying about." Using empirical
methods assists us in moving beyond the simplistic and
sterile categories of hero vs. villain, defense vs. attack,
and member vs. nonmember so prominent in nineteenth
century Mormon history. It allows us considerably
greater freedom and accuracy in dealing with the more
secular aspects of our past, and it encourages a healthy
corporate introspection. Equally important, it warns us
against the tendency, all too common in our culture, that
if we only feel deeply enough about something then it
surely must be true.

The great achievement of the intellect is the massive
body of reliable knowledge commanding near universal
agreement in the scientific and secular world. It is the
result of centuries of arduous effort and magnificent
insights. It is the main driving force of our universities
and the intellectual foundation of our great
corporations. It is our guarantee against dogmatism and
the ravages of our nonrational and unreasoning selves.

The spirit, on the other hand, is our contact with God
and the sacred. It serves us equally well but in a radically
different way. If the intellect supplies us with weights,
the spirit gives us wings--to soar above our mundane
selves, to extend our reach, to inspire. It helps to
establish ultimate values, moral unity, and diminishes
the twin evils of secular man--narcissism and
normlessness.11 The spirit gives us a meaningful place in
the universe, roots us in a power larger than self, and
makes possible the development of the human
personality. It ties us religiously with both past and
future generations. Without the spirit we are, as T.S.
Eliot so well said, "hollow" men living in a "waste land."

The spiritual achievements of our civilization are
equal to the intellectual. Our moral codes--the very
cement of society--are religiously based and nurtured.
The concept of sin for many if not most is the very
ingredient that makes these moral concepts work, for
without the ideal of an eventual, divine reckoning for
our misdeeds, few among us would control our unsocial
impulses so effectively. Religious belief gives life dignity
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and meaning. Those who have not tasted its delights,
those who only know what can be proved empirically,
should likewise refrain from denigrating spiritual
values. Historians who are guilty of denigrating spiritual
values are, I think, justly criticized by religious leaders.

The spirit gives us certitude, but it cannot be
examined empirically. The intellect reminds us to
question--even that which seems certain. The intellect
and the spirit are our two eyes. Either alone is lacking in
depth perception and turns us into a cyclops. Together,
they serve us well--both spiritually and intellectually.

TAKING A ONE-SIDED APPROACH

TO HISTORY UNDERMINES THE

CREDIBILITY OF TEACHERS WITH

THEIR STUDENTS AND DIMINISHES

RESPECT FOR THE DOCTRINE OF FREE

AGENCY.

IV

T HE alleged conflict between the intellectual and
the spiritual is usually most intense on or near
university campuses, at least that has been my

experience. Here the secular persuasion holds sway and
students are often exposed for the first time to
intellectual rigor. Not infrequently their faith is
challenged, more I think by what they read than by any
deliberate attempt by their instructors to undermine
belief. The university is a great testing ground for the
faithful,~2 and those who successfully meet the
challenge are the better for it. Particularly challenging
are courses in history, and perhaps none more so than
those that deal with the intellectual tradition of Western
civilization. Such courses chronicle the rise of secular
philosophy and the privatization of religious belief. No
one can take them without being challenged--and
enlarged.

Students, like all of God’s other creations, are made
stronger by exposure to the elements. Hot-house plants
may be more beautiful than plants in their natural
setting, but they are also more fragile. Membership in
the Kingdom, we are told, is for those who succeed in
this probationary period and for those who can endure
to the end. Can one truly endure without being tested?
Of course some may fall by the wayside, but we are
promised that God at least does not tempt people beyond
their capacity to resist (1 Cor. 10:13). Still, is it not better
that a few are allowed through their own deficiencies to
fail rather than attempting to rig the whole system in
order to achieve maximum albeit untested commit-
ment?

An effective way for students to survive the "shocks"
of learning the underside of Mormon history is to
examine carefully the underside of secular history as

well. Once the weaknesses of the opponents of faith are
as equally well perceived as are the weaknesses of the
proponents of faith, once the ugly, brash, superficial,
and restless trends of modernity are fully understood,
the choice between informed commitment and
inactivity is not all that troublesome.~3 Once the very
real limitations of the intellect are fully understood, the
very real limitations of the spirit do not loom so large.
The key, I think, is to read deeply in both the secular and
the religious tradition. Read T.S. Eliot as a corrective for
David Hume, William James along with Bertrand
Russell, Solzhenitsyn and Sidney Hook, Fawn Brodie
and B.H. Roberts. One ought to be familiar with both
David Hume’s skepticism and T.S. Eliot’s religious
conversion, with Bertrand Russell’s preference for
science and Solzheniztsyn’s preference for the
"supreme, complete entity," with Fawn Brodie’s
relatively rapid exodus from the Church and B.H.
Robert’s long and arduous struggle to stay in.

My view on this point is summed up beautifully in the
imagined conversation between Pope Benedict XIV and
Voltaire at the end of Will and Ariel Durant’s book, The
Age of Voltaire.14 The Pope tells Voltaire it was his
"brilliance" that led him astray, that he had an
insufficient appreciation for the importance of religion
in helping people bear the burdens of life, that only
through belief does life acquire a meaning and a dignity

ANEFFECTIVE WAY FOR STUDENTS

TO SURVIVE THE "SHOCKS" OF

LEARNING THE UNDERSIDE OF

MORMON HISTORY IS TO EXAMINE

CAREFULLY THE UNDERSIDE OF

SECULAR HISTORY AS WELL.
that can ennoble our existence. Voltaire told the Pope
that the church is capable of being wrong, oppressive
and an impediment to the advancement of under-
standing. Voltaire focused on reason; the Pope on love.
The whole man needs both. But the Pope also admits
that many absurdities have crept into his church, largely
because the people cried out for them. The Pope does not
try to make the historical record perfect; neither does he
try to hide it. What he does is point out that the mature
mind goes through three stages: belief, unbelief, and
then on to understanding.

¥

H AVING expressed my concern with those who
would restrict the study of history out of fear that
such study might undermine faith, allow me to

offer my own answer to the question, "Does history
undermine faith?"

I believe that the study of history seldom directly
threatens fundamental religious beliefs because history
and religion seldom meet. A competent historian in or
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DELIBERATELY TAKING A ONE-

SIDED, FAITH-PROMOTING

APPROACH TO HISTORY IS AS

INDEFENSIBLE AS TAKING A ONE-

SIDED, FAITH-DESTROYING

APPROACH TO HISTORY.

outside the Church may believe in God, believe that he
created the universe, and believe that there is life after
death. But that historian cannot prove historically
that any of these beliefs are true and certainly cannot
apply these beliefs to his or her scholarly research
because there is no historically acceptable evidence of
God, divine intervention, or life after death. Historians
have no way to discern the hand of God or to measure
the validity of inspiration because historians have no
tools to deal with the supernatural. They can neither
confirm nor disconfirm mystical experiences. If history
cannot touch the wellsprings of religion, neither can it
corrupt them.

Moving from the divine origins of religious faith to
the observable consequences of religious actions brings
our topic within the jurisdiction of the historian.
Religion fills a powerful human need for many if not
most people and helps humanity bear the burdens of life.
Religion also helps to check superstition and can be a
useful antidote to the despair of modern times.
Theology may also be part of the necessary cement that
ennobles our existence and makes moral principles
effective guides of social decency. Secular historians
generally recognize these consequences of faith, even
when they themselves think religious creeds are based
on little more than "consolatory myths." Historians
occasionally speak out against religious intolerance,
persecution, and ecclesiastical domination, but these are
the excesses, not the essence of religion, and when
historians are so occupied, they too may be engaging
more in advocacy than objectivity.

Historians an~d advocates of a particular religion do
clash when the historian perceives that the advocate is
not being loyal to historical as opposed to religious truth,
when the religious advocate does not have a high degree
of intellectual honesty or lacks a sense of balance,
proportion, and common sense,is This kind of conflict
can occur when someone suggests that we should see
the hand of God operating in every aspect of our lives.16
Any serious attempt to see God’s hand in every single
act, every shift in policy, or in every ecclesiastical
pronouncement contradicts, it seems to me, the more
balanced statement that even a prophet is not always a
prophet. Mistakes have been made by our religious
leaders and are freely admitted as such. As almost

everyone knows, Joseph Smith admitted he was wrong
to try to sell the copyright for the Book of Mormon in
Canada.17 Erastus Snow and John Taylor thought
Brigham Young’s United Order an unwise experi-
ment.18 Orson Pratt and Brigham Young had sharp
public differences that lasted for years.19 Brigham
Young and others substantially modified and sometimes
distorted Joseph Smith’s history, and so on.z0 To require
our teachers to say all of this was inspired, to try to make
consistent that which is inconsistent, is to create rather
than diminish doubt and to undermine respect for both
historical and religious inquiry.

Nor does religion operate in a cultural vacuum. Some
changes in religious doctrine are influenced by
government action, as for example the Supreme Court’s
1879 decision which sustained congressior~al legislation
outlawing the practice of polygamy and its 1890 decision
disincorporating the Church for refusing to honor the
law of the land. Surely that tribunal had some influence
on President Woodruff’s decision in1890 which,
incidentally, directly contradicted President Taylor’s
purported 1886 revelation on the same topic,zl To say, as
is sometimes said, that the Manifesto was simply a direct
revelation from God and not in some essential way
influenced by the events of that day is simply to raise

PLACING RELIGION AND HISTORY AT

ODDS WITH EACH OTHER PUTS US

AT WAR WITH OURSELVES.

other, harder questions. Such as, why did God wait until
1890 to cease the practice? Why not 1879 when the
Supreme Court sustained congressional laws prohibit-
ing polygamy? Or, if the timing was just right, why then
did half of the Quorum of the Twelve take additional
wives after the Manifesto wasissued?22A more
historically accurate presentation of this "theological
dysfunction" would give attention to the painful and not
always honest interaction be~:ween public authorities
and Church officials which took at least a generation to
resolve.

Many statements by Church leaders were made in the
heat of battle and some of their statements were
demonstrably wrong. For example, Brigham Young
declared that the Civil War would not free the slaves23

and that a temple would be built in Missouri in his
generation.Z4 Heber C. Kimball ’(prophesied" that
Brigham Young would become President of the United
States,25 and so on. There are several false statements
like this in our history, but again such zealotry is not the
essence but the excesses of Mormonism. Once we
recognize that no person is infallible, that there is a
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,secular as well as a sacred side to history, history and
:religion are much more easily reconciled and can coexist
comfortably together.

The statement that God directs everything in every
moment implies that everything is of equal importance.
It equates every minor personal eccentricity with the
Divine Will, every contemporary Church policy with
ultimate, enduring truth. Asserting that God directs his
leaders in all things contradicts the fundamental
doctrine of "moral agency" given to all men that they
may be held "accountable" (D and C 101:78). It assumes
that the leaders agree among themselves, which is not
always the case either now or in earlier times.26 It implies
that the Church leadership is infallible and that any
criticism of policy or of errant Church leaders is heresy.
This approach implies that the mantle of Church
authority shields our leaders from all criticism by the
membership, that no one no matter how knowledgeable
in a given topic should be allowed to criticize the
Brethern. It makes it nearly impossible to learn from our
past mistakes and makes needed changes arduous and
slow.

It is really quite striking how much heat can be
generated when some historian offers a common sense
explanation, based for example on the diaries of the
time, for a religious belief of avowedly peripheral
importance. Whether there was one or many trees in the
Salt Lake Valley when the pioneers arrived, whether the
persecutors of Joseph Smith met ignominious deaths,
whether the Word of Wisdom was influenced by the
temperance movement, whether the United Order
could be described as a "communal" system--these are
only a few of the clashes between historians and others
that have occurred over the years in this community. If
one’s religious faith is based on the pauc~.ty of trees in the
valley, or whether God took vengeance on some of the
leading citizens of Illinois because of what they did to
Joseph Smith, I suppose that one could say that history
(with its more mundane explanations) does undermine
that sort of faith. A better question is why one should
place any faith in those kinds of things in the first place.

Even if history threatens the dogmatic and literal-
minded occasionally and even if history exposes some of
the peripheral excesses of religion, I believe that history
also records over the centuries the basic human
expression of and desire for religion as an enduring and
fundamental characteristic of all human endeavor.
Religion has played a very large role in the history of
civilization, and it has been historians who have told us
this. It is seen as important in every age in shaping the
lives of all kinds of people, whether primitive or modern.
Secular historians certainly take religion seriously, most
treat its precepts respectfully, and many I suspect are
religious themselves. Wherever love, hope, and wisdom
are considered important, religion will be given its just
due by historians in fostering these important human
attributes. So long as people cry out for ways to lighten
their burdens, so long as despair is part of the human
condition, religion will find its supporters, and many

historians will attempt to measure objectively its secular
impact.

VI

CARLYLE once said the great historians will "first
recog,~ize what is true . . . then discern what is
false. 27 This seems especially good advice for

those studying religious history. To recognize the
enormous powers of faith, the enduring value of
spirituality, the personally enhancing power of ritual
and tradition is, in my judgment, the beginnings of wisdom
and the first step toward real sophistication in dealing
with religious history. The second and equally necessary
step toward enduring wisdom is to move from faith to the
rational detection of myth, religious cant, sentiment-
ality, deliberate distortion, and religious propaganda.
Failure to take the first step, to remain forever a skeptic,
to constantly fear being duped by men of the cloth, will
guarantee a critical mind perhaps, but such an attitude
will also fall short of full appreciation for the very real
powers of spiritual commitment. Failure to take the
second step into the abyss of doubt, to recognize that
skepticism is as important an historical tool as belief, is to
remain naive, credulous, and also lacking in understand-

TRUE KNOWLEDGE IS INDEED

HAZARDOUS JUST AS TRUE FAITH

DOES REQUIRE A LEAP INTO THE

UNKNOWN, BUT I THINK BOTH ARE

WELL WORTH STRIVING FOR.

ing of the evils of dogmatism. To deal with any kind of
history intelligently, both belief and skepticism are
necessary, perhaps in equal measure. Together and in
balance they lead to truth insofar as truth can be
determined. Without this balance no historical account
will endure.

