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THE SECULAR RELEVANCE OF THE GOSPEL
Louis C. Midgley

Since Cumorah. By Hugh W. Niblcy. Salt Lake City: Descret Book Co. xx + 451 pp., S£95.
Louis C. Midgley is Associate Professor of Political Science at Brigham Young University.

What message has the Book of Mormon for our world? Does it speak to
those who sense their own involvement in the greatness and the misery of
secular existence? Hugh Nibley, in a portion of Since Cumorah, strives to
provide an answer to these questions. We are badly in need of a serious dis-
cussion of the issues he raises. Usually, however, an abashed silence has
followed his scholarly contributions. In order to sce what he is up to in the
closing portion of Since Cumorah, which is my intent in this essay, it is useful
to understand something of his role in Mormon intellectual life. Nibley has
been a source of dismay in certain circles, but why should he cause conster-
nation? The answer is simple, though consequential.

Huch Nibley has long been waging a major two-front war: his best-
known campaign is ug:linél what might be called “Cultural Mormonism™;
but an equally significant campaign is now under way against a form of “Sec-
tarian Mormonism” now having some popularity, especially in certain aca-
demic circles. Both the Cultural and Sectarian types are eager to eflect an
accommodation of the gospel with features of the prevailing culture. That
Nibley has defended the integrity of the gospel against the Cultural Mor-
mons is rather well known; what is not nearly as well known is that he has
evoked the Book of Mormon against the efforts of Sectarian Mormons to
align certain American middle-class values with the gospel, as well as the
recent attempts of some Mormons to sanctify a radical political ideology by
attributing it to God.
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In Since Cumorah we see Nibley in a some t new role; one, however,
that is remarkably open and free of rancor. He has often appeared to his
Mormon audience as a warrior with a verbal rapier who busies himself in
the defense of the faith by impaling the enemies of Joseph Smith and the
Mormon scriptures. Both Sounding Brass and The Myth Makers reveal Nibley
in this role.' He has both a taste and a talent for irony. and is tempted to
sarcasm and mockery. [ like his style. All the blundering, pompous, self-
assured folly of this world, and especially that manifest in the opposition to
the gospel, deserves what it gets. Such verbal Areworks do not always ac-
complish their mission; however, the style and tone of Since Ciuaran is
diflerent, and those readers who know Nibley only in one role might do well to
examine the book carefully.

Since Cumorah is a massive effort to test the Book of Mormon. Such an
endeavor is an affront to those Cultural Mormons who feel that the book
has already Hunked, while some Sectarians reject the scholarly enterprize as
wholly irrelevant to the truth of the gospel. However, the material 1 wish
to examine constitutes a special kind of test. Mormons who are genuinely
concerned about (and perhaps even those engaged in) the current strugule
over political ideologies which thieatens to polarize and split the CF nch
should give some serious attention to Nibley's argument, even though it is
not presented in the familiar form of an “ism.”

He begins with the recognition that among Mormons generally theve is
an astonishing degree of indifference toward the doctrinal content of the
book of Movmon, as well as a rather prolound awarencss of its prol)hf;i(
message. For the Saints, the Book of Mormon is often a signt of God's revela-
tory activity, and, as such, they may feel a deep commitment to it. However,
as Nibley points out, the book itselt “claims to contain an enormously im-
portant message for whoever is to receive it, and yet until now those few
who have been willing to receive it as the authentic word of God have not
shown particular interest in that message.” He insists, and I think correctly,
that everything about the book is “of very minor significance in comparison
with what the book actually has to say. As we see it, if an angel took the
troublé to deliver the book to Joseph Smith and to instruct him night after
night as to just how he was to go about giving it to the world . .., that book
should obviously have somnething important to convey. The question that ali
are now asking of the Bible — ‘What does it have to say that is of relevance
to the modern world? applies with double force to the Book of Mormion,
which is a special message to the modern world.” His feeling is that “the

ultimate test of the Book of Mormon'’s validity is whether or not it really has

something to say” to our age.
Nibley's effort to show the secular relevance of the Book of Mormon will

'Nibley entered the Mormon academic scene in 1946 with No Mda’amn, That’s Not History
— a criticism of Fawn Brodic's famous “biography” of Joseph Smith. This carned him the
undying hostility of numcrous Cultural Mormons. For some reason they could not get
over the impertinence of the “upstart” Nibley criticizing the likes of Brodie, although his
early impressions have now been mostly vindicated.
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come as a shock to some Mormons. Thus far he has avoided being caught
between the party-men whose world is

¢ this does not mean that he has neg-

Jected to say things of relevance about problems like, for example, the cur-
rent polariztxtion of political opinion within the Church — he has, but his
contributions. until recently, have been either “Pidden” in essays in academic
the words and hence the authority of Brigham
sectally in the part entitied “The Pmphcti(

in the narrow, partisan COntroversy
cither “liberal” or “conservative.” Bu
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5 extended discussion oi the secular relevance

Book of Mormon,” there is u
age of the Book of Mormon wherein Nibley addresses

of the prophctic mess
nely and deeply concerny, as well as divide, the

himself to issues that genui
people of God.

The Nibley that surfaces at the end of Since Cumorah is quite likely to
trouble some of his former allies. Fle has long been known as a critic of the
efforts of those within the Church who wish tc
ulture. Efforts to harmounize the gospel and
1e most energetic efforts

y see the gt)spel reconciled to

prcvniling currents within the
the culture have tdhen a nuniber of {omms. Somc of d
have come {from some MMormon intelicetuals who, under the influence of the
Protestant liberativin of the prc-\‘(ox‘!d Wwar 11 pc—ri\;zi, wished o sce Mor-
monisin become fully consistent with a brand ol secular humanism,  Thelr
stritegy was 0 capitulate wherever there seened to bhe a serious tension.
Hugh Nibley has ;zm\'idcd the most significant intelectual obstacie for those
who strove to avoid embm rassment over the gospel by yetreating into a sucs
ularized Cultural Mormonism or by transforming the gospel into a variety
of Protestant liberalism or humanism.

Almost alone, Nibley has stood in the way of Mormons who have given
up on the Book of Mormon as a source ol doctrine (for example, because
they have accepted liberal Protestant notions about man’s predicament) or
those who have more or less rejected the possibility that the book is genuinely
the word of God. He has also become the rallying-point for opposition to
the development ol something like the [\'z.'!'/errr)!f‘xtan!i,wn us (Culrural Prot-
estantism) of German theological liberalism after Schleiermacher — @ kind
of Kulturmormonismus that would no longer be threatened and embarrassed
by assaults from prevailing science and phihvruphy bocause the Mormon
religion was to be defined simply as the hioliest Howering of culture and
enee and pl\iln&()phy of the day.

theretore fully consistent with the sci
Nibley an jronic, bit-

Some Cultural Monnous have thuas come to see in
erudite defender of what they understand to he an ir-

ing, sarcastic, clever,
have

authoritarian theological conservatism.  Further, since many

relevant,
it has been assumed by friend and foe alike

come to live and dic by slogans,
that, since Nibley is critical of those who would cupiml;uc to the culture by

:Nibley's “The Unsolved Lovalty Problem: Our Western Herituge,” Western Political
Quarterly 6(1953):631-H7, can for example, be read botiv as (1) a straight examination
of an issue that plagued the 4th century and which happens to have paratlels with the politics

of our own tinig, and. in addition. as 2y a subtle effort at reading a scrmon to the Saints
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' perfectly obvious that a theological liberal and a political liberal
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| 1 e -:Innnn Nothing could be further from the ivath. Siner Cumorah
shows th: itics (¢ o) [ his S i ‘

vs that hl-h critics (and perhaps some of his Scctartan supporters) have mis-
understood his position. »

The arswment of “1The Prophetd -
wrenmient of “The Praphetic Book of Morimon™ provides a powertul

w1 convingi anitic ] .
onvineing antidote to counteract the poison of the nwrow partisan
. * A <t e N

exti

mint political ideclogy now boin:

PR . : 7
g oadsanced by certain Maormen inted

l(\'"l : Ny s by Teviye . H i
Wt ‘lils. Nibley has done what o othey Morinon condd do and some would
not have eve - o . Co PR
f ]t even thought it possible): he has removed the Book of Mormon
rom the arsen: ¢ L aval 1 7
. t{i arscnal of weapons available to the conservatively oricnted right
Ving. 1w cury ffor alig 1 ) o
'ln(lh(h é,l(’l']!(‘n[' fﬂmt to .1'11‘;11 the gospel with a worldly political ideology
‘l : e Chuarch with a [)olmc:il mass movenent Is a o yeasty f(’rmt‘nt'xti(‘"l
that is entirely inconsis F Wi i ’ e of Mor-
\ sistent with the prophcetic messag
\ ! message : ' -
mon. Though his arg i P i B o e B M
‘ [ oh his arguments and the conclusions are obvious Nibiey has
not made o special efort 1o eall H . . N
! .I' de aspecial effort 1o eall attenuon o them (why buy trouble?) and it
iy with some rvelucmmee that T odo s The n ! e - 1
500, we mood anione some Mo 3
such ahat the merve bint that aoone does t sl i sorinl i efitical
not share their socint anst political

ontnions is hikely to cenerate o s of ith { i i
I Lely to gencrate o sprisi of hostilits, indicnation, mud revulsion

