
Letters to the Editor

Dear Sirs:
It has been a long time since any issue of a
magazine has given me so much pleasure as
the Autumn-Winter, 1971 issue of Dialogue.
Even the cover was a delight and all the illus-
trations, photographs, etcetera.

Thomas Cheney's story touched me im-
mensely, and of course I loved Mary Brad-
ford's "Mr. Mustard Plaster." Sam Taylor's
"Little Man Who Isn't There" was marvelous,
of course, and all of the DeVoto material; he
was a good friend and I treasure some letters
of my own that gave me a lift in the early
days of my career. I visited with Halldor
Laxness in Iceland, one of my best experi-
ences, and treasure books he gave to me.
Because I had reviewed Paradise Reclaimed
he thought, I'm afraid, that I must be a very
important American critic. Though I'm sure
he'd be gracious in any case.

What else? About Maurine Whipple, of
course; I do wish she had left Zion because I
remember a Writers' Conference in the Hotel
Utah soon after The Giant Joshua appeared
and there were some hot-under-the-collar
St. Georgians there; I thought it boded no
particular happiness for her down there,
anyway creative happiness.

Lots of good poetry too. And for once I
was delighted with words from the pulpit.

Bravo. Keep turning them out; much needed,
much appreciated.

Most sincerely,
Virginia Sorensen Waugh
Tangier, Morocco

P.S. Sometimes, reading this magazine, I get
a mighty dose of nostalgia for my Former
Days . . .

Dear Sirs:
This morning, the Spring 1972 issue of
Dialogue arrived in our mail and we were
very grateful to receive it, along with the
pleasant reminder of our lapsed subscription.

You were certainly correct in stating we
would feel desolate in missing an issue since
we have been enjoying Dialogue for some
time.

We just had to take the time, following our
breakfast meal, to read Rustin Kaufmann's

review of "The Godfather" and found that
his "tongue in cheek" analysis of the movie
was as entertaining as his earlier review of
"The Graduate."

Thank you again for a most pleasant re-
minder and for your excellent Dialogue.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Sherwood E. Bridges
Mt. Pleasant, Michigan

Mr. Kaufmann contends that he never writes
with his tongue in his cheek; it makes it too
difficult when he must turn the other one.
— Ed.

Gentlemen:
Still another tribute to J.F. Smith? Dialogue
has become, when it comes, just another
church magazine. I'll take Ensign, as its
quality goes up, Dialogue's goes down. The
women's issue followed the church line. Ho
hum!

Evalo H. Blackley
Solana Beach, California

Dear Sirs:
Mr. Sherlock was not the only person who
had great hopes for the issue on women and
came away disappointed. At least it was a
beginning. After hearing the women's move-
ment denounced time and again in Relief
Society and even in Sacrament meeting, it is
a relief to know there are some women in the
Church who have open minds on the subject.
The defensiveness of so many women gives
me cause to wonder why they are so threatened.

One of the basic ideas of the women's
movement is that women are persons before
they are anything else, and as persons they
should be able to choose what they will be. If
a woman wants to be a wife and mother only,
and bake homemade bread and apple pie,
that's fine, especially if she doesn't have an
overweight husband. This does not mean
that every other woman in the world should
have to do the same thing. One may live a
life of duty and sacrifice, but I wonder how
worthwhile the sacrifice is if there is no choice
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involved. If a girl is conditioned to believe
from her birth that she must marry and have
children, and there are no other alternatives
available, then she is hardly more than a
servant and a breed animal. It is nice to say
that one can be a housewife and do some-
thing else too, but some women may choose
just the something else.

Each one of us does have talents and gifts,
and I believe many of us do have a calling or
mission to perform in this life. It is sad that
the stereotype women are expected to con-
form to may keep some person from achieving
what she could have. Marriage and children
just may not be the calling for some young
women, and I don't believe anyone can be
the judge of what another should do. Some
people are not capable of marriage at some
point in their lives, and may never be. There
are people who should not have children,
and some who cannot. There are many
women who can have only one or two child-
ren, and who tire of having to explain their
reproductive difficulties to everyone who
asks, "When are you going to have another
kid?" I don't believe for one minute that all
Mormon career girls are just dying to get
married.

Ms. Bushman's fear of competing in the
"real world" raises another issue. If the home
isn't real, what is? In our society only money
making is real. And since being female means
being inferior, why even try?

Speaking of inferiority, consider the lady
missionary. At times there is no creature
more lowly. Her motives are suspect imme-
diately. She is husband hunting, of course.
Her mental health is questionable. "All the
lady missionaries in our mission had emo-
tional problems." If she is successful, she is
aggressive and unfeminine. If she is not,
whether by the Lord's standard, or by the
sales quota baptism system, it proves L. M.'s
are useless and don't belong in the field.
Never mind that she was called by the Lord

to do His work. Several young women have
said to me that they would have loved to go
on a mission, but they could not see them-
selves as lady missionaries, or they were
pressured into marriage and babies "before
it was too late" and they became old maids
at twenty-two or three.

