
Elder ~ G d o n  would baptize kodld 
now be given the Holy Ghost, is 
reminiscent of the experience of Paul 
as recorded in Acts, Chapter 19. 
Coming across certain of the saints in 
Ephesus, he asked them, "Have you 
received the Holy Ghost since ye 
believed?'When they said they had 
not even heard of the Holy Ghost he 
inquired, "Unto what then were ye 
baptized?'Their response: "Unto 
John's baptism." Paul then preached 

1 to them about the significance of 
baptism with respect to the Savior, 
and they were all baptized over 
again-just as were the members of 
Sidney Rigdon's congregation. They 
then received the Holy Ghost through 
the laying on of hands. 

Scott is completely correct in saying 
that the Holy Ghost can and often 
does "move upon" individuals outside 
of the Church, and there may well be 
"many Sidney Rigdons in the world 
implementing a divine plan for diverse 
groups and races," as he suggests. But 
their work is preparatory for, rather 
than parallel and equal to, the 

whenever he accepts Christ and that 
membership in a formal organization is 
not really required. In this way, 
Presbyterians can explain away the 
shifting doctrinal positions that their 
formal creeds have endorsed over the 
centuries, as well as fellowship 
Methodists, Baptists, or any other 
Protestants-even Catholics, in today's 
age-regardless of their formal beliefs. 
It's most convenient-with an invisible 
church, you have an invisible set of 
commandments and ordinances, and 
we're off to the races. "God is not the 
author of confusion," is about all the 
Bible needs to say on the subject. 

Robert F. Bennett 
Woodland Hills, California 

Author Responds 
The relevant parts of D&C 22 read, 
"Behold . . . all old covenants have I 
caused to be done away. . . . 
Wherefore, although a man should be 
baptized an hundred times it availeth 
him nothing, for you Cannot enter in 
at the strait gate by the law of Moses, 
neither by your dead works. For it is 
because of your dead works that I 
have caused this last covenant and this 
church to be built up unto me." 

The argument is made that Sidney's 
baptisms were "not val id  because 
they were "dead works." But note the 
wording carefully. "You cannot enter 
in at the strait gate by the law of 
Moses" either. Do we therefore 
conclude that the law God gave to 
Moses was "not valid?" 

rs'Forum 

sheep" to which ~e was referring, He 
said, "And they understood me not," 
repeating the phrase several times. He 
adds in 3 Nephi 15:18, "therefore, I 
was commanded to say no more 
of the Father concerning this thing 
unto them." 

Doctrinal Errors Cited 
Scott Kenney's two articles-one 
basically an extension of the 
other-contain serious doctrinal errors. 
By quoting the 35th Section of the 
Doctrine and Covenants, and suggesting 
that prior 
his ordination to the Priesthood were 
"as valid in God's sight as John the 
Baptist's," Scott is demonstrating 
ignorance of the 22nd Section, where 
the Lord makes it abundantly and 
perhaps bitingly clear that such 
baptisms were "dead works." Sidney 
Rigdon did indeed "prepare the way" 
for the Restoration to take root in 
Kirtland; a large number of the early 
converts to the Church came from his 
Campbellite congregation. However, 
the baptisms he performed while 
engaged in this most significant work 
were not as by the 
fact that the individuals thus baptized 
had to be baptized again in order to 
gain entrance into the Kingdom. This 
was also true of Brother Rigdon 
himself. 

The 6th verse of the 35th Section, 
referring to the fact that the people 

If the Savior is telling the truth, the 
individuals who recorded the words 
originally did not understand them. I 
find it difficult to accept the idea that a 
Catholic priest, who has an obvious 
vested interest in the matter, can now 
explain them to us in great detail, 2000 
years after the fact. 

preaching of the Gospel that is being 
carried out under the direction of fully 
ordained holders of the Melchizedek 
Priesthood. The distinction is an 
important one which he does not seem 
to understand. 

