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CHAPTER 1

MORMONISM – A CONTROVERSIAL RELIGION
(and a repressive way of life, especially for women)

“Do Mormons believe in Christ?”
“Isn’t the Mormon Church a cult?” 
"Do Mormons still practice polygamy?” 
“Does your father have more than one wife?” 
"How many brothers and sisters do you have?" 
“What do Mormons do in their Temples?” 
“Why do Mormons wear that weird underwear?” 
“Do you wear garments under your clothes?”
“Are Mormons racist and prejudiced against Blacks?”
“Why couldn’t Blacks hold the Mormon Priesthood until 1978?”
And so the questions went on and on and on, ad nauseum.  There were so many questions, and such confusing and convoluted answers I was “supposed to give” (aka the “Mormon Party Line”) that it was mind-numbing.  Until I finally left the Mormon Church in 2004-2005 at age 52, when non-Mormon people found out that I was Mormon, these types of questions usually began.  Sometimes I got so tired of the inquiries that I wanted to run and hide, and although I could actually do that to some extent, the fact was that I could not hide from myself or the questions stacking up in my own mind.  I never have understood the logic or reasoning behind the "Mormon Party Line," so it was very difficult and disconcerting to be constantly confronted with these queries, especially since the answers I would end up giving sounded so canned and manufactured.  They simply didn’t sound like the rational or logical responses I should be giving (or that I preferred to give). 

Logical thinking is paramount for an intelligent person, which is what I consider myself to be.  But the lack of logic involved in accepting Mormonism as it is demands that a person abandon all rational thought completely.  Common sense tells me that the doctrines and teachings of the Mormon Church are not on the “up and up,” that the Mormon Church deals in lies, deceit and manipulation to the extent that its members become sheep and clones – or as people on various PostMormon discussion boards call them, Morgbots.  

My own questions not only included the above ones (since I didn’t pretend to know any logical or reasonable “answers,” at least that would be appropriate as far as the Mormons are concerned), but also had some very personal elements – specifically:  “Is belonging to the Mormon Church detrimental to my personal development as a woman and an individual?”

The older I got, and the more informed I became, the more I realized that the answer to this question was “Yes, most definitely.”  But beyond that, as I became older, and started doing some of my own research into Mormon Church history and teachings, the more I started to doubt that the Mormon Church was actually true.  Initially, confronting those issues and realizing the deception and lies handed out by the Mormon Church was very difficult for me.  Basically, I felt “caught between a rock and a hard place,” unable to digest and absorb what I had discovered.  Of course, I also felt betrayed as well as angry and bitter.  After all, I had lived my entire life as a Mormon, trusting what I was told, and believing that the Mormon Church was true.  It was not easy for me to face the fact that it is actually filled with lies, deceit and half-truths told by men who have their own agendas, and are not guided by the Almighty God (but rather by the “almighty” dollar). 
Before I go any further, I should say that the official name of the Church commonly known as the “Mormon Church” is “The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints” (and is also sometimes referred to as the LDS Church).  It became known as the Mormon Church because of the Book of Mormon, which was, according to Mormon “folklore,” translated from Gold Plates which were given to Joseph Smith by an Angel to translate.  According to what the Mormon Church teaches, the Book of Mormon is a Second Testament of Jesus Christ who appeared to the inhabitants of the North American continent after his crucifixion.  Apparently, some “Mormons” take offense at the LDS Church being called the “Mormon Church,” although I’m not sure why.  After all, the “Mormon Church” operates a website called www.mormon.org in addition to its other website, www.lds.org, so the term "Mormon" shouldn't offend them entirely.  
And now, in 2012, we are constantly bombarded with the “I’m a Mormon” campaign, both by way of billboards (which are all over the place here in Denver) and TV commercials, which run during prime time on network television here in Colorado.  Naturally, these billboards and TV commercials irritate me greatly, especially considering the amount of money the Mormon Church is obviously paying to run this media campaign.  From what I’ve been able to gather, the billboards began going up a few months prior to the March 2011 opening of the Broadway play, “The Book of Mormon Musical.”  I’ve seen pictures of these billboards on Time Square, and of course, this makes me cringe at the thought of what that particular billboard must cost to run and maintain on a month-by-month basis.  It also makes me laugh because when I was growing up, and up until very recently, Mormons considered themselves to be a “peculiar” people, and were proud of that designation.  At what point did they decide to abandon that designation and work on becoming mainstream?  An interesting question.
As a Mormon, I was taught that "Latter-Day Saints" are to be "in the world, but not of the world."  That is an extremely unrealistic statement, but so many Mormons take it to heart (as I once did) and shield themselves completely from everything that goes on in the world (which is what I did).  But in doing so, and in taking everything at face value, I did not delve into various areas of Church doctrine, its teachings or its history, to my own detriment.  In addition, I never researched any other religions, nor did I read any controversial books or any "anti-Mormon" literature.  To do so would have gone against everything I had been taught, and I was conditioned (brainwashed) not to read anything of that ilk. 

Basically, I was born and raised in the Mormon Church since, when I was 10 months old, my parents were converted to Mormonism.  So the “molding process” (and/or brainwashing) began immediately, essentially at the beginning of my life.  When I was a child, I "truly believed" everything about Mormonism that was taught to me – blindly.  I took everything to heart, and soaked it all up like a sponge.  I was, in no uncertain terms, a very successful product of brainwashing.  That was true until later on in my life when I started questioning things, which a “Good Mormon Woman” is not supposed to do.  No, she is supposed to simply go along with all she is told by the leaders of the Mormon Church, which are, of course, men – and she is taught to “follow her husband in righteousness.”  Essentially, the Mormon Church promotes what I call the ”Cookie-Cutter Philosophy” in which “Good Mormon Women” are supposed to be, in essence, identical clones of each other.  This is basically what the Mormon Church promotes – NO individuality, NO unique personalities, and NO self-generated or independent thoughts are acceptable for anyone, let alone women.  In essence, Mormon women are Stepford Wives if they are living “righteously” (and “following their husbands in righteousness,” a phrase that irritates me to this day). 

My life has truly been a journey of finding my own voice.  So much of my life has been defined by Mormonism to the point where I had no voice of my own, and essentially no thoughts of my own.  Basically, I thought what the Mormon Church told me to think, and I believed what the Mormon Church told me to believe.  For a very large part of my life, to think or believe otherwise was not an option for me.  For a very long time, I told myself that I was happy being a member of the Mormon Church.  When questions would crop up, I would push them down and tell myself that I just needed to have more faith, and that faith would be the key to belief and feeling fulfilled.  But in reality, I wasn’t happy being Mormon because it is too illogical and unbelievable, and I started questioning too many things.  For me, faith can only take a person so far, and when so many issues crop up and it all contradicts the facts, it’s not called faith anymore; it’s called denial.  And denying the truth as I saw it was what I started to feel I would need to do if I were to continue to be Mormon.  And you know what they say about denial – it’s not just a river in Egypt…
Also, the “Mormon Way” is simply too confining and restrictive for me.  Always feeling like I was being watched and monitored was very debilitating for me.  Being constantly riddled with guilt about one thing or another was another byproduct of being Mormon.  Also, constantly feeling like I wasn’t good enough, and could never do enough to be good enough was very crippling.  How can anyone be happy in a religion if that religion is making them feel so completely inadequate?  In my opinion, religion should be a respite and sanctuary for people to ease their minds, but I never felt that way while I was a Mormon. 

For many years, well into my 30’s, I did not feel comfortable in my own skin.  Being faced with the premise that I was supposed to be a “Good Mormon Woman,” and conform just like every other woman in the Mormon Church, made me very uneasy and anxious.  Feeling at ease with myself did not come until many years later after I had finally made the transformation from “good little Mormon girl” to “good Mormon woman” to “confused Mormon woman” and finally to “JUST ME,” a former Mormon woman who is strong, self-sufficient and confident, an individual knows who she is and stays true to her own vision and dreams, not those that anyone else, including any religious organizations, attempts to impose on her.  

Over the years, I have come to realize that my life has been a series of experiences, good and bad.  Those experiences have either helped me to grow and learn more about myself, or they have torn me down, seemingly obliterating my happiness and will to survive.  Of course, we all have things that happen in our lives that do not effect us one way or the other – indifferent experiences.  I have had all types of experiences, and although I have lived through some very troubling times, I have also come to realize that it is the bad experiences, and how I process and come to deal with them, that have changed me the most, in some very dramatic ways. 

Although I had numerous questions about the Mormon Church for many years, for a very long time I chose not to deal with my questions or the related issues as they would crop up.  Instead, like a Mormon clone, I would push them down and tell myself that I just needed to have more faith and simply believe.  Doing so worked until I started to acknowledge my own individuality, my right to have questions, and my right to expect understandable answers.  But since that attitude is not encouraged in the Mormon Church, and is, in fact, downright frowned upon, I felt very guilty because of those thoughts and feelings.  Oh, you can ask questions – but you’re supposed to accept whatever it is you are told.  This is the "Mormon party line," as I call it.  And once you've been given "the answer," you’re supposed to accept it and not continue to question the issue because if you do, you’re being influenced by Satan.  

When I was growing up in the Mormon Church, I used to hear a lot of talk about “Free Agency.”  To me, though, the talk about Free Agency is just that – a lot of talk – because when it comes right down to it, the Mormon Church is constantly attempting to take the Free Agency of their members away from them.  They may preach the concept, but they don’t really mean it – and in my opinion, they don’t really think that anyone should use their Free Agency to do anything other than what the Mormon Church considers to be appropriate or righteous behavior.  

I have a niece who left the Mormon Church several years ago at the age of 27 or so, along with her husband.  They were both very active Mormons, both born and raised in the Mormon Church, and they were married in the Salt Lake Temple.  A few years after their marriage, though, they both (separately) started to question certain things about the Mormon Church.  Finally, they both (separately) decided that they did not want to go to the Mormon Church any longer.  After their daughter was born, they decided not to have her blessed -- and when she turns 8, they will not have her baptized.  I truly admire both of them for being able to "go against the grain," extricating themselves from the Mormon Church early in their lives, in spite of family pressure.  My niece is one of 7 children, and all the rest of her siblings are all still active in the Mormon Church, as is my brother (her father) and his wife (her mother).  Of course, her parents were (and are) very upset that she has left the Church, and she has told me how for a very long time, there was "an elephant in the room" that no one wanted to acknowledge or discuss.  Her husband is from a Utah Mormon family, being the oldest of 4 siblings – and his mother has pioneer heritage.  I know it was not easy for either of them to leave the Mormon Church, and that it was likely very painful telling their families, but I admire both of them for being able to do that, making the necessary changes in order to be happy and not bound by Mormon hierarchy, doctrine and teachings – or continue “being Mormon” out of duty, obligation or habit. 

The painful part of telling your family is something to which I can completely relate, mainly because it is something I avoided for many years.  In fact, I never told my father that I had left the Mormon Church – and he passed away in May 2006.  My father was extremely pious and dogmatic about the teachings of the Mormon Church – so much so that (I am told) he even said to my sister-in-law’s non-Mormon sister:  “You better join the Mormon Church because if you don’t, you’ll go to Hell.”  I was stunned when I heard that he said that.  But then, that was my father.  He believed everything that the Mormon Church teaches, right down to the most minute detail, and he could be very obnoxious about it.  

By way of explanation, a la Mormonism, in one sense, “Hell” refers to Spirit Prison.  This is a temporary place for people who either died without knowledge of Mormonism, or knew about “the gospel” but were not obedient.  While confined to Spirit Prison, these people will have a chance to repent and be forgiven, being cleansed through the Atonement of Christ.  When the resurrection comes, they will be assigned to a particular kingdom of heaven.  Those who do not repent and do not accept the Atonement of Christ will have to suffer for their own sins after which when they are resurrected, they will be assigned to the lowest kingdom of heaven.  

Mormonism does believe in a place called Outer Darkness, which is closer to the theological definition of Hell.  This is Satan’s permanent residing place, and those who have committed the unpardonable sin of speaking against the Holy Ghost (as outlined in Matthew 12:32) will go to Outer Darkness.  Rather than actual physical torment, The Book of Mormon explains that “their torment is as a lake of fire and brimstone” [2 Nephi 9:17, emphasis added].  In other words, as explained by the Mormon Church, their torture will come from the flame of their conscience which will consume them – and their permanent separation from God, Jesus Christ and the Holy Ghost will cause personal anguish which is their punishment.  As Joseph Smith explained, in Outer Darkness, “a man is his own tormentor and his own condemner.”  According to Mormonism, the unpardonable sin of denying the Holy Ghost can only be committed by those who have become members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, received the Holy Ghost, gained a perfect knowledge of the gospel, and then rejected it.

So my father’s reference to an actual place called “Hell” is not really accurate.  But to him, “Hell” was anything other than the Celestial Kingdom, which all “good Mormons” strive to attain.  According to Mormon theology, there are three degrees of glory which are the eternal dwelling places for nearly all who lived on earth at any time during history.  These “degrees of glory” are the Celestial Kingdom, the Terrestrial Kingdom, and the Telestial Kingdom.  This description of the Afterlife is based on an alleged vision that Joseph Smith received on February 16, 1832, after which he wrote it down and it became the 76th Section of the Doctrine and Covenants.  According to these “scriptures,” a few people will not go to any degree of glory, although they will be resurrected, but instead they will eternally reside in a state called Outer Darkness (and the people who will go there will be known as "Sons of Perdition”).  

Mormonism teaches that a person’s assignment to a particular “degree of glory” after the resurrection is dependent upon the faith and works which they displayed during their mortal life.  Mormons believe that these different “degrees of glory” are what Jesus was referring to when he said, in John 14: 2, "…in my Father's house are many mansions" – and that there are references to these “degrees of glory” in the Bible, where it compares them to the glory of the sun, moon, and stars (1 Corinthians 15:40-41).  On Wikipedia.org, there is a very understandable explanation (in layman’s terms) of the Mormon version of Heaven and Hell, and the “degrees of glory.”  And of course, on www.lds.org, which is the official website of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, there is the authorized version as sanctioned by the Mormon Church. 

In writing this book, I would really like to think that active Mormons could read it and be enlightened.  In fact, I wish that when I finish this book that my brother and his wife (and other family members) could read it and we could have a discussion about its contents, exchanging ideas in an intelligent fashion.  But unfortunately, I don’t think that scenario is very realistic – and much different circumstances are much more likely.  Reading this type of material, which most Mormons classify as “anti-Mormon propaganda,” almost makes their heads explode.  They have been so indoctrinated that thinking anything else is against their nature.  The brainwashing is so ingrained in most Mormons that they practically close their eyes, cover their ears, and start changing, “La la la, I can’t hear you” in order not to have the deal with any conflicting ideas. 
But in thinking more about this, I have come to the sad conclusion that the inability of most Mormons to discuss opposing views may not be their fault.  Perhaps due to the structure imposed by the Mormon Church on its members, most of them cannot have a rational discussion about any of its teachings.  In order to have a successful exchange of ideas with a person, there must be a sense that regardless of the fact that you don’t agree on the subject at hand, the discussion is being ended with the sense that all parties have agreed to disagree – and there is usually NOT that conclusion to any discussion with most members of the Mormon Church.  No, most of them have a need to convince everyone that the Mormon way is the only way – and since I do not agree with that premise anymore, it would probably be an exercise in futility.

I find the following quote by Ralph Waldo Emerson to be very interesting and extremely applicable to the way Mormons view Mormonism: 

“It is with religion as with marriage.  A youth marries in haste; afterwards, when his mind is opened to the reason of the conduct of life, he is asked what he thinks of the institution of marriage…  ‘I should have much to say,’ he might reply, ‘if the question were open, but I have a wife and children, and all question is closed for me.’ 

The last statement, that “all question is closed for me,” is the epitome of the way in which many members of the Mormon Church approach their religion.  That mindset is the reason that it is almost impossible to have an intelligent discussion with most Mormons about contradictions within the doctrine, sticky issues, and the questions that inevitably arise due to human thought.  The fact that the Mormon Church wants their members to abandon all independent thought and simply succumb to whatever is told them by the Prophet or other church leaders is very disturbing to me.  But I have to admit that it took me many, many years to finally get to the point where I could vocalize my issues about the Mormon Church and its doctrines – and so I can understand completely where Mormons are coming from.  In most cases, a person cannot be brainwashed (or programmed) incessantly for most of their life without it taking hold, making it very hard for them to vocalize or act on their concerns. 

On the Internet, there are several websites that deal with issues confronted by Mormons who are questioning the church as well as people who have left the Mormon Church.  Naturally, the Mormon Church calls all of this information as “Anti-Mormon propaganda.”  That terminology is very disturbing to me, particularly since the Mormon Church basically teaches its members that all negative information about Mormonism should be placed in the category of “Anti-Mormon propaganda.”  In my opinion, the use of that phrase is an attempt to control its members and their thinking, blocking them off from anything negative about Mormonism and its teachings.  Because of that tactic, and the message to avoid anything outside of Mormon-approved reading materials, members of the Mormon Church actually do avoid anything negative about their religion and cling desperately to the teachings of a church that plays very fast and loose with the truth – a church that tries to whitewash its history – a church that, in my opinion, was made up from the get-go.

Obviously, there are many websites that provide negative information about the Mormon Church – ones that are termed as “Anti-Mormon Propaganda” by practicing Mormons – but for the most part, the websites to which I am referring are simply there to point out problems with the Mormon belief system and provide a supportive forum for people who are contemplating leaving the Mormon Church or who have already left.  
In the following chapters about my issues with the Mormon Church, I will be quoting passages from some of these websites – and in order to understand some abbreviations and the “lingo” used on these websites, I am providing the following guide:
	ABBREVIATION OR NAME
	MEANING

	TBM
	True Believing Mormon – or True-Blue Mormon

	Exmo
	Ex Mormon or Former Mormon

	Nevermo
	Someone who has never been a Mormon

	TSCC
	The So-Called Church

	COJCOLDS
	The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (aka Mormon Church

	FP
	First Presidency – includes Church President and 2 counselors

	Hinckley
(Gordon B.)
	President and Prophet of the LDS Church from 1995 to 2007
(aka Hinckster, Gordy and various other plays on his name).

	Monson
(Thomas S.)
	Current President and Prophet of LDS Church – 2007 until he dies.  In time, I’m sure there will be plays on his name as well.

	GA
	General  Authority (Apostles of the Mormon Church)

	Ward
	Where Mormons attend Sunday church meetings (as well as other meetings).  This is determined by where a person lives.

	Bishop
	Mormon equivalent of Pastor (though unpaid) – presides over all members of a Ward

	Stake
	A collection of Wards (usually 7 or 8 Wards to a Stake)

	SP
	Stake President

	Apologetic
	Someone who tries explaining the inconsistencies or other problems with the Church in a positive light

	BIC
	Born In the Covenant (parents had been sealed in the temple prior to your birth)

	BoA
	Book of Abraham

	BoM
	Book of Mormon

	BYU
	Brigham Young University – located in Provo, Utah; aka The Y

	CK
	Celestial Kingdom, where God lives and all TBMs strive to reach

	COB
	Church Office Building in Salt Lake City, Utah

	D&C
	Doctrine & Covenants, considered to be scripture by the MC

	Exed
	Excommunicated

	FP
	First Presidency – includes Church President and 2 counselors

	JS
	Joseph Smith, Founder of the Mormon church as well as its first President and Prophet.  

	LDS
	Latter Day Saints – taken from the official name of the Church.

	Mainstreaming
	The Mormon Church's changing its own doctrine, practices and image to look more Christian

	MC
	Mormon Church

	Morg
	MC acting like a Star Trek Borg Collective, "Mormon Borg"

	Morgbot
	A Mormon who demonstrates lack of independent thought,
"Mormon Borg Robot"

	Profit
	Pseudonym for "Prophet” (obviously aimed at “the money”) 

	RM
	Returned Missionary – prime marriage prospect for LDS women 

	RS
	Relief Society – organization for women in the Mormon Church

	WoW
	Word of Wisdom – Health Code and commandment; outlined in D&C Section 89.

	YM
	Young Men’s organization

	YW
	Young Women’s organization


For a comprehensive list of other Mormon vocabulary, see:
http://www.salamandersociety.com/dictionary/
While I find the “Post-Mormon Community” to be very amusing at times (and sometimes a little “over the top”), I do feel that a person can gain a lot of insight by visiting these websites and reading what people have posted.  Topics that were never discussed in the Mormon Church as long as I was a member are openly talked about on these websites.  That has not only been refreshing for me, but it has also been educational.  The opinions stated by many people in the “Post-Mormon Community” have corresponded very closely with my own.  It has been reassuring to finally receive some validation for my views since for so many years, I felt as though I was the only one who felt a certain way about Mormonism.  Finally knowing that there are other people (in fact, quite a large number) who feel the same way is very heartening and validating.  But the most important aspect of this to me is the fact that I arrived at my conclusions about Mormonism without even going on these types of websites.  The only thing that this website did for me was to confirm that there are a lot of other people out there (former Mormons and the like) who have very similar opinions to my own.  Because those types of websites did not influence me at all, I am very grateful because I know that I arrived at my own conclusions in my own time. 
The concept of “happiness and joy” is discussed a lot “a la Mormonism” – and according to the Mormon Church, there is only one way to obtain “true happiness and joy.”  The conundrum of obtaining “true happiness” was given the Mormon spin in the movie “Man’s Search for Happiness,” which was first presented at the New York World's Fair (1964-65).  According to the Internet Movie Database (www.imdb.com), 5 million people visited this pavilion and viewed this film during this time period.  The summary of this movie (from the Internet Movie Database website) is as follows:

“Three great questions of life are explained.  Where did we come from?  What is our purpose and reason for being upon the earth?  What happens to us after death?  Leaving pre-earth existence with no memory, we all gain a mortal body in the likeness of God.  Life offers the gifts of time and free choice, and we can trade time for thrills, base desires, greed and vanity, but these offer no lasting satisfaction.  We find trials in experiences such as the death of loved ones.  But death is a re-awakening and re-uniting with those who have preceded us.  Salvation is a gift through Jesus Christ, but exaltation in eternity comes through seeking and following the correct path in life, the search that also leads to peace and happiness here and now.” 

While I agree with the general premise of this movie as described above, I find the way in which the Mormon Church goes about “forcing” this journey to “happiness” on its members to be disturbing.  Controlling people’s behavior and in essence “making them” do the things that the Mormon Church says will make them happy is very counterproductive to obtaining peace of mind.  In essence, they are saying, “You will do what we say and you will like it.”  That kind of control reminds me of the Nazi regime. 

I also agree with the Mormon view that pleasure is different from true happiness and joy; however, I take issue with the fact that Mormonism espouses the belief that its recipe is the only way for people to achieve “true happiness and joy in their lives.”  As I have already stated, the way in which the Mormon Church insures that its members are “successful” in “the search for happiness” is by attempting to control their every thought, movement and action, not allowing them the Free Agency that it also professes each of us is entitled to use.  That stance is very contradictory – a definite conundrum. 
As every Mormon knows, Mormonism is an all-encompassing religion.  It is so pervasive that it completely takes over the lives of its members.  The jobs that are given to people also take over their lives if they are truly “fulfilling their calling.”  This is especially true of Bishops, Stake Presidents, and Relief Society Presidents – and of course, those at the higher ranks of the Mormon Church, including the First Presidency and the General Authorities.  These people live and breathe Mormonism, and it becomes their entire lives.  

In essence, the Mormon Church permeates every aspect of a person’s life to the point where all of his or her social interaction is Mormon-related, and every activity is either at a Mormon Church function or with other Mormons.  The result of this is that when issues come up, the natural response is to think that it’s you, and not the issue, that is to blame for the fact that you are even thinking that way.  Since every other Mormon you know seems perfectly happy and doesn’t seem to be questioning anything, it must be the way you are thinking.  To decide otherwise and think that there’s something wrong with the Mormon Church would make the world as you have always known it completely crumble, and the inclination of most people is to preserve their world and not leave that with which they are comfortable. 

Of course, the broader picture shows that the Mormon Church micro-manages their members to the nth degree, monitoring and scrutinizing them to the point where they are not allowed to even think for themselves.  

On Wikipedia, I found the following about micro-management:
Dictionary.com defines micromanagement as "manage[ment] or control with excessive attention to minor details".

The online dictionary Encarta defines micromanagement as "atten[tion] to small details in management: [] control [of] a person or a situation by paying extreme attention to small details".

The notion of micromanagement can be extended to any social context where one person takes a bully approach, in the level of control and influence over the members of a group. Often, this excessive obsession with the most minute of details causes a direct management failure in the ability to focus on the major details.

“Bully approach.”  Very descriptive terminology.  In my opinion, the “bully approach” describes the tactics of the Mormon Church to a T.  Basically, they bully people into doing what they “should” do according to Mormon doctrine. 

On Wikipedia, it goes on to say the following under the title of Symptoms:

Rather than giving general instructions on smaller tasks and then devoting his time to supervising larger concerns, the micromanager monitors and assesses every step of a business process and avoids delegation of decisions.  Micromanagers are usually irritated when a subordinate makes decisions without consulting them, even if the decisions are totally within the subordinate's level of authority.

Of course, what they are talking about on Wikipedia is management styles within a business organization, and how a manager deals with his/her subordinates.  But regardless of the type of organization involved, whether business or religious, the definition and symptoms of micro-management stay the same. 

In looking at the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org), I came across a posting regarding the topic of MICRO-MANAGEMENT by the Mormon Church of its members, their lives and even their thoughts.  Since this goes along with my opinion that the Mormon Church is an all-encompassing religion and basically takes over the lives of its members, I wanted to share this posting now. 
Subject: 
Mormons are micro-managed
Date: 
Jun 21 00:23 2004
Author:
Bob McCue

Note:  Dr. Wright, a Mormon apologist, wrote a piece in a Calgary newspaper claiming Mormons are not micro-managed.  Here are some responses to that letter.

Dr. Wright said, "The Mormon Church does not micro manage its members."  I must confess to almost falling out of my chair when I read this.  In fairness to Dr. Wright, I should note that the idea of Mormon micro-management can only be understood relative to something else.  And, it is clear to me that Mormonism does not micro-manage the lives of its people more than do the Taliban, or the Old Order Amish, for example.  But, when compared to most of North American society, there can be no doubt that Mormonism micro-manages its people.

Let me provide just a few examples.  Mormons who have been through a Mormon temple and made the covenants required there are told what kind of underwear they must wear.  Because of its leg and arm length, that underwear restricts the kind of clothes they can wear.  They are told that this underwear must be worn "night and day", which is often interpreted by those in authority (as it was in the Mormon temple at Cardston, Alberta for my wife and my benefit when we married there) to mean that this underwear must be put back on after spouses make love, and before they go to sleep.  Some believe that it must be worn while making love, although the newer versions of this underwear make this unfeasible.  I hence suspect that this belief will die out.

Mormons have from time to time been specifically counseled as to what constitutes appropriate and inappropriate sexual conduct between spouses.  Oral sex and other "unnatural" sexual practices, for example, have been labeled inappropriate.

Mormons are not supposed to drink even moderate amounts of tea, coffee or alcoholic beverages of any kind.  The recent indications from the medical community that things such as green tea and red wine in moderation are good for human health are not considered persuasive to Mormons.

Mormons are supposed to give 10% of their income as a minimum offering, and more if they are able.  Mormons are supposed to donate most of their discretionary time to meetings and other "service" within the Mormon Church community.

Mormons are not supposed to watch R rated movies (no account is taken of how that standard varies from country to country, and how it varies in terms of sexual context, violence, etc., or how it varies as time passes).

It is defined as "apostasy" and is an excommunicable offence for a Mormon to criticize the leaders of the Mormon Church or to communicate with other members respecting beliefs that are contrary to those endorsed by the Mormon leaders.  As Dr. Wright indicated, that leaves Mormons free to talk about lots of things.  But, a clear line is drawn with respect to anything that would cause other members to question the wisdom or authority of the current leadership.

Mormons who wish to attend Mormon temples must pass a two stage worthiness interview with male, local leaders that involves acknowledging the authority of local and general Mormon leaders, and answering personal questions related to matters of belief and behavior.  Here are a few of the questions:

•
Do you have a testimony of the restoration of the gospel in these the latter days?;

•
Do you sustain the President of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints as the Prophet, Seer, and Revelator and as the only person on the earth who possesses and is authorized to exercise all priesthood keys?;

•
Do you sustain members of the First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles as prophets, seers, and revelators?;

•
Do you sustain the other General Authorities and local authorities of the Church?;

•
Do you live the law of chastity?;

•
Do you support, affiliate with, or agree with any group or individual whose teachings or practices are contrary to or oppose those accepted by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints?;

•
Do you strive to keep the covenants you have made, to attend your sacrament and other meetings, and to keep your life in harmony with the laws and commandments of the gospel?;

•
Are you honest in your dealings with your fellowmen?;

•
Are you a full-tithe payer?;

•
Do you keep the Word of Wisdom?;

•
Do you wear the garment [temple underwear] both night and day as instructed in the endowment and in accordance with the covenant you made in the temple?

A “temple recommend” or permit to enter the temple will only be issued if these questions are answered to the satisfaction of the Mormon leaders who conduct the two separate interviews required in this regard.  As I write this, I recall for the first time in many years the “Alice down the rabbit hole” experience it initially was for me to ask these questions of the adult members of the Mormon congregation over which I presided as Bishop.  But, it is amazing what we can come to regard as “normal” after we have done it for a while.

To keep a continuous temple recommend this process must be repeated at least ever other year.  Similarly invasive interviews are conducted every six months with teenagers between the ages of 12 and 18 for the purpose of monitoring their "worthiness."  Parents are encouraged to conduct the same kind of interviews with the children.  The effect of such regular acknowledgment of the one's personal submission to Mormon authority is in my view a large part of what makes Mormons as uncritically submissive to authority of many types as they are.

Testimony bearing (in most cases, standing before a group of people and telling them that you believe the Mormon Church is God's one and only true church etc.) is an important part of Mormon culture.  The things that are to be said as part of a "real" or "true" testimony have been prescribed by Mormon leaders.  Members who depart from the approved script as criticized in subtle and not so subtle ways by other members.  The effects of this behavior from a cognitive dissonance point of view were described above.

Mormons are assigned to visit each other’s homes on a monthly basis.  The women visit the women, and the men are responsible for entire families.  This is kind of an "assigned friend" idea that has merit in some ways.  The "gospel messages" are written and assigned by Mormon leaders and appear in the monthly edition of a magazine read by most Mormons.  The frequent repetition of the words of particular Mormon leaders engrains those within both the Mormon culture, and the mentality of the individuals Mormons who each month hear, and repeat, these messages.  A Mormon man, for example, might visit four families and repeat some variation of the monthly message at each visit, and then hear the same message repeated when his assigned friend comes to visit.  The same process works for the Mormon women who visit each other.

Mormonism does not involve a paid clergy at the local level, and so sermons, lesson etc. each week are prepared by congregation members and taught to each other in the various youth and adult classes that occur during the three hour main block of meetings that Mormons attend each Sunday.  However, Mormons are strongly discouraged from using any materials to prepare their lessons other than the scriptures (Bible, Book of Mormon etc.) and very thin lesson materials that the Mormon Church provides.  The emphasis is to be on bearing testimony and expressing feelings, along with quoting from the scriptures and the statements of Mormon leaders that dominate the lesson materials.  In particular, Mormons are discouraged from getting commentaries or going onto the Internet to do research in order to understand the background with respect to what they are teaching.  The reason for this is clear – the more Mormons dig into any of the scriptures and particularly, Mormon history, the more disturbing questions they tend to ask.  Hence, it is best to minimize those questions by focusing lessons on the bearing of testimony and a superficial presentation of the materials in question.

Mormon teenagers and youth leaders are provided with a booklet called "For the Strength of Youth", in two formats.  The first is purse size, and the second is wallet size.  They are encouraged in a variety of ways to master its contents.  It describes in summary form the "standards" by which the young people are supposed to live, including things like abstaining from sexually related activities, reading the scriptures daily, dressing in certain ways, the number of earrings women can wear; the importance of avoiding body piercing, tattoos and other “extreme” forms of dress or personal style, etc.

Mormon teenagers and other unmarried Mormons are strongly discouraged from dating non-Mormons, and a significant effort is made to keep their plates so full of Mormon related activities that they simply do not have the time required to foster non-Mormon friendships of a significant sort.  They are encouraged, however, to bring non-Mormon friends to Mormon activities and to help to convert them to Mormonism.

Mormons are supposed to engage in numerous daily, weekly and monthly rituals that are designed to remind them of their beliefs and engrain those beliefs in them.  These rituals include various daily personal, family and spousal prayers; daily personal, family and spousal scripture study; weekly meetings of many kinds; five day per week early morning group scripture study for students in grades 9 – 12, usually taught at or near the school the kids attend; weekly "family home evenings"; monthly visits received by, and paid to, other assigned families within the congregation; and miscellaneous meetings with missionaries, to prepare for lessons that are taught each week, and to perform a host of other teaching or learning functions with respect to the Mormon cultural milieu.

I could keep going, but am running out of both time and patience for this task. It would be very difficult to chronicle the length and breadth of Mormon ritual.  So, I suggest to Dr. Wright that when the demands that Mormonism makes on its members are compared to most other mainstream North American religions, it is in my view not possible to reasonably conclude that the Mormon Church is doing anything other than micro managing its members.

What Bob McCue says in this posting is 100% true.  The Mormon Church micro-manages its members to an infinitesimal extent, truly a microscopic degree.  If a person is following the Mormon Church’s doctrines, principles and teachings, then almost every moment of their lives is planned out for them.  The message that this gives is that if left to their own resources, they would not know what to do with themselves.  This kind of ”forced structure” is simply not healthy – at least for me.  In essence, by structuring people’s lives so much, they are taking away any free agency they are entitled to have.  

I respect people like Bob McCue who have had the personal strength to stand up for their beliefs, to take a stand against the “Mormon Machine,” and to follow their hearts, minds and principles, regardless of the consequences.  I am sure that Mr. McCue has gone through a lot of personal sacrifice in making his decision to leave the Mormon Church, and especially to resign his membership in it.  On his website, he states that his parents are still active members of the Mormon Church, so I can relate to what he must have gone through when he told them that he was leaving the Church.  Of interest, too, is the fact that Mr. McCue’s father is also named Bob McCue, and he requested that his son expressly make known on his website that Bob McCue, the historian, is his father – and that his father is still active in the Mormon Church.  

Thinking about various ways in which the Mormon Church micro-manages its members brings to mind several specific things.  For instance, procreation is a hot topic in the “control realm.”  First, they try to prohibit birth control, saying that people should have as many children as the Lord gives them.  Second, abortion is a complete no-no, even under unusual circumstances such as rape.  And third, they have a significant “policy statement” in the Bishop’s handbook about the topic of surgical sterilization, which is not understanding at all about particular members’ individual situations including physical health, mental health, financial situation, etc.  I think it is outrageous that a group of men in Salt Lake City are trying to control members of the Mormon Church is such a way.

The micro-management of members of the Mormon Church is so pervasive that the President of the Church has gone out of his way on several occasions to condemn men for wearing earrings, and he has also told women that they can only wear one pair of earrings at a time.  I think it is absolutely ridiculous that the “Mormon Prophet” would actually take time to assert such a stance.  Here are a couple of actual quotes from President Hinckley:

"We – the First Presidency and the Council of the Twelve – have taken the position, and I quote, that “the Church discourages tattoos.  It also discourages the piercing of the body for other than medical purposes, although it takes no position on the minimal piercing of the ears by women for one pair of earrings.”"

•
Gordon B. Hinckley, “Your Greatest Challenge, Mother,”

Ensign, Nov. 2000, 97

"Likewise the piercing of the body for multiple rings in the ears, in the nose, even in the tongue.  Can they possibly think that is beautiful?  It is a passing fancy, but its effects can be permanent.  Some have gone to such extremes that the ring had to be removed by surgery.  The First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve have declared that we discourage tattoos and also “the piercing of the body for other than medical purposes.”  We do not, however, take any position “on the minimal piercing of the ears by women for one pair of earrings” — one pair only."

•
Gordon B. Hinckley, “Great Shall Be the Peace of Thy Children,”

Ensign, Nov. 2000, 50

Added to the above is the fact that single people of any age are pestered, hounded, badgered and chastised for not being married.  In fact, there is an appalling undercurrent of expectations in this area that if a woman is 19 or 20 and is not married (or at least has a good prospect), she is either being selfish or too picky.  I’ll never forget my mother telling me when I was 19 that my father thought I would never get married.  At 19?  That is insane.
In essence, the Mormon Church attempts to control every aspect of its members’ lives, down to the most minute detail.  In that regard, there are certain things that Mormons are supposed to do on a regular basis.  For instance:

On a daily basis, every Mormon is supposed to have (1) personal prayer; (2) family prayer; and (3) scripture study – and there is also (4) Seminary for High School students, which is held every school morning at 6:00 am for an hour (which, of course, means the parents have to get them out of bed and get them to the Church on time).  

On a weekly basis, all Mormon are supposed to (1) Attend Sunday church services; (2) Observe the Sabbath righteously, which includes no shopping and no movies on Sunday; (3) Family Home Evening; and (4) YM/YW activities for teens.  

On a monthly basis, every Mormon is supposed to (1) pay tithing, fast offering, other offerings; (2) fast with a purpose on the first Sunday of each month; (3) do their Home Teaching and/or Visiting Teaching; (4) receive Home Teachers and Visiting Teachers; (5) Attend the Temple, if one is near; and (6) Relief Society Enrichment Night for women.

Mixed in with all of that are ongoing expectations such as (1) Holding a calling in the Ward or Stake; (2) Service projects; (3) Genealogy; (4) Keep a journal, including records of their families; (5) Member missionary work; (6) Ward social activities, and (7) Attending Stake events.  Stacked on top of that enormous pile of expectations is the further requirement that all Mormons go to Tithing settlement at the end of each year.  Also, during their lifetimes, Mormons are “strongly encouraged” to (1) go on a Mission; (2) get married, and (3) have as many children as possible.  

It is completely exhausting to me to just reading all of these “expectations.”  Imagine living with all of that hanging over your head all of the time.  That is crazy-making.  And the sad fact is that if Mormons aren’t doing all of these things, they are infused with such guilt that it is even more mind-numbing than the tasks themselves. 
Of course, this is all part of the “control factor” of the Mormon Church.  Basically, the Mormon Church seeks to control its members to the point where they have no unique or individual thoughts.  For a very long time, there has been a “voice” inside telling me that the Mormon Church is a male-dominated, male-oriented, double-standard organization that brainwashes their members into submission, uses guilt as a weapon, and strips them of all individuality in thought or action.  But in spite of that “voice,” I kept hanging in there, believing it was Satan who was putting these thoughts in my head and that I must be strong in order to be able to put him behind me and forge onward – which is what the Mormon Church wants its members to believe.  
Within the Mormon Church, the accepted premise is that if a person has any problem with any teachings or doctrines of the Church, it could not possibly be that the doctrines or teachings are wrong, but rather it must be that the person is doing something wrong in order to have those negative thoughts.  I was told on numerous occasions, “Pray that you will not feel that way – and if you pray correctly, you will receive the right answer.”  In essence, I was being told that if I did not receive “the right answer,” then I was not praying right, that it was my fault.  The answer I was supposed to receive was the Mormon Church’s answer – that “the Mormon Church is the only true church on the face of the earth” – and if I did not receive that answer, then I must be doing something wrong.  Of course, that caused all kinds of conflicts for me, not only because I had numerous issues with the Church’s teachings and that I was doubting certain things, but also because I was being subtlety told that I was at fault for even having those thoughts.  Questioning things was not supposed to be an option, and the fact that I was doing so made me feel that there was something wrong with me.  It was like walking a tightrope and feeling like I was going to fall any second.
In essence, I don’t think a religious organization should make anyone feel so inadequate, so uncomfortable, and so guilt-ridden.  But it seems to me that the Mormon Church does all of that on a regular basis.  To me, a religion should offer support to people, not make them feel condemned if they do not conform to particular parameters.  That is simply wrong.
CHAPTER 2

TO BELIEVE OR NOT TO BELIEVE
That was the ultimate question

As my father so untactfully told my brother’s wife’s sister, he believed that if someone is not a Mormon, they are going to Hell (or at least the Mormon version of it, in actuality being the Telestial Kingdom).  I have never believed that, and I always had a problem with that very disturbing concept.  It is my feeling that there are a lot of very good people in the world, and simply because they haven’t accepted Mormonism doesn’t mean that they are going to Hell (or the lowest kingdom).  Would a loving and merciful God treat his children like that?  Not in my opinion.  Since I believe in a loving and merciful God, I also believe that God will judge people according to their works and deeds, not according to whatever religion they choose to accept. 

When I was younger and had questions about Mormon Church doctrines, I would ask my father, and he would tell me “the answer” – and if I didn’t immediately accept and believe what he said, he would say, “Well, you better believe it because it’s the truth.”  Yes, he actually said that.  Basically, he had no tact – just like a true Sagittarian (man) is said to be.  Of course, I’m also Sagittarius, so I probably shouldn’t play up that aspect of things too much, should I.  But since I have been known to be a little less than tactful at times myself, and since my father and I are both Sagittarians, I think I’ll just blame it on heredity. 
Besides the Bible and the Book of Mormon, there are other scriptures in the Mormon Church.  One such set of “scriptures” is called the Articles of Faith.  As described on the LDS Church website (www.lds.org), “The Articles of Faith outline 13 basic points of belief of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.  The Prophet Joseph Smith first wrote them in a letter to John Wentworth, a newspaper editor, in response to Mr. Wentworth's request to know what members of the Church believed.  They were subsequently published in Church periodicals.  They are now regarded as scripture and included in the Pearl of Great Price.” 

The 11th Article of Faith states as follows:  “We claim the privilege of worshiping Almighty God according to the dictates of our own conscience, and allow all men the same privilege, let them worship how, where, or what they may.”  Oh, really?  Do the Mormons really believe that?  Or is it just lip service?  While this is one of the Articles of Faith, I have never felt that the Mormon Church really believes or actually promotes this stance.  I know for certain that my father didn’t – otherwise, he wouldn’t have been telling people that if they did not join the Mormon Church, they were going to go to Hell. 

Along those lines, the Mormon Church teaches that the Catholic Church is the “Great and Abominable Church of the Devil” – and that is very obviously contradictory to the 11th Article of Faith.  In thinking about that stance, it is as though they are saying, “Oh, you can be Catholic, and we allow you that privilege, but you should know that the Catholic Church is the ‘Great and Abominable Church of the Devil’ according to our scriptures, and unless you join the Mormon Church, you cannot obtain eternal salvation.  But go ahead and be Catholic, if you want.”  

Some Mormons choose to interpret the scriptures as meaning that every other church except for the Mormon Church is the “Great and Abominable Church of the Devil,” and not limit this designation to the Catholic Church.  Actually, there are references in both Mormon scriptures and other Mormon references that describe this both ways.  Either way, Mormon scriptures are replete with references to the “Great and Abominable Church of the Devil” and the “Whore of all the Earth,” as well as the fact that the Mormon Church claims to be the “only true and living church upon the face of the whole earth.”  Here are a few examples:
1 Nephi 13: 5-6
And the angel said unto me: Behold the formation of a church which is most abominable above all other churches, which slayeth the saints of God, yea, and tortureth them and bindeth them down, and yoketh them with a yoke of iron, and bringeth them down into captivity.  And it came to pass that I beheld this great and  abominable church; and I saw the devil that he was the founder of it. 
1 Nephi 14: 9-11
And it came to pass that he said unto me: Look, and behold that great and abominable church, which is the mother of abominations, whose founder is the devil.  And he said unto me:  Behold there are save two churches only; the one is the church of the Lamb of God, and the other is the church of the devil; wherefore, whoso belongeth not to the church of the Lamb of God belongeth to that great church, which is the mother of abominations; and she is the whore of all the earth. 

2 Nephi 28: 18
But behold, that great and abominable church, the whore of all the earth, must tumble to the earth, and great must be the fall thereof.  For the kingdom of the devil must shake, and they which belong to it must needs be stirred up unto repentance, or the devil will grasp them with his everlasting chains, and they be stirred up to anger, and perish. 
Doctrine and Covenants 29: 21
And the great and abominable church, which is the whore of all the earth, shall be cast down by devouring fire, according as it is spoken by the mouth of Ezekiel the prophet, who spoke of these things, which have not come to pass but surely must, as I live, for abominations shall not reign.

The whole idea that the Mormons teach that THE MORMON CHURCH IS THE ONLY TRUE CHURCH, THAT IN ORDER TO OBTAIN ETERNAL SALVATION YOU MUST BELONG TO IT, AND THAT EVERY OTHER CHURCH IS THE GREAT AND ABOMINABLE CHURCH OF THE DEVIL, THE WHORE OF ALL THE EARTH, THE MOTHER OF ALL ABOMINATIONS, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS, and so on, has always bothered me.  As I said, there are a lot of very good people in the world, and to say that the only vehicle for obtaining eternal salvation is belonging to the Mormon Church is completely ridiculous and unreasonable.  But that is what the Mormon Church teaches – and that is what Mormons believe.  

To me, it is very troubling that most Mormons are afraid to voice their opinions if what they are thinking is contrary to what the Mormon Church teaches.  It is also very troubling to me that most of the Articles of Faith are contrary to Mormonism in practice.  When a religious organization claims to be the only true church on the face of the earth, and condemns every other church, it is equally as troubling. 

But what is more worrisome is the Mormon Church’s dealings with people who do voice their opinions contrary to the stance of the Mormon Church.  Many Mormon authors and intellectuals who have made any unfavorable statements about the Mormon Church, its doctrines, teachings or history have been excommunicated or sanctioned in some way.  The “September Six” is a prime example of the way in which the Mormon Church treats these differing opinions and unfavorable statements.  During the month of September 1993, the Mormon Church “sanctioned” six prominent scholars.  These six scholars were:

1.
D. Michael Quinn.  Author, historian and former BYU Professor who has written at least six articles for the "Ensign", and many for the Church owned journal, "BYU Studies."  He is most well known for his extremely competent articles on Church sanctioned plural marriages after the manifesto of 1890.  Dr. Quinn was excommunicated. 

