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L}
The Wahabis, followers of a fanatical Mslem heresy,
had i nposed their strict rules on easy and civilized
Kasim In Kasimthere was but little coffee-
hospitality, much prayer and fasting, no tobacco, no
artistic dalliance with wonen, no silk clothes, no
gold and silver head-ropes or ornanents. Everything
was forcibly pious and forcibly puritanical."

- SEVEN PI LLARS OF W SDowv I
(Lawr ence 1963:150) I

L}
"Emma, Joseph's wife, had been away to St. Louis on
furniture buying trip. She returned to find the main
roomfilled with guests, the majority of whom were
crowded the |l ength of a bright new counter upon which
was di splayed a variety of liquors; a scrubbed and
conbed Rockwel|l held forth behind the bar, busily
filling glasses. Emmm held her tongue until the
visitors had departed, then flewinto a tirade.
"Joseph, what is the neaning of that bar in this
house?"
- ORRI N PORTER ROCKWELL
( Schi ndl er 1966:111)”

25. COFFEE, TEA OR M LK?

1
From the same region of the world as this Kasim comes the lovely Eleventh Century poetry of Omar
Khayyam inspired by the fruit of the vine, his best known verse being:

-11-
"Here with a Loaf of Bread beneath the Bough,
A Fl ask of Wne, a Book of Verse - and Thou
Beside me singing in the WIderness-
And W derness is Paradi se enow. "

-Edward Fitzgerald First Edition
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| NTRODUCTI ON:

Cof fee, (cocoa,) tea or mlk? O, chem cally speaking,
caffeine, theobrom ne, tannic acid or calciunf? |s that what the
Wrd of Wsdom is about - a directive about l|legally ingestible

chemcals? | think not. But there's a lot of pap in Mdern Mrnon
Fol klore (MW)? that alleges that in placing coffee off limts, the
Fat her was saying not to use caffeine. The argunent is backwards,
really. But as a syllogism it goes sonething like this:

1. The health code proscribes the use of
cof f ee.

2. Coffee contains caffeine.

3. Therefore, caffeine is proscribed.

There is a fiber of logic to this facile argunent, but it is
fallacious. Sone w se one ® has noted that all of God's
commandnents are spiritual in nature, so how is abstinence from
caffeine -not coffee, a different sort of animal- a theol ogica

virtue? The truth is that it isn't the caffeine that is the issue
her e.

We claimthat the underlying issue is a self-denial behavior.

What we bel i eve has happened in the 20th Century LDS church is that
MW has evolved and has discovered the 'explanation' for the
proscription of coffee use in the 89 Section of the D& C. MV has
been unable to resist the tenptation to do what the Lord has not
done, provide such an explanation. This seens synptomatic of a
need or insecurity that |leads one to try to "explain" sonething
spiritual in 'understandable' ternms,® But in the case of the
caffeine doctrine, MW has it wong. W say this because we
believe that there is, in fact, a profoundly inportant aspect of
the 89th Section in terns of spirit netallurgy, but it is hidden

2It is essential to differentiate between attested doctrine on the one hand, and the conplex folklore
on the other, that springs up to fill the gaps between the w del y-spaced doctrines. The LDS faith has its share
of the latter and so conpelling and pervasive are these myths and folk beliefs, that only rare individuals in
the faith even attenpt to identify them They are given to us with our earliest training wthout any
di stinction between the two categories. The formal doctrine is termed Standard Mornmon Doctrine (SMD) here, and
the latter, Mddern Mrnon Fol klore (MWF).

Any faith that depends heavily on personal revelation, and the concept of a concurrent God who actively
stirs the m xture of our daily lives, is one ripe for exploitation by nyth-nakers, whether intentional or not.
Virtually any smal |l incident of our |ife can be given mracul ous expl anations, whi ch when shared i n the conmunal
sel f-reveal ing testinony neetings, becomes a nodel for others to ponder and enulate. This sharing creates
patterns for hearers who mmy consciously or unconsciously seek to experience or replicate an event that
I mpressed them And as this emul ation and sharing progresses, cloaked by the sacredness conferred on anything
spoken in a testinmony neeting, folkloreis legitimzed. Thereby, it assumes the rank of official doctrine which
unt hi nki ng people faithfully accept w thout question.

That is what has happened to the Caffeine Doctrine discussed in this article.

