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arly in March we learned via the
"grapevine" that Mark William
Hofmann, the dealer in Mormon

collectibles, had done it again. In April
1980 ihe had sold to the Church a page of
characters from the Book of Mormon
copied in Joseph Smith’s own
handwriting; this time the document
was the transcript of a blessing from
Joseph Smith to his son Joseph III,
naming the boy his successor. Dated 17
January 1844, the holograph was in the
distinctive handwriting of Thomas
Bullock, a historical clerk for the Church
at the. time.

AccoMing to a number of sources,
Hofmann approached Donald T.
Schmidt, Archivist/Librarian for the LDS
Historical Department. Schmidl:
indicated that the Church was not
interested in the blessing. Hofmann then
called Richard Howard, historian of the
RLDS Church, which traces its authority
through Joseph III. Hofmann agreed to
exchange his find for a copy of the Book of
Commandments, an early, rare version of
the Doctrine and Covenants worth
between $20,000 and $25,000. Within 24
hours Howard, book in hand, was on a
flight to Salt Lake City.

Mear~.while, Hofmann asked Dean
Jessee, an LDS historian and specialist in

handwriting who works in the Historical
Department, to determine whether or
not Bullock actually penned the blessing.
Jessee confirmed that he had. Earl Olsen,
assistant managing director of the
department, apparently learned of the
document at this time and informed G.
Homer Durham, :managing director and
member of the First Quorum of Seventy,
who felt the matter should be
reconsidered. He talked to Gordon B.
Hinckley and Boyd K. Packer (Apostles
and his supervisors) who talked to N.
Eldon Tanner. The First Presidency
approved the acquisition.

So before Howard could finalize the
exchange, a representative of the LDS
Church called Hofmann. Hence, the
LDS Church acquired the blessing after
all, Hofmann received "a document and
some printed materials," and Howard
returned to Independence
empty-handed.

Don Schmidt was reluctant to talk to us.
He acknowledged that the blessing
seemed authentic’ but he told us l~tOt to
print anything about it until the Church
made an official announcement---
though he couldn’t tell us when tlhe
Church would do this. There was really
nothing new in the document, he
assured us, but it had to be presented in

A blessing, given to Joseph Smith, 3rd, by his father,
Joseph Smith, ]un., on Jan. 17, 1844.

Blessed of the Lord is my son Joseph, who is called the
third, for the Lord knows the integrity of his heart, and
loves him, because of his faith, and righteous desires.
And, for this cause, has the Lord raised him up; that the
promises made to the fathers ~night be fulfilled, even that
the anointing of the progenitor shall be upon the head of
my son, and his seed after him,~from generation to
generation. For he shall be my successor to the Presidency
of the High Priesthood: a Seer, and a Revelator, and a
Prophet, un to the Ch u rch; which appoin tmen t belongeth
to him by blessing, and also by right.

Verily, thus saith the Lord: if he abides in me, his days
shall be lengthened upon the earth, but, if he abides not in
me, I, the Lord, will receive him, in an instant, unto
myself.

When he is grown, he shall be a strength to his brethren,
and a comfort to his ~nother. Angels will minister unto
him, and he will be wafted as on eagle’s wings, and be as
wise as serpents, even a multiplicity of blessings sh,~ll be
his. Amen.

the proper context. Public
Communications would only say that it
seemed authentic.
No one we talked to doubted the
authenticity. Not only was the
handwriting that of Bullock, but the
document was foMed in thirds and
labeled on the back with the date and a
description of the contents. During this
period (1843-44) in Nauvoo the
document would have been filed this
way. In fact the description on the back
may have been wriitten by Joseph Smith,
Jr., himself. Dean J essee agreed that was
a definite possibility but added that
further study was needed since Joseph’s
writing was not as distinctive as
Bullock’s.

During the next couple of weeks as our
final deadline approached, the news
leaked out and other publications,
including Utah Holiday’S, Time, Newsweek,
The Los Angeles Times, and The New York
Times, began pressing the Church for
information. In response, a press release
was finally issued on March 20. The
interesting twist to the story is that the
Church was kindly offering the blessing
to the RLDS church--in exchange for a
Book of Commandments.

In the meantime we had talked to several
historians including Michael Quinn, Ron
Esplin, Linda Newell, Scott Kenney, and
Ron Walker, who helped us piece
together a fascinating story of
succession. Quinn, in his carefully
researched, "The Mormon Succession
Crisis of 1844" (BYU Studies, Winter
1976, pp. 187-233), demonstrated five
years ago that Joseph Smith had by word
or action between 1834 and 1844
"established precedents or authority for
eight possible methods of
succession: 1) by a counselor in the First
Presidency, 2) by a special
appointment, 3) through the office of
Associate Presider~t, 4) by the Presiding
Patriarch, 5) by the Council of
Fifty, 6) by the Quorum of the Twelve
Apostles, 7) by the three priesthood
councils, 8) by a descendant of Joseph
Smith, Jr."
Whatever the theoretical precedents,
however, not all of these were ever
realistic possibilities. Joseph ordained
David Whitmer as a possible successor
on 3 July 1834, a fact krtown only to a
few. On 5 December 1834 Joseph also
designated Oliver Cowdery to succeed
him. Together Oliver and Joseph had
received key ordinances from John the
Baptist, Peter, James, and John, and
Elijah. Joseph understandably elevated
Oliver to a position second only to
himself. But both Whitmer and Cowdery
were excommunicated in 1838.
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In 1841 Joseph placed Hyrum Smith, his
brother and Patriarch of the Church, in
Oliver Cowdery’s place. Hyrum would
succeed Joseph. In the winter of 1843,
however, there was a near break
between the brothers over plural
marriage. Hyrum felt the practice was an
abomination and tried to entrap Joseph
with his plural wives and thus publicly
expose him. But in the spring of 1843 the
two brothers were finally reconciled over
the matter. On 16 July 1843, Joseph again
declared that Hyrum should "hold the
office of prophet to the Church, as it was
his birthright."