2.
Avraham Gileadi.  Hebrew scholar and literary analyst who is considered theologically conservative. He authored two books, one about Isaiah and one about the last days, which were published by LDS-owned Deseret Book. The second book, after rising to the top of the LDS market, was later pulled from the shelves.  The reasons for his excommunication on September 15 are unclear.  According to Margaret Toscano, whose husband was among the September Six and who would also later be excommunicated, Gileadi's "books interpreting Mormon scripture challenged the exclusive right of leaders to define doctrine."  Gileadi has been re-baptized and is an active member of the church.  He has since written works on Isaiah, including The Literary Message of Isaiah (2002) and Isaiah Decoded: Ascending the Ladder to Heaven (2002).
3.
Paul Toscano.  Salt Lake City attorney and author who wrote a book entitled, “Strangers in Paradox.”  He also spoke at the 1993 Sunstone Symposium and entitled his talk "All is Not Well in Zion: False Teachings of the True Church."  He was excommunicated. 

4.
Lavina Fielding Anderson.  Editor and writer of the Church-published Ensign Magazine from 1973 – 1981, prolific author and compiler of recent events in the Mormon Church which she calls “spiritual abuse.”  She was excommunicated. 

5.
Maxine Hanks.  Well-known Feminist and Editor of a book entitled "Women and Authority: Re-emerging Mormon Feminism."  She has also written and spoken widely on the subject of Heavenly Mother.  She was excommunicated. 

6.
Lynne Kanavel Whitesides.  She is President of the Mormon Women's Forum.  She was disfellowshipped. 


Aside from the September Six listed above, there have been many others.  Below are a few of them:
7.
Grant Palmer.  Author of a book entitled "An Insider's View of Mormon Origins."  Disfellowshipped, 2004.

8.
David Wright.  Questioned the authenticity of the Book of Mormon.  Excommunicated, 1994.

9.
Michael Barrett.  Wrote letters to correct news stories about Mormonism.  Excommunicated, 1994. 

10.
Brent Metcalfe.  Wrote the anthology, "New Approaches to the Book of Mormon."  Excommunicated, 1994. 

11.
Janice Allred.  Wrote and submitted theological papers to a Sunstone Symposium.  Excommunicated, 1997.

12.
Margaret Toscano.  Wrote about feminist issues related to the Mormon Church.  Excommunicated, 2002.

13.
Shane LeGrande Whelan.  Wrote a book entitled , "More Than One: Plural Marriage, A Sacred Heritage, A Promise For Tomorrow."  Excommunicated, 2002.

The blatant attempts to silence people who dare to question the Mormon Church’s stance on certain things, or bring out unflattering portions of its history, by censuring them in such a way, is very shocking and deplorable to me.  The following quotes really “tell it like it is” in the Mormon Church:

“When our leaders speak, the thinking has been done."

"When the Prophet speaks, the debate is over.”

Yes, these quotes are the prevailing attitude in the Mormon Church.  Essentially, they are saying that if you have questions, you can discuss them – but when they decide that the discussion is over, you better shut up – or else!!  The fact that this attitude is so pervasive in the Mormon Church is very disturbing to me, as it should be to all members of the Mormon Church.  

Questioning things is an important part of human nature.  After the fog of Mormonism lifted from my eyes, I began to realize that nothing should be off-limits as far as questioning goes.  In a book entitled “The Sacredness of Questioning Everything,” the author (David Dark) states, “The summons to sacred questioning, like a call to honesty… is a call to be true and to let the chips fall where they may.”  It goes on to say that ”Far from being a sign of cynicism or weakness, questions are not only positive but crucial for our health and well-being.”  I agree wholeheartedly with this assessment of questioning.  I feel that it is very important for us, as human beings, to question everything and not take anything at face value.  By taking things at face value, or accepting things that others tell us without examination or investigation, is to allow others to control what we do and think, thereby allowing them to control our destiny.  

In remaining Mormon over the years, not only was I concerned about family pressures (as is apparent from how I have described my father’s zealot and fanatical attitudes about Mormonism), but I also let “social considerations” guide my actions.  Since my social world was completely entrenched in Mormon functions, leaving the Mormon Church would have been to basically "start over," and when I was younger, I didn't have the fortitude or resilience to do that.  So I just kept being Mormon, going to Church week after week, month after month, year after year, and so often feeling like I was going to explode, but not being able to extricate myself from it, or disentangle my life from its grip.  

As I got older and a little less concerned with my father’s approval, I used to get into discussions with him about that concept.  A couple of times, I told him a joke, about which he got very upset with me.  It goes like this:

A man died and went to Heaven.  As he approached the Pearly Gates, he was met by St. Peter who told him he was going to give him a tour of Heaven.  They started walking around, and St. Peter pointed out areas where different people were congregated – saying, “Those are the Catholics, and the Lutherans are over there.  The Presbyterians are over there, and there are the Methodists.  The Buddhists are over there, and there are the Baptists.”  

Looking puzzled, the man asked St. Peter, “OK, but who are those people way off in the distance?” to which St. Peter responded, “Oh, those are the Mormons.  They think they’re the only ones here.”

Needless to say, my father didn’t like it when I told him this joke, and it would launch him into a dissertation on “the way things are” during which he would repeat his routine about how, in essence, “Mormons are the only ones going to Heaven, and everyone else is going to Hell.”  After all, he would say, that is what the Temples are for – to baptize and do all necessary ordinances for our dead ancestors who did not accept the gospel (according to the Mormon Church) while they were here on earth.  Then my father would ask me, “Why would the Mormon Church build all those temples and do all those ordinances if it wasn’t for an actual purpose?”  Oh, I don’t know, Dad.  Maybe it’s because they are crazy?

As I got older, I also voiced my opinions about Church doctrine to my father several times.  When I talked to him about my thoughts, he told me that my “liberal attitudes were going to get me into trouble one day.”  At the time when he said that, I thought about responding to that statement, disagreeing with him or telling him more about how I felt, but I resisted the urge since I didn’t want it to appear that I was goading him on or trying to provoke him in any way.  Now I wish I had voiced more of my opinions to him because then at least I would feel that I had expressed myself entirely to him.  Maybe one day, I’ll get the chance to do that in the Afterlife (that is, if I don’t go to H-E-L-L since my father will, undoubtedly, be in the Celestial Kingdom – at least, in his own mind).
In contemplating my very long journey away from Mormonism, I often think about my niece having the courage and guts to not have her daughter blessed when she was born – and to have removed herself from the Church enough emotionally to make the commitment not to have her daughter baptized when she turns 8.  In doing so, I recall that after my first marriage ended (the details of which I will go into later), I started dating a non-Mormon man who became my second husband.  At that point in my life, I was very disillusioned with the Mormon Church due not only to my questions about its teachings and my inability to find logical and discernable answers, but also because of what had gone on during my first marriage (which I will discuss later on as well).  Mormonism had colored every aspect of my life up to that point, and for quite a while there, I was determined to remove myself from its influence so I could color the rest of my life on my own terms.  
After I married my second husband, I left the Mormon Church for a while.  My daughter (Monica) was 7 years old when we got married, and I decided that I did not want to have her baptized when she turned 8 (which is the age at which children are baptized in the Mormon Church).  I had thought a lot about what I had been through up to that point in my life, decided that I had too many questions and trepidations about the Mormon Church, and then decided that I did not want to raise my daughter in the Mormon Church.  But the closer she got to her 8th birthday, the more nervous I became about actually following through with my plan.  Although I had not been going to Church, my father didn’t know that because I lived in Southern California and he lived in Utah.  But regardless of that fact, not having Monica baptized would have been a public announcement, and as I came to realize, the pressure of actually having to tell my father that I had left the Mormon Church and was not going to have my daughter baptized was too much for me.  So a few months before her 8th birthday, Monica and I started going back to Church, and she was baptized (by her father) a few days after her 8th birthday.  So much for sticking to my decision.

In looking back, I wish I had followed through on my plan then.  Doing so would have saved me from a lot of grief and pain later on.  I should have treated the process like taking off a Band-Aid – just pull it off, feel the initial pain, and be done with it.  The fact that I buckled under the pressure and fear of what my father would think really irritates me now.  As I now know, my life needs to be lived in a way that makes ME happy – that fulfills ME – and that is what I am doing now.
And of course, in talking with my daughter now, she tells me that she struggled with believing the tenets of the Mormon Church as a teenager.  In fact, when she was 22 years old, she went to live in Salt Lake City, Utah for a year (in an apartment just 5 blocks from Temple Square) while she attended the Utah College of Massage Therapy.  It was while she was living there that she decided to stop going to church.  In fact, she never once attended a church meeting while she lived there – and hasn’t been back since.  When she came home after attending this school, I decided to tell her that I had stopped going to church because I didn’t want to pretend that I still believed – and when I told her, she got an incredible look of relief on her face and proceeded to tell me that she had stopped going to church as well.  As we talked and discussed our issues with the church, I would start a sentence and she would finish it.  It turned out that we had experienced a simultaneous parallel journey away from Mormonism at the same time – almost a thousand miles apart – without even knowing it at the time.
In the chapters that follow, I will discuss my specific issues with the Mormon Church.  These include many issues that bothered me over the years – many of which I tried to accept and basically stuffed down and placed on my ever-growing shelf, but ultimately lead to my decision to disassociate myself from the Mormon Church entirely.

CHAPTER 3

THE PRACTICES OF POLYGAMY AND POLYANDRY
The Truth behind the Mormon Myths and Folklore

An issue with which I have always had tremendous problems is Polygamy (aka plural marriage), which was practiced in the early years of the Mormon Church.  Throughout my life, I dreaded telling people that I was Mormon, particularly when I was growing up, because invariably the questions or comments about polygamy would start immediately.  “So how many mothers do you have?” was one of the questions I was asked, time and time again.  And when I told people I went to Brigham Young University, they would say, “Oh, Brigham Young and bring ‘em often.”  I know some people thought they were being funny, and I think it's funny now, but while I was Mormon, it got to the point where I felt that if I heard a joke about polygamy once more time, I was going to explode. 

In 2001, I went on a Mormon Church History Tour with a group of people to various places highlighted in the history of the Mormon Church, including where the Mormon Church was founded, and followed the route that the Mormons took as they moved from one area to another, usually because of persecution.  The Mormon Church History Tour started in Palmyra, in upstate New York, where the Mormon Church was founded in 1830.  Each year near the Hill Cumorah (where Joseph Smith is said to have received the Golden Plates, which he translated into the Book of Mormon), the Hill Cumorah Pageant is presented, which depicts various scenes from the Book of Mormon.  So this is where the Mormon Church History Tour began.  After that, the tour group went to Sharon, Vermont, the birthplace of Joseph Smith.  Then we went to Kirtland, Ohio, where some Mormons moved in 1831, and where still stands the Kirtland Temple, the first Temple built by the Mormons (although after the Mormons left Ohio, the ownership of the Temple went to the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (RLDS, now named the Community of Christ).  After that, the tour group went to Far West, Missouri, where some Mormons also moved in 1831, and where Joseph Smith joined them in 1838.  And finally, we went to Nauvoo, Illinois, where the Mormons moved in 1839 after an “extermination order” was issued by the Governor Boggs of Missouri.  

This Mormon Church History Tour turned out to be a very interesting and informative trip, and I was glad I went, mainly because it opened my eyes more than ever before about the strange history of the Mormon Church.  Before I went on this trip, I decided to study more about Mormon Church History since I really hadn’t done much of that up to that point in my life.  I regret the fact that I didn't research more about the history of the Mormon Church earlier in my life.  If I had, I would have discovered many years earlier that the Church in which I was born and raised was founded on a series of questionable experiences and spurious teachings by leaders who bent "the word of God" to their own benefit.  

Having been practically born and raised in the Mormon Church, I took everything at face value and believed what I was taught.  But since I had always had some questions and qualms about certain teachings and principles of the Mormon Church, I decided in 2001 that it was time for me to research the roots of the Mormon Church myself.  As it turned out, my research and study, in conjunction with what I learned on the Mormon Church History Tour, were instrumental in making me finally face the fact that the Mormon Church is not true.  In essence, the Mormon Church History Tour, which was supposed to be a faith-promoting, testimony-building experience turned out to be the beginning of the end for me. 

In studying Mormon Church History, I learned a lot of very important facts as well as the truth behind several issues about which I had questions – ones that I wish I had researched and studied much earlier in my life.  One of those issues is Polygamy, which I have never understood and always questioned.  I remember asking my father about Polygamy when I was a young girl, and he would just say that it was a "commandment of God," and that I needed to accept it as a doctrine because not only did it happen in the past in the Mormon Church, but it would be practiced in the Celestial Kingdom (the Mormon's version of the highest level of heaven, where all good Mormons strive to achieve the right to go).  But I never could accept that as a fact.  It just never sat well with me.  

When I was growing up in the Mormon Church, I was taught that Polygamy started with Brigham Young (which is what many, if not most, Mormons think).  I always thought that Polygamy did not start until the Mormons headed West, and that the reason for it was to take care of widows and single women who weren’t married who went West with the rest of the Mormons.  In fact, this is one of the reasons I was given when I questioned the practice.  But this explanation is a fallacy, and the Mormon Church doesn’t do much to correct that erroneous belief.  In actuality, the practice of polygamy started with Joseph Smith who practiced it secretly for many years before telling a select group of Mormon leaders.  But the fact that most Mormons do not know that Joseph Smith practiced Polygamy and had 34 wives is something I find very troubling. 

In doing research, I discovered that the fact that Joseph Smith practiced polygamy is well documented.  His participation in polygamy is supported by many documents, including public marriage licenses (notarized, in many cases), "sealing" records from the Mormon Temples, letters, journals, diaries and the like.  But Joseph Smith publicly denied practicing polygamy for many years.  

In a public speech in May 1944, Joseph Smith made the following statement:

"I had not been married scarcely five minutes, and made one proclamation of the Gospel, before it was reported that I had seven wives...  This spiritual wifeism! Why, a man does not speak or wink, for fear of being accused of this....What a thing it is for a man to be accused of committing adultery, and having seven wives, when I can only find one.  I am the same man, and as innocent as I was fourteen years ago; and I can prove them all perjurers."  Joseph Smith History of The Church 6:410-411.

The fact that this blatant lie came from the mouth of a supposed Prophet of God is shocking to me.  Lies are very insidious.  The fact that a person will lie about something is a mark against their character.  Once someone is caught in a lie, their credibility begins to wane.  This is why in court trials, lawyers attempt to catch witnesses in lies because if someone will lie once, the possibility that they have lied on other occasions, and will lie again, is very probable – and once their credibility has been challenged in such a manner, their use as a witness becomes very problematic. 

Joseph Smith began practicing polygamy in 1833, and his first plural wife was Fanny Alger, who was 16 at the time of their marriage.  There is apparently some dispute as to the exact date, and the Mormon Church records show 1835 as their marriage date.  But it wasn’t until the Mormon moved to Nauvoo, Illinois that Joseph Smith began teaching Polygamy to his closest and most trusted associates.  A few began this practice while the Mormons were living in Nauvoo, before they were driven out in 1846, but for the most part, it wasn’t openly practiced until the Mormons were living in Utah.  

From what I have read, Emma Smith was extremely ambivalent about polygamy and she apparently wavered back and forth on her feelings about this practice.  But even though Emma's ambivalence about polygamy supposedly made it possible for her husband to take additional wives during her brief periods of semi-acceptance of this doctrine, the fact is that Joseph Smith took several wives without Emma’s knowledge or permission (and without her attending the weddings, which wasn’t supposed to happen).  For the most part, Emma rejected polygamy as a legitimate principle, and her attitude toward polygamy was apparently well known in the Mormon community in Nauvoo.  She was loyal to her husband for 17 years through all that they had been through, including being persecuted and driven from New York to Ohio to Missouri to Illinois, but she could not accept the doctrine of plural marriage.  She apparently struggled between her faith in her husband as a “Prophet” and her loathing of the principle of polygamy.  But really, who can blame her?  In my opinion, this was a despicable “doctrine” and an appalling practice. 

In mid-1844, one of Joseph Smith’s close associates named William Law pleaded with Joseph Smith to renounce polygamy.  At that time, William Law was First Counselor in the Presidency of the Mormon Church.  However, Joseph Smith not only refused to renounce polygamy and stop its practice, but he released William Law as First Counselor.  Shortly after that, William Law and a few disaffected Mormons published the Nauvoo Expositor which claimed Joseph Smith was teaching polygamy, adultery and fornication.  The Nauvoo City Council (of which Joseph Smith was a member along with other Mormons including his brother Hyrum Smith) were outraged, and they decided that this needed to be stopped immediately.  So they destroyed the press and set the building on fire.  Riots followed after which Joseph and his brother Hyrum were both arrested, imprisoned in Carthage Jail, and murdered by a mob on June 27, 1844.

Now, first of all, why did Joseph Smith and his followers feel that they had the right to destroy the printing press and set the building on fire?  These were the actions of a supposed "Prophet of God."  If he indeed was a "Prophet of God," shouldn't he have been following the teachings of Christ to "Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which spitefully use you, and persecute you," as the New Testament reads in Matthew 5:44?  What happened to turning the other cheek?  No, Joseph Smith was a hot-head who was incensed by the fact that William Law and others had "crossed him," and he decided to "get back at them."  He even recruited some of his followers to help him carry out his vendetta, which I’m sure wasn’t hard since they all revered Joseph Smith as a Prophet.  But to me, these are not the actions of a "Prophet of God."  Quite the opposite. 

After Joseph Smith’s death, his widow Emma was devastated.  She ended up leaving the Mormon Church, primarily due to the practice of polygamy.  When the Mormons left Nauvoo to go to Utah, Emma did not go with them, but instead stayed in Nauvoo.  From what I have read, she apparently did not get along with Brigham Young, and did not agree with his multiple polygamist marriages.  I have read a few accounts that say she thought Brigham Young was a “dirty old man,” who was practicing polygamy for his own sexual gratification.  In the coming years, Emma Smith, their son Joseph Smith III, and most of the members of the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (RLDS, now called the Community of Christ – which was formed about 2 years after Joseph Smith’s death) challenged the evidence and taught that Joseph Smith opposed the practice of polygamy and was not a polygamist.  But public records show that Joseph Smith had married over 30 wives before he died.  Records also show that Brigham Young had over 50 wives, but few practicing Mormons know that since the "Mormon Party Line" is that he had 27 or 28 wives.  

Although Joseph Smith began practicing polygamy in 1833, within the Mormon Church itself, plural marriage was not practiced until 1839, when the early members of the Church were driven to Nauvoo, Illinois.  However, it was not announced publicly until 1852 after the Mormons were living in Utah.  Polygamy was “outlawed” in the United States in 1862, but this didn’t stop the Mormons from practicing it even after that.  For over 3 decades, they practiced Polygamy openly in Utah, and were left alone.  But then in 1887, in response to its continued practicing of Polygamy, the U.S. Congress passed the Edmunds-Tucker Act which disincorporated the Church and seized virtually all of its property, except the temples and some church buildings.  Although the Church appealed this ruling, citing freedom of religion, the Supreme Court again upheld the ban on Polygamy in 1890.

So in 1890, the Mormon Church found itself facing total destruction due to the Polygamy problem.  During that time, Wilford Woodruff (the 4th President of the Mormon Church and a Polygamist himself, being married to five or six women who bore him 33 children) met with the other Mormon leaders.  According to what was later said of this meeting, President Woodruff prayed and “saw a vision” of what would happen if the Church continued to practice Polygamy, seeing the complete destruction of the Church, the scattering of the Mormons, and the ending of all their work.  After seeing this vision, President Woodruff apparently realized that the time had come to stop practicing Polygamy, and he issued what has become known as the Manifesto, which said that the Mormon Church would no longer allow marriages forbidden by law.  But in reality, the Mormon Church abandoned the practice of Polygamy in 1890 as a condition of Utah’s becoming a State.  U.S. President Grover Cleveland later pardoned all those who practiced Polygamy before 1890.  

However, according to various sources I have found, after the Manifesto of 1890 was issued, many Mormons, including Church leaders, continued to practice Polygamy in secret until 1910 – and during that time period, many Polygamous marriages were performed in Mormon temples.  So much for believing in obeying the law of the land, as stated in the 12th Article of Faith.  In that “Mormon scripture,” it states:  “We believe in being subject to kings, presidents, rulers, and magistrates, in obeying, honoring, and sustaining the law.” 

From the time I was a child and during all the years when I was an active Mormon, I was told that the reasons for the Mormons practicing polygamy included that (1) there were more women than men who joined the Mormon Church in the early days, so polygamy gave these women the opportunity to be married and have financial support since those Mormon men who were able to support more than one wife came forward and accepted that responsibility; (2) to have lots of children and increase the numbers within the early Mormon Church by populating the earth with "pre-made" Mormons; and (3) it was a commandment from God, who had also commanded ancient prophets from Biblical times to practice polygamy, like Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, David and Solomon.  Of course, my feeling is that the 3rd reason was used as a justification for Polygamy rather than it being an actual commandment.  

If you look at the Church not only today but throughout its history, women are treated as though they are “inferior” to men and are encouraged (essentially taught) to be subservient – and polygamy definitely reinforced that attitude and mind-set.  Women were basically used as “baby machines” and “work horses,” and were taught to just “go along” with everything the men said.  Believe me, I would not have lasted for 5 minutes in those days.

On the website www.wivesofjosephsmith.org, there appears the following information about Fanny Alger who is considered to be the first plural wife of Joseph Smith:

“Although undocumented, the marriage of Fanny and Joseph most likely took place in Kirtland, Ohio sometime in 1833.  She would have been sixteen years old.  At the time, Fanny was living in the Smith home, perhaps helping Emma with house work and the children.  Ann Eliza Webb recalls, “Mrs. Smith had an adopted daughter, a very pretty, pleasing young girl, about seventeen years old.  She was extremely fond of her; no mother could be more devoted, and their affection for each other was a constant object of remark, so absorbing and genuine did it seem.”  

“Joseph kept his marriage to Fanny out of the view of the public, and his wife Emma.  Chauncey Webb recounts Emma’s later discovery of the relationship:  “Emma was furious, and drove the girl, who was unable to conceal the consequences of her celestial relation with the prophet, out of her house.”  Ann Eliza again recalls:  “...it was felt that [Emma] certainly must have had some very good reason for her action.  By degrees it became whispered about that Joseph’s love for his adopted daughter was by no means a paternal affection, and his wife, discovering the fact, at once took measures to place the girl beyond his reach... Since Emma refused decidedly to allow her to remain in her house...my mother offered to take her until she could be sent to her relatives...

It is interesting that Oliver Cowdery felt the relationship was something other than a marriage, calling it a “dirty, nasty, filthy affair...”  In fact, the timing of the introduction of polygamy coincides with this “affair” being discovered by not only Oliver Cowdery, but also Emma Smith, the wife of Joseph Smith.  It is my feeling that Joseph Smith decided to institute polygamy in the Mormon Church as a way to explain away his “affair” – and once it was introduced, it paved the way for him to “marry” 32 other women (including 10 other teenage girls and 10 women who had living husbands).

Also of note is the fact that Oliver Cowdery was opposed to the concept of plural marriage, and was later excommunicated from the Church for questioning the legitimacy of the “revelation” establishing its practice and going against Joseph Smith in opposing it.  Not only did Oliver Cowdery get excommunicated at that time, but David Whitmer, John Whitmer, William W. Phelps and Hiram Page were also excommunicated for the same reasons.  The following is an excerpt from the biography of Oliver Cowdery that appears on Wikipedia:

“On April 12, 1838, a church court excommunicated Cowdery after he failed to appear at a hearing on his membership…  The Whitmers, William Wines Phelps and Book of Mormon witness Hiram Page were also excommunicated from the church at the same time.  

“Cowdery and the Whitmers became known as "the dissenters," but they continued to live in and around Far West, where they owned a great deal of property.  On June 17, 1838, President Sidney Rigdon announced to a large Mormon congregation that the dissenters were "as salt that had lost its savor" and that it was the duty of the faithful to cast the dissenters out "to be trodden beneath the feet of men."  Cowdery and the Whitmers took this Salt Sermon as a threat against their lives and as an implicit instruction to the Danites, a secret vigilante group, and fled the county.  Stories about their treatment circulated in nearby non-Mormon communities and increased the tension that led to the 1838 Mormon War.”  

It amazes me that people who professed to be Christian, to be “Latter-Day Saints,” were a party to threats such as these.  Obviously, the 11th Article of Faith didn’t mean much back then either (i.e., “We claim the privilege of worshiping Almighty God according to the dictates of our own conscience, and allow all men the same privilege, let them worship how, where, or what they may.”).  No, these men had “crossed” the Mormon Church, and they had to be taken care of such that they were to be “trodden beneath the feet of men.”  No mincing of words there.  

SO JUST WHAT IS POLYANDRY?
In early 2009, I discovered another fact about "plural marriage" in the early days of the Mormon Church.  Not only did Joseph Smith and Brigham Young preach and practice polygamy, but they, along with other leaders of the Mormon Church, married some women who were already married to other men (called polyandry – women who have more than one husband).  While polygamy is something Mormons are aware of as being practiced in the early years of the Mormon Church, they have rationalized it away in some way or another (as I did for many years), even though the Mormon Church teaches that it will again be practiced in the Celestial Kingdom by those who "make it there."  But it was much more disturbing for me to learn that Joseph Smith “married” a number of women who were already married to other men -- and in some cases, their husbands were sent away on Mormon missions as Joseph Smith began to court their wives.  

When I first found the references to this practice of Polyandry in the early Mormon Church, I was looking at the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exMormon.org).  My interest in what others have to say about their experiences with the Mormon Church led me to that website – and when I was looking through a listing of blog entries, and I came across an article entitled, “Early Mormon Polyandry” by Bob McCue, written on December 22, 2004.  In this article, he discussed this practice in detail, and also gave a link to the Fair LDS website (www.fairlds.org), which is run by the Foundation for Apologetic Information and Research, essentially “the Mormon Camp,” on which there is an article entitled “A Tale of Two Marriage Systems: Perspectives on Polyandry and Joseph Smith” by Samuel Katich.  In his writings, Mr. McCue notes:

“In a nutshell, Katich acknowledges that the relationships in question existed, that they were likely sexual, and that Smith felt justified in making his own rules outside of the laws that governed the United States in those day.  Katich justifies Smith's behavior on the basis of Mormon theology, as it was created by Smith on the basis of authority he said God gave to him.  This theology included the idea that a woman could leave her husband if he was unlikely to provide salvation in the Celestial Kingdom, and unite herself in marriage to a man who could so provide.  This gave Mormon leaders – with Smith at the head of the pack – a tremendous competitive advantage in the mating game.  He seems to have made large scale use of this advantage.”

What's even more interesting is that the practice of Polyandry is confirmed on the Mormon Church's own genealogy website, www.familysearch.org.  On that website, I found genealogical profiles for Joseph Smith and Brigham Young clearly showing that several of their wives already had living husbands before they married these Mormon leaders.  These women did not divorce their first husbands before marrying Joseph Smith or Brigham Young, nor did they divorce their first husbands afterwards.  To me, this is shocking – and it seems to me that this was religiously condoned adultery.  

Not only am I flabbergasted by the fact that Polyandry was practiced in the Mormon Church in the 1800’s and early 1900’s, but also because this was the first time I had ever heard of such a thing.  I am 57 years old, and was born and raised in the Mormon Church.  I do not pretend to know “every tiny detail” about Mormonism, but the fact that I did not know anything about Polyandry being practiced is a clear sign to me that it has basically been covered-up and suppressed.  And I guarantee you that nowhere in the Mormon Church are Sunday School lessons given on Polyandry. 

In my opinion, the leaders of the Mormon Church have worked very hard to suppress and cover up this historical fact because of its shocking nature.  After all, the fact that the early Mormons practiced Polygamy is openly discussed, as is the claim that Polygamy will be practiced in the Celestial Kingdom.  With Brigham Young being the second President of the Mormon Church, and since he had so many wives and so many children, the fact that Polygamy itself was practiced is a hard thing to conceal.  And since that is not the case with Polyandry being practiced in the early Mormon Church, in that it is not known by the general Mormon population, the reasons seem very obvious to me.  

Richard Bushman of the Desert News once wrote: 

“It's healthy to get Joseph Smith's history out in the open.
It shouldn't be concealed."

That statement is so true – and it never should have been obscured in the slightest.  But it seems to me that the reason the Mormon Church has obscured (and basically covered up) so many details of Joseph Smith’s life is because it is all so blatantly contradictory to what the church professes to believe.  But now, with the advent of the internet, this type of information is very easily available to those with enquiring minds, like me.  Unfortunately, though, most Mormons will never find any of this information because they are too far into the tunnel of Mormonism to look for it – and with very little actual light in that tunnel, even if they did find it, most will never believe that what they have discovered is the truth and what the Mormon Church propagates are the lies.  Very sad. 

Since my father did a lot of study and research about Mormon Church History while he was alive, and had a very large library of books about the Mormon Church.  So I am quite certain that he knew everything about plural marriage, but he never told me anything about that aspect of it.  We discussed Polygamy many times (especially since I had so many issues and questions about it, but not once did he ever bring up the fact that Polyandry was practiced, which I find very interesting now.  

My father and I used to have discussions on various doctrines and principles of the Mormon Church on a regular basis.  We even played “gospel games” on Sundays.  I remember playing the game “Seek” when I was about 7 or 8, and one of the questions my father asked me during that game was “What is the missing word from the following sentence?  The Glory of God is 
.”  I remember saying “ignorance” (because I thought it started with an “i”) – and I also remember my father getting very upset with me, correcting me in an annoyed tone, saying it was “intelligence.”  And I just said, “Oh, sorry.” 

THE TEENAGE BRIDES OF POLYGAMY

Another section on the wivesofjosephsmith.org website discusses Joseph Smith’s marriages to girls in their teenage years.  Very obviously, Mr. Perego is bothered by the fact that Joseph Smith married 10 teenage girls – namely, Helen Mar Kimball and Nancy Winchester (both 14), Fanny Alger and Flora Ann Woodworth (both 16), Sarah Ann Whitney, Lucy Walker and Sarah Lawrence (all 17), and Maria Lawrence, Emily Dow Partridge and Melissa Lott (all 19).  

Polygamy in the early Mormon Church as it relates to the marrying of teenage girls is reminiscent of LDS Fundamentalist movements that are in the News from time to time.  FLDS is one of several groups that split from the main body of the Mormon Church, based in Salt Lake City, decades after it renounced polygamy in 1890.  However, these groups base their continued practice of polygamy, as well as the marrying of teenage girls, on what was introduced and practiced by Joseph Smith.  So the reverberations and ramifications of Joseph Smith’s practice of polygamy is still being felt today, as is the fact of his polygamist marriages to teenage girls.  

Of course, one of the famous polygamist of the modern age is in the news right now. Warren Jeffs.  Not surprisingly, his conviction in Utah was recently overturned (the key word in that sentence being Utah, that bastion of Mormonism).  

On Wikipedia is found the following information about Warren Jeffs:

Warren Steed Jeffs (born December 3, 1955 in San Francisco, California) was the president of the Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (FLDS Church) from 2002 to 2007.  He may still be the Prophet of the FLDS Church, as no certain statements have been made that he stepped aside from this position after his conviction in 2007. While president and "Prophet, Seer and Revelator" of the organization, Jeffs wielded considerable religious as well as secular power, in line with the FLDS Church's theocratic principles.

Jeffs gained international notoriety in May 2006 when he was placed on the FBI's Ten Most Wanted List for unlawful flight to avoid prosecution on Utah state charges related to his alleged arrangement of extralegal marriages between his adult male followers and underage girls.  He was arrested in August 2006 in Nevada, and agreed to be taken to Utah for trial.  In May and July 2007 the State of Arizona charged him with eight additional counts—including sexual conduct with minors and incest—in two separate cases.  His trial, which began early in September 2007 in St. George, Utah, lasted less than a month, and on September 25 the verdict was read declaring him guilty of two counts of rape as an accomplice.  On November 20, 2007 he was sentenced to imprisonment for 10 years to life and has begun serving his sentence at the Utah State Prison.  Jeff's conviction was reversed by Utah's Supreme Court on July 27, 2010 because of incorrect jury instructions. 

“Incorrect jury instructions” was the reason that Utah’s Supreme Court overturned Warren Jeff’s conviction.  Interesting.  At first blush, it seems to me that the Utah Supreme Court was looking for a reason to overturn the conviction since “incorrect jury instructions” appears to be a very technical basis for reversing his conviction.  Luckily, though, he still faces charges in Texas and will in all likelihood be extradited there shortly to face the other charges pending against him – and hopefully, he will be convicted there, and if so, hopefully that conviction will stick and he will serve an appropriate sentence for what he has done. 

Of course, most Mormons are able to disassociate themselves from all of this, and I find that mindset to be very misguided (albeit quite interesting).  But then again, when I was an active Mormon, I did the same thing, so in reality, I can understand the mindset.  I did not see any correlation between what occurred back then with Polygamy in the early Mormon Church and what goes on now in splinter groups, mainly due to the fact that I was so uninformed about the reality of it all.  But the fact is that it is the roots of Mormonism via Joseph Smith and Brigham Young that fed the entire process and caused it to grow into the monster it has become.  Refusing to accept that fact is denying the truth – and at some point, every Mormon should do research into the history of the Church, including Polygamy and other controversial issues.  Those Mormons who choose to hide their heads in the sand, accepting everything that is spoon-fed to them on a daily basis, will never be able to face the fact that what happened in the past has caused what is happening in the present, and that “history” has set the stage for what will continue to happen in the future. 

To me, the polygamist marriages to teenage girls is one of the most disturbing facts surrounding its practice (aside from Polyandry, which is also despicable, in my opinion).  But marrying teenage brides in particular is a prime example of taking advantage of young girls who are taught to trust their parents and elders.  In my opinion, this trust along with his position as “Prophet and Seer,” was used by Joseph Smith to take advantage of these teenage girls.  That fact is true of Helen Mar Kimball, in particular – and that trust was even further misused by Joseph Smith soliciting the help of her own father to induce her into marrying him.  On the website I mentioned above (www.wivesofjosephsmith.org), the following is said of this particular teenage polygamy wife:

In 1843 Apostle Heber C. Kimball had an important talk with his only daughter, fourteen-year-old Helen Mar.  She wrote: “Without any preliminaries [my Father] asked me if I would believe him if he told me that it was right for married men to take other wives... The first impulse was anger... my sensibilities were painfully touched.  I felt such a sense of personal injury and displeasure; for to mention such a thing to me I thought altogether unworthy of my father, and as quick as he spoke, I replied to him, short and emphatically, ‘No I wouldn’t!’... This was the first time that I ever openly manifested anger towards him... Then he commenced talking seriously and reasoned and explained the principle, and why it was again to be established upon the earth.  [This] had a similar effect to a sudden shock of a small earthquake.”  

Then father “asked me if I would be sealed to Joseph... [and] left me to reflect upon it for the next twenty-four hours... I was skeptical  - one minute believed, then doubted.  I thought of the love and tenderness that he felt for his only daughter, and I knew that he would not cast her off, and this was the only convincing proof that I had of its being right.  I knew that he loved me too well to teach me anything that was not strictly pure, virtuous and exalting in its tendencies; and no one else could have influenced me at that time or brought me to accept of a doctrine so utterly repugnant and so contrary to all of our former ideas and traditions.”  Unknown to Helen Mar, Heber and Joseph had already discussed the prospect of Helen Mar becoming one of Joseph’s wives.  Heber now sought her agreement.  Helen recalls, “Having a great desire to be connected with the Prophet Joseph, he offered me to him; this I afterwards learned from the Prophet’s own mouth.  My father had but one Ewe Lamb, but willingly laid her upon the alter.” 

The next morning Joseph visited the Kimball home.  "[He explained] the principle of Celestial marriage... After which he said to me, ‘If you will take this step, it will ensure your eternal salvation & exaltation and that of your father’s household & all of your kindred.[‘]  This promise was so great that I willingly gave myself to purchase so glorious a reward.  None but God & his angels could see my mother’s bleeding heart-when Joseph asked her if she was willing... She had witnessed the sufferings of others, who were older & who better understood the step they were taking, & to see her child, who had scarcely seen her fifteenth summer, following in the same thorny path, in her mind she saw the misery which was as sure to come...; but it was all hidden from me.”  Helen’s mother reluctantly agreed and in May of 1843, Helen married Joseph Smith. 

During the winter of 1843-44, there were weekly parties at Joseph Smith’s Mansion House.  Many of Helen’s friends attended, as well as her sixteen-year-old brother William.  Disappointed, Helen wrote, “my father had been warned by the Prophet to keep his daughter away... I felt quite sore over it, and thought it a very unkind act in father to allow [William] to go and enjoy the dance unrestrained with others of my companions, and fettered me down, for no girl loved dancing better than I did... and like a wild bird I longed for the freedom that was denied me; and thought myself an abused child, and that it was pardonable if I did murmur.” 

In June 1844, Heber was away from home on a mission and wrote the following letter to Helen:  

A few weeks later Joseph Smith was killed in Carthage.  After one year of marriage, Helen was a widow.  Helen’s father would eventually marry thirty-nine wives.  She wrote, “I had, in hours of temptation when seeing the trials of my mother, felt to rebel.  I hated polygamy in my heart.”  Helen later fell victim to a prolonged illness: “For three months I lay a portion of the time like one dead.  I tasted of the punishment which is prepared for those who reject any of the principles of this Gospel.”  Eventually she was converted to polygamy and recovered from her illness, “I fasted for one week, and every day I gained until I had won the victory.  I learned that plural marriage is a celestial principle, and saw... the necessity of obedience to those who hold the priesthood, and the danger of rebelling against or speaking lightly of the Lord’s anointed.”  
Helen later summarized her experience with plural marriage in a poem:  

Very poignant poem – and a very sad situation.  I find the last four lines of his poem to be especially haunting.  What Helen says in those lines is that although she had always been taught to follow Joseph Smith as a Prophet of God, and to receive every word he spoke as being the word of God, the only reason she accepted the principle of polygamy was because her father had convinced her of its spiritual roots.  So often, children accept what their fathers say as the “gospel truth,” when these men are simply human beings and for the most part are muddling through life and the rearing of children.  

Of course, this mindset reminds me of myself because I accepted so much about the Mormon Church as I was growing up because my father believed it and professed its truthfulness so vehemently.  But regardless of how I think I can relate to how she felt, there is no possible way I actually can.  To have your youth robbed from you because you chose to go along with polygamy, and agree to marry a man so much older than you, is something that I can say I’m very happy I can’t understand.  Definitely an impossible situation.  

And to me, that is the very saddest part of Helen Mar Kimball’s story, as well as the other teenage brides of polygamy – that their youth was basically stolen from them.  They were not allowed to be normal teenagers nor to “look for love” on their own.  Not being able to go to parties or dances as a 14 or 15 year old girl was also robbing her of normal activities that are part of the teenage experience.  How sad that she saw her brother and her friends go to parties and dances at Joseph Smith’s home while she was not allowed to go, mainly because her “marriage” to the “Prophet Joseph Smith” was hidden from the public and from Emma Smith herself.  That aspect of Joseph Smith’s polygamist marriages to his teenage brides is even more troubling.  Hiding it from the public is one thing, but going behind your first wife’s back and marrying other women is unconscionable.  According to the tenets set forth concerning polygamy with the early Mormon Church, that was not supposed to happen – but it did, on many occasions. 

What happened in these cases was that these men took these teenage girls in their youth, robbing them of the youthful experiences of life.  Did God intend this to happen?  I doubt it.  Did God want these teenage brides of polygamy to live miserable lives?  I cannot believe that is true.  What is evident to me is that these polygamist men were simply trolling the teenage girl pool to nab themselves another young one – another notch of their belts and another conquest. 

Another part of Helen Mar Kimball’s story struck me as very sad – and that was her statement that she felt that the illness which had befallen her was “punishment” for not accepting the practice of polygamy in her heart.  Of course, since she saw what her mother went through because of polygamy, particularly since her father eventually had 39 wives, she was keenly aware of the effects of its practice.  She saw what this practice did to women not only through her own eyes, but those of her mother, and she no doubt wondered in her mind what the real motivation for men was – whether it was keeping God’s commandments or more mortal drives. 

And the attitude that punishment is brought upon those who do not comply with the teachings of the Mormon Church, and in essence go against what “God has commanded,” is blatantly wrong on many levels.  Imposing that mindset on people sets them up to think that anything bad that happens in their lives is a result of their actions or inactions when that is very far from the truth.  Just as good things happen to people in life, so do bad things happen.  That is simply the human condition.  It has nothing to do with what religion they adhere to or that God “punishing” them.  But so many Mormons think that God will punish them if they don’t “keep the commandments according to Mormonism.”  Of course, that is another aspect of the control that the Mormon Church so fervently attempts to impose on its members.

I also find it interesting that so many members of the Mormon Church believe that only people who are Mormon, adhere to the commandments as outlined by Mormonism, and are “righteous” are entitled to receive spiritual promptings.  This is such an arrogant, presumptuous attitude.  There are a lot of very good people who receive spiritual promptings.  There is also what is called “intuition,” which some people attribute to promptings from the Holy Spirit.  To say that only Mormons are entitled to receive such promptings simply wrong and highly delusional.

The following information is included on www.wivesofjosephsmith.org:
I think it is interesting that a lot of Mormons justify Joseph Smith marrying girls in their teens by saying that “girls got married a lot younger back then.”  But as shown by this chart, that is simply not true.  The average age at first marriage in 1840 is shown to be between 21 and 22, which is a far cry from the teenage years.  But then, most Mormons will say just about anything to justify whatever it is Joseph Smith and Brigham Young did, proclaiming them to be “Prophets of God.”  The normal rules and morays of society apparently do not apply to these men – at least according to Mormon minds.  Below is a chart that is shown on the www.wivesofjosephsmith.org website:

PLURAL WIVES OF JOSEPH SMITH
www.wivesofjosephsmith.org 

	Wife
	Date
	Age
	Husband*

	1. Emma Hale
	Jan 1827
	22
	

	2. Fanny Alger
	1833
	16
	

	3. Lucinda Morgan Harris
	1838
	37
	George W. Harris

	4. Louisa Beaman
	April 1841
	26
	

	5. Zina Huntington Jacobs
	October 1841
	20
	Henry Jacobs

	6. Presendia Huntington Buell
	December 1841
	31
	Norman Buell

	7. Agnes Coolbrith
	January 1842
	33
	

	8. Sylvia Sessions Lyon
	February 1842
	23
	Windsor Lyon

	9. Mary Rollins Lightner
	February 1842
	23
	Adam Lightner

	10. Patty Bartlett Sessions
	March 1842
	47
	David Sessions

	11. Marinda Johnson Hyde
	April 1842
	27
	Orson Hyde

	12. Elizabeth Davis Durfee
	Jun 1842
	50
	Jabez Durfee

	13. Sarah Kingsley Cleveland
	Jun 1842
	53
	John Cleveland

	14. Delcena Johnson
	Jul 1842
	37
	

	15. Eliza R. Snow
	Jun 1842
	38
	

	16. Sarah Ann Whitney
	Jul 1842
	17
	

	17. Martha McBride Knight
	Aug 1842
	37
	

	18. Ruth Vose Sayers
	Feb 1843
	33
	Edward Sayers

	19. Flora Ann Woodworth
	Spring 1843
	16
	

	20. Emily Dow Partridge
	Mar 1843
	19
	

	21. Eliza Maria Partridge
	Mar 1843
	22
	

	22. Almera Johnson
	Apr 1843
	30
	

	23. Lucy Walker
	May 1843
	17
	

	24. Sarah Lawrence 
	May 1843
	17
	

	25. Maria Lawrence
	May 1843
	19
	

	26. Helen Mar Kimball
	May 1843
	14
	

	27. Hanna Ells
	Mid 1843
	29
	

	28. Elvira Cowles Holmes
	June 1843
	29
	Jonathan Holmes

	29. Rhoda Richards
	June 1843
	58
	

	30. Desdemona Fullmer
	July 1843
	32
	

	31. Olive Frost
	Mid 1843
	27
	

	32. Melissa Lott
	September 1843
	19
	

	33. Nancy Winchester
	1843
	14
	

	34. Fanny Young
	November 1843
	56
	

	* Living Husband at the time of marriage to Joseph Smith

	NOTE:  See next page for References re above.


The below chart is very interesting as well in that it lists Joseph Smith’s wives and gives references to confirm that the marriages did, in fact, occur.

	REFERENCES

	FS:
	Mormon Church genealogical website – www.familysearch.org

	MP:
	“Mormon Polygamy: A History” by Richard S. Van Wagoner

	ME:
	“Mormon Enigma: Emma Hale Smith” by Linda King Newell and
Valeen Tippetts Avery 

	ISL:
	“In Sacred Loneliness: The Plural Wives of Joseph Smith” by Todd M. Compton

	DC:
	Doctrine and Covenants – Mormon scriptures

	Note:  List of Wives from FS, ancestral file number 9KGL-W2; ISL, pgs 4-8.

	LIST OF WIVES
	FS

	EMMA HALE
	Meeting, ME pgs 1, 18; Marriage, ME pgs 1, 20; PLATES, ME pgs 20-21, 25; Twins, ME pgs 39, 43; New York, ME pgs 45-46, 68; Missouri, ME pg 76; Mississippi River, ME pg 79; Revelation, DC Section 132; Surrender, ME pg 158; Expositor, ME pgs 181, 191; Mourning, ME pg 197.

	FANNY ALGER
	Marriage, MP pg 5, ISL pgs 25-26, 34, ME pg 66; Emma, ISL pgs 34 – 35; Rumors, MP pgs 6, 10, 85, ME pg 66, ISL pgs 28, 36; Indiana, ISL pgs 37, 39, 41.

	LUCINDA MORGAN HARRIS
	Conversion, ISL pg 48; Missouri, ISL pg 49, ME pg 70; Marriage, ISL pg 49; Illinois, ISL pg 50; Expositor, ISL pg 51, Mourning, ME pg 197, ISL pg 43; Civil War, ISL pg 54.

