
aders’ Forum

SUNSTONE welcomes letters from our readers and prints a representative sample of opinions.
All letters represent the attitudes of the writers and not necessarily those of the editors or
publisher. To be considered for publication, letters should not exceed 300 words. Any letter
may be edited for reasons of space and clarity. A more lengthy letter will be treated like a
manuscript submission.

Worship Ethic or Work Ethic
McCall is correct, and Lindgren is not.
In Mormon theology "right and
wrong are essentially independent of
divine will or decree." Lindgren
loathes the logical implications: (1) "If
we are ontologically independent of
God, then God did not create us"; (2)
"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 .... In essence, he has
become nothing more than
Superman" (my emphasis); (3) "More
conventional theists, such as myself,
cannot worship a God who is simply a
reflection of the limitations found in
human experience."

Items (1) and (1) above were expressly
resolved by Joseph Smith’s "King
Follett Discourse" (April, 1844). In
making Man essentially "co-equal"
with God, King Follett revealed (in
Joseph’s words) the "grand secret" of
the correct relationship between man
and God (the Father). "Co-equal" is
the very word (correctly) used by
Lindgren in his letter. Lindgren,
therefore, has read (and correctly
understands) King Follett. (The word
"co-equal" was unofficially deleted by
B.H. Roberts, or altered to read "co-
eternal", a word of lesser hubris than
the unabashed "co-equal", in later
publications of the discourse.) I
personally prefer the original "co-
equal" not only because it is
historically more accurate but because
it correctly emphasizes the proper locus
of salvation, i.e. man’s eternal free
will.

The concept of hubris and its opposite,
"humility" (an Orthodox, not a
Mormon concept) is a religious idol if
it is allowed to distort reality, i.e. the
co-equality of man’s free will with all
the powers of God (the Father).
Lindgren’s fears are well-founded. (1)
We are ontologically independent of
God, and--at least in terms of our
individual free will--God did not
create us. This alone is the single
most powerful doctrine in Mormon
theology, absolving God from moral
complicity in cosmic evil and
producing a first-rate Mormon
theodicy. Real individual freedom
cannot be squared with absolute
Divine sovereignty, which
characterizes every "other gospel" of
Orthodox and/or apostate extraction.
By choosing individual free will above
divine grace, the process above the
person, King Follett correctly depicts
the proper relationship between God
and man--that of parent and child. As
with mortal infants, "there is no
creation about it." They come from
pre-existing cells. Nibley has
devoted a lifetime to demonstrating
(from religious literatures) that
"creation" is but a metaphor; mortal
birth is a transposition in an on-going
process, a "rite of passage."

(2) I find nothing whatever offensive
in the concept of "God as Superman,’"
another way of saying that man can
progress to his individual Godhood.
Cosmic polytheism is not unchristian.
The cosmos is large enough to handle
a multitude of gods without their
rubbing or chafing on each other.

Monotheism exists, of course, as a
"local" (perhaps galactic) even.
Spatialization and temporalization of
God may reduce him to a "mere"
Superman. But who says that the
present, Orthodox, overly exalted,
absolute God of unlimited,
allpowerful, timeless, bodiless,
expanse and power is the "correct"
concept of God? The latter is
essentially Platonist; the former
anthropomorphic. "’Spiritualizing"
away God’s body does not make that
concept any less an idol.

(3) Worship can be a waste of time, a
perversion of the gospel, if carried to
excess. How much worship is proper?
It is a matter of personal preference.
"If ye love me, keep my
commandments," not "if ye love me,
worship me.’" I fear that the worship-
ethic has erroneously supplanted the
work-ethic. The true gospel is and
always was a gospel of works.

Worship the absolute God, if you
must, but better to appreciate the
Father for his past efforts (his past
mortality) at achieving godhood and
recognize that we, too, are now part
of the very same process--for good or
ill, depending upon our free will
choices--as he underwent (to his
inestimable gain) in his (and her)
achievement of godhood.

How "worshipful" is it to admire
ecstatically from the sidelines when
you are supposed to be out on the
playingfield?

G.C. Ensley
Los Hamitos, California

Reply to Smith
Mr. Smith indicated that the silence of
the readers of SUNSTONE disturbed him
because people with inquiring minds
ought to be challenged by the questions
left unanswered in "Defending the
Keystone."

