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DIVINE SEXISM
The SUNSTOBIE articles "Priest-

hood Prescription for Women," by
Shane B. Inglesby, and "Train Up
a Child in the Way He Should
Go," by Karla S. Gunnell and
Nicole T. Hoffman (vol. 10 no. 3)
were of great interest to me
because I have just finished a simi-
lar, but less detailed, survey of the
adult manuals of the last few
year.,; (recently sent to another
"Mormon" publication for
consideration). A consistent patt-
ern exists between the current sex
stereotyping, as found in these
manuals, nineteenth-century
Mormon rhetoric and the content
of ce~ctain ordinances that origi-
nated in the nineteenth century.
In ot]her words, the sex stereotyp-
ing evident in these manuals
reflects "Mormon doctrine," which
holds that the maintenance of
separate spheres in this life is vital
to one working for exaltation.
Witness the following from
"Foundations for Temple Mar-
riage," published by the Church in
1979, p. 60: "In return for ful-
filling our roles, according to the
Lord’s guidelines, both men and
women will receive exaltation and
continue in their roles for the
eterrtities. Having received exalta-
tion, man will continue to govern
and control as our Father in
Heaven does, and women will con-
tinue, to be helpmates to their
husbands and will have spirit
offspring."

Godhood for men and women
obviously does not mean that
there is any sort of equality in
authority to be assumed: one, the
male, will be God, the other(s),
female(s), will be god(s). This is
confirmed by Orson Hyde’s 1853
assertion that "the mother will
borrow her glory from the father,
it wi][l come to her through that
channel, and it is a legitimate one"
(Journal o[ Discourses, 2:117).

This hierarchy of male over’
fem~.le, in this life as well as in the
life to come, is necessitated by the
doctt’ine of eternal polygyny, con-
cerniing which at least one modern
Mormon spokesperson asserts:
"Obviously the holy practice will
commence again after the Second
Coming of the Son of Man and
the ushering in of the
millennium."

What we seem to have here is a
profoundly sexist God, if

"Mormon doctrine" reflects God’s
mind and will. On the other hand,
perhaps Mormonism:is a religion
whose doctrines and scriptures
consist of the ]philosophies of men
mingled with God’s mind and will.
The problems with "Mormon doc-
trine" and practice regarding
women cannot be resolvedby re-
vising Church manuals or prac-
tices: This is a moral issue. Tradi-
tion, past prophetic
annou.ncements, and even scrip-
tures are not reliable guides on
this issue; the mind and will of
God must be obtained. Nothing
less will do because the Spirit, as
perceived by rnany, is presently
striving with ’"the Church," and all
the heated rhetoric in the world
cannot change how persons feel
the Spirit is moving the’re.

Abraham E. Van Luik
Richland, Washington

THE PATRIARCHALIMPERATIVE
Perhaps the real probllem with

the roles of men and women in
the Church is not quite what
Shane Inglesby imagine~i in
"Priesthood Prescriptions"
(SurqSTOrqE, vo]. 10 no. 3). Perhaps
it is more fundamental, not exclu-
sively Mormon, nor even particu-
larly Mormon.

It has to do with biology.
Humans are a species of animal.
My spirit~whatever part of me it
is--rides an an~imal which has the
same instinctual imperatives as
any other living thing, viz., survi-
val of self and survival of the spe-
cies (I’ve heard some call it "’pro-
duction and reproduction"). Most
of our behavior is a direct pursuit
of these do~or.-die imperatives.
The rest of what we do is so
impacted by these prioriities as to
be quite secondary.

In every species of animal, male
and female perform different
roles. They vary from species to
species. Some are quite gender-
similar, where, male and female
typically have similar tempera-
ments, build t]he nest together~
stick for stick, take turrts incubat-
ing the eggs, feeding, protecting,
teaching, and otherwise nurturi~tg
the young. They also typically look
very similar. Some are at a
gender-dissimilar extrenae where:’
the male has no more to do with
offspring than breed, and spends
his "domestically"-related time
fighting for territory and harems.
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These species typically have quite
different physical appearance to
match the differences in their sur-
vival competitions.

As I see it, humankind is at
neither extreme, but is substan-
tially in between. There is defi-
nitely a parameter of territory-
and-harems in the human male, an
urge to maximally bless the next
generation with his own genes--
even at the expense of others--
especially at the expense of other
males. And human males and
females are obviously physically
constructed for at least somewhat
different survival roles. It would
hardly be logical to assume they
do not differ in temperament with
the rest of the adaptation, as male
and female do in other species.

