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Questions left Unanswered by Leaders of the Church

If I observe a doctrine or policy in the church that in my opinion does not conform to the teachings and practices given in the Doctrine and Covenants, I seek to understand why. I study the subject in-depth, ponder and pray about it to obtain the answer and resolve any differences. If I am not successful in my studies, I then seek to ask the opinion of others usually in leadership positions to obtain further understanding. If local leadership does not have the answer to a question, I feel it is my right to seek further enlightenment from the higher levels of church leadership. I believe that leadership has an obligation under the law of common consent to try to answer an honest inquiry which is within their jurisdiction. The set procedure to accomplish this is clearly laid out in the scriptures.
From my personal experience difficult questions on doctrine or policy that are submitted through the priesthood channels to the First Presidency are left unanswered. Those that are submitted directly by correspondence for clarification are either ignored or answered by the secretary to the First Presidency. This is often done by quoting from the general handbook of instructions or by side-stepping the issue and referring the letter back to the Area Presidency or the Stake President for them to offer counsel. This counsel then usually consists of the need to sustain the brethren without reference to the actual query submitted for clarification. The focus of attention then centres on an individual’s personal motives and worthiness not on the validity or justification of the question being asked. 
There seems to be a negative reaction to an individual who asks challenging questions. It is often presumed that they are not sustaining the leadership of the church. The impression I have been given is that since The First Presidency are acknowledged as ‘Prophets, Seers, and Revelators’ there is no need to question any doctrine or practice of the church. 

I have been taught that feedback is always welcome in organizations where communication is open and candid. One of the basic reasons for the teachings and commandments in the Doctrine and Covenants is to help identify weaknesses in the system: 

D&C 1:24-26: “Behold, I am God and have spoken it; these commandments are of me, and were given unto my servants in their weakness, after the manner of their language, that they might come to understanding. And inasmuch as they erred it might be made known; and inasmuch as they sought wisdom they might be instructed.”
I am reminded of the following statement by Hugh B Brown to BYU students:

 “We are grateful in the Church and in this great university that the freedom, dignity and integrity of the individual is basic in Church doctrine as well as in democracy. Here we are free to think and express our opinions. Fear will not stifle thought, as is the case in some areas which have not yet emerged from the Dark Ages. God himself refuses to trammel man's free agency even though its exercise sometimes teaches painful lessons. Both creative science and revealed religion find their fullest and truest expression in the climate of freedom. "I hope that you will develop the questing spirit. Be unafraid of new ideas for they are the steppingstones of progress. You will of course respect the opinions of others but be unafraid to dissent—if you are informed.
"Now I have mentioned freedom to express your thoughts, but I caution you that your thoughts and expressions must meet competition in the marketplace of thought, and in that competition truth will emerge triumphant. Only error needs to fear freedom of expression. Seek truth in all fields, and in that search, you will need at least three virtues; courage, zest, and modesty. The ancients put that thought in the form of a prayer. They said, 'From the cowardice that shrinks from new truth, from the laziness that is content with half truth, from the arrogance that thinks it has all truth—O God of truth deliver us'." Brigham Young University, March 29, 1958. 
Consider the following two examples of my attempts to obtain clarification from the leadership of the church on a doctrine and policy. 
First:  A Question concerning the Doctrine of the Gathering to Zion

The following is my attempt to obtain clarification on the doctrine pertaining to the Latter Day Saints Gathering to Zion as a final preparation for the Second Coming of Jesus Christ. 
See the study An Attempt to Resolve the Contrasting Teachings of Two Apostles for copies of all correspondence. 
1976/77:  Studied extensively in the Doctrine and Covenants and become familiar with the Revelations and Commandments.

18 Sep 1977: I obtained permission from the Bishop and the Stake President before writing to Elder Bruce R. McConkie concerning his article in the May 1977 Ensign called ‘Come Let us build Zion’, for explanation of his doctrine. 
5 Oct 1977:  Reply from Elder McConkie 
9 Sept 1979:  Priesthood manual lesson 2. The doctrine of the gathering quoting Elder McConkie caused disagreements and confusion amongst the brethren in priesthood 

3 Oct 1979: Wrote to Elder Mark E. Petersen for clarification concerning the Gathering to Zion.  
17 Oct 1979: Reply from Elder Petersen 
The doctrine taught by Elder Petersen on the Gathering to Zion was consistent with my beliefs but completely opposite to the teachings of Elder McConkie. Both letters were shown to the Bishop, Stake President and Regional Representative, none of whom could resolve the differences. Finally the matter was referred to Elder Rex C. Reeve Area President for clarification.

