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to tire of letting everybody know. He
tells us from the pulpit and in person
that we are loved, but for some
reason, it does not feel like love. The
problem is a paradox inherent in the
concept of unconditional love itself. If
you tell me that you love me
unconditionally--particularly if it is in
the context of saying that you love
everybody in that way--your love
does not have anything to do with me
and what I am like. You love me
because you are good and loving, not
because I am good and lovable. One of
the nice things about being loved is
having the confirmation that I am a
lovable person. Love that is offered
irrespective of my characteristics is
not very personal. I want your love to
be at least partially contingent upon
what I am like. I want to be loved for
myself--not in spite of myself.

This is a subtle distinction. The truth
is that I want to be loved because of
my good traits and in spite of my bad
ones. I do not want to play a role and’
pretend to be what I am not in order
to win your love, but I want your love
to be a reflection of how much you
value the way I am. This semi-
conditional love is not easy to express.
It cannot be faked. It has to be
natural. It will not do for you to
pretend to love me when you do not.
It is also more powerful if it is not
self-conscious. ! am suspicious of a
well advertised unconditional love.
Rather than announcing it, you make
it more credible if you merely show it
through acceptance and caring.

The problem with unconditional love
is that it so often becomes a technique
with an instrumental goal. Rather
than being an honest expression of
emotion, it becomes an assignment to
fulfill or an obligation to perform.
Even if the aim I am trying to
accomplish is a noble goal such as
helping you, the instrumental use of
love is inherently impersonal.

In The World According to Garp, T.S.
Garp writes a short story called
"Magic Gloves" about a man who
wears magic gloves that can make
people happy with a single touch and
also protect him from pain and death.
But because of the gloves, he cannot
feel anything he touches. In some
ways, our instrumental orientation is
like that. With our focus on getting
the work done efficiently, we can
accomplish much, but if we are not
careful, our focus on programs,
techniques, and goals can keep us
from feeling anything--from being in
contact with each other. When this
happens, what ought to be personal
religious experience becomes
impersonal and empty.

The oumenonist

WHY PHILOSOPHY.7
Paul M. Edwards
Mormonism--not unlike a good many
other religious positions--has made a
rather deliberate attempt to avoid the
philosophical enterprise and to remain
free from what it naively calls the
"philosophies of men." | believe such a
position is at best unwise--and in the
long run probably impossible--to
maintain by persons who are
genuinely concerned.

There are at least three reasons I can
think of why this critical attitude has
developed. One is the assumed
competition between religion and
philosophy. They have been arguing
so long about who is whose
handmaiden that it is now assumed
they are proponents of different
methodologies and thereby natural
enemies. A second reason is that the
Church is aware of the numerous
versions of the Bible and the
rationalizing nature of Christian
creeds. Similar events have led us to
believe if something is reasoned out it
must of necessity be less than divine.

A third reason--and one I feel is fairly
unique to Mormonism--is the idea
that somehow philosophy might
provide answers. The fear is that a set
of es.tablished answers would hurt the
Church by limiting contemporary
revelation or, for the LDS, the
progressive nature of God.

There is another reason which
probably has more impact among the
intellectual community. This is the
failure of much of modern philosophy
to retain its subjective nature. There
is such concern about formalization
that philosophers speak only to each
other and only about how poorly they
speak. The new generation of free-

wheeling intellectuals, who seem free
to characterize all human endeavor
through language analysis, has
weakened the philosopher’s ability to
respond in kind to questions emerging
from the heart. To assume that all
philosophical endeavor is like this,
however, is to ignore the facts. A
good deal of the inquiry goes on apart
from, and often in opposition to, this
positivistic model which has captured
the discipline, if not necessarily the
imagination, of contemporary
philosophers.

Granted, there are questions about
the motives of the discipline.
Philosophy does not have the egoism
of faith. By the nature of its inquiry,
philosophy is not so willing to accept
an ultimate commitment of the kind
considered so much a part of religious
experience. It has been suggested that
philosophy is more likely to deal with
ultimate concern. But it cannot solve
all the mysteries of outer space any
more than it has been able to
formalize the complexities of inner
space. It operates on the assumption
(at least for the moments of its
inquiry) that it is more notable to
think, to feel, to investigate one’s own
relationship to men, to God, and to
the world, than it is to repeat creeds
or to defend dogma. To philosophize
means to re-orient one’s self in one’s
world. Faith assumptions, on the
other hand, are often intellectualized
and personalized positions which take
one’s framework for granted.

