
continued from page 7 In the apocryphal "Conflict of Adam
and Eve with Satan," (hereafter
referred to as ACE), an enlightening
story of the Garden of Eden drama is
unfolded in which Adam’s and Eve’s
agency is left intact. In this text,
Adam holds God blameless by
admitting, "Thou gavest me under-
standing and knowledge, and a pure
heart and a right mind from thee."
(ACE 34:8). The tractate notes that
Adam and Eve sought exaltation when
making their choice. And the Lord
said unto Adam and Eve, "Of your
own free will have you transgressed
through your desire for divinity,
greatness and an exalted state, such as
I have" (ACE 6:4-5). In all accounts,
including the endowment, Eve
convinces Adam through reason, not
ignorance or deceit, to partake of the
fruit. It is only logical to believe that
Eve was pursuaded by the same
means. In ACE God confirms it was
Adam’s and Eve’s desire for godhood
that led them to partake of the fruit.
God also teaches that Satan can offer
only a hollow substitute of the true
plan of salvation. God teaches, "See
Satan’s love for thee, who pretended
to give thee the godhead and
greatness; and, behold, he ... seeks to
destroy thee from off the earth ....
But as to the godhead he cannot give
it to you." (ACE 46:4, 7 and 45:5.)
]ndeed, only Christ can bring to pass
"the immortality and eternal life of
man" (Moses 2:39). The point of all
this is that God was not paying mere
lip service to free agency when he told
our first parents, "Thou mayest
choose for thyself."

As to the larger question of what
takes the place of original sin to
explain the requirement of Christ’s
atonement, A]lred offers severa[
intriquing ideas but fails to note the
twofold nature of the Atonement.
With or without sin, all mankind
needs to be redeemed from the grave.
We chose to enter mortality, as did
Adam, knowing that Christ would
choose to fulfill his role in the Atone-
ment (John 10:17-18). This part of the
redemption is the only universal grace
offered by Christ unconditionally. The
part of the Atonement dealing with
sin is conditional upon obedience and
repentance. Thus we do not find
ourselves wrestling with a "gap" in
our theology concerning the need for
redemption; but, after all, are really
seeking an answer to the interesting,
but less crucial, question raised by
A]lred: "Why is it impossible for men
to be sinless?"

Her discussion of little children plainly
shows that children are, in fact,
considered sinless if they die before
the age of accountability. Only after

interpretation" by stating, "Adam had
intelligence, as much as any man that
ever lived since or lives now .... ] do
not look upon Adam’s action as a sin.
I think it was a deliberate act of free
agency. He chose to do that which
had to be done to further the
purposes of God" (Look to God and Live,
p. 251.)

With such diametrically opposed
positions taken by "the Brethren," we
are left, as Allred writes, to "our own
reasoning, or theologizing" in order to
obtain a "complete, harmonious, and
coherent" doctrine. While she finds
the "softened interpretation" to be
"not consistent with the scriptures," I
find her "hardened" version at
loggerheads with man’s free agency.
From my study of the gospel, the plan
of salvation seems centered around
the correct use of agency. In order to
be "complete, harmonious, and
coherent," any doctrine must keep
agency at its heart.

The question, then, is whether sin or
agency is behind the fall of man.
Allred decides that sin is involved
since Adam and Eve broke a
commandment by eating the fruit.
Yet, she seems to admit that no sin
exists in the absence of law. She
nevertheless has Adam and Eve
sinning while obtaining the law (i.e.,
in a state of innocence). Logically,
they could have sinned only after the
act of obtaining the law not during or
before. This is certainly supported by
scripture (2 Ne. 2:22-23). This passage
also suggests that the fruit
represented the ability to make moral
judgments "being able to understand
the law." This, however, may be a
mere semantic argument. A close
reading of 2 Nephi shows that in the
area of moral judgment Adam and Eve
were identical to little children and yet
it does not imply they lacked
intelligence or reason. (See also D&C
93:38, 29:47.)

Allred briefly mentions God’s
dilemma--how do you get immortal
beings into mortality and expose them
to sin and yet remain guiltless--and
then dismisses the only rational
explanation. She states, "Adam and
Eve did not partake of the fruit in a
conscious effort to forward God’s
plan .... It was not until later . . . the
plan of redemption was explained to
them." Without that vital knowledge,
they had no basis for rational choice
(and lacking moral judgment really
could not be tempted). However, if
they were taught the plan, they could
choose wisely and freely and we don’t
find ourselves having to "justify God
to man."

we arrive at the age of accountability
do we fall short of godliness and
succumb to sin. So some do die
without sin--children. In looking for a
reason as to why man sins, the
answer may simply be that man,
regardless of his agency, is not
physically capable of controlling his
every thought twenty-four hours-a-
day for his entire life. Yet the Savior
urged us to try to control them (Matt.
5:27-28). It was this capacity in Jesus
(probably because of his divine nature)
that made him, of all mortals, capable
of perfection.

