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A call to let every woman and man speak in the name of God 

By Scott Kenney 

When the Israelites began to take possession of his homeland, 
Balaam went to discuss matters with the Moabites: 

And God's anger was kindled because he went: and 
the angel of the Lord stood in the way for an adversary 
against him. Now he was riding upon his ass and his 
two servants were with him. 

And the ass saw the angel of the Lord standing in 
the way, and his sword drawn in his hand; and the ass 
turned aside out of the way, and went into the field: 
and Balaam smote the ass, to turn her into the way. But 
the angel of the Lord stood in a path of the vineyards, 
a wall being on this side, and a wall on that side. And 
when the ass saw the angel of the Lord, she thrust herself 
into the wall, and crushed Balaam's foot against the wall: 
and he smote her again. 

And the angel of the Lord went further, and stood 
in a narrow place, where was no way to turn either to 
the right hand or to the left. 

And when the ass saw the angel of the Lord, she fell 
down under Balaam: and Balaam's anger was kindled, 
and he smote the ass with a staff. 

And the Lord opened the mouth of the ass, and she 
said unto Balaam, What have I done unto thee, that thou 
hast smitten me these three times? 

And Balaam said . . . Because thou hast mocked me: 
I would there were a sword in mine hand, for now would 
I kill thee. . . . 

Then the Lord opened the eyes of Balaam, and he 
saw the angel of the Lord standing in the way, and his 
sword dwwn in his hand: and he bowed down his head, 
and fell flat on his face. 

And the angel of the Lord said unto him, Wherefore 
hast thou smitten thine ass these three times? behold, 
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I went out to withstand thee, because thy way is perverse 
before me: And the ass saw me, and turned from me 
these three times: unless she had turned from me, surely 
now also I had slain thee, and saved her alive (Numbers 
22:22-33).' 

This paper is based on the premise that if God could speak 
to Balaam through an ass, he could speak to Mormons through 
the Sunstone Symposium. I believe that Mormon scholars, who 
occasionally leave the path and wander into secular fields, 
sometimes unearth things authorities prefer buried. Writers who 
bruise sensitivities may have a vision of the angel which 
authorities refuse to acknowledge. Modem Balaams, with the 
rod of dogma and the lash of authority, sometimes whip their 
best allies for obeylng an angel's voice. And if, in fact, God could 
speak to the Church through lay members, it is our respon- 
sibility to speak out and not squelch the voice of God within 
US. 

Five hundred years after the Hebrews had taken over 
Balaam's homeland, two hundred years after they had divided 
into Judah and Israel, Isaiah appeared: "What are your endless 
sacrifices to me? says Yahweh. I am sick of holocausts of rams 
and the fat of calves. . . . When you come to present yourselves 
before me, who asked you to trample over my courts? Bring 
me your worthless offerings no more, the smoke of them fills 
me with disgust." Jehovah was fed up with the "righteousness" 
of his people. Under priesthood direction, in modem parlance, 
they attended meetings, prayed unceasingly, read the scriptures, 
met their temple quotas, and paid tithing to the max. But they 
failed to deal with institutionalized poverty, to "help the 
oppressed, be just to the orphan, plead for the widown (Isaiah 
1:lO-17). The people were "following the Bethren" to destruc- 
tion. And that is why Lehi fled Jerusalem-priesthood ordi- 
nances and ritual, and the Law had become more important 
than simple justice and human dignity. Through Amos the Lord 
declared, "I hate and despise your feasts. . . . I reject your obla- 
tions, and refuse to look at your sacrifices of fattened cattle. 
Let me have no more the din of your chanting, no more of 
your strumming on harps. But let justice flow like water, and 
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integrity like an unfailing stream" (Amos 3: 21-24). Hosea put 
it succinctly: "What I want is love, not sacrifice" (Hosea 6:6). 

Seven hundred years later, another Jew, a carpenter's son 
from Nazareth, rode into Jerusalem on a donkey (Matthew 21 :5, 
Isaiah 62:11, Zechariah 9:9). He camed none of the trappings 
of a high priest, had no official status. He came in the prophetic 
tradition, as a critic, independent of priesthood authority. He 
was the Messiah. Not by virtue of the laying on of hands, but 
by the revelation of God in his person. 