Pe S & S T X .
as well ns charges of apostasy and heresy, "The ideol:
1

o anclude t

’ PINY NP B N M
5y of the Scetarians tends

hts leoisla Do e

hts lecislution that s oin-
tended to protee s ieed } i . ‘

ided o protect the ficedom of comeience and speech and to prevent per

1 Ll v ERES k t S

w following: (1) rejoction of civil vy
secution ;.n'u{ discrinination; (2) the abolition of public welfure programs;
(3) opposition to taxation; (1) indifference, and even hostility, to th‘frtoo;'
l!](llg;(.‘llf and otherwise unfortunate; (5) the encouragement JO’E mil‘; Il "cr"
gression against the evil of other nations; (6) class n'lti?m' 1 and raci | M’) e
R AR e ons: (0 e al and racial haueds
3:‘;“(“ fetls , ibley argues L.hdt these cherished social and political nostrums
g.()spel' ind support in the Book of Mormon and are inconsistent with the
‘ M.osrA Sectarians will not readily admit that I have described the content
of their ideology correctly. They would, instead, want to SI)(‘:;k in term;of
fundflmc.nt:zl principles such as individual initiative, 5le~r‘(‘li“:r1fe freedm‘x
or of e\'xAls. such as government regulation and interference, 11;1;'! ‘t;w \”le’li‘f:
dnl.::. \\'nh a peculiar kindd of honesty, Nibley has torie away the si-lkc‘n x"e’ii
?".hh}l-l"lct} st draws ovei our own \vml(i’x}" ambitions :;zuii 1111)\‘;5;'<‘c \\’l':=‘
is really wrong with individual inidative, se ;, and T
if they are taken in their pl(nu'x‘“:z:i\tix,xj\liiiz(th::“(, Hll ?(i} t“”f‘}" “‘:“'hm%
longer conform to the law of llm'(" they ;c “ ' atend, e ety
e cn o he L s Ve y 1 [.).(‘.s(nt, n?\u‘:\:i, a crude, worldly
¢, a kind of moally biind Social Darwinism whicli stresses the survival
of dfc ﬁttc“‘sL The Book of Mormon actually describes lu)n‘m“ such a ):)ir‘:t'
of view: “every man fared in this life according to the m;m;wemc'nt‘ 0[( tl
creature: therefore every man prospered :IC(‘()I‘({HIQ to his o-vn?us and *
every man conquered according to his strength . (Alumhé():l%’) Now u
(v)\__tnttl.ll h‘c‘:fxl‘t@k.(‘)[ 1 universal, in.]!ll%l[nl)h?, in‘mocul)fe Law of the Harvesl
hich determines that men get paid for whatever they do. But not aceording
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to the gospel, which speaks for love and mercy. Nibley points out that

for charity [i.e, agape, love] there is no bookkeeping, no quid pro
quo, no deals, interest, bargaining, or ulterior motives: charity groes
to those who do not deserve and expects nothing in return; it is the
love God has for us, and the love we have for little children, of whom
we expect nothing but for whom we would give everything. By the
Law of the Harvest. none of us can expect salvation -for “all men that
are in a state of nature ... a carual state .. . have LOIC (ontrary to
the nature of God” and if they were to be restored to what they
deserve would receive “evil tor evil, o1 carnal for carnal, or desilich
for devilish.” (Alma 41:11, 13.; “Therefore, my son,” says Alma in a
surprising conclusion, “see that you are merciful unto your brethren.”
(Alma 41:14.) That is our only chance, for if God did not have
mercy none of us would ever return to his presence, for we are all
“in the grasp of justice” from which only “the plan of mercy™ can save
us. (Alma 42:14f) But God does have mercy, and has declared that
we can have a claim on it to that exact degree to which we have
shown charity towards our fellow man. {Italics supplied.)

Then Nibley points out that “charity to be charity must be “to all men,’
cspecially to those evil preople who hate us, “For if ye love them which love
you what reward have ver Do not even the priblicans do the same? Nor
should we demand o expect chartey inoreturn, L, L Sl we might say that
the Law of the Fiuavest wins after all, since we must have and give chaviny
to receive it How does this relate to concreie political and social Issues?
In this wuy: our ambition, pride, self-confidence, and love ol status, power,
and wealth negate our love of God, a love which must he expressed in our
lIove for our fellow-man. Our actions and ocur rationalizing social aud poli-
tical idcologies do not alway express love, but often a carefully disguised and
moralistically rationalized loathing, hatred, or indifference.

Though we scldom worship icons, our chiel problem is still idolatry.
We are constantly tempted to set our hearts upon cur worldly treasures, and,
when we do, these objects become our gods. Our worshipping (i.e,, counting
as divine) human ideas, philosophics, or valucsystems must alse be counted
equally to fall under that which God forbids when he forbids us to manu-
facture gods from the things of this eurth. Nibley argues that the Nephite
practice of muking gods out of their gold und silver was simply worshipping
the stuff as If it were divine. When our hearts are set on power, prestige,
influence, status, our luxurious homes, then our political and social views
will surely reflect these concerns. Our ideolosies often merely raconalize our
commitiments to the values of this world, Hence it is all too eusy Lo sce what
really stands behind the pious slosuns, tubrics, and clichés advanced by the
Sectarian supporters of radical ideologics.

Earlicr I mentioned six elements which are commonly found in the Sec-
tarian political ideology. Nibley indicates that the prophetic message of the
Book of Mornon speaks to cach of these issues.

I. Nibley feels that the Book of Mormon tully supports eflorts both to
protect civil rights and to prevent persecution aud discrimination.
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Some have felt that the attempt of the state to implement the
ideas of liberty and equality by passing and enforcing laws repug-
nant to a majority, f.e.,, laws restraining persecution, discrimination,
slavery, and all violence whatever, is an infringement of free agency.
But p'luinly the Nephites did not think so. As we have scen, thﬁ*)
believed that no one was ever without his free agency: one can sin
or do wnrichreously under wny form of goveinment whatever; in-
deed, the worse the sovermnent the better ihe test: ufter"all, we
are all being tried and tested on this cavth “under the rale of Belial
bimeelt, “the prince ol tas workd ™ but "imr, Ho one caneser make
us st or do vight oy free agency iy never e the stightest danger.
Bt free instindions and il Dbestics are, as history shows, incon-
stant danger. They are even attacked by those who would justify
their actions as a defense of free agency, and insist that artifictal
barriers erccted by law to protect the rights of unp{)pul(n‘ m_zd weak
minorities are an attempt to limit that agency. (Italics supplied.)

In addition, Niblev shows how the Book of Mormon stresses what we would
call the freedom of conscience and religion, ie., freedom to believe or not
believe. The paint was made by Joseph Smith in the King Follett Discourse:
“Fvery man has a natural, and in onr counny, a constitational right to be
B f:i]::(‘_ prophet, as well as o true prophet.”” Joseph Smith claimed tllw.t
God sullered the establishuient of the United States Constitution to provide
first and foremost such freedom of conscierice (Doctrine and Coveaants 101)

andd the statewment on governaent in the Doctrine and Covenants (Section
154y mukes freedom of conscience the key to the Ic;};iiin‘:zu.‘y of humau g(n.'cl‘m
ment. (Wibley has treated these themes at some length in the cssay entitled
“The Ancient Law of Liberty,” found in The World of the Prophets.)

2. Niblev finds that the Book of Mormon does not necessarily oppose
what we now call public welfare programs. King Benjamin's insistance on
the necessity of equality resulted in his authorization of such programs. “He
insisted that anyone who withheld his substance from the needy, no matter
how improvident and deserving of their fate they might be, ‘hath great cause
to repent’ (Mosiah 4:16-18). . . " Nibley denies that these were merely pri-
vate welfare activities.

3. Wellare programs need to be financed. and one method is through

public taxation. Benjamin's son Mosiah

wiote equality into the conntitntion. “that exery mon .s!(l(m}(‘} h:l“\‘(t s
cqual chance thiaghont all the fand. (Mosialy 29:35.) “f de-
sire,” said thie king, “that this inequality should be no more in this
Janed ... bur Udesive that this be a Lind of liberty, and every man
may enjoy his vights and privileges alike. .07 (Mosialy 2G:32.) 21;15
- docs not mean that some should support others i idleness, “but
that the burden should come upon all the pf:op]c'. that every man
might bear his part.” (Mosiah 29:3+) This was m conformance w_ﬂth
Benjamin's policy of taxation: “I would that ye should [this is a
royal imperative] impart of your Sll])ﬂi[(![l('(‘f.[(;) []1.0 poor, every man
according to that which he hath . z}dnumsten_ng to tl}’exr reh_ef,
both spiritually and temporally, according to their wants.” (Mosiah
4:96) (Itafics are Nibley's)
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After giving an(-cr example of a roval order (Mosiah 21:17), Nibley adds:
“Here taxation appears asa means of implementung the principle of equality.
Whenever taxation is denounced in the Book of Mormon, it is always be-
cause the taxer uses the {unds not to help others but for his own aggrandize-
ment.” Moroni saved the constitution of Mosiah from the king-men by cn-
forcing equality. «This drastic enforcement of equality was justificd bv an
extreme national emergencys but both Alma and \loroni had pointed out
to the people on occasion that the worst dnzer thedr weiety hod o face was
incquality.” (G Doctrine and Covenants 78:5-0).