I agree that housewives and mothers should
be recognized as human beings who carry on
a valuable, although not glamorous, task in
our society, just as garbage men do. Raising
children is a challenge, mopping the floor is
not. It is a bore. Talking about it, or writing
about it is a deadly bore. Please, just because
we are women does not mean that we are
interested in hearing more about housework,
or cooking, or diapering. It is bad enough to
have to do it. Also, I can relate to a woman
as a person and do not need to know how
many children she has. You never tell us
how many children the men have. Why does
Mary Bradford have to tell us about her
morning sickness when we would rather hear
more about living in Washington, D. C. She
doesn't have to justify herself for having a job.
I have never heard of any morning sickness
that is any more interesting than any other
morning sickness.

Times are changing, and I am certain that
the roles of men and women in the Church
will change, perhaps more slowly. In the
meantime, women need to develop more
pride and self-respect for themselves as
human beings. Those who do not wish to be
type cast need to know about other remark-
able women, other than beauty queens and
movie stars, whom they can use as models
and an inspiration for their own self-confi-
dence. Through Dialogue I am given the hope
that such women do exist.

Sincerely,
Susan Woodland Howard
Northridge, California
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Dear Sirs:
Some of us wrestle mainly with our own
hypocrisy. Some wrestle with the hypocrisy
of the institutions around us, secular and
sacred. Struggling with both personal and
organizational hypocrisy is a friend of mine,
Eve, a genetic Mormon. She is trying to find
a way to stay with the Mormon Church,
which she perceives as racist, sexist, and
therefore largely unChristian. She maintains
that the Church discriminates, treating all
women and certain blacks as inferior and
discouraging or barring them as groups from
self-representation and full participation in
spiritual, political, social, economic, and
intellectual growth both inside and outside
the Church society.

On one hand, Eve:
1) loves the gospel of Jesus Christ,
2) still identifies strongly with the Mormon

culture ("I'm still Mormon like a black
is a black or a white is white or a woman
is female," she says.),
3) values the friendships and positive
growth possible from many facets of
membership in the Mormon community,
and

4) fears the potentially negative conse-
quences of life without the Mormon
discipline, especially in her family rela-
tionships.

And on the other hand, Eve also:
1) believes strongly that the racism and

sexism within the Church, formal and
informal, are in violation of the central
spirit of the gospel of Jesus Christ and
therefore injurious to the spiritual self-
development of not only herself and her
family, but to human society generally,
and

2) believes it is her duty as a Christian to
reject or oppose such serious, hypo-
critical violations of the gospel of love
and the concept of individual eternal
growth.

She may have made a small breakthrough
recently when she decided to try what she
calls the Alcoholic Parent Approach. It goes
like this: you should love but can only partly
admire your own apparently incurable alco-
holic parent. You should love that parent
because there is good in the person despite
the destructive alcoholism and also because
your parent is your very own personal respon-
sibility. Tolerance and love are your Christian
charge.

The Alcoholic Parent Approach may help
Eve maintain the tolerance and love necessary
for her to remain at least a marginal Mormon.
Eve's painful struggle to do what is right is,
I think, not unique. She may be on her way

out of the Church, but before she leaves,
what else can any of us say? Counsel is
invited, please.

Sincerely,
Teddie Wood Porter
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sirs:
Armand L. Mauss's article on "Moderation
in All Things: Political and Social Outlooks
of Modern Urban Mormons" is another
valuable Dialogue contribution to clarifying
Mormon social positions, particularly on
"the Negro problem." Dialogue is helping to
diminish some of the racial mythology among
Church members.

But this article is at least Mauss's second
in Dialogue which may contribute to an
apathetic new assumption: that Mormons
"differ but very little in (secular) racial
attitudes." In other words, Mormons are no
more prejudiced than persons of other
religions.

This should not be comforting to a Church
that celebrates superlatives in so many other
aspects of life —

— Highest educational attainment
— Most representation in Who's Who
— Greatest membership growth
— Most extensive church welfare system
— Largest church-affiliated university
— Biggest genealogical library

(Come to think of it, race also is a sort of
Mormon superlative: As William J. Whalen
wrote, "Only two American cults elevate race
to the theological plane: the Black Muslims
who believe the Negro race is superior to the
white, and the Mormons who believe the
Negro is cursed by God.")

Let us not glory in that Mormon bias does
not exceed gentile prejudice. As educated as
Mormons are, they should have the fewest
prejudices by now.

Now is the time to end the ecclesiastical
bigotry of racial discrimination in the Church.