Jesus' first act on entering the city of Jerusalem was to go 
to the temple. There he rebuked the money changers and drove 
them out (Mark 11:15-17). The high priests and elders came, 
and demanded to know by what authority he presumed to act 
like this. Jesus replied: 

"I will ask you a question, only one; if you tell me the 
answer to it, I will then tell you my authority for acting 
lke this. John's baptism: where did it come from: heaven 
or man!" And they argued it out this way among 
themselves, "If we say fiom heaven, he will retort, 'Then 
why did you refuse to believe him?; but if we say from 
man, we have the people to fear, for they all hold that 
John was a prophet." So their reply to Jesus was, "We 
do not know." And he retorted, "Nor will I tell you my 
authority for acting like this" (Matthew 21:24-37). 

The point here is not that Jesus was a clever debater, nor 
that he had received authority from John. No. The point is that 
the authorities were asking the wrong question. The word of 
God, whether spoken by an ass or by the Messiah himself, 
carries its own authority. It needs no other pedigree. The people 
knew that. They knew John was a prophet by the message he 
bore. Some recognized Jesus as the Messiah, but it was not 
because he showed them a certificate of ordination. They 
recognized the voice of the Good Shepherd. When they heard 
him, they knew-even though he was denounced as an imposter 
by the presiding quorum of high priests. 

Jesus was an altemate voice. Of Church authorities he said, 
"The scribes and the Pharisees occupy the chair of Moses. You 
must tfierefore do what they tell you and listen to what they 
say." Too often we forget that Jesus did not renounce the 
authority of the scribes and Pharisees. He never denied their 
authority. He accepted it (Matthew 23: 1-3). 

Nevertheless official voices were not above criticism. 
They tie up heavy burdens and lay them on men's 

shoulders. . . . Everything they do is done to attract 
attention, like wearing broader phylacteries and longer 
tassels, like wanting to take the place of honor at ban- 
quets and the front seats in the synagogues, being greeted 
obsequiously in the market squares and having people 
call them Rabbi. . . . You hypocrites! You who travel 
over sea and land to make a single proselyte, and when 
you have him you make him twice as fit for hell as you 
are (Matthew 23:4-36; cf., Mark 12:38-39 and Luke 
20:46). 

It could be said that Jesus was sowing contention, was speak- 
ing evil of the Lord's anointed. After all, by his own admis- 

sion, these "whitewashed tombs" occupied "the chair of Moses." 
Apparently there are times to stand in silence before authorities 
(Matthew 26:62-63, Mark 14:60:61); times to denounce abuse 
of authority; times to "resist not evil" and times to lay an ax 
at the root of the tree (Matthew 5:39, 3:lO). 

Jesus was a leveller, and he detested authoritarianism. "You 
must not allow yourselves to be called Rabbi," he told his 
disciples, "Nor must you allow yourselves to be called teachers. 
. . . You know that among the pagans their so-called rulers lord 
it over them, and their great men make their authority felt This 
is not to happen among you. No; anyone who wants to be great 
among you must be your servant, and anyone who wants to 
be first among you must be your slave, just as the Son of Man 
came not to be served but to serve" (Matthew 20:24-28; cf., 
Mark 10:41-45, Luke 22:24-27; also Mark 9:35, Luke 9:48, 
Matthew 23:ll).  Jesus' disciples were to be servants, not 
authorities. 

Throughout the Judeo-Christian tradition nothing is more 
important to authorities than obedience. That is natural; official 
voices are the keepers of the law. But the story of ancient, and 
to a certain extent even modem scripture, is one of God's break- 
ing through the din of official voices with altemate critiques. 
Isaiah, Amos, and Hosea criticized the priesthood cult for honor- 
ing ritual more than justice. Jesus reminded the Pharisees that 
"the sabbath was made for man, not man for the sabbath," and 
the essence of the Law was simply to love God and love your 
neighbor as yourself (Mark 2:27; Matthew 22:37-40, also Mark 
12:28-31 and Luke 10:27-28). Historically, official voices tend 
to mix up ends and means, and almost always attach more 
importance to their callings than God does. 