4. Fhe Jastosoventy peges OF Sinor vk ave Drinnming with reler

ences to our neglet ol the poor. Nibley sere Mormon driest e i

warning to the saints in our own time.

«And I know that ye do [present tense] walk in the pride of your
hearts: and there are none save @ few only who do not litt them-
sclves up in the pride of their hearts, unto the wening of very fme
apparel, unto envvings and serifes, and malice, and  persecutious,
and all manner of iniquities. . . .7 (Mormeon §:36.) Here is our ownt
fashionable, well dressed, status-conscious and highiy compenitive so-
ciety. The “iniguities” with which it iy clinrged ave interesting, for
instead of i, hnmoralivy, and atheistt wo e told of the vi
of vanity, of the intolerant and anclinitible state ot il
envy, strife, matice andd persci urion. Phese e e orines ¢
ness; whereas Lbertines, bandiis audd unbeliesers have bHren
to be generous andd humane, the people whora Mormon i addee
ing beiviy no st i weakness, Thev ae dedicated people: “Yor
hold, ve do love money, and your subnstanoe, ant you tine :1}@;4&-’..
and the adorning of your churches, niore tha ye fovr ihe poor rried
the needy, the sick and afflicted.” (Mormon §:37) . These people de
not persectite the poor (they wre toe sin';lc-mim‘.ui for thav, but
simply ignorc their existence: ve adoru yourselves with that
which hath no life, and yet ulfer the hungry, and the needy ... to
pass by you, and notice them not.” (Mormon §:54.)

5. The entire chapter on “Military History™

chapeer 1) and much
of the remaining seventy pages of Since Cromorah 1s devoted to warning the
saints against wishing to sec political power and especially military force
used to punish the wickedness ot other pzn'iirfs and nations, no waticr fow
wicked they muay actually be. The proper theme, Nibley maintiaine, should
he co-existence, o word he uses over and over, and not the venerable old
though uttarly nsane and unrizhieous notion of “kitl or be killed,” “it 1s

cither you o me.” The saints should abwavs }si’.u’iiu‘ fohearanee

their cnemies and sirive for peace, even someties at the peice ol other
(€8 Mosiah 20292 aud b soveral important sgteents by the Fust Prost-
dency): they should only fight defensively amd tor lmited obiccties W
and the threat of wur is God's way ol showing us that both sides are bad.
“«Of one thing we can be sure, however — the good prople never fivht the
bad people: they never fizht anybody: it is by the wicked that the
wicked are punialw(l: for it is the wicked that stiv up the hearts of the chil-
dren of nien unto bloodshed.” (Mormoun 15"
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ber of a p:lrticular family, party, class, nation gFvace. Likewlse, atuohdiad

to Nibley, wickedness should not be attributed . hose who do not belong
to some fashionable group. It is not our business to judge other men's sins.
“1f they have not charity it mattereth not unto thee,” the Lord told one
Nephite prophet who was inordinately concerned about the sins of others.
(Ether 12:57.) [nstead, we must come to realize that before God we are all
beggars. 1f we show our faith through love, God will see and respond with
merey toward us. However, when our hearts are set upon some worldly
object or value, when we “seek not the Lord to establisht his righteousness”
(Do irtire Al Covenants 1116), we actually worship some worldly likeness
insread of God. Then we Tust aticr the riches of this world, upon which onv
hearts are set; then we hegin o serk powel anl gain that we “might be
lifted up one ahove another.”” The cycle 1s familiar: with wealill or other
prosperity comes a feeling of pride and supcriority, from which comes in-
tense Status-consciousness and an insatiable need for those things which as-
sure our status (espccially power and wealth). Why are we unhappy? “We
seek not the Lord to establish his righteousncss.” Instead we set our hearts
on the vain things of ihis world: we are anxious about the wrong things.
“Please note,” Writes Nibley, . .. wickedness does not consist in being on
the wrong side —in the Book of Mormen it never does.” Party, class, n.ation
are all equally irvelevant to the guestion of rightoousness sf one and the
wickedness of another group andd turn us hom the actual hnman predicanent
andd its authentic solutiou.

But what about race? For the second timne, Nibley has exmmnined what

he calls “The Race Quoestion.” 'l he very title is enouzh to esciie some anne
icty, which only shows that the subject needs to be dealt with. What he
examines, of course, are the ethnological teachings found in the Book of
Mormon and the use of group labels (c.g., Nephite, Lamaunite). The relevant
issue is the problem of dark skin — “black” and “white.” The terms “black”
and “white” are used, Nibley argues, as marks of a general way of life; that
is, they are cultural designations. They are marks, they are also intended
by God, and they are put upon the holder by his own actions, but there is
no miracle of skin color changing from light to dark (“white” to “black”?),
except as one adopted a certain cultural pattern.

Nibley finds that the Book of Mormon is busy warning us about our
t(‘mpl:niun to be concerncd about wealth, status, prestigc, power, and 1n-
fluenice. After all, sin is anxiety about the things of this world, The real
source of our wickedness is our desire to live comething that is not gen-
uinely wot thy of our love, our urge to worship a mere likeness, our tendency
to he concerned about somc trivial thing. The one thing we fear in this
world and resent above all other things is being edued out of our (rightful?)
place at the table when Mother Technology's pie is being cut. Things seem
to merit status and we arce all tempted by such ephemeral things. The trouble
with the conservatively oriented political ideology with which some of the
saints are now flirting and which is now being taught as God-given by some
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S¢ 1¢ - LOpvo - Tt1 ' o e ) ; - e ,
Ax ewtll sorve as a true political ideology I e ey
$ soon as we viel i T
a vdeld to the entice (
| : cement to associate
worldly ideology o ) asodiate the gospel wi
| ¢ e en gospel with
iy ide St;};,d. :J’bcgm fo ready the thought police. HoweverI the B i
often pointed Out.s Iu?ct]y m the way of any such nonsense, as :\'iblc (})10
. I ds ; i At : R
one, 1 sy ek lls not the job of the saints to go around forcin") ‘m‘
ay, to do or not to d i ( hing,
one In an o or beclieve or not believ i
I ook of Mor Vs (0 believe any
e paycolon, ;lIom.mn, according to him, “offers striking illu‘i[mt'/ mmgi
. vica Snle thar : ) e
R, principle thar mmpatience with the wicked her
when it s real wickedesy h T

. d .I M ar ([ . - >
a1 not mere , laygine 1S a sure nmeasure
Of OonNe's own wic l\( d”( 5S. o ) h o

The Book for
called the ‘conspiratorial interp: t”v"k Offl\jmmon B ppat hits been
call : tori: etation of history.,” Pec
an immterpretation ; I, sople who acce "
¢ o . accept
" mﬂl()m ! ) (, pronc to set up their own counter-conspirvaci t[ ‘“KE
drl e prone o ' tsspivacies to check
! o ; tas exactly what the Baok of Mormen forbid ;
nEsosurces o constantly reminds us, G s of men
i 3 1is us, God alone kne
and God alone wi L 1 , d alone knows the hearts of me
i o e s, wirts of men
ay.” OQur commission iy |
annd foc aone will . 591¢ s only to preac . el ¢
o enforce rightcousness or judge anyone l preaclh the gospel and
In fact, tl i ‘ e n
ac 1e wicked s wor
e l-m[’,,ld o N.lof this world are not our concern at all. Ow I
iy e ) ] it Nibley aptly calls the “Nephite Disease,” i.e., tl plop—)
- set our hearts on the ric i 1 our oAbt
or ¢ riches of this w
o ) S WO 1 - ; iti
selb-riglitcousness and pride. This diseas ot o o dubiion,
s o ride. s SEUSe ay not appear nearly as
¢ SC (hne;sr. . LN - bpem nearly as e
g those. l1 'Lb which infect others. To the saints h()WC\tly.[ i o
» while those infected by the far more ugly di s oy et
gly diseases may vet

UL A journal of Mo '
: t jouwrnal of dormon Thought
C\

SO

vk

P R

et

IO MIRELAN DT o M1 R M1

7

s

v,

)

be healed by the gospel. Nibley’s thesis is that=the Book of Mormon was
made available to our world to warn us about the Nephite Disease. Our
problem, then, is not the wickedness of others — we have no room to gloat —

but our own worldliness. One should not use the Book ol Mormon to blast
the Russians, the Chinese, the Communists, the Blacks or anyons else whom
we currently are being taught to hate and fear; its message of warning 18
primari‘ly for the saints, e,

for those who freely choose to heed the gospel

messuge.