Philosophy, if it is to function with
religious concern, must begin with an
analysis of the character of that
preconceived framework. It is the
need to understand that framework
that I feel has not been properly
addressed by Mormon scholars. The
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term metaphysical is suggestive of the
interrelatedness of those things which
we accept--or discover--to be
ultimately real or, in other words, to
have the reality which served as the
ground of our being. This ground of
our being supports those beliefs and
concepts which give meaning to our
lives. The philosopher, unlike either
the agnostic or even the "dedicated
scholar," does not deny being in fact
held up while searching for that
which holds. It is not required to lose
faith in order to search for the
meaning of faith. The search for a

philosophy of religion involves the
seeker in an expression of love of
wisdom concerning matters religious.

We see, we feel, and we particularize,
but when it comes to dealing with
each other we generalize. We create
universals. The question that has
perplexed philosophers from Thales
on is that as soon as persons begin to
recognize similarities they are already
involved in them. They have had
religious experience before they try to
deal with what such an experience is.
They are faced with the wonder and

the loneliness of the fact that all such
experience is personal. Being personal,
of course, is not understandable in a
universal manner, but the church
finds it must deal in universals, in
truths that are true for all persons
within the fellowship.

What, then, is the argument that I
would propose for your consideration?
It is this: That thinking persons
cannot help but consider the
implications of their thoughts and
actions, their behavior and their
beliefs, and will--formally or
otherwise--seek to provide insights
about those things that confuse them.
To try and deal with theological
questions without a philosophical
framework is like washing your feet
with your socks on.

Obviously Joseph Smith did not
provide a systematic theology.
Although he was neither a
philosopher nor a theologian, he did
provide us with a rather elaborate set
of understandings which he tried to
convey by explaining his experience.
In the process of becoming a church,
however, it was necessary to build on
the experience of the prophet. Our
responsibility has been to understand
that which is probably never really
understandable in the same way that
Joseph experienced it. In the
"churchification" (if that is not a word
it should be) of the message it became
necessary to clarify and to determine,
and in time to be official about our
clarifications. Unfortunately, such
actions were piecemeal, and they were
done by persons whose understanding
of human thought was limited by
their time and education. It should not
be difficult to understand why we find
the explanations full of
inconsistencies, paradoxes, and
confusion.
In light of this we appear to have
several options open to us. We can
understand the paradoxical nature of
the movement and accept it, assuming
that faith will overcome any
confusion. Or we can develop a
metaphysical foundation that supports
our current beliefs. This one is always
most tempting. A third possibility is
to reconsider the implications of our
foundations and allow our
institutional and personal selves to be
enlightened (and perhaps changed) by
them. All are difficult in their own
way. I would suggest that only one,
the latter, seems acceptable to me.
Let me suggest that it is not
philosophy that will stultify the
thinking of the Church. Nor will
philosophy work to limit the
movement’s growth, either through
contemporary revelation or through
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formalizing the progressive nature of
God. Rather, the culprit is the
narrowness of those who refuse to
think clearly of the present or to
understand the characteristics of the
acknowledged past. Their tendency is
to provide "orthodox positions" which
soon become "truths" and which then
become dogmas. The open and, I
would hope, dynamic nature of the
theology of the LDS and RLDS
churches is dependent on an
understanding of what we have
believed. Such foundation is necessary
if we are to understand the changes,
however slight or dramatic, that are
called for the ever-renewing
presence of divinity. It is a poor
understanding of philosophy to
suggest it is dogma; and a misunder-
standing of contemporary Mormonism
to suggest it is not dogma.
Involvement in the philosophical
inquiry would indicate a mood of
acceptance and would, ! am
suggesting, go a long way in solving
the tendency toward dogma that is
our plight--the paradox of our
concern.

