
OOPSI. OUR MISTAKEI.
ERRATA FOR "THE FOLKLORE OF MORMON MISSIONARIES"

BY WILLIAM A. WILSON
No you are not losing your mind and no your particular copy of Volume 7, Number I was not a
solitary aberration. Here is the secret code for all readers who floundered hopelessly three pages into the
article; the pages were numbered out of sequence and should be read in the following order: 32, 33, 3
37, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40.
Other mistakes which garbled the meaning:

(1) Page 32. Eliminate not in the third line from the bottom. The sentence should read: "The results
of our efforts now fill eleven volumes ....

(2) Page 34. Extra lines were included in the paragraph. Lines ten through sixteen should be deleted.
(3) Page 35. A not was left out in the third line from the bottom of the left-hand column. This

caused a reversal of meaning in the sentence, which should read: "In other words, some missionaries tell
these stories because the characters in the stories do for them what they cannot do for themselves--take a
vacation, at least in fancy, from the rigorous life they must pursue each day of their missions."

(4) Page 38. Third paragraph from end of page. Change you to your. "’The message of both is
clear: do your duty .... "

(5) Page 39. First complete quote in right-hand column. Change your to you. "... because surely
your Lord won’t let you perish.’"

(6)Page 40. Next to last paragraph in left-hand column. Change fighting to fight. "... it helps
them keep up the fight."
A final note for those who upon attempting to deco~te the magazine thought, exclaimed, or called with
this confident message: "I would never let such a thing happen." Deadlines swooping down upon us,
frantically looking for a last line correction that migrated across the flats, cursing our beloved dinosaur
of a typesetting machine, and reading a manuscript for the tenth time, we make mistakes. We could
indeed use your infallible eye. Tuesday is volunteer night. We need proofreaders, typists, fliers, and
general people Friday. We’ll provide good company and occasional munchies. Give us a call: 801-
355-5926.

aders, Forum i
Barley Malt
Lacking a David F. Babbel’s Ph.D.
or Daniel W. Marcum’s LLM, I must
draw on my arcane wisdom,
sipping a malted milk in the old
ice cream shop of my memory. There
sat a green and glass
dispenser, full of ivory powder,
with a chrome lever. Two flicks of
the lever made a great drink. A
generation raised on
MacDonald’s may not know what
a malt is, but I, showing my age,
do. True, there weren’t malt shops
in Joseph Smith’s time, but the
assumption that barley can only
be made into beer is entirely false
and unwarranted. On my desk
next to my typewriter sits our most

recent bottle of "Horlicks." "The
Big Drink," "Big Horlicks," (I
only read labels--I have no
commercial tie or interest in the
firm) contains in order: "Fat-free
Milk, Dairy Whey, Malted Barley,
..." (Italics added.)

These are in fact mild drinks,
containing no alcohol. If Messers
Babbel and Marcum did any research
beyond the reading of beer ads, it
doesn’t show in their letter. As it is,
they only earn the right to append the
acronym of the Ark Steadiers" Society
after their names and degrees. For my
part, hello to all those who remember
with fondness dipping the tip of a
straw-paper into a real malt and then

blowing it up to stick like a sta|agtite
to the ceiling above the old black
bogart fans. Let’s not forget a truly
mild drink made of barley.

Gordon C. Thomasson
Suacoco, Liberia

P.S. While living in upstate New York,
half way between Palmyra and the
Great Bend of the Susquehanna,
where the winters are certainly times
of cold, if not famine, I saw Saints at
noon time take from their lunch pails
telltale thermoses, from which they
poured cups, not of Sam Taylor’s
"coffee-near" but, gasp!, hot barley
soup, with those bloated grains
floating to the surface while they
stirred and drank, in public--
disgraceful!

Denied the Kingdom Over Trifles
I ~zery much appreciated the insightful
comments by the Drs. David Babbel
and Daniel Marcum in their "Beer for
Man" note in the Readers’ Forum of
the May-June 1981 issue of SUNSTONE.

Their closing disclaimer (except for
the cutesy-pie reference to warm
Postum) is probably the most
scholarly ever set in type.