It is to be hopes and seriously consid-

1 that Nibley's book will he read
attentinnm,

100k of Mormon will iselt receive ony
that vast nunbers of
, are eager

ered — even more that the
My experience with students at BY.UL convinees me
young Mormouns, and often the most able and faithful young saints
for the message of the Book of Mormon and deeply appreciate having it
ed out. It is a shame that so many students go through a long course of
of all things, Bastiat'’s The Law as 2
svils of socialism that has
In a number of “religion

point
study on the Book of Mormon with,
guide. (This little book is an old criticism of the
by the John Birch Society.
Jricham Young University it has actually been

cler to receive an A In the stindy of thy ook

recently been prommcd
closses”™ at a ;(f:iuirmncm
that one read Bastiat's book 1t ©
of Mormort) Pabaps thoe teachers who see things more
dacs — they are clealy in the oty - could anavnge to June Pari V oof
Since Cumerih 1’<:I>1intc:d in an inexpensive editionn and made
studenis as a commentary on the Book of Mormon, it sucli a thing seairs 1o
This would cartainly seem to

the way Nibley
avalable te

be needed. make more sense than the coie
tinual use of old (or new) tracts on socialisin,
state, written by those wholly or partially ignorant of the gos
the Book of Mormon in ways that fill the student’s mind with irrelevancies,
worldly nonsense, partisan political opinions (e.g., public education is an
activity of the devil, or all public attempts to assist the poor and indigent
are demonic) only makes the gospel message scem absurd and totally irrele-
vant to our world, and drives many young saints into fanaticism or eventual

cormmunism or the wellare
pel. Teaching

apostasy.

Some Moruons indeed are
hich they are expected Lo assimilate are
Thus instead of the gospel 1ies

it is now sometimes made
y
il

losing their faith altogether, simply because
the expressions w quite divorced
from the realities of man’s actual existence.
aring to have any deep relevance to life,

sage appe
or even totally, incievant

to appuar as something niostly,

Fiowever, as Nibley ably shiows, the gospel is more thau
reflective a comfortable fecling:
eep of tragic events. In

to the: prcdir:nmcm

of the secular world
merely something that serves to give the un
it has meaning for one ceught up in the current sw

fact, it> message only really takes on meaning when man Legius to sense thit
he is teetering on the rim of an abyss. For without God’s merey, our best
efforts are only an heroic but still laughable gesture.




“us: A Study of the Mormon Church in Scotland and l;[srfwh(fr(k J. Roy
€__.,€rson (Edinburgh: The Home Board of the Church of Scotla - S) are
no doubt reactions to proselyting activities in Great Britain. The Paterson
book is an answer to Mormonism after its “sudden” appearance in Scotland.
What else is new, Roy? The Order of Aaron is in print again with a doc-
trinal hook, Purified as Gold and Silyer by Blanche W. Beeston (Caldwell,
Idaho: Caxton Printers, $.95) .

Reprints and new editions were also substantial last vear and include
some significant titles formerly unavailable or availubie only in expensive
trade editions. Reprints are Desert Saints by Nels Anderson (Phoenix, 52.95);
Leoniard J. Avrington, Greal Basin Kingdom (Nehraska, 82400 0 Whitaey §

7

Cross, The Buried-over Tiiyict {(Harper "Trrchbooks, [23y ‘\‘.":11{:1(.0l W.
Ellioit, Hisiery of Sen Rernardino County, Calijoriia (from the 1883 edition,
Riverside, Calil.: Riverside Muscum Press, $12.00); Norman F. Furniss,
The Mormon Conflict (Yale, 31.95) : and Henry Inman, The Great Salt Lake
Trail (from the 1898 edition, Minneapolis: Ross & Haines, 1966, $8.75). A

I'n
new edition of Stanlev B. Kimball's Sources of Mormon History in Illinois,

1839-48 . . . (Southern lilinois University) is now available. Related to
Kimball's work is a new study, 4 Bibliography of Illinois Imprints, 1814-1858
by Cecil K. Byrd (University of Chicago Press, $12.50) . Byrd's work describes
the products of Mermen presses in IHinios. A second edition of David F.
Miller's #lole in the Rock also came aut in 1966 (University of il R5.50%

Paperbacks and pamphilets produced three interesting titles, tve of which
were written by Frra Taft Benson., Tlder Benson’s theme In Sirened for i
Batile (Bookeralt, 8.25) and Internil Threat to the Amevicon Yy of Life
(Rouokeraft, £.35) is political rather than thealosical. Donkernft hus gl
published Fletcher B. Hammon's Geography of the Pook of Aformon (5.60) .

Works of fiction consist of three tides this vear, Gordon J. Allred's Valley
of Tom()?‘mzu*,L (Bookeraft), Paul Batley's story of Chicf Walker aud the
Mormons, FHeowh of the Mountains (Westernlore Press, $5.95) . and John C.
Murdock’s Under the Covenant: A Story of the Mornions (New York: Van-
tage, $7.50) .

Perhaps by now the reader (as well as this writer) wishes that the bibli-
ographic outpouring of the latter half of 1966 had not been so voluminous,
Have courage — for we approach the end of our new book shelf with a look
at works broadly concerned with the Great Basin, William FL. Goerzman,
Exploration and Empirc (New York: Knopf, $10.00): W. Eugene Hollon,
The Great American Desert, Then and Nowt (Oxtford University Press,
$6.00) ; Howard Roberts Lamar, The Far Southwest, 1816-1912: A Tervitorial
History (Yale, $10.00); John Upton Tervell, War for the Coloradn River

2 vols. (Glendale, Coloarado: Clark, $17.50 all have the sane thinz in

commaen ~— they cannot aveid the part piayed by Mormous in the cvnlve-
ent of the American West,

¥ Previcusly reviewed in Dialogue.
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“Church writer” or he is discounted as merely an ";'{')v)lfv);' , Mo
}However, those who hold such opinions are not a.lwaybt auat:e of ! ,‘1‘ i; th
of his contribution, most especiaily to scholarly ]oum‘als, u; e\fe i
FEra aud other Church magazines, as well as t'ho.se .var_xous otl "er}r ot s the
reach primarily the Mormon audience. O\’Ily Is 1?, ulq?e;tal;g, itnmorin;?)
Book Company and Bookcraft dQ not list their mk:, 11)113 (--O-Oric,’ti(:: :nm
Nibley has surprisingly wide interests and rclrx?a:r 1 : ‘[Z ‘w;m. ' i
inality; he is an indefatigable rz';smrc]’xc'f, an adroit lm,(l, .\ir L‘V,
) ¥ 1 know with a funny teble of conten

AMythmakers is the only boo funn of cont
( esmanship and style as a writer, coupled with his knowledge m:c}i
valinmiansnipy a4 SLYLe s & AR i HRT
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hitsell to its defense, Tle ds stngularly well (.(lu.;,»xu‘d for | 5 r,L .l ‘
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intelicetual life. Tle veznlurly emuploys Arabic, Hebrow. Gro < "9
wont. Fren i ‘ onl Laypti ontic and ever Engnsi
aen. French, Russian, Boabylontan, Egyptim, Coptic and evern .
research. o ) .

He has published five books and two pamphlcts. The pmnp.lletq. i
- r ' § is entrance t e as
Mda'am, That's Not History (1918), marks his entrance on the s;lc_(}ne r
A i [hi i i c aw ic. 1€ SCCOn
apologist. This pamnphlet is a short, witty reply t((; I*I::u;[.Br;Sw The sccor
o - yoota . 7 Y
Ni ’ e € ed Wr an ublication (

i libley's lecture entitled WWriling : : &
pamphlet. Nibley ing licatio | gradu
.S‘rlm}ol (Mimeographed, 1966, by the Brigham Young {.Jm\cr;lttyheystato |
. - - - e 3 . 29 o .
School) contains his reflections on the scholarly enterprise a.n] e e
o M g - -3y, - - : l:v: 1 1
scholarship in Mormon circles. The books are mlu_m; s'ubstantm h—]:t ol
) e ’ dites (1952}, which in a somewhat dilierg

he World of the Jaredites (1952), . ‘ Tl
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G ) adio talks oive
of the Prophets (Ist ed., 1954; 2nd cd,, 1962), a sciies of m(::;) tahz\s ;0{
’ . : : 57: 2nd e
over KSL; An dApproach to the Book of Mormon (Ist Pd'."/‘-u)\].‘[} a2
1661 hich was erigivally a priesthood lesson manualy The Alytama
1960 a very an 0 / he corfusion in o

form nppcarcd 2s two series in the Fra betwee

o sdng and sicnill elfort to show t
(1961) . a very amnsing ana n"""!‘,"‘?"n.tybliw)f sl Dress (VU62), a sniivig
ranks of the carly oritics of Joscph Smtthy Sowerdug Drevs (52 X v
rEe i i . . . R 1 - "oy a0 ] ,
ine Wiullace' ar “story” of Brigham Youny aid
reply to Jwving Walliace's popular “story o ’

i y il ¢ Nibley will publish
(wife number whatever-itwasy. In the near futare Nibley ]

T

; i historicity of the Pemyl of Great Price, i s i
long-awaited study of the histovicity of the 1 < ?
iscs to be his best scriptural study. .

i ’ st sioni impressive publications a2
However, Nibley's most s.gmﬁcantbar:d 11 pg i '}rticle';, onblidund
- known by Mormons but essays @ articles ; '
those generally known by Mot ¢ and ar Ly
ﬂchol'xr%y journals and most readily known and av Lul!dbl(. to specialists
¢ t ide hurch) .
this means, for the most part, people outside the Church)
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wles:

‘w Light on Scaliger,” Classical Journal, XXXVIT (1942),291-295.

wrsiones,” Classical Journal, XL (1915), 515-543.

