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Theology of an Inhabited Moon
The pre-1830 sources in Van Hale’s
fine presentation on "Mormons and
Moonmen" (SUNSTONE 7:5) give the
reader the impression that the idea of
an inhabitable moon was only the
speculation of the scientific
community. However, the scientific
pronouncements were only the
evidence for a belief which had
already developed from a strong
theological base. Other pre-1830
sources which came from the pen of
theologians are: (1) Francis Goodwin,
The Man in the Moon, or the discourse of a
voyage thither (before 1633); (2) John
Wilkins, The Discovery of a New World, or
a Discourse tending to prove, that ’tis probable
there may be another habitable world in the
Moon, with a discourse concerning the
possibility of a passage thither (1638); and
(3) Joseph Atterley, A Voyage to the
Moon: with some account of the Manners and
Customs, Science and Philosophy, of the People
of Morosofia and other Lunarians (New
York, 1827).

Some early deists and Christians liked
to argue that, since "the Creator made
nothing in vain," every planet is an
inhabited world (e.g., Thomas Paine,
The Age of Reason, 1794, p. 46).
According to this reasoning, if only
one planet was uninhabited, the whole
argument would have been
undermined. This calls to mind
Hyrum’s statement that "every Star
that we see is a world and is
inhabited" (BYU Studies 18:177) and
Brigham’s argument that the sun is
inhabited because "it was not made in
vain" (JD 13:271). That the belief in
the multiplicity of worlds was so wide
spread in the Christian world is
shown by Paine’s use of it in an
argument against the Christian faith.
"Are we to suppose that every world
in the boundless creation had an Eve,
an apple, a serpent and a redeemer?"
(p. 47). Moses 1:33-39 and D&C
88:36-61 may indicate that Joseph
Smith was sensitive to the problem
which Paine pointed out. Andrew
Fuller argued against Paine by saying
that "all the reasoning in favor of a
multiplicity of worlds, inhabited by.

intelligent beings, amounts to no
more than a strong probability. No
man can properly be said to believe it:
it is not a matter of faith, but of
opinion" (The Gospel its Own Witness
New York, 1800, p. 232). Fuller,
however, adds that if indeed there are
many worlds, then Christ’s atonement
could save them as well.
We are now many years away from
the environment of Joseph Smith, and
the arguments surrounding the
multiplicity of worlds no longer
impress upon our minds as they did to
Joseph Smith’s contemporaries. Our
scientific age has modified the earlier
view, holding the hypothesis that only
some of the planets might possess life;
it is no longer a concern for
theologians. We sometimes read
certain passages from the Standard
Works unconscious that we are
coloring them with our modern views.
Keeping the theological climate of the
early nineteenth century in mind,
scholars might want to read the
following LDS scriptures in a new
light: Moses 1:33-39, 7:30-36; D&C
76:24, 88:37, 45-46, 51-61. In addition,
the claim in Abraham 3:5 that the
moon is greater than the earth takes
on new significance in light of other
claims that Joseph Smith believed the
moon to be inhabited.
While modern readers of LDS
scripture may unconsciously link such
statements with present scientific
speculations, there is some indication
that early Mormons (Hyrum Smith,
Brigham Young, Orson Pratt, etc.)
read those passages within the
theological context of the nineteenth
century. Although it is difficult to
know for certain exactly how these
passages were intended to be read, a
knowledge of nineteenth-century
theological concerns, together with
early Mormon statements, may
provide a key to their interpretation.
Considering the possible early
nineteenth-century context of Joseph
Smith’s revelations, I am not quite
ready to follow James B. Allen in
writing off Joseph Smith’s moonmen
pronouncements as "personal views or

speculations." There may yet be more
to this issue than either the Mormons
or the anti-Mormons ever assumed.

Dan Vogel
Westminster, California

Disappointed Reader
I have been a subscriber to SUNSTONE
for less than one year, and my
disappointed impression of it is that it
appears to be apologetic for, or to
smooth over vital issues, incidents,
and questions pertaining to the
Church. You appear to be an
advocate for the Church, and not
necessarily interested in what is the
truth.
You must know the example given by
Jesus, cited in Matthew 7:26-28,
wherein a foolish man built his house
upon the sand (error and untruths)
and when the storm (facts, righteous
criticism, exposure) came, the house
fell, and great was the fall of it. Seeking
and finding the TRUTH, in my
opinion is of much more importance,
than endeavoring to maintain the
status quo.