Though Joseph had designated a
successor, he still turned much
ecclesiastical, economic, and political
power to the Quorum of the Twelve
Apostles. A published revelation as early
as 23 March 1835 (D&C 107) explained
that the Quorum was equal in "authority
and power" to the First Presidency, but
only later did the Quorum assume that
authority. With Brigham Young as
President, they directed the emigration
from Missouri to Nauvoo and presided
over such secret developments as plural
marriage and organization of the Council
of Fifty. Then during the fall of 1843, they
gathered from their various missions to
receive temple ordinances and
priesthood keys with Joseph presiding
and Brigham Young officiating. The next
spring, in a meeting of the Quorum and
Council of Fifty, Joseph shook his
clothing to illustrate that he was shaking
off the responsibility and passing it to
"you my brethren of the council."
Joseph seemed to be of two minds about
his future during that winter and spring
of 1843-1844. The Missourians made
more than one attempt to kidnap him,
and dissenters from his own group also
threatened his life. He had reason to fear
possible death or imprisonment and
tried to prepare his church to survive
such a possibility. But he also made
long-range plans, for the Saints to go
West, for example, and expected to
participate.
One event he clearly foresaw--that his
own eldest son, Joseph III, would one
day lead the Church--though he did not
intend that an eleven-year-old boy
should do so. That was Joseph III’s age
when his father took him to the red brick
store in Nauvoo on 17 January 1844 and
blessed him to "be my successor to the
Presidency of the High Priesthood: a
Seer, and a Revelator, and a Prophet,
unto the Church; which appointment
belongeth to him by blessing, and also by
right."

According to James Whitehead, who
heard about the blessing from those

present and described the event years
later, Newell K. Whitney was there,
Hyrum annointed the boy with oil, and
Joseph pronounced the blessing. In 1865
Emma recalled that George J. Adams
had run to her house exclaiming that
"the matter is now settled--we know
who Joseph’s successor will be. It is Little
Joseph--I have just seen him ordained."

Joseph’s father, Joseph Smith, Sr., had
given Joseph III a similar blessing in
Kirtland: "You shall have power to carry
out all that your Father shall leave
undone when you become of age."
Joseph III in later years remembered that
his father blessed him on two other
occasions---at Liberty Jail and the night
before he left for Carthage: "If anything
should happen to me, you will know
who is to be my successor. This, my son,
has been blessed and set apart and will in
time succeed me." Though Joseph III
never claimed that his father ordained
him, he did state that his father publicly
acknowledged him to be his successor in
Nauvoo--"in the presence of hundreds,
possibly thousands of people."

When Joseph and Hyrum, whom Joseph
had declared his immediate successor,
were killed at Carthage, even Brigham
Young, if only for a moment, wondered
if these deaths meant the end of the
Church: "The first thing I thought of
was, whether Joseph had taken the keys
of the kingdom with him from the
earth," he wrote. But then he thought
better, "The keys of the kingdom are
right here with the Church." The
Quorum represented the continuity
upon which the majority of Joseph’s
followers quickly depended. When the
membership of the Church voted on 4
August 1844 to accept the leadership of
the Quorum and Brigham Young, they,
however, did not perceive it as deciding
on a successor to Joseph Smith. Even
after the First Presidency was
established in 1847 (significantly with a
number of the Twelve in initial
opposition), that presidency was seen as
an extension of the Quorum.

The possibility that Joseph’s son (and
heir) might one day lead the Church
remained. Brigham Young
acknowledged this, publicly and
privately, even after the Mormons
located in Utah and Emma remained
with her family in Illinois.
Representatives of the Mormons
extended invitations to Joseph III to
come West at the same time being
courted by disaffected followers of his
father who wanted him to preside over a
newly reorganized church.

Emma initially did not want her son to
join either group. The disagreements

and recriminations between herself and
Brigham Young and the years of
following and suffering with her beloved
husband had left Emma feeling weary,
angry, betrayed, and anxious to cut the
ties that bound her to a religion which
had caused such pain. She therefore
colored Joseph III’s perceptions of his
father’s Utah followers; he would not
consider that alternative. Moreover, she
supported his eventual decision to
accept the leadership of the Reorganized
Church.

After Joseph III joined with the RLDS,
Brigham continued to hope that Joseph’s
son David Hyrum might lead the
Mormons. At general conference in 1863
President Young reminisced that Joseph
had prophecied of a son to be born
named David. "On him, said Joseph, "in
some future time, will rest the
responsibility that now rests on me." In
1866 President Young pointedly
addressed his remarks to "you old
Mormons," who seemed to keep talking
about succession, and again expressed
his desire that David might forsake his
present path and preside over the
Church. No doubt the success which
Joseph III and Alexander (another son of
Joseph) had as missionaries for the RLDS
in Utah in the 1860s can be traced to the
belief that Joseph’s sons did have
legitimate claims.

In fact, the idea of lineal descent and
birthright persisted in the Mormon
church throughout the nineteenth
century. Brigham Young privately
ordained three of his own sons as
apostles, some while still boys. He also
privately ordained the son of Hyrum
Smith, Joseph F. Smith, as an apostle.
Twenty-seven years old, he did not
become a member of the Quorum until
later. At the death of John Taylor, it is
interesting that some argued that Joseph
F. (though not the senior member of the
Quorum) should become President.
John Taylor ordained his son John W. an
apostle. Orson Pratt in 1846 had
ordained his son Orson Jr. his successor
in the priesthood. This practice was
legitimized when Brigham told the
Quorum in the 1860s that he was only
doing with his sons what they had the
right to do with theirs.

These events are only the
roughly-sketched outlines of a story
which will provide the context for the
remarkable, and controversial, blessing
of Joseph Smith III. The evidence does
not seem to support the traditional
Mormon accounts. Joseph did not see
Brigham Young as his only possible
successor; the RLDS Church did not
fabricate Joseph III’s "blessing" and
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"rigl~t’’ to succeed his father. For years
we have self-righteously clucked at the
RLDS Church for denying that Joseph
practiced plural marriage and have
watched with satisfaction at the
mounting proof of the undeniable fact.
How ironic that the roles are now
reversed. The final tragedy of the
Prop’,net Joseph’s story is, as Paul
Edwards so eloquently stated, tlhat the
kingdom ended up in one church and
the line of kings in the other.