To ignore those things disadvantageous to the
Christian cause, B.H. Roberts writes in the preface to his
A Comprehensive History of the Church, "... and to dwell upon
only those things which glorify religion is special
pleading, not history. To omit events in the past that
were clearly manifested errors of judgment, is not to
write good history." In a little known speech in 1905 to
the Mutual Improvement Association Roberts declared:

It is well nigh as dangerous to claim too much for the
inspiration of God in the affairs of men as it is to
claim too little. By the first men are led into
superstition, and into blasphemously accrediting
their own imperfect actions, their blunders and
possibly even their sins to God; and by the second
they are apt to altogether eliminate the influence of
God from human affairs; I pause in doubt as to which
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extreme would be the worst.2s
Roberts went on to say that

[The] Lord evidently proposes that man shall act
here largely upon his own intelligence, exercise his
own agency, and develop the powers, intelligent and
moral, that are within him. That is why men are here
in this earth-probation. While I believe the Lord will
help me at need, I think it improper to assign every
word and every act of theirs to an inspiration from
the Lord; for if that were true, we would have to
acknowledge ourselves as being wholly taken
possession of by the Lord, and not permitted to go to
the right or to the left, but as he guided us. Needless
to say that in that event there would be no error in
judgment, no blunders made. Where would the
human agency or human intelligence exist in the one
case or be developed in the other under such
circumstances? They would not exist. Hence I think
it is a reasonable conclusion to say that constant,
never-varying inspiration is not a factor in the
administration of the affairs even of the Church; not
even good men, no, not though they be prophets or
other high officials of the Church, are at all times and
in all things inspired of God. It is only occasionally
and at need that God comes to their aid.29

What is needed today is not a new medievalism, a new
clash between "God and the professors,"30 a new search
for heretics in historical garb, but a reaffirmation of
faith and reason. Placing religion and history at odds
with each other puts us at war with ourselves; raising
one to a position of predominance over the other
diminishes the value of each. Seen as two quite different
but nevertheless complimentary ways to deeper
understanding allows each to make its own unique
contribution and insures both spiritual and intellectual
repose.

True knowledge is indeed hazardous just as true faith
does indeed require a leap into the unknown, but I think
both are well worth striving for. Together and in balance
they provide a temperate alternative to the excesses of
religious dogmatism and the excesses of secular
narcissism in a community where polarized thinking is a
major hazard of our times.
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HOW Then should
We Wr’te  H story.2

ANOTHER VIEW

Ronald K. Esplin

I N discussing issues of faith and history, we are not
dealing with matters unique or new to Mormonism.
The questions have parallels in other societies, and

most of them have been discussed before in our own.
Recently some Church officials have criticized much
contemporary writing about the history of the Church.
To some, these remarks seemed a brief for distortion
and dishonesty in history, a prescription that would
make responsible scholarship impossible. A
condemnation of all we have tried to do, said one; an
excommunication of historians, said another. Newsweek
highlighted such concerns as "Historians versus
Apostles."

Why, we might ask, does some history so trouble the
stewards of faith? Are they narrow, embattled, fearful
men who would resort to suppression of the truth in an
attempt to calm the waters? Or are there reasonable,
understandable grounds for concern? For historians to
read remarks narrowly and apply them in a proof text
kind of way appears, it seems to me, almost as if we
wanted straw men to battle; it is unfair both to the
officials and to our craft.

I believe it is more fair and reasonable to read their
remarks as broad statements of concern. With that in
mind, it seems clear that the heart of the matter has less
to do with what historians include in their histories than
it does with how events are presented. The central issue
put simply: How do we write history that does justice to
all aspects of the historical experience of a religious
people?

Professor James L. Clayton’s paper may be read as an
able defense of the standard secular brand of history. If
only critics would understand the kind of tool such
history is and give it room, he hints, all would be well
between history and faith. I am not convinced that this
standard approach is a perfected tool, nor do I believe
that it is the best or only way to write Mormon history.
It has produced important insights and will continue to
do so, but, like any methodology, it is imperfect and
neither requires nor deserves exclusive and unqualified
loyalty.

A major limitation of the traditional Rankean
approach to history, note critics within the profession, is
that no historian can actually be "objective" in any ideal
or perfect way. An approach to historical truth that
assumes otherwise is unrealistic and naive; studied
neutrality is merely pose. In a given instance, historians
may not even agree on what is fact, let alone what is
relevant fact. Facts have to be discovered, selected,
related, analyzed, explained, and presented, all activities
involving judgment and interpretation. For that reason,
as one scholar has noted, "an objective knowledge of the
past can only be obtained through the subjective
experience of the scholar.’’1 Historians can question
fearlessly, investigate with integrity,systematize
honestly--and still arrive at varyingconclusions,
inescapably influenced by what theyindividually
believe. For that reason there is room within the breadth
of rigorous historical scholarship for multiple
responsible interpretations.

Another problem with traditional "objective" history
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is that most who write from this perspective share a
particular set of assumptions that are anything but
sympathetic toward religion. Because of their training
most historians instinctively think of the secular, liberal
outlook as "objective, obvious, and natural," notes
historian Richard Bushman, "even though when we stop
to think about it we know it is as much a set of biases as
any other outlook."2 Such biases, acknowledges one
proponent, predispose historians "to ignore or slight
spiritual values."3 That is certainly one reason why
histories of Mormonism contain relatively little about
the religious, even though the documents of Mormon
history are full of the religious.

For example, historians routinely describe Brigham
Young as a temporal leader of great practical genius. But
contemporaries as disparate as the British apostate John
Hyde and the French traveler Jules Remy agreed that it
was President Young’s deep religious sincerity that
motivated him and bonded his followers to him. The
record suggests that he could remain serene in the face
of impossible odds and short-term failures because he
was personally certain that, in the long run, the kingdom
would triumph and, as he often said, no power of earth
or hell could prevent it. Clearly an approach that would
deal insightfully and forthrightly with these aspects of
his life would have the potential to more fully explain
Brigham Young and his people than interpretations
based on secular assumptions alone.4

When we become bold enough to overcome our
timidity in dealing with the religious aspects of our past,
we will write better history. I learned this lesson several
years ago when. Leonard Arrington and I delivered a
paper about the Quorum of the Twelve during the
administration of Brigham Young at a rump session of
the American Historical Association in New York City.
The commentators, non-Mormon scholars from eastern
schools, first praised the study as traditional history and
then pointed out that it fell short in dealing adequately

HONEST HISTORY, SENSITIVELY

WRITTEN, CAN BE AN IMPORTANT

AID TO INFORMED FAITH.

with the religious issues involved. In the words of one, "I
do not think that [the authors] exploit the religious
nature of their materials fully enough." Parts may be
"superb history," but there is "little interpretation of
religious meaning.’’s We had left vital dimensions
unexplored.

Both commentators were from "history of religions,"
a relatively new discipline, which offers an alternative to

the secular bias of "ordinary" history. Historians of
religions attempt to discern what is at the core of the
religious impulse in a given historical situation.6 This
approach, and associated perspectives from the broad
field of religious studies, should be explored by Mormon
historians seeking to deal more adequately with their
own religious heritage.

Perhaps the most difficult problem in writing religious
history--and through the ages history in general--has
been determining to what extent God intervenes in the
world of men. As pointed out by Mormon historian
Howard Searle, histories have generally been from one
of two polarized perspectives: "extreme supernatural-
ism" or "providential history," which assumed that all
could be explained by reference to God’s will; or
"naturalism" which assumed that all could be explained
as the result of impersonal forces or actions of man
without reference to divine intervention or to the super-
natural.7 This latter scientific view of history, sub-
scribing to a Kantean denial of the possibility of
scholarly insight into the world of God, holds that
scholars can neither detect nor therefore acknowledge
the hand of God.

Several years ago Douglas Tobler suggested that our
own Mormon history would be more accurate "if it takes
into account some awareness of God’s role," both in the
unfolding of the Church and in human history
generally.8 Both our history and our theology demand
that we do this. Like Judaism and Christianity,
Mormonism is a historical religion that posits and indeed
depends on the hand of God in history. A perspective
that does not even allow for this possibility is severely
limited in dealing with the history of a religious people.
As Searle has pointed out, Mormon theology requires
that historians take into account both God’s hand and
man’s agency.

Some have suggested that recent statements by
Church leaders dismiss this need for middle ground and
insist that we find only the hand of God. Professor
Clayton cited a statement that to him suggests nothing
short of literally showing the hand of God as the prime
mover in every act can be acceptable. Nonsense. Even
scripture does not do that. I am convinced that is not
what Church leaders are calling for. Interpreting their
statements as banning history that takes into account
men’s agency and abilities makes as much sense as trying
to take all of Brigham Young’s hyperbole literally, where
the literal is ludicrous but the message is clear. The
Church official was simply saying, it seems to me, that
this is the history of God’s work, his people, his
kingdom, and that some of what has occurred has been
providential. How can we write true history and not
allow for that possibility. Can we not sometimes ac-
knowledge God’s hand, point to it, allow for it?

The leader’s message is a plea that historians write in a
manner that will allow the Saints to see the hand of God
where it was. Even though with mortal eyes and earthly
tools we may not know with certainty when or where,
our history must be written to allow for those moments
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or it is less than complete and true. We can, for example,
permit actors in our past to speak with a strong voice
when they thought they saw or felt the hand of God. We
might write with the artistry of a Thomas Flexner who,
in a subtle, understated way, leaves room for Providence
in his highly-acclaimed life of George Washington.

If we must allow for the hand of God in our histories,
we must also deal with the reality of man’s agency and
his capacity to make mistakes. The issue is not
infallibility; no one expects flawless, one-sided Saints.
Church leaders understand their own limitations and
recognize the same in leaders past. When one Church
official recently mentioned with dismay the scholar who
delighted in pointing out the frailties of our leaders, his
concern clearly was not that weaknesses in history had
been acknowledged but rather that they had not been
kept in proportion, placed in balanced context. This
latter was the approach used in the biography of
President Kimball; and it is the approach promoted in the
preface to Frank Fox’s biographical volume on J. Reuben
Clark where President Marion G. Romney insists on an
account that tells of "decisions and indecisions, sorrows
and joys, regrets and aspirations, reverses and accomp-

lishments, and, above all .... constant striving."
Clearly we cannot and need not avoid mentioning the

negative in Church history. In a lecture directed to
family historians, James B. Allen described the challenge
well. Without being blind to or glossing over faults, the
writer must remember, he counseled, that his goal is to
show how his subject’s actions relate to his own
concerns and his own time. This, the opposite of
debunking, is not easy. Surprising and disappointing
information about an ancestor must be handled wisely,
he noted, avoiding both sensational and flippant
approaches that make it stand out beyond its real
significance. Professor Allen advised writers to adopt a
low-key approach, telling the truth by working it
naturally into the web of the work in such a way "that
the subject’s real life and genuine personality as well as
your own integrity as a biographer are all preserved."9

In writing about Brigham Young, for example, I could
focus on a series of weaknesses, imperfections, supposed
problemsmwhich has been done. Or I could describe his
power as a leader and suggest that power depended on
his goodness and his faith; I could illustrate the bond
between him and his people and demonstrate that it
rested on respect for his character and ability; then I
could mention his frailties matter-of-factly as part of a
detailed review of his performance and thus provide a
more balanced perspective. It would be possible to detail
his unrefined language and perhaps shock readers with
several unusually strong examples. Or more fairly I
could tell how he was a master of language, how he
consciously used hyperbole and exaggeration, even a
"cuss" word or two, for powerful effect; I could share his
own rationale for doing that, explain how it suited his
time and place, then give specific examples that illustrate
why he spoke as he did and how effective he was.

The scriptures are a good model of how to deal with

the human side of history. Some historians have argued
that the scriptures are a model for the kind of full dis-
closure that pulls no punches about the humanity and
imperfections of participants. Such a limited view of the
scriptural model does not explain why the scriptures
seldom offend the faithful, however. An editorial in the
Seventh East Press, an independent BYU student
newspaper, recently pointed out the obvious reason:
although the Old Testament (for example) seems almost
to go out of its way to show how "mortal and imperfect"
it heroes were, it also affirms unequivocally their
prophetic callings. The reader, in other words, learns of

WHEN WE BECOME BOLD ENOUGH

TO OVERCOME OUR TIMIDITY IN

DEALING WITH THE RELIGIOUS

ASPECTS OF OUR PAST, WE WILL

WRITE BETTER HISTORY.

their humanness in the same place he learns of their
strengths and of their divine commission. That, as the
editorial notes, is why knowing their weaknesses does
not interfere with or damage faith.10

It is possible then to present honest, full-dimensional
portraits of past Mormon figures that increase the
understanding of the Saints without incurring the dis-
pleasure of Church officials. Although historians cannot
affirm divine commission as does scripture, they can
provide a context that promotes understanding. As one
General Authority told an assistant Church historian
in 1972, "You can say whatever you need to if you say it
in the context of faith.’"

But can such a history, which allows for the hand of
God in history and deals kindly with imperfect
humanity, be credible and scholarly? Concern for
credibility is one reason many historians stay
comfortably within the fold of "scientific" history. Along
with a tendency to equate its own perspective with
"objective, obvious, and natural," secular scholarship
also tends to judge as biased and distorted anything that
differs in tone or perspective and, in the case of religious
history, to label it apologetics and dismiss it. Clearly,
uncritical polemics jeopardize the hardwon advances of
historical scholarship. No historian wants to return to
the kind of history that Elder John A. Widtsoe once
characterized as displaying "such extreme religious
partisanship that even the sympathetic reader can place
no reliance upon [its] statements.’ll

To avoid such traps we must build on a solid
foundation of scholarship. He who is ignorant of the
evidence or contradicts it, he who would substitute
inspiration without labor for the rigors of historical
investigation and analysis, deserves to be believed by
neither Saint nor Gentile. As Douglas Tobler has
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cautioned, we have an obligation to examine critically
and with integrity everything that has bearing on our
subject, "including errors, examples of bad judgment,
misplaced zeal, sin and willful wrong doing of every
kind," without suppressing evidence, succumbing to
pressure, or distorting what is uncomfortable.12

THE LEADER’S MESSAGE IS A PLEA

THAT HISTORIANS WRITE IN A

MANNER. THA T WILL ALLO W THE

SAINTS TO SEE THE HAND OF GOD

WHERE IT WAS.

Anything short of that is not history. If we are tough-
minded and uncompromising in our scholarship,
however, we should be able to present directly, in a
warm and sympathetic manner, what we ultimately
believe to be true. Tone and perspective, in other words,
should not be the criteria for judging historical scholar-
ship. History need not be secular to be honest and
scholarly. Scholarship should be judged by weighing
such things as acquaintance with relevant sources,
honesty in the use of documents, integrity in
presentation, quality of insights, and adequacy of inter-
pretation--does it, in fact take into account the data and
provide plausible explanations, for example?

But can the religionist, some will ask, analyze the
evidence with an open mind? Certainly he can as easily
as can the secularist. Some aspects of Mormon theology
actually promote open-minded probing. Convinced that
human agency is sacred and eternal, the Mormon
historian expects to find ambiguity, complexity, human
involvement in all the things of God. He can, without
preconceptions about the mixture of the human and the
divine in any given situation, explore and investigate the
evidence. A conviction that the Church’s message is
correct and its history can withstand scrutiny also fuels
frank and honest probing. For such a historian, faith and
history are interrelated and compatible.