With respect to the quoted views of 
the Catholic priest, Raymond Brown, I 
can only suggest that Scott should 
have a long conversation with Hugh 

who has some interesting 
insights into the activities of the 
primitive Church, from ancient 
documents now coming to light, ~i~ 
analysis of the divisions in primitive 
Christianity is very different from the 
one that has caught scottts fancy and 
is equally as supportable from the 
passages quoted from the New 
Testament. Further, Dr. Nibley's 
position does not require him to 
quarrel with the Savior, as Scott does 
in discussing what the savior had in 
mind when He quoted John 10:16 to 
the worshipping ~ ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
perhaps a simple fellow, but I have 
always assumed that the Lord means 
what He says. After telling the 
Nephites that they were "the other 

If Scott is anxious to pursue his notion 
that others besides the Nephites 
qualify for the title "other sheep," he 
should read Chapter 16. 

There is more, but this really should 
be enough to bring my blood pressure 
back down where it belongs. I suppose 
what I really object to is the fact that 
Scott's thinking appears to be an 
attempt to breathe life into the old 
Protestant chestnut of the "invisible 
church." This is the concept that says 
that one joins the "invisible church" 

I think there is an alternative to the 
"dead works-not valid" interpretation. 
Note that "old covenants" are "done 
away" in the new dispensation. Not 
that they were unauthorized or of no 
effect during their time, but that 
believers whose efforts resulted in the 
new covenant and church, are to put 
behind them the now-dead past and 
respond whole-heartedly to the new 
order. Similarly, believers who had 
been baptized before Christ's advent in 
the new world (Helaman 5), were 
baptized again (3 Nephi 19) at his 
coming. There was nothing wrong 
with their first baptisms, but in the 
new order they had become as dead 
works. So also John the Baptist's 
converts who were baptized unto 
repentance before Christianity was 
revealed, were later baptized into the 
church. At Brigham Young's direction, 
Saints entering the Salt Lake Valley for 
the first time were rebaptized, 
signifying their new beginning. All 
were instructed to be rebaptized 
during the "Mormon Reformation" of 
1857. Only in the last sixty years has 
baptism been restricted to a one-time 
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and by figures who will prepare 
the way for the Latter-day Saints. 

Apparently Brother Bennett 
misunderstood the import of Father 
Brown's exegesis. Brown presented an 
interpretation of what the author of 
john understood by "other sheep." In 
3 Nephi we are told the apostles' 
understanding was different from that 
given to the Nephites; consequently, a 
correct interpretation of the (mistaken) 
Palestine view would naturally be at 
odds with the (correct) Nephite view. 

Parenthetically, if the apostles 
mistakenly applied the "other sheep" 
reference to themselves, it would not 
be the first time statements intended 
for one context were used in another. 
And if, as Father Brown believes, the 
saying encouraged contentious 
believers to love and unity, the 

Informed, Against ERA 
I read and re-read your article "A Foot 
in Both Camps" in the Jan.-Feb. issue. 
I'm still confused and disturbed. 
Maybe I've been away from Utah 
(Church Headquarters) too many 
years. Here in the mission field of 
Kansas we believe the doctrine of 
divine leadership in the Mormon 
church through apostles and prophets. 
We listen when the Prophet speaks 
and we know what he says is true. We 
know the church will not lead us 
astray. The Church stand on the ERA 
tells me immediately that something 
about the amendment is wrong. I've 
studied the issues and the women's 
movement for years. I am not 
uninformed and I believe more 
Mormon women than Jan Tyler is led 
to believe are informed on the issues. 

We are not ignorant just because we 
disagreee with her stand. We are not 
opposed to equal rights, but this 
amendment as it is written is not the 
right way. Jan Tyler's statements on 
homosexuality and the patriarchal order 
were quite different from the stand the 
Mormon church is taking. Can you 

a foot in camps so far apart 
without losing your balance? 

P.S. I love your magazine. It's one 
publication I read from cover to cover. 

Grace Callan 
Overland Park, Kansas 

Pornography 
I quote from your Jan.-Feb. '78 film 
guide review of "First Love." The film 
is "for those enamored of soft porn." 
It is ludicrous to find this statement in 
a "Mormon" journal. For those of us 
in the kingdom, pornography is a evil 
not to be tempered by consideration of 
degree. "Soft porn" is one of 
Babylon's euphemisms coined to lull 
US into thinking that pornography is 
less evil than it sounds, and any film 
that deserves such a label should not 
sully the pages of your publication. I 
fear the world is too much with us. 

Guy Randle 
Provo, Utah 

Likes One Fold 
I was very pleased with the March-April 
1978 issue and am particularly happy to 
see the beginning of a new series, "One 
Fold." How much that is needed! I am a 
former Lutheran and my wife a former 

Episcopalian-both when Mormons ignorantly of us are and startled insensi- 
tively tear down our former vehicles for 
faith. This series should help. 

