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Prior to the Internet, how many members owned ad @nti-Mormon books or
literature? Comparatively, how many members haweemtered anti-Mormon literature
on the web?

Nowadays, some members stumble across anti matertale web while doing
research for a lesson or talk. Sometimes theyawwrdin by curiosity.

It reminds me of the story of the man who was wagjlkdown the sidewalk when
he came past an insane asylum. The courtyard @sylam was fenced off by a tall
wooden fence so no one could see in or out. Asiidre walked along the fence he could
hear voices on the other side chanting: 13, 13133,

“What in the world was going on,” the man wonderggotting a knot hole in one
of the boards of the fence he leaned closer tavbe¢ was happening in the courtyard.

As his eye approached the hole, however, a fingddenly shot out and poked him in the

eye.
The man recoiled in pain and shock. Suddenly tieeg chanted, “14, 14, 14,

14.”

Shaken Faith Syndrome

While there are many reasons that people leavehthieh, a shaken faith

typically arises from two scenarios—1) Someoneddkeir faith because of a disaster in



their life (such as a death, divorce, or otherdrhg) 2) Someone’s faith is shaken
because they are exposed to information that sezmsestion the truth claims of the
Church. This second category in the one | addressyibook. Let’s briefly talk about the
title of my book:Shaken Faith Syndrome

Some critics have taken exception to my use ofdsyme.” They claim that most
English speaking Americans would understand thelwmmean an illness or disease.
Therefore, they suggest, | must believe that eritie mentally ill, or that they have
something wrong with them for not accepting theémesl gospel.

In medicine, “syndrome” typically refers to a disear illness—such as Auto
Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) or Downs Syndroingpsychology and modern
vernacular the term can refer to the a responsgtmuating circumstances such as the
Stockholm Syndromecéptives in hostage situations show signs of Igyaltheir
captor—Elizabeth Smart may have been a victim o€l8tolm Syndromgor to a series
of related events, such as the China Syndrome {jtteef a 1979 movie which refers to
the concept, mentioned only jokingly in the filrhat if an American nuclear plant melts
down, it will melt through the Earth until it reae$h China®). From Dictionary.com we

find the following definition of "syndrome":

1. Pathology, Psychiatry. A group of symptoms tbhgether are
characteristic of a specific disorder, diseas¢herike.

2. A group of related or coincident things, eveatgjons, etc.

3. The pattern of symptoms that characterize dcatd a particular social

condition.

! http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The _China_Syndrome




4. A predictable, characteristic pattern of behg\action, etc., that tends
to occur under certain circumstances: the retirérsyamdrome of endless

golf and bridge games; the feast-or-famine syndrofri@g business.

While the 1st definition certainly refers to a dider or illness, the three
remaining definitions all could apply to my usadehe term and are obviously used in
common English vernacular (as indicated in the gtasgiven in #4).

The title, "Shaken Faith Syndrome," is clearly aypbn the problem of "Shaken
Baby Syndrome" (which seems obvious). Shaken Bgbgi®me is neither a disease nor
illness but is a problem caused by shaking an tnfeime resulting damage can be death
as well as mental or physical disorders causedabyade to the brain. The damage is
caused by someone else—someone that either imatyi@r unintentionally hurts or
kills the child.

So likewise, LDS critical material can, and hask&n the faith of active Latter-
day Saints. It has killed testimonies or has damagstimonies to the point of near
death. So | hope you can see why | think the isram appropriate description of actual

events or issues that contribute to deconversRins( | think the title is catchy).

What about doubt?

Having doubt isn’t a sin and it isn’t abnormal. Aib®5% of Americans believe
in God but nearly half— including those who consitteemselves to be religiously
devout—seriously question their faith from timeitae. The Church umbrella,

thankfully, is large enough to include those whraggle with sporadic or chronic doubt.



“To some,” revealed the Lord, “it is given to knd¢lat Jesus Christ is the Son of God. To
others it is given to believe on their words, ttety also might have eternal life if they

continue faithful” (D&C 46:13-14). Joseph F. Smithce said that Latter-day Saints,

“are given the largest possible latitude for tlwinvictions, and if a man
rejects a message that | may give to him but lisnstiral and believes in
the main principles of the gospel and desires tdigoe in his

membership in the Church, he is permitted to remain

“...s0 long as a man believes in God and has afdtth in the Church
organization, we nurture and aid that person tdicoa faithfully as a

member of the Church though he may not believthatlis revealed.”

Why does doubt cause some to abandon their coong2i

It seems that those who are pronéutwlamentalist, dogmatic, or closed-minded
perspectives about the gospel or early LDS histbagents, are more likely to apostatize
when they encounter challenging issues. | useettme tfundamentalist” in a way that
may differ from other usages of the term. I'm neferring to Islamic terrorists, and I'm
not referring to modern-day polygamists. In Chaisiiy the term often refers to
conservative evangelicals who actively affirm wtiety see aBindamental Christian
beliefs—such as amerrant Bible—a Bible that is literally interpreted and toiscally
accurate despite any conflicting claims from sogeaed modern scholarship. By

association, the terfandamentalist is also used to describe all those (of variougjialis



beliefs) who take a very rigid, uncompromising, amg¢hanging approach to their
ideologies (or belief systems)This definition more accurately depicts the way the tesm
used within this book.