Bradd C. Hayes
Chula Vista, California

The Shadow of Control
In response to Jay S. Bybee, SUNSTONE

(8:3): We are living in a society that is
currently undergoing a mighty
philosophical struggle relative to the
relationship between control and
responsibility.

As our land progresses further into a
state of government control in the
name of society the strict natural laws
of justice will make it harder for those
in government to escape the burden
of responsibility that comes home
when one assumes control. City and
county bureaucrats are beginning to
catch a glimpse of the light as code
enforcement and inspection is being
held increasingly by judges to transfer
responsibility and liability to govern-
ment agencies. And now it is the
psychiatrists and psychologists who
are suddenly confronted with the
reality of justice--I guess it hadn’t
occured to people that if they lay
claim to the precision of expertise in
human behavior, that grants them the
power to remove the punishment
affixed to a criminal act. The package
deal also brings corresponding greater
accountability for the actions of those
whom they have sheltered.

When will we ever learn that
responsibility is the shadow of
control, and that the sun will not
forever remain behind the clouds.

Allan Hunt
Carnation, Washington

Historicity of the Book of Mormon
I read with interest the Readers’
Forum responses to my
September/October, 1982 article on
the historicity of the Book of
Mormon.
The most helpful letter was the one
from Art Simmons, who forces me to
reflect on whether my definition of
scripture leaves room for the Book of
Mormon. He properly notes that the
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New Testament was a product of the
early Christian experience while the
Book of Mormon was for Mormonism
the founding experience itself. I think
the basic difference is that one
charismatic leader produced no known
writings (and most of the writings
that were produced were not written
until it became clear that He would
not return soon) while the other
charismatic leader launched his move-
ment with a written statement of his
faith.

It seems to me that in both cases the
writings arose out of the life situation
of the community, even though in
Jesus’ case the writings were produced
after the community had existed for
about two decades. In Mormonism it
was Joseph’s life experience that
produced the writing. He did not
write in isolation, but as a result of
interaction with fancily and friends,
many of whom became leaders in the
movement. And the Book reflected
the original faith of the Mormon
community.

Charles is guilty of simplistic thinking
when he argues that if Joseph wrote
the book, it follows that "there were
no visitations from an angel named
Moroni. It seems unlikely that God
would use a deceiver, however well-
intentioned, to communicate his will
or organize his church. Therefore the
subsequent revelations have been
bogus. The Church and its theology
would all have been Joseph’s
invention."

Is Charles telling us that it is not
possible that Joseph could have
written the book as the result of a
profound spiritual .experience--even
an experience that included a divine
visitation or was sincerely thought by
Joseph to have been a divine visita-
tion? Do we have to assume that a
prophet correctly understands his or
her religious experiences? Why would
we have to regard Joseph as a
deceiver? Just how does the
conclusion that Joseph wrote the book
require the conclusion that his later
revelations were bogus? And is the
Church denigrated if its theology is
based on the thought of its founding
genius?

It seems to me that Charles lets the
cat out of the bag as to what troubles
him when he writes near the end of
his letter: "The personal and institu-
tional consequences of accepting
Russell’s position are immense." I
really doubt that the institutional
church would be affected very much if
the majority of Mormons, including
all General Authorities, read my
article and were persuaded by it. But

nevertheless, the personal and institu-
tional consequences are not relevant
as to the truth of the matter.

I am surprised that Charles regards
the statement I quoted from Barzun
and Graf ("Truth rests not on
possibility nor on plausibility but on
probability") to be "undoubtedly the
silliest statement" he had read in
years. The point of their statement is
that historians, in their attempt to get
as close to the truth as possible, must
base their conclusions on probability
rather than mere possibility or
plausibility. The point is an important
one for faithful Mormon historians,
who are too tempted to arrive at
conclusions consistent with the faith
even when an alternate interpretation
is more probable. A faithful
explanation that is merely possible or
plausible is much to be preferred by
them. Certainly Barzun and Graf
recognize the elementary principle
that historical "truth" is fallible, and
that "probability" and "truth" are not
synonymous.

If Raymond Soller’s long, interesting
letter relates to my article I don’t
catch the connection.

Robert Mashkin claims I am not "very
interested in listening to answers that
have been around a long time." Scott
Smith claims that my kind of
"untempered and fashionable
liberalism rests on a strong desire to
believe the book non-historical." He
also suggests that I represent myself
as an intellectual who would be
uncomfortable giving the book a fair
shake. How do these two men--total
strangers to me--know so much
about my motivations and the pre-
dilections I may have brought to my
research? What do they know of the
personal struggles of faith and reason
that | have gone through in the past
25 years? Smith’s letter in particular
adds nothing to the discussion. It is
simply an uninformed cheap shot
intended to discredit rather than
seriously discuss the issue.

