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aders, Forum i
nothing irreconcilable in having
SUNSTONE welcomes letters from our readers
and prints a representative sample of opinions.
premen "created spiritually before
All letters represent the attitudes of the writers they were naturally upon the face of
the earth" in the same way all other
and not necessarily those of the editors or
publisher. To be considered for publication,
things were created spiritually. I
letters should not exceed 300 words. Any
suggested only that if this means
letter may be edited for reasons of space and
premen had spirits, they were
clarity. A more lengthy letter will be treated
different from those of men which
were in the image of God.
like a manuscript submission.
Next I would like to comment on the
letters of Burton, Sansom, and Stout
under the headings speculation,
limiting God, and Adam and Eve story
as an allegory, respectively.
Scientific and Scriptural Evidence
Speculation. Although speculation is
I would like to respond to the various
essential for scientific investigation, it
comments appearing in the Readers
is of more limited value in a religious
Forum of the May-June ’82 SUNSTONE context and can be downright
on my paper, "’An Attempt at
dangerous if the speculator comes to
Reconciliation." Two letters (Russell,
believe his speculations too strongly.
Holloway) point to additional
My intent in using it on this occasion
scriptures which seem to contradict
was an attempt to calm some troubled
waters. Religion does not have
creation by an evolutionary process:
anything to fear from the
No death before the Fall (cf. II Nephi
paleontologists, and scientists do not
2:22): This seems to imply that Adam
have to despair that religion needs to
and Eve’s Fall brought mortality not
reject evidence and reason; I
only to mankind, but to all living
suggested at least one speculation
creatures. This interpretation is
that reconciles the differences. If
clearly incompatible with life and
there are superior speculations, so
death existing for a billion years
much the better.
before Adam. I suggest it is possible
to interpret these scriptures
Limiting God. As far as I’m concerned,
differently. The principal point is that
God has the capability to carry out
being made is that the entire creation
His purposes in whatever way He
would have been without purpose if
chooses. My biggest concern is with
Adam and Eve had not fallen--that
people who insist that God must have
"all things which were created must
used a means of which they approve.
have remained in the same state in
If God chose to create man through
which they were created" with no
the process of evolutionary process,
temptations of man and no probation,
why should we insist that He must
no progression, and no opportunity to
have done it some other way? Why is
be added upon for joy. I suggest that
it unreasonable that "preman"
parents, who were mortal, could
Luke was not commenting so much
produce bodies that were not subject
on the state of life before Adam but
to death, when that same process was
rather emphasizing that the purpose
later true of Enoch, the Three
of all creation could be fulfilled only
Nephites, and John the Revelator? But
through the mortality of man.
I don’t want to insist either that God
No flesh before Adam (cf. Moses 3:7):
did it in a way I approve. The only
Flesh in this context probably refers
thing that I feel most strongly is that
to man and not to animals or premen.
we not reject the evidence obtained
Clearly, the animals were created
from scientific investigations because
before Adam (cf. Moses 2:24, 25). I
it disagrees with our man-made
have extended the interpretation to
interpretation of how God must have
include the highest form of animal,
worked.
premen.
Adam and Eve story as an allegory. It is
Spiritless premen (cf. Abraham 5:15,
D&C 29:31-34, and Genesis 2:5): I see very popular among liberal thinkers
2/Sunstone

and scientists to consider the story of
Adam and Eve as an allegory, which
therefore does not have to be
reconciled with scientific observations.
This may be satisfying to the
scientists but has the danger of
destroying Divine meaning. We must
face up to what is essential in the
story to preserve the main message.
For isntance, calling it an allegory
cannot duck the issue that there must
have been a creation, for without the
concepts of creation by an intelligent
being(s) there can be no purpose to
man’s life, and thus there is no gospel.
Creation implies intervention, which
is at odds with the theory of evolution
as being developed by the scientists.
Treating the story as an allegory does
not remove the dilemma.

The story of Adam and Eve is not
only an affirmation of creation and
purpose to man’s existence but also an
indication of what that purpose is,
particularly as clarified in latter-day
scripture. I am quite content to have
the dilemma unresolved in detail
awaiting further clarification through
revelation as long as no church
leaders insist that I disregard the basic
scientific evidence, and no scientists
insist that I disregard the evidence of
the spirit which convinces me of the
truthfulness of the Gospel. Since both
of these possibilities are threatening, 1
feel it is important to attempt some
reconciliation.
R.C. Fletcher
Summit, New Jersey
Literally Unbelieveable
Quite some time ago I received a little
packet of material from you, which, I
suppose, was meant to acquaint me
with your organization and to
encourage me to consider Mormonism
as a religion. I believe you refer to
yourselves as a "foundation for
Mormon studies."
Few indeed are those who have
studied Mormonism more, longer, and
harder than I have since about 1965
when I went to Utah and could not
even get serious consideration for a
decent job because I wasn’t a
Mormon. The reason for that, as has
been insisted by some of my Mormon
friends, was not for lack of available
jobs.
Many newspaper job ads even went so
far as to require membership in the
church by such statements as: "Need
not apply unless LDS," or "LDS
preferred," or "only LDS will be
considered." It was not until 1974,
after the federal non-discrimination
laws had been passed, that I was able
to get a job and hold it any longer
than until my employer found out I
was not a Mormon, and then only in

Federal service.
Quite by accident I got my hands on a
Book of Mormon. It was the first
literature of Mormonism I read. Since
then I have read the History of the
Church, some of it several times.
I was appalled when I read the Book
of Mormon and even more so when I
read the Doctrine and Covenants and
Pearl of Great Price. In fact, I have
read some parts of them over and over
again in an effort to convince
myself that what I was reading, and
seeing around me, was true. To me it
was literally unbelievable, and
appalling, that a church could be
built upon a collection of documents
such as those.
In order that you may not come to
the conclusion that I have been
brainwashed by someone else let it be
known that I read all your doctrinal
and most of your historical and other
literature long before I was even
aware of the existence of such people
as the Tanners, John L. Smith, Wally
Tope and the Concerned Christians of
Mesa, Arizona. I came to the
conclusion I adhere to through reading
your own literature, and that should
tell you something.
It would be very interesting to me to
have all those wise oracles in your
"foundation for Mormon studies"
come up with an explanation of BM
Alma 34:36 and D&C 130:1, 2 and 3.
How can they reconcile the two? This
is just one of hundreds of such cases
in your literature.
I have many friends who are
Mormons. Obviously one of them
sent my name as a joke. There is not
one of them who do not know that
there is just about as much chance
that I will join the Mormon Church as
there is that even so much as one
tenth of the prophecy and revelation
of Joseph Smith is true.
John F. Durham
Sedona, Arizona
Look at the Underlying Assumptions
Certain assumptions, though seldom
if ever stated, seem to underly the
viewpoint of several whose
statements have prominently appeared
in SUNSTONE. I don’t recall you as yet
publishing anything that might
counterbalance those assumptions and
would therefore like to call them to
your readers’ attention.
I would say that a number of the
statements I have in mind--often by
non-LDS guest speakers at the
Sunstone Theological Symposium-tend to presuppose that any particular
doctrinal position or religious practice

is relative to any other and that i’t is
the great need of Latter-day Saints to
acquire the kind of humanitarian
sophistication that would free them
from the parochial bias that their own
beliefs and practices are necessarily
superior to or exclusive of those in
other religious traditions.
This assumption clearly underlies
Kenneth Woodward’s keynote address
at last year’s Symposium, entitled
"The Use and Abuse of Religion," as it
appeared in the March-April 1982
issue of SUNSTONE. Little room is left
for personal witness to anything
traditional when we are told that we
must choose between a pretense at
"certitude" or "humility"--as if the
two were in all cases mutually
exclusive. Woodward also informs his
respectful Mormon audience of his
distaste for "those who insist on
peddling religion door-to-door as if
religion could be sold like Avon
products." Since there is hardly a
Mormon alive who has not come into
the Kingdom because of such
proselyting--either of himself or his
ancestors--we should, I suppose, feel
"cheapened" that we have come to
know the restored gospel by such
shabby and ulterior means. Woodward
might do well however to consult with
just about any recent convert to know
what it has meant to him or her to have a
pair of dogged Elders or Sisters finally
arrive at his/her doorstep and how the
convert reveres those who brought him
or her the message that has so changed
his/her life.
Most ironic is that Woodward and his
ilk claim to be objective and implicitly
castigate Mormons for being
otherwise--Woodward himself being a
nationally recognized journalist. I find
a similar critical blindspot and lack of
detachment in the social historian
and frequent contributor to SUNSTONE,
Lawrence Foster, who, at the recent
meetings of the Mormon History
Association, for instance, urged
Mormons to consider the more
egalitarian governing style of the
Quakers, which he happens to prefer.
(Objectively speaking, so what?) Such
statements also totally ignore the
possibility that modes of religious
practice--particularly LDS--might
have ever been prescribe?:l by Deity and
expressly revealed through His
appointed earthly representatives, or
that it is ever man’s obligation to
accept God’s revelation, however
strange, rather than make it over in
terms of the individual’s personal likes
and dislikes (the old apostate tendency
with which we are well enough
acquainted: this is after all nothing
very new).
The tone of these "experts’ "

recommendations is in fact at
considerable variance with even the
New Testament Christianity to which
they purport a certain allegiance: The
early disciples were clearly sent out
two by two and told moreover to
shake the dust from their feet when
departing from "that house" which did
not receive them (Matthew 10:14).
There was also clearly a powerful
hierarchy among the early apostles
and other Church leaders which both
interpreted doctrine and issued
unequivocal assignments and norms
of behavior to the members-at-large.
Their justification for doing so was
invariably that they had special access
to divine revelation in behalf of the
rest of the Church: "... no prophecy
of the scripture is of any private
interpretation. For the prophecy came
not in old time by the will of man: but
holy men of God spoke as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost" (2 Peter
1:20). Most important, in all we ever
read in the gospels about faith,
conviction, testimony or whatever we
may wish to call it, there is never any
indication that we should not believe
implicitely but rather arbitrarily or
with a myriad of "broad minded"
provisos and qualifications. On the
contrary, we are warned, as was
Joseph Smith upon reading James,
what shallow and wavering faith
comes to.
I was very pleased with the earlier
observations by one of your
columnists and a nominal member,
Marvin Rytting, when he pointed out
the numerous paradoxes in our
religious life in an earlier Dialogue
article (XII:4, pp. 106-112). I recognize
them too and feel we need to be far
more aware of them than we are. It is
also refreshing to see him assert,
along with Hans Kung, that we all
ultimately "choose to believe." But the
position Rytting takes in his latest
"Paradoxes and Perplexities’--"In
Danger of Spewing’--is pathetic
indeed. I grant that it may be
important to hear from and empathize
with those who can do no more than
say, "I do not think it is possible to
know for a certainty that the Church
is true in a literal sense." But to fancy
that such a position, where faith is
concerned, is the optimal way to see
things and not to envy those with
more deep-rooted convictions and
hope, however long it may take, to
receive some day a more fervent
witness oneself is again completely
antithetical to the New Testament’s
frequent exhortations and compelling
examples of self-sacrificing, miracleprovoking faith, and it immediately
closes the door on the prospect of
further transcendent contact through
the exercise of such faith or even the
September-October/3

aspiration for it. (In saying this much, manual on Christian Fellowship, Life
Together, and reconsider his cultivated
I readily admit that everyone’s faith
avoidance of the admittedly arduous
wavers and that there are ’dry spells’
and inconvenient task it is to interact
when we do not receive the same
with one’s fellow Saints. Again,
confirmations or intimations of the
religion is utterly lifeless without
Spirit we perhaps once did. But to
deep, intimate fellowship, which is or
deny the possibility of its forcibly,
ought to be one of the special rewards
overwhelmingly, undeniably
manifesting itself to us is indeed to
and satisfactions of our labors in the
reject that mystical, transcendent
Kingdom. Indeed, our interaction with
power--call it what we will--without fellow Saints, fraught as it so often is
which religion is most abstract and
with tears, slights, and difficult strain,
sterile.) For one who has felt these
is--blessing in disguise--one of the
things deeply--as many a Mormon
chief ways we come to know the
has--or for anyone who fairly accepts
truth of that about which we have
the fundamental terms and conditions
been called to witness.
of Christian faith the statement "I
There is surely much which we have
ammand shall continue to be-religiously in common with others.
Mormon irrespective of whether the
The Lord has, I believe, had more of a
LDS church is the only true church
hand in the world’s great religious
on the face of the earth or not" is
traditions, even the non-Christian,
perhaps poignant, even stoically
and surely also in the lives of ~all other
heroic, but otherwise terribly inane.
men and women, than we are often
inclined to recognize. SUNSTONE and
There may be a clue to Ryttin~g’s
the other publications of our time
arms-length detachment in the
which are authored and published by
churlish delight he expressed in an
unflinching honest and essentially
earlier SUNSTONE column about having
loyal and faithful Mormons have done
been luckily sequestered in the calling
much to broaden our perspectives and
of a stake financial clerk, where he, a
diminish our pharasaism. But, much
professional psychologist no less,
as others may yet have to teach us
could keep himself safely apart from
about basic tolerance, authentic
his flesh-and-blood fellow members
spirituality, and Christian virtue, it is
and their repugnant, time-consuming
equally a mistake to overlook all that,
personal quirks and demands on
others. I would urge Brother Rytting
in the restored Church and gospel, is
so truly distinctive and profound and
to read Dietrich Bonhoffer’s inspired
might in turn contribute to the
world’s enlightenment and edification.
There is still place and great need for
its thoughtful yet forthright and
unapologetic exposition in our
Church-related publications.
Tom Rogers
Brigham Young University
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Feeling Peculiar--Without and Within
Stanley B. Kimball’s comments
concerning the Word of Wisdom in
the March-April 1982 issue of
SUNSTONE precisely summed up my
own feelings on this controversial
subject.
This is a very important issue, and I
strongly urge that SUNSTONE respond
affirmatively to Mr. Kimball’s
suggestion that pages be opened to "a
thorough and responsible examination
of the matter."

Mr. Kimball’s compassion and
sensitivity are evident in his
letter. I could truly relate to his tone
having been one of those "ostracized
children" he wrote of. Since my
return to the Church, I have often
felt "’peculiar" outside its walls, even
in front of my own non-member
husband and friends. Then again I
have felt "peculiar" within the Church
for not being so narrow-minded as
most Mormons.

I certainly look forward to SUNSTONE
as a place where I can read things and
not feel peculiar. Things I can relate
to, that stimulate me towards
becoming a better person. I feel people
have a lot to gain by sharing their
knowledge concerning the will of God
on this planet earth.
Janet Layton-Arribas
Pasadena, California
Apostles or Disciples?
Under your recent "Scriptural
Commentary" you blew me out of the
water when you said Jesus called
twelve apostles in America. My Book
of Mormon indicates that twelve
disciples, not apostles, were called in
America.
Hal Pierce
Edmond, Oklahoma
Hypothetical, But Not Heretical
In a letter on the "premen" Richard C.
Russell quotes Galileo’s famous
epigram about scripture teaching us
how to go to heaven, and not how the
heavens go, and parenthetically
wonders if the original author of the
quotation, "an ecclesiastic of most
eminent degree," might be St.
Augustine.
It is certainly a trivial point, but
Brother Russell might be interested in
reading "The Galileo Affair," by
Owen Gingerich, in the August 1982
issue of Scientific American. In it the
author quotes the same epigram and
says that Galileo borrowed it from
Caesar Cardinal Baronius, then the
librarian of the Vatican. The Cardinal
was surely a most eminent churchman
in his day, but not the equal in fame
of Augustine.
This article deserves reading. Galileo’s
experience and the nature of his
Church’s response (it declared the
Copernican system hypothetical, but
not heretical) has much to say to us
about conflict between religion and
science and the changing nature of
accepted truth.
Nancy Leek
Bakersfield, California
King Fails to Convince
Arthur Henry King’s article, "Are
Mormons Joining in World Suicide?"
(May-June 1982) fails to convince me
that the world is committing suicide
or that Mormons are joining in that
act. In his caustic and disjointed
criticisms, King summarily dismisses
the world’s cultures, politics, social
sciences, and media. According to
King, modern art is all "self-pity" and
"destruction." Governments--never
mind whether democratic or fascist,
for "there’s no ultimate difference
between them"--are all full of
"gangsters." Can anyone take

Someplace Special

seriously King’s assertion that
Churchill and Hitler are ultimately of
the "same spirit?" Is there no good to
be said for individualism, goals, selfesteem, or capitalism? Obviously,
every virtue has its vice--and the
above are no exceptions--but King’s
desire to attack whatever is spiritually
destroying us obscures his vision of
the good aspects of man and his
world. Either King hasn’t bothered to
point out what he may find in our
world which is "of good report or
praiseworthy" or he sees a very
different world than the one we live
in.
The author’s view of man is more
akin to the medieval view of his utter
worthlessness without God than the
Mormon affirmation of the eternal,
spiritual individual who can become
like God himself by obedience to the
laws of morality and through the
Atonement of Christ. King thinks the
Church should abandon its "insistence
on individuality,’" which "is taking us
towards . . . isolation. Our emphasis
ought rather to be on the family."
(Mormons don’t emphasize the
family?) The Mormon belief in
individualism is a redeeming
one which allows the individual the
right to personal revelation and the
ability to merit his or her salvation
through Christ’s atonement. To say
that the doctrine of individualism is
"profoundly anti-Gospel" is to
misunderstand that doctrine--one
that recognizes the worth and ability
of the individual rather than reducing
him to "’nothing."
King is also completely against goalsetting. He says, "If planning with
goals in mind does nothing else, it will
tend to occlude the Holy Ghost." If
we believe him, what becomes of the
eternal perspective and the long-term
goals which we must make in life in
order to realize them? And yet he
says, "If you aim at education, then
you’ll never become educated." If high
students never aim at education then
they’ll never apply to college! How
one can only focus on the present and
realize the future is a mystery to me.
As he does with individualism and
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a church, our duty is to "attack the
world by missioning." Attack? Rather
than attack the world, why not understand it? Then we can more
effectively teach it the Gospel. If the
Church withdraws from the world
only to criticize and attack it, we shall
then be joining in world suicide.
William R. Handley
Westport, Connecticut
Shame!
Shame on SUNSTONE! A magazine with
at least a pretense of intellectual
sophistication printing the right wing
blatherings of Jay Bybee. His onesided "explanation" of the ERA issues
in the Callister case surely made him
official conservative LDS apologist,
but with this piece we find he is also
I am also at odds with his all-out
apologist for the racists of the United
criticism of self-esteem. True, we find States.
ourselves through others, but selfMr. Bybee misunderstands or
esteem is an important prerequisite to
purposely ignores the central issue in
truly finding out who we are. As
the Bob Jones case. Tax exempt status
children of our Heavenly Father we
is not a right. It it a privilege. By
should realize our individual worth.
granting tax exempt status to anyone,
While self-forgetfulness may indeed
the body politic says that it is willing
be "prime," we must never forget who to subsidize it. For as surely as tax
we are.
exempt status is granted, other
taxpayers must pick up the tab, and
Finally, I wonder if King is correct
pay the bills into the federal treasury.
when he says that "religion is prime
and morality is secondary .... religion To suggest that the public has no
rights through the courts, the
is deeper and more important than
legislative process, and the muchany morality that may emerge from
maligned federal bureaucracy, to
it.’" Morality, it seems to me, does not
demand institutions getting the
"emerge" from religion. Religion
benefits of the federal largess not
emerges from man’s imperfections
conform to public policy is surely
and his need to be saved by obedience
nonsense.
to a God who is always moral. The
laws of morality are eternal and, in a
Bybee denies his article is "just
sense, even condition God since he
conservative hype"--it is not--it is
became God by obedience to those
right wing hype, far to the right of
laws. The purpose of religion is the
any respectable conservative. It is a
perfecting of human beings, which is
great disservice to publish this piece
God’s work and glory. Thus religion’s without some semblance of balance.
existence is contingent upon man’s
Despite Mr. Bybee’s obviously being
imperfections. While the Church can
comatose during the 60s and 70s, the
not exist, morality is a necessary and
public policy repudiating public
eternal fact of existence, for even if
support for discrimination (in schools,
the Church were to become obsolete,
stores, voting, jobs, and yes, even
i.e. man became perfect, the laws of
education) has been painfully
morality would still be prime because
established over a long period of time.
they are what define perfection itself.
Perhaps Mr. Bybee and Bob Jones are
How does King think Mormons can
the only persons unaware of it. The
keep from joining in world suicide? As point, for him, must be that public
policy is never to change--despite an
overwhelming desire on the part of
VISIT THE
the rational public that it must
SALT LAKE ART CENTER change, a legislative mandate that it
The Salt Lake Art Center offers
must change, and a mandate from the
the very best in national, regional
Supreme Court that it must change.
and local fine art exhibitions, and
also offers an excellent selection of
Let us hope that no one reads his
original works available for purchase
piece with any degree of seriousness,
in the Sales Gallery.
The Art Center is located adjacent
but rather that they take it for the
to Temple Square, Symphony Hall
joke it surely is, and when they have
and the Salt Palace at 20 South West
finished it, toss it into the trash can
Temple.
with a laugh.
Call 328-4201 for information on
current exhibitions and other events.
Kerry William Bate
Closed Mondays.
Salt Lake City, Utah

goals, King also finds the essence of
capitalism with its "survival of the
fittest" principle "profoundly antiChristian and anti-Gospel." His
statement is well argued. But later he
says the reason that so many
businessmen are called to be General
Authorities is that "they are prepared
for the task; the intellectuals are not."
Since these businessmen were trained
in a highly capitalistic society, how
does King think they are prepared to
guide a Christian religion if he feels
the principles of capitalism are
"profoundly anti-Christian?" Despite
his denouncement of it, King must
admit to certain practical qualities of
capitalism.