Everyone, however—not just “fundamentalists”"—hat/kast some rigid
characters hidden in the background of their idgickd stage. This can present a problem
when we are our unexamined assumptions are bassaholy foundations rather than on
reality.

What happens when we encounter information thafliceswith existing
thoughts or actions? You get an uneasy feelingr Ead Buyer’s remorse? Do you
continue to live with buyer’s remorse? Typicallyuyeither return the product or make
yourself feel good about your purchase.

In psychology there is a phenomenon referred tmaitive dissonance.
Cognitions are “thoughts” and “dissonance” meastaimony. When thoughts conflict,
they are out of harmony. Sometimes we can havdictnd thoughts and not realize it,
or we may realize it but we are not troubled by it.

When we recognize that we have competing cognitoswhen we are troubled
by the conflict, we enter a state of cognitive dismnce. Cognitive dissonance creates a
degree of intellectual, emotional, and even physisecomfort. We naturally take steps
to alleviate the discomfort. This typically comesrh talking ourselves out of the
uneasiness. For example, most of us have beely gigsome point of speeding. If we are
aware that we’re speeding it can create cognitiseothance. How do we reduce the

uneasiness? We make up excuses. I'm short on tiché¢hés appointment is more



important that a minor law I'm breaking. The chesof being caught out are minimal;
the road is very quiet; | am a very experiencededrietc?

How about if you're on a diet but your boss sprifayspizza—and you love
pizza. You might say to yourself, “Veggies are gdasork out 3 times a week; | already
blew my diet earlier; I'll restart my diet on Monda

The level of discomfort we feel is directly relatiedthe how important we
perceive the issue to be. In the pizza examplenas not feel much uneasiness at all and
we may quickly resolve the cognitive dissonance’slsuppose, however, that you're
addicted to alcohol, drugs, cigarettes, or pornglgyaYou know it's wrong and you may
face more serious heartburn when you engage iadtietive activity.

What if you discovered that your assumptions allogeph Smith’s clothing
styles, hair color, or pitch of voice, were incatfZThese aren’t important issues—they
don’t carry a lot of weight. It's doubtful that disvering competing cognitions on these
issues would create emotional turmoil. It woulelikmatter, however, if we discovered
information implying that Joseph was a fraud oudrlnal or that the Book of Mormon
was merely fiction.

Each person assigns different levels of importgocéweight”) to their various
beliefs (or “cognitions”) and the weight is typilgainfluenced by a variety of factors.
What we personally experience generally carriext aflweight with our beliefs. If, for
example, you had a stomach ache after every timagank milk, your belief that milk
wasn’t good for you would carry a lot of weightkewise, if you've noticed blessings
when paying your tithing your belief in the corr@cinciple of tithing would carry a lot

of weight.

2 http://www.ehj-online.com/archive/2000/may2005/mmrhl




The source of a competing cognition also carrikd af weight. If your doctor,
for instance, told you to eat more popcorn for yaigestive tract, you would more likely
believe her than if the same advice came fromlaelsvendor at the movie theater.
Likewise, active members of the Church would beeniikkely to give credence to the
counsel of Church leaders on spiritual issues thay might give to pop-psychologists or
TV talk show hosts.

When we encounter cognitive dissonance with weigggyes—such as religious
beliefs—we can experience a very uncomfortableandtional state of mind. This
discomfort has been called a “negative drive sta&Eause it causes psychological
tension almost like hunger or thirst and requiresmediate attention and resolution.

Reducing this distress may require a change iefl@i behavior. There are at
least four ways in which this is generally accosipéid, and we are not often consciously
aware of doing so. We will either: (1) reject trewninformation—the competing
cognition—as false; (2) reject the new informatasnunimportant; (3) reject old beliefs
in favor of the new information; or (4) add infortizan (additional cognitions) to validate
the original belief. Ben McGuire offers the follavg example (and | use this example in

my book):

Suppose you are playing with a red ball. The faat you know the ball is
red is a cognition. Then, | come along and commartiow nice your

green ball looks. You now have a second cognitidmatt believe that the
ball is green. These two cognitions stem from afittory states—that is,

the ball is not both green and red. If the two ¢ogns are weighted



equally, this might create cognitive dissonanceidWis to say, that if
you valued my opinion as much as your own on deteng the way you

view reality, you would experience cognitive disance.

Assuming that we perceived this issue as importatis, look at how
might we relieve the discomfort of cognitive disaone, and let's compare this to

similar scenario wherein we might encounter LD $ial information.

1. Reject the New Information as “False” (decidat tham wrong when | claim that the
red ball is actually green—I'm either lying or cddtind).

We may reject the anti-LDS information as false—tédwehg instead that critics
invented the claim or pulled the information outohtext. By brushing aside the
offending information as anti-Mormon propaganda,ceeld resolve any emotional
discomfort or ward off future psychological vexatid his approach is generally
effective because, in reality, many anti-Mormonmksare complete fabrications or are

taken out of context.

2. Reject the New Information as “Unimportant” (dicthat the color of the ball is
unimportant compared to the enjoyment you get bByiph with it).

We may decide that the faith-shaking discoverynisnportant or irrelevant to
more important religious beliefs. We may rightlgféhat our acceptance of the gospel is
based on a spiritual testimony—which carries moeegim with our spiritual convictions

than sources we don't fully trust. Most of us ddméve the time, energy, or resources to



search out answers to every accusation, and $iit seems natural to set aside
conflicting information as unimportant when we ablg have a conviction that the
Church is true.