G.T. Harrison
Orem, Utah

Arrogant, Humanistic, and Done-For
In my Gentile days, including almost
ten years as a Unitarian, I frequently
described my religious state as "a
damnation of intelligence." I was
continually finding that religion based
on human intelligence, Humanism if
you will, constantly led to negativism.
And ultimately to a jaundiced view of
mankind from whence only I and my
intellectual peers of Humanism,
Unitarianism, or Ethical Culture really
understood the realities of the world
and were competent to pass
judgement thereon.

Arrogance comes with the damnation
of intelligence.

And SUNSTONE in the four-plus years
that I have been reading it has
gradually taken on the arrogance that
is the hallmark of Humanism. When
one of your writers finds solace in the
banalities, generalities, and
incongruities of Unitarian prayer--and
you deem it worthy of print in a so-
called "Mormon" publication, I am
tempted to toss my cookies.

Because my subscription expires this
month, I do not have the satisfaction
of cancelling my subscription.
Nevertheless, permit me to part
company with the observation that I
much prefer "The Glory of God is
Intelligence" of doctrinal Mormonism
to the intellectual hyperbole,
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maundering, and arrogance that
SUNSTONE has employed in trying to
dissect Mormonism while attempting
to undermine its doctrinal base.

Your soreheaded E.R.A. viewpoint has
been interesting in the biases and
slants of commentary and content
choice, but that did not bother me as
much as your drift towards Secular
Humanism. But the handwriting is on
the wall and it is obvious that
SUNSTONE will be going belly-up as a
viable, subscriber-supported
publication in months, if not days.
When you have to ask for charity,
you’re done!

John Scott Davenport
Farmington, New Mexico

Base Testimony on Principles,
Not History
It seems that several of the articles in
your September/October issue
concern themselves with controversy
over the history of the Mormon
church. The implication is that such
controversy can or should effect one’s
faith in or "testimony" of the restored
gospel. Herein I see a dangerous
misconception, which I would like to
clarify with an analogy.

It seems that historians of science of
late have been taking a more critical
look at the "Galileo legend." Lane
Cooper has written a book which
challenges the authenticity of the
story of Galileo dropping the two
cannonballs off the tower of Pisa in
order to demonstrate that the
acceleration of gravity was
independent of weight. While such
questions are interesting and will
certainly enliven many a discussion
among historians, nobody would call
into question the physical principle
involved. The validity of these laws
are something which we ourselves can
either prove or disprove. Their truth
exists independently of the facts or
how they were discovered or who
discovered them. We do not worry
about the character, the strengths, or
weaknesses of the discoverer. I urge
anyone who doubts the validity of
uniform acceleration to go out and
drop two objects of similar shapes but
different weights and see if they do
not hit the earth at the same time. I
have performed this experiment many
times and am well convinced of its
truth.

Certainly the drift of my letter is
clear. The gospel preached by Joseph
Smith is a set of truths and principles
that can be proved or disproved by
any individual. The message of Joseph
Smith is that there is a personal God

who answers prayers and that
through prayer, living the principles
of the gospel, and fellowship with the
saints, one can come to know him and
receive great rewards of joy and
personal peace, not to mention
salvation.
No "testimony" of Joseph Smith’s
work can be based on or disturbed by
historical "facts." History is only
useful for its instructional value. By
its nature, time flows in one direction
only and it does so persistently.
Historical events are "one shot"
affairs and cannot be repeated (law of
entropy). They can only be
reconstructed by inferences and this
brings inevitable error and
uncertainty. The fact that Joseph
Smith and the Church so thoroughly
polarized opinions in his day and in
ours makes the search for objectivity
still more complex. Principles on the
other hand, if they are to be of use to
us in conducting our lives and
planning our future, do not change
with time and can be tested
objectively over and over again. The
more they are tested to be true the
more our confidence in them
increases. True principles are useful
tools to enlighten and enrich our lives.

In summary, the truth, validity and
utility of the "restored gospel" rests
only on experience in the present and
not on the past. Anyone who loses his
or her "testimony" because of
historical "facts" never had one to
begin with.