What we find most troubling then is not
the fact of the blessing but rather the
Church’s response to this historic find.
First l:here was a desire for secrecy. Then
we heard strong defenses of the.
Church’s line of authority (whic.h we
were not disputing). The holograph,
they .claim, is merely the loving blessing
of a doting father; the promises were
based on faithfulness. All in all the
document is interesting but mostly
irrelevant.
But we have yet to hear that we as a
Church have been wrong. Not wrong in
our choice of leadership but wrong in our
absolutist view of history. We cannot
insist upon a single interpretation of
histo:cic events simply to legitimize later
events but must be willing to follow our
history where the insights and sources of
the present take us.

We simply cannot "manage" our
history. As Leonard Arrington told an
audience of students at BYU (18 March
1981): "We must not use history as a
storehouse from which deceptively
simple moral lessons may be drawn at
random." We should realize that our
understanding of the past can never be
static and comfortable. Richard

Bushman made this point in his essay,
"Faithful History": "Even from a
religious perspective, at least frotn a
Mormon point of view, there can be no
lasting history for mortals. So long as we
progress, we will enjoy ever broader
horizons, and these must inevitably
reflect on our understanding of what
went before. As our wisdom enlarges,
we will see more deeply into all of our
experiences. Only when we come to the
limits of knowledge and intelligence will
we reach the final truth about history."

The enduring lesson in this episode is
that our own faitlhful historians could
have helped us as a church avoid public
embarrassment. Since the publication of
Quinn’s piece in 1976, Mormon scholars
have known of the confusion
surrounding Joseph’s death, have
accepted the existence of conflicting
precedents for succession which Joseph
himself established, and yet have
concluded, rightly, the appropriateness
of Young’s leadership. But too often
Mormon historians who admit fallibility
in the actions of our predecessors, who
attempt naturalistic interpretations for
the flow of our history, or who try to
establish a comparative context are
viewed by some as unfaithful and
disloyal, or worse, as destroyers of faith.
We think they are none of these. Our
historians should not be seen as threats
but rather as resources to help us
understand and interpret our past. With
their help, challenging discoveries can
be anticipated and relished.

Susan Oman
Peggy Fletcher

*Special thanks to Utah t~hdiday for sharing its story before it
went to press.

Should We Be Neutral?
As a German convert to the Mormon
Church in 1946 (age 13) I was very
intere, sted and overwhelmed by
professors Keele and Tobler’s article
"The Fuehrer’s New Clothes." I was
spellbound by the historical account of
Helmuth Huebener, his courage, his
dedication, and his unswerving faith in
the revealed truth of the Gospel of Jesus
Christ for which he paid the penultimate
price. I am somewhat familiar with the
fact that some members of the LDS
Church during the Third Reich were

very much enamoured by Hitler and
some of his beliefs. I also remember
seeing a district president (stake
president) proudly marching in his
brown uniform in a Nazi Party rally. In
restrospect this behavior by some
members of the LDS Church should
have seemed incomprehensible even for
those trying times’.. It certainly seems
incomprehensible now, but then
hindsight should give perfect 20/20
vision.
However, I feel somewhat uneasy about
the conclusions drawn by Keele and

Tobler. First, on the eviidence available
could these two writers have concluded
that Helmuth Huebener was right in his
actions? That he was duty bound by his
conscience to pursue his particular
course of action? Or perhaps, since
Helmuth Huebener’s actions had not
been approved by the proper Church
authorities that he could probably have
been wrong in his actions? Does the LDS
church believe so literally in the 12th
Article of Faith that its members are
required to give obedience to any form of
government no matter how corrupt the
laws of that government are? Are
members of the LDS church now
advised to become neutral toward
governments which they cannot
support? What good is a prophet who
cannot tell his followers "the precise
boundary betweec~ ’things that are
Caesar’s’ and the ’things that are
God’s?’ " Nephi, in Helaman chapters 7
through 10, did not seem to have Ead
these problems.

Secondly, the 1946 explanation that
Helmuth Huebener’s
"excommunication was done by
mistake" seems to be an attempt to
sweep the whole Huebener affair under
the rug. Would this mistake have been
corrected if the Nazi’s were still in
power? The explanation on Huebener’s
membership record seems a gross
unfairness to a martyr in the cause of
truth.

Thirdly, Keele and Tobler seem to
circumvent the overriding message
given in Section 98 of the D&C. The
message of seeking for honest and wise
men is secondary to the establishing of
correct laws to guide a ,country. If we
read section 98 of the D&C starting with
verses 4 through 7 and then skipping to
verses 11 through 14 we have before us
the Lord’s "Law of Civiil Disobedience."
How far should we carry this
disobedience? Until the Lord has proven
us in all things, ancl "whether you will
abide in my covenant, even unto death,
that you may be found worthy."
Helmuth Huebener has been foundL
worthy because he knew that God
would never accept a neutral person as
His servant because in Revelation 3:15
we are told that "because thou art
lukewarm, and nei~ther cold or hot,. I will
spew thee out of rny mouth."

Harald E. Singer
Hyde Park, Utah

Editing History
I enjoyed the essay on "’The Mormon
Concept of a Mother in Heaven" by
Linda Wilcox (5:5). She. obviously has
done her homework. Thus, I was rather
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surprised and disappointed at a glaring
omission in her research. Eliza R. Snow
may rightly be called a prophetess for
penning the verses of "O My Father,"
but it seems misleading not to point out
who Eliza believed our Mother in
Heaven to be. This information seemed
to be important to the theme of the
paper, as Linda points out (p. 14) that
there "is a vague sense of not really
knowing enough to feel as close as one
would like to the Heavenly
Mother--wondering about her name
and how we might react to it were we to
know it." How we might react is an
interesting point, and perhaps explains
why Ms. Wilcox left this information out
of her paper.

In 1877 Eliza R. Snow published her
second volume of poems entitled Poems,
Religious, Historical and Political (SLC,
LDS Print and Public, 1877). It contains
two poems relating to Eliza’s beliefs
about our Heavenly Mother. The first is
"To Mrs.         " and the second is
"The Ultimatum of Human Life" (vol. 2,
pp. 196, 8-9). These poems clearly
demonstrate that she believed the
mother of our spirits to be Eve, the wife
of Adam. One should also refer to the
wglume Women of Mormondom (N.Y.,
1877) which Eliza helped Edward W.
Tullidge write and edit for further ideas
on this topic of Eve being our Mother in
Heaven (see pages 193-198).