Options 1 & 2 are often coupled with avoidance DS-critical literature. Both
options are also typically compelled by emotion—sgioly fueled by spiritual evidence—
rather than a serious examination of the issueslevdbr conclusions may be correct (in
this case that the Church is true despite anti-Muoreiaims), the first two options
usually reinforce the original belief without asi@us and open-minded investigation of
competing cognitions.

Latter-day Saints aren’t the only ones that res@saes in this matter. And such
an option for resolving cognitive dissonances iniited to religious issues. According
to a recent study at Emory University, for instgrammmitted Democrats and
Republicans both generally rely on emotion rathantreason when evaluating
information that challenges their political viewg8hen brain activity was measured from
test-subjects who were asked to evaluate negatfgemation, the circuits involved in
reasoning were not particularly engaged. Instdare¢searchers recorded brain activity
in the emotional centers of the brain—especialbsthareas known to be involved in
resolving conflicts. Once the test subjects “hashedo conclusions that fit their
underlying beliefs—essentially finding ways to igaanformation that could not be
rationally discounted—the brain circuits that meégliaegative emotions like sadness and
disgust were turned off, while the circuits invaivi@ behavior reward were strongly

activated....” As one of the researchers explaineery®ne from politicians to scientists
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reasons with emotionally based judgments when lilagg a vested interest in how to
interpret the “facts.”

Although we tend to defend and rationalize ourdfs|/imany peopldo change
their views. Some Democrats become Republicanyiaedrersa. Some believers
become atheists and some atheists become beli®@r& Mormons become Baptists
and some Baptists become Mormons. Some Mormonsrigeciatics and some critics
become converts. Critics, however, generally belignatall Mormons take the
emotional, less-rational, or irrational approacleagnitive dissonance. Why? According
to many critics, noational person could study the disconfirming evidence amdain a
believer unless they were duped or in denial. Thies, of course, are just as likely to
opt for emotional and less-rational approachesrfaintaining theidisbelief when
confronted with evidence thatipports Mormonism (as will be shown later).

While it's certainly possible that some Mormons imge their dissonance in less-
rational ways, other theories suggest that relgjjoeople often havational reasons for
remaining believers despite conflicting evidenddkof us, for example, are involved in
relationships (with spouses, parents, siblinggffspring) to which we maintain
commitments despite unsettling information. We temtecognize that there are long-
term benefits to sticking with committed relationsh in spite of the short-term costs,
which are sometimes quite high. People committateo religion accrue benefits such
as answers to the meaning of life, or a relatigmshih the divine. Rational people will
sacrifice for their religious beliefs when they gatre in return. They will even

rationalize their behavior and beliefs for someetiwithout a payback, but most of us
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will not rationalize indefinitely unless our belsgroduce the payback we expect—and
many people find that religiotoes deliver the expected payback.

Some members may choose to live with doubt. Thehtrdontinue to question
the truth claims of Mormonism, but put aside theaitling issues in favor of the rewards
they find in assembling with the Saints. Those, éasv, who don’t put their doubts
aside—who don’t consciously or unconsciously audix$-critical material and continue
to suffer from cognitive dissonance—may eventuaitye to one of two alternative

options: changing cognitions, or adding cognitions.

3. Change Cognitions or Beliefs (decide that yovewerong about the ball being red—it
really is green).

Some people are unable to dismiss doubt-generdisiegveries as false or
unimportant. The new competing information may sbparsuasive or it may appear to
come from a credible source—which, in turn, addgyhteto the competing cognition.
We get anxiety when both cognitions seem evenlgrizadd. This anxiety can build,
causing a lot of discomfort, until we seek to restoognitiveconsonance (“thought
harmony”). When the tension is reduced, we fedkbelndeed, many ex-Mormons claim
that they went through a range of emotions befeagihg Mormonism but eventually felt
relief once they finally left the Church. Of cour#fecognitive dissonance is at play the
same relief is also generally felt by those who edongrips with difficult issues and
remain in the Church. In either scenario, the turceused by cognitive dissonance is

resolved.
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Once the discomfort is resolved and their mindshaade up to exit the Church,
many ex-members avoid future cognitive dissonahatdould come from evidence that
favors Church claims. To alleviate this tension they galtgexplain away pro-LDS
arguments in theame two less-rational ways as many members explain away anti-
Mormon literature—they conclude that their form&3& testimony was eithéalse
(perhaps a result of feelings, hope, desire, oficnation bias), or the testimony is
rejected asinimportant (no amount of spiritual testimony can compete \iliga newly
perceived “truth” of the secular or historical dictfing evidence). Like some of their
believing counterparts, they often avoid literatimat runs contrary to their belief or in
this case, thewnbelief. In other words, they avoid those evidences tthahgthen LDS
arguments.

They often decide from the start that LDS scholatlydies are biased, unreliable,
or ineffectual before even reading such materigldBregarding all LDS scholarly
studies that challenge their unbelief, they aveiaeating their experience of
psychological anxiety. It's fairly common, for iasice, to encounter critics who are
completely unaware of LDS scholarly and defenstudiss, yet who claim that anti-LDS
arguments prove Mormonism to be fraudulent. Onengmous Internet-posting critic,
for example, claimed that evidence proved thaBbek of Abraham was a fraud, while
simultaneously admitting that he was completelyaomifiar with the latest scholarly
rebuttals to the anti-Mormon accusations. Anotretine critic claimed that he had no
intention of reading LDS scholarly arguments beeal@ng so “would be an incredible
waste of time.” He was satisfied, he bragged, ttiatruth is not found in Mormonism,

and he had no need to see counter arguments. Enalygady concluded that the Church
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isn’t true, they believe that anti-Mormon claimeyide evidence for their conclusions,
and they don’t want answers when their minds assadly made up (actualgxamining
pro-LDS rebuttals might recreate cognitive dissaednlronically, the critics are usually
the ones who claim to be open-minded in contrastased-minded Mormons.