	LOUISA BEAMAN
	Meeting, ISL pgs 57-58; Kirtland/Nauvoo, ISL pgs 58-59; The Principle, ISL pg 59, ME pg 95; Ceremony, MP pgs 6, 23, ME pg 95, ISL pgs 59-60; Death, ISL pg 69; Parowan, ISL pg 55, MP pg 27.

	ZINA HUNTINGTON JACOBS
	First Proposal, ISL pgs 77-79, MP pg 44; Second Proposal, ISL pgs 80-81; Marriage, ISL pgs 81-82; Henry Jacobs, ISL pgs 81-82; Brigham Young, ISL pgs 84, 88, 90-91, MP pgs 44-45.

	PRESENDIA HUNTINGTON BUELL
	Conversion, ISL pgs 117-118; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 122-124, MP pg 44; Heber, ISL pgs 124-126; Norman, ISL pg 129; Commemoration, ISL pgs 136-137.

	AGNES COOLBRITH SMITH
	Kirtland/Nauvoo, ISL pgs 146-153; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 153-154; Rumors, ISL pgs 154-155, MP pgs 20-21; Pickett, ISL pgs 157-159; Joseph F. Smith, ISL pgs 166-167.

	SYLVIA SESSIONS LYON
	Windsor, ISL pg 177; Nauvoo, ISL pg 178; Joseph Smith, ISL pg 179, MP pgs 45, 47; Visits, ISL pgs 181, 183; Josephine, ISL pg 183, MP pg 44.

	MARY ROLLINS LIGHTNER
	Prepared, ISL pg 207, ME pg 65; Zions Camp/Adam, ISL pgs 210, 211, ME pgs 100-101; Proposal, ISL pgs 211-212, MP pg 43, ME pgs 100-101; Marriage, ISL pgs 212-213, ME pgs 100-101; Arrangement, ISL pg 213, MP pg 43, Reminisce, ISL pg 226.

	PATTY BARTLETT SESSIONS
	Father, ISL pg 172; David, ISL pg 173; Midwife, ISL pg 171; Conversion, ISL pg 175-176; Joseph Smith, ISL pg 179; Lonesome, ISL pg 180; Duties, ISL pg 179.

	MARINDA JOHNSON HYDE
	Johnson Home, ISL pg 230; Orson, ISL pg 232; Jerusalem, ISL pg 235; New Home, ISL pgs 235-236; Joseph Smith, MP pg 44, ISL pgs 238, 240-241; Mid-Life, ISL pgs 244, 249; Grandmother, ISL pg 251.

	ELIZABETH DAVIS DURFEE
	Jabez Durfee, ISL pg 259; Blessing, ME pg 110, ISL pg 261; Mother in Israel, ME pgs 109, 137-138, MP pg 52, ISL pgs 260 - 262, 406-407; Cornelius, ISL pgs 264-265.

	SARAH KINGSLEY CLEVELAND
	John Cleveland, ISL pgs 275–276; Missouri, ME pg 80, ISL pg 276; Nauvoo, ME pgs 107-110, 115, 119, ISL pgs 277, 279; Leaving/Returning, ME pg 237, ISL pgs 282-283.

	DELCENA JOHNSON SHERMAN
	Conversion, ISL pgs 292-294; Missouri, ISL pgs 294-295; Joseph, ISL pgs 293-296; Almon, ISL pgs 298-300; Utah, ISL pg 300.

	ELIZA R. SNOW
	Youth, ISL pgs 308-309; Kirtland, ISL pg 309; Joseph, ISL pgs 310-313, ME pgs 119-120, MP pg 31; Smith Home, ISL pgs 313-314, ME pgs 122, 133; Poem, ME pg 120; Removed, ISL pgs 314-316, ME pgs 134-137, MP pg 52; Grief, ISL pgs 306, 316.

	SARAH ANN WHITNEY
	Revelation, ISL pgs 347-348; Ceremony, ISL pg 348; Horace, ISL pg 349; Hiding, ME pg 125, ISL pgs 349-350; Kingsbury, ISL pg 351, MP pg 48; Heber, ISL pg 352.

	MARTHA MCBRIDE KNIGHT
	Vinson, ISL pgs 365-366; Nauvoo, pgs 369-370; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 371, 377; Utah, ISL pgs 364, 371, 380.

	RUTH VOSE SAYERS
	Boston, ISL pg 381; Conversion, ISL pg 382; Edward Sayers, ISL pgs 382-383; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 383-384; Obituary, ISL pg 386.

	FLORA ANN WOODWORTH
	Marriage, ISL pgs 389-391; Emma, ME pg 159, ISL pg 388; Orange, ISL pg 390; Carlos, ISL pgs 391-392, 394; Kanesville, ISL pg 394.

	EMILY DOW PARTRIDGE and
ELIZA MARIA PARTRIDGE
	Smith Home, ISL pgs 405-406, ME pg 89; Introduction, ISL pg 406, ME pgs 137-138, MP pg 52; Durfee, ISL pg 407, ME pg 138; Interview, ISL pgs 407-408, ME pgs 138-139, MP pg 52; Marriage, ME pgs 138, 144, ISL pg 298; Eliza, ME pg 139, MP pg 36, ISL pgs 408-409, 732; Repeat Ceremony, ME pgs 140, 143, ISL pg 409, MP pg 52; All Ended, ISL pgs 409-411, ME pgs 143, 169, MP pgs 53-54; Emma, ME pg 145.

	ALMERA JOHNSON
	Gathering, ISL pg 295; Bennie, ISL pgs 295-296, ME pgs 145-146; Parable, ISL pg 296; Stood Beside Her, ISL pgs 296-297; Hyrum, ISL pg 297; Ceremony, ISL pgs 297-298; Macedonia, ISL pg 298, ME pg 146; Reuben, ISL pgs 300-304.

	LUCY WALKER
	Prophets Home, ME pg 89, ISL pg 461-462; Proposal, ISL pg 463; Bitter Cup, ISL pg 464; Command, ISL pg 464; Marriage, ME pg 139, MP pg 59, ISL pg 465; Heber, ISL 466-467; Consent, Journal of Discourses Vol. 7 pg 289, ISL pg 457.

	SARAH LAWRENCE and
MARIA LAWRENCE
	Joseph Smith’s Home, ISL pgs 474-475; Joseph’s Character, MP pg 33, 36, ISL pg 476; Marriage, ISL pg 475, 479, ME pg 144; William Law, MP pg 66, ISL pg 476; Expositor, ISL pg 477, MP pgs 68-69.

	HELEN MAR KIMBALL
	Father/Daughter Talk, ISL pgs 497-498; Laid upon the Altar, ISL pgs 498-499; ME pg 146; Joseph Smith, ISL pg 499, ME pg 146, MP pg 53; Fettered Down, ISL pg 502, ME pg 166; Be Obedient, ISL pg 503; Punishment/Victory, ISL pg 510; Poem, ISL pgs 499-501.

	HANNA ELLS
	Introduction, ISL pg 535; Millinery, ISL pg 535; Marriage, ISL pgs 537-538; Temple, ISL pgs 538-539; Death, ISL pg 542

	ELVIRA COWLES HOLMES
	Introduction, ISL pg 545; Joseph Smith’s Home, ISL pg 546-547; Poem, ISL pg 547; Jonathan, ISL pgs 548, 556; Austin, ISL pgs 549-551, MP pgs 64, 68.

	RHODA RICHARDS
	Rare Beauty, ISL pgs 559-560; Ebenezer, ISL pgs 561-562; Mormonism, ISL pg 566; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 568-569; Happy New Year, ISL pg 575.

	DESDEMONA FULLMER
	Stopt, ISL pg 577; Mirth, ISL pg 579; Persecutions, ISL pg 580; Joseph Smith’s Home, ISL pg 580; Dream, ME pg 165, ISL pgs 581-582; Biography, ISL pgs 584-585.

	OLIVE FROST
	Conversion, ISL pg 588; Missionary, ISL pg 589; Joseph Smith, ISL pgs 589–590; Tender Heart, ISL pg 591; Grief, ISL pg 591; Death, ISL pg 592.

	MELISSA LOTT
	Joseph Smith’s Home, ISL pg 597; Prepared, ISL pg 597; Marriage, ISL pgs 348, 597–598; Parents, ISL pg 598; Relationship, ISL pg 598.

	NANCY WINCHESTER
	Pennsylvania, ISL pg 605; Kirtland, ISL pg 605; Nauvoo, ISL pg 606; Marriage, ISL pg 606; Heber, ISL pgs 604, 606; Utah, ISL pg 607–608.

	FANNY YOUNG
	Family, ISL pgs 609, 611; True Saint, ISL pg 613; Roswell, ISL pgs 613–615; Joseph Smith, Journal of Discourses Vol. 16 pgs 166–167, ISL pgs 615–617.


In looking at this list, I can only think “Oh, my word!!”  It is amazing to me that so much of this was kept “under covers” for many years (no pun intended).  It is also surprising to me (and a little bit shocking) that two sister pairs agreed to marry Joseph Smith.  

By examining Joseph Smith’s history, a person is also examining the history of the Mormon Church itself.  In my opinion, by putting it into that context and placing it under scrutiny, the history of the Mormon Church brings up so many difficult, complex and convoluted issues that it falls under the weight of all the evidence and issues that are uncovered by doing so.

Below are a few of the subject emails from the www.wivesofjosephsmith.org website, as well as the replies given by Mr. Perego:

Q.
I am curious to know who is the sponsor of this website.  Looks like accurate and very interesting information.

A.
Thank you for your email regarding "The Wives of Joseph Smith" website.  The website was created with the intent of providing brief, easily accessible and accurate information regarding the women who became the wives of Joseph Smith.  It is my observation that these women and their stories are essentially unknown to many people today and I hope to give them a "voice".

Q.
Wow.  What a nice piece of work you have done.  I think that this information is a great contribution.  You have somehow managed to generally avoid any sensationalism and to maintain a tone of complete diplomacy.

A.
Thank-you for your very kind comments regarding the "Remembering the Wives" website.  Letting these women "tell their own story" as much as possible, while avoiding editorial comment, was my primary goal.

Q.
I was wondering what denomination the person who compiled this info belonged to.  Would you please let me know.

A.
Thank-you for your email regarding the website, "Remembering the Wives...".  I hope you found the website to be informative and useful.  In answer to your question, I am a lifelong member of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

Q.
I found your website tonight and did not see any reference to who wrote or maintains the site or the sources of your information.  I assume that you are interested in preserving the knowledge that Joseph had more than one wife but it is unclear as to whether you support what he did.

A.
In regards to your question, I wanted this site to be about the women and their experience with Joseph Smith – a place where their stories could be told in their own words and writings, as much as possible.  As I was learning about the lives of these women, it seemed that most information was presented with considerable bias – either defensive or condemning.  I wanted to provide a resource where one could learn more about these women and their lives without that kind of commentary. 

Q.
I really appreciate your site.  I am a strong LDS parent and husband who has always struggled with the concept of polygamy in the early church.  The goodness that the church teaches and happiness derived from gospel living has always kept me "on the straight and narrow" despite serious misgivings about polygamy and Joseph's motivations for bringing it into existence.  Where can I contact more people who have this view?

A.
Thank-you for your email and kind comments regarding the website, "Remembering the Wives..."  I believe there are many LDS members who have similar feelings as you regarding polygamy (or who would have similar feelings if they knew more about early polygamy).  Unfortunately, it's a topic that is not regularly, nor comfortably, discussed – so opportunities to find others with similar feelings is not part of the typical church experience.  I'm hopeful that one day this topic can be discussed more openly in church forums.  If that happens, it will probably be because thoughtful members, like you, gently seek opportunities to make their feelings known.  Thanks again for your comments.

Q.
I just checked out and read almost everything on your site.  I do have one question though... are you LDS or are you against the Church.  I'm not really either... but I'm a little confused as to your intentions in regards to Joseph Smith.

A.
Thanks for your note and questions.  I am a lifelong LDS of 40 years.  Regarding Joseph Smith and his involvement in polygamy: Until a few years ago, I was completely unaware that Joseph Smith married plural wives.  I don't recall learning about this in any church literature or setting.  Most of the online information I found about Joseph’s plural wives was riddled with accusations and condemnation.  My goal with this website was to present information, without promotion or condemnation, so that hopefully people felt they could safely learn more about this topic, and then decide for themselves how they feel about it.  Still, it is a difficult topic for many LDS members to approach.  My own feeling is that dealing openly with this topic is much healthier than silence or lack of knowledge.  Personally, I have struggled with much of what occurred, and have not been able to defend it as appropriate.  My greatest hope in this regard is that one day the LDS church will no longer defend Joseph Smith’s involvement in polygamy as appropriate.  I hope this answers your questions.  Thanks again for your note.

Q.
I don't know what to say.  I’m amazed.  Are you a member of the LDS Church?  Are you a member in good standing?  At first I thought the book “In Sacred Loneliness” was Anti-Mormon but then saw that it is sold through Deseret Book and I read the FARMS report on the book.  Has the LDS Church come out with an official statement?  I have a million questions, but I am speechless. You seem to be trying to put together a factual record and don't seem to be trying to twist the facts like most Anti-Mormons do.  I'm not sure where to begin.  

A.
Thanks for your note regarding the website.  I’m always interested in the comments and feedback I receive.  I am not aware that the Church has said much about all this.  Personally, it has been difficult for me to be comfortable with many of the events surrounding early polygamy – and I suppose this has distanced me somewhat at church.  My greatest hope in this regard is that the LDS Church will not defend Joseph Smith’s involvement in polygamy as appropriate.  I hope that answers your questions.  Thanks again for your note and all the best to you.

Q.
I have engaged myself in reading and studying your website.  I am very interested in the information you were able to accumulate.  I also have a few questions, such as I wonder if you are LDS or ever were.  I am LDS, but lately I have asked myself more questions on the issues of polygamy.  I think it is sad how the topic is unspoken, almost forgotten.  It is important to me to find out more and your website has been interesting.  What is your religious affiliation?  What brought you to the study of Mormon polygamy?

A.
Thank-you for your email and comments regarding the website, "Remembering the Wives of Joseph Smith".  To answer your questions, I was born and raised in the LDS church and have been active and participating for most of my life.  I am still a member of the church.  I am not affiliated with any other church or religious organization.  I started studying polygamy a few years ago, when I first learned that Joseph Smith had wives other than Emma.  This was all new to me and I wondered why I hadn’t heard about this before.  We don't hear much about it at church, and I wanted to know what actually happened and what didn’t.  Personally, I have found it difficult to be comfortable with some of the events that occurred.  When someone, like you or I learns about early polygamy, it can be a very difficult thing to sort out in ones mind.  The purpose of my website is to provide credible and non-sensational information which is hopefully use to those wanting to learn more about early polygamy.

Very interesting – and NO, members of the Mormon Church “don’t hear much about it at church.”  In fact, the great majority of Mormons hear very little real information about Polygamy at church, and they don’t hear anything about Polyandry at church.  The fact that Joseph Smith had plural wives is not discussed openly in the Mormon Church at all.  And the fact that Polyandry took place in the early Mormon Church is so covered up that I did not learn about it until I was 55 years old.  To me, that is shocking.  Yes, I should have done m ore research a lot earlier in my life, but I did go to Seminary, Institute and BYU – and the fact that I did not learn about those aspects of Mormon Church History until I started doing my own independent research is very telling indeed. 

I find it interesting that Mr. Perego states that he has found it difficult to be comfortable with some of the events that occurred.  For me, this is a total and complete understatement.  The whole thing is very shocking to me, especially Joseph Smith’s marriages to teenage girls and women who were already married to living husbands.  In my opinion, the fact that Mr. Perego points out as being his observation that these women and their stories are essentially unknown to many people today is a direct result of the Mormon Church’s desire to hide certain aspects of its history from its members.  To me, the practices of both Polygamy and Polyandry in the early Mormon Church are shocking – and what I think is equally as shocking is the fact that the Church has been so successful in obscuring this information to the point where most of it is essentially unknown to the general membership of the Mormon Church.  In fact, a lot of Mormons don’t even realize that polygamy started with Joseph Smith, instead believing that Brigham Young started it.

In a section entitled FAQ’s, the www.wivesofjosephsmith.org website asks and answers the following question:

WHAT DO LATTER-DAY SAINT (MORMON) CHURCHES BELIEVE AND TEACH ABOUT POLYGAMY TODAY?

Three answers are given to this question, one each pertaining to – (1) LDS –the Mormon Church based in Salt Lake City, Utah (of which I was a former member); (2) RLDS – now known as The Community of Christ, formerly the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, based in Independence, Missouri; and (3) FLDS – The Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

1.
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS), based in Salt Lake City, Utah, claims that Joseph Smith received a revelation from God requiring him to "restore" polygamy and that he was "challenged" by this command.  He is recognized by the church for submitting to this revelation.  The church phased out the practice starting around 1890, due to intense pressure from the federal government.  Those who marry multiple wives today are excommunicated from the church.  The doctrine of plural marriage is still published in current versions of church scripture and the church does accept polygamy as an appropriate principle. 

2.
The Community of Christ, formerly the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (RLDS), based in Independence, Missouri, is opposed to the practice of polygamy both in doctrine and practice.  Early members of the church, including Joseph Smith’s wife, Emma, and his son, Joseph III, were opposed to polygamy and did not acknowledge Joseph's involvement in the practice.  Today, the church respects evidence indicating Joseph Smith as the founder of Mormon polygamy.   

3.
The Fundamentalist Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (FLDS) exists in a variety of splinter groups which formed when the larger Salt Lake City based church discontinued the practice of polygamy around the end of the nineteenth century.  Fundamentalists believe it is their duty to continue the plural marriage practice started by Joseph Smith.  Although polygamy is illegal, they believe it is more important to follow the "law of God".  To avoid conflict with legal authorities, the practice is kept secret, or at least not flaunted.  Since polygamy was also illegal and secret when practiced by Joseph Smith, they believe they are following the prophet in their current practice.  Often, young teenagers are "given" in marriage, to much older men.  Fundamentalists believe they are following the pattern established by Joseph Smith when he married the fourteen-year-old, Helen Mar Kimball.  Modern groups such as Tapestry Against Polygamy and Help the Child Brides are committed to helping women out of unwanted and illegal polygamist relationships.  There are an estimated 30,000 fundamentalist Mormon polygamists in the western United States, mostly in Utah and Arizona. 

Of course, to deny that Joseph Smith, Jr. was the founder of Mormon Polygamy and Polyandry, and to say that he didn’t initiate the practice and proceed to marry at least 34 women, is to either deny the existence of numerous records indicating that this was the case, or to say that those records are not legitimate.  As I stated earlier, the fact that Joseph Smith began and first participated in Polygamy and Polyandry as being commanded by God is confirmed by public marriage licenses (many of which are notarized), "sealing" records from the Mormon Temples, letters, journals, diary entries, etc. so there is no doubt but that it was he who founded this practice and first participated in it.

As shown above, one example of the practice of Polyandry within the Mormon Church in the 1800’s is a woman named Zina Diantha Huntington, who was born on January 31, 1821.  On March 7, 1841, Zina married Henry Bailey Jacobs – and while she was still a newlywed, having only been married to Henry Jacobs for 7-1/2 months, she married Joseph Smith on October 27, 1841 when she was 7 months pregnant.  Henry Jacobs was very much alive and well (he didn’t die until 1886), and there was never any divorce action between Zina and Henry Jacobs.  After Joseph Smith was killed on June 27, 1844, Zina Diantha Huntington Jacobs Smith married Brigham Young on February 2, 1846 (in Nauvoo, IL – while she was still married to Henry Jacobs).

According to her pedigree chart on www.familysearch.org, Zina had two children with Henry Jacobs – Zebulon William Jacobs, born on January 2, 1842 (10 months after she married Henry Jacobs, and 2 months and 5 days after she married Joseph Smith) and Henry Chariton Jacobs, born on March 22, 1846, which was 1-1/2 months after she married Brigham Young, meaning she was 7-1/2 months pregnant when she married Brigham Young.  The website also shows that Zina had a daughter with Brigham Young named Zina Presendia Young, born on April 3, 1850 (again, while Zina Diantha Huntington Jacobs Smith Young was still married to her original husband, Henry Jacobs).

Meanwhile, Henry Jacobs went on to marry two other women – Aseneth Babcock, who he married in January 1848; and Sarah Taylor (no date noted).  Aseneth had one child by Henry Jacobs – George Theodore Jacobs, born on October 15, 1948 (in Iowa, perhaps on the trek to Utah) and who died only three and a half months later on February 9, 1849 (also perhaps while still on the trek to Utah, although a city of death is not shown).  

Also as shown above, another example of Polyandry being practiced by women in the early Mormon Church is a woman named Mary Elizabeth Rollins, who was born on April 9, 1818.  On August 11, 1835, Mary Elizabeth Rollins married Adam Lightner.  The Mormon Church website – www.familysearch.org – shows that Mary Elizabeth Rollins Lightner had nine children, as follows: (1) Miles Henry Lightner, born June 18, 1836 in Far West, Missouri; (2) Caroline Keziah Lightner, born October 18, 1840 in Lee, Iowa; (3) George Algernon Lightner, born March 22, 1842 in Nauvoo, Illinois; (4) Florentine Mattheas Lightner, born March 23, 1844 in Pontusue, Illinois; (5) Elizabeth Lightner, born April 3, 1849 in Stillwater, Wash, Minnesota; (6) Mary Rollins Lightner, born April 9, 1850 in Willow River, Wisconsin; (7) Algernon Sidney Lightner, born March 25, 1853 in Hudson, St. Croix, Wisconsin; (8) Charles Washington Lightner, born March 17, 1857 in Marine, Minnesota; and (9) Adam Lightner, born October 28, 1861 in Chisago, Minnesota.

Now for the interesting part – Mary Elizabeth Rollins Lightner married Joseph Smith on January 17, 1842 in Nauvoo, Illinois (when she was apparently approximately seven months pregnant with her third child, who was born on March 11, 1842 – and while she was still married to Adam Lightner).  Since her fourth child, Florentine Mattheas Lightner was born on March 23, 1844 in Pontusue, Illinois, why is it automatically assumed that this was Adam Lightner’s son, and not an offspring of Joseph Smith?  Since DNA tracking was not available in the 1800’s, there is no way to know the answer to that question although I have read (and discuss further below) that a DNA testing project is in the works to track descendants of polyandrous marriages within the Mormon Church to determine the actual lineage of people like Florentine Mattheas Lightner – people who were born to polyandrous women such as Mary Elizabeth Rollins Lightner Smith during periods of time when it is obvious that there is a possibility that offspring of Joseph Smith could have been produced.  I hope that is true because I think it’s about time that the whole truth is known.

On the www.wivesofjosephsmith.org website, there is an article entitled, “The Children of Joseph Smith and DNA Research.”  The website notes that the information contained therein was last updated in November, 2008.  Here are pertinent portions of that article:

Because Joseph Smith practiced polygamy in relative secrecy, the details of children he may have fathered by his plural wives is uncertain.  In a 1905 speech at Brigham Young University, Joseph's wife, Mary Elizabeth Rollins explained, "I know he [Joseph] had six wives and I have known some of them from childhood up.  I know he had three children.  They told me.  I think two are living today but they are not known as his children as they go by other names." ("Remarks", April 14, 1905, BYU Lee Library).

Josephine Lyon, daughter of Sylvia Sessions Lyon, wrote, “Just prior to my mothers death in 1882 she called me to her bedside and told me that her days were numbered and before she passed away from mortality she desired to tell me something which she had kept as an entire secret from me and from all others but which she now desired to communicate to me.  She then told me that I was the daughter of the Prophet Joseph Smith”.

As with Josephine, these children were most likely borne by women who already had a husband when they married Joseph Smith, and may have been raised using the first husband’s surname.  Still, questions remain regarding who these children may have been.

Today, DNA science may be providing answers.  One method of doing this is by tracing a portion of the Y Chromosome, which remains essentially unchanged as it passes from father to son.  By analyzing the DNA of a male descendant, the paternity of the ancestor can be determined.

Although Y Chromosome testing is extremely useful in cases involving unbroken paternal lineages, it cannot be used to identify alleged daughters, such as Josephine Lyon, that Joseph Smith may have fathered.  To understand these cases, complex genetic testing involving autosomal DNA (the DNA found in the remaining chromosomes) is required.

Historians have previously identified eight possible children of Joseph Smith borne by his plural wives.  As of November 2007, DNA testing has shown that three of these eight children were not fathered by Joseph Smith.  Two other children died as infants and therefore left no posterity.  DNA testing is underway or remains a possibility for the remaining three.  They are listed below, along with the traditionally recognized mother and father:

Josephine Lyon (Birth: February 8, 1844)
Mother: Sylvia Sessions Lyon
Father: Windsor Lyon

Frank Henry Hyde (Birth: January 23, 1845, 1846?)
Mother: Marinda Johnson Hyde
Father: Orson Hyde

John Reed Hancock (Birth: April 19, 1841)
Mother: Clarissa Reed Hancock
Father:  Levi Hancock

DIED AS INFANTS:

George Algernon Lightner (Birth: March 22, 1842)
Mother: Mary Rollins Lightner
Father: Adam Lightner

Orson Washington Hyde (Birth: November 9, 1843)
Mother: Marinda Johnson Hyde
Father: Orson Hyde

DNA TESTING COMPLETE:

Moroni Pratt (Birth: December 7, 1844)
Mother: Mary Ann Frost
Father: Parley P. Pratt (confirmed via DNA research - May 2005)

Zebulon Jacobs (Birth: January 2, 1842)
Mother: Zina Huntington Jacobs
Father: Henry Jacobs (confirmed via DNA research – May 2005)

Oliver Buell (Birth: 1838 – 39)
Mother: Presendia Huntington Buell
Father: Norman Buell (confirmed via DNA research – November 2007)

NOTE:  Presently, there is only anecdotal evidence that Clarissa Reed Hancock (Mother of John Reed Hancock) was a plural wife of Joseph Smith.  DNA testing would shed further light in this regard.  The year of Frank Henry Hyde's birth is uncertain.  An 1846 birthdate would eliminate him as a possible child of Joseph Smith (See "The Orson Hyde Genealogy", Utah Genealogical Magazine and Historical, April 1913, pg 60 and "ISL", pg 535, fn 41). 

At the Sorenson Molecular Genealogy Foundation, Dr. Scott R. Woodward and Ugo A. Perego are using DNA techniques to better understand the paternity issues related to possible children of Joseph Smith.  This genetic testing was part of several special projects designed to help the general public recognize the value of DNA in family history research.

"Reconstructing The Y-Chromosome of Joseph Smith", a paper detailing their research was presented at the Mormon History Association Conference May 28, 2005 and was also published in the Summer 2005 Journal of Mormon History (Vol 32, No 2). The paper discusses the paternities of Moroni Pratt (Mary Ann Frost) and Zebulon Jacobs (Zina Huntington Jacobs) as well as a claimed descendency through Fanny Alger, and concludes that none of these three were Joseph Smith's children.

Ongoing research includes evaluation of Josephine Lyon (Sylvia Sessions Lyon) autosomal DNA.  "Hundreds of DNA samples from male and female descendants of both Josephine Lyon and Joseph Smith have been collected and are being analyzed with the objective of identifying lineage-specific markers..." (Perego, Woodward, Journal of Mormon History, Vol. 32, No.2 fn 39).  In January 2004, descendants of Josephine participating in this study indicated the research is "promising" in confirming Josephine as a daughter of Joseph Smith.  An August 2008 “Mormon Times” article indicates, “…they should know in the ‘next year or so’”.

The researchers are also hoping to study the other possible children of Joseph Smith and welcome the involvement of descendants.

These special projects were conducted as independent studies by both researchers and are not part of the Foundation's main goals and objectives. For more information about the work of the Sorenson Molecular Genealogy Foundation, please visit http://www.smgf.org.

Although this article does discuss DNA research as it related to possible offspring of Joseph Smith from his plural marriages, it does not discuss Florentine Mattheas Lightner, who was born on born March 23, 1844 in Pontusue, Illinois.  As I stated earlier, since Mary Elizabeth Rollins Lightner married Joseph Smith on January 17, 1842, Florentine Mattheas Lightner could very possibly be the offspring of Joseph Smith.  The article does discuss George Algernon Lightner who was born on March 22, 1842, but Mary Rollins Lightner was pregnant with this child when she married Joseph Smith.  I do not know why George Algernon Lightner is discussed as a possible offspring of Joseph Smith, and Florentine Mattheas Lightner is not – but I intend to research that further.

While on the exMormon.org website reading about Polyandry in the early Mormon Church, I found references to a book called "In Sacred Loneliness: The Plural Wives of Joseph Smith" by Todd M. Compton, which was published in 1997.  This book takes an interesting and in-depth look at Joseph Smith's plural wives, including the polyandrous ones, and discusses this aspect of Mormon Church history in a somewhat objective light, presenting the facts as gathered by Mr. Compton.  

In addition, I found references to two critical reviews of Mr. Compton's book by Richard Lloyd Anderson and Scott Faulring, and another by Daniel Bachman.  These two reviews of Mr. Compton’s book were published in BYU FARMS Review of Books, Volume 10, Number 2, 1998.  In response to these criticisms of his book, Mr. Compton wrote an article entitled "Truth, Honesty and Moderation in Mormon History: A Response to Anderson, Faulring and Bachman's Reviews of In Sacred Loneliness," which was first published in pamphlet form and then on the Internet in July 2001.

BYU FARMS is the Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies, and it is part of the Neal A. Maxwell Institute for Religious Scholarship.  An interesting paragraph in this review is the following:

"As Compton discovered while researching for his book, serious study of Mormon plural marriage has special challenges in the period before its 1852 public announcement.  The introduction of latter-day polygamy is obscured by the confidentiality first stressed by the Prophet in teaching polygamy to his most devoted followers.  Defensive public statements, in which participants honestly denied that the church believed or practiced an immoral system of spiritual wifery, were made in a serious attempt to avert hostilities generated by misunderstandings fed by apostates and anti-Mormons.  Certain Mormon dissidents turned into wolves.  They attracted others through local and national newspapers and speeches, which distorted the private teachings of the Prophet as being carnal and unrestrained.  Political and religious enemies stalked Joseph Smith – the shepherd – and his dedicated flock living in Nauvoo and the surrounding area.  Violence in Missouri and the constant threat of its return largely explain the caution with which the Prophet first introduced the principle to those he trusted.  Moreover, the Prophet was legally at risk, since Illinois statutes made bigamy a crime."

One of the primary discussion points in these reviews, and Mr. Compton's response, is sexuality in the Polyandrous marriages that took place in early Mormon Church history.  In that regard, Mr. Compton states in his response:

On p. 84, Anderson and Faulring quote my statement reflecting the union of Zina Huntington Jacobs and Joseph Smith, "Nothing specific is known about sexuality in their marriage, though judging from Smith's other marriages, sexuality was probably included."  They respond, "This is an example of many questionable conclusions in this book that are overly broad, nonspecific, or undocumented."  My statement is actually very undogmatic and cautious.  I straightforwardly state that there is no specific evidence on sexuality in the Zina marriage that I know of.  Then I state, judging from other Smith marriages that included sexuality, it was "probably" included, not certainly.  I allow the reader to assess the evidence and make his or her own conclusion.  However, Anderson and Faulring's sentence, which is quite sweeping and general in its own right, gives the impression that my book largely consists of sexual innuendo based on no evidence. ("questionable conclusions . . . undocumented.") 

I'm not sure exactly where Anderson and Faulring are going with their argument here, but it seems to be an attempt to make a case for as little sexuality in Joseph Smith's marriages as possible.  As I have mentioned above, sexuality is an accepted aspect of marriages, polygamous or monogamous.  I do not find it especially controversial in a polygamous marriage.  And while an overemphasis on sex creates a tone of yellow journalism (a failing I have criticized Brodie for), attempts to ignore it completely or underemphasize it are also unhealthy.

In the case of the polyandrous marriages, Anderson and Faulring apparently are going in the direction of proposing that there was no sexuality involved in any of them.  Thus, they would have to regard Sylvia Sessions as a conspicuous exception, if they accept the Fisher affidavit, which they apparently do (p. 83).  Theoretically, they could argue, out of eleven cases (I strongly doubt that their rejection of Jensen's reliability will hold up, see below), in ten cases there is no evidence for sexuality.  In only one case do we have evidence, they might argue, so we can view it as an exception.

There is some ambiguity in the evidence here, so I can understand such an argument.  However, in my view, it is unconvincing.  A survey of the evidence for the eleven women in question (looking at whether there is an autobiography recording the marriage, a record of the sealing with valid information, and whether the marriage was for time / eternity or for eternity only), will be helpful… 

Lucinda Harris – never came west, no autobiographical writings, not part of affidavit drive.

Zina Diantha Huntington Jacobs – autobiographical writings, but no certain evidence, pro or con, on sexuality. On the issue of time/eternity, the evidence is entirely ambiguous. However, Zina's biographers, Bradley and Woodward, note that while Zina did not explicitly say her marriage with Joseph Smith was consummated, she signed an affidavit saying she was Joseph Smith's wife "in very deed," which they take as evidence that the marriage was consummated. BYU historian Kathyrn Daynes also seems to interpret "in very deed" this way.

Presendia Huntington Buell – no real autobiographical writings on the subject.

Sylvia Sessions Lyon – her daughter, Josephine Lyon Fisher, left an important affidavit affirming that she (Josephine) was Smith's child. So this is the most explicit evidence for sexuality and offspring in all of Smith's plural marriages, polyandrous or polygynist.

Mary Rollins Lightner – autobiographical writings.  No evidence pro or con on sexuality.  However, there is evidence that the marriage was for time as well as eternity.  Mary said she knew of some of Joseph Smith's children by plural wives.

Patty Sessions – no autobiographical writings, but a record of the marriage ceremony in her diary shows that it was for time as well as eternity.

Marinda Johnson Hyde – no autobiographical writings or other significant evidence.

Elizabeth Davis Durfee – no autobiographical writings or other significant evidence.  Not part of affidavit-seeking drive, as she ended up RLDS.

Sarah Kingsley Cleveland – did not come west, not part of affidavit drive. No autobiographical writings or other significant evidence on this issue.

Ruth Vose Sayers – no autobiographical writings or other significant evidence on this issue.

Elvira Cowles Holmes – no autobiographical writings or other significant evidence on this issue.

Thus, there are only four polyandrous wives who left us significant evidence about the marriage to Smith.  Of these cases, one explicitly said she had a child by Smith, and two others affirmed that the marriages were for time as well as eternity.  Another strongly hinted in a formal affidavit that the marriage had been consummated. 

For Anderson and Faulring to make a convincing case for Sylvia certainly being a complete exception, I would think they would need a woman to say that the general rule was for no sexual relations, and then explain how and why the Sylvia Sessions Lyon exception occurred.  Furthermore, it would help their case if they found polyandrous wives who explicitly, unambiguously stated that their marriages were for eternity only, not for time.  They may eventually find such documents, but I know of none at this time.  Therefore, with four cases providing significant data, two providing evidence of time marriages, and one providing strong evidence of a child, I think the most probable scenario includes sexual relations in the polyandrous marriages, except in the cases of older women.

This is not a "final word" on the topic; "final words" do not exist in history.  I hope and expect that further documents relating to these polyandrous marriages will surface in the future, and my views may change accordingly.  But as things stand now, the weight of the evidence suggests that the polyandrous marriages were generally for time, as well as for eternity, and probably included sexuality. 

Apparently, another point of contention between Mr. Compton and Anderson/Faulring is the number of Joseph Smith's plural wives.  In regard to that, Mr. Compton states:

Anderson and Faulring take my list of 33 wives of Joseph Smith and assert that I was incorrect in allowing four of them, Lucinda Morgan Harris, Elizabeth Durfee, Sarah Kingsley Cleveland, and Nancy Maria Winchester. (pp. 73-78.)  This discussion shades into the discussion of polyandry and youth of the wives, as three of these women were polyandrous, and one, Winchester, was very young -- she must have been about fourteen years old when she married Smith.  (One well documented wife, Helen Mar Kimball, was certainly married to Joseph Smith when she was fourteen so this is completely within the realm of possibility.)  

Anderson and Faulring state their case for disallowing these wives very strongly.  It is not a situation in which they allow me a reasonable case -- they simply reject these women: "Wives Included on Inadequate Evidence." (p. 75)  "This reasoning [my saying that certain lists are reliable] is the Achilles heel of [Compton's] attempts at objectivity in enumerating the Prophet's wives." (p. 73)  "We rejected four wives for lack of documentation." (p. 81).

In rejecting these four wives, Anderson and Faulring plunge us into the question of interpretation of historical evidence.  I am obviously fully in favor of applying the highest possible standards for interpreting historical evidence, and I am on record in my Brodie article and elsewhere that Brodie made serious mistakes because she used late and second-hand antagonistic, biased evidence as her primary basis for discussion in many cases.  In many cases, I have tried to put a number of mistaken conclusions based on Brodie's flawed methodology to rest.  So I am concerned that historical methodology for accepting and evaluating evidence be careful, reasonable and fair.

So, some general principles:

(1) No piece of evidence is perfect.  As I wrote in “In Sacred Loneliness” (p. 29), contemporary evidence is very desirable, but is not perfect.  Even if someone writes something in a diary (contemporary evidence), it is still biased and limited to his or her viewpoint.  That person's enemy, or even a friend, may write on the same day about the same events and look at them very differently.

Therefore, since no piece of evidence is perfect, if you do not like any piece of evidence, you can always object in some way and throw it out. As a result, it is important that one does not hold a double standard for crucial evidence, that one is consistent.  For instance, if one rejects a piece of evidence whose content one does not like on the argument that it is second-hand, one should not accept another piece of evidence (whose content one likes) that is equally second- hand.

Evidence can be used, and should be used, even if it is not perfect.  (Otherwise, no evidence could be used at all.)  One can use evidence skillfully, but still allow for its limitations.  For instance, if one has two pieces of evidence, one can balance them against each other.  One limited truism of historical research is that late evidence is inferior to contemporary evidence. In many respects this is true, but not necessarily.  I cited Eliza R. Snow's contemporary diary entry for the day she married Joseph Smith, “In Sacred Loneliness,” 313.  Nowhere is there explicit mention of the marriage in that entry.  A researcher with that diary alone would never affirm or try to prove that Eliza married Joseph on that day, or at all.  However, in a late piece of evidence, her autobiography, she explicitly affirms the marriage to Joseph (cited at In Sacred Loneliness, 312), and in other late evidence she gave the date.  No one piece of evidence was perfect, but all were valuable.  Combined, they presented a reliable, full view of the event.

(2) Thus, evidence supports other evidence, and the totality is more than any single piece of evidence.  Every added bit of evidence makes the case stronger.  One can see if different pieces of evidence agree or disagree on something.  If they agree, one piece of evidence can be corroborated by other pieces of evidence.  If six people affirm something, the validity of the event is heightened or demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt.  This is why it is important for a scholar to read and judge all the possible evidence on a subject.  Sometimes a piece of evidence that is valuable, but cannot entirely support a complex event, can combine with another piece of evidence to present more of the totality.  This is not a question of two bad pieces of evidence making a good case for something.  It is a question of a good piece of evidence standing alone lacking complete certainty, but if combined with another good piece of evidence, being made reasonably certain.  Anderson and Faulring are repeatedly quite scathing about this principle: "two tanks of ordinary gas do not produce a high-octane mix", "assembling several flawed diamonds does not produce a perfect stone."  Anderson and Faulring's statement here assumes that there is such a thing as perfect evidence, which, as I have remarked above, is not the case.  It also overstates its case.  I am not searching for a "perfect stone," which does not exist in the real world or in history; I am searching for a convincing, reliable case.  Anderson and Faulring's sarcastic statements here also imply that all my evidence is bad (a collection of "flawed" stones); actually, I would not introduce any evidence at all if it were not worthwhile in some way. 

Corroboration is a basic principle of legal proof, and is obviously also valid in scholarship.  Certainly two completely wrong sources can be wrong together; but the more sources that support each other, the higher the likelihood that they are reliable.  In Mormon history, a combination of sympathetic and unsympathetic sources agreeing on something can be very valuable, because then you do not suspect either side of distorting the truth from bias.  This leads to my next point:

(3) In religious history, biases for and against an organization or religious leader are often intense; often intelligent, trustworthy people can be limited by their biases.  (For instance, any autobiographer will tend to look at himself very sympathetically.) Dealing with these biases in historical evidence is thus a challenge.  In Mormonism you have more or less strongly pro-Mormon evidence and more or less strongly anti-Mormon evidence.  How do you evaluate the different kinds of evidence, and write history that both Mormons and non-Mormons can trust?  First of all, even if evidence is biased, that does not mean it cannot be used at all.  No evidence is perfect, but we can sometimes make allowance for extreme bias, positive or negative, and still find usefulness in the evidence, especially if it is solid in other aspects.  In highly charged evidence, a danger sign is heightened rhetoric. So one can make allowance for the rhetoric, and judge what else the evidence tells us.

One very simple methodology is for the anti-Mormon to accept only evidence on Mormonism that has a strongly negative bias, or to highlight that evidence, then ignore or downplay contrary, sympathetic evidence.  The very simple equivalent of this methodology on the other side is to accept only pro-Mormon evidence, and highlight that, then ignore or downplay contrary, non-Mormon evidence.

Naturally, I believe both these strategies are fatally flawed.  My personal methodology, when I deal with a sensitive, problematic issue in Mormon history, is usually to start with sympathetic sources.  Then I bring in corroborative evidence from other sources, including the more valid, first-hand "unsympathetic" sources, in which allowance is made for distortion, but in which there is often something useful.  (This inverts Brodie's methodology; she often used anti- Mormon sources as the foundation.  If I were merely out to attack Mormonism, Brodie's methodology would be more logical, obviously.)

If I have my two or three sympathetic sources, why even look at the "negative" sources?  Because, as I said, no evidence is perfect, but, for a responsible historian, all relevant evidence should be looked at and evaluated.  Mormons would be enormously narrow and parochial (and solipsistic and even unchristian) if they only accepted evidence and writing that had been written by other Mormons.

In addition, anti-Mormon writing is not all of the same quality.  On the one hand you have yellow-journalistic writers producing exposés with little primary research or little or no first hand knowledge of Mormon history.  This can be close to fiction, or the worst kind of muck-raking.  On the other hand, you may have a good Mormon who was involved in many of the incidents of Mormon history first hand, who becomes disillusioned, leaves the church, and writes his memoirs.  These first hand memoirs can still have great value, despite the author's bias, and no responsible Mormon historian would simply ignore this kind of evidence.  (And, as I have mentioned, the Mormon who stays within the church will write memoirs that have a positive bias.)…

If one disallowed all authors who had bias, there would be no evidence for Mormon history, or any history.  Even statistical evidence can be the result of bias…

An example of the necessity for using antagonistic evidence on occasion is Oliver Cowdery's statement: "A dirty, nasty, filthy affair of his and Fanny Alger's was talked over in which I strictly declared that I never deviated from the truth."  As we have seen, this, the first contemporary reference to Fanny Alger's relationship with Joseph Smith, is taken from a letter written on January 21, 1838 (see In Sacred Loneliness, 38).  Here we find heightened rhetoric, so Oliver's labeling as the Smith-Alger relationship as an "affair" is suspect.  But it nevertheless shows irrefutably that Cowdery knew there had been a relationship between Smith and Alger by early 1838, and that it was a emotional point of contention between the two men.  Thus, while one need not accept the interpretations of antagonistic sources, a responsible historian must consider them, and perhaps filter them.  Anderson and Faulring refer to me as sanitizing a "smear" (p. 75) – in my view, I extracted what was worthwhile in a source (Sarah Pratt) and discarded the suspect rhetoric.  Their desired alternative -- completely ignore Sarah Pratt, a Nauvoo veteran and wife of an apostle – is a simplistic solution that will not work in the long run. 

Now, we return to the lists of wives.  First of all, I regard Daniel Bachman's thesis on Joseph Smith's polygamy as a milestone in the historiography of Mormon polygamy and an effective response to Brodie's inflated list of wives because he emphasized the affidavits collected by Joseph F. Smith and others.  However, we cannot make affidavit evidence an absolute principle.  If we have a good autobiography by a woman, or evidence in someone else's diary or autobiography for a plural marriage, then that is good evidence.  The affidavit principle should be used as a tool rather than as a straitjacket.  For instance, what of the wives of Joseph Smith who died before 1869 (when the affidavits began to be gathered)?  We cannot simply disallow these wives, if there is reliable evidence for their marriage to Joseph Smith, even if they did not leave an affidavit.  In the same way, we cannot disallow Joseph's wives who did not end up in Utah.  (This is exactly the case with three of the women Anderson and Faulring want to disallow.)"

In discussing Polyandry, Anderson and Faulring also state the following:

What is left to our imaginations, and Compton's speculations, is the nature of these "polyandrous" marriages.  Were these unions simply dynastic sealings—the practice of sealing women to certain senior priesthood leaders for eternity only, with little or no temporal relationship—or were they relationships including intimacy and offspring?  Compton points to about a half-dozen marriages to single women where physical intimacy is documented.  But arguing parallels does not establish such relationships.  There is a logical chasm between single and married sealings, and, for the latter, there is no responsible report of sexual intercourse except for Sylvia Sessions Lyon.  In 1915, her daughter, Josephine Lyon Fisher, signed a statement that in 1882 Sylvia "told me that I was the daughter of the Prophet Joseph Smith, she having been sealed to the Prophet at the time that her husband Mr. Lyon was out of fellowship with the Church" (quoted on p. 183).  The Fisher document is somewhat supported by Angus Cannon's recollection of hearing that Patty Sessions said the Prophet fathered Sylvia's child (see p. 637).  Compton acknowledges Sylvia may have meant that her 1844 child was conceived during Windsor's four years out of the church, from 1842 to 1846 (see p. 183).  Though he thinks it "unlikely" that Sylvia denied her husband cohabitation during this period (p. 183), that is a serious possibility….