Linda Wilcox also refers to a statement of
Brigham Young to the effect that God
"created man as we create our children"
as an indirect reference to his belief in a
Mother in Heaven. But she incorrectly
states that "Church leaders of the
nineteenth century.., did not speak
much about a Mother in Heaven."
Brigham Young referred to her in many
statements much more directly than he
did in the oblique statement quoted by
Linda in her article. For example, in a
General Conference session held
October 8, 1854, he said:

Adam is the Father of our
spirits .... Father Adam was a
resurrected being.., and it was said
to him: It is your right to organize the
elements; and to your creations and
posterity there shall be no
end .... Our spirits and the spirits of
all the human family were begotten
by Adam and born of Eve .... Father
Adam and Mother Eve had the
children of the human family
prepared to come here and take
bodies.., and that body gets an
exaltation with the spirit when they
are prepared to be crowned in
Father’s kingdom. ’What, into
Adam’s kingdom?’ Yes... I tell you,

when you see your Father in the
heavens, you will see Adam; when
you see your mother that bore your
spirit, you will see Mother
Eve .... (Unpublished sermon in
Brigham Young Papers, Church
Archives; also see L. John Nuttall
Journal, Vol. 1:18-20.)

On several occasions, Brigham Young
promised the sisters that if they lived
righteously, they would have the
opportunity of being Mothers in
Heaven, and more specifically, that
"You will become Eves to earths like
this" (J.D. 8:208; also see Millennial Star
31:267 and J.D. 12:97).
Further references from Brigham Young
concerning the position of Adam and
Eve as our Father and Mother in Heaven
could be multiplied until we had a large
volume. I therefore cannot understand
Ms. Wilcox’s statement that "little if any
’theology’ has been developed to
elucidate her nature and characterize our
relationship to her" (p. 9). A more
correct statement might be that little if
any currently accepted theology has been
developed.
Linda correctly traces the ideas of Eliza
R. Snow and Brigham Young on the
topic of a Mother in Heaven to Joseph
Smith. In a statement made at the school
of the prophets, Brigham Young
attributes his ideas on this topic to
Joseph: "President Young said Adam
was Michael the Archangel and he was
the Father of Jesus Christ and was our
God and that Joseph taught this
principle" (Wilford Woodruff journal,
December 16, 1867). The experience of
Zebedee Coltrin related in the article (p.
10) wherein he saw in vision with Joseph
Smith "the Father seated upon a
throne.., and the Mother also.., and
later the Savior added to the group" is
also an interesting reference. Perhaps
Sister Wilcox was unaware of another
account of this incident related by
Zebedee Coltrin in which he stated that
Joseph said the two heavenly beings
seated upon their thrones were "Father
Adam and Mother Eve" (Minutes of the
High Priest meeting in Spanish Fork,
Utah, Feb. 5, 1878).
The fact that these beliefs are considered
to be heresy in the Church today (see
talks by Mark E. Petersen and Bruce R.
McConkie in the last General
Conference, Ensign [Nov. 1980]: 16-18;
50-52) does not excuse us in presenting
in our histories only that portion of the
early saints’ beliefs which are currently
in vogue. To distort the past just to make
it seem more harmonious with the
currently held theological views gives
false and misleading impressions

concerning the foundations of our
current views. This deceptive approach
to history may be considered to be more
faith promoting, but it certainly is not
very honest or accurate.

In Grethe B. Peterson’s response to
Linda’s paper, she laments that by about
200 AD, all the ideas concerning a female
diety which had existed in the early
church "had been omitted from the
canonized texts and were branded
heretical" (p. 16). Apparently, history
repeats itself, for we are guilty in the
Church today of these same editing
practices. We carefully select our sources
and omit what we consider to be heresy.
And thus our heirs inherit a false view of
what the true beliefs in early church
history really were.

Boyd Kirkland
West Jordan, Utah

Mormon Contribution to Old
Testament
I am concerned as I finish reading
Melodie Moench Charles’ article, "The
Mormon Christianizing of the Old
Testament." It seems to me that the
article misses the whole point (a very
important point, as I see it) of the
Mormon position viz a viz the Old
Testament, and beyond that, all
scripture which has come down to us
from ancient times.

That point is, if the LDS relationship
with the Bible were not different from
that of mainstream Christian
commentators and Jewish theologians
and historians, who have been
responsible for virtually all current
translations of the Bible as well as its
criticism and exegesis, then our
miraculous, revelation-born origins and
our continuous leadership by divinely
inspired prophets and leaders, all of
which aids us in our understanding of
the Old Testament and much else
besides, would have contributed very
little to our penetration of these sacred,
historical matters, either in the long or
the short run.
In her comment about the Mormon
position that the Law given to the
children of Israel was inferior to the Law
of the Gospel, she says, "So from
Mormon scripture, and not from the
Bible, comes the notion that the second
law was terribly inferior to the first which
contained the gospel and the
priesthood" (p. 36). She seems to forget
that the evidence for sustaining this
truth, this "notion", would, by force,
have to come from outside the Old
Testament. If it were in the Old
Testament in a readily discernable way,
then of course we would not have to go
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outside of it, and all competent students
of the Book would be well aware of the
fact. But it is not in the Old Testament
and :in fact the Joseph Smith Translation
of Exodus 34:1-2, suggests that it has
been lost, that it was indeed there but is
no more.

Again, the fact that we possess this
evidence is an aspect of our unique
con~cibution to biblical commentary in
general. If outside resources were not
needed to aid in the appreciation of the
Old Testament, we could conclude that
there would have been no need for a
"restoration" of truth (a conclusion held,
no doubt, by many Bible scholars and
critics who are not enthusiastic about our
evidence); a simple "reformation" by
correctly informed theologians and Bible
schoi{ars would have sufficed.

We should recall that for much of its
history God was displeased with Israel
because it was in an "apostate" or
disobedient condition. (That is not a
Mormon position, it is the warp and
wool: of Old Testament records of God’s
dealings with Israel.) And such was the
case whether Israel as a body-collective
acknowledged it or not. Melodie offers
us no evidence, for instance, that the
writings of Israel’s teachers and
prophets were not changed or made of
no effect by subsequent generations of
either confused or malignant men. And
yet she seems to den igrate just such a
position because the evidence for it
comes from sources that we as LDS
accept as true and accurate which are
outside of the Old Testament.