Elder Reeve said he would refer the matter to other General Authorities but he conveniently forgot and no action was ever reported. During this whole period of time I met several times with the Bishop, Stake President, and Regional Representative who all accepted that mistakes in doctrine had been made and should be corrected. 

Note below: the opposite teachings of two Apostles on this basic doctrine of the church concerning the Gathering to Zion. These quotes are contained in a letter I sent to President Marion G. Romney
Copy of a Letter sent to President Marion G. Romney 8 July 1980
OFFICE OF THE FIRST PRESIDENCY

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH  84150                

President Marion G. Romney Second Counselor in the First Presidency

Dear President Romney,

In your talks at General Conference and articles in the Ensign I have always appreciated your masterful use of the scriptures. I have a doctrinal question which I feel needs clarification from the First Presidency. May I ask that the following important question be raised in your meetings with President Kimball and an answer given to clarify the doctrine. This question has been previously raised with my Bishop, Stake President, Regional Representative and Area leaders. I now appeal to the First Presidency for an answer.

I quote from the correspondence I have had with two members of the Council of the Twelve.

Apostle A: “It is not only the policy of the Church that saints remain in the lands in which they live to build up the Church there, but it is also the doctrine that when the Lord comes, he will find in every nation and among every people the saints of God who, speaking every language, will then be qualified to live and reign on earth with him a thousand years....... We do not believe that the saints will come out of all nations and gather to Jackson County before the Second Coming. We do believe that Zion will be built up in all nations before the Lord comes and that after he arrives there will be added glorious things connected with the gathering of Israel. Many of the prophecies talk about a gathering after the Second Coming.” END
Apostle B: “You raised the question-on the subject of the gathering of Israel and mentioned there was different opinions.  First you mentioned your own opinion in which you say:

"Certain brethren, including myself, believe that the present gathering of the Saints in every nation is a preliminary one to a final gathering to the central place of the New Jerusalem and surrounding areas; that this final gathering of the righteous Saints from through​out the world will take place prior to the Second Coming of the Savior. We do, however, believe that it is right for the Saints to remain in their own lands and build up the kingdom there, until such times as the First Presidency directs otherwise.” 
This is my understanding also so that I agree with you in what you have said there. 

We believe that when the "times of the gentiles are fulfilled, that there will be a gathering of the Saints from all over the world, as is indicated in Section 63 of the Doctrine and Covenants, verse 54. There will be a complete separation between the wicked and the righteous and that will mean that the righteous will all be brought to Zion.  Then the Lord says that his tribulations will be poured out upon the wicked. His final gathering will help the Saints to escape the tribulations........So you see before the Lord comes, there will be this worldwide gathering.”  
President Romney, will you now read again the parts underlined and note the exact opposite in doctrine taught by these two brethren. I love them both and only ask that there is unity in doctrine (D&C 38:27) “I say unto you be one and if ye are not one ye are not mine.”

I can forward copies of the letters if requested but I feel there should be an official statement from the First Presidency and then the matter dropped. I also enclose a copy of articles, scriptures and quotes on the subject matter which formed the basis of my own opinion. Please take this seriously and communicate relative to it

With every good wish

Malcolm E. Twigg

I received a brief reply from President Marion G. Romney on the 22 July 1980
President Romney acknowledged my letter and felt that it was of sufficient importance that I to write direct to President Spencer W. Kimball. He was careful not to comment directly on the material of the letter. However, he would not have encouraged me to write direct to President Kimball unless he felt it had significance. 
In response to the reply from President Romney the following happened in my further endeavours to obtain an answer to the above question 
12 Aug 1980: I wrote a letter to President Kimball containing the same content as to President Romney

22 Aug 1980: Reply received from President Kimball that the matter was being studied.
 9 Oct 1980: Having received no further communication on ‘the matter being studied’ I wrote again to President Kimball.

