
seek truth wherever and however it may
be found—in a strand of DNA, the core
of a star, the equations of a patent
clerk, or the writings of a prophet.

A fertile dialogue between scientists
and theologians is taking place. In-
deed, the John Templeton Foundation
makes awards to cutting-edge research
in science and spirituality, encouraging
progress in the marriage of the two.
Tolman states, “Trying to understand
one by means of the other does harm to
both.” In his acceptance speech of the
2007 Templeton Prize, Charles Taylor,
professor of philosophy at Northwest-
ern University, states, “The divorce of
natural science and religion has been
damaging to both.” These diametrical
statements reflect the end points of the
science-religion spectrum. As the sci-
ence-religion dialogue progresses, I be-
lieve that our understanding of both
will be enriched.

Finally, I am uncomfortable with
Tolman’s demarcation of science as
“natural” and religion as “supernatu-
ral,” and I would not consider likening,
even loosely, the magical world of
Harry Potter with the workings of God.
I wonder . . . to God, are the workings
of God “supernatural?”

Kirk D. Hagen
Ogden, Utah

Praise from Afar

Note: The following letter was sent to Dia-
logue’s managing director, Lori Levinson,
who oversees subscriptions and mailing.

Thanks for your email. I received
the Dialogue Spring 2007 issue (40, no.

1) some time ago without problems,
thank you very much.

I would like to take this opportu-
nity to thank you and the whole staff
of Dialogue for the wonderful work
you do. To read the journal is always a
great pleasure. It gives me new insights
and the feeling that there are other
Mormons in this world who think and
feel the way I do. It supports me in my
spiritual journey and helps me to stay
active in the Church. Thank you very
much for all your work.

Susanne Müller-Schröter
Bremen, Germany

Celestial Sex?

I do not know where to begin with
Cetti Cherniak’s exhilarating essay
“The Theology of Desire, Part I” (Dia-
logue 40, no.1 [Spring 2007]: 1–42.) I
have underlined and annotated pas-
sage after passage after passage. It is in-
sightful, ambitious, courageous, ex-
pansive, and oh so necessary. I find
the prose bold, poetic, and, in parts,
downright seductive.

That said, there are several tenuous
assumptions that hinder the central
argument. I do not have space to ad-
dress all of them in this brief letter;
however, the most outstanding is the
assumption that there are, in fact, sex-
ual relations in heaven (or, more apro-
pos, in the celestial kingdom).

Before going any further, I need to
clarify: I am not suggesting that the
erotic in the proper context (as de-
fined by the author) is sinful, evil, per-
verse, dirty, etc. Nor am I saying that
there are not sexual relations in
heaven. However, this assertion (sex in
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heaven) is such a radical departure
from most Christian conceptions of
the hereafter that it needs to be estab-
lished with unambiguous evidence
(from the scriptures, authoritative
quotes from those who would truly
know or who are truly in the know) at
the outset.

I remember as a young teenager who
used to routinely doze off in the back
row of my early morning seminary class
suddenly perking up one day when the
teacher said, “And remember, in the
next life you can only have sex in the ce-
lestial kingdom.” I also remember at
least one BYU religion professor telling
the students in a Book of Mormon class
the same thing. In retrospect, I suppose
this was a way of enticing or motivating
us to keep our hands and body parts to
ourselves until we were legally married.
However, I have found this to be a fairly
common belief among the rank and
file of the church—a given, if you will.

The reasoning goes something like
this: Celestial marriage will unite hus-
band and wife forever. Marriage is
God’s authorized institution for pro-
creation on Earth (for procreating chil-
dren). Celestial couples can become as
the gods, creating and populating
worlds. Sexual intercourse is the vehi-
cle for procreating children. Therefore,
there must needs be sexual relations in
the celestial kingdom.

This is a nice, tidy argument—at
least from a mortal perspective. How-
ever, as the author has argued most per-
suasively, God’s mind and ways are not
the ways of mortal men and women. If
it is impossible for humans in their
mortal state to fully comprehend the
machinations of the Almighty, then is

it not possible that sexual relations (in-
cluding the way of procreating here on
Earth) is strictly a mortal construct de-
signed for this world?

In a stake priesthood leadership
training a few years ago, I heard Neal
A. Maxwell state that time is a
uniquely mortal phenomenon. Elder
Boyd K. Packer once suggested that
God created libido because He knew
that humans would not mate and stay
together unless there was an excep-
tionally powerful force motivating
them to do so. In the celestial king-
dom, where the inhabitants are living
a much higher law, perhaps no such
motivation is necessary?