But why did they deem their
disclaimer, their apologia requisite?
Why can we not just state
forthrightly that the current stringent
interpretation of the salutary Word of
Wisdom is due largely to the zeal of
the 1920s without covering our
tracks? Why can we not simply state
that there is little or no evidence that
the Lord ever changed the original
spirit, that of temperance not
abstinence, of that bit of Fatherly
advice known today as the 89th
section of the Doctrine and Covenants
without adding something to the
effect that "We don’t smoke and we
don’t chew and we don’t go with them
that do"? Are we afraid of being
labeled unfaithful, unworthy, or self
justifying? Why should we ever fear
or hesitate to tell the truth? We are a
bold and fearless people, fear of the
truth is not part of our legacy.
Whatever we might think of nicotine
and hard liquor, does not our
collective fetish over tea and coffee
merely demean the majesty of our
faith? If we need or must have some
kind of group badge, identity, and
binder, could we not find something
more significant, more representative
of the Restoration? Is it not
disappointing that after 150 years of
the Restoration the widespread notion
of Mormons is that they are people
who do not drink or smoke? Is it not
embarrassing that we have projected
such a small and negative image?
What of the glories of our faith? If

2/Sunstone



the Word of Wisdom is, however, to
remain the symbol of us as a people,
should we not at least be honest
about how, when, and why this came
to be?

Our near obsession with this brings
to mind Paul’s troubles with the
Judaizers of his day regarding
circumcision. At one time some of
God’s chosen nearly reduced the
grandeur of the Old Testament to a
proscription regarding the use of
pork. For centuries some Christians
obscured the majesty of the New
Testament by avoiding meat on
Fridays. Have we not succeeded in
doing something similar with the
Restoration?

As a people we should come to grips
with the simple truth that the current
interpretation of the Word of Wisdom
is maintained chiefly by misreading
some documents and ignoring some
facts. This lamentable trend appears
to have commenced around 1902
when the "History of Joseph Smith"
as originally printed in the Times and
Seasons and the Millennial Star was
altered and published in book form as
the so-called Documentary History of the
Church and has continued to the
present.

Any number of examples could be
listed, from editions of Brigham
Young’s discourses through various
commentaries and companions to the
Doctrine and Covenants and
expositions of Mormon doctrine,
articles in the New Era, and student
manuals at Church schools to name a
few. We have become as careful about
altering or ignoring facts as anyone
who ever worked with the Donation
of Constantine or the Isidorean
Decretals.

So misunderstood has God’s will and
advice become that, as we now
commence a second sesquicentennial
era, perhaps SUNSTONE should open its
pages to a thorough and responsible
examination of the matter. Is it not
just possible that God could be
displeased with what, with the best of
intentions, we have done to His word
and will?

The Word of Wisdom was and is
obviously a gift from a loving Father
for our own good, nothing more,
certainly not a test of faith, not a bar
to salvation. Who can conceive of this
same loving Father denying anyone
the Celestial Glory, access to the
temple, even general membership in
the Kingdom itself over a cup of tea,
while at the same time smiling upon
another who operated a business on
Sunday thereby causing his/her
employees to break a real

commandment, even one of The Ten?
Why would this same God withhold
all because of a cup of tea and totally
ignore habits vastly more deleterious
to health--obesity for one?

Decades of desperate searching by
zealot and scholar have turned up    ,
little, if any evidence that the original
wording of "’not by way of
commandment or constraint" has ever
been officially altered by the Giver.
Men may deny the Kingdom over
trifles, never a God. He Himself
stated that those who do not follow
His advice are merely "weak." Why
can we not leave it at that; must we
go beyond God?
A return to the original spirit of the
Word of Wisdom would certainly help
us to "lengthen our stride and quicken
our pace" among millions of people
who are concerned over far weightier
matters of salvation than how horrid
a cup of tea is alleged to be; it would
also make us a tad less "peculiar" and
narrow minded and permit us to be
more tolerant of and better relate to
millions more; such a return might
also slow down the exit of "weak"
Saints out the back door while we
bring new converts in the front.
Those of us who have had children so
ostracized over the Word of Wisdom
that they took this back door route
might live long enough to see them
return if they came to realize they
were not "sinners" and could be both
welcome and comfortable in Church;
LDS parents could run a little less
scared; perhaps best of all we could
cease trying to defend distortion and
draw a little closer to God’s mind and
will.

Stanley B. Kimball
Professor, Southern Illinois
University at Edwardsville

Throwing Out (Unborn) Babies with
the Bathwater
Curses! Foiled again! How could I
have known, how could I have even
dreamed that such an authoritative
aesthetic polymath as Neal C.
Chandler would deign to clap his
Olympian eyes--and that in far-off
Cleveland, O.--on my humble article
in SUNSTONE! And yet there it was,
in the last issue, the definitive
refutation of my stupid and shaky
thesis: that Mormons ought to pay
more attention to good art and stay
away in droves when they are being
exploited by bad, even when it
contains ’Mormon themes.’