At least part of the significance ,of
Christ’s mortal mission was his
chalh?nge to the Jewish hierarclqy on
their "traditional" or "orthodox" or Old
Testament-derived views. He said they
were wrong. He counseled them to
change. If there was no need to
re-evaluate their traditional beliefs, theix
interpretation of their history, why tell
them to do it? What purpose would it
serve other than to make them
murderously angry?

Finally, her conclusion is not, ! think, a
tenable one. Especially is this so in light
of the past two hundred years of biblical
scholarship, not to mention literary and
historical criticism. She writes,

Typically Mormons reconcile these
views by overlaying the commentary
from Mormon scripture and General
Authorities on the Old Testament.
When the two are in conflict the
deletion, conspiracy, or obscurity
theory is invoked and the Old
Testament is declared inadequate,
inaccurate, or incomprehensible. In

such contests the Old Testament will
almost always be supplanted by the
Mormon revision of it. In gospel
study, this is understandable. But the
place to explore the Mormon
understanding of the Old Testament
beliefs is in studying the Book: of
Mormon, the Book of Abraham, the
Book of Moses, and the teachings of
the Latter-day prophets.

There is value in this approach but
it is not Old Testament study. It we
want to learn about the Old
Testament, it should be allowed to
stand by itself....(p. 39)

I find that conclusion too narrow and too
restrictive and not in accordance with the
practice of scholars, critics, and exegetes
who seek to enlighten us on ancient
documents, religious or other wise. If we
want to learn about the wealth of
understanding of human nature to be
found in the plays of William
Shakespeare, do we confine our study to
the plays of the poet? In fact, we need
help from outside of the folios to

determine which renditions of his plays
honestly represent what he actually
wrote. If we want to understand Homer
and things Greek in his age, do we
confine ourselves to the text of the Iliad or
the Odyssey? We learn from analogy, by
metaphors, if you will. Without
sometl’fing outside of the text to compare
and bolster what is in the text, too much
of our target remains in the dark. We will
miss the mark.

It is clear that we need help from outside
the texts in these two instances. I think it
is equally clear that we need help from
outside the Old Testament, if we want to
understand what Melodie calls its
"unique message" to us. We seek that
help from every possible source: history,
archaeology, criticism, epistemology,
linguistics and (if one can get it) revealed
truth.
What Melodie calls "normative Old
Testament theology" has not been.
enough or there would not even be. a
need for her article. The questions that
still bother Bible students could have
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been put to rest long ago (and there are
probably many normative Old
Testament theologists who feel they
have been). What did God give us the
Book of Mormon, the Book of Abraham,
the Book of Moses, and the Doctrine and
Covenants (along with divinely guided
leadership) for, if not to help out
understanding of the dealings of God
with man in all ages, including those
covered by the Old Testament?

Challenge the conclusions, if you feel
they are wrong. Maintain the claim,
perhaps with some justification, that
LDS readers and teachers are sometimes
facile in their overlaying of Mormonism
in their commentary on the Bible. Chide
them, if you think it is a serious problem,
for wanting to fit Ancient Israel into the
mold for Modern Israel. (Although it
might be good to recall that all of Ancient
Israel’s ethical and moral instructions
have been given to us in modern times;
therefore, such a comparison is not
totally baroque.) Do all of this but do not
inveigh against the basic method.

Using the Book of Mormon, for instance,
to aid in understanding the Old
Testament is precisely equal to using the
Dead Sea Scrolls or the Nag Hammadi
Library to understand the Bible. It is no
argument of any compelling nature to
me against the use of modem revelation
and additional scripture to say that those
who hold the Book of Mormon to be
sacred, accurate, and authoritative are
relatively few in number and perhaps are
not highly thought of by mainstream
scholars and critics. The same could be
said of the early proponents of the use of
the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Nag
Hammadi Library for such purposes.
(iMelodie does not say this, I inferred it.)

To not use these things in our study and
appreciation of the Old Testament is to
rob ourselves of the second most
valuable source of information
contributing to our understanding of
things that are theological and yet
remote. (For the first, cf. Alma 17:2-3.)

In her analysis Melodie shows a good
grasp of the pertinent scriptural
passages in all the Standard Works she
uses to demonstrate here her point. In
my opinion she shows a good
understanding of commonly-held LDS
views. (She has no doubt sat through her
share of "Gospel Doctrine Classes. ") But
in the final outcome I find her pitting the
Protestant and Jewish commentarists
and exegetes on the Old Testament
(those who have produced a sizable
chunk of the extant literature on the
subject) against the LDS commentators.
The latter are later into the field. Their

background is not yet as extensive,
perhaps. But they have a distinct
advantage. They have more material at
their disposal. They have all that the
earlier commentators have plus the
additional implements mentioned
above. To ask them to restrict themselves
in the use of these implements so that
their findings will conform more to
"normative theology" in the Old
Testament is, again, to miss the mark.

I will conclude by saying, when I
finished reading the article I felt as
though I had read an exercise in analysis.
That is, the kind of paper a student might
write in the milieu of a cosmopolitan

university graduate school. But I find
myself hoping that it represents an
"exercise in analysis" for Melodie and
not her personal point of view.

Norman J. Barlow
Instructor, LDS Institute, UCLA

SUNSTONE welcomes letters from our
readers and prints a representative sample of
opinions. All letters represent the attitudes of
the writers and not necessarily those of the
editors or publisher. To be considered for
publication, letters should not exceed 300
words. Any letter may be edited for reasons of
space or clarity. A more lengthy letter will be
treated like a manuscript submission.

Fold
The Electronic Church
According to the 12 February 1981 issue
of Newsweek, TV evangelism is now a
booming business. Jerry Falwell alone
took in $50 million last year. Falwell
attributes his success to a national
hunger for fundamentalist theology.
Because of declining membership,
mainline Protestants are also trying to
make better use of this medium. The
Southern Baptist Convention and the
United Methodist Church are both
trying to set up their own television
stations. One national religious
association recently sponsored
workshops on broadcast law and
satellite technology. Jews and Catholics
are also expanding into television, but on
a more modest scale. Mark Sills, one
critic of this movement, claims that some
of these "electronic churches" are
substitutes for real church attendance.
He believes that this implies "that the
Body of Christ does not need to be
incarnate in a particular community
through an organized
congregation.., having no real,
physical, incarnational presence in the
communities where God’s people live,
work, play, struggle, and die."