Outside ooking In
LEARNING TO LIVE WITH
THE MORMON TURF
Ray Ownbey
The only time I’ve ever heard the
expression "spiritual turf" was in a
talk given by Ken Kesey, author of
One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest. It stuck
with me, probably because I found it
useful in identifying a concept which
is important to me.
The term turf suggests a home
territory, perhaps a gang’s territory,
an area in which one feels
comfortable, even relaxed. It’s an area
which must not be violated by
outsiders. And from the word’s
association with gangs, we know that
turf must sometimes be defended.
Spiritual turf has much the same aura
about it. For most Westerners
spiritual turf is Judeo-Christian, and
Western history is replete with
examples of violations of the spiritual
turf of others. The crusades are one
such example, as is the continuing
violence in Ireland and in much of the
Mid-East. Often these conflicts have
obvious political or geographical
aspects, but the basis for the conflict
is ultimately a violation of one’s
spiritual/cultural/historical homeland.
One of the great tenets of
Christianity suggests, even
commands, the violation of the
spiritual turf of others. The "Great
Commission" to "go ye into all the
world and preach the gospel,
baptizing," while not advocating or
even condoning violence in the name
of salvation, does provide a precedent
for invading the turf of others.
Spreading the good news is an
altruistic, maybe even noble,
endeavor, at least in principle.
However, one person’s good news is
another person’s righteous crusade,
and yet another person’s boredom.
The line is very fine indeed and is
often crossed by zealous proselytizers
who are about as welcome as a
reformed smoker is by a three-pack-aday person. And Mormons often cross
the line. In fact, in Mormon Utah, the
line often is not visible.
I sometimes suspect I’m being scouted
for a potential full-scale assault by
people who are annoyingly sure of
their own turf. Such attitudes

shouldn’t be surprising. Most of
Utah’s inhabitants have lived their
lives as members of the majority and,
as a result, think that’s the way the
world is. A neighbor once told my
wife she didn’t think she knew any
non-members. (In Utah the generic
"non-member" replaces the specific
"non-Mormon," a linguistic clue to the
speaker’s perspective.) There are a lot
of people here like that.
This is a culture, then, where
participants at the local Republican
party meeting occasionally slip into
the "brother" or "sister" titles used
for fellow Church members, where
the boy scouts are in effect an
extension of the local ward activities,
and where the dominant religious
institution teaches everything from
how to dry apricots to family financial
planning. It is difficult to avoid the
influence of the Mormon church.
From a historical perspective, at least,
this influence is understandable. In an

isolated place the religion and the
culture were synonomous and
provided for all of the flock’s needs:
culture, entertainment, practical skills,
as well as spiritual sustenance. But for
the outsider coming in on all this over
a hundred years later, it’s
overwhelming. I’ll never recover
completely from a performance of The
Pirates of Penzance which was preceded
by prayer. Such a practice may be
common here, but it certainly didn’t
add to my enjoyment of Gilbert and
Sullivan.
Now, it might be easy to say, "Don’t
let it bother you. Take what’s useful
and let the rest go." However, I lived
for six years in a community which
was overwhelmingly (something over
90 percent) Catholic. I never felt
intruded upon there. So my response
to the Mormon attitude was initially
pretty baffling for me. A clue to the
difference, I believe, can be found in a
footnote I remember from John
Ciardi’s translation of the Divine
Comedy. In discussing some of the
vulgarity in the "Inferno" section,
Ciardi observes that to a thirteenth
century Italian Catholic, blasphemy
not vulgarity was the primary offense.
In contrast, Protestant culture finds
vulgarity more offensive. Blasphemy
is primarily a spiritual concern,
vulgarity a social one. This seems to
fit, for a major emphasis, particularly
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in nineteenth century Protestant life,
was social and cultural: rewards
gained from hard work; middle-class
respectability born of knowing that
God is on your side; upward social
and economic mobility; the primacy of
the capitalistic market place as God’s
arena where his soldiers, armed with
the virtue of the free enterprise
system, triumph over their
unbelieving economic adversaries; an
egalitarian society where anyone may
rise to the top and where those who
do are still brothers and sisters to
those who don’t.
Though Mormonism eventually
diverged quite dramatically from
traditional Protestantism theologically,
the Mormons did embrace the
Protestant concern with social and
cultural standards and have
increasingly promoted such conerns
with an aggressive contemporary
missionary system. Because my

Catholic neighbors were more
interested in the private sphere, as
Ciardi’s distinction would suggest,
they were less likely to intrude on
others. But in Utah there is a constant
invasion of any non-Mormon’s
spiritual turf.
I’m pretty comfortable with my own
spiritual turf. If I wanted to affiliate
with a religious organization, I’d find
it easy to return to the one I grew up
in. I’m always a bit puzzled when
someone wants me to abandon my
turf for theirs when mine is as much
a part of me as my fingernails.
So when the dark suits want to come
to my house and discuss their religion,
I am alternately bemused, outraged,
delighted by their innocence,
affronted by their presumptiveness,
and ultimately unwilling to give half
an hour of my time to meet their
needs. Mine, I happily go on record
stating, are being met.

and Perplexities
BUT IT DOES NOT
FEEL LIKE LOVE

They had no car, no telephone, no
friends, no family. And yet I did not
worry about them. Before I left I
went to priesthood meeting, met the
Marvin Rytting
bishop, and told him that we had just
In the summer of 1971 I left the
moved in, but I was going to be gone
shadow of the everlasting hills. My
for a week and my family would be
wife Ann and I packed all of our
alone. True to my expectations, I
worldly goods into a very small Ureturned the following week to find
Haul trailer and with six-month-old
that they had been visited every day,
Jenny Rebecca set off for some
had been helped with everything they
strange place called West Lafayette,
needed, and knew who the best
Indiana. We knew nothing about
pediatrician in town was. Ann had
Indiana and did not know anyone
already been claimed by the Primary.
within 500 miles of it. Our first night
I knew that the Church was like a big
there was at a little motel on some
family, but in Indiana in 1971, when
back road just across the state line.
we needed a family, I learned how
That was a good place to spend the
night because I did not think we could important that can be. The Mormon
church is almost synonymous with
have faced married student housing at
Purdue University at the end of a long family. The doctrine exalts the family.
The programs promote the family (or
day.
at least try to). The Church itself is
I was a Danforth Fellow and needed
like an extended family. And it is
to attend a conference at Zion’s Beach sometimes considered to be a model
just north of Chicago on the shores of
for how families ought to be, with
Lake Michigan. The conference began analogies of the father being the
on a Sunday two or three days after
bishop and the mother being a
we arrived in West Lafayette. Jenny
counselor, and so forth. There is
was sick, so Ann kept her home that
security in being part of such a family,
Sunday, and I left them in a strange
but it does not answer all of our
town where they did not know a soul.
needs.
8/Sunstone

Sociologists point out that families
have both instrumental and expressive
functions. The instrumental functions
are concerned with the physical
maintenance of the family--providing
the financial resources needed to
obtain the shelter, food, and so forth
that the family needs, and organizing
the family so that necessary tasks are
accomplished. The expressive
functions take care of the
psychological and emotional needs of
the family members, including the
needs to openly express feelings and
ideas and to experience affection and
intimacy.
The healthiest situation is where both
instrumental and expressive functions
are performed and where each
member of the family is involved in
both areas. Traditionally, however,
men have been expected to take
primary responsibility for the
instrumental side of family life and
women have been assigned to the
expressive roles. As individuals, we do
not always fit the stereotypes, so in
some families both the father and the
mother are geared towards the
instrumental roles and expressive
ones get lost while in other families
neither takes on the instrumental
roles and these needs are not met.
In instrumental families, everything is
well organized and runs smoothly.
The physical needs are met and things
get done, but there is not an open
expression of love and affection and
the members do not feel free to show
their feelings or to communicate
freely. In expressive families there is a
lot of affection which is freely
expressed and the emotional and
psychological needs are met, but.there
is also a lot of confusion and things
never seem to get done. One of the
classic conflicts for newlyweds occurs
when one of the partners comes from
an expressive home and the other
from an instrumental famiy, and their
expectations of what a family is
supposed to be like are radically
different. The best situation is a
balance.
What kind of a family is the Church?
To some extent, this varies from place
to place and from time to time
depending largely on the
characteristics of the leaders. I
remember clearly the difference in the
tone of our mission between the
tenure of my first mission president,
who focused on the instrumental
functions and ran an efficient
program, and that of his successor,
who was an expressive leader and
presided over a friendlier,
if less efficient, mission. Different
wards, stakes, and missions often

reflect the styles of their leaders. The
tone of the Church as a whole can
also vary somewhat depending upon
the personal style of the current
leaders.
In general, however, it is my
experience that the Church tends to
focus upon the instrumental functions
to a much greater degree than the
expressive ones. In the Church, we
are active and we work. Obedience
and conformity are stressed over
expressiveness and creativity. We run
the programs and follow the policies
and acomplish the goals. We are
friendly, but on a superficial level. We
spend relatively little time worshiping,
introspecting, or really making contact
with each other as individuals.
One result of this is that we are much
better at satisfying the physical and
instrumental needs of the members
that we are with the emotional and
expressive needs. I remember some
times when I was alone because Ann
had gone home to visit (and when you
travel 2500 miles on a graduate
student budget, you stay more than a
few days). I would get offers of food
or help with the household chores,
but I almost resented these offers
because of the implication that what I
missed when Ann was gone were the
instrumental functions which were
assumed to be part of her role. I was
perfectly capable of taking care of
myself and the apartment. What I
missed was the expressive part of our
marriage. But did I get offers of
companionship and affection? No-not a single hug! Likewise, I am
writing this while I am 1800 miles
away from home. I am sure that the
home teachers, elders’ quorum, and
bishopric are all there to help with
any instrumental need which Ann
may have (but probably will not), but
I am equally sure that not a single one
will drop by to give her the hugs that
she could really use during this lonely
time.
Expressiveness is suspect in the
Church. We are afraid of affection
(especially outside of marriage). We
are discouraged--sometimes subtly
and sometimes explicitly--from
sharing our problems with each other.
We maintain the image of the Perfect
Mormon Mother or the Strong and
Sure Patriarch and become depressed
because we believe the facades of
others and think that we are the only
ones who are failing to live up to the
ideal.
The one time when it is appropriate
to be expressive in Church is when
we bear our testimonies, at which
time we are even allowed to cry-although we are expected to be
embarrassed about it. Even here,

however, the epxressiveness is not
open. We can express positive
feelings, but the only legitimate
negative feeling is sorrow for sins and
shortcomings. We are not to express
anger or doubt or dissatisfaction or
disagreement with others. I we can
express only half of what we feel, do
we really allow the expressive roles to
be fulfilled?
The welfare system is supposed to
take care of the needs of the members
after the individual and family
resources have been exhausted. Again

we do much better at meeting the
instrumental needs than the
expressive ones. We quickly
and efficiently provide food
and help with medical bills. But
the implementation of the social
service program which theoretically
would provide for emotional and
psychological needs, lags far, far
behind. Not only are the resources
not as accessible, but we are more
reluctant to use them.
Thus the Church as a family does a
wonderful job of fulfilling the
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instrumental roles. But I suspect that
this model of the instrumental family
encourages us to focus on this aspect
of family life in our individual families
as well. I think that we suffer from
our neglect--both in the Church and
in our families--of the expressive side
of life. I wish it were considered
appropriate to more freely show
affection and express the gamut of
emotions and ideas.
Paradoxically many of what appear to
be personal forms of behavior in the
Church end up functioning in an
impersonal way because of the
instrumental orientation. The effect
of what we do is often the opposite of
our intent. Punishment can reinforce
rather than eliminate negative
behavior. When we teach the Ten
Commandments, we simultaneously
let people know about ten fat sins
waiting to be committed. Likewise,
institutional practices often end up
functioning in ways contrary to their
apparent purpose.
The most obvious example of this
paradox is our usage of the terms
brother and sister. The practice of calling
each other brother and sister should
emphasize the familial relationship we
have in the Church and should make
us feel friendly and close to each
other. At one time, when the title of
brother was attached to the first
name--as in Brother Joseph or

Brother Brigham--it probably had this
effect. Now, however, we append it to
the last name and it has become the
equivalent of Mr. and Ms. In this
context, instead of reflecting the
intimacy and sense of equality that we
expect between brothers and sisters, it
operates to maintain distance and
symbolize status relationships. If we
have an equal status, it keeps our
relationship impersonal. If you have a
higher status than I, it is acceptable to
call me Marv, but if I have a higher
status, Brother Rytting is deemed
appropriate. Because my first name
could thus convey status information,
even the use of it--in this system-often seems impersonal.
The most important aspect of this
phenomenon is how it feels. It simply
does not feel friendly or intimate--or
familial--to be called Brother Rytting.
When someone addresses me in that
way, I feel like a role, not like a
person. We have taken what ought to
be a personal form of address and
made it impersonal.
We have done the same thing with
the familiar second person thee, thy,
and thou. Originally, these were the
intimate form of address--the most
personal way of talking with someone.
In many languages, such as French
and Portuguese, it still is the intimate
form of address. Our language lost
something very beautiful and useful

when we stripped it of the familiar
form of address. In the Church, we
compound this societal crime by
emphasizing the formal nature of the
familiar tense as it is used in prayers.
We thus create a distance between us
and God, and personal prayers become
less personal.
This instrumental orientation seems
to be pevasive and makes our entire
form of worship impersonal. Worship
should be an intensely personal--even
intimate--activity. But in the Church,
we do not worship. We work and we
attend meetings. In our meetings we
ignore the prelude music, have a
formal prayer, sing hymns needlessly
led by someone waving a baton,
conduct business, listen to talks or
lessons, and ignore the postlude
music. The only time for individual
communion is during the sacrament,
and even there we tend to focus on
efficiency rather than worship.
The transformation of worship to
work is most serious with the temple
ceremony. What ought to be the
hallmark of personal experience with
the sacred realm has become temple
work--an assignment to do, a quota
to fill. Temple worship has always
been a very special personal and
private part of my religious
experience--the ultimate in spiritual
awareness. I refuse to report how
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often I go and how many endowments
I do, just as I would decline to report
to the brethren about how often my
wife and I make love. And to go to
the temple to fill a quota has an
impersonal flavor similar to what sex
is like for a prostitute.
We live more than 700 miles away
from the nearest temple, so we are
expected to drive all day and then
spend three to five days doing one
session after another--five to seven
per day--in an attempt to rack up the
numbers as quickly as possible. It is
assembly line temple work and it is
not very personal nor particularly
spiritual. We have even been informed
that endowments done in temples
other than the Washington temple "do
not count." What an interesting
concept--endowments that do not
count.
The new temples especially reflect the
instrumental orientation. In many
ways, the temple ceremony and the
procedures surrounding it have been
changed to make it more efficient,
easier, and less time consuming.
These changes are nice in some ways
and are definitely more convenient. I
feel a longing, however, for those
wonderful days at Manti or Logan-and Salt Lake, too. It sometimes took
twice as long as it does in
Washington, but I remember that
when I entered the temple, I would
take off my watch and I would

therefore miss the feelings that need
to be the basis of any interaction. We
often go through the motions without
ever making contact with each other.
We are always in danger of falling
into this pattern, but the probability is
higher when we are loving people by
assignment. The assigned friendship
inherent in the home teaching system,
I do not want to imply that it is not
for example, makes us vulnerable to
superficial interaction. This dilemma is
possible to have a spiritual experience
not unique to the Church, of course.
in the temple or at church meetings
nor that we are completely impersonal Many professionals, such as teachers
in our interaction with each other. It
and therapists, need to deal with the
is possible to feel deeply and be close
dilemma of being paid to care for
to each other and to worship
people.
meaningfully. It is simply made more
One paradox which affects both
difficult by the institutional church. It
Church members and helping
erects barriers that get in the way
professionals is the use and abuse of
of--but do not completely impede--a
unconditional love. The principle of
personal, intimate expression of the
unconditional love is extremely
feeling side of the gospel.
important. It is crucial for parents to
I am also not saying that the
let their children know that they are
instrumental orientation is totally
loved irrespective of grades in school
negative. There is much to be said for
how clean the bedroom is or how
efficiency. It gets more work done and or
much they like to go to church. It is
often with less frustration. Rampant
also an important part of therapy and
expressiveness can drive us crazy, and
is nice in any relationship.
I for one become impatient with it. I
Unconditional love has become almost
am merely pointing out the dilemma
sacrosanct and is indeed worthy of
that there are costs involved in the
advocacy.
instrumental focus and we need to be
It has its dark side, however, and
aware that some valuable personal
therefore we need to be careful about
experiences can be lost in the quest
how
we use it. I have a friend who is
for efficiency.
strongly committed to unconditional
Part of the problem is that we are too love for everybody and never seems
oriented toward techniques, and we
continued on page 57
literally not care how long it took. I
was outside of time in the temple.
And it was so much more personal,
more intimate, more involving, more
spiritual, more meaningful, more
worshipful. The temple worship of my
youth was a different experience than
the temple work of today.
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ONS AND
MOONMEN
VAN HALE

LOOK AT NINETEENTH
CENTURY BELIEFS
ABOUT THE MOON-ITS FLORA, ITS
FAUNA, ITS FOLKS
12/Sunstone

In 1892 the following one-page article appeared in the
Young Women’s Journal. Its author Oliver B. Huntington
wrote:
Astronomers and philosophers have, from time almost
immemorial until very recently, asserted that the moon
was uninhabited, that it had no atmosphere, etc. But
recent discoveries, through the means of powerful
telescopes, have given scientists a doubt or two upon the
old theory.
Nearly all the great discoveries of men in the last half
century have, in one way or another, either directly or
indirectly, contributed to prove Joseph Smith to be a
Prophet.
As far back as 1837, | know that he said the moon was
inhabited by men and women the same as this earth, and
that they lived to a greater age than we do--that they
live generally to near the age of 1000 years.
He described the men as averaging near six feet in
height, and dressing quite uniformly in something near
the Quaker style..
In my Patriarchal blessing, given by the father of
Joseph the Prophet, in Kirtland, 1837, l was told that I
would preach the gospel to the inhabitants upon the
islands of the sea, and--to the inhabitants of the moon,
even the planet you can now behold with your eyes.1
Opponents of Mormonism have tried to use
Huntington’s striking assertion that Joseph Smith
believed in moonmen in order to discredit Mormonism.

"Can you respect a religious organization that will
publish such nonsense?" they ask.2 No true prophet
could make a mistake of such magnitude.
Admittedly, in this scientific age 1000-year-old
moonmen in Quaker dress being visited by Mormon
missionaries do sound a bit farfetched. It becomes
important, therefore, to set Huntington’s account into
context. What is the authenticity or accuracy of the
account, for example? How outlandish would such ideas
have seemed in the nineteenth century? Then one might
more fairly judge whether Joseph’s prophetic mantle is
at stake.
The first question, of course, is what were
Huntington’s sources for his article, his own
reminiscence or that of a second party? He made
reference to two separate incidents--a statement of
Joseph Smith and his own patriarchal blessing. These
two incidents will be looked at separately.
Most have assumed his source for the Joseph Smith
statement was his own memory and have thus
questioned its credibility because he was only 11 years
old in 1837, and 55 years separated his recollection from
the event. Actually Huntington was not relating his own
memories but someone else’s. The immediate source for
his article was an 1881 entry in his own personal
journal.3 But that entry is part of a 10-page collection of
reminiscenses he had acquired from several sources and
September-October/13

which he had "taken some time and pains to pick up.’’4
The description from Philo Dibble reads as follows:
Inhabitants of the Moon
The inhabitants of the moon are more of a uniform
size than the inhabitants of the earth, being about 6 feet
in height.
They dress very much like the quaker style and are
quite general in style, or the one fashion of dress.
They live to be very old; coming generally, near a
thousand years.
This is the description of them as given by Joseph the
Seer, and he could "See" whatever he asked the Father in
the name of Jesus to see.
I heard him say that "he could ask what he would ask of
the Father in the name of Jesus and it would be granted"
and I have no more doubt of it than I have that the mob
killed hires
The question must now be asked, what was Dibble’s
source? He did not indicate whether the story was his
personal recollection or that of another party. I have
found no further information on this except that Dibble
was a collector and had expended considerable effort to
collect and produce an exhibit about the life and death
of Joseph Smith, which he presented in several Mormon
communities. It was at one of these presentations in
January of 1881 that Huntington acquired Joseph
Smith’s moonmen statement from Dibble.6 So at best
the moonmen statement is a sensational, late, thirdhand reminiscence and, by itself, is a very poor source of
dependable history. This and one other statement, even
less impressive, represent the sum total of testimony
that Joseph Smith ever said that the moon was
inhabited.
Although it has not been established that Joseph
Smith believed in moonmen, several close to him did.
Joseph Smith’s own brother Hyrum stated his belief in
an inhabited moon in an 1843 sermon on the "plurality
of gods & worlds" preserved by George Laub:
¯ . . every Star that we see is a world and is inhabited
the same as this world is peopled. The Sun & Moon is
inhabited & the Stars .... The stars are inhabited the
same as this Earth.7

this blessing. It is dated 7 December 1836 at Kirtland,
Ohio, but the record clearly shows that the blessing was
given to Oliver by his own father, William Huntington,
rather than Joseph Smith, St.:
I lay my hands on thee & bless thee with a father’s
blessing .... thou shalt be called to preach the gospel to
this generation .... before thou art twenty one thou wilt
be called to preach the fullness of the gospel, thou shalt
have power with God even to translate thyself to
Heaven, & preach to the inhabitants of the moon or
planets, if it shall be expedient ....

Although there is a discrepancy as to who gave Oliver
the blessing, this is undoubtedly the same blessing
mentioned in the Young Woman’s Journal. Both content
and setting are similar. In his 1894 article Huntington
recalled that he received the blessing in 1836 at a
blessings meeting for the Huntington family at the
home of William Huntington. The meeting was
appointed and conducted by Joseph Smith, Sr. It lasted
the entire day, with Orson Pratt recording the blessings
the best he could and "afterwards filled up from memory
of all present that which he could not catch from the
Patriarch’s lips.’’1~
It seems unlikely that Oliver, on two different
occasions in the same year, would have received the
same blessing from two different men. It is more likely
that Oliver, who was 10 years old at the time, was
mistaken about who actually performed the blessing
since both men were present. Or perhaps both men
articipated in giving him the blessing. Or, although I
elieve this less likely, an error was made in recording
the blessing. The blessing was not copied into the
patriarchal blessings book for at least nine years, at
which time it was recorded by Albert Carrington along
with several other blessings given to other members of
the Huntington family.
Ultimately the fact of this discrepancy is far less
interesting than the fact that such a blessing existed--a
blessing which assumed the existence of moonmen and
was given in the presence of the Patriarch, Apostle
Orson Pratt, and the Huntington family and relatives.
The patriarchal blessings books in the LDS archives are
President Brigham Young stated a similar view in a not open for research. Therefore, it is not possible at this
time to determine if the idea of preaching to the
sermon of 24 July 1870:
inhabitants of the moon found in this blessing to Oliver
Who can tell us of the inhabitants of this little planet that
Huntington was common or unique.
shines of an evening, called the moon? When we view its
To me the surprising fact is that there have not been
face we may see what is termed "the man in the moon,"
found
more Mormon declarations of belief in an
and what some philosophers declare are the shadows of
inhabited moon. Several of the earliest revelations, in
mountains. But these sayings are very vague, and
amount to nothing; and when you inquire about the
1830 (Moses 1) and in 1832 (D&C 76), committed
Mormonism to a belief in many inhabited worlds. But
inhabitants of that sphere you find that the most learned
are as ignorant in regard to them as the most ignorant of
Mormons, it appears, seldom speculated about which of
their fellows. So it is with regard to the inhabitants of the
the heavenly bodies were so inhabited. Those who
sun. Do you think there is any life there? No question of
believed in moonmen likely did so because of the
it; it was not made in vain. It was made to give light to
prevalence of that view in their day rather than because
8
those who dwell upon it, and to other planets.
they believed Joseph Smith had been inspired to reveal
The second interesting claim Oliver Huntington made
the existence of su4h beings. From the available sources
in the 1892 article was that his patriarchal blessing had
one could hardly conclude that belief in an inhabited
moon was general among Mormons of the nineteenth
predicted that he might preach the gospel on the moon.
century, and further, to conclude that it was a basic
He also mentioned this blessing in a second article for
the Journal in 1894.9 In the first he dated the blessing position either of Joseph Smith or Mormonism is
1837 and in the second 1836. In both he identified ce.rtai.nly false.
In tt~e first half of the nineteenth century scientists
Church Patriarch Joseph Smith, Sr., as the bestower of
may have differed on the question of intelligent life on
the blessing. The following excerpt is undoubtedly from
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ME THE SURPRISING FACT IS THAT THERE HAVE
NOT BEEN FOUND MORE MORMON DECLARATIONS
OF BELIEF IN AN INHABITED MOON.
year was perpetrated the Great Lunar Hoax--perhaps
the biggest scientific practical joke of all time.
In 1833 the renowned astronomer John Herschel, son
of William Herschel, set sail for the Cape of Good Hope
to survey the skies of the southern hemisphere as his
father had so thoroughly done of the northern. He
remained there for five years until 1838. In 1835 Richard
Locke, a reporter for the New York Sun, decided to take
As an observer it is possible that he has never been
advantage of three facts: it was well known that John
equalled, and between 1781 and his death, in 1822, every
Herschel was on the other side of the world with a large
honour that the scientific world could bestow came his
way. His views about life in the Solar System were, then,
telescope; interest in the moon was high;
rather surprising. He thought it possible that there was a
communication was slow.
region below the Sun’s fiery surface where men might
On 23 August 1835 the New York Sun published the
live, and he regarded the existence of life on the Moon as
first installment of Locke’s six-part report under the
"an absolute certainty."
headline "Great Astronomical Discoveries Lately Made
In 1780 Herschel, in a letter to a disbelieving by Sir John Herschel at the Cape of Good Hope." The
remaining five installments appeared the following five
astronomer, asked:
days. The articles were cleverly written and were widely
Who can say that it is not extremely probable, nay
accepted.
beyond doubt, that there must be inhabitants on the
Locke first described the construction and operation
12
Moon of some kind or another?
of Herschel’s new telescope. John Herschel, by
Also in 1822, the German astronomer Gruithuisen perfecting his father’s innovations and with the financial
backing of none other than the King of Great Britian
announced that he had discovered a lunar city with a
collection of gigantic ramparts extending 23 miles in himself, reported Locke, succeeded in constructing a
either direction.13 It was not until 1838, with the telescope so powerful that it brought the surface of the
publication of the writings of Beer and Madler, that the
moon to an "apparent proximity of about eighty yards."
scientific world concluded that the moon is definitely
The lens was 24 feet in diameter, and "its weight was
unable to support higher life forms.14 This, however, 14,826 lbs after being polished, and its magnifying
had little immediate effect upon popular belief. The power estimated at 42,000 times." It was an amalgam of
scientific conclusion did not become the popular
two parts crown to one part flint glass "cast with perfect
conclusion for at least 60 years.15
success, by Hartley & Grant Dunbarton Jan. 27, 1833 ....
Throughout the era of belief in moonmen, no year can It was therefore presumed capable of representing
compare with 1835 for interest and publicity. In that objects of eighteen inches in diameter with perfect

the moon, but such a notion was by no means a
discredited idea. In 1822 William Herschel died. He was
the greatest astronomer of his time; he discovered the
planet Uranus in 1781 and became official astronomer to
King George III. In 1976 Patrick Moore, Director of the
Lunar Section of the British Astronomical Association,
wrote of William Herschel:

September-October/15

THIS SCIENTIFIC AGE IO00-YEAR- OLD MOONMEN
IN QUAKER DRESS BEING VISITED BY MORMON MISSIONARIES DO SOUND A BIT FARFETCHED.
distinctness." Locke went on:

protect the eyes of the animal from the great extremes
of light and darkness."
Such profound secrecy has been preserved throughout
Other animals included a gregarious, single-horned
the whole, that the present publication ... is the first that
antelope,
engaging in "all the unaccountable antics of a
even the scientific world of Europe have known of this
young lamb or kitten." On one of the lakes he saw a
grand system of discoveries.
variety of water birds plunging their long necks into the
The telescope was finally ready for operation
lake. He watched for a long time hoping to catch sight of
10 January 1835. After his final adjustments, Herschel
a lunar fish but never did. However, the most
remarkable animal was the
made a solemn pause of several hours, to prepare his
mind to tear away the veil that could make him, for the
biped beaver, which exactly resembles the Beaver, only it
time, sole depository of the wondrous secrets of that
has no tail, and walks always on its hind legs, carrying its
hitherto unseen world. Columbus discovered a
young in its arms. Its huts are higher and better than
continent, he was about to discover a globe.
those of many human savages, and from the appearance
of smoke in nearly all of them, it is supposed the animal is
After these preliminaries, Locke told it all, with each
acquainted with fire. Man can no longer be distinguished
installment more wondrous than the last.
as the cooking animal!
In his first glimpse Sir John saw various rock
This, of course, was all leading to Locke’s climax--the
formations and then a precipitous shelf covered with a
dark red flower, "the first organic production of a discovery of moonmen, which he recounted in his final
article. They were winged men who were first observed
foreign world ever revealed to the eyes of man." He was
flying. "When their attitude was erect and dignified,
then delighted by the sight of a lunar forest. He
their stature [was] about four feet." They were covered
succeeded in classifying 38 species of forest trees and
nearly twice that number of plants. Next he saw a level with copper-colored hair. "They appeared to be
green plain and a deep blue lake breaking in large white constantly engaged in conversing, with much
impassioned gesticulation; and hence it was inferred,
billows upon a beach of brilliant white sand. But, as yet,
that they are rational beings. Others, apparently of a
he observed no animal life.
higher order, were discovered afterwards .... And
The excitement mounted as the telescope was
adjusted to the limit of its magnification. Then in the finally a magnificent temple for the worship of God, of
polished sapphire, in a triangle shape, with a roof of
shade of the woods, he "beheld continuous herds of
gold."16
brown quadrupeds, having all the external characterisThe articles were an immediate sensation and were
tics of the bison" but with a "fleshy appendage over the
eyes which was lifted and lowered by means of the reprinted in many of the papers. Reverend Harley gave
ears .... It immediately occurred to the acute mind of this assessment:
When the first number appeared in the New York Sun...
Dr. Herschel that this was a Providential contrivance to
16/Sunstone

the excitement aroused was intense. The paper sold daily
by thousands; and when the articles came out as a
pamphlet, twenty thousand went off at once. Not only in
Young America, but also in Old England, France, and
throughout Europe, the wildest enthusiasm prevailed.17

Dummelow so aptly described the authors of the Bible in
his One Volume Bible Commentary, so might one say of
Joseph Smith:

Though purified and ennobled by the influence of His
Holy Spirit; men each with his own peculiarities of
Patrick Moore also detailed the reception the articles
manner and disposition--each with his own education or
received:
want of education--each with his own way of looking at
things--each influenced differently from another by the
The articles met with a mixed reception, but some
different experiences and disciplines of his life. Their
eminent critics swallowed the bait hook, line and sinker.
inspiration did not involve a suspension of their natural
"These new discoveries are both probable and plausible,"
faculties; it did not even make them free from earthly
declared the New York Times, while the New Yorker thought
passion; it did not make them into machines--it left them
that the observations "had created a new era in
men.
astronomy and science generally.’’18
Therefore we find their knowledge sometimes no
The New York Evangelist published a lengthy summary
higher than that of their contemporaries .... 24
of the articles which was reprinted on 11 September
1835 in the Painesville Telegraph (Ohio), a paper commonly Dummelow’s description of the author of Genesis is
equally applicable:
read in the neighboring Mormon center of Kirtland.
In Massachusetts a women’s club wrote to Herschel
His scientific knowledge may be bounded by the horizon
of the age in which he lived, but the religious truths he
for his views on how to contact these moonmen and
teaches are irrefutable and eternal.2s
convert them to Christianity.19 One minister
Certainly some critics will persist in their belief that
told his congregation that, on account of the wonderful
Oliver B. Huntington’s 1892 article has devastated both
discoveries of the present age, he lived in expectation of
Joseph Smith and Mormonism. Some determined
one day calling upon them for a subscription to buy
Bibles for the benighted inhabitants of the moon.20
Mormons will dogmatically deny to the end that Joseph
Smith ever, for a moment, believed in moonmen. And I
On September 16 the Sun confessed its hoax. Still the
suspect that some ardent fundamentalists will yet
articles only described what many firmly believed
testify fervently that when men really do travel around
existed on the moon, and popular belief was undaunted
the moon they will be greeted by an elderly Quaker-like
by the confession which was, after all, not nearly so
gentleman, proving empirically the divine inspiration of
widely publicized as the original articles. The Painesville
the Prophet Joseph Smith.
Telegraph near Kirtland did not even carry the story of the
confession.
The following year the American theologian Dr.
VAN HALE has a radio talk show in Salt Lake City called "Mormon
Timothy Dwight, in his book Theology, declared that "it is
Miscellaneous" and has published in BYU Studies.
most rationally concluded that intelligent beings in great
multitudes inhabit [the Moon’s] lucid regions, being far
better and happier than ourselves.’’21
Notes
Belief in intelligent moon life continued for many 1. Young Woman’s Journal 3:263,264.
2. Jay Jacobson, "Three Reasons Not to Become a Mormon," p. 7.
years. 22 According to Moore, the last great advocate of
intelligent life on the moon was W.H. Pickering, who 3. Utah State Historical Society, typescript, p. 166.
4. Ibid. p. 160.
authored a 1904 photographic atlas and wrote many
5. Ibid. p. 166.
papers about the moon.23
6. Ibid. p. 161, 168.
Perhaps the most valuable point in all this is that the
7. BYU Studies 18:177.
credibility of figures of one generation cannot be judged
8. ]D 13:271.
fairly by the standards of a later generation. It may be
9. Young Woman’s Journal 5:346.
that today a person’s credibility should be questioned if
10. Patriarchal Blessings Books, 9:294, 295.
he believes in a moon civilization in need of evangelizing.
11. Young Woman’s Journal 5:345, 346.
But that would not have been the case for someone
professing such a view in the nineteenth century.
12. Patrick Moore, New Guide to the Moon (W.W. Norton & Company,
New York: 1976), p. 128.
The other question still remains: Did Joseph Smith
13. Ibid. p. 129.
believe in an inhabited moon? From the historical
14. Ibid.
evidence now available the answer must be: Not proven.
But, all things considered, the possibility, or probability,
15. Rev. Timothy Harley, Moon Lore (Swan Sonnenchein, London:
1885), pp. 241,256.
that he did cannot reasonably be denied. For all others of
that era the question seems quite insignificant,
16. Moore, p. 130-131; Painesville Tele~?raph, 11 September 1835.
17. Harley, p. 42.
especially given contemporary beliefs. But in the case of
18. Moore, p. 32.
Joseph Smith, he claimed to be a prophet. Some
extremists contend that his claim demands that his
19. Ibid. p. 132.
knowledge in every area be superior to that of others in
20. Harley, p. 43.
his era. If he believed any false notion of his day, so these
21. Timothy Dwight, Theology, p. 91.
critics say, his credibility must be doubted. Others, not
22. Harley, p. 249-257.
so demanding of infallible insight in a prophet, would be
23. Moore, p. 133.
more comfortable with a description of God’s revelation
24. J.R. Dummelow, One Volume Bible Commentary, p. cxxxv.
which allowed for the human and the divine. As Rev. J.R.
25. Ibid. p. xxx.
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JAMES B. ALLEN

BUT DICK TRACY
LANDED ON THE
MOON
NTI-MORMONS have claimed that because
Joseph Smith said there were men on the moon,
he must be a false prophet and Mormonism must
be false. I recognize, of course, that they use this bit of
information only as one more piece in a mountain of data
that, in the aggregate, is supposed to prove that Joseph
was a deceiver. But why do they assume that mature
rational Mormons cannot accept the possibility, even the
probability, that their prophets have often said things
that later have proved to be incorrect? As a believing
Mormon who is also a historian, I confess that I worry
about those who learn about all the mistakes and
suddenly find themselves on the verge of apostasy.
What is the basis of their faith? Is it some mythological
or idyllic concept that in some strange way Mormon
prophets are totally immune from error? That kind of
faith is, of course, easily torn to shreds. But I still believe
that most Mormons are mature and rational enough to
recognize that even Church leaders, including Joseph
Smith and his successors, are human and that neither
God nor his prophets have ever claimed that they were
above making mistakes.
As a believing historian, however, 1 also feel some
deep concerns for my students in terms of what
impressions they may be receiving. As I look at all that
has been written about Joseph Smith among
the Mormons, I find a myriad of miscellaneous,
sometimes even misleading or erroneous, images being
created. I am almost as concerned about this tendency as

A

Editors’ Note: This paper and response on moonmen were delivered at the
1982 Sunstone Theological Symposium.
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I am about the penchant of others to debunk, for I think
it could create some unrealistic expectations in my
students and, in the long run, set them up to be hurt.
I am reminded that during his lifetime Joseph Smith
continually protested the tendency in some of his
disciples to expect too much or for outsiders to look for
too much. One thing I respect about Joseph Smith is that
when I encounter him I find a man who recognized his
own human frailties, was candid about them, and was
trying to overcome them. "This morning," his History
reports on 8 February 1843, "I read German and visited
with a brother and sister from Michigan, who thought
that ’a prophet is always a prophet’; but I told them that a
prophet was a prophet only when he was acting as
such."1 In a Sunday sermon on 23 July 1843 he said, "It
has gone abroad that I proclaimed myself no longer a
prophet. I said it last Sabbath ironically: I supposed you
would all understand. It was not that I would renounce
the idea of being a prophet, but that I had no disposition
to proclaim myself such .... The burdens which roll upon
me are very great. My persecutors allow me no rest, and
I find that in the midst of business and care the spirit is
willing but the flesh is weak. Although I was called of my
Heavenly Father to lay the foundation of this great work
and kingdom in this dispensation, and testify of His
revealed will to scattered Israel, I am subject to like
passions as other men, like the prophets of olden
times."2 His closest friends even heard him say that
"Some revelations are of God; some revelations are of
man; and some revelations are of the devil."
Now I am not one to go about making long lists of all
the Prophet’s errors. But I do think it important for
faithful Mormons to accept the principle Joseph Smith

was trying to put across. It is possible for a prophet to say
something that was not given to him by revelation. If
such things lead to mistaken information, that does not
prove other information was not given by revelation or
that the prophet was not a prophet.
As Van Hale has pointed out, Joseph Smith may have
believed in moonmen, but many of his contemporaries,

WHY COULDN’T MATURE MORMONS ACCEPT
THE POSSIBILITY, EVEN
THE PROBABILITY, THAT
PROPHETS HAVE OFTEN
SAID THINGS LATER
PROVED TO BE INCORRECT?
both in and out of the Church, believed the same thing. I
have seen no evidence that anyone else suggested that
they dressed like Quakers, but there is abundant
evidence that even very late in the nineteenth century
this was a common belief--especially among certain
religionists. Timothy Harley’s Moon Lore, written in 1885
is one example. Harley, an English divine, spent an entire
chapter examining all the scientific and logical evidence
at his disposal. By this time the scientific world was
having a definite impact on religious thought, and
Harley very gingerly threaded his way through all the
evidence in order to show that he was not anti-scientific
or dogmatic in his assumptions. And he stated his
conclusions firmly, though with a clear pronouncement
that he realized that science may yet prove him wrong.
"We cannot admit the probability that the earth is the
only tenement with tenants: we must be confirmed in
our judgment that the sun and the planets, with their
moons, ours of course included, are neither blank nor
barren, but abodes of variously organized beings, fitted
to fulfil the chief end of all noble existence: the
enjoyment of life, the effluence of love, the good of all
around and the glory of God above."3 In other words, his
religious perceptions led him to accept the evidence on
the side of moonmen.
Mormons then were not so different from other
people in many of their religious perceptions. While it is
true that by the end of the Nauvoo period there were
many unique doctrines in Mormonism, many elements
had their counterparts in society. This is not to say that
Joseph deliberately copied from anyone, but the
evidence is abundant that at least some of his ideas were
in the air. And why should this surprise or bother
anyone, especially with regard to moonmen? Great
thinkers from Pythagorus to Jules Verne--and others
even more recently than himnhave suggested the
notion of moonmen, so why not Joseph Smith?

Certainly neither he nor Brigham Young, who also
believed it, made a creedal, irreversible issue of it. If they
picked up what was in the air, who is to blame them? All
this should do is make Mormon scholars and theologians
especially careful as t,,hey try t,o, define what came by
revelation, what was essential to the Mormon faith,
and what elements in the whole body of private and
pulpit pronouncements were personal views or
speculations. It is healthy, I believe, for historians to look
at all the possible sources for Mormon thought--not
with the idea of defining them environmentally but
rather of increasing our understanding of how they
were related to the intellectual world around them.
Mormons need to be more aware of the history of the
doctrines of the Church. One of the important
contributions, I believe, of something like the Sunstone
Theological Symposium is that it is helping to open to
our minds the realization that Mormonism is not and
never has been a static faith. Some of us may find a few
of our pet ideas or biases a little wrenched by certain
historical discoveries. But I think it is far better to know
what has happened and to be able to rationalize some
elements of our understanding accordingly than to live
our lives in ignorance and suddenly have our faith
destroyed by some sudden shaking of a rather sandy
foundation.
Now, however, I must make fun of a rather disturbing
statement that Van Hale made in his paper on
moonmen. "Nobody today," he says, "believes in
moonmen." As an avid fan of Dick Tracy, I am stunned-for I am suddenly confronted with my own tragic
reassessment of a great American hero.
About 1968 Dick Tracy and Diet Smith landed on
the moon--I know it because I read about it in the tunny
papers. There they found a great sub-surface culture
and intelligent people with little antennae sticking out
from their heads. In 1969 other Americans landed on the
moon--I know that because I read that in the paper, too.
But they found no moonmen, and neither have their
successors. Nevertheless, Chester Gould, the writer of
Dick Tracy, persisted. Tracy brought back a girl from the
moon, and Junior Tracy even married her and they had
offspring. But, alas for the final evidence of our last
great hope for life on the moon, since that time even
Dick Tracy seems to have reneged. The moon maid died,
her child has disappeared from the comic strip, and
Junior Tracy has even married Sparkle Plenty. It is as
if the moon maid and her race never existed--and
perhaps Dick Tracy never really went there in the first
place. But you can’t destroy my faith in moonmen by
saying that no one believes in them, for someday I will
resurrect the old Dick Tracy strips and then, despite the
complete lack of evidence in today’s comic strip, my own
latent belief in moonmen well may be revived, at least
for a little while. So there.
Notes
1. Joseph Smith, History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, edited
by B.H. Roberts (6 vols., Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Company, 1946)
5:265.
2. Ibid., 5:516.
3. Timothy Harley, Moon Lore (London:1885), p. 256.
JAMES B. ALLEN is chairman of the history department at Brigham
Young University.
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FURTHER IN
ISTORICI
F MORM
NE question that historians of Mormonism have
avoided considering in any depth is the question
of the historicity of the Book of Mormon.
Scholars outside the faith normally assume without
question that the book is fiction, rarely bothering with
much analysis supporting that assumption. Meanwhile,
scholars in the Mormon faith have usually either
assumed that the events described in the book actually
took place or they indicate that this subject is one that
"someone ought to study some day." As a result, even
though there is a rapidly growing body of scholarly
literature on Mormonism, this important topic has been
largely ignored.
I suspect that historians inside the Mormon churches
have been reluctant to deal with this issue because it is a
sensitive one. Probably the majority of the rank-and-file
Saints believe that if the Book of Mormon is not a
historical account of actual people, then the whole
foundation of Latter-day Saintism is destroyed. While I
disagree with this assumption, I can understand why
many Mormons would feel this way.
Nevertheless, I believe this subject must be
WILLIAM D. RUSSELL is chairperson of the Division of Social
Sciences at RLDS Graceland College and current president of the
Mormon History Association.
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approached with intellectual honesty. One of the six
fundamental virtues of the researcher, according to
Barzun and Graff in their widely used text on historical
research, is honesty. "Elsewhere honesty may be the
best policy," they write, "but in research it is the only
one.’’1 It is my view that we Mormons violate this policy
regularly--even the scholars among us. We too often
"’play to the galleries," making statements designed to
please the Saints when we know what we are saying is
shoddy. The Book of Mormon is a fundamental part of
our heritage, but we are content to slide over evidence
that runs counter to the traditional generalizations that
are repeated without question from generation to
generation. We seem to shy away from honest research
for fear that uncomfortable conclusions will result. I
think it is time we subject the Book of Mormon to
serious inquiry and revise our assertions about the book
if our findings require it.
During the past two decades, some RLDS researchers
have investigated various issues relating to the question
of the historicity of the Book of Mormon. In 1962 James
E. Lancaster examined the method of translation of the
book and concluded that most of the translation was
done with Joseph Smith peering into a hat and dictating
to a scribe, with the plates not immediately before the
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)UIRY INTO THE
,y OF THE BOOK
AN RLDS SCHOLAR URGES A SERIOUS LOOK AT
PROBLEMS WITH THE BOOK THAT HE BELIEVES MAY
CHALLENGE SOME CHERISHED ASSUMPTIONS.
prophet. The conclusion led Lancaster to suggest that
curriculum. One paper, written by Wayne Ham and later
the "’translation" process should be regarded as
published in Courage, briefly summarized problems in
interpreting the Book of Mormon as history, such as:
conceptual rather than literal.2 Lancaster’s conclusion
difficulties in identifying the book’s narrative with a
makes possible an interpretation that allows
considerable place for the mind of Joseph Smith
particular setting in time and space, its propensity for
reflecting in detail the religious concerns of the
affecting the work produced even if one holds that the
American frontier, its anachronisms, and the use of
book does describe a historical people.
In a 1966 article in the University Bulletin, Leland biblical scriptures and ideas as sources, particularly the
use of Second Isaiah.5
Negaard addressed the problem of the use of major
portions of Second Isaiah in the Book of Mormon.3 The
In 1977 Susan Curtis (now Mernitz), in a John
Isaiah problem for the Book of Mormon arises from the Whitmer Historical Association lecture, noted striking
fact that biblical scholars have concluded that much of
similarities between Book of Mormon thought and that
the latter part of Isaiah was the product of an unknown
of early nineteenth century American thought.~ Last
prophet of the exile, called Second Isaiah or Deuteroyear Larry Conrad observed that while the Book of
Isaiah, writing about 540 B.C.4 The problem here, of Mormon assumes the story of the Tower of Babel to be
course, is that, according to the Book of Mormon, Lehi
historical, biblical scholars hold it to be mythological.7
and family had departed from Jerusalem sixty years
In this paper I will address two additional problems,
earlier with plates including materials from Second one concerning the Book of Mormon’s relationship to
Isaiah. Differences in writing style, theology, and
Old Testament thought and the other regarding the use
historical background make it difficult to believe that the
of the Sermon on the Mount in III Nephi.
latter part of Isaiah was written by the eighth century
prophet Isaiah.
The Thought of Preexilic Israel
In the late 1960s the RLDS Department of Religious
The first problem can be stated as follows: Are the
Education produced a series of study papers as part of
ideas which Lehi, Nephi, and associates held when they
their preparation for developing a new church school
allegedly came to the New World in harmony with the
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ideas extant in Israel at the time of their departure in 600 Gentiles.
B.C. just prior to the Babylonian Captivity? I will focus
2. The Messianic expectation in the Book of Mormon
my inquiry on the first two books of the Book of
is another problem. This expectation is mentioned very
Mormon--not because I haven’t read all the way
early. The year is approximately 600 B.C. Lehi shows a
through--but because it might be argued that in the
remarkable ability to predict the distant future; he
latter parts of the Book of Mormon the faith of the
predicts the Babylonian Captivity and the return of the
Nephites and Lamanites may have drifted away from the Israelites. He also predicts that 600 years later "the Lord
faith of preexilic Israel due to historical developments in God [would] raise up among the Jews ... a Messiah ... a
the New World after 600 B.C. Certainly once the alleged Saviour of the world’’16 and describes that portion of the
visit of Jesus occurs in III Nephi, it could be argued that
career of John the Baptist that is included in the New
direct Christian influences had now significantly
Testament--John would baptize in the Jordan, and he
reshaped the original faith of the Nephite community. would baptize the Messiah who would "take away the
There are certain ideas in I and II Nephi which seem to
sins of the world." We know precious little about the
correspond with the thought of preexilic Israel. The career of John the Baptist and his followers from the
familiar Old Testament notion of the chosen people is
New Testament. Unfortunately, Lehi does not predict
any of John’s career that is not recorded in the New
found there.S God rules by edict.9 The people are
concerned about avoiding unclean things.10 Both the
Testament. Indeed, all of his predictions--not just the
preexilic literature and I and II Nephi contain the "piety- predictions about Johnmare items later recorded in th~
New Testament.
prosperity theory," wherein proper obedience to
But more important for our purposes, this notion of
Yahweh results in success in battle, material prosperity,
long life, and lots of male children.~1 The Book ofthe Messiah as Saviour of the world is foreign to Israel.
Mormon culture, like Israelite culture, is thoroughly The Israelite Messianic expectation referred to the
male dominated. Only three of its women are even saving of Israel, not the world. The Messiah would save
Israel, restore the Davidic kingdom--not wash away the
mentioned by name.12
world’s sins. It is in later Old Testament writings, like
On the other hand, there is considerable dissimilarity
Jonah, that we find a concern for"saving" non-Israelites.
between the thought of preexilic Israel and that of I and
II Nephi.
Christians have often read the Messianic expectation
1. The Book of Mormon anticipates the division of the
passages in the Old Testament as referring to the future
chosen people into contending sects, much like modern
career of Jesus. Yet the Old Testament passages in
Protestantism.13 It seems inconceivable that the
question, such as the Suffering Servant passages in
Israelites would divide into warring sects. Yahweh had
Second Isaiah, are quite vague and have to be interpreted
chosen Israel to be his people. You were an Israelite by
with considerable imagination by Christians who would
birth, not by choice. You did not later choose to become
apply them to Jesus. These vague Old Testament
something else.
"predictions" can hardly be compared with the precise
"predictions" of Lehi, who in 600 B.C. is foretelling that
Another aspect of this problem is the references in the
Book of Mormon to "’the Jews.’" Even if it could be "the Jews" would dwindle in unbelief, that the Messiah
would be raised from the dead and reveal himself among
established that the term "Jews" was applied to the
Israelites as early as 600 B.C., why would the Israelite the Gentiles through the Holy Ghost, that the Jews
that the twelve
Nephi, very early in the Book of Mormon, refer to his would persecute the Christians, and 17
apostles would judge the twelve tribes.
own people as "the Jews" in a way that assumes that he is
If Lehi were actually a historical figure and if he
talking about another people?~4
actually made such predictions in 600 B.C., his ability as
Perhaps even stranger is the use of the term
prognosticator far., far exceeds anything of the kind
"Gentiles." This term never appears in the Old a
known
in the history of humankind.
Testament, although the King James translators
It
also
seems inconsistent with Israelite thinking that
occasionally used the term erroneously. The term
Zion
would
be located outside Israel--whether it be a
apparently came into usage sometime after the Exile, neighboring country
or some distant land like America.
and thus after Lehi’s departure to the New World. Even
In 600 B.C. the Israelites still held the southern kingdom
if Lehi was familiar with the term, its use in the Book of and Jerusalem was Zion and the Davidic kingdom was
Mormon is problematic. In the Book of Mormon the considered inviolate. In later, Christian eschatological
"Gentiles" become part of the House of Israel by belief. We
find no such cosmopolitanism in the preexilic Israel. It thought, as reflected in Hebrews 12:22 and Revelation
14:1, Zion becomes the heavenly city of Jerusalem. It
wasn’t until long after the Diaspora that the Jewish
seems remarkable that an Israelite in 600 B.C. would
people began allowing the incorporation of persons not
dream of abandoning and fleeing Yahweh’s chosen
Jewish by birth into the Jewish community by proselyte
baptism.15 The Book of Mormon notion of Gentiles land--without even a fight--and reestablishing a chosen
land elsewhere. Indeed, even though the Babylonian
becoming part of the House of Israel by belief seems to
be the Pauline concept found in the New Testament. It Captivity occurs shortly after Lehi’s alleged departure
was a natural reinterpretation by a Christian like Paul from Jerusalem, the conviction of the Old Testament
writers is that Yahweh was chastening Israel in allowing
who, faced with the non-acceptance of Jesus by the Jews,
the Babylonian conquest. After Israel was properly
sensed the possibility of missionary success among the
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chastened, Yahweh allowed the faithful Israelites to
return to the land which he had given them.
3. One historical problem might be labeled "pietyprosperity vs. the later apocalyptic worldview." The
Book of Mormon asserts the Deuteronomic pietyprosperity theory--which holds that God rewards the
pious with material well-being--yet at the same time
proclaims that riches are evil and instead exalts the
poor.18 The eschewing of wealth in the Book of Mormon
is more consistent with the apocalyptic world view that
did not infiltrate Israel until after the Exile rather than
with the earlier Deuteronomic view which regards
riches as Yahweh’s blessing. The apocalyptic world view
arose out of the growing conviction that God does not
reward the righteous with prosperity and worldly
success. Precisely the opposite is true. The evil powers
are in control, and only a dramatic act of God, in the
future, will alter the current situation in which the
wicked prosper. The faithful are asked to hold tight to
the faith until God acts.
Moreover, the greatest apocalyptic document--the
Book of Revelation--is exalted in the Book of Mormon.
How Lehi’s group knew of the book and its author seven
centuries before it was written is a puzzle. Why they
should revere a book which has baffled so many
Christians with the benefit of historical hindsight is also
bewildering. It is particularly problematic because the
apocalyptic world view of the Book of Revelation and the
Book of Mormon is so contrary to the thought of
preexilic Israel in several ways. For example, the Book of
Revelation and the Book of Mormon believe in life after
death. The Israelites before the Exile had no such
concept. God rewards the righteous in this life. In
preexilic Israelite thought there was also no cosmic
struggle between good and bad gods--called God and
Satan or the devil or whatever. Neither is there a hell for
those who back the wrong god. There is no resurrection
of the body in the Old Testament. Yet all of these
elements of the apocalyptic Christian world view found
in certain New Testament writings like the Book of
Revelation are alleged to have been held by the original
Nephites when they had just left an Israel which knew
not such strange doctrines.
4. There is also a problem with what might be called
"institutional anachronisms." Specific problems lie in
the references to "church" and "synagogue." In the
opinion of most Old Testament scholars, the synagogue
was an institution developed after the exile to cope with
the problem of separation from the temple at Jerusalem.
Thus Lehi would not have known of such an institution.
Even farther removed from Lehi’s conception would be
the Greek term translated "church," which represented
the association of followers of Jesus.