15 Oct 1980: Reply received from office of First Presidency that I contact Elder Rex C. Reeve Executive Administrator to discuss the matter further. No clarification of official doctrine was given whatsoever. There was no explanation, reasoning, or comments, just the passing of it back down the line of authority to those who could not answer the question.
22 Oct 1980: I wrote to the First Presidency expressing concern that I contact Elder Reeve. 

Nov 1980: I again contacted Elder Reeve and met with him. As was expected he was unable to explain the opposite beliefs in doctrine and was really unwilling to discuss them further. He told me that my concern should really be for the thousands of inactive priesthood holders and basically accused me of apostasy. He was very unpleasant but I belief this was because he had been placed in an impossible position.
Due to the ill health of President Kimball I did not pursue the matter further at that time.

Apr 1981: President Romney spoke in General Conference on ‘The Restoration of Israel to the Lands of Their Inheritance’. President Romney uses the same scriptures as Elder McConkie used in his article ‘Come let us Build Zion’, but with a totally different meaning. I believe this was done intentionally to correct the misuse of those scriptures and in acknowledgment of my letter to him.

19 Apr 1985:  Elder Bruce R. McConkie dies at the age of sixty-nine.

May 1985: I learn of Hugh Nibley’s teachings on Zion.  He is regarded as one of the foremost church scholars. I wrote to him concerning the variance of beliefs on this subject.

11 June 1985: Receive reply from Hugh Nibley. He agrees with me on the doctrine of Zion. He states that Elder McConkie ‘did not claim omniscience and the Lord has taken him’. 
18 Feb 1986: With the establishment of a new Church President, Ezra T. Benson, I wrote to the Office of the First Presidency again requesting clarification on the doctrine of the Gathering to Zion.  
5 Mar 1986: The Office of the First Presidency ask me to contact Elder Joseph B. Wirthlin the new Area President. They also write to him and ask him to furnish copies of correspondence. 

18 Jun 1986: Elder Wirthlin refers me to Russell C. Taylor Area General Authority. I Receive letter from Elder Taylor who explained there would be delay due to his travels. 
11 Dec 1986: Eventually met with Elder Taylor.  He agrees there is a problem with the variance in the teachings on the doctrine of Zion. He is most helpful and requests that I prepare a presentation which he will endeavour to place before the First Presidency.

31 Dec 1986: I wrote to Elder Taylor requesting an interview with a member of the First Presidency to whom I would present my material.

3 Feb 1987: Elder Taylor replies and requests that I first give the First Presidency the opportunity to review my material before a meeting is arranged. 

9 Feb 1987: I prepare the material on Zion with an accompanying letter to the First Presidency, clearly showing that the teachings of Elder McConkie are different to the accepted doctrine when I first joined the church and are in contradiction to the scriptures. This is sent to Elder Taylor.

3 Mar 1987: Elder Taylor acknowledges receipt of the material. He is to discuss it with the Europe Area President Elder Asay as to procedure. 
14 Apr 1987: Elder Taylor advises that my ‘entire detailed document’ with a copy of my accompanying letter was presented to Russell M. Nelson of the Twelve in Salt Lake City 31 Mar 1987. This was discussed with Elder Nelson and all of the Europe Area Presidency. Elder Nelson is to take this to the Office of the First Presidency to obtain an Official statement. 

The Bishop, Stake President, Regional Representative, an Area Presidency, and an Apostle all agree that this matter should be resolved. The material is presented to the First Presidency.

13 Apr 1987: The Office of the First Presidency acknowledges receipt of my material and letter that I forwarded to Russell C. Taylor. They note my interest in this subject and my “research into the attitudes of different commentators”. They advise me for the time being “to lay these matters aside and content yourself with studying the scriptures.”