Reliable evidence indicates that Joseph Smith fathered some children through his plural marriages with single women, but that evidence does not necessarily support intimacy with polyandrous wives.  Compton's own discussion of "Sexuality in Joseph Smith's Plural Marriages" (pp. 12—15) is muddled.  He generalizes without specifying which category (single, widowed, divorced, separated, married) of plural wives supposedly took part in this most private aspect of plural marriage.  For example, Compton concludes this discussion: "Though it is possible that Joseph had some marriages in which there were no sexual relations, there is no explicit or convincing evidence for this…  And in a significant number of marriages, there is evidence for sexual relations" (p. 15).  Which marriages?  Compton does not specify or quantify or document his generalized conclusion that "in a significant number" of these plural marriages Joseph Smith had sexual contact with his partner. If by "significant" Compton implies that a majority of these marriages had what he terms the "sexual dimension," his statement is not supported by the data he presents.  But Compton several times extrapolates with unwarranted confidence, as in the case of Zina Huntington Jacobs: "Nothing specific is known about sexuality in their marriage, though judging from Smith's other marriages, sexuality was probably included" (p. 82).  This is an example of many questionable conclusions in this book that are overly broad, nonspecific, or undocumented."

Anderson and Faulring conclude their review of "In Sacred Loneliness" with the following two paragraphs (which I find very interesting).

We approach the doctrine of plural marriage (and Compton's book) from our personal and professional perspectives as believers in the Prophet's divinely appointed mission and his inspired revelations.  We have a comforting assurance in our minds and hearts that Joseph Smith told the truth about the First Vision, Moroni's appearances, and the restoration of priesthood through the coming of the apostles of Jesus Christ.  Accordingly we find no reason to doubt his revelation on the plurality of worlds and how they are populated.  There is breathtaking beauty in the concepts of eternal growth and celestial relationships.  The Prophet Joseph Smith said similar things about his vision of the degrees of glory, and we deeply agree.  Yet, strangely, that vision (D&C 76), given in early 1832, tried the faith of many early Saints who saw God's justice as eroded by allowing eternal rewards in some measure for almost all. Brigham Young was one who struggled, and he put the doctrine on the shelf until he could understand it better, which he came to do:  "I was not prepared to say that I believed it, and I had to wait.  What did I do?  I handed this over to the Lord in my feelings, and said I, 'I will wait until the Spirit of God manifests to me, for or against.  ' I did not judge the matter, I did not argue against it, not in the least.  I never argued the least against anything Joseph proposed, but if I could not see or understand it, I handed it over to the Lord."

We have learned from Todd Compton's work but are disturbed by its dissonances.  We advise readers of this book to consider all aspects of Joseph Smith's life to determine for themselves whether he was a living prophet or a religious opportunist.  Together we count our serious studies of Joseph Smith by many decades.  Having examined virtually all extant manuscript sources documenting the life and teachings of Joseph Smith, we believe he was an honest and moral servant of God.  His calling as the Prophet of the restoration is bolstered by the scriptural works he produced – the Book of Mormon, the revelatory revision of the Bible, modern revelations, the book of Abraham, as well as his teachings, and his dedicated ministry punctuated by persecution.  Like many religious and moral heroes of history, he was targeted and slandered by the forces of evil.  Those who knew Joseph best stood by him most firmly.  We discern a purity of soul in the power of his discourses, as recorded by the Nauvoo scribes and in Latter-day Saint journals.  We see his constant sacrifices for his people, including knowingly giving his life at the end to preserve Nauvoo from attack and plundering.  Our minds and hearts testify that Joseph Smith is certainly a prophet sent from God." 

Obviously, since Anderson and Faulring reviewed “In Sacred Loneliness” for BYU FARMS, it has a pro-Mormon slant.  They even bear their testimonies of the truthfulness of the gospel, attesting that Joseph Smith was truly a Prophet of God.  Of course, that is their right, but since they are employed by a religious organization, their review is obviously done from a very biased viewpoint. 

Again, I must say that I was absolutely floored to discover that Polyandry was practiced in the early Mormon Church.  This is very shocking to me in that it seems to be religiously condoned adultery.  It also seems to me that Joseph Smith, a supposed Prophet of God, made up the rules as he went along – and whatever he decided he wanted to do, he did it, declaring that it was a commandment from God which he had received through personal revelation.  He used his power over people to draw them into his reality, constructing a web of lies that took over people’s lives.  A Prophet of God?  That designation seems very far-fetched to me.

My father had a very large library of books on various topics related to Mormonism, and he was very knowledgeable about “all things Mormon.”  I used to consider that to be a good thing because he knew so much about it all.  In my younger years, I relied on his testimony and knowledge to cement my own.  I would ask him questions, and he would give me answers which I would accept.  It wasn’t until I was much older that I started to question the answers he gave me.  In many ways, I wish my father was alive today so I could ask about things I have uncovered in the last few years and ask him to explain to me how he could believe in a church that teaches such things.  Now I have a lot more knowledge about the doctrines and principles of the Mormon Church, and have cemented my own opinions.  

It feels very good to have finally found my own voice.  When I was growing up, though, my father’s voice was my voice when it came to the Mormon Church.  As I got older, though, I started to realize that my father’s belief in the Mormon Church was very pious and dogmatic.  Somehow, he had rationalized his way into believing it all without question.  So if he were alive today, and I were to discuss this with him, I am sure he would tell me (as he told me many times when he was alive) that although we do not understand it all, we must accept it with faith and the hope that one day after we have passed through these mortal coils, all will be revealed to us and it will all make sense.  Oh yes, I can hear him saying that now. 

SCRIPTURAL BACKING FOR POLYGAMY

The scriptural backing for Polygamy is contained in the Doctrine & Covenants Section 132 (which contains revelations from God supposedly received by the Prophet Joseph Smith).  The first four verses of that section read as follows:

1.
Verily, thus saith the Lord unto you my servant Joseph, that inasmuch as you have inquired of my hand to know and understand wherein I, the Lord, justified my servants Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as also Moses, David and Solomon, my servants, as touching the principle and doctrine of their having many wives and concubines – 

2.
Behold, and lo, I am the Lord thy God, and will answer thee as touching this matter. 

3.
Therefore, prepare thy heart to receive and obey the instructions which I am about to give unto you; for all those who have this law revealed unto them must obey the same. 

4.
For behold, I reveal unto you a new and an everlasting covenant; and if ye abide not that covenant, then are ye damned; for no one can reject this covenant and be permitted to enter into my glory.

Note:  There are 66 verses in Doctrine & Covenants Section 132.  I will not include all of them here, but they are easily accessible on www.lds.org, where Mormon scriptures in their entirety are available.

In reading these “scriptural” verses, I find it very interesting that the preface to D&C 132 contains the following wording:

“Revelation given through Joseph Smith the Prophet, at Nauvoo, Illinois, recorded July 12, 1843, relating to the new and everlasting covenant, including the eternity of the marriage covenant, as also plurality of wives.  HC 5: 501–507.  Although the revelation was recorded in 1843, it is evident from the historical records that the doctrines and principles involved in this revelation had been known by the Prophet since 1831.”

Since this revelation was not “recorded” until July 12, 1843, I think it is interesting that the blurb saying that “the doctrines and principles involved in this revelation had been known by the Prophet since 1831” is included in this preface to D&C 132.  This apparently is the Church’s way of dealing with Fanny Alger who is presumed to be Joseph Smith’s first plural wife and with whom he started a “relationship” (marital or otherwise) in 1833 while living in Kirtland, Ohio – saying that he had already been given these doctrines and principles by “revelation from the Lord” much earlier than when he “recorded” them.  

Even aside from the fact that issues involving Polygamy and Polyandry reek of fraud and the self-serving interests on the part of Joseph Smith, the “scriptures” contained in the Doctrine & Covenants on plural marriage speak of marrying virgins – not women who are already married.  So just where did Joseph Smith get the justification to marry women who were already married – to commit adultery himself and cause a married woman to commit adultery as well?  To me, it is obvious that the answer to that question is that he was so egocentric and caught up in his own importance as the supposed “Prophet of the Lord” that he thought he could get away with just about anything simply by telling “the Saints” that “the Lord had commanded it.”  After all, as the “Prophet of the Lord,” he received direct revelation from God, didn’t he?  And who would question him?  And if anyone did question him, they would be excommunicated (as were Oliver Cowdery, David Whitmer, James Whitmer, William W. Phelps,  and Hiram Page).

Brigham Young, of course, is the most famous Mormon polygamist (and has numerous descendants within the Mormon Church because of his multiple wives and number of offspring).  According to what I have read, Brigham Young had 27 wives and 57 children.  According to a New York Times article published on June 22, 1902, at that time, he had more than 1,000 direct descendants as well as 204 grandchildren and 745 great-grandchildren.  It is interesting to note that Brigham Young married 6 women who were previously married to Joseph Smith (i.e. Emily Dow Partridge, Olive Frost, Maria Lawrence, Zina Diantha Huntington Jacobs, Louisa Beaman and Eliza R. Snow).  Brigham Young also married 4 teenage girls (and had children with 3 of them), as follows: 

1.
Harriett Elizabeth Cook Campbell, age 18

(bore 1 child with Brigham Young)

2.
Clarissa Decker, age 15

(bore 5 children with Brigham Young)

3.
Lucy Bigelow, age 16

(bore 3 children with Brigham Young)

4.
Mary Jane Bigelow, age 19; 

(no children came of his union, and they were only married for 3 years,

from 1847 to 1851 when they separated)

In doing research about Brigham Young’s views on Polygamy, I came across the following quotes:

“Since the founding of the Roman empire, monogamy has prevailed more extensively than in times previous to that.  The founders of that ancient empire were robbers and women stealers, and made laws favoring monogamy in consequence of the scarcity of women among them, and hence this monogamic system which now prevails throughout Christendom, and which had been so fruitful a source of prostitution and whoredom throughout all the Christian monogamic cities of the Old and New World, until rottenness and decay are at the root of their institutions both national and religious."

The Prophet Brigham Young Journal of Discourses, Vol. 11, p. 128 

"Monogamy, or restrictions by law to one wife, is no part of the economy of heaven among men.  Such a system was commenced by the founders of the Roman empire....Rome became the mistress of the world, and introduced this order of monogamy wherever her sway was acknowledged.  Thus this monogamic order of marriage, so esteemed by modern Christians as a holy sacrament and divine institution, is nothing but a system established by a set of robbers.... Why do we believe in and practice polygamy?  Because the Lord introduced it to his servants in a revelation given to Joseph Smith, and the Lord's servants have always practiced it. 'And is that religion popular in heaven?' it is the only popular religion there,..."

The Prophet Brigham Young, The Deseret News, August 6, 1862 

"Just ask yourselves, historians, when was monogamy introduced on to the face of the earth?  When those buccaneers, who settled on the peninsula where Rome now stands, could not steal women enough to have two or three apiece, they passed a law that a man should have but one woman.  And this started monogamy and the downfall of the plurality system.  In the days of Jesus, Rome, having dominion over Jerusalem, they carried out the doctrine more or less.  This was the rise, start and foundation of the doctrine of monogamy; and never till then was there a law passed, that we have any knowledge of, that a man should have but one wife. "

The Prophet Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses Vol. 12, page 262 

Obviously, Brigham Young was trying with all his might and words to provide religious justification for his actions and those of other Mormons who also practiced polygamy.  Evidently, that is what he was doing by condemning monogamy in favor of polygamy.  As noted, two of the above quotes are found in the Journal of Discourses, which were 26 volumes of sermons delivered by early Mormon Prophets and Apostles and which were published in England between 1853 and 1886.  From what I have read, since many Church members in England wanted to read the sermons delivered by the General Authorities in Utah, George Watt (their stenographer and publisher) approached the Mormon leadership and obtained clearance to publish these books in June, 1853.  

I find it interesting, though, that the Journal of Discourses is now considered archaic and is downplayed by the Mormon Church to the point where the reading of these books is totally discouraged.  In fact, in doing research about the Journal of Discourses, I came across the following article which was published in the Ensign Magazine in August, 1978.

“I Have a Question,” Ensign, Aug. 1978, 31–32

Gerald E. Jones, Director, LDS Institute of Religion, Berkeley, California
Question:  “I’ve been reading the Journal of Discourses with a great deal of interest and pleasure, but I notice that they are not printed by the Church.  Can you tell me how authoritative I should consider them to be?”

Answer:  In considering the reliability of the Journal of Discourses, we should remember certain circumstances.  Though the First Presidency endorsed the publication of the Journal, there was no endorsement as to the accuracy or reliability of the contents.  There were occasions when the accuracy was questionable.  The accounts were not always cleared by the speakers because of problems of time and distance.  This was especially true during the persecution of the 1880s which finally forced the cessation of publication…

Doctrinally, members of the Church were growing and learning.  Most adults were converts who had to unlearn and relearn many doctrines.  They were learning things which our children learn in Primary and Sunday School.  Remarks were frequently impromptu.  Close, friendly audiences frequently invited informal discussion of varied topics.  There was occasional speculation about doctrines which have since been determined unimportant or even misleading. 

The general membership of the Church has progressed in knowledge of gospel principles, which is as it should be.  In our organizations, we have been taught the gospel for more than one hundred years now.  Because of modern revelation and because of “line-upon-line, precept-upon-precept” progression, we have answers that were not yet given when the Journal of Discourses was published. 

We also should be aware of priorities in our studies.  It seems to me that we should first become very familiar with the four books of Scripture accepted as standard works.  The words of our current living prophet are also most valuable for us in our time.  The official statements of the First Presidency are standards for doctrine and practice in the Church.  We should be familiar with the manuals and courses of study provided for us in our day.  For further inspiration and instruction by the General Authorities, we can study general conference addresses, beginning with the most current and moving back in time. 

Even after digesting these materials, some persons may still have time and inclination to peruse the Journal of Discourses.  We can be grateful that records of the early sermons were kept to help us understand the growth of the Church and the testimonies of our early leaders.  If we find the time to read them, however, we should avoid getting caught up in their uniqueness and should concentrate on the inspiring thoughts and experiences related to us by choice men. 

Having taught seminary and institute classes for more than twenty years, I have tried to follow my own advice.  Because I also love to read, I have read the scriptures many times, all of the general conference reports, and finally, all volumes of the Journal of Discourses... Though I enjoyed reading them, gained some new insights, and was inspired by the spirit of the early brethren,… there was no practical benefit that I could not have obtained from current conference talks with less effort, much greater clarity and more economy.  For me, the most pertinent discussion of gospel doctrines and answers to life’s problems and source of spiritual inspiration in today’s world comes from the standard works and our living prophets. 

Naturally, with quotes like the ones by Brigham Young above contained in the Journal of Discourses, the Mormon Church is anxious to bury and hide what is contained in these books.  In my opinion, that is the reason why articles like the one above are published in modern-day Mormon literature.  Discouraging the reading of what is contained in the Journal of Discourses helps to eliminate the controversy which is ripe for the picking with quotes like these contained within its pages.

It seems to me that the Mormon Church has been trying to alter the history about polygamy for many years – or at least “spin it” to the point where it sounds less like lecherous Mormon men taking advantage of their female counterparts, and in some cases teenage girls and women who were already married (some being newlyweds).  In my opinion, though, by attempting to “wag the dog” and put such incredible spin on its sordid history, the Mormon Church has shown its true colors.  

That spin, of course, is widespread and has been applied to many aspects of Mormonism and its history.  Recently, I came across the following posting on Yahoo Answers, and I found it to be very interesting.  It concerns another possible aspect of polygamy in that it discusses the possible reasons behind why Joseph Smith was tarred and feathered.  Growing up, I heard how Joseph Smith had been tarred and feathered, and naturally, what I always heard was that it was part of the “persecution” that he endured in the early days of establishing the Mormon Church.  But the following puts a very different light on it.

Why was the Mormon church founder, Joseph Smith, tarred and feathered in the 1830's?  by Hummingbird, Member since: February 23, 2008 

Best Answer - Chosen by Asker

Most Mormons believe that Joseph Smith's and Sidney Rigdon's tarring in February 1832 was done by an "anti-Mormon mob" inspired by the devil.

To the contrary, they were tarred not by an "anti-Mormon mob," but by their own followers, for two primary reasons.

First was their plan to have all of their church members sign over all of their assets and properties to the "United Order" communal experiment.  Some members saw this as Smith and Rigdon's scheme to fleece them, and rightly so; the financial disaster that was the United Order, which culminated in the Kirtland Bank scandal, caused many Mormons to lose their life savings, and about half of all church members abandoned the faith over the incident, including most of the original twelve apostles.

The proof that it was his own church members who did the tarring was Smith's own statement that he recognized the perpetrators in church the morning after the incident, primarily one Symonds Rider and the sons of John Johnson. Smith, Emma, and Rigdon had been boarding with the Johnson family 35 miles from Kirtland at Hiram, Ohio.  They weren't subjecting themselves to the communal lifestyle that they demanded of their followers at Kirtland.

Second, it was alleged that Smith made a pass at Johnson's 15 year-old daughter, Nancy Marinda, and that was her brothers' motivation for attacking Smith.  "Mormon Enigma: Emma Hale Smith" supports this idea, but in his "In Sacred Loneliness" Todd Compton doubts it for lack of convincing evidence.  It's likely true that Smith made the pass at Marinda for five reasons:

1.
Joseph Smith had already taught his "plural marriage" concept in his 1831 "revelation" commanding a group of married men to "take ye wives from among the Lamanites" in 1831 (the tarring occurred in February 1832).  This indicates that he had extra-marital relations on his mind during that period.

2.
Joseph Smith eventually "plural married" Marinda in April of 1842, after sending her husband, Orson Hyde, on a mission.  (Marinda later said she thought Smith was the father of her son, Frank.)

Thus, it is likely that Smith had his eye on Marinda since he had met the 15-year-old girl at Hiram in 1831, and that his 1842 "plural marriage" to her was his formalization of a long-existing desire for her (as it was also in the documented cases of Mary Rollins and Sarah Ann Whitney).  The essence of Smith's "spiritual wifery" concept was that people knew each other in the "pre-existence," and that part of their earthly mission was to find their "soul mates" (Remember "Saturday's Warrior?").  Once Smith had designated a female as one of his "soul mates," or "spiritual wives," they were to be "his" for eternity, even if they were already married to someone else; in this case, Orson Hyde.

3.
Third, Smith's "plural" relationship with the 16-year-old Fanny Alger began in 1833.  Since the 1832 tarring incident occurred between the 1831 marry-the-Lamanite-girls revelation and the 1833 beginning of his affair with Fanny, it's entirely likely that the tarring was at least partly because of Smith's budding unorthodox sexual concepts, which he tried out on fifteen year-old Marinda.

4.
Fourth, it seems more likely that Marinda's brothers would want to castrate a man because of a sexual advance on their teenage sister, rather than over an issue of money.

5.
The mob of church members that attacked Rigdon and Smith that night did not attempt to castrate Rigdon.  Smith was the sole target of castration by Marinda's brothers.

Here is a little of LDS member and historian Todd Compton's views on the subject:

According to Luke Johnson, Smith was stretched on a board, then they tore off the night clothes that he had on, for the purpose of emasculating him, and had Dr. Dennison there to perform the operation.  But when the Doctor saw the prophet stripped and stretched on the plank, his heart failed him, and he refused to operate.

The motivation for this mobbing has been debated.  Clark Braden, a late, antagonistic, secondhand witness, alleged in a polemic public debate that Marinda's brother Eli led a mob against Smith because the prophet had been too intimate with Marinda.  This tradition suggests that Smith may have married Marinda at this early time, and some circumstantial factors support such a possibility.  The castration attempt might be taken as evidence that the mob felt that Joseph had committed a sexual impropriety; since the attempt is reported by Luke Johnson, there is no reason to doubt it.  Also, they had planned the operation in advance, as they brought along a doctor to perform it.

The first revelations on polygamy had been received in 1831, by historian Daniel Bachman's dating.  Also, Joseph Smith did tend to marry women who had stayed at his house or in whose house he had stayed.  [Joseph Smith was living in the home of Marinda at the time.]

Many other factors, however, argue against this theory.  First, Marinda had no brother named Eli, which suggests that Braden's accusation, late as it is, is garbled and unreliable.  In addition, two antagonistic accounts by Hayden and S.F. Whitney give an entirely different reason for the mobbing, with an entirely different leader, Simonds Ryder, an ex-Mormon, though the Johnson brothers are still participants.  In these accounts the reason for the violence is economic: the Johnson boys were in the mob because of 'the horrid fact that a plot was laid to take their property from them and place it in the control of Smith.'  The castration, in this scenario, may have only been a threat, meant to intimidate Smith and cause him to leave Hiram, Ohio.

While it is not impossible that Marinda became Smith's first plural wife in 1831, the evidence for such a marriage, resting chiefly on the late, unreliable Braden, is not compelling.  Unless more credible evidence is found, it is best to proceed under the assumption that Joseph and Marinda did not marry or have a relationship in 1831.

"In Sacred Loneliness: The Plural Wives of Joseph Smith," 231-232.

Of course, Braden's recollection of an "Eli" could possibly have referred to a nickname for one of Marinda's brothers.

Faithful Latter-day Saint Mary Elizabeth Rollins testified that Joseph had a private conversation with her in 1831; she was then twelve years old.  She said Joseph 'told me about his great vision concerning me.  He said I was the first woman God commanded him to take as a plural wife.'

Mary Elizabeth Rollins Lightner to Emmeline B. Wells, summer 1905,
LDS Archives).

Within six months of Joseph's conversation with 12 year-old Mary Elizabeth Rollins, he and Emma had moved into the John Johnson home, where 15 year-old Marinda lived.  Orson Pratt later quoted Lyman Johnson as saying that 'Joseph had made known to him as early as 1831 that plural marriage was a correct principle,' but remarked also that 'the time had not yet come to teach and practice it.'

Orson Pratt, "Latter-day Saints Millennial Star (Liverpool England),
40 (16 Dec. 1878):788)

Perhaps Joseph was not discreet in his discussions about plural marriage, because rumor and insinuation fed the fury of the mob that tarred and feathered him.  When the Johnson boys joined the mob that entered their own home, they clearly suspected an improper association between Joseph and their sixteen-year-old sister, Nancy Marinda."

"Joseph Smith: the First Mormon", p.146.

If Joseph Smith had been successfully castrated that night in 1832, it's unlikely that there would ever have been secret Mormon temple ceremonies, sealings, garments or even temples as they exist today.  After all, these are all relics of Joseph Smith's attempts to practice and conceal his plural marriage.

Source(s):

http://www.mormoncurtain.com/topic_joese…

by Deconstructor

Asker's Rating:  *****

Asker's Comment:  The Mormons were busy with thumbs down on your answer, I see.  But from what I have read on the Internet and from what Joseph Smith said himself, you seem to have the answer correct.  Thanks. 

I find the comment that the “Mormons were busy with thumbs down on your answer…,” to be very interesting.  Of course, the Mormons were against this explanation, not because it doesn’t make sense but because it supports the idea that Joseph Smith was making advances toward young girls back in 1832, and possibly earlier.  Of course, the “revelation” concerning polygamy was “received” in 1831, so the timing is of interest as well.  I can’t help but think that there is some truth to what is set forth above, whether or not the Mormons want to admit that their “prophet” was actually a pedophile and sexual predator.  

Whether or not the above is true is, of course, up for debate.  But the fact that the Mormon Church has engaged in constant spinning and hiding of the truth in regard to a great number of issues makes this seem even more likely to actually be true – at least in my opinion. 

Even as to Brigham Young's practice of polygamy, Mormons do not tell the whole truth. The fact that most Mormons believe Brigham Young had 27 or 28 wives is erroneous since he actually had 55 wives. The fact that most Mormons believe that polygamy began on the "trek West," which began in mid-1846, is also erroneous. After Joseph Smith was killed in June 1844, the Mormons stayed in Nauvoo, Illinois for another 2 years. If you look at information relative to Brigham Young's polygamist marriages, you will find that he was married to his first wife, Mariam Angeline Works, in 1824. After joining the Mormon Church, he then married his second wife (Mary Ann Angell) in 1834, and his third wife (Lucy Ann Decker) in 1842. He married 2 more women in 1843, 11 more in 1844, 5 more in 1845, 20 more in 1846 (being 11 in January 1846, and 9 in February 1846 -- very busy months), 2 more in 1847 (the Bigelow sisters), 1 in 1848, and 11 more between 1847 and 1872. If you look at these dates, that means that by the time the Mormons left Nauvoo to travel West to Utah, Brigham Young already had 41 wives. It should be noted that Brigham Young married several of Joseph Smith's plural wives after his death, including 7 of his polyandrous wives who were still married to their first husbands. And it should also be noted that by the time Brigham Young married his third wife, he was already in his 40's.

The breakdown in the ages of Brigham Young's wives goes like this: 10 teenagers (one age 15, three age 16, one age 17, three age 18 and two age 19); 24 in their 20's (four age 20, two age 22, two age 23, four age 25, two age 26, two age 27, two age 28, and two age 29); 3 women in their 30's (30, 33 and 36); 7 women in their 40's (one age 40, two age 41, two age 42, one age 42, and one age 48); one age 51, two age 55, two age 59, two age 61, one age 62, two age 65, and one age 69. Of these women, 11 were widows (married to other men who died besides Joseph Smith), and like I said above, 7 were the polyandrous widows of Joseph Smith (but were still married to their first husbands). One wife (Lucy Ann Decker) had been abandoned by her first husband, 6 of his wives were divorced from other men, and 8 of his wives were married to other men (polyandrous unions). Interestingly, Brigham Young's fourth wife (Augusta Adams) was married to non-Mormon Henry Cobb – she married Brigham Young in 1843, and divorced Henry Cobb in 1847. Of his 55 wives, the ones who had never been married before numbered 21, 16 were widows, 6 were divorced, 6 had living husbands, and the marital status of the other six were unknown. 

Children born to these unions numbered 57 (by 16 of his wives), and 46 of these children reached adulthood. Sadly, Brigham Young's first two children, which were born to his first wife, Mariam, died prior to Brigham Young becoming a Mormon. He had the most children with Wife No. 20 (Emmeline Free) -- 10 children. The one considered to be his favorite wife was Amelia Folsom, Wife No. 50, who he married when he was 62 years old and she was 24. Also interesting is the fact that when he was 66, he married Mary Van Cott who was 23 – and at 66, he married Ann Eliza Webb who was 24 (they were married in 1868, divorced in 1875, and she later became an outspoken critic of polygamy).

Another thing about polygamy that is not widely known by members of the Mormon Church is that there were 17 men who practiced polygamy prior to the June 1844 death of Joseph Smith (the first 17 of the following list). From what I've been able to uncover, the entire list of Mormon men who practiced polygamy are:

(1)
Joseph Smith, Jr. – 33 wives 
(2)
Hyrum Smith – 2 wives
(3)
Brigham Young – 55 wives
(4)
Heber C. Kimball – 45 wives
(5)
Willard Richards – 14 wives
(6)
William Smith – 22 wives
(7)
Thomas Bullock – 3 wives
(8)
Orson Pratt – 10 wives
(9)
William Clayton –10 wives
(10)
Orson Hyde – 9 wives
(11)
Parley P. Pratt – 11 wives
(12)
Amasa M. Lyman – 9 wives
(13)
John Taylor – 9 wives
(14)
Edwin D. Woolley – 6 wives
(15)
Erastus Snow – 16 wives
(16)
John D. Lee – 19 wives
(17)
Ezra T. Benson – 8 wives
(18)
Heber J. Grant – 3 wives
(19)
Joseph F. Smith – 6 wives
(20)
Lorenzo Snow – 11 wives
(21)
Wilford Woodruff – 11 wives
(22)
Abraham H. Cannon – 3 wives
(23)
George Q. Cannon – 5 wives
(24)
Albert Carrington – 2 wives
(25)
Rudger Clawson – 2 wives
(26)
Matthias F. Cowley – 3 wives
(27)
Jedediah M. Grant – 7 wives
(28)
Francis M. Lyman – 2 wives
(29)
Richard R. Lyman – 2 wives
(30)
Marriner W. Merrill – 8 wives
(31)
Charles W. Nibley – 3 wives
(32)
Charles C. Rich – 6 wives
(33)
Franklin D. Richards – 11 wives
(34)
George A. Smith – 7 wives
(35)
John Henry Smith – 2 wives
(36)
John W. Taylor – 6 wives
(37)
George Teasdale – 9 wives
(38)
Daniel H. Well – 7 wives
(39)
John R. Winder – 4 wives
(40)
Abraham W. Woodruff – 2 wives
(41)
Brigham Young, Jr. – 6 wives
(42)
John Willard Young – 6 wives
(43)
Titus Billings – 2 wives
(44)
Robert T. Burton – 3 wives
(45)
Levi W. Hancock – 5 wives
(46)
Leonard W. Hardy – 5 wives
(47)
George Miller – 3 wives
(48)
John Morgan – 3 wives
(49)
Isaac Morley – 7 wives
(50)
George Reynolds – 3 wives
(51)
B. H. Roberts – 3 wives
(52)
John Smith (nephew of Joseph Smith, Jr. – 2 wives
(53)
John Smith (uncle of Joseph Smith, Jr.) – unknown number
(54)
Zerubbabel Snow – 3 wives
(55)
Edward Stevenson – 7 wives
(56)
William W. Taylor – 2 wives
(57)
John Van Cott – 5 wives
(58)
Newel K. Whitney – 8 wives
(59)
Joseph Young – 6 wives
(60)
Milo Andrus – 11 wives
(61)
John Milton Bernhisel – 7 wives
(62)
Hugh Findlay – 2 wives
(63)
William J. Flake – 2 wives
(64)
David Fullmer – 2 wives
(65)
John S. Fuller – 3 wives
(66)
Ephraim Hanks – 4 wives
(67)
Abraham Hoagland – 4 wives
(68)
Jacob Hamblin – 2 wives
(69)
Charles Streeve Peterson – 4 wives
(70)
Lot Smith – 8 wives
(71)
Orson Spencer – 6 wives
(72)
David King Udall – 3 wives
(73)
John Lyon – 2 wives

I found this list on Wikipedia – and it is backed up by books and articles by B.H. Roberts, Todd Compton, D. Michael Quinn, Richard S. Von Wagoner, and various others.
All of these facts are basically hidden from members of the Mormon Church -- yes, these facts are out there, and all anyone needs to do is "Google it" or go on the internet to find this information.  But since the church discourages (and essentially prohibits) its members from doing independent research, the likelihood of them finding this information is slim to none.  Of course, these facts are not discussed in church and are thought to be "anti-Mormon propaganda" by a large majority of church members. To me, that is despicable – and the "hiding" of that information is also a huge indication that the Mormon Church is actually a cult.

*The following quote is by the late President Gordon B. Hinckley from a talk he gave at the April 2003 General Conference:

"Each of us has to face the matter – either the Church is true, or it is a fraud.  There is no middle ground.  It is the Church and kingdom of God, or it is nothing."  

From all that I have read, discovered, studied and researched, my personal conclusion has to be that IT IS A FRAUD – IT IS NOTHING.  To decide otherwise would go against all of my reasoning powers as well as my intuition and everything I feel in my heart and soul.  

I cannot help but believe that if other Mormons would do independent research on certain important subjects related to Mormonism, they would draw the same conclusion as well.  Unfortunately, in most cases the likelihood of that happening is slim to none since independent research is so discouraged (and essentially prohibited) by leaders of the Mormon Church.  In its cult-like ways, Mormon leaders have been able to place such fear in its members that they are basically afraid to do any independent research. 
CHAPTER 4

MORMON TEMPLES – SACRED, SECRET OR WHAT?
“And what’s the deal with the weird underwear?”


As I have already mentioned, I was married the first time in the Mormon Temple in Oakland, California – and saying it was a peculiar experience is an absolute understatement.  One of the things that struck me immediately about the Temple is the fact that everything is very symbolic (and that’s a “nice” word for it – I can think of others that aren’t as ”nice”) whereas regular meetings at Mormon churches are not symbolic at all (other than the Sacrament which symbolizes the blood and body of Christ).  But at Mormon Church meetings (like Sunday School and Sacrament Meetings), everything is pretty much understandable.  It is not true, as I have concluded at this point in my life, but nonetheless at least most everything is comprehensible.


In an article published in Time Magazine in its August 4, 1994 issue (cover story with the caption "Mormons, Inc.") entitled "Kingdom Come, Salt Lake City was Just for Starters" by David Van Diema, the following is stated:


"There is a long list of current Mormon practices foreign to Catholic or Protestant believers.  The best known revolve around rituals of the temples, which are barred to outsiders.  At "endowment" ceremonies, initiates receive the temple garments, which they must wear beneath their clothing for life. Marriages are "sealed," not only until death doth part, but for eternity.  And believers conduct proxy baptisms for the dead: to assure non-Mormon ancestors of an opportunity for salvation, current Mormons may be immersed on their behalf.  The importance of baptizing one's progenitors has led the Mormons to amass the fullest genealogical record in the world, the microfilmed equivalent of 7 million books of 300 pages apiece.


These are the “purposes” of Mormon Temples.  But the origin of Mormon temple ceremonies and the "endowment ceremony" is extremely questionable to me.  I had heard some statements about Mormon Temples over the years having to do with the alleged similarities between Mormon temple ceremonies and Masonic rites, but until I researched this topic on my own, I had no idea what those “similarities” entail.  The fact is – they are almost identical.  Looking into this subject lead me to read many materials on that subject.  Some information I gleaned from a book entitled "A Mormon Odyssey – Journey to the Center of My Soul," which was written by Larry and Tammy Braithwaite, a former “True Believing Mormon” couple about their journey what they call “the tangled web of Mormonism” (an apt description).  In that book, this couple makes the following statement:


“Few Mormons realize that the LDS temple ceremony is not of ancient origin, nor of modern revelation.  Instead, the ceremony originated around 1790 when the Masons first conceived it for use in their secret society.  Until 1990, the Mormon Temple Ceremony closely resembled the Masonic Initiators Ceremony, signs, tokens and penalties included.  I never made the connection between Masonry and Mormonism until I began a serious study of the Mormon temple ceremony.” 


In doing further research on this subject, I discovered that in 1827, Captain William Morgan, a former Mason who had become disillusioned, published a book entitled Freemasonry Exposed.  His book revealed a very detailed description of the Mason’s ceremonies, including not only the words used but also illustrations.  Because of exposing their secrets, Captain Morgan was murdered by members of his Mason lodge about 3 months after the book was published.  Interestingly, after Captain Morgan's death, his widow, Lucinda Pendleton Morgan, married George W. Harris on January 12, 1831.  While she was married to Harris, Lucinda became one of the first plural wives of the prophet Joseph Smith in 1838, and one of the first instances of polyandry.  


From what I have read, it seems very likely that Joseph Smith married Lucinda while she was living at the Harris home.  The time frame in this sequence of events is very important because it clearly shows the parallels between his becoming a Mason on March 15, 1842, and rising to its highest degree the following day.  Seven weeks later, on May 4, 1842, Joseph Smith introduced the Mormon Temple Ceremony and declared that it was "received as a revelation from God."  (History of the Church, vol. 5, pp. 1-2)


According to the leaders of the Mormon Church, the temple endowment was given to Joseph Smith by revelation, but after reading the book Freemasonry Exposed, I seriously questioned the validity of the Church's claim.  After reading only a few pages of the book, I could see the unmistakable similarities between the Masonic Initiation Ceremony and the Mormon Temple Ceremony.


From what I have read, apparently Hyrum Smith (Joseph Smith’s brother) had been a Mason since the 1820’s, and Brigham Young was a Mason before he became a Mormon.  By the time Joseph Smith, Jr. became a Mason, many Mormons were Masons as well, including Joseph Smith Sr. (his father), Heber C. Kimball, Newel K. Whitney, John C. Bennett, John Taylor, Sydney Rigdon, and others.  Not long after the temple endowment ceremonies were introduced, Joseph Smith, Jr. and other Mormons were kicked out of the Masons for having violated their oath of secrecy. 


I was interested to find out that Dr. Reed Durham, Director of the LDS Institute of Religion, discovered the similarities between the Masonic Temple Ceremony and the Mormon Temple Ceremony in 1974 and gave a speech about his discoveries at a meeting of the Utah History Association on April 20, 1974.  Of course, when he dared to discuss this openly, he was criticized by the Mormon Church for making his discoveries public – a definite No-No.  I haven’t been able to find any information on Dr. Durham’s fate within the Mormon Church, but I wouldn’t be surprised to find out that he was excommunicated for this flagrant violation of secrecy so important to the Mormon Church. 


During that speech, Dr. Durham also showed an item called the “Jupiter Talisman” and explained that Joseph Smith had carried it with him since 1826, which was the same year that he was convicted of money-digging charges and accused of being a “believer in magic.”  When Joseph Smith was killed in 1844, he is said to have had the Jupiter Talisman with him.  In researching information about the Talisman, I noted that it contains astrological symbols as well as signs related to magic.  Apparently there were also other items related to magic discovered at the same time that belonged to his brother, Hyrum Smith.  


In the book “Mormon Odyssey” which I mentioned above, there is a list of 24 things that bear striking resemblance between the Masonic Rituals and the Mormon Temple Ceremony.  In fact, it seems to me that Joseph Smith practically stole the Masonic Rituals and used it as the Mormon Temple Ceremony.  The similarities between the Masonic Rituals and the Mormon Temple Ceremony as are follows:

1)
Masonic Preparation Room – The candidate is ushered into the preparation room where he meets the Junior Deacon and Stewards who divest him of all his clothing except his shirt. He is then handed an old pair of drawers, which he puts on.

Mormon Dressing Room – The initiate is divested of all his clothing, and then directed to the washing and anointing dressing rooms where he eventually puts on a special pair of under garments.

2)
Masonic Compass – The candidate then enters, the Senior Deacon at the same time pressing his naked left breast with the point of the compass.

Mormon Compass – The of the compass is sewn into the left [breast] of the garment (that is worn by Mormons after receiving their endowments).

3)
Masonic Square – As the candidate enters, the angle of the square is pressed hard against his naked right breast.

Mormon Square – The square is sewn into the right side of the garment.

4)
Masons Washing Ceremony – Master orders the basin of the perfumed water and a clean napkin to be brought to him, and directs candidate to wash his hands, which he does...Master takes a box of perfumed ointment and anoints candidate on his head, eyes, mouth, heart, the tip of his right ear, hand, foot, and says - "You are now, my dear brother, received a member of our society."

Mormon Washing Ceremony – The initiate is washed, and various organs of his body (head, lips, breast, ears, hand and feet, etc.) are anointed with holy consecrated oil. 

5)
Masons Presenting New Name To Candidate – “I am also to present you with a new name; it is 
.”

Mormon Temple Worker Presents New Name To Candidate – “I give you a new name which you should always remember, and which you must keep sacred, and never reveal.  The name is 
.”

6)
Man Representing Adam In Masonic Ceremony – Thrice Puissant Grand Master, representing Father Adam, is stationed in the east.  (This occurs in the Knight of the Sun Degree.)

Man Representing Adam In Mormon Ceremony – Eloheim (turning to the audience), says, ”This man who is now being operated upon is Michael who helped form the world.  When he awakes ... he will be known as Adam."

7)
Man Representing Deity In Masonic Ceremony – one of the members now personates the Deity, behind the bush, and calls out "Moses!  Moses!" (This occurs in the Royal Arch Degree.)

Man Representing God In Mormon Ceremony – a temple worker dressed in white clothing, representing Eloheim, comes from behind the curtain.

8)
Masons Use A Mallet – He gives a rap with the common gavel or mallet.

Mormons Use A Mallet – One of the temple workers gives three raps with a mallet.

MASONIC ENTERED APPRENTICE vs.
FIRST TOKEN OF THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD

9)
Masonic Penalty Sign – Made from the due-guard by dropping the left hand carelessly; at the same time raise the right arm and draw the hand, still open, across the throat, thumb next [to] the throat, and drop the hand perpendicular by the side.

Mormon Penalty Sign – “The Execution of the Penalty is represented by placing the thumb under the left ear, the palm of the hand down, and by drawing the thumb quickly across the throat to the right ear, and dropping the hand to the side."

10)
Masonic Grip – The right hands are joined together as in shaking hands and each sticks his thumb nail into the third joint or upper end of the fore finger.

Mormon Grip – The token is giving by clasping the right hands and placing the joint of the thumb directly over the first knuckle of the hand.

11)
Masonic Wording Concerning The Grip – The Master and candidate holding each other by the grip, as before described, the Master says.

"What is this?"
Ans. "A grip."
"A grip of what?"
Ans. "The grip of an Entered Apprentice Mason."
"Has it a name?"
Ans. "It has."
"Will you give it to me?"
Ans. "I did not so receive it, neither can I so impart it."

Mormon Wording Concerning The Grip – 
Peter - "What is that?"
Adam - "The second token of the Melchizedek Priesthood."
Peter - "Has it a name?"
Adam - "It has."
Peter - "Will you give it to me?"
Adam - "I can not, I have not yet received it.

12)
Masonic Oath – "... binding myself under no less penalty than to have my throat cut across, my tongue torn out by the roots ..."

Mormon Oath – “We and each of us, covenant and promise that we will not reveal any secrets of this... Should we do so, we agree that our throats be cut from ear to ear and our tongues torn out by their roots."

MASONIC FELLOW CRAFT vs.
SECOND TOKEN OF THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD

13)
Masonic Oath – “…binding myself under no less penalty than to have my left breast torn open and my heart and vitals taken from thence and thrown over my left shoulder."

Mormon Oath – "We and each of us do covenant and promise that we will not reveal the secrets of this ... Should we do so, we agree to have our breasts cut open and our hearts and vitals torn from our bodies "

14)
Masonic Penalty Sign – “The sign is given by drawing your right hand flat, with the palm of it next to your breast from the left to the right side with some quickness, and dropping it down by your side"

Mormon Penalty Sign – “This is the sign.  The Execution of the Penalty is represented by drawing the thumb quickly across the body and dropping the hands to the side."

15)
Masonic Grip – “Take each other's hands as in ordinary hand-shaking and press the top of your thumb hard against the space between the first and second knuckles of the right hand."

Mormon Grip – "This token is given by clasping the right hand and placing the joint of the thumb between the first and second knuckles of the hand."

16)
Masonic Name Given – "Brother, I now present you with my right hand, in token of brotherly love and confidence, and with it the pass-grip and word of a Fellow Craft Mason .... the name of it is Shibboleth."

Mormon Name Given – "The Name of this token is your own first given name."

MASONIC MASTER MASON vs.
FIRST AND SECOND TOKEN OF THE MELCHIZEDEK PRIESTHOOD

17)
Masonic Sign – "The sign is given by raising both hands and arms to the elbows, perpendicular, one each side of the head, the elbows forming a square."

Mormon Sign – "The sign is made by raising both hands high above the head."

18)
Masonic Penalty Sign – "The Penal Sign is given by putting the right hand to the left side of the bowels, the hand open, with the thumb next to the belly, and drawing it across the belly, and letting it fall; this is done tolerably quick."

Mormon Penalty Sign – "The Execution of the Penalty is represented by placing the right hand on the left breast, drawing the hand quickly across the body, and dropping the hands to the sides."

19)
Masonic Oath – "binding myself under no less penalty than to have my body severed in two in the midst..."

Mormon Oath – "We and each one of us do covenant and promise that we will not reveal any of the secrets of this... Should we do so, we agree that our bodies be cut asunder in the midst and all our bowels gush out."

20)
Masonic Grip – Grasp each other's right hands very firmly, the spaces between the thumb and first finger being in interlocked and the tops of the fingers being pressed hard against each other's wrist where it joins the hand, the fingers of each being somewhat spread.

Mormon Grip (Slightly Different Method of Grip) – The Grip is made by grasping the hand, the forefinger on center of the wrist and little fingers locked.

21)
Masonic Grand Hailing Sign And Due Guard – The sign is given by raising both hands and arms to the elbows, perpendicularly, one on each side of the head, the elbows forming a square.  The due guard is made by holding both hands in front, palms down.

Mormon Pay Lay Ale – The sign is made by elevating both the arms above the head, the arms dropped to the square, and then to the sides, while saying Pay Lay Ale.

22)
Masonic Apron – While the Wardens are examining the candidate, the Master returns to the east and gets an apron, and as he returns to the candidate.  The Master then says to the candidate, "Brother, I now have the honor to present you with a lamb-skin or white apron..."

Mormon Apron – Adams says, turning to the audience, Brethren and sisters, put on your apron."

MASONIC FIVE POINTS OF FELLOWSHIP vs.
MORMON FIVE POINTS OF FELLOWSHIP AT THE VEIL

23)
Masonic Five-Points of Fellowship as Hiram Abiff's Dead Body is Raised The candidate is raised on what is called the five points of fellowship, which are foot to foot, knee to knee, breast to breast, hand to back and mouth to ear.

Mormon Five-Points of Fellowship at The Veil – “The five points of fellowship are "inside of right foot by the side of right foot, knee to knee, breast to breast, hand to back, and mouth to ear."

24)
Master Mason Raising Candidate – The Master, in raising him, is assisted by some of the brethren, who take hold of the candidate by the arms and shoulders; as soon as he is raised to his feet, they step back, and the Master whispers the word "Mah-Hah-Bone," in his ear, and causes the candidate to repeat it, telling him that he must never give it in any manner other than that in which he receives it.  He is told that Mah-Hah-Bone signifies marrow in the bone.  They then separate.

Mormon Passing Through The Veil – At the five points of fellowship, one putting his mouth to the other's ear, in which position The Lord whispers: "This is the name of the token:  Health in the navel, marrow in the bones, strength in the loins and in the sinews, power in the priesthood be upon me and upon my posterity through all generations of time and throughout all eternity."  The patron repeats the token and then they separate. 


The comparisons and similarities between the Masonic Rituals and the Mormon Temple Ceremonies are undeniable.  In my opinion, this flagrant and blatant use of the Masonic Rituals in the Mormon Temple Ceremony is unconscionable, particularly because Joseph Smith claimed to have received the Mormon Temple Ceremony by revelation from God.  


In the book “Mormon Odyssey” which I previously mentioned, there are the following statements relative to the similarities shown above.