Sincerely,
Wayne M. Carle
Dayton, Ohio

Dear Sirs:
I have the fondness for literature that accord-
ing to your quote Brigham Young recognized
most Mormons to have. But in common with
most Mormons I did not like Fisher's novel
Children of God. Robert Rees's essay "Truth
is the Daughter of Time" caused me to skim
his novel to see if I formed my opinion too
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hastily. On the basis of this review, I have
tried to note some of the basic reasons why I
find Fisher's novel inadequate as either
historical fiction or fictionalized history.

In part my criticism centers on his failure
to take Mormon theology seriously. Along
with many other writers Fisher passes over
Mormon theology as consisting merely of a
gross form of Protestant fundamentalism with
a few crude and curious speculations of Joseph
Smith thrown in. But Fisher's failure to take
Mormon theology seriously ignores its impact
on the lives of historical characters he is trying
to portray and causes him to seriously distort
his portrayals. For example, Fisher has diffi-
culty introducing his major characters early
in the book because he has to get them into
the Church either by having them deceived
— and consequently portraying them as
credulous or ignorant — or by having them
attracted by their own self interest. Some
characters that he may have had more sym-
pathy for just appear out of nowhere to enlist
in Joseph Smith's cause for no reason.

Histories of the Church and contemporary
documents give me a different impression
of early converts. I am impressed with the
leadership abilities, intellect, and free thinking
qualities of early Mormon converts. More-
over, Joseph Smith seemed to encourage
these attributes in his followers by putting
them in responsible positions where they
could further develop these attributes.

Perhaps because of Fisher's lack of sym-
pathy for and understanding of Mormon
theology, he portrays Joseph Smith as an
antiquated Elmer Gentry — but more success-
ful because a psychotic delusion of having
received revelations dominated Smith's self
seeking. Fisher tries to portray Smith as
having a naive but cunningly used charm
but fails to capture the charisma of his
personality as reported by Josiah Quincy
and Parley P. Pratt. Moreover, Fisher fails to
perceive Smith's basic humanism, reflected
in his love for children and his fellowman
that seems to me to dominate Smith's per-
sonality. In Rees's example of Fisher's des-
cription of the mobbing of Joseph Smith,
Fisher captures the action of the moment for
Smith but not the tragedy of the event for
him. The death of one of the adopted twins
from exposure that night came as a deep
personal loss to Joseph Smith. But by rapidly
passing over this part of the story as if it
made little difference to Joseph Smith, Fisher
gives Smith an air of selfishness that history
fails to reveal. Moreover, Joseph Smith made
lasting friends of men of strong personality
because of the love and trust he bore his
companions. Consequently, I doubt if he was
as indifferent to Rigdon's beating that same
night as Fisher seems to imply in his des-
cription of the event. It was this facet of love
in Smith's personality which helped to hold

the Church together during and after his
death.

These faults continue through the book
but become less severe after Brigham Young
takes Smith's place as leader. Perhaps Fisher
is sympathetic to Young because he can
better understand a successful colonizer than
he can a successful prophet. In the twentieth
century world of ideas and experience coloni-
zers are essentially the same as dynasty
founding businessmen and Fisher admiringly
portrays Brigham Young in this way. Success-
ful prophets have no such honor in our
modern age because there is no honorific
calling corresponding to them. Also the
faults are less because Fisher no longer has
the problem of converts and explaining how
men who prove to be capable leaders are so
gullible that they accept Mormonism. Men
— even successful men — are slaves to their
upbringing.

Similar faults mar De Voto's work on the
Mormons. He similarly deals with incidents
of Mormon history but ignores the underlying
philosophy and theology that attracts and
holds its adherents. Perhaps now that Stirling
McMurrin has published essays on Mormon
Philosophy and theology, novelists fictional-
izing Mormon history will be better informed
and more sympathetic. However, I doubt if
McMurrin has received much notice, even
among Mormons.

There is a good deal of history in fiction
and certainly there is imaginative writing in
worthwhile histories. Fiction, however, be-
cause it relies so heavily on its authors'
imaginations, forces them to display what-
ever prejudices and preceptions they have as
part of the perspective they have of events or
individuals they portray. The lasting appeal
of this work depends on how valid their
perspective is in terms of human nature.
Historians, on the other hand, are expected
to tell their stories with accuracy of detail
and be able to reach beyond their personal
prejudices in making their observations and
reaching their conclusions. My overall impres-
sion of Fisher's book is that his perspective
on Mormons is limited to an imperfect recital
of events in their history. He simply has few
worthwhile observations to make about the
characters of their leaders or their doctrine.
Fisher is a technically good writer capable
of producing an exciting-to-read book. Many
similarly gifted authors in recent times have
caught the public's attention and won awards.
I fear that few of these authors' works will
survive the test of appealing to generations
of readers. In this vein, Fisher's book has long
been out of print.

Sincerely,
Stephen L. Gardner
Dallas, Texas
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