That does not mean, of course, that history presents
no questions for the faithful. Recently Professor
Clayton wrote that he suspected Mormons took their
history seriously only "up to the point where it begins to
undermine their faith,"13 suggesting that there is a point
at which history necessarily undermines faith. On the
contrary, | am convinced that members of the Church
can face all of the complexities of the past and emerge
with their faith intact, that an in-depth rather than a
superficial knowledge of history offers solutions to most
of the questions which seem to threaten faith.
Unfortunately scholars are better at communicating the
questions their work has raised than they are at
suggesting the personally satisfying answers they have
found. But honest history sensitively written can be an

important aid to informed faith.
As a member of a recent panel on faith and history, I

was asked if historians could write honest history about
the difficult areas of our past and uphold and strengthen
the Church at the same time. I answered that it was not
only possible but that we had a special responsibility to
write about the difficult areas and thus assist our people
in understanding them. I am not suggesting that it can
be easily done, but it is essential if we would have a
strong, informed people. Our past will always be with
us. As a historical religion we could not escape it if we
would. We must learn to live with it.

Most Mormons grow up with and come to rely on
"ritualized" or simplified versions of the past; all groups
do this. Suitable for Pioneer Day commemorations or
Sunday School classes, such history is both necessary
and useful. Since it preserves central truths by focusing
on the "big picture," however, it excludes nuances and
also prunes details, therefore providing little help in
dealing with the complex realities of life in any age. For
example, we often speak of being driven from Nauvoo to
the Salt Lake Valley. That is true, as far as it goes, but it
is hardly the whole story. The larger story of coming
West, a compelling and complex epic that begins before
the formation of mobs in Illinois, is not only more
accurate but has more power to uplift and instruct. Told
in detail, it can provide a case study of the God-man
partnership.

It is essential that members of the Church make the
transition from Pioneer Day history to the more
complete and complex realities of history as it happened.
Not only does the detailed history have more potential to
edify, it can also inoculate against disillusionment.
Today members are frequently exposed to ideas not
easily assimilated if one is acquainted only with "ritual-
ized" history, the necessary "milk" of Church history,
nor do adversaries leave us unaware of the problems in
our past. Those unwilling to move beyond the
generalizations of simplified history are "set up" to
stumble, perhaps over some inconsequential "problem"
for which there are sound answers. Historians can ease
this necessary transition while immunizing against
distorted versions of real issues presented by those who
would use history as a weapon to undermine faith.

Perhaps even more than with secular learning, which
also is best absorbed in small doses, matters touching on
faith require growth grace by grace and learning line
upon line. One does not overnight move comfortably
from Pioneer Day generalizations to the complexities of
Church history. Consequently, in scriptural terms, care
must be taken when feeding meat to those otherwise
existing on milk (I Cor. 3:2; I Peter 2:2; D&C 19:22). This
is the reason that scriptures and Church leaders in our
dispensation (today and in the past) agree in cautioning
that theological truths and, we can assume, historical
ones as well, should not be presented before we can
"bear them" (John 16:12; D&C 50:40). In support of"full
disclosure," some historians cite scriptural references
emphasizing the importance of truth--and indeed there
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are many--as if they were unaware of the parallel
scriptural cautions. One historian used John 16:13 for
this purpose, overlooking the irony that, in context, the
scripture is a clear warning against giving more truth
than people, in this case trusted disciples, were ready to
bear!

Admittedly, as historians we cannot control to whom
our writings go. That, it seems to me, is all the more
reason to be alert to their potential impact and to write
carefully, exercising wisdom in how we present our
history. By doing this we can help insure that the tension
between faith and history will be a creative or dynamic
tension, not a destructive one. Just as individuals must
weigh the respective demands of obedience and personal
agency, so the reader of history encountering for the
first time new ideas and new information, must
reexamine assumptions and personal understandings. In
either case, the process of reexamination is both
inevitable and, properly resolved, positive, as Elder John
A. Widtsoe implied in his statement urging that men
"should test their religious beliefs" as part of a "sincere
and honest search for truth."14

IT IS POSSIBLE TO PRESENT HONEST,

FULL-DIMENSIONAL PORTRAITS OF

MORMON FIGURES WITHOUT

INCURRING THE DISPLEASURE OF

CHURCH OFFICIALS.

From the secular perspective of traditional history,
scholarship and faith have often been viewed as
"mutually exclusive perspectives," sparking the fear that
mixing them "sooner or later will compromise the one or
the other.’qs Rather than the compartmentalization
required by this point of view1% many historians today
seek integration. Leonard Arrington has noted that
attempts to "integrate or synthesize religious beliefs and
historical philosophy and methodology" do not
necessarily bring today the scorn or ridicule they once
might have. The effort still is not without risk, however,
and the historian who makes the attempt is in danger of
being charged within the Church with believing too
little, and without with believing too much. None-
theless, as Professor Arrington noted, many Mormon
historians today have made that integration and do find
"moral meaning an3 spiritual significance" in the events
of Mormon history.~7

How should we write Mormon history then.2 In many
ways. Audience, subject, purpose, and individual
perspective will continue to influence how our history is
written, and we must resist any tendency to exclude all
but one brand of history as unscholarly, unfaithful, or
inappropriate. But there is clear need for additional
exploration of approaches that deal adequately with the

religious aspects of our history and that better integrate
scholarship and faith.

More than twelve years ago historian Richard
Bushman postulated that for "authentic forms of
Mormon-style history" to ultimately emerge in the
works of Mormon historians, we must "believe our
framework as sincerely as the Progressive historians
believed in economic forces or as any of our secular
contemporaries believe in their theories of motivation
and social change.’’~ Today there are examples of
professional Mormon history dealing sensitively with
religion and with religious questions, suggesting that
this has occurred and that new forms of history may,
indeed, result. Meanwhile, the challenge issued by
Douglas Tobler several years ago remains:

In a secular world Mormon historians need to write
"faithful history"; faithful to the truth as they under-
stand it; faithful to the memories of those who have gone
before; faithful to themselves with whom they must live,
faithful to the God-man partnership. Their history will
.... put Mormonism in its proper context: not yet in
heaven, nor beneath the earth, but on the earth reaching
upward.19
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FROM A FORTHCOMING BOOK

Sterling M. McMurrin

I T is often supposed that the chief threat to religion
and religious culture is simply the body of knowledge
accumulated by the natural sciences, that scientific

knowledge contradicts the knowledge claims of religion
or the religious tradition. Accordingly, there is an
opinion prevailing among us that the major academic
hazard to a person’s religious faith is the study of the
natural sciences and that, therefore, to run this course
unscathed merits high moral approbation for the victor.

Now it should be entirely obvious on a little reflection
that there is no justification for this view, even though
the knowledge claims of science and religion often
conflict. For while the natural sciences tell us a great deal
about the planetary motions, the structure of atoms, the
nature of protoplasm, or the function of glands, they tell
us nothing about God or the ultimate meaning of life,
and very little of religious importance about human
beings. There is a serious question, therefore, of what if
anything they have to do with religion. Those who
devote themselves quite exclusively to the scientific

Editor’s Note
This article is an extract from a paper delivered in the Great Issues Forum of
the University of Utah on March 23, 1955. Professor Hugh Nibley of the
Brigham Young University and Sterling M. McMurrin read papers under
the general title "Do Religion and History Conflict?" McMurrin’s paper,
from which the following is taken, will appear in its entirety in his
forthcoming volume Religion, Reason, and Truth, to be published by
the University of Utah Press, Spring, 1982. (Copyright 1982 by Sterling
M. McMurrin. Used by permission of the publisher.)

disciplines are not, by these studies at least, brought to
the most exciting or crucial discussions of religion; and
although they sometimes regard themselves as the
center of the dispute, they are often quite unaware of
the great issues that seriously challenge religious faith.
This may well account for the apparently high incidence
of orthodoxy among natural scientists, rather than, as is
sometimes supposed, the possession by that species of a
special endowment of piety or some peculiar immunity
to intellectual perversion.

It is quite true, of course, that the natural sciences
have produced major disturbances in religion, as in the
Copernican discovery that man may not be situated in
the spatial center of the universe, or the Darwinian
intimation of strong arboreal proclivities among some of
our more remote relatives. But insofar as matters such
as these relate importantly to religion, they do not
belong simply to science but rather are the common
property of all literate persons. Besides, the relation of
religion to science is a philosophic issue rather than a
scientific or religious one, and philosophy, as everyone
knows, belongs to all of us, especially where religion is at
issue.

At any rate, there seem to be obvious grounds for the
view that it is the study of human beings, their ideas, and
their behavior that really brings us face-to-face with the
crucial problems of religion, and therefore the humane
disciplines and arts rather than the natural sciences are
religion’s chief intellectual challenge. But more than
that, and this is the crux of the matter, it is the study of
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religion itself that occasions the most difficult and
discomposing questions. It is when religion is studied
and discussed seriously by rational and informed
persons with open minds and honest intentions that it
encounters its most severe testing.

To say that religion is its own persistent antagonist is
not to regard it as something that can be considered in
isolation, abstracted from its concrete involvement in
the total life of the individual and society. When religion
looks seriously at itself it can never be as an appraisal of
something ideal though nonexistent. It is pleasant to
talk about ideal religion and ideal science, which
combined possess all truth and lie down together like the
lion and the lamb. But the only real science is the
groping, unfinished science produced by live scientists,
and the only real religion, the imperfect religion that we
encounter about us and in which we ourselves are
participants. Unlike science, religion is not a set of ideas
to be treated abstractly; it is a living faith, a sentiment of
commitment, a personal and even social experience that
is intricately woven into the whole fabric of value. But it
is inextricably tied to a massive clutter of beliefs,
symbols, myths--and to its own history.

It is because it is a dynamic, living affair fully
implicated in the social milieu that to be understood and
appraised, religion must be apprehended not only in its
historical setting but also as a central factor in the
historical process. Those who have not taken a close look’
at religion as a historical and history-making pheno-
menon must be pitied for having missed an exciting
intellectual experience and censured for being to an
appreciable degree culturally illiterate.

But there is something even more important about
this matter. It is the liberalizing power of the study of
history. There is no intellectual pursuit more calculated
to make a free person of an ordinary person, to free him
from his own cultural bondage, and no history is more
liberating than the history of religion. It is the study of
history profoundly, in its depth and breadth, which
provides insight into the predicaments that we are in and
how we came to be in them. The most genuine and
humane sophistication attaches to a person who is aware
of history, for he has had his vision freed from the
blinders imposed by his own place and time and
therefore knows more of himself and his own world by
knowing more of others and their worlds.

Now this sort of thing can produce a severe problem
for religion, because one who is truly conversant with
the history of religion has had more than a glimpse of the
development of something that a large segment of the
faithful suppose to be basically free from historical
change. He knows that many of the things which
religious leaders typically induce their followers to
believe are probably not true, that all too often the
religious tradition is not faithful to the facts, and that
religion can be and often is the motive for the intentional
distortion of history, especially of its own history ....

Most occidental religion is, in one way or another,
heavily involved in a concern for history, a concern for

its own cultural and institutional history, and its place in
world history--and in many ways its character is
determined in part by its treatment of history, especially
its own history, and by its own theories about its own
history. When we consider, therefore, that to look quite
seriously at religion means to look at its history, and
where we realize that in general the study of history is
the most liberating and enlightening of all intellectual
disciplines, the question is raised: What impact does the
competent study of the history of religion from reliable
sources have on the typical religious believer?

The answer to this question is that for the most part
the history of religion gives the believer a rather rough
time. In fact, it divides the believers into two kinds, those
who can honestly face religious history and those who
cannot. There is, of course, the third category of those
who abandon their religious beliefs because of the
intellectual or moral disillusionment experienced as a
consequence of their encountering historical facts which
they cannot accommodate to their faith. Of course, that
a person may dissolve his attachment to a particular
body of religious ideas or attitudes does not at all mean
that he has abandoned religion. The experience of
coming face-to-face with the past of his religion may
radically change his religious views and commitments,
but in the process his faith in God may become even
stronger and his religious ideas more profound and more
meaningful.

History can plague religion with avarietyof
difficulties. In the first place, there is the common
embarrassment that all must be prepared to face
whenever they take even a cursory glance at their
antecedents. In religion this embarrassment is prompted
by a scripture that may be fraudulent, or the discovery of
honored believers who were really irresponsible
fanatics, the pious who murdered their fellowmen at the
stake, the prophet who turns out to be a charlatan, the
saint a sinner, or the priest who, by the time he is
discovered in his heresy or transgressions, has left
behind an accumulation of sacramental ministrations...

A second order of difficulties that cannot be so easily
disposed of as those that reside simply in the moral
infirmities of men stem from the fact that cultured
religion without exception has had rude and uncultured
beginnings. The acceptance or rejection of the fact of
primitive origins sometimes determines whether a
person abandons religion, and quite surely it isa
common and decisive factor in separating the orthodox
from the unorthodox, for it is a crucial index to the
interpretation of both the nature and the value of
religion.

It is not a comforting thing for religionists reared in
the framework of the traditional faith to discover, for
instance, that among such ancient worthies as Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob, whose historicity is itself not beyond
doubt, are to be found the typicalprimitivisms that
define the childhood of religion and morals: polytheism
magic, polygamy, wife purchase, human sacrifice,
casuistry, and the making of religion a profitable
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bargaining with God.
Or it is disappointing to those accustomed to the

simple, naive narrative on the history of their church to
discover the compromising complexities of religious
origins--that Christianity, for instance, arose in a world
familiar with dying and rising savior gods, or that much
of its precious liturgy is taken from the unwashed
heathen and some of its basic philosophy and theology
from unchurched pagan philosophers.

To discover the overwhelming multitude of such
things, the complications of what seemed so simple, the
meanness of what seemed so high, the gradual
development of what had been believed to be already
complete: this is rather rough on the orthodox. And
because it is rough, the orthodox usually fail to make the
discovery, and failing to make it, never really come to
grips with the simple problem that plagues religion
when it genuinely examines itself and how it came to be
what it is.

