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Key Questions:

(1) How does D&C 42 allow for or dispense with the need to draw a sharp distinction between the two senses of
materialism, one (ontological) held to by Mormonism and one (consumerist) generally rejected by Mormonism?

(2) What does "stewardship" mean in D&C 42, and what does this meaning suggest about the complex relationship
between equality and authority in the Church?

(3) What does D&C 42--both in terms of its historical context and in terms of its actual content --suggest about the
meaning or status of the concept of Church vis-a-vis the concept of Zion in Church revelations?

(4) Where or how does section 42 fit into the complex document that is the current Doctrine and Covenants, and how
does it in turn inform it?

May 10, 2009
Context and Approach: Getting Started
Posted by joespencer underUncategorized
[21] Comments

How to situate D&C 427? In essence, | have outlined four separate approacles to the context of the revelation, each
introduced by a bold heading. | anticipate, of course, that others will have other approaches to bring to the table: if

you do not add to or take away from what Itdthebogkaftife!lt oget her h

Whatever approach should be taken, | have not here looked (at all!) at the content of the revelation itself, really. | deal

in the first fAapproachodo with its basic structureelofted provena
verse. In the second fAapproach, o | bother with the content o
revel ations preceding it. | invert this in the third fAapproa
revelatons(andhi st ory) following it. And finally, in my fourth (an:t
guite sketchy fAcanonical criticalo readings of the revelatio

revelation itself, my hope is that these several attempts to situate the text will make it easier for us to do serious

textual work in the coming weeks.


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/category/uncategorized/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/#comments

| should note also that this initial post is excessively longd indeed, it is ridiculous. | found myself so fascinated by the
history surrounding and involving D&C 42 that | found myself carried away by things. My apologies in advance for

the length.

Establishing the Text

D&C 42, taken as a whole, had its beginnings on two different days. Verses-I'3 were received on February 9, 1831,

while the remainder of the section (verses 7493) were received on February 23, 1831. As Grant Underwood makes

clear in his paper on D&C 42 (printed in The Doctrine and Covenants: Revelationsin Context) , t he t wo fAhal veso
section 42 were not gathered togeher without reason. Drawing on a paragraph unique to the Symonds Ryder

manuscript (which appears to be the earliest extant manuscript source), Underwood suggests that the February 23

revelation was intimately connected with the February 9 revelation. Ryder wrote (or copied?) a kind of preface to

(what are now) verses 749 3: A February 23d 1831, the rules and regul ati ons:t
Christ are to act upon the points of the Law given by Jesus Christ to the Church in the presents otwelve Elders

February 9th 1831 as agreed upon by sevekldersE|l der s Feby 23d 1831 according to to t
(Underwood, p. 112)

This accords nicely with D&C 43, receivedbetweent he t wo fAhal veso of D&C 42, as is mad
Commandments. In that earliest collection of latter -day revelation, D&C 42:1-73 is chapter 44, and D&C 42:7493 is

chapter 47. Intervening between them is D&C 43, published in the Book of Commandments as chapter 45. There it

says: i For b e hlsdydnto youethat yé have receevedia commandment for daw unto my church ,

through him whom | have appointed unto you, to receive commandments and revelations from my hand. . . . And now

behold | give unto you a commandment, that when ye are assembledtogether ye shall note with a pen how to act, and

for my church to act upon the points of my law and commandments , which | have given: And thus it shall become a

law unto you, being sanctified by that which ye have received , that ye shall bind yourselvesto act in all holiness

before me; t hat i nasmuch as ye do this, gl ory shal-8, be added
emphases added). This revelation seems to have paved the way from the first half of D&C 42 (BOC 44) and the second

half of D&C 42 (BOC 47) by instructing the elders to seek out revelatory clarification specifically about how to act on

the law revealed.

D&C 42 thus began as two intertwined but initially separatel
Law, 0 and the February 23 revelatory clarification of how At
(verses 173) was received in the presence of twelve elders gathered together specifically for the purpose of receiving

the law, and the later revelation (verses 7493) was received in the presence of seven elders intent on receiving

revealed clarification. (The relationship between the twelve and seven elders might be a fruitful subject for study. On

the one hand, there is a hint here of the twelve apostles and seven men of good report discussed in the New

Testament , and one wonders whether there wasnot some kind of



Saints. Another approach might be not to connect the seven with the seven men 6 good report, but with the idea of a
numerical majority: the seven might be the majority of the 0
first place, anticipatory, perhaps, of the order laid out eventually for the Twelve in D&C 107. But one can speculate

endlessly. .. .)

Unfortunately, the in -the-moment transcripts of the revelations are no longer extant. In order to get at the text of the

revelation itself, it is necessary to look at copies of the original. Interestingly, as Underwood point s ou't , i Mor e
prepublication manuscript copies of this revelation have survived than of almost any other revelation. It stands

alongside the Articles and Covenants in terms of its utility
eleven pre-D&C copies of (at least part of) what is now D&C 42: (1) the Ryder manuscript of 1831, apparently the

earliest manuscript copy, and currently at home in the Church Archives; (2) the Whitmer manuscript of 1831, also in

the Church Archives; (3) the Gilbert manuscri pt of 1831, in the ABook of Comman
Bo; (4) the 1831 WesterrsCGowier, apapér publisheed nean Ravemre, Ohio; (5) the 1832

manuscript in the handwriting of Peter Whitmer, which appears in the Ze bedee Coltrin journal; (6) the Hyde

manuscriopt, in the ABook of Commandme MorsingandBversng and Covenant
Star printing in July of 1832; (8) the Morning and Evening Star printing in October of 1832; (9) chapter 44 of the

Book of Commandments, in 1833; (10) chapter 47 of the Book of Commandments, in 1833; and (11) the Williams

manuscript of 1834, found in the Kirtland Revelation Book. (See Underwood, p. 111 for a chart that shows what parts

of D&C 42 appeared in which manuscripts. Cf . t abl e HigtoricahDewwlopmednt af thedDdcsrine and

Covenants, pp. 528-532.)

That so many copies of the revelation were circulating even before theStar printed the revelation (in its separable
parts) in July and October of 1832 is telling: this revelation was considered central to the government and
organization of the Church. Underwoodds pairing of it with T

helpful: what the Articles and Covenants were to the Church in New York, the Law was to the Church in Ohio.

More importantly, perhaps, these various manuscripts show that the wording of the revelation was far from fixed &

indeed, that it was in something like a constant state of flux until it was definitively revised for the 1835 Do ctrine and

Covenants (it has not, in its actual wording, changed since thend though its position in the Doctrine and Covenants as

a whole has changed in significant ways). Hence, | want here to get beyond initial questions of provenance and

structure: | want to look at the shape the revelation took as it came into the (various versions of the) canon. Here,
eventually, | want to |l ook at five fiversionso of the revel at
chapters 44 and 47 of the Book of Conmandments, (3) section 13 of the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants, (4) section 42

of the 1876 Doctrine and Covenants, and (5) section 42 of the 1981 Doctrine and Covenants. First, however, | want

also to address the contexts and setting of the revelation accordhg to two different trajectories. On the one hand, |

want to look at how the revelation fits into the history of (revelations concerning) Zion. On the other hand, | want to



look at how D&C 42 functions as the first word on or first revelation concerningconsecr ati on. 1611 take t|

themes up first, and only then turn to the question of the 0

Zion

According to Josephdés 1838 history, the first hint that Jose
Abrahamic covenant came with the 1823 visit of Moroni. As Joseph tells the story from the post-Kirtland (that is,

post-E | i j-vaihsbist ) vantage point, the focus of Moronids visit was
unto you the Priesthood, by the hand of Elijah the prophet, before the coming of the great and dreadful day of the

Lord. And he shall plant in the hearts of the children the promises made to the fathers, and the hearts of the children

shall turn to their fathers . If it were not so, the wholee ar t h woul d be utterly w&sted at his
emphasis added). The emphasis, here, is on the&eovenant, t he fApr omi ses made to the fathers

Mormon would bring to light.

The five years bet ween t hagaquite sesously toavorkicanlbe m@myntecdbas thefstonyafl | y get t i
the young transl atorés coming to see that the visiting Moron
of an anciently obliterated people. (This is the story, of course, as Bushman and Givens have begun to canonize it.) By

late 1828, especially after the loss of the manuscript pages Martin Harris had taken down, Joseph was finally

beginning to see what the transl ation pr oj e c thatdoaeph I'n the fi
would put into writing (and the significance of that shift to the written commandment cannot be overstated), Joseph

|l earned that the fivery purposeo f or wpgramisds ofthéleord mighaliee s wer e A p
fulfilled, w hich he made to his people and that the Lamanites might come to the knowledge of their fathers, and that

they might know the promises of the Lordo  ( D & €20,2mphases added).

The Book of Mormon itself, as Joseph and Oliver Cowdery discovered during thesummer of 1829, was focused on the

same covenant al theme. The title page annothemraneastofdhbe t he bookd
House of Israel what great things the Lord hath done for their fathers ; and that they may know the covenants of the

Lord, that they are not cast offforever 6 ( emphases added). Given that Joseph and C
small plates after they had translated the rest of the book, the translation project would have read to them like a kind

of crescendo of covenantal themes: very little in the Mosiah-through -Helaman stretch pertains to the covenant, but

beginning with the visit of Christ in Third Nephi and continuing right through to the last chapter of Moroni, there is a

sustained focus on the covenan® something that they then would have encountered in the most saturated fashion of

all in the small plates writings of Nephi. The focus6i n Third Nephi, in Mormonés and Moron
and especially in the writings of Nephid is consistently on the role the Book of Mormon was to play in the unfolding of

the Israelite drama in the last days.



This was not | ost on the earliest ficonverts, o especially on
And yet there is a sense in which, as Terryl Givens has suggested, the Book of Mormahlike Hei degger 6 s prover bi
hammerd disappeared into its use so soon as it was printed: the Book of Mormon became the signifier rather than the

signified. Interestingly, there emerged during the same process of recession on the part of the Book of Mormon a

revelator y t heme (in Josephds many ficommandment so received durin
despite its initial obscurity, to be intertwined with the Book of Mormon vision of the covenant: the theme of Zion.

Zion is mentioned as early as the first revelation to Oliver Cowdery (D&C 6:6), and it appears consistently in the

revelations from that point on, though never with enough specificity to give its role in the emergent work any real

definition (see D&C 11:6; 12:6; 14:6; 21:78; 24:7; 25:2) unti | the revelation now found in D&C 28.

The occasion of the reception of D&C 28 was significantly intertwined in several ways with D&C 20, the Articles and
Covenants of the Church, and with D&C 21, a r ewehRB&Ci on recei
20 was first presented to the gathered converts. First, it was received in connection with the first conference of elders,

prescribed by D&C 20:61-62. Second, the Cowdery/Whitmer/Page-Smith conflict to which D&C 28 addresses itself

was only the climax of a whole series of similar conflicts, the first of which seems to have arisen over a question of the

wording of D&C 20, and all of which seem to have been in part a kind of rebellion against the tenor of D&C 21 (which

announced the central organizational role of specifically Joseph Smith). Third, D&C 28 seems to have functioned as a

kind of definitive clarification of the meaning of and the relationship between the two titles, first elder

and secondelder (by drawing quite heavily on a number of implied themes from a series of revelations to Oliver

Cowdery). Fourt h, D&C 28 <criticizes Hiram Pagebds revelations
revelations Joseph described in his historfy Gosdobhsavh onugs eb,e eans fi
down in the New Testament, as well as in our | ate revelati on

and Covenants of the Church. History of the Church , 1:110) Fifth and finally, the Page revelations to which D&C 28
responds dealt with, according again to Josephdéds history, At

which D&C 21:7-8 had assigned to Joseph Smith.

This last point is crucial for making sense of the sudden announcement in D&C 28 that Zion is to be specificplace:

when the revelation explains that it i s not reveal ed, and n
shall be given hereaftero (D&C 28:9), it seems to have been
was to be built in some specific place. Contrary to whatever
asserts: fABehold, | say wunto you that it shall be on the bor

All of the historical entanglements that tie D& C 28 to D&C 20-21 help to make it clear that this revelation of the
location of an actual city Zion was not an isolated incident. Rather, it was part of an unfolding historical theme. And
what is especially important is that the revelation ties the unfoldi ng history of the

conferences/organization/centralization of the Church (the D&C 20 -21/28 connections) to the unfolding history



announced by the Book of Mormon by announcing that Zion was to be connected in important ways with

the Lamanites (the D&C 2-3/28 connections).

From this point, things began to move rather quickly. During the conference at which D&C 28 was read (and D&C 29
was revealed, obviously intertwined with the first chapters of the Book of Moses, then being revealed as well), Oliver
Cowdery was called on a mission to the Lamanites in Missouri (D&C 30), to the very place identified in D&C 28.
Parley P. Pratt, one of the first great readers and interpreters of the Book of Mormon, was soon made a part of the
mission as well (D&C 32),andtheseve al el ders | eft for what would soon
preaching to his friends in Kirtland resulted in the baptism of hundreds in Ohio and the appearance in New York of
Edward Partridge and Sidney Rigdon, the former of which would soon become the first bishop in Zion, and the latter

of which immediately sat down to write as Joseph dictated the vision of Enoch that describes the ancient history of

be

reve

Zion. Wi thin a month, D&C 37 was tal ki n gsttlebineuthat my sesrane mb 1 [ i ng]

Ol iver Cowdery shall/l return unto themd (D&C 37:3), and

articulation of the significance of the move.

D&C 38, in fact, deserves a bit of extended treatment. It opens withthe Lordi dent i fyi ng hi msel f

as

nt

D&C 3

h

have taken the Zion of Enoch into mine own bosomo (D&C 38: 4)

the coming day of wrath, as well as of the threat of secret combinations in New York) the Lord extendstoh e s a i

land of promise, a land flowing with milk and honey, upon which there shall be no curse when the Lord cometh; And |

nts

wi || give it unto you for the | and of your l19)S8llrspeakiagn c e,

about this | and of promise, the Lord then outlines consecrati

brother as himself. For what man among you having twelve sons, and is no respecter of them, and they serve him
obediently, and he saith unto the one: Be thou clothed in robes and sit thou here; and to the other: Be thou clothed in
rags and sit thou thered and looketh upon his sons and saith | am just? Behold, this | have given unto you as a

parable, and itis even as | am. | say untoyou,beoneand i f ye are not one ¥#® are

Having laid all of this on the table, the Lord explains that there is an intermediate step between the land of promise

and the place in New York: AWheref or ementthatye shohldgototha us e

Ohi o; and there | wildl give unto you my | aw; and there

fi a

i f

Yy

gave

you

This is carefully phrased. The Lord here explains D&C 3706s

motivated by His desire eventually to bring the Saints into Zion before the day of wrath. But because it is clear that
Ohio is not Zion, it is also clear that Ohio serves as a kind of place of preparation, a gathering place before the
gathering place. And, importantly, the revelation assigns to that proto -gathering place a dual purpose. On the one

hand, there the law is to be revealed, and therethe endowment is to be given.

All of this, | think, sets up a curious relationship between the New York and Ohio periods of the Church. Joseph and

Oliver had (according to an argument | 6éve made el sewhere) r

6

S

C

e



least meant that they had met Peter, James, and John and received the high priesthood, something that, accordingo
the records, seems to have happened in July of 1830), but the Saints generally were not to receive the endowment
until they had gathered in Kirtland (the Kirtland history of the endowment is complicated: it was given twice, once in
1831, and again in 83608 and the experiences were quite different from each other). Paired with the universalization

of the endowment/ high prthedsatwshadod i s the bestowal of

And that brings us, at last, to section 42. After settling his affairs in New York, Joseph left for Kirtland, arriving only a

month after the reception of D&C 38. Al most i mmediately, he
church whom | have calledo: il give unto you a commandment,
upon my word; And by the prayer of your faith ye shall receive my law, that ye may know how to govern my church

and have all things r-3).dJletawWas coordimglyrgiged a fewDdays latdr ivheR, on February

9, 1831, twel¥el emdet sofii nhéuLordébés promise previously made
the section heading for D&C 42 explains, knelt in prayer to ask for the law. It was thus given. (It is worth pointing out

that the law may well have been given in Oho not only in preparation for what would be lived in Missouri, but also in

order to help the poor New York Saints who were trying to get to Ohio.)

If all of this suggests that the law that D&C 42 constitutes is indeed connected with the Book of Mormon and Zion
historical complexd that D&C 42 cannot be disentangled from the revelation of Zion as a placé® a passage in D&C 42
confirms the point: Al f thou shalt ask, thou shalt receive r

thou mayest know the mysteries and peaceable thing8 that which bringeth joy, that which bringeth life eternal. Thou

shalt ask, and it shall be revealed unto you in mine own due
42:61-62). And this again cannot be disconnectedf r om t he promi se in verse 67: AAnd ye
covenants, such as shall be sufficient to establish you, bot

that is D&C 42 is inseparably connected to the larger project of Zion.

This thread continues, and | 611 recount the | ast few steps o
briefly. The fiendowment 6 was given in June of 1831 (at an ev
the office of high priest). The occasion was another conference (like that associated with D&C 28), but this one was

the other half of the fulfillment about what would come in Ohio: the law had been given (D&C 42), and now it was

time for the endowment to be given as wdl (D&C 52). In a revelation given during the endowment conference, the

el ders were tol d: Al , the Lord, wi || make known unto you wha
conference, which shall be held in Missouri, upon the land, which | will consecrate unto my people, which are a

remnant of Jacob, and those who are heirs according to the c
convened in July of 1831, and section 57 wasdhelmofe al ed, i n wh
promise, and the place for the city of Zion. And thus saith the Lord your God, if you will receive wisdom here is

wisdom. Behold, the place which is now called Independence is the center place; and a spot for the temple is lying

westward,upon a | ot which is not f ar3).Thecesyoficturse,islbstoryt houseodo (D&C 5°

7



Consecration

Now, if D&C 42 serves as the (near) climax of a story of Zion (of its law, its endowment, and its association with the
Abrahamic covenantal focus ofthe Book of Mormon), it also serves as a kind of beginning point for another story &
this one of consecration. That is, if D&C 42 serves as the alast-revealedlaw that was to be associated with the land
of Zion, it turned out eventually only to be the fir st of many wordsd some revelatory, some practicab concerning
consecration. In order to get, at last, to the question of thecanonical significance of D&C 42, | think it is necessary, at

least in broad outline, to spell out the after -D&C 42 history of consecration. | will try to keep this relatively brief.

Frankly, of all the things |16ve been reading in preparation

Equal in Earthly and Heavenly Power : ThBrUStdiesl8 bfal1®i7ewar dshi p

100-117), to be the best. This is less, in the end, because of its theological profundity or its historical precision (on
both of which counts, Sorensends might be saideto be
say, bibliographical thoroughness . That is, | think Sorensen brings together all of the right revelatory texts (and a
few rather relevant non-revelatory texts) to make sense of the shape consecration took. What seems to have helped
him the most is his consistent focus on the social function of stewardship rather than the economic shape

of consecration.

The result of Sorensenés focus is that he works wup a
of social development: it is, after everyone has been housed and fed, a way of making available to a community of
stewards the capital resources necessary to furthering the work of the kingdom. | find this way of looking at the entire
project of consecration quite helpful. That said, th e texts Sorensen draws on are: D&C 38; 41; 42; 49; 51; 58; 70; 72;
76; 78; 82; 92; 101; 102; 104; 105. There are several others, of course, that could easily be added (especially the

relevant revelations after D&C 105). But what | find helpful here is that Sorensen works up a picture of consecration

l acking

pi

cture

that makes it the burden of the entir@ayporceveéelhnat iaomnod Coveaamt

connected with the revelation of this law. This, | think, is quite right (as | think is sugge sted by the temple

experience). To some extent, to make sense of the law of consecration is to read the Doctrine and Covenants with care,

historically informed and theologically committed.

Of course, Sorensen tries to put together a single, overarching vigon of consecration, which is somewhat inconsistent
with the historical record, which reveals that the practical shape of consecration was established only over time. But |
think he has nonetheless worked out quite well the shape it took by 1833. | want toadd here only a few points of

history after 1833.

First Point: 1838 . D&C 119 was revealed some months after Joseph arrived in Far West (in flight from the financial
disasters of Kirtland, significantly enough). Though it is usually referred to as the revel ation that replaced

consecration with tithing, | think the wording of the revelation suggests otherwise (as does the word of Brigham



Young when he recollected his own responsibilities in relati
peopl eo0 is described as the Saints handing over dall their su
church in Ziaterthatdoandeonl hotBusb eavdhro thiatv ke e d-ienthtofall thejr mtgresp n e

annuall yoiag & afwdt 4, Plplasek added)1This definitely differs from 1833 consecration, but it is

not the fAsimple | aw of tithingo | wusually hear taught in Chu
119isnott he @A gi ve everayptshil nd ey yu nc ethkddeamisewardehip sthe idéadhat the

i ndividual (rather than the corporate Church authorities) ca
storehouses. I f D&C 119 replacessdicoatsieam@t moams wi sthewadrnddhhin

means fAgiving everything possible to the Church and then pay

Second Point: 1847. D&C 136, Brighamés revelation at Wintertotliguarters
Great Basin, marks the next significant point in fAconsecrati
First, it describesthethen-d i st ant vall eys of Utah as fddekeopl &a¢co®@nwhhemwditchhe i
thus distinguished from Zion itself, concerning which the revelation announces:
due timed (D&C 136:10, 18, emphasis added). This careful di s
people must be tried in all things, that they may be prepared to receive the glory that | have for them, even the glory of

Zion; and he that will not bear chastisement is not worthy of my kingdom. . . . Therefore, marvel not at these things,

for ye are not yet pure; ye can not yet bear my ¢pry; but ye shall behold it if ye are faithful in keeping all my words

that | have given you, from the days of Adam to Abraham, from Abraham to Moses, from Moses to Jesus and his

apostles, and from Jesus and his apostles to Joseph Smith, whom | did call pon by mine angels, my ministering

servants, and by mine own voice out of the heavens, to bring forth my work; which foundation he did lay, and was

faithful; and | t 0ok h i-38). HowevemthesSaimts have ¢ometseel Bab, thd reveltiof 7

holds to the Zion-is-Jackson-County idea, and it marks the entire Utah experience as a kind of sojourn in the

wilderness while preparations are being made to return to Zion to live the law of consecration in the fullest sense.

Third Point: 1876 .Inthe epi stl e that foll owed the April 1854 Gener al Co
the 1833 order of consecration was announced. (See the discussion in Arrington, Fox, and MayBuilding the City of

God, 68-69.) This led to the ebb and flow of cooperative endeavors and the like through the rest of the 1850s and

1860s (especially during the 1857 period of retrenchment and the 1860s return of the schools of the prophets, etc.).

Especially important, | think, in all of this era was the almost fanat ical devotion to the principle of one person in

particular: Orson Pratt. Though Brigham was clearly the driving force behind the movement, Orson was its most

eloquent defender from the pulpit, and it was Orson who would eventually decide its canonical shape through his

work on the 1876 Doctrine and Covenants. This 1876 codification is still vital, | think, to our understanding of

consecration: the order of the revelations was turned back from its institutional shape (represented in the 1835 and

on editions) to its chronological shape (represented in the 1833 Book of Commandments). There is, | think, much that

needs to be said about the changing shape of the D&C.



Fourth Point: 1981. It seems to me that the changes the D&C that happened with the publication ofthe 1981 edition

are much more vastly significant than is usually recognized. Though the 1921 edition had already made D&C 133.36

part of the D&C proper (and not part of an fappendi x0o as it
sections 137 and (especially!) 138, as well as by the intertwining of the curiously connected Official Declarations. (On

the significance of section 138, in terms that never so cons
vital Mormonism: The Story of a New Religious Tradition , especially pp. 132149.) Especially important, it seems to

me, about the 1981 edition, as opposed to the 1921 edition, is its having been published after the rise of the welfare

program. Though welfare does not find its way into the text in any material sense (no revelation concerning welfare

has been added to the text), it has become so central the Mormon understanding of all things economic that our very

sustaining vote of the new edition of the D&C in 1981 implies something about the way we make sense of consecration

and stewardship in our post-nineteenth century world.

All of these only-sketched-out points of history must now be gathered up, along with the trajectory leading from
Moroni 6s visit totdosedphr8&8methtionl®23D&C 42, into what | an
reading of the place or meaning of D&C 42, taken as a whole. As | finally get around to what | actually find most

interesting here, let me apologize once again for the (ridiculous) length of my post!

Canon

As | said before, here | want to |l ook at five fAversionso of
chapters 44 and 47 of the Book of Commandments, (3) section 13 of the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants, (4) stion 42

of the 1876 Doctrine and Covenants, and (5) section 42 of th

In manuscript.

| find it fascinating that the earliest manuscript copy of the revelation brings together both D&C 42:1 -73 and D&C

42:74-93 in a single document, though (uniquely) with a few words of explanation about the relationship between the

two parts. Those few words, it seems to me, mark was is most unique about the revelation in manuscript, since they

tied it, documentarily, to the historical circumstances under which the revelation was originally received. That is, the

manuscript version of the revelation is much more documentary or archival in nature. The text as it appeared in the

manuscript version of the revelation was, one could say, as yet inseparably connected from the complex evental

history from which it originally issued. This would be changed through the process of canonization, since the printing

of the revelations would fof f iealinestuhcgndectedaqveaatioas (ietheBoakof i nt o t wo
Commandments), something that would have serious consequences for their subsequent reunion (in the Doctrine and

Covenants).

In the Book of Commandments.

10



Intervening between the creation of the earliest extant manuscript copies of the revelation(s) and the canonized

printing of the same in the Book of Commandments was their publication in the Morning and Evening Star , issued

from Zion in Missouri. This is quite important. The early newspapers of the Church were far more important than is
generally recognized: they were, in many ways, what defined
brief perusal of missionary journals from before 1835 is very revealing on this point.) Indeed, the Book of

Commandments itself, for all it can tell us about the documentary history of the revelations and the perceptions of the

editors and printers of the revelations, was not widely circulated: likely no more than a hundred copies of the

incompletely printed book survived the 1833 mobbing, making the Book of Commandments quite inaccessible,

generally speaking.

That said, it is important to note that it was the Star, first and foremost (though following the later early
manuscripts), that did the work of separating what is now D&C 42 into two quite separate revelations: it printed
verses 1177 in July of 1832, but verses 7893 later in October. Note, however, that the paper associated verses 747

with the earlier revelation rather than with the later. This is someth ing that deserves a bit of documentary

investigation, though I dondét have the means at hand this we

though, it is indicative of the complex relationship among the early manuscripts.

Whatever all of the above implies, it is clear that when the revelations were being typeset for the 1833 Book of
Commandments, care was taken to sort out exactly which verses were received on which date. (One assumes that
some manuscript quite like the Ryder manuscript w as available to them, one that separated the two revelations by
date.) Also, quite importantly, the Book of Commandments printing of the first half of what is now D&C 42 contained
parts that had been left out of the Star printing of July 1832: D&C 42:1-10 had been left out of the newspaper version
but appear in the Book of Commandments, and BoC 44:5457 was picked up from earlier manuscripts, though these
verses had been left out of the same newspaper version. Also, D&C 42:7F7 were reassociated correctlywith the later

of the two revelations (by being placed in chapter 47 of the Book of Commandments, rather than in chapter 44).

The shape of the twa now separatedd revelations in the Book of Commandments thus shows that the editors and
printers of the volume had done careful work, obtaining trustworthy copies that drew appropriate distinctions
between the two original revelations after the manner of the Ryder manuscript. Moreover, there is evidence,
discussed by Underwood in his paper on D&C 42, that careful dtention was given also to the wording of the
revelation: shortly after the elders of the Church had determined to have the revelations printed, Joseph edited the
originals for publication. (Underwood points to changes that must have been made as early as1831, since they are

found in copies of the revelation that date from 1832.)

This gives us three categories of change in the revelation(s) as they move from the original manuscript sources to the
Book of Commandments: (1) changes in textual arrangement, such as which verses are grouped together or separated;

(2) changes in specificwording at the level of the verse, such as the changes made in late 1831; and (3) changes in the

11



overarching intention of the text by its canonical association with other revelations, by its placement within a larger
canon. In the end, | think all three o f these kinds of changes are completely intertwined with each other: the
overarching project of the Book of Commandments (3) called for both changes in textual arrangement (1) and
wording (2). The canonical reading of D&C 42 within the Book of Commandments looks specifically at how these

three kinds of changes are all interwoven.

The Book of Commandments was not an fAearly Doctrine and Cove
different in intention from the Doctrine and Covenants. The most ob vious indication of this difference is the ordering
of the revelations: in the Book of Commandments, the revelations are ordered chronologically; in the Doctrine and

Covenants, they are ordered first institutionally and then chronologically (that is, insti tutionally important revelations

come first, and t hedtfiroesset ot hoaft tchoeu Irde vbeel actailolnesd ficommandment s
of Commandmentséar e t hen arranged in rough chronological order as ¢
institutiond). I n short, the Book -1835 M@manismg of Momeonismsasavas a doc ur

kind of democratic restoration of primitive Christianity (se
as hisQuest for Refuge), whil e the Doctrine and Covenants was the handbook of the institutional Church, furnished

complete with a catechism, a few official press releases, and a smattering of (revealed) institutional documents.

All of this is vital for making sense of the shape of D&C42 in the Book of Commandments. The revelations that would

be made a single document in the Doctrine and Covenants had to be separated because of their having been received

on two separate occasions, especially seeing that severaither revelations had been received between them (BOC 45

46), one of which commanded the elders to go about the work of receiving what would become the second half of D&C

42 (BOC 47). This fAchronologizedo (and therefore split) vers
ficommandment so the Book of Commandments was, according to it

1),

The revelation(s) that became D&C 42 are thus not to be diss
word was used in pre-1835 Mormonism: personalized revelations received by request) that made up the early history

of the restored gospel. And neither are the changes in wording to be dissociated from this same history. Underwood

mentions a few such changes. Most of the changes, accoiidg to Underwood (though one notes his a bit too apologetic

tone here), were for clarification. But he does note at least one change between the early manuscripts and the Book of

Commandments that is more than clarificatory and that is definitely in line w ith the broader vision of the Book of

Commandments project. The manuscript version reads (at about the point that is now D&C 42:66 -68) describes the
revelation as providing fithe Law regulating thiengChaurch in he
(Underwood, p. 126) This Joseph changed for the Book of Comn
received & shall hereafter receive shall be sufficient for you both here & in the New Jerusalem Therefore he that

lacketh knowledge let him ask of me . Ibid .)(The change here is interesting: because the second half of D&C 42 what

was in the Book of Commandments chapter 4@ was received as and understood in the Book of Commandments to be
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a further revelation about the law that then itself constituted additional laws, the original wording of the revelation
was adjusted to set BOC 44 within the flow of revelations, anticipatory of the revelations (especially BOC 45 and 47)
that would follow it in the published record. Significantly, Joseph would edit thi s same passage again for the 1835

D&C.

In the end, this analysis of the Book of Commandments version of the revelation(s) is sketchy at best, though it

probably seems a bit labored. At the very least, | hope it shows that the two original revelations took on a distinct
significance as they were fitranslatedo into the Book of Comn
irretrievable events were broughtd without significantly altering the material letter i nt o t he br oader Afl owo
revelations thatmadeupt he st ory the Book of Commandments was trying to
D&C 1) and its revealed fAappendi x0 (now D&C 133). Though 1 h
in D&C 42 as it appears in the Book of Commandments | think it is possible, in light of this brief analysis, to begin to

do such work, and so to see how the revelation itself was al

specifically designed Book of Commandments.

Of course, all of this would happen again with the publication of the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants.

As section 13.

One can argue about whether the Book of Commandments can be called canon, since it was never presented to the
Church for sustaining vote. The 1835 Doctrine and Coveanants, however, is canon in the most strict and
straightforward sense. At the same time, it is a profoundly institutional document. 1835 saw a drastic reorganization
of the Church (one that, as Marvin Hill [again] explains, led quite directly to the Kirtla nd apostasy, etc.): quorums,
replete with presidencies, were introduced for the first time, and a whole system of councils was established. This
reorganization of things was in turn associated with the second version of the endowment, given in the Kirtland
temple in early 18360 this association being marked by the organization of the pulpits themselves within the temple.
In the midst of all this institutionalization, the 1835 D&C was published, and it quickly came to play the role of the

official handbook of the institutionalized Church.

The volume itself was constructed appropriately for the occasion. Its very named thedoctrine and covenantsd points
to its divided nature: it gathered together the fAtedot(bneod (
revealed organizational documents of the Church: the Articles and Covenants, the Law, the several revelations on the

priesthood, etc.). Actually, the title is even more telling than it might at first appear. Though it summarized the

vol umeobnst caosnttehe ndoctrine and covenants, o0 the book is actua
Afcovenants and commandmentso on the other hand (see p. 75 of
vol ume, fifcovenants and tbmmaondment s pa et ween the D&Cds gath
Book of Commandments6 gathering of revelations: both were (a
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understood as particularized or personalized revelations, almost proto-patriar chal blessings). The D&C, however, by

speaking of both covenantsand commandments, drew a distinction between two kinds of revelation: if the

ficommandmentsodo still found a place in the D&C, they had none
revelations that were organizational or institutional, rather than particular or personal), since the volume was titled
AiDoctrine and Covenants, 0 not fiDoctrine, Covenants, and Comn

The burden of the 1835 D&C, then, isheavily institutional: the essent ially historical revelations referred to as

Aficommandment sd have been, more or |l ess, displaced by the ve

r

fdoctrined (Lectures on Faith) and ficovenant soOast(qote gani zati on

clearly in an institutional role. This is made particularly clear by the contents of the appendix to the volume, which
consists of what is now D&C 133, what is now D&C 134, a statement on marriage that was dropped from the D&C
when it was found to be in tension with what is now D&C 132, and a description of the institutional presentation and

reception of the volume.

Obviously, any revelation that appears in both the Book of Commandments and the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants will

have to have travelal an interesting road. To be pulled from an essentially historical volume and inserted into an

institutional handbook of sorts is quite significant. But what is now D&C 42 ¢ it is section 13 in the 1835 D& is
perhaps one of the most telling examples of whatl é m t al ki ng about here. I n addition,
D&C 42 within the Book of Commandments, it is possible to offer up a canonical reading of D&C 42 within the 1835

Doctrine and Covenants.

First of all, it must be noticed thattherevelat i on has been privileged as one of the
as one of the Acommandments. o This is somewhat peculiar, S i
twelve elders gathered specifically for that purpose. Thoughitsea | y st thealuasw aosf it he Chur cho woul
unquestionably suggest a kind of universality, it nonetheless was received as the Book of Commandments setting

and splitting of the revelation(s) makes cleard in very particular historical circumstances. By being privileged,

however, as a nNncovenanto rather than a ficommandmento in the

from it.

Second, it should be noticed that, precisely because of this dehistoricizing of the revelation(s), the two separable

parts of what is now D&C 42 have been brought together into a single document: Book of Commandments 44 and 47

now become a single section, number 13, of the Doctrine and Covenants. Significantly, because the explanatory notes

that can be found, for example, in the Ryder manuscript were excised when the revelation was split into two separate

chapters in the Book of Commandments, when they are brought together and united into a single revelation in the

1835 Doctrine and Covenants, any indication of their having been received under different circumstances or even on

different days is completely obliterated. The all-too-b r i ef heading to section 13 simply r

February, 1831. 0
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These first two points can be brought together into one: it is only because the text has been, by its being made a
fcovenant o rat her t h ahistoriaizeditoabitroan aimtel twoerevelatians received under connected
but quite distinct circumstances as if they were one and the same revelation. The emphasis is pw on the institutional
or organizational content or implications of the (now definitively singular) revelation, rather than on the
circumstances surrounding its reception. The heading seems only to be added to make clear that the revelation is

indeed a revelation.

The revelationds place in the fAcovenantso themselves is rath
preface (now section 1; then section 1), the Articles and Covenants (now section 20; then section 2), the revelation

organizing the quorums (now section 107; then section 3), the revelation on the two orders of the priesthood (now

section 84; then section 4), the minutes of the organization of the first high council (now section 102; then section 5),

the revelation that announced the blood lineage of the priesthood (now section 86; then section 6), the revelation

commanding the building of the Kirtland temple (now section
place next to Joseph (now section 6; then section 8),ther evel ati on confirming Oliverés pl ac
section 24; then section 9), the revelation about the destruction to come at the last day (now section 29; then section

10), the revelation establishing $b5;thenesectiorsll) andtletrevetatioe hi p t o Jo
announcing that the law and the endowment would be received in Kirtland (now section 38; then section 12). Quite as

interestingly, it precedes a string of sections (from 14 through 29) that are ordered chronologically and that all came
between the reception of the law and January of 1833 af t er whi ch t he ficommandmentsodo porti

and commandmentsd begins.

As | |l ook at this placement, now, I think lensaead so mpetrhi mdg Itil
D&C was itself split into two parts: (1) the establishing shot provided by sections 1-7 (the preface, the Articles and

Covenants, the several revelations on the order and organization of the priesthood, and the commandment to build

thet empl e), and (2) a kind of gathering of the fAimost i mportan
collection of revelations, all of which were meant to spell out the history of the covenants given (sections 8-29). What

isnowD&C 42fallsi nt o this second part of the fAcovenantso (but out si
30) in its appropriate chronological place, right between the announcement of the law (in what is now section 38) and

the revelations that followed up onthetheme of Zi on. (I1'6d have to |l ook at all of t
| 6m catching that t he -tumelentopfitceodv efincaonninsaon danreen t aslol revel ations
or deal specifically with Zion.) What is now D&C 42 finds its curiously institutional place in the midst of this

institutionalized vision of Zion.

If all of that places what is now D&C 42 within the broader scope of the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants, what can be
saido briefly! 8 about the institutionalizing of the revelatio n at the level of the verses, that is, in terms of actual
wording? (Take a look here to see a sideby-side comparison of BOC 44 and 1835 D&C 13.) Besides rather

straightforward updatings(addi ng fAhi gh council o to the revelation here and
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in the text, there is a number of changes that quite clearly make what is now D&C 42 a part of the institutionalized
vision of 1835. Importantly for us, they are al most all to be found within what are now verses 30-39, the verses that
deal specifically with the | aw of consecration. Wedl|l

verses later in the seminar.

For now, let me leave this canonicl reading of the 1835 version of D&C 42 in this somewhat sketchy shape.

Becoming section 42.

Between 1835 and 1876, several editions of the Doctrine and Covenants were issued, the first of which (the second

edition of the book overall) changed the content of the 1835 text. (No subsequent changes to the D&C were made until

1876.) These changes were mostly an updating of the i@

part of the fAdoctrine and covenant s . D24,Al®,d&7d128yand 149 (i that t

order). Also added, but as a last section of the appendix, was what is now section 135, the announcement of the

martyrdom of Joseph and Hyrum. Al of the revelations

keeping with the institutional focus of the 1835 D&C,

c

portion of the volume. The addition to the appendix (s

established the textd though it would prove not to have, in the end, closed the canon.

1876 marked a major overhaul for the D&C. Orson Pratt was put in charge of arranging the scriptures for a new
edition, and the result was quite different from any previous edition of the D &C. For the 1876 edition, Orson
rearranged all of the revelations backinto chronological order (as best as he could discover), redivided the sections

into verses (those currently found in the text), and added a number of revelations and other texts to the volume.

be | oo

ommand

ar e no

added
t hough

ection

Retaining the Lectures on Faith as the Adoctrine, o this volu

and commandmencthsroo nboyl oigtiszirneg of the revelations (though

covenanssbl Wwasitled Acovenants and commandmentso). I n

today: it consisted of 136 sections (identical to the first 136 sections of the current D&C), the last four of which were

gathered under tilke ot iTthlies oMasAaphpeendnd rst version of the

first version of the D&C to go without the fistatement

government o (what is now section 134).

This re-chronologization of the D&C should perhaps be seen as a kind of return to the Book of Commandments vision
of the project (one that would be made more complete still with the dropping of the Lectures on Faith in 1921),
somet hing made al |l t hesstldeirgthefirst wbrel aof the dpgendd & e oldirBedthe
revelations are chronologically ordered and sandwiched between D&C 1 and D&C 133, the revealed preface and the

revealed appendix to the Book of Commandments.
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But if there is a return to the Book of Commandments in the one sense here, the return is not complete by any means.
Wording was not returned to its original Book of Commandments (or pre -Book of Commandments) state, nor did the
volume come to be called Book of Commandments all over againThe result is a rather muddled affair: a book of
Doctrine and Covenants that is organized like the Book of Commandments, a historically arranged series of

revelations that are all gathered vaguely around a few organizational or institutional revelations an d documents.