(Notes: It was however my study of the Doctrine and Covenants which motivated the challenge to false doctrine in the first place.) 
Result

No explanation or research into the change in doctrine was offered even though all channels of priesthood below the First Presidency agreed that mistakes had been made and clarification was required.
Second: A Question concerning the Policy of giving the Sacrament to Non-Members
The following is a summary of my attempt to get an answer to the question of the practice of giving the sacrament to non-members of the church. (Quoting D&C 20:68 and additional scriptures from Third Nephi)
See the study: Should Non-Members Partake of the Sacrament for details and copies of all correspondence. 
Action taken Prior to Writing to the First Presidency

7th July 2004: After consulting with the Stake President, I wrote a letter to Elder Lund of the Area Presidency on the subject of “The Sacrament and Non-Members” quoting D&C 20:68.
12th July 2004: I received a reply from Elder Lund 

15th August 2004: I replied to Elder Lund dated the stating that the actual question concerning D&C 20:68 had not been answered.

9th September 2004: I received a reply from Elder Lund stating, “It was probably inappropriate of me to even speculate as to why they (The First Presidency) have chosen to make this statement.” 

31st August 2004: I wrote a letter to Elder Russell M. Nelson because of his message at the worldwide leadership meeting called “Worshipping at the Sacrament Meeting” to obtain his opinion on this subject.

+ I received a reply from Elder Russell M. Nelson dated 9 Sep but received on the 17 January 2005. (Delay due to post.) Elder Nelson made no attempt to answer the question.

I therefore sent a letter to First Presidency on the same question dated 12th Jan 2005. I received no reply from the First Presidency, but they returned the letter to the Area Presidency and asked them to handle the matter.

Instead of one simple reply to my letter sent to the First Presidency on the 12 Jan 2005 requesting an understanding to a question on an ordinance of the Gospel the following then happened.

A letter was sent from the Office of the First Presidency to Elder Lund

Elder Lund sent a letter to President Day informing him to interview me.

I was interviewed by President Day on the 9 Feb 2005 

I was interviewed again on the 16 Feb 2005

President Day sent a letter to Elder Lund on my worthiness status.
President Day received a reply from Elder Lund

President Day replied further defending my right to ask a basic question on an ordinance of the Gospel
I wrote a letter to Elder Lund dated 12th March 2005 expressing my feelings on the inappropriate way this has been handled and what the scriptures teach on how questions about church doctrine and practice should be resolved.

Elder Lund replied to my letter above on the 17th. March 2005 

I wrote a letter to Elder Lund on 6th April 2005 asking for specific comment on D&C 20:68 stating the question had not yet been answered.

I receive a reply from Elder Lund dated 9 June 2005 

I wrote a letter to Elder Lund dated 18th July summarizing our correspondence.
Stake President Day stated in his reply to Elder Lund “As you say, he has simply raised an honest enquiry about a principle of great importance to him.” END
Answers through Local Leaders

The First Presidency have over the years sent out a written statement to be read in sacrament meetings that members should first go their Bishop and then Stake leaders to obtain answers to doctrinal questions. The Stake leadership is then supposed to submit the question on behalf of the members if no answer has been found.
Members should Counsel with their Local Leaders
A letter from the First Presidency, dated March 18, 2008, (repeated over the years many times) has been sent to priesthood leaders with instruction that it be read in sacrament meetings. Following is a copy of the letter:
"Members of the Church continue to place telephone calls and write letters to Church headquarters about doctrinal issues and personal matters. The ability of General Authorities to respond personally to these inquiries presents an almost insurmountable task and makes it difficult for the Brethren to fulfill the duties for which they alone are responsible.
The Lord, in His wisdom, has organized His Church so that every member has a bishop, or branch president and a stake, district or mission president, who serve as spiritual advisers and temporal counsellors. We have the utmost confidence in the wisdom and judgment of these priesthood leaders. By reason of their callings, local leaders are entitled to the spirit of discernment and inspiration to enable them to counsel members within their jurisdiction.

Accordingly, in most cases, correspondence from members will be referred back to their local leaders for handling. Stake presidents who have need for further clarification about doctrinal or procedural issues may write to the First Presidency in behalf of their members.
It is our desire that all members will feel they have the support and guidance they need; however, all things should be done in wisdom and order. We believe that both members and local leaders will be blessed as they pray and counsel together in an effort to resolve matters of concern to them. "Sincerely yours, The First Presidency"
Letter with Doctrinal Question to the local Bishop

In practise this simply does not work. I submitted the following doctrinal question by letter to my Bishop in December 09
Date:  30 Dec 2009

Dear Bishop

As the Gospel Doctrine Teacher, I was disappointed that in lesson 46 “Zion-the pure in heart” the church continues to teach that Zion can be established without the Law of Consecration.