« Arrow, the Hunter, and the State,” Western Political Quar-

fv, I (1919), 328-344. A study of the role of the marked arrow

ancient statecraft; his first essay on the origin of the state.

» Hierocentric State,” Western Political Quarterly, IV (19531},

253, His second important study of the origin of the state,

i~ Unsolved Loviliy Problem: Our Western e

feal Questerdy, VIO (038), 637557, An examinntion of the

Llem of loyulty in the dth century, with obvious significnnee I

CGwn time.

y History and Religion Conflict?” in Great Issues Forum, Series

‘Religion), No. 5 (Salt Lake City: University of Utah, 1953),

39,

“ctoriosa Loquacitas: The Rise of Rhetoric and the Decline of

~rvthing Else,” Western Speech, XX (1956}, 57-82.

tristian Envy of the Temnple,” Jewish Quarteyly Review, L (1939
97-123, 228240, A long study showing the virious

o IVesiorn

’

reactions

“hristian theologians to the destruction of tho eropia
we Passing of the Church: Forty Vaviations on
heme,” Churck History, XXX (june 1G51), 121-154, £Le5LS
rty different arguments for the apostacy in the lead article of the
arual of the American Associntion of Chorch Histortans, The
aders will be interested in two letters commcating o Nibicy's
zument. See Hans J. Hiilerbrand, “The Passing of the Church:
wo Comments on a Strange Theme,” Church History, XXX (1961},
- '-482; and a defense of Nibley by R. M. Graat, “The Passing of
- Church: Conuncnts on Two Comments on a Strange Theme,”
urch History, XXX (1961), 482-483.
»umran and the Companions of the Cave,” Revue de Qumran, V
251y, 177-198.
'he Expanding Gospel,” Brigham Young University Studies, VU
060y, 827, An examination of Gospel themes in the literature
the ancient world.
~aneelium Quadraginta Dierum,” ¥igiliae Christianae, XX (1966} ,
A study of the tradition of the scoret teuching of Jesus in the
v days after his resurrection.
ating, Toll, aad Taxing,” Western Politiccl Quarterly, XKIX
H6y, BUE630. A third important study of the
<! pre-history.
rorusalem and the Christian Church,” to appear i the Encyclo-
codia Judaica.
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siafe in liistory

the Improvement Era:

T'he Book of Mormon as a Mirror of the East,” Vol 51 (April 1948)
taptism for the Dead in Aucient Time,” 1E, Vol. 51-52 Dec. 1948-
pril 1949)

iehi in the Desert,” IE, Vol. 53 {Jan..Oct. 1950) .

( 1951-52

1953

Articles

1955
1956
1963

1965

ATRTCH S e

“The World of the Jaredites,”” TE, Vol. 54-55 (Sept. ]9{_01\/ 1952) .
“The Stick of Judah and the Stick of Joseph,” IE, Vol. 56 (Jan.-May
1953

“NCVZ/ Approaches to Book of Mormon Study,”” IE, Vol. 56-57 (Nov.
1953-July 1951)

“The Way of the Church,” IE, Vol. 58 (Jan. 1956-Dec. 1957)

“There Were Jaredites,” 1E, Vol. 59-60 (Jan. 1956-Feb. 1957
“Mixed Voices,” 1E, Vol. 62 (Mar.-Nov. 1539)

“The Liahona's Cousius,” IF, Vol. 64 (Feb, 1661)

“Censsiing the Joseph Swith Story,” 1T, Vol. 61 (July-Novw. 1961
“Since Cumorah,” T8, Vel 67-68 (Got. 196:4-Dec. 1966)

in the Instructor:

“Columbus and Revelation,” Vol. 88 (Oct. 1953), 319%.

“More Voices from the Dust,” Vol. 91 (March 1956), pp. 71fE

“The Dead Sea Scrolls, Some Questions and Answers,” Vol. 98 (July
1963), pp. 2354

“Farly Accounts of Jesus' Childhood,” Vol. 100 (Jan. 1965), pp.
35iL,




music¢ in the chuy It is more artful than
a hymn, carries @ e modern message, and
is within the nnfe and talent limits of
ordinary singing Mormons. . . .

. 1 now have twelve published songs on LDS
themes, which are being used all over the
Church as sermons in various mectings, If
these are not fit for the Sabbath day, the
Church membership should be informed,
and I should be informed at once. We are
members in good faith and certainly have
no wish to be performing “trash, Perhaps
I have been led astray in my thinking by
the tears, words, letters of gratitude and
the enthusiasm of our people in all walks
of life, for my Mormon Music,

I have mailed Professor Durham my two
dollar packet of 12 songs so that he can see

for himself just how “corny” each one is,,

But until our top composers can put out
some real Mormon songs which fit the oc-
casions for which we need them, and which
truly appeal to our people, young and old,
in a way to deepen their gospel convictions,
I will have to recommend my own,

Marie Manwaring Anderson
Shelley, 1daho ’

The following is a response to the Ietlh

from Mimi Irving in the Autumn 1968 issue:

I shall not, as you do, deal in ad homi.
} nems. Suffice to say that I do not concur
with your opinions. Modern Egyptologists
are not, in fact, saying -the same thing as
those earlier Egyptologists, great as many of
them were. Nibley went to great pains in
[ the Era this year to show, via abundant
quotation (rather than the unfair censor-

4 ship, doctoring, and secrecy of Spaulding),
g just what those Egyptologists did say about
% ). Smith and about each other. 1 know of
fll no sarcasm in his words, He is direct, and
l simply repeats what the modernists are all
saying: That all of science at that time was
far too heady and overconfident, and that
pYit took an Einstein, a W, F. Albright, a
[ Bertrand Russell, an L. 'Wiugenstcin, et al,
g 'nd 2 stock market crash, among other things,
j:0 bring us back to reality.

This is the age of scientific verification,
andom sampling, and skepticism of skepti.
ism izself. Nibley is mercly one of the best
ji tudeats of the age, and is highly respected

LRl Vel
in academic circles. A gencral perusal of
his articles (in academic journals or Church
oriented publications) and books, as well as
an acquaintance with the general scholarship
of the past 200 years, establishes him in my

mind as one of those men of whom we see "

only 4 or 5 per century, .

Prof. David Riesman of Harvard scems to
agree with this estimate of his erudition,
although he is far more qualified than I to
discuss the question. It was in 1963, at
BYU, I believe, that he stated that Nibley
was the “Thomas Aquinas” of the Mormon
Church, and that his own erudition paled
before Nibley’s. Riesman and I are not
Mormons, but religion has nothing to do
with following good scientific method, and
I believe in a merciless testing of any hy-
potheses which come my way. The fabric of
Nibley's words holds together surprisingly
well for a scholar who s supposed to have a
“split personality” or “two masters.” .

Your premise that the LDS Church is built
on an edifice of “contradictory beliefs” can
only be demonstrated by showing just what
those beliefs are, and in what way contradic-
tory, and even McMurrin has a bit of a
problem with that, as fine a philosopher
as he is.

Robert F, Smith

Ontario, California /

—

Dear Sirs:

I would like to comment on Richard How-
ard’s article in the Summer issue regarding
the Book of Abraham and the Reorganized
L.D.S. Church. There is considerable cvidence
showing that the Book of Abraham was
more than an item of curiosity in the early
R.L.DS. Church. It ig especially important to
point out that the doctrine of a plurality of
Gods, which this volume teaches, was be-

. lieved not only by many of the membership

but also by the highest leaders in those days,

Mr. Howard - states that hig church -has
taken a “conservative” position regarding the
Book of Abraham because of its “doctrinal
content and implications.” He ecarlier states
that the “conservative" position was that of
neither endorsing nor condemning the Book
of Abraham. He ties this position (o the
year 1896,

This may have been the “official” position
of the R.L.D.8, Church in 1896, but that cer.

tainly was rot the case in the early Reor-
ganization. In those days, when the Reor-
ganization was just getting started, the Book
of Abraham was treated with utmost respect
and was often quoted from by writers in
official publications. The first publication
issued by the Reorganization, 4 Word of
Consolation to the Scattered Sainis, referred
to the Book of Abraham in support of
pricsthood lineage.

At the end of a quotation from the Book
of Abraham in the first volume of the True
Latter Day Saints’ Herald (p. 270), there is
the following which certainly indicates the
attitude of the leaders of the early Reorgan-
ization:

. now she shall be called woman,
because she was taken out of man. (Book
of Abraham, translated through the gift
and power of the Holy Ghost by Joseph
Smith.) :

In 1860 the early Reorganization was argu-
ing with the Temple Lot Church (Church
of Christ or Hedrickite Church) in regard
to the Doctrine and Covenants, and at that
time reference was made to the Book of
Abraham as follows:

Now we propose to prove that all reve-
lations which Joseph gave unto the
church, we are bound to “give heed un-
to.” If the first edition of that book is
divine, all the subscquent revelations -
which are contained in the Book of
Covenants, in the Book of Abraham gc.,
and which he gave unto the church, are
cqually divine. (True Latter Day Saints’
Herald, March, 1860, p. 63.)