3
Actually, this is fromthe D & C.

4
Sort of |ike the conpulsion leading to this book!
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fromview by MW s fixation of the nastiness of caffeine.”

NARCOTI CS CONTROL:

A basic question to raise here about the Caffeine Doctrine
revol ves around sone basi c pharnmacol ogy. To set up the argunent,
let's take as a nodel the class of drugs called narcotics which
i ncl udes sone ol d standbys |i ke norphi ne, codei ne, heroin, as well
as a group of newer ones like fentanyl, etc.® This is a group of
chem cals that share simlar pharmacol ogical effects, i.e. pain
relief, euphoria, sense of well-being, dependence, cardiovascul ar
effects, decreased responsiveness by the brainstem to carbon
di oxi de, etc. These effects result fromthe chem cal structure of
t he nol ecules and their interaction with the nervous system And
some of them are so profoundly dependence-creating, both
psychol ogi cal | y and physically, that users can deteriorate as human
beings into unproductive creatures whose nmmjor purpose becones
mai nt enance of the habit, wth a concomtant decline into
| awl essness necessitated by the need to 'earn' $1,000+ a day to
support the habit.

To curb the growh of this population, the Drug Enforcenent
Adm nistration (DEA) was created and enpowered to pronulgate
stringent standards that nust be conplied with as these chem cal s
are manufactured, distributed and di spensed. Even the process of
prescribing themis stringently regulated. A physician who w shes
to prescribe them nust obtain a specific DEA license to do so.
Then he must use a three-part federal narcotic prescription formto
order these drugs, wth each of the three parts going to
specifically defined | ocations. Then the pharmacist can only fil
one of these prescriptions if all of the necessary information is
onit, it is not tooold, it shows no evidence of alteration, etc.
Variations fromthese regul ations can incur significant penalties
fromthe DEA which enpl oys FBI investigators to enforce and police
t hese regul ati ons.

If a new narcotic is created, it will be placed on this |ist

I know | amjousting with windnmills here. But | nust. There is a nmbst unfortunate error being made
in the LDS culture today in this regard. People |ose sight of the significant self-denial doctrine of this
section, and focus instead on the chemcals. And then they have the caffeine question wong anyway. Then the
kids start to get confused, and this then makes them cyni cal about other doctrines or about the |eaders, etc.
Al'l because of the incredibly powerful currents within the culture that nmakes caffeine use a sin of the sane
magni t ude as drunkenness, immorality, etc.

SMD consi ders it anathema for a non-1eader to be so bold as to suggest that |eadershi p ought to do such-
and-such, but | do believe that the general authorities would relieve a trenendous and unnecessary burden of
confusion and guilt fromthe general nmenbership if they would screw up their courage and tell the truth, that
the 89th section has nothing to do with caffeine, that using it is OK Froman uncle who used to hobnob with
these men in SLC, it is evident that some of themenjoy their coke, so why not just let the secret out of the
bag?

If the reader shies fromlogical arguments about doctrinal matter, this section will be offensive.
But if one concedes that logic just nay be characteristic of the gospel, and allow that it is OK for nortals
to even try and discover that logic, then this nodel is going to be viewed favorably.
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of controlled substances.’” It must be manufactured, distributed
and marketed in accordance wth these stringent regulatory
controls. It seens appropriate and reasonabl e that any new nenber
of this chem cal class would be handl ed just |ike any other nenber
of the class. Wuldn't it seemirrational to say norphine can be
mar ket ed over the counter, but that heroin can't, or to allowa new
desi gner anal ogue of fentanyl to be legally sold in the street
while heroin can't? The answers to these questions are self
evident. Al nenbers of this class of chem cals nust be treated in
t he sane manner.

METHYL XANTHI NES:

So what's the relevance of this to coffee, tea or chocol ate?
Sinply this. Caffeine also belongs to a particular class of drugs,
whi ch class is terned "net hyl xanthi nes” or "nethyl ated xant hi nes. "
This fact is known to sonme degree within the LDS faith, but it is
generally ignored, which is a bit |like the fanous ostrich hiding
technique. Just as the nenbers of the class of narcotics share
anong t hensel ves certain properties, the nenbers of this class al so
share chem cal and pharmacol ogi cal properties, which we wll now
review briefly.