All of this is vital for making sense of the changing shape of D&C 42. It was in this 1876 edition that D&C 42 became,
for the first time, D&C 42 (no longer being D&C 13). Though it was returned to its original chronological position in
theflow of Josephds r e wsplitiata tivosseparable revelatiorss shouglo it wouldehave been easy
enough to make of it two revelations with a note in the section heading tying the two together with reference to the
explanatory paragraphs of the earliest manuscripts. D&C 42, as D&C 42, is thus a dechronologized and therefore
institutionalized amalgamation of two separate but intertwined revelations that has been re-chronologized, but not
really de-institutionalized. If anything in the D&C captu res the odd tension of the shift from the Book of
Commandments to the Doctrine and Covenants of 1835 and back again to the Book of Commandments vision with

the Doctrine and Covenants of 1876, it is D&C 42: it is caught between its history and its instituti onal importance.

That there were no changes in wording at all in the 1876 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants, at least in section 42,
is significant: whereas wording changes in earlier editions of the revelations made clear that the revelation was being
adopted to the new circumstances, thelack of wording changes in this edition of the revelations makes clear that the
circumstances are now being adapted to the revelations, though in their changedand-changed-again state. D&C 42,

in its muddled post -1835 state, was something Orson Pratt apparently thought he could not touch.

And all of this, of course, says much about the way that D&C 42 has come to be read. It is, on the one hand, no longer

a strictly institutional doabmentf r oon & hef Atcloenmanadwmemd rst, ®, d@ hs
binding on the organization of the Church. And it is, on the other hand, caught up in, but not reducible to, the

historical events that surrounded its reception. D&C 42 has become a kind of muddled first word about consecration

that disappears into a whole complex revealed idea or even institution called the United Order. D&C 42 has become,

in the editorial printing press of Orson Pratt, a museum piece. And so we tend now to read it.

This same version of D&C 42 would be retained in the subsequent editions of the D&C, but a few subtle, but

nonetheless important, changes in the structure of the D&C deserve final mention here.

Our section 42.

Two significant editions have been issued since Prattédés 1876
di sentangled from the entire problematic of AMormonism in tr
Lectures on Faith were dropped,though t he volume retained the double title of

though, that the word ficommandment so has di sappeared entirel
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generally argued (and justifiably so) that the reason for removin g the Lectures on Faith was the vision of the Godhead

presented in them, there is without question more to the story: with the much more thorough institutionalization and

bureaucratization of the Church in the early twentieth century, it was no longer fit to have anything that looked like an

of ficial Afdoctrined written right into the revelations. I nde
fdoctrined either gave the Lectures on Faith thetime)moutch aut hor

made the revelations themselves look less authoritative.

Consistent with this point of view, the entire book was fl at
fifcovenants, 0 nor was ficovenafmdsmman dmearetds ,iWtrmo M cogaeinm nwad tam
fappendi x .-436 &areatl takemtagether as a single string of revelations, given, more or less, in

chronological order (though the final sections, which had been a part of the appendix, retained their non-

chronological positions). And now the revelations, taken all together, constituted both the doctrine and the covenants

of the Church.

The only exception to this flattening was the newtr¢ assigned
Woodruffdéds Manifesto. The decision to make this an dAofficial
separate it out from the series of revelations, marking it as something other than a revelation (it was, of course, a

press release, but Pesident Woodruff claimed that he moved in response to revelation . . .). To flatten the volume

while appending something else to it is certainly an interesting moved and it would prove to be an important

precedent for what is nleemwoiof ficial declarationd num

All of this leads, of course, up to the current edition of the D&C, published in 1981. There, we find the two extra

revelations, D&C 137 and D&C 138, the one something like a misplaced revelation that should be found somewhere

around section 109, and the other a remarkably significant revelation from Joseph F. Smith (again, see Jan

Shi pMosbrism) . To append a second Aofficial decl arationdo to t he
them dating from a point between the two official declarations, is again to raise questions about the strange status of

the Doctrine and Covenants after Joseph Smith. The book continues to hover between a closed and an open canon.

And D&C 42 still finds its odd place in this text. Now it sits not only in its uncomfortable position between history and
the institution, it occupies that seat in a volume that has been drawn definitively into what the 1981 D&C situates as a
triple problematic of modern Mormonism (triple: D&C 138, and the two official declarations) . Not only has D&C 42
become a museum piece, it has become a museum piece in a work that has an increasingly complicated and still

unexplored relationship to Mormonism after 1890.

How does this affect the way we read D&C 42? That, | think, is a question wath pursuing at length, but not here.
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21 RESPONSESTEXDANDCAGRROACH: GETTING STARTEDO

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 11, 2009 at 10:17 am

Joe, |1 6ve only started the |l ast section of your po:
| have otherwor k to attend to so | wondt get to the rest

bring up the following question, in the form of an objection:

|l 6m fascinated and perplexed by how to think about
President that you allude to (e.g., when you cite Shipps), because | think this is the root of a major

shift in Mormoni smés understanding of Zion, it he N
as consecration and tithing more generally, and | think it wil | be a key issue for us to wrestle with

as we try to think about the relevance of D&C 42 for modern times.

More specifically, |l 6d | i ke to challenge your wunde]
wilderness while preparations are being made to return to Zion to live the law of consecration in

the fullest sense. 0 Rather, I want to suggest that
kind of red herring and distraction away from a fuller understanding of the stakes of Zion as

actually con stituting Zion herself . Waiting for this return to Zion, then, is like waiting for Godot &

i.e., a kind of procrastination -inducing wait. Let me begin a brief justification of my objection by

quoting Shipps:

As the Saints overcame their disappointment when t he 1890s turned out to be a prologue

to modern Mormonism rather -thbascthedocehabrawbeadtd
in the escahton, so earlier Saints had sustained a series of devastating disappointments

occassioned by the frustration of their intense expectations. As was the case in the 1890s

and thereafter, . . . disappointment was overcome as revelation operated to strengthen

the ritual and institutional dimensions of this developing religious tradition. [147  -148]

In light of this privileged placeof r evel ati on in fimodern Mor moni smo t

wonder i f the fistakes of Ziono that begins with Bri

19


http://feastupontheword.org/User:RobertC
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/#comment-9

with Joseph F. Smithd or perhaps we might even read Joseph F. Smith as simply emphasizing an

understanding that was embedded in the concept from much earlier revelations.

Consider that the phrase fistakes of Ziono occurs f|
any of her s tZokkee aladyseens tb eerumdertaking a shift to the boader,

multi-ci ty concept that prevails today in the fistakes
ithe New Jerusalemodo cetgiosnaobhatiowgr, Theephase A

that the stakesbelong to Zion & they are not fully separable from her.

Next consider D&C 119 where only Zion is mentioned in the first 6 verses, but then in the 7th
verse it is stated that #Athis shall be dZzhonensampl e
seems to further the broadening scope of Zbn: Zion is not justaone-c i t vy , ANew Jerusal em

of place, but the stakes are themselves part OF Zion.

If there is indeed a shift in the conception of Zion going on, then it seems we have a kind of shift
from early Mormonism to modern Mormonism that parallels the shift from Judaism to
Christianity (note that Shipps mentions this shift being followed by another shift of similar to
magnitude in the shift to Mormonism & bottom of p. 148), a shift that marks a kind of
universalization of Mormonism that was already at work by at least November 1831 (when D&C

68 mentions the stakes of Zion).

Now, let me just briefly sketch why | think this issue has such important theological implications:

if this universalizing shift is at work so early in the Restoration (i.e., just after the Church is

separated enough from the world to attainitsownidentit y as separate/ sanctifi ed?§é
that the relationship between Mormonism and many facets of the world must be understood in a

kind of wuniversally redemptive way. I n other words,
that would be deeply inspi r ed by Paul 6s statement in 1 Cor 9: 19f
peopl e: Mor moni s mds fcmeooncikatos o gar éventedemptiannf) bet t er :
monogamy, would thus not be a temporary fawayck of f
of fully redeeming the very (fiworldlyo) idea of mol

concession/reconciliation to capitalism, would thus be a way of fully redeeming the very (again,

Aworl dl yo) i dea ofecaneniciexctaahgecs privaie ow nershipenbre e r :

generallydl t hi nk Sorensenés discussion of stewardship
this idea in that private ownership [/ capitalism c:
etc.; etc.

20



If we are simply waiting for Ziontobeestab | i shed fully in Jackson county

which issues such as monogamy and capitalism must be viewed as not being fully redeemable,

and

Il &m not sure we it wouldndét be possible to full

argue that we should) é .

Reply

ljoespencer Says:

May 11, 2009 at 2:41 pm

Robert,

I dondét at all doubt that a kind of eschatol ogi
Zion) would inev itably function as the kind of distraction you are suggesting. However, |

dondét think that a return to Zion as geographic
allow me to agree with the spirit of your critique, but to suggest that the details of how

that spirit might be wedded to the text remain to be worked out. (In other words, | think

the textual interpretations you offer of the Zion/stakes of Zion passages in the D&C are

too heavy handed. | think a relatively sharp distinction between Zion and the stakes of

Zion can be read into every one of those passages, though that is not to deny that Zion

and its stakes cannot be completehdisentangled.)

That said, | really like the idea of taking the cessation of polygamy as a redemption of
monogamy, and | have dready been thinking of something very like what you here

describe as consecrationdés redemption of <capita

What it seems to me the unrwrested text would summon us to do, then, is not to try to
allow Zion and its stakes to bleed into one another, but to think about how the return to

Zion can be deeschatologized through an immanent practice of consecration.

Of course, all of this is very #fApractical. o My
thi &
Reply
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1. & _&. mommywhat Says:

May 13, 2009 at 2:44 pm

Robert,
| liked the explanation of why you were looking at the stakes ideai that as we go
out into the world we take up what we find and turn it into something good. Very

interesting way to read our worldwide spread!

As far as Zion vs. seélakesn gtolees ,i madgye dfe na efd:s
me out. | assume here we are talking about a huge tent, with stakes all around

holding down the canvas. However, you can put stakes all around a canvas and

still not have a open space to move about inside unless you hae something

holding up the middle! Zion is then the fAce
Without the center off the ground, we have no tent. But without stakes pulling the

canvas out, we have a pretty shabby, small, standingroom-onl y t ent . AENI ar
thy borders and strengthen thy stakesd¢ and a
Abrahamic Covenant and | et in more peopl e.
although they are a part of the same thing.
operation, establishing it on ce perhaps gave us the understanding and structure

for our tent. And when itodés all said and do

That 6s my reading anyway. Thoughts?

May 12, 2009 at 8:21 am

Joe: First, let me just say that this is a wonderful set-up of the history of the text. Well done.

One question that | had as | read through this was of what for lack of a better term | will call
Afaut horship.o In particular, | am wondering WHO is

in which the text is framed in the move from lost original transcription to early manuscript copies
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to early periodical copies to BOC to 1835 D&C to 1876 D&C to 1921 D&C to 1981 D&C. We have
two kinds of shifts. First we have shifts in framing, i.e. one revelation or two; which verses where;
in what canonical or other textual context, etc.. Second, we have shifts in the wording of the text
itself. Who is making these decisions? My Mormons would assume that it is all Joseph Smith
under the inspiration of the Spirit but obviously this is far from the whole story. Both the BOC

and the D&C were institutional projects and were put forward by councils that often operated
independent of Joseph and perhaps even in ways that he did not entirely agree with. What, if

anything, can we say about the characters involved in these various textual decisins?

In response to Robertés point, | think that we hav:
in the Utah period. There was clearly an expectation of return to Jackson County, but the

language itself shifted 8 and shifted fairly early 8 to usethe term Zion to refer to Utah.

I nterestingly, I dondt think that tHaksenCouaty a si mi |
resting places. I n other words, I dondt think that
West, Adam-ondi-Ahman, Nauvoo, or Winter Quarters as Zion. This, | think, has got to

problematize your reading of Utah as purely a sojourn in the wilderness. | wonder to what extent

this linguistic shift is important for the way that section 42 is framed in the 1876 D&C. If by 1876

Utah is Zion in some sense, then the rehistoricizing of the D&C 42 may represent a shift in which

the canon acknowledges the way that the unfolding of the meaning of Zion is in some sense taking

place outside of the scriptural text. It is striking here tha t precisely at the period of time that

Orson Prat was deinstitutionalizing and re -historicizing the D&C, Brigham Young was engaged

in a massive overhaul of the institutional structure of the church, an overhaul that as near as | can
tellleavesnotextualt r ace i n the D&C other perhaps than Orson

edition.

Reply

joespencer Says:

May 13, 2009 at 1:39 pm

Nate,

| was trying, | think, to provoke exactly these kinds of questions about authorship. By

taking the various framings of the revelation (which framings are, it seems to me,
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inseparable from the changes in actual text), we end up with a revelation that is not

exactly the unmediated word of God, but neither is it the singly authored work of, say,

Joseph Smith either. We end up instead with a kind of material text that can be given a

variety of significations through its various contextualizations, even as it re mains (for the

most part) essentially constant. Does the story
very idea of fauthorshipo should be drastically

should recognize its differé@iwbatfitemanFducthaolr 0o

I want to think more carefully abou-s-zibnrhe i deas
shift in non -textual discourse being intertwined with the rehistoricization of the D&C by
Orson Pratt in 1876 (and the restructuring of the Church at the same time). Very

provocative ideas.

Reply

3. i _&. mommywhat Says:

May 13, 2009 at 2:32 pm
Hey all. What a great start to our seminar! Unfort.
my baby will wake up before | get a comment out, so let me just give a few thoughts for the time

being.

| really liked this way of thinking D&C 119:
ilf D&C 119 replaces Aconsecrationodo with Atithing,

tithingo me gthigpdssibiewithe Ghurehvard then paying one tenth of what

=1

comes thereafter. 00

It almost seems like this is a lower-maintenance version of consecration. If | understand right,
originally a family gave all and then the Bishop and the family decided how much to receive as a
stewardship. Then they continually gave extra to the Bishop and/or continually received more as
needed, and as the Bishop and family decided together. In the 119 version, a family gave just their
surplus (which is what seems would bethe outcome anyway) and then gave 10% annually to help
those who needed it and for public buildings etc. | imagine the church then assumed the family

would use any extra fAincreaseo (after the 10% tithi
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than asking the Bishop for means to increase their farm or printing press or bicycle shop or
whatever, a family was responsible to do that with their own means. They still took care of their
property and work, just as if it were a stewardship. (And of course if a family lacked what they
needed then they could approach the Bishop.) So is this the main difference, that the family

became the decision maker without a Bishop?

It is not so far away from D&C 42 as | had previou!

your own stewardship, which in the end is probably a lot more responsibility.

Reply

May 13, 2009 at 7:28 pm

fiDoes the story I édm telling her perhaps suggest t h;:
drastically reworked? (One could compare this to, but should recognize its difference from,
Foucaultdés arguments i

n AWhat | s an Author ?0)0

It depends of what oneds previous model of author sl
the section 42 (or at least parts of it) was originally understood as a law. In law, however, the

concept of authorship is frequently, indeed generally, fragmented in ways that seem odd if one

takes some Romantic notion of literary authorship as the core case. Before | get to Foucault,

however, | am interested in nailing down the various personalities. For example, who made the

editorial decisions with regard to the BOC and the 1835 D&C? With regard to the 1876 D&C do we

know how much editorial autonomy OP had?

Reply

1. e Njoespencer Says:
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May 16, 2009 at 7:39 am

Il 6m finally getting back to the post (busier we

| see, Nate. | misunderstood the tone of your question (not to mention the fact that legal
theory already fragments the romanticist conception of the author). Now to respond to

theactualguesti on youdre asking:

In the literature, there is generally an assumption that Joseph Smith had primary
editorial responsibility for the changes in the 1830s. However, there are references to a
publication committee, and | would guess that J

the process.

So far as the 1876 edition § concerned, it seems that Orson had quite a bit of autonomy.

The only suggestion | dve come across, in the [
is a statement in Woodfordds dissertation that
direction ofthepr esi dent of the Church. o6 (1 6m quoting t

exactly the words Woodford uses.)

Unfortunately, | think it is only with the dawning of the Joseph Smith Papers Project that

historians of Mormonism are beginning to ask real questions about the provenance of the

revelations: very little has yet been written about the processes of editing scripture.

Hopefully, wedl|l have (1) more primary resource

analyses of these questions over the next few years.

Reply

May 13, 2009 at 7:34 pm

Karen: One thing worth noting is that between section 42 and section 119 there was a fair amount
of litigation over the legal (as in secular legal) status of stewardships. There were experiments
with casting the stewardships in various forms & e.g. trusts, contracts, etc.d so as to allow

church leaders to retain a legal interest. Also, because the consecration and steardship model
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meant that there was a gift of A to B of C followed almost immediately by a gift back by B to A of C
or some C equivalent, it was easier for courts to set aside initial consecrations as sham or illusory
transactions. The result was that the church was exposed to a great deal of legal liability. The
section 119 system, by avoiding the gift and then gift back transaction made the transfers of

property to the Church harder to attack legally.

| actually think that there are a number of places where secular law seems to be driving Mormon
revelation (the Manifesto being only the most dramatic example). It is a phenomena that deserves
a bit of theological reflection in its own right. | know that Russell has done some of this with

regard to the Manifesto, but it is, | think, a broader issue.

Reply

1. e Njoespencer Says:

May 16, 2009 at 7:42 am

Nate,

| agree that this litigation is absolutely vital for the early history of consecration (and
especially for making sense of the differences between the various manuscripts and
publications of D&C 42).

I, for what ités worth, though, find myself mos
consecration being not a divestmentedf oneds th
things: they shift from being property to being a stewardship. One might say that the

Church as a whole would remain a part of capitalism and the market, but the individual is

subtracted from the logic of capital.

Or something like that in outline. | w ant to do much more thinking about this.

Reply
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May 16, 2009 at 9:48 am

| definitely think that there is something to this. While consecration was initially

framed as a series of giftsorc onveyances for | egal pur poses,
this is how it operated form an internal point of view. | do think that it is striking

that the Lord says in the revelations that one of the purposes of stewardships is to

make every man responsible. Thisis interesting because theorists such as Locke,

for example, conceptualize property as the boundary at which | may legitimately

be in some sense indifferent to others, e.g

try to flesh this roaudl|l easdipaper myn filliiavli onggu e

Robert C. Says:

May 14, 2009 at 7:46 am

First, now that |16ve fi ni slpmise, Joed fardastiojgh. | et me j ust

And thanks forthe follow-up comment s on my provocative/specul ati
a red herringo comment . I probably wondt have ti me
various terms, but | did track down the following relevant quote from Joseph Fielding

S mi tDodrmes of Salvation (and | 61 | qguote beyond what | think i
think ités a bit hdowhadrcdu su,ndeoerr sactorleesasttheoddnse in w
can or should take these kind of statements too seriously in modern efforts to think carefully

through these issues, at |l east not in Ascholarlyo

We accept the fact that the center place where the City New Jerusalem is to be built, is in

Jackson County, Missouri. It was never the intention to substitute Utah or any other
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place for Jackson County. But we do hold that Zion, when reference is made to the land,

is as broad as America, both North and South -all of it is Zion, If Zion is limited in its

scope to the country surrounding Jackson County, it is indeed too bad that Nephi did not
now that fact. What a glorious thing it would have been had there been a few
ifReorganiteso in his day to inform him of
fallen into the error of buildingtemples-l i ke unt o Sol o mawaydafdosvn
in Central or South America, 60 but they could have placed one in Jackson County, or

the regions round about. It was really an unfortunate occurrence. [v. 3, p. 72]

Al so, si nce skduategasilysfromn Gogpeltink, the following passage also would

suggest at |l east why there would be cultural

Jackson County:

Ul t i

natural

Nearly 100 years have passed since the site of Zion was dedicated and the spot fa the
temple was chosen, and some of the members of the Church seem to be fearful lest the
word of the Lord shall fail. Others have tried to convince themselves that the original

plan has been changed and that the Lord does not require at our hands this mi ghty work
which has been predicted by the prophets of ancient times. We have not been released

from this responsibility, nor shall we be. The word of the Lord will not fail.

If we look back and examine his word carefully, we will discover that nothing has  failed
of all that he has predicted, neither shall one jot or tittle pass away unfulfilled. It is true
that the Lord commanded the saints to build to his name a temple in Zion. This they
attempted to do, but were prevented by their enemies, so the Lord did not require the
work at their hands at that time. The release from the building of the temple did not,
however, cancel the responsibility of building the City and the House of the Lord, at some
future time. When the Lord gets ready for it to be accomplish ed, he will command his

people, and the work will be done. [Doctrines of Salvation, v. 3, pp. 79, 81]

mately, | dondt suppose this really matters

guestion to consider in light of the eschatological i ssues wedre going

inverses89 where we read the command t o &ubtibtheltide up

shal

| come . . . when the New Jerusalem shal

29
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might argue thatthe mostn at ur al i nterpretation of this passage

are actually temporary, and that eventually there
Jerusalem /Cityof Zionds o, i f wedre going to offer tathioktk her rea
through the what, when and where of this New Jerus:

Next, | was reading the JST for Genesis 14:2540 since Marquardt mentions this in the pages that

| sent to everyone via email (he doesnlig, however,
between OT MS #1 and the revelation for D&C 42:1698 can anyone track down more on this

relationship?), and | thought the description of tithing is interesting given the discussion above

regarding D&C 119 and what | will simply call a nonstandard understanding of tithing:

And [Melchizedek] lifted up his voice, and he blessed Abram, being the high priest, and
the keeper of the store-house of God; Him whom God had appointed to receive tithes for
the poor. Wherefore Abram paid unto him tithes of all that he had, of all the
riches which he possessed , which God had given him more than that which he had
need. [Gen 14:3%39, JST; my emphasis]

(Also interesting is the explicit reference to the City of Enoch in verse 34, which is of course the
model given for building Zion, and | believe the City of Enoch is explicitly referred to as Zion
in D&C 38:4 and Moses 7))

Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 14, 2009 at 8:02 am

[It's a bit of an annoyance that for this blog theme/schema, the blockquotes show up in
italics. So, if you try to italicize something in a blockquote, it doesn't show up. If someone
knows how to fix this easily please do--1 don't know how, and don't want to waste time

trying to figure it out. Otherwise, just be aware that if you are using blockquotes and want
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to emphasize something, or indicate italics in an orginal passage, this will be an issue. As

you can see above, using boldface font ("b" html tags) seems to work fine....]

iMjoespencer Says:

May 16, 2009 at 7:46 am

Robert,

Again, | really do think this question of separating out the eschatological from the
teleological will be vital for making sure that

does not become precisely the kind of red herri

And l|a&@dn yydu connected this issue up wi-10h verse
this week, | 6ve been struck by the importance o
part of a fAfirst commandment o before the | aw ca

assume, be vital to our discussion next week.

Reply

Kristine Says:

May 17, 2009 at 9:10 am

Joe, thanks for | aying this al/ out. As we wade t h
worth reconnecting to larger questions about how Latter -day Saints have understood themselves

in relation to sacred texts. The public nature of the editing process is intriguing to me, and makes

me curious about receptionii t 6 s I mpossi bl e t o i magriakingsenseaft e mpor ar
the shifting order and variant content of multiple

we shift to seeing the canon as essentially closed (or expand it to an undifferentiated inclusion of

31


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/?replytocom=19#respond
http://whatjoesworkingon.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/#comment-22
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/?replytocom=22#respond
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/10/context-and-approach-getting-started/#comment-24

all conference issues of the Ensign, tobe more optimistic about it)? More importantly, how does
that shift change the prospects of Zion?

| think a case could be made that a more flexible view of scripture is necessary if a people is to

conceive of itself as engaged in such a huge and practicgdroject. That is, all arrangements of

property and | aw require adjustment to changing

and contradict any prior revelation i if the book is bound and fixedi prophetic guidance cannot be
as specific and concrete ast must be to build a physical Zion. It seems inevitable that prophecy
then recedes to a more general and more abstract plane, and Zion *must* then be reconceived as

spiritual, so that it can be located on that same plane.

Reply

May 19, 2009 at 9:28 am

Kristine: | was thinking about how | would explain to say the YM that | used to teach about the
changes in the D&C. One way of thinking about this is that the revelations functioned much like
the current General Handbook of Instructions. They were updated regularly to take account of
new policies, institutions, and doctrines. It sounds as though 1876 was the year inwhich the
revelations were recast as records of historical revelatory events, a function that the text did not
initially serve. (Although this gets complicated as they may have been thought of this way in the
BOC and then there was a shift in 1835 and thena shift back in 1876.) If this is right, then the
1876 compilation may be extremely important in light of the 1877 reorganization of the church by
Brigham Young. It was at that moment that the shift to an uncanonized and in some sense text
less process ofinstitutional adjustment became normalized. Of course, we now produce texts that
accomplish the kind of pragmatic adjustment that you are talking about, but the texts are not

public.

Incidentally, last summer | did a bunch of research in the Lester Bush paper in the special
collections up at the U of U. It seems to have a complete run of the General Handbook of
Instructions up until the mid -1990s. From the documents that | saw that text seems to have
begun in the 1890s as a pamphlet that was regularly updded and distributed to bishops, stake

presidents, and tithing clerks. Initially it dealt only with the procedures for the receipt, control,
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use, and transfer of church funds. Then what seems to have happened is that this periodically
distributed pamphlet e merged as a useful way of regularizing policies so coda and addendums
about this and that started getting added. If | recall correctly (and if this is important to anyone |
can go back in my notes) the first general handbook was published in the 1930s, butit was
proceeded in the 1920s by a series of more expanded pamphlets modeled on the early tithing

instructions.

I want to make just one final point on Kristineos
of adjustment that Kristine sees as vital continues but simply continues in an atextual manner or

using texts that are not public, then the notion of law itself may undergo a shift. Often people take

publicity as one of the sine non qua of law. (Lon Fuller, for example, talks extensively about this in

his book _The Morality of Law_) Hence, there is something important going one when a public &

albeit shifting & law ceases to be public. It seems to me that we can understand this move in one

of two ways. First, we can see it as a repudiation of legaty. Second, we can see it as a

reconceptualization of the notion of law. The common law, for example, does not exist in any

authoritative written text. By definition it is the unwritten law.

(An interesting historical side note: in the 1830s and 1840s there was a codification movement in
the United States, which sought to reduce the common law to a single written, public text.

Needless to say the lawyers killed it off. But it was an idea swirling around in public discussions of

law at this time. FWIW, howev e r | donodt know of evidence that JS

A final, final point. If you look at the resolution of civil cases in church courts, there is a marked
unease with written law. Indeed, there are even one case that | found of a selfconsciously
SECRET law. You can check this out if you are interested in my BYU L. Rev. article, which is
online here. The bit about written law is at pages 26-30 of the linked document. | n a nutshell, my
argument there is that the ambivalence about written law reflected the fact that law can set itself
up as a competitor to prophets and revelation. Our discussion here, however, makes me realize
that | need to think more carefully about the multiple levels on which law is operating as a

concept within Mormon discourse.

Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:
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May 19, 2009 at 2:29 pm

Nate, | really like this introduction of the idea of secrecy into our thinking of this section.

| started to think about this as | thought about this shift from the commandments given

to the elders in the first 17 verses of the section versus the law being given to thehurch in

the | ater verses (versus fAmy gopsel 0o and @Amy

three spheres of discourse going on in this section, then it would also make sense to think

w O

of 3 |l evels of fAsecrecyo/prieaey/ sacdedoessspeéer

Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

May 19, 2009 at 3:59 pm

Kristine, fascinating questions. Am | reading you rightly if | collapse your comment into the

foll owing ®egmwmdh onl:odilsre of the canon, so much spir

lot.

Of cour se, I think Nateds rda&tshpooungshe |i sd carbdsto | suet ee | iyt
correction than as a complication, perhaps a triangulation. Rather than bein g a simple inverse

relation between the physicality/materiality of Zion and the closure of the canon, we have an

equation with three terms: the materiality/spirituality of Zion, the openness/closure of the canon,

and the creation/adjustment of a non -revelatory and perhapseven secr et MAhandbook

instructions. 0

How do we think about the odd (and obviously complex!) relationship among these three terms?

Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:
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May 19, 2009 at 6:23 pm

|l dm going to try to link up this issl0en with son
short, | think we should view the handbook as being given to the elders (the

secretive/mysterious celestial realm, but directed toward the telestial), Zion being

given/established among the Church members generally (the terrestrial realm directed

toward the celestial), and the scriptures being given to the world (the telestial realm being

directed to both the terretrial and celestial realms).

Reply

May 19,2009 at 6:05 pm

| am still trying to think about the historical arc of the canon here. | wonder if we might think of
the revelations first as commandments (BOC) then as law (1835 D&C) and finally as history (1876
D&C).

Reply

1. -& mommywhat Says:

May 20, 2009 at 12:43 pm

That seems like a good way to summarize things to me. Whether or not that was the
intention, | can see those as fitting labels for each project. How would you label our

current D&C?

Reply

May 16, 2009
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Discussion Summary: Context and Approach

Posted by joespencer underUncategorized
Leave a Comment

Doctrine and Covenants section 42 is caught up in a remarkably complex history.If the revelation is taken as

something bestowed in a historical event, then it seems to be situated at a cruciajuncture in two distinct but not

unrelated historical trajectories (indeed, it might mark the very crossing of these two trajectories): (1) the unfolding
significance of Zion and (2) the unfolding meaning of consecration. It also, it should be noted, mark s two major

breaks in early Mormon history: (1) it is associated quite directly with the leap from New York to Ohio, with the shift

from scattering to gathering; (2) it marks an indelible

individual or even democratic to revelation as a question of community.

The revelation, then, seems to have four context$ all of which converged when the revelation was given, but all of
which have had very distinct subsequent histories: (1) Zion, (2) consecration, (3) gathering, (4) law. The difficulty of
making sense of D&C 42, then, might just be the difficulty of trying to read a text that has four distinct interpretive
histories: (1) the way that Zion has played out in Mormon thinking since especially the expulsion has determined the
way we read this text; (2) the strange unfolding story of consecrationd including its vicissitudes in the temple 6 and
Mormon economics more generally has determined the way we read this text; (3) the fractured history of the idea of
gathering has undoubtedly determined the way we read this text; and (4) the complex history of Mormon thinking (or

non-thinking) about law has determined the way we read this text. Our reading of the text is very complexly situated.

The discussion of context andapproach, therefore, primarily took the shape of trying to pin down a few of the major

turning points in each of these threads of interpretive history. The publication history of the D&C, primarily because

of Joebs perhaps too Hddwy sfrgdOusvasn gi ovaemo pird ale orf pl ace:

Commandments, the 1835 publication of the Doctrine and Covenants, and the 1876 rearrangement of the Doctrine
and Covenants seem to be the most significant points in the history. But much more cand and shouldd be said about

this complex unfolding history.

May 18, 2009
D&C 42:1-10

Posted by Robert C. underUncategorized
[23] Comments

| will start by making some general theological musings, and then | will add a list of somewhat stream -of-

consciousness, notparticularly -profound thoughts on a verse-by-verse basis.

Community, commandments and law
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Since this section is known as Athe | aw, 0 it is a bit surpri
the ter m fc o mdnsmeddrnma thi$ accairs in verses 1, 3 (twice), 4, and 5; there are 5 other occurrences
in this section, in verses 15, 29, 32, 58, 78, bringing the total to 10. In Hebrew, the most common word

for commandment is tsavah, or the derivative mitsvah (as in bar mitsvah where the coming-of-age connotations

come from coming-to-the-age of responsibilitydi.e . , fic eambrhaenod) . The word Al awd occurs or
again until verse 28, and then not again until verses 52, 509
considering, the term occurs with some frequency, in verses 79 (twice), 8L, 84, 85, 86, 87, and 91 (for a total of 14: 6
times in the first 69 verses and 8 times after that). The question | want to focus on here is on the significance of these

two terms, commandments and law, in light of each other.

On the one hand, there is astrong case that could be made that these are simply interchangeable terms. | will,

however, not bother | aying out the support for lavhinthe ar gument
end, has more communal and more stable/lasting connotations. Furthermore, the non -collapsible difference between

these terms that | will be arguing for will mirror, in many ways at least, the tension between the one and the many.

(The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy has an introductory articleon i The Pr obl e m,whithltaket&o Many o

be a kind of resurrected versionofo Th e MeRlricelvladm of . Uriovet &l par poses of this s

thinking of this issue in terms of community: how is it possible, and what does it mean, to have many non -reducible

intelligences in a truly unified community?)

First, let me quote Walter Brueggemann:

Torah evolved out of a series of ad hoc proclamations, oracular utterances, and commandments, into a more

holistic literature and practice that retained some properties of those initial utterances, but also took on a life of its
own. . . . [W]hateve r remains of those specific utterances in the present completed Torah, they are now to be read as
part of a larger whole, which impinges upon and reshapes concrete utterance. [Theology of the Old Testament:

Testimony, Dispute, Advocacy, p. 578]

Brueggemannadds in a footnote that Max Kadushin fihas shown how T
as organismic, so that all/l parts signify and pertain to the
case that whereas commandments are indvidual and specific, law signifies a fundamentally unifying move that might

be understood (Nate?) as analogous to the way we talk about

Next, consider the following from Gerhard von Rad writing about the theologically -unifying event that Deuteronomy

represents (sorry for the length):

Deuteronomy now falls to be discussed in our treatment of the commandments and of the question of how Isreal
explained Jawhewho6s revelation of hiddshekexpresstherselfsoneol ogi cal te

comprehensively and in such detail as to the meaning of the commandmens and the unique situation into which
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Jahwehdés revelation of his will put her. But from the very s
too, Deuteronomy is the exposition of the will of God for a particular era only , and that a fairly advanced one in

the history. The outward form and arrangement of Deuteronomy, consisting of paraenesis, commandments,

pledging to the covenant, proclamation of blessing and cursing (IV. 44 1 XXX. 20), appears strange. Butitis a

unity, for the sequence of these parts reflects the liturgical movements of a cultic festival, that of the

renewal of the covenant at Shechem. The fact that the liturgical sweep of a cultic festival had to furnish the

framework for a major literary and theological work lets us see once more how hard it was for Israel to unfold

theological concepts theoretically by processes of thought. Here too the concepts required to be explained by

reference to an event, and for Deuteronomy this is the course of a cultic event. In itself the content of Deuteronomy

would in fact have lent itself to a systematic presentation, for in it Israel for once really created a work that

has unity of thought, i nternal balance, and finish

... Deuteronomy is in fact simply and solely an artistic mosaic made up of many sermons on a great variety of

subjectsd here is gathered the total expression of an obviously extensive preaching activity. Traditions of th e most

varied kind, historical, cultic, and |l egal, were united in t
material into that great schematized general picture of the people of Israel which first springs to our minds too

when we think of Israel in the wilderness. But this general picture, in which everything now appears to belong

organically together, is in turn the result of an intensive harmonizing of many originally independent

traditions
It seems to us that the term which Deuter onomy applied to itself, fithis Torah, o hc:
uni fication, particularly for the | egal traditions. We must

designated the single directions given by the priests d for example, on the basis of an oracle (Hag. 11.11)6 that is, a
single decision which did not in compass go beyond a brief statement. But if now the whole of Deuteronomy could
be comprehended under this term, there lay behind this an insight to which the way had certainl y been opened up
by Hosea, but which Deuteronomy put upon the broadest possible theological base. The whole of the revelation

of the will of Jahweh to Israel is now understood, in spite of the great variety of its contents, as a

unity. It is seen as someth ing indivisible and whole, in which every part was co -ordinated with

every other and where no detail could be understood except in relation to the whole. [219-222; my

emphasis]

|l 6d I'i ke to appropriate von Raudifiedsetofandigdudlisigcomntadmentstoea shi ft  fr

more unified theology, tradition, and community can be represented by the term law (/Torah). | quoted this at length
partly because | think there is a lot to think about here in terms of the founding events of a new community & for

Moses, for the Deuteronomist, and for Joseph Smith.
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Next, 1 6d | i ke to consider Lehids discourse to Jacob in 2 Ne
law, there would be no sin, nor righteousness, nor happiness, nor punishment, nor misery, and hence no God and no

earth (2:13). It is only because Athe |l aw is given unto meno
of there being fia compound in oneodo (2:11) seitlsignffidsbathk t hi s wor d
differenceand unitydi n contrast to what Lehi calls fAone bodyodo which wo
would be no opposition which would lead to a kind of nihilistic purposelessness to creation (2:12). | think

thisdeadnessof t hi ngs that Lehi alludes to i s IlpirgrGoidcou [tahralty iisn tuesreeds
D&C 42:1. The living aspect of God is being manifest in that he is a giving a new revelation (D&C 42 in this case), but

he is doing it by taking up the past tradition of Israel and its laws and breathing new life into it by giving it to a new

community and supplementing it with some new particularities. In this way, then, by giving a new law that alludes

heavily to older laws, God is temporallybringi ng t oget her (Acompounding in onedo we m
present, with an eye toward the future (viz., fAthe New Jerus
But if law effects a kind of temporal at onement , as | é6ve just c¢claimed, | would als

of communal atonement, bringing contemporaries together also. And this is where | think the difference between

laws and commandments can be explicitly discerned in this section. Notice that the first 17 verses of this section are
addressed to the twelve elderstat Joe mentioned in his post (fiye elders of m
mar ks a dramatic shift to the | arger church: AAnd now, behol
many of the most famous laws that were given to Mosesare re-given. (The fact that we refer to these as The

TenCommandments, on the one hand, muddl es the distinction I édm tryi
refer to these as THE ten commandment s bantmeatyasetypidally di st i ncti
understood as being given and applying to a local context, and it is only by making some sort of effort toward

universalization that such commandments take on more general import.) Whereas commandments can be given

individually throu gh personal revelation and the whisperings of the Spirit (and, in this light, | find it interesting that

the Spirit is discussed a fair bit in the first 17 verses, but only mentioned in passing once in the subsequent versed see

v. 23), what binds the community together is a publicly proclaimed law which the community agrees to support.

| think it is also interesting to think about 3 spheres at work here: the inner circle of elders to whom the living God

gives Al ocal 06 commandme nbound togéthereby univensal aw; and the veotldfitself whightthe i s

inner circle is called on to Ago forthod and preach to (vv. 4
various places in the temple and with the pattern ofangelsdeliver i ng books is rich, but 1611 | e

on these ideas.

Well, so much for general musings. Now on to some thoughts more closely tied to the text.

Overall structure
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|l 6ve been trying to think t hr oud bnlyhaveggacouple ohfotensialy-productiver e of t hi

thoughts, besides the division | mentioned above (verses 117 addressed to the elders; verses 18ff addressed to the

church). So, 1 6m really anxious to hear what others have dis
Most of my thinking has actually been in regard to the |ist
future. For now I6l1l just say that | think itdés interesting
be given as a pelude (vv. 1829) to the discussion of consecration (w.30-39) . Af ter that, the fAthou ¢

returns, but the commandments given do not offer any new obvious allusions to the 10 Commandments themselves.
(Also, if one were inclined to numerology ki nds of games, it might be possible to di
consecration passages, and 12 fit hou -=idd&humbedsthatfloealludedats ds i n a

inhispostébut | wondét even bothertddytimgsdéd. )explain how | coun

| have to confess that | had a difficult time discerning any particular structureinw. 40 -6 9 and so | havendt f e
a very good sense of how to read this whole section, structurally. | will mention several rhetorical and thematic links
to the first 10 sections below, but I &m hoping that as we go

especially of the later verses in the section.

Structure of verses 1 -10

Joe sent me a file that analyzes the first three verses showindiow the 2nd and 3rd verses effectively repeat everything

in the first verse (1611 try to paste this file beelobw). I th
it in terms of interpretive significance, though I will try to think  through some of this in my rather rambly comments

bel ow (but thatdés a virtue of these seminars, i n my mind: a

communal setting to see which ideas might be nourished to eventually bear actual fruit!).

| do think that these first 3 verses give the section a more dramatic and solemn flavor. That is, rather than starting
with, say, the very specific reference to Joseph and Sidney in verse 4, these first 3 verses set a tone of solemnity and
significance which is part of the reason | think my musings above about the covenantal and founding significance of
this revelation might be justified. What is being presented should be received in a sacred manner having universal
import. | think this sacredness is also underscored with the reference to the revelation of mysteries in verses 61 and
65: what is being given should not be treated as pearls before swine, but perhaps even as a preparatory law to a fuller,

more sacred experience of heavenly mysteries that is being pranised in a kind of eschatological way.