Dave Swenson
Madison, Wisconsin

A Closet Doubter
In his article on closet doubters (Sept.-
Oct. 1982.2), D. Jeff Burton
encouraged doubters to share their
thoughts and feelings, even if
incognito. Mormon homosexuals
constitute a category of closet
doubters that can well identify with
the isolation and internal conflicts
described by Burton. Many of these
people do not actually disbelieve basic
doctrines. They simply believe that
the Church’s position towards
homosexuality is uninspired, and
should be openly reassessed. It is high
time responsible journalism calls for
rational dialogue.

Name Withheld
Salt Lake City

Understand Cultural Setting
The SUNSTONE article by William D.
Russell contains a candid analysis
concerning the historical suitability of

the Book of Mormon as seen from the
perspective of "higher criticism."
Researchers who use this method
have expanded our understanding of
the Biblical cultural setting.
Nonetheless, one need not agree with
Russell’s patchwork description of the
Sermon on the Mount, regardless of
how the Book of Mormon fits into
history.

To begin with, it should be pointed
out that the Book of Mormon and the
four Gospels suffer from the same
basic problem, since neither can be
supported with primary source
documents. The Book of Mormon
"golden plates" remain just as
conjectural as the several suggested
gospel prototypes. In the case of
Matthew’s gospel, the main source
has been called "Q" (Quelle-source).
The basic presumption concerning
"Q" states that it was originally
composed as a collection of sayings by
Jesus for the purpose of teaching the
new members of the Christian
community. A person equipped with
this assumption concludes that the
Sermon on the Mount was edited
from a collection of these sayings. In
the end, any conclusion such as this
falls short because no one can test the
idea by examining "Q."

The apparent problem in the Sermon
on the Mount stems from the absence
of any identifiable central idea in the
context o’f the cultural setting, or
"Setz in Leben," current in Jewish
Palestine during the lifetime of Jesus.
The need to understand the Biblical
cultural setting was established when
scholars recognized that most earlier
commentaries tended to project the
author’s personal viewpoint upon the
subject matter being reported. The
researcher, then, who can distinguish
between the ideas of an author and
the cultural setting being portrayed,
supposedly has a powerful tool with
which he can discriminate extraneous
material from authentic information.

Most scholarship treating the Sermon
on the Mount has tended to ignore
the large cultural gap that exists
between our westernized culture and
the mostly oriental culture current in
Palestine up until the last destruction
of the temple. If the distinction
between the two cultural outlooks can
be recognized, then it i~ quite possible
that a logical unity can be realized
from the apparent gospel fragments.

Three essential features distinguish
Western and Oriental culture from
each other. These features are
concerned with cultural attitudes
towards the human body, the
individual, and time. Western culture
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tends to indulge the body for the sake
of physical needs and appearance; to
improve the opportunities for
individual initiative; and to assign a
coincidental relationship between
human affairs and monotonic time.
On the other hand, oriental tradition
tends to discipline the body through
disparagement and deprivation; to
confine the individual within a well-
defined community role; and to
regulate human affairs according to a
series of epochal cycles of time.

Today contemporary culture has
assimilated more than two thousand
years of western cultural experience.
But during the time of Jesus, Jewish
society responded to the introduction
of Greek and Roman tradition, the
foundation of western culture, with
mixed reactions, which sometimes
broke into conflict. Roman physical
sensibilities clashed with the Jewish
rite of circumcision and the laws
concerning diet and ritual purity;
while the Roman Census enrollment
disrupted the Jewish community
through conscription and imperial
taxation. Still, the most serious
conflict arose from the Roman policy
of allocating a full assessment of
agricultural taxes during the
Sabbatical year. This unsympathetic
policy towards the Jewish calendar
caused severe hardship because the
Mosaic Law declared a Sabbath of rest
every seventh year for the land of
Israel. The law prohibited a
commercial agriculture and allowed
the inhabitants to gather food only on
a daily basis. The level of delinquent
seventh year taxes kept increasing
until finally the Romans invaded the
temple treasury to obtain the
overdue payment. The Jews responded
by burning the Roman archives and
driving out the Roman occupation
forces. The Romans, in turn, mounted
a campaign timed with an upcoming
Sabbatical year. The Romans then
eliminated the resistance outside of

Jerusalem and laid seige to Jerusalem.
The Jewish defensive forces,
constrained by the Sabbatical year and
a limited food supply, were eventually
defeated. The temple was destroyed,
and Jewish culture was torn to pieces.
Near the middle of this period, when
Rome ruled Palestine (7 C.E.-65 C.E.),
an auspicious anniversary occurred,
which commemorated the fourth
jubilee since the Maccabean
rededication of the temple. This 196
year period was alternately calculated
as a jubilee of "heavenly days" (49 x
4), or a week of dominical cycles (7 x
28), where a ceremonial blessing of
the sun marked the beginning of each
twenty-eight year cycle. Here was a
time also, when the calendar of
"Seventy Weeks," as outlined by the
Book of Daniel, raised Messianic
expectation with the arrival of every
Sabbatical year.