Whenever Zion has been established on the earth in the past it has always been through the Law of Consecration as practiced under the United Order. 

The scriptures clearly teach that Zion cannot be built without Zion’s Law the Law of Consecration as in the following: D&C 105:5 “And Zion cannot be built up unless it is by the principles of the Law of the Celestial Kingdom otherwise, I cannot receive her unto myself.” The footnotes to this scripture clearly indicate that this has sole reference to the Celestial Law of Equality which is accomplished only through the Law of Consecration. 

President Wilford Woodruff stated that we cannot have Zion without the Law of Consecration:

“For Zion can only be built up by the Law the God revealed for that purpose which is the Law of Consecration-not the law of tithing.” (Journal of Discourses vol. 17 pages 250)

Enclosed is a copy of correspondence I had with Elder Christofferson on this subject. In his reply he states: “I too see the law of consecration as central to the establishment of Zion”. 
The scriptures clearly teach that the building up of the church worldwide today is in preparation for the future Zion. (See D&C 42: 1, 8-9; D&C 45:64-66, 68-69; D&C 31:7-8; D&C 101:74; 3 Nephi 21:22-24)
The revelations in the Doctrine and Covenants are the pure words of the Lord: “These words are given unto you, and they are pure before me; wherefore, beware how you hold them, for they are to be answered upon your souls in the Day of Judgment. Even so Amen” (D&C 41:12): I believe this scripture applies to each individual member and leader of the church.
There are several conclusions arising from my observations on this subject. First: Zion cannot be established without the Law of Consecration. Second: The present day stakes of the church therefore cannot be the stakes of Zion spoken of in the scriptures. Third: If the stakes of the church are not the stakes of Zion, then members of the church are not in the places of safety and refuge appointed by the Lord. This means that members are not yet prepared for the major destructions spoken of in the scriptures which are destined to occur prior to the Second Coming. These destructions could of course come at any time. 
Inasmuch as the First Presidency have requested that any doctrinal questions be submitted through local leaders, first through the Bishop’s Council (Bishop and his Counsellors) and second through the Stake High Council I ask the following question: 
Why do church leaders continue to teach (as in lesson 46 of this year’s Gospel Doctrine Manual) that Zion is established today throughout the earth even without the Law of Consecration under the United Order? Should there not be an obligation upon church leadership to teach the full truth according to the scriptures on this subject?
If as a Bishopric you feel that you have insufficient knowledge concerning this subject to answer this question, will you please refer the matter to the Stake High Council. (D&C 102:2)

I appreciate all that you do on behalf of members of the ward

With best Wishes

Malcolm E. Twigg
I have recorded the following in my journal since the letter was given to Bishop

21 Feb 2010: Since it is now nearly two months and have had no reply since I wrote to the Bishop I reminded him of his responsibility re the doctrinal question. He replied that he had had it at the side of his bed but as yet had not read it. He said he would give it to his counsellor to study who is well versed in doctrine. 
28 Feb 2010:  The Bishops counsellor spoke with me at church today to say that the Bishop had passed onto him the question and study material. He said he would read it as soon as possible and either give me an answer or have the material referred to the stake.
19 Apr 2010: I have had no reply whatsoever from the counsellor on the Bishopric on the doctrinal question submitted. (I never did get a reply of any sort)
There should be a Willingness to Listen and Reason

My real concern is the unwillingness to listen and reason by those responsible for maintaining correct policy and the purity of doctrine. When evidence is clearly presented that such error has occurred, especially when this evidence is channelled through the proper priesthood keys there should be an adequate response. In my opinion it is important for leaders to correct any apparent errors in doctrine and policy at the earliest opportunity so that members can maintain their confidence in them as required by scripture:
D&C 107:22: “Of the Melchezidek Priesthood, three Presiding High Priests, chosen by the body, appointed and ordained to that office, and upheld by the confidence, faith and prayer of the church, form a quorum of the Presidency of the church.” 
A request for clarification and enlightenment from priesthood leaders should not be met with a stony silence or lack of explanation. It is important that leaders keep the channels of communication open.  Even the Lord Himself is willing to reason with mere mortals: 
D&C 50: 9-12: “And now come, saith the Lord by the Spirit, unto the elders of his church, and let us reason together that ye may understand. Let us reason even as a man reasoneth one with another face to face. Now when a man reasoneth he is understood of man, because he reasoneth as a man; even so will I the Lord, reason with you that you may understand. Wherefore, I the Lord ask you this question…”
D&C 45:10, 15: “Wherefore, come ye unto it, and with him that cometh I will reason as with men in days of old, and I will show unto you my strong reasoning…...Wherefore, hearken and I will reason with you, and I will speak unto you and prophesy, as unto men in days of old.” 