For example, after the Crucifixion and Resurrection, Jesus 
first appeared to Mary and the other women, not to the First 
Presidency or the Twelve. This would be a serious breach of 
Mormon protocol. Naturally, when women reported the visita- 
tion, the apostles refused to believe. After all, they were women! 
They had no priesthood, let alone the calling of prophet, seer, 
and revelator. But Peter ran to the tomb to check things out 
for himself and sure enough, Jesus was not there. Instead, Jesus 
was appearing to two locals on the road to Emmaus. Jesus spent 
quite a little time with these two, explaining the scriptures and 
dining with them. Only later did he drop by to visit the apostles 
(Luke 24:l-36). Why? I don't know, but the record is clear, 
since the act of Creation, the most important revelation of God 
to man was first given to women, then to laymen, indepen- 
dent of the duly constituted and functioning quorums of the 
First Presidency and Twelve Apostles. Initially, "the Brethren" 
were out of the loop. 

If the apostles were not the first to be informed about the 
Resurrection, will they necessarily be the first to be informed 
about the ordination of women? Why do we think apostles 
have to be experts on sexual morality, Church history, or the 
relationship of religion to science and art? Why would God, 
after thousands of years, suddenly reverse himself in the nine- 
teenth century and stop communicating through "alternate 
voices" by limiting revelation to "official" channels? 
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As Jesus was an alternate voice to Jews, Paul was an alter- 
nate voice to the early Christians. To the Galatians he wrote: 
"The fact is, brothers, and I want you to realize this, the Good 
News I preached is not a human message that I was given by 
men, it is something I leamed only through a revelation of Jesus 
Christ. You must have heard of my career as a practicing Jew, 
how merciless I was in persecuting the Church of God . . . and 
how enthusiastic I was for the traditions of my ancestorsn (Gala- 
tians 1: 11-14). Paul had been a defender of Jewish orthodoxy, 
a champion of the official tradition against Christian Jews. 

"Then God . . . chose to reveal his Son in me, so that I might 
preach the Good News about him to the pagans. I did not stop 
to discuss this with any human being, nor did I go up to 
Jerusalem to see those who were already apostles before me, 
but I went off to Arabia at once and later went straight back 
from there to Damascus" (Galatians 1 : 15-17). Paul went out 
of his way to emphasize that he did not go to any church 
authorities. He was not called by anyone but God, nor did he 
receive "the laying on of hands by those who are in authority." 
He wanted the Galatians to know that his authority was 
independent of Peter and the other apostles. 

Even when after three years I went up to Jerusalem 
to visit Cephas Uesus, you will recall, had named Peter 
"Cephas," meaning "rock Uohn 1 :42)] and stayed with 
him for fifteen days, I did not see any of the other 
apostles; I only saw James, the brother of the Lord, and 
I swear before God that what I have just written is the 
literal truth. . . . 

It was not till fourteen years had passed that I went 
up to Jerusalem again. . . . I went there as the result of 
a revelation, and privately I laid before the leading men 
the Good News as I proclaim it among the pagans; I 
did so for fear the course I was adopting or had already 
adopted would not be allowed. 

And what happened? Even though Titus . . . is a 
Greek, he was not obliged to be circumcised. The ques- 
tion came up only because some who do not really 
belong to the brotherhood have furtively crept in to spy 
on the liberty we enjoy in Christ Jesus, and want to 
reduce us all to slavery. [Paul viewed Jewish obsession 
with obedience to the Law as "bondage."] I was so deter- 
mined to safeguard for you the true meaning of the Good 
News, that I refused even out of deference to yield to 
such people for one moment. As a result, these people 
who are acknowledged leaders-not that their impor- 
tance matters to me, since God has no favorites- these 
leaders, as I say, had nothing to add to the Good News 
as I preach it. On the contrary, they recognized that I 
had been commissioned to preach the Good News to 
the uncircumcised just as Peter had been commissioned 
to preach it to the circumcised. The same person whose 
action had made Peter the apostle of the circumcised 
had given me a similar mission to the pagans. So, James, 
Cephas and John, these leaders, these pillars, shook 
hands with Bamabas and me as a sign of partnership: 

we were to go to the pagans and they to the circum- 
cised (Galatians 1 : 15-28). 