William D. Russell
Lamoni, lowa

ssues of Intimacy

We ~ooh’d! The following article was pri~Itcd in SUNSTONE ,~:4 with several l,ara,~r~phs i~
the wro~ order. We ~’xpress our apologies to the author a~d our v~’ry co~th~sed r~’aders, a~d
hope that this r~’printing will make amends.

REDIRECTING MY FINGER
Marybeth Raynes

After being a therapist for a few
years, I rarely encounter an entirely
new situation any more. But recently,
to my delight, I did. A couple, who
had been and are very active in the
Church and who have had severe
marital problems most of their
seventeen years of married life, came
for help about a decision to stay
married or to divorce. Nothing new
about that. But their approach to
telling me about their marriage was.
For the first time in my experience,
each spouse discussed at length what
he or she had done to cause the
problems that exist between them. I
was amazed. Each had some personal
insight, each took responsibility for
his or her part of the dysfunction, and
neither blamed the other.

It had not always been that way. A
recent crisis had scared both of them
and each had since spent days of

excruciating self-introspection. Of
course, the problems did not stop with
their insight. But their awareness
provided an excellent foundation for
working with the problems at hand.
Probably their most crucial discovery
was that it is fruitless to demand that
the other person change. ! agreed.
Since we have no direct control over
anyone’s actions but our own, we can
only change ourselves.
Unfortunately, although we give lip
service to the idea in Mormon culture
that only the Lord--or the Holy
Ghost--can change a person’s heart,
we spend a good deal of effort trying
to change other people in our wa’rds,
in our families, in our circle of friends
The milder methods of sermons and
logic (discussions of good reasons to
keep the commandments, why an
eternal principle is true) ofter~ escalate
to threats and ultimatums (lasting
sorrow or grief, loss of family in the
eternities, hurting our family or
friends) when change doesn’t occur.
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Sometimes these methods seem to
work. A person is moved by a sermon
to transform his or her life; a new
reason or logic for a desired behavior
makes sense and clears the way for
change; a threat scares someone
enough to "clean up his act."
(Although not easily visible, generally
the person who is threatening is more
scared than the person he or she is
trying to frighten.) But however
effective they may seem at times,
negative methods are essentially high-
risk tools. Resentment, guilt, or other

"negative feelings often come back
towards the person applying the
pressure. The relationship may suffer
in the process of "lust trying to
help"--a poor trade off in most cases.

The old tale about the argumer, t
between the wind and the sun
illustrates the ineffectiveness ot! force.
Each argued he could get a man to
take his coat off. The wind tried first,
using force. The man only clutched
the coat more tightly to him. The sun
provided comfort and then warmth,
and the man readily took off his coat.

What works then in getting a person
to change? In relationships between
adults or peers, basically nothing. (I
am excluding discussion about
relationships between adults and
children because I think there are
some important exceptions to nay
following points.) 1 can invite but not
demand change. The best I can hope
for is to influence a person in an area
in which he or she already wants to
change. The irony is that many people
already truly want to change parts of
their lives or personalities that I may
want them to change. Most people are
pretty hard on themselves and can
compose quickly long lists of undesir-
able qualities. Many feel stuck with
behavior that is as obnoxious to them
as to others. By discovering an area a
person wants to change and then
using positive methods such as
example, reasoning, modeling,
empathy and encouragement, environ-
ment for change is created.

Most of the time, however, when I
change the direction of nay finger and
point it at myself long enough to
realize how l am contributing to the
problem a lasting, satisfactory solution
occurs. How do I do it? (First an
important disclaimer. It is ~0t easy and
1 am not always successful at first.
Sometimes it takes months of
practice.) First of all I must develop
the right mind-set. How I point my
finger at myself is crucial. I can
damage myself as much by being
negative as I can others. I shouldn’t
threaten, sermonize, nag, or blame.

Beyond that, I must give myself credit
for having good motives but
sometimes poor methods in inter-
acting with others. For example, I see
a friend’s habit of constantly
reminding his family members about
upcoming get togethers (even though
all have efficiently kept appointment
books) as a way of saying, "I love you,
l want to get together, l don’t want
anything to happen so that we will
miss out on a good time" (a good
motive). But his style
communicates "l am not sure if you
can keep track of events by yourself"
or "I am not sure if I am important
enough to yot: for you to remember
me on your own" (poor method).
Similarly I ne~.d to learn to recognize
such shortcomings in myself.

Finally, l must expect to change at
least as much as the other person.
This willingness helps rule out self-
interest as the only motive for
wanting the other to change.

After these preliminaries, 1 try a
number of things. I ask other friends
(safe ones at first!) to describe how
they see me in a problem situation. I
ask the person I am having the
problem with. Most partners are quite
willing to tell you what they think
you are doing wrong. But I need to
learn to ask for the right information,
for specific, concrete details about
actions, voice tone, facial expression.
Going back over the memory of a
certain event sometimes helps. 1 try to
piece together the sequence of the
problem interaction. 1 run it over in
slow motion in my mind. For example,
what do I feel, and then say, after he
says such and such? And then, what
does he say or do after my statement
or action? In sum what is the effect of
my words and actions on others, not
just my intentions?