One argument given over the years to
explain why religious leaders have not
considered the philosophical character
of the church’s theology is that our
leaders have had to be practical
enough to be about the business of
administering to the needs of the
people. While I disagree with this--
reflecting that my needs for
understanding have not been
noticeably ministered to--I feel
compelled to offer a "pratical" reason
for suggesting philosophical inquiry.
In the long run I believe there is
nothing more practical than
knowledge, and folks do want to be
practical.

It is this. The philosophical
understanding is a major missionary
tool that the Seventies of the world
have overlooked. Of all the religions I
have any knowledge of, the Mormon
movement--LDS or RLDS--has the
most to gain from such an inquiry.
The implicit epistemological,
metaphysical, ethical, aesthetical (etc.)
implications of Mormon thought are
not only vast, they are distinct from
most religious movements. And these
differences are the primary basis on
which one can, if one wishes to do so,
claim uniqueness.

There is no doubt that the LDS
positions on some primary
metaphysical questions are not only
unique, they are counter to accepted
Christian thought. Likewise the RLDS
epistemology leaves it outside much of
the framework of modern
Protestanism. The question is not

how they differ, however, but what is
the unique message that such
positions portray. With the exception
of the Christian Scientists, there are
no western religious assumptions so
open to philosophical understanding.

In one of the few things he said
worth repeating, Descartes suggested
that it is very difficult to know

something without a doubt unless you
have doubted it. I would cite that as a
part of my point. The assumption that
all things come to us by faith, and the
the real questions of our concern and
commitment should not be doubted, is
in error. It is precisely the doubt that
allows the serious question, and the
question that gives birth to the
discovery.

ssues of Intimacy

DILEMMAS OF MARITAL
SEXUAL INTIMACY
Marybeth Raynes

Several years ago during a discussion
with women friends, all Mormon, we
happened on the subject of sexuality.
We explored what sex might mean to
Mormons and then we ventured into
how we felt about our own sexuality.
To our mutual surprise, the single

women felt better about their
sexuality than the married women!
Although it is clear that our
discussion does not qualify for
generalizations to any other group,
the idea that married members of the
Church may have as many questions
and as great a struggle with sexual
intimacy as single members was
intriguing to me.

Since then, I have carried that idea
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and others fed by reading and
conversation around in my head while
trying to find acceptable ways to talk
about sexuality in the Church. I have
found that that topic of sex raises
eyebrows all around, whether in
interest or alarm. It seems that within
the Church there are many
viewpoints about our sexual nature,
from sex is divinely ordained and the
ultimate communion within the
marriage to sex is evil when outside
of prescribed limits and many (most?)
sexual practices are unholy. So, sex is
both good and bad. As a result
confusion and ignorance, by design or
default, surround many discussions of
sexual intimacy. Not surprisingly,
although girded with sufficient sexual
information to know how to get
pregnant--or how to keep from
getting pregnant--we may still be
almost totally ignorant about our
sexual nature.

And then this summer I was alerted
to three research conclusions about
marital sexuality that seem to have a
number of implications for Church
members. Even though these studies
used non-Mormon samples, I am
convinced that Mormon and American
marriage and family patterns are
similar enough (we are more alike
than different though important
differences do exist) to think that
these research results are important
to consider.
In a nutshell those conclusions are: 1.
Those marriages in which one spouse
is dominant (true for either husband
or wife) generally have a much more
difficult sexual adjustment than those
couples in which an equal and
congenial power relationship exists. 2.
Naivete about sexuality is related poor
sexual satisfaction. 3. A high degree
of religiosity is negatively correlated
with a good marital sexual
relationship.
After considering these ideas, the
image of a strongly committed
Mormon couple, on their way to the
temple to be married came to mind:
having no previous sexual experience

and limited information but carrying
high hopes of establishing a perfect
patriarchal family. My fantasy
followed them through the ceremony,
the reception, and to the wedding bed
that night. What then? They may
have at least three strikes against
them, despite their eagerness to
establish a loving, exciting sexual
relationship that has been called by
some General Authorities the
sweetest, tenderest part of the marital
union.

