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READERS FORUM

WHY COMMITTED
REPUBLICANS

WON’T SWITCH

WE WERE MOST interested in Eugene

England’s recent article on why some Utah
Mormons should become Democrats
svo~ 12:3). He obviously intended to raise
controversy, and in our case succeeded. This
is not because we are both committed Repub-
licans (although we are), but for deeper rea-
sons which have to do with his use of rhetoric
and logic to arrive at false conclusions.

First of all, his article is the best defense
of the two-party system we have read in a
long time. We likewise see the inherent
advantages in that system over all others.
However, his conclusions drawn from those
advantages, along with the equally valid
premise that virtue needs opposition to truly
thrive and grow, are not necessarily true.

The most blatant false conclusion is that
some Church members should easily change
their party loyalty in order to save the two-
party system in Utah, which England implies,
but never proves, is in danger. Utah has had
her share of re-elected incumbent Democratic
governors and senators. Just because the cur-
rent crop of legislators is predominantly
Republican and very conservative, is no rea-
son to claim such extreme one-party
dominance. Nor has Utah ever had any
experience of imperial governors to match the
presidential examples England cites. The two-
party system is alive and well, even in Utah.

In addition, what the state, the Church,
and the nation need are not easy party
switchers: we have plenty of those, witnessed
by the vacillating polls and the number who
wait to see who "wins" a debate to decide on
a candidate. What we need are more people
firmly committed to the principles of
democracy, to the best expression of those
principles as they see them embodied in one
of the predominant parties: we need more
Henry Moyles, J. Reuben Clarks, and Hugh
Browns. These people would no more switch
parties than churches, not because there is no
good in the other party, but because the things
which are most important to them seem to
be best expressed by the party to which they
have committed themselves. Committed is the
key word.

Finally, the most insidious of England’s

conclusions, or implications, is that the
Church, like all other organizations, begins to
exercise unrighteous dominion the moment
it lacks opposition. This implication is sup-
ported by a host of analogies (imperial presi-
dents, University of Utah, anti-Mormon
cliques, etc.) without ever being proved.. It is
all the more insidious because it is never fully
stated, only assumed. We don’t claim that the
Church never has exercised unrighteous
dominion, but it was surely closer to cloing
that in Brigham Young’s autocratic day than
since. Certainly, the Church influences Utah
politics and, yes, individual leaders have
unwisely used their personal influence, but
no case can be made that the Church is the
all-powerful manipulator of the Utah politi-
cal scene. Witness the history of Sunday clos-
ing laws in Utah.

We lament that England’s considerable
gifts of writing and logic have come to the
wrong conclusion. What we need is more
good people of all persuasions fighting with
every good means to establish good princi-
ples. This especially includes those we: sus-
tain as prophets, seers, and revelators; though
they may sometimes err, their motives are
pure.

Kathleen R. 5now
Patricia Rl2sse]]

Seattle, Wazhington

WHY SOME
CANADIAN MORMONS
SHOULD BE LIBERAL,S
EUGENE ENGLAND’S ESSAY, "On Sav-

ing the Constitution, Or Why Some Utah
Mormons Should Become Democrats,"
couldn’t have been more timely, given the just
past national election in the world’s largest
democracy. At the end of the article he issued
an appeal for argument and modification. I
propose an expansion of the discussion from
the United States to every liberal democracy
which has LDS citizens. The problem of
which Professor England writes is well-nigh
universal within liberal democracies. U.S.
Saints should be encouraged to see how
widespread the liberal democratic principles
enshrined in their constitution have become.

While serving a mission in politically con-
servative Bavaria in the early 1970s, I got to
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know an elderly sister who was a vocal sup-
porter of the SPD.1 I was somewhat sur-
prised to hear this, but she was quite eloquent
and outspoken in her views. A retired profes-
sor at the University of Munich, she had lived
through the Nazi era and sincerely felt that
the left-of-centre SPD had the best track record
in defending civil liberties and governing the
country. "Besides," she said, anticipating one
of England’s arguments, "the last thing the
Church in Germany needs is another docile
CDU/CSU supporter!’’2

Here in Canada, Mormons in Alberta
(where until recently most Canadian Mor-
mons lived) also fell into the one-party trap.
For some 40 years, from the mid-30s until
1971, most Mormons supported the Social
Credit Party3. With the tradition of great
Latter-day Saint leaders like N. Eldon

1. Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (SPD), the left-
of-centre party of Willy Brandt and Helmut Schmidt. Currently
in opposition.

2. Christlich-Demokratische Union (CDU), known in
Bavaria as Chnstlich-Soziale Union (CSU), the right-of-centre
party of the current chancellor, Helmut Kohl.