D&C 61:13: “And now, behold, for your good I gave unto you a commandment concerning these things; and I, the Lord, will reason with you as with men in days of old.” 
Leaders, who will not listen, discuss, explain or clarify, are not justified before the Lord. Seeking clarification concerning doctrine and asking for explanations is not fault finding. Leaders are under obligation to give answers to questions that cannot be handled locally. Helping others to develop an understanding and giving reasons ‘why’ should be part of a leader’s responsibility.  
According to President John Taylor it is through the High Councils of the Church that difficulties in doctrine and other matters are to be finally settled. Speaking in General Conference in April 1882 he stated:

“The High Councils were organized for the adjustment of all matters of difficulty, for the correction of incorrect doctrine, for the maintenance of purity and correct principles among the saints, and for the adjudication of all general matters pertaining to Israel” Page 73 in “The Mind and Will of the Lord” compiled and indexed by Harold W. Pease

The Doctrine and Covenants contains the procedure for answering questions through the High Council as mentioned by President Taylor. It is called ‘The High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church’ and is presided over by a member of the First Presidency. Following is some detail of this council. 
The High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church
See the study What is the High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church
In the Doctrine and Covenants the First Presidency and Twelve High Priests were chosen to be a Standing High Council of the Church. (D&C 102:1) One of the stated purposes of this council was to sort out difficulties and questions.
D&C 102:2: “The High Council was appointed by revelation for the purpose of settling important difficulties which might arise in the church, which could not be settled by the church or the Bishop’s Council to the satisfaction of the parties” 

This council referred to in the above scripture is called “The High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church” as identified in the following scripture: 

D&C 102:26-27: “It shall be the duty of the said council (Stake High Council) to transmit, immediately, a copy of the proceedings, with a full statement of the testimony accompanying their decision, to the High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the church. Should the parties or either be dissatisfied with the decision of said council, they may appeal to The High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church and have a re-hearing…..” 
This council is also called the “Standing Council for the Church” (See D&C 102:3) and is composed of the First Presidency (See D&C 102:9-11) and twelve appointed high priests of the church (See D&C 102:3) after which pattern the Stake High Councils were to be established.  The Standing High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the church is a separate council to the “Travelling High Council composed of the Twelve Apostles”. (D&C 102:30; D&C 107:33, 36) 

If after meeting together the council is unable to resolve a problem whether doctrinal or procedural the President of the Church is then able to receive the necessary revelation on the subject. As in all things the Lord first expects His servants to study the matter carefully before seeking additional light: 
“In case of difficulty respecting doctrine or principle, if there is not a sufficiency written to make the case clear to the minds of the Council, the President may inquire and obtain the mind of the Lord by revelation.” D&C 102:23
The Church operated this council when Joseph Smith was the President of the church. It even had some responsibility in appointing new apostles. 
The following is taken from Wikipedia-The Presiding High Council

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Presiding_high_council
On February 17, 1834, Joseph Smith, the founder of the Latter Day Saint movement, created the church's first high council at church headquarters in Kirtland, Ohio. This body consisted of twelve men and were under the direction of the First Presidency. This high council took on the role of chief judicial and legislative body of the church, except in areas where the church was not organized, and handled such things as excommunication trials and approval of all church spending. When church headquarters moved to Jackson County, Missouri, the newly formed Missouri high council took on a presiding role as the high council of Zion, and the Kirtland high council became subordinate. Later, when other high councils were established in newly formed stakes of the church, the high council of Zion took on the role of "presiding" over the lesser high councils. For example, cases tried in the high councils of outlying stakes were regularly appealed to the presiding high council. The president of this high council was the President of the Church, who at all relevant times was Smith.