I suggest that the "assignment"
of priesthood to males only, and of
males to "head" the family need be
no more mysterious than a mech-
anism to channel into civilized
behavior biological imperatives
that are going to have their day
anyway, one way or the other.
Spreading the priesthood and fam-
ily leadership out across a gender-
less, role-less, common-gray,
Church scenario may actually seek
to disenfranchise men. Where the
rubber meets the road, the
Church is already female-oriented,
as I see it, and beneath the patriar-
chial priesthood crust it always
has been.

Despite the update article in this
same issue of SUNSTONE, which
included statistics on relative activ-
ity of men and women in the LDS
church, more women are active
than men and active women are
often more active than active men.
In my 50-odd years in this
Church--well over a dozen wards
and stakes, missions and branches,
and almost every position open to
males--I’ve never been where
general male activity very closely
approached that of female, either
in percentage or quality. Maybe
I’ve just never lived anywhere
near any of those strange, enlight-
ened enclaves Heaton and Albrect
discovered and polled. In my
experience the ratio has at times
been more like three-to-one for
the women. Bruce McConkie, in a
mission conference, way back in
my missionary days, in comment-

ing on that obvious-to-the-most-
casual-observer fact, opined that
women are "better spirits."

Now I have no input that
inclines me to suppose "male" and
"female" spirits differ in general
quality from each other, and
assuming equality something else
must cause the difference in activ-
ity (which I insist does exist in the
real world).

Ongoing, day-to-day, week-to-
week Church activity focuses on
the tender, innocent young. And
after maturity we are turned right
back again to tender loving care of
the next generation of young.
Even priesthood lessons "apply"
the gospel to family for the benefit
of our upcoming replacements.
And that’s fine. It could hardly be
otherwise. But if the immediate,
feeding (nursing?), caressing,
hugging, comforting, nurturing,
etc., of those beautiful little chil-
dren is a more genetically intense
parameter in the human females
than males, programs dealing in
those terms will cater mostly to
females. We are some distance
from gender-similar and will not
get identical application and
response.

Maybe men’s biograms need an
exclusive "priesthood" to balance
things out. For some reason our
part of the survival imperative
seems to want us to joust around
among each other for position and
authority and advantage.
We cause all the wars, don’t
we?

Would desexitizing priesthood
and family head disenfranchise
men? We see the destructive
effect of disenfranchisement of
males in the naive political "solu-
tion" of the failing American wel-
fare system--among blacks espe-
cially. If women had it all in the
Church and men had only part,
what would the imbalance do?

Personally, I don’t want to "rule
and reign" over anyone--at least
not in any way the world uses
those terms. And I only want
enough "dominion" to keep people
out of my hair when push comes
to shove here and there. Too, I
would love to have the monkey of
being expected to heal the sick
transferred to the backs of the sis-
ters. It’s a hassle.

And yet, from some deep-down
stirring, I am thankful for a wife
who has seemed more naturally
drawn to those immediate aspects
of TLC and nurture for the chil-
dren she bore than I, who have
been more naturally drawn to
supporting and protecting her in
her joy.

So, I suggest, again, that what
we see in the Church patriarchal
order is a description of (prescrip-
tion for) the biological impera-
tives of the human species and
not some superficial put-down
of women by a bunch of chauvi-
nistic men. There is even sugges-
tion that it is an eternal
imperative.

I suggest that if we are going to
learn to walk on the water, we’d
better first find out where the
rocks are.

Raeo Passey
Salt Lake City, Utah

GENDER-FREE TEENS
After reading Gunnell and

Hoffman’s paper on "Train Up a
Child in the Way He Should Go"
(SUNsTONE, vol. 10 no. 3), I must
admit that I remained confused as
to what they were saying. Surely
they are not implying that the
complementary, though different,
roles of male and female require
identical courses of study. It is
unthinking to me, that anyone
could take offense from the lesson
manuals as quoted and consider
them demeaning or derogatory
to our daughters. If so, I believe
they are sadly lacking in
understanding.

Since the manuals appear to
teach the baic doctrine and theol-
ogy of the Church, I wonder if
they would also seek to change
times and seasons.

I wonder if there were lessons
addressed to each group on the
proper attire for jogging if both
priests and Laurels would be fitted
out with a good athletic bra, as
well as a proper fitting jockstrap?
Tsk-tsk, much to do about
nothing. Shame on SUNSTOnE for
wasting my (reading) time, as
well as my subscription dollar
on printing such a stupid
paper.

Max H. Rammell
Re~cburg, Idaho
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