A Messianic figure, named Jesus
(Yehoshua--"help of Jehovah") came
to the forefront against this
chronological setting. When Jesus read
the haftorah scripture (Isaiah 61:1-2),
he acknowledged the liturgical
connection between the "acceptable
year of the Lord" (also translated as
"year of the Lord’s favor") and the
Sabbatical year mentioned in the
weekly Torah reading. He proceeded
to announce the good news to his
fellow citizens concerning God’s
earthly kingdom, the gospel message,
represented by the Sermon on the
Mount, served as a moral and
practical guide for all those who
honored the year-long Sabbath and
recognized the sovereignty of God.
The poor people responded with
enthusiasm, while the Roman loyalist
aristocracy reacted with apprehension.
Ultimately, when Jesus concluded his
public ministry in Jerusalem, the
outcome was set by the ruling
authorities, who chose to disregard
the Sabbath of the land. The fate of
the Messiah and the fateful

Two Provocative Books
From Millennial Productions
LDSF, a daring and fun anthology of science fiction
by and for Mormons. $4.95

ANIMALS AND THE GOSPEL, strong words from the prophets
on reverence for life. $2.00

At LDS bookstores or post/tax paid from the publisher:
2455 Calle Roble, Thousand Oaks, CA 91360

"abomination of desolation" were
determined together. The ominous
forecast followed as a matter of
course, since "then shall the land
enjoy her sabbaths." As long as it lieth
desolate it shall rest; because it did
not rest in your sabbaths, when ye
dwelt upon it." (Lev. 26:34-35).

In summary, the dominant oriental
culture native to the gospel period
received its underlying motivation
from "time." The wisdom of
Ecclesiastes best expresses this
relationship where it says, "’to
everything there is a season, and a
time to every purpose under heaven."
Even though scholars have examined
every possible "fragment," they have
overlooked the grand mosaic structure
overlaying the Sermon on the Mount.
The strong tie between time and
purpose has been generally ignored in
a world preoccupied with trading new
lamps for old. Despite the western
inclination towards innovation, one
does not need to adopt either a lost or
hidden document hypothesis, since the
Sermon on the Mount can be viewed
as a natural outgrowth stemming
from the "acceptable year of the Lord"
as defined by a Sabbatical year. The
reported Sermon on the Mount in the
Book of Mormon may have other
associated problems, however the
replication of a Sabbath-year discourse
and the ensuing jubilaic golden age
are certainly comprehensible.

Raymond Soller
Huntsville, Alabama

Book of Mormon Not Scripture
I am fascinated by William Russell’s
"... Inquiry into the Historicity of the
Book of Mormon" (SUNSTONE,
Sept./Oct., "82). Russell shows courage
in questioning the historicity of the
"’most correct" book ever published.
Yet, once recognizing its improba-
bility, he nevertheless strains to
justify it as "authoritative for the
faith of [the Mormon] community."
Russell appears to have no problem
accepting the fact that "Joseph Smith
(not ancient American prophets)
wrote it . . . to combat religious
skepticism" and he claims (rather
weakly I think) that in spite of this
"we can still hold that the book has a
legitimate place in the canon of
scripture for Latter Day Saints."
According to Russell, "scripture is
literature which arises out of the
concrete life situation of a religious
community and which comes, in time,
to be regarded as authoritative for the
faith of that community." Russell
claims "the Book of Mormon fits this
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description." I-tend to disagree. The
Book of Mormon, in my opinion, does
not fit that description. Let us
examine the rest of Russell’s
argument. He states that "just as the
New Testament writings arose out of
the founding experiences of
Christianity, the Book of Mormon
arose out of the founding experiences
of Mormonism and reflected the
original faith of that group."