Originally, the standing high council, under the direction of the First Presidency, was in a de facto supervisory role over the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, which was a traveling high council with jurisdiction only outside of Zion or its stakes. For example, in 1838, when vacancies arose in the traveling high council, it was the standing high council at Far West, Missouri, that voted on and filled the vacancies. Later, as the traveling high council evolved and began to be known as the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, it acquired equal status with the standing high council. When the standing high council was dissolved after church members were expelled from Missouri, the high council organized at the new church headquarters in Nauvoo, Illinois, where it continued to function as the presiding high council of the church, overseeing appeals from high councils in outlying stakes.” End of Quote
My comments: 
At present the church does not operate the “High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church”. From personal experience questions that are submitted through priesthood channels or direct by correspondence are simply not looked into to see if there is any justification. This can result in frustration for members of the Church who feel they are justified in making a point of reference to a principle or doctrine that appears to be in error.
With an additional 12 high priests in a council looking into these problems there would be sufficient manpower for members of the church to receive answers to their queries. Case studies could then be compiled and when a policy or doctrinal question was repeated then the answer would be forthcoming without the need for additional decisions. A library of answers to questions would soon be built and made available for members to study similar to the books “Answers to Gospel Questions” by Elder Joseph Fielding Smith. These could be made available in a section as part of the official church web site. Members would then not be looking to other web sites for answers to their questions. Using the “High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church” would do more to purify the doctrine of the church than any other single factor. 
Three types of High Council identified in the Doctrine and Covenants.

First: The Travelling High Council which consists of the Twelve Apostles: 
“The Twelve are a travelling Presiding High Council, to officiate in the name of the Lord, under the direction of the Presidency of the church…to build up the church and regulate all the affairs of the same in all nations… “D&C 107:33 See also D&C 102:30; 107:23, 38; 124:127-128, 

Second: The Standing High Councils at the Stakes of the church: “The standing High Councils, at the Stakes of Zion, form a quorum...........” D&C 107:36
Third: The High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church also referred to as the ‘Council of the Church’, or the ‘Standing Council of the Church’ See D&C 102:26-27; D&C 107:78-80; D&C 102:1-3; D&C 102:9-11

This High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency is always to be presided over by a member of the Presidency of the High Priesthood which is the Quorum of the First Presidency: 

D&C 102:9-11: “The President of the church, who is also the President of the Council, is appointed by revelation, and acknowledged in his administration by the voice of the church. And it is according to the dignity of his office that he should preside over the Council of the Church; and it is his privilege to be assisted by two other Presidents, appointed after the same manner that he himself was appointed. And in case of the absence of one or both of those who are appointed to assist him, he has power to preside over the council without an assistant; and in case he himself is absent, the other presidents have power to preside in his stead, both or either of them.” 
All members of the church are subject to the final authority of this council: 

D&C 107:81: “There is not any person belonging to the church who is exempt from this Council of the Church.”

Thus the Lord has therefore established a system of checks and balances so that all are subject to His justice and mercy from the least to the greatest based on the Law of Common Consent. (See D&C 28:13). It is important to seek clarification of doctrine and practice where there appears to be differences to the revealed word of God in the scriptures. 
The Lord has given a commandment as to how questions on doctrine or church policy should be resolved that cannot be answered by the local leadership in the ward or stake: 
D&C 107:77-80: “Agreeable to the commandment which says: ‘And again I say unto you the most important business of the church, and the most difficult cases of the church, inasmuch as there is not satisfaction upon the decision of the bishop or judges, it shall be handed over and carried up unto the Council of the Church, before the Presidency of the High Priesthood. And the Presidency of the Council of the High Priesthood shall have power to call other high priests, even twelve, to assist as counsellors; and thus the Presidency of the High Priesthood and its counsellors shall have power to decide upon testimony according to the laws of the church. And after this decision it shall be had in remembrance no more before the Lord; for this is the highest Council of the Church of God, and a final decision upon controversies in spiritual matters.” 

By following the Lord’s plan in the Doctrine and Covenants justice and equity is provided for all. 