Verses41 0 mi ght be read as expaoftetiworlddo oinntherss@ht askey iSapli @arni ng
happen through the preaching of the gospel. Thus, if verses 410 are read as explaining how the telestial world can be
redeemed, then verses 1460 might be read as explaining how the terrestrial church can be redeemed, and then verses

61-69 might be read as explaining the way in which celestial revelations of the mysteries will come forth.
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Verse 1

*AHerak en, O ye el der sNotcéthamgftercehls phrasehtide rest of verse 1 is spent mostly

modifying who these elders are.

*Awho have assembled together in my name . . . ; inasmuch as

commandment % As siseartérin with rich connotations (cf. is 0ol e mn g espeeiathpas iyi®used in the

D&C. The Latin root of assembleissemwhi ch means fisame. 0 Trhudtiplidtpaidldergist oget her of
effected here by the name of Jesus Chrigh and the commandments given by Jesus Christ. The many become

compounded in one through the name and the commandments.

*feven Jesus Christ the Son of t he ddThat@hgstiGledaviortottte Savi or of
world seems to underscore thetransformative effects of all that will come subsequently. The preaching of the word

will call the world into the church community and the law will help prepare the church community to beco me sons

and daughters, and eventually anointed ( /ctitist-e ned 60) priests and priestesses, follow
Christ. AiThe Sono is also mentioned in verse 17 (fAithe Comfor
verse52explid t 1| y mentions that those who believe in Christ wildl h .
Verse 2

*AHear ken and h e aThisiathedonlyversey could find in LDS scripture that uses all three of these

verbs in it. fAHearkenol wasndfit@arseandeobeay¥essem to repea
as the word Ahearken. o | think the repetition here underscor
Hearing is mentioned again in vadrls eh el regpotsepattetothat sasech f ai t h t
particularly in relation to prophets might here be understood as being applied communally. The elders have

assembled in the name of Christ in hopes of an eschatological kind of revelation, and the solemn laguage used in this

revelation could be understood as response andactual fulfillment of this sacred gathering and waiting. There is no

perpetual waiting in these revelations; rather, God honors those who assemble in his name with further light and

knowledge.

*fit he :IGadwil now give the law. This is what is the sense in which this revelation actually furthers or fulfils

the commands that were given previously.

*Awhich | shall :giTvhee umerob ywsuedd t o descr i bge vteh.ed hTahnidsi nigs oav ecro
word, but in the solemn setting here, it should be read carefully. Thus, the law should be received as a gift (cfD&C
88:29 -35 where the various degrees of glories are given as gifts that should beeceived, and conferred according to

the governing Aof | awd where sin is explicitly defined as f a
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receiving. The law is not an economic commodity, but agiftéa gi ft whose fendd points to the

suffering of Jesus Christ.

Verse 3

*iye have assembled yourselves together according to the com
you, and are agreed as toufThéengepbt atnooe ntt foi fmagu@mmc ommando ec
commandmentso in verse 1. Also, fAassembledo is being repeate
above, I think this notion of gathering, assembling and coming together is an important lens through which the r est of

the section must be interpreteddt he whol e purpose of the | aw and the commandm
oneo type of community (with God and with fellow saints) pos
be reached and, despite ay other differences, this one agreement might form the archeor sure foundation upon

which the edifice of the church can be built. If we live in a post-foundational world, the name of Christ, who willingly

submitted to the Fat her éserve asrasuerfodrslationamomwhitteapeacefulh(a. hve57,

61) community can be built.

*fand have asked the Father in my nafmbe woed &Soegeisballtecec
a way that suggestswhe how this community will grow th rough the 3 stages | mentioned above: those who receive

Godds commands wi |l | go forth as mi sesecivetmeserangaesswilljpieisthe nger s/ ange
gathering; those who gather together in the name of Christ and then receive the law will then become missionaries to

then further the work of gathering.

Verse 4

*Al give unto you this first commandment f{That phe askealifigstfo
commandment s0 strikes me as perhaps a | ®&3de@dt patr aslee hiri st
commandment 6o is to Alove the Lord thy God with all thy heart
is told that if he loves God he will feed his sheep (John 21:16ff). And John tells us that if we love him we willkeep his

commandments (John 14:15; cf. John 15:10; 1 John 5:23). Before God declares his law to the elect community of the

chur ch, | think it is interesting that there is a kind of de
perspective, Chr i st é6s di sgust i n trighteoushess of thess wha mjected hinwseeimb t he sel f
justified: the law given to Israel is not like proprietary capital which can be used to purchase favor with God; rather,

Godds commandme ntvenwithmadparticdaweschatalogicalgcommunal vision in mind. The

commandment t o f drst bécausetits éeprésents the fivseprinciple of this new community: that it will

be founded on an uncompromising commitment of hospitality to those outside the community.

Verse 5
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*Aithey shall go forth fTdire @ hilriatstel dildedaden&deasond seems to co

20:3, and it is used frequently in the D&C. This is very eschatological language

*Ait shall be given by the power of: thkei Spwaytoiwhphr adeggsthh
rather rich. AReturno i n HWHaddefniwion ad.1sf.8). Witlethersslemhand r epent ( see
eschatol ogi cal phrasing in these verses, I think a symbolic/
unjustified (e.g., the elders in the capacity of missionaries are manifesting their worthiness to return to heaven, or

something).

Verse 6

*At wo b y: Withwhe Revelaton language mentioned above, the two prophets in Revelation might be the source

for this phrase. It occurs frequently in the D&C .

*Asound of dntheNewdpstament and the D&C, this symbol often suggests the dead being raised and
brought to the judgment bar of Christ (cf. 1 Cor 15:25; Mosiah 26:25; Mormon 9:13). However, in the D&C, this
phrase seems to be used mostly in relation to preaching of the gospel (see passagéere). Of course the trumpet is a

common symbol with varied and rich connotations that are all worth thinking about here.

*Ali ke uei e @m:g Qoddvwoe al ready tal ked aboutdhearethislinkismaé onari es b

explicit.

Verse 7

*Akingdom of heav eThis phmse & tisedfrequedtly in scripture, in the New Testament, Book of
Mor mon and D&C. The dAis at hando phr asWonddiblicasCommeentgry efschat ol og
this same phrase in Matthew 3: 2, he writes that, AThe perfec
remai ni n(g. 4%.éthink thié present -and-growing way to understand this phrase is particularly apt to the

D&C 42 context.

Verse 8

*Aii nasmuch as ye shall find them that wil!/l receive :you ye sh
Again, notice the repetitonof t he word fireceived as mentioned above in vers
times in this section. As we discussed a bit | ast week, t his

are used to today. However, this idea must be urderstood in light of the next verse which suggests that there will be,

at some point, a different kind of gathering.

Verse 9
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*AUntil the time when it shall be revealed unto you from on
shall be prepared, that ye ma y be gat her €lisid tire eschateldgical can of worms | was asking about

last week. Because of some of the theological dangers associated with a fundamentalist way of thinking about

eschatological issues, | speculated that we might consider readirg this as a commandment that was given back then

which is not necessarily applicable today. What troubles me about this verse is that it seems to suggest that being

fgat hered in oned can only be fulfill edisNewlJemsalemtwchat ol ogi cal
beliterally bui I't i n order to experience fully this relationship Go

your Godo?

Verse 10

*Aif he transgress anot her s hallthinkithes isalpomedryrcdrieud sciipturalh i s st eado
phrased see other occurrencesere. This phrase strikes me as rather harshand coldh e ar t e d: 6if you donot
well, youdr e ex p epaceyduwith seanaode whdislwlllingjtouds whatil ask them. However, this

phrase might also be understood with more positive connotations since it is first used in Gen 4:5 where Seth is

appointed in the place of Abel after Cain slew Abebt hu s, Go sdvill ng berfrpstrated. In this sense, perhaps

it suggests the orrgoing nature of the eschatological community that God keeps trying to build on earth, starting with

the city of Enoch, and continuing on into 4 Nephi, etc. Also, might this phrase takestake on particular significance in

light of the [then -Jrecent apostasy, and as presaging the succession conflict surrounding Brigham Young?

23 RESPONSES 47.D1 Gid &C

May 19, 2009 at 9:02 am

I havenét finished reading this yet, but your init.i
thinking about debates over the command theory of law. John Austin argued in the early 19th

century that law was nothing more nor less than the command of the sovereign, a command

backed by the threat of sanction. This was the starting point for legal positivism for over a

century. In 1960 H.L.A. Hart pu blished his book The Concept of Law, in which he attacked (and

the general consensus is demolished) Austinb6s argul
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reduced to command. His argument took two forms. First, he argued that contra Austin one could

not plausibly rephrase any legal claim as a claim about commands (in particular the command

theory has a hard time making plausible sense out of powerconferring rules such as the law of

contract, the law of trusts, or the law of wills). Second, he argued that the command theory fails to

account for what he called the internal point of view. From someone within a legal practice the

law is not simply a command backed by a threatened punishment. It is a normative claim, one

that seeks to offer a reason for acting. Inplace of the command theory, Hart argued that law had

to be understood as a system of rules defined by wl

master rule that told us which rules were law and which rules were not.

| am not sure that this necessaily maps particularly well onto the distinction that you are making,

however. What Hartodés critique does suggest, howevel
that is different than commands. Austi ndmtion heory ol
of a command by one with authority. I ndeed, one wa)

(especially as that critique was deepened by Joseph Raz) is that Autin fails to notice let alone
account for the concept of authority. Rather, for Austi n a command is simply a threat that is
habitually obeyed. Hart reacts against this by grounding law not in the will of the sovereign but in

the normative structure of the rule of recognition.

One might try to apply this debate to the current context by suggesting that Hart and Austin
presuppose a differing set of social relations in their account of law. Austin sees a bipolar
relationship between the person commanding and the person obeying. Hart, in contrast, sees a
multipolar relationship in which a commu nity has converged on a rule of recognition that they

defines their laws.

Anyway, just a preliminary thought from analytic jurisprudence.

Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 19, 2009 at 7:25 pm

Nate #1, in thinking about this question of aut

gives us a very interesting way to think about the question of canon (and its development)
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that Kristine raised in | ast wekeskhegleatofhr ead. The
authority in a religious community sensible. The new convert can look at the scriptures

and | aw that are provided. These contain a dful
atotality . That is, there are various ways to interpret and implement the gospel. However,

so that there will not be chaos, designated authorities are assigned to interpret and

implement the gospel. Statements by these authorities should be considered authoritative

in the sense that | think Raz intends.

In practice, this m eans that if my spouse tells me to take out the garbage, or my bishop
asks me to teach the youth, | am bound in at least a limited sensed to comply because of
my vows of commitment to these respective communities (marriage and the church,
respectively). But this is not an anything -goes kind of authority because of the context in
which these vows are made (at the altar and in the font), contexts which belong to a
tradition with its own norms and practices, and even with sacred texts. This context

provides important limits as to what | can expect my spouse or church leaders to ask me

to do.
As an asi de, I think itéds very important that t
given which founds the religious commuadhi ty, and

fits for Kierkegaard. If Abraham had lived in a community after the law of Moses had

been given, then Abraham coul dbéve protested t ha
explicitly against the | aw. Now, | dteeemdot t hi nk
of the matterd after all, D&C 132 applies the notion of Abrahamic sacrifices in a truly

frightening way 6 but my point is that the kind of authority that correlates with law was

not present until afterthe Akedah.

(And note that when God asks Nephi to slay Laban, after the law had been given to

Moses, Nephi offers a legally-relevant response to the angeb or at least this is the case

made by Val Liak i sl el ni dnsgheaBirth mfaBalveeeighity in the Nephite

Constitutiaoamal WOrderd® article that Larsen cites

many parts of Larsendéds and Welchdéds articles whe
reasonable case that there are indeed diberate, legally-relevant allusions in the account,

even though we donét s e degdipqiestitothmangel. Atgnyan expl i ¢
rate, | think that considering the founding of the Nephite community, in addition to the

Mosaic and Deuteronomistic communities d not to mention the Christian/Pauline

communitydwoul d be a worthwhile endeavor, though it

l aw functions in these other episodescé.)
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Stated more simply, my point is that law and canon put important limits on authorita tive
power in a way that makes the formation of community among imperfect people possible
(without such publicly -known, limiting laws, the danger of arbitrary power among

imperfect, terrestrial people would loom large). Of course this is a common argument in

|l i beral political theory, but | think much of t

going on in the founding of this non -secular, church community of the early saints.

But this is getting ahead of ourselveSn e xt weekds readi nogasioniol | gi ve

think through these issues more carefully (e.g., starting with the questions of authority

and ordinationinverse 110and fAor di nati onodo was actually what
wrote annoi-ehedbochrmgtverse 1 cChrsmeNMhats r egar di
think is significant and curious is that authority and law seem to be given
simultaneously here. (Note, in fact, that authority is only mentioned in the D&C previous
to this section in a a couple of rather trivial/rhetorical ways in D&C 1:6 and D&C 28;3,
with the exception of the law-like section 20.)
Reply
joespencer Says:
May 19, 2009 at 5:05 pm
Robert,
|l 6ve only had a chance to read through your figener
and try to wager a few of my own thoughts from my own reading this week, tomorrow morning),
but | really 1like what youodv selfdtfirst wondeeng whetheralit er est i |
the Brueggemann and von Rad (much as | love both of these theologians) was really so relevant,
but | think youbve clinched your case by pointing

begins in verse 18.

Solet me offer just a thought or two here, briefly, to reinforce, to respond, and to flesh out a bit.

First, | think the tension between law and commandment in early Mormonism more or less

foll ows the contours of the modet ThyBook®frMermehy awi ng f |
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taken as a cultural document (but not, therefore, as an unhistorical book of scripture!), might be
taken as evidence here: the Nephites seem, rather
according to the Isiagwhe pldralitval theecemmandimeants with theounity of
the | aw. More to the point, though, is the early u:
used as the label for revelations received through Joseph Smith at the behest of an individual
seekingto know her or his place in the dawning Restorat
to be a kimat roifarfigplralt obl essingo). This uTfhder standin

Book of Commandments its significance.

Second, and drawing on this first point, it is interesting to note that D&C 42 was a kind

of secondlaw for the Church, the second time the Lord had issued alaw, rather than (yet

another) commandment (t he first fil awo being what is now D&C
D&C 42 would then be adeuteronomy, t he Greek word Iiterally meaninc¢
repetition of the |l aw.0o |s D&C 42 a reworking of D

received by Oliver Cowdenyd one that Joseph changed in a few particulars and so inflamed

Ol iverds passions, an early incident that I ed to s
sovereign position as thefirst elderd and D&C 42 is a revelation received by Joseph Smith, a

second law or repetition of the law (repetition here in the Kierkegaardian sense). There are some

interesting possibilities here.

Third, and now building on both of the preceding 1t
the idea of founding a community. Re €l@dfthis ( from Und ¢
revel ation were given in response to a very partici
come together into one place or remain as they are
out the verses we are considering this week was esserdily a question about the structure of the
community. Once this question was answered, the twelve elders presented a second question,

which brought forth verses 11-6 9 : AQuestion 2d The Law regulating t

situation till the time ofher gat heri ng. 6 These details seem very he
out here.

And more needs to be said about this | ast point, b
of the post, since most of whatlintoddnlyownaefleetonso say f |

on the verses themselves.

Thanks for a great start, Robert!

Reply
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1. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 19, 2009 at 7:51 pm

Joe, my reply to Nate was too | onddhopeyou | &1 | hav

can make sense of it.

One idea isthat D&C 20 only gave commandments pertaining to the functioning of the

church. These were effectively the first General Handbook of Instructions (given publicly,

but only as a rather bare skeletond all the juicy tidbits were discussed or passed along

ifsedc¢d yo). This set up only a dualistic divisior
leaders only received and gave commandments, without reference to a publicly

acknowledged law, or canom and | mean this as more of a theoretical argument, not a

literal, hi st ori cal cl ai mé) .

The problem was that this structuring of the kingdom was too susceptible to human error
(e.g., uninspired church leaders ending up giving uninspired counsel, or contradicting
each other). This is why canon and law are important, to actas a check on this power (as |
tried to explain in my response to Nate above). The giving of the law (and canon), then,
delimits a space between the world and the kingdom that is less susceptible to human

error @ viz., the (institutional?) church.

I think t his is consistent with Biblical, Pauline, and Book of Mormon theology of law (and
liberal political theory that arose out of, or at least in tandem with, covenantal theology &
Daniel Elazar has done a fair bit of work on this question): the law itself is dead and
merely points to Christ and the live community of commandments and dialogic
revelation; nevertheless, the law acts as a kind of safegaurd that helps the community
from going apostate. In fact, perhaps one way to think about the apostasy is that it
occurred precisely because there was not a lawgiving event analogous to what we read

about in Deuteronomy or here in D&C 42.

Or not é.

Reply
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ljoespencer Says:

May 20, 2009 at 8:12 am

Robert,

Thanks for your verse-by-verse commentary here. | think its greatest strength is its paying
constant attention to particular instances of eschatological inflection, most (nearly all) of which |
had entirely missed. That is very helpful. | also appreciate your drawing out the several hints of
community and especially community formation in these verses. That will prove quite productive,

| believe.

I donét myself have muc hoverdl stactuyetoftversegt69, primarigy about
because | 6ve not even begun t o | ordokunatdiyahatlf ar down |
have much to say either about the structure of verses 110. | do see verses -B splitting themselves

off in the ways you discuss (set off a kind of solemnity-imposing introduction, internally

structured by the repetition of verse 1inverses23, et c. ), but | dondét know th

anything else in these verses, structurally speaking.

That said, | do see a couple of themes that | think deserve attention. Consider these reflections an

attempt to build on your own consistent id entification of the eschatological in these verses.

Agai n, I think the figlude ssteirovned atso awnh ificahn svweerrsoe si sl vi t
come together into one place or remain as they are
as vital the issue of community formation that you keep pointing toward, it also sets up the

question of the eschatological that runs through these verses.

|l see a very interesting relationship obtaining bet
which | shall give unto you.o0o I f the | aw, as the manuscr.i
69 specifically, then the Afirst comnra (odeakynt 6 i s t
verses 410). This sets up a kind of tension between the law and he first commandment. If the

law is to be understood as founding a community (as binding together the many, etc.), and if the

commandment is to be understood to be more particular, more temporally situated, etc., then

there is something rather interesting going on in the postponement accomplished by verses 110.
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Postponement: | mean, here, that while verses 13 seem to suggest that the law is going to be
announced first and foremost, and, because these come as the first words of response to the first
guestion, that the law is going to be, in itself, a response to the question of whether to gather or

remain scattered, the sudden i mposition of a dAfi

r s

postponement of the law (until ndeeséeola) kamd méakes

BN

imeanwhil eo affair. The first commandment postpone:

the community in question, etc.

This, | think, is precisely what founds the eschatological character of verses 110. The eschaton,
here, is the full bestowal of the law and the gathering with which it is associated. And so verses 4
10 set up an event of actual gathering as the eschatological event: the first commandment is
specifically that the elders go to preach while waiting for the eschatological revelation that it is

time to gather to Zion, etc.

This sets up a kind of Pauline fAtime that remainso:

realization of the law) opens up a space of the meanwhile (the time of the fulfillment of the first

commandment).

And again | see this raising the question of how we can take up the eschatological without falling

into teleology. But 10611 |l eave that question asi

Al l of this |l eaves me with a | ot of defdrther compl

moment, so that | can instead point out one interesting peculiarity.

The time of the meanwhile, of the first commandment, is given two exceptions. First, Joseph and

Sidney (in verse 4) are not expected to go preach (the language can be read ireseral ways, but

take a |l ook at Underwoodds i mportant discussion
verse 10) is told not to preach because it is time for him to stand in the office (of bishop) he was

appointed to in section 41. (It is just now occurring to me that verses 4 and 10 might thus form an

de

e X

of

inclusio, Robert. Therebs a beginning of structure

attention.

It is clear that Joseph and Sidney are excepted from the commandment to preach because they

have wak to do on the translation of the Bible. It is even clearer that Edward is excepted from the
commandment because he has to prepare things for the work of the bishopric. Together, then,

there are two tasks that break wi/tbtkestchhat tliomge caf

the | aw and gatheringodo logic: the translation of

51
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Importantly, both of these subjects will receive ample attention inverses11-6 9, i n @t he | awo

proper. And both will be tied very specifically to the New Jerusalem.

And all of this gives us a kind of third time, a time outside of the time set up by the eschaton. How

do these play together?

At any rate, there are a few, quite poorly written
dive t o California this morningé.
Reply

May 21,2009 at 7:32 pm

fiAnd again | see this raising the question of h

without falling into teleologybo

| am assuming that this is a reference to some very important philosophical distinction
and/or previous discussion that | am missing out on. Can you explain to me that

distinction that you are drawing here between the eschatalogical and the teleological?

Mjoespencer Says:

May 22, 2009 at 7:50 am

This was a question | raisedddmoétl arsd mevmebeekrd s
how overtly | did so). Let me give at | east

thinking about here.

52


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/?replytocom=35#respond
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/#comment-42
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/?replytocom=42#respond
http://whatjoesworkingon.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/#comment-45

There is a strong sense (especially after, say, Darwin) in which teleology can be
equated with ideology: whenever and to whatever extentwe are teleologically
bound, then and to that extent we are trapped in an ends-justify -the-means
ideology. The entire postmodern tradition should be praised at the very least for

its incessant critique of teleology.

The difficulty, then, for us reading, say, the scriptures, is that we are confronted

with eschatology, which too often is equated with or too often slips into teleology.

|l dm wondering if eschatology necessarily am
possible to speak of an eschatology without téeology: a means without end that is

set in motion by an eschatology.

Or something I|like thaté.

May 21, 2009 at 7:35 pm

As | explain below, | read the command to Sydney and Joseph slightly differently, as |
think that they ARE commanded to go forth, simply on different terms. | wonder if this

has any significance for how you read their role.

Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

May 22, 2009 at 7:54 am

Yes, this would have significance, but | think it is only one possible reading. Two

factors point to the interpretation | wagered above.
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(1) I'f you |l ook at the manuscript tradition

were actually theyds an deferehtialitg®fshe veldsi s ¢ o mp |

(2) The Ryder manuscript, as Underwood discusses, understood the grammar
very explicitly to mean that Joseph and Sidney were entirely exempt from the

commandment, and that the return business was directed to the elders generaly.

I n short, Il dm relying heavily on the manusc
interpretation. But | recognize that the other interpretation is quite as justifiable

from the text.

May 21, 2009 at 9:57 am

| think that it is important to think about the fact that the revelation speaks in the second person
0 fyouo adtdaniydiente of elders. The second person reference means, | believe that
the Athemd in v. 5 refers to Joseph Smith and Sydn:¢

forth for a Alittle seasono

This suggests that there are actually three different sets of commands here:

1.The el ders are to go forth Auntil the time shal/l (

hight, when the city of the New Jerusalem shall be prepared, that ye may be gathered in one, that

ye may be my people and | wil/ be your God. o6 (v.7)
2.Josephand Sydney are to figo forth for a |ittle seaso
Spirit when they shall return.o (v. 5)

4. Edwards Partridge will stand in the Aoffice whe

There are a couple of contrasts betwen these three sets of commandments. The going forth of the
elders must wait a more formal revelatory ending than the going forth of Joseph and Sydney.
Edward Partridge is the only person who does not go forth at all, being confined by his office. |

think it worth noting that this revelation is given before the First Presidency has been organized.
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The office of first and second elder are, if | recall correctly, actually taken from the New York

statute for the incorporation of churches. There is a sense in which Joseph lacks office of the sort

that Edward Partridge has. I dm not sure what

somet hing going on special with the notion

example, is the only one that contemplates a remedy or consequence in the event of his default.

Here is one reading that one might play with: The revelation of v.1-10 is given in answer to the
question of gathering. The answer is not yet. Indeed, the elders are explicitly scattered until the
New Jerusalem arrives. Joseph and Sydney are neither scattered nor gathered. The one person
who is NOT scattered in Partridge. | wonder if there is an ecclesialogical point here. Partridge is to
be the fixed institutional point on which the New Jerusalem will eventually be gathered. This
would make some sense in light of the later portions of the section, where the law of consecration
and stewardships will be administered by Partridge. Hence, we have a kind of prefounding of the

community in the office of the Bishop.

Interestingly this leaves Joseph in a kind of liminal position with regard to both the scattering and
the future gathering. He is neither an elder sent forth to preach and wait the New Jerusalem, nor
is he the fixed point on which the future gathering will center. Rather, he is to go out and come in

as directed by the Spirit. In a sense, he is the lawless character in the story of v-110.

Not sure how much any of this contributes, but | through it out for what it is worth. Now it is off

to a faculty meeting for me.

Reply

1. BN mommywhat Says:

May 21, 2009 at 2:54 pm

Nate, | was thinking much the same things here. Thanks for laying it out.

Reply
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May 21, 2009 at 7:35 pm

Thanks. Thatyous aw somet hing similar suggests | 6&6m

Encouraging.

5. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 21, 2009 at 7:11 pm

Nate, very nice thoughts, thanks.

To apply my eisegetic theological appropriation to
bearing the scriptures (celestial oriented toward the telestial), Edward Patridge as

bearing/implementing the law (terrestr ial oriented toward the celestial), and Joseph and Sydney

as beyond the law (celestial oriented toward the terrestrial and telestiald and perhaps toward the

celestial also; tongue of angels perhaps?).

Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

May 22, 2009 at 8:07 am

Nate, | really like these thoughts. | suppose | would respond, overall, by saying simply that: if, on
the one hand, the revelation is singling out Joseph and Sidney as not having to go preach at all,
then | think my reading follows (according to which they are set, so to speak, alongside Bishop
Partridge as having a parallel task with relation to the building up of Zion, etc.); but if, on the

other hand, the revelation is rather commanding Joseph and Sidney to preach in the meanwhile
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but soon enough to return (and that before the elders generally), then I think your reading of the
logic follows (according to which there are these three levels thatseparate out the first and second

elders as being in a kind of liminal, lawless position).

The question, then, is: Which of the two interpretations is better, or is either better (is there more
evidence for the one or t heanddohwant @mbMge thamtver : | d

as interesting possibilities.

Whi ch means that, because | d6ve done a fair bit of
i mplications of the position | advocated abeove, Dbui
t heological/ historical i mplications of your readin

anything really productive to say in response.

But while I'dm thinking, can you see if you can dig
beingtied t o New York state | aw? That would be helpful
Reply

May 22, 2009 at 8:50 am

Buried somewhere in the chaos of my files is a bunch of material on the history of the church as a
|l egal entity. | Gstuff on NYe @nfoituhately, | thiak that this studf is inthe

drawer of my file cabinet which is broken and therefore permanently shut.

The scary thing is that | am not actually as organi

Reply

May 22, 2009 at 8:55 am
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Joe: Do we know when the shift from second to third person occurred in verse 5? In other words,
are the earliest manuscripts inconsistent, or was there some moment at which the text was
shifted. Does current verse 5 pick out one among several original texts or is it a later interpolation,

change etc.?

(BTW, your careful attention to the original manuscripts is extremely helpful. Thanks! It makes

me very excited about the forthcoming revelations volume of the JSPP.)

Reply

May 22, 2009 at 9:52 am

| went back and | ooked at Underwoodbs treat ment of

to the Elders not to Joseph and Sydney. He has three bits of evidence:

1. The Ryder manuscript renders the passage as the
of you except my servant Joseph & Sydney & and | give unto them a commandment that they
shall go forth for a little Season, & it shall be given by the power of my spirit when they shall

return. o

2. The Ryder manuscript containsaglossonv.11 0 t hat says: AiThe first comm
teaches that all the Elders shall go unto the regions westward andlabour to build up Churches

unto Christ wheresoever they shall find any to receive them and obey the Gospel of Jesus Christ

except Joseph & Sidney and Edward and such as teh Bishop shall appoint to assist him in his

duties according to the Law which we hawve received this commandment as far as it respects these

Elders to be sent to the west is a special one for the time being incumbent on the present Elder

who shall return when directed by the Holy Spirit!

3. There is no evidence that Joseph and Sidney sen& a mission, even a short one at this time.

| think that it is a moderately persuasive case, although | would point out that it depends on the
Ryder gloss rather than the Ryder manuscript of the revelation itself. Where, | wonder, does this

reading leave the rather more elaborate mission-ending protocol given in verse 9. Verse 5 speaks
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10.

11.

only of it being figiven by the power of the Spirit
that it be Arevealed from on highbewheepahedcodotVhe:
reason that | think it is at least potentially significant is that one can read the ending protocol in

verse 5 as endorsing a personal revelation, while | take it that the ending protocol in verse 9

requires revelation to an authority, p resumably Joseph, regarding the location of the New

Jerusalem. Of course, | may be anachronistically reading more hierarchy into this text than is

actually there, but | still see a certain tension between verse 5 and verse 9.

Reply

i -& Karen SpencerSays:

May 22, 2009 at 2:14 pm

For a side-by-side comparison of the different versions, check out:

http://saintswithouthalos.com/s/d&c 42 1 -72.phtml

Reply

i -&. Karen SpencerSays:

May 22, 2009 at 2:35 pm

At first, it seemed to me quite clear that verse 5 must be talking about Joseph and Sidney, because

it switches from 0yiavedse?5. Itheskedithe earlyderdions arfidtthieyeatn o

agreed.

However, the early versions also had the end of vel
name and keep my commandmentso (note the Atheyo i n:
somesort of aside, or the use of Atheyo and Ayeodo wer

This was changed by the version of D&C 42 we have, but if that was changed, why not others?

Could the Athemd in verse 5 be changed just as eas]i

59


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/?replytocom=50#respond
http://mommywhat.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/#comment-51
http://saintswithouthalos.com/s/d&c_42_1-72.phtml
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/?replytocom=51#respond
http://mommywhat.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/05/18/dc-421-10/#comment-52

12.

in verse 5 might not be solved by | ooking at the g

text, |l m not sure we can solve this puzzle.

Reply

" Jeremiah J. Says:

May 26, 2009 at 3:36 am

Sorrytocomeinverylateil 6 ve been foll owing the discussion but

on the whole post and comments. | hope my remarks can get into the summary.

Let make a few disjointed comments:

1. Joebs post was enough to convince me that there

commandments and law in sec. 42. Your question is, however: what is the signifcance.

Nate alludes to a debate in the philosophy of law, namely the central ontological question of law:

What is it? One could characterize the tradition i/
number of theories which emphasize the authority of law, whereas others emphasize the

rationality or normativity of law 1 one that sees law as having a particular kind of author, the other

that sees | aw as a particular kind of rule or norm

and Raz in the first camp, with the natural law tradition, Hegel, Kelsen and Hart in the second.

The upshot is that one can emph asheza*ohexamds sour ce,
emphasize its particular normativity 0 its rationality, universality, coherence, or reference to other

validty-conf erring rules. A ficommandment 6 may not be so
Al awo. Rat her, saying something is a commandment m:
authority of the lawgiver; calling it just a law may emphasize its imp ortance in the life of the

church.

2. This leads me to the most intriguing question in your comments: What is the relation of the law
to the church? Amid the Hebrew and the von Rad ref ¢

two powerful possibilities :

a. Law is a bringing together of many into one
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b. Law is constitutes (crucially, but perhaps amon:
(as the church, as Zion, as the Kingdom, etc.)

There is good support for each of these claims in |
mentioning that that d&ddeyYvaw alodo tsher ts amfe pgdiimtg out
if law effects a kind of t e mpvouldalsoaguethattmftectta, as | 6
kind of communal atonement , bringing contemporari e:
time) and synchronic (at the same time) bringing together through the law. The diachronic

bringing together has several exemplars in ancient lawd in Roman, Greek and Hebrew histories,

the story of a people is told with a pre-law stage (as in Rome, when the period before the Republic

was seen as the despotic, arbitrary rule of kings; in Greece the undisciplined, life under kings and

(@)
(%)

oligrachs was ended by the great | awgivers). It
the appearance of lawd but it does seem right to say that they were properly constituted as a

people with the coming of law. In the Old Testament, the covenantal relationship takes on a new

kind of closeness and seriousness with the giving of the Mosaic Law. Here in the first few words of
sec. 42, the elders and the church are already ass:
receive the law. The lawspells (temporally) a people coming to be as it should be, and (all at once)

the principle that constitutes out each member ds r «

Your reference to Lehibs discourse iskfbh8ecénaveng
picked up on 2 Ne. 2: 11 in the way you do here. I
organically when he says that all things must be a
your point. Lehi 6s 0comp oaniouhity ofmany pagsin onesomanism n ot t he
(as the organic metaphor for human community usually evokes), but rather the compound of

opposites in living things (as holiness/ misery, good/ bad) & e.g. living things are born and die,

and individual experiencethedeat h and r enewal of parts while the
with you on the way that the | aw gathers the many |
the law would be bringing together of opposites as Lehi suggests in v. 11. Law clearly is a

necessary condition for opposition in 2 Ne. 2, but especially if we read it with, say Romans or

other parts of the BoM, we would probably conclude that law creates an opposition that law itself

cannot reconcile.

3. On the verse 1: daesindeedhavarch connotaficnss in relatibnitoy 0
fi ¢ h u d ekltiedia, the Greek word for assembly, is regularly translated church in the New

Testament.
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This point is boring in itself, but is relevant to
he characterized the difference between the Book of Commandments and the Doctrine and

Covenants thusly:

ithe Book of Commandmen t1835 Mamonism, af Mdamonistnras akind pr e
of democratic restoration of preiamdiCovenanesswashhei st i ani t
handbook of the institutional Church, furnished complete with a catechism, a few official press

releases, and a smattering of (revealed) instituti

|l 6m wondering about the use oflyhahhéstorica andnsciéntifin st i t ut i
value for talking about Mormon history, but 1&dm nof
this context. I f Ainstitutiond refers to a system
mechanisms of control, etc. we can see something like that in the D& commandments, offices,
procedures, etc. But sec. 42 doesnd6t say instituti
D&C) , i t s @&an asseibhhofibelievers and elders (people assembled togetherlCr i st 6 s

name), not only having laws and rules, being structured or organized by rules and laws, but also

awaiting, anticipating the law. In short | think that we should see the development from the Book

of Commandments to the Doctrine and Covenants not somuch as the institutionalization of an

initially democratic, spiritual movement governed by commandments to particular individuals,

but the progress of a people of God as they receive law and learn to anticipate further asyet-to-

be-received law. The churc, then, would mean the people, their purpose in assembly, and their
anticipation of | aw, aside from their current stat

significant distinction.

Reply

May 26, 2009 at 8:19 am

Jeremiah: Great stuff. Thanks.

| want to add one riff on your lastpoint pr obl emati zing Marvin Hillé&s inst
think that there is a real danger of anachronistically reading the ideology of the contemporary

corporate structure of Mormonism back into the nineteenth century, particularly by thinkers such
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asHill who are uncomfortable with that ideology, which has the effect of foregrounding it in their

thinking.

What you see over the course of the Josephos |ife
institution than a proliferation of councils, often with  overlapping and poorly defined roles and
jurisdictions. What you donét have a cl ean, i ntegr i
takes a very long time for that to happen, and there is a danger of thinking about what happens

before the emergerce of the org chart teleologically, as a simply a kind of proto corporate

structure.

One of the interesting thing to think about with regard to our discussion of law is that these

councils are by and | arge not c¢ o naltha guch intbhen a | struc:
way of congregational structure, especially in the canonized revelations. Rather, the councils are

mainly adjudicative. Another way of saying this, i
institution begins as an ecclesiastical court system, and it is only later that a set of integrated

congregational structures are hung on this framework.

Final & you knew it was coming d legal point. There is a deep ambiguity about the legal status of
the church as an entity through out the nineteenth century. The church was organized under
ecclesiastical incorporation statutes in NY and later Illinois. These statues were designed to allow
congregations to obtain a legal personality. The notion was that members of the church,
colectively, became a coporation. The statutes contemplated a decentralized congregational
structure and placed fairly severe limitations on amount of property that the church as
corporation could hold. As a result, for legal purposes, most of the communal activities of the

church were carried out by Joseph Smith in his personal capacity.

In Deseret the legislature adopted a special corporate charter for the church that allowed all of the
members of the church to collectively act as a single legal person. This was a big innovatiorn
American corporate law. For example, there was no attempt to create a single corporate entity
that corresponded to the Methodist church. Notice, however, that the Deseret statute still
contemplated that the church consisted of the entirety of the members acting collectively as a
legal person. This statute was repealed by congress in 1862, and for the rest of the nineteenth

century the corporate status of the church is fragmented, ad hoc, and very complicated.

Finally, in around 1900 the church is organi zed as a corporation sole, i.e. The Corporation of the
First Presidency of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. This marks a very important

shift in how the church is conceptualized legally. A corporation sole is NOT a legal personality for
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a oollective group. Rather, it is the immortal corporate form of a particular office. The ur -

corporation sole is the King of England. The king as king & as corporation soled is immortal. He

does not die when the particular person who is king dies. Likewise, the particular person who is
king may take actions which are actions of the king as corporation sole, but all of his actions
neednét be the actions of the corporation

corporation sole may own property, sayt he bi shopds pal ace, but

sol e.

John

Bishop of London, may also own property that belongs simply to him (say a family farm) and not

to the Bishop of London.

There is a real sense in which today there is no legal entity called The Churchof Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints. Certainly, none of us are members of the corporation that operates the churc

Rather, that corporation consists d literally 8 of the First Presidency.

Obviously, there is no necessary connection between the legal stiaus of the church and its
theological self-understanding. The legal status is suggestion, however, for three reasons. First,

theological narratives and understandings may emerge in explicit response to legal issues.

h.

Second, legal concepts may sub silentoriform theological concepts. Third, legal developments tell

us something about real, practical structure of collective actions. | think that the history of the

church as a corporate entity reveals a genuine and deep ambiguity about the status of the church

as an institution throughout the nineteenth century, and ambiguity that is not fully resolved until
wel | into the twentieth century. I think t
suspicious of sharp dichotomies between pre and post-1835 Mormonism, Marvin Hill

notwithstanding.

Reply

joespencer Says:

May 26, 2009 at 9:39 am

Jeremiah and Nate, fantastic contributions here. | have only five minutes, but let me attempt to

say something in response.

InresponsetoJ er emi ahés points 1 and 2:
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This distinction between the diachronic and synchronic function of law is very helpful. | take it
that this is consonant with the distinction drawn in Hebrew Bible studies between apodictic and
casuistic law. To some extent, my ontextualizing post can be understood as an attempt to look at

the strange conglomeration of the apodictic and the casuistic in D&C 42 as law.
In response to Jeremiahés third point and, thus, t«

Actually, Il d6m gaiteesyddpathbaicto speak of the Ain:
century is anachronistic. Indeed, | argued in my paper from MSH last year (out at SVU) that
Mor moni smés fdAinstitutional di scourseo was not born

though there were anticipatory hints of it beginning as early as 1833-1835.

That said, | think that Marvin Hill is nonetheless on to something. But | think he ends up
foll owing the Churchés nineteenth century critics
(and thus, the theology) of the Church had changed, but it seems clearer to me that they simply

misunderstood what had been going on from the very beginning.

Nonetheless, there is, without question, something drastically different between the 1833 Book of
Commandments and the 1835 Doctrine and Covenants. There is a kind of institutionality about
the very construction of the 1835 D&C that is entirely absent from the early collection of

commandments. What this distinction amounts to simply has still to be te ased out.

Reply

. ‘Robert C. Says:

May 28, 2009 at 8:18 am

Jeremiah, thanks for a very thought-provoking response. A few additional thoughts, in addition to

what Joe and Nate offered in response:

Opposi tion. | agree that my reading of 2 Nephi 2:11 is still a bit strained, or at least incomplete.
|l &m not ready to give up on it, however, and | &dm nq
what puzzles me is the context of verse 11 vig-vis the previous verses which are discussing

atonement, intercession and the fall, and the role that law plays in all of this. My contention is
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that the traditional reading (what you describe

l i ving t hniontg ssmda)k ed oseesnse of (or in) this | arger

oneo phrase (in v. 11) seems out of place unl ess

BN ~

and fiatonemento (v. 10) and fAi nt er tbhiepagsindhed (vv.

divine community initiated by the fall which is brought about by the giving of law.