Here I am referring to the general masses of believers
in the churches, those who read their scriptures
devoutly but too often unknowingly. There is a class of
churchmen who do know about these things, the better
informed rationalizing theologians and apologetic
scholars, a class who have never wanted for worldly
sophistication or for the means to accomplish their own
ends. What they know is that the faith will never be the
same if they admit that religion has genuinely had a
history, that not only has it had a past, but that things
really happened during that past. They are entirely right
in supposing that to admit history would produce a
different kind of religion, a kind which they do not like,
that often makes people less amenable to authoritarian-
ism and churchly control. So as protectors of the faith,
wherever possible such theologians seize control of the
writing of history and its interpretation. They disguise
themselves as historians, make history an appendage to
theology, and write theology which the trusting reader
believes is hist.ory. They celebrate the past and enjoy
every ounce of support they can wring from it. But they
are deniers of history, because they hold that in some
strange way that which is with us today was always with
us in the past and that nothing genuinely important for
religion or morals has really happened in time. Mankind,
they insist, has enjoyed only an occasional glimpse of
what was already laid up in eternity.

There is a kind of contradiction involved in all of this.
The non-historical orthodox are often outraged at the
suggestion that Jesus, for instance, may have taught
nothing essentially new. But they are equally unhappy
with the idea that the whole history of biblical religion is
generally a coming to something that is new, and not
only new, but often better. They roll the names of the
prophets resoundingly from both their pens and pulpits,
but they never admit the true greatness of those whom
they honor--Moses, Amos, Isaiah, Jeremiah, or Jesus--
because their greatness lies in their genius as creators of
religion who moved it upward, slowly but surely, from
its crude beginnings toward its present high moral and

spiritual estate. For the history-denying orthodox,
religion does not have human beginnings or a
development in human culture. It simply always was
what it now is. In religion, the prophets make history ¯
and the theologians destroy it.

Consider as a single instance only the fate of the
higher biblical criticism at the hands of many
fundamentalists. More than anything else, the "higher
criticism" is a serious, persistent effort to look with
scientific intelligence at the Bible, to read it neither for
devotional nor apologetic purposes, but rather in an
effort to determine what it means by what it says. But
this has resulted in seeing those meanings in their
historical context, and in the unfortunate discovery that
some of the writers of the book did not say what some
users of it twenty-five hundred years later want them to
have said. So the Bible scholars, who wear out their lives
in a devoted search for truth, are not only condemned as
wrong, but sometimes as vicious purveyors of falsehood
set on destroying truth, morals, and religious faith.

The real crux of the problem lies in the fact that since
by its very nature orthodox religion in its traditional
occidental form considers itself the revelation of the
mind and will of God, it treats its current beliefs and
moral values and sometimes its institutional behavior as
absolutes. Now, there are absolute truths, and it is at
least conceivable that there are absolute moral values,
but just how one goes about determining that he has
apprehended absolutes is something of a problem,
whether he be a prophet, seer, or scientist. It is common
for scientists to regard their knowledge, apart from
mathematics and logic, as probable rather than certain,
but the traditional religion thrives only on
certainties. It often confuses psychological certitude, the
feeling of being certain, with logical certainty. This
involves numerous and interesting questions which
cannot be discussed here, but this much can be said, that
the purveyors of absolutes cannot afford to be caught
taking history seriously. For whatever is involved in the
context of history is conditioned by the circumstances of
its involvement, and whatever is conditioned is not
absolute. So the traditional religionists who are
appointed to protect the absolutes and are committed to
their task at any cost do well to practice the denial of
history~to censor when it becomes necessary, mutilate
the documents, and control the writing of history by
carefully selecting if not distorting the facts, reading the
present into the past and interpreting the past under the
domination of theories that rule out a priori the
possibility of religious and moral development that, in
reality, deny the possibility of genuine religious history.

Not the least effective technique employed by those
whose theology and religious commitments make it
impossible for them to face history honestly is to
discredit the historians as questionable characters who
desire to celebrate the secular and destroy the sacred,
and/or to insist on theoretical as well as practical
grounds that reliable historical knowledge is impossible.
This is supposed to put an end to the entire discussion.
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But those who are conversant with the canons of
evidence and the methods of knowledge, or are simply
sincere and honest in a common-sense search for truth,
are not likely to be impressed by such attempts to avoid
facing the facts. They may resent, moreover, the
emasculation of living religion by the denial of historical
knowledge, especially if their own religious convictions
are partially grounded in historic events.

A PERSON WHO IS AWARE OF

HISTORY HAS HAD HIS VISION FREED

FROM THE BLINDERS IMPOSED BY HIS

OWN PLA CE AND TIME

Of course, not all history-denying is motivated by
institutional interests, or prompted by the
ultraconservatism and reaction of orthodoxy, or
implicated in intellectual skulduggery. Its occasion is
sometimes more prbfound and far less reprehensible.
The escape from time is an escape from human
contingency and finitude. The illusion of
nontemporality ministers to the anxiety that arises from
the human predicament, the predicament of
contingency and temporariness, of the constant threat
of non-being. And insofar as religion is essentially
identified with the numinous in experience, as I believe it
should be, it is in a sense non-historical and nontemporal
in character, although even religious experience cannot
escape the cultural and psychological conditioning of
history.

Nor is the denial of history to be found only among
theologians and mystics. It appears in many places: in
pantheists, monistic metaphysicians, and sometimes
even in mathematicians and politicians. But our concern
here is with the common religious variety that is
occasioned not by a yearning for union with God but
more often by commitment to the status quo, the
defense of which so frequently entails the support of the
otherwise outmoded hypotheses of our remote
ancestors. Here success depends in part on how well
history is both used and abused. Today we are faced with
a new abuser. The old orthodoxy often unintentionally
and naively confused history with legend and myth. But
for several decades past there has been a new orthodoxy
that does not scruple at confusing them intentionally,
and it compounds its crime by dressing up the entire
result in ambiguous language to guarantee that no one
will discover what has been done. This new orthodoxy
shows up in strange and unexpected places, not only in
the churches but sometimes even in the universities. It is
a subtle handler of history, equipped with sophisticated
theories of symbol and myth, ready to substitute
philology for philosophy, intoxicated slightly by the new

psychology, sensitive to the failures of the present, and
erudite in the affairs of the past. It bids religion to come
to terms once again with eschatology and rides the crest
of popular reaction against the doctrine of progress. It
betrays history because it must betray history to
discredit the liberal thought against which it has so
vigorously set itself.

Finally, the most important consideration of allmthe
orthodox denial of history is ultimately guaranteed by
the absolutistic theology that lifts God out of time and
the historical process and describes him as an eternal or
timeless being for whom every event in the temporal
plane of ongoing history is contained in a single
simultaneous present. God is eternal. He is not in time,
and for him there can be no history. So history cannot be
really real. It is a kind of deception imposed by human
finitude.

This dogma of the timeless nature of God, established
in Christian theology largely on foundations of Greek
metaphysics--a product of the quest for an absolutely
changeless realitymdominates the whole structure of
traditional Christian religion, both Catholic and
Protestant, and its subtle implications affect every facet
of religious doctrine. Even some of those who had
returned to the biblical temporalistic conception of God,
like Israel in the wilderness longing for the dubious
security of Egypt, find it easy to forsake their prophets
and yield to the temptations of the time-denying
absolute. The minds of men are often enslaved by the
attraction of emotive words. It takes a rugged
churchman to resist the pulpit resonance of words like
"infinite," "eternal," "changeless," "timeless," and the
multitude of "omni’s." But the failure to resist is an
invitation to determinism, divine election,
predestination, and the implicit doctrine that human
moral effort does not really count because our future,
whether good or bad, is already established in God’s
eternal present, a doctrine that dulls the edge of moral
discrimination and may even encourage moral
indifference and despair.

So religion faces its most persistent and difficult test
when human intelligence is focused not so much upon
such things as molecules and the stars as upon religion
itself. To understand religion means to see it in its
historical character and to recognize that it is in
countless ways involved in the processes of history. But
here lies the great difficulty, because to take religion
seriously as a historical phenomenon is to implicate it
genuinely in the relativities of human circumstance.
This compromises religion by denying its precious
absoluteness, thereby threatening the commitments of
orthodoxy. As a consequence, the defenders of
traditional religion frequently distort or deny history as
a means of avoiding its implications, and on
metaphysical grounds they may even deny the ultimate
reality of time itself to insure that process and change
are in some strange way illusory ....
STERLING MCMURRIN is E.E. Ericksen Distinguished Professor
and professor of history and philosophy at the University of Utah.
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THE USE A.NDA 
Kenneth L. Woodward

A NYONE who has covered the religion beat for as
long as I have should be able to recognize its users
and abusers. The abusers, of course, are easy to

spot. In fact, a journalist can hardly avoid them. To turn
the matter around, the Good News seldom makes news;
even when an evidently good person attracts media
attention, the result is often insipid. I’m sure, for
example, that Mother Theresa of Calcutta is a more
interesting person--a tougher nut, really--than her
pious media image. In trying to write about such people a
journalist comes to appreciate why Milton’s Satan is so
much more attractive than his God. Indeed, one comes
to understand why western religion has hung on to
Satan long after he has outlived his purely theological
usefulness. The evil men do casts a long shadow, and we
need an image for that shadow in which we find so much
of ourselves revealed.

This brings us, briefly, to the abusers. I have time to
mention only a very few, name-brand abusers out of a
legion of worthy candidates. It often seems to me that
the whole country today is a burned-over district with
everyone peddling his or her revised standard version of
reality. Television only makes matters worse by giving
high and incessant visibility to some of the most tawdry
of these preachers. The Federal Communications
Commission did all of us a real disservice when it decided
to deregulate public service broadcasting, thus allowing
stations to sell that time to the highest bidder. The result
is the electronic church which features several of the
most prominent abusers of religion.

On the top of my personal list are those who take the
hard and classic words of Scripture and gum them into
self-help mush. I am thinking especially of the Reverend
Robert Schuller, with his unctuous "Hour of Power"
brought to you and me from a garish crystal cathedral.
"Only in America," as Harry Golden used to say.
Schuller, of course, is merely the latest of a long line of
positive thinkers going back through Norman Vincent
Peale who reduce Christianity to a handbook for
achieving success and a pleasing personality.

Then there is Oral Roberts with his healing cloths and
his vision of a 900-foot-tall Jesus. I have never trusted
anyone who sews his initials on his shirt cuffs, but this
insecure, self-promoting faith healer has put his full
name on a university, a hospital, and a medical school.
Roberts is a curious bird. He has erected a tower of
prayer in Tulsa, Oklahoma, which, he says, keeps a

WATS line to God open 24 hours a day. With a little
money to Brother Oral the gullible can have anything
they want. Yet Oral himself trusts no one. He lives
behind a guarded fence and monitors through TV
cameras everyone who approaches his house.

Roberts, host of the PTL (Praise the Lord) Club, and
other TV evangelists, is a charismatic Christian.
Charismatics claim to have had a certain kind of religious
experience--usually a special communication or
approbation from God. This is fine with me so long as
they don’t insist that everyone else must have that
experience too. If the charismatics are to be believed
God is so busy healing cancer, shrinking hemorrhoids
and supplying new kitchen appliances to those who pray
for such things that he has no time to worry about other
incidentals like sin and injustice.

There are those who call themselves "charismatic
Catholics" (which grieves me a lot) and they meet
periodically at my alma mater, Notre Dame. Once, not
long ago, I sent someone down from our Chicago bureau
to look at these people up close. As you know, the charis-
matics talk about the various gifts of the Holy Spirit a
lot. This journalist came across someone with a bad case
of ache who was actually doing quite well because (I
swear to God) he discovered after becoming charismatic
that he had the gift of pimples. I suppose the moral of the
story is that you can turn anything into a blessing.

I readily concede that charismatic experiences can be
beneficial to some people; perhaps having one would
loosen me up. But I reject the assumption that they are
normative. To such enthusiasts, I respond with Dr.
Johnson, who replied to a story about a religious zealot
of his own day: "If Mr. X has had an extraordinary
experience, then I trust he will have the good sense to
keep it to himself."

And then we have Brother Jerry Falwell of Old Time
Gospel Hour and Moral Majority fame. Brother Jerry
will sell you almost anything, including salvation. His
concessions include Jesus lapel pins, American flag pins,
Bibles, dial-a-prayer wheels, trips to the Holy Land, and
laminated gold bricks. From all this he vacuums in more
than $1 million a week via television and computerized
mailing lists.

What no one has quite figured out, however, is what
Brother Jerry does with the money he gets. For example,
Falwell will go over to Thailand and film himself among
the Cambodian refugees and then appeal on their behalf
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for money. But very little of the money--reportedly less
than one percent--goes to the refugees. You see, it
seems that in the small print of his TV script and his
letters of appeal, there is an out clause which allows him
to spend the money on anything he wants.

Some of that money goes to his Liberty Baptist
College, a guarded, barracks-like campus whose
overseers make life so rigid that, by comparison, BYU
looks like Greenwich Village. It is a paradox of funda-
mentalism that it abhors humanistic learning--which is
to say education of any serious kind--yet its most
ambitious preachers want nothing more than to build
colleges after their own image and likeness. In other

words, what they want is respect and legitimacy.
But legitimate is one thing Brother Jerry is not. As

Frances Fitzgerald documented in a long article on
Falwell in The New Yorker, Falwell spends five dollars out
of every seven he takes in on buying television time. To
put this in perspective, one dollar out of every twenty is
the norm for what not-for-profit organizations like
Falwell’s are expected to spend on fund raising. Any
more than that is regarded as wasteful of the donor’s
gift. Falwell doesn’t acknowledge his wastefulness, of
course. But then he is not to be trusted. He lied when he
told one of his "Wake Up America" rallies last year about
a conversation regarding homosexuals that he had had
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with then-President Jimmy Carter. The conversation
never took place.

The Moral Majority is another matter. I am not as
fearful of it as some people are. Partly, I think, because

THESE NAMEBRAND ABUSERS
ALL SEE THEMSELVES AS
SELF-MADE MEN WHOSE
SUCCESS IS THE WORK OF
GOD; THEY GIVE RELIGION A
BAD NAME.

its influence has been vastly overestimated and partly
because I too am adamantly opposed to abortion on
demand and I don’t much like the Equal Rights
Amendment as it is presently written. If I had to choose
between Falwell’s vision of America and his TV talk
show nemesis, Bob Guccione, the publisher of Penthouse
who likes to photograph the centerfold nudes himself,
I’d be hard put to make a choice. The two deserve each
other; both are self-righteous. But America deserves
neither.

There are a host of other abusers of religion I could
mention. Certainly Dr. Sun Myung Moon, founder of
the first new world religion to surface in the last
hundred years or more, is one. And then there are the
anonymous abusers. They include those religious
publishers who claim to produce books only for the
saved with titles like The Christian Mother Goose and
manuals on oral sex for Christians only.

