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SUNSTONE
CORRECTION

IN THE LAST issue three illustrations in"The

Mormon Polygamy Cases" (SUNSTONE, vol.
11, number 5) were inadvertently rearranged
by the press. The photograph on page 10 is of
Justice Stephen Fields, the one on page 11 is of
George Reynolds, and the one on page 12 is of
Chief Justice Morrison Waite. We apologize to
the authors Gene Schaerr and Randall Guynn
for this error.

FOREKNOWLEDGE AND
KING FOLLETT

IN RESPONSE TO Anthony Hutchinson’s
article, "Prophetic Foreknowledge: Hope and
Fulfillment in an Inspired Community" (SUN-
STONE 11:4). The New Testament canon’s
rejection of the Gnostic Christian (and Mor-
mon) concept of human pre-existence, a rejec-
tion which distorted the canon during its for-
mation, insured a false gospel canon ever since
the second century.

"Christian" the canon may, be, but it is far
from the truth revealed in Joseph Smith’s King
Follett discourse and revealed by the newly
discovered Nag Hammadi documents of early
Christian Gnosticism. These documents were
contemporary with and expressly rejected by
the church fathers who examined them during
that Catholic canonization process.

Hutchinson’s (correct) assumptions need to
be seen as foundational for Mormonism gener-
ally. They include the false notion of God’s
supposed omniscience ("prophetic television"
of fixed events before they occur in history).
Hutchinson doesn’t state plainly that God lacks
the ability to foresee exact details in the future
(anyone can guess future trends generally), but
Joseph’s King Follett discourse is essentially a
prophetic exercise in delimiting God’s abilities,
specifically God’s ability to create a human
soul-hence the integral necessity of man’s pre-
existence in the latter’s essentially uncreated
status-and it applies to lack of omniscience as
well.

Hutchinson correctly sees that if God had
unlimited foreknowledge history would be
"fixed" into a sequence of unalterable events
like a movie film. This fixity of events neces-
sarily destroys man’s freedom to alter what God
already knows must happen. (Arguing that man
is yet free because he doesn’t know how he will

choose simply begs the question; that the
individual’s decisions are fully known in
advance destroys any real freedom of choice.)
Because personal freedom is essential to a just
Final Judgrnent of real rewards and deserved
punishments, Hutchinson is entirely correct to
see the fixing of events as a moral question (p.
13).

Hutchinson’s desire for ambiguity supports
the corollary that the proper notion that God’s
imprint in history must be remote lest his
presence limit the scope of personal freedom of
choice. Hutchinson is correct that Mormons get
upset at such notions because God who is
powerful enough to create the universe is surely
powerful enough to effectuate his will in his-
tory; they fail to see the moral disaster to
human freedom from a too presefit God.

Hence, contemporary scriptural and pro-
phetic interpretation to suit the present world
situation is proper, indeed, required, given
God’s inability to control history. This Mormon
view of man’s freedom to create novelty in
history needs investigation; Whiteheadian (or
other) concepts of "process theology" need to
be incorporated into the Mormon world
view-a view very different from the canonized
New Testament.

The belief in the fixity of future events
invites criticism of the New Testament as well
as Mormon scriptures. Hutchinson’s confession
of latter-day "failed prophecy" ~vill be errone-
ously seized upon by anti-Mormons as evi-
dence of fraud. They will fail to see, as Hut-
chinson demonstrated, the very same "fraud" in
the Bible. As I :see it, the fraud is purely the
creation of Christian orthodoxy and occurred
in the second century canonization process.

Does this "confession of error" mean that
agnostics may now dismiss Christianity and
Mormonism as founded upon only fleeting
prophetic impressions limited to their day? No.
The issue of God’s existence and relation to
man is too important to ignore. We shall all
stand in judgment for our use of human free-
dom precisely because God does not (cannot)
control it.

Having correctly put the lie to the concept of
"inerrancy" in scriptures (both Christian and
Mormon), Hutchinson has properly set us
upon tlq:e path of historical, factual accuracy as
the touchstone fl)r truth. Conceding "failed pro-
phecies" in both orthodox and Mormon
camps, what do we make of the historical
evidence suppo:rting Smith’s claims? I suggest
the King Follett discourse is conclusive evi-
dence m support of Joseph Smith’s inspiration.
King Follett correctly resolves the two most
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fundamental religious questions: (1) the nature
of God, and (2) the nature of man, and the
necessary relationship between them.

Using factual accuracy as the sole test for
truth, we are now free to redecide the New
Testament canonization process. We may adopt
gospel principles such as human pre-existence
taught by both Smith and second century
Christian documents despite the failure of the
canon to include such ideas.

Ironically, the recent obliteration of canon-
icity may lead Mormons to the best source of
Mormon theology, the 1844 discourses of
Joseph Smith, none of which have yet been
canonized by the Church.

If Hutchinson is correct that the Liahona-like
recognition of necessary "ambiguity" affords "a
healthy and growing rdigious life," then the real
"iron rod" is not truly the "word of God" but
rather the canon(s)+Joseph’s later pronounce-
ments + free will +rational evaluation of histori-
cal evidence + philosophical analysis + science
+ whatever rise hdps ascertain meaning from
life and life’s purpose.