Next, and tougher yet, I take my
budding awareness to my partner or
friend and share what I have
discovered and what I want to change.
As risky as this part is, it is often the
most rewarding. With couples I
counsel and in my own relationships, I
have found that talking through the
sequence of a problem and its under-
lying causes in a nonjudgmental
atmosphere often provides important
breakthroughs in seemingly endless
problems. Meeting the other half way
is a more seductive invitation to
change.

Whatever the initial reaction of
others, a continuing commitment to
change myself regardless of what the
other person does is important. Even
if the particular problem in the rela-
tionship isn’t solved, I generally feel

better about my own life and often
my other relationships will go better.

Realistically when two people are
changing, the course is not
predictable. Relapses occur easily
during stress or crisis. Recently
married, I found myself during the
two weeks before the wedding
(although positive, weddings are a
crisis like any other major change)
telling my fiance, now husband, how
he could make me feel better when I
was particularly tired or overloaded.
Then I realized that my requests were
really asking him to take the responsi-
bility for the difficult task of making
me happy. I was shrugging off onto
him what was essentially my own job.

Changing ourselves often works
magic and overcomes the other
person’s resistance to change. But
always. When change seems
impossible, I still have several
alternatives.

1 can accept the problem as ongoing
but not disruptive to the relationship.
Essentially, I agree to disagree with
the other person amt affirm that the
disagreement is not central to my
relationship with him/her. We can
build on other things. M~ny members
married to nonmembers have chosen
this solution and have found a peace
that always actively expecting a
temple marriage will never bring. An
important note: Giving up an expecta-
tion does not mean giving up hope; it
simply means giving up the sense that
it is my right to have it happen, giving
up making myself unhappy if it does
not happen, and giving up forecasting
sudden relief or change.

Or 1 can change the nature of the
relationship so that the issue or
problem is deleted from my inter-
action with that person. Rearranging
schedules, doing less of certain kinds
of things together, deciding not to
talk about a certain issue except at
safe times--or never again--are all
possible. With this in mind, my
definition of a good marriage at this
point in life is: sharing and celebrating
all of the points in our lives that we
have in common, exploring areas of:
new agreement and interaction (on
new activities or old problems), and
finding ways to slide past each other
with as little conflict as possible in
areas where we disagree. Accepting
that we do not have to agree and
interact on every idea or event brings
freedom to celebrate what we do have
without allowing the conflicting areas
to contaminate what we enjoy.

A final possibility is to discontinue or
take a "leave of absence" from the
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relationship. In some situations, this
may be the easiest solution. But in a
marriage, a family, or with long-term
friends this is very difficult and often
doesn’t work. Still after a long trial of
trying to change yourself, not
demanding change of the other, and
following the above two alternatives,
that option may be important to
consider. Several Church authorities
have agreed that even though the
Church deplores divorce, it does not
demand that genuinely unhappy or
severely conflicted couples stay
together. Colloquially stated, we are
not required to sweat out an eternal
marriage. However, and paradoxically,
thinking through the idea of
diss,01ution sometimes reveals areas of
agreement and accord and renews the
desire to change what is causing

difficulty.

Happily I’d like to report that my own
efforts at changing, myself instead of
wanting someone else to do all the
changing has had marvelous results. I
find myself able to care more about
other people as I find myself wanting
less to change them. The generous
outpouring of love and concern I feel
from friends, family, colleagues, and
acquaintances has been rich testimony
that non-demanding love works
wonderfully. The couple who came in
pointing their fingers only at
themselves are also finding marriage
somewhat more satisfying. The
struggle isn’t over (it never is), but
their commitment to change
themselves is starting to unravel some
long-tied knots in their relationship.

and Perplexities

THE ETERNAL PERSPECTIVE
Marvin Rytting

The movie l Never Sang for My Fatl~er
begins and ends with the following
quote: "Death ends a life, but it does
not end a relationship, which
struggles on in the survivor’s mind
toward a resolution which it may
never find." This statement captures
the need we have to achieve what the
gestalt psychologists call closure in our
interpersonal relatignships. Closure is
a sense of resolution--a feeling that
everything fits together, at least for
now, and there are no outstanding
issues needing to be resolved. At one
level we often go in and out of closure
in a relationship as new issues arise
and need to be worked through, so
there can be a sense of closure for
every specific encounter between us.
But there is a more general sense of
closure wherein our relationship finds
its own level and we have a feeling
that this is where we want to be with
each other. This can happen at any
level of intimacy. It may be that we
reach closure when we decide to
terminate the relationship--or not to
develop it at all--and have worked
through all of our feelings about it.
We can also find closure as casual
friends or close personal friends or as
mates or even as friendly antagonists.
The essence of closure is that
whatever the level of intimacy, we

both accept the nature of the
relationship and we have resolved our
conflicts about it.