Several ex-Mormons, for instance, have said thet tpposition to the Church is
so strong that they would be unwilling to retuegardless of any new information that
might come forth. According to a 2001 informal poflinearly 400 ex-members, for
example, over half said that “nothing” could opka tloor for their return to
Mormonism. It’s ironic to see that some ex-membets) claim to leave for purely
intellectual reasons, actuallgfuse to examine LDS intellectual arguments fon-

intellectual reasons.

4. Adding Cognitions or Information to Validate t@eiginal Belief (get another opinion
on the color of the ball).

Additional supporting information can shift the gkt of evidence to tilt in favor
of our original beliefs. For instance, in the exdengf the red or green ball, if you
discovered that | was color-blind, your persondidbevould, once again, carry more
weight making it easier to choose between the ctingeognitions.

As one Book of Mormon example we’ll explore theidvibrmon argument that
the Book of Mormon plates could not be made of ¢pdause they would have been too
heavy for Joseph to carry when he ran throughdrest from would-be ambushers.
When weadd the cognition, however, that the plates were saloktgold inappearance

and that early Mesoamericans used gold-appearitgisnehich weighed less than solid
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gold, we find that the anti-Mormon cognition doest aqual or outweigh the pro-
Mormon cognition.

Adding cognitions typically calls for a paradigmfsiWe would have to recognize,
for example, that the “golden” plates need not laelenof pure gold to be called gold
(most wedding rings are 14kt gold which is abo5gold and 42% other alloys). An
overall paradigm shift for Latter-day Saints maguiee a more nuanced understanding of
the role of prophets, scripture, and personal egigel, as well as the limitations of
science and scholarship.

As | noted earlier, a fundamentalist mindset seenmake believers more
vulnerable to testimony damage. Some testimonigte frankly, are built on sandy
foundations such as folklore, tradition, the adtioraof a Church leader, the enjoyment
of the LDS social organizations, or membershipgbtas family pressure. When there is
no true conversion of the spirit, it's often moifidult to accept those things thatust
be known by faith alone. Members wHo have spiritual testimonies, however, are not
immune to personal apostasy. Sadly, we know fratohy that even some formerly
stalwart members with significant spiritual expades— such as Sidney Rigdon and the
Three Witnesses—have apostatized. We learn fromid@kion that some of those who
had tasted of the fruit (God’s love), abandon té fvhen pressured from outside
influences (see 1 Nephi 8:25, 28).

There are numerous—and oftentimes complex—fachatscontribute to each
person’s reasons for belief or disbelief. I've netl, however, a few common elements
among many of those who leave the Church over sggjp intellectual reasons. Many

former-Mormons who onclead testimonies of the Church also had fundamentalests
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about scripture as well as the nature and roleaglpets. These perceptions present
themselves as stumbling blocks when they are faddntellectually challenging
issues.

Most of us embrace concepts, beliefs, or positpyimarily because we’ve never
thought of questioning them. Unfortunately, we @icaally confuse beliefs on
peripheral teachings—such as rumors, traditionpeosonal opinions—with LDS
doctrines. Sometimes we are unaware of how to think outsidéox of conventional
LDS interpretations (even if those interpretatians based on tradition rather than
revelation), or we may not know how to handle cawpssues. If we build our house of
straw on non-doctrinal ideologies, and the strictallapses on the sandy foundation of
misunderstanding, our entire belief system may btaras well. We might assume, for
example, that all prophets of all ages understdlogbapel doctrines, principles, and
practices in the same way. We may—perhaps uncarggie-embrace a fundamentalist
and rigid approach to the categorization of peaplé principles. We may, for example,
believe that a prophet is always spiritual, knowksble, kind, and disciplined; he could
never err on religious matters nor hold false lilie

Sometimes we may, unintentionally, see things ianiniguous black and white.
“Mormons have the truth, others do not,” we mayatode. Or, “Paying tithing assures
financial stability or prosperity; not paying tittg will lead to financial ruin.” “The Spirit
speaks to Mormons and not to non-Mormons.” “If Yo righteously your children will
all go on missions and be sealed in the templouf children go astray or your life is
full of problems, you are not living righteoushSuch a black and white fundamentalist

mindset can set us up for problems. There eithee Werses in the ancient Americas, the
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fundamentalist mind may think, or the Book of Mommie false. There either was a
world-wide flood that wiped out virtually all lifegr the Bible is false. To the
fundamentalist, there is no middle ground. If tkescover what they believe to be
persuasive information that there was no world-wided, or that actual horses were
absent from ancient America, then their entire liolgy crumbles beneath them. And
when some people become disaffected—even overdaemptions— further
enlightenment or counter-evidences may fail to segate the testimony.