Of course a careful study of 2 Nephi 2 is beyond the scope of this project, but | think that it is

nonetheless a significant passage on law, and since think it bears on my theological project here,
let me sketch in a little more detail my reading. We read in 2 Nephi 2:5 that law is what separates
humankind from God. The moral opposition created by the giving of the law (inextricably coupled

with the gift of agencyd cf. vv. 14ff; 27ff; etc.) creates a kind of ontological separation, or

ont ol ogi cal Afopposition. o This ontological opposit

oneo metaphor is referring to. Thi sgoodbbamwever,hk i

holiness/misery, etc. opposites are referring to. Rather, the originary ontological opposition

brought about by the fall makes it possible for

opposition effected by the giving of law and the fall, we would not have agency, thus we would

remain as fAone body. o6 However, with the giving of
becomesindependent ( ¢ f . D&C 93:30) of Godbés will. The final
10, 12, 15) of all of this is atonement (v. 10).

Now, I dondt want to get sidetracked by the quest.i
theory of atonement to offer ! ) . Al | I want to do is argue that thq
and law are indeed relevant to the question of community.

I do not, however, think that Lehi makes a very productive distinction between law and
commandments. | think it is curious,never t hel ess, that MAcommandment so
occur only after the discussion of the original giving of the law, the Fall, etc. in w. 5-20).

Law vs. commandments . The distinction between command theories vs. natural theories of
lawis very helpful, t hough | éd&m still wondering how we might

ways, theologically-speaking.

I think ités significant that:

1. Commandments are given before the law in this section.
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2. The law that is given, when compared to the 10 Commandnents (as traditionally enumerated),
contains only references to community. That is, the first several of the 10 Commandments

pertaining to God-humankind relations are conspicuously absent.

3. Being ficast outo becomes atoery i mportant theme

4. Authority and ordination are explicitly mentioned in verse 11 with respect to the

commandments (but not with respect to the law).

My reading of legal theory is that command vs. natural theories are typically opposed to each

ot her . I 6 mmead thixskdtiam asduttingpthese theories in a particular kind of relation to
each other, though 1 6ém still not sure quite how to
inclined to think that the commandmertestarad oe fafse d toi

been writing: God commands humans). However, | think a kind of opposite case could be made:
the commandments might be seen asleading to a kind of natural, non -command community that

is based on law.

Bushmanés r emar ks ians regaidiRglegalitarian vauesgnuaavaytthat might be

hel pful her e. | &m inclined to think about authorit)
that is very different than in command or natural law theories. That Gospel pattern, it seems, is to

submit to authority first, and then to be given authority in return (a good example, | think, is

Nephi 6s obtaining of the sealing power in the book
inclined natural law theory, where a state of exception is made for the will of the majority as

administered through governmental authorities, it seems that the Gospel model presents us with

a kind of conditional egalitarianism within the general church community & conditional because

only those within the community are to be cared for in particular ways (cf. vw. 37, 42, 52, 60), and

egalitarian because of the nature of the law that is given (i.e., all are equal before the law). How

this egalitarian church community (if such a description is at all warranted) relates to the

question of authority, and the idea of commandments, is something that | am hoping we can work

out more as the seminar progresses.

Reply

May 25, 2009
Verses 11-17: Concerning Your Teaching
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Posted by Karen underUncategorized
[26] Comments

For this weekds post, | have gone verse by verse and added ¢

add your own insights and questions (and answers, of cours ) quite freely.

11 Again | say unto you,  (you meaning the elders gathered together. | know this is probably obvious from last

weekds discussion, but | do f i rbeinggitente a gyong, ot justaonioseph.hat t hese d
group is in charge of overseeing the teaching, not just one authoritative person.)

that it shall not be given to any one to go forth to preach my gospel (see v.6)

or to build up my church (see v.8) papmarhemyl yyofspel 0 and fAbuild up my cht
actions, both requiring authority. Today | think we tend to
gener al idea of Abuilding up the chur dskontéxt?Wihsorne pekaceand fibui | d u
some baptize?

except he be ordained by some one who has authority, and it is known to the church that he has

authority and has been regularly ordained by the heads of the church.

12 And again, the elders, priests and teachers of this church shall teach the principles of my gospel,

which are in the Bible and the Book of Mormon, in the which is the fulness of the gospel. two thoughts:
1. This could be read in three ways: together the Book of Mormon and Bible create a fulness, jgt in the Book of
Mormon there is a fulness, or in each book there is a fulness.

2. The elders, priests and teachers are to teach the principles of the gospel from these books, which contain a fulness.
By teaching these principles, does their teaching addup to a fulness? Or should they begin with principles and

eventually the people will read more and receive a fulness?

13 And they shall observe the covenants and church articles to do them, and these shall be their
teachings, interesting to add this here. Does this mean that they were also to teach the covenants and church articles
as well ? Or does Athesed simply refer to verse 1272

as they shall be directed by the Spirit.

14 And the Spirit shall be given unto you by the prayer of faith;

and if ye receive no t the Spirit ye shall not teach. four thoughts:

1. Much has been and can be said about Ateaching by the Spir
following: an elder, teacher, or priest finds someone to teach, and he prays in faith for the Sgrit. He prays with

complete confidence that the Spirit will be given. With this assumption, then, it will be noteworthy if the Spirit does

not come. If God purposefully withholds the Spirit, then that elder, priest, or teacher understands that God does not

want him to teach that person.
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2. A similar pattern is found | ater in the section, t
church, two or more, shall be called, and shall pray for and lay their hands upon them in my name; and if they die
they shall die unto me, and if they live they shall |

the person will not be healed is if God chooses it to be so for His own purposes.

3. 1 did a search for other verses deaing with teaching/not teaching according to the Spirit. These seemed quite

relevant:

1 Ne. 10: 22: And theHoly Ghost giveth authority that | should speak these things, and deny them not.

2 Nephi 32: 7: And now I, Nephi, cannot say more; the Spirit stoppet h mine utterance, and | am left to mourn
because of the unbelief, and the wickedness, and the ignorance, and the stiffneckedness of men; for they will not
search knowledge, nor understand great knowledge, when it is given unto them in plainness, even as pin as word

can be.

This isndt about teaching, but it also seems to talék
Mosiah 18: 1213: And now it came to pass that Alma took Helam, he being one of the first, and went and stood forth
in the water, and cried, saying: O Lord, pour out thy Spirit upon thy servant, that he may do this work with
holiness of heart.

And when he had said these words, the Spirit of the Lord was upon him, and he said: Helam, | baptize

thee, having authority from the Almighty God,

4. There is much to explore in the church about Ateachi

definitions of what that means. Even in Elder Hol | andé6s

teaching, therewas alackofa@ f i ni te understanding of what it meant
experiences, but does that relate directly to this verse? Here we are talking about elders, priests, and teachers and (it
seems to me) whether or not they should teach someae. If we are already in the classroom with a class, how does
that change? And if we are teaching members, not finding people to preach to, what shape does this take? (Again, |

have my own ideas, but | would like this verse to change them if it is appropriate. Thoughts?)

15 And all this ye shall observe to do as | have commanded concerning your teaching, until the

fulness of my scriptures is given. several questions:

1. What will change about teaching when more scripture is given? They have been commandeda have authority,
teach principles from the Book of Mormon and Bible, and teach by the Spirit. Why would any of this change with a
fulness of scripture?

2. What Afulness of scripturedo is being refer dneydveré o?
working on the JST. Or, is it talking about the revelation on the New Jerusalem (see verse 9)?

3.Seealsoverses56 7: AThou shalt ask, and my scriptures shal/l
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preserved in safety;

And it is expedient that thou shouldst hold thy peace concerning them, and not teach them until ye have received

them in full .o

16 And as ye shall lift up your voices by the Comforter, why the switch to this title?

ye shall speak and prophesy as seemeth me good; Comforter linked to prophesying?

17 For, behold, the Comforter knoweth all things, the Spirit guides/directs from the scriptures, but the

Comforter knows all things and prophesies of all things?

and beareth record of the Father and of the Son.

Such ends the direcion to the elders concerning their teaching. What do you see happening here that | missed? What

answers do you have? What do you know from historical context that may help here?

26 RESPONSESSHSA117:\CEDRCERNING YOURTEACHI NGO

Mjoespencer Says:

May 27, 2009 at 7:55 am

Let me first offer a few notes from the manuscript tradition to add to what Karen has given us,
and then 1611l try to respond (if | have time this |

makes, adding a few of my own.

Verses 1169 are, in important ways, independent of verses 110. This seems clear fromseveral

facts. For one, verses 110 seem to have been given in response tone question, while verses 1169
seem to have been given in response t@notherqu e st i on. From what Woodford |
fQuestion 2d. The Law r e gents#duatiomtifthetimeofl@hur ch i n her
gathering.o In the same manuscript, the phrase fAQu
AThe Law! 0 which nicely mar6R)svereunderstbod o tmakeupthée t hese
actual law, whileverses 21 0 wer e (again) apparently understood t

commandment that had to be given first to contextualize the law (or some such thing).
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Al so worth noting is that the AAgain | say unto yol
added to the text. This phrase is one the editors (Joseph and others?) used when splicing different

revelations together for the Book of Commandments or Doctrine and Covenants editions of the

revelationsd it generally betrays (and was probably meant to betray) the hand of the editor. In its

place in (all) the manuscript versions of the revel
for behol d

o

This phrasing is interesting for a few reasons. For one, it seems to parallel the language of verses
1-3 nicely, such that the first revelation (verses 1-10) was directed to the gathered elders, while the
second revelation (verses 1169) was directed to the whole Church. Interestingly, though, the way
the revelation has been edited, it appears now as if verses 117 were addressed to the elders

alone, the Lord turning to address the Church only with verse 18. Again with the effects of editing.

A couple of other notes of interest:

The word fAheadso (in the phrase fiheadsoofi ntla¢ ¢lR@ars:

one manuscript and %ias and BGCmpubkications.n bot h t he

The phrase fAprinciples of my gospeld in verse 12 r ¢
teachers of this church shall teactheriptshre Scri ptur es,
publications until the 1835 D&C.

The second and third person pronouns in verses 1316 were all inverted until the 1835 D&C: the
third person theys, thems, and theirs of verse 13 were all thous, thees, and thys; and the second

person yous and yesof verses 1416 were all thems and theys.

All of these notes, particularly the question and original beginning of verse 11, seem to me to be of
maj or interpretive significance, though | havenodt 1
Tomorrow, then Il 61l try to respond directly to Karends ¢

out a few of my own interpretive thoughts.

Reply

* Jeremiah J. Says:
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May 27, 2009 at 9:59 pm

Great questions and comments, Karen. | mostly have some additional questions of my own.

Three things comprise the content of the preaching that is being commanded by the Lord

(assuming that 0 ttdthe seacbings):rl) The. fullness of the dospel,2) the

covenants, and 3) church articles. AChurch articl e:
in sec. 33. Covenants and church articles are to b
it seems the covenants are not (or not all) part of the fullness of the gospel. Moreover, | wonder

what falls under the category of #fAchurch articleso.

AfTeaching biydomheuSpi mist onterested as you are in wh

inv.14 t hat we must not teach unless we have receive

Honestly if | put this principle T as far as | understanditii nt o practice, my el der ds
sometimes have to find alternative ways to fill up time onthe Sundays t hat | 6 m assigned
Then again, a | ot of Mormon blogs would do well to
not the Spirit, ye shall not blog. o

Seriously though, |l 6m trying to find a wdup to undel
practice. Concludingd as one mightdt hat wedédve gone through a fAroutini
dondét really wait for the Spirit anymore to teach
answer.

The Comforteri the Biblical reference is of course Jom chaps. 1416, where Jesus says three

things about the Comforter: he will remind the disciples of the things Jesus taught (chap. 14); he

will testify of Christ (chap. 15); and he will only come after the departure of Jesus (chap. 16). A

quick searchshowst hat t he term fAthe Comfortero appears all
much more rarely there), and in the D&C the Comforter mainly seems to refer to the Holy Ghost

as revelator.

joespencer Says:
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May 28, 2009 at 8:12 am

Now in (more direct) response to Karen:
Verse 11

Thanks for pointing out that the language seems to separateoutasdi st i nct FfApreaching t
and fAbuilding up the church. o | hadnét noticed thi:
distinction is between fimissionary worko proper an:
(such that we have hereadistn ct i on bet ween fApreaching the gospel o
as we generally speak of these fimi ssionso). I n the
one reading of the passage, the fioro t hathwakpl i t s t |
those who would claim to have local or ecclesiastical authority without ordination who would

make their argument on the grounds that ordination and office are only for the preaching of the

gospel.
But then, Il 6m not ¢ omtimnkingaodd. t o any of this: jus
To add a thought or two to the questions and comments Karen offers on this verse:

| see this verse as doubly contextualized. On the one hand, it reiterates something that is spelled

out in much greater complexity in section 20. Actually, t hat 6 s not fair. As | 1 o0k
D&C 20, | 6m seeing that most of the detailed expl al
was added to section 20 in 1835. Nonetheless, there was at least a mention of the various officers
needingalicense from someone who has authority. This woul

and covenantso that are section 20 of the D&C.

On the other hand, verse 11 would seem to pick up with the topic of verses-10, since these deal,

like verse 11, with the work of the ministry, etc. Is this verse then to be understood as

clarifyingwhocan go out and preach and build in this Atin
asked with both the fAQuestion 2do6 and the fiHear ken
originally opened verse 11 in mind, then | think the answer is pretty interesting: verse 11 is only

the first of a whole section of D&C 42 (verses 1169) that is to be understood as clarifying what is

to be done during the Atime that remains. o

Thislastpoint i s, | think, quite interesting. Though | t|I
see the material in verses 3639 (the law of consecration proper) as pertaining to the land of Zion

once the eschatological gathering has been announced, it would seenactually, in light of these
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points, to be the case that the entiretyntef AThe L:
meanwhile . D&C 42 does not, this would seem to imply, lay out the law of consecration to be lived
in Zion, but rather the law o f consecration that is to be lived while Zion is preparing . The

eschaton perhaps mobilizes consecration, rather than is the dawn of consecration.
Perhaps.
Verse 12

Thanks for highlighting the theme of AfuD& ess. 0 GI i
that precede section 42, it seems that fullness (of the gospel) is always associated with the Book of
Mormon. Take a look at: D&C 14:10; 20:9; 35:12, 17; 39:11, 18. So it seems to me that it is best,

ultimately, to read the prepositional phrase as referring back specifically to the Book of Mormon.

I find it interesting that this verse originally hj
gospel . o0 The change to the present text |l eft the v
| wonder what effect that has on the meaning of the passage. | also wonder why the Lord would

originally have give the elders, etc., the task of teaching the scripture itself, rather than the

principles of the gospel. Would this imply closer textual reading? Or that the task of those

preaching was to give people scripture rather than tasks? Or what?

A further question: Why is there no mention of the
office was added to the priesthood (it does not appear in the 18291831 \ersions of D&C 20; it
seems to have be revealedlongwith t he of fi ce of bishop, but | donoét

the same time).

Wel | Il &m running out of time this morning, but | &l

ver sesé.

Reply

1. _Robert C. Says:

May 28, 2009 at 8:33 am

A qQuick thought in response to this fiordo in ver
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|l dm currently inclined to read this as suggesti
part of missionary work and that once the church is established then the question of
authority is crowded out by the establishment of the more egalitarian establishment of

law.

Al though Edward Partridge is fAappointeeno and i
appointed to, | think the language of authority might indeed be read as being only

relevant to the commandments to preach the gospel.

(Of course | realize that |1 6dm risking an artifi
the commandments pertaining to preaching the gospel, and thelaw pertaining to the

church, but I 6m not ready to give up on this di

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

May 28, 2009 at 8:38 am

| should add, by the way, that part of my desire to preserve some distinction between
spheres of authority and spheres of equality is my thinking about the distinction between
the Aaronic and Melchizedek priesthoods as they relate to bishops and wards (and thus
the discussion of the law of consecration n this section) versus the Melchizedek

priesthooddéds functioning in the preaching of th

Reply

1. -& Karen SpencerSays:

May 29, 2009 at 2:30 pm
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I liked Joebs commémt bet daothei fiial It hef tt hmes t
then we have to look at the explanation of consecration very differently! Perhaps

ités premature to begin reading those verse
theseversesin1466 9 have to dealngwi tamdt pr e pawaintg ti m

interesting!

H) IRussell Arben Fox Says:

May 28, 2009 at 12:00 pm

Well, itds about time that | do my part to contri b
much for your laying out of the verses and your commentary; it made my own reading of this part
of section 42 that much more clear, in the sense of helphg me see what was curious or

noteworthy about these particular verses that much more clearly.

In regards to the distinction (andit isa di st i nction; the inclusion of th
actions must be considered as nonidentical, and probably not even overlapping much) between

preaching the gospel and building up the church, | am put in mind of the language of our temple

covenants, which speak of the building up of the kingdom of God, and the establishment of Zion,

once again as nonidentical conditions or acts. We generally speak of (for example, in our

|l anguage about the fithree missionsoé of the church,
of Abuilding up the kingdom,d and that may be said
far as Robert suggests and see section 42Zs referej
preaching the gospel) as hearkening towards the f uf
and therefore, in a sense, the establishment of Zion, thus folbwing the language we use in the

temple ceremony?

We shouldndét try too hard to conflate all these di:
consecration is a temple convenant, as well as one of the themes central of the Law which is about

to be introd uced in this section, the temptation to do so in strong. And if the conflation of this

terminology is allowed, it opens up some interesting areas of speculation. Hugh Nibley observed

in AWhat is Zion? A Di st dthebuMingeup ofthe kingdomaofGodi s t he f |

through the preaching of the gosepli which makes the second step the building and establishing
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of the church/the Law/Zion 7 possible. If we take that claim seriously, then we are led back to what

preaching the gospel consists of, andhow it lays a foundation for the (more material? more legal?)

establishment which follows. The preaching which must be done (and which will lead to the

gathering in of believers) must be done by the Spirit, and must center on the fulness of the gospel

as onveyed by scripture. As Joe notes, the reference to the Bible and the Book of Mormon as

carriers of that fulness is even more explicit in the original manuscript of the revelation; in his

words, the revelation, as Joseph and others understood andtranscrbo ed it , suggests that
of teaching the scripture itselfo is the truly nec
wanted Joseph and the elders to understand that a close reading of/dialogic relationship with the

Book of Mormon would itself instruct the faithful in the sort of life and behavior which makes up

a Zion community, a community in which the Law has been established and has authority? Where

do we find that instruction in the Book of Mormon (and the Bible, though perhaps to a lesser

extent)? In King Benj akNepmibbeshiasddr@©@ssped maphet Ratinst
the content of the Book of Mormon at all, but rather is in the experiential effect of entering into a

the community of believers, believers whose acceptance bthe Book of Mormon will automatically

set them apart (socially? eccleisastically? economically?) from the rest of the population, making

them (and the Zion they will establish?) a mutually dependent society of the elect?

More later, perhaps.

Reply

joespencer Says:

May 29, 2009 at 7:49 am

Russell,
|l 6m intrigued by your reading of reading of

Seriously, though, | really like this idea that it is in the reading itself that the community
is forged. (I love that t heqgrBsthekameweilbusedfdr ew t er
ito call or to summon to assembly. d Thetre is so
unites the idea of establishing community to reading 8 and reading perhaps specifically

the law.)
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At any rate, | think we need to keep our eyes quite open to the possibilities of finding

communal consecration within or through the Book of Mormon.

Reply

1. -& Karen SpencerSays:

May 29, 2009 at 2:43 pm

I really Iike Russellés comments here, espe

Mormon may itself create a Zion people. Interesting angles on this!

Al so, just to throw it out there, it seems
seems to be adding to it, making it taller,

Zion seems to be laying the foundations.

May 28, 2009 at 2:10 pm

I think that the ambiguity in the antecedent of Ay
current phrasei Again | say unto youo was a | ater repl aceme

people of my church. o6 This strikes me as a really

Verse 110 consist of a specific set of commands given to a specific group of people who are

identifie d by time, place, and even name.

In contrast,verse 116 i f we read the current Ayouod as a synony|
0 is not directed toward a group identified by time, place, or individual name. Rather, it is

directed toward the community as a whole.
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I think that this strongly supports Robertds disti
invoke the contemporary debates about posit-ivism,

as-command was precisely that it required a kind of li nguistic gymnastics to transform a

statement | ike AAny person who commits homicide wi!
murdero into a statement | i ke fAYou are commanded b
aforethought on pain of beingpunished. 6 Laws are general statements c

kind, while commands are specific directions from a superior to an inferior. To give another
example, under military law it is a crime to disobey a lawful order. On the other hand, a lawful

order is not itself a law.

It seems to me that in shifting from a direction to specific individuals to a community at large we

are seeing the foundation of law.

Reply

" Jeremiah J. Says:

May 28, 2009 at 2:45 pm

fi Ve r slensist of a specific set of commands given to a specific group of people who

are identified by time, place, and even name.

In contrast,verse 110 i f we read the current Ayouo as a syn
¢ h u r & ik ot directed toward a group identified by time, place, or individual name.

Rat her, it is directed toward the community as

| like the general idea of such a transition, but it seems impossible to draw out of the text
without the earlier Apeople of my churcho in pl
the current text is defective, since it has the effect of creating confinuity between v. 1-10

and 11 onward rather than distinguishing them:

2,10, and 11.

ifAgain | say unto youo is an interesting constr
directly imperatsvesfohm. | Awi staen] 0vkeitold you
same as Al have commanded you to do X and comma
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2, fAAgain | say unto youo is followeid by the in
command-form statementsi butinot h er ¢ a sstatkementa fellova peth@ps

statements of law. In several places in the chapter it seems as though the Lord is referring

back to his statements of | aw as commandment s.
barely perceptible transitioniatransi t i on thatdéds not mdeting us h
bet ween command and | aw. But |1 6m still not conyv

the two can be made in sec. 42.

One thing | do believe is that Robertoésa distinec
very Mormon tension between having and living the law and awaiting and receiving more
law (or commands) . In this light fithe | awod bein

composite of lost, forgotten, neglected law and fresh, previously unknown commands.

Reply

May 28, 2009 at 2:54 pm

Are we precluded from taking the current text as defective in some way?

Reply

.

* Jeremiah J. Says:

May 28, 2009 at 3:09 pm

Uh, no, | guess not. Is that the only choice, though?

Reply
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ljoespencer Says:

May 28, 2009 at 9:33 pm

Without having read through this whole discussion carefully (something | hope to get to

tomorrow morning!), | will respond just briefly to this point about defective texts:

| find that changes in the text open up interpretive possibilities, rather than render the text
somehow defective. That is, the change in the text allows us to see how verses 17 can be read as
continuous, whereas the previous text seemed to preclude that possibility. Rather than the change
forcing us to abandon one reading, it can be read as allowing us to open up textual possibilities, as

providing us with a number of interpretive possibilities we can think through and play with.

In a word, | love that there are changes in the D&C: that | can compare earlier versions with the
current version means both that | am less likely to get into an interpretive rut with such passages,

and that | can ask quedions about how revelation is intertwined with history in complex ways

that | wouldnét otherwise have been able to ask.
Reply

‘M Says:

May 29, 2009 at 6:58 am

The tension with myhegovmoped & fiul neesrsseofl2 and fAful nes
15 is fascinating to me. The wordfulness is itself a fascinating word with rich connotations. All |

will say on that now is that | think ithecan be rea
tension here between the scriptures that had already been given, and the translation project

already underway, and the future scripture promised in the Book of Mormon itself (the so -called

sealed portion) all seem to require that fulness does not mean btality here.

Interestingly, verse 57 (which says fAthou shoul d hi
scriptures] wuntil ye have received them in fullo)
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commandments/laws 8 addressed to the singular©r gener al ) At houo instead o
and teachers of this churcho as in verse 12, and t|
half of verse 57 to indicate who will receive the scripture). On the one hand, the tension in verse

57might si mply be read as f ol l owi nfpmidlatraditiontohe @At hou s
commandments. On the other hand, in light of the tension in verses 12 and 15 (are we/they

supposed to start teaching with what they have or wait for more scripture befor e teaching

more?! ), I wonder if we candbét see something el se g
overtones and tensiondal ways waiting for more, but receiving |
Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

May 29, 2009 at 7:52 am

Thanks, Robert, for pointing to this play. | had looked at it, thought about saying

something, and decided that my comment yesterday was already too long.

At the very least, it seems to suggest that we should read verse 12 as giving us two

volumes of scripture, onealready cont ai ning a Afulnessd (the Book
other in process ofnesmd ngt he Biomkta, nt ar ddgh th
Translation). This is an interesting idea that deserves, | think, more attention (as does

almost every facet of the New Translation!).

Reply

1. & -&. Karen SpencerSays:

May 29, 2009 at 1:56 pm

So much to read! | ém afraid of being redund

everything before | comment.
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Another way to read this direction in verses 14 and 15, and later in verses 562,

is that only a small portion of what God wanted to reveal about Zion had been

revealed, so they needed to be very careful what they taught for now. Perhaps one

of the mainreasonsf or t eaching only if the Spirit col
everyone talking about Zion and making up their own ideas about it before He

had a chance to reveal the way things would work. Once more scripture had been

revealed and printed, then there could be more talk about Zion because more was

laid out in a very clear way? Any thoughts?

A Njoespencer Says:

May 29, 2009 at 8:03 am

Getting back to Karendés original post é.

Verse 13

It is worth pointing out that, based on abundant historical eviden ¢ e , ithe covenants and
articlesd is just a phrase that refersdaso (what is

Jeremiah has doned separate out the articles from the covenants, but that does not seem to be the

way it was understood in the 1830s.

But if this is a Asimpled reference on the |lingui si
t heol ogi cal pl ane. Wedve already discussed the pl a)
and D&C 42 as a Areiterat i oompwithdlowerhcaats el aiwD o()a, ktihned o
given in New York, the other given upon the Saints:
actual reference to the earlier law, and a kind of approbation of it, even as it is being drawn up

into something broader, perhaps.

Thanks to Karen for pointing out the ambiguity of |
With the punctuation as it presently stands, one wi
Afcovenants and chur ch ar t gestlthatthe wordimight jusKkeswedln i s r i ghi
refer back to the ABi ble and the Book of Mor mono i

better readingd | see them both as quite rich.
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Crucial to the interpretation of this verse is the segue it makestoverse ¥ wi t h its | ast phr

they shall be directed by the Spirit.o |t begins t«
these verses generally: verses 117 are very tightly constructed. Perhaps this, if anything, provides

the clue abouthowbesto r ead the fithesed of verse 13: the prof¢
a |l ocal focus, such that Athesedo refers to the chu

unsettled on that point.

Verse 14

Too much to say t o c rhavatoilobk carefullytatwhat Kareo gays and then | 6 1 |

write tomorrow on this.

Reply

* Jeremiah J. Says:

May 29, 2009 at 11:09 am

Thanks for the info on Achurch articl eso, Joe.

articleso amdofidevemn&mtn i gnorance of what they

On the subject of textual changes:

Thereds no doubt that t he chtemgreweusualykmowu s wi t h
about the textual history the more we know about the purposes and idiosyncrasies in the

text. And | agree that it does help us to answer questions about how revelation appears,

how it is related to history, etc. What | 6m war
larger buffet of interpretive ammunition (to mix metaphors) we mig ht use to support

whatever interpretation we likeii . e . if one version of the text ¢
might be able to find another one. | see that in a lot of interpretations that involve lecture

notes, marginal notes, drafts, letters, etc.i the other version is favored, sometimes, merely

because it fits the favored interpretation better.

The challenge of having two conflicting pieces of textual history is finding some good
reason to favor one over the othemonifee.g. AWhy w

mar ginal note, rather than in his actual book?50
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versions over previous ones, but | not compl e

having some theological account of the changes.

Mjoespencer Says:

May 29, 2009 at 10:19 pm

Yes, Jeremiah. | like this a lot. To put the point normatively, at least when dealing
with scripture: if we are going to look at non-canonical versions of a given
revelation or scriptural text, our task should always be to come to

amore comprehensive interpretation (one that can embrace both readings),

rather than to get away from the implications of a text.

Great stuff.

10. m

L. W7 Karen SpencerSays:

May 29, 2009 at 2:15 pm

Itds great to seA BewmubhbudhssuabBoon! iAteaching by

The phrase fiand if ye receive not the Spirit ye sh:
to use Ahistoricallyd and one | tend to use fAper sol
First,Itend t o read it historically in that iif they pray

teach that person. However, in my personal teaching, | tend to read it as meaning if | am teaching

and the Spirit comes st r on delessonseenms epéyiend theSpirith e r i g h
doesnét seem to be there, | assume | should go a di
to read it historically as fiwhoo they can teach, a

probably unfair f or me to read it differently in each case. Any thoughts?
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11.

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

May 30, 2009 at 5:23 am

| 6ve been contemplating this ratheNicomdachheanki ng phr as:

Ethics: fiMoney makes all things commensurabl e since

Several times in scripture, the wobeydndmeasureat s

The culture of capitalism is reductive in this sense that it wants to measure everything, to make
everything commensurable. And this is the sense in whichwonderment is stifled by capitalism:
there is nothing that is wondrous or beyond measure, only some things that have a higher price
relative to others. In this sense, the Mastercard commercial is on to something: money in itself

i sndt wultimatnglfwlt toat frmddnn Il Il ing, only if itéds

Notions of equality run the same risk, | think & and | think this is what links the dangers of the
spirit of capitalism and the spirit of democratic equality as Richard Bushman was try ing to get at
in his recent SMPT address. If not put into the service of some higher, immeasurable good, the
desire to put a commensurable measure on everything, and to give everyondghe same power is
itself rooted in an attitude toward power and authority (see, | am thinking of verse 11 after all!)
that is fundamentally opposed to the plan of salvation according to which power and authority are

always given in the service of the community. D& C 50:26ff is striking on this point:

He that is ordained of God and sent forth, the same is appointed to be the greatest,
notwithstanding he is the least and the servant of all. Wherefore, he is possessor of all
things; for all things are subject unto him . ... But no man is possessor of all things
except he be purified and cleansed from all sin. And if ye are purified and cleansed from

all sin, ye shall ask whatsoever you will in the name of Jesus and it shall be done.

The promi ses herses easrseors torfi kailnlg:t hiipnogs 6 and fAask

shall be done. o0 But they are given according t
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cleansed from all sin.odo As we read so famoasly at
negates the possibility receiving this awesome power and authority of the priesthood. What a
wondrous paradox: the most desirable power in (or

only attainable when one does not desire it (except to serve others3.

Nephi writes, fiBehold the Lord esteemeth all fl esh
(1 Ne 17:35). If the spirit of democratic capitalism is a desire to make everyone equal or the same

according to some measure of power, then it is difficult to square with the scriptures. There is a

kind of equality in Godbés economy: we are all este:
we are all coeternal with God. But this kind of equality must not be confused with the radical

inequality that the gospel is all about. If unregulated capitalism brings about economic inequality

flaccording to [each person's] strengtho (a |l a Koril
righteousness, however that is to be understood and such a measure works accordingto a logic

of abundance rather than scarcity (as worldly econ

|l &m not sure where | d&m going with any of these r aml
the awesomenessof this conferring of authority in verse 11. Although | believe that the spirit of

capitalism and the spirit of democracy can both be put to uses that are wondrous and great,

their spirit must be supplemented by something that is beyond measure, at least worldly

measuredot her wi se it i sitesutelhowd ar if inis reallypoasibie 8 tb exgress

the feeling | have this morning of the immeasurable grace being depicted in these verses,

especially in the language of, say, responsible scholarship and intellectual rigor. Somehow, when |

get too logical about the gospel, | think | miss all these immeasurable aspects that lie at the core

of everything. Neverthel ess, I do hope and trust t|
desired not a desire for, say, a power or authority from greater study or greater understanding to

be wielded over others, but a desire that springs

Reply

joespencer Says:

May 30, 2009 at 8:11 am

Verse 14
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O0m fascinatiend thyal Kamelndr e recent discussions of
Jeremiahds suggestion that a fAroutinization of <chal
einterpretation of) the practice destca i berde minah g

suggestion that, ilf ye receive not the Spirit ye

First, then, thanks to Karen for bringing the two passages from Nephi into the story 8 though they
come from a drastically different context, they are, | think, very good examp les of both sides of

the equation spelled out here. Very helpful.

Second, thanks even more for pointing out the connection with the later D&C 42 passage about
healing. It seems to me that there is an i mportant
quite right to bring them together so that their differences and striking similarities can be sorted

out.

Third, thanks also for distinguishing between but not entirely disentangling two possible readings
of t he ver sdeben oriwhojndorteach,aal mwhat or how to teach. | think this is very
helpful, and | wonder how it might help us to respond to or reinterpret the point Jeremiah raises

about the Aroutinization of charisma. o
Now, to address all the above while trying to say something of my own abaut the verse.

Verses 1114 might be taken all together as a kind of fourfold guide to those who preach, or as

articulating four (or so) boundaries for the elders, priests, and teachers. Verse 11 clarifies the

question of ecclesiastical authority. Verse 12clarifies the scriptural sources and task of the

preacher. Verse 13 clarifies the preachingdés relat]
14 clarifies the role of the Spirit in teaching (the other side of authority). Read this way, maybe

there is a kind of chiasm here:

A Authority (ecclesiastical)
B Source (scriptural)
B6 Source (institutional)

A6 Authority (charismatic)

Al'l four of these clarifications might then be gat|
preachers of the gospel arebound to preach certain things (the scriptures, the articles and
covenants) with certain authority (ecclesiastical, charismatic). If all of these elements are not in

place, the work will not go forward.

88



Approached in these terms, it might be best to understand verse 14 as a kind of crucial last point.
Authority to teach is in part a question of ordination, but that is hardly enough. Authority to teach
is in part a question of offering scripture, but that too is hardly enough. And authority to teach is
in part a question of keeping to the organization revealed in Restoration, but that again is not
enough. One cannot be only ecclesiastically authorized, only scripturally motivated, or only
institutionally committed. And even a combination of all three of these maotivations for preaching

is not enough: the Spirit is the (or at least a) sine qua non of teaching.

And maybe this approach ends up deconstructing the
Afhowo/ owhat 0 i nterpretat i ontbe Spiitisbohgéesenime atalld suchi on. | f
that | never begin to teachd then | am bound to interpret the situation as a bar against a

particular person or occasion (fAiwhomo/ owheno). But
while, but then falters when | go down a certain pathway in my teaching, then | am bound to

interpret the situation as a bar against a particul
So maybe both interpretations are justifiable, and are in fact not entirely distinct.
Perhaps.

We | | , oplths éxtesssraly long comment now and take up the last three verses tomorrow

morning.

Reply

1. & & Karen SpencerSays:

May 30, 2009 at 1:41 pm

Itds helpful to see these f ouheideagogthatthee ment s i n
Spirit trumps all the others. It reminds me of Paul and others saying that we need faith,

hope and charity, but the fAgreatest of these is
Ainothing. o0 I n the same s en seeobddibneeyandtieeeSpirea,d aut hor

but without the Spirit they were nothing and could not teach.
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The Awhat/ howd function of the Spirit probably

I l ook at it: ithese shall be tththeei rSptigadhiongs a

ljoespencer Says:

May 31, 2009 at 8:21 am

Verse 15

This verse clearly closes off the fithese are the ri

ofinter est , t hen, is this one Karen has isol ated: fiun

The reference is, historically, quite clearly to the New Translation. At first blush, the passage
seems simply to be saying that new commandments or a new law willbe given once the

translation is complete. But, as Karen asks, why? Was the idea that when the New Translation was
complete, it would be the sole subject of teaching? Or was the idea that when the New Translation
was complete, it would have a peculiar relaionship with the Book of Mormon? Or was the idea

that the New Translation itself might have further instructions about preaching and teaching? Or
was the idea that the New Translation would (still will?) be completed when the teaching was (will

be?) finished?

Many possibilities here.

Verse 16

I havendt anything, really, to say about this vers:
(which I think has been mentioned already), which would mean that it points us to the idea of the
Spirtaswhatisher e whi |l e we await Christds personal visiteze

read into this, except as the next verse begins to flesh it out.

Verse 17

The Comforter here is given two Arol es. 0o
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The first is right from the gospel of John: the Comforter knows all things, and so presumably has
the task of bringing all things to oneds remembr an:
16: inasmuch as the Comforter knows all things and communicates all things to the teacher, the

BN

teacher will teach fias seemeth [the Lord] good. o

The second would seem to come from Third Nephi: the Comforter (but not the Holy Ghost by

title) fAbeareth record of the Fatheroflangudgesf t he Sol
used in significant ways: the Father bears record of the Son, the Son bears record of the Father,

but the Holy Ghost bears record of the Father-and-Son (it is never said that the Father and/or

Son bear record of the Holy Ghost). This sets upa relationship in which the Holy Ghost seems

specifically to bear record of (or even seal up, as the Holy Spirit of Promise?) the (family)

relationship of the Father and the Son.

My question about especially this latter role, then, is: Why bother to bring all this up here? Is the

idea just to suggest that the Johannine/Third Nephite kinds of things are going to happen when

preaching is undertaken according to the boundaries laid outinverses 1314 ? | f so, 1611 <co
t hat | Il i ke it . tohtepretitdlm not sure how
Reply

1. gJeremiahJ.Says:

May 31, 2009 at 5:07 pm

Compare 3 Ne. 11: 3536 with John 15:26-27:

3 Ne. 11:

35 Verily, verily, | say unto you, that this is my doctrine, and | bear record of it from the
Father; and whoso believeth in me believeth in the Father also; and unto him will the
Father bear record of me, for he will visit him with fire and with the Holy Ghost.

36 And thus will the Father bear record of me, and the Holy Ghost will bear record unto

him of the Father and me; for the Father, and I, and the Holy Ghost are one.

John 15:

26 But when the Comforter is come, whom | will send unto you from the Father, even the
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Spirit of truth, which proceedeth from the Father , he shall testify of me:

27 And ye also shall bear witness, because ye have been with me from the beginning.

3 Ne. 11: 36 almost seems like a restatement of John 15:26, but while 3 Ne. adds that the
Holy Ghost testifies of the *Father*, too, John 15 addsthat the *disciples* will also testify

of Christ.
Reply
June 1, 2009
Discussion Summary: Verses 11-17

Posted by Karen underUncategorized
Leave a Comment

There is, of course, too much to summarize from a week of thinking and discussing scripture. Here are the three

threads of discussion | found most interesting.

Thread 1: Aful nesso

Our discussion ofthewordfi f ul ness 0 i n verse 12 st ar tthe BookwfMomotand i ni ti al q
Bible together create a fulness, is the fulness just in the Book of Mormon, or is there a fulness in each book?2, By
teaching these principles, does their teaching addup to a fulness? Or should they begin with principles and eventually

the people will read more and receive a fulness?

Here are some of our thoughts:

From Russell: As Joe notes, the reference to the Bible and the Book of Mormon as carriers of that fulnesds even

more explicit in the original manuscript of the revelation; in his words, the revelation, as Joseph and others

understood and transcribed it, suggests that HAthe task of te
Might we then assume that the Lord wanted Joseph and the elders to understand that a close reading of/dialogic

relationship with the Book of Mormon would itself instruct the faithful in the sort of life and behavior which makes up

a Zion community, a community in which the L aw has been established and has authority? Where do we find that
instruction in the Book of Mormon (and the Bible, though per
the Anti-Nephi-L e hi s? Or per haps t he i nsheBaookdf Moonmon at alrbdttathérisinthdhe cont en
experiential effect of entering into a the community of believers, believers whose acceptance of the Book of Mormon

will automatically set them apart (socially? eccleisastically? economically?) from the rest of the population, making

them (and the Zion they will establish?) a mutually dependent society of the elect?
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FromRobert: The tension with the word Afulness of my gospel o in v
fascinating to me. The word fulness is itself a fascinating word with rich connotations. All | will say on that now is that

I think it can be read other ways than to mean fAtotality, o a
been given, and the translation project already underway, and the future scripture promised in the Book of Mormon

itself (the so-called sealed portion) all seem to require that fulness does not mean totality here.

FromJoe:Thanks for highlighting the t he meevemtfonsinftha D& Cédhats. 0 GI anci n
precede section 42, it seems that fullness (of the gospel) is always associated with the Book of Mormon. Take a look
at: D&C 14:10; 20:9; 35:12, 17; 39:11, 18. So it seems to me that it is best, ultimately, to read the preposial phrase

as referring back specifically to the Book of Mormon.