First, there is another, though | ess well -known nenber of this
group, which is called theobronmine®. Is it fanmiliar to you? It
shoul d be, because you ingest it every tinme you eat a candy bar
with chocolate or drink hot chocolate, or eat anything that has
real chocolate (not to be confused with carob) in it. Chocolate
use is as widely practiced in our culture as is coffee use.

Second: if it is wong to use one nenber of the class of
xant hines, i.e. caffeine, then shouldn't it be equally wong to use
any ot her nmenber of that class? O is this class of drugs sonehow
different fromthe class of narcotics? Can we sonehow "legally"
use one nenber of this class in any quantity and any frequency,
while we sinmultaneously eschew the use of another nenber of the
group?

G ven the pattern for the uniform handling of all nenbers of
the class of narcotics, one begins to suspect that the division of
this class into acceptable and unacceptable groups by SMD is
arbitrary, capricious, self-serving and unreasonable. Wat woul d
be the rationale for allow ng these drugs to be split into useable
and unusabl e divisions, allowed and not-all owed groups, while not
allowng the sanme type of division to be made in the narcotic

7vai ously, the designers of new varieties of these drugs can evade control for a while, because the
drug nust be identified before it can be regulated. (And there is great profit to be gained - a shoe box full
of a fentanyl anal ogue woul d have a street value in excess of $1,000,000.00!) But this evasion is just that.
The intention of the regulation is to include all related drugs.

8Actua||y, this fact does seemto be fairly well known in the church, but what happens is that its
meani ng i s deni ed, ignored, not understood, etc. | remenber well when |I first encountered this fact and asked
nmy nom about it. She gave ne a glib answer and | understood that the topic was not open to discussion. That
is how SMD deals with this pesky problem



CAFFEI NE & OR THEOBROM NE \312

group?® It is nore reasonable or logical to use all of themor to
use none of them To this author, fastidiously turning one's nose
up at caffeine while gorging on chocol ate, snacks of a severe case
of phariseeitis.

XANTHI NE PHARMACOL OGY:

But let's not leave it at that. Let's take a brief ook at
some of the actual pharnacol ogy of these xanthines now. Caffeine
i s known by everyone as a drug that stinulates the central nervous
system 'NoDoz' and 'Dr. Pepper' take advantage of that property,
as do sonme prescription and over-the-counter drugs. ' But does
everyone also know the equally true fact that the primary target
organ of theobromine is the nyocardium the heart itself'? Since
this is true, one then nmust ask why it is OKto rev up the heart
wi th theobrom ne, but not the nerves with caffeine. If stinulation
is wong, it's wong, or if it OK it's ok. But we can't have it
both ways. They are both nmenbers of the nethyl xanthine group so
shoul d be treated in the sanme manner.

EARLY CHURCH HI STORY

When MVF attenpts to dredge up rationalizations for the 89th
Section, sonething that really isn't necessary, and in fact is m s-
guided, it opens up a wide range of curious questions that m ght
best be left alone, especially fromits point of view But since
t he door has been opened, let's take a peek.

Look at the history of the health code for a mnute. Wen the
89th section was witten in 1833, the health problens associated

with opiates and narcotics were known. One of the nost fanobus
exanpl es was the scourge of opium which was present in England *?
on the continent and the U S.. It was recognized as a source of

9There is probably a significant segment of the population of the U S. who would be glad if such a
distinction could be made in the narcotics class! Wtness the efforts expended to |egalize cannabis,
t et rahydrocannabi nol, THC or whatever you wish to call it. It's not a narcotic, but it is one of the DEA-
proscribed drugs that a segnent of the population would like to legalize. This is also anathena to SMDers, but
to nme, it is irrational for us to allow alcohol to be legal and these other not. Alcohol is a vastly nore
debilitating drug ultimately, incurring enornmous costs at all levels of society.

10 Does it strike you peculiar that an individual can purchase Excedrin and use it as often as s/he
wi shes and still consider hinself a non-caffeine-user in the liturgical sense? Sonehow that smacks of severe
pharaseeitis. |If caffeine comes packaged in a solid white form |abeled "nedicine', we can use it, but if it
Is in a browmn liquid form -coffee or coke- it is 'bad."' In the case of Excedrin, there isn't even the
rationalization that, "Well, the doctor made me do it!" W are sinply choosing to ingest it. Wuld it really
be any different if we drank a coke and took and aspirin with it instead taking an excedrin? They each contain
approxi mately the same quantity of caffeine - 65ng.