Not infrequently, we are too quick to uncriticallgcept the things we hear or
read—even from sources such as Church leadersGitirch magazines. It's not that
their words aren’t usually true, but we should agebrains as well as our spirits when
we study the gospel. President N. Eldon Tannerrtegly complained about “the
tendency of Church members to read the officialaaages with ...uncritical acceptance,
without engaging in the process of thought, judgimand inspired confirmation that
genuine internal dialogue with the written or spokeord makes possible.”

Too often, we uncritically accept rumors (includiiagh-promoting rumors) in
lieu of facts; traditions, speculation and opininrieu of revelation; and unrealistic
expectations and illusions of prophets and scrginilieu of mature and realistic
perspectives. In short, we must recognize the teeegen our minds and potentially
understand gospel topics in ways we may not hase seem before. “Disillusionment,”
observes psychologist Dr. Wendy Ulrich, “is a vgood thing. | do not want to live a
life based on illusions, and being disillusionedesy valuable to me.” lllusions and

misconceptions are straw men—they are easily desirby accurate information.
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Sometimes, part of our testimony— as evidencedebytaims of many ex-Mormons—
may, unknowingly, be grounded on illusions and mmseptions.

When critical information destroys conclusions lohse straw men or false
assumptions, some members will lose their entsgn®nies. The most common

misconceptions that seem to factor into personastagy include:

(A) Unrealistic Expectations of Prophets
(B) Confusing Tradition With Doctrine
(C) Imposing Our View on Others

(D) Unrealistic Expectations of Science and Sclsbigr

A. Unrealistic Expectations of Prophets: Prophetsatenfallible.

“I make no claim of infallibility,” said Presidei@pencer W. Kimball. President
Harold B. Lee indicated that not every word spo&ewritten by a General Authority
need be considered as inspired and Elder J. Retilagk said that “even the President
of the Church has not always spoken under thetreof the Holy Ghost.”

The purpose and mission of the Church igrteite all to come unto Christ” (D&C
20:59). Prophets stand as leaders in this invitainod the things they do and say (as
prophets) are intended to accomplish this goal. idowe come unto Christ? The Book
of Mormon gives us the six-point pattern: beliefdhrist, repentance, baptism, gift of the
Holy Spirit, enduring to the end, and being foundtess at the final judgment. This list

entailspersonal commitments, attitudes, and relationships with ey Father and

Christ.We must make personal commitments and interactiorts tvé Lord. Prophets



18

help guide us to the waters of truth, but they caudnink for us. Guiding us does not
mean that all their comments are inerrant.

Ex-members generally claim that issues such agypaly, the translation of the
Book of Abraham, or Brigham Young’s racial viewsated cognitive dissonance that
eventually caused them to leave the Church. Usuadiyever, the actual competing
cognitions are generally a set of assumptions agptions of “what a prophet is and
how a propheshould behave—compared with evidence about what the etophs and
how the prophet behaved.” One critic, for examptaed his bewilderment at how the
Book of Mormon could be a very poorly written teikit “were truly dictated from the
mouth of an omniscient god....” Likewise, he seenrpleeed as to how Brigham
Young, who claimed “to speak for the same omnigagyena,” could have fallible
thoughts about the cosmos. Another ex-Mormon régcetgimed that “every last thing
that came from Joseph’s mouth and/or pen should bhaen Universal truth.”
Unfortunately, sometimes believing members seesh#we this fundamentalist
assumption.

Prophets are not born as prophets and they amaiset in social and cultural
vacuums. When they are called as prophets they doddenly become divine—they are
still men. Prophets have, and are entitled toy thwn opinions, their own
misconceptions, their own biases, and their owrtakés. When a Latter-day Saint is
called to be a Relief Society president, an eldgusrum president, or a bishop or stake
president, they bring to their calling many of tbaksings which make up their
personalities and worldview, including their strérgy weaknesses, and preconceived

ideas. The same can be said for prophets. Gospettan, for the prophets and the
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masses, is an evolutionary process—the same astlagrytype of education. Hence the
need for continuing revelation.

Neither complete doctrines nor specific doctrinetiails are always revealed all at
once. As Joseph Smith once said, “It is not wisdloat we should have all knowledge at
once presented before us; but that we should hétteeat a time; then we can
comprehend it.” As evidenced by the scripturesRastoration accounts, revelation is
typically not dispensed as an unsolicited giftisugiven, instead, in answer to petitioning
God. The First Vision, the Joseph Smith Translatiba Word of Wisdom, and more, all
came in answer to prayer. If the questions aresked, the answers are rarely given. In
the gospel, all of us are novices at various legklsmderstanding; as learning increases,
we are better able to comprehend and express aglyaheas. Just because a prophet has
the keys to the priesthood and the authority teivecrevelation from God for the
direction of the Church, doesn’t mean that everydrspoken by a prophet is infallible,

inspired, or factually accurate.

B. Confusing tradition with doctrine.

Unfortunately, but unavoidably, we—and even proghesometimes confuse
tradition-based interpretations with doctrines fiic@l positions. Of the many possible
examples, I'll choose Book of Mormon geography madlastration. Most members have
believed (and perhaps still believe) that Book afrMon events took place over the
entire hemisphere of North and South America. Aoty reading of the Book of

Mormon suggests that North America was the lanthmard and that South America
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was the land southward. Present-day Panama ngtaoaties to mind as the “narrow
neck” of land connecting the north and the south.