1. This could be read in three ways: together the Book of Mormon and Bible create a fulness, just in the Book of
Mormon there is a fulness, or in each book there is a fulness.

2. The elders, priests and teachers are to teach the principles of the gospel from these books, which contain a fulness.
By teaching these principles, does their teaching add up to a fulness? Or should they begin with principles and
eventually the people will read more and receive a fulness?

Thread 2: textual changes in scripture

The second discussion | would like to highlight is on the subject of textual changes. This stemed from verse 11, where
the beginning has been changed fromAfldear kesa® vywetpegplue dofOU

broaded to changes in scriptural texts generally.

From Nate: It seems to me that in shifting from a direction to specific individuals to a community at large we are

seeing the foundation of law.

From Jeremiah: | like the general idea of such a transition, but it seems impossible to draw out of the text without the
earlier Apeople of my churcho¢ in place of Ayoudo. Wedd be | ef
the effect of creating continuity betweenv.21 0 and 11 onward rather than distinguish

appears in verses 2, 10, and 11.

From Joe: In a word, | love that there are changes in the D&C

From Jeremiah: Ther e6s no doubt t ha tintarphetatior ihhe moreve udualy kpowatout e t h

textual history the more we know about the purposes and idiosyncrasies in the text. And | agree that it does help us to

answer questions about how revelation appears, how it is related to history, etc. Whatl 6 m wary of i s | ooking
textual history as a larger buffet of interpretive ammunition (to mix metaphors) we might use to support whatever

interpretation we likeii . e. i f one version of the text doesnobdnelsupport oud
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see that in a lot of interpretations that involve lecture notes, marginal notes, drafts, letters, etc.i the other version is

favored, sometimes, merely because it fits the favored interpretation better.

The challenge of having two conflicting pieces of textual history is finding some good reason to favor one over the
other (e.g. iwhy would Hegel put his true opinion in a margi
favor | ater (especially cur r emnbtompleteaysdmmitesl tothatéendenpyr evi ous ones

without having some theological account of the changes.

From Joe: Yes, Jeremiah. | like this a lot. To put the point normatively, at least when dealing with scripture: if we are
going to look at non-canonical versions of a given revelation or scriptural text, our task should always be to come to a
more comprehensive interpretation (one that can embrace both readings), rather than to get away from the

implications of a text.

Thread 3: Teaching by the Spirit

Verse4 r eads: AAnd the Spirit shall andkifyegreceive nottherSpirdyeystalt by t he ¢
not teach. o0 Karen, in her initi2&éphip2oksdaswelladD&@424& f er enced 1 Ne

From Karen: Much hasbeenandc an be said about fAteaching by the Spirit.o |
the following: an elder, teacher, or priest finds someone to teach, and he prays in faith for the Spirit. He prays with

complete confidence that the Spirit will be given. With this assumption, then, it will be noteworthy if the Spirit does

not come. If God purposefully withholds the Spirit, then that elder, priest, or teacher understands that God does not

want him to teach that person.

A similar pattern is found laterin t he section, this time dealing with healing é

the only reason the person will not be healed is if God chooses it to be so for His own purposes.

FromJeremiah: iTeachi ng by dmheuSpi abt 0 n tnwhaetlistmeans, sinse itgleaty says ie

v. 14 that we must not teach unless we have received the Spi
principle 7 as far as lunderstanditii nt o practice, my el der 6s @ ualternative waysgpht s o met
fill up time on the Sundays that |1 &m assigned to teach. Then
comment policies: fAlf ye receive not the Spirit, ye shall no
Seriously though, | dumerstang thispgncipleoas if applied to aur actaa) practice.

Concludingd as one mighttt hat webdve gone through a firoutinization of <char

anymore to teach seems like the opposite of a good theological answer.

From Karen The phrase fAand if ye receive not the Spirit ye shall

Ahi storicallydo and one | tend to use fipersonallyodo (though pe
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historically in thatifthey pray for the Spirit and it does not come, they

personal teaching, | tend to read it as meaning if | am teac
path. If the lesson seems empty and the Spiritdos n6t seem to be there, | assume | shou
the |l esson. In short, | tend to read it historically as fAwho

However, itds probably wunfair é&Anythonghts2? o read it differently

FromJoe:l 6 m fascinated by Karen6s initial and more recent discu
suggestion that a fAroutinization of charismad might be behin
described in this verse. (And 16l add a hearty amen to Jere

not bl og! o)

€ Ve r slémightlb# taken all together as a kind of fourfold guide to those who preach, or as articulating four (or

s0) boundaries for the elders, priests, and teachers. Verse 11 clarifies the question of ecclesiastical authority. Verse 12
clarifies the scriptural sources and task of the preacher . V
and covenarts. And verse 14 clarifies the role of the Spirit in teaching (the other side of authority). Read this way,

maybe there is a kind of chiasm here:

A Authority (ecclesiastical)

B Source (scriptural)

B6 Source (institutional)
Ad Authority (charismatic)

Allfour of these clarifications might then be gathered into thi
are bound to preach certain things (the scriptures, the articles and covenants) with certain authority (ecclesiastical,

charismatic). If all of these elements are not in place, the work will not go forward.

Approached in these terms, it might be best to understand verse 14 as a kind of crucial last point. Authority to teach is
in part a question of ordination, but that is hardly enough. Auth ority to teach is in part a question of offering

scripture, but that too is hardly enough. And authority to teach is in part a question of keeping to the organization
revealed in Restoration, but that again is not enough. One cannot be only ecclesiasticaly authorized, only scripturally
motivated, or only institutionally committed. And even a combination of all three of these motivations for preaching

is not enough: the Spirit is the (or at least a) sine qua non of teaching.

And maybe this approachendsupdeconstructing the di fference between the fwkr
interpretations of the injunction. If | pray and the Spirit is not given me at all & such that | never begin to teachd then

| am bound to interpret the situation as a bar againstaparticul ar per son or occasion (O0whomo/ ¢
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and the Spirit is given to me for a while, but then falters when | go down a certain pathway in my teaching, then | am

bound to interpret the situation ashoawobarwhagai)nst a particul

So maybe both interpretations are justifiable, and are in fact not entirely distinct.

FromKaren: | t 6s hel pful to see these four requirements in a |ist
the others. It reminds me of Paul and others saying that we need faith, hope &
charityo and without charity we are fAnothing.o In the same s

Spirit, but without the Spirit they were nothing a nd could not teach.

June 1, 2009
Verses 18 -2 9 : AThou kndwevsto my
Posted by nateoman underUncategorized
[16] Comments

My commentary on these verses assumes that they constitute a kind of recapitlation of the Decalogue. The ten

commandments are first given in Exodus 20. They are then recapitulated virtually word for word in Deuteronomy,

although there the commandment regarding the Sabbath is given a new justification. Where in Exodus the

command ment recalls Godds creation of the wor | Mathew,hthirfkeut er onom
also implicitly in the Sermon on the Mount where Christ as a kind of new Moses delivers the people a new law from

the mountain. |thinkthatitis hel pf ul to read these verses in as being a re
Israelite nation through an act of law giving. Likewise, as we shall see, these versed like the recapitulation in

Deuteronomy & recast the commandments in a new ervironment.

There are three things worth noting atthe outset. Fi r st , section 42Z7Zs recapitulation of
incomplete. Second, it changes the wording and meaning of each of the commandments.Third, it changes the order

in which they are given. There is a well established tradition dividing the Decalogue into a first and second

tablet. The commandments in the first tablet, consisting on the injunctions against polytheism, idol making and

worship, blaspheming the name of God, and profaning the sabbath all deal with the relationship between man and

God. The commandments of the second tablet, beginning with the
through the prohibitions on murder, adultery, false witnessing, and coveting, all deal w ith the relationship between

man and man. This divide within the Decalogue has been read in several different ways. One can see it as dividing
Aireligiousdo commandment s f r@ecarseeitaudvidingCommandmeatsiadidressed s .

particularly to the covenant people from more universal injunctions addressed to all. In the natural law tradition the

divide was sometimes understood as separating those rules (the first tablet) available only through revelation from

those rules (the second tablet) available through natural reason.
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In this light, it is suggestive that section 42 recapitulates only the commandments in the second tablet, and it omits
the injuncti on t o Orewayofintepretedtiss faetas byeunderstanding th e recapitulation of

these commandments as a bridge between the more standard ecclesiastical instructions that preceded it and the rules
regarding property and stewardships that follow it. By harking back only to the commandments of the second tablet,
thspassage explicitly breaks beyond the tradiTheirueg,al |y
however, are invoked in an explicitly revelatory context. Ther e i sndét the slightest hi

result of natural reason. There is, | think, and implicit critique here of a natural law position that sees the

relationships between human beings (as opposed to those between man and God) as being a matter of reason unaided

by revelation.

There is one other way of dividing up the Decalogue that might be worth considering. In Mosiah 12-13 Abinandi
confronts the priests of Noah and accuses them of not keeping the law of Moses His accusation consists of a
recitation of the first two commandments & worshiping only God and foreswearing idols 8 followed by a ringing
denunciation of the king and priests. The denunciation results in pandemonium followed by a miraculous
manifestation in which no one can touch Adinandi until he finishes reciting the commandments.  The division here is
different than that suggested by the traditional two tablets divide. Rather what we have are the first two
commandments directed at God, and then everythingelse. Abi nadi 6s division doesnét

can read into section 42, but | did want to note it.

| am somewhat more puzzled as to what to make of the absence of an injunction to honor parents. The only thing that
| can think of is that this is the only part of the Decalogue that endorses human hierarchies. One could, of course,
object that the injunction against adultery, understood as a kind of protection of male property in a wife, and the
coveting of slaves endorses such hierarchies, but in both of those cases the hierarchies are not created by the
commandments themselves. In contrast, the commandment regarding parents itself sets up an unequal relationship
between parent and child. By omitting the commandment these verses implicitly address themselves to a community

of equals.

| turn now to a verse by verse commentary.

Verse B-19:

nt

seem

t

AfiAnd now, behol d, | s p e While therefisgomeh@n fcthsuirem . @&s t o whet her t he

is directed toward the elders or toward the church in general, there is no doubt here. These rules are directed toward

the community as a whole.

We begin with a prohibition on killing. The Hebrew of the Decdogue makes clear that this is not a general
prohibition on homicide but rather a rule against murder. Thefi Th ou s h al tof Exadts 2&i$ Here éncased

in a broader set of commandments dealing with the remedial consequences of breaking the rule. We get two sorts of
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penalties. The firstis the absenceofi f or gi veness in this worl d, Thesecondieat he wor | d

more concrete penalty given in verse 19 after recapitulatingtherule:ihe t hat kil l eth shall die. o

The penalties are interesting in that they seem to contemplate two different kinds of remedial competence. The first
suggests a kind of «cont r olhdeed,the language eegasding tipis world ainag thé woddttoa n di n g .
come invokes, implicitly, the sealing power to bind on earth and to bind in heaven. The second penalty can be read

most naturally, | think, as endorsing capital punishment. What is interesting here is less the meaning that this might

have in contemporary political debates than the legal and political world that the commandment implicitly

assumes. The state is noticeable from its absence in these versesThis is striking because later, in verse 79, we get an

entirely different procedure for dealing with murder:

And it shall come to pass, that if any p ersons among you shall kill they shall be delivered up a dealt with according
tot he laws of hte land; for remember that he no forgiveness; and it shall be proved according to the laws of the

land.

Strikingly, this procedure in verse 79 is immediately foll owed by a verse giving a procedure for dealing with adultery
that is purely ecclesiastical, which gives us a clear distinction between the laws of God and the laws of the landIn

verse 19, however, this distinction is ignored.

Verse 20-21

In Exodus 20 th e prohibition against murder is followed by a prohibition against adultery. In section 42, however,
the prohibition against adultery is delayed and we getthefi Th ou s hal t inmediately after ahe miles
dealing with murder. Here we get an remedialformula that will be repeated for all of the remaining commandments
save the last, he thatfi wi | | not r epent sNotxe that the@unishanent is defaasibled Unlike the
penalty for murder, which comes without an opportunity to repent & presumably because there is no forgiveness in

this world or the next & no one is to be cast out who repents.

As in the Decalogue the prohibition on theft is followed by an injunction against dishonesty. Here, however, we have

a subtle but important shift in the wording. Exodus 20 couches this in explicitly legaltermsd it hou shalt not be:
f al se Wiinplyiegs prohibition on perjury or other dishonesty in a legal setting. Section 42 has the simpler,

more directcommand i Thou s hal tEvamthbughitihe. wor di ng has been changed, howe
not €0 phrasing maintains t hitestemptingtcereat theoshift frioro the wordingihe c al ogu e .
Exodus20 to the wording in section 42 as a shift form a legalistic notion of false witne ssing to a less legalistic concern

for honesty in general. The reading, however, is prolematize by the fact that while verse 21 invokes the punishment of

casing out the unrepentant liar, later in verse 86 it reads:

And if he or she shall lie, he or she sfall be delivered up unto the law of the land.
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In the context of the 1830s | can think of three ways in which lying could give rise to legal sanctions. First, it could be
referring to fraud, which requires extracting property or some other benefit from ano ther through deception. Second,
it could be referring to perjury in a legal setting. Third, it could be referring to defamation, where 1 tell lies about your
conduct and character that harms your reputation. One other, very remote possibility, is that | ying could refer to a

breach of contract, where | mislead you about the my future conduct.

Verses 2226

We now come to the prohibition on adultery. This far and away the most complex rule in the recapitulation of the

second tablet. As | have already noted it is given out of order in relation to the Decalogue in Exodus.l 6 m not sur e

what to make of this fact. | tried to see some kind of ascending or descending sense of importance in the order of the
commandments but ®oepbsdhilfy is to fee thalrules against murder, theft, and lying as

composing a single body of regulation dealingwithone 6 s i nt er act i ons Thertldsregaaihgat i ve str a
marriage could then be set off as involving relationships within the intimacy of marriage. This, however, would leave

the prohibition against speaki rimg, whdnunde this chemaitought obegghbor i n ve

coupled with the first three commandments. | n t he end, I donét know what to make of

Exodus 20 and verse 24 contains the simplerulen Thou shalt not ¢ oSsction®d2, lowewdr, beginsy . 0
by by commandingi Thou shalt | ove thy wife with all they heart, and

e | s @he fanguage is interesting on several levels.

First, it is put in positive rather than prohibitory language. Second, the referencetdi t h y vsugdestdthat it is
addressed to a male audience.. at er i n verse 80, however ,orworham shaleconaritat i on r ea
a dul t(emphlasis added). Third, the language enjoining conjugal affection here is actually rather rare in the

scripture s. The most vivid other example | could find was in Proverbs 5, where it says:

Let thy fountain be blessed: and rejoice with the wife of thy youth. Let her be as the loving hind and pleasant roe;
let her breasts satisfy thee at all times; and be thou ravished always with her love.

The phrase Awith all they hearto i s no wher Rather|itineokes s e d , as f
the command to love God with all ones heart, might, and mind. Clearly the language here is also takn from Genesis
2:24, whereitsaysd Ther ef ore shall a man | eave his father and his mot |
shall b e Notice, hdwévershbw séction 42 against excises the reference to parents and injects the notion of

love into the language of cleaving.

In verse 23 we get language drawn from the Sermon on the Mount, which is offered by Christ as an explict hyperthesis

on the AThou shalt not c¢ o mBdction 42 shifid the eneayping slightly. WheeeinBhe c al ogu e .
Sermon on the Mount the man who looks at a woman to lust after her has committed adultery, in Section 42

hefishal |l deny the faith and kdeed|idsection#2lookingtelustdeemst®pel ri t . 0

conceptualized not as a species of dultery but rather as a seperate kind of sin. Hence, the man who looks on a
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womantolustafterheriii f he repents not Imschnidst| thelpunishemansfor a mantwho@ommits

adultery is rather more elaborate.

In verse 24 we finally get to the language from the Decalogue, coupled with the now familiar formulation about

casting out. Verses 25 and 26, however, qualifies the formulation in two ways. First, we get a more elaborate

procedure for repentance. To obtain forgiveness the adulterer must repent with i a | | h i gnoticetlaerlirtk t

the command to love thy wifeinverse22)iand f oresake it, a n dNotidedhattthbse condition® mor e . O
are associated with a separate command to forgive.It is not simply that these are the conditions by which the

adulterer avoids being cast out. They are the conditions giving rise to an affirmative duty to forgive. The second way

in which the punishment formula is qualified is by specifying that an adulterer may not receive forgiveness a second

time. We will no doubt get to this later, but | would also point out that in verse 80 -83 we get a fairly elaborate

procedure for the ecclesiastical trial of adulterers.

At this point | let offer a perhaps fanciful commentary on these verses. What we get here is a series of three

commandments regarding marriage. The first, to cl eave t oTheseeoddstonoicémemit c omes f
adultery, comes from Moses. The third, to not look on a woman to lust after here, comes from Christ. Marriage

becomes the covenant that binds these different dispensations together. Notice that they are bound together here in

the new law being given to the latter-day church. This new law not only recapitulates the old rules but in doing so

alters their meaning. Notice that in each case the meaning of the commandment was altered subtly as it became

embedded insection42. The passage is striking, I think, in | ight of Jos
and Everlasting Covenant. What we seem to have hee is an early theology of marriage embedded within the a new

law for the church.

Verse 27

Is the hardest to fit within my interpretive structure of seeing these verses as a recapitulation of the Decalogue. On

that reading section eAZHeucesmmbhhdnonh sheakvevisl of thy neigh
harndhoul d correspond to Exodus 20Zs injunctdmnnagasmnsé wbae
make of this, but | have two possible approaches. One would be to see the rulesegarding consecration and

stewardship to follow as fleshing out oTheotherwoydbetosee| at i onshi
this commandment as displacing the Decaloguebds prehy bition o
subsumingitinthegenerali nor do hi m dfrhis commandmeri is a displacement of coveting, it is

striking that what we get instead is a concern for evil speaking. For what it is worth, if you examine the earliest

records of church courts asurprisingly large number of cases involve evil speaking.

Verses 2829
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In these verses we get a summation of the law given, a summation that takes two forms.The first is to nest these

commands in a broader system of jurisprudence, namelyfi my | awsr ¢ hg@itven i n myRegardlesspt ures. 0
of how we read the earlier verses by the time we get to this phrase in verse 28, | think we are clearly dealing with

something different than a direct command from God to particular individuals. Rather, in effect the revelation at this

points integrates itself into an already existing corpus iuris as it were.

Second, echoing Christds | anguwdde tihmuJdhlhiwvek2: Ine, tthipew chwrd d¢ h
keep all my ¢ o mnhthinkdt mieresting . that the recapitulation of a bit of the Decalogue, the sine non

gua of the Law of Moses, ended with a New Testament injunction. Again we are seeing, | think, the welding of

different dispensations seen in rules on marriage. What is interesting to me is the way in which the welding happens

explicitly at the level of law, ratherthan d as happens el sewhere i n doaratpdodbs cor pus o
theology. Hence, for example, we dondt s e dNordewtulave atheolagicalhar acter i

apology for Christology before Christ. Rather, we see a welding in terms of the content and meaning of laws.

16 RESPONSESSESQ82Af%VER THOU KNOMWAEWSIO MY

joespencer Says:

June 2, 2009 at 7:27 am

In brief response to your introductory comments, Nate, | would add that there was an apocalyptic

tradition (appearing i n the apocrypha and then traceable in Revelation) that reworked the

Decalogue into a list of sevencommandments (the numerological ideology is obvious). Whatever

its roots or trajectory, the idea is iomutredoresti ng:
injunctions (all dealing with revelation, the relationship between God and human beings, etc.)

into a single injunction, and then pair it with thi
other thing that is interesting about this tradition is that it thus sets up the first commandment as

a lengthy explanation of the single commandment to live the law of the sabbath, and then delivers

six secular commandments (one commandment for each secular day of the week it has just

constructed, as it were).
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Whatever the merits of this approach, it might be read into D&C 42 d though | will confess it is
difficult even to begin to argue about how many commandments there are here. Is it a fragmented

ten? A rambling several? A countable seven?

| wonder.

Greatthought s, though. |l dm excited to read your verse

Reply

June 2, 2009 at 9:06 am

Joe: I didndédt know about this tradition. Thanks. O
counts the ten commandments. What are the commandments. For example, are there two

commandments or one commandment about idolatry?

I didndét try to play around with the numbers on col

have some fun doing soé

LL W Karen SpencerSays:

June 2, 2009 at 11:58 am

Al ong with the other scriptures youbve mentioned, |
of the AlOntommandme chapter also talks about a Al
those who figet gain and grind upon the face of the
shall |l abor for Zion, 0 and more. Ver slmg I8y, t hen has
name of Lord in vain, envy, malice, contention, and whoredoms. That his chapter talks about Zion

AND these fAishalt nots, o0 while saying that a #Al awo
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-& Karen SpencerSays:

June 4, 2009 at 12:09 am

Thanks for the verse by verse thoughtsi it all seems like a great contribution to our
understanding. Much tothinkabout i n your comments on marriage but

baby on my lap to comment further.

Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

June 4, 2009 at 8:41 am

Now getting around to the verse-by-v e r s e é

Il'i ke what youb6ve-19 bthink allWHave to add és that e shdulé keep in mind
the relationship between verses 169 and verses 7093: the later verses were received according to
the further commandment of D&C 43:8.

On verses 2621, | would only add that the laws of the Nephites in the Book of Mormon seem
always to have | aws against |ying. I dondt know at

connection between the Book of Mor mon and this tex!t

With verses 22-2 6 , I think youbve done the most productive
careful reading on my own part, both of the text and of your comments here, before | say anything

in response.

I dondt have anything to add on verse 27.
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Onverses28-29, | et me just note that verse 28 originall:

given in my scripturesé.o | dondét know how that mi

June 4, 2009 at 11:44 am

One of the interesting things about the prohibition on lying in light of the Decalogues apparently

more legalistic approach is the procedure in church courts. There is nothing that corresponds to

oath taking and perjury in church courts. | suppose that one way of understanding this might be

in terms of the kind of dispensation collapsing that is going on in these verses. Changing the
prohibition from bearing false witness to |ying col

toswearnotbutletalonebés speech be yeah yeah or nay nay.

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

June 5, 2009 at 5:44 am

(Sorry to be so scarce lately house-huntingandhouse-s el | i ng are my main excuse
much from the previouswe e ks t hat | still want to think about s
| think the positivei njunction to |l ove oneb6s wife is quite str

or think of that uses similar language in scripture is Ephesians 5:28, 33 and then the curious

instance in Exodus 21:5where the slave goes through what seems to be an adoption ritual beause
he loves his wife and children (I think it would be interesting to think more about marriage in
terms of a symbolic enactment of this adoption rit:

count up the negative At ho uthede eeltses, we get D(killcseeahhiea n d me nt
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and speak evil) whereas we get 3 positive fAthou sh:

keep commandments).

Al so, if wedre |l ooking for numerol ogicab9(w.i gnifical
20, 21, 23, 24, 26, 28, and 37). On the one hand, this delay between the first six occurrences and

the later seventh might (in light of the apocalyptic phrasing mentioned earlier) be thought as

having a curious parallel with the delay between the 6th and 7th seals in Revelation. On the other

hand, the phrasing in verse 37 seems ... well,antic | i mat i c. Al socastngt 6s curi ous

out and repenting occur together and only together in the first 69 verses of this section.

I think verse 26 is very strik ing because it is the only casting out that repentance cannot fix (if

adultery is repeated). Il 6m reminded of the privile
Al maés words to Corianton, since these are two sin:
completely fix. This also makes me anxious to go back and study passages that talk about repeated
forgiveness odfhowdo thodescontexteecompars and contrast to this context of

repeated adultery?

Natebds mention of the ietheris,ithieksvenasigeifitantaTheteachany i ng t og
about marriage in Ephesians might yield more parallels, similarities or contrasts to help us here. |

hope to have time to think about this more | ater i

Reply

1. L & Karen SpencerSays:

June 5, 2009 at 2:41 pm

On not forgiving: I't seems to me that the idea
forgiveness we usually talk about, but whether or not a person can come backinto the
community. The consequences for the sins |isted
adultery and repents they are let back in, but if they repeat it, then it sounds like they are

never again let back in. But let back into what? Into Zion? Int o church membership? Or

are we talking about being cast out of heaven?

Reply
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June 5, 2009 at 8:00 am

Robert: I hadnét thought about the Ephasians passa:

a bit.

It occurs to me that there might be something going on with the changing of the order of the

commandment against theft and adultery. The Exodus 20 ordering has the effect of associating

adultery with crimes against property, which would make sense in which the sin was primarily
understood as a violation of the cuckol ded husbandi
contrast, section 42Zs ordering distances adultery
rules about marriage suggest thatthe sinofadulte r y | i es i n the harm that one
spouse through unfaithfulness with another. This opens up the possibility of a feminist reading of

section 42 as an implicit critique of the wife -as-property ideas underlying Exodus 20. It also

suggests a hift toward a companionate view of marriage, which is not without its own puzzles

and problems.

Reply

1. L -&. Karen SpencerSays:

June 5, 2009 at 2:35 pm

Fascinating idea, Nate, about D&C undoing the property-rights idea of marriage. A rich

possibility to study out!

Reply

Kristine Says:
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10.

June 6, 2009 at 8:00 am

Nat e, I actually think not speakingi@&viineiodhlooredsi 3

not a stranger, and evil-speaking is a violation of a relationship. It is a betrayal similar in kind, if
not degree, to adultery. The commandment is recast in terms of relation and community, rather

than simply as a legal system of preventing and dealing with disputes. Ithink a feminist reading

mi ght also contend that Godo6és egalitarianism

seem prone (whether by nature or acculturation) i evil-speakingi is treated as seriously as male
lust. Moreover, if the commandments are being restated as fundaments of community, rather
than as a legal system, it makes sense to put evispeaking among the most serious sins rather
than in amongst the property rulesi a stolen hoe can be replaced, a breached relationship is not

easily repaired.

The tiered approach to adultery might fit this model, too. Presumably God is willing to forgive

more than once, but a serial adulterer is impossibly disruptive to community.

Verse 29 then extends the relational community to include Godi the commandments are to be

kept not exclusively or primarily for the sake of order or justice, but for love.

Reply

joespencer Says:

June 6, 2009 at 8:50 am

Great comments, all.

A few more reflections, now, on (especially) verses22-2 6 é

First, the more I 6ém | ooking at the verses for

read as articulating specifically sixi c 0o mman d me nt s19;(2)¢. 20) (3)w.\21; (4)Iv8 22
23; (5) vv. 24-26; (6) v. 27. After these six ae articulated, a kind of transition is made toward a

seventh commandment: in verse 28, all of the foregoing laws (lumped together, perhaps, with the

S evi

t

his

other, unnamed | aws contained in the scriptures gel

sinnethandrepent et h not shall be cast outo for mul
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the law of consecration (in verses 30-39) through an emphatic use of the word all. | see this as

following the logic of the encounter of Jesus with the rich young ruler: t he Decalogue is repeated

in shortened order, but then, when the young man desires to beperfect (i.e., to keep allthe

commandments), the law of consecration (or something like unto it) is given. The six-and-then-

one-more formula (that Robert rightly identi fies from Revelation, where it appears again and

again, in fact so frequently that J. M. Ford argued that an earlier rendering of the text was a series

of sixes rather than a series of sevens!) then follows, the seventh being predicated on love. (Take

thisl ast point as a slight emendation to Kristinebs I
community of justice or order is to move beyond itself to a community of love & of love towards

God especiallyd then consecration is the key.)

Those preliminaries said, let me add my quasi-bafflement at the order of the commandments here

to that of others. | have no problem with any of t|
see why verses 2023 intervene between verses 2426. It seems to me (drawing on the comments

of others here) that there are three reasons this separation seems odd: (1) murder and adultery

are next to each other in the Exodus Decalogue; (2) murder and adultery are closely tied to each

other in Alma 39; and (3) here in D&C 42, it is only the commandment about murder and the

commandment about adultery that use the language offorgiveness. Why are these so separated

(and not into parallel positions, as they would be if they were in positions 1 and 4 in a sixfold list;

they are instead in positions 1 and 5)?

But if | can set that bafflement aside, let me finally offer a few reflections on verses 22-26 directly.

As my parsing out of the verses for the week makes clear, | think verses 223 need to be
separated off from verses 2426. It seems to methat they form two distinct commandments,

though they are obviously connected in important ways.

I want first to flesh out (my view of) Natebs poi ni

very promising direction to go.

First, then, if verses 22-23 are taken as separate from verses 246, it must be noticed that they
gather together only Adam and Christ. Verse 22 gives us the Adamic cleaving, and verse 23 gives
us the Christic injunction. This is very much in line with so much of the D&C: the Ada mic is
assigned the position of initial fullness, and the Christic is always a restoration of that Adamic
fullness (the Mosaic will be offered as a kind of lesser or preparatory model for the
Adamic/Christic).
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What seems particularly interesting about this is that, because the Mosaic is displaced into the
next (the fifth) commandment, the meaning of the Christic words here is drastically altered from
the New Testament meaning. When Christ offers the words taken up in verse 23 in the Sermon on
the Mount, He is specifically dealing with the Mosaic, rather than the Adamic. The result is that,
whereas in the New Testament the words are part of an essential radicalization of the kernel of
the commandment against adultery , here they are formulated as theclarification of what it

means to depart from the positive commandment to love (adultery comes only in a separate

commandment).

Regarding this last point, it is vital to note the formula that runs through all the commandments

here: a second personfutureense (At hou shalto) is always foll owe
with a qualifying prepositional -ZBlgivcasteissgnieche t hat
formula: (1) thou shalt love thy wife, etc. (verse 22); (2) he that lusts shall be cast out, etc. (verse

23).

Whenverses2426 t hen take up adultery, they do so with a
t hat . . . shall be. 0 Here the Mosaic Decal ogue r ef

Adamic/Christic positive injunction to love .

Of course, the two commandments are connected, as Nate nicely points out by catching the
parall el |l anguage of Awith all thy/his hearto in v
repentance for an infraction against the adultery commandment includes a full -fleshed

commitment to living the love -your-spouse commandment.

Anyway, I dondt know how much | ight this sheds on |

saying all this.

Reply

11. ‘Robert C. Says:

June 6, 2009 at 2:59 pm

I i ke Joeds r e aditicleaglyworks bettertmememodt of hylnfusings in #7.

Neverthel ess, Il 6d | i ke to tdomnmamdmentstsaaotherhi asti c r ea
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12.

possibility, though | &d&m not sure if thereds much h
mind, both looking at only the negative commandments:

_thou shalt not kill

__thou shalt not steal

___thou shalt not lie

__thou shalt not commit adultery

_thou shalt not speak evil

I think this is curious because of the way that it pairs adultery and stealing in terms of mis -

relating to what is given to another (husband is given to the wife as the wife isgiven to the

husband, is my understanding, though the text itself might appear s e x i st € ) -speddingbo, evi |
which has such curious import inthetempledi s pai red with murder, per haps
ideas above.

Another possible chiastic reading would be:

_thou shalt not kill

__thou shalt not kill (why else is this repeated, word for word?)

____thou shalt not steal

____thou shalt not lie

__thou shalt not commit adultery

_thou shalt not speak evil

On this reading, the more fimaterial 06 codimmandment s
more ficommunal 6 commandments in the second half of
The more | | ook at the other commandments in the s

else will be able to make sense of them later in the seminar!

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

June 8, 2009 at 1:32 pm
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Instead of spending time to write my summary of our discussion of verses 110 (and to set an
exampl e f or peattirheghinkirg) )nore aboutsthese verses (182 9) . | 61 dpost ry t o s i

my thoughts to hide the unstructured nature of the:

More intertextuality

Leviticus 19: | was reading a bit about how the Decalogue is interspersed in this chater. There

doesndét seem to be much consensus on how this chapi
stealing, lying, adultery and the poor are discussed in the same order as D&C 42 (killing is not

mentioned). The many verses on the poor hear should ke carefully though in light of the

discussion of the poor in later D&C 42 verses.

James: James quotes Leviticus 19 quite a bi® each verse of Leviticus 19:1218 is quoted in,
respecitvely, James 5:12; 5:4; 2:1, 9; 4:11; 5:20; 5:9; 2:8. Some particularly ineresting and

relevant-looking passages include:

* evil-speaking in James 4:11 (cf. Lev. 19:16; D&C 42:27)

* wages for the laborer in James 5:4 (cf. Lev. 19:12; D&C 42:42)

* of fending in one point implies beiregpalgnyi |ty of al
commandment so6), which is followed by explicit ment.
and the curious injuncti on 0d&ldhinistipisside&oflivieg, and so do
according to spoken commitments is key to the structure of these commandments in D&C 42,

which 1611 di scuss more below).

Romans13:9: The 5 fisecond tabletd commands are given he
curiously before the murder prohibition 0 otherwise, the order is the same as in Ex 20, Deut 5,

and Mosiah 13. Of course this is different than the switch that we find in D&C 42 (where adultery

is movedafter the steal and lying prohibitions), but there is at least scriptural precedent here for

moving adultery out of the typical kill -adultery-steal-lie ordering. Also, | think the following verse

(Rom 13:10) is interesting because of the theme ani
have time to discuss below): ALove worketh no il |l 1
the | aw. 0 e€fdormamaBds progtess boward and culminate in love.

Matthew 5:  This has been discussed above by Nate and others, but | thought it was worth noting
explicitly the order: kill (vv. 21ff); adultery (vv. 27ff); forswearing (like lying? vv. 33ff); not

refusing borrowing (like stealing? vv. 38-42); loving neighbor as self (vv. 43ff). Here, what seems
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curious is that stealing is pulled out of the traditional order, following rather than preceding the
prohibition on stealing. Ag aritothe DEC 42 ordeding,theugte any pa

things progress/culminate with love once again.

Matthew19: | was originally studying the word ficl eavebo
then | realized that this is the same chapter where Jesus recounts the commandments(in a

somewhat peculiar order: kill -adultery -steal-lie, canonically, but then honor parents and love thy
neighboré), and then tells the inquirer, Alf thou
give to the poor o ( Mat thefdmdus 2aingl and dyd of the neeslle waming o we d b
about riches. Also nearby and relevant is the teaching on forgiveness at the end of Matthew 18. |

havendét had time to think about this much, but sur
inordertof | esh out Nateds suggestion that D&C 42 is wesz¢

community and the kind of community that Christ wa:

More musings on enumeration

I f we take the numbering of the commandtments t hat
shall bed formulation is quite striking, and thus |
suggestion), | wonder if thinking about either a chiastic or parallelistic arrangement of these

commands yields anything interesting or productive. Chiasti cally, we might order this as follows:

_kill (vv. 18-19)

__steal (v. 20)

__ lie(v. 21)

____love wife (vv. 22 -23)
____adultery (wv. 24 -26)
__speak evil (v. 27)

_remember poor (v. 30; note the phrasing At hou wil/

This structure suggests to my mind an interesting progression that pivots on the positive

command to Alove thy wife with all thy heart. o Bef
have societal commandments, whereas after this central command we have family

and communal commands. What | mean by this is that if we look at each of the pairings, we have

a similar idea expressed at a higher level. The lying/adultery pairing expresses the idea of

honesty, first at a general, societal level, but later within the intimate bonds of marriage. To be

honest in marriage is a kind of consummation in honesty. The stealing/speaking -evil pairing

mi ght be thought in terms of stealing oneds reput af
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but the prohibition to st emjunctamtiatnalesgeraingg eput ati on |
community possible rather than mere societyd in other words, a community where love and trust

is possible, rather than mere tolerance. Finally, the killing/remembering -the-poor pairing takes

the prohibition against takinganoth er 6 s | i f e a st ep finwactibrhtehra tb yd opersonhditb

relieve the suffering of another.

If the above musings on the chiastic structuring are not justified (but hopefully not
without some value!), then perhaps a parallelistic structuring of the first 6 commands might be

more productive:

_kill
__steal
___lie
_love wife
__adultery

____speak evil

On this structuring, killing is first begetdifmat i cal ly
rather than taking it away). Next, stealing is parallel with adultery: to steal material possessions,

again, is the Il esser prohibition while fisteal ingo
and children is more damaging in terms of its effect in communities of trust (the phrasing in

Mor oni 9: 9 is largely in my mind here where Moroni
daughter of the Lamanites of their fAchastity and vi
might be thought of as being similar). Finally, lying is parallel to speaking evil 8 again, speaking

evil seems to be similar to and more stringent than the earlier prohibition on lying. Whereas lying

undermines societal relations of tolerance, speaking evil undermines communal relations of

trust é.

Other random thoughts for later

* Woven structure? A while ago | studied some ofMo s he K| i that drguesooar k

fiwoveno structure of schding thadreatibnestory, the Decatogue and xt s, i n
Leviticus 19. | remembering some of this work to be quite striking (though other parts seemed a

bit forcedé). 16d |ike to read and review this worl
light on D&C 42.

*Noparents? Why i s command to fAhonor thy father and thy

not seem unprecedented (cf. Romans 13:9; Matt 5), |

113


http://chaver.com/Torah-New/English/Torah%20Portal.htm

being replaced with relations of equality? Is this related to the natural -vs.-authoritative

di stinction between Al awsdo and Acommandso?

* |dolatry and property? Somewhere | think | read something trying to argue for a chiastic

ordering of the Decalogue where the early prohibitions on idolatry are mirrored by the later
prohibition(s) on coveting othersd property (1 thi
commandments where Ex 20:2-6 is counted as one commandment and the prohibitions on

coveting in Ex 20:17 are counted as two commandments). Thinking about property a la

consecration, contra the logic of capitalismand the logic of idolatry , might prove to be profitable

(sorry for the | ame pun attempté).

Reply

1. _Robert C. Says:

June 8, 2009 at 2:06 pm

Oh, since | promised to talk about this above, let me add one more halfbaked thought:

* Spoken commitments: Basically , |l 6ve been thinking a | ot abo
covenants and how this might be related to ethical theories more generally (this goes back

to a lot of the discussion during the Abraham Seminar).

Most recentl vy, |l 6ve been thinmkiohg Kamae wts Kadlhe tma

more communal direction. Consider James Gordon

While praising Kant for wresting morality from a substantive conception of the
good, and reconceiving it as a procedure for testing norms, Habermas criticizes
him for assuming that each solitary individual establishes the validity of a moral
norm for himself, by applying the categorical imperative to a maxim, as if it a
kind of moral mental arithmetic. In his terms, Kant conceives moral reasoning

as monological procedure and therefore neglects its essentially social nature.

In contrast, [Habermas's] discourse theory of morality . . . conceives morality as
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a collective anddialogical process of reaching consensus. [pp. 6869,

Habermas: A Very Short Intro duction]

To understand the dialogical nature of revelation, and our relationship with God, and our
relationship with others, seems to me to be central to a robust notion of community, at

least in Mormonism. And central to this is, | think, the idea of (cov enantal) faithfulness.

So, Il d&m inclined to see the fist commandment

commandments (i.e., the command to fil ove

departure. | think this also helps makes sense of the distinction between taking care of

those who are in the community (i.e., not

imply a kind of communal responsibility that goes beyond any merely individualistic

conceptioné.