I question thi~ analogy. While it is
obviously true that the New
Testament was formed by the
"founding" experiences of its
adherents, it does not ring true that
the Book of Mormon arose the same
way, "out of the founding experiences
of Mormonism." Unlike the New
Testament, which was a product of the
early Christian experience, the Book
of Mormon was the "founding"
experience. If one holds to Russell’s
argument that such writings become
authoritative "in time," then the Book
of Mormon can not be considered
"authoritative" (excluding, of course,
the borrowed fragments from the
King James Version). Nor can one
square Russell’s requirement that
authentic scripture must arise "out of
the concrete life situation of a
religious community," with what he
claims to be the 19th century origin of
the Book of Mormon. An origin,
incidentally, which actually precedes the
establishment of the Mormon
community.

This brings up another point. Russell
is admittedly a disbeliever in the
historicity of the Book of Mormon
and states early on that such disbelief
does not in his case, and should not in
others, cause undue concern. He
compares problems produced by 19th
century Biblical criticism to those he
presents concerning the Book of
Mormon and concludes that
"historical revisionism . . . need not
destroy . . . faith." I can agree that is
true in regard to the Bible. After all,
there is supporting evidence that the
Jews existed when and where they
were supposed to have existed. Their
general history and evolution of faith
is well documented by external as well
as internal sources. While Russell
discounts certain "object lessons" as
apocryphal, he acknowledges the
f.undamental facts of history and
concludes that "we can certainly use
the Bible as the central resource for
our faith." Because the Book of
Mormon fails in this test, Russell
seeks to quietly relegate it to the
status of mere supportive literature
while seeking to minimize the impact.
This becomes obvious in his
conclusion when he states: "The Book

of Mormon is important for us not in
giving us events to affirm as
historically accurate but rather in
helping us become better disciples of
the One for whom the book claims to
be a "second witness’." If Russell has
found the Book of Mormon to be less
than what Joseph claimed for it,
honesty should require rejection, not
rationalization, no matter how pure
the original motives of its author may
have been. If we accept Russell’s logic,
then almost any ’exciting, readable
adventure story’ (with religious
overtones) may become the legitimate
basis for the formation of new
religious parties and experiences.

A book which simply restates
Christian principles in an attempt to
"authoritatively" end religious
disputes, however admirable that may
be, hardly deserves the adoration
properly reserved for "authentic"
scripture.

Art Simmons
Rocky Mount, North Carolina

Didn’t Look for Answers
I found it disturbing that William
Russell did not bother to look for
answers to the questions he raised
(Sept.-Oct. 1982). To take an obvious
example, he wonders how Joseph
Smith could have left out the Mosaic
rituals when he "plagiarized" the "Old
Testament" part of the Book of
Mormon. On the face of it the
criticism is weak because if Joseph
were trying to concoct a fraud he
would hardly have missed the ritual
law. However, there is, as usual, a
simple answer: the Book of Mormon
(the one third we have) is but an
abridgement written for people who

not only have the Old Testament but
are living in New Testament times. It
would, in fact, be strange if the rituals
were included.
The article simply demonstrated that
critics of the Book of Mormon as
history aren’t very interested in
listening to answers that have been
around a long time.

Robert Mashkin
Los Angeles, California

Untempered and Fashionable
Liberalism
I found William Russell’s article
challenging the historicity of the Book
of Mormon rather sad. This kind of
untempered and fashionable liberalism
rests on such a strong desire to
believe the Book non-historical that is
results in intellectual dishonesty and
shaky presumptions which should be
the hallmark of fundamentalism. It
would be nice to see LDS and RLDS
scholars concentrate on real
scholarship rather than proferring
dated observations to form Swiss
cheese theories which, at best, are
mere curiosities and cannot provide
conclusive evidence either way.
Compared to the gradual buildup of
positive studies, articles like Russell’s
pale.
We will never be able to prove the
historicity of the Book of Mormon
either way to the satisfaction of
opposing factions but it is unfortunate
when those who represent themselves
as intellectuals avoid giving the Book
a fair shake because they would find
that too uncomfortable.

Scott S. Smith
Thousand Oaks, California

Outside ooking In

HOW MANY MORMONS AND
BAPTISTS CAN SIT ON THE
HEAD OF A PIN--TOGETHER
Ray Ownbey ¯

Twice recently in the national news,
articles have appeared about Mormons
in other parts of the country. In
both cases conservative Protestant
groups were upset about the Mormons,

and the Mormon influence in their
communities.

In one case, a small town Christian
baseball league in the south
expelled a Mormon team because the
Mormon beliefs were so different that
some members of the league believed
Mormons were not real Christians, or
continued on page 46
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