The Importance of having Error in Doctrine Corrected

Elder Spencer W. Kimball stated: “And so we admonish the leaders in stakes, wards, and missions to be vigilant to see that no incorrect doctrines are promulgated in their classes or congregations” Conference Report Apr 1948 page 110. 

Elder Ezra T. Benson stated: “We do not wish incorrect and unsound doctrines to be handed down to posterity under the sanction of great names, to be received and valued by future generations as authentic and reliable…. the interests of posterity are, to a certain extent in our hands. Errors in history and in doctrine if left uncorrected by us who are conversant with the events, and who are in a position to judge the truth or falsity of the doctrines, would go to our children as though we had sanctioned and endorsed them.” Messages of First presidency page 232. Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, Daniel Wells. Quoted by Ezra T. Benson in Church news 27 Jan 1985 and who said “The Twelve take seriously the following pronouncement made by a previous First Presidency”

Elder Dieter F. Uchtdorf: “Small errors and minor drifts away from the doctrine of the gospel of Jesus Christ can bring sorrowful consequences into our lives. It is therefore of critical importance that we become self-disciplined enough to make early and decisive corrections to get back on the right track and not wait or hope that errors will somehow correct themselves.....The longer we delay corrective action, the larger the needed changes become, and the longer it takes to get back on the correct course—even to the point where a disaster might be looming.” April 2008 Gen. Conference

Some of the writings of Elder Orson Pratt an Apostle were repudiated

“’The Seer’, by formal action of the First Presidency and Twelve Apostles of the Church was repudiated, and Elder Orson Pratt himself sanctioned the repudiation. There was a long article published in the Deseret News on the 23rd of August 1865, over the signatures of the First Presidency and Twelve setting forth that this work--the Seer--together with some other writings of Elder Pratt, were inaccurate. In the course of that document, after praising, as well they might, the great bulk of the work of this noted apostle, they say: "But the Seer, the Great First Cause”, the article in the Millennial Star, of Oct. 15, and Nov. 1, 1850, contains doctrine which we cannot sanction and which we have felt to disown, so that the Saints who now live, and who may live hereafter, may not be misled by our silence, or be left to misinterpret it. Where these objectionable works or parts of works are bound in volumes, or otherwise, they should be cut out and destroyed.” Elder B. H. Roberts Defence of the Faith and the Saints, Vol.2, 294
If any in leadership positions are found not to be teaching the truth, and therefore in transgression, the Lord has given instruction that their position should be challenged:

Mark J.S.T. 9:42-48 extracts: “And again, if thy foot offend thee, cut it off; for he that is thy standard, by whom thou walkest, if he become a transgressor he shall be cut off. It is better for thee, to enter halt into life, than having two feet to be cast into hell; into the fire that never shall be quenched. Therefore, let every man stand or fall, by himself, and not for another; or not trusting another. And if thine eye which seeth for thee, him that is appointed to watch over thee to show thee light, become a transgressor and offend thee, pluck him out. It is better for thee to enter into the Kingdom of God, with one eye, than having two eyes to be cast into hell fire. For it is better that thyself should be saved, than to be cast into hell with thy brother.” 
Truth in doctrine and correctness in principle is of Jesus Christ. Error in doctrine and incorrect principle is of the Devil. To remain the pure in heart the saints need pure doctrine untainted by the falsehoods of Satan. The Doctrine and Covenants explains why it is important to have error in doctrine corrected:

D&C 93:25: “And whatsoever is more or less than this (the truth) is the spirit of that wicked one who was a liar from the beginning.” 
D&C 78:10: “Otherwise Satan seeketh to turn their hearts away from the truth that they become blinded and understand not the things, which are prepared for them.” 
D&C 50:2-3: “Behold, verily I say unto you, that there are many spirits which are false spirits, which have gone forth in the earth, deceiving the world. And also, Satan hath sought to deceive you, that he might overthrow you” (Note example of Hiram Page D&C 28:11-13)
D&C 50:23: “And that which doth not edify is not of God, and is darkness…” 
D&C 50:25: “… You may know the truth, that you may chase darkness from among you” 
See the study Are these Teachings in the book ‘The Millennial Messiah’ Scriptural 
The above book by Elder Bruce R. McConkie contains more false doctrine than any other book written by an Apostle. It is full of deception and falsehood.
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