Reply

June 9, 2009
Verses 30 -3 2 : At hou wil't rpeomcermob er t he
Posted by Russell Arben Fox underUncategorized
[30] Comments

I have had a difficult time approaching the very narrow

assigned namely, verses 30, 31, and 32 in the present section 42 of Dogtne and Covenants. The terminology used in
these three verses is, obviously, closely entwined with concepts discussed throughout the whole section, and most
specifically with those verses dealing most directly with matters of consecration, stewardship, and community living
(on my reading, that would be verses 30-45, 53-55, and 70-73). Perhaps predictably for those who are familiar with
my interest in communitarianism, localism, and egalitarianism, | find the last of those three related topics i what it
means, in a socio-economic sense, talive within a consecrated community, and therefore also, what it means to know
the socio-economic nature orbounds of said community, so as to determine who (including oneself) is within it or
without it T the richest theme to be explored in these particular verses. Obviously, my comments here will not be able
to exhaust that theme, not just because of my own limitations but also because of the aforementioned limitation
placed upon me by our reading schedule. | am anxious to rea, in coming weeks, what Joe and Jeremiah will have to

say about the verses immediately following 30-32, where the basic ideas of consecration and stewardship of further

fl eshed out, as well to read ot her s 6 rypartgofithe revdlatidn.dBut t hes e

anyway, onward.
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Given my preferences in terms of themes, it seems most i mpor
into the revelation in its later versions, and what that introduction may provide us with in t erms of reflection. The

reference to the poor was present in the earliest, February 9, 1831 version, but it came to play a very different role

later. According to Marquardt, the relevant passage of original version contained in the Book of Commandments

reads as thus:

If thou lovest me thou shalt serve me & keep all my commandments and behold thou shalt consecrate all thy
property that which thou hath unto me with a covenant & deed which cannot be broken and they shall be laid before
the Bishop of my Church & two of the Elders such as he shall appoint and set apart for that purpose and it shall
come to pass that the Bishop of my Church after he has received the properties of my Church that it cannot be taken
from you, he shall appoint every man a steward over his own property or that which he hath received inasmuch as
it shall be sufficient for himself & family and the residue shall be kept to him that hath not, that every man may
receive according as he stands in need, & the residue shall be kept in my StoreHouse to administer to the poor &
needy as shall be appointed by the Elders of the Church & the Bishop & for the purpose of purchasing lands & the
building up the New Jerusalem which is hereafter to be revealed that my Covenant people may be gathered in me in
the day that | shall come to my Temple this do for the salvation of my people and it shall come to pass that he that
sinneth and repenteth not shall be cast out and shall not receive again that which he hath consecrated unto me for it
shall come to pass that which | spake by the mouth of my prophets shall be fulfilled for | will consecrate the riches of
the Gentiles unto my people which are of the House of Israel and again thou shalt not be proud of heart, let all thy
Garments be plain & their beauty th e beauty of the work of thine own hands & let all things be done in decency
before me.

The awareness of the poor is obviously present in this early version of the revelatioid hi m t hat hath not, 0 Tt
and needy, 0 etc. H o w e \bulding a $elir Rufficient, enclesed, sepaate, simplel, devotmmal,

pl ain, humbl e community. The goal is the creation of a coven
receive salvation, one that will give all that they have to the achievement of this endi and that giving is an all-or-

nothing proposition, one which makes me think of the definitiveness of the parable of the ten virgins: if one disobeys

the commandments or otherwise is cast out for unrighteousness, all that has been devoted 6 the community stays

with the community, and any opportunity to benefit from or share in that which had been consecrated is lost. This

overarching, communitarian goal does not disappear as time and events led Joseph Smith to reevaluate and rephrase

some of the words and/or ideas which had come to him by inspiration, but it does become complemented with a

broader sense of the obligation which the faithful have to deal with the poor, and the complexities inherent in such

dealings. By 1835 the relevant portions of the revelation read as follows:

If thou lovest me thou shalt serve me and keep all my commandments. And behold, though wilt remember the poor,
and consecrate of thy properties for their support, that which thou has to impart unto them, with a covena ntand a
deed which cannot be brokeni and inasmuch as ye impart of your substance unto the poor, ye will do it unto me i
and they shall be laid before the bishop of my church and his counselors, two of the elders, or high priests, such as he
shallorhasappoi nt ed and set apart for that purposeeé.
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And again, if there shall be properties in the hands of the church, or any individuals of it, more than is necessary for
their support, after this first consecration, which is a residue, to be consecrated unto the bishop, it shall be kept to
administer to those who have not, from time to time, that every man who has need may be amply supplied, and
receive according to his wants.

Therefore, the residue shall be kept in my store house, to administer to the poor and t he needy, as shall be appointed
by the high council of the church, and the bishop and his council, and for the public benefit of the church, and

building houses of worship, and building up of the New Jerusalem, which is hereafter to ne revealed, that my
covenant people may be gathered in one in that day when | shall come to my temple. And | do this for the salvation

of my people.

What is different here? First and foremost, the | ine fArememb
consecrationischanged somewhat; whereas originally properties (not ju
hat ho) was to be consecrated to the Lord (funto meo), now th
portion of their property (the revelationnolon ger speaks ooft hayl I pr copuetr tjiuessto )i expl i citly

of the poor. Of course, this is enfolded into the general Christian understanding that acts of charity towards the poor

and the needy i s compar abl easnuchasye impart of gourtsibstande antodhe poorfye ct | 'y ( A
will do it unto meo). This enfolding continues |l ater in the
properties (after stewardships had been assigned to the faithful) tonotsimply fiadmi ni st er to the poor
but also fAfor the public benefit a&é&ndadndwhicitapparentyhhappened possi bl y
early on between 1831 and 183bbut which nonetheless reads to my mind as considerably more expansivelanguage

than the more enclosed, borderline apocalyptic tone which Smith adopted originally. It may also be worth noting that

the earliest version speaks of members of the community only receiving that which is necessary to their full

participationinthe wor k t o be done (fAevery man may receive according a
version seems more aware of the pluralism inherent in the collective desires of the faithful, stating that every man will

be fAamply suppliedooadidngitb Arecwamesao

There are, of course, a multitude of ways to read this change. One very plausible (and, it should be noted, non
exclusive) way of doing so is to look at the political, historical, and legal context in which early Saints attempted to
interpret and live in accordance with this revelation in the early 1830s in Ohio and Missouri. There was the desire on
the part of Smith to make sure the church he was establishing could be distinguished from other communalist and
common-stock movements (some of which included early converts to the church) which were committed to
essentially holding all property in common. There was the reality that very few members of the community were
comfortable with the idea of a complete consecration of properties. And, as this dissatisfaction turned quickly to
dissent, this led to the hope of avoiding the sort of legal challenges, brought forward by disaffected members of the
community, which demanded a return of that which had been donated to the church. By making u se of the greater
legal safeguards available to churchadministered donations which were used for explicitly (or at least nominally)
charitable purposes, as opposed to general communitybuilding (as well as by having the stewardships assigned by
church leaders take the form of legal deeds), some of this was hopefully to be avoided. All of this seems reasonable as

far as explanations go. But | would like to consider something else along with the above.

Probably no other task oc dngtheyeads 18881838 thantis ISspiied Vieréian ofthe me dur
Bible. The bulk of the work on that project was essentially finished by July of 1833, by which time Smith had read
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back through, and had frequently elaborated at great length upon, numerous scriptural stories and passages. But what

I wonder might not be most relevant here was not the changes he made to the Biblical text, but what he got out of that

re-reading. As is well known, one of the most common themes found in the Bible, both the Old and New Tegament, is

the care of the poor. fAiRemember the pooro is a direct quotat
to rescue them from oppression, to provide relief for their suffering, is echoed in literally hundreds of verses through

the Bible. (This same theme can be also found in the Book of Mormon, though not to quite the same extent.) To think

about the needs of those who go without is an arguably related, but still significantly different task than thinking

about the needs of the faithful who have accepted baptism and are committed (at least ideally) to the principle of

consecration within a closely defined, mutually supportive ¢
persons obliges the boundadits Wmd ndeomeil deornad, Afizmdmumodgene
Which is, perhaps not coincidentally, what happened with Smi
New Jerusalem but of fistakeso of Zion, Zion beie@eatcno | onger

concept that would, while still centered in a specific locale, extend and include a far greater range of particular

congregations than the original 1831 revelation could reasonably be read to accommodate. | would suggest that

Smithdéds vins{whi oh, Zdono6ét forget, was defined during this sanm
through Smithés revelation of the Bobaks od pMosce wvalse rpearpe copfl e
one heart and one miomdre.amand htememawacEMaoep 7:18)) prompted h
aforementioned practical and legal concerns, to re-orient the abiding goal of what became section 42 of the D&C; to

make it an outline of an economic order that would conscript all the faithful int o joint, charitable project, aimed at
providing succor to the poor in general aswellasbui | di ng up the chur chosipéerhafsr astructur
slightly less intensely communal, perhaps slightly more open to individual activity and variation i presumptions

behind the kind of community which these verses came to be understood to refer to hints at larger aims for

consecration than purely devotional purposes.

(When | say fAperhaps slightly |l ess intenselbetheiotensitwai al , 0 | me
the earliest version of the revelation; | am not meaning to align the language of these verses in their later forms with

non-communalistic, much less liberal, interpretations of the principle of consecration entirely. This may be a peda ntic

point, but it seems to me to be an important one, as the words one chooses will often guide how one goes one to

reason about the implications and consequences of an idea so labeled. For example, of several scholars who have

written on these matters, Gr ant Under wood appears desirous to distinguish A
communalism entirely, dropping out references to the egalitarianism which emerged in later revelations as a

necessary byproduct of a stewardship system, and reiteratingthat said system assumed the continuance of basic free

market principles. He has a point, of course; stewardships, and the generation of properties to be consecrated to the

church through them, as opposed to a complete communism of all property within a communal living order, depends

upon entrepreneurial activity. But he goes too far, | think, in denying the communitarian and egalitarian elements of
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this system. | confess that | find Leonard Arringtond6s c¢ommu

practices being described than that used by those who, as | see it, follow the concerns of later prophets to absolutely
deny any overlap between various European and Marxist versions of communism and what was attempted in Ohio
and Missouri, and later Utah . Those prophets were not necessarily incorrect, of course, but there is such a thing as

protesting too much.)

This strikes me as a promising way to appropriate the messag

moment. Asafar-f | ung @md¢ e mmu of believers, l'iving in the midst of
market-related economic structures, and surrounded in most countries by huge divides between the rich and the
poor, members of the Mormon church today have no truly lik ely, practical options available to them in terms of socio-
economic consecration, enclosure, and community-building. The era of the United Order as it came to be
experimented with during the Utah period is clearly past, to say nothing of what the Saints attempted in 1831-1833.
However, if we think about becoming a covenant people in terms forming, through our stakes (including primarily

our fellow members, but also reaching out to all those who live within stake jurisdictions) local associations and
cooperatives that aim to build up public resources and serve the poor, we would be following the path which, upon my
reading, captures the heart of what Smith came to insist, through the finalized version of these verses, the Lord
wanted his people to do. (The Pepetual Education Fund is an obvious example of this.) Of course, further revelations
may, in time, change or re-orient our thinking about community and the power of the church to become fully unified

despite the immense growth and change that hasbeenexpr i ence sense Smithoés day; and

obviously doesnét address how we ought to act as citizens

make the achievement of said ends more likely. But | am doubtful that section 42i which even as it has come down to
us through revisions is | think overwhelmingly shaped by political-theological position which rejects existing
authority and anticipates the construction of something new to receive the coming of the Lord i can be taken to
provide such specific socic-economic guidance anyway. The point of investigating the history and language of the
revelation closely is, rather, to bring us around to a general perspective (one that, | would argue at least, tends
towards the local, the communal, the humble, and the egalitarian). What we do with that perspective is a different

question entirely from the one which the revelation was originally presented as answering.

Having laid out some impressions about the evolution and interpretation of t hese passages, | will conclude by

focusing on a few specific matters:

Verse30: Ar emembeir the pooro

There is probably no way of knowing if Smith was thinking specifically of Galatians 2:10 when he formulated the
words this way; interestingly, the LDS edition of the KJV does not connect D&C 42:30 with the Galatians passage,

instead referencing in the footnote the virtuous woman who stretches forth her hand to the poor (Proverbs 31:20),

di v

mor

i n

King Benjamindés reminder that weoomfusare torempnaremissom ofauusins subst anc
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(Mosiah 4:26), and several other passages of scripture. The Greek verb here isinemoneuo, implying rehearsal; thus
do other translations render the verse ficlondfi ntulee tpo ore.me mb etr
to mean that we are not to allow ourselves to forget the needs of the poor, keeping their condition before our minds

whatever decision we make.

fconsecrate of thy propertieso

As | said above, the original 1831 text of the revehtion has all properties being consecrated, not just a portion of them.
The word ficonsecrateodoin Smithods day meant fAto make or decl ar

appropriate for sacred uses; to set apart, dedicate, or devote,tothesevi ce and wor ship of Godo

ffa covenant and a deed which cannot be brokeno

Dean L. May described the deeds spoken of here in this way:

Al The] deeds have their origins in Bishop Edward Partridge,
writte n forms that were signed by the Saints who chose to consecrate as they came to Zion in Missouri, beginning in

1831. The left side of a large printed form was the consecration agreement, and the right side was the stewardship
agreement. They seemtorepresat Bi shop partridgeds honest effort to put in
was in essence a religious covenanté. The documents begin by
the psal mistos affirmatddbenantdat hét hel Eaesh thetbhoeflLothe worl
(Psalms 24:1). That is the starting point of consecration. Men and women are but stewards over earthly possessions,

and in recognition of that fact the early Saints were asked to make alegal document giving their possessions to the

Church as a consecration when they came to Zioné.But the tra
agreement the right half of the form i the Saints were given back their personal property and an inheritance in Zion,

which was a plot of | and sufficient to farm if they were far
was not private property but a stewardship, though later, as a concession to secular law, the Prophet ordered that

legaldeed s be given for each stewardship. o

Verse3l: fAi mpart of fyour substancebo

iSubstanced has a variety of meanings in Smithdés day, as it
applicable definition was A gsoggastiga naterialadnteiutiomte zemest thedoor,l i vi ng, 0
it is worth nothing that substance was also defined as @some
as fAthe essential parto of a thiaofy.l AVingfowbaohbeatakgnwi th

just material goods which could be imparted (consecrated) to the poor, but time, talents, and all forms of service.
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ithe bishop of my church, and his coun $ieshall appointothaso of t he el d

appointed and set &a&apart for that purposeo

The office of bishop was introduced to the church at essentially the same time as the original revelation; Edward

Partridge was ordained a bishop by Sidney Rigdon on February 4, 1831. At tht time, there were no other offices of the

priesthood in the church besides felder. o The higher (Il ater
summer of 1831, and by the end of that year, had been codi fi
Verse 32 : itesti monies concerning the conisecration of the propel

ATesti monyo could be used i tcermuryvhimetiea, andaagiretheaHurchyvinthescase n ear |y 1
here, the idea is cl ear |ajionmidaforthe purpdse of estaltidhiagromptovigeome r af f i r m
fact. o While I have never used fAtestimonyo to describe my re
settl ement, AfDoes this represent seSrithWwaduldHaveurnderstood,itthist seems r e
way. As the faithful approached the bishop and consecrated of their property to the community for purposes of

building up Zion and aiding the poor, they would be, presumably, be understood to be engaging either explicitly or

implicitly in an act of bearing testimony; of assuring the community that this is what they were offering to the whole.

fevery man shall be made accountable unto meéas much as is s

Again, following the pattern of tithing, there would be yearly meetings (or at least that is how Bishop Partridge
institutionalized the practice) at which point accountings 1 settlementsZiwoul d t ake pl ace. This was,
an expression of mutual commitment to the community, with the bishop and the member seeking a consensus on how

much would truly be Asufficient.do Smith explained it in a |e

AEvery man must be his own judge how much he should receive
hands of the Bishop. | speak of those who consecrate more than they need for the support of themselves and their

families. The matter of consecration must be don by the mutual consent of both parties for, to give the Bishop power

to say how much every man shall tave and he be obliged to comply with the Bishops judgment is giving to the Bishop

more power than a kind has and upon the other hand to let every man say how much he needs and the Bishop obliged

to comply with his judgment is to throw Zion into confusion a nd make a slave of the Bishop. The fact is there must be

a balance or equilibrium of power between the Bishop and the people and thus harmony and good will may be

preserved among you.o

30 RESPONSESSHS®BOHIXYERATHOU WI LBER REERBEMRO 0
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ljoespencer Says:

June 10, 2009 at 7:44 am

Russell, fantastic discussion here. Iwant to digest things a bit more before | say anything too

substantial, so 16l offer only a couple brief poi.
1. | really like the way youbve tied the New Trans|
are any even closer connectiond han youbéve realized, though 1 6m not

looking for those without reading carefully through the manuscripts themselves. This, though,

seems to me to be a very fruitful direction.

2. Of course, one of the largest differences betweerl831 and 1835 is thaFion had been lost by the

latter date . | think that needs to be figured into the changes made to the text.

Wel |l , actually, I guess thatdéds all for now. I 611 h

Reply

H) IRussell Arben Fox Says:

June 10, 2009 at 9:07 am

Thanks for the initial comments, Joe.

I really |like the way youdve t i dghdtetthvwonddréfthererr ans| at |
are any even closer connections than youbve real iz

looking for those without reading carefully through the manuscripts themselves.

One thing that | have not seen in discussions about he creation of the JST/New

Translation/Inspired Version (which label do you prefer, by the way? | kind of like the old RLDS

Al nspired Versionodo best, since | think that is the
what Smith learnedabout the Bible while working on it. Now maybe such scholarship is out there,

and | édm just unaware of it, or maybe there just i s
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conclusions one way or another. But it seems to me to be something we ought to be thinking

about. We all assume that Smith had grown up familiar with the Bible, and of course he was a

reader of it. But isndét it reasonable to assume t h:
looking for and praying about things to change, fix, or add to, that he might not also have picked

up themes that perhaps had not loomed so large in his thinking before? (Actually, now that |

think about it, | have heard a discussion along these lines before, but it was centered on

polygamyi that is, the claim that working on t he Bi bl e i s what planed in S

qguestion of Abraham and his wives and so forth. Buf

[O]ne of the largest differences between 1831 and 1835 is that Zion had been lost by the latter

date. | think that need s to be figured into the changes made to the text.

| do note the many struggles which the early church faced in implementing these ideas from 1831

to 1833, and obviously they | oomed | arge in Smith:
youandsy t hat by 1835 the original conceptualization
Zion wasnét going to be built,; yes, the Lord conde]
the notion of a holy and self-sustaining city of the faithful closed off from a world about to be

destroyed was already fadingébut there was stil/l F
center place of an A wromplétetydost. THeireally préfcurtt mebevaluatiene n

of where the revelatonswerer ewr i tt en t o point towards didnét hap

until then, the original remained in tension with the new.

Reply

H) IRussell Arben Fox Says:

June 10, 2009 at 9:15 am

Actually, one more thingi as | was working on an edit of my post this morning, it struck me that |

|l eft out any discussion of | ove. The whole crucial
is terribly important, if perhaps a little obvious. This is not a community which is orienting itself

towards its endsi whether perfect holiness and self sustaining on one reading, or the creation of a

devotional community capable of generating resources for both itself and the poor on the otheri

for reasons of, say justice or ethics. It is doing it because its members love God. This makes me

think of innumerable discussions in philosophy and political theory i David Hume, for example,
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comes to mindi contrasting justice with love: real -world relationships, which will a Iways have to

address the human reality of difference and scarcity, can surmount these problems with love or

with justice; if you dondét have the former (and we

have the former, the latter is unnecessary.

Reply

_Robert C. Says:

June 11, 2009 at 12:44 pm

|l m way behind on some other things, so -baedt
t houghts that 16d | i ke tabsomelpoinh Bredt jobr by thegway, mo r e

Russell.

1. Hermeneutics, theology and application .I esp. like Russell brought up the way that many

of these issues might impinge on the way we live our faith as active Mormons today (e.g., your

comments ontithingint er vi ew as a fAtesti monyo) . | 6ve been

hermeneutics these last few years, and what it means for us as Mormons to read scripture
carefully and thoughtfully, and what it means to consecrate our minds to the building of the
kingdom. My conclusion, in short, is that we must read the texts as carefully as we canand that
we must think about how this inflects the way we live and think as Mormons today & and | think
this distance should be bridged with our best theological, philosophical, theoretical, scholarly,
intellectual, and existential insights and efforts. My sense is that Joe is a bit less excited about this
application -oriented thinking (how is this relevant for us today?!) than | am, but | am hoping that
we will eventually get to this kind of thinking, after we do due diligence in terms of studying the

text itself, its history, etc.

2. Why take care of the poor? I |l i ke Russell 6s comments on

Russell 6s comment is very interesting:

It may also be wo rth noting that the earliest version speaks of members of the

community only receiving that which is necessary to their full participation in the work
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to be done (O0Oevery man may receive according as
subsequent version seems nore aware of the pluralism inherent in the collective desires
of the faithful, stating that every man will be

according to his wants. o

I |l i ke Russell 6s comment here about t heeessargtol i er v el
their full participation in the work to be done. 0 |
t hat t her eds any tohthinkgftemtheonosy produictivreatingsdre entirely

speculative!), but it makes me somewhat disappanted or nervous to see the shift toward

pluralism (as Russell has characterized the shiftd again, perhaps a somewhat dubious
characterizationé). How praiseworthy is taking car
is that this could be construedin a way that #fAis oriented by deat ho (
this is an ongoing fascination for Joe). If we are merely taking care of the poor so that we prolong

the time of their death, then this seems a fairly weak reasond unless we, consider this inlight of

the purpose of life, perhaps to have a space of time to repent or something.

In this |ight, I think the fAye [will] do it wunto m
significance to this repetition? an inclusio perhaps?) might be thought as signifying something

similar: donét take care of the poor just because
do itunto me. In other words, consecrate these acts of charity, not so you can be seen by others,

and not just so that you can stawe off the death and suffering of the poor, but so that the poor can

be gathered into the | arger work of the preaching
minddo community might be established (which entail:

more than just that).

3. Intermingling of greater and lesser laws. Although previous comments have pointed out

how

verse 29 mar ks of a kindalof hyeakmmantdmanssd) onl ( fil
worth considering the importance of therelative cont i nui ty here al so. ltds co
commandments | ike not killing as a filesser | awd an:i
| think the relative side -by-side way in which these commandments are given in this section calls

this into qu estion. This might be related to the sense in which the D&C (and Book of Mormon)

draws in unique ways on Old Testament and New Testament language, concepts, and portrayals

of God. God is a wrathful but al so ki tergretéllagda i n t he

kind of correction of Christianity with a re -emphasis on (certain aspects of) the Old Testamend

125



the re-giving of parts of the 10 commandments might be read as an effort to create a stronger
unity between the OT and NT (and | think this relat es to my previous point about how we should

think about taking care of the poor as it was taught in the OT as well as in the NT).

4 . ifAccor di ng t oCuriolseaddition,wdeed Ehis phrase occurs in the BOM in

Mosiah 4:26; 18:29 and Alma 32:5. Do these contexts suggest any distinction between those

within the church vs. those without? This seems to be a big question in the OT and | think we

need to think about this carefully in |ight of ver:
shall be cast out of the churchand not receive again that which he has consecrated unto the poor

and the needy of my church, or in other words, unt
within the church are being referred to in the previous verses? If so, | think this suggests

something particular about why we take care of the poor (again, in order to fulfill the covenants

of the Lord, not just to stave off the death of those who are not in the covenant community).

| really want to think about this issue mor e because it grates against modern, liberal sensibilities

regarding the motivations (and more universal injul

5. Poorand equalty. Again, partly in response to fAwhy take ¢
are good intertextual reasons (esp. in BOM) to think that class divisions are particularly

dangerous because it engenders pride in a way that grates against the inherent equality of all of us

ffas children of God. o6 Not taking c &aedéothesédinof he poor
pride in the book of Mormon. Alma 32 might be very useful to review as it relates to the question

of the poord the problem is that the rich who do not remember the poor are apt to not be truly

humble. Perhaps.

Reply

joespencer Says:

June 12, 2009 at 7:36 am

Russell,

The more |I | ook at these three verses, the more |06
witho ut looking carefully at the next three verses. Patrticularly important, | think, is the phrase

Aithis first consecrationo in ver s3IfBd@this a phrase t h:
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fascinating because in the original version of the revelation, there was only oneconsecration. But

the adjustment to the wording has split the consecration into two, in fact into two relatively

unstable or even vague consecrations. | 6ém trying Vv
know exactly what to make ofita | | . |l 6m afraid | wonét know how to

working through verses 33-35 and writing my own post for next we

Reply

i & Karen SpencerSays:

June 12, 2009 at 1:38 pm

Fantastic post!! Sorry itds taken me so |l ong to re:
What an important question webve asked: AWho are t|
careof them?0 | really appreciate all thatés been sa

interesting puzzle we have.

Who are the poor? What makes them poor? If it means not living extravagently then it seems we
should all be poor. Yet, if Zion citizens live abundantly, with all their needs met, then it seems the
poor are anyone who do not have their needs met. Along the lines Robert mentioned (in his 2nd
point), it seems that giving to the poor allows them the time and means to serve God; perhaps we

are assuming that they desire to do so and we are allowing it to happen. (Indeed the Lord says

giving to the poor is the same as giving Aunto me;
assume He would use it to do something for Godds ki
Another comment, this off of Robertds point #5: it s
Giving to the fipoor,o6 if we see them as a group, cl

and the ones fiaboved t heawaystbe awad apd serfeanyonewho . Better

needs help in order to serve God.

Fascinating, fascinating. Unfortunately my three y:q

doesndét realize his one ear old brother needs to

More later, hopefully.
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Reply

wlRussell Arben Fox Says:

June 12, 2009 at 1:42 pm

Robert, many thanks for your comments! A couple of
I |li ke Russell 6st cememmankti d@&ereemabiooan, fAonly receivir
to their full participation in the work to be done.
It is a textwually unsupported el aborati dramor | 61 | ad.i

adds anything substantively different to the plain meaning of the original consecration. If you

arged and | think the best interpretation we can come up with of the words in the 1831 version

definitely points in this direction i that the point of the consecration of properties (which, as the

following verses make clear, was to be conjoined with plain living, humble foods, and work done

with onebs own hands) was to build up an enclosed

any stewardship would be expected to be aligned with the work of that community.

ébut it makes me somewhat disappointed or nervous
Russell has characterizedthe shitdagai n, perhaps a somewhat dubious
APl ural i stmoedilsy asdoommet hi ng of a | oaded term, &and may

And also, kind of in line with my point in my post about staying relative to the actual broad

choices in describing things here, dadnbétweent hi nk t hat
1831 and 1835 singled the doom of any kind of collective, devotional economics in favor of a more

materialistic and individualistic and diverse one. All | mean to suggest is that the original call

di dndt seem to r ef | ecuvaryimyueedls ofdhe membarsiobtheizionn of t he
community to be built, or of the different ways said community would relate to or be obliged to

serve those outside of it. The greater fApluralismo

principles seemsto indicate more thought having been given to such things.

How praiseworthy is taking care of the poor as an |
be construed in a way that Ais oriented by deathoél

that we prolong the time of their death, then this seems a fairly weak reason & unless we,
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consider this in light of the purpose of life, perhaps to have a space of time to repent or

something.

Youbre going to have to expl aiabertaeradth whyisj ust i fy you
Aiprol onging t he itwhiché¢presume,tolyet iight dadve ta brdsotacks, means

providing better food or shelter or medical care or job opportunities or whatnot to the poor so

that they donét st athessteetsquitelsaoliesinae Ntwe atke atelmsomo? |t
that to ancient Israel, providing the poor with the gleamings of the field and with regular debt

forgiveness was taken as a responsibility of the faitful because a just God commanded it; are such

divineedi cts, in your mind, similarly Aweako? Similar
and King Benjamin. | suppose we could get into some speculations about all the good things that

could be done with the time the poor have left to them after not starving to death any given week,

such as more opportunity to repent and make good use of their mortal probabtion and so forth,

but really, i sndt that taking things a bit too far’

(Though it occurs to me that | <coule,wittake Joeds i d:
Christian bent: maybe it is exactly the determination to serve the poor, just to keep them alive

one more day before they starve, that enables us to experienc&ein-zum-Tode, an authentic

Being-towards-death that is concomitant with an awareness of finitude, angst, humility, and

anxiety which we needin order to be repentant. How does that work?)

Reply

H} IRussell Arben Fox Says:

June 12, 2009 at 1:44 pm

Joe,

The more | look at these three vers e s , the more |1 6m convinced I canot

without looking carefully at the next three verses.

| completely agree. Verses 3039, and really more than that, are a package concepty ou candt , |
think, really address consecration without add ressing stewardship, work, roles, community life,

|l ove, and more. Thatoés not to say that taking them
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are in necessarily misleading; only that | think the next couple of weeks are going to include a lot

ofoverlappi ng and repetitioné

H)lRusseIl Arben Fox Says:

June 12, 2009 at 2:00 pm

It seems to me that this comment of Robert s é

Not taking care of the poor seems to almost always be linked to the sin of pride in the book of
Mormon. Alma 32 might be very useful to review as it relates to the question of the poor d the

problem is that the rich who do not remember the poor are apt to not be truly humble.

éand Karenosé

[1]f Zion citizens live abundan tly, with all their needs met, then it seems the poor are anyone

who do not have their needs meté.giving to the fipo
together, can easily cause us to feel firicho and t |
always be aware and serve anyone who needs help in order to serve God.

écan be put together in productive ways, i f we al |
that not helping the poor is not necessarily a sin which the rich suffer from; it is, ra ther, a sign of

the sin of pride. Of course, the rich are often prideful, but it is not necessarily wealth which makes

one prideful and dismissive of the poor, but a love of that wealth, a sense of distinction and

separateness and superiority associatedwi h t he wealth one has. To const a
poori which | think is rightly taken to mean everyone whose basic needs are not met will lead to

be cognizant of all the endless amounts of service which must be rendered, which will in turn

enable us to ketter combat the pride which we think separates us from the poor; service requires

association and familiarity i or at least it shouldi and that shrinks the distance between the rich

and poor, making fAther e -bypetofthoughtsntote eommanamower of God g
fallen minds. And thatés the kind of humility that
Reply
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ljoespencer Says:

June 13, 2009 at 8:47 am

Getting back toditde st mdbwt hihrags | dwiet e a bit moreé.

Russell says in his original post:

Ai[f W] hereas originally properties (not just some, bl

be consecrated to the Lord (6unto med) tsomhe faithf

portion of their property (the revelation no | onge:]
explicitly to the support of the poor. o

I think this shift from fAallo to fiofd is significal
the 1831 and 1835 texts for all of verses 3635, | 6 m beginning to see that 1t

from the earlier to the later text, an interesting translation of sorts. Consecration was initially a

single act: one handed everything over and was deeded back whatear property one needed; the

excess that was not deeded back was then drawn on |
residueo), first to outfit those in the order who |
place, and second to depositintothebs hop6s storehouse for the work of
Jerusalem. In 1835, however, consecration has been split in two: one first gave all one could see

the poor (in the Church?) needed through a #Afirst
then oned and the Churchldgave al l stil]l remaining that one di dn
storehouse (a fisecond consecr anefiroensdi)d u ende ntcoe , b @ nd rlaBw
namely, the residue in the bishop6és reasoosyragfeouse (t h:

than for a single reason).

In short, I think fAallo is stildl r e gtwoiseparablei n t he 1

acts of consecration.

Back to Russellds post:

AThere are, of course, a mulOneverupthesible@ndvitahpidd t o read
be noted, non-exclusive) way of doing so is to look at the political, historical, and legal context in

which early Saints attempted to interpret and live in accordance with this revelation in the early

1830sin OhioandMi ssouri . 0
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Yes, indeed. And | (as | said before) am especially enamored of your insight into the role the New
Translation |Iikely played. But | et me add yet anot |
grappl e with as | 6ve cspecidllyverses 8335nforthek revelgtiont .Aileou gh e
way fAthe Churcho is spoken of in verse 33 clearly |
revelation has been adjusted to accommodate the eventual organization (by commandment) of

the United Firm (seeD&C70) . The tal k of fAhigh priests, o fithe h
being distinguished from fAthe bishop and his counci
edited to accord with the inspired organization of the high council and the revelati ons concerning

the relationships between the two priesthoods (see D&C 84, 102, and 104). The addition of

Abuil ding houses of worshipd to the Iist of things
used for shows that the revelation has further been revised to agree with the revelation

concerning the building of temples (see D&C 88). And so on.

Again from Russellés original post :

AfAs -4l uag 6communityd of believers, living in the
mostly market-related economic structures, and surrounded in most countries by huge divides

between the rich and the poor, members of the Mormon church today have no truly likely,

practical options available to them in terms of socio-economic consecration, enclosure, and

community -building. . . . However, if we think about becoming a covenant people in terms

forming, through our stakes (including primarily our fellow members, but also reaching out to all

those who live within stake jurisdictions) local associations and cooperatives that aim to build up

public resources and serve the poor, we would be following the path which, upon my reading,

captures the heart of what Smith came to insist, through the finalized version of these verses, the

Lord wanted his people to do. o

| 6 | vk muthamore to say in response to this in my post next week, because | will try very
carefully to make sense of the sharp differences between the 1831 and 1835 systems of
consecration, and that should allow us to see where we fit into things here. Let mesay, for now,

that | think what Russell has proposed here is an interesting weaving, as | see it, of the two

vi sions. I dondét think these kinds of cooperative
mind, but | do think that it captures the spiritof t he 1831 text, and does so in
militate against the Aconstraintsodo of the 1835 t ex!
taken as a kind of call to work: |l etds do this kin
And again:
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AThe point of history andlangugge ofithe @velatibreclosely is, rather, to bring us
around to a general perspective (one that, | would argue at least, tends towards the local, the
communal, the humble, and the egalitarian). What we do with that perspective is a differe nt

qguestion entirely from the one which the revel ati ol

Thi s, however, I think | disagree with, or at | eas:
the revelation bringing ucgasweas alivayepreparedtoallpner spect i
the text to call that fAgeneral perspectiveo into ql
fgeneral 0: I worry that we might use the generalit)
text closely enough,not to let the text call our perspective into question, not to let the text

demand that we do things in a certain way. So while | agree that we have a situation and a task

that differs drastically from the the situation and task of those originally receivi ng the revelation, |

think that the materiality of the revealed word calls us still to read the text as rigorously as

possible, always allowing the | etter itself to piel
construct.
Now to respond to the comments,rat her t han to the original post é.

Russell, in comment #2, says:

A[ W]l hich | abel do you prefer, by the way?o

I |l i ke ANew Translationd just because thatés the ti
because it is becoming the standard termintheh i st or i c al |l iterature. But |
|l 6m speaking to my seminary classes. And | 1|like thi

youdo. Thetitleld onlditk e i s fAThe Bible Correctedol!

In the same comment:

ANow maybe such ocuwthotlmarsé,i pand | d&m just unaware of

any available information to support conclusions ol

There are a few people who have been talking about this. Robert Matthews dedicated a whole half

or so of hisbookonthe JST to the fAdoctrinal restorations, 0 US
uncomfortable, personally. Much more responsibly d
Kerry Muhl esteinds AOne Continuous Fl| aw:i oRe wel atni o
the same Sperry volume that Underwoodb6s article ap]

much more, and much more responsible, work needs to be on this question.
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Again:

Ailt wasndét 1838 yet; Missour.i ehsa dtnhbe  deeretne rc opripd ced e
|l ost . 0

Yes, yes, thatoés true. | had in mind, not the | oss
during Zionds Camp), when the fAelders of the Churcl

a little season fortheredempt i on of Zion, 0 something that the Chu
blow. So let me rephrase my original point: one of the major changes that had intervened between
the 1831 and 1835 texts was the revelation of D&C 105.

Now from Robert in comment #4:

fi N conclusion, in short, is that we must read the texts as carefully as we can, and that we must
think about how this inflects the way we live and think as Mormons today & and | think this
distance should be bridged with our best theological, philosophical, theoretical, scholarly,
intellectual, and existential insights and efforts. My sense is that Joe is a bit less excited about this
application -oriented thinking (how is this relevant for us today?!) than | am, but | am hoping that
we will eventually get to this kind of thinking, after we do due diligence in terms of studying the

text itself, its history, etc.o

Yes, I am fia bit |l ess excitedod about this approach
imposed split between the act of reading and the ad¢ of application emasculates the scriptures and

|l eaves us fl oundering in the work. I dondt think wi
the text, etc., andthen to figure out how to act, etc. | think we have got to act while reading the

text. We are to be doing already, and always to be trying to allow the text to tell us how that doing

(like a rough stone rolling down a hill) comes into contact with the text here and there (breaking

of a chunk here, smoothing out an edge there) so that we areconstantly at work on the text and in

the worl d. It is not that | think we ought to fl ee
and-then-apply splits the real world into two false worlds, the world of the text and the world of

action.
Again from Robert in the same comment:

Ailn other words, consecrate these acts of charity,
that you can stave off the death and suffering of the poor, but so that the poor can be gathered

into the larger work of thepr eaching of gospel, and so that the 060
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community might be established (which entails the poor being taken care of, but much more than

just that). o

Hear, hear!

Again from Robert:

AfiCurious addition, indeed. 0

Yes, and | 61l dy abowt thige changeringhe texd nexst week (since it falls in verse 33). |

think there is something very interesting going on

Now from Karen in comment #6:

iAnot her comment, this off of Robert éds upmthis.t #5: i
Giving to the 6poor, 6 if we see them as a group, cC|

and the ones 6aboved them to help them out. o

Again: hear, hear!

From Russell 6s #7:

aAl Il I mean to suggest iemtordflectmudhlapprecation af then a | cal l d
varying needs of the members of the Zion community to be built, or of the different ways said

community would relate to or be obliged to serve t|

I think this is nicel yplpwral dOnes mi ghd s es¢ etaek fod | uint ahl
i smo seems t o i mppluyalismepow ka pluratisgne |). Bk lewonder what the

costs of such a shift are, especially in terms of

From the same:

AiThoughoccurs to me that | could take Joebs idea,
Christian bent: maybe it is exactly the determination to serve the poor, just to keep them alive one

more day before they starve, that enables us to experiencé&ein-zum-Tode, an authentic Being-

towards-death that is concomitant with an awareness of finitude, angst, humility, and anxiety

which we need in order to be repentant. How does t|

| &m not sure exactly what youdr e toulaversigiphtosaysay her

AHow does that work?0 at t hhavethat Rabertdstpoininggutancht e, t he
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11.

which you ask Robert to justify is that if we feel, clothe, and otherwise take care of the pooronly

in order to give them a longer life d where life, and this is crucial, is defined as dying & then we

have given them nothing but a longer time in this miserable vale of sorrow. Which is to say that

we have defined the poor (and ourselves, by implication) by death, rather than

by life (by eternallife). Our task is both to feedandt o Ahappi fyo (as W. W. Phelop
Joseph Smith, might say). If | can give a philosophical reference here, then, it would not be too

Heidegger, but to Alain Badiou, his book Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of Evil.

(Heidegger is absolutely necessary reading on death, of course. But | think his authenticity is

ultimately just a pagan worship of Mot.)

Now, | et me add, finally, a further comment of my
Ithinkweought to think carefully about this clause fron
your substance unto the poor, ye wil!/l do it unto m

of Matthew 25:40 (Al nasmuch as ythesdhraypwbrethrdnpyee it unt
have done it unto meo), but, on the other hand, it
when the verse goes on to say fAand they shall be I
understand the 1835 system correctly, verses303 2 are descri bing a Afirst co
amounts to a direct donation made, according to thi
the poor. But so that this donation is registeredas a consecration, it is mediated by the bishop.

What is interesting is that the language of Matthew 25 is used to mark that shift toward mediation

and consecration by equating imparting to the poor and imparting to the Lord. I find this

literalized use of Matthew 25:40 fascinating.

| also think we ought to talk more about the idea of stewardship and what relationship it bears to
capitalism, something I havenét the time for this |

everyonel!) é.

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

June 13, 2009 at 11:30 am

136


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/?replytocom=132#respond
http://feastupontheword.org/User:RobertC
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/#comment-133

Theological hermeneutics: Thanks for your (repeated) clarification on this point, Joe & the

division between reading and application is dangerous (for similar reasons that means-ends

di stinctions are for Dewey and Agamben, right?). |
saying that | think it is very important that we read and think about scripture in light o f the both

the past context and our present context, being careful not to conflate these two, but paying

careful attention to both (and letting them interact, so that the past and the present can be

redeemed together in our work that is oriented toward the future).
More on why care for the poor

Kristine vs. Nate: I remember, now, Kristine writing this in our pre -seminar discussion:

Il 6d | i ke to keep arguing with Nate over somet hi
pasti whether the instruction to care for th e poor is primarily about the poor, or about

the caretakers. That is, how much does it matter if our efforts are practically effective? If

we say that that a temporal commandment is spiritual, does our temporal success then

correlate directly with spiritua | success in obeying that commandment? Are there any

legitimate ways to decouple theological or ecclesiological issues from economic ones?