Church-State Relations in America
There is no consistent doctrine stating
the relationship between the United
States government and
non-governmental organizations. Each
type of organization, from unions to
universities, has its own unique
relationship with the government
stemming from a long and separate
tradition. Church-state issues belong to

one such tradition. And according to an
article by Paul Swomley, the Supreme
Court has not yet dealt with most of the
important church-state issues (The
Christian Century, 25 February 1981).
According to Dr. Swomley, those issues
likely to occupy a prominent position in
government and religious bodies during
the 1980s are the following:
1. The first issue will likely be the
congressional efforts to nullify the 1963
Supreme Court decision regarding
prayer in public schools.
2. Efforts to increase financial aid to
private schools are expected. Some
future legislative action will include tax
credits for parents, university type
grants available to students in
elementary and secondary private
schools, and state aid to private schools.

3. There will be attempts to overturn the
1973 Supreme Court decision on
abortion by those who believe that the
fetus or embryo is a human being with
rights. There will also be challenges to
present conservative state laws on
abortion.
4. The debate between creationists and
evolutionists, and the controversy over
what should be taught in the schools,
will continue in the 1980s.
5. The expanding government
regulation of religion will be
scrutinized: the power of the IRS to
grant and deny religious exemption,
equal employment regulation in church
schools (where heresy may be grounds
for employment action and
opportunity).
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6. The protection of the rights of
religious minorities will be dealt with.
The issues here involve parental
kidnapping and deprogramming, the
use of public facilities to collect funds.

7. The presence of religiously-oriented

....
Nudes in Flight
LDS artist Trevor Southey, who has
done commissions for the Mormon
church and whose works are displayed
world-wide, found himself in the middle
of a controversy concerning one. of his
paintings which was recently hung at the
Salt Lake City International Airport. The
painting, depicting a nude man and
woman soaring through the air, received
criticism from members of
anti-pornography groups who claim
that F.ersons viewing it might be incited
to violent acts such as rape or murder.

Mos, t airport visitors interviewed
concerning their reactions have not
found the painting offensive, although a
Western Airlines flight captain
comrnented, "The woman has too much
drag and if she doesn’t turn over soon,
she’ll stall out."

Southey sees no impropriety in his
painting, explaining that "nudes in art
are natural." He feels it is unfortunate
that "we are conditioned in a puritanical
environment to assume that nakedness
immediately means immorality." At
latest report, the painting will remain in
the airport.

A Lube and a Handshake
Provo’s Jiffy Lube auto service center, in
a recent effort to increase its clientele,
placed an advertisement in BYU"s Daily
Universe offering a complete lube, a
chance to meet Elder Paul H. Dunn, a
rrlember of the Presidency of the General
Quorum of Seventy, and a free
autographed book to the first 50
customers--all for just $14.95.

symbols, such as Christmas trees, in
public places will also be an issue for
judicial debate.

Dr. Swomly teaches at Saint Paul School
of Theology and is active in affairs of the
American Civil Liberties Union.

According to Elder Dunn’s secretary, the
well-known General Authority made
the February 23 promotional appearance
as a favor to his son-in-law, the Jiffy
Lube’s owner.
In response, a xeroxed, hand-distributed
"editorial" dubbed the event "the Jiffy
Lube scandal" and criticized generally
the "commercialization" of Mormonism.
To punctuate its point, the hand-out
parodied the marketing of Mormon
paraphenalia, offering order blanks for
General Authority belt buckles, leaves
from the Sacred Grove, and locks of
Wilford Woodruff’s hair (to name only a
few).
The Eldridge Cleaver Story
Over nine hundred people crowded into
the auditorium and two overflow rooms
of the Freemen Institute building in Salt
Lake City on 25 February 1981 to hear
ex-Black Panther leader Eldridge Cleaver
recount his conversion to ChristianiW
and to extoll the freedoms of America.
Interest in Cleaver’s transformation had
been heightened in Salt Lake City earlier
in the month by revelations that he had
been receiving lessons in Mormonism
and had talked privately with Elder Paul
H. Dunn, member of the Quorum of the
Seventy. Cleaver confirmed this but
indicated that he had made no final
decisions about the Church.

Cleon Skousen, founder of the Institute,
a conservative political education
organization, took advantage of the
capacity crowd and recited the history of
the Freemen, emphasizing the
increasing public attention it is receiving.
He described his recent coups: a chance
to present the Institute’s Constitutional
Seminars to members of the Texas Farm
Bureau, a two hour speech delivered to
the Wyoming state legislature, a George
Washington’s birthday address televised
in 32 states, a central fund for Arizona
established through money donated by
Arizona contractors from the sale of two
houses built for the Institute.

But clearly the Freemen/s showcase star
was Eldridge Cleaver. Before he spoke a
film was shown--"The Eldridge Cleaver
Story," which recounted his early life in
prison for various crimes, his
involvement with the Black Panthers,
including a shootout with Oakland
police in 1968 during which Panther
founder Bobby Hutton was killed, and
his flight from the country when charged
with attempted murder and assault. As a
fugitive he lived in Cuba, Algeria, and
France and made trips to North Korea
and North Vietnam.

The film also described Cleaver’s
conversion to Christ. While living in
France, he became increasingly
disillusioned with IVIarxism and came to
feel there was "no light or directioln~ or
purpose" in his life. One night, in deep
depression, he fingered a pistol and
considered suicide. Looking up he saw a
procession of his heroes marching across
the moon--Marx, Castro, Mao.
Suddenly he saw the irnage of Jesus
Christ. Trembling, frightened, crying,
he remembered the words of the Lord’s
Prayer and the Twenty-third Psalm. The
misery subsided and he fell peacefully
asleep, iHe awoke with a start the next
morning and "saw a path of light all the
way back home"--through a prison cell.
He returned to the United States in 11975
and quipped to newsmen at the airport,
"Anyone who hasn’t changed his views
since 1968 is in trouble."

While in prison he met several Christians
who helped him strengthen his own
religious beliefs. His final benefactor was
Arthur ("Arby") DeMoss, head of the
Campus Crusades for Christ and the
Christian Freedom Foundation, who
posted $100,000 bond and helped
Cleaver fight charges stemming from the
Oakland shootout. For the past five
years Cleaver has been traveling and
sharing Christ through the "Eldridge
Cleaver Crusades."
After the film Skousen, an ex-FBI agent,
introduced Cleaver to the audience as
"my very good friend" and described his
surprise at looking into the crowd during
a lecture in Oakland, California, and
seeing his nemesis :from the protests of
the sixties.