But it must not be thought that I am
ungrateful! To be instructed and
corrected is the ultimate aim of all
who publish. And what an honor it is

in this special case! How deftly Dr.
Chandler cuts to the heart of the
matter and reveals the error of my
thought: What I mistook for a
charmingly metaphorical Mh’rchen
about an anthropomorphic white
gazelle, he and Newsweek clearly
unmask as a murky and offensive
Hollywood farce about a zoologically
ambiguous princess, the daughter of a
pagan (!) god (small g!!). Mea maxima
culpa! Now that the scales have fallen
from my eyes, I realize that I once
listened to and actually enjoyed a pagan
work! Thank goodness for my old
friend who took the time to warn me
of my error.

To think that once I could have
preferred the poetic device of five
fishes...yes, alright, Neal, "’fishies"
¯ . . to what Dr. C. correctly implies is
much more likely to clear correlation:
"The life and trials of a... western
American family." In short, I stand
corrected, an older and wiser man.
Now I am beginning, I believe, to
catch the vision of Saturday’s Warrior,
and of those "legions of sacrament
meeting speakers, missionaries, lesson
manual writers, and.., national-
magazine inserts" so ably--if
tangentially--defended by Brother
Chandler. I too, now that my mind is
right, have begun to anticipate the
day when "holy and inspiring temples
are created entirely of old Utah barn
board."
I hereby repent of having suggested
the terms kitsch and blasphemy in
reference to all these wonderful,
choice blessings, and I regret having
sinned by embracing--through
Gentile art--"alternative visions,
kingdoms and powers of this world,"
when I should have known full well
that "our own admonition is only to
study them." Ultimately, my thanks
go to my dear friend, mentor and
defensor fidei for opening my eyes to the
truly ontological difference between
apples and kumquats, the
commonplace and the exotic. I am
ashamed, as a red-blooded American
Mormon, that I once got misty-eyed
over kumquat pie. Such things are
just not natural and may even be part
of a larger conspiracy designed to
weaken our will to resist flouridation!

Onward then, Brethren, cease to
contend one with another about the
wisdom of the Reader’s Digest, the
honesty of Mr. Kruger’s Christmas, the
dramatic impact of Starchild, the
aesthetic power of visitor-center
dioramas, the soul-lifting majesty of
flat-roofed Gothic, the theological
new-land of lesson manuals .... for,
as Dr. Chandler hastens to assures us:
"Blasphemy is not trivial. It demands
talent."
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How sweet it is!

Alan F. Keele
Provo, Utah

No Personal Relationships?
Regarding the instructional address
given by Bruce R. McConkie at BYU
on Halloween entitled "Balancing the
Saints," I have several questions.

It is difficult to tell from the article
what Bruce R. McConkie actually said
and what was the reporter’s
interpretation because of how the
quotes were used. Did McConkie say,
"If a special relationship is needed, it should
be with the Father?" And that "Too
much emphasis is placed on ... [this]
fad"?

If McConkie is correct in condoning a
relationship with the Father in lieu of
the Son, does this mean that the
Correlation Committee is unaware of
official Church doctrine pertaining to
the members of the Godhead with
whom we should not have a
relationship?

As a Spiritual Living teacher in the
Relief Society, I am most desirous in
knowing how he might explain Lesson
4 in the R.S. Manual entitled,
"Developing a Relationship with the
Savior"; the main objective of which
is, "to understand how we may
develop a personal relationship with the
Savior?" One of the main subtitles in
this lesson is, "A Personal
Relationship with the Savior Helps us
Face Life’s Challenges."

Finally, if developing a personal
relationship with the Savior (OR with
the Father) is over-emphasized and
out-of-balance, what (in his opinion)
SHOULD be the major objective in a
well-balanced list of goals?

Margaret A. Rechif
Menlo Park, California

Nothing More Than Superman
I found Kim McCall’s recent article
"What Is Moral Obligation in Mormon
Theology ?" (November-December,
1981) to be very interesting, but
ultimately unsatisfying. The final
result is a type of antinomianism in
which righteousness is derived solely
from an intention to act morally. In
the process, McCall has overlooked
the most obvious resolution of the
dilemma and has raised some
interesting questions about the
distinctive Mormon doctrine of God.

It would seem to me that the most
obvious way of deriving moral
obligation within the confines of the
Mormon world-view would begin
with McCall’s assertion that "right

and wrong are essentially independent
of divine will or decree .... " It is
entirely possible, then, to hold that
right and wrong are simply self-
existent, eternal realities.
Furthermore, the very existence of
right and wrong imply moral
obligation. If right and wrong do not
carry moral obligation with them,
then they are meaningless terms.