Many relationships end, however--or
simply go on hold--without reaching
closure. This is what happens in I
Never Sang for My Father. The
protagonist is never able to confront
his father and resolve all of the
feelings which have been tormenting
him for forty years and his father dies
before he can find closure. It is
difficult to achieve closure with
someone who is dead, and thousands
of people are in therapy trying to
reach some kind of resolution with
dead parents--or other significant, but
inaccessible, people.

If we add the eternal perspective to
this situation, it is not only in the
mind of the survivor that the
relationship lives and seeks closure
but also in the mind--or spirit--of the
deceased. I suggest that the
relationship itself has a spiritual
existence that continues and needs to
find closure. I suspect that one of the
tasks of eternity will be for us to
work on every relationship we establish
during this life until we have reached
some sort of resolution with each one;
and I anticipate that one of the joys of
eternity will be the continual
interpersonal explorations with those
people with whom closure is at some

level of intimacy.

In my most recent column, I argued
that all significant interpersonal
relationships are eternal and that we
ought to apply the eternal perspective
to our friendships as well as to family
ties. It seems to me that Mormon
theology, if taken seriously, demands
that we view eternal relationships
more broadly than we typically do.
After all, truth encompasses all
things; there is no such thing as
immaterial matter; everything
operates according to natural and
universal laws. In fact, in eternity
time and space become secondary to
the order within the universe and the
interconnectedness of all things. The
field of quantum mechanics--
sometimes called the new physics--
applies a similar principle at the
subatomic level. According to this
theoretical orientation, inseparable
quantum interconnectedness of the
whole universe is the fundamental
reality.

Out of the new physics are coming
some intriguing ideas which have--I
believe--eternal implications. John
Steward Bell and others have
experimentally demonstrated the
existence of a qm~nh~m ~0~m’~i0,. They
find that when two particles (two
photons, for example) or two systems
have interacted, they continue to
exert an influence upon each other.
Once two things are connected, they
are always connected. This influence
is not diminished with distance nor
mitigated by time. It is instantaneous
and as strong at a mile as at a
millimeter. Events interact faster than
the speed of light. There are even
some scholars who suggest that just
as electricity does not flow until it is
grounded--until it knows where it is
going--this connection might operate
as a pull from the future as much as a
push from the past. Perhaps we are
influenced even by future interaction
with each other.

My understanding of physics is not
sufficient for me to completely grasp
all of this (I am still being charmed by
quarks and held captive by gluoh), so
to me it sounds rather mystical. But I
am also not well enough versed in
mysticism to understand it from that
perspective, so I interpret it in the
context of my version of Mormon
eternalism. I believe that my existence
is part of a web of interconnections
without beginning and without end. I
believe that every connection I have
ever made and ever shall make exerts
an influence upon me and will
continue to do so throughout
eternity. Everything--and everyone--I
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touch becomes part of me at some
level. The influence of any given
quantum connection may be
infinitesimally small in comparison
with the untold billions of quanta that
form my eternal existence. If the only
contact that we ever experience with
each other is through these words,
our relationship may seem
insignificant in the eternal
perspective. The more we share,
however, the more important will be
the influence we shall exert upon each
other during eternity. It is even
possible that our failure to dew_qop
our relationship here will have a
profound influence upon us. In my
vision of eternity, I translate
physical quantum connection into an
interpersonal metaphor because I
believe that these personal
connections are the essence of eternal
living.
If it is true that all relationships are
eternal and have an impact
commensurate with their importance
to us here, we need to approach them
with an eternal perspective. The
eternal existence of multiple
relationships is, at one level, simply a
given. At another level, however, this
perspective can make it easier to
integrate a variety of relationships in
our lives. Under our current
consciousness, we act as if our
resources are scarce--the more time
and affection you spend with someone
else, the less you can spend with me.
In eternity, however, there is no limit
upon resources, time, or affection, so
that when we share, we do not: lose.
The ultimate loss that we fear is the
loss of the relationship itself--if you
start liking someone else, you might
stop liking me. Under our current
consciousness, the continuation of our
relationship (if only one is allowed per
customer) is dependent upon its
favorable comparison with every
other possible relationship and thus it
is dangerous to allow any other
possibilities to exist, lest they become
more attractive and I lose you. If,
however, each meaningful relationship
is eternal, its survival is dependent
solely upon its own quality and other
relationships cannot threaten it.