It's likely that Joseph Smith, most of his contemgpes, and probably most modern-
day prophets assumed and even embraced this hemdspiew. It also seems likely that
Joseph and his contemporaries believed that tharimdmnants of his local vicinity
furnished evidence of the lives and wars of thelitep and Lamanites. From where did
such beliefs arise? A superficial reading of th@Bof Mormon—in the context of
cultural beliefs about the Indians in Joseph’s daladsibly suggests such a scenario.
Some early nineteenth-century frontiersmen, fongXa, believed that the Indians were
originally white settlers from the lost tribes sfael. In the weakness of early LDS
understanding it would have made logical sensavs®n Book of Mormon geography
in context of what they believed about the existenicindians in North America. Early
LDS leader and writer, Orson Pratt, became a pgippesmoter of the hemispheric Book
of Mormon geography and some of his thoughts weeataially incorporated as
footnotes to geographical events in the 1879 aduicthe Book of Mormon. These notes
were removed in the 1920 edition, but the influeinad already made its impact on many
Latter-day Saints. The hemispheric model was bam fsupposition in context of
nineteenth-century American speculation and achlieumsi-official status among many
members because of tradition rather than revelaBonmost members, there was no
need to question a hemispheric geography—it apgearee the obvious interpretation
of the Book of Mormon text.

Through the years, however, there were a few L-ggrSaints (both lay members

and leaders) who questioned a hemispheric geogr&uok of Mormon travel distances
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suggest a limited geography, and several schattuljies propose a Mesoamerican
location for Book of Mormon events. Today, most LExholars and an increasing
number of members and leaders believe that Bodkaomon events transpired in
Mesoamerica. It was the traditional view of a hgrhexic geography, however, that was
passed from generation to generation of LatterSkpts as an unarguable truth. This
“truth” was spoken from the pulpit, integrated im@nuals, taught in classes, and
casuallyimplied as LDS doctrine for nearly two hundred years amongt Church
members.

If we assume that Book of Mormon events actualbktplace in a limited geography,
how do we reconcile the fact that past propheteweong about the location of Book of
Mormon events or the makeup of pre-Columbian pex¥p{# should be remembered that
some LDS members—including some early LDS leaderd-qat unquestioningly
accept the traditional interpretations.) We mightikarly ask how Old Testament
prophets could be wrong about the shape of thé.eart

In some ways, traditions seem to follow Newtonistflaw of motion which states (in
part) that an object in motion tends to stay iniomotinless acted upon by extraneous
forces. Until some new information unbalances cadlitional views and makes us
critically examine those views, we generally teadincritically accept most traditions—
even when they are wrong. Prophets, like otheragraccept traditions that may be in
error simply because they've never thought aboaliehging such traditions.

Sometimes when new light is given we resist. Mdstsoare averse to change; after
all, we are creatures of habit. “I have tried fortember of years,” said Joseph Smith, “to

get the minds of the Saints prepared to receivéhings of God; but we frequently see
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some of them, after suffering all they have forwwerk of God, will fly to pieces like
glass as soon as anything comes that is contrahetotraditions.” It really doesn’t
matter how long or how many people (including pretsh believed an erroneous non-
doctrinal idea. Doctrine is not determined by howd something is believed, or by the
belief's popularity. As English author, Gilbert KeiChesterton, once observed,
“Fallacies do not cease to be fallacies becauselitbeome fashions.”

When we recognize that both members and non-mersbarstimes mistake
official LDS doctrines with traditions, procedurgslicies, and the presentation of

doctrine, many anti-LDS arguments lose what potehey might have had.

C. Imposing our views on others

Our personal worldviews (what Germans refer tdVaktanschauungs) are a
composite of many complex factors. Our worldviewasalenses that color the way we
analyze our environment and the environment ofrsti@ften, we can’t understand how
other societies could think, say, or do some othinegs they do. Not infrequently we
impose our interpretations, understandings, woelgi and ideologies on foreign
cultures or different social constructs. This phaeaon is found in all cultures and in all
time periods. It is not limited to Americans, madgeople, or Mormons.

Our assumptions cause us to interpret words anateireways that are
sometimes at odds with what actually was meantt@t\wactually happened. While
virtually all people see the same colors, for exi@mgifferent people may conceptualize
colors differently or divide the color continuuntandiscrete colors at different points.

Russians and Americans, for instance, put the itigitine between green and blue at
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different points. Some hues that we call greenskns would call blue. Hair color in
Arabic is categorized differently than it is in Hisg. What they term “blonde” we often
call brown or red. In England, French fries ardechfchips,” whereas our “wheat” is
their “corn.” The King James Bible’s “corn” doesnéfer to American maize but instead
refers to a variety of Old World grains—most comiiyomheat and barley. Sometimes a
word can mean something different depending onesttn¥We carcatch a nap, for
instance, or we caratch a fish. Likewise the term “gay,” for instance, geally means
something completely different to twenty-first aernyt Americans than it did to
eighteenth-century Americans. If someone wereaosiate the word into another
language, they would need to understand how—orgpsiihen—the term was used in
English in order to make a correct translation.

Non-LDS Bible scholars Malina and Rohrbaugh, expthat all readers “must
interact with the writing and ‘complete’ it if isito make sense.” “Every written
document invites immediate participation on thd péthe reader. Thus writings provide
what is necessary, but cannot provide everythiBgc¢ause reading has strong social
elements, readers who share an author’s sociale@maent are more likely to fill in the
blanks with instinctively correct mental picturagdled from their own experiences and
culture. Reasonable clarity is enjoyed becausheotbmmon social system.