Cleaver, who laughingly agreed that "if
someone had told me in 1968 .... " then
described his own "relief" at finding a
group like the Freemen Institute. Many
people had wanted to listen to his
testimony of Christ but few had wanted
to hear anything political. But he had
wanted to share his disillusionment with
and growing disdain and fear of
communism.
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Cleaver had traveled to Cuba and other
communist countries to study Marxist
ideology and to gain military skills and
weapons which could be used in a
Marxist revolution and civil war in the
United States. This travel was a
"shocking eye opener" to him. "I
wanted change but these people wanted
to remove the United States from the
face of the earth." He compared the
torture of political prisoners in these
countries to the problems he had seen in
the U.S. "I began to miss the Oakland
Police Department," he laughed. This
appreciation for his homeland has
grown. "I am glad to combine with
Skousen to help to turn this country
around," he said. "What we need is a
thousand Skousens."

He encouraged those present who were
not part of the Freemen Institute---those
who had only come to see a "reed blown
by the wind"--to take a chance and join
with Skousen’s group. There is a
political and spiritual message in Salt
Lake City and in Utah, he concluded,
which can rescue this country and bring
about "a brave new world."

"J. Edgar Hoover would be proud of
you," responded Skousen after the
applause, "and welcome home."

Utah Ku Klux Klan
A series of articles published recently in
the Salt Lake Tribune reported that there
has been a resurgence of the Ku Klux
Klan in Utah. Emphasizing what he
termed "positive racism"--a belief in
preserving the interests of one’s own
race, rather than eliminating all
ot:hers--a Utah Klan spokesman claimed
that the overwhelming majority of state
Klansmen "are good, practicing
members of the Mormon church."

When questioned about LDS
involvement, Mormon Church
spokesman Don LeFevre commented
that the church neither condones nor
frowns upon its members belonging to
the Klan.

Mormon History Association Annual
Meeting
The 1981 annual meeting will be held
May 1-3 at Ricks College in Rexburg,
Idaho. The program will include
sessions on the international church,
Mormons in Idaho, Utah and the Pacific,
Chesterfield, comparative approaches to
Church history, architectural history,
polygamy, sexuality, administrative
history, the REDS church, immigration,
Joseph Smith, sacred places, legal
history, Ricks College, and Mormon
biography. For more information write
to Larry Porter, MHA, Box 7010
University Station, Provo, Utah, 84602.

Jews
Is Mormonism Christian? Mormon
Doctrine Compared with Biblical
Christianity
Gordon H. Fraser
Moody Press, 1977
192 pages

Will the Saints Go Marching In? A
Comparison of the Mormon Faith with
Biblical Christianity
Floyd McElveen
Regal Books, 1977
175 pages

The Mormon Papers: Are the Mormon
Scriptures Reliable?
Harry L. Ropp
118 pages

These three books offer typical
arguments presented by "Christian (not
Mormon) Fundamentalists" against
Mormonism. These authors are united in
their alarm over many doctrines in the
LDS Church which they regard as
"anti-Christian": the prophethood of
Joseph Smith, the claims made for the
Book of Mormon, the Pearl of Great
Price, and the Doctrine and Covenants,
the doctrines of God an.d man, salvation,
grace, genealogical research, polygamy,
hell, baptism, heaven, pre-existence,
races, revelation, and the idea of one true
church. In short, there is little in
Mormonism which Fundamentalists
would label "Christian." Even those acts
of Mormons which may appear good
cannot really be counted because they
spring from wrong motives. Fraser’s
comment about Mormonism’s
pre-mortal doctrine is
representative: "Obviously the whole,
unbiblical, illogical, and non-Christian
concept of man’s pre-existence is
contrived in Mormon doctrine" (p. 85).
Fraser compares doctrine as he says he
will. But he also includes discussions of
some historical matters and analyzes
present-day (1957-77) missionary tactics,
"the sects of Mormonism," and Mormon
buildings. He also attacks the notion that
Mormons were ever persecuted; their
behavior was the problem.

McElveen discusses Mormon doctrine
and some history. In his appendix he
makes a seventeen-point doctrinal
comparison between Mormon writers
and the Bible and concludes with a plea

to accept Christ’s instant salvation. Both
McElveen and Fraser begin their books
with descriptions of encounters with
Mormon missionaries (McElveen’s is the
more personal), examples to illustrate
the seriousness of the Mormon challenge
to Christianity. Ropp also points out
Mormonism’s growing stature in the
world.

Ropp’s book is the most scholarly of the
three. He first establishes the basic
premise that Mormons are not orthodox.
He then examines the scriptures. The
book ends with suggested procedures
for use in converting Mormons to
Christianity. Four appendices contain a
small group of documents for help in
future study.

These and other works designed to
"combat" Mormonism are emerging
from that Christian perspective which
regards itself as the correct interpreter of
"biblical" Christianity and which
emphasizes salvation by grace, the
uselessness of current prophets, the
inerrancy of the Bible, the immediacy of
salvation through calling upon the name
of Jesus, and the helplessness of man.
These writers have utilized the works of
other like-minded opponents of
Mormonism in their scholarly and
witnessing efforts. Studies of Jerald and
Sandra Tanner are used freely as basic
source material undermining
Mormonism’s historical claims, and
publications of the anti-cult lecturer
David Martin are occasionally cited.

In arguing their points, all three authors
create straw men which are easily
destroyed. All, for example, examine
Joseph Smith’s involvement with
revivals and his accounts of the first
vision. The authors then cite the
arguments of Reverend Wesley Waiters
to support their contention that Joseph
Smith never participated in any such
revivals during the years under question.
Since the revivals supposedly provided
the emotionally upsetting conditions
which provoked Smith to enter the grove
to pray, it must follow that he made up
that part of the story. If he simply created
that part of the story, then how can we
trust him with respect to the rest? We
can’t.