It may seem surprising that Joseph Smith would incorporate so much Masonry into the endowment ceremony in the very weeks when all his leading men were being inducted into the Masonic lodge.  They would have been blind indeed not to see the parallelism between the costuming, the grips, passwords, keys, and oaths.  However, Smith covered his bases when he told the men that the endowment ceremony had to be restored to the original and pure form of Adam's time.  According to Smith, the Masons had corrupted the ceremony originated by God in Solomon's time by removing and changing many parts. 


Smith also made free use of other Masonic symbols – the beehive (Utah is known by Mormons as the Beehive State), the all-seeing eye (which is still visible in the St. George, Utah Tabernacle), the clasped hands, and the point within the circle.  The Masonic square and compass are cut into the temple garment on the breast and a slash is made across the knee.  There is also a slash in the garment across the abdomen, symbolic of the disemboweling that would be the fate of anyone who reveals the sacred oaths. 


More and more as I discovered glaring indications of the lack of veracity within the Mormon Church, the more convinced I became of the falseness of its teachings.  Since the history of the Mormon Church is filled to overflowing with blatant manipulations by Joseph Smith, I asked myself many times why I had waited so long to do my own research into these matters.  With Polyandry and the Mormon Temple Ceremony alone, there is more than adequate evidence to compel me to disassociate myself from the Mormon Church.  

That question haunted me for a very long time – why did I wait so long to do my own research and find out the truth.  It is very clear to me now.  Why wasn’t it that clear back then?  I hate to think of myself as a sheep, but I have to face the fact that I was not only a sheep, but was also brainwashed to the ultimate degree. 


On the “Rethinking Mormonism” website, the following is printed:

"Every window, every steeple, everything about the Temple speaks of the things of God, and gives evidence of the faith of the people who built it," said Elder J. Golden Kimball, a former General Authority of the Church.

But just how do some of those temple symbols speak of God?

TEMPLE ENDOWMENT CEREMONY CLOTHING SYMBOLISM

Men’s Hat
The baker-looking hat symbolizes the crown of light where the Godhead rests directing the rest of the body (church).

Men’s Hat Ribbon
The ribbon on the hat has three portions, symbolizing the Godhead (Father, Son, and Holy Ghost). 

Attachment of Ribbon to Robe
The ribbon (the Godhead) is attached to the Priesthood (the robes of the Priesthood) through the little string which symbolizes revelation.

Shoulder Loops
Notice that there are four loopty-loops on the shoulder portion of the robes, broken up into three different sections making a total of twelve sections. These 12 sections symbolize the quorum of the twelve apostles.

Top Loops
Note that the top three loops of the priesthood robe, for men, is attached via the string (revelation) to the hat (the godhead). These top 3 loops represent the First Presidency, which is connected by revelation to the Godhead.

Sash
The sash is the bond of charity as Paul said.

Green Apron
The apron worn by temple patrons is green, which is symbolic of life. The fig leaves on the green apron are a fruit known for the countless multitude of seeds. This green apron full of fruitful seeds is worn after Adam and Eve are cast out, and strategically over the loins symbolizing the new power to procreate, be fruitful and multiply.

Satan's Apron
Currently in temple ceremonies, Satan wears a dark apron, which he says is a symbol of his powers and priesthoods. But before the 1960’s, Satan in the temple wore an apron with many symbols on it, including an all-seeing eye, beehive, skull and crossbones, compasses, suns, moons, stars, etc.. If you don't believe it, ask your grandparents who participated in live sessions before 1960.

Interestingly, George Washington, a Mason, wore an identical apron to the one Satan wore in the temple. (Click the apron on the right to discover the meanings of the symbols.)

Shield Used During Initiatory
The shield during the initiatory is a symbol of the atonement. It is said to be the same as the one Christ used to cover the naked man that Christ initiated the night of His atonement in the Garden of Gethsemane (See Mark 14:51-52).

Garments
The symbols on the garment are explained in the temple endowment. However, garments has gone through several revisions since they were first introduced in Nauvoo. Read the interesting history of garments here. 

OUTSIDE TEMPLE SYMBOLISM

Angel Moroni Statue
Moroni on top the temple is there to announce that the fullness of the everlasting gospel has been restored to earth.

Spires on Salt Lake Temple
Six Spires, three on each end of the temple, represent the restoration of the priesthood. The three east spires, representing the Melchizedek Priesthood, are six feet higher than the three west spires, representing the Aaronic Priesthood. Also the three east spires represent the First Presidency, and the three west spires the Presiding Bishopric.

Stars outside Temple
Star Stones are found all over the temple, like on keystones above corner tower windows and above the lower set of windows on the walls. They are reminders of the pillars of heaven and the glory of God, and of the Telestial kingdom. The stars pointing downward represent the reception of truth from the heavens, and also the priesthood, that the "lost may find themselves," according to Truman O. Angell, temple architect.

Moon Stones on Salt Lake Temple
All 50 moon stones are on the buttresses in line with the top of the first row of oval windows. They illustrate the computation of the earth’s time, and also the terrestrial kingdom.

Earth Stones
The scriptures refer to the earth as the "Footstool of God" (see Isaiah 66:1, Matthew 5:35; 1 Nephi 17:39). A footstool is where a king sets his feet while on his throne. 

Sun Stones on Salt Lake Temple
The sun stones also number 50 and are in line with the top of the upper row of oval windows. They also represent the computation of the earth’s time, and in addition, stand for the celestial kingdom.

Saturn Stones on Salt Lake Temple
The Saturn stones are located directly below the parapet on each side of the six towers. They represent Kolob, the dwelling place of God.

Big Dipper
The Big Dipper is an easily overlooked feature of the west center tower of the Salt Lake Temple. Small stars forming the shape of the Big Dipper can be seen high on the tower, above two Sun Stones, and the All-Seeing Eye Stone.  The Big Dipper has historically been a way of orient one's self when lost. Its presence represents the lessons taught in the temple and the eternal direction they give to life. Further, the symbol of the big dipper on the temple is oriented to find the actual North Star when standing in front of the temple. Follow an imaginary line formed by the last two stars of the cup of the dipper. This leads one to the actual North Star in the sky.

Corner Tower Windows on Salt Lake Temple
The five windows on the east end of the building commemorate the five offices of the Melchizedek priesthood: Elder, Seventy, High Priest, Patriarch, and Apostle. The four on the west end of the building stand for the four offices of the Aaronic priesthood: Deacon, Teacher, Priest, and Bishop.

All-Seeing Eye
The all-seeing eye is a symbol of omniscience, omnipresence, and the omnipotent nature of God, is found on the east facade of the central tower, just below the dedicatory inscription.

Hand Clasp
The Hand Clasp is located directly below the Alpha and Omega Scroll on both east and west central towers.  Mentioned in Galatians 2:9, these are the "Right Hands of Fellowship."  Jeremiah 31:32 compares the hand clasp to entering into a covenant with God.  Those familiar with the Endowment Ceremony will likely see the similarity between this symbol and the ritual; it is also similar to Masonic symbols.

Inverted Pentagram
Upside down stars are found on the keystones of the arched windows and doorways of the main body of the temple.  Similar stars were on the Nauvoo Temple and called Morning Stars (see Doctrine and Covenants 128:23).  It was used in Nordic countries, where it was drawn on doors and walls as protection against trolls and evil. 

Statues
Two statues used to appear on the east side of the temple in specially designed niches next to the giant doors.  The statues were of Joseph Smith and Hyrum Smith.  They have been removed.


I think it is very troubling that these symbols and their meanings are not discussed in any Mormon Church meetings.  The mantra that the temple is sacred and what goes on inside is not to be discussed outside the temple walls is strictly adhered to by most Mormons.  It would take doing research on a person’s own volition in order to find any information like this (similar to what I have done).  And I am very certain that most Mormons do not know anything about these symbols or their meanings even if they do go to the temple and go through this rigmarole on a regular basis.  There is simply no where to read about it all because of the “ban” on its discussion.  And of course, the message is given to people who don’t understand it all, or choose to reject it, that they are not spiritual enough to receive a full understand of it.  The old “it’s your own fault” routine. 


In looking at the Recovery from Mormonism website which I mentioned previously (www.exmormon.org), there are many postings from people discussing their experiences at the Mormon Temples, especially ones about women receiving their “endowments” and what they went through on their wedding days.  Below are a few examples. 

A Woman's First Visit to the Temple

My trip to the temple was the culmination of months of trying to prepare for my mission.  After being called to repentance in my patriarchal blessing, confessing my sins to my dad The Bishop, passing all the interviews, and receiving my mission call, The Big Day came.  I was just a clueless 21 yr old tagging along with my parents to [a specific temple in the US; removed to protect confidentiality].  I was quite familiar with garments, having seen my mother running around in them and having to do the family laundry.  While growing up we were also not allowed to wear clothing that couldn't be worn with g's.  Other than that, I had very little preparation for what was about to happen.  Sure, I'd been through the temple prep class which amounted to marriage prep classes.  The class tells you nothing about what's going on in the temple, just how to be good little obedient wives to your spiritual giant priesthood husband.  I still had no clue other than "It's a very spiritual place where you'll feel warm and comfortable."


I think I was in a daze for the whole thing.  But, boy, they sure pour the attention on you the first time through.  I remember my mother beaming as my escort...that comforted me somewhat.


I felt violated in the washing and anointings.  But I was doing my "perfectionist best" to remember every word, every nuance, so I had no room in my mind for such trivial things as my entire being cried out against what was happening.


The endowment was bizarre.  As we took our seats on the left and Dad sat on the right, I remember wondering why "forever families" can't sit together in the temple.  I wanted to sit with both my parents.  I also remember trying my best to keep up and to not cry in frustration.  Of course I didn't know enough to question then why I felt the need to cry in frustration in the house of the lord.  I hated the movie.  Stupid.  This was in 1987 so I got the full, gory penalties.  They scared me.  I knew I'd never be able to live up to all those promises, so I just knew God was going to disembowel me before it was over.


When we were all robed-up, I looked over at my Dad and just about died trying not to laugh at the hat.  And then I immediately chastised myself for being light-minded in the temple.  I mean, we'd just promised to avoid all loud laughter and light-mindedness. *snicker*


I made it through the veil ... again feeling violated by those 5-points ... and got the celestial room.  I thought the room was pretty but no big deal.  My parents were all emotional and I played along, until Dad asked if I wanted to go through another session.  Without thinking, I said, "NO! Let's go."  And I didn't do another endowment session until after my mission.  I managed to do sealings during the temple visits while at the MTC [missionary training center in Provo, Utah].


Of course, I spent years berating myself for not being worthy enough to feel the spirit of the temple.  Of course it was my fault.  It had to be my fault.  The church couldn't possibly be at fault.  But the more I thought about it, the more I realized I hated it.  I hate everything about the temple.  It just felt so ... wrong. 


I think this posting of this young girl’s first visit to the Temple is very typical of what others think, but dare not say, after their first time there.  What I find the most interesting is the last paragraph where she says, “Of course, I spent years berating myself for not being worthy enough to feel the spirit of the temple.  Of course it was my fault.  It had to be my fault.  The church couldn't possibly be at fault.”  That is so typical of what Mormons think about issues that come up about the teachings and practices of the Mormon Church.  Blaming yourself instead of realizing that the whole thing is just plain ridiculous – and even if you realize that, voicing it would be blasphemy.  So you keep it to yourself, hoping that someday, somehow, it will all make sense and it won’t seem so foolish anymore. 


Below is another posting about Mormon temples – and temple marriages.  This one is particularly interesting because she discusses the “New Name” that is given to each person who gets their endowments.  In the case of a woman getting married, this New Name is supposed to only be known by her and her husband (and the husband is not supposed to tell his New Name to his wife – again with the double standards).  And by the way, my New Name is Helen.
A Temple Marriage


I am going to basically gloss over my first temple experience... I had my own endowment on my wedding day (April 4, 1980).  Yowee, that seems like a loooooong time ago!  Anyway, I went in with all these highly spiritual expectations... The washing and anointing didn't bother me at all... I was ecstatically surprised that my sins were forgiven.  Not that I had all that many, being an absolute Ultra-Virgin at the time of my wedding, but that's another story for another day... ;-)


At each step in the ceremony I tried my best to "take it all in" and savor the experience.  I thought the movie was OK... a little repetitious, but not any more than things like the sacrament prayer.  I saw the part with the priest and thought (fleetingly) "Well that's kinda bogus..." but I considered it no meaner than the Book of Revelation where terms like "Great Whore of All the Earth" are routinely slung around...


In the Celestial Room (we're talking the Washington DC temple, here), I sat for awhile and said a prayer that I would be a good, faithful, loving wife and mother (yeah, I really did...now all of you can take your fingers out of your throats :)).  The decor was... (I am still giggling over Steve's opinion of temple decor) very nice, I thought... I enjoyed the pretty chandeliers and plush carpeting.  And the quiet.  Hey, I could use some of that quiet now...


As some of you know, my real name is Debra.  On the day I went through the Washington DC temple, the New Name de Jour for girls was... "Deborah." 


"It's almost like a miracle," the temple worker gushed as she told me my new name... There were tears in my eyes as I sat there thinking that there must have been some reason why Almighty God saw fit to bestow upon me a "new name" that was basically my old name with a change in spelling.  Maybe He thought I was a little deficient in the memory department and decided to take it easy on me... :)  I had always wished my real name was spelled "Deborah" anyway...so I decided that was God's gift to me...


Of course I hadn't a clue that every other woman who went through that day was also receiving Deborah as her new name.  That knowledge would definitely have put a dent in the "specialness" of the occasion.  It's kinda like how kids are totally astounded by a stage magician's sleight-of-hand until they see how the trick is done...


My husband, who was one of the coolest people ever to draw breath upon this Earth, died five years later... He was a TBM to the end (so was I, at that point) so I never knew his new name. (Note – TBM means “True Believing Mormon.)


Well, that's about it.  It has been really interesting hearing everyone's stories about the temple.  Before joining this list I never realized that some women got such non-scriptural-sounding new names.  But then, when you think about how few women are actually mentioned by name in the Scriptures, you begin to see why...

Serra (you can call me Ray, or you can call me Jay, or you can call me Deborah)


This next posting is interesting to me because it relates very well my own feelings about the Temple and the Temple Preparation Classes.  I, too, took the Temple Preparation Classes, and when I went to the Temple, I realized that the classes had not prepared me for anything.  It seems to me that they want to keep people in the dark before they go to the Temple, and then make them feel guilty that they don’t understand what goes on there or that they feel that the whole thing is simply “weird.”  And the fact that they say the Temple ceremonies are so sacred that you are not supposed to discuss them outside of the Temple simply perpetuates the strangeness of it.  It’s like when something bad happens to you, and you keep it to yourself – it simply festers inside you.  But if you talk to someone about it – like a friend, family member or even a therapist – it loses its frightening aspects and becomes more understandable to you.  But the real question is whether the Mormon Church wants anyone to truly understand anything.  It seems to me that they want everyone to accept everything blindly, on faith – but to me, faith only goes so far and can’t make up for something being just plain stupid.

Why my first temple experience was such a shock and disappointment
Date:
Dec 27 14:12 2004
Author:
Deconstructor


Before I went to the temple for the first time, I took those temple preparation classes.  After the classes, I really thought the temple was all about Jesus Christ.  They don't give you any real details in those prep classes and none of my TBM family or friends would tell me either.  All I knew was that the endowment included a play/movie "about Jesus" and people made covenants.


So I entered the temple all excited, expecting the endowment to be about the ministry of Jesus Christ. Perhaps they would enact the Sermon on the Mount, I thought.  Or maybe they would show the Last Supper and have us participate as disciples.  Or maybe they would portray other scenes in Christ's ministry that were lost to time that somehow revealed deeper meanings.


Above all, I expected the covenants to be related to Christ's ministry - helping the poor and the sick, forgiving others, loving one another.  I imagined that I'd see some of Christ's parables enacted, and then make a covenant to do as Jesus taught.  For example, covenant to be a Good Samaritan or forgive the prodigal sons among us or something like that.


Yes, I was naive.  I'd just finished reading the four gospels and the image of Christ's life and his message were so vivid in my mind, I imagined the temple would be an extension of simple things Jesus wanted us to do.


My first time was through the Salt Lake Temple, where they still do "live" sessions.  What a disappointment.  Not only was the endowment far removed from the New Testament Jesus Christ, it didn't even have anything to do with what Jesus taught in the Book of Mormon either.


Even worse, "Jehovah" hardly even had any real speaking parts.  He's nothing more than a glorified messenger boy, shuttling messages between Peter, James and John and Eloheim.  Satan, on the other hand, is the star of the show.  He tells the temple patrons to put on their aprons and everybody does it!  Now that's power!


I can't understand now why anyone could honestly argue that the Mormon Temple is a bastion of Christianity or Jesus Christ.  Mormons get more Jesus Christ out of a 15-second canned blessing on the sacrament than they do in the two-hour temple ceremony.


If you look into the origins of the temple ceremony, this all makes a lot more sense:  http://www.i4m.com/think/temples/temple_legacy.htm 


Am I the only one who felt disappointed by my first temple experience?


MY RESPONSE TO THE ABOVE:  “No, dear, you’re not the only one.”


The oft-used Mormon declaration that, in essence, “As time goes on, it will all start to make more sense, so just keep going and enlightenment will come” is what this posting discusses.  Of course, that’s a bunch of bunk because it never made any sense to me (nor to a lot of other people as is obvious from these postings).  In analyzing it now, in order to go to the Temple, a person has to be keeping the commandments, including paying tithing, so of course they want you to keep going – and filling that tithing envelope every month with 10% of your gross earnings. 

Subject:
As Time Went On
Date:
Dec 27 14:36 2004
Author:
Lost no more


As time went one, greater enlightenment never came.  Leaders kept telling me that the Lord would reveal his will to the humble, worthy seeker of truth.  I tried to feel something and I meditated as deeply as I could.  Try as I might, sleep was pretty powerful at various points of the endowment, with sheer boredom or frustration overtaking my mind at other times.


You would imagine that the celestial room would be the culmination of the experience, worth the monotony of the preceding endowment ceremony, right?  Wrong.  It was frequently the antithesis of a spiritual journey with everyone milling about, talking, and laughing.


Now that I look back on it, the repetition of the endowment is nothing more than a ploy to keep the members busy and ever hopeful for a spiritual breakthrough; it's also a visible ticket punch attesting their worthiness to other faithful saints and watchful leaders.


I know it sounds like sour grapes, but the idea of "going to the temple" is so built up in one's expectations, only to become a repetitious chore or simply an outward sign of faithful alms-giving among the inner circle of believers.


The next posting is very funny.  Short and to the point.  It shows what happens when someone expressed the shock, dismay or disbelief they feel about the Mormon Temple.  I have a very hard time believing that anyone who has gone to the Temple the first time has thought it all made sense.  In fact, I can’t believe that people continue to go month after month throughout their lives.  My brother and his wife go to the Temple in Atlanta every single month.  That amazes me.  And yes, in looking back, the Temple made me feel like a member of a cult, too.

Subject:
On the way back after my first time I told...
Date:
Dec 27 14:56
Author:
Rationalist

my parents that the ceremony bugged me and I was in shock.  My mother looked like she was about to cry.  She was also upset at my Dad for letting slip that everybody gets the same new name on a given day.  The basic feeling I had was "hey I'm a member of a cult, sh*t!"


And then there’s the following posting, written by someone who was a member for one year (and 20 years old) when he went to the Temple for the first time.  From that perspective in particular, his posting is very interesting. 


In the above posting, I think Bruce hits the nail on the head.  He said, “I think most Mormons are already well-entrenched in Mormonism well before going through the temple… so (they) can more easily suppress the strangeness of the temple in their minds.”  Suppress the strangeness of the temple.  How about suppressing the strangeness of Mormonism in general?  I did that for many, many years.
Subject:
I wonder if this isn't a common experience
Date:
Dec 27 15:15
Author:
Bruce Jones


But since it is supposed to be such a wonderful experience, people just bite their tongues, put on a fake happy face and tell everyone how wonderful they thought is was.  All the while wondering what the hell was that all about?


It a word I thought the temple experience was CREEPY.  I was a one year convert and 20 years old the first time through.  I had absolutely no idea what to expect.  I found the whole experience to be completely foreign and cult-like, I was completely freaked out, the funky clothes, death oaths, slashing bowels etc.  I spend most of the time averting my eyes from the movie, I just could not watch.


This experience may well have tainted my Mormon experience for the next 15 years.  It just never took hold, I was never a TBM.  Perhaps I should be thankful for the freaky temple experience for shaking the foundation of my faith before I could be fully indoctrinated.


I think most Mormons are already well-entrenched in Mormonism well before going through the temple.  They already believe it to be God’s true church and so can more easily suppress the strangeness of the temple in their minds.  For my own part, I cannot understand how any thinking person could go through it and not come away thinking that it was a very bizarre experience.


Mormons are always attempting to infuse guilt into everyone by insinuating that it is the person’s fault if they think anything about the Mormon Church is odd or strange.  If they have the impression that the Temple is strange, it means that they are not “in the proper spiritual mindset.”  It couldn’t be that it’s all just extremely weird, strange and stupid, now could it?  Or that it has nothing to do with what kind of “spiritual mindset” a person is in.  Stupid is stupid is stupid.


Please – enough with the guilt already!!  Let’s call it for what it is for a change… just plain stupid.  


It was so refreshing for me to read these postings where people actually say how they feel since that is simply not done in the Mormon Church.  For so many years, I was subjected to the rhetoric of the Mormon Church – the “canned lines” as this next posting discusses.  It seems to me the problem is that they don’t understand it all, so their only resort is using the same (canned) lines over and over again.  Perhaps this is the philosophy that “Saying something enough times will make it true.”  Unfortunately, though, we all know that doesn’t work. 


And of course, it was also reinforcing for me to read these postings.  When so many people say the very same things that you have been thinking and discovering, it helps to provide reassurance that you aren’t the only one who feels that way.  Having “felt that way” for so many years, and finally finding others who felt the same way was comforting, indeed.

Subject:
The Emperor's Ugly Green Apron


I wish Mormons would discuss this topic beyond just the standard "you just don't understand it yet" line.  This thread needs a long Bob McCue essay comparing Mormon's views of the temple endowment to the people in Plato's cave.  Or comparing it to the story of the naked emperor.


I remember feeling horrified that each time I went to the temple it wasn't some great spiritual experience. I thought something was wrong with me.  I thought it was kind of stupid, but then beat up on myself for having such satanic thoughts about the sacred temple.


I wish Mormons were not so secret about the temple and would actually discuss it with each other instead of using the same canned lines to reassure doubters.  Coming to grips with the lameness of the temple ceremony is an important part of the recovery process.  You finally get to say and admit what common sense tells you:  the Mormon temple ceremony is silly and lame.


One other topic that is brought up many times in the above postings is the “garments” that Mormons are supposed to wear after going to the Mormon Temple and receiving their “endowments.”  Of course, I always thought garments are weird, and I never liked wearing them.  My parents wore them when I was growing up, and I always thought they were very odd and strange.  So when it came time for me to wear them, I went back and forth about doing so, constantly struggling with it.  They always made me feel so strange (and the wedgies they gave me were unbelievable!!)  Of course, there is the conundrum that the way they look is not appealing at all.  How is a woman supposed to feel sexy or alluring in them?  But then, according to the philosophies of the Mormon Church, I guess they aren’t supposed to feel that way at all, so it doesn’t really matter.  

As noted in several of the above postings, according to the Mormon Church, garments are supposed to be a reminder of the vows and covenants that are made in the Temple.  They are also supposed to remind people that they are “different,” which is another example of the “in the world but not of the world” philosophy propagated by the Mormon Church.  On that level, they accomplished their goal as far as I was concerned because I felt very different when I was wearing garments.  And whenever anyone asked me about them (like non-Mormon friends), I felt absolutely ridiculous trying to explain the concept behind garments. 

Another aspect of garment wearing is the fact that Mormons know what to look for in checking to see if someone is wearing garments (since Mormons who have been to the temple are supposed to wear garments at all times).  I always thought that was very invasive – a type of monitoring like being watched by “Big Brother.”  Mormons tend to be very judgmental so if someone discovered that someone was not wearing their garments, it was soon making the gossip rounds.  So much for acting the way in which Christians are told to conduct themselves.  “Judge not lest ye be judged” seems to mean nothing to Mormons. 

That aspect of wearing garments reminds me of an incident that occurred when I was married to my second husband (the one who wasn’t Mormon when we got married but who joined the Mormon Church after we had been married for 4 years).  After he went to the Temple, he started wearing garments and didn’t seem to have much problem with them.  But one day, we were going yard work on a Saturday, and since it was very hot outside, being summertime, he decided not to wear his garments – and he put on shorts and a sleeveless shirt.  While we were still doing our yard work, we got a call from the Bishop asking us to go to the Church to talk to him and a Youth Leader about my daughter Monica and a trip that the youth were taking.  When Jess told me that we were supposed to go to the Church for that meeting, I asked him if he was going to change his clothes, but he said No, that he was going to go dressed as he was (in his shorts and sleeveless shirt with no garments). 
So we got in the car and went to the Church.  Well, you guessed it.  After meeting with the Bishop about the Youth Trip, and after the Youth Leader had left the Bishop’s office, the Bishop asked Jess and me to stay for a minute.  Then he proceeded to asked Jess why he wasn’t wearing his garments.  Jess responded that we were doing yard work and he had taken them off because it was hot.  The Bishop then pointed at me and said, “Diane is wearing her garments, and you said she was doing yard work with you.”  Of course, Jess just said that it was his decision not to wear his garment, not mine.  And then the Bishop told him, in no uncertain terms, that he was to always wear his garments no matter what he was doing – and that no excuses were to be considered for not wearing them.  Jess told the Bishop that he was very sorry, and that it wouldn’t happen again.  On the way home, Jess said to me, “Well, I should have realized that would happen.”  And unfortunately, that was true – because Mormons are very judgmental that way.  


In answer to the questions posted at the beginning of this chapter (Mormon Temples -- Sacred, Secret or What?), my feeling is that what goes on inside Mormon Temples can definitely be described by two "S" words, but rather than Sacred and/or Secret, those two words would be Silly and Stupid (IMO, of course).

CHAPTER 5

THE “FIRST VISION” – AND ITS DIFFERING ACCOUNTS
So just what are we supposed to believe?

Another aspect of the Mormon puzzle is the “First Vision” which Joseph Smith claims to have received.  The way I always heard it when I was growing up, and up until the time when I stopped going to the Mormon Church, is as described on www.lds.org.  There, the following is stated:


“As a young boy in 1820, Joseph Smith wanted to know which church was true.  As he searched the Bible for help, he read that he should ask of God.  Acting on this counsel, Joseph went into the woods near his home and prayed.  Suddenly, a light shone above him and Heavenly Father and Jesus Christ appeared to him.  When Joseph asked which church he should join, the Savior told him to join none of the churches then in existence because they were teaching incorrect doctrines.  Through this experience and many others that followed, the Lord chose Joseph to be His prophet and to restore the gospel of Jesus Christ and His Church to the earth.” 


That, simply put, is the story of the First Vision – that when Joseph Smith, a young boy of 14 or 15, went to a grove of trees near his home near Palmyra in upstate New York to pray, he had a vision in which Heavenly Father (God) and Jesus Christ appeared to him – two separate personages with bodies of flesh and bone.  There are pictures and/or murals of the First Vision in all of the Mormon temples.  There is a stained glass depiction of the First Vision in the Palmyra Temple, which was built in 2000.  


The First Vision is a very big deal in the Mormon Church.  In fact, as acknowledged by the late President Gordon B. Hinckley, it is the lynch pin of the Mormon Church.  If it did not occur, the whole religious organization named The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints collapses and falls apart.  This fact is made clear in the following quotes by the late President Gordon B. Hinckley (which are assembled in one place on the “Rethinking Mormonism” website (http://www.i4m.com) under the caption of “No Compromise on the First Vision Story.”

NO COMPROMISE ON THE FIRST VISION STORY


"Our entire case as members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints rests on the validity of this glorious First Vision...  Nothing on which we base our doctrine, nothing we teach, nothing we live by is of greater importance than this initial declaration.  I submit that if Joseph Smith talked with God the Father and His Beloved Son, then all else of which he spoke is true.  This is the hinge on which turns the gate that leads to the path of salvation and eternal life."

Prophet Gordon B. Hinckley, Ensign Mag., Nov. 1998, pp.70-71


"You and I are faced with the stark question of accepting the truth of the First Vision and that which followed it.  On the question of its reality lies the very validity of this Church.  If it is the truth, and I testify that it is, then the work in which we are engaged is the most important work on the earth." 

Prophet Gordon B. Hinckley, Fall Conference Address, 2007


"Permit me to name a few of many doctrines and practices which distinguish us from all other churches, and all of which have come of revelation to the youthful Prophet. They are familiar to you, but they are worth repeating and reflecting on. The first of these, of course, is the manifestation of God Himself and His Beloved Son, the risen Lord Jesus Christ. This grand theophany is, in my judgment, the greatest such event since the birth, life, death, and Resurrection of our Lord in the meridian of time. We have no record of any other event to equal it.  And upon the reality and truth of this vision rests the validity of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints."

Prophet Gordon B. Hinckley, "The Great Things Which God Has Revealed" – Spring Conference 2005


"Well, it's either true or false.  If it's false, we're engaged in a great fraud.  If it's true, it's the most important thing in the world.  Now, that's the whole picture.  It is either right or wrong, true or false, fraudulent or true.  And that's exactly where we stand, with a conviction in our hearts that it is true: that Joseph went into the Grove; that he saw the Father and the Son; that he talked with them; that Moroni came; that the Book of Mormon was translated from the plates; that the priesthood was restored by those who held it anciently.  That's our claim.  That's where we stand, and that's where we fall, if we fall.  But we don't.  We just stand secure in that faith."

Prophet Gordon B. Hinckley, Interview "The Mormons";
PBS Documentary, April 2007


These statements about the importance of the First Vision are unequivocal – as President Hinckley stated, if the First Vision did not happen as indicated in the “Official Account” written in 1838, then a great fraud is being perpetuated by the Mormon Church.  That is an undeniably firm statement, and one from which there can be no backing away.  But of course, the Mormon Church leaders feel fairly safe in stating these things in such a firm fashion because most Mormons just continue to fall in line, going along with whatever they are told to say and/or believe.


In the Pearl of Great Price, there is a section devoted to “Joseph Smith – History.”  The following is an excerpt from that section, explaining the circumstances surrounding (this account of) the “First Vision.” 

7.
I was at this time in my fifteenth year. My father’s family was proselyted to the Presbyterian faith, and four of them joined that church, namely, my mother, Lucy; my brothers Hyrum and Samuel Harrison; and my sister Sophronia. 

8.
During this time of great excitement my mind was called up to serious reflection and great uneasiness; but though my feelings were deep and often poignant, still I kept myself aloof from all these parties, though I attended their several meetings as often as occasion would permit. In process of time my mind became somewhat partial to the Methodist sect, and I felt some desire to be united with them; but so great were the confusion and strife among the different denominations, that it was impossible for a person young as I was, and so unacquainted with men and things, to come to any certain conclusion who was bright and who was wrong. 

9.
My mind at times was greatly excited, the cry and tumult were so great and incessant. The Presbyterians were most decided against the Baptists and Methodists, and used all the powers of both reason and sophistry to prove their errors, or, at least, to make the people think they were in error. On the other hand, the Baptists and Methodists in their turn were equally zealous in endeavoring to establish their own tenets and disprove all others.

10.
In the midst of this war of words and tumult of opinions, I often said to myself: What is to be done? Who of all these parties are right; or, are they all wrong together? If any one of them be aright, which is it, and how shall I know it? 

11.
While I was laboring under the extreme difficulties caused by the contests of these parties of religionists, I was one day reading the Epistle of James, first chapter and fifth verse, which reads: If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth to all men liberally, and upbraideth not; and it shall be given him.

12.
Never did any passage of scripture come with more power to the heart of man than this did at this time to mine. It seemed to enter with great force into every feeling of my heart. I reflected on it again and again, knowing that if any person needed wisdom from God, I did; for how to act I did not know, and unless I could get more wisdom than I then had, I would never know; for the teachers of religion of the different sects understood the same passages of scripture so differently as to destroy all confidence in settling the question by an appeal to the Bible. 

13.
At length I came to the conclusion that I must either remain in darkness and confusion, or else I must do as James directs, that is, ask of God. I at length came to the determination to “ask of God,” concluding that if he gave wisdom to them that lacked wisdom, and would give liberally, and not upbraid, I might venture. 

14.
So, in accordance with this, my determination to ask of God, I retired to the woods to make the attempt. It was on the morning of a beautiful, clear day, early in the spring of eighteen hundred and twenty. It was the first time in my life that I had made such an attempt, for amidst all my anxieties I had never as yet made the attempt to pray vocally. 

15.
After I had retired to the place where I had previously designed to go, having looked around me, and finding myself alone, I kneeled down and began to offer up the desires of my heart to God. I had scarcely done so, when immediately I was seized upon by some power which entirely overcame me, and had such an astonishing influence over me as to bind my tongue so that I could not speak. Thick darkness gathered around me, and it seemed to me for a time as if I were doomed to sudden destruction. 

16.
But, exerting all my powers to call upon God to deliver me out of the power of this enemy which had seized upon me, and at the very moment when I was ready to sink into despair and abandon myself to destruction—not to an imaginary ruin, but to the power of some actual being from the unseen world, who had such marvelous power as I had never before felt in any being—just at this moment of great alarm, I saw a pillar of light exactly over my head, above the brightness of the sun, which descended gradually until it fell upon me. 

17.
It no sooner appeared than I found myself delivered from the enemy which held me bound. When the light rested upon me I saw two Personages, whose brightness and glory defy all description, standing above me in the air.  One of them spake unto me, calling me by name and said, pointing to the other—This is My Beloved Son. Hear Him! 

18.
My object in going to inquire of the Lord was to know which of all the sects was right, that I might know which to join. No sooner, therefore, did I get possession of myself, so as to be able to speak, than I asked the Personages who stood above me in the light, which of all the sects was right (for at this time it had never entered into my heart that all were wrong)—and which I should join. 

19.
I was answered that I must join none of them, for they were all wrong; and the Personage who addressed me said that all their creeds were an abomination in his sight; that those professors were all corrupt; that: “they draw near to me with their lips, but their hearts are far from me, they teach for doctrines the commandments of men, having a form of godliness, but they deny the power thereof.” 

20.
He again forbade me to join with any of them; and many other things did he say unto me, which I cannot write at this time. When I came to myself again, I found myself lying on my back, looking up into heaven.  When the light had departed, I had no strength; but soon recovering in some degree, I went home. And as I leaned up to the fireplace, mother inquired what the matter was.  I replied, “Never mind, all is well—I am well enough off.”  I then said to my mother, “I have learned for myself that Presbyterianism is not true.”  It seems as though the adversary was aware, at a very early period of my life, that I was destined to prove a disturber and an annoyer of his kingdom; else why should the powers of darkness combine against me?  Why the opposition and persecution that arose against me, almost in my infancy?


This is the story I heard repeatedly when I was growing up – and constant references were made to it at various LDS Church meetings.  Many articles have been written about the First Vision and have been printed in the Ensign Magazine (monthly publication of the Mormon Church).  Numerous conference talks have been given about the First Vision and its importance, what it teaches us, how its validity is critical to the Mormon Church’s existence, etc., etc.  In fact, there is even a hymn entitled “Joseph Smith’s First Prayer” that was written about the First Vision and is regularly sung in Mormon Church meetings.


But that is not the only account of the First Vision which was written by Joseph Smith.  The “Official Account” written in 1838 was preceded by several other accounts – all different in significant ways from the “Official Version.”  In doing research on this topic, I found it especially interesting that the details of the “First Vision” were not even written down until 1832 even though the vision is said to have occurred in 1820.  What Joseph Smith claims to have seen in the “First Vision” varies in these three accounts, ranging from being – (1) only Jesus Christ as written in 1832 by Joseph Smith in the “Ledger Version”; (2) two unnamed personages with angels as written in 1835 in the “Diary Version”; and (3) God the Father and his son, Jesus Christ as related in the "Official Account" written in 1838. 


First, let’s review the initial account of the “First Vision.”  As I stated above, the first time the “First Vision” was written down was in 1832 – 12 years after this vision occurred in 1820.  The fact that 12 years had passed since the “First Vision” had taken place before it was recorded makes it suspect with respect to its accuracy, all by itself.  The below wording is from a website called “Mormon Origins” (http://www.xmission.com/~research):

Joseph Smith's 1832 Account of His First Vision


In November 1832, after the birth of Joseph Smith III, Joseph Smith, Jr., commenced to dictate an account of his early life to his scribe Frederick G. Williams in Kirtland, Ohio.  John Whitmer, official church historian, was residing in the Independence, Missouri, area.  This account was written in Smith's ledger book now known as "Joseph Smith Letterbook 1," the first of two letterbooks.  At some unknown time, these pages (3 leaves, 6 pages) were cut out but are located in archives, historical department, Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Salt Lake City, Utah.  This short history of six pages was rediscovered in the 1960s.  The account is currently available in Dean C. Jessee, ed., The Papers of Joseph Smith: Autobiographical and Historical Writings (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1989). 


The following are excerpts from the opening three pages.  This account is in the handwriting of Joseph Smith…

Note:  The below transcript is shown how it was written by Joseph Smith; all spelling and grammatical errors have been left as is shown in the transcript. 

At about the age of twelve years my mind become seriously imprest with regard to the all importent concerns for the wellfare of my immortal Soul which led me to searching the scriptures believeing as I was taught, that they contained the word of God thus applying myself to them and my intimate acquaintance with those different denominations led me to marvel exce[e]dingly for I discovered that of adorn their profession by a holy walk and Godly conversation agreeable to what I found contained in that sacred depository this was a grief to my Soul

thus from the age of twelve years to fifteen I pondered many things in my heart concerning the sittuation of the world of mankind the contentions and divi[si]ons the wicke[d]ness and abominations and the darkness which pervaded the minds of mankind my mind become exce[e]dingly distressed for I become convicted of my sins and by searching the scriptures I found that did not come unto the Lord but that they had apostatised from the true and liveing faith and there was no society or denomination that built upon the gospel of Jesus Christ as recorded in the new testament and I felt to mourn for my own sins and for the sins of the world

for I learned in the scriptures that God was the same yesterday to day and forever that he was no respector to persons for he was God for I looked upon the sun the glorious luminary of the earth and also the moon rolling in their magesty through the heavens and also the stars shining in their courses and the earth also upon which I stood and the beast of the field and the fowls of heaven and the fish of the waters and also man walking forth upon the face of the earth in magesty and in the strength of beauty whose power and intiligence in governing the things which are so exceding great and marvilous even in the likeness of him who created and when I considered upon these things my heart exclaimed well hath the wise man said fool saith in his heart there is no God

my heart exclaimed all these bear testimony and bespeak an omnipotant and omnipreasant power a being who makith Laws and decreeth and bindeth all things in their bounds who filleth Eternity who was and is and will be from all Eternity to Eternity and when I considered all these things and that being seeketh such to worship him as worship him in spirit and in truth

therefore I cried unto the Lord for mercy for there was none else to whom I could go and obtain mercy and the Lord heard my cry in the wilderness and while in attitude of calling upon the Lord a piller of light above the brightness of the sun at noon day come down from above and rested upon me and I was filled with the spirit of god and the opened the heavens upon me and I saw the Lord and he spake unto me saying Joseph thy sins are forgiven thee. go thy walk in my statutes and keep my commandments behold I am the Lord of glory I was crucifyed for the world that all those who believe on my name may have Eternal life the world lieth in sin at this time and none doeth good no not one they have turned asside from the gospel and keep not commandments they draw near to me with their lips while their hearts are far from me and mine anger is kindling against the inhabitants of the earth to visit them ac[c]ording to th[e]ir ungodliness and to bring to pass that which been spoken by the mouth of the prophets and Ap[o]stles behold and lo I come quickly as it [is] written of me in the cloud in the glory of my Father

and my soul was filled with love and for many days I could rejoice with great Joy and the Lord was with me but [I] could find none that would believe the he[a]v[e]nly vision nevertheless I pondered these things in my heart


Next, let’s look at the “Official Account” of the “First Vision” which was written in 1838, and which is held out by the Mormon Church as THE TRUE ACCOUNT.  In this telling of the tale, Joseph Smith relates that he saw God the Eternal Father and his son, Jesus Christ, as two separate personages.  This was a total and complete transformation from what had been said previously over the course of 6 years – from 1832 to 1838.

Given what the varying versions say, it would appear that Joseph Smith was making things up as he went along to bolster his position.  On www.wikipedia.org, I read the following taken from a book written by Grant Palmer entitled An Insider's View of Mormon Origins, Signature Books (2002).

Grant Palmer has noted that Joseph Smith had a clear motive for changing his story in 1838, a period of crisis within the Latter Day Saint Movement.  At the time there was open dissent against Smith's leadership.  A quarter of the original Quorum of the Twelve Apostles and some 300 members—perhaps fifteen percent of the total membership—had left the church.  Palmer argues that Smith "fearing the unraveling of the church," wrote a new "more impressive version of his epiphany" in which Smith claimed that his original call had come from God the Father and Jesus Christ rather than from an angel.

Pages 248-252:  Oliver Cowdery and David Whitmer were excommunicated on April 12-13, 1838.  The following week Smith contemplated rewriting his history.  On April 26, he renamed the church.  The next day he "started dictating a new first vision narrative." 

The following is from a website entitled “Mormons, Latter-day Saints & Ex-Mormons for Mormon Faith and Research” (www.4mormon.org): 


The LDS documentary book, The Personal Writings of Joseph Smith, provides a word-for-word account of the original 1838 account dictated by Joseph Smith and transcribed by James Mulholland.12. This publication notes how “Nephi” rather than “Moroni” was the original word written at Joseph Smith—History 1:33 in the 1838 account. This is a significant error because according to Book of Mormon history, it was Mormon’s son Moroni who finished writing the historical record of the Nephite people in the Book of Mormon and who had buried the gold plates of this record in the Hill Cumorah. Thus, one can only conclude that it would be logical that Moroni—not Nephi—would reveal to Joseph Smith the location of the gold plates of the Book of Mormon. 


Not only did “Nephi” appear in the original 1838 account, but Nephi was the original name published in the 1851 edition of the Pearl of Great Price and “in the original publication of the history in the Times and Seasons at Nauvoo…and the Millennial Star”13.  The documentary book, The Personal Writings of Joseph Smith notes that when LDS historian “…Brigham H. Roberts prepared the History for publication in its seven-volume format at the turn of the century, he wrote ‘Mormon’ above the name of ‘Nephi’ and keyed his insertion to the following reference at the bottom of the page: ‘Evidently a clerical error; see Book Doc & Cov., Sec 50, par 2; Sec 106, par 20; also Elders’ Journal Vol. 1, page 43.  Should read Moroni.’ ” 

	CONTRADICTING ACCOUNTS 

	1838 OFFICIAL ACCOUNT
	1832 DIARY ACCOUNT

	Joseph Smith learned of Christendom’s apostasy through his First Vision and direct revelation. 
	Joseph Smith learned of Christendom’s apostasy through “searching the scriptures.” 

	Joseph Smith prayed and received his First Vision in the “fifteenth year” of his life. 
	Joseph Smith prayed and received his First Vision in the “16th year” of his life. 

	In his First Vision, Joseph saw “two Personages”—the Father and the Son. 
	In his First Vision, Joseph saw “the Lord of glory” who was “crucified for the world” with no mention of the Father. 

	The angel Moroni visits Joseph Smith on “the twenty-first of September, one thousand eight hundred and twenty-three.” 
	The angel Moroni visits Joseph Smith “on the 22nd day of Sept. AD 1822.” http://www.4mormon.org/mormon-first-vision.php - fn22a#fn22a


1838 Official Account v. 1832 Diary Account 


Joseph Smith learned of Christendom’s apostasy through his First Vision and direct revelation. 15. Joseph Smith learned of Christendom’s apostasy through “searching the scriptures.”  


Joseph Smith prayed and received his First Vision in the “fifteenth year” of his life.  Joseph Smith prayed and received his First Vision in the “16th year” of his life.. 


In his First Vision, Joseph saw “two Personages”—the Father and the Son. 17. In his First Vision, Joseph saw “the Lord of glory” who was “crucified for the world” with no mention of the Father.  


The angel Moroni visits Joseph Smith on “the twenty-first of September, one thousand eight hundred and twenty-three.” 18. The angel Moroni visits Joseph Smith “on the 22nd day of Sept. AD 1822.”  


In addition to the conflicting information Joseph Smith provides of his First Vision written in 1832 and 1838 respectively, the contradictions of these accounts are further compounded by yet another diary account written by Joseph Smith in 1835. 


In Joseph Smith’s 1838 account, he speaks of the Father and the Son appearing to him and the Father pointing to the Son proclaiming: “This is my beloved Son. Hear Him!” No mention is made of forgiveness of sins, nor does Joseph Smith make any indication that the “two personages” were accompanied by “angels.” This account is at variance with the 1835 account which states that along with the two personages, Joseph “saw many angels in this vision” and was told that his “sins are forgiven.” 


While the 1838 account clearly indicates the identity of the two personages, the 1835 account leaves one wondering about the identity of the second personage who declared “that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.”  If these personages who appeared to Joseph Smith in the 1835 account are indeed the Father and the Son (as stated in the 1838 account), why wouldn’t the second personage speak of Jesus Christ in first-person terms of “I am…” or “My Son Jesus Christ is…”, rather than use the third person language, “Jesus Christ is…”? Such language leads one to the conclusion that this personage could not have been the Son of God Himself.


Furthermore, while the 1832 and 1838 accounts place Joseph Smith’s First Vision in the 15th or 16th years of his life (in 1820 or 1821), the 1835 account places him at “14 years” of age which puts the First Vision in the year 1819.  