The foundation of the Reorganization was
based upon the acceptance of all these books
as divine, ' ‘

In the True Latter Day Saints’ Herald for
1860, pp. 280-83, we find almost four pages
defending the doctrine of a plurality of Gods,
using the title of “A Plurality of Gods.” It
begins:

By the quotations of our Utah corres-
pondent from the new translation of the
Bible and from the Book of Abraham,
it will be perceived that a plurality of
Gods is a doctrine of those books. Al.
though it is an unpopular doctrine, it is
a doctrine of the common’ versions of the
Bible, Jt is true that there are “plain
and precious things which have been
taken away” from the Bible, and this is
true in yelercnce to this subject, but
there is enough remaining to show that
the doctrine is true.

SELCIS 10 e LANOYTS /7

On p. 283 the articl( Judes: éO&

These scriptural evig®nces concerning
the order of the Kingdom in the exalta-
tion of the sons of God, show that the
revelations in the New Translation of
the Bible, and in the Book of Abraham,
concerning the Gods, all harmonize to-
gether, When this doctrine came forth
in these books, it became a stumbling
block to some pcople. We hope that the
cvidence which we have presented on
this subject will be advantageous in the
removal of their stumbling block out of
the way.

In 1865, the R.L.D.S. Church published a
book entitled A Synopsis of the Faith and
Doctrines. One chapter, or section, deals
with the Godhead and a sub-section under
that is entitled “A Plurality of Gods.” There
are several pages following devoted to scrip-
tural refcrences that support this doctrine.

On the basis of these and many other ref-
erences at my disposal, I believe that the
implication made by Howard that his Church
membership rejected the Book of Abraham
and the doctrines that it taught is inaccurate,
In the early days of the Reorganization the
membership believed not only in the Book
of Abraham as scripture but also in its doc-
trine of a plurality of Gods.

Ward H. Forman
Tulare, Calif,

Richard P. Howard replies:

My brief Dialogue article, “A Tentative
Approach to the Book of Abraham” (Sum-
mer, 1968, pp. 88-92), made no attempt to
document the reverence felt for the Book
of Abraham by some of the leading officials
of the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints during the 1850s and
1860s. ‘To have done this would have ac
commodated these with a concern similar
to that of Mr. Forman; however, such would
have been unrelated to the primary purpose
of the article,

History agrees with Mr, Forman's point
that the carly leaders of the Reorganized
Church (1852-1866) held the Book of Abra:
ham in high regard; that they promoted
fts use as reprinted in the True Latter Day
Saints’ Herald; and that they espoused its
doctrine of a plurality of Gods. Many other
published and unpublished sources demon.
strate the esteem held by some of the early
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of Wisdom). It is essential that those in authority be able to effectively pre-
scribe policies and programs in their various areas of responsibility. In this
the Church is not unlike many other organizations; political, governmental
or private. The membership is required to give tacit support to official Church
programs and policies. It should be pointed out, however, that tacit sup-
port does not mean that members must believe the program to be inspired
nor does it mean that the members need even be enthusiastic in their sup-
port. It only meaus that dissent, while appropriate, must not be obstreperous.

For example, we wrept the Word of Wisdom n prunciple brcause it s
scripture. We aceept specific rules based on the principle as binding because
they have been so defined by the President. We apply reason because we
want the principle to have dynamic meauning in our lives.

It can be argued that the principles in Category Two necessarily exist
as a result of the principles in Category One. For instance, because of our
acceptance of a Supreme Being, scriptural ideas become important. Because
of our acceptance of the Church as a divinely instituted organization it is
necessary that we give atr least tacit approval ta official Church programs.
Furthermore, no conilict can exist between catcgories or within categories.
No conflict exists as the categories are now stiuctured, and change can only
come about througlh additional revelation. Since wo are required to accept
that which the President of the Church officially prodiaims as revelation, all
of the other essentinls are dynamic, which is to say that existing cssenitials
must change as new revelation is added. 1t is possible that required aceep
tance could be expanded by the President. The point is, however, that in
the absence of any expansion, open discussion and interpretationn are neces-
sary. Opinion, from whatever source, makes neither revelation nor scripture.

In order properly to incorporate new demands of required acceptance,
mental discipline is required. A particular thought process must be em-
ployed when any policy, program, or principle is brought into question.
First, we must determine whether the point in question is opinion. It may
be considered opinion unless specifically defined as revelation or is a policy
which has been implemented through official decision making channels. This
certainly does not mean that we necessarily reject what comes down as opin-
jon. It means that we need not accept opinion without question.

A determinaiion that the point under consideration is other than opinion
means that the degiee of required acceptance must be determnined. The value
of Category Onc principles is 16 remind us that under cortain circumstatices
the degree of required acceptance may be absolute. Realistically, required
acceptance is not usually absolute. The degree of required acceptance lies
usually somewhere between the extremes ol opinion and revelation; between
no acceptance and total acceptance. In this vast area a reasoned approach
must be introduced so as to complement the degree of required acceptance
based solely upon faith.

Precise definition of Church essentials and required acceptauce will re-
sult in their limitation. Certainly we operate at present with no clear defi-
nition of what is and what isn't essenriul. Unfortunacelv. hecause of the

K R St

ORI

N 2
At o 6y <60
“%fu‘" o )/‘ ‘Q) - O/
L%(’Z;y/t'!g;&ent state of affairs, a reasoned (some say itellectual) approac.h to per-
~ sonal, Church, and social problems exists under a pale of suspxcxox?. This
shouldn’t be so. All too often this has resulted in needlessly inflexible be-
havior when current problems cry for imagination. Sadly we are engulfed
in an avalanche of Mormon lore somehow defined as doctrine.
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Why do the gentdes rage,
And the people tmagne a vain thing?
(Psalm 2, verse 1)

The Summer and Fall issues of DIALOGUE (1968) contained certain artcr)‘lt'.s' on
pupyrus scrolls purchased by the Church from the Metropolitan Musewm of
Ari in New York in late 1967. ' .
Some evidence has been advanced to show that “Th:’”Br(futhzng Pm’mzt‘, 4()[
Hor" (one of the scrolls, sometimes called “5malf sensen” ) was used .by ]r)(.;n [l))z
Smith in translating the Book of Abraham. _I‘rmzs[ulzons of 15}“‘?.;“:0,] ! ?Y
Eyyptologists Richard Parker and I\'!uys Bm:r fnd;('rlt(fzi thut.! tuf ) ))r{.‘alyz‘mo
Permit” scroll was written about the time of Christ and that the message of
this seroll is not that of the Book of Abraham; they are saymg that if {T()Ij('pllz.
Smith thought that a correct translation of “Breathing Pernut was the Book
of Abraham, Lie was mistaken. ’ , o
Prof ssor Huglt Nibley countered :uzth‘st’wm/ alievpil: ;i\*jw-)!.rf',;(iAf/zzz‘: ;fc t}.nS
one to the effect that “Breathing Permit” was writici i t‘-;)!l:‘, whic l}(:m: vt
not as yet been broken by the Eg)‘j)t()lggl&h‘,ﬂ IWhit follows, by Benjonin
Urrutia, is an argument in suppert of the “code” theory. 7 . )
Benjarnin Urrutia, a yecent converd Z()'tl_zc Cl}uwh from (}!1}/{}"{1{1://15 ]:(llu'{v(“!m‘,
was a Freshman this past year al the Uniuersity of New AI('A.\_z‘(‘()._’ llzsnlstyzttti( (r)f
the Joseph Smith Papyri has led him to plan to begin a major i arc weology
at Brigham Young University this fall.

INTRODUCTION

Of the subject of my study, only fragments and copies of lragm‘:lnlts erl
. vy | . H e ST G : ang
tefr. These are “Joseph Smith’s Fgyptian Papyri pumbers 1, 10 and 11,
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the thr acsimi

e lee f”tclsnmxles of the Pearl of Great Price. But these are enough. I

{ ued th 5 i ‘
DOCm% ned | ?xnl.to a roll of paper 10x150 centimeters long (according to
Dot Haelx s 1111( lcations), and I have a pretty good idea of what PJS (rjls 1

all call this document) must hay ike > pi

st have looked like before i oke i i
et 2 contunry an fore it broke into pieces

In this essay my mai jecti

. 1[ essay my main objectives shall be to prove that the two titles
at have been ascribed o T i ‘ e
e e L\I)(itvn ‘uvg‘.nb\d to PJS (“The Breathing Permit of Hor” and “The
sook of Abraham™) are boih correct, and har the two translstion thr v} L
the two translstions that have