Gary Gillum 
Provo, Utah 

ordinance, and rebaptism implied 
irregularity. 

Thus, Section 22 does not invalidate 
Sidney Rigdon's pre-Mormon 
baptisms. On the contary, the 
implication (made explicit in Section 
35) is that his work was divinely 
commissioned, for it was because of 
such "old covenants" that the way 
was prepared for the new covenant 
@&C 22:3). 

When a family joins the Church we do 
not tell the couple, "Since you were 
not married by the proper priesthood 
authority your marriage was not valid 
and you will have to repent of your 
fornication.,, Rather, we assume that 
their marriage ceremony, whether 
performed by a Protestant minister, 
justice of the peace, or Buddhist 
monk, and the covenants of love and 
fidelity which they made have 
standing with God. That as the couple 
abides by their sacred covenants God 
will bless them and honor their union. 
~ u t  then a non-believer is to 
Christ, reforms his life, and manifests 
his commitment through baptism. And 
because the ordinance is performed by 
a Catholic priest, God turns his back? 
Though further baptism may be 
necessary, the righteous desire is 
certainly acceptable to the Lord. 

It is conceded that God "moves upon" 
non-Mormons in a "preparatory" 
fashion. We ought to be careful about 
"preparatory." We stand 
cutting off the other fellow's legs. 
Further, if we still believe that "God 
will yet reveal many great and 
important things pertaining to the 
Kingdom of God," Mormons of the 
1970s are also in a "preparatory" state. 
And if those revelations come about as 
they did in Joseph Smith's day, many 
will be anticipated in other churches 

Renewal 

mistake may well have been more 
beneficial than the knowledge that 
Jesus was going to visit some Nephites 
half way around the world. 

It is charged that Father Brown is 
unqualified to speak about early 
Christianity because he is Roman 
Catholic. That is a serious charge. 
Consider: the Roman Catholic church 
bases its claim on a consistent, 
continuous teaching tradition and an 
unbroken chain of apostolic authority 
back to primacy was 

Now Father 
On the basis of the 

fourth Gospel, that several factions 
existed within the church of the late 
first century; that these factions 
disagreed on such fundamental issues 
as the nature of Christ, his 
pre-existence and relationship to the 
Father, as well as the function of 

and To 
Johannine Christians, he points out, 
the faith of Peter and the other 

was and inadequate. 

If in these matters Father Brown has 
"an obvious vested interest," he is 
wearing it inside out. 

Sunstone will gladly publish any 
information gleaned from "ancient 
documents now coming to light" 
which would in any way contradict 
Father Brown's thesis. 

my a*ic1e had nothing to do 
with an was 
merely a plea for us Mormons to come 
down from our Rameumptoms and 
look at the world around us; to 
acknowledge that the life-experience of 
the "other" 99.9 percent of this 
planet's population has genuine 
religious significance, for as well 
as for 

Scott Kenney 

Please renew my subscription to 
Sunstone. My $12 check or money 
order is enclosed for six issues, $21 for 
twelve. 

Sunstone 
P.O. Box 2272 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 

Name: 

Street: 

3 Sunstone 



Letter to an Unwed Mother 

I am the mother of a beautiful, busy, 
happy 20 month old girl. I am her 
mother in every sense of the word, 
except one. I didn't actually bear 
her-she is adopted. I want to share 
with you some of the unique joys and 
sorrows of my position. 

I was happy with my world-fantastic 
husband, challenging job, good 
friends, and joy in the gospel. But 
there was one dark spot-no children. 
Then one day the dark spot grew to be 
a huge black cloud. I walked home the 
two miles from the doctor's office, 
brooding over his confirmation of our 
fears. I did make two stops, at the 
library to get an Agatha Christie 
murder mystery and at the donut 
shop. By the time my husband got 
home I had drowned my initial 
sorrows in intrigue and five donuts. 
He brought me back to reality, and we 
began discussing the next 
step-applying to adopt a child. There 
was no question of any other course. 
We were happily married and very 
much in love, but befare we would be 
a full-fledged family we needed a 
child. The State Adoption Agency 
turned us down with one phone call. 
They had no babies and few children 
available since abortions became legal. 
Our Bishop directed us to the L.D.S. 
Social Services 400 miles away. They 
were more encouraging. We could 
probably get a child within two to five 
years, so we started the paper work. 
They inquired into all aspects of our 
lives: church, work, friends, family 
history, medical history, and financial 
status. 