There are those who insist on peddling religion door-
to-door as if religion could be sold like Avon products.
Such an approach, I think, cheapens both the messenger
and the message. And there are the teetotalers who are
not content to abstain from alcohol for their own good
reasons but who insist on reading their contemporary
predilections back into the Bible, as if Jesus and his crowd
drank only grape juice. I often wonder just how much
such folk understand of Jesus’s allusions to wine,
vineyards and how he is the vine, his followers the
branches.

These namebrand abusers, what do they have in
common?

There is this: they all see themselves as self-made men
whose success, nonetheless, is the work of God. It’s a
very American story line they have scripted for their
lives.

Secondly, the religious response they all seek is
essentially cuItic. Brother Oral’s prayer cloths, after all,

have been blessed by him. In the privacy of his church,
Falwell damns Mormons, Adventists, Christian
Scientists, and the like as members of cults, yet Brother
Jerry himself is the grand interpreter of the Bible for his
people, and the young people in his makeshift college,
who are required to attend Brother Jerry’s services, give
him far more power over their lives than any pope could
command.

Dr. Moon, of course, is creating a whole new church, a
new family of man, really, and the only theological
question open to his followers is whether Moon should
be regarded as a latter-day John the Baptist or the waited
new Savior himself.

As a journalist who covers religion, I am delighted to
have these folks around. They are fun to write about.
But they all share a third and very important
characteristic: they’ give religion a bad name. They do
this, moreover, at a time when, in my judgment, the
culture, as I encounter it, is very open to religion.

II

I AM often asked whether there is a bias against
religion in the secular media, particularly that which
emanates from the canyons of mid-Manhattan. I try

to answer the question this way. The major media in this
country are part of an "Overculture," which is easier to
point to than to define. It is neither folk culture nor high
culture but an inbetween, pervasive, entrepreneurial
culture which absorbs and recasts both. It is not the
culture of creators but of transmitters, the culture of
those in the knowledge industries, the people who work
in higher education,, publishing, museums, films, and the
broadcast media. It is not altogether a mass culture but
rather, in Daniel Bell’s phrase, it is a "cultural mass,"
numbering several :million Americans who provide both
the medium and to a large extent the market for cultural
products.

It is, obviously, hard to draw precise boundaries
around the Overculture. But you come to know who is
in and who is out.

Now this Overculture is essentially secular in its
assumptions, values, perceptions, and thought
processes. It may see religion and major religious figures
as interesting, colorful, and perhaps even important to
certain constituencies but not as central or crucial to its
concerns. The newsmagazine in its format is an apt
paradigm of the Overculture, in the way that it divides
up the world according to departments. The chief focus
of the newsmagazine is on power, that is, politics and
economics. In this scheme of things, then, religion is one
of several ancillary departments of life--along with
sports, education, the law, and so forth. At least that was
the way it was when I first came to Newsweek in 1964. But
it has changed since then because the culture has
changed. Secularism--or perhaps what Peter Berger has
called, modernity--is no longer confident or integral.
Questions of value are now news, even entertainment.
One finds themes of sin and salvation in afternoon soap
operas and images of Mormon theology in popular
fantasies like Star Wars.

We have created a section which I am also responsible
for which is called the Ideas section. It derived out of the
religion section (which is internal history that might be
sort of interesting in its implications). In trying to
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describe what was happening at Vatican II, I had to deal
with ideas. If you picked up Newsweek this week (31
August 1981), you would find a cover story on bioethics
because our technology in that area has certainly
outstripped our ethical thinking. Several years ago I did a
piece on a former teacher of mine, a Jesuit, who now
heads the Kennedy Center for Bioethics at Georgetown
University, Richard McCormick, one of the big names in
moral theology. At that time the story fell in my
department, religion; now it’s a cover story because
everyone has to face up to these questions. The
questions that used to be asked in the private precincts
of religion are now, I think, being asked by the culture as
a whole. So it’s a very exciting time to be around.

III

I HAVE a fundamental difficulty with my assigned
topic: the uses and abuses of religion. You see, I do
not think that religion is useful at all. To be sure, we

may say that religion provides believers with a sense of
identity or answers to life’s ultimate questions or a sense
of at-homeness in the universe. But even these very
worthy ways of talking about religion violate its
essentially non-utilitarian spirit. We cannot pray in
order to, love in order to, understand in order to, or even
play in order to. Like all the really important things in
life--wisdom, love, art, and, perhaps, a rare vintage
wine--religion serves no purpose outside itself. It is
literally use-less. "Taste the Lord and know that He is
sweet," says the Psalmist. Just so.

It follows, then, that those who use religion abuse it. If,
as Lord Acton declared, "absolute power corrupts
absolutely," then religion with its appeal to and symbolic
representations of the Absolute contains within itself
the greatest power for corruption. Or so history
instructs us. Dante knew what he was doing when he
put certain popes in Hell. Nor is corruption to be found
only among those who exercise authority in the name of
revealed religion. Recall that it was in the name of the
religion of natural virtue that Robespierre destroyed his
enemies and that the Festival of the Supreme Being,
June 1794, when the new religion was solemnly
inaugurated, also marked the climax of the Terror.

What I object to is the instrumental view of the human
spirit which lies behind all the religious busy-ness we see
today. We are told to "get" religion in order to "be
saved," as if religion were just another consumer
product. We are told to apply our religion to our daily
lives, as if religion were something separate from daily
living. We are told to use the "resources" of religion to
reform society or to "achieve" peace of mind or--and I
quote from an evangelical book catalogue--to lose
weight, "the Christian way."

This corruption of the spirit is perhaps inevitable in a
society whose principal injunctions are to get, to get
ahead, and, and, often enough, to get even. In such a
society it is altogether appropriate that we should
celebrate as "the first American," Benjamin Franklin, a
busy man if ever there was one. He was also a "utilitarian
of the spirit," as D. H. Lawrence called him, a man who
could recommend honesty as "the best policy" because
he could find no intrinsic value in that virtue.

But it seems to me that religion is less a way of doing

than a way of being; at least, ways of doing flow from
ways of being. Furthermore, it seems to me that ways of
being religious are notnor at least ought not--to be
conceived as altogether different from being human.

Mystery and transcendence are mankind’s natural
element. "Man is born into a world that he has not
made," Christopher Dawson reminds us, "a world that
he cannot understand and on which his existence is
dependent." In actual fact, Dawson goes on to observe,
"social authority and the world of culture take hold of
him and thrust back the frontier of transcendence
behind the authority and omniscience of parents and
schoolmasters. It is only in the poetic imagination, which
is akin to that of the child and the mystic," Dawson
concluded, "that we can still feel the pure sense of
mystery and transcendence which is man’s natural
element."

Jesus put it another, characteristically simpler way:

WE MUST PRESERVE AND
DEVELOP OUR INHERENT
SENSE OF WONDER--WHICH
IS A GOOD DEAL MORE THAN
MERE INTELLECTUAL
CURIOSITY. IT IS AN
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE
EVERYDAY WORLD WHICH
FINDS THAT WORLD
MARVELOUS.

"Unless you become as little children, you cannot enter
into the Kingdom of Heaven."

What Jesus meant, among other things, is that we
must preserve and develop our inherent sense of
wondernwhich is a good deal more than mere
intellectual curiosity. It is an attitude toward the
everyday world which finds that world marvelous.
Children, as they lose their initial naivete, learn to take
the socially-constructed world of parents and teachers
for granted. But adults, if they are to be genuinely
religious, must develop a second naivete in order to
reenter their naturally religious element--that is, they
are to wonder.

In a lectureon writing some decades ago, the novelist
Flannery O’Connor said that what the religious novelist
does is present "mystery through manners, grace
through nature." To wonder, then, is to draw into the
mystery revealed through manners, the grace disclosed
by nature. To wonder is to discern the extraordinary
because ordinary is extraordinary for those who have
eyes to see and ears to hear.

Such a person was the poet Gerard Manley Hopkins
who manifested in several poems what happens when
sight is transformed by religious insight. Consider one
of his most famous poems, "God’s Grandeur":
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The world is charged with the grandeur of God.
It will flame out, like shining from shook foil;
It gathers to a greatness, like the ooze of oil

Crushed. Why do men then now not reck his rod?
Generations have trod, have trod, have trod;

And all is seared with trade; bleared, smeared with toil;
And wears man’s smudge and shares man’s smell:

the soil
Is bare now, nor can foot feel, being shod.

And for all this, nature is never spent;
There lives the dearest freshness deep down things;

And though the last lights off the black West went
Oh, morning, at the brown brink eastward, springs--

Because the Holy Ghost over the bent
World broods with warm breast and with ah! bright

wings.

RELIGION CONFRONTS US
WITH SYMBOLS IN WHICH
THE UNIVERSAL
AFFIRMATIONS OF TRUTH
ARE DISCLOSED IN
PARTICULARS OF TIME,
PLACE, AND HUMAN
CONSTRUCTION.

Hopkins was, among other things, a Victorian nature
poet as well as a disciplined Jesuit priest. He had the gift
of wonder, together with the gift of faith and the gift of
language. He was able, therefore, to pass beyond the
purposeful world of work, where things have their uses,
to the world where things only have meaning--and
therefore beauty. In that world, the real world, things
are astonishing simply because they are. The real world
forces upon us the basic question of philosophy: why is
there something rather than nothing?

Children, as we all know, are natural philosphers.
When they wonder, children ask all the big questions.
"Where did I come from? .... What happens when you
die? .... Where is God--why can’t I see him?" Such
questions arise not only from the mind but from the
heart as well. "Thou has made us for thyself, O Lord,"
declares St. Augustine, "and our hearts are restless until
they rest in Thee." Children not only want to know what
God is like, they want to know him the way they know
their own parents. They want an emotional attachment
because with such attachments are the cement of human
connections. It is through emotions that we join and
respond to others. They become a part of us and we a

part of them. Without emotions we can know about each
other but we cannot know each other. And it is through
the ordinary experience of human connections, the
disappointments as well as the exaltations, that we gain
a glimmer of the Divine embrace. As Dante discovers
somewhere near the end of The Divine Comedy, the love
that Beatrice moved in him is the same love that moves
the sun and all the other stars and is the heart of God.

In sum, I am arguing that to be religious is to be fully
aware, to be caught up in the mystery simply because we
exist. And yet, we are usually so busy, we adults, getting
and spending, as the poet said, that we "lay waste our
powers"hchiefly the power of insight into the
extraordinariness of the ordinary. "This is not the same
as ’everydayness,’ " an affliction of the literal-minded
which novelist Walker Percy has dramatized so
brilliantly. To be literal-minded is to submit one’s spirit
to a banal purposefulness that has no real purpose. The
Psalmist had an antidote for this purposefulness. He
said: "Be still and know that I am the Lord."

Religious tradition teaches us to "hallow the
everyday," in the delicious phrase of the late and
wonderful Rabbi Abraham Heschel. Or at least it should
teach us that, and in so doing we glimpse the
extraordinary in the ordinary, after the manner of the
child, the poet, the mystic. But most of us adults are
robbed of such insight. That is why mankind needs a
Sabbath, a day not so much to rest as to be at rest, which
is to say to desist from useful activity in order to
recognize and celebrate the useless, the given.
Sometimes I think that if I were organizing a Moral
Majority my first goal would be to require everyone to
make love, in one form or another, on the Sabbath; then
perhaps we would begin to understand, after all, what
Sabbath worship is all about.

IV

T O say that religion comes naturally to humankind
is not to say that there is something called "natural
religion." There is, thank God, no Church of

Religion-in-General. There are only particular religious
traditions. To be religious, then, is to address our heart’s
questions to a particular tradition, to be formed and
informed by a particular way of being human.

But is this not a narrowing of options, a premature
closing off of experience? Haven’t all of us, really, at one
time or another yearned to be free of our own tradition?
Or at least of its narrower intellectual constructions or
behavioral prohibitions? Moreover, isn’t religion just
another "social construction of reality," to borrow one of
Peter Berger’s many useful phrases, set alongside
others?

To all these rhetorical questions, the answer is "yes."
To which I add, "Of course." But just as art presents us
with what T. S. Eliot called "concrete universals," so
religion confronts us with symbols in which the
universal affirmations of truth are disclosed and
enclosed in particulars of time, place, and human
construction. These are, in the brilliant analysis of
theologian David Tracy, the "classics" of each tradition.
Because we are human, that is to say, bound by bodies,
time, space, and the horizons of our own history and
experience, we come to understand the whole, if at all,
through the prism of the particular. The classic in
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religion, Tracy instructs us, is like the classic in art: a
disclosure of the universal in the particular.

To be religious, then, is to be gifted with a tradition, a
patrimony by which we interpret human experience and
which, in turn, is interpreted afresh by our own
experience. Religious traditions supply us with roots and
horizons: by our participation in the symbolism of
religion, we discover where we have come from and
where, God willing, we are headed. What traditional
religions have in common, suggests sociologist Robert
Bellah, is a general skepticism that modern ideologies
will provide an adequate response to the human
condition. More specifically Bellah writes:

The traditional religions [by which he means those of the
East even more than those of the West], however
variously they may express it, hold forth an ideal of
human fulfillment, both personal and interpersonal, that
goes far beyond the search for wealth and power,
comfort and control, because it promises to bring human
life into some kind of harmony with the Holy or the God
¯ . . that transcends it.

(I would like to suggest that the less traditional a religion
is the more conformed it is to one or another current
ideology. Christian fundamentalism, for example, is
short on tradition and so it is not surprising to find that it

fits so well with the current conservative social and
political ideology in this country. Or so it seems to me.)

To borrow again from Peter Berger, we can say that to
the extent that people are rooted in a religious tradition,
to that extent they are "cognitive deviants" from the
prevailing norms of contemporary society. To be sure,
this deviation also separates us each from the other but
it also binds us. We are, all of us, heirs to a particular
religious tradition--Mormon, Adventist, Christian
Scientist, Protestant, Jewish, Catholic. The paradox of
our particularity is that we can come to understand each
other because we have previously come to understand
the universal as it has been disclosed in the pressure of
particulars--particular stories, ways of behaving,
thinking, and feeling. Not only are we cognitive
deviants, we are also behavioral deviants and, what is
seldom talked about, "affective deviants" (a phrase that,
for once, I can attribute to no one but myself). Religious
tradition, then, confers upon its heirs a particular
sensibility which is something much more inclusive than
doctrines to believe o~ morals to uphold. It is, in Erich
Heller’s felicitous "definition, "the tissue of
unconsciously held convictions about what is real and
what is not."

V

HOW is a religious sensibility passed on from one
generation to the next? Through a religious
community. Permit me to be concrete--and

personal--by illustrating from my own experience of
growing up Catholic at a particular time and place. With
this, I ask you to analogize to your own experience.