Predictably, there is a conspicuous
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absence of any attempt in the writings of
the three authors to present evidence
from the work of Milton Backman (or
anyone else) demonstrating the
possibility that Joseph Smith might have
been telling the truth. Only authors,
scholars, and spokesmen (Mormon and
non-Mormon) whose statements may be
used to criticize or attack the Mormon
position are cited. In short, the three
works are not impartial. They fall into
the traditional category of anti-Mormon
literature inaugurated by E.D. Howe in
1833.

The books vary in the tightness of their
arguments. Ropp, for example, makes
the fewest logical errors and explores his
themes with greater depth than the
others. His argument dealing with the
changes in the Book of Mormon (pp.
36-46) effectively destroys the ’"literal
translation" thesis established by David
Whitmer and discusses the manner in
which Mormon writers have tried to deal
with the problem. McElveen, on the
other hand, attempts, with a more
superficial treatment, to destroy the
same straw man and does not mention
how Mormons have tried to deal with
the literalness problem (pp. 45-.49).

Again, Ropp is clearly the best
researcher as revealed in his discussion
of the origins of the Book of Mormon
(pp. 30-36). Here he presents "several
alternative explanations as live ,options"
and concludes with a strong argument
showing the similarities between Ethan
Smith’s View of the Hebrews and the Book
of Mormon (based on the work of B.H.
Roberts). Fraser is less cautious,
however, and in a short and fanciful way
attributes the production of the text of
the Book of Mormon to a "committee
[who], knowing each other in advance,
[worked]... so as to screen the
operation" (p. 129). Despite his lack of
evidence, he is sure that "There must
have been a manuscript or at least a
collection of notes, that went into the
writing of the book" (p. 126).

These books are just a sampling of the
efforts of disgruntled ex-Mormons and
concerned Fundamentalist Christians to
expose the errors of Mormonism.
Pamphlets, tapes, "witnessing" on
campuses near Institutes of Religion and
Seminaries, and lectures in public
buildings in areas of high Mormon
concentration are part of the sarne
campaign. It is impossible to ga#ge the
success rate of these efforts, although it
is clear that occasional "conversions" out
of Mormonism have resulted. It is my
observation that the vast majority of
Mormons know little or nothing about
these books or what they represent. My
feeling is that if they were exposed to

them, they would still scarcely respond
simply because the Christian
Fundamentalists and the Mormons are
located on different spiritual and
intellectual wave lengths. But such
books will no doubt continue to be an
ongoing part of the Fundamentalist
Christian examination of Mormonism.

Laurence M. Yorgason
LAURENCE M. YORGASON teaches at the
LDS Institute of Religion, Weber State
College, Ogden, Utah.

The Plan
A film by Diane Orr and C. Larry
Roberts
Beecher Films, Salt Lake City
IN A STUPOR brought on by flattery,
Michelle Mecervy, the 1979 Utalh Young
Mother of the Year, gave permission for
two Utah filmmakers (who are not LDS)
to shoot indiscriminately for six days in
the privacy of her home. Diane Orr and
C. Larry Roberts were interested in
producing a series of films about Utah’s
diverse lifestyles and started with the life
chosen by a Mormon woman committed
to staying home and raising a large
family. Despite the subsequent anxiety
she felt about exposing herself, iher
husband, and her children, ages five,
four, three, two, and ten months, to an
all-seeing camera lens, Michelle went
ahead with the agreement believing that
some missionary work might be
accomplished by showing off her
children and explaining the religious
conviction which motivates a life
centered around her husband and
offspring.
I doubt that anyone seeing this film will
be convinced that rearing a large family
is the source of earthly joy and
satisfaction. What we are shown instead
is a piece of cinema-verite, realit~z
recorded directly as it exists at a
particular moment before the
camera---edited to appear as a day or so
in the life of Michelle Mecervy.
Orr and Roberts have tried to be
objective. Certainly a mother with four
lively pre-schoolers makes easily
exploitable material for feminist
propaganda. A few closeups of tired
crying children make us over-react to the
situation, and at one point the
filmmakers focus on a restless toddler
trying to squirm from Michelle’s grasp
while she explains the Plan of Salvation.
But in general Orr and Roberts show
remarkable restraint. There is no
narration or music of any kind
superimposed over the footage 1:o
manipulate our feelings, and they allow
Michelle to offer a running com~nentary
on the nonstop disciplining, cleaning,
cooking, cleaning, shopping, church

going, organizing, and planning that
goes on in her home. This is a woman
who rises at five o’c][ock in the morning
and runs two miles, maintains a neat and
orderly home, and deals with the
constant challenge of small children
without ever losing her temper or
composure. While changing endless
diapers she quotes Proverbs, "This too
shall pass," with inexplicable optimism.
It is disquieting, however, that she never
smiles or relaxes with the children. The
impression is that there is more concern
for managing than nurturing. And not
until the father, Raymond Mecervy,
comes home to dinner and plays games
with the children, tells them a Bible
story, leads the family in prayers, and
rocks the littlest ones to sleep i~t his lap,
is there a sense of joy or contentment or
peace.

Promoted at the 1981 United States Film
and Video Festival in Park City .and
shown several times at the BYU
Women’s Conference this year, 7he Plan
attracted capacity and standing room
only crowds. Because the filmmakers
express no point of view, those watching
are allowed to adopt one of their own,
and at each 6f its screenings, this fifty
minute "documentary" has induced
intense and highly individual responses
from the audience. Women especially
have been made to feel conflictingly
defensive, guilty, edified, and disgusted
by this film. To some, the Young: Mother’
of the Year appears a saint because of
her self-sacrifice, to others a drudge
duped into submission for precisely the
same reason. This reaction depends
largely on one’s, previous attitude and
experience involving large families, sex
roles, and parenting methods. The most
remarkable quality of the film is its ability
to illicit an enormous range of emotional
response to footage that is basically
bland and uneventful.

Orr and Roberts screened the fi~aished
film for the Mercervys and gave them
editing rights, promising that if The Plan
were not an honest representation of
their family life, it would never be
shown. They continue to allow the film’s
exhibition, but doesn’t everyone, love
their own home movies?

This is wonderfully controversial
material for firesides, study groups, and
family relations classes and is best
coupled with a discussion afterward.
Interested groups or individuals may
write to Beecher Films, 219 Edison
Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 8411~1 for film
and video rental inf~)rmation.

Marilee Van Wagenen

MARILEE VAN WAG ENEN studied drama
at BYU and the American Conservatory
Theatre in San Francisco.
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