For seventeen years, Paul pursued a course independent of 
Peter and the other apostles, a course he at least suspected was 
contrary to their teachings. During those seventeen years he 
visited Peter only twice. On the second visit he risked schism 
by insisting that the gentile converts did not have to be cir- 
cumcised or observe Jewish dietary laws. He refused to yield 
to the apostles because "God has no favorites." And when the 
session was over, they shook hands "as a sign of partnership." 
Not authority, partnership: 

We were to go to the pagans and they to the cir- 
cumcised. 

When Cephas came to Antioch, however, I opposed 
him to his face, since he was manifestly in the wrong. 
His custom had been to eat with the pagans, but after 
certain friends of James arrived he stopped doing this 
and kept away from them altogether for fear of the group 
that insisted on circumcision. . . . 

When I saw they were not respecting the true mean- 
ing of the Good News, I said to Cephas in front of 
everyone, "In spite of being a Jew, you live like the pagans 
and not like the Jews, so you have no right to make 
the pagans copy Jewish ways" (Galatians 2:8-14). 

By what authority did Paul confront Peter, opposing him 
"to his face . . . in front of everyone"? Certainly not by virtue 
of any priesthood ordination, nor even by claim to special 
revelation. He opposed Peter simply because "he was manifestly 
in the wrong." 

What was Paul's purpose in telling the story in such a straight- 
forward, even arrogant manner? I think Paul is saying, don't 
be intimidated. Acknowledge authority, but don't be intimidated. 
As Jesus said, we have only one master and only one teacher 
(Matthew 23:8). 

J OSEPH SMITH had an experience through which he under- 
stood that all Christendom was manifestly in the wrong, and 
though all kinds of pressures were brought to bear, he would 
not, could not deny his experience. He became an alternate 
voice, and the restoration movement he initiated was at first 
noted not for its priesthood authority, but for the charismatic 
gifts: dreams, visions, prophecy, healing, speaking in tongues. 
Initially, Joseph and Oliver held the same office as most of the 
other men in the Church. They were simply "Elders." But six 
months after the organization of the Church, Joseph announced 
a revelation that "no one shall be appointed to receive com- 
mandments and revelations in this church excepting my ser- 
vant Joseph Smith, Jun." (DQC 28:2). Section Twenty was 
amended so Joseph and Oliver were not simply "Elders," but 
the "First" and "Second Elders. Later it was revised again to 
make them apostles as well. Alternate voices became official 
voices. Eventually authority and revelation became virtually 
synonymous. According to Bruce R. McConkie: 

Every person properly appointed and sustained to 
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act in an official capacity in the Church is entitled to 
the spirit of revelation to guide the particular organiza- 
tion or group over which he presides. The "Presidency 
are over the Church," the Prophet said, "and revelations 
of the mind and will of God to the Church are to come 
through the Presidency. This is the order of heaven, and 
the power and privilege of this priesthood. It is also the 
privilege of any officer in this Church to obtain revela- 
tions, so far as relates to his particular calling and duty 
in the Church." 

"This system of promulgating revelations through the 
established head of the Lord's earthly work," McConkie con- 
cludes, "is so unbending and inflexible that it stands as a test 
to establish the truth or falsity of purported revelations." In 
other words, the Spirit invariably follows the heirarchical order 
of the priesthood. 

Jesus, on the other hand, compared the Spirit to the wind. 
"The wind blows wherever it pleases; you hear its sound, but 
you cannot tell where it comes from or where it is going. That 
is how it is with all who are born of the Spirit" (John 3:8). The 
Spirit is like t'ne wind. You cannot tell where it will come from 
next. It might be from a bishop or home teacher; it might be 
out of the mouths of babes; it might even be out of the mouth 
of an ass. How does that square with the notion of an "unben- 
ding and inflexible" system through which revelations are pro- 
mulgated? It doesn't. As Paul would have said, "Brethren, you 
are manifestly in the wrong." 