11
There have al so been reports that chocolate stinulates the rel ease of endorphin-like substances in
the brain. This begins to sound suspiciously like the effects of opiates. Naughty, naughty.

12
A recent article, with a conparable sounding title -"Coffee, Tea, or QpiunP- sheds rather gruesone
light on the role of England and the United States in spreadi ng opi umaddiction world-wide in the 19th century.
Samuel M WIlson wites in NATURAL HI STORY, 11/93, page 74-79.
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various sorts of problens, though it was not regulated for sone
tine.

So if Brother Joseph was so astute, as MW all eges himto be,
to support their contention that caffeine was the sinful agent in
coffee, why didn't he proscribe opiumand cocaine as well? They
wer e w eaki ng social havoc when he was alive, and he was probably
aware of their effects. That would seem sort of short-sighted of
him wouldn't it, particularly in view of the fact that we know
today that either cocaine or opiumis a vastly nore problenmatica
substance socially, economically, etc. than caffeine will ever be.

Looki ng further around the 18th Century in the U S., one notes
that the social mlieu in which this health code cane into
exi stence may have had sone i nfluence on the code itself. At |east
that is what one mght argue if one takes contenporaneous events
into account. For exanple, Dr. MIt Backman of BYU has indicated
that the man who created G aham Crackers, one Dr. Gaham
proscribed five, not four, substances, and did this a few years
before Joseph did. Dr. G aham included Brother Joseph's four
itens, and included, unexpectedly, quinine. So if one insists on
trying to find |ogical explanations for the listing of do's and
don't's in the health code, s/he nust account for this coincidence
because it is relevant. This nmakes it | ook |ike Joseph was copyi ng
Dr. Gaham not that it's true, but if we indulge in the |ogic of
MV, we have to note that this is also a possible explanation for
his proscription of those four itens.

There i s anot her curious sidelight tothe history of "illicit"
substances in the LDS church. Al cohol was on the proscribed |ist
of things, but the early saints did continue to use wine in their
sacranment services, as wtnessed by the original |anguage of the
sacranental prayer on the 'wine' *. ~ This was real alcoholic w ne,
not just the "fresh grape juice" whichis so carefully described by
uncertain sunday school teachers today. So what caused the early
Saints to stop using it? According to Dr. Backman, it doesn't
appear to have been a doctrinal concern about alcohol, rather it
was based on a need to desist fromtrafficking with the gentiles
who were their only source of w ne 1, This is an entirely
reasonabl e, pragmatic, non-theol ogical reason for so doing, but I
bring it up to show that if we try to use human logic to explain
the theology of the 89th section, we run afoul of all sorts of

13I n fact when Coca Cola was first marketed it DIDin fact contain cocaine. That is where the 'coke'
part of the name derived. Cocaine was dropped fromthe formula as it was controlled.

One is led to specul ate about whether this fact somehow contributed, in early church history, to the
concern for putting Coca Cola on the list of proscribed things. It SHOULD have been proscribed when it
cont ai ned cocai ne, but as cocai ne was dropped fromthe beverage, another explanation had to be found by t he next
generations that didn't know about the role of cocaine. So caffeine would be a lovely chem cal to accuse as
the reason 'good' nornons shouldn't drink it. | don't know that this is what happened, but it nay be.

14
See Section 20, verse 79 of the Doctrine and Covenants and the B of M

15
This is attested inthe D& Citself where the Lord counsels the Saints "to not purchase wi ne neither
strong drink of your enemes." (27:3)
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little things®

Allow nme one nore historical vignette before we |leave this
section. The second quote on the title page of this article is
fromthe University of Uah's Harold Schindler. According to him
Orin Porter hinmself did bartending for Brother Joseph in Brother
Joseph's frontroom That doesn't sound like the 89th section was
bei ng rigorously enforced. And according to Dr. Backnman, Brother
Joseph discovered that if he were to enforce the health code, he
woul d have found hinself citing the majority of the sai nts who used
one or nore of the four black-1isted substances.

f unny

MODERN MEDI CAL SUPPORT FOR ALCOHOL USE

It is a delightful paradox to note that if one wishes to
extend this MVF past-tinme of finding 'logical' reasons from nodern
'science' to support its contentions, it is also possible in the
1990's to find research information to SUPPORT t he use of noderate
anounts of al cohol. There are studies which denonstrate that
caffeine ingestion 45 mnutes prior to vigorous exercise produces
beneficial effects, and even increases exercise tolerance. And
information is now finding its way into the popul ar press about
sonet hing that pathol ogists have known for a long tine: alcoho
usage tends to protect coronary arteries by keeping them free of

16There are two ot her conspi cuous exanpl es of profoundly deep shifts in doctrinal positions within SVD
whi ch create conparabl e opportunities for this sort of rationalization engaged in by MWF. One was the granting
of priesthood to blacks in the md-70"s. Wthin the context of the social and racial nilieu of that era,
insiders and outsiders had a grand tine 'explaining" why the LDS | eaders made this change at that precise tine.