On the other hand, the lack of awareness in the Book
of Mormon of the priestly rituals of the Old Testament
seems remarkable. There are references to "priests," but
we see no evidence that Nephite priests perform the
Israelite priestly rituals such as the sacrifices.
5. Another problem concerns the nature of scripture.
In the Book of Mormon there is much talk about plates
and holy writings. Lehi and family desire the plates with
the sacred records so badly they are willing to kill poor
Laban. for them. The "record of the Jews" is very
important: it "contains the covenants of the Lord which
he made unto the House of Israel [whirl has to refer to
the Mosaic law] and it also containeLn many of the
prophecies of the Holy Prophets.’’19 These writings are
seen by the Nephites as "the word of God," "a rod of
iron."20
First of all, if the Mosaic law were so important, why
are we told in II Nephi that the law is dead?21 And, if the
law is so important, why do we find almost nothing from
the Pentateuch in the Book of Mormon? Where are all
the dietary and ritual laws? Where is the mass of
legislation on matters we would consider trivia today?
And while Isaiah is quoted extensively in the Book of
Mormon, why is there little or nothing from the other
prophets who lived prior to 600 B.C. such as Amos,
Hosea, Micah, Zephaniah, Habbakuk, and Jeremiah?
Secondly, and more difficult in my view, I and II Nephi
presume a situation in Israel in which certain writings
are regarded as scripture. Yet it appears that no canon of
scripture existed as yet in Israel in 600 B.C. The Mosaic
law was not canonized until about 400 B.C. Until that
time the various strands of the Pentateuch underwent
continual reworking. Once they were canonized, the
process stopped. One does not tamper with a holy
writing. Similarly, the prophets were not canonized
until about 200 B.C. and not without considerable
opposition from those who believed that the Mosaic law
alone was sufficient.
The notion of a canon of scripture did not arise until
long after the exile, when the conviction arose that the
prophetic voice had become silent in Israel. As the Old
Testament scholar Arthur Jeffery has written:
When in any religion that stage is reached where the
community is conscious that the authentic voice of
religious authority is no longer heard, the writings
which had been produced in that past in which such an
authentic voice had been heard and recognized tend to be
marked out by that fact and so to be set aside as the
writings sacred to the community,z2

That condition did not arise in Israel until about two
centuries after the exile.
Another aspect of the problems relating to the nature

UNFORTUNATELY, LEHI DOES NOT PREDICT ANY OF
JOHN’S CAREER THAT IS NOT RECORDED IN THE NEW
TESTAMENT. INDEED, ALL OF HIS PREDICTIONS ARE ITEMS
LATER RECORDED IN THE NEW TESTAMENT.
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of scripture lies in the fact that there is so much
predictive prophecy in the Book of Mormon. Though
Christians have been prone to read predictions of Christ
and Christianity throughout the Old Testament, it
seems obvious that the intent of the Old Testament
prophets was not to predict the future but to discern
what Yahweh was doing in history in the present.
6. The racism of the Book of Mormon is well
documented.23 While the Israelites were certainly
ethnocentric--with obvious exceptions such as Ruth
and Jonah--there is no identification of skin color as a
curse in the Old Testament. Everett Tilson has
adequately demonstrated this in his book, Segregation and
the Bible.24 He uses the fundamentalist style of biblical
interpretation to demolish the notion held by many
American segregationists that God cursed the blacks,
that Noah’s cursed son was black and was the ancestor of
the black people today, that God decreed racial
separation. In short, the skin color racism of the Book of
Mormon seems to be modern and American rather than
Israelite.
7. Another problem concerns the emerging
monotheism of Israel in 600 B.C. After a centuries-long
struggle with polytheism, Israel was coming to the
conviction that Yahweh was not only their God, but the
only God that exists at all. This monotheism is hard to
square with the Book of Mormon’s identification of
Christ with God25 and of Mary as the mother of God.z~ It
is hard to imagine an Israelite in 600 B.C. accepting such
identification of humans with divinity.
8. The reference to the unforgivable sin in II Nephi is
troublesome,~7 since this notion appears only in the New
Testament in relation to the rejection of Christ by those
who have knowledge of Christ’s work.28
9. The Book of Mormon is noted for its anti-monarchy
passages. In II Nephi the Lord is quoted as saying, "There
shall be no kings upon the land.’’29 Yet Jerusalemites like
Lehi in 600 B.C. regarded the Davidic line as anointed by
Yahweh. When, a few years after Lehi’s departure, the
monarchy was destroyed in the Babylonian Captivity,
they yearned for the good old days--for the restoration
of the Davidic kingdom.
10. II Nephi indicates that"it must needs be, that there
is an opposition in all things.’’30 I think it would be
difficult to find a passage in preexilic Israelite writings
that approves of this notion. While it might be argued
that conflict with opposing ideas was good in Israel and
in Christian history--the conflict between opposing
ideas was necessary to shape orthodox doctrines-nevertheless Israelites and Christians showed little
inclination to appreciate opposition.
Thus there appear to be considerable differences in
the thought of preexilic Israel and ! and II Nephi. The
Book of Mormon seems to belong to a later, Christian
period.

The Sermon on the Mount in III Nephi
The inclusion of Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount in
III Nephi provides another major challenge for those
who would square the claims of the Book of Mormon
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with what has been discovered about particular events
and ideas described in the Bible. According to the Book of
Mormon, Jesus came to America shortly after his
resurrection and established the church. In the course of
his visit he preached essentially the same sermon that is
recorded in Matthew 5-7, following the King James
wording with only very minor alterations.31
The problem that the inclusion of this account causes
is similar to that noted earlier with the inclusion of
Second Isaiah in the Book of Mormon. The gospel of
Matthew is generally dated about 40 to 70 years after
Jesus’ crucifixion. Therefore this biblical document used
in the Book of Mormon had not yet been written at the
time it purportedly appeared in the New World. In
addition, historical evidence about how Matthew’s
account was written further suggests the improbability
that Christ would have delivered a sermon in the New
World which so closely paralleled the Sermon on the
Mount recorded in Matthew.
Almost all scholars have come to believe that the
earliest of the four canonical gospels was not written
until about 70 A.D. Before that time there were various
traditions about Jesus that circulated orally as
independent units.3~ The Sitz im Leben (the situation-inlife) of the early Christians necessarily helped determine
the selection, formation, and transmission of these
traditions.33 The author of each synoptic gospel pieced
together his own account from such sources.
Mark’s account seems to have been written first,
around 70 A.D. The authors of the anonymous gospels
which tradition has assigned to Matthew and Luke
wrote probably a decade or so later and used Mark as
their major source. In fact, the author of Matthew
copied all but eight brief passages in Mark, and Luke
copied all but twelve passages. Matthew and Luke
apparently used a common source for many of the
materials they added to Mark’s account--called the "Q"
source for convenience by scholars. But the selection,
organization, and chronology of such material reflected
each evangelist’s34 own dissatisfactions with Mark’s
account as well as each one’s individual purposes for
writing a new one.
The author of Luke admits his dissatisfaction with
earlier accounts in his opening sentence:
Inasmuch as many have undertaken to compile a
narrative of the things which have been accomplished
among us, just as they were delivered to us by those who
from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of
the word, it seemed good to me also, having followed all
things closely for some time past, to write an orderly
account for you, most excellent Theophilus, that you
may know the truth concerning the things of which you
have been informed.35
Matthew and Luke both seem to feel that Jesus is too
human in Mark.36 The disciples in Mark appear to misunderstand, and sometimes seem selfserving.37 When
Mark makes Jesus appear too human or portrays the
disciples in a negative light, Matthew and Luke alter or
omit the offending statement. Matthew and Luke also
heighten the miraculous element, sometimes revising

Mark’s miracle storie~. The two later evangelists also
correct Mark’s mistakes about Jewish customs or the
geography of Israel.38
Luke, who after all addressed his acount to "most
excellent Theophilus" (Luke 1:3), shows that Jesus and
the disciples were not subversive of the authority of the
Roman government. Matthew, on the other hand,
portrays Jesus as a new Moses, a giver of new law which
both fulfills the Mosaic law and is superior to it. Perhaps
Matthew’s intent, as Samuel Sandmel has suggested,
was to find a way to avoid the implied libertinism of
Paul’s writings without revalidating the Law of Moses.
This he does by "portraying Jesus as a lawgiver who
provided a new manual of regulations for believers.’39
This attempt to portray Jesus as a new Moses is
revealed through the organization of his gospel. In the
body of his work, he departed from Mark’s narrative at
five points and inserted fairly lengthy collections of
Jesus’ teachings. These five blocks of teaching materials
are reminiscent of Moses’ five books of the law in the
Old Testament and are essentially what the author of
Matthew saw as the new law which Jesus brought.
The Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5-7) is the first
of these teaching materials. Many of the individual
statements are also contained in Luke but are scattered
throughout. The Beatitudes are in Luke 6 and the rest of
Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount is included at random
between Luke 6 and 16. Matthew significantly enough
has Jesus deliver the sermon "on the mountain"
(Matthew 5:1), reminiscent of Moses going to Mt. Sinai
for the law he received. Luke has no such lofty physical
setting. In fact, one part of Jesus’ sayings, when reported
by Luke, are given, according to various translations,
"on a plain," "on a level place," or "at a level piece of
ground."
As we consider the Sermon on the Mount in III Nephi,
then, we have to confront the fact that Jesus is portrayed
as giving in the New World a sermon almost identical to
one written by the author of Matthew several decades
after Jesus’ purported New World visit. Many of the
sayings in the Sermon on the Mount may have been
genuine sayings of Jesus and thus might conceivably
have been repeated by Jesus in the New World. But the
likelihood that Jesus would give them in the same
organizational format which would later be supplied by
Matthew is highly improbable.
Another improbability is the fact that the Book of
Mormon literally follows the King James Version of the
Sermon on the Mount, just as it does when it uses Isaiah
and other biblical sources.40 It seems unlikely, to say the
least, that a sermon originally recorded by the ancient
Americans in their language--reformed Egyptian or

whatever--would then be translated into English in the
same phraseology as the seventeenth century King
James translation, which we now know to have been a
very imperfect translation. Its imperfections were due to
the translators’ lack of knowledge of New Testament
Greek now understood in the twentieth century and due
to the unavailability then of early manuscripts which
have since been discovered.
The Sermon on the Mount in III Nephi also seems
rather artificial in that Jesus descends from heaven and
delivers a sermon "fashioned initially in a totally
different cultural setting.’’41 Wouldn’t Jesus have shaped
his sermon to the cultural setting of his hearers in the
New World, which is what he did in the Old? Why would
he use the same illustrations that had been used
originally in a different cultural setting?42
Further, if Jesus had preached the same sermon, as III
Nephi indicates he did, wouldn’t the life situation of the
hearers have affected what they heard and
remembered? If a General Authority today were to
preach the same sermon in Provo, Tokyo, Lusaka, and
New Delhi, wouldn’t his hearers’ accounts of that
sermon differ considerably? It is commonly accepted by
historians that our recollection of the past is colored by
our present cultural and personal biases.
Therefore, one has to doubt that Jesus delivered
Matthew’s as yet unwritten Sermon on the Mount in
the New World. Add to this the problem of its lack of
conformity to the religious thought of preexilic Israel,
and the problems already raised by previous studies into
the translation of the Book of Mormon, its conformity to
the religious thought of the early nineteenth century
American frontier, its acceptance of the Tower of Babel
myth as history, its literal use of the King James Version,
and its use of the as yet unwritten portion of Isaiah, and
we are led to the likely conclusion that the Book of
Mormon should not be regarded as a historical account
of ancient people who inhabited the Americas.
Whether the Book of Mormon merits a place in the
canon of scripture may or may not depend upon whether
it contains accounts of actual historical events. In my
view it does not. However, even if the reverse were true,
we need to raise the question of the historicity of the
book so that the assertions we make about the book are
consistent with the conclusion we reach as to its
historicity. If we conclude the book is historical, or in
part historical, our interpretation of the book should
reflect that. If, on the other hand, we conclude that the
book is not historical, our interpretation of the book
should reflect that conclusion.
I believe that Latter Day (Latter-day) Saints who want
to take both the Book of Mormon and historical scholar-

’IHERE APPEAR TO BE CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCES IN THE
THOUGHT OF PREEXILIC ISRAEL AND I AND II NEPHI. THE
BOOK OF MORMON SEEMS TO BELONG TO A LATER,
CHRISTIAN PERIOD.
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ship seriously need not despair. A century or so ago
Christians faced the same problem with respect to the
Bible. Biblical criticism was erasing long-held traditions
about the Bible. For many Christians, their faith
required that they believe the traditions about the Bible
that had accumulated over many centuries. But many
Christians gradually came to realize that the historical
revisionism of the biblical scholars need not destroy
their faith. One can believe that Yahweh is a God of
history who guided the Israelites to freedom without
necessarily believing that the waters of the Red Sea
actually parted. The latter is a historical statement that
may have to be revised in light of historical scholarship.
The former is a faith assertion that cannot be proved or
disproved. The story may have been simply the end
result of centuries of telling and retelling what was
clearly to the Israelites a divine deliverance. Similarly,
one can respect the Mosaic law without having to believe
that Moses wrote all or even part of it. One can read
Daniel, Jonah, and Esther and recognize their truly great
teaching value without having to believe that historical
persons were actually delivered from the lion’s den or
the belly of the fish or that a woman named Esther
actually seduced a king and thereby saved Israel. The
"truth" of these three stories doesn’t depend upon their
being actual historical events.
And certainly one can believe that Jesus of Nazareth
reveals what God would have us be without believing
that the four gospel writers were fully accurate on every
particular of their stories from Jesus’ birth onward.
These very human writings are rightly revered in the
Judeo-Christian tradition but need not be regarded as
always accurate historically. To reverse a common
charge of the literalists--those now doubted historical
statements were merely the "traditions of men," which
need not become stumbling blocks to faith. We can
certainly use the Bible as the central resource for our
faith--which I believe it is--without requiring that we
accept uncritically nearly nineteen centuries of
traditions about the Bible.
And so it is with regard to the Book of Mormon. We
can hold that Joseph Smith wrote it; we can agree with
the thesis of the Lutheran Robert Hullinger that it was
written to combat religious skepticism; we can agree
with the Catholic Thomas O’Dea that the book is an
account of man’s age old struggle between the desire to
do good and the temptation to do the opposite. And we
can still hold that the book has a legitimate place in the
canon of scripture for Latter Day Saints.43
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. The Book of Mormon fits this
definition. 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. Many people read the book and were converted,
perhaps more on the basis that the religious teachings of
the Book of Mormon struck them as true than that its
story was historical. Just as some of the New Testament
may not seem relevant to us today,4a so some of the Book
of Mormon’s teachings may not seem applicable today.
But just as some of the New Testament speaks to our
spiritual needs today, so some of the stories and
teachings of the Book of Mormon continue to speak to
twentieth century readers. Perhaps what Stanley
Kimball calls "an exciting, readable adventure story" can
come much more alive for us if we read it as a writing of
Joseph Smith, from which we can grow spiritually. As
Donald Landon, Richard Howard, and others have
suggested, the objective of the Christian faith is not
assent to propositions but Christian discipleship,as If
that be the case, then 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."
Editors Note: This paper combines Russell’s 19 77 Presidential Address
to the John Whitmer Historical Association on preexilic Israel and the Book
of Mormon and a paper on III Nephi and Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount,
which he read at the 1982 Mormon History Association meetings.
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THE
FANTASY FACTOR
IN
CIVIL RELIGION
ASSASSINATIONS AND MASS MURDERS IN THE MEDIA AGE

THERE IS WIDESPREAD AWARENESS THAT THE INCIDENCE OF VIOLENT CRIME IN
American society has increased dramatically during recent decades. No comparable
recognition seems to exist, however, regarding the changed circumstances
and motivations associated with some of the more sensational acts of contemporary

American violence. While most violent crimes continue
to be "orthodox" in their instrumentality (performed for
the sake of private vengeance or personal gain) or in
their impulsiveness (performed in temporary rage or
loss of inhibition), a puzzling configuration of factors
surfaces in a number of recent, well-publicized incidents
of mass murder and attempted assassination. These
criminal acts are peculiarly "expressive" rather than
traditionally instrumental, impulsive, or even
ideological. Some of the mass murderers and would-be
assassins--most prominently John Hinckley, Jr.,
Herbert Mullin, and David Berkowitz--display
remarkable indifference to their own fates, as well as a
peculiar sense of being possessed by a mission
apparently unrelated to traditional American ideologies.
Their elaborate justifying schemes, which are fantasies
of retribution against wickedness, generally earn them
reputations as mentally imbalanced or at least socially
deviant. Yet they do not appear to fit the usual
categories of the criminally insane.
In this essay we wish to develop the thesis that it is a
mistake to view these assassins and mass murderers
simply as the deranged products of inadequate socialization. Instead, we submit, they can be seen as "hyperAmericans," who translate into reality mythic fantasies
widely shared in our culture. They attempt to live out
the violently dramatic conventions of the most popular
entertainments in our era. To state our thesis most
abrasively: they have the courage of our mythic
convictions; they are the saints of a civil religion which
too often celebrates violent death. In their own
destructive ways, these murderers hold up the mirror of
culture to us and challenge us to recognize the selfdestructive dimension of our national psyche.
ROBERT JEWETT is professor of New Testament interpretation at
Garrett-Evangelical Theological Seminary in Evanston, Illinois.
JOHN SHELTON LAWRENCE is professor of philosophy at
Morningside College, Souix City, Iowa.

HEN we speak of American "civil religion," we
have in mind more than the public ceremonies
and officially promulgated beliefs which have
been studied by Robert Bellah, Sidney Mead,
Martin Marty, Conrad Cherry, and others.1 Though
some of the traditional expressions of the civil religion
are in a state of decline, unofficial embodiments of it in
the realm of popular fantasy are prospering. People no
longer attend Fourth of July parades in significant
numbers, but they flock to cinemas to enjoy the heroic
exploits of Luke Skywalker and Indiana Jones, or watch
Superman fight for "Truth, Justice, and the American
Way." Television brings similar fare directly into our
homes, including the semi-comic but nonetheless
bellicose crusade of "the Greatest American Hero"
against forces perceived to threaten our way of life and
national existence. Electronic games, such as "Space
Invaders" and the phenomenally popular "Pac Man,"
enable us to participate even more immediately in the
beguiling fantasy of resolving conflict through violence.
The notion which resounds through our modern
superheroic fantasies--that violent means may be
righteously and effectively employed to overcome evil-derives from a long cultural tradition.2 Biblical
narratives of establishing truth and justice by violence
against evildoers were adapted by early American
interpreters to form a new crusading consciousness.
Five interlocking ideas crystallized to create zealous,
militant American nationalism: a conspiracy theory of
evil; a radical stereotyping of and dichotomizing of good
and evil; a mystique of violence as at least potentially
redemptive; a conviction that the faithful will prevail no
matter what the odds; and celebration of courageous
redeemer figures, who are even willing to defy public
opinion and moral restraints in order to implement the
divine decree of retributive justice. Each of these ideas
can be traced to colonial adaptations of biblical motifs.
But they emerged in increasingly secular forms in the
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French and Indian War, the American Revolution, the
Mexican War, in apocalyptic interpretations of the Civil
War, and in the supposedly altruistic campaign of the
Spanish American War. "Manifest Destiny" in its
various nineteenth century guises was the
secularization of a biblical interpretation of the national
destiny, which stood parallel to a popular American
tradition of narrative art.3
Starting with the "Indian captivity" narratives and
developing through the "Leatherstocking Tales" and
dime novels to the cowboy westerns, stories of violent
redemption became unacknowledged expressions of the
official civil religion. The publicly sponsored war to

superheroic tale, in effect, is the individuated story form
of the American civil religion. Even when public
expressions of the civil religion are derided, fantasies
embodying the same ideals continue to capture vast
audiences.
The sacred texts of current American civil religion
should therefore be sought not merely in the
impassioned words of presidential addresses. Except
among true believers, such utterances are increasingly
viewed by the public with suspicion as the rhetoric of
propaganda. Comparable skepticism is much less easy to
detect concerning the cherished lore of American
fantasy. The power of Superman I and II, of Raiders of the Lost

HE FANTASY ACTED OUT BY JOHN HINCKLEY, JR., IS THUS
A FRIGHTENING MANIFESTATION OF
OUR MOST
DISTINCTIVE AMERICAN MELODRAMA: THE VIOLENT
CRUSADE TO RID THE WORLD OF VILLAINS SO THAT
FREEDOM, WELL-BEING, AND LOVE MAY PREVAIL.
"make the world safe for democracy" encouraged
definitive formulation of the ideal of selfless crusading
that has dominated American foreign policy ever since,
down to the latest of U.S. military advisors in E1
Salvador. During the axial period 1929-41, a still
pervasive, fictionalized form of this ideal crystallized in
the American superhero tale.
In our book, The American Monomyth,a we have sketched
out the heroic paradigm as embodied in the most
successful comics, films, and television series of our
time. Its central features are a community threatened by
evil but institutionally incapable of dealing with the
threat, which is saved by a selfless superhero who rises
out of anonymous obscurity and who returns to
obscurity once communal well-being has been restored.
Some of these superheroic figures resolve problems
through violence and others through psychological
manipulation or uncanny wisdom, but their personality
structures are similar. The American superhero is
usually an isolated individual, loyal to ideals which the
general public affirms but is too weak or cowardly to act
upon. Renouncing marriage and often disguised within
somewhat menial occupations, the typical redeemer
figures enable the powerless to recover conditions of
security, health, or normality. Within this popular
fantasy of evil and redemption, the cause of disorder is
clearly identifiable in villians. Their just annihilation is
achieved by individuals who have the strength of
character and conviction to transcend the legal
restraints of democratic institutions. There is, to be
sure, an element of democratic appeal in the superheroic
tale: anyone, even the mild mannered Clark Kent, can
become redeemer of the community and perhaps of the
world, provided he or she has sufficient courage to
attack directly the perpetrators of evil. Willingness to
take the law into one’s own hands, though selflessly
depicted in American fantasies, is a crucial element in the
most popular entertainments of the culture.5 The
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Ark, of Star Wars6 and The Empire Strikes Back can be
measured not only in theater attendance figures but also
in the public appetite for the merchandise these films
have spawned. Productions such as Jaws, Dirty Harry, the
John Wayne epics, and the television series Star Trek7
achieve a popular resonance which far surpasses
enthusiasm for any officially sponsored manifestation of
the civil religion. Yet the ideals of selfless crusading
against evil are substantially the same.
II
T is a feature of many of these hero stories that they
contain at least implicit calls to discipleship-challenging the viewer to defend communal interests
against internal or external threats, through violent
means if necessary. Such calls are in fact built into the
dramatic structure of the American Monomyth:
reluctant Everyman figures are confronted with a sense
of duty and an appropriate model for fulfilling it. What
we have called the "’Werther effect" occurs when a
member of the audience actually takes up a challenge to
emulate the model of heroism which the story presents.8
The designation "Werther effect" derives from an 18thcentury episode in which some readers of Goethe’s best
selling Sorrows of Young Werther emulated the central
character’s suicide--while clasping copies of the book in
their hands, carrying it in their pockets, or alluding to it
in suicide notes.
A clear illustration of the phenomenon has been
afforded by the attempt of John Hinckley, Jr. to
assassinate President Reagan. Hinckley wrote several
letters to actress Jodie Foster, who played a child
prostitute in the film Taxi Driver. Although she never
replied to his letters, it was for her that a farewell note
was left in Hinckley’s hotel room:
Dear Jody: There is a definite possibility that I will be
killed in my attempt to get Reagan .... Jody, I would
abandon this idea of getting Reagan in a second if I could