This point of view, as well as
McCall’s, raises interesting questions
about the nature of God. If we are
ontologically independent of God,
then God did not create us. If right
and wrong are self-existent and do
not derive from God, God is not the
source of moral obligation. If the
elements were not created by God,
then God is not the ground of
existence. In what sense, then, is God
really God?

In making it possible for us to be like
God and co-equal with God, Mormon
thought has deprived God of that
which makes him worthy of our
worship. God is God in name only. In
essence, he has become nothing more
than Superman. Just as in secular
thought, existence and morality have
no divine ground. It is a matter of
happenstance that we exist as moral
beings.

More conventional theists, such as
myself, cannot worship a God who is
simply a reflection of the limitations
found in human experience. Right and
wrong have their ground in God. To
affirm this does not imply, as McCall
holds, that God’s judgments are
inherently capricious. Rather, such
judgments are based on God’s love for
his creation and on his trustworthi-
ness. Our moral obligation, then,
derives from God’s desire that we act
in ways which are consistent with the
purposes he had in creating us. We
are obligated because God is God, and
we are not.

A. Bruce Lindgren
RLDS, Independence, Missouri

World Headquarters

Zion’s Loss
During our visit to Salt Lake City last
week, friends handed us your
September-October 1981 issue
containing Dr. Louis C. Zucker’s
article "A Jew in Zion."
It is sad to report to you that Dr.
Zucker died this day March 21, nearly
87 years old. He was instrumental
forty years ago for my entering and
graduating from the University of
Utah, Class of 1945. I was one of the
new "immigrants," having just settled
in Salt Lake City. Since first meeting
Dr. Zucker exactly 42 years ago, he
has been my best friend. His passing

is a deep loss, which only time will tell
my overcoming this loss.

As to the article, it is written not only
accurately and with beautiful prose,
but I am one of the witnesses to
whom Dr. Zucker addressed his
memoirs.

Hans A. Illing, Ph.D.
Los Angeles, California

Ejected for Heresy
I was also stunned at Bruce R.
McConkie’s BYU Fourteen Stake
Fireside discourse in June of 1980 on
the Seven Deadly Heresies. I was a
gospel doctrine teacher at the time
and had files of historical and back-
ground information on most of the
points he touched in that address.
Important and righteous men have
expressed opposing views throughout
church history on many of the
doctrines which Brother McConkie
condemned as heresy. The talk was
responsible for a lot of polarization on
certain doctrinal points. The
condemnation of those who believed
in the eternally learning nature of
God or the Adam-God doctrine caused
many to suffer at the hands of those
who were very sure of themselves to
the point of excommunicating
adherents to these views.

In my Stake alone Palm Springs
California, two very active brethren
were excommunicated for belief in the
Adam-God doctrine. One of the
excommunicants was born in the
Church, served a mission, married in
the temple, raised a family, and drove
140 miles EVERY Saturday for three
and a half years to officiate in the Los
Angeles Temple. He served in a
Bishopric, as Stake Executive
Secretary, and in other important
positions. This did not immunize him
from being ejected for views his
pioneer ancestors embraced. The
other brother was expelled for similar
views and for writing a pamphlet in
which he asked the question, "Who
did Eliza R. Snow name as our
Mother in Heaven?" Though no direct
answer was given, her poems were
quoted as proof of one view. This was
enough to brand the author a heretic
and bring him to the attention of one
of the Apostles. A quick trial was held
and the man found himself on the
outside after 29 years of labor in the
Church, serving in a bishopric, as a
veil worker in the temple, serving a
mission to England, marriage in the
temple, and raising a family. Several
years the brother taught classes and
was respected by his peers in the
Church. The brother still believes the
Church is the valid gospel vehicle and
attends regularly.

Many did not understand the storm
that surrounded these two Church
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court trials. Most still are mystified.
The crime of the second brother was
thought so heinous that instead of
announcing the excommunication in
the Ward Priesthood Meeting with
the Aaronic Priesthood having been
dismissed, the Stake President saw fit
to have it announced in the ward
sacrament meetings in the stake with
all women and children present to
hear it.

In a Riverside California Stake,
Apostle Haight recently calmed the
hearts of "closet heretics" who may
have feared action because of Adam-
God beliefs, by stating that this
Church would not excommunicate
members for unsound doctrine or
doctrinal error. In light of this
statement, will the two
excommunicants in my stake be
invited to rejoin the Church? 1 also
wonder if the General Authorities
were startled at how many people fall
into the categories that Brother
McConkie so strongly spoke against.