3. A populist, right-of-centre party which started as a
reform movement in Alberta during the Depression, and even-
tually controlled the Alberta government from 1936 to 1971.
It sent large contingents of members of parliament to Ottawa
in the 1950s and 60s and is the party of the current premier
of British Columbia, William Vander Zalm. Virtually extinct
today outside of B.C.

Tanner4 and Solon Lows before us, it was
hard to resist the conclusion that Social Credit
was the Mormon party. When the Progressive
Conservatives~ crushed the "Socreds" in
1971, Alberta Mormons were effectively shut
out of power and had to scramble to rebuild
their alliances. However, I’m not sure we’ve
learned our lesson-I daresay there is hardly
a Latter-day Saint to be found in the
Liberalsr or the New Democratic Party
(NDP) today.8

As England wrote, there seems to be three
aspects to this problem. One is the herd
instinct, the idea that since there is only one
true Church it therefore follows that there is
but one "true" political party. Those who don’t
see the light and get with the program are in

4. Before being a member of the First Presidency from
1963 to 1982, Tanner served as a member of the Legislative
Assembly in Alberta for many years, including several stints
as a cabinet minister.

5. National leader of the Social Credit Party during the
1950s.

6. The Progressive Conservative name is not merely the
product of an overactive PR man’s imagination; the P.C. party
resulted from an amalgamation of the Conservative party and
a group of populists from the Prairie provinces called the
Progressives.

7. Roughly Canada’s counterpart to the U.S. Democrats.
8. Canada’s counterpart to Britains’s Labour Party.
9. Britain’s "third party," an alliance of the old Liberal Party

and the Social Democratic Party, a centrist off-shoot of the
Labour Party.

spiritual danger.
The second problem is the ideology syn-

drome. People in general, but Mormons in par-
ticular, don’t seem to understand that politics
is not simply about right and wrong, but
about power brokering and sharing. To sup-
port or oppose a particular party solely
because of its stand on a particular moral issue
(i.e., abortion, capital punishment, etc.) misses
the point of how consensus is built within
broadly-based parties such as the Democrats
and the Republicans in the U.S., or the Con-
servative, Labour and Alliance9 parties in the
United Kingdom. In other words, parties are
hardly amenable to adopting policies we
favour if we don’t become involved in them-
leaven doesn’t work if it doesn’t get put into
the loaf.

The third problem is related to the ideol-
ogy syndrome. We Latter-day Saints pride
ourselves in identifying government attempts
to trample upon our liberties in the economic
realm. Why is it that we not only accept, but
seem to approve of government intervention
in moral, social, and external political affairs?
Perhaps we are shocked by the dilemma the
issue of abortion, for instance, presents to us
and have a hard time reconciling our revul-
sion over abortion with our supposed love of
liberty. Perhaps we love the Sabbath so much
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we assume everyone else can’t help but share
our feelings. Perhaps we love democracy so
much we’ll stop at nothing to deliver it to
others, even if"the operation was a success,
but the patient died." We should re-read the
accounts of the council in the pre-mortal life
(Moses 4 and Abraham 3) and the fall of
Lucifer because he sought to force God’s chil-
dren to accept the Plan of Salvation, then
ponder the fact that nobody said the choices
we’d face would be easy.

Let’s all decide for liberty and work all of
our political options, wherever we may live,
for if we believe that someday "our" constitu-
tion shall hang by a thread, do we know which
thread that shall be?

Marc A. Schind]er
Gloucester, Ontario

Canada

EUGENE ENGLAND
RESPONDS

FAILURE TO UNDERSTAND the fun-
damental point of my essay, "Saving the Con-
stitution" (SUNS’tONE 12:3), has led Kathleen
Snow and Patricia Russell to make a very seri-
ous allegation about my "conclusions" which
I object to in the strongest terms. They accuse
me, though admitting it "is never fully stated"
in my essay, of implying that "the Church, like
all other organizations, begins to exercise
unrighteous dominion the moment it lacks
opposition." That is absolutely not true. As I
think I made clear to careful readers of my
essay, I believe our political systems and
universities are very different entities from the
Church: they cannot claim divine access to
truth and must therefore rely on give and take,
argument and opposition, to get at the best
truth possible in their realms. I do not believe
prophets or divinely led churches need polit-
ical opposition to get at truth, but I believe
all legislators, governors, presidents, and aca-
demic communities do. Because of the model
of their church or anti-Church commitment,
Republicans in Utah (and some people at
Brigham Young University and the University
of Utah) have begun to believe that they
belong to "the only true party" (or university)
and that their opponents are evil rather than
a blessing. This mindset is used to force them,
through argument, co~npromise, and revision,
to get at better truth. This development is a
much more serious danger to our constitu-
tional system than the particular principles of
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any party, however "liberal" or "conservative."
I received a copy of the letter from Snow