When the social system between reader and writisgsmilar—which is often the case
with texts written in different times or from difent cultures—the mental pictures that a
reader unconsciously conjures may be drasticalfgrént from the images the writer
intended to portray. When the reader or writer cofnem a different social system, then

“as a rule, nonunderstanding—or at best misundaigig—will be the result.”
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Generally a reader’'s mental image—especially thregenconjured by an uninformed
reader—will be influenced by h@vn culture (a phenomenon known as
“recontextualization”). This problem helps us reeizg the importance of understanding
different cultures in their own context.

In the Bible, for example, we frequently find refeces to the “whole earth.”
When we hear this phrase as twenty-first centuryeArans, we think of the entire
planet. Ancient people, however—those for whomsitrgptures were initially written—
did not envision the earth as a planet in the ssense we do today. To the people of the
Bible, whole earth generally referred to the inhabited lands of whlady knew—this
was their world. In Exodus 10:12, for instance,re&d that the Lord caused the “land of
Egypt” to be swarmed by locusts. Yet in verse 15&aal that the locusts covered “the
face of the whole earth.” Obviously the whole eatih referred to Egypt. Similarly, in
Luke 2:1 we read that Caesar Augustus sent a dextar “all the world.” | seriously
doubt that Augustus was trying to extract tax fralhthe nations in Europe, Asia, and the
Americas. Understanding the ancient use of “earthihe Bible helps us understand the
use of terms “earth” and “land” in the Book of Maym—both of which generally refer
to localized areas. Understanding this differesdenportant when we endeavor to
comprehend what Book of Mormon authors were salyinglation to geography and the
possibility of other inhabitants.

When we try to understand nineteenth century LD&Shesy as well as the events
in the Book of Mormon, aeal events that happened taeal people within the context
that they lived and reacted to their environmem,find that many of the critics’

objections become less problematic or may disapgd&zgether. In fact, when we
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analyze the Book of Mormon through a lens that m&suan ancient Mesoamerica
production culture, details in the book maker e sense than if we assume a modern

production culture.

D. Unrealistic expectations of science & scholarship
Science and scholarship encompass rigorous disegpthat enable us to know more
about the world of today as well as the world & plast. As Latter-day Saints we should

recognize that truth is truth regardless the soukseloseph Smith said,

One of the grand fundamental principles of Mormonis to
receive truth, let it come from whence it may....
We should gather all the good and true principtethe world and

treasure them up, or we shall not come out truenhbois.

Many educated members acknowledge that the factsvered by science, and
the theories formulated by scholars and historsaesgyenerally true and accurate or at
least reasonably plausible. Nevertheless, thers@ane things that science cannot
currently answer. Despite the claims of the crjtios instance, DNA science and
Archaeology are too limited to damage the histtyiof the Book of Mormon. | don't
have the time to get into the details here, busduss both in greater depth in my book.

Likewise, Historical scholarship can't tell us tl@abd created the earth, that Jesus
rose from the grave, of that the Father & Son &tsitoseph Smith. It's also important to

understand that there is no such thing as a tmityased observer.
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Historians try to reconstruct past events. Mangaxiclaim that Mormons are
biased and therefore put a “spin” on their his@ritarratives. These same critics claim
that since they are not Mormon—they are therefoldased. This, in turn, they imply,
offers a reason to trust their account over LD®ants because they are just letting the
facts speak for themselves.

Regardless of one’s education or intelligenceofalls have limited knowledge
that is, at times, fragmentary, flawed, and ireast some instances, distorted. What we
can’'t know or do not fully understand we suppotihwihat we perceive as
understanding. No one can completely divest therasedf bias, ideologies, or
presuppositions.

These biases are generally at the heart of howppeach an issue, the hinge for
many crucial arguments that we accept, and a nfegtor in what we consider to be
confirming or supporting evidence. Our perceptioms-how we understand things—are
always colored by a variety of factors including education, ambitions, desires,
personal history, emotional health, etc.

Lest we suppose thhtas andideology are weaknesses limited strictly to the
unlearned or to those who believe in the superahtii's noteworthy that the
philosophies of science and history point out #i@e weakness in even the most
rigorous disciplines. Pure objectivity is a mytto Bcholarship is completely (or even
substantially) free from agenda, preference, aomitr bias.

The late scientist and philosopher Thomas Kuhnefample, taught that
scientific communities share a “constellation olidfe” known asparadigms. These

paradigms—uwhich denote a group’s bias and ideolaggitde a shared set of
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standards, rules, and underlying assumptionsutht a scientific community around a
“group-licensed way of seeing.” As another researexplains, these underlying
assumptions dictate “what scholars view as estaddiact, what kind of new data they
look for, the relative significance they assigrifferent data, ...and the interpretive
lenses they prefer.”

Dr. David Hacket Fischer, non-Mormon history pref@sat Brandeis University,
notes, “theBaconian fallacy consists in the idea that a historian can operéteut the
aid of preconceived questions, hypotheses, idesasngtions, or general presuppositions
of any kind.” “Every vision of history,” writes an-LDS historian Steven Best,
“functions as a specific lens or optic that a thstoemploys to illuminate some facet of
human reality. Each perspective is both enablihigwang a strongly focused study, and
limiting, preventing consideration of other perdpess.”