My discussion with numerous married
couples yields the impression that
they do not have the blissful
experience they expected. Many have
shared feelings of disappointment and
disillusionment with me. They have
confronted different levels of desire,
varying attitudes of shame and
ignorance, lack of understanding
about their own and their spouse’s
sexual interest and response patterns,
or sexual dysfunction in themselves or
their spouse without knowing the
cause or cure. Many chose to talk it
out with each other, some read more
widely, others talked to trusted people
outside of the marriage, and several
sought therapy. At some point for
most of them, they assumed it was a
matter of fault and either blamed
themselves or their spouses. Long
periods of silence or distance about
the troubled spots in their sexual lives
had plagued many of them. Since these
three assertions about marital
sexuality seem reflected in these
frustrating experiences, 1 think it is
important to explore each one further.

Husband or wife dominated marriages have
poorer sexual adiustment than egalitarian,
congenial relationships. The admonition
within the Church that homes be
husband-headed is often interpreted
to mean that the husband should be
dominant. In patriarchal families,
according to traditional form, the
husband makes most of the decisions.
However, some research evidence
concludes that most Mormon couples
have an equal power relationship
while calling it patriarchal. So some
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confusion results, and with that
confusion the chances of dysfunction,
whether sexual, communicative, or
decision making, can easily occur.

The dilemma for LDS couples is: If
the husband should be the leader in
the marriage and yet there is a strong
possibility that that form of leadership
will lead to sexual dysfunction, what
route should a couple take in order to
feel right about the balance of power?
Expanding the definition of what a
patriarchal marriage means might
help. The traditional patriarchal (small
p) marriage might be distinguished
from a Patriarchal (large P) marriage
within the Church. A Patriarchal
marriage might be defined as a class
name for a certain kind of marriage.
Just as eternal punishment does not
mean eternal punishment, but God’s
punishment, Patriarchal marriages
could be equated with a marriage
acceptable to the Lord, not a
husband-dominated marriage. Better
yet, usage of the term or phrase
Celestial marriage would further
extend the concept. The focus would
then no longer be on who has the
power but on how to make the
marriage relationship congruent with
gospel principles. Each couple would
be freer to assume a cooperative
relationship using whatever balance of
power works for them. They open to
the reciprocal give and take a good
sexual relationship requires.out and

Naivete about sexuality is related to poor
sexual adjustment. From my perspective a
large number of Mormon people are
naive about sexual matters because of
the following premise: If you are
aware of sexual informaiton and
activities, you will be more likely to go
out and do it. Most often you have to
be aware of an act in order to do it,
but awareness is not deterministic
Generally, it takes much more than
simply knowing about an action to do
it. A good example might be teenagers
and sexuality. Generally, those
adolescents who are most aware of
sexual f~dnctioning (not just the
"plumbing of our bodies but also the
emotions, reactions, consequences,
ethical or moral principles of sexual
activity, and practical skills for saying
yes and no at the appropriate times)
have the most control. Those who
know little or nothing are the most
vulnerable. Something along a similar
vein may be true of married people.
Ha~zing sexual relations after marriage
does not teach you what sex is all
about. (Does anyone know?) There is
still a wealth of information to learn.
For persons raised with limited
information but a list of what not to
do sexually, making the transition to
marriage and the expected (hoped for,
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dreamed of) freedom of sexual
interaction can be difficult. Here few,
if any, guidelines about actions,
feelings, ethics, and trouble spots are
available. A new driver given the keys
to a car after not being allowed to get
in the driver’s seat until age 16 may
be totally unaware of how to drive it,
maintain it, or cope with its inevitable
breakdowns.

I would instead encourage people in
families and as individuals to sample
the sex education material available
while recommending they
simultaneously search out the crucial
knowledge about sexuality that is
often left out of such materials: What
are the moral or ethical principles in
sexual interaction? (It is as possible to
exploit a male sexually for satisfaction
of selfish desires as it is a female.)
How can the sexual relationship
nurture each person as well as the
marriage? What are the individual
patterns of privacy and intimacy,
separateness and togetherness for
each partner? How do you solve
conflicts about sexual interaction?