There was a time, not so long ago, when Roman
Catholics were very different from other Americans.
They belonged not to public-school districts, but to
parishes named after foreign saints, and each morning
parochial-school children would preface their Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag with a prayer for Holy Mother the
Church. When they went to Mass--never just a"Sunday
service"--Catholics prayed silently with rosaries or read
along in Latin as if those ancient syllables were the
language Jesus himself spoke. Blood-red vigil candles
fluttered under statues and, on special occasions, incense
floated heavily about the pews. Kneeling at the
Communion rail, their mouths pinched dry from fasting,
the clean of soul were rewarded with the taste of God on
their tonguesnmysterious, doughy and difficult to
swallow. "Don’t chew the Baby Jesus," they were
warned as children, and few--even in old age--ever did.

The Catholic Church was a family then, and if there
were few brothers in it there were lots of sisters--
women with milk-white faces of ambiguous age, peering
out of long veils and stiff wimples that made the
feminine contours of their bodies ambiguous too.
Alternately sweet and stern, they glided across polished
classroom floors as if on silent rubber wheels, virginal
"brides of Christ" who often found a schoolroom of 60
students entrusted to their care. At home, "Sister says"
was a sure way to win points in any household
argument.

Even so, in both church and home, it was the "fathers"
who wielded ultimate authority. First, there was the
Holy Father in Rome: aloof, infallible, in touch with God.
Then there were the bishops, who condemned movies
and sometimes Communism; once a year, with a rub
from a bishop’s anointing thumb, young men
blossomed into priests and Catholic children of 12
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became "soldiers of Jesus Christ." But it was in the
confessional box on gloomy Saturday nights that the
power of the paternal hierarchy pressed most closely on
the soul. "Bless me Father, for I have sinned," the
penitent would say, and in that somber intimacy, sins
would surface and be forgiven.

There were sins that only Catholics could commit, like
eating meat on Friday and missing Sunday Mass. But
mostly, the priests were there to pardon common
failings of the flesh, which the timid liked to list under
the general heading of "impure" thoughts, desires and
actions. Adolescent boys dreamed of marriage, when it
would by OK by God and the fathers to "go all the way."
But their parents knew full well that birth control was
not included in such freedom. Birth control was against
God’s law, all the fathers said, and God’s law--like Holy
Mother the Church--could never change.

As some of you may recognize, these are the opening
paragraphs of a cover story I wrote some years back for
Newsweek. Despite their public character, they accurately
reflect my own personal experience and that of many
others, I think, who were raised in the integral Catholic
subculture that existed in this country prior to Vatican
Council II but exists no more.

Note, if you will, the basic image: the church then was
an extended family of familiars who mediated on
religious roots and projected our ultimate horizons.
Though derived from a specific tradition, this subculture
was internally diverse and touched on practically all of
human experience. Our ethnic roots were many--Irish,
Italian, East European, and suburban polyglot like my
own. Yet we were united under the common symbol
system of a church which traces its ancestry back to an
itinerate rabbi in ancient Israel. We experienced as
intimates both those who were vowed to marriage and
those to lifelong celibacy. Schooled for achievement and
action, we received as models saintly contemplatives.

To be sure, there were limitations placed on our
intellectual formation and our behavior, especially our
sexual behavior, which received an exaggerated degree
of policing, as 1 recall. We were, I think, the only young
people who lived well beyond adolescence before dis-
covering that there was another, more commonly

WE HONOR TRADITION BY
BRINGING OUR HEARTS’
MOST PRESSING QUESTIONS
TO IT, BY TURNING
CHILDHOOD ANSWERS INTO
QUESTIONS FOR ADULTS

accepted definition of the word, "ejaculation," than the
one used by the church. To the church, it meant a short
prayer said in moments of crisis, "Mary, Mother of God,
help me." But having special language and special sins
that only Catholics could commit made us feel different,
morally superior--an absolutely essential ingredient, I
suppose, for any tradition which claims to be the one
true church, as most churches do. In short, we were
"tribal," to use Martin Marty’s word, but not, I think,
insular. We were too different among ourselves to be
terribly insular. We were, in the best sense of the phrase,
hyphenated Americans, where the first term of that
phrase, Catholic, stood for traditions that had coexisted
in many cultures, many epochs.

Finally, we were tutored through our senses. The
sound of Latin, the smell of incense. As liturgical seasons
came and went, we learned that red was the color of the
martyrs, green the color of hope, black meant death,
purple suffering, white glory. Only the blue and gold
were omitted from the liturgical rainbow. But that was
all right because they were the colors of the Notre Dame.
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football team.
Through all our pores, therefore, we developed a

Catholic sensibility, something even lapsed Catholics
cannot seem to shake. Because, as I wrote in Newsweek,

When the Catholic faith runs deep, it establishes a
certain sensuous rhythm in the soul, a sacramental
sensibility that suffuses ordinary things--bread, water,
wine, the marriage bed--and transforms them into
vehicles of grace. In these spiritual depths, doctrines and
church laws fade in importance. "I am long past the
childish faith I tried to cultivate in my earliest years,"
says novelist Katherine Anne Porter, still writing books
at the age of 81. "But I cannot leave the church. I have
tried to leave, but the church has a hold on me. It’s a sort
of home for me, my home, the only one I really have."

I have quoted my own words at some length for
several reasons. First, they emphasize my conviction
that religion is not just something that has to do with
belonging to a church, but to a people. More important,
religion is a relationship to the transcendent that colors
and shapes the whole range of human experience, at
least in principle. Everything that enters into one’s life
becomes a spiritual relationship because spirit is
relationship. Turned around, it is by examining how a
people of a particular religious tradition understand and
behave with regard to what we have in common--
eating, sleeping, birth, sex, child rearing, death--we
come to understand the particular sensibility of that
religion. (That is, by the way, how I try to approach my
subject matter as a journalist.) In that approach, dogmas,
formal church behavior, codes of morality, and theology
are only designs in the pictures. God, I’ve discovered, is
in the details.

Many of you were raised under analogous
circumstances, that is to say, your sensibility was fixed,
in relation to the transcendent in the early part of life.
Some of you, like Katherine Ann Porter, have probably
tried to leave, after discovering the inevitable limitations
of childhood faith. Yet most of us recognize that what
we received then is the only home we will ever know.

VI

W E also recognize that integral religious sub-
cultures, like the Catholic one I described, no
longer exist in this country, except for those

who live on the margins of American society. And even
if they did exist, they would not sustain us as adults.
Adults must take personal responsibility for their
religious way of being, especially in a highly pluralistic
society such as ours. This means that individuals, like
churches must reinterpret their own traditions. We do
this by our behavior in any case, but if we care for the
tradition then we must also do it in a public, communal
way. A tradition which is merely repeated and not
reinterpreted dies. It becomes a museum.

What does it mean, in the most general way, to
reinterpret a tradition? Here is how I would try to
answer that question. Religion shapes group and
personal sensibilities by providing symbolic words,
images, and actions which reveal the extraordinary in
the ordinary. Unfortunately, these same symbols can
block the transcendent by becoming too familiar, pat,
domesticated. When this happens, the extraordinary

becomes the ordinary and ceases to reveal mystery. Let
me give you a simple, homey example. I have on a wall in
my home a slick, modernistic crucifix of bronze which,
when I bought it, symbolized to me something of what I
took to be the universally human character of Christ’s
Crucifixion--namely the universality of suffering. But I
have long since become habituated to that crucifix.

Not long ago, however, I received a crude crucifix of
wood from Latin America on which the Christ figure
seems to writhe with the flesh and blood agony of the
socially suppressed peoples of that continent. Staring at
it I realized how much of my own comfortable well-
being has distanced me from the central symbol of my
own religion. In short, I gained a new insight into my
own tradition--and into myself--from a symbolic
reinterpretation.

If classic religious symbols can become opaque, that is,
negate their very function as windows onto the
transcendent, so much more easily can religious
authorities. Recall the words of Christopher Dawson,
quoted earlier. "Social authority and the world of
culture," he said, "can take hold of the child and thrust
back the frontiers of transcendence behind the authority
and seeming omniscience of parents and
schoolmasters." Church authorities can and do do just
this by thwarting the natural and necessary thrust
toward reinterpretation, not only by intellectuals but by
anyone thirsting for the transcendent. The paradox is
cruel: the defenders of tradition become its mummifiers
precisely when they pretend to certitude rather than
humility. We honor tradition by bringing our hearts’
most pressing questions to it, by turning childhood
answers into questions for adult selves. That is the way
adults recover the sense of wonder.

The enemy of faith, then--and yes, of wonder--is
certitude. No one knows God with certitude. Every
tradition, being a human response to the divine, conceals
even as it reveals his face. We cannot be certain of God
any more than we can be certain of ourselves or of those
we love. Indeed, as theologian John Dunne has amply
demonstrated, the more we try to make sure of
another’s friendship or love, the more uncertain we
become. And the more we try to make certain of
ourselves, the more we lose ourselves in uncertainty.
How much more true is this of God who so transcends
all our categories of thought and desire?

But the kind of religion we hear about today, the kind
that is sold on television and door to door is the kind that
appeals to insecure people seeking false certitude. In
short, it is false religion. Jesus did not teach certitude but
understanding. He himself learned through experience
and growing insight what it meant to call God"Abba" or
Father. He established a relationship with the Father so
intimate that those who proclaimed him the Christ saw
in Jesus--especially his suffering and death--not only an
act of atonement for sin but, as the evangelist John put
it, "the way, the truth, and the light." The way entails a
quest, the truth a relationship, and the light an under-
standing. If I were an advice giver, I would warn against
those who deny the quest, cheapen the truth, and block
understanding. These are the true and everpresent
abusers of religion.
KENNETH L. WOODWARD is religion editor at Newsweek.
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SANCTUARY:
Love can take on the
qualities of religion...
William Carlos Williams

(for Lindsey, age four)

This morning, deeply
morning, underneath
the tamarisk boughs

where you so often
spread your sacrament,
the weaverbirds diet

on rain and white light.
Perfectly patient,
alive with grace, they

lean, wet wing to wing.
Invulnerable
they watch, still certain

you’ll come running through
the brightening day,
with sun and summer

held high in your hands.
Replete, rounded as
vowels by your care,

yet they flutter, ex-
plore each small kneeling
there in the clean grass.

Wreathed with sun you’ll come,
the voice of your eyes
like song, your fingers

trailing signs of life.
This morning, deeply
morning, weaverbirds
wait to sing you home.

Dawn Baker Brimley

WHISPERING
Whispering avenues of light,
You touch me.
Erotic as warm rain
You unfold my knotted selves
Into simplicity.
Across the tabletalk of time
You rise rosy,
Blending flesh with spirit
Mellow to my soulmelt
Marrow to my sunbones.

]ira Walker

MORMON MISSIONARIES BRING
BASEBALL TO THE NETHERLANDS
I asked Elder Monson what he thought of Holland
flat he said flat not like utah mountains
and in his eyes I could see the sky wasnt blue like utah azure
but white flecked
but the people are marvelous, �oezellig
and he looked away from the windmill obscured by the highrise
to the kids running around the diamond he
and Elder de Jong had marked out on the soccer field

several baptisms resulted from the program

two years later two soggy missionaries
rang at my door, Elder Werup from California and
Elder Robinson (who didn’t know Dutch yet) from Bountiful, Utah
"And what about baseball?" I asked, they didn’t know
they could only talk apostacy and restoration
"Baseball has gone on without you" I said

Rob Hollis Miller

58/Sunstone



continued from page 5
enjoined to share everything in our
families and on the other to keep
many things separate, as men’s and
women’s and children’s roles are
sharply divided.
A metaphor often used in Church
teachings about families is that of an
interlocking chain extending from
Adam down to us and beyond into the
eternities. This metaphor provides
Mormons a sense of ultimate identity,
awareness of place in humanity and in
the universe, and the security that
eventually everyone will be joined into
one whole. But the eternal chain can
become more than metaphor. People
may feel literally welded to each other
rather than simply connected. Each
link may feel fused in an immovable
position rather than simply joined.

An example of our together-
ness/separateness paradox is a little-
mentioned yet often-felt problem
many Mormons encounter when
entering early and even later
adulthood. We need to grow up and
assume our own identity, yet we are
aware of still being a child in the
eternal chain to our parents. One of
the biggest developmental issues for
us all is deciding the type and quality
of connection to the generation
preceding us, whether we are in our
twenties, forties, or sixties. The
emphasis in the Church on obedience
and loyalty to parents may delay this
crucial restructuring our our
relationship to them. Often we enter
a struggle that deteriorates into
severance of ties or controlled
tolerance.
The emphasis on parenting in the
Church is enormous. In my mind it
should be complemented with time
and effort spent finding ways to
remain sons and daughters to our
parents but no longer children--
and/or ways of unparenting our adult
offspring, forming adult-adult linkages
with them rather than adult-child
bonds. Several years ago a mother
explained to me that as each of her
children were born she envisioned
what they might have been like hours
before as adult spirits who were
willingly taking on child bodies to
learn the lessons of mortality. She
said that she often tried to picture
how her children might be as adults in
order to curtail her inclinations to
keep them as children. An idea that I
have heard often in sacrament
meeting or Relief Society is that
children are not our property; they
are only entrusted into our keeping
while they are growing to become
adults with their own families. Such
ideas should help parents let go.