The other, older exanple is polygany. That is a clear case of the orthodoxy caving in to political
pressures. Personally, | think it was just fine to stop the polygany so that the prophet could conme out of
hiding in the Juarez Colonies to lead the faith. And especially personally, | amglad it was stopped for any
reason because it is a bizarre doctrine.

Anyway. Attenpts to rationalize doctrines are risky business.

1 ' Dr. Backman al so noted that Orin Porter Rockwell retained his taste for hard liquor in the
Utah territory. He apparently preferred a |iquor di spensing wayhouse whi ch was | ocated at Poi nt of the Mountain
at the south end of the Salt Lake valley where the present Uah State Penitentiary is situated. N ce piece of
poetic justice, that.

The point, though, is that the saints in Uah continued to useillicit substances after their mgration.
And it was not until the last two generations that it has been rigorously enforced. However, the enforcenent
seens to err on the side of hair-splitting over caffeine, ignoring the other aspects of the 89th section |ike
wei ght control, neat consunption, anount of sleep, etc.

R L Dewey is even nore explicit about Porter's involvenent in the wayhouse:

"...he [ed.Porter] purchased si xteen additional acres near Point of the Mountain...Here he constructed
a tavern/hotel ... The bar was | ater added January 1861, but by August, 1860 the premni ses had been titled

"Hot Spring Brewery Hotel'...(there was) a brewery capabl e of maki ng 500 gal |l ons of beer per day.."
(1986: 246)
The references for these transactions are apparently uninpeachable, and will be briefly noted here, details

bei ng provided in the conplete bibliography:

-Uah County Deeds, 1851-1864.
-WI1liam Marsden, Inspector of Spirituous Liquors and Beer
-Journal Hi story, August 29, 1860

Does any of this really matter in the final analysis? No. The 89th Section is about spiritual attributes and
| aws, not chemicals. W nerely bring these things in to try to persuade you -if you need persuadi ng- that Mw
has turned the tel escope around and agoni zes over trivia, mssing the meaning of the health code.



CAFFEI NE & OR THEOBROM NE \315

pl aque. *®

| f you use non-theol ogical reasons to justify and explain the
89t h Section, you have a problem here because there is clear non-
t heol ogi cal (medical) evidence that denonstrates that noderate,
daily intake of alcohol protects the cardiovascul ar system and
decreases the risk of heart attack. So if you really are worried
about ensuring optinmal health of your coronary arteries, which you
ought to be in order to prolong your life so that you can do even
nore 'good', you can now argue that you should start using a bit of
red wine with your neals. The apparent nmechanism for the
protective action of alcohol is sinple. It decreases the tendency
of platelet to aggregate, as does aspirin, which in turn, decreases
the rate of mural plagque formation, a promnent feature of
at her oscl erosi s.

NEW TESTAMVENT SUPPORT FOR ALCOHOL USE

Per haps the nost delightful paradox in this business of MW
finding 'explanations' is the evidence fromthe New Testanent which
m ght be taken to be doctrinal support for noderate al cohol use.
Qovi ously, alcohol isn't caffeine, but this paragraph is hunorous
in this context.

First evidence: the first recorded mracle of the Christ
Hinself was to turn water into wine at the weddi ng, real alcoholic
wine. |If it were norally reprehensible to use alcohol, | doubt He
woul d have done that. Don't you agree?

Second, recall that Paul counseled Tinothy to use a little
wine for the frequent infirmties of his stomach. That's a
significant counterpoint to MVF which is blithely overl ooked. Paul
evidently believed that wi ne had a nedicinal effect and encouraged
Timothy to avail hinmself of it. Certainly Paul knew of the
drunkenness caused by alcohol, as his laundry lists of sins
repeatedly denonstrate, but he had no probl em encouraging a smal
anount for nedical reasons. The point is that Paul did not find it
contradictory or sinful to do this.