Good sexual relations take knowledge
and practice. Truly loving your spouse
is an intuitive skill learned over
months and years of observing,
caring, and experimenting. It is not a
magical happening built on wishes,
good intentions, or general gospel
exhortations.
High religiosity is associated with poor sexual
adjustment. Certainly the main goal of
the Church is to encourage religious
commitment. Clearly, within its
framework, being religious is more
important than being sexual. So, how
to resolve the dilemma between
religiosity and sexuality? The hope for
a solution comes, it would seem to
me, in defining what high religiosity
means. In some studies high
religiosity is related to rigidity in a
person. Rigid adherence to the letter
of the law is not conducive to the
fluid accomodation of desires and
actions needed in a good sexual
relationship. I do not mean to imply
that living all of the commandments
hinders good sex. My point is that how
the commandments and rules are lived
(with tolerance, good will, allowing
each person his own view of gospel
living) has a crucial impact on a
couple’s sexual relationship. A joyful
and nurturing sexual relationship will
more likely grow up between persons
who are patient, flexible, and open to
the viewpoints of others than
between those persons who insist
only one viewpoint is correct or that
every action is either right or wrong.

Additionally, believing that any
inappropriate sexual action chases

away the spirit creates a quandary
about how to nurture both the sexual
and spiritual parts of our being. At
the least this premise discourages
experimentation and growth sexually.
At the most, it divides us into
incongruous segments, quashing one
part of our nature in favor of another.
I believe each can aid the other. My

sense is that we should take Joseph
Smith literally when he said, "I teach
them correct principles and they
govern themselves." An emphasis on
principles of interaction not acts in
marriage would open up a way to be
religiously and spiritually active while
simultaneously encouraging healthy
sexual activity.

awofthe Land

THE SUPREME COURT AND
THE RELIGION CLAUSES, 1981-
1982
Jay S. Bybee
The 1981-82 Supreme Court term,
completed in July, saw a badly
fragmented Court struggling to
reconcile past decisions with its
attempt at conservative retrenchment.
Evidence of the rift on the Court can
be found in the extraordinary number
of 5-4 decisions where the change of a
single vote would alter the
interpretation of the Constitution,

statute, or rule. The broadening split
is no doubt due in part to the addition
of Justice Sandra O’Connor, who has
added a new voice to the Court’s right
where she joins Chief Justice Warren
Burger and Justice William Rehnquist.
While Justice O’Connor’s
right]centrist position did not come as
a surprise, the shift to the left by
Justice Harry Blackmun was
noticeable. Blackmun, long a moderate
voice on the Court--where he plays
both sides of the fence, for example
taking a conservative stand on
criminal matters but authoring Roe v.
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Wade--found himself agreeing with
the Court’s liberal voices, Justices
William Brennan and Thurgood
Marshall.
Ironically though, there was near
unanimity last term on cases dealing
with the religion clauses of the First
Amendment. In fact, in a year marked
by 5-4 decisions, only two of five
cases were decided by a 5-4 vote, and
in both, the majority and dissent
disagreed not over the interpretation
of the "Establishment" or the "Free
Exercise" clauses but over the
"standing" of the parties (whether the
parties who had brought the suit had
a right to have the courts hear their
claims). A third case was also decided
on jurisdictional grounds, leaving only
two cases dealing exclusively with the
First Amendment claim.

In the first 5-4 case, Valley Forge
Christian College v. Americans United for
Separation of Church and State, Inc., the
plaintiffs, members of Americans
United for Separation of Church and
State, had protested that the transfer
of property from the federal
government to the Valley Forge
Christian College violated the
Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment. Writing for the majority,
Justice Rehnquist held that under
previous court decisions the fact that
the members of the Americans United
were taxpayers did not give them
standing to bring suit. Justice
Brennan, also writing for Justices
Marshall and Blackmun (Justice
Stevens wrote a separate dissent),
claimed that the majority was "[b]lind
to history" and that its reading of the
cases had been "specious, at best: at
worst, they are pernicious to our
constitutional heritage." Neither
majority nor dissenters reached the
substantive question of the violation
of the First Amendment.