After the shock of Hutchinson’s plowing
under of Mormon canonical biases abates, his
candid clearing of cultural and scriptural under-

brush may allow us to sdect correct seeds for
planting. The Christian gospd has not changed
throughout the centuries. Man’s historic inabil-
ity to understand that gospd in the context of
his own time and culture (or perhaps because
of the latter) has distorted and polluted the
gospd. It is time now to rearticulate, as Hut-
chinson has, fundamental gospd principles in
the context of our own age.

Gerry L. Ensley
Los Alamitos, CA

CAUSE OF WAR IN
HEAVEN

I THINK MARK Gustavson’s "Choice and
Disclosure" column (SUNSTONE 11:2) creates
an excessivdy black and white dichotomy
between pre-existent choices being unin-
formed but free, or informed but unfree.

The latter can be ruled out for a number of
reasons. It would have been absurd for indi-
viduals destined for spiritual tragedy to have
elected to come here anyway-obviously the
many who took that path here were not shown

this as an inevitability. The widdy bdieved
false doctrine that God knows all things in
advance contradicts his anxiousness about our
willingness to strive to do good, which permea-
tes the scriptures. Many things can be known
(divine intents, for example) and very accurate
guesses might be made about individual
behavior, but some uncertainty must be a given
for there to be free agency and meaning to
existence. It find it amusing to point out to
advocates of predetermination (and it is irrd-
evant whether God or nature is the cause) that
it would then make no difference how we
behave since it would already be in the cards
(inconsistently, they always react with horror
that this notion should spread).

On the other hand, we need not have been
as uninformed as Gustavson makes out for
there to have been some reasonable choice. The
general risk of the terrors of mortal life could
have been illustrated with experiences from
other worlds. Those would have been enough
to generate very strong fedings, indeed a war,
over the wisdom of such a step.

Scott S. Smith
Thousand Oaks, CA
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HOFMANN STORY
UPDATE

I SEE BY the biographical note below my
short story (SUNSTONE 11:4) that I have done
you a disservice by not issuing an update. The
title of the book I am writing with Allen D.
Roberts on the Salt Lake bombings and for-
geries is entitled Salamander: The Story of the
Mormon Forgery Murders. (We discovered there
are already several books with variations on the
title, Ask Me No Questions.) Please make this
correction in your next issue as the book will
be available in the spring. Thanks very much.

Linda Sillitoe
Salt Lake City, UT

’W’ FOR EFFORT

SURELY BILL Forest did not attend the
debate I did at Park City (SUNSTONE 11:4).
Was there another? In fact, I purchased a video
copy of the debate and have heard it again and

my evaluation of the presentation is the same.
I told Van Hale that he deserved an ’A" for effort
and bravery, but to think Hale won the debate
"hands down," is beyond me. I agreed with
Walter Martin. If one has to depend on the
definitions of the liberal school (for all practical
purposes they are disbelievers), he really has no
case.

I suggest you read on pages 249 and 250 of
Mormonism A Faith For All Cultures, where the
author deals with "Mormon Language" and
reveals that the "meanings a Latter-day Saint
attaches to that word (God) bears no relation to
what one might find in a traditional Christian
lexicon. And so it is throughout Mormonism.
Whatever topic is broached, new definitions
are offered and consistently used in Latter-day
scriptures..."

The author then observes that one cannot
even turn to the 1828 edition of Webster’s
dictionary for Mormon meanings. He then
observes there is not a "single dimension or
angle" that one can find for a common ground.

If Mormonism would (as it once did) deny
any relationship to Christianity and admit its
claim to being a totally new religion (like Bud-
dhism or Islam), it might have some validity as
a world religion.

But as long as it claims to be Christian, yet
uses its admittedly own private definitions for
the words it uses, it cannot expect to be well
received by Christians who are knowledgeable
of its efforts to deceive.

In essence, Hale lost the debate when he
declared "I would have to concede without any
reservation that, yes, indeed by certain defini-
tions Mormonism is not Christian." By the
explanation of the term in the New Testament,
Mormonism is not Christian.

Your article was ill-advised.

John L. Smith
Madow, OK

SMALL-MINDED
SNOBBERY

I JUST received another issue of SUNSTONE,

and was delighted as I again read it cover to
cover. I was delighted, that is, until I came to
"Sunspots" (SUNSTONE 11:4). Your back-
handed slam of This People was totally uncalled
for. It was sarcastic, small-minded, and snob-
bish. I felt as if someone I had previously
admired had proved unworthy of that admira-
tion. And you have. Due to smirking comments
just such as yours, I had avoided This People up
to now, but two things happened. I was sent a
copy by a friend who wrote for it, and I also
received a gift subscription. I liked it very
much. While it doesn’t pretend to be a scho-
lastic journal, neither is it a total bit of light-
weight fluff. I found it as unsettling as if the
editors of The New Yorker had taken to throwing
mudballs at Time magazine. And both maga-
zines can lay claim to considerable literary
merit, though of different kinds.

Come now. True greatness doesn’t need to
tear down others to prove its own superiority.
You are not the same. Why not rejoice in that
difference- of a sister magazine reaching out to
a different though equally valid segment of the
Mormon culture.

Eunice Pace
Albion, NY

Sister Fransworth, be bold, be imaginative, be daring
but don’t stray from the lesson manual.

SUNSTONE wdcomes correspondence from
our readers. Letters for publication should be
addressed to "Readers Forum." SUNSTONE
reserves the right to edit letters for reasons of
space, clarity and tone.
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