I cannot speak for others, only for
myself. I am hesitant about classifying
myself as a scholar for I am not sure
what constitutes a "scholar." My formal
education ended in 1936 when I
graduated from high school. However, I
am a voracious reader and thus consider
myself fairly well educated. I left the
church of my childhood when, at the
age of 19, I was disappointed in answers
to questions for which I needed more
than perfunctory replies. I searched--
rather diligently I believe--for a religion
which could provide a logical
explanation for the existence of the
earth and man’s presence thereon. In
1950 I joined the LDS church and must
confess that at the time I did not have a
personal testimony of the spirit, only a
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sense that my search for logic had been
rewarded.
The testimony of the spirit came later,
as I continued my search for truth. For I
never ceased to be challenged by
unanswered questions. Each time I felt
troubled by "loose ends" I was never
satisfied until I had searched through all
material available to me, including
various translations of the Bible, books
written by LDS scholars and Church
leaders, speeches, essays, commentaries,
books on philosophy, scientific papers,
archaelogical reports, historical records,
theological discourses .... whatever
could be obtained that might throw
some light on the subject.
I suppose there are pseudo-intellectuals
who view with contempt those who are
able to accept the doctrines of the LDS
church with a simplistic faith. However,
there have been many times as I have
searched for answers, that ! have envied
those who could be content with the
Testimony of Truth that comes through
the Spirit, needing no supportive
knowledge.

When I am faced with a question I cannot
answer, I must make a decision. Do I
persist in pursuing the issue, even though I
might not have access to sufficient resource
material? Is there a danger that my
concentration on one possibly unanswer-
able question might erode my faith? Is the
risk worth the quest?
My first step is to recall the unanswered
questions of my youth, and how many
of them have been answered satisfact-
orily and logically by the doctrine of the
LDS church. The few loose ends that
still frustrate and torment me are
nothing compared to the frenzy I knew
as a girl when every question was
answered by "Some day you will under-
stand."

Second, my instinct for logic surfaces.
Either Joseph Smith is a prophet, or he
is not. I review my reasons for believing
that he is. If he is a prophet, then
whatever discrepancies which can be
found in the Book of Mormon will be
resolved eventually when either the
Prophet himself can be available to
answer questions, or the proper
documents come into our hands. By the
way, I have one or two questions which
I consider much more vital than the ones
raised by B. H. Roberts, which remain
unanswered.
Third, I consider whether or not the
solution will have any impact on my
testimony, either to strengthen it or
diminish it. If I decide that this is indeed
possible, then I know that I must pursue
the subject for I cannot allow myself the
luxury of dodging an issue out of fear
that my testimony cannot stand. It is
vitally important to me to know that
my strength comes through knowledge,

and that it can stand against any
opposition.

If I feel, in all honesty, that the "true
facts" of any particular issue will have
no effect whatsoever on my testimony
this becomes an important factor in
deciding whether or not I will continue
my research. Then the deciding factor
would be whether or not I have access
to the resource material which would be
vital in trying to ascertain "true" facts.
In the case of B. H. Roberts and his
challenge, I have no access to any
material that would shed any light on
his questions.

Quite some time ago I decided that the
problem presented by B. H. Roberts
offered no obstacle to me, because I did
not accept Joseph Smith as a prophet
because of his literary genius, his
research capacities, or his expertise in
the field of translating ancient
documents. He stands as a prophet
because of his life, the church he
established, and the quality of men who
now stand at the head of that church.

And THAT is why I do not respond to
the challenges set forth by B. H.
Roberts. I do not know whether this
disqualifies me as a scholar or not. I do
hope not, for I have a natural curiosity
about things that suggest more research
might be enlightening, but I do not want
to devote valuable time chasing the
elusive golden fleece. I must regularly
decide for myself when a genuine search
for truth is in danger of becoming mere
curiosity.

The inquiring mind can easily be
involved in constant torment. For
example, I have spent many, many
hours of research over the past 30 years
in trying to logically eliminate my basic
belief in pre-destination, for we are
taught that this is false doctrine. Logic
demands that man must have free
agency, and each time my research leads
me to an acceptance of fore-ordination
in lieu of pre-destination .... Neal
Maxwell writes another article on the
subject and completely destroys all of
my well-organized research. However,
since logic demands that man must have
free agency, I must conclude that if I
could just spend about three hours in
conversation with Neal Maxwell, we
could probably resolve the conflict for--
as a friend of mine suggested--I
probably interpret what he says
through my pre-conceived ideas of
predestination.
So I conclude that God, having decreed
that man should live by faith, has made
certain that none of us have all
knowledge, for then there would be no
opportunity to exercise faith.
And so, why New Testament comments
seem to appear in the Old Testament

time period in the Book of Mormon will
be an issue I shall take up with the
Prophet when I have an opportunity to
talk to him .... but it will come second
to my inquiries about pre-destination.