I

only win your heart and live out the rest of my life with
you .... I will admit to you that the reason I’m going
ahead with this attempt now is because I just cannot wait
any longer to impress you. I’ve got to do something now
to make you understand in no uncertain terms that I am
doing all of this for your sake. By sacrificing my freedom
and possibly my life, I hope to change your mind about
me .... I’m asking you to please look into your heart and
at least give me the chance with this historical deed to
gain your respect and love .... 9

Federal investigators quickly discerned that Hinckley
was living out the role of the central male character in
Foster’s film Taxi Driver; somehow he had come to the
conclusion that President Reagan had "insulted Foster,"
as one news account stated it.10 Although many
observers immediately decided that such fantasies were
a transparent sign of individual aberrance and illness,
perhaps the wide celebration of the film and the actor
who starred in it, Robert De Niro, argue otherwise.
Like Travis Bickle, the character De Niro played in
Taxi Driver, Hinckley is the disintegrating, alienated
Everyman-Nobody figure who lives in the realm of
violent fantasies. One of the tapes found in Hinckley’s
Washington hotel room expressed despair about the
state of the world:
I just want to say goodbye to the old year, which was
nothing; total misery, total death, John Lennon is dead,
the world is over, forget it .... Anything that I might do
in 1981 would be solely for Jodie Foster’s sake .... Just tell
the world in some way that I worship and idolize her.
One of my idols was murdered, and now Jodie’s the only
one left.11

In the film, Travis Bickle is a psychologically scarred
veteran of the Vietnam War, disgusted with the
corruption and loss of hope he sees in American society.
He achieves a measure of personal intergration by
patterning himself after screen cowboy heroes. He
acquires a small arsenal of knives and handguns and
practices the quick draw for hours in front of his mirror,
while fantasizing about stalking villains in the streets of
modern America. Other elements of the film story
include a rebuff of Travis by the beautiful aide of an
aspiring politician and Travis’s unsuccessful attempt to
assassinate a menacingly smooth representative of the
government. When Travis’s retributive urge comes to
full expression, it is directed against the pimps and
criminals exploiting a child prostitute, played by Jodie
Foster. Travis composes a "death note," which he sends
to her along with money for her to return home to
Pittsburgh. In the chillingly brutal and conspiciously
bloody shoot-out that frees her from bondage, Bickle is
apparently killed; but he miraculously reappears in the
epilogue, enjoying the acclaim of the media and the
gratitude of the child prostitute’s family.
Bickle achieves heroic personhood by accepting the
"’Werther invitation" of traditional Western dramas,
gunning down the pimp (dressed in Indian attire!) along
with his sinister cohorts. He becomes the killercelebrity.12 At the end of this powerful movie, the taxi
driver is surrounded by admiring colleagues with whom
he is now able to converse as a "normal" human being.
So too the formerly hostile political aide is attracted to
him, but he can now afford to treat her amorous interest

with the heroic indifference of a Lone Ranger or
Superman. Only the rescued girl is worthy of his love,
though she is too young for marriage. Violence is
Bickle’s substitute for sexual integration.
Given the appealing fantasy of the alienated,
anonymous hero who wins fame by attacking the
exponents of radical evil, the details in Hinckley’s
farewell letter and tape make perfect sense. He has
linked himself mythically with a perennial role in
American entertainment: the cowboy, secret agent,
detective, or caped superhero who rescues the maiden
from a villain and thus gains her adoration. The proper
inference is not that Hinckley felt President Reagan
personally had offended Jodie Foster; rather, the
presidential office itself epitomized for him the wicked
system that the hero must attack to win the maiden’s
love.
The fact that Hinckley has apparently tried to commit
suicide in the wake of his frustrated assassination
attempt, turning again to despair,~3 does not indicate
that acceptance of the Werther invitation failed to
provide at least temporarily the sense of meaning for his
life it promised. Still, the deed manifestly fell far short of
the mythical paradigm: the general public did not
applaud Hinckley; Jodie Foster did not become an
admirer; and the President was not eliminated from the
political arena. (Indeed, given the widespread
identification of Reagan with cowboy redeemer figures,
surviving the assassin’s bullet has probably augmented
his hold on public loyalty, even when major aspects of his
administration have proved ineffectual.)
The fantasy acted out by John Hinckley, Jr., is thus a
frightening manifestation of our most distinctive
American melodrama: the violent crusade to rid the
world of villains, so that freedom, well-being, and love
may prevail. In this sense, Hinckley had the courage of
our mythic convictions. It is a clear instance of the fluid
boundary between popular art and audience behavior, a
boundary that other assassins and mass murderers in
our time are also crossing.
III
S if to quiet scepticism about the permeability of
this boundary between popular fantasy and
public behavior, another would-be assassin,
Edward Michael Richardson, was inspired by and tried to
emulate Hinckley’s attack on the President. Several days
following Hinckley’s assassination attempt, Richardson
was arrested in the Port Authority Bus Terminal in
Manhattan after having left a letter in a New Haven
hotel room that revealed his intention. "I depart now for
Washington, D.C., to bring to completion Hinckley’s
reality," he wrote.~4 Subsequent investigation showed
Richardson shared Hinckley’s fascination with Jodie
Foster. Yet he had a larger element of traditional political
motivation than Hinckley, as indicated by the statement
that "Ultimately Ronald Reagan will be shot to death and
this country turned to the ’Left." "15 He was armed with a
.32-caliber revolver at the time of his arrest. This
episode indicates the public quality of the fantasy and
the ease with which it slips over into political reality.
Opposing our pattern of interpretation, Lawrence
Zelic Freedman, a psychiatrist who specializes in the
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study of assassins, has in effect denied this connection
with public values. Writing in the wake of the attempted
assassination of Ronald Reagan, he rejects the idea that
we are "a sick people" and that such violence is evidence
of "a rotten, corrupt society." We should instead be
buoyed by~’a temperate but solid sense of the strength of
our community, the solidity of our democracy, the
tenacity of our governmental structure." The problem
of "mass crime.., should not be confused with the very
special assassin problem" because, in his opinion, "each
American presidential assassin politicized his private
misery." The historical pattern, he insists, is that
"Anonymous, powerless, unhappy men struck down the

"respectfully yours, a human sacrifice, Herbert
Mullin."~9 He also carried a Bible during imprisonment
and urged fellow prisoners to accept his lead in
"changing the spiritual nature of the world.’’20 The
bizarreness of Mullin’s synthesis of astrology, Bible
narratives, (he attached great significance to the story of
Jonah), and earthquake mania--which led the
psychiatric community to an unusual degree of
consensus about his clinical "insanity"--should not
distract us from the mythic premises that gave his
murders coherence. In his script, he is a knowing,
sacrificial hero who received a higher truth permitting
him to save his culture through deeds of violence.

HESE MURDERERS HAVE THE COURAGE OF OUR MYTHIC
CONVICTIONS. THEY ARE THE SAINTS OF A CIVIL RELIGION
WHICH CELEBRATES VIOLENT DEATH. THEY HOLD UP THE
MIRROR OF- CULTURE AND CHALLENGE US TO RECOGNIZE
THE SELF-DESTRUCTIVE DIMENSION OF OUR PSYCHE.
most powerful political figure in America, in an attempt
to meet their personal needs."l~, However, this view fails
to account for the pervasive manner in which such
personal needs are resolved by conforming one’s actions
to the heroic model that embodies the essential ideas of
the civil religion itself. Irving D. Harris, another Chicago
psychiatrist who has studied these issues, seems more
nearly on the track in suggesting that the typical
American assassin copes with the "depression and
despair over one’s self-worth" by making himself "a
’hero’ by becoming judge and executioner."17 The
significant role of publicly accepted fantasies is clearly
evidenced in case after case of attempted or
accomplished public murders.

David Berkowitz was a twenty-three year old man
who terrorized New York City for a period of thirteen
months in 1976-77. He killed six people and wounded
seven others in a series of eight attacks. Most of his
victims were physically attractive young women. Men
became targets only if they were accompanying the
female victims. From the time of his military service,
Berkowitz had begun to speak of using guns to create a
"better world.’’21 As Berkowitz killed his victims he
sought publicity for himself, and his efforts were richly
rewarded by the "celebrity" status he attained. His acts
were worthy of public acclaim because he was, in his
own eyes, purifying the city of its corruptions and
warning it of the "conspiracy of evil" with which it was
afflicted. Berkowitz saw the evil in what he did and
sometimes wondered whether he served God or Satan.22
S one sorts through recent incidents of mass
But he persisted in his view of himself as the "’Wicked
murder, it is not difficult to find similar, culturally King"-savior-prophet. At the time of his trial, he
stunned the court by screaming at the mother of one of
shared mythic visions of redemption through
his victims: "’Stacy was a whore!" and "I’d kill her again.
violence. We will discuss briefly the cases of Herbert
I’d kill them all again.’’23
Mullin and David Berkowitz, individuals whose deeds
In his jail cell, Berkowitz wrote statements in his best
were followed by prolonged confession and
prophetic
style, recasting himself repeatedly as the
psychological analysis.
violent savior of a corrupted civilization:
Herbert Mullin was a twenty-five year old resident of
I know who has whored and pimped. 1 know who has
Santa Cruz, California. In a period of five months from
committed grevous [sic] sins and who has spit on their
13 October 1972 to 13 February 1973, he killed thirteen
mother and father. Where is the great one who can cast
individuals. Mullin thought these murders would spare
me away into darkness? Where is his coming? I suppose
California from the earthquakes that were widely
that he likes me at my temporary place--in David the
predicted at the time. He claimed authoritative appointshit the filth .... I am he the Son of Sam who fears
ment to his role as earthquake-preventing murderer: "I
nothing. I destroy! I kill and stomp to pieces the people of
Herb Mullin, born April 18, 1947, was chosen as the
earth in the name of that wretched .... Who is like the
designated leader of my generation by Professor Dr.
Son of Sam, me, a fallen angel who has come to kill and to
establish the kingdom of terror and misery .... Who is
Albert Einstein on April 18, 1955 .... His hope was that
Stacy who sells her soul for a penis? Let us make war
the April 18th people would use this designation and its
with civilisation and destroy and cause terror,z4
resulting power and social influence to guide, protect, or
The
themes of violent redemption familiar from
perfect the resources of our planet and universe .... "~8
catastrophe
films are linked here with the rhetoric of
Mullin recognized that his own role was sacrificial; the
biblical
apocalypse.
The task of purifying the world
letters he wrote from imprisonment were signed
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through violence provides a powerful justification for
mass murder.
V
UR suggestion that contemporary mass
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context of politicised violence, hero, prophet, madman,
criminal, have become totally confused."2s He attempts
to account for this confusion by suggesting that the
fanatic and terrorist fail to share the beliefs of the social
majority. Our conclusion differs from his in that we are
convinced that the prevailing heroic models in the
culture provide the justification for violent retribution,
so that it is not so much a matter of lacking a single moral
system as sharing a deeply flawed one. To speak as we
have of mass murders and assassins as the saints of the
American civil religion, is aimed at bringing the
underlying flaws in the civil religion to light.
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D. JEFF BURTON

THE PHENOMENON OF
THE CLOSET DOUBTER
A Description and Analysis of One Approach to Activity in the Church

ORMONS pride themselves on being a tightknit group. But there are groups within the
group--investigators, believers, non-believers,
jack-Mormons, the faithful, temple recommend holders,
cultural Mormons, "inside-outsiders," the
active, and the inactive. I would like to add another
group to the list--"closet doubters." Other names might
include faithful doubters, faithful disbelievers, active
disbelievers, or hopeful doubters.
During my mission to Japan, I chanced upon a superactive, but genuine non-believer--my first encounter
with a faithful doubter. She was serving in the Young
Women’s Mutual leadership and was extremely active in
the branch. I had been talking to her about bringing her
non-member friends and, in the course of conversation,
tore open her soul, learning the secret of her disbelief.
I thought at the time that an active non-believer must
be a rare bird. But it was a little like learning a new word.
What you think is a rarity is suddenly recognized all
around you. Since that day in 1962, I have had the
opportunity to cautiously identify and speak
confidentially with a number of people who have
invisible memberships in the group I am calling closet
doubters.
What is a closet doubter? A closet doubter, as I have
chosen to define it, is an active Latter-day Saint who has
secretly rejected (or disbelieves) one or more of the
fundamental tenets upon which today’s church is based
such as Joseph Smith’s First Vision, the divine calling of
Editors’ Note: This paper was delivered at the 1982 Sunstone
Theological Symposium.
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Joseph Smith as prophet, the Book of Mormon as an
angel-delivered history of the early Americans, and the
divine origins of Joseph Smith’s later revelations as
published today in the Doctrine and Covenants and the
Pearl of Great Price. But closet doubters continue to be
active in the Church. They attend meetings, teach
Primary and Sunday School, hold temple recommends,
serve in quorum presidencies and bishoprics, and some
even work for the Church. Outwardly they are little
different than other active members. Notice that I do not
include persons who have lost both belief and activity, or
those who have announced their loss of belief.
Most doubters I have met were in their mid-twenties
to mid-forties. Younger men and women apparently
have neither the experience nor the education necessary
to catalyze the complex reactions necessary to become a
closet doubter. Older persons, if they were doubters in
their younger days, seem either to have slid into
inactivity or have regained their belief. Doubters tend to
be educated and well read, particularly in history,
psychology, philosophy, or science. Most have studied
the scriptures and appear well versed in Church history.
They come from strong Church backgrounds. They are
often the offspring of traditional Mormon families, or
they have been committed converts. Many are returned
missionaries, many have married in the temple, and
most have close and important ties to the Church such as
daily jobs or Church callings.
What do they believe, how did they become doubters,
and why do they stay active? Personal belief seems to be
a continuum and is in a constant state of flux. The
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extremes are represented by "I know (something) is
true" and "I know (something) is not true." The typical
active Church member professes a positive belief in the
Joseph Smith story. Closet doubters, by definition, must
(secretly) admit to disbelief or profess negative belief.
But, and this is a most interesting condition, most closet
doubters appear to have had a relatively strong belief
before becoming doubters. Most, though doubting the
authenticity of the official Joseph Smith story, express
commitments to the goals, principles, and practices of
today’s LDS church. The reasons are often summarized
as follows:The basic principles of the Church came from
the Bible and thus are not tl~e invention of Joseph Smith.
Principles of love, caring, sharing, kindness, honesty,
integrity, and sacrifice are universal, true, noble,
believable, and worthy of support. Programs associated
with obtaining a good education, maintaining health,
and providing public service are worth supporting. Most
say something like, "The Church may not be true in the
’one and only true church’ sense of the word, but there’s
certainly nothing better out there." Few are expecting to
find any "true church" and few are searching for
separate avenues to satisfaction. In fact, it is interesting
to note that settled doubters appear to be relatively
happy, fulfilled people, with little hint of hate or
vindictiveness.
This is surprising, given the anguish most experience
during their "de-conversion." Before finally admitting to
a lack of belief, they experience an agonizing transition
period, usually measured in years and often filled with
insecurity, alienation, anger, and confusion. This "intransition" state is accompanied by feelings of guilt ("I
mustn’t feel this way," or "I shouldn’t have read antiChurch literature"), feelings of denial ("Of course I

closet doubter is an active Latter-day
Saint who has secretly rejected one or
more fundamental tenets upon which
today’s church is based.

believe," or"It’s just a stage," or’Tve got to stop thinking
this way," or ’Tm being tried, so it’ll pass if I just stick it
out"), feelings of shame ("What kind of a sinner must I
be?"), feelings of anger ("Why me?"), and feelings of
loneliness ("I’m the only one with these thoughts and
problems," or "There is no one who understands").
Given these emotional conflicts, it is not hard to understand why some seek professional counseling.
After finally facing up to the fact of their disbelief,
most say they feel an odd sense of relief and a freedom
not felt during the transition. They say things like, "The
truth has made me free," and "Free agency finally means
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and important ties to the Church such
as daily job.s or Church callings.

something." Some feel good in making a free choice to
participate, without the guilt that hovered over them
during the transition. Furthermore, some express an
"understanding" of their circumstances and are able to
rationalize, even to cherish, this "understanding." This
is not to say that confirmed closet doubters are free from
inner conflict. Far from it. It just takes another form and
is usually more tolerable.
No doubter’s motives for continued activity are as
pure and idealistic as I have just described. Most
doubters are tied to the Church like birds are to the
earth. It might be okay to fly a bit, but gravity eventually
has its way. These "’gravitational" ties include being
married to a believing spouse (you don’t further weaken
the relationship), the desire to give children strong and
stable support (to keep them away from drugs, sex, and
anti-Christian behavior), family traditions and history
("It would hurt my mother if I went inactive"), job
security (particularly if you work for BYU or the
Church), a social life revolving around friends who are
believers (how do you attend your friend’s, or more
seriously your son’s, temple wedding if you’re inactive?),
and of course FEAR (the thought that the official Joseph
Smith story might be true, after all).
Some justify their continued activity as contributing
to improvements in Church practices they consider
wrong, weak, or embarrassing. Those often mentioned
include the black issue (now resolved), the temple
ceremony, women’s rights, the stress on unquestioning
obedience, the missionary system, the self-serving
nature of Church programs, poor teaching methods,
questionable business practices, authoritarian
leadership, and the lack of vertical dialogue from
members to leaders. Many express feeling of hope-hope that perhaps in the great scheme of things God
indeed will recognize the Church; hope that perhaps
doubters can find happiness; hope that they can do some
good through the programs of the Church; and hope
that, by some small chance, they might be wrong about
their doubts.
Well, where are they? How many are there? And why
do we hear so little of them? I believe they’re
everywhere in well-established Church locales, but
they’re probably more concentrated in the larger cities,
on university campuses (including BYU), and in the
more affluent wards. As to the numbers, there is really

no way of knowing. There could be thousands or just a
few.

What predisposes one to become a faithful doubter?
How does one lose beliefs of a lifetime? These are the
most difficult questions and cannot be answered
definitively in this essay. But education does seem to be
one factor. Others include inquisitiveness, difficulties
with authoritarian leadership or "male-oriented" leadership. Knowledge of Church history seems to be
common. Access to the arguments against Joseph Smith
and the Book of Mormon is often present. It is, however,
difficult to tell which comes first, the doubts, which lead
to search for confirmation, or the detracting literature
(such as the Tanners), which leads to a loss of belief. I
have noticed that for many people it is a stepped process:
a little doubt supported with a little justification leading
to more doubt, the search for more justification, and so
on.

What impact do they have on the Church? Doubters
are definitely involved in events at the local level, and
because of their educations and skills, they often have
positions of leadership and influence.
Now I would like to introduce a few closet doubters.
This will make the phenomenon more personal, more
real.
From a late-thirties housewife, mother of three,
graduate of BYU:
By the time I finally recognized my lack of belief, my
children were in school. My children don’t need any
disruptions in their lives at this time. It’s hard enough.
My husband is in the Seventies quorum in our ward.
What alternatives do I have? If I start talking now it could
hurt his work. I’m not unhappy. I just find it easier to
keep quiet about the whole thing. My husband is very
good about it all. I don’t think he really understands. He
thinks I’m going through a stage, a trial. It’s easier for me
to let him think that. Anyway, maybe I am. I hope he’s
right.
From a 40-year old High Priest:
The big thing left for me now is hope. I hope, I pray that

things will turn out right. I hope the Church is true but I
really doubt it. It’s worth staying with. Faith and hope.
It’s all I have, all I need, truly.
From a mid-thirties salesman:
My contact with the world started my journey into
doubt. I went through a terrible period of guiIt andhate. I
was impossible to live with. I lost my first wife over this,
so I find it easier now to keep quiet. It’s not my place to be
going around destroying people’s faith. The Lord
showed me the light. Let him show others if that is what
the Lord wants for them. Who’s to say what the big
picture is? I’m the last to say that I have all the answers.
From a member of a bishopric:
I have really thought seriously of quitting it all. But
every time I do, all the positives seem to outweigh the
negatives. I can influence things somewhat in my ward,
but I have to be really careful not to do anything to
embarrass the bishop. I try to stress the positive aspects
of the gospel--sharing, love, giving. You know, those
things that people need really bad. ! always keep the
Word of Wisdom, pay my tithing, and, you know, that
kind of stuff. But I do it because of my position, and for
my wife and kids. My kids don’t know a thing, but my
wife knows everything. In a way, she’s coming to see
things from my point of view--you know,, starting to
support me in subtle ways.
From a 22-year-old sister, a convert of six years,
studying in Utah:
I joined because of my friends. The only friends I have
now are in the Church. If I start causing trouble, I’ll lose
my friends. I know it sounds childish. But my parents
were very upset when I joined. I don’t have close ties at
home anymore. I hope to marry a Mormon. And nobody
wants an inactive Mormon.

From a 23-year-old sister, just married to a nonMormon, and a Ph.D. candidate:
Father-in-Heaven has answered my prayer--the
Church teaches Christian principles but it
isn’t perfect. But before I received those answers it was
rough. I didn’t know who to turn to or who might help. !
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hope to get my husband to join. I feel a lot of peace with
myself, knowing that I love the Church for its people and
for what it can do for people, not for what it was, or
purports to be.
From a 22-year-old returned missionary, presently
studying history at the University of Utah:
I never did gain that burning testimony everybody kept
talking about. In fact, my faith in Joseph Smith
disappeared during my mission. It’s just too incredible!

Coming
out of the closet might be a shock for
those whose testimonies rely on the
strength of another’s faith.

My mom and dad spent a lot of money.., most of their
savings to send me to England. If they knew . . . well, it
would hurt them. I think I’ll be pretty active, l’m not
searching for a quick fix from anybody. The Church is
my life and my guide. I’m just going to be cool and use
what’s good for me.
These closet doubters keep their interpretations
hidden within. Sometimes, even spouses do not know
the extent of their doubts. Why is this? First, there is the
fear of being ostracized, or worse, put on the pedestal
reserved for investigators. Mainstream believers often
remain aloof and feel uncomfortable around those who
ask too many questions or demonstrate a doubting
nature. More seriously, believing members often
interpret a rejection of their beliefs to be a rejection of
themselves. The second reason for secrecy is the fear
that the chance for meaningful Church participation
might be reduced. More than a few worry that a nonsympathetic bishop might deny them a temple
recommend. On the other hand, some have confided in
bishops who have been understanding and supportive.
Third, the Church has said on several occasions that it
can tolerate divergent beliefs as long as those beliefs are
held personally and no attempt is made to sway others.
This is interpreted to mean, "Remain a silent doubter."
Finally, many express the thought that it is not their
place to destroy or alter the faith of anyone else. Coming
out of the closet might be a shock for those whose
testimonies rely on the strength of another’s faith.
Doubters learn to speak truthfully, but discreetly.
When asked to bear testimony, it comes out something
like, "I know that the Church teaches correct principles; I
know that the Lord answers prayers; he loves every
person, we must all work out our own salvation." Can
they accept President Kimball as a "Prophet, Seer, and
Revelator"? Some say, "Why not? Certainly no one else
is. I can accept the possibility that he is a prophet."
Others say, "I accept, with what faith I have." The
question regarding the prophet is probably the hardest
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one for those seeking a temple recommend to answer.
Even if they can deal with that question, getting a
recommend is often difficult because it vividly reminds
the doubter that he or she is living a life which is not
totally candid.
This need to maintain secrecy, to sometimes practice a
subtle dishonesty, isolates the doubter and creates
internal conflicts. Such conflicts are the successors to
those experienced during the often hellish time of
transition.
Will closet doubters survive? The outlook is hopeful.
Most individuals I have met appeared relatively stable
and happy. Some have gone inactive. Some have gone
inactive, then returned again, still doubting but hoping.
Some have come out of the closet. One ! know has
developed a strong belief again.
As for the future, several scenarios have been
suggested to me. The first, somewhat farfetched,
proposes that in time some of them will quietly reach
positions of substantial authority in the Church and
initiate changes in the claims made for Joseph Smith.
Another scenario has their numbers and influence
growing over the next few generations until the LDS
church reaches the present status of the Catholic
church: many not truly believing the official story but
staying and supporting because of inertia, culture,
tradition, and family ties. A third scenario pictures the
Church somehow inviting and accepting disbelievers

need to maintain secrecy, to sometimes

practice a subtle dishonesty, isolates the
doubter and creates internal conflicts.

into open, full, and active fellowship. None of these
imagined events seem very realistic, or attractive, for
that matter.
I suggest, however, that someone of authority should
investigate the phenomenon of the closet doubter.
There needs to be a structured study of the origins,
levels, and supports of belief among Mormons. The
origins of skepticism should not, cannot, be overlooked
for long. We will have to face up to them, and the sooner
the better. As William James put it, "He who
acknowledges the imperfectness of his instrument, and
makes allowance for it, is in a much better position for
gaining (and sustaining) truth than if he claimed his
instrument to be infallible" (Varieties of Reli,~ious Experience).
Finally, I encourage doubters to share their thoughts
and feelings with us, even if incognito.