Since Joseph Smith couldn’t get the details of his own story correct, is it any wonder his followers had a hard time determining who Joseph Smith saw in his First Vision? In 1855, Brigham Young, the second prophet of the LDS Church, proclaimed: “The Lord did not come…but He did send His angel to this same obscure person, Joseph Smith Jun. …and informed him that he should not join any of the religious sects of the day, for they were all wrong…”  The fact that Brigham Young was not alone in his assessment that Joseph Smith was visited by an angel and not by the Father or the Son is evident in the following quotes from LDS prophets and apostles: 


“He sought the Lord by day and by night, and was enlightened by the vision of an holy angel. When this personage appeared to him, one of his first inquires was, ‘Which of the denominations of the Christians in the vicinity was right?’ He was told they had all gone astray.…he was, consequently, directed not to join any one of them.…”

George A. Smith, 1869, Journal of Discourses, vol. 13, p. 78


“How did it commence? It commenced by an angel of God…visiting a young man named Joseph Smith, in the year 1827. That was the time of a great awakening.…He went into his secret chamber and asked the Lord what he must do to be saved. The Lord heard his prayer and sent His angel to him, who informed him that all the sects were wrong.…”

Wilford Woodruff, 1869, Journal of Discourses, vol. 13, p. 324


“None of them was right, just as it was when the Prophet Joseph asked the angel which of the sects was right.…”

John Taylor, 1879, Journal of Discourses, vol. 20, p. 166


“Some one may say, ‘If this work of the last days be true, why did not the Savior come himself to communicate this intelligence to the world?’ Because to the angels was committed the power of reaping the earth, and it was committed to none else.”

Orson Hyde, 1854, Journal of Discourses, vol. 6, p. 335


Thus, we see that the foundation of Mormonism stands tainted by the contradictory discrepancies found in the various accounts of Joseph Smith’s First Vision.  Unlike the Biblical narrative of the resurrection of Jesus Christ that gains veracity through comparison with various eye-witness accounts, Joseph Smith’s First Vision fails the test of historic consistency, bringing the entire account into suspect.  Indeed, while the resurrection of Jesus Christ stands authenticated by remarkable collaborative evidence in historic, literary and archeological studies, Joseph Smith’s First Vision account fails the test. 


After reviewing the varying versions of the First Vision, I came across the following article on the Mormonism Research Ministry website (www.mrm.org): 

Which First Vision Account Should We Believe?

By Lane Thuet

According to LDS scripture, when Joseph Smith was 15 years old, he was confused as to which church was true.  He claimed this confusion was sparked by an 1820 religious revival in his neighborhood.  His heart was powerfully impressed one night when he read James 1:5, and subsequently he went into the woods near his house to pray that God would tell him which of all the Christian sects was right.  As he began to pray, he claimed that he was nearly overcome by "some power" of "astonishing influence" that prevented him from speaking.  As he called out to God, he was miraculously delivered by two beings who identified themselves as Jesus Christ and God the Father.  Joseph Smith claimed that he was told the following: "I was answered that I must join none of them, for they were all wrong; and the Personage who addressed me said that all their creeds were an abomination in his sight; that those professors were all corrupt." (Joseph Smith – History 1:19).

This story is referred to in the LDS Church as the "First Vision."  It was this vision that ultimately led Joseph Smith to organize what is today known as The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.  Whenever LDS missionaries meet with potential converts, their message always includes the "First Vision" story.  This vision is obviously the cornerstone upon which the LDS Church is built.  In fact, the ninth president of the Mormon Church, David O. McKay, said that "the appearing of the Father and the Son to Joseph Smith is the foundation of the Church." (Gospel Ideals, p. 85).  Preston Nibley, a descendant of an early LDS apostle, once wrote that "Joseph Smith lived a little more than twenty-four years after this first vision.  During this time he told but one story..." (Joseph Smith the Prophet, p. 30).

So important is this vision that it is published as scripture to the Mormon people in a book known as The Pearl of Great Price.  This official version was taken from the early LDS publication Times and Seasons, which originally published it on April 1, 1842 (pp. 748-749).  Joseph Smith wrote this account of the vision in 1838, 18 years after it supposedly happened.

However, contrary to what Mr. Nibley claimed, this is not the only version Joseph ever told.  In 1965, a BYU student named Paul Cheesman found a different version of the first vision.  He noted that the accounts differed in significant details.  This led others to start looking into the matter, and a surprising detail came to light.  There are at least nine different versions of this first vision, each of which differs in the more significant parts of the story.  Here is a brief look at them, starting with the latest known account, and working back to the earliest one.

Version 9.  On May 24, 1844, Alexander Niebaur wrote the first vision in his journal as Joseph Smith told it to him.  In this account, most of the details are the same as the official version, except that Joseph was not told that all of the Christian sects were wrong.  Instead, he was specifically told that the Methodists were not God's people.

Version 8.  In 1843, Joseph Smith gave an interview to the Pittsburgh Gazette, which was reprinted in the New York Observer on Sept. 23, 1843.  In this version, Joseph said he was 14 years old, and there was no mention of any dark power trying to overcome him.

Version 7.  This is the officially accepted version of the first vision, published in Times and Seasons on April 1, 1842.

Version 6.  On March 1, 1842, the Times and Seasons published contents of a letter written by Joseph Smith to John Wentworth.  This was published one full month before the account that is accepted as the official version today.  In this one, Joseph Smith did not give his age.  He mentioned no evil power overcoming him, and he said two personages visited him, though he never identifies them.  It is significant that he did not mention the evil power that played so prominently in the story and also that he omitted that the personages visiting him were supposedly God the Father and Jesus Christ.

Version 5.  In 1841, Joseph Smith's brother William Smith told the story to James Murdock.  This account is published in A New Witness For Christ In America (2:414-415).  This account lists Joseph as being 17 years old when he received the vision, and rather than God and Jesus appearing to him, William states that it was only a "glorious angel."  Admittedly, this account is third hand, and William could certainly have been mistaken about Joseph's age.  But it is not likely that he would forget that God Himself and Jesus Christ visited his brother, unless he was never told that to begin with.

Usually we dismiss third-hand accounts in our research, believing them to usually be very unreliable.  However, this account is substantiated by other sources.  For example, in the early LDS publication Times and Seasons for December 15, 1840 (Vol.2 pg. 241), Oliver Cowdery stated specifically that Joseph Smith, Jr. was 17 at the time of the first vision – specifically placing the year of the vision in 1823.  And in at least seven other places in the Journal of Discourses, early LDS leaders shared that it was only an unidentified angel that visited Joseph, not God and Jesus (2:171, 196, 197; 10:127; 13:78, 324; 20:167).

Brigham Young even stated specifically that the Lord did not visit young Joseph.  In reference to this vision he said "The Lord did not come with the armies of heaven...But He did send His angel to this same obscure person, Joseph Smith jun...and informed him that he should not join any of the religions of the day, for they were all wrong;..." (Journal of Discourses 2:171).

William Smith's account was also printed in part in the RLDS Church publication The Saints Herald (Vol. 31 No. 40, page 643, 6/8/1884).  No correction or retraction of the information published there was ever printed.  We must keep in mind that both the LDS and RLDS (now known as the Community of Christ) share the same history for the first several years of Mormonism's existence.  Contradictions regarding Smith's Vision would affect the credibility of both groups.

Finally, this account is also worthy of special consideration because it was first brought to light by a Mormon researcher from the LDS Church-owned Brigham Young University.  As mentioned earlier, Paul Cheesman wrote his master's thesis in 1965 entitled "An Analysis of the Accounts Relating Joseph Smith's Early Visions."  In that study he discusses this differing account of the first vision in detail.  It was subsequently discussed by LDS scholars in the publication Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought for Autumn 1966.  None of these researchers and scholars dismissed the account as mere gossip; rather they discussed it as a valid account worthy of consideration.  There is no reason, then, for us not to consider it as well.

Version 4.  In 1837, William Appleby recorded the vision story as given by Orson Pratt in his diary.  In this version, the revival was not until 1822, Joseph was 17 again, and the visitors were not God and Jesus but beings who identified themselves only as angels who claimed to have forgiven Joseph's sins.  Again, this is a third-hand account, but the most important details of the vision are left out or completely different.

The differing details of this vision account have been verified by other statements of LDS leaders throughout the early years of the LDS Church.  George A. Smith and Orson Hyde both stated that Joseph was visited not by God but by angels (Journal of Discourses 6:335; 12:334).  This corroborative information makes this third-hand account worthy of our consideration.  In addition, the discourses and statements of the early LDS apostles and prophets, as published in many books by the LDS Church, were mainly recorded from the diaries and journals of the early Mormons.  The LDS Church considers these third-hand accounts to be valid enough to accept for "inspirational" material.  It would be inconsistent for the Mormons to accept only those accounts that support their teachings and to disregard those accounts with which they disagree.  Since Orson Pratt was a first-hand witness to the early events of Mormonism and to the life of Joseph Smith, Jr., his version of the events are of significant importance for consideration – even when recorded in a listener's journal. 

Version 3.  In 1835, Joseph Smith dictated his own account of the first vision for his personal diary.  There is some question among scholars, even those who are LDS, as to who the scribe was for this part of the diary.  Some believe it was Warren Parrish, but others believe it was Warren Cowdery.  Regardless of which man physically wrote the account, the fact is that it appears in the official diary of the Prophet, and this journal entry is accepted as accurate and valid.  In this account, which was first published in Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought (VI, No.1, pg. 87), the evil power is mentioned for the very first time.  In all previous published accounts (listed below), no evil power was ever mentioned by Joseph.  Also, he does not claim that the messengers were God and Jesus, just that many angels visited him.  That seems to be a very curious omission.

Version 2.  In February 1835, the LDS publication Messenger and Advocate recorded the account of the vision that Joseph Smith gave to Oliver Cowdery.  In this account, Joseph was 17 years old, the revival is in 1823, and no mention is made of James 1:5.  Instead, Joseph claimed he had been wondering if there was a God and if his sins could be forgiven.  His only reason for praying was to ask if God did exist.  After "11 or 12 hours" in prayer, he was visited by "a messenger from God" who forgave Joseph's sins.  While this vision is given in the Messenger and Advocate as the first vision of Joseph Smith, this story was later revised and published as a second vision from the angel Moroni preparatory to giving Joseph Smith the golden plates.

It should be noted that this account was printed not only in an LDS publication but also during the lifetime of Joseph Smith.  No statements by Joseph against the accuracy of this account have been found, indicating his approval of the information given.  It was also a second-hand account given by Oliver Cowdery, a witness to many of the key events in LDS history.  The same account was also copied unchanged into Joseph Smith's Manuscript History of the Church and subsequently into the LDS publication Times and Seasons.  Since it was copied into so many LDS publications and records without any changes, the account must have been considered accurate and valid to Joseph Smith at that time.  This adds quite a bit of significance to the differing details of this version.

Version 1.  The earliest known account of the first vision was written in 1831-32 in Joseph Smith's own handwriting.  This was the version made public by Paul Cheesman in 1965, published later that same year by Jerald and Sandra Tanner in Joseph Smith's Strange Account of the First Vision.  This account had been in the hands of LDS leaders for over 130 years, hidden away in their vaults – presumably because it differs so greatly from the official version.  In this account, Smith claimed to be 16 years old and that he already knew that all churches were wrong from reading the Bible.  Joseph sought forgiveness, and it was Jesus alone who visited him and forgave his sins.

We are left, then, with various differing stories of this important event.  Joseph never did tell "but one story" of the first vision; he told several, as already shown by the various published statements of early LDS leaders.  There is no way to tell, then, if any of the details of the vision really happened.  Was it one angel or several who visited Joseph?  What was the identity of the heavenly visitor to Joseph – Jesus and God, Jesus alone, Peter (JD 6:29), Nephi (Times & Seasons 3:753; 1851 PoGP, pg.41; Millennial Star 3:53, 71), or Moroni?

Was he 14, 15, 16 or 17 years old when it happened?  Was his reason for praying to get forgiveness, to determine if there was a God or to find out which religion was correct?  Was he overcome by a dark and evil power or wasn't he? 

All these variations – particularly in the accounts that came directly from Joseph Smith himself – lead us to the inevitable conclusion that the official version of Joseph Smith's "first vision" is, at best, unreliable.  Though unproveable, Joseph may have had some kind of a vision in his younger years that he expanded upon and/or changed the details of each time he re-told it.  Eventually the story was developed into the heart-rending official version that the LDS Church publishes today as fact, though it clearly is not.


Nine versions of the First Vision.  Unbelievable.  


It is very troubling to me that I did not research these issues at a younger age, but rather wasted so many years belonging to a religious organization that is based on lies, half-truths and deception.  I really wish that I hadn’t accepted it blindly, but rather that I had had the gumption to research these issues myself much earlier so that I could have made an informed decision as to whether or not I wanted to remain a member of the Mormon Church.  Of course, years ago things were much harder to find – but with the advent of the internet, this type of information is much more readily available.  I envy people who grew up in the Internet Age because the information was available to them from young ages.  These days it is much more likely that people will discover the truth and not be duped by information fed to them by the Mormon Church.
But unfortunately, despite easily accessible information, there are still a lot of Mormons who will never know these things because they rely totally upon what the Mormon Church “dishes out,” and they believe it all, down to the very last iota.  Just like I did for so many years.  To me, that is very sad indeed. 

CHAPTER 6

EXAMINING THE BOOK OF MORMON

Violence and Deceit in the Name of God


According to the Mormon Church, the Book of Mormon was “translated” from “gold plates” which Joseph Smith dug up after being given instructions by an angel named Moroni.  Joseph Smith is said to have first obtained the gold plates at the Hill Cumorah in New York, on September 22, 1827.  At the same time, he is said to have received “interpreters” from Angel Moroni as well – the Urim and Thummim as described in the Bible in Exodus 28:30, which had the ability to “divine the will of God.” 


On the Wikipedia website, there is this entry under the heading of “Urim and Thummim.”  Following wording under the headings of its “Name and Meaning” and “Form and Function” as well as its “History of Use,” there is the following under the heading of “Latter-Day Saint Movement.” 


Joseph Smith, Jr., founder and prophet of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, said that he used interpreters in order to translate the Book of Mormon from the Golden Plates.  The interpreters he described as a pair of stones, fastened to a breastplate joined in a form similar to that of a large pair of spectacles.  Smith later referred to this object as the Urim and Thummim.  In 1823, Smith said that the angel Moroni, who had told him about the Golden Plates, also told him about the Urim and Thummim, "two stones in silver bows" fastened to a breastplate, and the angel intimated that they had been prepared by God to aid in the translation of the Golden Plates.[26]  Smith's mother, Lucy Mack Smith, described these Urim and Thummim as being like "two smooth three-cornered diamonds."


Smith also said he used these devices to assist him in receiving other divine revelations, including some of the sections of the Doctrine and Covenants and portions of the Joseph Smith Translation of the Bible.  Although many of Smith's associates said they saw him use the devices, only Oliver Cowdery seems to have attempted to use them to receive his own revelation.  Latter-Day Saints believe that Smith's Urim and Thummim were functionally identical to the biblical Urim and Thummim.  Previously, it was thought that there was no evidence that the latter were ever used to translate unknown texts.[29]  However, Dr. Cornelis Van Dam of the Theological Colleges of the Canadian Reformed Churches recently published a book titled The Urim and Thummim: A Means of Revelation in Ancient Israel, in which he examines a new possible role of these ancient Israelite objects.  Van Dam puts forth the idea that the Urim and Thummim were actually used in ancient Israel as a means of receiving revelation from God. 

Reference Notes re above: 

26.
Joseph Smith-History.  The Urim and Thummim were said to have been found with the Golden Plates, the aforementioned breastplate, and the Sword of Laban. 

27.
Smith, Lucy Mack (1853).  "Biographical sketches of Joseph Smith the prophet, and his progenitors for many generations." (PDF). Brigham Young University Religious Education Archive…

28.
Section 9. 

29.
There are seven references to the Urim and Thummim in the masoretic text (the basis of most English translations of the Old Testament): Exodus 28:30, Leviticus 8:8, Numbers 27:21, Deuteronomy 33:8, 1 Samuel 28:6, Ezra 2:63, Nehemiah 7:65.  The Septuagint version (the pre-Christian Greek translation of the Old Testament) and some English translations) of 1 Samuel 14:41 also references them. 

30.
Cornelius Van Dam, The Urim and Thummim: A Means of Revelation in Ancient Israel.  Winona Lake, Indiana, Eisenbrauns, 1997.


To me, one of the most troubling parts of the Book of Mormon is in 1 Nephi: 4 when Nephi kills Laban, proclaiming, as justification for committing murder, that “It is better for one man to perish than a nation to dwindle in disbelief.”  From the time I first hear this “scripture” in Church, I was bothered by it, especially since Nephi cut off Laban’s head and then put on his clothing to trick one of his servants to help him obtain the Plates of Brass, which is what he was after.  When I first heard that story, I was a child and it really scared me.  Now it just infuriates me that such a story was ever concocted and passed off as scripture – in essence, murder, trickery, lies, deceit and thievery, all in the name of God.  The Ten Commandments are clear in saying “Thou shall not kill.”  There is no “wiggle room” in that statement and there is no justification for murder whatsoever.  Rather, Christianity speaks of loving one another, doing good, helping your fellowman, and turning the other cheek.  But this is not the theme of the Book of Mormon by any stretch of the imagination.  It is replete with blood and gore, and abounding with tales of wars and destruction.  


Since its publication in 1830, the Book of Mormon has been surrounded by controversy.  Naturally, the story of how Joseph Smith supposedly was given the gold plates from which the Book of Mormon was translated by an angel of God is very suspect and controversial.  And the fact that large portions of the Book of Mormon were obviously copied word-for-word from the King James version of the Bible makes it very controversial.  For example, 1 Corinthians 12:4-11 from the New Testament was obviously copied and became Moroni 10:8-17 in the Book of Mormon.  Likewise, Isaiah Chapters 2 through 14 from the Old Testament were copied and became 2 Nephi Chapters 12 through 24.  


In addition, there are many other close similarities between Bible text and Book of Mormon text.  I always thought this was very odd, but to active believing Mormons, this is not odd at all but rather a “further testament to its truthfulness and divinity.”  To me, though, these portions of the Book of Mormon that are obviously not original text demonstrate that Joseph Smith was literally copying text directly from the King James version of the Bible, seemingly using it to fill in space and make the Book of Mormon longer.  At least, that is my theory.


On the Internet, I found an article entitled, Archaeology Confirms the Bible is Historical with an Example Comparison:  The Bible vs. The Book of Mormon” by R. Totten © 2004, updates 2005.  This is a very interesting article and gives a lot of very good information about the proven historical aspects of the Bible as opposed to the Book of Mormon.  In one part of this article, the controversy involving the DNA History Issue is discussed.  The following is an excerpt from that portion of this article:

THE DNA-HISTORY ISSUE 

DNA's Double Helix Structure

According to The Book of Mormon, a group of Israelites emigrated in 600 B.C. from Jerusalem to America.  This group of Israelite emigrants eventually became the "Lamanites," and then in the introduction to the Book of Mormon it says that these "Lamanites" are "the principal ancestors of the American Indians" (my emphasis).  Confirming that this is the actual Mormon teaching, the first introductory paragraph in the Book of Mormon states that these "Lamanites... are a remnant of the house of Israel." --So, native Americans --commonly called "Indians"-- are declared by The Book of Mormon to be of Hebrew ancestry. 


But is the Israelite ancestry of American Indians historically accurate? 


In recent years, anthropologists have run DNA tests on various groups of American Indians, and it has been determined that there is no match of Israelite (Hebrew) DNA with that of any American Indians. 


Professor Thomas W. Murphy (Chairman of the Anthropology Department at Edmonds Community College in Lynnwood, WA) had been raised as a Mormon, and he decided that he would see if DNA analysis would confirm that many Native Americans are descended from ancient Israelites.  About his investigation, the LA Times reported: "He analyzed data collected by a multimillion-dollar 'molecular genealogy' project at Brigham Young [University] as well as other, similar projects that track ancestry from people worldwide via DNA in blood samples."  He was looking for genetic markers in Native Americans which would be identical to those found in actual descendants of ancient Hebrews. 


What did Murphy find?  He determined that modern Israelis and American Indians do NOT have common ancestors, because the genetic markers are too different. American Indians do not have Hebrew ancestry. In fact, it has been determined that American Indians are actually descended from eastern Asian stock (more like ancient northern Chinese).  As a result, Murphy concluded that, "the Book of Mormon is a piece of 19th century fiction." 


A molecular biologist, named Simon Southerton (a former Mormon Bishop), investigated the same sort of DNA genetic evidence (discussing it in his book entitled “Losing a Lost Tribe”), and his conclusion was: "The DNA evidence backs up decades of archaeological, linguistic, cultural, and anthropological research that indicates there is no Israelite influence in the Americas before Columbus arrived." Southerton states: "Decades of serious and honest scholarship have failed to uncover credible evidence that these Book of Mormon civilizations ever existed," and he adds, "The only conclusion I could reach from this research was that The Book of Mormon does not contain a true history." 


To view an online video explaining most of these issues, and including personal testimony from university doctorates who work in these technical fields (such as genetics), watch the video about "DNA and the Book of Mormon" at the following link: http://www.lhvm.org/streaming.htm 

CONCLUSION 

On the one hand, the unique portions of The Book of Mormon (which are not copied from the Bible) do not demonstrate that they are accounts of anything historical, and they are not at all corroborated by archaeology.  In addition, issues such as the supposed manufacture and use of things like "steel" and "silk" in the Americas before they were actually here, are anachronisms which are contradicted by actual known history.  Finally, there are items which are factually wrong, such as the name of the birth-place of Jesus and the time when believers were called "Christians." 


As a result, there is no indication that the uniquely original (non-Bible) parts of The Book of Mormon are anything more than fiction; and the portions of the Book of Mormon which are original to it, contain verifiable errors of historical facts.  Therefore, The Book of Mormon must evidently be regarded as untrue, and we must conclude that it is not scripture from God, since God's word cannot contain clearly verifiable falsehood….


The attitude of the Mormon Church toward people who “question” its beliefs is shameful.  As Professor Murphy is quoted as saying, “We’re told to tell the truth, but not if the truth contradicts church doctrine.  I would prefer to tell the truth.”  And that is exactly how I feel about this.  If something is not the truth, then it should be exposed.  To claim otherwise is to participate in the cover-up of material that shows the lack of veracity of this information.  


Of course, what the Mormon Church says is that we are supposed to accept all of this on faith – but as stated previously, when facts contradict a person’s position on an issue, then it’s not called faith anymore, it’s called denial.


The following is from the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org).  Included below are excerpts from this posting discussing the issue of DNA evidence. 

Subject:
Who the @?!# are the Lamanites?

Date:
Feb 16 21:42

Author:
Deconstructor

Mormons have historically believed that Lamanites (term used in the Book of Mormon) are the Native Americans in both North and South America who are descendents of Jews who came to the Americas around 600 BC.  Current Mormon apologetic statements claim that only a small fraction of Native Americans were descended from Jews and that their DNA has been lost.  This is a radical departure from 170 years of Mormon scriptures and teachings. 

Modern church apologists want to pretend that the church doesn't know who Lamanites are.  They should be embarrassed to say such lies to the press, when the record is so glaringly clear on this matter.

For the record, the church has declared emphatically who their Lamanites are:

D&C 28: 8

And now, behold, I say unto you that you shall go unto the Lamanites and preach my gospel unto them; and inasmuch as they receive thy teachings thou shalt cause my church to be established among them; and thou shalt have revelations, but write them not by way of commandment.

D&C 28: 9

And now, behold, I say unto you that it is not revealed, and no man knoweth where the city Zion shall be built, but it shall be given hereafter. Behold, I say unto you that it shall be on the borders by the Lamanites.

D&C 28: 14

And thou shalt assist to settle all these things, according to the covenants of the church, before thou shalt take thy journey among the Lamanites.

D&C 30: 6

And be you afflicted in all his afflictions, ever lifting up your heart unto me in prayer and faith, for his and your deliverance; for I have given unto him power to build up my church among the Lamanites;

D&C 32: 2

And that which I have appointed unto him is that he shall go with my servants, Oliver Cowdery and Peter Whitmer, Jun., into the wilderness among the Lamanites.

D&C 49: 24

But before the great day of the Lord shall come, Jacob shall flourish in the wilderness, and the Lamanites shall blossom as the rose.

D&C 54: 8

And thus you shall take your journey into the regions westward, unto the land of Missouri, unto the borders of the Lamanites.

"Not until the revelations of Joseph Smith, bringing forth the Book of Mormon, did any one know of these migrants.  It was not known before, but now the question is fully answered.  Now the Lamanites number about sixty million; they are in all of the states of America from Tierra del Fuego all the way up to Point Barrows, and they are in nearly all the islands of the sea from Hawaii south to southern New Zealand.  The Church is deeply interested in all Lamanites because of these revelations and because of this great Book of Mormon, their history that was written on plates of gold and deposited in the hill.  The translation by the Prophet Joseph Smith revealed a running history for one thousand years-six hundred years before Christ until four hundred after Christ-a history of these great people who occupied this land for that thousand years.  Then for the next fourteen hundred years, they lost much of their high culture.  The descendants of this mighty people were called Indians by Columbus in 1492 when he found them here."

Spencer W. Kimball, "Of Royal Blood," Ensign, July 1971, 7
(In the "Special Lamanite Section")

Before 1978 the BOM used the term "white and delightsome" to show how great white people were.  In 1978 when the church changed their stance on blacks, they changed the word "white" to "pure.”  It’s in 2Nephi 30:6, but that was only a window dressing.  The church left these:

1 Nephi 12:23

23.
And it came to pass that I beheld, after they had dwindled in unbelief they became a dark, and loathsome, and a filthy people, full of idleness and all manner of abominations.

1 Nephi 13:15

And I beheld the Spirit of the Lord, that it was upon the Gentiles, and they did prosper and obtain the land for their inheritance; and I beheld that they were white, and exceedingly fair and beautiful, like unto my people before they were slain.

2 Nephi 5:21

And he had caused the cursing to come upon them, yea, even a sore cursing, because of their iniquity. For behold, they had hardened their hearts against him that they had become like unto a flint; wherefore, as they were white, and exceedingly fair and delightsome, that they might not be enticing unto my people the Lord God did cause a skin of blackness to come upon them.

Jacob 3:8

O my brethren, I fear that unless ye shall repent of your sins that their skins will be whiter than yours, when ye shall be brought with them before the throne of God.

Alma 3:6

And the skins of the Lamanites were dark, according to the mark which was set upon their fathers, which was a curse upon them because of their transgression and their rebellion against their brethren, who consisted of Nephi, Jacob, and Joseph, and Sam, who were just and holy men.

3 Nephi 2:15

And their curse was taken from them, and their skin became white like unto the Nephites;

Mormon 5:15

And also that the seed of this people may more fully believe his gospel, which shall go forth unto them from the Gentiles; for this people shall be scattered, and shall become a dark, a filthy, and a loathsome people, beyond the description of that which ever hath been amongst us, yea, even that which hath been among the Lamanites, and this because of their unbelief and idolatry.

What is the official Church doctrine re: Ancestral Origins Of North American Indians?

God's Position (to Joseph Smith, via the Doctrine & Covenants):

Well, the Lord makes it clear to JS in D&C 3:18-20 --

18.
And this testimony [the BoM] shall come to the knowledge of the Lamanites, and the Lemuelites, and the Ishmaelites, who dwindled in unbelief because of the iniquity of their fathers, whom the Lord has suffered to destroy their brethren the Nephites, because of their iniquities and their abominations.

19.
And for this very purpose are these plates preserved, which contain these records—that the promises of the Lord might be fulfilled, which he made to his people;

20.
And that the Lamanites might come to the knowledge of their fathers, and that they might know the promises of the Lord, and that they may believe the gospel and rely upon the merits of Jesus Christ, and be glorified through faith in his name, and that through their repentance they might be saved. Amen

So, dear TBMs, if the indigenous peoples of the New World were Lamanites in 1828, when Section 3 was "revealed," and if they were Lamanites when I was assigned to work among them on my mission in the early 1970s, then they're still Lamanites today and the folks at FARMS are making up bullshit excuses.

D&C 32:2

And that which I have appointed unto him is that he shall go with my servants, Oliver Cowdery and Peter Whitmer, Jun., into the wilderness among the Lamanites.

D&C 49:24

But before the great day of the Lord shall come, Jacob shall flourish in the wilderness, and the Lamanites shall blossom as the rose.

D&C 54:8

And thus you shall take your journey into the regions westward, unto the land of Missouri, unto the borders of the Lamanites.

How could they go among the Lamanites if the Lamanites were gone?  How could they establish a church of nonexistent people?  How could the Lamanites blossom as a rose if they had already died off?...

Book of Mormon:

1)
The Introduction to the Book of Mormon that the Lamanites, the last surviving Book of Mormon people, are "the principal ancestors of the American Indians."  The intro also says "Written to the Lamanites, who are a remnant of the house of Israel."…

2)
The Jaredites came "into that quarter where there never had man been." (Ether 2:5).  The Nephites likewise came to a land "kept from all other nations" (2Nephi 1:9-11).

3)
The footnotes of the editions of the Book of Mormon from 1876-1921 indicate Lehi & company landed in Chile; the description of Helaman 3:8 is explicated in the [officially sanctioned] footnotes in editions of the Book of Mormon from 1880-1920:  "And it came to pass that they [the Nephites] did multiply and spread, and did go forth from the land [g] southward to the land [h] northward, and did spread insomuch that they began to cover the face of the whole earth, from the sea [i] south, to the sea [j] north, from the sea [k] west, to the sea [l] east."  

The footnotes provide the following identifications of these lands and bodies of water: "g, South America. h, North America. i, Atlantic, south of Cape Horn. j, Arctic, north of North America. k, Pacific. l, Atlantic."  These footnotes indicate the official Church interpretation of Helaman 3:8 was that the Lamanites/Nephites covered BOTH continents of the entire western hemisphere.

The “Prophet Joseph Smith”:

1)
Joseph Smith described the Book of Mormon as "the history of ancient America…”

2)
In 1833 Joseph Smith wrote to Rochester, New York, newspaper editor N.C. Saxton that "[t]he Book of Mormon is a record of the forefathers of our western Tribes of Indians...  By it we learn that our western tribes of Indians are descendants from that Joseph that was sold into Egypt…"

3)
Joseph Smith wrote in the March 1, 1842 Times and Seasons that, "… the principal nation of the second race [i.e., the Nephites and Lamanites] fell in battle towards the close of the fourth century [A.D.].  The remnant are the Indians that now inhabit this country."…

Other Official Sources:

1)
In the book Gospel Principles – the Church's own official handbook of basic doctrine: "The Lamanites Will Become a Great People - The Lord said that when his coming was near, the Lamanites would become a righteous and respected people. He said, 'Before the great day of the Lord shall come,… the Lamanites shall blossom as the rose' (D&C 49:24).  Great numbers of Lamanites in North and South America and the South Pacific are now receiving the blessings of the gospel."

2)
Prophet-to-be Joseph Fielding Smith, while an Apostle in the Quorum of the Twelve (and official church historian), published: "Within recent years there has arisen among certain students of the Book of Mormon a theory to the effect that within the period covered by the Book of Mormon, the Nephites and Lamanites were confined almost within the borders of the territory comprising Central America and the southern portion of Mexico; the Isthmus of Tehuantepec probably being the "narrow neck" of land spoken of in the Book of Mormon rather than the Isthmus of Panama...This modernistic theory of necessity, in order to be consistent, must place the waters of Ripliancum and the Hill Cumorah some place within the restricted territory of Central America, notwithstanding the teachings of the Church to the contrary for upwards of 100 years... In the light of revelation it is absurd for anyone to maintain that the Nephites and Lamanites did not possess this northern land... In the face of this evidence coming from the Prophet Joseph Smith, Oliver Cowdery and David Whitmer, we cannot say that the Nephites and Lamanites did not possess the territory of the United States and that the Hill Cumorah is in Central America." ('The Deseret News', Church Section, Feb. 27, 1954, pp. 2-3).

3)
In General Conference, 1960 (and the ensuing published official Conference Reports), Spencer W. Kimball said: "I saw a striking contrast in the progress of the Indian people today.... The day of the Lamanites is nigh.  For years they have been growing delightsome, and they are now becoming white and delightsome, as they were promised.  In this picture of the twenty Lamanite missionaries, fifteen of the twenty were as light as Anglos, five were darker but equally delightsome.  The children in the home placement program in Utah are often lighter than their brothers and sisters in the hogans on the reservation.  At one meeting a father and mother and their sixteen-year-old daughter were present, the little member girl--sixteen--sitting between the dark father and mother, and it was evident she was several shades lighter than her parents--on the same reservation, in the same hogan, subject to the same sun and wind and weather....These young members of the Church are changing to whiteness and to delightsomeness."  [NOTE: the Navajo/Dine is among the most obviously Asian of all Native American tribes, in terms of their DNA, linguistics, orhtodonty, cranial shape, etc.]…

"These natives belong to the house of Israel.... The Lord has taken from this race any disposition for improvement even to this day; the best of them consider it a disgrace to work.  Whatever drudgery is performed is done by their squaws, or by slaves captured from neighboring, tribes or bands.  Ask any of them to work; the reply is, "me big Indian, me no work.".. It is prophesied by Nephi as follows: "For after the book [Book of Mormon] of which I have spoken shall come forth, and be written unto the Gentiles, and sealed up again unto the Lord, there shall be many which shall believe the words which are written; and they shall carry them forth unto the remnant of our seed [the present American Indians.] And then shall the remnant of our seed know concerning us, how that we came out from Jerusalem, and that they are descendants of the Jews."

Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses Vol. 10, p.359

"I have had the privilege of laboring among the true blood of Israel, through the loins of Joseph, through the two branches of the House of Israel--Ephraim and Manasseh -- a people whom the Lord loves -- a people whom the Lord chastens and forgives because of their great faith."

E. Wesley Smith Conference Report, October 1950, p.47

"In a sense I do not feel sorry for the Indian people because they are children of promise, belonging as they do to the house of Israel and are the posterity of Abraham, the father of the faithful, through whose lineage the Lord promised that all nations of the earth are to be blessed; therefore, they are a chosen race and people unto God, possessing a divine and royal heritage."

Delbert L. Stapley , Conference Report, April 1956, p.56

"Guatemala is a country of about three million people.  About half of them still dress in the Indian costume of a thousand or two thousand years back. They are wonderful people, very simple...  I went... to present them with a Book of Mormon.  I started to say, "I come to give you a copy of the Book of Mormon, a history of your people," and two chiefs immediately arose on their feet, and I started to say, "You are of the house of Israel," but before I could get it out of my mouth they jumped to their feet and said, "We are of the House of Israel."

Elder Gordon M. Romney, Conference Report, April 1957, p.80

"That is the destiny of our Indian tribes... the Lord has rewarded unto them double for all the sins that were committed by their ancient fathers in their apostasy, and when he has visited them in judgment according to the prophecies that are contained in this Book of Mormon, and the times of the Gentiles who noir occupy this land are fulfilled, then the Lord will make have his arm, and he will redeem these remnants of Israel, that they may inherit the blessings promised to their ancient fathers."

Orson Pratt, Journal of Discourses Vol. 16, p.353 (1874)

"Neither will He suffer that the Gentiles shall destroy the seed of thy brethren"—that is, the Lamanites proper. They were not to be permitted to destroy Nephi's seed that should be mingled among the Lamanites, nor should they be permitted to destroy the Lamanites—that is, the descendants of Laman and Lemuel. Nephi predicted this. To-day it is said that the Indians will perish, and that it is impossible to save them. Here is the word of God recorded in this sacred book. ... And strange to say—if anything can be said to be strange connected with the work of God—the descendants of those ancient covenant people of the Lord, have gladly received the testimony of the servants of God. Wherever we have gone and mingled with those people, with those Red Men, and been able to communicate to them the truths of which we are in possession, which God has revealed to us, ... and everywhere where those men with red skins dwell, they have gladly received the testimony of God's servants concerning the Gospel, and they rejoice in its fullness and in the knowledge that their fathers once possessed, and of the redemption that Jesus Christ has wrought out for them."

George Q Cannon, Journal of Discourses, Vol. 25, p.124, (1884)

Determining Where Scads of Lamanites are Presently Living

From Boyd K. Packer, senior Apostle over Lamanite affairs:

"There are more than 60 million people of Lamanite extraction.  It is no accident that the Church now prospers among them in Mexico, Central and South America, in the islands of the sea, and among the Indian tribes of North America."

President Spencer W. Kimball: No Ordinary Man,” Ensign, March 1974, pp. 3ff, (emphasis added


"In contrast to the relatively few in North America who could claim Lamanite lineage (1.3 million), Packer pointed to the many millions in Mexico, Yucatan, Guatemala, and throughout South America: 'In all . .. . there are seventy-five million six hundred thousand who share in your [Native American Lamanite] birthright, of whom thirty-one million nine hundred ninety thousand are pure Indians.'"

(address given during proceedings of the annual Indian Week at BYU, cited by Armand L. Mauss, All Abraham’s Children, p. 96), emphasis added

Determining The Present Location Of Jewish DNA Among All These Readily-Available Lamanites From The Mormon Church

Well, ummm… 

There has been no 'official' response from the Mormon Church regarding the DNA research, Native Americans and the implications for the Book of Mormon, other than the statement posted on the Mormon.org website under the heading 'Mistakes in the News' which states:  For an examination of the corner into which the Mormon Church itself and modern genetic science have painted the absurd LDS position on the subject of Lamanite DNA, see "Lamanites No More: DNA and Lost Ties to Father Lehi," at: http://www.irr.org/MIT/Lamanites

It is very shocking to me to see this obvious evidence of racism in the remarks of certain Apostles and in the Book of Mormon itself.  This includes references to “white and delightsome” as being good, and “dark and loathsome” as being bad.  Of course, this is an indication of the racism that has been present in the Mormon Church from the very beginning.  Withholding the priesthood from Blacks is an obvious racist posture since the Mormon Church deemed them to be cursed by the dark skin due to either their lineage (from Cain) or due to their lack of valiance in pre-earth life (for which there is no justification). 


On the “Recovery from Mormonism” website (www.exmormon.org), the above positing is followed by the posting below.  I find this posting to be very interesting because it showcases just how absurd the rhetoric is that comes from the mouths of TBMs (True Believing Mormons) as it relates to obvious problems with the validity of their beliefs.  TBMs label those who question as apostates, and yet they refuse to face facts that are staring them directly in the face as to the validity or soundness of their beliefs.

Subject:
Just read about 2/3 of your post to my TBM wife.  Her reaction:
Date:
Feb 17 11:35
Author:
Feeling of Freedom

A brief outline of a debate with my TBM wife moments ago:

•
Backstory:  Yesterday I emailed a link to the LA Times article to my wife.  This morning, she mentioned that she had gotten the link.

•
I was sitting in bed reading Deconstructor's post.  She noticed what I was doing and I took the opportunity to read it out loud to her.  I got about 2/3 of the way through it.

•
She then expressed that it made sense that if God changed the Lamanites skin from light to dark, he would have changed their DNA as well (btw, if you believe this, then you believe that God is a white, male racist).  I pointed out that if that was the case, then in the process he changed it to Asian DNA.

•
At first she disagreed stating that we don't have solid answers to these questions yet.

•
I made the point that DNA evidence, linguistics studies, and archeological evidence overwhelmingly indicate that the majority of American Indians were descended from Asians. I stated that neither the church nor the church apologists dispute this.

•
She then stated that God may have changed their DNA to Asian DNA and that it didn't matter either way.

•
She then expressed amazement at the lack of faith of the apostates on this board.

•
As I was reading, she repeatedly made the comments "What's your point?" & "There's no point to any of this."

•
After I got through most of Deconstructor's post, I told her that the point was simple:

1.
Mormon scriptures and JS own words clearly state that the Nephites and Lamanites came to a virtually empty continent (1 Jaredite & a band of Mulekites, all of Semitic descent, no mention of anyone else) and that the Lamanites filled the northern and southern hemispheres.

2.
The apologists, by means of the limited geography theory, argue against this.

•
She said the apologists were wrong and lacked faith just like the apostates.

•
I pointed out that the fact that the church website links to FARMS, an organization funded by church tithes, is a de facto acceptance of their position.

•
She then changed her story agreeing that the Lamanites may have been a small group that was swallowed up (Huh?  Does this mean that she now lacks faith?).

•
I then reread the parts of Deconstructor's post that show that this position is untenable unless you reject the scriptures and many of JS's unambiguous statements.

•
At this point, she became very angry and upset and stormed out of the room saying, "You just go ahead and keep reading those scriptures there. Maybe some of it will sink in."

Well, I did read them (I've read the BofM at least 20-30 times) and it did sink in – except not in the way she hoped.

There is no trace of discernible reasoning or logic when debating a TBM.  It's OK to go through whatever mental gymnastics you need to maintain belief that IT IS TRUE.  The righteous and elect can do this.  Because of character flaws, weaknesses of the flesh, and the sophistries of Satan, fallen apostates cannot.  They are doomed to live through the eternities inhabiting lesser spheres, unable to associate with their loved ones above them, pining away with the grief and unbearable weight of knowing what could have been...


What is contained in the above posting is very interesting to me because it not only discusses the controversy surrounding the DNA question, but also points out how ludicrous Mormon behavior can be when justifying their beliefs.  As this gentleman stated in his posting, it is okay for Mormons to go through whatever “mental gymnastics” they need to in order to maintain their belief that the church is true, but the people they term as “apostates” are not allowed to do so to try to illuminate the situation.


It also strikes me as very interesting that Joseph Smith didn’t realize that at some point in the future, everything that is stated in the Book of Mormon would be investigated and scrutinized.  Obviously, he didn’t think very far ahead.  He claimed to have received revelations from God, to be a Prophet of God, and yet he left his life work open to negative connotations which obviously show that what he proclaims as true was nothing but lies, deceit and trickery.  


I used to question Joseph Smith’s motivation for creating such an obvious fraud, but now I think his motivation is obvious.  He was narcissistic, self-involved and manipulative.  He wanted to proclaim himself as a Prophet of God who had visions, received revelations from God, translated ancient hieroglyphics, etc. so he could control the people who accepted him as such, knowing that they would do anything he said (such as the teenagers, single women and married women who fell for the whole polygamy/polyandry scam).  Obviously, he was very good at it during his lifetime.  But did it all stand the test of time?  I don’t think so.


But in the Mormon Church, the Book of Mormon is regarded not only as scripture, but as the answer to all possible religious questions, temporal or spiritual.  So if someone is questioning the truth of the Book of Mormon, is experiencing qualms about their testimony of the gospel, has questions regarding a doctrine or principle taught by the Mormon Church, or is doubting the validity of the Mormon Church in general, they are advised to re-read the Book of Mormon, and that in its pages, the answer will become clear.  


In fact, as stated on www.mormon.org, “The last prophet of the Book of Mormon, a man named Moroni, gave this remarkable promise to anyone who wants to know whether the Book of Mormon is true: 


“And when ye shall receive these things, I would exhort you that ye would ask God, the Eternal Father, in the name of Christ, if these things are not true; and if ye shall ask with a sincere heart, with real intent, having faith in Christ, he will manifest the truth of it unto you, by the power of the Holy Ghost.  And by the power of the Holy Ghost ye may know the truth of all things.”


Moroni 10:4-5 (from the Book of Mormon)


And apparently through this process, according to this scripture, a person can, “…by the power of the Holy Ghost, know the truth of all things.”  Wow!!  That’s quite a promise.  But in reading and re-reading the Book of Mormon, there are a number of things that a person confronts, and if they don’t buy the Mormon Party Line, they might actually questions these things. 


Another aspect of investigating the validity of the Book of Mormon is the fact that many people believe that its primary author was actually Sidney Rigdon.  Of course, I had heard Sidney Rigdon’s name before in connection with Mormon history (what little I heard about when I was growing up), but not in this context.  What I had always heard was that Sidney Rigdon was a reformed Baptist/Campbellite preacher who joined the Mormon Church, along with 100 members of his congregation, in 1830 (which is the year that the Book of Mormon was published). 


In doing some research about this possibility, I came across the following article which was published in the Ponca City News on April 7, 2006, which points to an alternate theory that states Sidney Rigdon was actually introduced to Joseph Smith by Oliver Cowdery in 1826, 4 years before he “was converted to Mormonism by missionaries” and also 4 years before the Book of Mormon was published.

Historical Study Presents New Challenge to Mormons 
By Bruce H. Shaffer


Exploring the historical origins of a major religion is always a tricky business.  Take Mormonism for example.  If you happen to be a Latter-day Saint, you no doubt accept The Book of Mormon as a divinely inspired text revealed to prophet Joseph Smith Jr. in 1827 by an angel named Moroni.  On the other hand, those not of the Mormon persuasion generally know little or nothing about the religion itself or its sacred book, which Mormons believe enjoys equal footing with the Holy Bible.  Every person of faith, however, ought to be righteously concerned when historians turn up facts about a religion which seem to contradict those that have previously passed for truth. In the words of John Dominic Crossan, "you can have history without faith, but you cannot have faith without history." 


One should not therefore be too surprised to learn that some professing Mormons have recently been troubled by the appearance of a scholarly new study which painstakingly dissects the historical origins of their revered text, and dares to conclude that the real story of events leading up to the publication of The Book of Mormon in 1830 fails to support the claims made for it by its modern proponents.  The work in question is "Who Really Wrote The Book of Mormon: The Spalding Enigma," by Wayne Cowdrey, Dr. Howard Davis and Arthur Vanick, recently published by Concordia, the highly respected publishing arm of the Lutheran Church - Missouri Synod. 


Lest anyone be misled, this is a scholarly undertaking, not a religious work.  One finds little discussion here about Mormon theology, either pro or con.  Rather, its scope has been strictly limited to an in-depth examination of the people and circumstances surrounding the forthcoming of The Book of Mormon itself.  The result raises serious and very troubling questions about what currently passes for the official history of those who style themselves Latter-day Saints. 