Dan Vogel—a critic who has authored numerous pabbas questioning
traditional interpretations of LDS history—claintgat once an historian decides that
traditional LDS accounts have “no historical batgien Smith’s claims about the angel
and gold plates cannot be taken at face valueévitiere he acknowledged his
“inclination ...to interpret any claim of the paran@l... as delusion or fraud.” For him,
there can be no communication from God; there eamdbauthentic scripture.

Because all revelatory experiences are dismissed tine start, all explanations
for the claims of revelatiomust come from environmental and natural sources despite

any evidence to the contrary. In a public forum ®logrote:
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To take “Joseph at his word,” | would have to bedi¢ghe [Book of
Mormon] is historical...but | don’t. If the [Boolkf dMormon] is not

historical, then what was [Joseph Smith] about?

For those (like himself) who do not believe in astdrical Book of Mormon or
the existence of Nephites, “then one is obligeeXplain the plates and withesses” with a
theory “consistent with that conclusion” “no matktew difficult it seems.” A decade
ago, Richard Bushman astutely observed that “belighistorians are more inclined to
be true to the basic sources than unbelieving omed’that “secular historians are...
more inclined than Mormons to suppress source mhfesm Joseph’s closest
associates.”

With the foregone conclusion that Book of Mormomag historical the question
is not, “Did Joseph actually translate an anciert?’ but rather, “What factors
influenced Joseph in writing his fictional BookMbrmon?” These examples provide
excellent illustrations of the way paradigms drigsearch, affect the way evidence is
presented, determine which evidences are presanted/hich anomalies are ignored as
well as the conclusions that are formulated. Imsuich as history, we are faced with
competing paradigms that are influenced by thelatgoof the historian.

Some critics claim or imply that unlike Mormon apgists (those who defend
LDS beliefs) they (the critics) are free from baagl simply let the facts speak for
themselves. Such critics claim to be “dedicatepuisuing the truth regardless of where

it leads” whereas apologists supposedly know tle@ctusions at the start” and sift “the
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facts and evidence to find support.” Such a clarmalisurd, however, in light of the fact

that no mortal is able to completely divest one'$ of bias.

Inoculation

While adding cognitions may salvage damaged tesii@soa change in
paradigmsoefore encountering challenging issues often serves @&soanlation against
shaken faith syndrome. Inoculation, however, can ahuse damage on its own.

Dan Peterson, writing in a public forum, offeretstbxample based on a lecture

he attended by the late Stanley Kimball regardiregdomplexity of LDS history.

He [Stanley Kimball] spoke of three levels of Mommiaistory.
Level A, he said, is the Sunday School versionriaeng on Level A is
obviously good and true and harmonious. Level Bydwer, is the anti-
Mormon version of the same story. ...On this levegrgthing that you
thought was good and true and harmonious actuaihgtout to be euvil
and false and chaotic.

He noted that the Church typically seeks to keemiémbers on
Level A or, at least, feels no institutional obliga to bring them to a
deeper level. Why? Because souls are lost on LevahB, though Level
C might be academically more desirable, it caneohdressed without at
least some exposure to Level B. Were he in a lsageposition, he said,

he would probably make the same decision.
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Once members of the Church have been exposed & Bev
though, he said, their only hope is to press dheaicher, more
complicated version of history that is to be fowmdLevel C—which, he
contended and | agree, turns out to be essentilly profoundly, like
Level A. The only cure for bad historiography istbehistoriography.
The only remedy for bad anti-Mormon arguments iseloe
counterarguments....

Not everybody needs Level C. But some do, whetbheabse they
are troubled by Level B or because they find Leveisufficiently
nourishing in some way. Many good saints will ltheir entire lives on

Level A, and they will be saved.

To reach Level C we must be willing to become muegure in our beliefs, attitudes,
and perspectives; we must be willing to let godefalistic fantasies, myths, and folklore;
we must be willing to add cognitions (or beliefs)our worldviews; and we must be
open-minded enough to synthesize competing cogsitiBortunately for those who are
struggling with challenging questions, we havelibeefit of living in a day when LDS
and non-LDS scholars have made substantial cotitiisito our understanding of
scriptural histories as well as LDS history. Weelim a day when additional insights can
ameliorate concerns over challenging issues—wilnicturn, can soften our hearts to the
whisperings of the Spirit allowing us to receiveparitual witness.

The biggest problem with adding cognitions is thaist members remain ignorant of

LDS scholarship & apologetic responses. Many membave never heard of FARMS or
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FAIR. Many of the older generation have heard ofiibley, but how many have
actually read his works? When some members enaop@tsuasive sounding anti-LDS
information they accept it as accurate becausérthapaware of pro-LDS rebuttals and
therefore these new arguments win by default. i sseldenly seem obvious that Joseph
Smith was a charlatan and that his scriptures Vigtienal creations. There are, however,
cogent, scholarly, and logical responses to antifivbm accusations and when struggling
memberglo find additional evidences to support their beliégéstimonies generally
remain intact.

| hope that our efforts see an increase in ret¢mgnand that more and more
members will be made aware of FAIR, FARMS, the sty evidence in favor of
Joseph’s prophetic abilities, as well as the apetioganswers to challenging questions.
As Sir Francis Bacon saithsa scientia potestas est (knowledge is power). May more
members strengthen their testimonies by embratiadgmnowledge of LDS apologetics

and scholarship.

Watch the video of this lecture on our Youtube aite

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dfF10AKrQCw