In the meantime a tragic blessing 
occurred. A close friend (unmarried) 
became pregnant. Neither she nor we 
wanted us to adopt her child. That 
would be too difficult for us all. But 
this situation gave the three of us a 
unique opportunity to discuss the 
whole adoption process with someone 
currently facing it from the other side. 
She took her position seriously, and 
made it a matter of fasting and prayer 
before placing the child for adoption. 
She learned from us the heartaches of 
wanting a child, but not being able to 
bear one. And we shared the 
knowledge that all things are possible 
with the Lord. Most of all, our 
relationship gave each of us a good 
image to go with our wonderings. She 
is our picture of what our daughter's 
birth mother is like, and we are her 
picture of the family raising the 
daughter she bore. 

Waiting for an adopted child was not 
like being pregnant. There were none 

of the day to day physical reminders: 
morning sickness, growing body, and 
kicking baby. And there was no "due 
date". So we tried to put the whole 
business out of our heads and live our 
lives as if the baby would never 
come-but hoping and praying and 
wishing each day that it would come 
soon. It was a strange state of 
suspension. 

Finally one evening the call came. In 
thirty-six hours we would be the 
parents of a baby girl. Panic set in. We 
didn't own a diaper or blanket. What 
would we name her? Were we 
honestly fit to be parents? I was both 
laughing and crying. Our prayers that 
night were full of thankfulness for our 
blessing to come, and pleadings that 
we would live up to the responsibility 
to be given to us. We were also 
grateful that our many prayers for a 
baby had been answered. 

When we saw our baby, we knew she 
was ours. We had chosen either - 

Rachel or Julia as possible names, and 
knew on seeing her that she was a 
Rachel. She was bright-eyed and alert, 
although only sixteen days old. I held 
her close to me and cried tears of joy. 
Her father carried her gently and 
beamed from ear to ear. He also took 
lots of pictures so we can share those 
times with her as she grows up. 

Since that day we have had a lot of 
fun watching her grow. As with any 
natural parent, there have been a few 
moments when I was ready to give her 
back-but not really. Best of all for me 
has been watching her relationship 
with her father. He is an 
engineer-scholar type who froze the 
first time he held a friend's baby. Now 
he is a happy, loving daddy. They 
laugh and giggle and chase around the 
house. She helps him plant radishes in 

the garden, and mow the lawn. When 
he comes home from work she runs to 
the door and immediately wants hugs. 
He often changes her, bathes her and 
tells her stories at bedtime. He taught 
her to kneel by her bed, fold her arms, 
and say "Amen" at the end of the 
prayer. 

Rachel is so much a part of our family 
that I have to remind myself 
occasionally that she is adopted. One 
day I took her to the doctor with a 
rash on her leg. He started to ask, "Is 
there any history in your family 
of. . .? 'and then caught himself 
because he knew she was adopted. So 
he asked, "Do you have a medical 
history of her birth family?'In the 
split second between his questions I 
noted in my mind that my 
grandmother and a cousin each have 
sensitive skin prone to rashes. Then I 
laughed-not only is Rachel adopted, 
but so is my cousin. 

Sometime-probably not in this life, 
but in the next-I hope to meet 
Rachel's birth mother to personally tell 
her, "Thank you," for the incredible 
gift she has given to us. There are not 
words to express how grateful we are 
for our daughter, or how much we 
love her. The ability to bear children is 
a great blessing given to most women, 
but denied to a few of us. It is a 
blessing often taken for granted, until 
it isn't there. You have a unique 
opportunity to share your blessing 
with another family like ours who 
want a child so badly, but need a 
woman with an unselfish, giving spirit 
to help. 

May the Lord bless and guide you in 
your decision. 

Susan Hansen Allen 

Moving? 

Be sure to let us known as soon as 
possible. Sunsfones are not forwarded 
because they are mailed bulk rate. 
We cannot afford to mail two copies 
to subscribers who fail to notify us at 
least one month in advance. 

Name 

My old zip code is 

My new address will be 
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