According to this study, The Book of Mormon is really a clever adaptation of an obscure, unpublished novel written during the War of 1812 by a down-and-out ex-preacher named Solomon Spalding, a Revolutionary War veteran and bankrupt land speculator who died at Amity, PA., in 1816 and lies buried in the churchyard there. Prior to his death, Spalding had complained to friends and relatives that a draft of his novel, "A Manuscript Found," had been stolen from the shelves of Pittsburgh, PA., publisher R. & J. Patterson, by one Sidney Rigdon.  This same Rigdon later became one of the three principal founders of the Mormon religious movement, joining Joseph Smith, Jr., and Smith's cousin Oliver Cowdery, an itinerant book peddler and occasional printer of questionable background.  Evidence indicates it all began as an elaborate get-rich-quick scheme which Smith himself referred to in 1829 as "the Gold-Bible business." 


At the time of the alleged conspiracy, Smith and Cowdery lived in western New York. Rigdon resided in the Pittsburgh area until 1818, and then spent the next dozen years in various locations around western Pennsylvania and eastern Ohio.  It was Cowdery who eventually brought Rigdon and Smith together, and then later served as Smith's personal scribe during the process of creating The Book of Mormon from Spalding's manuscript.  Co-author Wayne L. Cowdrey, an ex-Mormon, is Oliver Cowdery's second cousin five generations removed, and has been privately accumulating research on his family's involvement in Mormonism for more than three decades. 


Although questions concerning Solomon Spalding, Sidney Rigdon, and the origin of The Book of Mormon have persisted for many years, Mormon historians have always dismissed them by arguing that Spalding died in 1816 and that Rigdon therefore could not have known him since he did not arrive in Pittsburgh until 1822. However, as co-author Dr. Howard Davis points out, "Documentary evidence published for the first time in our study, clearly establishes that Rigdon was well-known in Pittsburgh as early as 1812 and that he and other members of his family regularly received mail at the local Post Office, as did Solomon Spalding." 


According to "Who Really Wrote... ," Oliver Cowdery first introduced Sidney Rigdon to Joseph Smith in 1826. Over the next four years, these men secretly conspired to create The Book of Mormon which was finally published in 1830. Shortly afterwards, Smith and Cowdery founded the religious organization now known as The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, which was headed by Smith as "President, Prophet, Seer and Revelator" until his brutal assassination by an irate Illinois mob in 1844. 


Upon reading this study, historian Dale R. Broadhurst, an ex-Mormon and a recognized authority on the origins of the Latter-day Saints, said that it "brings the historical study of Mormon origins to an entirely new level." 


Was The Book of Mormon created from Solomon Spalding's work of fiction, or was it really given to Joseph Smith by an angel as alleged?  Based upon evidence presented in this 560-page report, the former explanation now seems far more likely. 


In doing further research, I found the following review of the above book on the Spalding Research Associates website.  The link to this review is http://solomonspalding.info/.


When a distant cousin of one of the three founders of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (LDS) co-authors a book with two other prominent scholars proving beyond the shadow of a doubt that: 1) the Book of Mormon is a hoax, and 2) the so-called prophet of the LDS, Joseph Smith Junior was a scalawag, you would think that the mainstream media (MSM) would be headlining the story. Instead, the MSM has done its best to bury this book, and suppress the truth. Not only has the MSM ignored the book, even some prominent conservative talk show hosts have dismissed it in their zeal to boost the presidential campaign of prominent Mormon, Mitt Romney. Despite the attempts to suppress it, the book, "Who Really Wrote The Book Of Mormon? - The Spalding Enigma," by Wayne L. Cowdrey, Howard A. Davis, and Arthur Vinick, is a stunning indictment of the founders of the LDS, and thoroughly destroys the entire foundation of the Mormon faith itself. This makes it a must read book for every thinking person on the planet. 


The good news is that this is a very readable book. The authors present a compelling narrative of the characters and events involved in the creation of Book of Mormon. By relying on the appendices and end notes, they leave the story uncluttered by all of the details concerning the location and additional content of the historical record that they have unearthed to utterly refute the lies of Smith and his co-conspirators. Author Wayne L. Cowdrey does not spare his infamous ancestor in exploding the myths that where created by Smith, along with Rigdon and Cowdery. Like a good detective story, we are led from clue to clue, each piece of evidence building on the others to create in the end an avalanche of proof that the Mormon faith is founded on nothing but a web of deceit and lies, motivated primarily by Joseph Smith Junior's aversion to physical labor and poverty, and secondarily by his seemingly insatiable lust for new bed-partners. 


The Mormon faith rests on a series of alleged visions and visitations by God and various other biblical figures and angelic beings that Joseph Smith Junior claimed to have had beginning in 1823.LDS President Gordon B. Hinckley has stated, 'Our whole strength rests on the validity of that vision. It either occurred or it did not occur. If it did not, then this work is a fraud." (Gordon B. Hinckley, "The Marvelous Foundation of Our Faith," Ensign, Nov. 2002, pg.78). Further, Mormon Apostle John Taylor stated, "And if God had not spoken, if the angel of God has not appeared to Joseph Smith, and if these things are not true of which we speak, then the whole thing is an imposture from beginning to end. There is no half-way house, no middle path about the matter; it is either one thing or the other." (Journal of Discourses 21:165) After reading, "Who Really Wrote The Book Of Mormon," it is clear that, based on aforementioned standards established by these Mormon leaders themselves, the Mormon faith must fall. It disintegrates completely under the unbiased examination of competent scholarship and a careful examination of the facts, documents, and evidence offered by the historical record. Joseph Smith Junior had no visions, no visitations by God or angelic beings. He was, indeed, a con-artist of no small talent by early 19th Century standards. That the fraud he perpetrated for self-enrichment and the satisfaction of his carnal desires should still be in operation at the beginning of the 21st Century is truly an American tragedy. 


With painstaking research - thoroughly documented in nearly two-hundred pages spanning an Afterword, seven appendices, and exhaustive notes that will enable any unbiased researcher to recreate their work - the authors lay before the reader a story of fraud, theft, plagiarism, chicanery, and unvarnished lies by the three fathers of Mormonism: Joseph Smith Junior, Oliver Cowdery, and Sidney Rigdon. (Note that there are alternative spellings for all of these names, as was common in the early 19th Century when they were spinning their web of deceit. Cowdery is the ancestor of scholar and author, Wayne L. Cowdrey.) 


The story begins with a disabled, educated Revolutionary War veteran, Solomon Spalding. Spalding received a BA from Dartmouth in 1785, and a Masters Degree in 1788. He was a minister in the Congregational Church. Eventually, he migrated westward to the area near the Pennsylvania - Ohio border, where he settled with his wife, Matilda. Due to his physical incapacity, he decided to write a book, which he hoped would generate enough income to provide a living for himself and his wife. The book he decided to write was what we would today include under the heading of science fiction or fantasy - "A Manuscript Found" was written in semi-biblical style and told the imaginary story of the lost tribes of Israel arriving in the New World in an age long before the birth of Jesus Christ. Spalding never succeeded in getting his manuscript published - it was stolen by Sidney Rigdon, smuggled to Joseph Smith Junior, and ultimately altered and renamed to reappear as the Book of Mormon. Even though we start out knowing the ending, the story of how it all came about is still compelling, and the authors move us skillfully through the trail of clues and evidence to arrive at the unavoidable truth - Mormonism is a complete and utter fraud. 

"Who Really Wrote The Book Of Mormon - The Spalding Enigma", by Cowdrey, Davis, and Vanick – Copyright 2005 – Published by Concordia Publishing House, Saint Louis, Missouri. 


While no one will ever know for sure whether Sidney Rigdon stole the Spalding manuscript and used it, in conjunction with Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery, to “write the Book of Mormon,” it seems unlikely to me at this point that the Mormon Church’s stance is true (i.e. that Joseph Smith translated the Book of Mormon from Gold Plates which had been hidden in the Hill Cumorah).  There is much too much evidence that points to other possibilities – and when you take into account the fact that Joseph Smith lied and deceived people in various other ways, the likelihood that he lied and deceived people about the Book of Mormon as well becomes a very high probability. 


One of the things I like most about the websites run by and in support of the “Post-Mormon Community” is that there are a lot of intelligent people who have done a lot of research, not relying on what the Mormon Church says, but on what is available through “other” sources.  Most of the people who post information about issues they have had with the Mormon Church, as well as their own opinions, have not only struggled with these issues, but have also done a lot of research about the topics they choose to discuss, critique and/or criticize.  These are not stupid people but rather they are well-informed, educated people who have sincerely sought the truth and in doing so, the truth has led them away from the Mormon Church.  


As I have stated, I wish I had done more research in my younger years, that I had sought out answers to my questions from research sources like books written by objective authors rather than relying on the Mormon Church or its members for the answers.  While my father was an intelligent man who was well-informed in his own way, he did not approach his reading and research from an objective point of view, so the conclusions he reached were biased by his “solid, unwavering Mormon viewpoint.”  Therefore, relying on him to supply me with the answers to my questions was not wise on my part.  

But of course, there is the very real aspect of brainwashing involved.  As already discussed in Chapter 3 above (Is the Mormon Church a Cult?), brainwashing is a very effective way of controlling people and keeping them in line.  Yes, brainwashing is a powerful concept, as is love, trust and a persons’ belief in the expectation of actually being told the truth by someone in an authoritative position over you.  Brainwashing can alter a person’s view of life in many ways, and change your life in unspeakable ways.  I am grateful to have finally realized the truth, and to have been able to reverse the effects of that brainwashing on me.  And although I wish that I had been able to extricate myself from Mormonism earlier in my life, I am very thankful that I was able to do so at all, which is not the case for a lot of Mormons who remain entrenched in this destructive religion to this day.  


Destructive, you ask?  Yes, very destructive.  Not being melodramatic at all.  What may seem like a very strong statement is further supported in the remaining chapters of this book.  

CHAPTER 7

BLACKS AND THE PRIESTHOOD
Mormon Racism – Historic Facts

"Look, that's behind us.  Don't worry about those little flecks of history."

(CBS "60 Minutes." Mike Wallace interview with Gordon B. Hinckley,

broadcast April 7, 1996)


Besides what I have already discussed above, I had a lot of issues with other things that were taught by the Mormon Church when I was still a member.  One of those issues is the Mormon Church’s attitude toward Blacks and the fact that they couldn’t hold the Priesthood from the beginnings of the Church until 1978 when this "doctrine" was suddenly changed.  Of course, since I was born in 1951, this “change in doctrine” occurred when I was 27 years old, so I spent many years, including my teenage and college years, deeply concerned and very confused about this doctrine.  


Since I never understood this doctrine of the Mormon Church, I dreaded the questions with which I was faced from time to time.  When I questioned this doctrine to fellow Mormons (including my father), I was told that Blacks were denied the priesthood because of their lineage, and what is sometimes called the Cain Legacy -- that Blacks are descended from Cain who, after he killed Abel, was banished from “God’s Kingdom” and cursed with a dark skin, and that the descendants of Cain were to be denied the Priesthood of God.  When I would talk to my father, Bishop or a “Gospel Doctrine Sunday School teacher” about this, I would be told to read the Book of Abraham (now a part of the Pearl of Great Price, a book claimed to be scriptures by the Mormon Church), where it says this (Abraham 1:23-26).  In reading the Book of Abraham, I saw that it mentions that Ham, one of Noah's sons, married Egyptus (presumably Black), and that because of this, their descendants were going to be cursed and not allowed to hold the Priesthood.  By interpreting this in a particular way, a person could use this passage to justify the denial of the Priesthood to Blacks.  It was apparently used that way in the past (by many Mormons, including my father) as justification for this "doctrine."  If, after discussing this issue and reading the assigned scriptures, I still had questions about this doctrine, my father would get upset with me, telling me “to just believe."  He would also ask me in an exasperated tone, "Where is your faith?  Sometimes we just have to accept certain things with faith.”  Weren't those helpful responses?


I also heard other "additional" explanations, though, saying that the reasoning behind the banning of the Blacks from holding the Priesthood also included the supposed fact that Blacks were “less valiant” in the war in heaven, remaining neutral, and not taking the proper stance against Satan and in favor of Christ.  I also found it interesting that these dual reasons were used to justify what I considered to be racism – similar to giving someone an explanation about something which they obviously don’t accept, and then saying, "Well, if you don't believe that, how about this?"  Basically, there is absolutely nothing in either the Bible or any other scriptures used by the Mormon Church that gives any foundation at all for that theory.  Even assuming that the scriptural passages concerning the Cain Legacy hold some truth, there aren't any scriptures that say that the denial of Priesthood to Blacks was based upon anything done in the pre-existence, or that the Blacks spirits were either neutral or less committed to the war in heaven.


What it all boiled down to was that although Blacks could be baptized into the Mormon Church, they were banned from progressing within it, since they were not allowed to hold the Mormon Priesthood and go to its Temples for 130 years (1848-1978).  Naturally, though, very few Blacks joined the Mormon Church because of this "doctrine," and it is my feeling that was actually the goal.  None of this made any sense to me, both in my own reasoning or scripturally.  As I mentioned earlier, the Mormon Church has several “scriptures,” and one of them is the Articles of Faith.  In the 2nd Article of Faith, it states, “We believe that men will be punished for their own sins, and not for Adam's transgression.”  Now, if men will only be punished for their own sins, and not for Adam’s transgressions, then why were Blacks being punished for something that Cain did?  In my opinion, that is completely contradictory to the 2nd Article of Faith.  


Naturally, when this "revelation" was received in 1978, and the doctrine was subsequently changed, I was very relieved.  And I'm sure that I wasn't the only Mormon relieved by the change in doctrine -- although I know that there were many Mormons who weren't all that happy about it.  I think that this doctrine caused, or at least reinforced, racism within the Mormon Church for the 150 years of its being in place, and old attitudes aren't reversed very quickly.  But regardless of the way some Mormons felt, the fact is that they all went along because they are, in essence, sheep.  And I should know – I was once one of the sheep.


Yes, there was, in my opinion, a lot of racism within the Mormon Church, and even after the reversal of this doctrine, I still questioned why it was ever a Mormon Church doctrine in the first place.  Growing up, I always felt that there were racist attitude surrounding this doctrine, and I questioned it over and over again.  In questioning this, I saw it even then as contradictory to Christian attitudes, and asked myself why a loving God would treat one race differently than another.  The explanations provided by the Mormon Church never made any sense to me. 

And now, after having done a great deal of research in this regard, I am even more convinced that its roots were actually racist.  With the Mormon Church being founded in 1830, it is obvious that this was in the era of slavery (from 1654 until it was abolished in 1865).  Because of slavery, the dominant attitude in White American society was prejudice against Blacks, thinking of them as being inferior to Whites.  Although a person would think that Christian people would be above being prejudiced against anyone because of the color of their skin, their lineage, or whatever, that wasn't necessarily the case.  


As much as the Mormon Church professes that it is "different," there are many similarities between the Mormon Church and society in general.  Although the Mormon Church encourages its members to be "in the world, but not of the world," I believe that the Mormon Church itself conforms in a lot of ways with society.  When the Voting Rights Act was signed into law on August 6, 1965, it began a series of events that lead to the "revelation" that Blacks could now hold the Priesthood in the Mormon Church.  During the Civil Rights era in the United States, the Mormon Church was highly criticized for denying the Priesthood to Blacks, and there were even athletic boycotts of Brigham Young University as well as lawsuits being threatened.  Of course, when questioned about the Church's denial of equal rights to Blacks, Church officials stated that removal of the priesthood restriction would require revelation from God, not policy changes by men.  


Finally, on June 9, 1978, the Mormon Church announced that a revelation had been received from God granting "all worthy males" the right to hold the Priesthood, including Blacks.  Whereas prior to this "revelation," Mormon missionaries avoided proselytizing Blacks, and were not sent to Africa, much of the Caribbean, or other areas with large Black populations, shortly after the "Revelation of 1978," missionary work was finally expanded to include Africa and other countries largely inhabited by Blacks. 


The following posting from the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org) talks about June 9, 1978, the day when the ban on the Blacks holding the Priesthood was lifted.  The author of this posting makes a couple very good points, so I wanted to share this with you now.

Date: 
Jun 09 20:35
Author:
Steve Benson
Subject: 
June 9, 1978:  The Blacks and the priesthood "revelation."

What were you doing when you got word?

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1978_Revelation_on_Priesthood 

I was in downtown Salt Lake City on June 9, 1978, eating lunch at a Dee's Hamburger joint when I heard the news.  I remember feeling a certain sense of relief, although it was only later that I discovered that the Mormon Church in the next week's issue of the Church News included along with its so-called Black priesthood "revelation" a warning from then-LDS president Spencer Kimball against inter-racial marriage.

Oh, lest we forget, the black-skinned curse of those of African descent still, of course, remains part and parcel of officially canonized Mormon scripture:

http://www.utlm.org/onlinebooks/curseofcain_part1.htm 


As noted, the above posting points out the fact that despite the “revelation” allowing Blacks to hold the priesthood in the Mormon Church, there was still the caveat that inter-racial marriage was wrong so it was strongly discouraged (if not prohibited, at least on a Mormon social level).  To this day, there are very few Mormons who marry Blacks.  There was one inter-racial couple in my Ward when I was living in Brea, California.  Other than that couple, though, I have never known any others. 


After the 1978 “revelation,” the Mormon Church stopped talking about or discussing this issue, seemingly hoping that the issue would disappear, as if it never happened (at least, in my opinion, that was their motivation).  I find that to be very troubling.  History is an important aspect of the present and the future.  Obviously, we should not be buried in the past nor should we be haunted by past occurrences.  But since history plays a significant role in how people developed and how places are formed (cities and otherwise), it is vital that we know how things were done, and how events occurred from an historical standpoint.  But most Mormons seem to think that since Blacks can hold the Priesthood now, then the fact that they couldn’t do so for the 150 years from the founding of the Mormon Church isn’t important.  


And of course, Gordon B. Hinckley’s statement to Mike Wallace in the 60 Minutes interview that took place on April 7, 1996 is simply ridiculous.  When he said, “Don't worry about those little flecks of history,” he shot all credibility he may have ever had by trying to brush what happened in the past under the rug.  The fact that these things occurred and are a part of Mormon Church history is very important, and should be treated as such.  What I find interesting is that until something bad comes up, then history is important in the Mormon Church.  What the Mormons apparently want to do is alter historical facts to suit their own purposes.


If history isn’t important, then why do people study history at all?  The fact that World War II occurred is important from an historical standpoint just as is the fact that the holocaust occurred.  If we bury everything from the past, then history is doomed to repeat itself.  This has been shown over and over again in many different ways.  A man who abuses a woman is very likely to abuse her again and again – and when circumstances present themselves with other women, it is very likely that he will abuse those women as well.  This is true of murderers as well, and that is why they are locked up in prison – because they will likely murder again.  It is part of their nature, their history – and it is important to remember that.  So to follow the same lines, since the Mormon Church was a racist organization in the past, it is very likely to be racist now despite the fact that Blacks can now hold the Priesthood.  As I said previously, simply because the ban was lifted doesn’t mean that Blacks have joined the Church in droves.  They know what occurred historically – and they know racism when they see it. 


This attitude of “since it isn’t happening now, what difference does it make now?” is very typical of Mormons and the Mormon Church.  Just look at Polygamy.  Simply because it isn’t happening right now does not mean that it is not important to the history of the Mormon Church nor does that fact diminish the ramifications of it having been practiced in the past.  Rather than discussing certain aspects of its history, though, the Mormon Church chooses to bury these harmful things, almost seeming to believe that if they don't discuss it, then it will go away as if they did not happen at all.  And so the Mormon Church and its members march blindly along, believing what they want to believe, closing their eyes and ears to reality, and thinking that they are bound for heaven (where there will only be Mormons because everyone else is going to Hell – or rather, the Telestial Kingdom – and some to the Terrestrial Kingdom). 


In doing further research on this topic, trying to ascertain when it first began, I found a wealth of information on Wikipedia.  Until I read this material, I did not realize that withholding the Priesthood from the Blacks was instituted under Brigham Young and not Joseph Smith.  In fact, during the early years of the Mormon Church, Blacks were admitted to the church, and several blacks became priests, including Elijah Abel and Walker Lewis.  Apparently, even Joseph Smith himself supported the abolitionist cause.  


According to what I have read on Wikipedia, after the death of Joseph Smith, the succession crisis ensued, and Brigham Young led the majority of church members west to Utah.  Around 1848, after settling in Utah, Brigham Young began preaching the racial restriction policy, obviously paving the way for the later adoption of the policy banning Blacks from holding the priesthood.  

Another early statement by Young about a priesthood ban in the LDS Church was made on February 13, 1849.  This statement referred to the Curse of Cain as the reason for the policy.  When asked what chance there was for the “redemption of the Negro, Brigham Young responded, "The Lord had cursed Cain's seed with blackness and prohibited them the Priesthood."  (Reference, Neither White nor Black: Mormon Scholars Confront the Race Issue in a Universal Church, edited by Lester E. Bush, Jr., and Armand L. Mauss, Signature Books; Midvale, Utah © 1984 by Signature Books). 


Within the pages of Neither White nor Black, it is pointed out that in 1852, while addressing the Utah Territorial Legislature, Young stated, "Any man having one drop of the seed of [Cain] ... in him cannot hold the Priesthood, and if no other Prophet ever spoke it before, I will say it now in the name of Jesus Christ I know it is true and others know it."  Having been spoken by Brigham Young as a prophet, this began the official ban against Blacks holding the Priesthood in the Mormon Church. 


Interestingly, the following material is contained on the Wikipedia as further background on this topic:

Circumstances leading to banning the priesthood from black members

Brigham Young is generally credited with having been responsible for revoking the priesthood and temple blessings from black members of the LDS Church, who had been treated equally in this respect under Joseph Smith's presidency.

During the Mormon flight from Illinois towards Utah in 1847, Brigham Young received a letter informing him of an inter-racial marriage by the son of a prominent black member, Walker Lewis.  The letter was written by William Ivers Appleby, a Mormon elder, who desired to know if interracial marriage was an acceptable practice. Appleby sent the letter to Young at Winter Quarters, Nebraska, but Young was actually in Utah, and therefore did not receive Appleby's missive until December 1, 1847, when he returned to Winter Quarters.  Quite coincidentally, Appleby himself arrived in Winter Quarters on December 2.  Young read Appleby's letter and then had him personally report to Young and the eight apostles who were then in Nebraska.  In 1863, Young reported that he said, "Shall I tell you the law of God in regard to the African race?  If the white man who belongs to the chosen seed mixes his blood with the seed of Cain, the penalty, under the law of God, is death on the spot.  This will always be so" (Journal of Discourses, vol. 10, p. 110).

After settling in Utah in 1848, Brigham Young announced a priesthood ban which prohibited all men of black African descent from holding the priesthood.  In connection, Mormons of African descent could not participate in Mormon temple rites such as the Endowment or sealing.  These racial restrictions remained in place until 1978, when the policy was rescinded by President of the Church Spencer W. Kimball.


On the “Rethinking Mormonism” website (www.i4m.com), I found some more interesting information on this subject.  Since this material points out scriptures from the Book of Mormon that bear upon the reality of racism in the early days of the Mormon Church as well as prevailing attitudes among Church leaders, it makes for very interesting reading. 

Mormon Racism As Doctrine, Not Merely Folklore Or Tradition

Mormon scripture:  God curses bad races with black skin

2 Nephi 5:21
And the Lord had caused the cursing to come upon them, yea, even a sore cursing, because of their iniquity.  For behold, they had hardened their hearts against him, that they had become like unto a flint; wherefore, as they were white, and exceedingly fair and delightsome, that they might not be enticing unto my people the Lord God did cause a skin of blackness to come upon them.

Alma 3: 6
The curse was taken from them, and their skin became white like unto the Nephites. 

Moses 7:22
And Enoch also beheld the residue of the people which were the sons of Adam; and they were a mixture of all the seed of Adam save it was the seed of Cain, for the seed of Cain were black, and had not place among them.

Official LDS Church Publications Explain Racist LDS Scriptures


"The Book of Abraham is rich both in doctrine and in historical incidents.  Of the latter the fact of the large influence (if not identity) of Egyptian religious ideas in Chaldea in the days of Abraham is established; the descent of the black race, Negro, from Cain, the first murderer; the preservation of that race through the flood by the wife of Ham – "Egyptus," which in the Chaldean signifies "Egypt," "which signifies that which is forbidden" – the descendants of "Egyptus" were cursed as pertaining to the priesthood – that is, they were barred from holding that divine power; the origin also of the Egyptians--these things, together with the account of Abraham migrating from Chaldea to Egypt, constitute the chief historical items that are contained in the book."

-- Comprehensive History of the Church, Vol.2, Ch.47, Pg.128


“From this it is very clear that the mark which was set upon the descendants of Cain was a skin of blackness, and there can be no doubt that this was the mark that Cain himself received; in fact, it has been noticed in our day that men who have lost the spirit of the Lord, and from whom His blessings have been withdrawn, have turned dark to such an extent as to excite the comments of all who have known them.”


-- Juvenile Instructor, Vol. 26, page 635


"We will first inquire into the results of the approbation or displeasure of God upon a people, starting with the belief that a black skin is a mark of the curse of heaven placed upon some portions of mankind. Some, however, will argue that a black skin is not a curse, nor a white skin a blessing. In fact, some have been so foolish as to believe and say that a black skin is a blessing, and that the negro is the finest type of a perfect man that exists on the earth; but to us such teachings are foolishness. We understand that when God made man in his own image and pronounced him very good, that he made him white. We have no record of any of God's favored servants being of a black race....every angel who ever brought a message of God's mercy to man was beautiful to look upon, clad in the purest white and with a countenance bright as the noonday sun.”

-- The Juvenile Instructor, Vol. 3, page 157


“For instance, the descendants of Cain cannot cast off their skin of blackness, at once, and immediately, although every soul of them should repent,... Cain and his posterity must wear the mark which God put upon them; and his white friends may wash the race of Cain with fuller's soap every day, they cannot wash away God's mark;...””

-- LDS Publication, The Millennial Star, Vol. 14, page 418


"Their skin is quite black, their hair woolly and black, their intelligence stunted, and they appear never to have arisen from the most savage state of barbarism.” 

-- The Juvenile Instructor, Vol. 3, page 157


"Is or is it not apparent from reason and analogy as drawn from a careful reading of the Scriptures, that God causes the saints, or people that fall away from his church to be cursed in time, with a black skin? Was or was not Cain, being marked, obliged to inherit the curse, he and his children, forever? And if so, as Ham, like other sons of God, might break the rule of God, by marrying out of the church, did or did he not, have a Canaanite wife, whereby some of the black seed was preserved through the flood, and his son, Canaan, after he laughed at his grandfather's nakedness, heired three curses: one from Cain for killing Abel; one from Ham for marrying a black wife, and one from Noah for ridiculing what God had respect for? Are or are not the Indians a sample of marking with blackness for rebellion against God's holy word and holy order? And can or can we not observe in the countenances of almost all nations, except the Gentile, a dark, sallow hue, which tells the sons of God, without a line of history, that they have fallen or changed from the original beauty and grace of father Adam?"

-- LDS Messenger and Advocate (Mar 1835), Pg.82


"History and common observation show that these predictions have been fulfilled to the letter. The descendants of Ham, besides a black skin which has ever been a curse that has followed an apostate of the holy priesthood, as well as a black heart, have been servants to both Shem and Japheth, and the abolitionists are trying to make void the curse of God, but it will require more power than man possesses to counteract the decrees of eternal wisdom."

-- Times and Seasons, Vol.6, Pg.857


The LDS Church's racism isn't just from some isolated quote from one or two church leaders.  The racist teaching from the Mormon pulpit is prolific and consistent over time.  If God didn't agree with his prophets teaching these things in His church, then why did they continue over generations?


There's a big difference between folklore and Mormon scripture.  When the president and prophet of the church stands at the pulpit and teaches the laws of God, that isn't folklore.


The list of "inspired" LDS Prophets that have taught racist doctrine from the pulpit is too large to cite here. But here's a sampling:


http://www.realmormonhistory.com/god&skin.htm 


Some church members make the mistake of dismissing the racist statements of 19th-century Mormon leaders as "their own opinion," "not official doctrine," "products of their times," etc.  Those same church members assert that the only "official doctrine" is the Standard Works and official statements of the First Presidency, and that if some leaders said something that didn't come from those sources, it isn't "binding on the membership," and it isn't "canon" or "official doctrine." 


However, an official statement of the LDS Church First Presidency issued on August 17, 1951, reads:


"The position of the Church regarding the Negro may be understood when another doctrine of the church is kept in mind, namely, that the conduct of spirits in the pre-mortal existence has some determining effect upon the conditions and circumstances under which these spirits take on mortality, and that while the details of this principle have not been made known, the principle itself indicates that the coming to this earth and taking on mortality is a privilege that is given to those who maintained their first estate; and that the worth of the privilege is so great that spirits are willing to come to earth and take on bodies no matter what the handicap may be as to the kind of bodies they are to secure; and that among the handicaps, failure of the right to enjoy in mortality the blessings of the priesthood is a handicap which spirits are willing to assume in order that they might come to earth. Under this principle there is no injustice whatsoever involved in this deprivation as to the holding of the priesthood by the Negroes....."


"Man will be punished for his own sins and not for Adam's transgression. If this is carried further, it would imply that the Negro is punished or allotted to a certain position on this earth, not because of Cain's transgression, but came to earth through the loins of Cain because of his failure to achieve other stature in the spirit world." 

-- William E. Berrett's "The Church and the Negroid People," pp. 16-17


Since it's obvious from this official First Presidency statement that church leaders taught and believed that people are born as Negroes because of their behavior in the pre-existence--

· as well as being from the lineage of the "accursed" Cain

· and the "sign" of Cain's curse was the black skin and flat nose, according to church leaders

· then the fact that Negroes are still being born by the tens of thousands every day tells us that the God of Mormonism has never lifted the "curse of Cain," despite having the priesthood ban rescinded.


Church members are terribly mistaken when they say that the "curse of Cain" teachings were "folklore" and "not official doctrine."


If the people of Jamaica can recognize the LDS Church's racism, why can't church members?

NOTE:
The Juvenile Instructor was an official periodical of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS Church) between 1901 and 1930.  It was first published in 1866 as a private publication.  In 1930, the LDS Church replaced it with The Instructor.  The Juvenile Instructor was issued monthly from 1866 and was initially targeted primarily at the children and youth members of the LDS Church.  It consisted of catechisms on the Bible, Book of Mormon, and Doctrine and Covenants; musical compositions; illustrations; stories; editorial teachings; and other aids to gospel instruction.  It was the first magazine for children published in the United States west of the Mississippi River….


In reading all of this, one question comes to my mind.  Was Jesus Christ a racist?  No.  Then why, in the name of Christianity, did the Mormons withhold the Priesthood of God from the Blacks?  It was obviously due to racism, bigotry and prejudice.  These types of attitudes are completely and utterly repugnant, and are not at all Christian types of attitudes.  For Mormons to profess to be Christian and yet harbor such deep-seated ideologies is appalling to me. 


The following is from The Mormon Curtain website (www.mormoncurtain.com) under the topic line of MORMON RACISM.

Thursday, Jan 8, 2009, at 08:24 AM
Fact, Not "Fleck":  The Mormon Church's Institutional Bigotry
Posted By Steve Benson


In a 1996 CBS "60 Minutes" interview with then-Mormon Church president Gordon B. Hinckley, host Mike Wallace noted, "[Mormon] Church policy had it that Blacks had the mark of Cain.  Brigham Young said, 'Cain slew his brother, and the Lord put a mark upon him, which is the flat nose and black skin.'”


Hinckley's slick reply was to dishonestly assert that such institutionalized Mormon doctrinal bigotry was the exception, not the rule, insisting:


"Look, that's behind us.  Don't worry about those little flecks of history."

(CBS "60 Minutes." Mike Wallace interview with
Gordon B. Hinckley, broadcast 7 April 1996)


The racism one still sees expressed in larger contemporary society by uneducated and uninformed individuals languishing in the prisons of their prejudice is the same kind of race-based hate that has regularly dripped from the mouths of Mormonism's supposed "prophets, seers and revelators."  One would expect the alleged spokesmen of God to be above racist hate-mongering but the words of Mormonism's leadership themselves prove that such is not the case.


The deeply-embedded, canonized, scripturally-recorded, presently-accepted and on-the-books roots of Mormon race hate are well known and readily accessible for review.  For examples of this skin-based prejudice, as laid out in LDS unholy writ, see:


http://www.truthandgrace.com/Racism.h... 


http://www.exmormon.org/blacks1.htm 


http://www.realmormonhistory.com/god&... 


The basic point to be made here is that abhorrent racist views that linger in so-called "modern" society are no different, either in substance or tone, from the blatant bigotry expressed by Mormon Church leaders toward people of African lineage.  When today's Mormons defend the heritage of their Church's leadership as supposedly being comprised of "prophets, seers and revelators" led by God in passing righteous judgment on humankind, they would do well to realize that what they are really rallying behind are the rantings of blatant White separatists, racists and bigots who have sought to give their hateful opinions the white and delightsome sheen of credibility by wrapping them in the cloak of "holy" scripture.


Below are but a few examples of racist ideology that has sounded from the highest pulpits of Mormon Church leadership.

Mormon Doctrine: Ignorant, Uneducated, Uncultivated, Degraded, Jealous, Angry, Unchaste, Unvirtuous, Criminal, Freed Black Slaves Pose a Mortal Threat to Civilized White Society and, Thus, Must Remain in Divinely-Decreed Slavery--or Be Hung

Joseph Smith spewed:


“I am aware that many, who profess to preach the Gospel, complain against their brethren of the same faith who reside in the South and are ready to withdraw the hand of fellowship because they will not renounce the principle of slavery and raise their voice against every thing of the kind.  This must be a tender point, and one which should call forth the candid reflections of all men, and more especially before they advance in an opposition calculated to lay waste the fair states of the South and let loose upon the world a community of people who might, peradventure, overrun our country and violate the most sacred principles of human society, chastity and virtue…


“I do not believe that the people of the North have any more right to say that the South shall not hold slaves, than the South have to say the North shall. How any community can ever be excited with the chatter of such persons, boys and others, who are too indolent to obtain their living by honest industry and are incapable of pursuing any occupation of a professional nature, is unaccountable to me; and when I see persons in the free states, signing documents against slavery, it is no less, in my mind, than an army of influence, and a declaration of hostilities against the people of the South.


“What course can sooner divide our Union?  After having expressed myself so freely upon this subject, I do not doubt, but those who have been forward in raising their voices against the South will cry out against me as being uncharitable, unfeeling, unkind and wholly unacquainted with the Gospel of Christ. . . . the first mention we have of slavery is found in the Holy Bible . . . And so far from that prediction being averse to the mind of God, it remains as a lasting monument of the decree of Jehovah, to the shame and confusion of all who have cried out against the South, in consequence of their holding the sons of Ham in servitude . . .


“I can say, the curse is not yet taken off from the sons of Canaan, neither will be until it is affected by as great a power as caused it to come; and the people who interfere the least with the purposes of God in this matter, will come under the least condemnation before Him; and those who are determined to pursue a course, which shows an opposition, and a feverish restlessness against the decrees of the Lord,, will learn, when perhaps it is too late for their own good, that God can do his own work, without the aid of those who are not dictated by His counsel.”


(Joseph Smith, "History of the Church," vol. 2, pp. 436-438)

John Taylor spewed:


”… I would not talk to him [abolitionist Horace Greeley]; I felt myself superior to such a mean, contemptible cur. I knew he was not after truth, but falsehood. This Greeley is one of their popular characters in the East, and one that supports the stealing of [N-word] and the Underground Railroad . . . [H] e is one of the prominent newspaper editors in the Eastern country and he is a poor, miserable curse.”


(John Taylor, "Journal of Discourses," vol. 5, p. 119)

Official Mormon publications spewed:


“Where can be the common sense of any wishing to see the slaves of the south set at liberty… Such a thing could not take place without corrupting all civil and wholesome society, of both the north and the south! Let the Blacks of the South be free and our community is overrun with paupers and a reckless mass of human beings, uncultivated, untaught and unaccustomed to provide for themselves the necessaries of life— endangering the chastity of every female who might by chance be found in our streets—our prisons filled with convicts, and the hang-man wearied with executing the functions of his office!


“This must unavoidably be the case, every rational man must admit, who has ever traveled in the slave states, or we must open our houses unfold our arms, and bid these degraded and degrading sons of Canaan, a hear[t]y welcome and a free admittance to all we possess! A society of this nature, to us, is so intolerably degrading, that the bare reflection causes our feelings to recoil, and our hearts to revolt… [T]he project of emancipation is destructive to our government and the notion of amalgamation is devilish! — And insensible to feeling must be the heart, and low indeed must be the mind, that would consent for a moment, to see his fair daughter, his sister, or perhaps, his bosom companion, in the embrace of a Negro!” 

"Messenger and Advocate," vol. 2, pp. 299-301

Mormon Doctrine:
Blacks Are a Second-Class Race, Undeserving of Equal Treatment  (Note – this refers to the book Mormon Doctrine, which was written by Bruce R. McConkie)

Joseph Fielding Smith spewed:


"Not only was Cain called upon to suffer, but because of his wickedness he became the father of an inferior race...  Millions of souls have come into this world cursed with a black skin… These are the descendants of Cain. Moreover, they have been made to feel their inferiority and have been separated from the rest of mankind from the beginning. Enoch saw the people of Canaan, descendants of Cain, and he says, 'and there was a blackness came upon all the children of Canaan, that they were despised among all people.'  There is a reason why one man is born black and with other disadvantages, while another is born white with great advantages.  The reason is that we once had an estate before we came here, and were obedient; more or less, to the laws that were given us there.”

(Joseph Fielding Smith, "The Way to Perfection," 1931, pp. 101-102; and Smith, "Doctrines of Salvation," vol. 1, p. 61)

Bruce R. McConkie spewed:


”The Negroes are not equal with other races… Negroes are not equal with other races where the receipt of certain spiritual blessings are concerned…”

(Bruce R. McConkie, "Mormon Doctrine," 1966 ed., pp. 527-28;
and ibid., 1958 ed., p. 477))

Brigham Young spewed:


“You see some classes of the human family that are black, uncouth, uncomely, disagreeable and low in their habits, wild, and seemingly deprived of nearly all the blessings of intelligence that is generally bestowed upon mankind. The first man that committed the odious crime of killing of one his brethren [Cain] will be cursed the longest of any children of Adam. . . [T]he Lord put a mark upon him, which is the flat nose and the black skin.”

(Brigham Young, "Journal of Discourses," vol. 7, 1859 p. 290)

Orson Hyde spewed:


“At the time the devil was cast out of heaven, there were some spirits that did not know who had authority, whether God or the Devil. They consequently did not take a very active part on either side but, rather, thought the Devil had been abused and considered he had, rather, the best claim to the government.


“These spirits were not considered bad enough to be cast down to hell, and never have bodies; neither were they considered worthy of an honorable body on this earth but it came to pass that Ham, the son of Noah, saw the nakedness of his father while he lay drunk in his tent and he with 'wicked joy,' ran like Rigdon and made the wonderful disclosure to his brethren; while Shem and Japheth took a garment, with pity and compassion, laid it upon their shoulders—went backwards and covered their father… “The conduct of the former brought the curse of slavery upon him, while that of the latter secured blessings, jurisdiction, power and dominion…  Canaan, the son of Ham, received the curse; for Noah wished to place the curse as remote from himself as possible.


“He therefore placed it upon his grandson instead of his son.  Now, it would seem cruel to force pure celestial spirits into the world through the lineage of Canaan that had been cursed.  This would be ill appropriate, putting the precious and vile together.  But those spirits in heaven that rather lent an influence to the Devil, thinking he had a little the best right to govern, but did not take a very active part any way were required to come into the world and take bodies information concerning the doctrine of pre-existence.”

(Orson Hyde, “Is There Reason Then Why the Type of Birth We Receive in This Life Is Not in the Accursed Lineage of Canaan; and Hence the Negro or African Race?” speech delivered before the High Priests' Quorum, Nauvoo, Illinois, 27 April 1845, published in Liverpool, England, p. 30)

Bruce R. McConkie spewed:


“Though he was a rebel and an associate of Lucifer in the pre-existence and though he was a liar from the beginning whose name was Perdition, Cain managed to attain the privilege of mortal birth.  Under Adam's tutelage, he began in this life to serve God… [H]e came out in open rebellion, fought God, worshiped Lucifer and slew Abel…  As a result of his rebellion, Cain was cursed with a dark skin; he became the father of the Negroes, and those spirits who are not worthy to receive the priesthood are born through his lineage.  He became the first mortal to be cursed as a son of perdition.  As a result of his mortal birth he is assured of a tangible body of flesh and bones in eternity, a fact which will enable him to rule over Satan.”

(Bruce R. McConkie, "Mormon Doctrine," p. 102)

Mark E. Petersen spewed:


“I think I have read enough to give you an idea of what the Negro is after.  He is not just seeking the opportunity of sitting down in a cafe where white people eat.  He isn't just trying to ride on the same streetcar or the same Pullman car with white people.  It isn't that he just desires to go to the same theater as the white people.  From this, and other interviews I have read, it appears that the Negro seeks absorption with the White race.  He will not be satisfied until he achieves it by intermarriage.  That is his objective and we must face it.  We must not allow our feeling to carry us away, nor must we feel so sorry for Negroes that we will open our arms and embrace them with everything we have.  Remember the little statement that we used to say about sin, 'First we pity, then endure, then embrace…’


“Now let's talk segregation…  Was segregation a wrong principle?  When the Lord chose the nations to which the spirits were to come, determining that some would be Japanese and some would be Chinese and some Negroes and some Americans, He engaged in an act of segregation…


“…Who placed the Negroes originally in darkest Africa?  Was it some man, or was it God?  And when He placed them there, He segregated them…  The Lord segregated the people both as to blood and place of residence.  At least in the cases of the Lamanites and the Negroes we have the definite word of the Lord Himself that He placed a dark skin upon them as a curse – as a punishment and as a sign to all others.  He forbade intermarriage with them under threat of extension of the curse.  (2 Nephi 5:21)…


“Now we are generous with the Negro.  We are willing that the Negro have the highest kind of education.  I would be willing to let every Negro drive a Cadillac if they could afford it.  I would be willing that they have all the advantages they can get out of life in the world but let him enjoy these things among themselves.  I think the Lord segregated the Negro and who is man to change that segregation?  It reminds me of the scripture on marriage, 'What God hath joined together, let not man put asunder.'  Only here we have the reverse of the thing – what God hath separated, let no man bring together again.” 

(Mark E. Peterson, “Race Problems as They Affect the Church,” address delivered at the Convention of Teachers of Religion on the College Level, Brigham Young University, 27 August 1954)


Contrary to what LDS Church President Hinckley claimed, long-sanctioned and piously-promoted official Mormon racism is not a "little fleck of history."  It is a firmly-rooted fact. 


Racism in the Mormon Church is NOT just a “little fleck of history.”  Despite the fact that Blacks can now hold the Priesthood in the Mormon Church, racism within the Mormon Church still exists, and the effects of the past continue to plague Mormons and the Mormon Church itself.  To say that it doesn’t matter – that it is “a little fleck of history” – is very insulting to the sensibilities of intelligent, thinking people.  Mormons can believe what they want to believe, and they can bury their heads in the sand if they want to, just as they can allow themselves to be herded by the religious organization to which they adhere, but that doesn’t make any of what has gone on in the past go away – nor does it justify anything that goes on in present day. 


Recently, I discovered some other information that is pertinent to the timeline of Blacks suddenly being given the right to hold the Priesthood in the Mormon Church in 1978.  According to what I have read, there were several events going on simultaneously in 1978 that prompted the “revelation” received by President Spencer W. Kimball.  The following is from an article written by Steve Benson on the Mormon Curtain website.

The Official Mormon Cult Claim: Alleged Threats of Federal Tax-Exempt Revocation Had Absolutely Nothing To Do with Black Men Belatedly Getting the Priesthood

Speaking for the Mormon Church’s Public Affairs Department in response to accusations about its suspicious reversal of its long-standing anti-Black priesthood doctrine, LDS spokesman Bruce L. Olsen flatly denied that the Church’s decision to grant priesthood authority to Black men was in any way related to fear of losing federal tax exempt status. 

With a straight white face, Olsen asserted: 

”It's one thing to distort history, quite another to invent it. Kathy Erickson . . . claims that the federal government threatened the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints with its tax-exempt status in 1978 because of the Church's position regarding Blacks and the priesthood. 

“We state categorically that the federal government made no such threat in 1978 or at any other time. The decision to extend the blessings of the priesthood to all worthy males had nothing to do with federal tax policy or any other secular law. 

"In the absence of proof, we conclude that Ms. Erickson is seriously mistaken.” 

(Bruce L. Olsen, “Distorted History,” in "Public Forum,"
Salt Lake Tribune, 5 April 2001) 

http://www.lds-mormon.com/taxes_priesthood.shtml 

Other Mormon apologists have similarly denied that the LDS Church was pressured into rescinding its anti-Black priesthood doctrine by federal officials holding the sword of tax exemption revocation over its head. 

Darrick Evenson, for instance, solemnly testified: 

”There was really very little external pressure on the Church after 1976 regarding [the Blacks and the priesthood] issue. 

“The Church has been very open as to what inspired the Brethren to ask the LORD for a rescinding of the Priesthood ban. 

"They claim it was not external or internal pressure, but rather the exceeding faith of the Negro and Mulatto Saints, which inspired them to petition the LORD.” (original emphasis)

http://www.angelfire.com/mo2/blackmormon/q16.htm 

Color It Contrary: The Case of Mormon U.S. Solicitor General Rex Lee

Reacting to Mormon mouthpiece Olsen’s dubious claims, Gary Anderson, writing in a letter to the editor of the Salt Lake Tribune, countered:

"I was quite surprised by LDS PR man Bruce Olsen's attack . . . regarding the Mormon Church's motivations for abandoning its anti-Black doctrine . . . . 

“His bold assault is particularly amazing in light of the fact that history ‘distortion’ and ‘invention’ have been trademarks of Mormonism since its inception. Of course, the risk in Mr. Olsen's gallant tossing of the gauntlet is that someone might just pick it up. 