Thus the eternal perspective provides
for a polyconsciousness where a
multiplicity of relationships is not
threatening. There is room for them
all. This is one reason why polygamy
fit into a Mormon viewpoint so much
better than into the American
capitalistic notion of ownership and
the distribution of scarce resources.
Selfishness and jealousy are out of
place in eternity. Of course, plural
marriage is not the only model of

multiple relationships. Plural
friendship is also a possibility.
The most important implication of the
eternal perspective is a moral
imperative. One of the objections
which existential thinkers have made
to the notion of life after death is that
it takes the focus away from the
present and releases us from the
existential need to live authentically,
under the threat of ceasing to exist at
death. This criticism, however, applies
only to traditional visions of the
hereafter. To the extent that we are
waiting for an afterlife which will be
radically different from the present,
we may ignore the need to live
authentically and be willing to
passively accept tyranny and injustice
because of the promise of eternal
happiness for those who suffer during
mortality.
If we take the idea of eternity
seriously, we recognize how
important the present is. If every
relationship we establish has eternal
implications, we cannot escape from
the consequences of how we interact
with each other. You have a claim
upon me to resolve our relationship,

and if I treat you unfairly or unkindly
or cause you harm, I must make
things r!ght with you--either now or
later. This leads to a moral imperatiw~
of existential proportions. We are
responsible for our behavior in every
relationship, and there is no escape--
not even the escape of death. I may
run away from you during this life,
but I cannot run for eternity. If I
avoid finding closure in the present, I
must work for it in the future. If I
abuse you in the present, I must
answer to you in the future. I may
even need to account for my failure to
make contact with you during this
life. The effect of this should be to
focus our attention on the quality of
the relationships we have in the
present.

This vision of eternity provides us
with promise and with
responsibility--the promise that what
we share here is merely a prelude to
eternal sharing and the responsibility
to make what we share worthy of
eternity. This promise and
respons.ibility apply not only to temple
marriages, but to every relationship
we have.

esthetics and
oetics

NIETZSCHE’S STOMACH
Michael Hicks
"Aesthetics," said Nietzsche, "is
nothing but a kind of applied
physiology." When he obiected to
some painting or piece of music or
poem, he felt his disquietude in his
limbs, in his che.st, in his stomach.
And when he assented to a piece of
artwork, it was because he was, quite
literally, touched by it. He felt it tin-
gling in his bones, quivering in his
tendons. In either case, whether
assenting or objecting, he had as his
criterion the m’sthelic experience--that
is, a feeling experience, for the word
comes from the Greek aislham’slhai,
which means., more or less, "to feel."
We have always considered feelings
the special province of meaningful
experience. And we usually think of
feelings as emotions. Sorrow, fright,
anticipation, envy--these are the sort
of things we are so often enjoined to
"get in touch with." This is not with-
out cause. They are cloudy things,
emotions--tentative, vagrant. But
there is another sort of feeling that

the scriptures point to: "You shall feel
that it is right," Oliver Cowdery is
told in a revelation. Feel here is used
in its simplest sense, to perceive or to
apprehend through the body:
Rightness is a sensation, a physical
thing. It may be as localized as a burn-
ing in the bosom. Or it may be as
general as taste, at least in the way
Joseph Smith used the term: "1 can
taste the principles of eternal life, and
so can you."

Joseph’s religion consisted of sensa-
tions linked to ideas, whether they
came as flashes of awareness or as
postludes to long deliberation.
Brigham Young once summed up the
teaching of his mentor by saying that
the things of eternal life are born in
the experience of "our minds and
understandings expanding by that
which we learn . . . by the seeing of
the eye and the hearing of the ear."
Implicit in the spiritual-materialism of
the avatars of early Mormon
philosophy is the notion that every
idea is connected to a sensation, and
every sensation to an idea. The spirit
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(read "mind") is the arbiter of these
impressions, these feelings. It charts
and logs the changes in the body. It
applies physiology.

Fixed in the Mormon mind is a
proverb of the eternal dialectic: "For it
must needs be, that there is an
opposition in all things." To savor the
sweet we must first grimace at the
bitter. To "feel that it is right" we
must feel that something else is wrong.
What is wrong is’most of what we
experience every day; if art is to speak
to us of rightness, we must first come
to learn the terrible wrongness of the
world. To confess pessimism in our
culture may be heretical, but I can
hardly escape this attitude toward the
world system and human nature. This
is the pessimism of Paul when he says’
"let God be true and every man a
liar"; of John when he tells us that
men love darkness better than light;
of the psalmist when l~e writes "there
is none that doeth good, no, not one."

Art tastes of right in a world that is
essentially wrong. It speaks of health
in a world essentially sick. And--here
many fail to understand--it speaks of
strength in a world essentially weak.
Art, strong art, is potent to the
degree that it may disarm or
momentarily injure us in our weak-
ness. For this reason we sometimes
fight art that is difficult. Like the
wrestling angel, it wounds as it
blesses.