},‘( n O{ [ 1 « }) S (e ne covern o 50 ¢ 130¢ [
¢ il [ i } ()1’\ IVE 1o } 1 h i O Ui JOOK : tn
» UNVUE S

now have been lost, the otlier hareld Pt
\ en lost, the otliex burely a fifth of the papyrus) are botl i
acceptable transiations, each in its own 1 II L o
A TEwWay. av ‘cw mi jecti
ooy y- (I have a few minor objectives
I'he reasons that make the scholars “rave” and i ! i
e thate 3 Tometin e t § rage” and "imagine a vain thing”
) } i‘; L ph's translations of P]S is very different from their o“?
anc the Book of Abraham is di i ! : ‘ oo
am is disproportionately 36
. ate ¥ S very R,
as contrasted to columnn I of PJS (lc[5< tll?'m 70 ¢l d loné’) (llﬁ’ S o)
- 3 s thar characters), the eround it covers
psted n Lol PJs g d COVETS.
These people obviously think thev can have their cake and eat i
they can’t have it both Ways. ( et bt

1. A WORKING HYPOTHIES]

BA 4 X - PJS

086 Sinit! HPR -ouhet
{ J_Lph Smiith, the rophet, is known to have made three transl ti
of apeph B, ophet, R > made ransintions
Torci tvlu.ozdﬁ_r- e this order: 1) The Book of Mormon: 9y The Inenired
Version of the Bible; 5) The Book of i o, the st 1o the
vawio } ;d ¢ Book of Abraham. OF these, the first is the
' e v ) ‘ N ' » 2507, 1 oS i
o y tlfat lvms completed, and the only oue that was a “wranslation” it
e sense of the word that is " rsto ~ 1
0 at 1s most coinmonl D :
} v used and understood. Ti
L s vord th monly nd understood, The
SO ( as 1;}(:; a translation from the original Hebrew, but a correction of
me (not a of the infint i » : o
! nitude of errors in tl (i i
e King James Bibl
what was the nature of the i ] ot e A
R £ N of the translation
h s of the Book of Abraham? i
s : , Abraham? It was quite
difte Int fromn cxt13er of the other two. To understand how it wor'ke(;l we
st learn something of the original and backeround of itselt,
o something o gin ackground of the book itself.
exact d am, who tved around two thousand vears before Christ (the
xact date 1s a matter of much I in Eour Jace ‘
¥ controversy), was in Eovnt at le ;
2% 1 1t : ). wa “gypt at least once (Gen
. as in this land that he wr .
124 a1 T e wrote the book that bears his n
S . : 11t bears his name.
s ] wits broucht back to Fovy
{ ack to Foy © Abraham’s or:
ocument wio ,”.O: \ o gypt by Abraham’s grandson, Israel.
WYe arose up a uew kine over Fovpt w : ; '
(Iixo 1:8), what becarme of I - ove ]‘SI}I" who knew not Joseph™
for I ; at became of the sacred book? Did this kine who had 1o respect
TN B o e il ‘ N 1< RICEN ST esDEC
. } lu. lives, huve any e spect for Israelite cultare? :
YO Dest way to save ! DR W
. hes way to save the book would Lave Loen to enmouflioe .
hike an Fevptian do mtoins i JUR 1 o oo
y uyplic ocument mstead ol a4 Sanitic one. Most Likely i1 v 1
ke an Lgyptian docus . Mo vas al-
1 i\mm(n i Egvptian characters, bat that wasn’t enouch
N eyl . o
L n cnterprising Hebrew, whom we shall call X, conceived a code in
which every character of izrai ] o N
ara a Mizratte funcrary Cripti i
‘ ; [T rary mscuption, with only a few
hich racter , . a few
11101 (though signiticant) changes, was the equivalent of two \'CI"\'?'
or less, of the book he was tevi i ‘ ‘ .
. as myine to sive :or ‘ F {
ying to save, the original of which no lonecer exists.

There even exi : ssibili i

loateal) }, 1 Ck\lbtb the possibility (it would be more farfetched, but also more
1cal) that X actwally created “The ity ! . ) ‘
gieal, t Hy created “The Breathing Pormic of FI5 7 (BPHD, o

et AT A ANAM M T > 8

suit his purposes,
pecting its origin.
would have BPH itself as what the Egyptologists used to belicve the BA was:
an imitation of the Book of the Dead by a non-Egyptian hand, and a

< NS Wit il s

and later the Egyptians accepted it as sacred, without sus-
If this second hypothesis turned out to be true, then we

forgery.
on at this section’s heading is applicable to either

The algebraical equati
the Book of Abraham plus X’s manipulations

artant of my hyputhesis:
equals the Papyrus Joseph Smith.

But once BA was rendered into code, what chance
wis lost, wod not a convention
i

i, 1 he booso was b ad

was there of ever

decoding it again? X being dewd, the searet
of all the world's cryptographists could fined 1t
“The Breathing Permic of Hin.” What was

appearance, and even in reality,
the Urim

there to be doner What was the key to the lost code? The answer:

and Thummim:
And thou shalt put in the breastplate of judgment the Urbn and
when he goes in

Thummim; and they shall be upon Aaron’s heart,

before the LORD; and Aaron shall bear the judgment of the chil-

dren of Israel upon his heart before the LLORD continually, (Fx.

9450 read the whole chapter)

When Moses left Foype, he took a copy of the BFrE with him. Sitce

Book of Abrduan was brought te light
wn books),

he biad the Urim and Thuouoin, the
{ time. (It nust have helped Moses in the writing of Lis o
The thind tine was when Joseph, also using the Urin and Thamnim, found
once niore the clue to the Book of Abiahani.

But what reason have I to make ali these fancitul theories? Two vary
good reasons: those two differences that cause so much raging and imagining
of vain things, although they happily cancel each other. (That is the differ-
ence between Joseph's and the Egyptologists’ tramslation of the same docu-
ment, and the ditference between the number of Egyptian characters and the
This we shall examine in detail after we take

a4 SeCoid

number of English words.
care of a few lesser problerus).
Of course, the papyrus we have is not the original, but a late copy ol

Saitic times. Mormon and Gentile agree on this.

2. FAC. 1, ORIG,FAC. 1, AND SIMITAR PROBLEMS

(FVac. 1 1 One. Ovig. Fac 1
means the original Facsimile Number One. Simitaly Fac 2 and Orig. Fac. 2
represent Facsinile Number Two and its original, Fac. ¢ and Orig. Yac. 3
are Facsimiile Number Three and its original.)

The scholarly view is that when Joseph ;u:(luiru! his scrolls,
yut had already been fragmiented and pasted on maps of
ore, the cut-in-half papyri had alveady suffered this

e fallen off from the paper had already

my abbreviation for Facsimife Number

they were
scrolls no more, t

the Kirtland area. Furtherm
operation. and the portions that hav

done so.
Against these speculations Doctor Hugh Nibley puts up the followiny

fucts:
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.. . the papyri were in beautiful condition when Joseph Smith
got them, and . . . one of them when unrolled on the floor extended
through two rooms of the Mansion House. Those we have today
are mounted on paper showing maps of the Kirtland area .
[which] suggests that the mounting took place only after the Kirt-
land period, when all thought of returning to Kirtland was given
up and the precious maps had become wastepaper.

(Diclogue, Summer 1968, pp- 101-2)

The clumsy “penciled restoration” that Professor Parker rightly
condemns ... can bardly have heen the werk of a Mormon hand,
since it diifer, completely from the official copy of the papyrus tha
wits chrcalated inomany thousands of copics both during and after
the lifetime of Joseph Smith. . .. And since this is the only attempt
to indicate the missing parts, it would seem clear that the parts were
not missing when the Mormons still had the thing in their possession.
This is borne out by the clear traces left behind in the dried glie
by those parts of the papyrus that crumbled away after it was
mounted; they show that at the time of the mounting there was
room in the papyrus for the complete head and hand of the priest.
It is interesting that no attempt was made to sketch in the bird's
head, and also that there are no traces on the mounting paper of
the head’s having been broken oft after the mounting. This would
indicate thut the “pendled restoration” of the more recently niissing
parts, being an atiempt to supply what bad been desiroyed afier
the mounting, and also being done by a person unfoniliar with the
facsimiles wnd certoinly ..o with the original, belongs to the “post.
Mormon™ carcer of the papyrus. It must not be forgotten thar the
papyti have been in non-Mormen hands for 111 VEArS.

(The Improvement Era, September 1968, p- 72 & fn. 52)

Frowm these two reluted statements by Dr. Nibley, and the article by Dr.
Baer, we can dare to make the following assumptions:

1) The scrolls were still scrolls (and well-preserved, too) when they were
first acquired by Joseph.

2) The fragmenting and pasting on paper came much later.

3) Even luter was the cutting by half of number 11 (now ITIA and 1B
and Orig. Fac. 1-X1. This was probably done to get a better price on their
sale to the New York Metropolitan Museumt of Art. Dr. Baer has proven
bevond shadow of doubt that Orig. Fac. 1 and XI were originally one frag-
meit.

1) Also of lute date was the ulling off of those fragments that have Jeft
their remains on the glue warks behind., Most of these were restored,

but
m the wrony places,

5) Besides PjS, the o iginal collection also included the BD of the female
musician of Amen-Re Neferirub and the BD of the lady Taimin Mutnin-
csikhonsu, which we shall not discuss because they have no connection either
with BA or BPH, except for the misplaced fragments [Va, IVh, 1Ve, and 1Vd.