D. JEFF BURTON is an engineer living in Salt Lake City. He is the first
counselor in his ward bishopric.

AND SUNDAY IT

SNOWED
A STORY BY
MYRNA MARLER

ATHERINE nursed her baby in the ladies’
room between sacrament meeting and
Sunday School class. Charlie, the 18
month old, stood solemnly at her knee for a
moment or two, then bent over and squirmed
under the closed stall door. She lunged with her
free arm to grab his shirttail, but the cloth slid
beneath her fingers. She could hear him in the
next stall over pulling on the toilet paper and
flushing the toilet. The soap dispenser rattled
and she knew he had moved to the sink.
"Charlie!" she called. "Charlie, come here!"
Water gushed into the sink and Catherine
slumped back on the stool staring at the rust
spots on the pink metal door.
Water splashed on the floor and the baby’s
nursing subsided into restless sleep, his mouth
hanging open, head slack against her arm.
Fumbling under her blouse, Catherine
harnessed herself up with one hand, then pulled
her blouse back into place. She opened the stall
door and saw Charlie raising dripping hands to
smack them hard against the water in the
almost-full sink. Trying not to wake the baby,
but to move quickly, she hooked her hand under
Charlie’s collar and jerked him, not gently,
against her side.
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"Look what you’ve done," she moaned to no
one. Charlie wrapped both arms around her leg
and she edged sideways to the wall to pull out a
handful of papers towels and dropped them one
by one on top of the puddles on the pink tile
floor.
The baby wriggled against her shoulder and
his eyes blinked open. Catherine stared at the
blind unfocused gaze, holding her breath. The
lashes drifted down again, fanning out over his
rounded cheek, and she allowed herself a long
sigh. With her foot she pulled the infant seat out
of the stall, carefully settling the baby into the
battered plastic frame. His closed lids fluttered
as if his eyeballs moved, but he didn’t waken.
Charlie watched the whole procedure with
interest, arms still gripping her knee.
She picked Charlie up and set him dripping on
the counter. He swung his legs, weighted by the
heavy leather shoes, happily against the empty
drop from countertop to floor. She looked at him
a moment to make certain he was steady, and he
suddenly flashed his dimpled grin. She sighed
and, avoiding her harassed eyes in the mirror,
knelt to wipe up the water. Dirt smeared across
the wet paper towels. The janitor hadn’t mopped
again. She would remember to tell her husband.
His bishopric duties might include keeping track
of the inactive, semi-derelict they’d hired to
clean the building.
Catherine stood up throwing the paper towels
into the waste can. The swinging door pushed
open and Sister Sheehan lumbered into the
small space between sink and stalls. The bitter
lines grooved in the heavy jowls around her
mouth softened slightly as she surveyed
Charlie, the front of his blue shirt darkened with
water, and the flushed Catherine just dropping
her hands to her side. Her eyes traveled to the
floor, the wetly clean patch of tile, and the
sleeping baby. "My, my, what have we got
here?" she asked Charlie, heavily jovial. "Been
swimming in the sink again, sonny?"
A thin smile touched Catherine’s lips. She was
the first counselor’s wife and it was impossible
to be invisible. She reached for another handful
of paper towels. "He’s a regular Mark Spitz," she
murmured, mopping at the damp shirt,
inadvertently poking his round little tummy and
making him giggle.
Sister Sheehan eased her massive frame into
one of the stalls and closed the door. "Enjoy
them, honey, while they’re small," she said, now
unseen, voice rising from behind the pink door.
"Won’t be long until they’re gone and forget you
even exist."
Catherine didn’t answer. Sister Sheehan said
something like that nearly every time they met.
She bent down and picked up the infant seat,
boosting it high on one arm so she could grasp
Charlie’s wrist with her other hand.
With the tips of her fingers she pulled at the
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door, keeping it propped open with her toe while
she pushed Charlie through ahead of her and
maneuvered the infant seat around the halfopen door.
Her Sunday School class had already started.
It was held in the cultural hall facing the curtain
closing off the chapel. Folding chairs were set up
in uneven rows, and the medical student who
taught the class nodded in midsentence as she
hovered in the doorway. She looked out over the
group. Thirty adults sat there in varying degrees
of attentiveness while about ten children
scrambled on the floor in front of their chairs,
eating cheerios and scattering jigsaw puzzles,
plastic eggs, and toy trucks. A few had broken
away to run back towards the stage. Mothers
with babies stood behind the rows of chairs,
swaying to an unheard rhythm. Catherine’s
diaper bag and purse were where she’d left
them, in front of two empty seats on the front
row. To make doubly sure they would be saved,
she had spread a crib blanket across the two
chairs.
Propelling Charlie with the flat of her hand on
his back, she made her way to the front of the
room and sat down, the chair sliding a little with
her weight. The baby snored in his infant seat as
she set it down on the polished wooden floor.
Charlie climbed obediently on the chair next to
hers, his absurdly short legs sticking out with
the toes of his shoes pointing straight up as he
pushed himself to the back of the seat. She dug
around in the diaper bag for a book with
cardboard pages and handed it to him.
Brother Harrison sitting on the other side of
Charlie smiled down at the little boy’s
earnestness as he flipped through the pages,
then lifted his own book to show Catherine the
scripture the class was reading. She craned her
neck a little to see better, then smiled thanks
into the seamed face, noting he looked gaunt. He
was losing weight since his wife had been found
dead on the kitchen floor in September. She
wondered if his home teachers were visiting him
as regularly as they should--something else to
mention to her husband Joe.
The scripture reference was Moroni 7:6-8.
She plunged her hand back into the diaper bag,
fumbling through the washrags and diapers,
looking for her own triple combination,
intending to look it up for herself. But Sister
Richmond was already on her feet reading it
aloud in her high nasal voice:
"For behold, God hath said a man being evil
cannot do that which is good; for if he offereth a
gift, or prayeth unto God, except he shall do it
with real intent it profiteth him nothing.
For behold, it is not counted unto him for
righteousness.
For behold, if a man being evil giveth a gift, he
doeth it grudgingly; wherefore it is counted
unto him the same as if he had retained the gift;

wherefore he is counted evil before God."

Ed Warren, the teacher, paused to thumb
through some notes in his hand, then blinked
out at the class again, something he invariably
did before asking what he considered to be a
thought-provoking question. His round eyes
appeared innocent behind the thick glasses, but
the freckles and wide mouth seemed forever on
the point of laughter. He would make a good
obstetrician. Somehow she could imagine him
sitting beside her bed as she writhed in labor and
saying, "Take it easy, honey. Everything’s all
right," and sounding as if he meant it.
"Can anyone," he asked, pausing just a
moment to make sure everyone was listening,
the sound of restless children filling the gap,
"give me some examples of that?"
Hands waved and Charlie tugged at her arm..
She pulled him onto her lap and looked up again.
Ed called on Ramona Hewitt first. She was an
eager little sparrow, almost leaping to her tiny
feet to give the answer. "That would be like
paying your tithing but wishing you could spend
it on something else."
Ed raised his eyebrows and looked out over
the class for more comments. A smile wanted to
widen his mouth, but he captured it just in time
and tucked it back in. "Well, maybe," he said.
"What do you think?" he asked the class. More
hands shot into the air. Ed pointed a finger, and
Harv Clark pulled himself to his feet. He was a
tall man, ponderously idealistic. "The Lord
expects us to give with open hearts and hands.
We’re supposed to love him above all else." He
stayed on his feet briefly, his heavy white face
set, daring anyone in the class to disagree.
Charlie wriggled on her lap wanting to get
down. Catherine grasped him around the waist
with both hands for a moment until he subsided.
She looked at Ed Warren frowning. Was he
going to let these pronouncements go by
without comment or qualification? Or was she
the only one who wondered? But Ed was calling
on Violet Gray whose hand had fluttered up as if
it were afraid of the cold air. "But it seems to me
that the Lord ought to give you some credit if
you pay your tithing even if you don’t want to. I
mean, you’ve overcome temptation after all."
She trailed off as if wishing she hadn’t spoken up
in the first place.
Catherine turned her head and smiled
reassuringly at Violet. Violet looked back at her,
reminding Catherine a little bit of a rabbit
caught in a headlight’s glare. Violet, a widow,
was only recently reactivated.
"What do you think about that?" Ed asked the
class again. "Does Sister Gray have a valid
point?"
Ruth Selden raised her hand, and Ed nodded.
Catherine turned again to watch as she spoke.
Ruth was still slim after five pregnancies. Pale

blonde hair always neatly coiffed, five blonde
children always neatly sitting in a row in
sacrament meeting. Her life was neat. Right
now she was the Relief Society president.
She stood, leaning lightly against the back of
the chair in front of her. "I think there’s another
aspect to this," she said, her high cool voice firm
but without heat. "We’ve all heard about faith
without works being dead, but I think there’s
many instances in this church of works without
faith--that is, people just going through the
motions because its expected."
Catherine watched her sit down beside her
husband, a short, bespectacled man who taught
math at the local junior college and liked to ask
provocative questions in priesthood meeting.
Joe had told her how sometimes smoke nearly
steamed out of the bishop’s ears when Brother
Selden stood up to ask a question, but he seemed
content to sit and watch today.
Charlie was quiet on her lap as if he were
about to go to sleep. His round, bowling-ball
head felt heavy against her chest, and she
shifted, trying to disperse his weight. Her own
legs were too heavy to stay comfortably crossed
for long. Ed was looking at the class expectantly
as if a record needed torte set straight somehow,
an account put into balance. She raise, d her hand.
Ed pointed his finger, but she didn t stand up,
gesturing to the toddler in her lap. He nodded.
"There’s no question," she said, her voice as
firm as Ruth’s, "that the Lord prefers
openhanded giving, but many people haven’t
reached that stage of perfection yet. What’s
wrong with doing right things you don’t really
feel--until you do feel right. What harm can it
do?" She looked up at Ed for his approving
comment, but hands were waving again. Fingers
of all shapes and sizes kaleidoscoped across the
vision when she turned around. Incredibly Ed
gestured to Ruth for another comment.
Her cool voice, poised in conviction, carried
across the heads of the class. "It can do a lot of
harm by keeping real problems from being
solved--like people who bring over cookies
feeling they’re doing their required good deeds,
when what the family really needs is someone to
clean the house."
Catherine looked down at her lap Charlie’s
fat legs sprawled across her skirt, bh~: her body
was rigid. Two weeks ago when Ruth’s daughter
had been hospitalized for pneumonia, Catherine
had taken Ruth a tray of cinnamon rolls. The
discussion went on, but she looked with deep
concentration at the imitation leather curtains
concealing the chapel in front of her. After a few
moments she stood up and left the class,
carrying Charlie, leaving her sleeping baby
behind her.
Her husband was walking down the hall on
some errand for the bishop but seeing her face
took her arm and drew her into the coat closet.
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"What’s the matter?" he asked urgently, as if
fearing she’d been excommunicated suddenly
without his knowledge.
Tears like warm earache oil were making
greasy trails down her cheeks and she looked at
the ward’s winter coats and jumbled piles of hats
and scarves through a wavery blur. Harv Clark’s
;ellow wool scarf was dangling at a crazy angle
rom the top shelf.
"Ruth Selden. I hate her. She hates me." Her
words were indistinct as if muffled by all the
clothing around her.
Joe’s arm went around her shoulders. "What
happened?"
She told him as best she could remember,
Charlie a sleeping dead weight in her arms as she
leaned against her husband’s side. The story
came out all garbled and he looked vaguely
uncomprehending. He took his arm away from
her shoulder and reached down to pluck Charlie
out of her arms. "I’ll take Charlie," he said, "until
you’re ready to go home. You’d better go clean
up your face before the bell rings."
It was her turn to look uncomprehending.
Wasn’t he going to say anything? He was
checking his watch as if he were late for an
appointment, yet his thoughts weren’t entirely
down the hall. He brushed her cheek with his
free hand. "You’ve had a rough morning, honey.
I’ll see that you get a nap later." He stepped out
of the coat closet.
Catherine watched his retreating back,
Charlie’s head lolling over his shoulder. A smile,
bitter at the corners, turned her mouth up. She
knew what he had meant. His offer had strings.
She turned and went back into the ladies’
room. Unaccountably Sister Sheehan was still
there, washing her hands mottled with liver
spots and heavy with dinner rings under the cold
water faucet. She didn’t appear to notice that
Catherine was wiping away the effects of tears
as she stared in dissatisfied preoccupation at her
own fleshy face.
"We meet a~:ain." Embarrassed Catherine had
broken the silence as she yanked a paper towel
out of the dispenser.
Sister Sheehan patted the puffy white flesh
under her eyes. "Seems like when you get old, it
takes longer to get in and out of the bathroom."
She looked enviously at Catherine.
"You’re lucky to be young."
Catherine sniffed. "! feel about a hundred
years old today."
"Honey, you don’t know what old is. Wait ’til
you start to feel the miserie,s, of aching bones and
a husband who don’t care.
Catherine looked at Sister Sheehan with
olite sympathy. Most of the ward pitied her
usband, though it was Sister Sheehan who did
all the complaining. Everyone agreed that all she
needed to do was lose a hundred pounds.

~
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Catherine crumpled the paper towel to toss it in
the overflowing waste basket. "See you later."
Ruth Selden stood opposite the door as
Catherine emerged into the hallway, her gray
winter coat buttoned up to her cheek, a snuggle
of beaver fur fastened to the collar under her
waved blonde hair. She smiled when she saw
Catherine, moving closer. "I’ve been looking for
you.
Catherine stood still against the door, one
foot backed up, her face politely questioning.
"Oh.?"
"Yes, my husband saw you go out, and he
thought I’d better check to make sure I hadn’t
offended you."
Catherine studied Ruth. Her pale blue eyes,
now narrowed in concern, were set in pale white
skin. Up close Catherine could see the fine
network of lines crisscrossing Ruth’s cheeks
and forehead as if at the right note the whole
face could shatter like crazed glass.
"Oh no," Catherine said, false laughter trilling
like birdsong, "Charlie was acting up. I had to
take him out."
Ruth glanced at Catherine’s empty hands,
hanging open and large at the ends of her wrists.
Catherine closed them into loose fists. "Joe’s got
him now."
Ruth’s smile was a sharing grimace. "You’re
lucky to have a husband who will help you like
that. When Allen was bishop, he forgot he had
children when he got to Church. I remember
once after waiting for him for two hours, I sent
the youngest one to stand up next to the
bishop’s office door and howl."
"Did it work?"
"It got him out of there long enough for him to
tell me to take the kids and go home."
Catherine’s chuckle bordered on being real
this time, though she thought it typical of Ruth
to point out her husband had been bishop. She
straightened from her half slouching position to
speak just as the class dismissal bell sounded.
Classroom doors opened simultaneously up and
down the hall, children exploding out waving
construction paper creations or scribbled pieces
of scratch paper. A few adults trickled from the
gospel doctrine class, heading for the coat closet
or restrooms. Catherine moved aside to avoid
being trampled by those intent on leaving early.
"Anyway," Ruth said, her voice rising a little
to override the noise, "I’m glad you weren’t
offended."
Catherine shrugged as if slightly mystified.
"Oh no," she repeated. "Thanks for checking
though."
Ruth faded away into the throng of children.
A pale blonde boy attached himself to her side,
holding up a red paper heart for her inspection.
She bent down to examine it more closely,
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murmuring into his attentive face.
Catherine forced her eyes away, hoping her
baby was still asleep while she struggled into her
winter coat, wrapping a scarf around her neck.
She picked up Charlie’s snow suit and headed
back to the classroom, wishing Joe had
remembered to take it with him.
The baby was just blinking into wakefulness
when she found him, mouth working towards a
squall. She plunged into his mouth the pacifier
she had tethered to his shirt with a string and
safety pin. He subsided, sucking ravenously. She
picked the baby up to tug him into his own
snowsuit.
Joe came in carrying Charlie still heavily
asleep in his arms. "Ready to go?"
She tossed him the snowsuit as he laid Charlie
across a chair. "Will you wrestle him into that?"
His trapped face almost made her want to
laugh in derision as he glanced from her to the
door. He laid the snowsuit across Charlie’s body.
"Can’t honey. I’ve got to catch some people
before they leave."
She watched the baby as she placed his
bundled body back into the infant seat. "Sure."
The baby’s pacifier fell out, and he wrinkled his
nose. She tried to push it back in, but he twisted
away._
Joe bent down to give her a brief kiss on the
cheek. "See you at home later."
"OK." The baby was warming up into steady
crying now. Picking up the snowsuit from the
chair, she shook Charlie awake. His eyes
fluttered open looking disoriented and unhappy.
She coaxed him into good humor. "Come on,
honey. It’s time to go home. See, here’s your
snowsuit. Let’s get into it now, shall we? Stand
up, now. That’s a good boy."
Charlie climbed down from the chair, not
resisting as she pulled the thick shiny cloth over
his legs, tucking his limp arms through the
sleeves, tying the cap under his chin. Sister
Sheehan had idly watched the whole procedure.
Coming in behind Catherine, she had dropped
heavily into a folding chair and now sat with
thick legs spread apart, her coat unable to meet
across her enormous bely. "Have you seen what
it’s doing outside?" she asked as if she were
about to reveal a personal insult. "It’s snowing.’"
"Oh no." Catherine stepped to the cultural
hall doors and stared out into the foyer, through
the glass doors. Snowflakes, large and wet, were
dropping silently over the gray street, the
cement steps, and grimy parking lot. The parked
cars looked cold and closed off, mute in the
barrage of snow. She leaned against the wall,
still gripping Charlie’s hand, and considered
tt~e clay.
She faced a dangerous drive on slick freeways
in a battered Chevrolet whose heater had never
worked, an empty, too small house, two wide

awake and hungry babies both needing diaper
changes, dinner to prepare--scrambled eggs and
toast because there was nothing else--and a
boring afternoon with no television and no
husband because it was Sunday. She wanted to
slide down the wall and sit there on the floor
until the janitor swept her out.
"Isn’t that the bitter end?" Sister Sheehan
asked, gravelly voice rising in grievance. "As if
this day weren’t bad enough already. Where’s
those headache pills the doctor gave me?" She
fumbled through the large black purse she held
clutched on her lap.
Catherine turned to stare at the other
woman, her words had so closely echoed her
own thoughts. And as she watched the coarse
fat fingers fumble through the purse for a pill
bottle, Catherine felt her own fingers thicken
and folds of fat form around her wedding ring.
The skin around her clenched jaw seemed to sag
and droop as if jowls were brushing her coat
collar, while the frown lines in her forehead
deepened and became permanent. Her stomach
seemed to swell, tightening her coat, straining
the buttons across her belly. Frightened, she
grabbed Charlie’s hand, swept the diaper bag
and purse over her shoulder, and hoisted the
infant seat onto her hip, the sudden sideways
jerk stopping the baby’s cry on a surprised gasp.
"Sunday School class was sure good today
wasn’t it?" Brother Harrison’s rickety voice
stopped her headlong rush through the foyer
door. She was the first counselor’s wife, and it
was impossible to be invisible. "Brother Warren
really gets us going sometimes, doesn’t he? I
always feel like I’ve learned something when I
come out." Lonely, garrulous, buttoned up to
the chin in a great gray overcoat, a red scarf
knitted by his dead wife wrapped around his
turkey-neck throat, he waited for her comment.
Catherine found a smile, her lips pulling back
over dry teeth. "He sure does," she said. "He
knows how to stimulate discussion, but he
wraps it up neatly at the end.’"
The old man nodded, satisfied. She looked at
him. "Do you need a ride home?"
"No, thanks. Brother Clark is taking me." A
horn sounded. "There he is now.’" He pushed
open the door. "See you next Sunday." He
walked jauntily out to the waiting van swinging
his earmuffs in one hand, apparently oblivious
to the sloppy snowflakes pelting his head.
Charlie tugged at her hand and the baby
whimpered. She followed Brother Harrison.
The snow was every bit as damp and
uncomfortable as she had anticipated, and she
wanted to reach up and touch the crepey new
folds she was sure would be there under her
chin.
MYRNA MARLER has taught English as a second language.
She is studying English at BYU Hawaii.
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Like the
ge" rs Old Time
POWERFUL INSTITUTIONS OFTEN COERCE THE WRITER OF HISTORY
Davis Bitton
LTHOUGH censorship in the simple sense is
something we do not take kindly to in our society,
we are familiar enough with attempts to censor
books, magazines, movies, and television. Too much sex
and violence is the usual concern. Conservative-minded
people tend to be fearful of the influence of license, or
pornography, in society in general, seeing it as both a
cause and symptom of the erosion of our society’s moral
standards. But history? Why should the guardians of
standards be concerned about history? Why should they
disapprove of certain kinds of historical writing and do
everything in their power to foster others? Yet this is
precisely what has happened. A kind of writing that on
the face of it deals with the past, with things that are
dead and gone, somehow touches a tender nerve. I have
chosen to examine three different areas in which the
writing of history has aroused apprehension on the part
of institutional leaders. History, that sweet muse
dedicated to instruction and truth, was to a degree
bound and gagged, if not forced to read a script prepared
by her captors.

A

I
ET us start with England in the sixteenth century-the age of the Tudors. Part of the intellectual
foment of this century was a renewal of attention to
the past. This could take the form of histories of the
world, or of ancient Greece and Rome, of early Britain,
of the Norman Conquest, of events in the fifteenth
century, or of many other subjects. These may seem far
enough removed from the Tudor present to be
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irrelevant and unthreatening to those in power at the
time of writing. But such was not the case.
As background, we must remember that there had
been a long struggle between the houses of Lancaster
and York before, finally in 1485, Henry Tudor had
ascended the throne as Henry VII. Anxious to see that
the history of the preceding period was handled in a way
that would not threaten the legitimacy of the Tudors,
Henry imported an Italian by the name of Polydore
Vergil, who chronicled the reigns of English kings in a
way that was clearly acceptable to his master. One of the
stereotypes that was considered essential, for example,
was to portray Richard III, the last Yorkist king, as a kind
of monster, a bogeyman. This process was continued
throughout the century, while the Tudor kings took on
all the virtues imaginable. He who pays the piper calls
the tune.
When Shakespeare wrote his history plays, in the
latter part of the reign of Elizabeth I, he of course
continued the Richard-Ill-as-monster theme. In Richard
II a deposition scene was included. To leave out the
deposition of Richard II would be like leaving out the
resignation of Richard Nixon from a history of his
presidency. But the queen, uneasy at the possibility that
a deposition scene might suggest something that the
playgoers would not otherwise think of, let her concerns
be known. The scene was cut from all printings in her
lifetime.
An earnest young historian named John Hayward,
trained as a lawyer and what we would call a history
buff, decided to reconstruct the details of Richard II’s
deposition. Accompanied by a fulsome dedication to the

queen’s close friend and adviser, the Earl of Essex,
Hayward’s book appeared in 1599. The queen was not

IF WE ARE GOING TO BE SECRETIVE,
RESTRICTIVE, AND DEFENSIVE WITH
OUR DOCUMENTS, HOW CAN WE

PROCLAIM THAT HISTORY IS ON
OUR SIDE?