I think struggling with a similar question, and | 61
view, andtowardth e fAabout the caretakerso view. Now, of <co
risks collapsing into a kind of fiegocentric servici

(in Purity of Heart is to Will One Thing ). | would avoid this problem by correctingKri st i ne é s
phrase: i nstead ofodvimibohuti ¢ heemlciaged lak ewlsedt her an i n
consecration is for her own good or is for the good of the communitydl woul d say fiabout t

(covenant) community. oo

| have a related, half-baked theoryregardi ng t hi s Aunto med phrase which
sense of things. Since we all take upon ourselves the name of Christ at baptism, when Christ says

ifye do this unto me, 0 therebébs a sense in which | t|
asawhd e, not just fAhimself. 0 So, we take care of the
poor (though that might be a kind of side-effecté but t hat 6s not the whole stor
not the main reason to feed the poor), but to help build and manif est the generosity and grace of

the covenant,Christ-i an community itself. 16l continue with
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King Benjami ndlsn tlyippHtogyf: the preceding, It hi
Benjamin talks about giving to the poor in a way that makes this act a typological one reflecting

the sense in which we are all beggars before
because he first |l oved us. o0 16m also thinking
butcont i nued grace to grace, unt il he received a
passages is the way in which the way weeceiveGod 6 s grace comes to the
the poor, not merely to stave off their death, but in order to typologically reenact the giving of the
Savior. In this sense, wereceive the image (and/or likeness?) of God (or Gods plural, as in

Genesis? or the divine council/community of gods?) by giving graciously as we have been

graciously given to.

Preachingand thepoor: Joe wr i t ebothfiodeedandttaoslikOhappi fyodo. o |
think it is, again, very important that this section (or at least vv. 1 -69) be thought in terms of the
dynamics of different community spheres. Taking care of the poor is, in this section at least, only

a part of the |l arger whole of the council of

nk it

God.

of D«
fuln
for.

i gt

127Zs |

el ect from the fiworld, o and the church as a whol e |

previous weeks: 1 = innercouncil, 2 = church, 3 = world).

iFor ye have the poorThisywhrase cag lsedoura In Matty26:1d.,:Mark 14:7,

and John 12:8 and it is asked when Mary anoints Je:
Deut 15:11 (for somebloggernacle discussion of this, seethispostand accompanyi ng | inks

remember these discussions well enough to summarize, but | think these passages also point
away from a view of taking care of the poor merely for the sake of taking care of the poor. Only by
consecrating ourselves to Christ (or the true Christian community & i.e., Zion), is there any real
hope of really taking care of the poord but that is only a positive side effect of a much larger
salvific work. (I think | mixed up Deuteronomy 15 with Leviticus 19 a bit in my head in my
comment from last weekd there is a lot about the poor in the Pentateuch, and OT generally, that |

think will be very insightful to thinking through these verses, if only | could find more time!)

Reply

|

12. "/?'!‘ wlRussellArben Fox Says:
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June 13, 2009 at 4:26 pm

Ok, some rambling responses:

Joe,

I think Aal | dnthe $83%réndelinig, thougtgitusisplitantb two separable acts of

consecration.
You make a good case for your reading of the 1835 renderingl wondét say | 6m entirel
that the 1831 dallo is stildl t rerences thanrwasiwBed b | but 1 61

wrote my first post on Tuesday. Good work.

[ Al nother important influence that | 6ve been force:

through especially verses 33-35 [is] further revelation.

Excell ent poi nt :eyearslietsveen 1881 apdu &35 confronted Sntitthwith a host of
legal and economic issues that had to be accommodated, but during those years the ecclesiastical
context for the church changed. I think | thought

as you have. I ook forward to next week to read wl

I donét think these kinds of cooperative endeavors
do think that it captures the spirit of the 1831 text, and doessoinawaythat doesnét mil i tate

against the Aconstraintso of the 1835 text.

Well, obviously the fAcooperative endeavorso you ano¢
in mind, butwe c am@ti gn ourselves with Smithés 1835 mind fu
of water having flown under the bridge: McKay telling the church to find Zion in their own stakes

throughout the world, the abandonment of hospitals and mercantiles and schools and communal

apprenticeships and more since over the past century, etc. Captuing the spirit of the text, and

making it a law inscribed on our hearts in the lives we live today, is | think the task we are fated

with.

I think the word that concerns me is figeneral o: | \
perspective as an exaise not to read the text closely enough, not to let the text call our

perspective into question, not to let the text demand that we do things in a certain way.
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Youbre reading too much into the word, and/or read:,:
read the text closely, to be called up short by it, and recognize the need to critique our own

conventional lives and enter into new ways of life, ways of life that will have very clear priorities

and parameters. But does the scripture provide us with specific detalsof t hat fical l i ng up

those parameters? | do not think it does.

[T]he concern | have that Robert is pointing out and which you ask Robert to justify is that if we
feel, clothe, and otherwise take care of the poor only in order to give them a longer life d where
life, and this is crucial, is defined as dying d then we have given them nothing but a longer time

in this miserable vale of sorrow.

Youbre making a rather | arge unsupported assumpti ol
asdyi ngo? | can see the sense behind that reading of

recognize that they are but pilgrims and strangers here, looking towards the next life, condemning

earthly things as dross and so forth. | am quite partialtomuch of t hat | anguageébut |
it to mean, as you seem to be doing, that therefor
therefore necessarlya fiweak o support for the call to aid the

principle, should that possibly be the case? What, in principle, is the reason why we should

assume that Godés call for us to remember the poor
yourmind) coul We 6jtust about their survival ? Maybe youbdr
stipulating that some t h i n g possihbiylbdthedcase, and thus proceed to look for some other

explanation.

(I should make clear my own thinking here, and the best way | can do that is to refer back to an
old post of mine which Nate will remember, a post which insomewayse choes t he fiNate vs
Kristineo debate which Robert wodhmatreadyinhsnk) |t 6s fi ve

OQur task is both to feed anwidingtaspJodephSmith,imiggtsay)( as W. W

I donét get this. Are you quoting Smith? Or Phel ps"
he were speaking as or for Smith? And for all that, in what sensed o e sfaeding the poor make

them happy, assumingtheyhad no f ood before you fed them? And h
tend to believe that He is made happy when one of His children is fed, whether of not it builds the

community of the faithful; do you agree? (Though, please note, | suspect the feeding of he

poor always does build the community of the faithful, only not always directly or immediately.)
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Heidegger is absolutely necessary reading on death, of course. But | think his authenticity is

ultimately just a pagan worship of Mot.

I t hi nk yvongdhere, but that would require a discussion that would take us great

distance from the topic, so we may just have to agree to disagree.

Il 61l try to make a few responses to Robert | ater, |

next week, and | need to pack!

Reply

tMjoespencer Says:

June 13, 2009 at 6:34 pm

Two brief comments in response to Russell, one justifiably brief, the other unjustifiably so.

(1) Thanksford ari fying your meaning of #Agener al perspecti
andthatlwasr eadi ng too much into your words. I 611 stand
but | see that youb6re not wusing it in the way | 6m
(2) As for the question of life-asdy i ng and my i nterpretation of Heide
making unfounded cl ai ms, primarily because | &m maki
el sewhere in much greater detail, ambdistheocemvadr k | 6v e

problematic of most of my philosophical thinking, and | have a lot to say about it, but | realize
that | would have to write several posts (not comments, posts) on it before | would be making a

whole lot of sense.

| would apologize for having brought it up, but | can actually defer apologies to Robert, who
brought up my ideas.

Reply
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15.

LW Karen SpencerSays:

June 14, 2009 at 6:14 pm

A quick thought ont hfiewhpyootro: &t ake care of

I started out on one side of the debate and |1 06m col
assuming that this mortal sphere candt serve for al
point otherwise. | am thinking of D&C 59, for example:

ifYea, all things which come of the earth, in the s
use of man, both to please the eye and to gladden f
| also think of how many people Christ healed of their physical maladies while he wason the

earth. 186l1 admit |106ve wondered about that as wel!l
and not more of those healed spiritually? We are s
t he A ph o pethaps we are not so justified in doing that. This earth is an eternal place,

and there are certain joys which come only when thi
Perhaps our debate here on the merits of physically helping the poor show us we have a lot of

thinking to do a bout this physical state in which we abide.

Reply

Kristine Says:

June 14, 2009 at 9:23 pm

A few thoughts only very vaguely related to Russel|l

| 6m othuwmkme of the first words: Aremember. o6 Why rem
Or convert? Or feed or succor or attend to? Why thi
injunction without thinking of Chr awdysovthup.uzz | i ng di
Why? If God intends to send the rich empty away at some point, why not now? Why should we

not help with that project? (she asks, full of anticipatory glee @ )
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16.

| can think of a couple of possible reasons, one having to do with the early Saits, one with us

now. It seems to me that remembering the poor is very different in terms of motivation for giving

of oneds own surplus t hanirgmestering, tha id,ithe act obcalling hel t er i |
the poor into consciousness, will tend to make them real persons whose poverty is the result of

real and known conditions or events. The fAthere buf
*oneself* as essentially similar to fAthe pooro reg:
of relative wealth comes by obeying the commandment to remember in a way that it does not

necessarily follow from simply helping. It seems to me that this single word tends to strengthen

my position in the old Nate v. Kristine dispute Moreover, it occurs to me that the instability of

relative economic positions would have been much more readily available to the consciousness of

the early Saints who came from agrarian/frontier cultures, with fledgling economic and capital

systems that did not yet reliably preserve weatkh in the way that we 20th - and 21stcentury types

(until quite recently)had as the background of our thinking about where we fit into the schema of

rich and poor.

And precisely those tidy financial systemsd and i nst
absolutely crucial for us now. It is quite easy howadays to be truly generous, to meaningfully help

people without ever seeing them, knowing them. And certainly without ever believing or fearing

that one could be in their place tomorrow. It seems to me that perhaps some of that sense of the
precariousness of our state and stithatthiswildul i s wr appe
calling to mind of our fellow beings is as important to the creation of Zion as provisioning for

their needs. Perhaps that is the difference between welfare as a project of justice and welfare as

the work of love.

Reply

Kristine Says:

June 14, 2009 at 9:33 pm

Also, another argument hung flimsily on a single word:

The only time | heard Gene England speak, he mademuclro f t he phrase fAaccording

wants. o His reading of that word choice was that i
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17.

be called on to pass judgment about what was really necessary for them. But because it says
Awant s, 0 we ar @ *Heir sease of whatrissapppopriatée and freed from the duty of

judging.
|l m not siwmweanlt obwyani teasily (and often, more proper
contemporary English usage as Al acko or itivelef i ci t 0,

true. It supports my regular contention that if someone is in desperate enough shape to think that
begging as a con is their best hope of getting al ol

change | can spare.

(Yeah, | knowé)

Reply

H} IRussell Arben Fox Says:

June 15, 2009 at 10:05 am

Some random, concluding comments (before | leave for Girls Camp tomorrow morning):

Karen,

| 6m not srusrteanld wunhdee poi nt youbre making. When you w
I started out on one side of the debate and | 6m col
assuming that this mort al sphere canét serve for ai

that poi nt otherwise.

éare you saying that you do or donét think this wol
meaning is probably obvious, but for some reason your phrasing is confusing me. The passage

from the D&C you cite clearnlsyel e me atdd nfgag | IGoan stetean
to be a worthwhile thing to Aplease the eye and to
material, mortal, physical sense. Providing food and clothing and shelter and fixing broken bones

and resoting sight and removing leprosy all seem to fall into this category. (Note also that Jesus

did not revoke the healing of the nine who did not return to Him; He was saddened by their

choices, but He did not make their healing, at least in that case, contingent upon such choices.)
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Kristine,

It seems to me that remembering the poor is very different in terms of motivation for giving of

onebdbs own surplus than | iremembesng,dnatisgheactoflhng! t er i ng |
the poor into consciousness, will tend to make them real persons whose poverty is the result of

real and known conditions or events. The fAthere buf
*oneself* as essentially similar to fAthe poorodo reg:
position of relati ve wealth comes by obeying the commandment to remember in a way that it

does not necessarily follow from simply helping.

Yes! This is exactly the point | had in mind when | wrote, in response to a comment by Karen

above:

To constant | y pdarieviiehiinthirkis dghtty taleen to mean everyone whose basic

needs are not meti will lead to be cognizant of all the endless amounts of service which must be

rendered, which will in turn enable us to better combat the pride which we think separates us

from the poor; service requires association and familiarity 1 or at least it should i and that

shrinks the distance between the rich and- poor, mal

type of thoughts more common in our fallen minds.

| think God wants us to help the poor, but even more than that | think He wants us to remember

them, to call them to mind, to put ourselves in their shoes, to make them as much part of our

daily lives as any other type of person we interact with, because well, at one time or another, in

one way or another, in need of the same succor and assistandeve ar e al | ibeggars, 0 ¢
upon contingency and circumstance and grace and the generosity (time, talents, money,

assistance, love, etc.) of others, as King Benjamin put it. Thisis a point which Robert made in a

comment above, and | agree with it, with one caveat.

Robert, you sayé

King Benjamin talks about giving to the poor in a way that makes this act a typological one

reflecting the sense in whi Sb, agaie, wagiveto thd pbor,hot ggar s b«
merely to stave off their death, but in order to typologically reenact the giving of the Savior. In

this sense, we receive the image (and/or likeness?) of God (or Gods plural, as in Genesis? or the

divine council/commun ity of gods?) by giving graciously as we have been graciously given to.
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éand | have to say that | think youdre reading the
God, then | would suggest that the primary typological message isnot that we are, in serving the

poor, taking on the likeness of the Savior. Of course, weare also doing that through our acts of

charity; the refrain of doing things fAunto me [ Chr |
giving as a loving re-enactment of that givin g which He modeled for us originally. But | think the

primary point of serving the poor 1 through acts of charity and service, obviously, but perhaps

primarily through remembrance i is not to situate ourselves, even symbolically, amongst the

community of Gods, but rather to situate ourselves as beggarsbefore that community. The

consecrated communityT which is not yet Zion, but only aspires to become sucH is therefore, |

suspect, one made up of people who have jointly embraced their own powerlessness and

dependence, and commit themselves to serving the poor and one another because that is how

they are all so served by a loving God.

I |l i ke Kristinedbs use of fAprecariousnesso,; I see f|
and dependence and arxiety which | mentioned before. Not that God, | think, wants the

consecrated community to be a place of mournful, Lutheran sorrow; but | do think the by calling

us to remember, to rehearse, to be called out and called down by the beggars (who are we all,

sometimes, in some way), God is instructing the community in the kind of humility that is a sine

gua non of real love (pride and distinctions being the enemy of such trust and love).

One | ast point for Robert, in redayos tad wialys . I0i R® b

you sayé

| think these passages also point away from a view of taking care of the poor merely for the sake
of taking care of the poor. Only by consecrating ourselves to Christ (or the true Christian
community 1 i.e., Zion), is there any real hope of really taking care of the poor i but that is only a

positive side effect of a much larger salvific work.

éand | feel obliged to respond, exactly where is t|
t hat ftaking car e imgthen!]imerelygfar the sake of taking cake efithe

p o ois itself a conscecration of ourselves to a Christian community and a part of a larger salvific

work? | mean, presumably there is some sort of work or action or distinguishing that would arise

heret o separate the fAmered | abor for the poor from t
have spelled exactly what that would be and at what point it would arise. Do we not give welfare

checks to couples living in sin? Do we not feed Jews? Do wénsist that the homeless we open our

doors to attend sacrament meeting with us, or el se
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tendentious here; these may seem like silly examples, buttheyaréeas | 6 m surei you all k
reflective of exactly the sort of hard, practical questions about tithing dollars and such which

bi shops and Relief Society presidentds everywhere |
dondét think at all that D&C 42 provides a detailed
guestions. However, | do that taking up a line about the poor (which i againi is | think all of us!)

always being with us, and making that part of an argument about how there must be more to

serving the poor than, well, serving the poor, amounts to kind of an odd distraction. Serving the

poor, being humbled, giving to the beggar, taking turns at the soup kitchen or the cannery, being

reminded to the arbitrariness in any distinction between those on top and those on

b ot t o méatl of thése things, in themselves make for a more righteous people, a more

teachabl e people, a people more willing to commit |
they do, and | think an awareness of that is at least part of why the revelation ended up being

worded the way it was.

Reply

1. & -&. Karen SpencerSays:

June 15, 2009 at 1:03 pm

Russell, thanks for defending your position ove

differingviewsandi t 6 s caused me to think more carefully

Now, have fun at girls camp.

Reply

Mjoespencer Says:

June 15, 2009 at 1:26 pm

147


http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/?replytocom=139#respond
http://mommywhat.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/#comment-140
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/?replytocom=140#respond
http://whatjoesworkingon.wordpress.com/
http://embracingthelaw.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/verses-30-32-thou-wilt-remember-the-poor/#comment-141

Thanks, everyone, for these lastfesc o mme nt s. | t hi-sudpensfon fromtthe ne 6 s sel f
singular idea of remembering may well get at what | was unsuccessfully trying to say (because |

was trying to say it by making obscure references to my own theoretical work).

A first fpr akesaivingtoyhe poorl dangerous thing is the possibility of its being a

meansto an end. On the one hand, there is the constant threat that we are only giving to the poor
in order to secure our position among the rich. And on the other hand, there is the constant threat
that we are only giving to the poor in order (by en-debting them to us) to secure their attention for

purposes of indoctrinating them.

I think webdve all been agr e-odan-ént @proathbsdo charityist of t h
problematic. And | think that those who have expressed concern about the feedingand-

happifying approach to charity are concerned that it is, in the end, just the second of these two

means-to-an-end approaches. If what | was arguing for does reduce to that, hien | agree that it

should be thrown out. But | think there is something else | was getting at. In order to make this

clear, though, I 61 | need to spell out a second fApr

The second fAprecarityo ossibilityof makimggharitydntotaleed ipoor i s t h
itself. Here, | think the danger is that food or substance or property becomes, somehow,

good apart from God orregardless of the truth . But | think this falls, as Robert has pointed out,

into an obsession with, or definition of the world in light of, death & death takes the place of God

or truth. Again, |l 6m saying this without phil osophi
argue for this position in detail, but | think the argument (when it is spelled out) is quite

convincing. (16l Ehwd nt Adgainy ratBadiouds this tha

about.

Here, then, we have three approaches to charity that | find problematic. What | think is wrong
with them all, in the end, is th at they all entailforgetting the poor . One who makes giving to the
poor either a means-to-an-end or an end-in-itself, | think, actually ends up being blind to the
poord defining them by their class, their religion, or their mortality, and hence, overlooking what

is most essential about them.

So what formulation might be put in the place of means-to-an-end or end-in-itself? | like Giorgio
Agambendés n o twitlout-ends. Torfeed thegoor is to provide them with means, but
without having an end (mine, o urs, or theirs) in view. To remember them is to recognize that it is

their prerogative to do with the means | can provide whatever they see fit.
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19.

And this means that to feed and to happifyd inasmuch as this is a double act of remembering
themd means to sit down to meal with them rather than to drop a few bucks on them in passing

or to pledge a donation to a national drive.

Of course, | will continue doing these other versions of gift-gi vi ng. But | 6m beginnin
word firemember 0 a sKrigtigelvdryinicaely paints out, somettong muects

more substantial .

Reply

H)lRusselI Arben Fox Says:

June 15, 2009 at 1:48 pm

Really quicklyé

Karen, you probably didnét mean didcomeofilikgylwasnyt hi ng |

hammering the same point over and over again, please accept my apologize; any condescending

and/ or |l ecturing tone that c¢amataliimended, asysucibost s and
would be inappropriate for a seminar |ike this. Ma
academic, but itbés something | need to watch out f

Joe, maybe this is beating a dead horse, but | have to admit that as | read ya, | can

discernnodi f f erence whatsoeméet seeéf weéonrmhé afienod you de
fi me awitsout-ends o6 f or mul ati on, I presume taken from Aga
kind of philosophical line of argument | am familiar with (Arist otelian, Kantian, etc.), when you

speak of somet hdinAg sbhedifn g amuienrd speaking of an ac
entirely self-justifying or sustaining, without any reference to an outside telosor goal. And | am at

a loss to understand how that at all differs from your statement that need are being called to

remember and serve the poor in such a way as to Ar
the means | can provide whateverthey see f i t . 0 ex&ctywbat Kristite adid when she

confessed that she didndét feel it appropriate to i
that pretty much exactly the point of my saying that, perhaps, we are not to remember the poor so

as to save their or our soul s, but t hat the service
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include all of us), in itself, without any purposeful alignment with an explicit salvific goal, may

well work towards the establishment of a community of th e saved regardless?

No doubt there are distinctions here which | might be able to pick up on if | was more familiar
with Badiou or Agamben, but as things stand, | &dm ju

it, in greater detail.

Reply

-
i |
ljoespencer Says:

June 16, 2009 at 7:55 am

Russell,

| think we are, in the end, saying the same thing. What I
highlighting the dangers in our different formulations of that same thing, and perhaps a way of

saying something that we both feel quite comfortable with. That is, | think you were

uncomfortable with my pairing Ahappiifingivasgo wi th gi
means to the end of didacticism. | think that is a real danger. | think | was uncomfortable with

your |l anguage of fAend in itselfd because it sounde:q
defined by their deaths or their mortality, rather tha n the immortal mind or spirit that inhabits

them. | think that too is a real danger.

I n the end, though, I dondt looked k& weamight hessayingg f us was
and | was trying to find a language that would avoid the problem, a language that would bring out

the sameness of our position.

As for the distinction, in the end, between an end-in-itself and means-without -end: | think

there is an important distinction here. A pure end is self -justified, is justified by its inherent
goodness.Pure means are, in the end, not justified, because they can make no appeal to an end
that valorizes them. By displacing the gift from pure end to pure means, | think we might dispel

the constant temptation to pat ourselves on the back or to despise the poa for their poverty.

I might put it this way: to say that giving is an end in itself is the Buddhist way, but | think to say

that giving is a means without an end is the Mormon way.
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21.

Maybe.

Reply

‘Robert C. Says:

June 16, 2009 at 6:57 pm

There is a kind of parallel discussion to this caring for the poor question at the Square Two ezine
between Ralph Hancock and Valerie Hudson regarding the telos of marriage (why care for the

poor? ==> why get married?). The latest installment is here.

Valerie essentially takes the postion that gender equality is the main, underlying good enacted in
marriage, whereas Ralph essentially argues that th:

probably have more particular comments regarding this debate as it relates to the questions of

this project, but I édve got to run nowé.
Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

June 16, 2009 at 7:29 pm

Since the websiteds a bit difficult to navigate

comments tahattthesfilal | mentod | ink that | posted

http://squaretwo.org/Sq2AddICommentarySherlock.html#hancock?

I think this link can be clicked on first without re ading the previous articles, and the
conversation will make sense. These are relatively long discussions, however, so | will add
that | think Ralph gives a very nice explanatio

writing) of his concerns with theter m A e q uddhlatiit s godeasily appropriated to take
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on a kind of individualistic, liberation sense that he thinks is counter to the gospel. Here

is Hancockés concluding paragraph:

iFat hers and mothers are obligated to help ¢
that és my kind of equality: an equal partneil
eternal & and eternally reproductive 0 consequence! Removed from such a rich

and authoritative framewor k defining the duties of marital partnership, my

worry is that #fAequalityd too easily becomes
selfish interests or of a blind quest for some formless and elusive individual

fulfillment. | have already noted that the app lication of this divine template is

also vulnerable to unrighteous interpretation, and thus susceptible of all sorts of

accommodations to the needs and circumstances of particular families. Men

need and deserve repeated warnings against self-serving interp retations of this

divine differentiation. Still, we must take great care not to allow the a

preoccupation with an inadequately specifiec
a worldly direction that changes the framing context from one of duties

embeddedin an understanding of the eternal purpose of sexual differences to

one of rights abstracted from higher purposes. That way lie emptiness,

contention and despair, the utter wasting of

coming.

| think Valerie does a reasonablejob arguing for an idea of equality as explicated in

scriptural texts, and Mormon doctrine more generally (see the link in my parent

comment here), though | conf ess tideathanthert hi nk | 6
actual arguments (and thisisprobabl y due to things | 6éve read by J
take the idea of equality as foundational é) .
Reply
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June 17, 2009 at 10:43 am

Il 6m sorry t hat inthisdialaguetas it wasaunfolding lpsaveek. Let me merely

throw out a couple of observations.

As to Joe, the poor, and death, | have to confess that | am both at a loss as to what he is saying
and as to what advantage is derived from using the ratherobscure and paradoxical
circumlocutions that he does. Clearly, however, this is in large part a product of my ignorance of
the texts in which he is in dialog with, and in part, | suspect, that it is simply a matter of having a
rather more Anglo-Saxon intellectual temperament that is less patient with such Gallic or

Germanic obscurities.

That said, | am extremely suspicious of arguments and theories that denigrate the value of

alleviating the material want of those in poverty (Full Stop). In this, | think th at | am much more

in sympathy with Russell. My suspicion comes from two sources. The first is that | believe that

poverty is responsible for a great deal of human mi
even if its alleviation places an unseemlyand perhaps bourgeois emphasis on material comforts.

Second, I worry that discomfort with the Amereodo r el
Platonized hierarchy of the mental and spiritual over the material and the practical, of the

timeless over the time-bound. | take it that one of the things that Mormonism is doing is trying to

break down these dichotomies and hierarchies, dichotomies and hierarchies that have had a less

than salutary effect on western thought and action. | think that we ought to have less intellectual

and spiritual guilt in affirming the value of material abundance and the flourishing that it makes

possi bl e. I n this, I think that the Ol d Testament 6:
extremely harsh in its denunciation of the pride and wickedness of the rich. On the other hand, in

stories from Eden to Abraham to Job it makes clear that the enjoyment of abundance can be a

blessing.

All of this means that | am actually willing to accept a much more straight forward readin g of the

injunction to remember the poor. Russell traces the term back to a Greek root, one that suggests
continued mental focus on the topic. The term Arem
the Old Testament and the Book of Mormon where the root term is 8 one assumes in the BOM

case0 isakor. o0 As | wunderstand it this term is not ac
it is about habitual action. One remembers the commandments of the Lord not be continually

recalling them to mind, but by ste adfastly performing them. Indeed, | remember the

commandment to wear my garments, for example, even when | have entirely forgotten the fact
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that | am wearing them. Likewise, | think that we may be justified in reading the injunction to
iremember Ileshirterpsoobeondtantly recalling them to mind but in terms of engaging
in consistent and steadfast action for the alleviation of their poverty. This is not to denigrate the
important ancillary benefits that come from ministering to the poor, but such ministering is
ultimately & | believe 8 more about their suffering than our souls. In that sense | think that
charity is mainly a means-to-an-end. Indeed, | think that there is a kind of dangerous spiritual
narcissism involved in prioritizing the charitabl e experience of the giver over the effect of the gift

on the condition of the recipient.

To switch gears entirely, | think that one thing that has not gotten sufficient attention in this
discussion is the inegalitarian relations created by the law of consecration. In particular what |
have in mind here is the creation of an ecclesiastical hierarchy, and with it what amounted to a de
facto aristocratic element within the envisioned Mormon community called forth by these laws.

To be sure, this was ideally a umble and righteous aristocracy, but it is, | think, nonetheless an

aristoracy. |1 6ve been reading Russel/l Kirk of | ate
what we are to make of the way in which tase frememil
involved in the creation of an elite. As the refer.

this is necessarily pernicious, but | do think that in our rush to praise the egalaterianism of the
Zion imagined by this revelation we miss somethingif we dondét t hi-egllitaabout t hi s
el ement . Unfortunately, at this point | have to rul

thinking about the non -egalitarian element.

Reply

Kristine Says:

June 17, 2009 at 11:33 am

i That s aitremely suspious of arguments and theories that denigrate the value of

alleviating the material want of those in poverty |

Nate, | think | might finally be understanding why you and | have seemed to be at odds about
this. When Italk aboutt he i mportance of transforming the giver

something to alleviate suffering, | tend to think of meeting material needs as generally the
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necessary precondition for that transf oirneateidbon, an

alleviation of material want.

Still, I do wonder about situations like that described by King Benjamin, where one does not have

the ability or capacity to help the poor, but can still be judged righteous on the basis of righteous

intent. So it seemsto me that there are twinned dangersi righteousness requires navigating past

the Scylla of fAspiritual narcissismo and the Charyl
donation. And | think that middle way requires exactly the collapse of the distance between

material and spiritual that you describe.

And, wow, those are some hopelessly mixed metaphors. Sorry, all.

Reply

ljoespencer Says:

June 17, 2009 at 5:52 pm

Nate,

To some extent, Iwantsimplyt o st and behind Kristine on this poin
the course of this discussion is either (1) built on the presupposition that one is already giving all
one can to the poor, regardless of what the means are ultimately used for, or (2) meantto ground

the need to give to the poor materially, regardless of what the means are ultimately used for.

In other words, though | recognize that my arguments could be used to justify not giving to the

poor, it is only with violence that they can so be usdl . I n that sense, I see what
aligning with, say, grace: a soteriological model in which we are saved by grace and grace alone

(like that, on my reading, in Paul and the Book of Mormon) can be used to justifynot doing works,

it is only with massive violence that it is so used. Indeed, the very purpose of speaking of grace is

to get people working! The same holds here: the only reason for talking about the wrong way of

giving is to get us to givemore.

The plaguel suffer from, of course,ist hat | canét say much without a Ga
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Reply

June 17, 2009 at 6:46 pm

AEverything | dve argued in the course of this disc!
that one is already giving all one can to the poor, regardless of what the means are ultimately used
for, or (2) meant to ground the need to give to the poor materially, regardless of what the means

are ultimately used for. o

Yes, but this is precisely what | object to. First
indifference to what effect our giving has on the recipient. | think that this is a mis reading of King

Benjami nés i nj un c18iAs Iread ith BeManiniis adyingdahatit i5 illegitimate to

withhold oneds substance on the the ground that t h
the poverty upon hihissnplies arejettiondobgividg thatsseatentmehbgth to

what the person actually needs, all things considered, or what effect the giving will have on the

person. Hence, | think that it is entirely legitimate to refuse to give money to a pan handler if one

believes that he will simply use the money to buy booze. On the other hand, it is entirely

illegitimate to refuse to give money to the poor because one believes the poor deserve their

poverty. Another way of putting this is that | think that the approa ch of the church welfare

system, which is both open handed and generous, but also rather hard headed and practical, far

from being an embarrassing intrusion of bourgeoisie or capitalist or corporate ethics into what

ought to be a less teleological understading of charity, is actually focused on exactly the right

thing: Relieving poverty and want through concrete improvements in the material condition of

the poor. To be responsible for our actions with regard to the poor means that we cannot treat

their poverty or our charity as a spiritual play thing divorced from its material consequences.

Indeed, inattention to those consequences strikes me as a kind of forgetting of the poor in our

own spiritual narccicism.

| also disagree with your second point in that | do not think that we have an obligation to impart
of all of our substance to the poor. | do not believe that the enjoyment of abundance is sinful. |

believe that excess, avarice, and greed are sinful. | believe that refusing to impart of our substance
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to the poor is sinful. I do not, however, believe in asceticism or the inherent virtuousness of

poverty.

June 17, 2009 at 6:58 pm

Kristine: It seems to me that the transformation of the consciousness of the giver may come in
precisely the process of contemplating the particularities of the person to whom one is giving. In
other words it is through the process of giving with an eye to its material consequences that we
truly engage the poor. That said, as between spiritually sensitive but materially insensitive or
pernicious giving, and thoughtless but steadfast giving in an institutional context that is likely to
consistently improve t he material condition of the unthought of poor, | think the steadfast

thoughtlessness is more laudable.

27. Mjoespencer Says:

June 18, 2009 at 8:16 am

Just a quick response, and only onthe second point (because | think you misunderstood me on

t hat one; I assume webdbre just going to disagree on
few minutes | have this morning reading the comment
I didndétanatt oalilmpmeg t hat abundance is sinful. Il 6m n
was saying. My point was si mpl yottosuggestthatwveh at al | I 6

should give less than we usually feel compelled to give, but that we should givenore than that. |

said nothing about all .

Reply
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June 18, 2009 at 9:58 am

Fair enough. For what it is worth, | didnoét wunder si
withaneyetot he mat eri al consequences of our giving. My
Reply

June 15, 2009
D&C 42:33 -35
Posted hy joespencer underUncategorized
[34] Comments

| told myself that this post would be much shorter than the ridiculous post | put up to get the project started a few
weeks ago. I think 1 édve fail ed oand&arhl836 tex ie quitetachorb! étlink,bu s e wor ki n
however, that | 6ve begun to make sense of the material, or a

what | think is going on here. At any rate, | hope | can make sense as | work through verses 3335.

Because | 6 m h o pwillmge mdsthofahte exegetica and historical questions out of the way so that our

discussion can be primarily about the theological issues, my post will be outlined as follows. After (1) quoting the two

versions of the text, | will (2) spell out, moreor | ess wi t hout argument, the two fieconomi
the two texts. Then | will (3) take up, one by one, the points of textual difference between the two versions of these

verses in order (a) to justify my interpretation of the two systems and (b) to begin to work through a basic exposition

of the text. Finally, | will (4) wager some theological questions, but without answers, that | find most compelling.

The Texts

I n the following quotations of t hidenticakbetiveen thedvo eersiontsafthe ci zed eve

revelation. The frequency of the italics along is telling.

The 1831 text, as printed in the (1833) Book of Commandments (chapter XLIV, verses 2829):

And the residue shall be kept to administer to him who has not, that every man may receive according as he stands

in need: And the residue shall be kept in my storehouse, to administer to the poor and needy, as shall be appointed
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by the elders of the church and the bishop; and for the purpose of purchasing lands, and the building up of the New

Jerusalem, which is hereafter to be revealed . . . .

Now, the 1835 text, as printed in the (1835) Doctrine and Covenants (section XllI, verse 10):

And again, if there shall be properties in the hands of the church, or any indivi duals of it, more than is necessary for
their support, after this first consecration, which is a residue, to be consecrated unto the bishop, itshall be kept to
administer to thosewho have not, from time to time, that every man who has needmay be amply supplied,
andreceive according to his wants. Therefore, the residue shall be kept in my store house, to administer to the poor
and the needy, as shall be appointed by the high council of the church, and the bishop and his council, and for the
purp ose of purchasing lands for the public benefit of the church, and building houses of worship, and building up of

the New Jerusalem which is hereafter to be revealed . . . .

I f everything that is not italici zewouldlgoklkdthisung t oget her

And (the/ again, if there shall be properties in the hands of the church, or any individuals of it, more than is
necessary for their support, after this first consecration, which is a) residue (/to be consecrated unto the bishop, it)
shall be kept to administer to (him/those) who (has/have) not (/from time to time) that every man (/who has need)
may (/be amply supplied, and) receive according (as he stands in need: And/to his wants. Therefore) the residue
shall be kept in my storehouse, to administer to the poor and needy, as shall be appointed by the (elders/high
council) of the church and the bishop (/and his council) and for the purpose of purchasing lands (for the public
benefit of the church, and building houses of worship) and (t he/) building up of the New Jerusalem which is

hereafter to be revealed . . ..

The Systems

Before turning to an exposition of the text itself, let me explain what | came to after a good deal of wrestling with the

text. | should warn that some of these findings are dependent on my reading of verses 3032 as well.

1831 in a series of steps

(1) Those who determined to | i ve rfallthewr propartiesto tbefChurch,eno@h ur c h

fell swoop. Out of those properties so consecrated whatever one needed (butonly what one needed) was immediately
deeded back to the individual. (We have copies of these consecration deeds in the archives, and they can be seen in
al most any of the historical st udi as$lIfonechadiesstaconsecratsttaed or

she or he needed, then no such deed was yet drawn up (BoC XLIV:2&7).

The resul t of this Afirst step, o0 then, was:

(a) Everyone would have consecrated all their properties to the Church;
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(b) All those who could consecrate either as much as or more than what they needed to have deeded back to them
would have been properly outfitted;

(c) Those who had consecrated their properties, but had had less in the first place than they needed would have
remained to be oultfitted;

(d) The Church would have been left, because of the properties that had not yet been deeded back, with an excess or

iresidued of properties.

(2) The Church, having kept the residue of properties, now drew on the excess resources in order to outfit those wio

had consecrated less than they needed to have deeded back to them (BoC XLIV:28).

After this fisecond step, 0 then:

(a) Everyone still would have consecrated all their properties to the Church;

(b) All the Saints would have been properly outfitted, regardle ss of how much they had to consecrate in the first place;
(c) The Church would have been left, theoretically, with some kind of excess still, since it seems to be assumed in the

revelation that the Church collectively had more than it needed.

(3) The residue of the residued the excess still remaining after everyone had been outfittedd would be deposited into
the bishopds storehouse, where its use would be at the discr

administer to the poor and needy, to purchase lands, and otherwise to build up the New Jerusalem (BoC XLIV:29).

After this fAlast step,0 then:

(a) Everyone still still would have consecrated all their properties to the Church;

(b) All the Saints would still have been properly outfitted, regardless of how much they had to consecrate in the first

place;

(c) The bishopbés storehouse would have been outfitted proper
complex task of systematically building up the gathering placed outfitting the poor who arrive in Zion as well as (and

perhaps more importantly, given the verses Jeremiah will tackle next week) the Lamanites systematically gathered in

Zion by the government, purchasing lands necessary to continue building on the basic plat of Zion, and otherwise

building up Zion so that it could be the place of gathering, etc.

1831 as a system

Drawing on the historical record, it seems clear how this system was intended to work. The Saints were, through steps
one and two above, to be outfitted asstewards. Each was responsible for, but not the owner of, properties that were to
be used productively and were to generate excess. The size or amount of the outfitting was to be determined in
negotiations between the steward and the bishop, and each steward was epected to turn her or his so-many-talents
into so-many-more-talents. Whatever was generated in excess was, on a yearly basis, either to Beby the mutual

agreement of the bishop and the steward used as further capital for the further development of the stewa r d 6 s
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particular I ine of work, or to be deposited in the bishopos

to other stewards in need of more capital to further their own projects.

In short, steps one and two as laid out above seem tdhave had the aim of setting up a selfperpetuating and self-
augmenting capital base, constantly creating the surplus inevitably generated in capitalistic enterprises. Step three as
laid out above (and fleshed out by the historical record) seems to have hal the aim of ensuring that the surplus of
capital was, however, utilized for the building up of Zion, rather than for the personal aggrandizement of the

individual.

I n a word, the 1831 system seems to be what might be ter med

1835 in a series of steps

(1) Those who determined to |live Athe | awo of the Church wer
see where there were needs. I n what was termed a Afirst cons
poor as they saw need, but these donations were to pass through the intermediary of the bishop, so that the donation

could be registered as a consecration, and not merely as a public or private act of charity. Moreover, because these

donations were made through the intermediary of the bishop, a deed and a contract was written up that made the

donation a legal transaction, so that the money could not be retrieved from the poor by those who decided, for

whatever reasons, to leave the Church. Each person was, ithis regard, a steward over the poor, responsible to the

Lord, though fAstewardo obviously has a dif-9erent meaning her

The result of this #Afirst step, 0 then, was:

(a) Everyone with more than she or he needed would haveused her or his excess at least in part to ensure that the

basic needs of the members of the Church were met;

(b)) Al of the Churchdéds poor would have been taken care of w
Churchodés funds themsel ves;

(c) All properties given to the poor would have been retrievable by those who might decide to leave the Church;

(d) Each individual was bound, through this order of things, to the Lord in a relationship of stewardship (over the

poor);

(e) The wealthier individuals, even after the poor had been watched over, would have more means than they needed.

(2) The Church, implicitly in the revelationdés wording but e
an institution that is in part focused on starting, b uying, and financing business interests, with the idea that these

investments will produce extra capital the Church can then put to use.
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The result of this fAsecond step, o0 then, was :
(a) The Church was, ideally, itself producing an excess of properties;

(b) The members of the Church became, strictly speaking, members for the first time.

(3) Whatever properties the Church, or its members, had in excess of what it or they needed for their own support is

deposited in the bishoposn,s tworuelhdo uhsaev.e Tbheiesn, ab yfi si encpol nidc actoinos e ¢
iresidue. o The properties thus given into the bittedpds store
hierarchy: fAthe high council of the gchuhehfuadsg ithet bésbiopha

storehouse were now the responsibility of both the Aaronic and the Melchizedek priesthoodsd each with a different
focus. But, collectively, the two governing bodies were given several aims for their use of the funds: taking careof the
poor and needy, purchasing landsfor the public benefit of the church , building houses of worship (that is, temples),

and (as before) building up the New Jerusalem (D&C XIII:10).