6) PJS, when whole, included Orig. Fac. 1-X1, Orig. Yac. 2 no. X, col-
umn v (now lost), and Orig. Fac. 3. It measured around 10x150 centimeters.
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i ; Vi ists know this, and '
Of course, it was read from right to left. All Eg,ptol.oglst.s kno ,
Joseph Smith knew it. For this he certainly deserves credit. .
‘ Now we shall pass to study column i of PJS, and how the original com
pares with its two different but correct translations.

3. CHAPTER ONE

. ey d T Tus X1

(The Egyptian characters are here taken from column 1 of papyrus L

crsptograms” for the Book ol Ahrahama {rom
sprograns

which includes all the “supcer
o3

o1 i ihe hiereeiephies around
o he endd.) Verses 1o 3 are ayptographed in the nieread phics are
AR s C ALrahaie is hidden boneath column
Oz, I 1. The rest of ihe Book of Abranam 1s fudac:
T e hier X ( is, richtinost) sign Buaer interprets as
I of the hieratic texts. The first (that is, rightmost) sig
ner of “they shall™: }
o 1 degr f the sccond part, whatever
X meant it to mean “sign of the fifth degree o S  part e
: ‘ i ‘sec sart.,” while Orig. Fac.
that means. Maybe that column [ is the “second part.” wile
is the first part. . / .
issi Fovpti by : on-
The next few characters are missing. In the Fgvptian they meant “¢

i i/ S - v 7 ccent the last
iris”; 1 Cogvsienn they syinbolized verses <4 to 7, except
vey Osiris”; 1n the X systein they symbe x7 1 , |
: ¢ Lo 1 ry -
ten words. which corvespond to tie next sigu:

i f:in."” iug > Foyptinn, Covresponds to “the
“Inside of: in.” accordiug to the Egyptinn. € i ;

- rlest C haraoh” US VEES
priest of Tlkenab (}‘,uzun'nn::-'i*) was also the pricst of Phavzob,” plus 3 j
8.9, 10 ;
Fovotian definite article. Verse 11 minus Lot ton words.
st hail it w - after the manner of the
First half of “pool.”” And it was done after the me
Egyptians,” plus verse 12. NV
S;‘Z()Ild half of “pool.” Verses 13 and 11, except “which signifies
hieroglyphics,” a commentary by the English translator.
. 3 - et
“Great. Verse 15. (Both meanings are correct). § b
“Khons.” Verses 16 to 19. Incidentally, “Abram” was usec d)
‘ ” er iti e ends
Joseph instead of the “Abraham of modern editions. Here e

the first line of column 1.
Line 2 begins (at the rightmost ex_tl'cmity} w(ith ‘:)1 (”h:u{‘;lstr_)cr that Baer
transliterates as Ositis’ name. It symbolizes verscﬁs b)(.)’ 21 and 22. e
Abraham 1:23-24. Baer claims this is “u:C()rr(tctl‘)" restor]c( ](’V‘
are here dealing with a missing portiou of the p;q?ym?). “l"lc .\:jflix‘:dixll) :;f
e sion for “HOr® histead, Likewise, he would write L‘!ln {!u:‘n h((,, - ‘md_
1'ex11;xi;;ixz§.g space (where Siith has fwo (h;n}‘:u‘tms, (»(t]‘l}&‘\{]%)i‘("lizﬁ[{e()] C:‘;)(_];L‘;{m:
27-28.) We won't make an issue out of this. If Josep 1‘. 1“!% i different yeror
to come closer to the original intentions (

ation, it is hecause he wishes :
rather than those of the late Lgvptiun copyists. . N
( a “Now after the priest of Elkenah
Egyptian “horn to.” BA from “Now alte > ] pf ey
-~ N " 113 ’ re
(Duwamutef) was smitten that he died” . . . to “have p
unto this day.”
i sets ¢ : c E ian, oune
sLike the Greek-Roman gods, these deities had two sets of names: one Egyptl

Scimitic.
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T (mmeans “‘the”) — first part of a name. BA: “and I shall en-
deavor to write some of these things upon this record, for the
benefit of my posterity that shall come after me.”
Here ends chapter One of BA. The 14 lines of text in Egyptian read:
“They shall [convey Osiils] inside the Pool Great [of] Khons.  Osiris
[HOr justified] born to T ...

4. CHAPTER TWO

- Khebve dances 7). With this chavacter Tikhehyvt's nome o cons

chuded. Compiises the whole of verse 1 and ahiost all of verse 2.
save the last six words:

Baecr: “sign indicating @ woman’s name.” Smith: “who was the

daughter of Huaran.” Here BPH and BA cowe surprisingly close,
closer than anywhere else.

“Justified.” Symbolizes verses 3, 4, 5. Unfortunately, this is as

far as Buer goes in providing a character-hy-character translition.
The rest of column I: “

. .afrer his arms have been - ed on his heart

and the BP (which * made and has writing o its insde and outsidel has
been wrapped in royal Hinen aad placed under his left amm near his Lo,
the rest of his muniny-handages should be wiapped over i The mun for
whom this book hus been copied will breathe forever and ever ay the bas
of the gods de”

Thus the Fgyptian, What about the Semiue? Well, the rest of Columm
s the clue to the rest of the Book of Abraham. By now it should be clear
that “the Fgyptian characters cannot conceivably have enough information
channels (component parts) to convey the amount of material translated
from them.” (Dialogue, Smummer 1968, p. 93). Admirably well put! From
this it should also be clear that this “translation’” was not a translation in
the usual sense of the word (as that of the Inspired Version was not, cither),
and that no man, no matter how wise ov imaginative, could have done it by
any normal means. How then, didd Joseph do itz “How did Joseph Smith
translater  Well, Wiltord Woodrufl said he translated with the Urim and
Thuwmmim, Parley P. Pratt said he translated with the Urim and Thunmunum.
Orsont Pratt said he translated with the Urim and ‘Thummim. He translated
with a divine instrinent. Thar was the only way he could have done 1t”
(James R Clark in procecding of Bricham Yorng University's “Pearl of
Great Price Confevence,” Decewboer 100 19605 THherefore, my friends, cease
raging, cease hmagining vain things. Joswoph was a prophet, not a hinguist.
Dr. Baer is 2 linguist, not a prophet. Yach of these men did what he conld
do, and admirably well, but he could not have done the same kind of trans-
lation the other did (cven from the samc document). But this does not
subtract in the least from Baer's “The Breathing Permit of HOr" or from
Sinides ©1 he Book of Abralian™ as valuable and wseful documents.”

*This sentence should have a subject, but there is none. Other MSS omit the whole
of it. This certainly is an extraordinary papyrus!
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THE ESTABLISHMENT CAN B AVED
Dear Sirs:

I am responding to your invitation to those who have “something to say.”

By way of identification, I amn a returned missionary from Chile, a grad-
uate in History from BYU, a former President of the Young Democrats at
BYU, and currently in my second year as a Peace Corps Volunteer teaching
English in Lesotho.

Whatever happens T would Iike to take the opportunity to tell you how
much one as isolated as I am apprecites recetving DMALCGUE. May the Lord
sustain you in o good work.

Gary I, Parnell }v 4
St. Janes Secondary School _
Mokhotlong, Lesotho, Africa ,

I am under 30. I am 25 to be exact. Yet the more I read about what my
generation thinks and the more 1 see how we are analyzed by those who
seem to know, the more I feel myself relegated to the ranks of an ever shrink-
ing minovity. I have surely never been among the 29, which Time Magazine
called ‘the wreckers” Nor am I among the larger group of radical activists.
And 1 am utterly repulsed by the Walloce and Birch type renctionaries though
net so much by the more reasonable followers of Buckicy and Golde: .

T
Considering how our generation is wswally divided on the scale of poittigal

iuclinations, the only spuce leit to me is among thot juajority of studenis énd
youth which is apathetic or at least only superficially interested In matters 5of
political and social conscguence. Not so. Naot at all. !

1f I had to submit to our unfortunate custom of classifying individuals,
1 would use a term I remember from a panel discussion on extremism at BYU.
I would call myself a militant moderate. I choose moderation not because
1 have self-consciously chosen the middle road between two extremes but be-
cause I feel that I have been deserted by those on my right and on my left
and am therefore left with nowhere to stand but in the center.

May I parenthetically apologize to those who have an aversion to secing
the first person singular in print. I haven’t the nerve to use “‘we,” thus im-
plying some non-existent concensus among a group, nor do 1 feel emotionally
detached enough from the subject to use the passive voicc.

How can I justify partial rejection and at the saine time partial defense
of the Fstablishiment? To paraphrase G. K. Chesterton, 1 almost feel that the
rea? tronble with U.S. society is not that it is unacceptable, The trouble 18-
that it is nearly acceptable, but not quite. '

I believe that some areas of American society which disturb me and

many of my age gioup are, among others: impersonal bureaucracy, social M-
justice and the failure of the welfare state to eliminate it, and the squander- :
ing abroad of our national resources on questionable ventures while domestic &
imperatives are neglected. These topics should come as no surprise to any- :
one who has picked up a newspaper, and there is abundant material avail-
able on how the radical left feels about these things (and some indications &
of the opinions of the far right). But what of the young moderates? 3