So MVF runs afoul of the New Testanment in this case because it

makes a big theol ogical deal out of alcohol. Wiy was noderate
al cohol use not a sin then, but is today?® Does the standard of
what's wong change? | think not. | think not. If anything has

changed, it may be the social mlieu in which nodern man finds

8But it can weak havoc on the liver, depending on the quantity used and length it is used. Years ago,
during an autopsy that a VA pathol ogist did on a 60 year old alcoholic for ny students, he sectioned the heart
and traced the coronaries for them They were clean. No plaque. However, the liver was a m s-shapen, tan-
col ored, hobnail ed-surface mass that he said was unable to performits function, and which was the cause of

death. He attributed the clear coronaries in this 60 year old, as well as the hobnail liver, to alcohol, and
estinmated that it took $10,000 in al cohol to produce such a liver. The students obviously wanted to know where
t he boundary was between too nuch and just enough al cohol . The pathol ogi st coul dn't say.

19I trust the reader understands here that | amsinply denonstrating the fallacy of hunting for |ogical
reasons for the |l anguage of the 89th section. | amnot arguing for the use of alcohol. But logic extends in
many directions. It is a double-edged sword. Treating theol ogical pronouncenments as being susceptible of
| ogi cal proof is risky business, as | have denonstrated el sewhere by exanpl e!
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hi nsel f.

SPI R TUAL MEANI NG

In spite of the confusion created in MW, the real neaning of
the 89th section is a spiritual one, and the first quote on the
title page of the article shows it remarkably well. Law ence, none
other than the "Law ence of Arabia" *°, who was a brilliant non-
conformst, points out that there is sone sort of relationship
bet ween abstention from coffee and a variety of other behaviors
which turn out to be inportant ones to the LDS faith. He did not
endorse those rel ated behavioral constraints, but that is beside
the point. The point is that he recogni zed that there IS sonme sort
of relationship between them and coffee use. This is an
ast oni shing observation comng fromthis source, and it does nore
to explain the neaning of the 89th section than any of the current
MVF pap about caffeine. Abstinence fromusing coffee in the nodern
wor | d makes one a peculiar person, and being peculiar is sonething
that the Lord apparently wants of us.

VWiile ny wife and | were in the Amazon Basin in the Peace
Corps, living among blended* populations where there was no
know edge of the LDS faith, coffee was the nmedium of hospitality.
Every dirt-poor famly had access to coffee bushes and they all
gat hered and roasted coffee beans over their open cooking fires.
And when one visited a hovel, there was always an offer of a
dem tasse of sugary coffee. To refuse it was to be rude at worst,
and abnormal at |east. We begged off by lanely citing the
i nevitable "liver problens", but the excuse was seen for what it
was and our hosts felt ill-at-ease. In a simlar fashion, while |
was in Finland serving a mssion, coffee was al so the nmedi um of
hospitality. Around the world, coffee figures promnently in
meeting and greeting cerenpnies. So we believe that the point of
no coffee or tea is to, first, sinply make us a peculiar peopl e*
and second, to tie us nore readily to those other abstinence
behavi ors noted above by Law ence.

OHe was a world-class Arabist who found hinself in the British Forces in that part of the world during
World War 11. He single-handedly I ed a group of grunbling Arab tribes across the Negev to sei ze Agaba fromthe
ast oni shed Turks who never anticipated attack fromthat direction, the Negev being what it is. This victory
turned around the fortunes of that theatre, ending with the occupation of Damascus. If you are interested in
this extraordinary story -which is nmuch nore spell-binding than the novie- read SEVEN PILLARS OF W SDOM by
hi nsel .

21
The bl end consisting of Amerindian, West African and Portuguese bl oods.

2 . . . . .
For sone readers it nmay be interesting to discover that other faiths have al so regarded thensel ves
as "peculiar". Note this quote:

"Perhaps he had been born and bred anpong serious dissenters, seeing salvation in Jesus only
and abhorring the vain ponps of the establishnent. Had he felt the need of an inplicit faith
am d the welter of sectarianismand the jargon of its turbulent schisnms, six principle nmen,
pecul i ar peopl e, seed and snake baptists, supral apsatian dogmatists?" (Joyce PORTRAIT OF THE
ARTI ST AS A YOUNG MAN, p. 189)