Most of us leave home physically.
After a time we synthesize and
incorporate parental views with new

ways of being from the outside world.
But, as returning missionaries often
discover, our new ways slip away as
we return home. We easily return to
our well-known dance. No one is to
be faulted or credited; it
simply is the way things are. But, as
an unremembered source shared with
me, "We never become fully mature
until we cease being a child around
our parents." Until we find alternate
ways to move in and around each
other, we remain bound in the past.
A clear description of one aspect of
this dilemma, whether or not to work
out of the home as a wife and mother,
was shared by a student of mine:

My biggest problem in being an
independent adult is not with my husband
or society, but with my mother. I have
always thought of her as attractive,
intelligent, complex, and passionately
devoted to her family. In my growing up
years I saw myself as a small, imprinted
duckling spending hours imitating my
mother and following her around.
Today mother and I have a hard time

seeing eye to eye. We have fundamentally
conflicting lifestyles because I consider
myself independent, but my mother does
not see herself that way. For example, I
take my daughter toa day care nursery
when necessary, yet I was never taken as a
child. 1 think that my mother, like other
noncareer women, does not like working
mothers very much. To my face she will
praise my efficiency and my stimulating
mind, but behind my back she accuses me
of materialism, unwomanliness, and calls
my children "poor little things." I admit
doing the same thing to her. To other
working women I confide that I would go
mad if I had to stay at home all day.
So we are constantly at odds. I am tired

of feeling compelled to justify my lifestyle
endlessly. Men never have this problem
with their work. Ultimately I feel that my
mother and ! are going to have to admit
that neither of us is right or wrong. We
must acknowledge that our set of
circumstances are different, that we cannot
afford to lose each other forever over our
differing philosophies. We have had some
real battles over the subject. Although we
have said, "I am sorry," "forgive me," and
"You must live your own life," it isn’t quite
enough. I feel that if only we and all other
women like us could find the strength to
say, "Don’t be threatened by me; we have
our womanhood in common and I love
you, no matter what," things would be
much better.
However, it is a lot more difficult than it

sounds. One of the reasons is because I see
all of the things I can never be in my
mother’s eyes. My mother gave me the
best gifts she could give: She was always
to discipline. No wonder she is alarmed
when she sees my small daughter march
off to nursery school, where people will
take care of her but cannot really love her.
My daughter seems to be adjusting
beautifully to my working, but the jury
will be out for many years to come.
And in my face my mother reads the

accomplishments that somehow she will
never attain: a college degree, graduate

school, an interesting job, and early
financial security. For years she has told
herself that a woman could not have a
successful career and raise a child; yet her
daughter is doing it without much trouble.
Each of us represents a threat to the

other, each of us can make the other feel
terribly guilty simply by being. Still I
struggle to make peace with the world’s
dearest mother, trying to find a bridge
across the problem, and trying to let her
know that I still love her.

The resolution of any paradox
involves conceptualizing the two sides
of the dilemma in an entirely new
manner so that they no longer oppose
each other but become
complementary. A new balance may
be struck between separateness and
togetherness if we see each as
necessary for the other rather than
opposing the other. The intimacy
between parents and young children
based on physical and emotional
dependence is no longer appropriate.
A more mature intimacy based on a
balanced give and take of sharing and
caring between autonomous adults
should emerge. Individuality (ability to
be separate) is now required for adult
intimacy. In order to fully enjoy the
comfort of closeness and mutual
sustenance with our parents, we need
to have a great enough sense of self
that we know how to set boundaries,
to handle the world in our individual
ways.

The idea that we should be complete
individuals in order to be fully
intimate might be used to untie a
difficult knot which exists for many
adults: the gospel injunction "Honor
thy father and thy mother." As
children it was clear that honoring
meant respecting and obeying our
parents. As adults of any age it may
make sense to discriminate between
respect and obey. We can fully honor
our parents by respecting their
choices for their lives, by trusting
they are making the best choice for
themselves based on their own
principles, and by being empathetic to
their joys and pains (even those
involving us). But we are no longer
required to obey them. We need to
grow beyond obeying a person and
follow laws and principles that are
true for everyone. We should become
individuals who follow our own inner
voices for growth and fulfillment.

If we can give up the need to be alike
from generation to generation (or
even in the same generation with
siblings, spouses, and friends), we can
fully appreciate what there is to enjoy
without becoming inordinately
troubled about what we do not agree
with in another person.
Disagreements about how we
organize our time, how we spend our
money, how often we go to Church,
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how we commemorate the Sabbath,
whether we figure tithing on the
gross or the net, how we raise our
children, or how we believe or
disbelieve in different gospel principles
will cease to occupy so much of our

time that we lose the joy of communal
feasts, shared blessings, common
struggles, and mutual observance of
each other’s individual creativity,
growth, and adjustment to his or her
unique circumstances in life.

awofthe Land

CALLISTER’S DECISION
Jay Bybee

The amendment provision of the
United States Constitution, Article V,
states the following:

The Congress, whenever two thirds
of both Houses shall deem it
necessary, shall propose
Amendments to this Constitution...
which . . . shall be voted to all
Intents and Purposes, as Part of this
Constitution, when ratified by the
Legislatures of three fourths of the
several States ....

In the 194 years since the
Constitution was ratified there have
been only a handful of changes made:
if the Bill of Rights can be considered
part of the original document, then
perhaps only the fourteenth
amendment has significantly altered
the Constitution. The proposed Equal
Rights Amendment (ERA) would
change the Constitution in the
tradition of the fourteenth
amendment.

It is somehow ironic that with such a
significant amendment pending, one
which has been so fiercely contested,
we should find ourselves uncertain
about how the Constitution may be
amended. Yet clearly, the process for
amending the Constitution is
confusing, with no clear consensus
and no definitive answers.

Congress originally set the deadline
for ratification of the ERA by the
states as March 22, 1979. Between
1972 and 1978, only 35 of the
necessary 38 states had ratified ERA,
so in 1978 Congress voted to extend
the deadline for ratification to June
30, 1982. Since 1978 no state has
ratified ERA, but one, South Dakota,
has voted to rescind its prior
ratification; four states--Idaho,
Tennessee, Nebraska, and Kentucky--
had previously voted to rescind their
approval.

In May 1979, legislators from three

states--Idaho, Washington, and
Arizona--filed suit in Idaho federal
district court, asking the court to
declare the recissions valid and
Congress’s extension null and void. In
a decision titled Idaho v. Freeman,1
issued December 23, 1981, Judge
Marion Callister rendered a lengthy
opinion on the rights and limitations
the Constitution places on the states
and Congress when amending that
document (See SUNSTONE Volume
Seven, Number One for a discussion
of the controversy surrounding Judge
Callister, who is a Mormon). The two
questions presented to Callister were:
(1) may a state, having ratified a
proposed amendment, rescind its
ratification before the amendment has
been approved by three quarters of
the states; and (2) may Congress,
having allowed seven years for the
states to ratify a proposed
amendment, extend the time for
ratification? Callister answered the
first question in the affirmative and
second in the negative.

Defendents in the suit, the head of
the General Services Administration
and the National Organization of
Women (NOW),2 bypassed the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals and asked
the Supreme Court to review the
decision on an expedited basis.
Significantly, the Supreme Court took
the extraordinary step of staying the
decision3 and will probably not hear
the appeal, if at all, until after the
June 30 deadline for ratification. If the
amendment is not ratified by then,
the Supreme Court may vacate the
appeal as moot.

While Judge Callister’s opinion is
ambitious, it is also flawed in some
areas. To understand these
weaknesses, a brief summary of the
decision is necessary.

Before the district court could even

consider the validity of Idaho’s
recission or Congress’s extension, it
had to resolve a threshold issue: was
the case before the court justiciable--
that is, did the case present issues
which are appropriate for a court to
resolve.? Article Ill of the Constitution
limits the courts to deciding "’cases
[and] controversies," which means
that the claim must involve definite
and concrete issues advanced by
parties that have adverse interests. It
has long been held that the courts do
not give advisory opinions. In order to
avoid deciding purely academic
questions, the Supreme Court has set
down a number of tests which must
be met before a court decides that
there is a case or controversy.

The three major tests which the court
in Idaho v. Freeman had to deal with
were "standing," "ripeness," and the
"political question" doctrine. These are
threshold3 questions roughly
corresponding to who, when, and
what. Briefly, "standing" questions
whether the parties before the court
are the appropriate parties to litigate
the matter; do the parties have "a
personal stake in the outcome of the
controversy.’’4 For example, the
Supreme Court has held that a party,
asserting standing by being a
taxpayer, did not have standing to
challenge Bible reading in the
classroom: there simply was
insufficient expenditure of public
funds to affect a significant interest of
a taxpayer,s "Ripeness" deals with
whether the controversy has
developed to such a point that the
issues are clear and deciding the case
will resolve the matter. For example,
in one case the Supreme Court was
asked to strike down a state law
prohibiting the use of contraceptives.
The Supreme Court dismissed the suit
as not ripe for adjudication when it
was shown that in eighty years on the
books, the statute had never been
enforced.6 The "political question"
doctrine prevents courts from hearing
cases involving issues which, under
the Constitution, should be dealt with
by the legislative or the executive
branches. For example the Supreme
Court has often refused to decide
questions involving foreign relations
because the matter usually requires
political and not judicial judgment.7

Standing
Judge Callister had little trouble
finding that the Idaho, Arizona, and
Washington legislators had standing
to sue. The Idaho legislators claimed
the right to sue because their vote
would not be vindicated unless Idaho’s
recission were recognized. The
Arizona and Washington legislators
claimed standing to sue because they
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said their states’ ratifications were
conditioned on ERA passing within
seven years; they contended that
Congress ignored the conditional
ratification by wrongfully extending
the ratification deadline. The court
found that the right of legislators to
sue to vindicate their vote has been
upheld.8 Since a favorable decision
would remedy the wrong alleged by
the legislators, Judge Callister held
that the legislators had standing to
sue.

Ripeness
Ripeness presented a more formidable
challenge to the suit than did
standing. The defendants claimed that
until three quarters of the state
legislatures approved the amendment
the controversy would not be ripe.
Until it appeared that the amendment
would become law, the legislators
would have no cause for complaint.
Judge Callister found, however, that
there was a history of cases dealing
with amending the Constitution and
many of these were dealt with by the
courts before ratification of a
proposed amendment by three
quarters of the states.9

Political Question
The most difficult of the three
preliminary issues, and perhaps even
as important as the questions of
recission and extensions, was the
contention that this suit was not
appropriate for judicial resolution. A
"political question" arises when (1) the
subject of the issue presented has
been committed by the text of the
Constitution to either the legislative
or the executive branch or (2) the
nature of the issue is such that there
is a lack of judicially manageable
standards for resolving the issue.~°
Unlike a decision that a party did not
have standing or that the case was
not ripe for adjudication, a decision
that the subject matter of this suit
constituted a "political question"
would permanently deprive the courts
of jurisdiction to hear the suit; a
plaintiff with standing may be
brought into a suit or a case may
become ripe, but a "political question"
will remain a political question and
must be left to the legislature or the
executive for resolution.
Judge Callister began by stating that
the text of Article V did not mention
either recission or extension and
concluded that it was appropriate for
the judiciary as the branch responsible
for interpreting the Constitution to
make further inquiry. The defendants,
the head of the General Services
Administration and NOW, argued
that Congress was granted exclusive
control over the amending process.

The court, however, found that the
power over the process was not
entrusted exclusively to the Congress
but was given to both Congress and
the states; the two comprised a joint
amending body. Each body had its
function: Congress first proposes an
amendment and then the states may
accept or reject the proposal; either
one may exercise an absolute veto and
once Congress proposes an
amendment it does not have further
power over the states--including the
power to compel a state to vote on
the amendment. The court also found
that Congress was best suited to tally
the votes of the states and to decide
"Whether or not the expressions of
consent are sufficiently contempor-
aneous in time with each other and
with the proposal of the
amendment."11

Having found that the text of the
Constitution did not unequivocably
commit a decision on recission or
extension to Congress, Judge Callister
proceeded to find that since the
political process often gives different
answers in different situations, the
lack of standards by which to decide
the issues meant that the judiciary
should set down the standards. While
the court noted that it might be
argued that Congress had decided the
extension question by its act of
extension, Callister stated that "it
would be impossible for this court to
find a clear decision by the political
branch on the question of the effect
of a recission to which it would be
appropriate to defer.’’~2 Despite
Congress’s action in extending the
ratification date and an earlier
statement of the Supreme Court that
"the question of the efficacy of
ratifications by state legislatures, in
the light of previous rejection or
attempted withdrawal, should be
regarded as a political question
pertaining to the political
departments, with the ultimate
authority in the Congress in the
exercise of its control over the
promulgation of the adoption of the
amendment,’’13 Callister concluded
that it was appropriate for the court
to decide both the question of
recission and the question of
extension.
Recission
The court listed three ways it could
view a state’s recission of its vote to
ratify. First a state’s initial decision--
whether it is to ratify or to reject--is
valid and final. Second, only the act of
ratification will be honored, so that a
previous rejection or a subsequent
attempt to rescind would be void.
Third, a state’s last action--whether it
be rejection, ratification, or recission--

would be valid. After examining each
view in lights of its logic and
precedent, Judge Callister reasoned
that the purpose for state ratification
was to obtain a contemporaneous
expression of the will of the people on
the proposed amendment.
Furthermore, during the ratification
of the twelfth, fifteenth, and
nineteenth amendments, states
rescinded their votes and Congress
waited until a sufficient number of
other states had ratified before
declaring the amendment part of the
Constitution. The court concluded:
"’Until the technical three fourths has
been reached, a recission of a prior
ratification is clearly a proper exercise
of a state’s power granted by the
Article V phrase ’when ratified’
especially when the act would give a
truer picture of local sentiment
regarding the proposed amend-
ment.~4

Extension
On the issue of extension, Judge
Callister asked two questions. First,
did Congress have the power to
extend a time limit once it had
established one, and second, if it had
the power, did it require a two-thirds
majority to do so.7 The court resolved
both of these against the defendants.
The Supreme Court had earlier
declared that Congress had the power
to either set a time limit for
ratification or to hold the time limit
open.~s Judge Callister stated that
once Congress chose to include a time
limit and sent the proposed
amendment to the states "that
determination of a time period
becomes an integral part of the
proposed mode of ratification ....
Once the proposal is made, Congress
is not at liberty to change it."’~6

Even if it could be said that Congress
has the power to extend the time
limit, Callister held that Congress’s
vote to extend must be a two thirds
majority. The words "the Congress,
whenever two thirds of both Houses
shall deem it necessary," Callister
concluded, imply that any action taken
by Congress on a proposed
amendment must be done by a two
thirds majority in both houses.

Callister’s Decision
If there is one thing which is clearly
consistent in the opinions of the
Supreme Court on the amending
process, it is that the Court’s decisions
have been restrained and very
deferential to Congress. While
Callister has probably reached correct
results on some of the issues before
him, I believe the opinion is neither
restrained nor deferential; if judicial
decisions are only as strong as the
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reasoning behind them, then this
opinion has some serious flaws.
Judge Callister is probably correct on
the standing and ripeness issues.
There is good precedent for
permitting legislators the right to sue
to vindicate their vote. There is also
precedent for the district court to
have concluded that the issues were
ripe for resolution. But there is one
question that Judge Callister might
have addressed: Even ~if the court
could technically take j~urisdiction,
why should the court h4ve decided
the issues at this time? What harm
would have been done ir~ putting the
case in abeyance until 3& states had
ratified? Callister pointed out how
careful Congress had be~n during the
passage of the twelfth, fifteenth, and
nineteenth amendments to wait until
there were a sufficient number of
states to cover the rescinding states’
votes before declaring the amendment
valid: it appears that Congress itself
did not wish to have to decide
whether states can rescind after
ratifying. Yet this court did not wait,
though nothing compelled the judge
to decide the case at this time.