Marie L. Sorenson
Reno, Nevada

Reevaluate the Word of Wisdom
I was fascinated by Stan Kimball’s
letter which very articulately raised
some questions concerning the Word
of Wisdom. He concisely expressed
some of the concerns that I have
personally had with the overemphasis
on the evils of drinking tea and coffee.
I do not believe that he questions the
wisdom of abstaining from these
drinks, just its misuse as a barrier to
the Celestial Glory.
I believe Mormons "sin" in ways more
subtle than tea and coffee. In
Kimball’s letter he briefly touched
upon obesity as being deleterious to
one’s health. I could not agree with
him more. However, inasmuch as 46
percent of those surveyed were
overweight, does not that
demonstrate a serious health problem
in Utah and among the Mormons? Is
that not cause for some alarm?
I had a friend who was grossly
overweight and was told by his wife
and personal physician to loose some
weight or die. Well, two years ago he
died from a massive heart attack and
holding a valid temple recommend. I
am anxiously awaiting the day when
members are denied temple
recommends because they are
overweight. Obesity predisposes a
person to a myriad of health
problems: heart disease, hypertension,
and diabetes, to name a few. I find it
totally inconsistent to deny members
of the Church temple recommends
because they drink coffee or tea while
at the same time granting a
recommend to someone who is
horribly obese!
This has been a burning issue for me
for many years. I have felt totally
impotent at my inability to change
this inequitable policy. I have
considered myself a lonely individual
futilely jousting at windmills. Could
the day come when the Bretheren will
reevaluate the Word of Wisdom? To
whom can those of us who lack the
lobby address our frustrations? Is
anyone listening to us? I hate to risk
disenfranchisement from the Church
because of my unorthodox opinions,
but at the same time I feel that I am
being cheated from a basic right--full
acceptance by the Church.

John A. Cox
La Crescenta, California
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LDS Position: Ethical, Consistent, and
Reasonable
I have just read the excellent articles
on abortion and on the Church in
politics in SUNSTONE 6:4. Much food
for thought. I appreciate the real
dialogue occurring in those pieces.
Although I tend to believe with Mr.
Firmage, I find Mr. Williams’s
comments and cautions most valuable.
However, against Mr. Williams’s
emphasis On separation of church and
state, I would recommend reading an
article by D.M. Kelley, "How Much
Freedom of Speech Is Allowed to the
Churches?" in Christianity & Crisis 41,
15 (Oct. 5), 1981. In his argument Mr.
Kelley cites two recent U.S. Supreme
Court decisions bearing directly on
the issue:

Adherents of particular faiths and
individual churches frequently take
strong positions on public issues . . .
of course, churches as much as secular
bodies and private citizens have that
right. (Wa|z v. Tax Commission, 397
U.S. at 670)

Rather than less involvement, I would
prefer that the Church participate
more in many social issues, from war
to social justice to environmental
degradation. We need more openness
and honesty about the whole process.
Perhaps the priesthood principle of
common consent should be exercised
here as in other official Church
matters. A period of open discussion
among the membership followed by a
leadership recommendation and then
common consent procedure would act
as a check against some of the worst
abuses of ecclesiastical authority in
political causes. Only those statements
receiving common consent would
become official and thereby justify an
imprimatur of the First Presidency
and implementation in and by the
Church.
Such a process would not, of course,
constrain Church leaders (and other
members) from publicly expressing
their personal views. And that would
imply that our own responsibility
would be to test the truth of such
opinions through personal prayer and
reception of the Holy Spirit. It would
be (and is), as Mr. Williams suggests,
the role of Church leadership to teach
and testify of correct principles.

The articles on abortion by Hill,
Rytting, and Segers were most
enlightening and useful; they certainly
enhance appreciation for complexities,
dilemmas, and difficulties of
attempting to formulate an
appropriate attitude toward and public
policy regarding abortion. The
statement by Mr. Sherlock illustrates
the tone and substance of an extreme

prolife position: rigidity,
oversimplification, faulty reasoning,
indefensible assumptions, etc. Many
of the comments by Hill, Rytting, and
Segers bear directly on Sherlock’s
argument, and do so better than I can.
However, I would add a thought or
two.