At any rate, it must be conceded that,
Michael Hicks’s well-presented
defense of honest error notwith-
standing, the slightly unorthodox (as
presently labeled) Mormon may or
may not be in jeopardy of losing his
membership depending on the attitude
and beliefs of his stake presidency or
bishop.

Merle H. Graffam
Palm Desert, California

Rytting Responds

In his letter (November/December,
1981) about our abortion essays,
Richard Sherlock creates some
mistaken impressions which ought to
be corrected. First, he implies that my
essay was written in response to his
and was an attack on his position. Not
true. My essay was written purely as
a personal statement of what | believe
about the abortion issue. I was not
aware that he had written an essay on
the same subject, and I did not see his
until after they were both published. I
am perfectly willing to let Prof.
Sherlock believe as he wishes and
have had no intention of responding
to his essay at all. In his letter,
however, he has identified me as an
opponent and challenged me to
respond, and so I suppose I must.

Essentially, I take issue with
practically every statement which
Sherlock makes in his letter. In a
debate, I think I could refute every
point, but this is only a letter, so
rather than addressing each point, let
me simply state that as an opponent, I
do not concede a single point and as a
person I regret that he found it
necessary to attack me personally and

impune my ability to think. I prefer a
friendly--or at least professional--
exchange of ideas.
I believe in the application of general
moral principles to specific situations.
Because not all moral dilemmas are
exactly the same nor are the
situations in which they are
encountered, even the use of a
consistent moral system will result in
different conclusions for different
dilemmas. Thus, I find the analogy to
the slavery issue irrelevant. It is a
favorite ploy of the anti-abortionists,
but it is essentially a sham. It is
particularly inappropriate in a critique
of my essay because my position is
based upon the paradox of making
distinctions along a developmental
continuum and there is nothing in the
slavery question even remotely
similar.
Even ignoring my specific rationale,
the analogy between abortion and
slavery does not fit. To suggest that if
a black is a person, then surely a
zygote is also, would strike me as
racist if I were black. To assert that a
woman’s right to have control over
her body is comparable to the
property rights of a slaveholder would
strike me as sexist if I were a woman.
I feel perfectly comfortable in saying
that although it is obvious to me that
the slaves were people whose rights
to freedom were more important than
property rights, this does not make it
obvious that the zygote is a person
whose rights must always override
the rights of the mother; just as I am
comfortable in saying that it is clear

to me that ice cream tastes better
than broccoli, but I still have a hard
time choosing between Chocolate
Mint and Chocolate Mousse Royale. I
see no contradiction in evaluating
each moral (or gustatory) issue on its
own merits.

The letter by Kathryn Daynes was
much more responsible and pointed
out some important considerations
about the abortion dilemma. I want to
point out, however, that in footnote
11, 1 acknowledged that the Supreme
Court decision of 1973 referred to the
rights of the state and not the rights
of the fetus. I should have made that
statement in the text rather than in
the footnote.

Although I agree with her that it is
not ideal to leave a moral decision
solely in the hands of a self-interested
party (the best moral reasoning occurs
when we are divorced from our self-
interest and moral behavior should be
based on such moral reasoning), I
must ask whom we should trust to
make such a decision for us? Surely
not the people in the Indiana State
Legislature. ! have seen the quality of
their moral and political reasoning and
I shudder at the thought (and the
moral status of the U.S. Congress is
not much better). To whom are you
willing to give that responsibility and
that burden? Ultimately, I fear that
they both belong to the woman,
although I would love to hear of a
better option.

Marvin Rytting
Indiana University-Purdue University

at Indianapolis

ssues of Intimacy
-- --

LEAVING HOME
Marybeth Raynes
Learning to be intimate means dealing
with paradoxes. Even during our peak
experiences of being one with
another, we are still in separate
bodies, separate minds. In our most
distant moments of being alone, we
are inextricably joined to our families,
our friends, the rest of humanity, and
the Lord. The dance of being together
and apart is an intricate one as people
seek simultaneously to find
closeness--and distance--from each
other. Getting the balance right for

very long is hard, particularly for
those enmeshed in Mormon culture.
We are taught that to reach the
highest degree of the celestial
kingdom we must be eternally
married, yet told that each of us is
individually responsible for his or her
own exaltation. We learn that the
interaction in our families is
paramount but are exhorted to place
Christ and the Church foremost in
our minds. On the one hand we are
continued on page 59
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