The danger of religious art is the
danger of religion itself. Rather than a
force for right, health, and strength, it
can and usually does become a mere
salve for their opposites--wrong,
sickness, weakness. That religion
saves best, I think, that provokes us
and challenges us. (Joseph made the
telling remark that every divine
communication will tell us things we
never thought of before. The
unthought-of, to turn his remark
around, is a sign of truth.) Yet
religion remains for most people an
opiate--or, to hold to our terms, an
anaesthetic. And most religious art
deadens feeling by repetition, numbs
by a litany of formulae, or puts to
sleep by a surfeit of effects. The truly
aesthetic, to the contrary, awakens
feeling by variation, order, clarity.
Thus any art should be above all a
piece of artifice. Like language, it is a
contrivance, one that informs the
mind (read "spirit") by arousing
physical sensations that correspond to
ideas. Its logic may not be the logic of
you or me, but that is how it teaches.

Nietzsche’s stomach--like Oliver’s
bosom--instructed the mind in the
language of feeling. The aesthetic in

religion and in art should not really as the philosopher put it, "no longer
lift us out of the body, but drive us, swimming, floating, but walking and
rejoicing, back into it. We should be, dancing."

and
SO DANGEROUS IT COULDN’T
BE TALKED ABOUT
Scott C. Dunn

There’s a myth perpetuated by some
Mormon intellectuals that it is the
radically right, the overly orthodox,
the constrictingly conservative within
the Church that encourage the
suppression of historical documents,
academic analysis, and new ideas.
According to these "Liahona"
members, free inquiry would blossom
and ultimately benefit the kingdom, if
only the stodgy conservatives would
permit it. Yet not long ago, .the
commitment of these intellectuals to
academic freedom was put to the
test--and failed.

I first became aware of the situation
when I joined the staff a few months
ago. At that time, SUNSTONE had just
published an article challenging some
of the assumptions of those
intellectual heroes known in the
Church as "New Mormon Historians."
What startled--and disillusioned--me
was the discovery that a number of
historians had gone to great lengths
to discourage the publication of this
manuscript. For them, open discussion
and disagreement was insufficient;
they sought to prevent distribution of
ideas contrary to their own. Those
who had fought against intellectual
suppression had suddenly embraced it.

The situation is similar to one which
occurred several years ago when
Immanuel Velikovsky attempted to
publish his controversial Worlds in
Collision (1950). A number of
scientists, annoyed at Velikovsky’s
ignorance of so many well-established
facts, persuaded the publisher to
abandon the project. Velikovsky took
the manuscript to another publisher
and by 1964 the book had gone
through nearly thirty printings in the
United States and Great Britain. A
near-repeat of the situation occurred
some decades later when Carl Sagan
organized a symposium of the American
Association for the Advancement of
Science to discuss Velikovsky’s

controversial ideas. One scientist
discouraged the effort, saying that no
matter how negative the presentation,
such a public forum could only
contribute to the spreading of
Velikovsky’s unsupportable theories.
But the symposium was held, the
proceedings published, and now
interested individuals can study and
examine both sides of the issues for
themselves.

It is one thing to discover the
deplorable practice of suppressing
discussion in a totalitarian regime
bent on quelling opposition. But to
find it among those whose professions
are integrally connected with
education and the open examination
of issues is nothing less than inex-
cusable. As Milton observed, truth is
only made manifest when competing
ideas are allowed to be discussed in an
open setting. This same notion was
echoed several years ago by James
Talmage in the Improvement Era. In his
article, he approvingly cites the
following from a newspaper editorial:
"The man who cannot listen to an
argument which opposes his views
either has a weak position or is a
weak defender of it. No opinion that
cannot stand discussion or criticism is
worth holding. And it has been wisely
said that the man who knows only
half of any question is worse off than
the man who knows nothing of it. He
is not only one-sided but his
partisanship soon turns him into an
intolerant and a fanatic. In general it
is true that nothing which cannot
stand up under discussion or criticism
is worth defending." (23 [January
1920]: 204.)

Some have suggested that SUNSTONE is
similarly guilty of suppression. From
time to time I have heard a few
individuals refer to the magazine’s
"hidden agenda" which supposedly
supports liberal ideas while shunning
conservative ones. I wish these people
had the opportunity ! have had of
working with SUNSTONE for a few
months and seeing how ludicrous
such a charge really is. The hassles of
putting out a magazine with a small
staff and meager budget are so many,
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and the number of available well-
written manuscripts so few that the
mere suggestion of SUNSTONE’S

employing a calculated selectional bias
is laughable. As I look over the
submissions in my files, I see many
good articles representing a variety of
viewpoints; yet none are radically
liberal nor radically conservative. The
relative sameness of these
manuscripts makes even havin,~ the
opportunity for selectional bias a luxury
that simply does not exist.