Contrary to Mr. Sherlock, I do not
find abortion to be "the most divisive
issue" and dangerous phenomenon in
American society. Nuclear war and
ecosystem destruction are far more
serious threats to individual life and
civilizational survival. And I find
logical fallacies in numerous parts of
his statement. But the most important
issue to challenge in this short space
is Mr. Sherlock’s starting point: his
basic premise that "the fetus is a
human being" and conclusion that
given such a postulate "the Church’s
position is far too lax..." Ignoring the
problem of missing premises and steps
between his initial assumption and
conclusion, I will address the
substance of that first postulate.
Others have considered this in more
detail, but I should like to make
explicit more of LDS theology which
makes the current Church policy quite
consistent and reasonable.

Modern scripture teaches that the
soul consists of both body and spirit.
Thus there is no human soul where
there is no spirit and no human life in
the divine definition until spirit joins
body. Physiology is insufficient to
define humanness and conception
does not distinguish the fetus of homo
sapiens from that of any other animal.
Humanness is an attainment which
transcends mere biology. To produce a
human individual requires the
addition of such essential attributes as
spirit, consciousness, agency,
autonomy, power, etc. Of these, only
spirit seems to become part of the
body before birth.

Just when the spirit enters a body is a
major unresolved issue. The Church
certainly has no official position. But
B.H. Roberts and David O. McKay
both believed and taught that the
spirit enters the body at or shortly
before birth. In the mid 1950s, Pres.
McKay sent his counselor, J.Reuben
Clark, Jr., to speak on this topic to
seminary and institute teachers
gathered at BYU. That talk was
published by the Church under the
title "Man: God’s Greatest Miracle.’"
In it Pres. Clark set forth an
argument, drawn partly from holy
writ, in support of the belief that
spirit does not enter the fetus much
before birth. Thus, the best--if
unofficial--opinion of the First
Presidency denies that a fetus

represents full human life.
In any case, when spirit joins body to
form a living human soul is a matter
of theology; it cannot be resolved by
scientific research or philosophical
fiat. As a matter of religious faith it
should be exempt from the realm of
federal and state regulation. It would
be wholly inappropriate for the U.S.
:government to establish a law which
presupposes some particular solution
of that issue.
’One reason the LDS church accepts
.abortion under certain conditions is
the ambiguity about when spirit and
body are joined versus the certainty of
full humanness of parent. In this,
iMormons find common ground with
:many other religions. But LDS
theology is unique in another belief
’which also supports a "soft" or
moderate position on abortion. Unlike
traditional Christianity, Mormon
teachings support the idea that if a
spirit "loses" its intended body
(through spontaneous or deliberate
abortion, etc.), God will provide
another opportunity for said spirit.
That is, no spirit will be
consigned to "hell" or otherwise lose
its opportunity for full salvation
simply because a fetus was aborted. I
ipersonally know cases where bishops
have given inspired blessings to
parents grieving over a miscarriage to
the effect that the spirit intended for
that body would yet be sent to them
in another body.

Remember, too, that all life is
ultimately in the hands of a just God.
Abortion may harm the perpetrators
(e.g., parent and doctor) but it cannot
in any way harm the spirit which
,.might have been associated with any
particular fetus subject to abortion.
.Again, we have a theological
justification for the Church exhibiting
:more concern over the well-being
~lspiritual, emotional, physical) of the
’woman than over the fetus and for a
defense of individual choice in the
:matter.

’Thus, for these and other reasons, the
non-absolutistic, moderately
conservative position of the LDS
church is ethical, consistent, and
reasonable.