In 1965 I was called on a mission to the New England States. 
Being a good missionary, I knew next to nothing about other 
churches. But the Second Vatican Council was drawing to an 
end, and in its three-year course the Council had generated 
a lot of public controversy. I found it symptomatic of an apostate 
church: various factions debating and arguing points of doc- 
trine, making demands and concessions, negotiating wording. 
As though God would run a church by committee! How 
preferable the Mormon God who simply tells a prophet what 
to do. No fuss, no muss. 

Little did I realize, at that very moment, three thousand miles 
away, Eugene England and his cohorts were hatching a scheme 
that would, for me, change the face of Mormonism forever. 
Leonard Arrington and Lowell Bennion were advisory editors, 
and on Dialogue's first editorial board, Dallin H. Oaks. 

What a difference twenty-four years make. 
It was Saturday morning, the first Saturday of April 1989, 

and I was in the yard burning weeds. "Come in here," my wife 
called. 1 think you should listen to this." I hurried into the house 
to hear Elder Oaks on the radio waxing eloquent about "alter- 
nate voices." 

Most of his comments were not. flattering. A few alternate 
voices, he begrudpngly admitted, might be "well-motivated," 
but others are motivated by "selfish personal interests, such 
as property, pride, prominence, or power. Other voices are the 
bleatings of lost souls who cannot hear the voice of the Shepherd 
and trot about trying to find their way without his guidance." 

"Members who listen to the voice of the Church need not 

be on guard against being misled," Elder Oaks observed. That 
is because the Church has "procedures to ensure approved con- 
tent" that "provide a spiritual quality control that allows members 
to rely on the truth of what is said. . . . They have no such 
assurance for what they hear from alternate voices," because 
some altemate voices have the "secret object" of deceiving and 
devouring the flock. "Gospel truths have been corrupted when 
left to the interpretation and sponsorship of scholars who lack 
the authority and reject the revelations of God," he warned 
And so there would be no confusion as to what alternate voices 
he had in mind, Elder Oaks pointed out that they "are heard 
in magazines, journals, and newspapers and at lectures, sym- 
posia, and conferences." 

It was terrific. For years it seemed no one was listening. I 
feared we would forever remain a few hundred souls bleating 
in the wilderness, but here was twenty minutes of Mormon 
prime time dedicated to alternate voices. We had been heard, 
we had status! I shouted Hallelujah and danced a little jig. Then 
I sat down and wrote out a hundred dollar check to Sunstone. 
I don't know how many others were so inspired, but to those 
who fear conference had a chilling effect, I say, opposition calls 
forth commitment. The best is yet to come 

Doug Alder, Tom Alexander, Lavina Fielding Anderson, 
Leonard Arrington, Art Bassett, Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 
Lowell Bennion, Davis Bitton, Mary Bradford, Newell Bringhurst, 
Lester Bush, Claudia Bushman, Richard Cummings, Eugene 
England, Ed Firmage, Jess Groesbeck, Stan Kimball, Armand 
Mauss, Lou Moench, Jack Newell, Linda King Newell, Grethe 
Peterson, Levi Peterson, Richard Poll, D. Michael Quinn, J. Bon- 
ner ktchie, Tom Rogers, R. Jan Stout, Ron Walker, the list goes 
on and on. These individuals are not young upstarts, not rebels 
or rabble rousers: they are voices of intellectual honesty and 
spiritual integrity. When in the history of the Church could 
altemate voices muster such a roster? When in the history of 
the Church have alternate voices had a larger audience or made 
greater contributions? In the last year, scores of articles and 
dozens of books have been published by alternate voices. 
Thousands have attended symposiums from coast to coast. At 
the 1989 Salt Lake Sunstone Symposium, seventy-five papers 
and twenty-five panels were presented, and two thousand 
attended. Why do they come, many traveling hundreds of mlles? 
Because they hear the voice of the Good Shepherd here, too, 
because God speaks not only through prophets, seers, and 
revelators, but also out of the mouths of babes, scholars, and 
asses. 

