
decades of equivocation. Straightfor-
ward post-Woodruff acceptance of the
Manifesto might also have saved the ca-
reers and reputations of Apostles
Matthias F. Cowley and John W. Tay-
lor, each of whom, he asserts, had mar-
ried with the Church president’s ap-
proval but were dropped from the Quo-
rum when sacrificial lambs were re-
quired. That the Church recognized
they had done nothing contrary to
Church order is sustained by the fact
that at least Matthias Cowley was ac-
corded a posthumous “restoration of
blessings.”

It must be acknowledged that Frank
Cannon has come down in LDS his-
tory as an apostate, a scalawag, and an
enemy of the Church and that he was
repudiated as senator because he had
become venal and self-seeking. And his
book, whenever it is infrequently re-
ferred to, is counted as “anti-Mormon”
literature. I’ve reviewed the book care-
fully and cannot agree with either char-
acterization. Cannon himself insists
that he always felt close to the Church,
its rich history, its leaders, and his heri-
tage, though he himself never received
a personal testimony of, nor practiced,
plural marriage.

As a result, in a day when accepting
“the Principle” was a test of faith, he
never held high priesthood office
(though, as noted, he served the
Church well for many years, carrying
out sensitive and often secret legal and
political commissions for top Church
officials). It was when a new generation
of Church leaders insisted on repudiat-
ing the Church’s (and his) pledged
word to national political leaders that
he felt he could no longer represent the

Church, even in a secular capacity,
and absented himself to Colorado.

Of course, one always tells a story
to put the best face on one’s own be-
havior. And perhaps the truth lies
somewhere in the middle. Anyway, I
bring the book to the attention of Dia-
logue readers because there’s nothing
in it to impair anyone’s testimony and
because it provides a close look at the
travails of the Church at a telling mo-
ment in its history. Again, it is a shame
that scholars who have written on the
subject appear to have missed this im-
portant original source—and have also
overlooked an important cause for the
residual “Fundamentalist” movement
120 years after it should have disap-
peared.

David Timmins
Salt Lake City

Science/Religion Complement

I would like to thank David O.
Tolman for his letter “Natural vs. Su-
pernatural,” Dialogue 40, no. 1 (Spring
2007) commenting on my article,
“Eternal Progression in a Multiverse:
An Explorative Mormon Cosmology,”
39, no. 2 (Summer 2006): 1–45.

Tolman is correct in saying that ar-
ticles on the science-religion interface
are rare in Dialogue, but I do not share
his opinion that our study of science
and religion should be disconnected.
On the contrary, I submit that science
and religion are connected because
both are legitimate “disciplines” by
which we seek truth. Our inability, at
this point in our progression, to find
connections is not a valid reason to
abandon the attempt. We ought to
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