T. Allen Lambert
Ithaca, New York

Negative Messages Come Through
Three cheers to Harold T.
Christensen, Marvin and Ann
Rytting, and Marybeth Raynes for
their fine articles on LDS sexual
attitudes and behavior which appeared
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in the March-April issue of SUNSTONE.
Their in-depth studies and thinking
on this important, but relatively
neglected, subject were much needed
and very much appreciated.
Marybeth’s "Wish-List" and proposed
system of sexual ethics for the
Church, which expand on the
implications of the previous authors’
findings, were particularly
fascinating--and, in my opinion, right
on target.
May I be so bold as to add another
issue to her list which, if I am not
misinterpreting her article, seems to
be implicit in, and thus follow logically
from, her statements on sexual
dysfunction, "the increasingly
negative view of sexuality" in the
Church, and the resulting "double-
bind" in which she perceptively
recognizes these problems place many
Mormons.
The question which I have, and which
is the bottom line and ultimate issue
for me in this area, is this: How can
the true church of God reconcile its
justifiably supreme and aggressively
promoted value of family togetherness
on the one hand with its
predominantly negative teachings on
sex? Such negative attitudes can lead
to sexual dysfunction on the part of
one spouse, which may encourage the
other to seek sexual satisfaction
outside their marriage. It seems to me
that in light of these all-too-frequent
consequences, nobody’s goals in tt~e
Church are achieved by this almost
exclusively negative approach to
sexuality--neither the liberals’ (with
their emphasis on the joys of proper
sex) nor the conservatives’ (with their
preoccupation with chastity).
Within a recent six-month period, I
encountered no less than I6 (!) good
LDS couples (I stopped counting after
that) whose marriages either had
broken up, were ready to break up, or
were in very serious trouble, either
largely or partially because of the
problem of sexual dysfunction and
negative teachings about sex which
were a prominent part of all of their
upbringings. And I wasn’t even
making a special, systematic effort to
go out and look for such problems, as
scholarly researchers are inclined to
do.
As a result of this personal
observation, my next questions are
these: Does the Church really care
about these marriages? Do we really
believe in family togetherness as an
unqualified LDS ideal? Or do we
merely believe in it, unless sexual
dysfunction is involved? Then all too
often our puritanical and/or victorian
attitudes prevail and the sacred.,

eternal family unit goes right down
the tube.

Surely this cannot be the real message
of the Church on sex--or can it?
Officially, of course, it isn’t. But, as
our four authors have so exhaustively
pointed out, popularly (i.e., through
Conference talks, Church manuals
and magazines, etc., which are the
main sources of doctrine for the vast
majority of members) the negative
teachings so far outweigh the positive
that an observer could reasonably
conclude that unintentionally, at least,
this is the message being conveyed.
In a revealing interview with BYU
marriage counselor-intern, Anne
Barclay-Cope, on "Sex and the
Mormon Church," broadcast on 24
November 1976, KTVX’s Karl Idsvoog
highlighted the problem when he
stated:

The Mormon Church probably
works harder than any other
institution to help its member
families with their problems. But in
the area of sex, nearly every
psychologist and psychiatrist we
talked with agreed, some of the
Church’s strict moral codes cause
problems and make people feel guilty

or inhibited about sex.
When asked why she felt the most
significant problem these attitudes
cause among BYU couples is in the
initial adjustment to sex in marriage,
Ms. Cope responded:

Because all their life they’ve been
taught that sex is a no-no, that it’s
not to be talked about, that your
bodies are not to be touched by
either yourself or anyone else.
Suddenly you’re married for time
and eternity to someone, and you
now have license to be sexually
active, and you don’t know how.

Perhaps our authors and/or other
reputable scholars could undertake
another series of articles, beginning
where these highly worthwhile
studies left off, in which these critical
problems could be thoroughly
researched and directly addressed, so
that laymen like myself might be able
to learn what can be done to correct
these difficulties. I think we owe the
future families of the Church (i.e.,
your and my own descendants) no less
than this.

Robert G. Vernon
Salt Lake City, Utah

and Perplexities

BEYOND A SHADOW
Marvin Rytting
Orson Scott Card has written--or at
least edited--a wonderful little
Mormon dictionary called Saintspeak. It
is witty and insightful and a must for
anyone who wants to understand
Mormon dialect. One of the Mormon
usages Card defines is knowledge, which
in saintspeak is to be translated as
"The ultimate level of certainty, much
stronger than faith. It means that you
have had faith in something so long
you can’t remember ever thinking
about it and you certainly don’t intend
to start now." Exactly. Webster’s New
Collegiate Dictionary defines
knowledge more mundanely as
"familiarity gained by actual
experience." There are additional
definitions, but certainty is not one of

them. Certainty is an extension of
faith or belief, not the definition of
knowledge. For the Saints, however,
the equating of knowledge and
certainty is probably irreversible and
both of them are usually equated with
truth. We talk a lot about knowing
that things are true or knowing the
truth, but what do we know about
the nature of knowing or of truth?

Epistemology--the study of
knowledge--has been a major concern
of philosophy throughout its history.
Hundreds--probably thousands--of
weighty tom~s have been written
trying to explicate the methods of
gaining knowledge, the grounds for
establishing knowledge, and the limits
and validity of these methods and
grounds. In this column, I cannot add

continued on p. 60
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