In his entire lifetime, my grandfather E.E. Ericksen would 
not have seen as many independent books and articles, or heard 
as many papers, as have been produced in 1989. Thanks to 
subscribers and benefactors, writers and publishers, speakers 
and respondents, administrators and support staff, altemate 
voices will only grow in numbers and influence. For the first 
time, alternate voices have an opportunity to make a real dif- 
ference. I am therefore in complete agreement with those who 
suggest we take care of the beam in our own eyes before try- 
ing to remove the mote from others. The danger of spiritual 
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pride and arrogance is real and ever-present; so is the sin of 
lethargy, of burylng our talents in the ground. Let us therefore, 
like Luther, be ever mindful of our own sinfulness, then sin 
bravely and leave the results to God. 

In addressing the Second Vatican Council, John Paul XXIII 
invited the prelates to throw open the windows and let the 
sun shine in. That is what Mormonism needs, to draw aside 
the curtains, open the shutters, and let in some fresh air. Without 
alternate voices breathing new ideas into the Church, Mor- 
monism would suffocate in its own exhaust. The Church needs 
a structure, needs conservative leaders to provide continuity 
and stability. But prophets and apostles are human. Just like 
scholars, they make mistakes. Imagine telling God that if he 
has anything important to say, he may only talk to fifteen men 
headquartered at 47 East South Temple! If true, God's prophets, 
seers, and revelators are his Jailors as well. Dostoevsky's Grand 
Inquisitor would be green with envy.' 

God has more to say to this generation than emanates from 
the Church's department of "spiritual quality control." The 
Church needs a loyal opposition to reexamine traditional 
assumptions, suggest alternate courses, provide new perspec- 
tives and creative insights. 

If, in these latter days, through symposiums, magazines, and 
journals, the Lord has seen fit to give the asses of the Church 
a voice, the Church might give heed to their brayings. To alter- 
nate voices who have inspired and uplifted, challenged and 
confronted me, my unending gratitude. To those who aspire 
to alternate status, I say, let every woman, every man speak 
in the name of God; be faithful to your vision; don't be 
intimidated; contend for the right as God gives you light; and 
be willing to pay the price. 

Do what is right; the day-dawn is breaking 
Hailing a future of freedom and light. 
Angels above us are silent notes taking 
Of ev'ry action; then do what is right. 
Do what is right, let the brethren follow. 
Battle for freedom in spirit and might; 
And with stout hearts look ye forth till tomorrow. 
God will protect you; then do what is right. 

And don't forget to bray. P 

THE RESTORATION OF ALL THINGS 

The aluminum siding peeled away with a bent moan- 
Hand-grained tiger maple leapt out from the shadows. 
A sliced chip of paint reveals the first brilliant coat- 
A raucous turkey red bled beneath the pieties of pigment. 

They hand-painted their floors. 
They ate on ware the color of lemons 
Burnt their flesh on liquid candle tallow 
Split open wooden hearts 
Stoked throbbing embers 
Sliced and turned open v i g n  soil. 
Sowed seed in uneven furrows 
And rough shod, trod upon the clotted earth. 

Full-faced, the primitively painted 
Stare out upon this restitution 
We make for them. 
From above the timber bed, 
Returned by our hands to its proper place 
Like the ark on Ararat's thigh, 
They exult: 

We joined this bed together, 
He and I, 
With tenon thrust deep into mortise 
We've held true 
Cleave together! 
Combine heart to heart! 

-STEVEN EPPERSON 

1. For the remainder of this paper, biblical passages are quoted from theJerusalem Bible, 
an "alternate" translation from ancient texts. Altemate modem translations never sound as 
important as King James, but they are usually more faithful to the oliginal text. 

2. Bruce R. McConkie, Mormon Doctrine, 2nd Ed. (Salt Lake: Bookcraft, 19661, 646. 
3 Dalli  H. Oaks, "Altemate Voices," Ensign (May 1989):27-30. 
4. Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Brothers Karamazov. Part Two, Book V, Chapter 5. 
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