We are, to a great extent, constrained
by what people submit: If SUNSTONE

appears to feature more articles
representing the Liahona side of the
Church, it is due to a paucity of good
manuscript.s representing the
traditional or Iron Rod views.
Indeed, so anxious are we to achieve a
balanced perspective, that we often
find ourselves being much more
selective with so-called "liberal"
manuscripts than conservative ones.
As my accomplished predecessor
Susan Staker Oman once observed,
"The easiest way to get an article
printed in SUNSTONE is to submit
something conservative that is even
halfway well written. It will be
published immediately."
I have wondered why we receive so
few submissions propounding,
defending, analyzing, and encouraging
traditional Mormon views. A few
acquaintances have answered this
query by saying that they "would never
submit anything to SUNSTONE--it’s too
liberal!" I am at a loss to understand
this attitude, for it reminds me of the
proverbial man who cut off his nose
to spite his face. People who complain
about a perceived one-sidedness in a
magazine and then refuse to submit
contrasting views are nothing but
self-fulfilling prophets. They reinforce
whatever narrowness exists by
refusing to contribute to the obvious
remedy. A more productive approach
would be to submit their best writing,
writing which represents what they
personally would like to see in an
independent Mormon magazine.

In the play 1776, the deciding w)te in
favor of debating the issue of
American independence is cast by
Rhode Island representative Stephen
Hopkins with these words: "Well, I’ll
tell y’--in all my years I never heard,
seen, nor smelled an issue that was so
dangerous it couldn’t be talked about.
Hell yes, I’m for debatin’ anything--
Rhode Island says Yea!" SUNSTONE
maintains its commitment to be an
open forum and free voice for the
best writing, thinking, and feeling the
religious community has to offer. As
editors we look for clear expression,

responsible argumentation, and
original thought--not for
reinforcement of our personal
opinions. While our commitment to
the Mormon faith and the faith of our
audience naturally draws some
borders on what can be considered
appropriate, we nevertheless believe
that Mormonism’s dedication to
"anything virtuous, lovely,, of good

report or praiseworthy" embraces a
wide range of analytical and personal
’expression.

In sum, it appears to me that Hopkins
was right: No idea--no matter how
conservative or how much it may
challenge current thought--is so
dangerous that it deserves to be
suppressed. Hell yes, I’m for debating
anything: SUNSTONE says yea!

olden NuggetsI
ON BEING A GENERAL
AUTHORITY
James N. Kimball
I have enjoyed being a General
Authority even though I know I
would never have amounted to a
damn thing in this church if I hadn’t
been the son of Heber C. Kimball.
You know I had hold on one of the
three paths to high office in the
Church. Those three are: inspiration,
revelation, relation.

But I wouldn’t have missed it. I love
to meet with the members of the
Church and hear their testimonies
and help them with their problems.
And besides, if I hadn’t been a
General Authority, I would have
missed meeting all of the nuts in the
Church. For some reason they seem
to seek me out. One man in Kanab
told me one time after a meeting that
he was no longer active in the Church
because he didn’t believe the story of
Jonah and the whale. I told him that
was one helluva reason for being
inactive, but he said that was it; he
wasn’t going to change. I told him I
would make him a deal: I said, "Look,
brother, I’ll soon be on the other
side. VII look up Jonah and ask him
how he lived in the belly of that
whale and then I’ll come back and iell
you. You stay active till I get back."
But he would have none of it.
"Besides," he said, "what if Jonah isn’t
there?" I said, "Then, hell, you’ll have
to look him up when you get there."

On another occasion one sister in
Snowflake, Arizona, asked me
between conference sessions if 1
would be so good as to look up her
father when I got to the other side
and give him a message for her. And
then she handed me this envelope full

of small messages which she had
written. I looked at her, and I looked
at the envelope and said, "No, sister, I
can’t do this. When 1 get on the other
side, I won’t have time to look all over
hell for your father."

In Delia this sweet sister came up to
me, but she was no nut. She had a
real problem. She asked me if I could
talk to her after sacrament meeting
was over. I told her to wait ~Cor me
~and I would. After the meeting she
said, "I have two brothers; the older
of the two by one year has been an
absolute pillar in the Church. He has
done everything the Lord asked him
to do. He was a bishop and he worked
with the youth; he has been a
missionary and raised a fine family.
He has been active in community
affairs. He was all a brother or father
or husband could be. Last summer,
Brother Kimball, he was called home::
He was killed by lightning while
working out in the field. He left a
beautiful wife and a young family.
Now my other brother, the younger
of the two, is no good at all. He has
never done anything in the Church.
He smokes, he drinks, he chases
women, he can’t hold down a job. He
is an embarrassment to all of us. And
yet he is still living. Why would the
Lord call home the other brother? I
don’t understand, Brother Kimball.
Help me." I didn’t know what to say
to her. | thought for a long time. My
heart went out to her. Finally I said,
"Sister, it’s the Lord’s will." She said,.
"What do you mean it’s the Lord’s
will?" And I said, "Well, I don’t think
God wants that jackass brother of
yours any more than you do." She
threw her arms around me and gave
me a big hug and said, "Brother
Kimball, that is the best answer I ever
received."
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More hilarious gags from Calvin G rondahl
Mormondom’s funniest cartoonist. Look
for it at your local bookstore or sendS4.75
plus $1.00 postage to Sunstone
Foundation, Box 2272, S.L.C., UT., 84110