Note here the 'welter of sectarianismi and schisns which was the sanme type of environnent that Brother Joseph
found hinself in, with the sane sort of m nd-nunbing results.
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MVE_AND PHARI SEEI SM

What has unfortunately happened is that MW has entered into
the same sort of mndganmes as the pharisees. It has sought
meti cul ous explanations and justifications that can be applied to
the coffee proscription. Unfortunately, it is phariseeismof the
worst sort and a good share of LDS cannot see that, so either
foolishly and m ndl essly accept the nyth, or el se don't accept iti
but are confused about it and feel guilty about using caffeine. *

CONCLUSI ON:

W have seen one young nman get it right, however. \Wen he
di scovered the rel ationship of the active drugs in both coffee and
chocolate, i.e. they are nenbers of the same class of drugs, he
recogni zed the inconsi stency of using one drug, but not the other.
Then, given the fact that coffeeis off-limts according to Section
89, he concluded that he best cease using chocol ate. That's
commendabl e, not because he woul d be endangering his body or sou
by using the substances, rather because he saw the flaw in the
split-screen version of the 89th Section preached by MW, so he
chose not to be inconsistent.

The abstinence fromuse of coffee (not caffeine) and tea (not
tannic acid) and alcohol, alters our spirit matter in sone way.
There i s nothing nystical about it: any exercise of free agency in
the direction of discipline always alters spirit matter.?* Anot her
probably benefit of abstinence from these things is that one
essentially creates barriers between hinself and sone potentially
undesirabl e situation.®® That's the point of the behaviors, both
proscri bed and encouraged®. The proscribed substances figure in

23The nedi ci nal use of al cohol and caffeine raises an interesting issue. Wen a physician prescribes
these substances, they are acceptable wi thin SMD, although an individual cannot choose by hinself to use them
medicinally. The issue this raises is: if nmedicinal use is acceptable, then there nust not be any intrinsic
noral problemw th these substances.

What | nean i s best shown by considering sexual behaviors. | seriously doubt that nmedical prescriptions
for proscribed sexual activities, which ARE prescribed by sone psychol ogists and psychiatrists, would be
tolerated by the authorities of the Church. And if this specul ation be true, the reason nust be that the latter
i nvol ve behavi ors which are proscribed for noral reasons. | suppose | could be wong, but | doubt it. To me
this distinction indicates that caffeine use is not a noral sin. (This also sounds |ike phariseeism)

4 S Lo
Renenber the Propositions. This is one of the four.

5Thi s is a curious point fromthe perspective of obedience: are we truly denonstrating obedience if
we don't sin sinply because we haven't had the change to sin? Put differently, if we never are offered al cohol
in an anonynous setting where noone knows us, hence the |ikelihood of exposure is zero, we really don't know
whet her we willingly obeyed. Do we? So is the absence of transgression to be construed as incontrovertible
evi dence of what decision we would make in all related situations where sin of a sort was possible?

26
Once again, we note that Tantric Buddhism shares sinmilar beliefs. Avalon notes (1978:594-6) that
wine is forbidden because it was found "to be productive of great evils, and was thrice cursed by Brahns,

Shukracarya and Krishna. "The drinking of wine is one of the great sins (Mhapataka), involving expiation
(Prayascitta), and otherwi se leading the sinner to that great hell in which the slayer of a Brahamana is
confined." "I'n ancient Vaidik times, meat was eaten" but then came to be prohibited. And grains becane
conmmonl y used for food. O particular note, inthis sane section of his book, Aval on discusses Tantric

rul es regardi ng sexual intercourse, noting that it eschews not only the inproper perfornmance of the act, but
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nmeeting and greeting cerenonies, or in social custons and
behaviors, and the Lord chose to make H's people peculiar by
di sal l owi ng them from using them

all eight types of thought (as defined by then) related thereto. Contrary to popular belief, Tantrismis
decidedly not a faith which grants sexual license, rather is nmore explicit in its control thereof than
Christianity. Only the Christ approached their degree of specificity, when he referred to thoughts being the
sane as acts. But we nention the latter noral issue because Avalon includes it with his discussion of health
codes, suggesting to us that he, too, saw the deeper relationships that are alluded to by Lawence, etc.

Aval on indicates that neat was al so considered to be a forbidden substance for advanced nenbers of the
vanmacara division. (1978:165) The 89th Section al so eschews neat use in excess.