and Russell, claiming that the "two-party sys-
tem is alive and well" in Utah, the day after
the recent election. All major political offices
in and from the state but one again went to
the Republicans, the Republican Presidential
candidate again received the highest percen-
tage of the votes of any state (almost 70 per-
cent), and Republican predominance in both
state legislative houses remained at about two-
thirds. Even Bob Bernick, political editor for
the Deseret News, a solidly Republican
newspaper, had to lament that the election
"was the effective death knell to any hopes
of real two-party, power-sharing politics in
Utah for the near future" (9 November 1988,
p. 1). In my own Utah County, Republican
control is so absolute that many offices on the
ballot simply had no Democratic opposition
and one-party rule habits have gone beyond
sloppiness to apparent corruption. We have
reached the point that, as again the Deseret
News had to admit, the replacmnent of
Democrat Commissioner Brent Morns by
Republican Sid Sandberg "could formally spell
the end of a gentlemen’s agreement between
the two political parties that is supposed to
geographically balance representation on the
commission" (.p. B 1).

This is no minor deviation from a long-
term equality, of the parties, as Snow and Rus-
sell claim, but part of a trend to increasing
Republican control that has continued for over
forty years in Utah (see Deseret News chart ).
Its pernicious effects were seen in this year’s
campaign when members and candidates of
the predominant party in Utah not only joined
but led a shameful national trend manifest-
ing the chief symptom of one-party rule
arrogance: they claimed that opponents are
not only different, or even merely wrong, but

actually evil. Many of these claims were pub-
lished without objection in letters and
columns and filed reports in the Deseret News.
The previously honorable term liberal has
long been merely descriptive, like conserva-
tive, of a particular political approach-one
proudly adopted by people like FDR JFK,
Hugh B. Brown, and kowell Bennion and cer-
tainly descriptive of many of the policies of
Eisenhower, Nixon, David O. McKay, and
Spencer W. Kimball-now is used to mean
unpatriotic and in favor of various kinds of
murder. The Democratic party is identified
not as a different but respected part of our sys-
tem, necessary in its different approach to the
success of our basic two-party approach to
better government, but as an evil and licen-
tious group of caterers to special interests,
especially homosexuals, ready to hand over
our nation to the evil empire.

Snow and Russell say we need more peo-
ple who would not switch parties because
they are "committed" to their parties the same
way they are to their churches. I say that is
exactly the problem because serious commit-
ment to a religion requires precisely the kind
of good-evil dichotomy that is derisive and
ultimately destructive when imposed on a
pluralistic political system such as ours. A
two-party system depends on compromise,
good will, and respectful opposition only pos-
sible in political matters, which, as I tried to
argue, should not be matters of ultimate good
and evil. If we could have the good sense of
the writers of our Constitution to leave: mat-
ters of private morality to God, the chu:rches,
and other private institutions; if we could stop
interfering violently in the affairs of other
nations, and turn our attention to the over-
whelming but much neglected political
problems of the economy and environment,
the homeless and illiterate, and the drug-
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devastated communities; if we could begin to
seek the good ideas and cooperation from
each other in both (and all) parties, we might
have hope in finding some solutions and
enjoy God’s blessings in the process.

Mormon Republicans have joined in their
party’s effort this year to define liberals, and
by implication all Democrats, as outside the
American mainstream and thus beyond the
pale of righteous patriotism. How easily we
forget that in the nineteenth century Repub-
licans successfully defined Mormons as out-
side the American mainstream because of
polygamy and cooperative rather than purely
capitalistic economics. This action produced
denial of civil rights, great suffering, and even
death, as well as near destruction of the
Church. If we think it can’t happen again, if
we countenance such name-calling and one-
party chauvinism, we’re kidding ourselves.
The First Presidency gave us fair warning that
applies as well today in Utah and the US as
it did in 1891 : "The more evenly balanced the
parties become the safer it will be for us [Mor-
mons] in the security of our liberties; and...
our influence for good will be far greater than
it possibly could be were either party over-
whelmingly in the majority."

As for the letter from Marc Schindler: Right
on! Wouldn’t it be interesting if we Utah Mor-
mons learned some things about democracy
from our fellow saints who are West German
socialists-or even East German communists.

Eugene England
Provo, Utah

REPRODUCING
EVOLUTION

THANKS FOR reporting Elder Boyd K
Packer’s BYU talk on evolution (SUNSTONE
12:4). IS it possible to obtain a copy of the
statements by Church presidents, the First
Presidency, and other materials on evolution
that Professor Richard Tolman placed in the
BYU library for his students?

Colin Harbourt
San Francisco

Publishers reply:
The Sunstone Foundation is making them

available through its reprint service. The pho-
tocopy set of 70 pages is available by send-
ing $10.00 (postage included) to the Sunstone
office.

OXYMORMONS

NOVEMBER 1988                     PAGE 5