As I mentioned earlier, it is not
that sexual relations are dirty or sinful
or bad within the proper context.
However, sexual intercourse may be
the way we procreate in mortality but
not in other realms. If we extend hu-
man logic to the celestial kingdom,
factoring in a gestation period of nine
months, it would take eons for a celes-
tial couple to populate a planet (un-
less, of course, the husband had mil-
lions of wives, but that is another let-
ter for another day, and it would really
throw the male-female ratio out of bal-
ance, I think).

Then there is the whole issue of
“spirit” children. Celestial couples are
not procreating flesh and blood chil-
dren but spirit offspring. So perhaps
the entire process is different. Maybe
the celestial process allows a couple to
procreate thousands or millions or an
entire planet’s worth of spirit children
in the twinkling of an eye?

If this were true, then the next
question would be: Does that mean
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there is no sexual pleasure in heaven?
Again, we do not know at this time.
However, it could be that there are sen-
sations and experiences in heaven that
are far more intense, pleasurable, and
satisfying than what we on Earth in our
mortal state call sex, experiences that
out-orgasm orgasms. Perhaps on the
scale of pleasure sex as we know it here
on Earth is like riding a tricycle and on
the other side awaiting us are BMW ex-
periences?

Because our thoughts and feelings
are not God’s, we should be cautious
when applying and extending mortal
logic to the hereafter. For example, the
author says that God defecates and uri-
nates. Does he eat food? Does he need
to? If he doesn’t eat or drink, then no
need to urinate or defecate. Are those
activities uniquely human as well?
What does it mean to have a celestial
body? Is there celestial junk food? If so,
if we indulge, will we compromise our
perfected celestial bodies?

The author says that only those who
reach the highest level of the celestial
kingdom will enjoy sexual relations.
The others will be “spayed or neutered”
(17). Literally or figuratively? And if
the body is literally neutered or spayed,
how can it be perfect? Does it mean
those people would be incapable of
having sexual relations?

Logical extension is one reason we
may incorrectly assume there is sex in
heaven. Other reasons are faulty meta-
phorical application and ambiguous ev-
idence. For example, the author states
that Jesus was conceived via a sexual en-
counter. Where in the scriptures does
it unequivocally say that? I am not say-
ing that it did not or could not have

happened that way; I am saying that
we do not know. The scripture (Luke
1:35) says that “the Holy Ghost shall
come upon” her.

With recent advancements in tech-
nology, the idea of a virgin birth is
hardly a miracle in our day. And if we
as humans can create a virgin birth,
surely God, the all-knowing and
all-powerful, has countless ways to
bring this to pass without sexual inter-
course. An impregnation sans inter-
course would be more consistent with
the definition of “virgin” (and, corre-
spondingly, virgin birth). Also, the vir-
gin Mary was not married to God the
Father (so far as we know). So it would
have been a suspension of the eternal
law of chastity if God had had sexual
relations with someone to whom he
was not legally and lawfully married.

When Talmage states: “[T]hat
child to be born of Mary was begotten
of Elohim, the Eternal Father, not in
violation of natural law but in accor-
dance with a higher manifestation
thereof ” (Jesus the Christ, 81), this does
not necessarily equate with sexual rela-
tions. Natural law could refer to the
fact that the child was conceived as a
result of a sperm uniting with an egg (a
natural process), the result grew
within Mary’s womb (a natural pro-
cess), and Mary delivered the child in
the natural manner of women on
Earth. Likewise, when Brigham Young
alludes to “the marriage relation,” he
is not necessarily referring to a sexual
relation. Indeed, the marriage rela-
tion is so broad and expansive that he
could be referring to something as ba-
sic as “men are from Mars and women
are from Venus.”
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Part of the ambiguity is due to lan-
guage. In the days of Brigham Young
and in ancient times, writers did not
use language as explicitly and, in some
cases, crudely as we do today. They did
not write, “The Holy Spirit had sex
with Mary” but instead used metaphor
and euphemism, i.e., the Holy Ghost
“c[a]me upon her,” which shows more
decorum but also leaves open more ter-
ritory for interpretation.

In short, I think the author has
taken a bold stand in writing this essay,
and I am anxiously awaiting the second
installment. However, I think the cen-
tral premise needs to be established

more convincingly before we can rally
wholeheartedly behind the subse-
quent arguments. Then again, our
post-mortal bodies must be good for
something more than celestial surfing
or pick-up basketball, so maybe
Cherniak and my former seminary
teacher are right after all. If we believe
all things and hope all things, why not
add celestial sex to the mix? Until we
have more compelling evidence, it’s
pure (and wishful) speculation.

Michael Fillerup
Flagstaff, Arizona
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