amused. The dedication, which might have been taken as
an implicit endorsement by the crown, was ordered
removed. A second edition without the dedication
appeared; it was gathered up and burned. Then
Hayward was brought in for interrogation by none
other than Sir Edward Coke. The notes of the stormy
questioning survive. Hayward had described a bad ruler,
a corrupt council, discontented nobles, and the mass of
common people "groning" under heavy taxation. The
cure for these ills was the deposition of the king. When
Hayward protested that he was simply being true to the
historical record, Coke declared that Hayward had
intended "the application of it to this tyme." All of
Hayward’s denials were to no avail; after a second
interrogation he was taken to the tower and kept
incarcerated until after the queen’s death. The Privy
Council did not stop by dealing with this one writer: it
issued an order that no works on English history be
published without express approval.
One scholar, the great annalist William Camden,
gained access to many of the official documents. But he
knew what was wanted and did not press his luck.
"Things manifest and evident I have not concealed;
Things doubtfull I have interpreted favourably; Things
secret and abstruse I have not pried into."
Suspicion of what the historians might do continued
under James I. Like his predecessor, James was very
careful about allowing access to the archives. The result
was sickening adulation, as found, for example, in one
historian who praised James’s "Chastitie, Patience,
Pietie, Mercie and Judgement, Wisedome, Learning,
Bountie, Peace and Munificence." Samuel Daniel
promised that he would be very careful with any sources
he used; he would "tread as tenderly on the graves of his
magnificent Progenitors, as possibly I can." James was
still suspicious, and when a group of scholars tried to
reorganize a Society of Antiquaries, even though they
intended to refrain from discussing religion or matters
of state, James growled his displeasure. Before the
second meeting, according to Henry Spelman, "we had
notice that his Majesty took a little Mislike of our
Society." They met no more.
Sir Walter Raleigh’s great History of the World dealt with
ancient times, barely reaching the Christian era. It might
be thought that it was far enough removed to cause no

problem. But Raleigh’s intention, according to his critics,
was to "tax the vices of those that are yet living, in their
persons that are long since dead." He protested his
innocence, saying that "if there be any, that, finding
themselves spotted like the tigers of old time, shall find
fault with me for painting them over anew, they,, shall
therein accuse themselves justly, and me falsely.
He did not choose to write about events closer to the
present, Raleigh said, for "whosoever, in writing a
modern history, shall follow truth too near the heels, it
may happily strike out his teeth." But, as he and others
discovered, it was the perception of the Establishment
that mattered; if history was perceived to be
embarrassing or threatening, or suggestive of problems,
or too closely parallel to present conditions, or in any
way discomforting, it was to be discouraged.
The ways to prevent the publication of unwelcome
history in Tudor England included patronage of the
favored kind of history, refusal of access to archival
materials, demands that offensive passages be deleted,
removal from the bookstores, insistence that books be
cleared by a committee before publication, and
imprisonment of historians who caused problems. More
important than any of these specific measures was the
awareness of what might befall a historian lacking in
discretion.
II
ARLY in the nineteenth c~entury, as archives in Italy
were being opened up to research--coinciding with
the rise of modern historical scholarship and an
intensive interest in national origins--scholars began to
show an interest in the materials of the Vatican. The
procedure, if you got permission to use the materials at
all, was that someone would copy it out for you. You
would not see the original text and would not even have
a chance to compare, in order to ascertain the accuracy of
the transcription.
It was in this period of time that a German historian,
G. H. Pertz, wrote the following: "There is no better
defence of the Papacy than to unveil its inward being. If
weakness is shown up, you can reckon on a more
friendly judgment through historical understanding
than if, as often until now, it is all kept secret and men
are left to suspect what they will."
One of the subjects that scholars wanted to explore
was the trial of Galileo, but this was one subject the
officials did not want looked at. It had to be "enemies of
the Church" who were interested in looking at such an
incident and hoping to discredit the institution and its
leaders. What they did not understand apparently was
that there was no version that scholarship might
produce with complete access to the sources that could
be as bad and as unfavorable to the Church as the
simplified rumors that were making the rounds and
being accepted as accurate.
The history of the Council of Trent is another
example. Sarpi’s version was countered by Pallavicino’s
version. Both were partisan. The primary sources were
used selectively by these two near-contemporary
authors and for many generations were not available for
checking. "Historians see the past through the eyes of
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the authors of the archives which they use," Owen
Chadwick has wisely noticed. Later, when an effort was
made to publish the complete sources for the Council, of
course it would have included speeches and some of
these speeches would have contained ideas unacceptable
to the Church. The suggestion was made that this be
done only if footnotes were provided to refute the
erroneous ideas. Some Church officials did not want any
further publication of sources or any additional history
because that would tend to undermine the "official"
history--that of Pallavicino--that already existed.
Although the subject being examined, the Council of
Trent, was in the sixteenth century, it was in the
nineteenth century that this whole question was going
through a reexamination. Scholarly efforts by Catholics
to reexamine the Council of Trent were constantly
frustrated by the feeling that it would not do to stir the
waters. One historian answered that if we Catholics are
going to be secretive, restrictive, and defensive with our
historical documents, how can we proclaim boldly that
history is on our side or how can we criticize the
Protestants for behaving similarly with their sources?
The relevance of history was unmistakable at the
Vatican Council of 1869-1870. The main question, at
least the main result of this council, was the official
promulgation of the doctrine of papal infallibility--that
when speaking ex cathedra on matters of faith and morals
the pope cannot err. Now this was an historical question,
in part, because it necessitated showing that the belief
had been held by "a cloud of witnesses"--by the
uninterrupted tradition of the Church--and that
previous pronouncements had in fact been infallible.
Both sides in the controversy appealed to history, by
necessity. But those advancing the infallibilist position
appealed to "forged, spurious, mutilated or interpolated"
documents, according to one Catholic historian. They
interpreted passages to their own advantage, making
history saywhat they wanted it to say, constructing "an
image o,,f the past that had very little to do with historical
reality.
When certain historians complained about the misuse
of their discipline, they were denounced. "Dogma must
triumph over history," was the saying. Not that the
proponents of the doctrine ignored history; rather, they
misused it--ignoring or suppressing what they found
inconvenient, misinterpreting or misemphasizing what
they liked.
Then there was a cover-up of the history of the First
Vatican Council. It would not do to have the faithful
Catholics of the world know how these matters had
been decided. So the documents were restricted. An
official historian was appointed to write the history of the
Council--the approved version. Other participants who
kept records or who intended to produce histories were
discouraged, their notes restricted and in some cases
destroyed.
By 1883 it seemed that a landmark had been reached.
The Vatican Council was over. Pope Leo XIII stated (or
endorsed) the idea that "The Catholic Church and the
Holy See have nothing to fear from the truth of history."
The principle was first stated in a letter to three
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cardinals. "The Church has no anxiety before the truth,"
he said in effect if not in these exact words. Speaking to a
meeting of the Gorres Society, the German Catholic

ONE WAY THE SCHOLARS WERE KEPT
FROM THE DOCUMENTS WAS SIMPLY
TO HAVE THE DOCUMENTS
UNCATALOGUED.

Society for the study of history, he said, "Go to the
sources. That is why’ I have opened the archives to you.
We are not afraid of people publishing documents out of
them," "non abbiamo paura della pubblicita dei documenti."
documenti."
One of the fruits of a new, open attitude after Vatican
I was the great project of Ludwig von Pastor, who was
granted permission to produce a multi-volume history
of the popes. The instructions he was given by Leo XIII
were that he should work on this project "con amore,"
with love. A truly great historian, with thoroughness,
indefatigable energy, scope of vision, and a capacity for
human understanding, Pastor explained, "The Catholic
historian must not be an apologist. This is a danger
which presses in these controversial days. A historian
who struggles for impartiality will not be so respected in
his own day as the historian who is an apologist, for the
second is the man of the moment. Later it is the other
way around. The impartial historian does not die with
his generation. The apologist is understood by his party,
but to posterity is nothing but a pamphleteer."
The reactions to Pastor are interesting. By
Protestants he was condemned as an apologist, although
they developed a grudging admiration as his volumes
continued to appear, as he demonstrated a
thoroughness and as he said what had in honesty to be
said about Alexander VI. Some Catholics deplored the
history, wanting to place the history on tlqe Index of
Prohibited Books. You should not say unkind things
about the dead, said one cardinal: "First charity and then
truth, even in writing history." Fortunately one man not
swayed by these criticisms was Pope Leo XIII. Such is the
importance of having a champion in the right time and
place. Pastor’s work continued to appear and stands
today as one of the monuments of modern historical
scholarship--a tribute to the Church that produced it,
encouraged it, and (miracle of miracles) continued to
survive and grow during and after the publication of the
work.
But such brave words were easier expressed than
carried into practice. An archivist named Balan, one who
was vigorous in preventing material from being too
readily available, himself came under suspicion. Rumors
abounded. He had pirated out documents; he was selling

them, writing pamphlets for the opposition, showing
poor judgment--rumors that were sufficient to lead to a
quiet "promotion."
One way the scholars were kept from the documents
was simply to have the documents uncatalogued. Thus it
was possible, whenever the inclination was there, to say,
"We don’t have that." Or, "We have no way of finding
that." Or, "Come back in five years, and perhaps we will
have those processed." These were documents that for
practical purposes did not exist.
There was always a certain amount of "looking over
one’s shoulder"--trying to second guess what those
higher up wished. Despite his specific statement that he
wanted the archives "open," Pope Leo XIII was thought
to have stated or someone heard that he wished no one
to pursue research on the notorious Borgia, Pope
Alexander VI. This private understanding, of what the
"authorities" wanted, governed what the men working
in the archives made available.
"History is on our side," Pope Leo XIII is supposed to
have said. Historians who wanted access to the record,
those who saw the proceedings as high-handed, those
whose own views were ignored and suppressed, might
have found this hard to believe. They would have liked
the current bumper sticker: "History is on our side as
long as we can control the historians."
But let us not be too hard on the Vatican and its
archival policies. These matters must be considered in
the context of what general standards are at a given
time. As Owen Chadwick has reminded us, the

IF HISTORY WAS PERCEIVED AS
EMBARRASSING OR THREATENING
OR TOO CLOSELY PARALLEL TO
PRESENT CONDITIONS, IT WAS
DISCOURAGED.

protective and restrictive attitudes were not confined to
the Vatican Archives.
Even in 1916 the German Foreign Office ruled that to
publish the political testament of King Frederick the
Great of Prussia was inopportune. The Italian
government long refused access to its state archives, and
its agents tried to prevent historians getting too near the
papers of Cavour, or of the royal house. "It would not be
right," said an Italian prime minister, in 1912, "to have
beautiful legends discredited by historical criticism."
There had been progress during the nineteenth century
toward a greater freedom of access, and the trend
continued in the present century. Despite certain
problem areas, one must grant in fairness that scholars
have been granted a remarkable cooperation, as scores

of historical works in our own generation attest to. And
the results have not been to degrade the Catholic church
because of its human failings but to add to its luster as an
institution with enough strength and confidence to face
its own past.

III
INALLY, hoping to be somewhat fair in casting
stones at everybody, I come to the writing of
Mormon history. I do not have time to survey this
whole process in detail. In part, we are just now starting
to understand what went on. But we know enough, and
some of the experiences are close enough, that I can
mention a few things.
First, for a long time, and to some extent still, the
interest in the history of the Church was combined with
the assumption that there is one true version of that
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HISTORY, FAR FROM BEING A

HARMLESS INTEREST SOMEWHERE
BETWEEN NOVEL READING AND
STAMP COLLECTING, HAS BEEN
VIEWED AS A PRICKLY,
TROUBLESOME THREAT.
history--thus the work of compiling and gathering the
so-called history of Brigham Young and the history of
Joseph Smith. This was an effort to produce a reliable
account of the events, but of course it required the
choice between competing accounts, the smoothing out
of differences, some textual emendations (corrections,
improvements, deletions). Some people still think in this
way.
Quite early in the process of working up Mormon
history the "reading committee" was used as a means of
clearing and getting a group judgment. Since the same
device was used for works of theology, it is clear that the
Church leadership recognized the possibility of
problems from versions of history that did not fit the
image they had in mind. The "reading committee"
approach is still around.
The idea that nothing negative should be said about
past Church leaders was a natural consequence of the
position that nothing negative should be said about
present leaders. "Sustaining the authorities" includes
the idea, for Mormons, that one does not tear down,
criticize, or otherwise resist the decisions of the leadership. In the Church context this position seems natural,
and it functions in promoting unity and a sense of
confidence in the institution. The Catholic cardinal who
said "Charity before truth" expressed the attitude I
heard in slightly different words from Mormon archivist
A. William Lund. When I was working on a certain
project, or trying to, he asked me the incredible question,
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"Now what good will that do anyone to know?" Maybe it
is a good question. But what historian could accomplish
anything of significance by working with such selfdoubt or by accepting the handicap that nothing
negative must be said?
Control over the history of the Church that is
produced is never total, but the Church has sometimes
sought to exercise some control. The procedure has not
always been well understood and perhaps has not been
coordinated. On occasion it might have included the
following:
1. Limiting access of researchers and writers to
materials.
2. Allowing the materials to be examined but looking
over the research notes and forbidding certain details.
3. Encouraging or discouraging publication through
Church channels: Church magazines, BYU Press,
and Deseret Book. Other publishers such as Bookcraft
have tried to get on this bandwagon and thus have been
careful to publish only approved works.
4. Encouraging or discouraging works that have been
published by carrying them or not carrying them in the
Church outlets. Since this market is extremely
important to the economic viability of some publishers, it
is crucial not to alienate those who make decisions.
5. Letting it be known that certain works that are
published are somewhat less than kosher. The procedure
here ranges from talks to certain groups, phone calls,
statements by secretaries and assistants, and the rumor
mill. In some societies, I would guess, such disapproval
would be the surest way to guarantee the success of a
work, but apparently it has rather good success in
stifling historical writing.
6. Works that are published can also be kept from the
knowledge of the reading public by simply not reviewing
them in the daily newspaper or the weekly Church News.
Although there is nothing in all of this that sounds as
ominous as an Index of Prohibited Books, and I do not
see the procedures as anywhere near as clearly defined
and responsible as those which Catholics use for the
Nihil obstat and Imprimatur, the results are powerful.
IV
T should be clear that history, far from being
considered a harmless interest somewhere between
novel-reading and stamp collecting, has been viewed
as a prickly, troublesome threat with a power to do real
damage. In Elizabeth’s England, in late nineteenth
century Catholicism, in Mormonism, various efforts
were made to tame Clio, making her subservient to
church or state.
My conclusion is not going to be only the cheap and
easy one of calling for freedom in the research and
writing of history. That is one part of what I wish to say.
Those in positions of leadership in church or state, those
who become concerned about speeches and writing they
dislike, should once a year read John Stuart Mill On
Liberty; they should commit it to memory; better still,
they should understand it, believe it, and carry out its
precepts. You will remember that Mill appealed for the
free expression of ideas not only because true and
valuable ideas might otherwise be suppressed but also
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because of what the absence of comparison does to those
holding sound positions. "If the opinion is right," he said,
"they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging
error for truth; if wrong, they lose, what is almost as
great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier
impression of truth, produced by its collision with
eFFOF."

History which authority figures have feared has, as all
three of our case studies demonstrate, turned out to be
quite within the capacity of the institution to endure.
Mill would say that an institution that does not have that
capacity does not deserve to endure. When historical
matters come out life goes on. Sometimes adaptation is
made. Or counter-versions to the unwelcome history
are produced, and scholarship continues its dialectical
movement one generation after another. We vastly
overestimate the extent to which most people are
motivated by such things as history, and we
underestimate their capacity for adjustment and

WE VASTLY OVERESTIMATE THE
EXTENT TO I/VHICH MOST PEOPLE
ARE MOTIVATED BY SUCH THINGS
AS HISTORY, AND WE UNDERESTIMATE THEIR CAPACITY FOR
ADJUSTMENT.
enlarging and reformulating earlier views. Most of the
time, it seems to me, institutions are better off by
encouraging access to information and allowing good
and well-researched history to be a standing rebuke and
answer to shoddy, partisan history.
But indifference to what historians come up with, a
complete willingness to let the research and writing take
place without hindrance, an opening up of the archives
in their totality to any and all research--such a situation
is not in the cards.. We will continue to experience
tension in one way or another, which is to say that
researchers will continue to push for access to
documents and will write up their findings, while
defenders of the bastions will find it necessary to draw
lines and exercise restraints.
History is not as far removed from us as we sometimes
think. Its tendrils reach from the near or distant past
into our lives at many points. Concern over how muc~ of
history is revealed, and how it is presented, is the tribute
paid by those who recognize that it is in fact relevant to
the present. History is not the dead past, for it is not dead
and, as someone has discerned, is in many respects not
even past.
DAVIS BITTON is professor of history at the University of Utah and
co-author of The Mormon Experience.

"ngs Change
.....

INSTITUTIONAL AND SELF CENSORSHIP
Robert Goldberg

HERE is an old French proverb, "The more things
change, the less they change." There is a
consistency to human and institutional behavior
which makes the past a window onto the present and
future. The continuous flow between past and future
furnishes us the possibility of greater insight into our
present condition and perhaps the avoidance of past
pitfalls. While not always obvious, and certainly not
always heeded, the signs are there to guide man as an
individual and man as a part of an institutional
bureaucracy.
In sixteenth century England and nineteenth century
Rome, institutional authorities attempted to launder the
past. They presumed that if the historians could be
bridled the past would be less threatening and could be
made to conform to the wishes of the powerful. The
tools of censorship were varied--restriction of access to
manuscripts, banning of books, imprisonment, and
financial coercion, among others. The result, short
sighted victory and longterm failure. Works of history
with the official stamp of approval did not survive their
time and were never taken seriously by scholars. Gossip
and rumor encouraged continuous waves ot
controversy. If all is above board and proper why the
darkness and secrecy?
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Editors’ Note: The paper and response on censorship were delivered at the
1982 Sunstone Theological Symposium.

The LDS church is an institution which impinges
upon our lives far more than King James’s Court and
Pope Leo’s Vatican. Is it following the pattern of seeking
to control its past by restricting research materials,
censorship, and financial intimidation of historians and
their publishers? Will the results be the same7 If the
previous case studies are guides then we may ask the
following questions. Will Church approved histories be
judged merely as broadsides in theological debates? Will
non-Mormon suspicion and concern of a closed church
grow7 And, the more serious question: How much faith
does a Church which sanctions only histories of milk but
not meat have in its own congregants? Is their faith so
fragile, so questionable that the past must be distorted to
retain their allegiance?
Two larger questions are suggested as well. The first
concerns the nature of historical inquiry. History is the
study of man in past time. Human beliefs, behaviors,
valuesmboth individual and collective--comprise the
sphere of historical inquiry. To study his subject, the
historian searches for artifacts, evidence such as diaries,
newspapers, and journals. He selects among the bits and
pieces of evidence for those relevant to his work,
realizing that all the evidence is not available and that
each source contains its own bias. These fragments of
the past then pass through a screen called the historian’s
brain. He considers the evidence of the past according to
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an explicit or implicit conceptual framework. The result
is an interpretation of past reality. All history is thus an
interpretation. Several interrelated points follow my
discussion. First, history is not a series of dates nor a
packet of facts that once memorized exposes the student
to a secret world of truth. There is no gospel of historical
truth waiting to be read or snatched. All has been
touched by human hands. Second, one historical
interpetation is not necessarily equal to another just as it
is absurd to contend that one opinion is as good as

HOW MUCH FAITH DOES A CHURCH
WHICH SANCTIONS ONLY HISTORIES
OF MILK BUT NOT MEAT HAVE IN ITS
OWN CONGREGANTS?

another. The "objectivity" of an interpretation is found
in its confirmation or negation by tests of evidence and
logic. Third, history is not teleological. It is beyond the
historian’s role and powers to prove the hand of God in
human events. A historian is able and should consider
the religious nature of man along with his political,
social, and cultural orientations. Beyond this the
evidence forbids him to hypothesize. Finally, the past is
nonideological. It carries no sword for any political,
religious, or social cause. Tests of logic and evidence
again prohibit the historian from using the past to prove
the truth of one creed over another. A serious scholar
refrains from enlisting in wars of faith promotion
whether in the serve of King, Pope, or Church.
The second major question is censorship. We
Americans maintain a view of history which envisions a
constant progression toward a better world whether
measured in terms of financial security, health care,
scientific advances, or race relations. (We hold this faith
in a continuous progress despite a series of twentieth
century earthquakes). Our past cousins we believe to
have been more restrictive, more inhibited, more
intolerant, and far more benighted than we are on such
subjects as religion, personal habits, or the freedoms of
speech, press, and opinion. But are we so different than
those who came before? More specifically, how unusual
is the Mormon church’s restrictive stance toward
historical research? The vast majority of nations
vigorously guard their historical archives, allowing only
the safe few to enter. Even our government, with one of
the most liberal access policies, has blemishes upon its
record. For example, Alan Weinstein’s study of the Cold
War Hiss-Chambers controversy ignited a five year
court battle and spurred the FBI to open a file in his
name. Just last month the newspapers carried a report
that the Reagan administration is seeking to suppress
evidence of domestic spying operations conducted in the
1960s and 1970s against American radicals. The
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administration has also signaled recently a need to revise
the Freedom of Information Act in light of budgetary
difficulties. Outside the government, censorship
remains a major obstacle for scholars. In my own
research, organizations ranging from the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People to
the Veterans of Foreign Wars and the Odd Fellows have
either restricted or prohibited access to historical
materials in their possession. The Mormon church’s
restrictions, then, should be condemned and all actions
taken to revise the policy. Yet, the Church’s actions
should not be seen in isolation. Our society is more
closed than we believe; the road to free inquiry more
heavily barricaded than we think.
As disturbing as the blatant problem of censorship is
another one which I believe can be even more insidious.
To insure promotion, to retain an academic position, to
publish a book or an article, scholars might take the path
of self censorship. They pull their intellectual punches.
They shy away from controversial topics. They cover up
what they believe those in power don’t wish exposed.
We don’t have to return to the distant past for examples.
In the McCarthy period of the 1950s self censorship kept
one out of the limelight and off the blacklists. We can see
the self censorship reaction today in the Moral Majority

THE CHURCH’S ACTIONS SHOULD
NOT BE SEEN IN ISOLATION. OUR
SOCIETY IS MORE CLOSED THAN WE
BELIEVE.

wars over evolution. Self censorship is a product of fear
which not only erodes the purpose of historical inquiry
but also demoralizes those who feel forced to practice it.
According to Hugh B. Brown, a former member of the
First Presidency of the LDS church:
Preserve, then, the freedom of your mind in education
and in religion, and be unafraid to express your
thoughts, to insist upon the right to examine every
proposition. We are not so much concerned whether
your thoughts are orthodox as we are that you shall have
thoughts.
The Mormon church, any church, must cultivate in its
adherents an informed faith inspired by the free
exchange of ideas. Self criticism and self examination
better prepare believers to understand the divinity as
well as humanity of their institutions. Knowledge, and
in its wake, wisdom act to strengthen not weaken a
church. We can expect no less of an American church
than that it actively nourish its followers with such
principles.
ROBERT GOLDBERG is associate professor of history at the
University of Utah and author of Hooded Empire: The Ku Klux Klan in
Colorado.
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IlXl MORMON THOUGHT
Mormonism May Require a Belief in Determinism

KENT E. ROBSON

T is relatively rare in philosophy to find a topic about
which the truth is known. I believe, however, that on
the topic of freedom the outlines of the truth can be
recognized. This by no means suggests that everyone
understands or knows what the truth is. For example, in
applying freedom or free will to theological tolgics such
as the problem of evil, even some very famous papers are
seriously flawed, in my judgment, by not correctly
understanding the foundations.~
We can begin to get at the foundations by asking this
important question: Are there any views about the
world which would make it possible to make good sense
of freedom? Perhaps the most talked-about variant of
that question in contemporary society is: Is determinism
consistent with freedom?
In discussing this whole set of issues, it is first
important to have a correct account of determinism.
Determinism is simply the view that there is order, that
there are regularities and patterns in the world. If one
can understand what these regularities are and describe
them correctly, one might capture them as laws. With
these patterns or laws, one could then describe and even
explain events in the world. If one can explain events
in the world, then one can understand the world or at
least that portion of the world about which one has an
explanation. The world, then, can be perceived as
rational, that is intelligible and understandable.
Now if one can discover regularities, describe them,
explain them, it is possible that one might occasionally be
able to predict events. Predictibility is based on the
presumption of a link between cause and effect; the
same causes produce the same effects. This does not
mean that one can predict everything. Some of the
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causes may not be known, or the relationships between
causes and effects may not be understood. Given the
connection between causes and effects, determinism is
often called "causal determinism." Or in other words:
"Determinism... is the thesis that all human behaviour
is governed by causal laws."2
Most of us are determinists without knowing it. If we
did not believe in determinism, there would be no point
in attending universities or in trying to discover or
explain anything. Virtually every discipline in the
university, including the physical, life, and social
sciences, depends on the assumption that there are
regularities to discover and relationships to explain. We
may not as yet know many of the regularities or laws
in the social sciences, but we do not believe that people
do what they do for no reason at all. Even in the
humanities, we assume that determinism is true. We
assume that the instructor in a class on Joyce or
Hemingway has perceived some patterns or regularities
that will help the students understand why these
authors wrote as they did.
There is nothing in this whole complex of ideas to
suggest that determinism is incompatible with freedom.
The realization that causes produce effects does not
mean that one cannot change the causes. What
frequently happens, however, is that determinism is
confused with fatalism. Fatalism is the view that
everything that happens has in some sense been prerigged or pre-arranged to happen the way it happens.
Nothing we can now immediately do will have any effect
on events. People who hold this view argue, for example,
that when it is a person’s time to die (and that time is preset), there is nothing that person can do to avoid the time
or manner of death. The soldier on the battlefield would
then believe that it doesn’t make any difference whether
he stays down in his foxhole or runs toward the enemy.
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If there is a bullet that has his number on it, it would
even go around corners and down into the foxhole to get
him. Some people find comfort in this view, but
resignation more often goes along with fatalism. One
can do nothing about poverty or disease or death, for
example.
Let me tell you clearly that I do not care for such a
position. There is no freedom in such a world view.
Anciently, the Stoics believed that all of the events in the
world were fated with one exception. One could reorient
one’s mind to accept whatever happened instead of
becoming bitter or angry about events. If, however,
even the orientation of the mind is fated, then there is no
freedom whatsoever.

circumstances may intervene to prevent you doing what
you may want to do. The world is completely irrational,
and no one can understand anything.
Let us summarize the argument so far. While
determinism, the idea of cause and effect, does not seem
to preclude the possibility of freedom, fatalism,
predestination, and indeterminism do. We must still
define, however, the way in which determinism allows
for freedom. In a famous article, W.T. Stace argues for a
distinction which allows us to begin to make sense of the
idea of freedom. He agrees with the definition of
determinism we have used here, that all acts are caused,
and then asserts that the free actions are those that are
caused by me--by my internal psychological states--and
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PREARRANGED BY GOD

CAUSES
PREARRANGED
NOTHING I CAN DO
EXTERNAL INTERNAL
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CHANCE
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NO FREEDOM

NO FREEDOM

NO FREEDOM

UNFREE

FREE

INDETERMINISM

Determinism is the only view which makes any sense of freedom. In fact freedom requires determinism.