In the second 5-4 case, Larson v.
Valente, the Court heard a challenge
that a Minnesota statute, which
required religious organizations which
receive more than fifty percent of
their funds from nonmembers to
register with the state and report on
their financial activities, violated the
Establishment Clause. (There was
some evidence that the law was aimed
at groups such as the Unification
Church.) The Court found that the
plaintiffs, members of the Unification
Church, had standing to bring suit
and then held that the statute placed a
greater burden on new churches
seeking financial stability than on
better established churches and
therefore violated the Establishment
Clause. Justice Rehnquist authored a
dissent, joined by Burger, White, and

O’Connor, which never reached the
question of whether the statute
unlawfully discriminated among
different churches. The dissenters
would have avoided the substantive
question by finding that the plaintiffs
failed to prove that the statute
actually applied to the Unification
Church. Thus, without proof of injury
the plaintiffs had no standing to sue.

In California v. Grace Brethren Church, the
issue before the Court was whether it
was a violation of the First
Amendment to require religious
schools not sponsored by a church
organization to pay unemployment
insurance taxes when religious schools
sponsored by a church organization
are exempt. In a 7-2 decision written
by Justice O’Connor, the Supreme
Court once again dodged the First
Amendment question by pointing to
procedural errors made by the district
court. The Supreme Court held that
the Tax Injunction Act prohibited the
district court from enjoining the
collection of the state unemployment
insurance tax when there was an
effective remedy procedure available
in the state. Justices Stevens and
Blackmun, without actually discussing
the merits, dissented on the grounds
that the Court should have reached
the substantive question.

From a First Amendment perspective,
the more interesting cases were
decided by a nearly unanimous Court.
In United States v. Lee, the Court--
without dissent--held that an Amish
farmer and carpenter who employed
other Amish on his farm and in his
shop would have to pay social security
taxes required of employers. The
Amish believe, based on I Timothy
5:8, that they must provide for their
own and thus reject the social security
system. As an accomodation,
Congress exempts self-employed
individuals from the social security
laws if they are members of a
religious sect religiously opposed to
receiving Social Security benefits. In
this case the Amish defendant Lee
asserted that the Free-Exercise Clause
barred the government from
collecting social security taxes from
him, to be paid to his employees. The
Court held that while Lee would not
have to pay social security benefits for
himself, he could not avoid paying
them for his employees. "[E]very
person cannot be shielded from all the
burdens incident to exercising every
aspect of the right to practice religious
beliefs. When followers of a particular
set enter into commercial activity as a
matter of choice, the limits they
accept on their own conduct as a
matter of conscience and faith are not
to be superimposed on the statutory

schemes which are binding on others
in that activity."
Perhaps the most publicized religion
clause case of the 1981-82 term was
Widmar v. Vincent, an important case
involving the use of state university
facilities by religious groups. In
Widmar the University of Missouri at
Kansas City had revised its rules to
prohibit the use of university
buildings for religious purposes.
Cornerstone, a campus group
dedicated to interdenominational
Christian fellowship, found that it
could no longer use the buildings and
filed suit against the University. With
only Justice White dissenting, the
Supreme Court held that religious
worship was a form of free speech
protected by the First Amendment
and that the University could only
deny equal access to its facilities if it
could show some kind of "compelling
state interest." The Court then found
that equal access to different groups--
including religiously-oriented
groups--would not implicate the
University as a supporter of those
views. Hence, there was no unlawful
entanglement between the state-run
university and the religious groups.
The Court specifically noted that the
University had the power to regulate
reasonably the First Amendment
activities on campus, but that having
provided a campus forum, the
university could not then discriminate
on the grounds of the religious
content of the speech.

Of the five cases discussed, Valley Forge
Christian College and Widmar v. Vincent
are probably the two most important
decisions of the term. Valley Forge
Christian College will be important, not
because of its First Amendment
analysis, but because it imposes more
rigorous requirements on parties
seeking access to the courts. The case
will therefore serve to limit the
number of would-be parties able to
bring suit. It is clearly new gloss on
the past decisions which have granted
special standing privileges to
taxpayers challenging government
expenditures on First Amendment
grounds. Similarly, Widmar seems to
signal retrenchment from past
decisions placing limitations on
religious activities in public
universities. Indeed, Widmar has
clarified (and perhaps expanded) the
Free Exercise Clause by clearly
classifying religious activity as
protected speech. Future cases in this
area, however, will need to refine
further what religious activities
universities are prohibited from
accommodating, what religious
activities they may accommodate and
what religious activities (as in Widmar)
they must accommodate.
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