The result of this Afinal stepo:

(a) Al of t he Ckebeen @iréversilgyptaken caveoofiWitldout,,ganerally speaking, having to draw

on the Churchoés funds themsel ves,;

(b) Each individual was bound, through this order of things, to the Lord in a relationship of stewardship (over the

poor);

(c) Both the Church (as a separable institution) and the members (now actually members) would have divested

themselves of their excess properties through a fisecond cons
(d) The Church was provided with a general fund that could be used for the several purposes of the two now distinct

priesthoods.

1835 as a system

Again drawing a bit on the historical record, but now more directly from the revelation, it seems clear how this second

system of consecration (postJackson County) was intended to work. The Saints were expected to follow their own

economic way through the complexities of capitalism, with the understanding that they could count on (1) the support

of other members or (2) the funds of the bishop if they fell on hard times . At the same time, the Church (through the

organization of the United Firm) was to pursue its own capitalistic business ventures, and these were expected, like

the members, to produce an excess, which, like the excess of the members (after they hadgivemp t heir Af i r st
consecrationd to the poor Saints), was to be deposited into

councils of the Aaronic and Melchizedek priesthoods for the appropriate purposes.

Here, steps one and two seem to have hadte aim of setting up the Church and its members as individual capitalistic
firms, each with the goal of producing excess. The building of the New Jerusalem became only one of many projects,

and the work of taking care of the poor and needy became primarily an act of charity to be undertaken by the
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members of the Church. Though the originally collective organization had been changed into a more individualistic
dispersion of capitalistic endeavors, the system seems still to have had the aim of ensuring that he surplus of capital

was utilized for purposes other than the personal aggrandizement of the individual.

I n a word, if the 1831 system could be called fAcapitalism ha

di verted. o
A word or two about the s ystemic changes

Before turning to the verses themselves, | would like to make a quick comparison between the systems in one

particular regard. | think it is worth pointing out that in 1831, there was one consecration (each person gave up her or

hi s fasingular consecration at the beginning) buttwor esi dues (the first residue was u
has noto; the second reside was used to perpetuate the syste
were two consecrations (onetock up a Afirst consecrationdo by taking care of
then one took up a fisecond consecrationo by giving whatever
butoner esi due (namel vy, t hi s manywaysthede twosystenescon thi$ poiot,rend)up beihgn

identical: the two residues of the first system are roughly equal to the two consecrations of the second system (the

first residue and the first consecration were both aimed specifically at outfitt ed the poor Saints, while the second

residue and the second consecration were both concerned with
concerns of the Church). But even while this basic continuity is maintained, it is only through a redirection of whole

verses of the revelation (what is now verse 33, for example, originally described the first residue, while what is now

verse 34 originally described the second residue; whereas now, oddly enough, these two verses together describe the

second conseration; all the details of these changes will be tracked in the next section of my comments).
Continuity over drastic change: welcome to the history of the Church.
The Verses

Here | want to work through the text of verses 33-35 line by line, making comments particularly about the changes in
the text between 1831 and 1835, but trying, through these comments, also to get a good sense for what is going on in
these verses as a whole, all of this preparatory to making theological or hermeneutical sense of thgpassage in the final

section of my comments.
And d > And again

The phrase fAand againd is used throughout the D&C (as well a
in the flow of the text. Hence, t hia weatwadotigindlly aobasic BoAtimudyd t o fA And

became a textual break. This shift is, in fact, what makes it possible for the 1835 text to label (what are now) verses
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30-:32 as a fAfirst consecrationo anti ci pataremow)verdes3@32imadec ond con
up the whole of consecration, and (what is now) verse 33 marked the first residue. In the 1835 version (what is now)
verse 33 instead marks the shift from the first to the second consecration, from the first consecration to the only

residue.

if there shall be properties in the hands of the church

There is no talk at all in 1831 of the Church having propert
especially revelatory developments between 1831 and 1835. The ost important of these is perhaps the organization

of the United Firm (see D&C 70). Joseph was commanded to organize a board within the Church that had the task,

both before and after Jackson County was lost, of using funds to purchase and organize varioudusiness interests that

woul d produce excess capital for the Church, primarily to pa
from Jackson County, combined with the building of the Kirtland temple, had put the Church terribly in debt). After

the organization of the United Firm, it was possible for the Church itself to have excess properties to be deposited into

the bishopds storehouse. This would have made no sense in 18

P a r k BYi &tsidiesarticle here.)

or any individuals of it [of the Church]

Those involved in consecration are now Aof the Church, 0 memb

Firm, it seems to me, has a lot to do with this change.

more than is necessary for their support after this first consecration

This phrase (1) identifies verses 3032 definitively as a first consecration, and (2) clearly indicates that (at least some
of) the members who make this first consecration will have means left over to make asecond Moreover, it should be
noted that the | anguage of fAnecessary for their supportodo sug

the individual as a steward with the means necessay for success in some (part of the) collective endeavor.

theresidued> whi ch [the Afirst consecrationod] is a residue to be

The phrase in the 1835 version of the text begjnghad to tal k ex
consecrationunto the bishop( her e di ffering fr om t huetoneedthasis thelLartl]i o)n., Bwnt ,ver se
interestingly, it is here that the 1835 verse first makes co
drawingon t he word fAresidue. 0 Her e, of cour se, the word fAresi du
1831 version of the text made reference to the residue left after outfitting all those in the order who had been able to
consecrate more than they would have deeded back to them, the 1835 version makes reference to the residue left in

the hands of the Church or its members after these have taken care of their own poor. Especially interesting, then, is
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the shift from the definite to the indefinite article ( f r ¢her disi dwme ® st dufedo): whereas the refe
residue in 1831 was quite straightforward, the referent in 1835 is less obvious, and it has to be clarified by all this

excess language. This indefinite residue will, however, have been clafied enough by the end of verse 33 so that it can

be referred to again in verse 34, but now with the definite
residueo in (what is now) ver s diffeBedt revsaisd ud,n wher elaBs3 lh dreex tfia ar
ithe residuedo are one and the same residue (this will be cli

beginning of verse 34).

it shall be kept to administer to: him who has not & > those who have not

Theonlychange in this c¢cl ause, interestingly, is from the singul
ithose who have not.o | dondédt know that the shift from singu
that in the 1831 versionoft he t ext , Aihim who has noto clearly referred to

could not consecrate as much as she or he needed to have deeded to her or him; whereas in the 1835 version of the
text, fAithose who have nottothe snegdyd edf wermsdthe @Eadodefainmi t e

who has noto and fAthe poor and the needyodo existed in the 183

from time to time

This addition marks the change in systems. Whereas this verse had reference, in the 1831 version, to thimitial, one -
time disbursement of the consecrated funds in the work of outfitting everyone who had joined the order, it now has
reference to the use of the funds deposited in the bishopods

time.

that every man may receive according as he stands in need 6 > that every man who has need may be amply

supplied and receive according to his wants

Wedve already made a bit of the fact that HfAneeddanplicatkkbnges t o
than that. Here, fevery mano becomes fAevery man who has need
but that the question of need is displaced from the end of the clause to an earlier part of it. The originally universal

flewemano has been narrowed to fievery man who has need, 06 char
sure that everyone in the order was outfitted appropriately to the eventual focus of using Church funds to ensure that

the poor and needy (membersormot ) ar e taken care of. Kristine was quite rioc
Awant so0 here should most | i kel y be thatnlthekwe might fixale oatke il ack, 0 et
phrase fimay be ampl y s up polbé thatlwe@re fohjest tqpcoverasic eeds, er everejesims

wants: we are to supply the poor amply, to make sure that they are ahead of the game a bit, so that they can get things

sorted out. There is definitely a sense of abundance here. So, whetherwe an dr aw t he point from the

165



not, wecani nt erpret this passage (in Ilight of this ample

needs are, but rather to give in abundance.

And 8 > Therefore

supply)

This change is drastic: whereasverses 33 and 34 were two successive ideas in 1831, they are now rendered as one idea

reiterated. This makes fia residuedo the same as @At he

consecration, etc.

the residue shall be kept in my storehouse, to administer to the poor and the needy

Interestingly, no change here. All the changes in verse 33 have made it so that this original phrase speaks for itself.

as shall be appointed by the high council of the church, and the bishop and his council

Changes in the understanding of the priesthood, and especially the rise of the high council, called for this change.
Whereas the elders (who were not understood to be a Melchizedek priesthood office in 1831) had been the general
governing body of the Church originally, by this point the high council had taken that function, and the high council
was specifically tied to the Melchizedek priesthood with its spiritual focus, etc. The bishop is here made into the
bishop and his councild a bishopric for the first tim e. The purposes of the funds are thus already in flux in verse 34
(this will be spelled out in verse 35): they are to be dispersed across two priesthoods and their appropriate councils,

rather than the prerogative of the bishop alone.

And for the purpose of purchasing lands

This remains the same between the two versions of the text, but . . .

for the public benefit of the church

Now the lands are to be purchased for the Church generally, whereas they seem to have been intended, in 1831,

specifically to be the lands associated with the New Jerusalem, which needed to be purchased in order to flesh out the

original plat of Zion.

and building houses of worship

residue,

|l ve mentioned already that this must refer tenlB¥itetempl es.

temples were not even announced. It is also significant that the temple in the process of building in 1835 was in

Kirtland, not in the New Jerusalem.

and building up of the New Jerusalem which is hereafter to be revealed
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There is no substantial change here, but this is, to me, the most baffling of all. Though it is nice that there is still some

focus on the New Jerusalem, one wonders why, when so much else had been updated, there was no change in the

phrase fiwhich is hér&abtéehisor bear eae d-hibtaicachachetar forthe keep a qua
revelation? Was it retained because the New Jerusalem had been lost (in the shape, at least, of Jackson County), and

so was still to be revealed in 18357 Or should we justunderstand he word fireveal edo to be chang

wonder.

Theological Reflections, At Last

This post is already way too | ong, but I d&dm only just getting
exegesis and historical work, all of which | see as absolutely necessary if one wishes to wager a theology that is at all
responsible. So my apologies for the Il ength, but | donét see

be doing the kind of ex ethatweicanjust ootrmte itwdite kve db the theblogg. bkeepe s o

telling them this, but they wonét | isten to me.)
But because this post is already way too | ong, I 611 proceed
all this mind -numbinge xegesi s, but | wondt bother to answer them in the

departure, to whatever extent that is possible or appropriate, for our discussion. Feel free, of course, to quibble with

points of exegesis and history from the above parts of the post, but please focus on the questions | ask below.

(1) How do we think about the permanence of words and phrases in a text that has been changed so drastically in
intention and meaning? That is, how do we think about the fact that words and phrases have been retained in the
altered text, but that those words and phrases have taken on a completely different meaning? While this question

might be relatively uninteresting or old in a postmodern context, | want to raise it here in a very differ ent context:

How do we think about this in a revelation ? How do we think about repetition and difference in the inspired

recontextualizing of an inspired original revelation? That, | think, is a difficult question.

(2) How do we fit collective endeavors into this revelation? It seems to me that the 1831 version of the text calls for
non-institutional collective endeavors, endeavors for which we are responsible directly to the Lord, though the
bishop/Church helps out by providing the funds and ensuring that the projects are really for the building up of Zion.
But it seems to me that the 1835 version, the version we have now, calls for norinstitutional private endeavors (I get
my job and work my hours and then pay my excess into the storehouse) andnstitutio nal collective endeavors (such
as the perpetual education fund, etc.). How are we bound to each of these visions, and how do we think about these
two versions of the revelation in light of, say, correlation (or, how do we think about correlation in light o f these two

versions of the revelation)? What is it, in effect, to build Zion with this double revelatory inheritance?

(3) How does the 1876 reh i st or i ci zati on of this revelation (in Orson Pr at

way we read thistext? That is, if the revelation was updated in 1835, why was it never updated after that, and why was
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it not restored to its original text in 1876 when it was re -historicized? How does this affect the way we read the
revelation, or how ought it to affect the way we read it? Might the fact that Orson seems to have used the Manuscript
History of the Church as his only source for the revelations in the 1876 D&C play into this question? Is the D&C a
normative text for us today, or is it a narrative of revelati ons given to a people on the other side of the second

industri al revolution, which we have to flikend to ourselves

Thoughts?

34 RESPONSES 42:8B-3ii5& C

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

June 16, 2009 at 10:46 pm

Joe, nice work here. I need time to digest your qu
comment/question regarding them:whysh oul dndét we just focus primarily
as we have received it, without worrying so much about the textual history behind the canonized

text? Dondét your questions risk |l ooking beyond the

Now, a quick thought that is only related to your post in the way that you framed this idea of

stewardship and (what amounts to) return on capital. | was actually wondering about the

prophecy mentioned in verse 39 that #dAshall be ful fi
Nephi20: 19, dAand | wil/l consecrate their gain unto t
the whole earth. o What is curnotusedinD& 4286r esi thad t hi
seems to be the substitute wo redaoapdst@@achuichestha& used i n
are built up Ato get gain.o This reflects a Book o

26:20, 29; 27:16; Alma 10:32; 11:20; 30:35; Hel 6:8, 17; 7:5, 21; 3 Ne 29:7; 4 Ne 1:26; Morm 8:14,

33, 40; Ether 10:22; 11:15).It seems, then that there is a linguistic distinction being made between

the return on capital under this version of stewar
elsewhered how should we understand this distinction? Is this distinction simply that when a

return or profit is consecrated it is transformed from a worldly gain to a consecrated residue? Or
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is there a stronger distinction: fAgaind is profit |

finecessary for their suppt®erto (42:33), regardl ess

I think the | atter is the more justified reading, i
D&C seems to have very little to say directly about capitalism. That is, there seem to be many
capitalist themesin this section, but any language of capitalism seems conspicuously absent.
Whereas Joe discussed the idea of stewardship in r
were to be used productively and were to generate

the wordo iseesmsuteo effectively distract the questic

Reply

" Jeremiah J. Says:

June 18, 2009 at 9:29 pm
My apol ogies thatwh8venbé&eéoradwaygrading AP exan
catching up for the past doaumhispaslyafterafevdoshdt have a

comments (then onto my own post, due in three days!)

Robert: I |l ike your focus on the terms fAgaindo a

what you do with them.

First of all, I dondt tuhderstdod ds retarn oneadpitah@ r t er m s h
course return on capital is often understood as a gain or residue or remainder left over

after capital has been replaced by income. But
could usually refer to rents from labor (wo rking in churches, working in secret

combinations, the work of a laborer, etc.), not merely profits to capital. It seems that a

laborer who owns none of his own tools and contributes no capital investment in the

enterprise could still be said to get gain and have a residue after his needs are met.

Second: in the case of firesidued in D&C 42, t he

=1}

ineedsd have been met (fAamplyo). AGaind in the
any net material benefit (income minus costs of the economic activity itself, whether

Afgainedo from product i-seekingpriestcraftromsdceest or from r en
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combinations), while firesidued refers to the ma

meet needs (income minus costs, mnus the cost of living).

Moreover, Afgaino is not always used in a negat.
combinations built up to get gain are not doing
theyb6bre using churches ankKkthersletells & the reign ofthib nat i ons
(Awho did that which was good in the sight of t
more blessedodo, a time during which they fwere e

and sell éthat they might get gain.o

About your last pointil & m not sure what capitalist themes vy
guestion of capitalism is. Is there only one?).
post). In fact most of the economic distinctions in this section strike me as much closer to

natural law categories than to those of classical economics or modern commerce and

modern concepts of private property (satisfaction of basic needs/ residue; public benefit/

private use). I n fact |1 é&m t empt thearrangeméntsy t o s e e
laid out in D&C 42:30-35 from Aquinasd Sui4naad66@ulesti ons 105

Reply

e Njoespencer Says:

June 17, 2009 at 8:10 am

Robert,

| really like your second two paragraphs here. I[wanttot hi nk about what youdve sa

carefully.

As for your first paragraph, | think your question ultimately implies that exegesis is no help to

her meneutics. But | canét buy this: if a good intel
guestihoyn isWt he text written this way and not that
|l onger canonical version of the text makes asking

| 6ve done. Taking the two t exwthcaonidattexbigunigueide al | o w:
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its intentions, etc., as well as (2) to see how the canonical text is continuous with its textual but

non-canonical predecessors and so can be clarified by the concerns built into those earlier texts.

I n s hor taurflipgahcy. Wead, | ay t er all, interested in the te

Reply

i & Karen SpencerSays:

June 17, 2009 at 8:32 am

Robert,
I dondt know what to make of it yet, but it is int:

fexcess/ gain. o

Joe,
Question 1) Ithinki t 6s very interesting that a revelation wo
or left as a Ahistorical document o and anot her rev:

commandment is given and then the time is past to apply it literally. But in this case, by updating
it rather than replacing it, it adds additional credence to the original revelation. Whatever is kept
seems of evengreater importance, that somehow that is binding on me despite time or place. In
essence this is how | see changesiithe temple ordinances. When there is a change in wording or
other elements, but then certain things do not change, | realize what is at the core of the
ordinance which cannot be left out. The fact that this revelation was so carefully reworded so we
could keep it in the scriptures may add additional value to it; though it may need reshaping from

time to ti me, we canot |l eave it out !

Question 2) This is an interesting explanation:

ABut it seems to me that the 183frnoneinstiutiomal, t he ver:
private endeavors (I get my job and work my hours and then pay my excess into the storehouse)

and institutional collective endeavors (such as th
In light of a growing church, being very spread out, this definitely works well nowadays. We

generally arendédt in a position to set up a collect]

al | imember so of a church, the church itself can c
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across cities, stdes, countries, islands, etc. so that a project can actually bring together members

of the church in a collective endeavor.

| dm stuck on one point her e.stewarddtd ®Godaverthbire i dea of e
immediate funds, land, skills, etc. This seemed to take the emphasis off of money, in some ways.

It seemed a person would be responsible to do things such as beautify their land, not just make

sure it made extra money. I n this other model, the
t haemnjioyi ng, expanding, strengthening, enrichingé. o
about it, because | donodét | i ke hearing youth say, |
(and work 80 hours a week, and never see my family) sothatlcanpay | ot s of tithing. o
are using it to justify having | ots of money for t|
gave of their surplus to the church). But that i s
my jobandworkmyhour s and then pay my excess into the sto
monetary success, which doesnoét semtlreadibge the pur
Joeds description too narrowly/ harshly? Or is this

There is a lot to think about in that we are stewards over the poor ourselves. That is an exciting

idea, to be agents taking care of each other. We c:
charge of |l ooking out for t h erhnkchWehand thendooktheust donaf
ot her way when we see them. (il made my donation s

job to help.0)

Question 3) To be honest, | wish we would update it, even slightly, because as it stands | think it is

tooeasytobe taken as fAnarrative of revelations given t ¢
i ndustrial revolution, which we have to Alikeno to
but that seems FAR from our day to most anyone in a Sunday School @ss! But, if it were to be

updated at all, it would again remind us that it is still binding on us! As far as | can tell, it is

i ndeed stildl nor mati ve on ucannidthidasitiéwritenee any way |
especially with the switch to the church handling collective endeavors. Now, the language in the

temple is different than this revelation, which may add some interesting hermanuatical questions

for us (though 1 6m not too comfortable quoting the
numerous talks/books by apostles that use similar-enough language, though, that we could

certainly have a fruitful discussion if we wanted to.) So, questions: 1.)to what degree do we leave

the D&C text and live by the temple words? 2.)since the temple pointsto the scriptures, can we

even separate the two?

Reply
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June 17, 2009 at 10:17 am

Sorry to have been absent from the discussion for

wor kshopping, worrying about deadlines, etcé

On Joeds Question 1, I think that the text of the
to itself as a law. Legal texts always have a kind of dual voice. On one hand, if | read the

constitution or the United States Code or the latest contract case by the Virginia Supreme Court, |

am reading the single unitary voice of fAThe Law. 0
there is a single, seamless web of meaning, even (and especially!) when the latest constitutional

provisions, amended codesection, or judicial decision that | am reading radically changes past

practice. At the same time, we understand that legal texts result from an iterative process of

amendment and modification. The result is a text that seems conflicted or deceptive if one 6 s

model of text centers on a particular understanding of literary production in terms of an Author

and a completed Work.

Of course, laws are sometimes fitted into such a modeld e.g. the Laws of Lycurgus or Solon or

the Twelve Tablesd but this model is almost always ascribed to law in its origins not to the work -

a-day legal texts. Even when the Romans insisted on the primal authoredness of the Twelve

Tables, they understood full wel/l how the text of

actually decided cases in the forum, was produced.

Legal texts can operate quite comfortably with this ambiguous sense of voice (am | reading the
seamless web of the law or simply the latest nonsense spewing forth from the confused mind of
Anthony Kennedy?) because lgal texts are embedded in an institutional context in which the
perform a specific set of tasks, a set of tasks that revolves around providing a set of rules for

guiding behavior and resolving disputes.

To bleed into Joebs t hisesfilomdhe fact that tberD&C riolloegerd i f f i cul t y
operates as a legal text. It is no longer embedded in institutional practices in the way that it once

was. Here | wonder if it might be useful to think about the text the way that we think about very

old legal texts. Consider, for example, Magna Carta. The text itself can be read as of merely

historical interest, providing a detailed set of rules on technical questions of feudal land law,
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fishing rights, and the like. It can be read as foundational and constitutiona | in the broader British
sense of the word, where the text is primarily important because of its place in a particular
narrative that we tell about ourselves, a narrative that defines who we are and what is required of
us. The historical details of the text are important, but they are important because of how they fit
into this defining narrative. A final way of reading the text is to do a kind of normative archeology,
laying bare the set of normative choices and views instantiated in the procedures that it lays out.
This constellation of normative choices can then be treated like a philosophical argument, a

sermon, or some other form of discursive rather than legal text.

Reply

Karen SpencerSays:

June 18, 2009 at 2:24 pm

So, which of these ways do you read the textNate?

Reply

1. Nate Oman Says:

June 20, 2009 at 6:25 am

| think that it depends on what | am doing with the text. If | am trying to make
sense of the texts current claims of author

British constitutional approach.

Mjoespencer Says:
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June 18, 2009 at 8:29 am

Only a moment this morning, so let me just make one clarification about the scope of questions 1
and 3. Responses to qustion 1 have, so far, been really (as Nate seems to have recognized)
responses to question 3. Question 3 asks about the the changing role of a revelation over time, its
historicization, etc. But question 1 is asking a narrower question: how do we make seng of the

fact that a given word or phrase, because of the alteration of words next to it or structurally tied to

it, changes its actual meaning, even when it

point that the retained material is give n, by its being retained, a kind of heightened importance,
then | want to ask: How do we make sense of the fact that what is retained is not simply chosen
out and then paired with new, essentially distinct material, but rather is structurally and
semantically changed by these addition. Material words and phrases themselves change in their
meaning. What does this tell us about having revelation be (as it uniquely is in

Mormonism) literal ?

Reply

1. & & Karen SpencerSays:

June 18, 2009 at 2:14 pm

I owi || still use the example of the templ e,

temple is a changing revelation as well.) Words have been and will be added or taken out

and what is left changes, to a degreein its meaning. Each time a change has been made

t hi

eve

(to my knowledge) what remained wasnét Achosen

drama, either. As things have been removed, | realize how important what remains really
is, and now have to see it in ever clanging contexts. (I see it as seeing it from new angles.)
This is the same, for me, as watching the live temple performance in Salt Lake.

But | imagine there are some important differences too. So please point them out so we
can understand this further.

Reply
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June 18, 2009 at 10:04 am

AWhdbes this tell us about having revelation be (a
| 6m not sure that | wunderstand exactly what you ar
revelation in Mormonism as beialgl yyd tceamil g Lfirtcem aGo d

opposed to revelation as a literary conceit or the like? Literal in the sense that the words are
somehow dictated by God? Clearly some sense of literalness is driving your question, our
puzzlement about the meaning of the terms, but | am not sure what exactly you mean by

literalness.

Reply

7. ‘Robert C. Says:

June 18, 2009 at 12:16 pm

OK, although | find Joeds questions fascinating, (I
semiar for some reason today (probably relatedto the fact that | set a bad example by not writing

a summary post of our 2nd weekds discussioné). I wq
making progress on, what | feel are the most critical questions raised by D&C 42. To that end, |

hadabit of an epiphany, though | &d&dm not sure |61I91 succ
t houghts would Iink up Joebs questions this week wi
Kristine from last week, as well as various lines of previous thoughtd akind of synthesizing

summary of much of what wedve done so far, at | eas!
ahead of time for its rather recklessly-rhapsodic, overly-generalizing and irresponsibly -sweeping

tone, esp. at the end.

Imparting, partaking andcommunity: | & m going to start with some tF
Ai mparto used in | ast weekds reading, fAimpart unto
substance unto the pooro in verse 31. Thirefacwor d #fAi m
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could only find one occurrence in the Old Testament in Job 39:17 where it translates the Hebrew

word chalag which, according the Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament, means fAo6to divi
di stribute, 6 where the wei ght reabsuechmndimoreathé ess on t |
di stributionodo (431). In Genesis 14 (which, youol Il |
how we read D&C 42 since the JST has so many parall
we know about the timing of these two texts), there is an interesting use of this term chalaq where

Abram fidivideso his armies up against the enemy to

of his fspoilso(/ gdiins?hewi tof Meéll dhe ni dek 20), but

beyond what was eaten (14:24). Also, ités interest.:
divided the eartho in the context of destroying wol
thi nk we have a very interesting conglomeration of
themes that are central to the idea of community al

hint at below).

The linguist tie between im-part -ing and part -aking of the sacrament might also be helpful here

(I double checked, and the OED does hint at an etymological link between part and partake ): we

partake of the Christés body and blood (cf. the sa
tithe -of-spoilswit h Mel chezi deké) i n a way that effectively
the poor and impart of our own substance with them & doing this as a typological, symbolic act of

making an offering to Christds reprhessdvidedat i ve t he |
hi mself covenantally (1 &m thinking of the Adividin:
here), imparting of himself and his substance (all that was givend not just his goods, but his very

body) and his under st anmdglannal in anfeffoh to bringraaouith e r 6 s wi | |

communal unity, as epitomized/ symbolized by the Goi

Hierarchy, equality, interdependence and freedom: But what is interesting in this

imparting and partaking is that it is all done submissively. Instead of g iving to the poor in a way

t hat faccomplishesd some fAendd that we can pat our
accomplished this feat, we are to Aremember o and .
way that | think is more about abundantly sharing with those who are our peers (and equal in at

least that sensé all children of God with divine potential, blah, blah, blah) rather than, say, in

some condescending or selfrighteous manner. But rather in a way that simultaneously

remembers ourhuwmaniftfyd@weals Charl es Taylor el oquentl
709 of ASecularAge) , as beggars before God, as we i mpart to

Benjamin, of course).
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So, although there is a kind of hherakhwcmhghuitsuanh pd
curious phrase in verse 33, perhaps invoking Paul 6:
an orderly way, but of course this is a hierarchy based on the servantleadership of Christ who

imparts of his own body (flesh and blood) to us, the spiritually poor beggars of salvation. But this

servant-leading mode is, | think, crucial in order to avoid the kind of problems that have been

raised (esp. by Christine and Nate): to avoid giving seltrighteously or mechanically, we must

impart in a way that respects the equally-divine nature of the poor, and hence respects their

freedom to use what they have in ways that might be unwise (though, as Nate has nicely argued,

following King Benjamin and the Church welfare program, we must try to enc ourage the poor to

use these gifts and stewardships wisely), and that invites the poor to become part of the

community -of-equals that is living and responsive to each other as ceeternal intelligences,

hoping for their participation and acceptance ofthesegi f t s, i n good faithé.

Independent intelligences and meanings: |l 6ve had an ongoing fascinat.
iindependence, 0 esp. as it is used in D&C 93:30: fi
God has placed it, to act for itself, asallin el | i gence al so, otherwise there
itbés curious that Independence, Mi ssour i pl ays sucl
church is described in D&C 78: 14 as standing finde,|]
celestal word. o |1 6m inclined to read this in a kind of
made up of covenanted disciples who are committed to God, each other, and the work, form a

kind of compound -in-one entity that is hierarchically situated above the rest of creation. This,

then, is the wholemeaningof fAexi stenceodo (93:30; cf. fend of its
contrast to the riches of capitalism, and the (hisf
you shall be equal, andthismot grudgi nglyo (D&C 70:14), ithe riche
not scarce, but are offered and to be shared fAfreel
ffabundantlyodo (D&C 70:13). A true respect of indepel
reproducing and multiplying 6 ever increasing and growing, always imparting of its

fruits/grains/excess.

But, and to finally get around to Joebs questions |
must be understood as it applies to and is informed by scripture, history and language. Each word

depends on a community of words for its meaning an:i
mutual supportiveness and cooperation that must be understood as lying at the heart of linguistic

meaning, as well as the meanng of a community. In a covenant community, this commitment of

support can be understood in terms of a balance of freedom and limitation: freedom to play and

create and rejoice and enjoy the abundance of creation, but always within the bounds the Lord
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has set in the covenants, scriptures, institutions, and laws which have been given. This freedom
limitation complex is offered freely and universally with only the condition of ongoing repentance
(and, intriguingly, perhaps a handful of sins & adultery and murder in this chapter, denying the

Holy Ghost elsewhere).

This community, then, exhibits its aliveness in this bounded play of freedom and creativity,

founded on the unifying name of Jesus Christ (the
| saacdacabdsé) who has consistently taudddit the pri.
these are the timeless constants that form thefoundation for this living and changing community.

The founding texts, then, of this community, are not to be read in some deadening, stultifying way

that aggrandizes individualsd whether they be the individuals of the past (our traditions,

progenitors, and historical idols), or the present (ourselves, our idolized leaders, or even the

poor), or the future (our idolized understandin g of a transcendent God who will justify our own

ungrounded, self-gratifying pride and apostate beliefs). Rather, these foundational texts of the

community must be read in the spirit of faith and repentance & being faithful to the history,

contexts, meanings, understandings, and play of the text, as they are given to us by the

communities of the past, present and future (future, as symbolized by the New Jerusalem in this

section), and in a spirit of humility and repentance, willing to confess and forsake our own sins

with an eye toward Life as it symbolizes change and dynamism, and hence creativity, play,

newness and unity, ser v ipresnttrehogrten ofihe gifted earisn t hei r e

which serve them.

Of course itdéd pr obp@dnlwhatltreallkmearaevenintigattofthe t o e x
foregoing, and several more lifetimes to work out the various meanings and implications of these
various gospel mysteries | 6ve tried toflamorelude t o,
thoughts abovethat a couple of concrete and productive ideas might emerge and be elaborated on

to help further the fruit that | really hope this seminar brings forth (and sooner rather than

later!).

Reply

1. § & Karen SpencerSays:

June 18, 2009 at 2:22 pm
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Robert, the moreyoutalkabout fAmusingso or fimystically flav

think you ought to have been a poet.

Reply

* Jeremiah J. Says:

June 19, 2009 at 9:12 pm

I think this is a good time to renew Nateds
We could talk about (modern) capitalism as a certain mode of distribution of income; as a certain
kind of property; as a certain kind of production; and as a certain pattern of consumption and

investment.

I donét think the texts webdre tal ki hapoutehtmo u t
material wealth is produced or should be produced. Rather, they outline how this wealth will be

distributed and used, practically assuming some stock of income that each individual family has.
They also seem to assume that property is initially held privately, and that through consecration,

this property is not only transferred but changed (into the stewardship of individuals).

cal l o

The system is fiharnessingo the wealth of individual

the poor and build up the church. But | see no clear indicationd no hope or intention d that the

capital base would continue to increase. It

seems |

woul dndt be reinvested in particular ent g¢hepri ses, |

poor . |l 6m even having a little trouble with

t he as:

i nevitably or Aconstantly createdo at ollaterin Ther eds

thissectioninv.426not to be i dl e) , thamsiHueamyway Wbypwmduéetit? k e e p

There are other worthwhile things out there to do.) Perhaps we need to assume the parable of the
talents from the beginning and focus on what stewardship really means hered perhaps it means

taking what is given to you for a time and increasing it (even taking risks with it and putting your

best efforts into it, as you would your own
residue. But maybe I 6m just now figuring out
Reply
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e Njoespencer Says:

June 20, 2009 at 12:28 pm

In response, quite broadly, to Jeremiah:

It seems clear to mefrom the historical record that the original capital base of the United Order
was intended to increase. The way that Bishop Partridge put this revelation to work was precisely
on the model of the parable of the talents: the individual steward came and asked for the means
necessary b launch this or that endeavor, and then was required to account for those means by
producing (if possible). Whatever was produced in excess was, in a yearly interview with the

bishop, given over into the storehouse, etc.

| think this historical reading of D&C 42 clarifies what it would mean to say that the order was
capitalistic. If capitalism is the economic order that uses a capital base in order to build up a
productive industry that then perpetuates and increases the original base, the endeavor was

capitalistic.

Now, if Marx was right (in whatever sense and to whatever extentd | know Marx has some
enemies here) that at least some implementations of capitalism are bound up with a problematic
modernist notion of identity, it is possible to suggest that the United Order version of capitalism
offers some resources for getting away from that problem. Better: rather than seeing the order in
D&C 42 as a response to the problem Marx identified, the cultural enmeshedness of certain
capitalisms that Marx pointed ou t can be drawn on to begin to delineate the manner in which

D&C 42 prescribes its own definitions of sociality and human relations.

That, it seems to me, is a question very worth
well enough, especiallysic e | 6 m formul ating these thoughts
Reply
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* Jeremiah J. Says:
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June 20, 2009 at 1:31 pm

| had suspected that some of your argument rested on historical stuff that you know a lot

better than I do, so that much is more clear and very helpful.

You do realize that defining capitalism as fithe
order to build up a productive industry that then perpetuates and increases the original

based means that Stalinés and m¥wesetcapitabsiconomi ¢ de
right? The core of the meaning you seem to be getting at is the hope of some kind of

gr owt h. I think ités confusing to call that <cap

The parable of the talents seems to imply that stewardship entails growth, multiplication.

But weébére talking about a kind of growth hat oc
|l 6m not familiar with the stuff in Marx youobre
specifics (i.e. about fAmodernist notions of ide
Reply

joespencer Says:

June 20, 2009 at 3:44 pm

I 611 confess | 6ve only quite recently begun
shame, for shame!), but, from what | have read, | would think that there is

nothing startling about claiming that their programs were capitalistic. | know

that capitalism is sometimes used as a shorthand term to refer

to democratic capitalism (and hence as opposed to every communistic endeavor),

but Marx spoke (at least inDas Kapital and especially Communist Manifesto ) of

it as a basic economic fact afte the Industrial Revolution.

But | agree that we donét wusually wuse the t

discourse.
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10.

As to your second paragraph: yes, thanks for putting it in those terms; | see what

you were saying now. And | think this may complicate things quite a bit for the

way | was thinking about things. I 61 | have

As for material in Marx, | was thinking primarily of his 1844 Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts , where he first articulates the idea of alienation. Of

course,itwas Engel s, especially after Mar xo6s
notions in detail (as in AThe Origin of
St ateo) .

A Njoespencer Says:

June 20, 2009 at 12:35 pm

In response to Nate and then Karen on question 1.:

Literal: better, literary. The word was meant to point out the fact that Mormon revelatio n, unlike

revelation in other traditions, is cast in words. | chose an unfortunate word to express that and

dea
t he

then didndét get back to the discussion for a coupl

| really like the point that whatever words or phrases are retained are, by their very being retained

in a canonical document (or ordinance), given a heightened importance. My quibble was not with

that point. Rather, | wanted to ask how we think about the fact that what is retained, even as it is
accorded that importance, is, despite its material consistency, altered in its meaning. On the one
hand, this is a rather banal question (as | pointed out in the post): any postmodernist will tell you

that a word or a phrase or a text changes is variously significant depending on its catext, etc. But

on the other hand, what | find interesting is that we have instances of this in revelation . The more

I think about this question, though, the more

to formulate. For now, then, it might be best to pretend it is only a subset of question 3.

Reply
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11.

‘Mjoespencer Says:

June 20, 2009 at 12:43 pm

Now, to venture beyond responsesé

Is anyone else finding it immensely difficult to ask strictly theological questions about D&C 42
thatar endédt, in the end, just wvariations on the
about the D&C in general? Of the three questions | originally posed in the post, only the second
attempts to break out of a kind of general approach to the D&Ctaken as a whole. Why this
difficulty?

essenit

I think Idm feeling this so keenly because |1 086ve bei

seminars before, and it has always been quite a bit easier to raise theological questions. Is it just
because far too little exegetical workd far more necessary here than elsewhere, because (1) we
have earlier versions of the text and (2) we have so much information about the historical setting
in which the revelation was givend has yet been done, and it is hard to get beyond thebasic
exegetical questions to the theological ones? Is it because the D&C remains, despite the
rehistoricization of the text in 1876, an essentially non-narrative scripture? Is it because this is
(presumably) the word of the Lord, rather than the (emphati cally) authorial or editorial product

of a prophet?

Whatever is behind it, |l 6m finding that | only want

larger questions about the D&C. How do we get around this?

Reply

1. ‘Robert C. Says:

June 20, 2009 at 3:36 pm

Joe, let me respond to your query here mostly by trying to elaborate on my abstruse

comment above (#7).
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Money (li ke the concept of <capital) has
in an earlier commentd it can be used for a wide variety ofends. In this sense, it
represents potency and potentiality with a maximum amount of independence and
freedom for the holder of money. The steward is charged to use this money/capital wisely,
and to consecrate the residue to the kingdom, but is otherwise ot given explicit

limitations (except perhaps as pre-/pro -scribed in the preceding laws of this section).

Words are analogous: they can be used for an infinite variety of purposes. Canonical texts
are perhaps more like stewardship (visa-v i s 0 r a w thereaaegertairaeixplicit and
implicit limitations and contexts that constrain the way that these words might be used.
Nevertheless, there is still a great deal of play and flexibility in terms of how these texts
are read and appropriated. Typically, the historical play of these texts is not apparen® we
receive essentially one text with only a few possible variations (different manuscripts of

the Bible, slight variations in different editions or manuscripts of the Book of Mormon).

The play of the D&C text is much more obvious and immediate. Its changes are much less
veiled and are uncomfortably bare, and they seem, | think, much more banal as a result.
Closer, perhaps, to different teachings among different contemporary Church leaders:
one fit e x thatseemms myre corsarvative, another seems more liberal, one
emphasizing these ideas and interpreting the gospel this way, another emphasizing and
interpreting that way. What are we to make of this radically inconclusive play that we see
in the shifting text(s)/leader(s) and the infinite paths of research and thought that these

texts/leaders open to us?

Because we have more history with the D&C, | think we see see and feel the infinity of
these tasks more intensely. But | think this should simply make us all the more humble
perhaps simply in the sense that | think any Sunday School teacher feels on any given
Sunday. That is, the analogy above between the shift from words to canonical texts and
from canonical texts to General Authority talks was to suggesta potential solution to the
more academic task we are trying to undertake here that can be found in the more

Aimundaned task of teaching a Sunday scho

an

ol

necessary to fiwager a t he &dnoouyoriginbl past)wills a't

never be adequate. The question then becomes, how do we take up the text within the

finite time that we have been allotted?
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In saying all of this to you, Joe, I mi ght thin
lssiashand your effective analogy between historian
proposing that youdbre simply feeling this her me

task of historico-critical issues in a way that you have not in the other seminars.

This is not to say | 6m unsympathetic to your qu

any of us will, at least in the course othis seminar, get very far with these larger

guestions. And, | think I 6&dm | ess clynthenced they
one hand, if we do better history than the historians as it relates to this text, and begin

talking about the interpretive issuesand implications that the history of the text can teach

us, then | agree that this will be very useful for historians. However, for those who are not
interested in history for historyds sake, [ dm n
interest.

Atany rate, 1 06m almost sure | &m missing the reas:¢
qguestion of how to approach the D&C, since | do

guestions that arefundamentally different than what we face with other canonical texts,

though | see that the issues raised are more obvious and intense.

Also, and hopefully more productively, | see D&C 42 as a key text for addressing the

guestion of what an ideal community is for Mormons, and since | view scriptural theology

as a (per ha®p)s ckefeinniindg t ask of the Mormon churc
as indeed having important bearing for how we read the entire D&C, and scripture more

generally. Where | think | disagree with you is in that | see the themes of community in

our current text o f D&C 42 having the most to say regarding these question$ and

although | believe that a better understanding of the history of the text will help us

understand our current text better, | think these meta -hermeneutic questions are only

indirectly ratherthan di rectly relevant é.

joespencer Says:

June 20, 2009 at 3:50 pm
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