Predestination is simply an explicitly theological
version of fatalism. The only difference is that in
predestination everything is pre-arranged by God. In
this view, the natural laws and the moral laws are all
created by God, and all creatures are similarly created by
God (ex nihilo) to be whatever God pre-destines them to
be.3 As explained by St. Augustine, if you are predestined to be damned, you will be damned no matter
how good you try to be because your trying has no
bearing on whether or not you will be saved. Those so
pre-destined Augustine described by the Latin phrase
posse pecare, or possible to sin. For them, it was not only
possible to sin; it was impossible not to. As with fatalism,
if one believes fully in predestination, there is clearly no
freedom. One of the attractive aspects of predestination,
however, is that it can explain the complete and total
omniscience of God.4
Some writers have become so frustrated with
fatalism, predestination, and determinism that they
search for any alternative in order to make sense of
freedom. The alternative is supposed to be
indeterminism. One way to express this view is to
negate all of the attributes of determinism. Indeterminism would deny laws, explanations, predictions,
understanding of the world, or even discovery of trends
or patterns in the world. Causality also goes out in this
theory. There can be no causal relationships between
causes and effects. In short, the world is characterized by
chance and randomness.
This view does not in any way provide for freedom. If,
for example, you wanted to walk across the room, there
is no guarantee that you will make it or that the room
will even be there when you get to the other side.
Similarly, if your decisions do not arise in any way out of
character or personality, your actions become as bizarre
and unpredictable to you as they are to other people, and
you cannot do what you want. Random or chance
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the unfree actions are caused by events or circumstances
external to me.s
I would agree with this idea but qualify it in one way.
Stace and others have supposed that freedom is an all or
nothing proposition: that one either has complete
freedom or no freedom at all. It is supposedly similar to
determinations in a court of law. The finding is guilty or
not guilty. People are free or unfree. The real situation is
much more complex. In every act that we perform, there
are a variety of different factors that bear on us. Some of
them may limit our options and choices. Others may
increase our options. As long as a person is alive, I believe
that no one, no matter how constraining the
circumstances, is completely unfree. I am not sure that I
can say, however, what it would mean to be completely
unfree. On the other hand, I am also confident that no
one is completely without any constraints or in other
words completely free. Freedom then is always a matter
of degrees.
Given this fact, there are a number of qualifications
which need to be made on the statement that free acts
are those which have internal causes and unfree acts are
those which have external causes.
1. Internality does not guarantee freedom. It is clear
that a person with compulsions or psychoses or
neuroses is not as free as a person without such
compulsions.
2. Some people have supposed that freedom makes no
sense even if an act is internally caused because they
have mistakenly concluded that if a person does a certain
thing, then that person could not have done otherwise.
Or, to complicate the argument a little further, if a
person did what he wanted to do, so that he could have
done otherwise if he had wanted to, he could not have
wanted to do otherwise than he did. The mistake in such
argumentation arises in at least two ways: one logical

and one numerical. First, it does not follow logically or many other different alternatives. One important
difference in the two cases is the amount of time to
metaphysically that because a person does one thing he
consider the alternatives and take appropriate action.
could not have done otherwise. It only follows that he did
Time is in fact so important that it is viewed as the key
not do otherwise. "Could" is a disposition word. The only
factor in courts of law in determining whether a person
way to show that one could not have done otherwise
can be charged with first-degree murder.
would be to show that the person had or has only one
Other important factors are imagination and certain
disposition. This would be an empirical claim, however,
relatively external factors such as socio-economic
and not a logical one.
circumstances, health, climate, and so on. In general, as
I would suggest that it is patently false that a person
all such factors increase, so does freedom. As the degree
has only one disposition or reason for acting at any time.
of freedom increases so also does the degree of
The usual situation is that several different acts are
responsibility. As Moritz Schlick in an excellent article
"over-determined." In other words there are adequate
some time ago suggested, this may be the most
causal circumstances for me to act in several different
important correlation of all.6
ways. Right now I have some reasons to raise my hand or
A major objection to this view of freedom, as already
to shout or to sit down. I hold these reasons with
pointed out, is the observation that eventually all causes
different strengths, and some of them are opposed by
are external. This is explicitly true in orthodox Catholiccontrary reasons which I can decide to overrule or not.
Protestant theology. The assumption is made that God
One and the same person can perform an act of a certain
is the creator of all, that this creation is ex nihilo (out of
sort from many different dispositions or reasons, and
nothing) and that as a consequence God is the one and
other people can perform such an act for very different
only necessary being. A necessary being is a being who
reasons.
3. Another common suggestion is that if one traces
could not not exist, who must exist, who did not come into
chains of causation far enough, they will all originate existence and who cannot go out of existence. All other
externally, and all acts are therefore unfree. For
persons or beings are contingent. They could not exist;
example, the fact that I am here has something to do
they did come into existence and could--if God desired-go out of existence.
with choices and decisions made by my parents even
It is very difficult to make sense of freedom within this
before I was conceived or born. The mere fact that all
theological tradition. If God has made or created me,
causation ultimately can be traced outside of the person
then the arena for choice is determined by God as is my
does not negate the possibility of some degree of
constitution. These two factors suggest such strong
freedom in my view, however. It does become important
external constraints that it is not surprising that
to see how long and in what way these chains of
predestination ideas are ever present in this tradition. If
causation have been within the person in order to see to
what extent he is free or unfree.
God knows everything by being outside of time, then my
entire future is determined by God’s knowledge of what
This brings me to a consideration of some of the
factors that affect the amount of freedom a person has.
is true. I am in no sense free nor do I really have a
All of these factors can be arranged by degrees on a
capacity for free choice.7
continuum (as can the degree of freedom). I wish to
Mormons do not believe in an ex nihilo creation.
claim, for example, that the more experience or
Technically, they do not even believe in a creation.
knowledge a person has, the freer the person is. A child
Rather, they believe in God’s organizing work, his
is not as free as an adult. Even though the child is free to
ordering of co-existing elements under some constraints
run in front of an automobile, this act may be the last
determined by these very elements. Each individual is
free act the child does. An adult, knowing what
thus a necessary being in some sense, a being who has no!
automobiles can do to people, knowing the come into existence and cannot ever go out of existence.
consequences of certain acts and wishing to avoid those
The sense that beings are contingent, may cease to exist,
consequences so that range of action remains open,
provides a rationale to the deep philosophical anxiety
chooses not to run in front of cars. Likewise, knowing;
that existentialists feel about life. The death of a
which kinds of things may be hot and avoiding touching contingent being may represent the complete and total
them opens to the person ok experience other options
annihilation of existence. If one rejects this crucial
and ensures the avoidance of undesirable and
existential assumption, as Mormons do, the vaunted
unanticipated pain. In general, one hopes that
existential dread slinks into the corner and under careful
education--the acquiring of knowledge--will enable examination melts away.
people to learn what things cause what and with what
In addition, each individual possesses certain crucial
consequences.
characteristics. Joseph Smith taught, "Man was also in
Another important factor is time. If one is driving
the beginning with God. Intelligence, or the light of
carefully down the road at reasonable or safe speeds and
truth was not created or made, neither indeed can be."
a child runs into the path of the car from behind an object
(D&C 93:29.) B.H. Roberts emphasized the implications
obscuring one’s vision and the amount of time between of this view when he wrote about our beginnings as
when one sees the child and collides with the child is so intelligences: "... intelligences . . . are not created or
short that no evasive action can be taken, then one is not
made.., for they are eternal--eternal as God the Father,
free to have avoided the child. However if the child runs
and God the Son are."8 Roberts further observes that
onto the roadway far down the road, one then has an
these intelligences are "endowed as they are with free
opportunity to stop, drive around the child, or pursue will .... "9 Roberts summarizes some of the properties of
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these individual intelligences as "immortal," "self- which I described it. There is nothing in determinism
existent," "uncreated," and "eternal as God is.’’10
which precludes our believing in freedom. In fact
The best account of intelligences I know of is in
freedom requires determinism. Our common feeling
Roberts’s The Seventy’s Course in Theology. Such entities,
that we are free is vindicated to some extent by the
observation that it is compatible with determinism. The
Roberts says in the second year manual, must be "selfconscious" or having the power to "distinguish himself position I have been describing is technically called softfrom other things--the ’me’ from the ’not me.’ " In determinism. Even though all actions are caused, some
addition Roberts says such entities must have "the
of them are caused by us in ways that we can describe as
power of deliberation" and the power "’to form a more or less depending on the factors or
judgment that this or that is a better thing or state than
circumstances that go into the acts. Furthermore, in
this or that.’’11 In the fourth year of this same course on order to assess praise or blame or responsibility, we need
theology, Roberts adds one more very important to know a lot about the causal history of the person who
quality: intelligences have the power of volition. does the act. How long have the causes been within the
"Intelligence, as embodied in man, is also conscious of agent and in what way are critical aspects of that causal
the power, within certain limitations, to will, and to history. Mormon theology is not only consistent with
perform what he wills to do." Furthermore, "having this view of freedom and determinism but in fact
deliberated . . . he [an individual intelligence] has the maximizes the freedom and hence the responsibility
possible in such a system.
power to choose between them .... So that volition,
within certain limitations at least, seems also to be a
quality of Intelligence.’’12 The Book of Moses suggests
that all of the above described traits require some
knowledge because when spirits were made to give the
intelligences an additional arena for action, Enoch was Notes
1. I have in mind as an example Alvin Plantinga’s paper"The Free Will
told that the intelligences were each given "their
Defence" in The Philosophy of Religion edited by Basil Mitchell (London:
knowledge.’’13 (Pearl of Great Price, Moses 7:32.) Such Oxford University Press, 1971).
views are given credence by the King Follett discourse of
2. Responsibility by Jonathan Glover, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
Joseph Smith, now carefully presented in the several
1970) p. 21.
different accounts of diarists in The Words of Joseph Smith.~4
3. See my 1980 Sunstone symposium paper, "Is God the Creator of
Individuals then are not simply a product of their Natural & Moral Laws."
genetic inheritance and their environment. There is a
4. See my 1979 Sunstone symposium paper "Time and Omniscience in
Mormon Theology," in Sunstone 5:17-23. Sometimes foreordination is
part of a person that did not originate externally, whose
described in a way that makes it sound similar to predestination. In
causes ever were and are internal to the person.
order to provide for human freedom, it is extremely important to
Mormonism thus enables us to make an important
distinguish between these two ideas. The important difference is that
distinction. We can define "free agency" as the inherent
no one must accept any obligation or responsibility even if they are
capacity to make choices. Mormon theology teaches that
foreordained to it. Acceptance is voluntary, and it is conditioned on
principles of righteousness which themselves assume real choices and
free agency itself is co-eternal, necessary, and
volition.
indestructibly always a part of a person. It is in no sense
"given," even by God. In his excellent article, Marden 5. In "The Problem of Free Will," Religion and the Modern Mind by W.T.
Stace (J.B. Lippincott Co., 1952).
Clark is right when he says that Satan’s plan was no real
6. In Problems of Ethics by Moritz Schlick, (New York: Dover Publications,
alternative.15
1939). The specific chapter is entitled"When is a Man Responsible," pp.
If free agency is the capacity to make choices, then
143-158.
freedom describes the making of them, the
7. My "Time and Omniscience in Mormon Theology." There is also a
circumstances and the consequences of the decisions
useful article on the difference between "Free Agency" and "Freedom"
made. The degree of freedom possible is also enhanced
in Garth L. Mangum’s "Free Agency and Freedom--Some
within the Mormon scheme of things. It may be an
Misconceptions" in Dialogue 1 (1966). The best explanation of these
egregious mistake to talk of free agency being "given" to matters is Sterling McMurrin’s The Theological Foundations of the Mormon
Religion (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1965).
man. But certain enabling capacities such as a spirit body
8. In Mormon Doctrine of Deity, 1903, p. 100.
and a mortal body were in some sense "given" to man in
order to provide for additional opportunities for 9. Ibid., p. 138.
freedom. In addition, there is the assumption of an
10. Ibid., p. 162.
eternality of experience and substantial knowledge that
11. The Seventy’s Course in Theology was published five successive years
goes beyond this mortal life. If the suggestion made
from 1907-1911 (Salt Lake City: The Deseret News). See the Second
Year, p. 8.
earlier was correct that as knowledge increases so also
does freedom, then this enlarges freedom in Mormon
12. Seventy’s Course, Fourth Year, p. 4.
thought. Also, if time is a key factor in reasoned
13. Pearl of Great Price, Moses 7:32.
deliberations and if intelligences have had an eter.nality 14. Compiled and edited by Andrew F. Ehat and Lyndon W. Cook, and
of time, then freedom and with it responsibility are published by the Religious Studies Center, (Provo: Brigham Young
awesome and unavoidable.
University, 1980), pp. 340-362.
Having described in broad outlines the main issues in
15. See "Some Implications of Human Freedom," published in Dialogue:
this very old debate, we can draw these consequences.
A Journal of Mormon Thought 5 (1970): 47-57. The word "create" is used
Most people do believe in determinism in the sense in somewhat loosely in the article but there are many excellent points.
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Concerning the revelations of heaven and earth:
The world still has her visions. One can hear
Enoch’s gravel sifting through the loam,
The ringing languor on the slopes, where firs
Are mute with snow, and the white indentions of rock
Hunch like shoulders and the pale small of a back
Beneath waterfalls. Ice struggles for glass;
Winter water is elusive, and the beads she strings
About the riverbanks melt in our lukewarm touch.
Above, a mountain, like a white wolf in spring,
Rises and shakes the snow into squalls, sealed
Eyes slit, widen--the flame sweeps back
Until its zenith is hackled, verdantly ablaze.
Winter hyaline is closer, in spite of the heat.
Pools collect like exposed gems in setting crescents;
They mirror, but things are different, liquid;
If a man’s face looks back at him,
The flesh-tone fails, skimmed cream of meat,
He trembles in shades of light. The slender hoof
And thighbone of a carcass dream of tension and flesh
Of movement among the stones--stillnesses blend
Below pines.
In a sunken meadow, I press my back
And flatten the grass, listening to the long, thin
Sweeps of gray in the west, silence,
The transparency of glass.
Patricia E. Gunter
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continued from page 11
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 semiconditional 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 misunderstanding 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,

FREEWAY TO PERFECTION
HOT OFF THE PRESS--Freeway to
Perfection, a collection of Mormon
cartoons by Calvin Grondahl,
political cartoonist for the Deseret
News. Grondahl captures the fun in
both historic and contemporary LDS
situations. Since its creation in 1978,
Freeway to Perfection has become a
favorite of Latter-day Saints world
wide. This new edition is just in time
for Christmas. The perfect gift for
missionaries, bishops, Relief Society
presidents--in short, anyone who is
immersed in LDS living and likes to
laugh will love it.

Ask for it at your local Bookstore

SUBSCRIBE!
TO THE SUNS TONE R E VIE W
Mormonism’s most comprehensive news magazine,
The Sunstone Review is essential for the busy, but
informed Latter-day Saint. The Sunstone Review
collects and condenses up-to-date articles on LDS
issues and events of national and local publications.
issues and events from hundreds of national and local
publications.
Regular Departments include:
Update
--National and local news relevant to Mormons
--analysis of various developments in the national
LDS community
Conferences and Speeches
--reports and summaries of significant speeches by
Church leaders, LDS professors, researchers and
scholars
People
--news and interviews with Mormon opinion-makers,
politicans, artists, scholars, athletes, etc.

Mormon Media Image
--precise reporting of all national media coverage of
the Church
Reviews
--thoughtful reviews of significant books
--expanded essays which provide in-depth personal
insights to important LDS and non-LDS books
SUBSCRIPTIONS
[] 1 year at $7.50
[] 2 years at $14.00
[] 3 years at $18.00
[] Payment enclosed
[] Bill me
Name
Address
State
Zip code

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
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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
statute, or rule. The broadening split
THE SUPREME COURT AND
no doubt due in part to the addition
THE RELIGION CLAUSES, 1981- is
of Justice Sandra O’Connor, who has
1982
added a new voice to the Court’s right
Jay S. Bybee
where she joins Chief Justice Warren
Burger and Justice William Rehnquist.
The 1981-82 Supreme Court term,
While Justice O’Connor’s
completed in July, saw a badly
right]centrist position did not come as
fragmented Court struggling to
a surprise, the shift to the left by
reconcile past decisions with its
Justice Harry Blackmun was
attempt at conservative retrenchment.
noticeable. Blackmun, long a moderate
Evidence of the rift on the Court can
voice on the Court--where he plays
be found in the extraordinary number
both sides of the fence, for example
of 5-4 decisions where the change of a
taking a conservative stand on
single vote would alter the
criminal matters but authoring Roe v.
interpretation of the Constitution,
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Wade--found himself agreeing with
the Court’s liberal voices, Justices
William Brennan and Thurgood
Marshall.

O’Connor, which never reached the
question of whether the statute
unlawfully discriminated among
different churches. The dissenters
Ironically though, there was near would have avoided the substantive
unanimity last term on cases dealing question by finding that the plaintiffs
failed to prove that the statute
with the religion clauses of the First
Amendment. In fact, in a year marked actually applied to the Unification
Church. Thus, without proof of injury
by 5-4 decisions, only two of five
the plaintiffs had no standing to sue.
cases were decided by a 5-4 vote, and
in both, the majority and dissent
In California v. Grace Brethren Church, the
disagreed not over the interpretation
issue before the Court was whether it
of the "Establishment" or the "Free
was a violation of the First
Exercise" clauses but over the
Amendment to require religious
"standing" of the parties (whether the
schools not sponsored by a church
parties who had brought the suit had
organization to pay unemployment
a right to have the courts hear their
insurance taxes when religious schools
claims). A third case was also decided
sponsored by a church organization
on jurisdictional grounds, leaving only are exempt. In a 7-2 decision written
two cases dealing exclusively with the by Justice O’Connor, the Supreme
First Amendment claim.
Court once again dodged the First
Amendment question by pointing to
In the first 5-4 case, Valley Forge
procedural errors made by the district
Christian College v. Americans United for
court. The Supreme Court held that
Separation of Church and State, Inc., the
the Tax Injunction Act prohibited the
plaintiffs, members of Americans
district court from enjoining the
United for Separation of Church and
collection of the state unemployment
State, had protested that the transfer
insurance tax when there was an
of property from the federal
effective remedy procedure available
government to the Valley Forge
in the state. Justices Stevens and
Christian College violated the
Blackmun, without actually discussing
Establishment Clause of the First
the merits, dissented on the grounds
Amendment. Writing for the majority, that the Court should have reached
Justice Rehnquist held that under
the substantive question.
previous court decisions the fact that
the members of the Americans United From a First Amendment perspective,
were taxpayers did not give them
the more interesting cases were
decided by a nearly unanimous Court.
standing to bring suit. Justice
Brennan, also writing for Justices
In United States v. Lee, the Court-without dissent--held that an Amish
Marshall and Blackmun (Justice
Stevens wrote a separate dissent),
farmer and carpenter who employed
claimed that the majority was "[b]lind other Amish on his farm and in his
to history" and that its reading of the
shop would have to pay social security
cases had been "specious, at best: at
taxes required of employers. The
worst, they are pernicious to our
Amish believe, based on I Timothy
constitutional heritage." Neither
5:8, that they must provide for their
majority nor dissenters reached the
own and thus reject the social security
substantive question of the violation
system. As an accomodation,
of the First Amendment.
Congress exempts self-employed
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

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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olden NuggetsI
UNCLE GOLDEN
James N. Kimball
We are a cheerful but humorless
people. This may explain in part the
continuing popularity and folk hero
status of J. Golden Kimball, a member
of’ the First Council of
Seventy from 1892 to 1938. Golden
Kimball possesssed two rather
remarkable gifts, a wit clever enough
to detect the humor and irony in the
Church and a keen sense of how and
when to use it. He understood how
fine the line is which separates that
which is humorous from that which
is offensive in a religious setting.
Though some may disagree (President
Heber J. Grant included), Golden
seldom crossed that fine line. But
most members of the Church then as
well as now loved him for
occasionally running that risk.
I would like in this column
to pass along a few of the anecdotes
of this unique, witty, and much loved
man. In an era of the Church when
sobriety appears to have triumphed,
such stories as I will relate would
seem to be apocryphal. They are all,
in fact, quite true.
Golden served the Church as both an
elder and a mission president in the
southern states. He reminisced of
those days in a stake conference talk:
"’In the South I learned to pray with
just closing one eye. I always kept one
open on the lookout. You never knew
who was going to be creeping up on
you. We spent most of our time out in
the woods away from the towns
trying to find a place to eat, find a
place to sleep. It was a great
experience. There is nothing that can
compare to the thrill and the flame of
the Holy Spirit when you are doing
missionary work."
"I remember when I was mission
president, I went down to Athens,
Georgia, to help the elders. One of
them had written me, he was the
Conference President down there, and
said they feared for their lives. They
had been threatened by the Klan with
tar and feathering if they held a
missionary meeting out in the woods.
I wrote him and told him to go ahead
and do it, that I would be down to
help him. Well I caught a train,
walked a long distance, and finally
arrived there. I met with all the
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elders. I was proud to serve with
them, they were good elders. They
weren’t fearful of their lives. Well we
started this prayer meeting out in the
forest and no sooner had we started it
than across a small stream a group of
men gathered and built a big fire. You
could smell the tar and you could see
them cutting open big bags of chicken
feather, pillows, and mattresses--I
knew what they were up to. I told
the elders to go on with the meeting.
These men were yelling and war
hooping and drinking and cursing.
Well we finished our meeting and said
a closing prayer and I walked to the
edge of the stream and said, ’We have
finished our meeting.’ They all
gathered on the opposite bank and
said, ’Well then, we’re coming to get
you." I said, ’That’s fine but you know
we’re Mormons and Mormons have
horns. You cross that stream and we’ll
gore the hell out of you.’ Well they
didn’t cross that stream. They just
stood and looked at us. Finally they
put out their fire and went home."
Elder Kimball was asked to go down
to Fillmore to speak to a Youth
Conference. This story was told by a
man who was in fact there as a 14year-old. He said the reason Golden
was invited had to do with the
wildness of the young teenagers in
that town. The stake presidency and
the high council were very concerned
about it. It seems there were a lot of
teenage pregnancies as well as
drinking, smoking, and carousing
around late at night. The high council
and the stake presidency were very
concerned so they called all the youth
together and asked Brother Kimball to
talk to them. But the arranged
program was quite peculiar. All the
stake presidency and high council sat
on the stand with Uncle Golden.
Then, in turn, each of them got up
and reprimanded the youth. Each
addressed himself to some aspect of
the sinning. After they were all
finished, they retired to the first two
rows in front of the podium. That left
Uncle Golden the stage to himself. He
stood up, walked to the podium, and
won the loyalty and affection of the
teenagers with one short broadside, "’I
understand all of you youth
are going to hell. Well, I’m not
worried about you. I’ll tell you who I

am worried about. It’s all these baldheaded bastards on the first two
rows."

There was a brother named Arch
McPhee, who lived in Springville and,
according to a Brother Beesley (who
related this story), was one of these
small town authorities on everything.
He would tell the town council how
they should run the city and the
library board and the gospel doctrine
class or anyone that would ask. He
was an outspoken authority on all
subjects. Uncle Golden had to go to
Springville to introduce a new manual
for the Sunday School. Well, Arch
didn’t like the idea much. So when
Uncle Golden asked for a sustaining
vote of the manual in stake
conference (back when the
membership had a slight voice in such
things), Arch McPhee jumped up from
the audience and began to tell Goden
that they didn’t need it and that the
Church must be falling into apostasy
to use such things. After about two or
three minutes of this Uncle Golden
said, "Shut up McPhee. I know all
about you, and I don’t want to hear
anymore from you. If you’ve got more
to say, come up to Salt Lake on
Tuesday morning at 10:00 a.m. and
talk to me. VII be waiting." And,
needless to say, Golden got the
sustaining vote.
But Arch McPhee didn’t forget. He
caught a bus to Salt Lake the
following Tuesday, arriving at Uncle
Golden’s precisely at 10:00 a.m. After
waiting a bit in the reception area, he
was finally ushered into Golden’s
office. Golden was talking on that
"damn contraption," the telephone
and McPhee presumed that he had
forgotten who he was. So McPhee
began his tirade against manuals again
but after about ten minutes Golden
jumped up, went to the window, and
looked out on South Temple. He
stared down into the street for a
moment and then said, "Come here,
McPhee.’" Startled, Brother McPhee
strolled over to the window and
stared down into the street with
Golden. Golden put his arm around
McPhee’s shoulder and point to the
street. "See that street cleaner
sweeping up those horse turds? Well,
I’d be doing the same thing if I didn’t
learn to keep my mouth shut. Now
McPhee, how about you learning that
lesson?!"
JAMES N. KIMBALL lives in Salt Lake
City. His great grandfather was one of J.
Golden’s 46 half-brothers. Jim does several
firesides a month entitled "Remembering
Uncle Golden" and still finds many who
remember J. Golden and have a story
about him to tell.