Callister’s decision on the political
question doctrine seems confusing
and, at times, disingenuous. Although
he is probably correct in concluding
that since it is the judiciary’s
responsibility to interpret the
Constutition, some decision must be
made with respect to Article V, he
decides too much and fails to
persuasively distinguish the few
things the Supreme Court has said
that appear to run counter to his
conclusion. For example, Callister’s
justification for deciding the recission
and extension issues is that these
questions shoul.d not be answered in
different ways ~or different
amendments. Unfortunately, he then
ignores the one way the Supreme
Court has treated the question of
recission. During the time the
fourteenth amendment was under
consideration, two states, New Jersey
and Ohio, had rescinded their
ratification. By the time Congress
certified that the amendment had
been ratified by three quarters of the
states (28), 30 states had ratified.
Judge Callister interpreted this to
mean that the votes of New Jersey
and Ohio were not needed. However,
the Congressional declaration read
that "three fourths and more" had
acted. The Supreme Court later said
of the procedure:

Thus the political departments of
the Government dealt with the
effect.., of attempted withdrawal

and determined that [it was]
ineffectual in the presence of an
actual ratification ....

We think that in accordance with
this historic precedent the question
of the efficacy of ratification by state
legislatures, in the light of previous
rejection or attempted withdrawal,
should be regarded as a political
question pertaining to the political
department, with the ultimate
authority in Congress in the exercise
of its control over the promulgation
of the adoption of the amendment.

Judge Callister cited the example and
quoted this passage but dismissed it
by saying "it is impossible to find ....
a clear endorsement" and said that the
Supreme Court’s statement was "dicta
and [of] no precedential value."~

The inconsistency here is
that even if the example is ambiguous
and the Supreme Court’s statement is
dicta (a statement in an opinion which
is not necessary to decide the case),
this still constitutes the only guidance
on the point. On the one hand, Judge
Callister laments that there are no
standards and on the other hand he
ignores the few clues that have been
given. From the Supreme Court’s
opinion it would seem that Congress
had decided that recission would not
count, that it was the political
question best left to Congress. Judge
Callister did not adequately explain
why the present situation warrants
less judicial deference than the
Supreme Court had shown in similar
matters on previous occasions.
Judge Callister’s decision on the
recission question also goes against
precendent. The approach advocated
by Callister--that a state’s final
expression, whether rejection,
ratification, or recission, is valid--is a
logical position but it lacks any
support in the legislative histories of
other amendments or in the few
pronouncements by the Supreme
Court. It is appealing to say that the
last expression of a state reveals the
consensus of its people; unfortunately
the weight of the precedent seems to
support the position that Congress
should decide the question and that it
has decided that recission is not
effective.
On the question of extension, Judge
Callister’s opinion is plausible. Article
V does seem to indicate, by negative
implications, that, having set down a
time for ratification in the proposal
sent to the states, Congress has done
its part and must wait for the
ratifying votes of the states. At the
very least, it seems to me that Judge
Callister is correct in holding that
"Congress" as used in Article V means

two thirds of both houses and that
the extension of ERA was therefore
invalid. Of these last two issues,
recission and extension, the court’s
reasoning on extension seems clearly
the stronger.

The issues presented to the district
court were very difficult ones because
there has never been a strong
consensus between the Congress and
the courts. And from the Supreme
Court’s unusual step in staying the
district court’s decision, it is apparent
that, if possible, even the high court
does not wish to decide these issues.
It seems to me that the major flaw in
Judge Callister’s decision is that, in an
effort to vindicate the apparent rights
of the states, the district court
expropriated authority reserved to
Congress. While some will
undoubtedly suggest that this was
necessary in this case to reach the
desired results, the ramifications will
extend to matters far beyond Judge
Callister’s control. Callister’s decision,
if upheld, would be binding upon all
future attempts to amend the
Constitution when questions of
ratification or extension arise. With
proposals currently before Congress
to define life, to prohibit abortions,
and to prohibit forced busing, the
parties favoring Callister’s decision
under these circumstances may find
themselves wishing for greater
flexibility.~0 As an example of judicial
overreaching, I believe Callister’s
decision can only encourage and
justify further intervention by the
federal judiciary into matters which
are better left to other branches of
government.
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federal court were justiciable and that the
court should order the legislature to certify
Illinois" ratification. Phyllis Schlafly’s law
firm filed an amicus bri’ef opposing NOW’s
suit: Dyer v. Blair, 390 F. Supp. 1291 (N.D. Ill.
1975 (three judge court). This side-swapping
only demonstrates how much we want
judicial restraint--as long as someone else’s
ox is being gored.
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AN OLD TESTAMENT POTPOURRI
Steve Christensen

Preadamites
"Don’t begrudge the existence of
creatures that looked like men long
ago or deny them a place in God’s
affection or even a right to exaltation,
for our scriptures allow them such.
Don’t be overly concerned with just
when and where they might have
lived, for their world is not our world.
They have all gone away; they have
all left the house on the hill long
before our people ever appeared. God
assigned them a proper time and
season as well as their proper sphere
(and) predesignated the earth and
other earths for multi-purpose
occupancy."

From Hugh Nibley, "Before Adam" p. 24,
Of All Things, A Nibley Quote Book, Gary P.
Gillum, ed. p. 41 (Signature Books 1982).

Location and Return of the Ten
Tribes
"...all Israel, the Lamanites and the
Ten Tribes included, shall be gathered
if and when they believe the Book of
Mormon. The Ten Tribes shall return
after they accept the Book of
Mormon; then they shall come to
Ephraim to receive their blessings, the
blessings of the house of the Lord, the
blessings that make them heirs of the
covenant God made with their father
Abraham.

"But, says one, are they not in a body
somewhere in the land of the north? Answer:
They are not; they are scattered in all
nations. The north countries of their
habitation are all the countries north
of their Palestinian home, north of
Assyria from whence they escaped,
north of the prophets who attempted

to describe their habitat. And for that
matter, they shall also come from the
south and the east and the west and
the ends of the earth. Such is the
prophetic word.
"But, says another, did not Jesus visit them
after he ministered among the Nephites?
Answer: Of course he did, in one or
many places as suited his purposes.
He assembled them together then in
exactly the same way he gathered the
Nephites in the land Bountiful so that
they could hear his voice and feel the
prints of the nails in his hands and in
his feet. Of this there can be no
question. And we suppose that he also
called twelve apostles and established
his kingdom among them even as he
did in Jerusalem and in the Americas.
Why should he deal any differently
with one branch of Israel than with
another.7
"Query: What happened to the Ten Tribes
after the visit of the Savior to them near the
end of the thirty-fourth year following his
birth? Answer: The same thing that
happened to the Nephites. There was
righteousness for a season, and then
there was apostasy and wickedness.
Be it remembered that darkness was
destined to cover the earth--all of it--
before the day of the restoration, and
that the restored gospel was to go to
every nation and kindred and tongue
and people upon the face of the whole
earth, including the Ten Tribes of
Israel.
"’But, says yet another, what about their
scriptures--will they not bring them when
they return? Answer: Yes, they will
bring the Book of Mormon and the

Bible, both of which were written to
them and must be received by them
before they gather. And further, as
we devotedly hope, they will also have
other records that will give an account
of the ministry of the resurrected
Lord among them--records that will
come forth in a marvelous manner, at
the direction of the president of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, who is a revelator and a
translator and who holds the keys of
the kingdom of God on earth as
pertaining to all men, the Ten Tribes
included.

"And finally says yet another, will they
not come with their prophets and seers?
Answer: There is no other way they
or any people can be gathered. Of
course they will be led by their
prophets, prophets who are subject to
and receive instructions from, and
prophets who report their labors to
the one man on earth who holds and
exercises all of the keys of the
kingdom in their fulness.        ."

From Bruce R. McConkie, The Millennial
Messiah (Deseret Book 1982), p. 216-217.

The Forbidden Fruit of the Fall
"...This so-called ’forbidden fruit’ is
described in early Jewish and early
Christian literature as either having
been the fig, the nut, the wheat, the
date or, most commonly, the grape
out of which alcohol could be made.
(For the fig, nut and wheat see
Ginzburg, V. 98. For the date see
Enoch 24:4, 25:5. For the grape,
alcohol, see Enoch 32:4, Talmud
Sanhedrin: 99a; Midrash Rabba
Bereshith: 15:7; bin Gorion, I, 87.
Wine is therefore the fruit of the fall
of mankind bt~t also the fruit of the
redemption, sacrament ordinance. As
so often, the same substance brings
about two different conditions,
dependent on how it is used.)
However, we are also told that it is
not revealed which fruit it was, lest
men become prejudiced and look down
upon the tree and its fruit which
brought about our present condition.
(See Midrash Rabba Bereshith: 15:7.)
One text refers to the fruit having
had a wonderful fragrance which was
very appealing and enticed Eve to
partake. (See Zohar, Bereshith, 36a.)
The fruit of the tree of life is almost
exclusively rendered as the olive, of
which the oil becomes a symbol of
health and vigor and healing. (For
instance, II Enoch 8:7, 22:8, 66:2; 5.
Ezra 2:12; Gospel of Nicodemus, 18:
Clement, Recognitions, I, 45; Origin,
Contra Celsum 6:27; Vitae Adae, 24-
39; Apocalypse of Moses, 9-12.)
From Marcus Von Welinitz, Christ and the
Patriarchs, New Light from Apocryphal Literature
and Tradition (Horizon Publishers 1981), p.
19.
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THE SOUL SELECTS HER OWN
SOCIETY
Nicole Hoffman

As my three daughters have left
babyhood behind and begun to devlop
distinct personalities, one of my
biggest challenges as a parent has
developed as well: dealing with each
girl’s need to feel unique and
important, yet maintaining a strong
and loving bond of sisterhood among
them. At one time or another, each
has confided, ’"Sometimes I wish 1 was
the only kid in the family." Yet as I
watch my girls in their quiet
moments, I see evidences of their
great love for each other, a love that
is obvious in their admiration (and
sometimes envy) for each others’
accomplishments, in their eagerness to
teach each other the skills and tricks
of childhood survival, and in the joy
and delight the older girls have in
seeing the innocence of the smaller
ones. Never having had a sister, I
have learned rnuch from my
daughters about sisterly love. I can
also see parallels between their
struggles for individual identity within
the family and my own feelings as a
sister in the family of the Church.

My daughters depend on the
security that comes from a sense of
unity with each other: when they are
together, they know that there is at
least one other person in the world
who holds the same values, who
follows the same rules, whose
reactions are to a large degree
predictable and who can be trusted to
understand them and defend them.

The same impulse that makes my
daughters seek each other out on the
playground draws Mormons to each
other at a cocktail party--an
awareness of slhared beliefs, goals, and
desires. Recognizing these common
interests, the institutional Church
addresses itself to the common
concerns of an increasingly diverse
family of members, almost to a point
of exaggeration. Nowhere is this more
evident than in the lesson materials
developed for the Relief Society. They
seem to be aimed at some sort of
imaginary "composite sister." This
person is new to the Church, married,
mother of several children, and has no
idea how to cook, to sew, to manage
her time, and cannot perfo.rm even
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the most basic first aid functions.

I have never met this composite
sister. My present ward is filled with
intelligent, well educated
grandmothers, working mothers,
single professional women, and
divorcees. Most of us have been
members of the Church for years. Yet
the lessons we are taught week after
week are so general that they address
us as individuals in almost no respect.
The spiritual living lessons consider
the basics of faith, repentance, and
baptism. Homemaking lessons teach
us how to choose fabric for sewing,
and this month’s mini-classes offer us
the choices of sewing designer jeans,
decorating chocolate Easter eggs,
making quiet books, or quilting.
Mothers, grandmothers, and single
sisters alike are required to sit
through the Mother Education
discussions of discipline and the dating
years.

Yes, I understand that there are
thousands of new converts who need
these basic instructions (although I
have my doubts about the need to
know how to make designer jeans). I
understand that we long-time
members have not yet reached
perfection in the points discussed in
those repeated lessons and still need
to be reminded of their importance.
But how often is the lowest-common-
denominator approach varied? How
often are challenging questions asked
and discussed? Instead, great chunks
of the lessons are repeated verbatim
year after year in the manuals and
repeated concept from concept in class
presentations. Even if there were time
to allow class participation (which,
under the consolidated schedule, there
isn’t), and a teacher who felt
comfortable leading a discussion, who
of us is bold enough to admit a doubt,
a need to probe, a falling short of
perfection in the principle under
discussion--in short, anything that
would identify her as an individual
with unique concerns.

In my ward, a questioning attitude
toward lesson material is often
interpreted as a lack of perfect faith
or a a covert desire to undermine the
course of the lesson and divert the

teacher from covering the assigned
topic in the alloted time. Moreover,
often teachers, Mother Education
leaders in particular, are admonished
to steer clear of personal problems
and examples in their lesson
discussions.

Of course, a creative teacher can
and should change the focus of the
lesson so it becomes meaningful to
the needs of the sisters she teaches.
But this creative teacher has likely
heard in her stake preparation
meeting the oft-repeated injunction
not to depart from the outlined
material. "After all," we are told, "it’s
been approved by the Prophet."

I firmly believe that somehow the
Relief Society lessons need to evidence
more than lip service to the idea of
our individuality. Just as a mother
must tailor her teaching to her child’s
age and understanding, there should
be latitude in the lessons, both in
presentation at ward level and in the
original materials as they are
developed at administrative levels, to
allow for the differences in
background and interest of the sisters
who must hear them.

I do not deny that a genuinely felt
sisterhood exists within the Church. I
have seen its results as I have served
in four Relief Society presidencies.
But it is too often conditional,
contingent upon adherence to some
preconceived norm. Too many of us
condemn others for working and
neglecting their children, or scorn
those who choose to stay home for
not being involved in "worthwhile"
pursuits. "As I have loved you" seems
a long way off.

Paradoxically, a feeling of unity can
be achieved only after individuality is
acknowledged, encouraged, and
valued. I take Sister Barbara Smith’s
address to the recent General
Women’s session of conference as a
hopeful sign in that direction. In her
remarks, she said, "Being happy in the
achievements of brothers, sisters and
associates requires a feeling of
security and the recognition of our
own great potential. When we can
respect not only the differences in
others but also their accomplishments,
we begin to experience some of the
joy the Lord intended."

In order for that feeling of security
to grow and the potential of each
sister to be realized, the sentiment of
Sister Smith’s remarks must be
translated into concrete administrative
and curriculum changes, for the
Church’s challenge is the same as that
of any parent: to build famiy unity
while fostering the individuality of its
members.