“For example, it didn't take much investigation to discover that in 1981 the Solicitor General of the United States, Rex Lee, a Mormon, recused himself from a case against Bob Jones University. 

“In that case, the U.S. government was threatening to revoke Bob Jones University's tax-exempt status because of its racist policy of prohibiting interracial dating. 

"When asked why he took himself off the case, Mr. Lee explained that previously when representing the Mormon church in a similar case, he had argued that the church should retain its tax-exempt status despite its racist policies and felt conflicted from arguing an opposing view in the Bob Jones case. (see, The Tenth Justice, [by] Lincoln Caplan, Knopf, 1987, p. 51, note 2 . . . p. 293). 

“If the [Mormon] Church's tax-exempt status was never threatened by the U.S. government because of its racist policies, why was Mr. Lee making such an argument, presumably in an era before 1978? 

“Given Lee's explanation, Olsen's ‘categorical’ assertion that federal tax law was never a motivating factor in the church's 1978 change in racial policy rings disingenuous. One thing true history teaches us is that secrecy breeds dishonesty. 

“It's fairly easy for Mr. Olsen to hide behind the tightly secured vaults in the Church Office Building and demand proof. If he was a true knight, he would throw open the doors to the vault and invite inquiring minds in to examine the minutes of meetings held by church leaders in the months and days leading up to the 'revelation,' so we might decide for ourselves the Church's actual motivation for the change. 

"What's that you say, Mr. Olsen? Salamander got your tongue?"

(Gary Anderson, Springfield, Virginia, letter to the editor,
Salt Lake Tribune, 22 April 2001)

http://www.salamandersociety.com/blacks/ 

In the book to which Anderson refers, author Caplan notes, in fact, that U.S. Solicitor General/Mormon Lee (who would eventually become president of BYU) recused himself from the case of Bob Jones v. IRS, wherein the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that religious schools which practice racial discrimination could be constitutionally stripped of federal tax exempt protection. 

Lee, writes Caplan, bowed out of the case because Lee had previously petitioned the IRS for tax exempt refuge in behalf of the racially-discriminatory Mormon Church. Lee, noted Caplan, begged off because, given his previous advocacy for the color-bound Mormons, he now considered it improper for him to argue in behalf of the IRS against color-bound Bob Jones University.

From Caplan’s book:

”Rex Lee… who had been sworn in as Solicitor General seven months before [the Bob Jones brief was filed in 1982], had once represented the Mormon Church when it faced a problem like Bob Jones's and, to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, he had taken himself off the case.” (p. 50)

“In 1970, the Internal Revenue Service ruled that Bob Jones no longer qualified for tax-exempt status because of [its] segregationist policy, so the school changed it. Blacks could be accepted if they were married to other Blacks, or if they promised not to date or marry outside their race . . . 

"By the time of the Supreme Court case, a decade later, the number of Blacks attending the school was less than a dozen, making the ratio of whites to blacks about 550 to one. 

“From the vantage point of the Solicitor General's office, the legal issue in the Bob Jones case was routine. It was a tax question.” (P. 53)

As one unpersuaded skeptic points out regarding the Mormon Church’s unpersuasive denials over its threatened tax-exempt status:

”If the IRS had never threatened the LDS church's tax exempt status, why was Lee arguing over it and race with the IRS on the Church's behalf?” 

Another understandable doubter observed:

"The only thing he [Olsen] stated is that the Church never was 'threatened' by the Government, NOT that the Church wasn't worried that such a thing *could* happen and was watching court rulings [like the one that was occurring in Wisconsin] to see if they could continue discriminating against [Black] members. 

"Yes, it is possible to lose tax-exempt status for discrimination--Bob Jones University lost it once for its interracial dating policy." 

http://www.lds-mormon.com/taxes_priesthood.shtml
A Reported Warning to Mormon President Spencer W. Kimball from U.S. President Jimmy Carter

According to one source, amid mounting pressures for the Mormons to join the 20th century, the Chief Executive of the United States did some arm twisting of his own.

”Kimball's announcement [reversing the LDS anti-Black priesthood ban] coincided with events which were adversely affecting the Mormon Church. 

“For a period of time immediately prior to Kimball's declaration, several major universities, had announced that until such time as the Mormon Church reversed its policy of racial discrimination, they would no longer take part in athletic events in which BYU participated. 

“More importantly though, approximately two weeks prior to Kimball's surprising declaration, President Jimmy Carter had phoned Kimball and informed him that the IRS was seriously considering removing the Mormon Church's tax exempt status unless changes were made in their policy of discrimination.”

http://www.unlimitedglory.org/txtmormon3.htm 

Not-So-Secret Combinations: Consumer Boycotts, Vacation Detours, NAACP Lawsuits, ACLU Threats, Advice from Paid Professional Consultants--and Pressure from the IRS

At the time the Mormon Church relented and reversed its anti-Black doctrine, societal and governmental forces were converging to bring it to its wobbly white and delightsome knees:

” . . . [A]nti-Mormons urged for boycotts of recordings of the Mormon Tabernacle Choir and the cancellation of vacations to Utah. 

“The NAACP initiated several lawsuits against Mormon Boy Scout troops, charging that Church policy was foisting racism on minority Scouts. . . . “

“Several professional consulting firms which the Church had previously hired for other matters suggested to Church leaders that they reconsider the status of Blacks in the Mormon Church as part of a major overhaul of church policy. . . .”

“Worst of all, the IRS suggested that the racial policies of the Mormon Church might justify a suspension of its tax-exempt status.” 

(Lorraine Hewlett, “The Second Great Accommodation,” board, 17 June 2004)

http://www.salamandersociety.com/blacks/ 


It amazes me that even after all this time, and after all the research I have done over the past 6 years, I am still finding out new information about the ridiculous doctrines of the Mormon Church.  The bigotry and racism present in the Mormon Church even today astounds me.  And the fact that they are constantly attempting to change history astounds me even more.


In further support of the information I have outlined above, I found the following article on the MormonThink website (www.mormonthink.com):

Events leading up to the revelation in 1978.

The Church has maintained that the 1978 revelation giving blacks the priesthood was not due to any form of public pressure but was simply God's will that blacks should not be given the priesthood until 1978.  

Consider the following events that directly proceeded the 1978 revelation:

1. Under President Jimmy Carter, Brigham Young University and possibly the LDS Church itself was in danger of losing their tax exempt status if they continued to discriminate against blacks.

2. Colleges were boycotting athletic games against BYU.  The mood in the country at the time was decidedly against the Mormons.

3. The Boy Scouts of America was putting a lot of pressure on the Church since only priesthood holders could be boy scout troop leaders in LDS scout troops this was denying black scouts the same opportunities that white scouts had. “A 12-year-old boy scout has been denied a senior patrol leadership in his troop because he is black, Don L. Cope, black ombudsman for the state, said Wednesday....  The ombudsman said Mormon ‘troop policy is that in order to become a patrol leader, he must be a deacon’s quorum president in the LDS church.  Since the boy cannot hold the priesthood, he cannot become a patrol leader.”    Salt Lake Tribune, July 18, 1974

4. Members and missionaries the world over were embarrassed and ashamed at what the church taught in Sunday School about blacks.  The members were not racist and did not like believing in and teaching racist doctrine.

5. The 1978 "revelation" was just prior to the temple opening in Sao Paulo Brazil. They had built an area office, distribution center and temple. The population has intermarried to an extent that it could not be determined if the people have any black lineage. The Church had publicly stated that people could not enter the temple if they "had even a drop of negro blood."   Who was going to use the temple in Brazil?  This was creating a public image nightmare in Brazil.

6. The Church was becoming a global church.  How could they possibly succeed in Africa and countries with large black populations?

Does this sound like revelation?

Elder Le Grand Richards, from an interview by Wesley Walters and Chris Vlachos on August 16, 1978, Church Office Building, Salt Lake City:

Walters:
On this revelation, of the priesthood to the Negro, I've heard all kinds of stories: I've heard that Christ appeared to the apostles; I've heard that Joseph Smith appeared; and then I heard another story that Spencer Kimball had had a concern about this for some time, and simply shared it with the apostles, and they decided that this was the right time to move in that direction. Are any of those stories true, or are they all?

Richards:
Well, the last one is pretty true, and I might tell you what provoked it in a way. Down in Brazil, there is so much Negro blood in the population there that it is hard to get leaders that don't have negro blood in them. We just built a temple down there. It's going to be dedicated in October. All those people with Negro blood in them have been raising money to build that temple. If we don't change, then they can't even use it. Well, Brother Kimball worried about it, and he prayed a lot about it. He asked each one of us of the twelve if we would pray--and we did--that the Lord would give him the inspiration to know what the will of the Lord was. Then he invited each one of us in his office--individually, because you know when you are in a group, you can't always express everything that's in your heart. You're part of the group, see--so he interviewed each one of us, personally to see how we felt about it, and he asked us to pray about it. Then he asked each one of us to hand in all the references we had, for, or against that proposal. See, he was thinking favorably toward giving the colored people the priesthood. Then we had a meeting where we meet every week in the temple, and we discussed it as a group circle. and then held another prayer circle after the close of that meeting, and he (President Kimball) lead in the prayer; praying that the Lord would give us the inspiration that we needed to do the thing that would be pleasing to Him and for the blessing of His children.

And then the next Thursday--we meet every Thursday--the presidency came with this little document written out to make the announcement--to see how we'd feel about it--and present it in written form. Well, some of the members of the Twelve suggested a few changes in the announcement, and then in our meeting there we all voted in favor of it--the Twelve and the first Presidency. One member of the Twelve, Mark Peterson, was down in South America, but Brother Benson, our president, had arranged to know where he could be reached by phone, and right while we were in that meeting in the temple, Brother Kimball talked with Brother Peterson, and read him the article, and he (Peterson) approved of it.

Walters:
There wasn't a special document as a "revelation", that he had wrote down?

Richards:
We discussed it in our meeting. What else should we say besides that announcement? And we decided that that was sufficient; that no more needed to be said.

(excerpted, emphasis mine)

Negative Revelation

Although we don't normally quote from unverified sources, we decided to add this account from someone we know that worked in the administrative staff at the MTC during the time of the announcement:

We were told, by visiting General Authorities and others from the Church Office Building, that it was not a revelation, but a "negative revelation."

That is, the First Presidency and the Twelve decided to tell the Lord that they were going to change the policy regarding blacks and the LDS priesthood "unless He gave them a sign to the contrary."In the absence of any sign, they changed the policy. 

No one officially coming over from SLC to the MTC at the time denied this story.  It was later that I heard the word "revelation" actually used in conjunction with it.  But Elder Le Grand Richard's statements in his interview with Chris Vlachos and Wesley P. Walters supports this version of the events.

Perhaps many revelations are received this way?

References

•http://www.irr.org/mit/Skin%20Color%20&%20LDS%20Church.pdf

•http://www.lib.utah.edu/spc/photo/txt/avguide.txtA0070 Legrande Richards


Another interesting piece of the puzzle which was also happening in 1978 was the fact that the Mormon Church was in the process of building a temple in Sao Paulo, Brazil – and since there has been a lot of interracial marriages in that region, it was difficult to determine whether “Negro blood” might be present in an individual.  Since the Mormon Church was apparently having a lot of success with missionary efforts in South America, they were worried about what effects enforcing this doctrine might have on people joining the church.  However, with the “revelation” coming forth when it did, about 3 months prior to the dedication of the Brazilian Temple, they didn’t have to worry about that anymore.


One “revelation” – so many benefits.

CHAPTER 8

PATRIARCHAL BLESSINGS
What a bunch of hooey!!


One of the first times I found myself questioning Mormonism was when I was 16 years old, and I had gone with my Laurel Class to get our Patriarchal Blessings, so there were 7 of us there that night.  Laurels are part of the Young Womens organization in the Mormon Church, being the class for juniors and seniors in High School.  A Patriarchal Blessing is a “sacred, personal blessing” given to “worthy” members of the Mormon Church by a Stake Patriarch (a priesthood holder who is ordained to this calling) – and states, through purported revelation, “the inspired and prophetic statement of your life's mission together with blessings, cautions, and admonitions as the patriarch may be prompted to give” (Ezra Taft Benson, "To the 'Youth of the Noble Birthright'," Ensign, May 1986, 43-44).  The blessing given by the patriarch is recorded and later typed up (usually by the patriarch's wife) and is sent to the recipient of the Patriarchal Blessing (a copy is also sent to LDS Church headquarters where it is kept on file).


Patriarchal Blessings are stated to be conditional on a person's faith, righteousness, and obedience to God's commandments.  They purportedly contain promises that may not all be fulfilled during our life on earth.  However, if a person is righteous they will eventually receive all their promised blessings.  It is said that they will not answer every question about our lives, and will probably not mention every major event that will occur in our lifetime.


"While a patriarchal blessing contains inspired counsel and promises, it should not be expected to answer all of the recipient's questions or to detail all that will happen in his or her life.  If the blessing does not mention an important event, such as a full-time mission or marriage, the person should not assume that he or she will not receive that opportunity" ("Patriarchal Blessings," True to the Faith, 2004, 112.)


As stated above, a Patriarchal Blessing is supposed to be a “sacred, personal blessing.”  But in my case, it turned out that my entire Laurel class received the exact same Patriarchal Blessing.  We discovered this because after our blessings were given, we talked about them and told each other some things that were said.  They sounded so similar that when we got our blessings in the mail, we compared them and they were identical.  This really threw me.  I was very confused about this, and I talked to my mother and father about it.  Their response was that we were all there at the same time, so the Patriarch received a joint blessing for all of us.  I thought this was a cop-out – but I just sucked it up, pushed it down and went on with my Mormon way of life.  How I wish I had questioned it more then because it really started to bother me later on, and it still infuriates me that this travesty was perpetrated on me back then when I was too brainwashed to look at it from a more informed and less “Mormon state of mind.”  


When I read quotes like the following one, it really makes me laugh at how ridiculous the whole thing is.


"Your patriarchal blessing is yours and yours alone.  It may be brief or lengthy, simple or profound.  Length and language do not a patriarchal blessing make.  It is the Spirit that conveys the true meaning.  Your blessing is not to be folded neatly and tucked away.  It is not to be framed or published.  Rather, it is to be read.  It is to be loved.  It is to be followed.  Your patriarchal blessing will see you through the darkest night.  It will guide you through life's dangers" (Thomas S. Monson, "Your Patriarchal Blessing: A Liahona of Light," Ensign, Nov. 1986, 66).


Interesting.  Mine and mine alone.  Yeah, and 6 other girls in my Laurel class.  At the time this happened, every one of us was shocked.  But when we talked to other people about it, we were told that we were not supposed to be comparing our patriarchal blessings.  In fact, our Laurel teacher got very upset that we had done so and talked to the Bishop who called at least me in to discuss this further.  I was personally told never to discuss this with anyone again, and I assume that the other girls were told the same thing (although since I wasn’t supposed to talk about it anymore, and I bought that, I never knew for sure).  I was so gullible back then – and they really knew how to pull my chain to get me to do whatever it was I was “supposed to do” as a “daughter in Zion.”


Not long ago, I decided to post a question regarding Patriarchal Blessings on the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org) to see what people had to say about this.  Here is my posting: 

Subject:
Patriarchal Blessings – another piece of the deception puzzle
Date:
Jun 09 21:59 
Author:
Morgbot Not 

I got my Patriarchal Blessing when I was 16.  My entire Laurel class went to the Stake Patriarch's house.  After we all got our blessings, we were talking about them and everything the girls said sounded the same.  So when we got our PBs in the mail, we compared them (shame on us!!) and they were all identical.  So much for inspired revelation, huh!!  I talked to my TBM parents about it, and they said that since we all went on the same day, it was a joint blessing.  That didn't sound right to me, but I ended up buying it.  After all, brainwashing is a power thing.  Oh, and then somehow the Bishop found out that we had compared our PBs and called me in to tell me to never discuss this with anyone again.  You know, the whole "sacred" thing and all. 

I really wish I had questioned it more then, but I pushed it down and continued on the "Mormon path."  When I finally started figuring things out many years later (after going to BYU, getting married in the temple and all) and realized that it's all a pile of crap, I remembered what I went through then and have added that to my very long list of ways in which the Mormon Church deceived me.  Did anyone else out there have a similar experience?

And here are some responses that I received:

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings -- hmmmm 
Date:
Jun 09 22:25 
Author:
confused 

Well, let's see...my sons PB says nothing unique.  Blessed to go on Mission, and basically just a list of expectations.  Interestingly, it said nothing about the challenges he was going to face in the upcoming months, or how to deal with them, it said nothing pertaining to his circumstances at the time.  For a roadmap of prophetic value it was nothing short of useless.

Subject:
Sure did!  It was one of many issues I put on "the shelf.”
Date:
Jun 09 23:22 
Author:
can't log in here 

The kids in my stake that I was friends with compared blessings.  We noticed that everyone's were pretty much the same!  One of my friends was discussing this with me when we were on the plane flying to BYU.  We were both really upset about it, but her take was that our Patriarch was not inspired.  She thought we should demand new blessings elsewhere, like that would make a difference!  Ah, naïveté and brainwashing!

Subject:
Interesting isn't it how 
Date:
Jun 10 00:21 
Author:
Lost 


We are told we are each unique and special in the eyes of our creator, Heavenly Father, yet we get a patriarchal blessing that reads like a form letter.  I know businesses that don't want people in the same jobs comparing or discussing compensation with their peers, either.  This is always because there are major, major discrepancies between them.  Why is it when something grossly unfair occurs in the Morg that we are sworn to secrecy?  If this is so correct and right, why not just be open and honest about it?  Because its really not the case at all.....

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings – 
another piece of the deception puzzle

Date:
Jun 10 02:17 
Author:
mominaz 

When I converted the missionaries and love bombers were all excited to try and convert my Jewish husband.  One of them commented that they couldn't wait for my boys to get their patriarchal blessing to show their "lineage" since my husband was Jewish.  I think that might have been the start of a few chinks.  I really couldn't wrap my mind around that whole lineage part of the blessings.  Everyone always spoke of them so cryptically but reading between the lines they all sounded the same to me.

As soon as I was baptized they really pushed me to go get the blessing done but I never did.  Now I kind of wish I would have just for the heck of it.  I do wonder if the patriarch never knew my boys were 1/2 Jewish if it would have changed anything.

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings – 
another piece of the deception puzzle

Date:
Jun 10 02:29 
Author:
TopoJoeJoe 

My sister's blessing did not giver her lineage...lol... I guess she was the only one who is not a Jew.  

Mine said that children would be the joy of my life and motherhood would be my calling, and I would bring many souls to this earth...lol.... I was married, and tried for 7 years doing fertility treatments.  Finally got pregnant with twins at 40. 

By then I had left the church for 5 years already, and some of the jerks that knew this, actually told me that the reason I had no children was because I disobeyed and left 'the gospel' (how I hate that saying) and that was why god was withholding children from me.  One RS woman even told me that if I repented and came back, that I would 'become fertile' and be filled with children. Actually, my 2 are enough, I don't need to be filled with children. 

I never was one to be very big on the large family, but I did want children.  However, can you imagine how this stupid blessing would screw someone up really bad if they did in fact love children and wanted many?  They would feel that they must be doing something wrong.  Stupid cult.

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings – 
another piece of the deception puzzle

Date:
Jun 10 04:11 
Author:
Crathes 

Mine is so generic, or based on what the Patriarch already knew about me, as to be pointless.  Lots of generalities, no specifics.  My sister's says she will marry and have children.  Oops, must be in the next life or she is unworthy.  Best friend's says he will become medical doctor.  He sells beds.  Since he has been a bishop, I doubt it's a worthiness issue.  I think maybe they should use tarot cards or a dart board.  Might be more accurate.

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings – 
another piece of the deception puzzle

Date:
Jun 10 08:27 
Author:
No Moniker 

A friend’s husband’s PB that stated God would always provide enough for him and his family.  Well, since God was going to provide, I guess he figured he didn't have to.  For thirty years I have watched him flit from dead-end job, to goofy business "opportunity", to MLM, to get-rich-quick-scheme, to another flaky job.  Meanwhile she struggled to pinch pennies, borrowed from her parents, and did without for herself and the kids.  Stupid cult.

Subject:
Re: Patriarchal Blessings – 
another piece of the deception puzzle

Date:
Jun 10 10:18 
Author:
AxelDC 

I went with my mom and we got our PB's the same day.  She was disappointed with her blessing at how generic it was and even told me as much.  Mine had a few more specifics, but many of them were false.  Some of the keys (I lost mine a long time ago)

1)
Go on a mission (Done, but how generic?)

2)
Learn a new language and love cultural (went to France, love France)

3)
Make life long friends on mission (haven't spoke to most of them since and never will.  At best, they are FB friends).

4)
Get a degree (got 3, but I could have predicted I'd graduate from college at 18.  I already had a BYU scholarship at that point!)

5)
Find a job you love (um, that took a lot longer than expected.  I worked a lot of jobs that I hated before I found what I liked.)

6)
Marry in the temple (sorry, I'm gay!)

7)
Have kids in the church (see above)

8)
Remain faithful and serve in church leadership (left church at 26)

That's about all I can remember.  Of the 8, 4 never came true, 3 did, but were pretty generic (mission, college, language), and one came true after many years, so I'll give it half.  3.5/8 is pretty much a failing grade.  Of course, it's all my fault because I'm just not worthy, not the Patriarch for giving me a generic blessing and knowing nothing about me or my future.

Subject:
My dad was a patriarch and I looked through his notebook

full of the blessings he gave.... 
Date:
Jun 10 18:44 
Author:
Jonny the Smoke 

...they were pretty much the same thing over and over.  Nothing profound, nothing individual, just the same old "I bless you that you may..." stuff over and over.  He also used to edit them over and over and over... used to bug the ward lady that did his typing because she was constantly revising the blessings for his edits.  So much for divine inspiration if you have to re-read and re-edit the words over and over.


It is interesting to me how almost every one of the responses to my posting said basically the same things, using terms such as generic, uninspired, vague, general, useless, etc.  To me, it is obvious that the Mormon Church uses Patriarchal Blessings as a weapon against its members, with the subtle unspoken insinuation that if your blessing isn’t “awesome,” then it is because you were not worthy to receive a “remarkable” blessing.  I am so glad that I got past the point where I actually allowed this malarkey to affect me – because for a very long time, it cut me to the core. 


Every so often, I go on the Recovery Board to see what questions are being posted and to possibly help others who have issues and concerns relative to the Mormon Church in an effort to “Pay Forward and Give Back.”  Recently, when I went on the Board, I saw that someone else had posted a message asking questions about patriarchal blessings.  This message reminded me so much of my own thoughts about Patriarchal Blessings, that they are most or less canned and regurgitated 

Subject:
My daughter's PB 
Date:
Jul 08 14:55 
Author:
NormaRae 

My daughter had a ton of stuff in her PB that was very specific and unique to her as a person.  Of course it was always predicated on her righteousness (i.e., the disclaimer that "if this doesn't happen it's not me being uninspired, it's you being unfaithful).  I just rolled my eyes when I was listening to him give that blessing.  What a fake he was.

Well, at first my daughter was so touched.  I didn't dare say anything to her about it.  She called both her grandmothers and read it to them and they both cried.

A few months later her best friend had her PB by the same patriarch.  She told my daughter how incredible it was and brought it over for her to read.  Guess what.  All the unique things in my daughter's were exactly the same in her friend's.  In fact, DD said that it was almost the exact same blessing, only the name had changed.  DD put hers away and said she never looked at it again. 

When my daughter left the church, my mother commented that she didn't know how she could do that after the incredible patriarchal blessing she'd been given.  I zipped my mouth shut and just left my mother to her ignorance.

Again, this goes into the obvious problem of “canned language for patriarchal blessings.”  This message is particularly disturbing to me because the girls were not even there at the same time, but were given their blessings separately.  And yet, the blessings turned out to be identical.  So much for inspiration.

Recently, I found a website online called www.patriarchalblessing.net.  This is obviously a joke, and it is very funny.  Clearly put up by a former Mormon for laughs.  I tried it out, and it was better than the one given to me by the Mormon patriarch.  Again, so much for inspiration.  And don’t you just love the internet? 

CHAPTER 9

THE WORD OF WISDOM
The Mormon Health Code – and more controversy


Coffee.  Tea.  Alcohol.  Tobacco.  These are the four main substances that are prohibited by the Word of Wisdom, a commandment that is supposed to be kept by all Mormons.  The Mormons believe that the Word of Wisdom was received as a revelation by Joseph Smith.  It is recorded in the Doctrine & Covenants, Section 89, which is considered to be scripture in the Mormon Church.  If a Mormon is partaking of any of these substances (and they admit that fact to Mormon leaders), they are admonished to repent – and they are denied a Temple Recommend until they correct their ways. 

Growing up, I never had a problem keeping the Word of Wisdom.  Not drinking coffee or tea was never a question for me.  When I was younger, I didn’t even like the smell of coffee – and though I do like the smell of coffee now, I rarely drink it.  When I do, it has to be loaded with all sorts of other things to make it drinkable because to me because coffee in and or itself does not taste that good.  But that is probably a product of having been brought up Mormon and not having drank it during the early years of my life. 


As far as alcohol is concerned, I didn’t start drinking until I was married to my second husband who was not a Mormon when we got married.  In fact, the first time I ever drank was on our honeymoon in Hawaii.  I was very sick with a bad case of the flu when we got married, and was having severe coughing attacks.  I even had a very bad coughing attack on our wedding night, and another one during the plane flight to Hawaii.  So when we got to our hotel in Hawaii, and we decided to sit around the pool and watch the sunset over the ocean, Jess suggested that perhaps I should have a Long Island Iced Tea.  Of course, all I heard was Iced Tea – and although I knew that was against the Word of Wisdom, I figured tea couldn’t be all bad and that since it has medicinal properties, it might help.  Well, when the Long Island Iced Tea arrived, and I began drinking it, I knew it had alcohol in it (rather obvious, right?).  But I drank it.  And boy, did I felt better!!  And when Jess said that if one made me feel better, another one would make me feel even better, I decided to have another one.  Naturally, I became extremely drunk (especially since I was also on cold medicine), and Jess had to help me walk back to our hotel room.  I’ll never forget getting in the elevator to go to our room – an older couple was in the elevator already, and when they saw Jess with an obviously drunk woman, they both looked at Jess as if to say, “Oh, you poor man.”  And when I began to laugh hysterically, they looked at me and him with even more shock on their faces.
But the worse part of this story was when we got back to our hotel room.  After Jess opened the door, I needed to go to the bathroom – and while I was sitting on the toilet, I suddenly realized that I hadn’t taken off my shorts.  Of course, this was incredibly funny to me at the time, and I began to laugh hysterically.  After finishing my “business,” I walked out into our hotel room, laughing and telling Jess what had happened.  Of course, he thought it was very funny, too.  At that point, I laid down on the bed – and that the last thing I remember that night.  Jess used to tell the rest of the story after I passed out, but I won’t go into that here.  Or ever.
After that, I began drinking from time to time.  But other than a month or so during a time period when I went through 5 miscarriages (while married to Jess), I have never considered myself an alcoholic.  As a matter of fact, I never knew anyone who was an alcoholic since I associated almost exclusively with other TBMs, that is, until I was married to my third husband (more on that later).  Although in thinking about it some more, by the "Mormon" definition of an alcoholic, I would probably be considered one since I like to have a drink or two now and then.
One night during the time period when I was having all the miscarriages (and dealing with the aftermath of each one while trying to maintain my sanity), Jess suggested that I have a Tanqueray and Tonic, which he fixed for me.  I felt so much better after drinking it that for the next month or so, I made one (and then another) for myself when I got home from work (and coping with everything was so much better with the help of a little alcohol).  But one night, my daughter Monica came into the kitchen while I was making dinner (and after I had drank two gin and tonics), and I’ll never forget the look on her face.  She stood there for a minute, just watching me, and then said, “Mommy, are you okay?”  It really snapped me back into reality – and that stopped my nightly binging.
But cigarettes?  That was never a problem for me.  In fact, even being around cigarette smoke makes me nauseous.  I have tried smoking two cigarettes in my life.  When I was about 21, I decided to try smoking – so I bought a pack of cigarettes.  But when I tried smoking my first cigarette, I hacked, gagged and coughed so much that I didn’t finish that cigarette and threw away the rest of the pack.  And I didn’t try one again until I was 51 or 52 – when, again, and I hacked, gagged, coughed and got incredibly sick that time.  More on that later, too (yes, it involves my third husband).  No, cigarettes are not for me.

It’s interesting, though, that my father smoked from the time he was 12 years old until when he joined the Mormon Church at the age of 38.  In fact, he told me the story of his “conversion” to Mormonism and how during the discussions given by the missionaries who taught my father and mother, they never mentioned the Word of Wisdom at all.  So when he was interviewed to be baptized, the District Leader (regional missionary) saw the pack of cigarettes in his front pocket and told him that cigarette smoking was prohibited by the Mormon Church.  My father apparently replied that he had not been told that, but if that was the case, he would quit right away.  The District Leader offered to take the pack of cigarettes with him, but my father said No, that he would smoke the rest of the pack and then would stop smoking – which is what he did.  He said that from the moment he stopped smoking, he never craved another cigarette, and he pointed to that as an indication that the Mormon Church was true, and that the Word of Wisdom was revealed through inspiration from God. 
I also think this is interesting from the standpoint that the missionaries who taught my father and mother the discussions never saying anything about the Word of Wisdom, especially since they must have known that my father smoked (that is an obvious habit).  But then, missionaries are so obsessed with baptizing new investigators that they were probably afraid that my father wouldn’t take the discussions if they told him about the WoW going in.  Who knows?  At least my father quit smoking – and that was a good thing.  He apparently also used to drink alcohol quite a bit, and he stopped that too – so it wasn’t all bad, at least for him. 


The only part of the Word of Wisdom that I ever really questioned was the fact that many Mormons interpret the prohibition on coffee and tea to include Cola drinks (since caffeine is the common denominator).  And I love Diet Coke – always have, always will.  Even when I was a TBM, I drank Diet Coke on a regular basis, almost to an excessive degree (which I know is not a good thing since I should be drinking more water).  And actually, this is one area on which my father and I agreed (surprise, surprise!).  He also drank Diet Coke (although not as much as I do), saying that the four items listed above are what is prohibited by the Word of Wisdom – and he justified that by saying that if Mormons start adding things onto the Word of Wisdom, it would become as cumbersome to them as the Mosaic Law is to the Jews.  


In doing research about the Word of Wisdom, I came across some rather interesting materials on the Internet, including the following article: 

An Economic Interpretation of the "Word of Wisdom"
by Leonard J. Arrington – BYU Studies, Vols. 1-2 (1959-1960), 37-48

How did it happen that the Latter-day Saints, once distinguished primarily by their group economic, political, and social activity, and by certain “peculiar” beliefs and practices, came to be noted, in this century, primarily for the non-use of liquor, tobacco, tea, and coffee?  Certain evidence suggests that an important contributing factor was economic in nature.  Economic interpretations are almost always inadequate and one-sided, but they frequently offer helpful insights into historical processes and their causation.  This essay is presented, not as a “final” interpretation, but only as a contribution toward the understanding of a sensitive phase of Utah history that has seldom been studied.


The “Word of Wisdom” of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is a part of its revealed scripture, having been announced by Joseph Smith, first Prophet of the Mormons, at Kirtland, Ohio, on February 27, 1833. The name of the Revelation, “Word of Wisdom,” is found in the first verse of the Revelation which begins: “A Word of Wisdom, for the benefit of the council of high priests, assembled in Kirtland, (Ohio) and the church, and also the saints in Zion (i.e., Missouri)…  The admonitions given in the Revelation are as follows:

1.
It is not good to drink wine or strong drink, except during the Lord’s Supper, when it should be “pure wine… of your own make.”

2.
Tobacco is not good for man.

3.
Hot drinks (interpreted contemporaneously and at present to mean tea and coffee) are not good for man.

4.
God has made available for man’s use wholesome herbs and fruits.  These are to be used in their seasons “with prudence and thanksgiving.”  Grain is set apart for man’s use, as the “staff of life.” 

5.
The flesh of beasts and fowls also is ordained for man’s use, but must be used sparingly.  It should not be used except in the winter, during cold weather, and in times of famine.


Those who obey these admonitions are given promises that they shall receive health and strength, find wisdom and great treasures of knowledge, run and not be weary, and walk and not faint, and escape the destroying angel, who will “pass by them and not slay them.”  The Revelation states that it was given as a “greeting” rather than as a “commandment” or by way of “constraint,” but it purported to show forth “the order and will of God in the temporal salvation of all saints in the last days.”  It was given as a “principle with promise,” and was adapted to the capacity of “the weak and the weakest of all saints…” 


There are two theories as to the origin of the “Word of Wisdom.”  One is that it grew out of specific problems in the early history of the Mormon Church.  Thus, the provision with respect to wine states that it was given in consequence of the “evils and designs which do and will exist in the hearts of conspiring men…”  Among these were the apparent attempts of hostile elements to dispose of church leaders by putting poison in wine.  Similarly, the provision on tobacco is said to have grown out of the complaints of Emma Smith, wife of Joseph, about the condition of her floors after meetings of early church leaders in her home. Brigham related the circumstances as follows: 


“I think I am as well acquainted with the circumstances which led to the giving of the Word of Wisdom as any man in the Church, although I was not present at the time to witness them. The first school of the prophets was held in a small room situated over the Prophet Joseph’s kitchen… Over this kitchen was situated the room in which the Prophet received Revelation and in which he instructed his brethren.  The brethren came to that place for hundreds of miles to attend school in a little room probably no larger than eleven by fourteen.  When they assembled together in this room after breakfast, the first (thing) they did was to light their pipes, and while smoking, talk about the great things of the kingdom, and spit all over the room, and as soon as the pipe was out of their mouths a large chew of tobacco would then be taken. Often when the Prophet entered the room to give the school instructions he would find himself in a cloud of tobacco smoke. This, and the complaints of his wife at having to clean so filthy a floor, made the Prophet think upon the matter, and he inquired of the Lord relating to the conduct of the Elders in using tobacco, and the Revelation known as the Word of Wisdom was the result of his inquiry.”


In recent years a number of scholars have contended that the Revelation is an outgrowth of the temperance movement of the early nineteenth century.  According to Dean D. McBrien, who first expressed this theory, the Word of Wisdom was a remarkable distillation of the prevailing thought of frontier America in the early 1830’s.  Each provision in the Revelation, he claimed, pertained to an item which had formed the basis of widespread popular agitation in the early 1830’s: 


A survey of the situation existing at Kirtland when the Revelation came forth is a sufficient explanation for it.  The temperance wave had for some time been engulfing the West.  Just a few years before, Robert Owen had abolished the use of ardent spirits in his community at New Harmony.  In 1826 Marcus Morton had founded the American Temperance Society, called at first the Cold Water Society by way of contempt.  In June, 1830, the Millennial Harbinger quoted in full, and with the hearty personal endorsement of Alexander Campbell, an article from the Philadelphia “Journal of Health,” which in turn was quoting a widely circulated book, “The Simplicity of Health,” which article most strongly condemned the use of alcohol, tobacco, the eating intemperately of meats.  Thereafter, Campbell and his paper gave wide publicity to the temperance cause. Temperance Societies were organized in great Numbers during the early thirties, six thousand being formed in one year.  On the Western Reserve many temperance lectures were delivered, many temperance pamphlets circulated, and many temperance meetings held from 1826 on.  The arguments used everywhere were based as much on physical as on moral grounds.  On October 6, 1830, the Kirtland Temperance Society was organized with two hundred thirty nine members.  Among its members were listed a George Smith, several Morleys, a Wells, a Coe, and a Lyman.  These are names all associated with the history of Mormonism, and it is not improbable, though not known as certain, that these temperance workers had relatives among the Saints, even if they themselves were not Mormons.  This society at Kirtland was a most active one… it revolutionized the social customs of the neighborhood. 


McBrien then goes ahead to point out that the Temperance Society succeeded in eliminating a distillery in Kirtland on February 1, 1833, just twenty-seven days before the Latter-day Saint Revelation counseling abstinence was announced, and that the distillery at Mentor, near Kirtland, was also closed at the same time.


How did Mormon leaders and members interpret their obligations under the new revelation?  The evidence points two ways.  Some apparently regarded the Revelation as prohibitory and binding and wanted to make the obedience of its principles a matter of fellowship.  The church council in Kirtland, in February, 1834, for example, adopted the following resolution: “No official member in this Church is worthy to hold an office, after having the Word of Wisdom properly taught him, and he, the official member, neglecting to comply with it or obey it.”  In December, 1836, the church congregation voted a pledge of total abstinence from intoxicants after which water was used in the Lord’s Supper.  At a general meeting conducted by church authorities in Far West, Missouri, in 1837, the membership agreed that “we will not fellowship any ordained member who will not, or does not, observe the Word of Wisdom according to its literal reading.”  Several months later, at the annual conference of the church, Joseph Smith spoke on the Word of Wisdom and stated that it should be observed.  Moreover, when a council at Far West tried a high church official (David Whitmer) for his fellowship, the first of the five charges against him was that he did not observe the Word of Wisdom.  Taking the 1830’s and 1840’s as a whole, however, there is considerable evidence that many Mormon leaders and members believed that the Word of Wisdom meant only a piece of good advice and nothing more.  One large group of Mormon families, for example, was advised in 1838 that they should not be “too particular in regard to the Word of Wisdom.”  The same attitude continued during the years 1839-1845 when the Mormons were in Nauvoo, Illinois. 


Joseph Smith’s published journal, moreover, indicates a somewhat casual treatment of the injunctions contained in the Revelation.  After a double wedding in January, 1836, he wrote: “We then partook of some refreshments, and our hearts were made glad with the fruit of the vine.  This is according to the pattern set by our Savior Himself, and we feel disposed to patronize all the institutions of heaven.”  A fortnight later at the marriage of the apostle, John Boynton, the Prophet was presented by Orson Hyde, Luke Johnson, and Warren Parrish with “three servers of glasses filled with wine, to bless.”  “And it fell to my lot to attend to this duty,” he wrote, “which I cheerfully discharged.  It was then passed round in order, then the cake in the same order; and suffice it to say, our hearts were made glad while partaking of the bounty of earth which was presented, until we had taken our fill; and joy filled every bosom, and the countenances of old and young seemed to bloom alike with cheerfulness and smiles of youth.  “The feast, he wrote, “was conducted after the order of heaven, which has a time for all things… ”  A few months later in the same year Joseph records that he took his mother and Aunt Clarissa in a carriage to Painsville, Ohio, where they “produced a bottle of wine, broke bread, ate and drank, and parted after the ancient order, with the blessings of God.” 


A tolerant rather than vigilant attitude also characterized the application of the Word of Wisdom in pioneer Utah.  Brigham Young, although a fairly strict adherent to the Word of Wisdom, particularly after 1861, did not make the obedience of it a matter of fellowship; nor did he identify the Word of Wisdom with moral principle.  As Nels Anderson wrote, “For him the test of a man’s faith was his integrity to an assignment given by the church.  Could a man take a company of Saints to a desert and hold them to the task of building a community; then it didn’t matter much to Brother Brigham if he was a user of whiskey and tobacco.  Those `Word of Wisdom’ virtues were precious to him but secondary.”  …In short, the Word of Wisdom was largely observed, but there can be little doubt that it had not become a group taboo in the 1850’s and early ‘60’s.


The strong and increased emphasis on the Word of Wisdom which characterized the official Mormon attitude throughout the remainder of the century appears to have begun in 1867.  In that year were organized, in each Mormon community, a Women’s Relief Society and a men’s School of the Prophets.  Both organizations adopted rules requiring observance of the spirit and meaning of the Word of Wisdom.


The explanation for these rules and the widespread resolves to obey the Word of Wisdom seems to lie in the conditions of the Mormon economy.  Separated as they were from the United States by over 1,500 miles of treeless plains, hounded as they had been by hating “mobocrats,” it was necessary for the Latter-day Saints to develop and maintain a self-sufficient economy in their Rocky Mountain retreat.  Economic independence was a necessary goal of the group and every program of the church tended toward that end.  Economic independence meant developing all the agricultural, mineral, and industrial resources of the region, but it also means husbanding the cash resources of the community under proper (i.e., church) leadership for the purchase of machinery and equipment needed in building a prosperous commonwealth.  There must be no waste of liquid assets on imported consumers’ goods.  Utah had no Marshall Plan on which to rely for the solution of her chronic shortage of dollars; she could not maintain consumption as usual and still build up her productive power in the way that was necessary to provide jobs for the never-ending streams of converts coming to Zion to dwell.  And as for “the gathering” of the converts—also a basic Gospel principle—that also required large sums of cash. 


For the purchase of needed supplies and equipment the Saints had few cash resources.  They had little cash when they reached Utah; and there was no product they could export from Utah to get more cash in the normal commercial way.  Saints who used their cash to purchase imported Bull Durham, Battle-Axe plugs, tea, coffee, and similar “wasteful” (because not productive) products were taking an action which was opposed to the economic interests of the territory.  In view of this situation, President Young came to be unalterably opposed to the expenditure of money by the Saints on imported tea, coffee, and tobacco.  It was consistent with the economics of the time that he should have had no great objection to tobacco chewing if the tobacco was grown locally.  It was also consistent that he should have successfully developed a locally- produced “Mormon” tea to take the place of the imported article.  Something more permanent and productive than tea, coffee, and tobacco was wanted for the building of the Kingdom, in view of the limited funds at the disposal of the Saints. 


A particularly crucial problem faced the church as the transcontinental railroad approached Utah after the Civil War.  It was evident to Mormon officials that a stepped-up program of economic development was essential if the local economy was to escape absorption into the wider free-trading economy of the nation.  At least three things had to be done: (1) The territory must utilize every means of earning “outside” income with which to purchase machinery and equipment and other needed imports.  This was done by taking a contract to construct the transcontinental line in Utah.  (2) The territory must establish cooperative stores and industries to insure that the profits of trade would be available for investment in the local economy.  Thus was initiated what is known as the “cooperative movement” in Mormon history.  (3) The territory must pare consumer imports to the bone in order to finance agricultural and industrial (i.e., productive) imports.  The School of the Prophets and the Women’s Relief Societies figured prominently in executing this third phase of Mormon policy.  Accented emphasis on Word of Wisdom observance after 1867 was unquestionably an essential part of the development program stimulated by the approach of the railroad. 


Brigham Young’s sermons in the 1860’s and ‘70’s give clear indication that Mormon leaders were worried over the economic waste resulting from importation of the products prohibited in the Word of Wisdom.  In a letter of instructions to all the settlements south of Great Salt Lake City, President Young wrote: 


“This community has not yet concluded to entirely dispense with the use of tobacco, and great quantities have been imported into our Territory. The silver and gold which we have paid out for this article alone, since we first came into Utah, would have built several extensive cotton and woolen factories, and filled them with machinery. I know of no better climate and soil than are here for the successful culture of tobacco. Instead of buying it in a foreign market and importing it over a thousand miles, why not raise it in our own country or do without it? True principles of domestic and political economy would suggest the production at home of every article of home consumption, for herein lies the basis of wealth and independence for any people…


“Tea is in great demand in Utah, and anything under that name sells readily at an extravagant price. This article opens a wide drain for the escape of much of our circulating medium… Tea can be produced in this Territory in sufficient quantities for home consumption, and if we raise it ourselves we know that we have the pure article.  If we do not raise it, I would suggest that we do without it.”…


The attempts of the Latter-Day Saints in southern Utah and elsewhere to make wine are also illustrative of the dominating philosophy of economic self-sufficiency.  One function of these enterprises, of course, was to provide wine for the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.  Brigham Young stated in 1864: “I anticipate the day when we can have the privilege of using, at our sacraments pure wine, produced within our borders.  I do not know that it would injure us to drink wine of our own make, although we would be better without it than to drink it to excess.”  Wine was used in the sacrament of the church as late as 1897.  A more important function of wine-making, however, was to provide much-needed income for the poverty-stricken pioneers in Utah’s Dixie.  The intention was to sell most of the wine in mining communities in southern Utah and Nevada.  Brigham Young instructed as follows: “First, by lightly pressing, make a white wine.  Then give a heavier pressing and make a colored wine.  Then barrel up this wine, and if my counsel is taken, this wine will not be drunk here, but will be exported, and thus increase the fund.”  More of the Dixie wine was consumed in the Mormon settlements than church officials had hoped, however, and the enterprise was discontinued before 1900. 


There can be no doubt that a major goal of church policy in pioneer Utah was economic independence.  Achieving self-sufficiency required a policy of urging upon the Saints the necessity of saving their dollars for items which were more important to the welfare of the group than tea, coffee, and tobacco.  Thus, it came about that those who “wasted” their cash on such “unnecessary, self-gratifying” imports were “talked about,” criticized, and accused of being unwilling to sacrifice for the common good.  The majority realized that abstinence would help to build local industry and agriculture and help to finance immigration and missionary work; therefore, strong sanctions were applied against those who refused to cooperate in this program of building up Zion.  Persons who refused to go along with the policy of non-use were not “good Mormons.” 


Those interested in promulgating the Word of Wisdom worked particularly with the young people, who soon learned that to abstain from tea, coffee, tobacco, and wine – all imports – was a test of one’s loyalty to the church, its program, and its leadership.  By the time of the 1880’s the Word of Wisdom campaign had gone so far as to lead to widespread pledges of total abstinence.  The “infamous” anti-polygamy raid, the growing influence of nearby mining camps, and the lack of employment for the younger men, all combined in the 1880’s to create a worrisome problem of drunkenness and juvenile delinquency.  At the general and local conferences of the 1880’s much time was devoted to sermons on the “liquor habit,” the “tobacco habit,” and similar vices.  There is evidence that the church’s governing “Council of Twelve Apostles” took the pledge to obey the “Word of Wisdom” at this time.  This program was so effective that in the late 1890’s it was possible for President Lorenzo Snow to state that he believed the Word of Wisdom was “violated as much or more in the improper use of meat as in other things, and (he) thought the time was near at hand when the Latter-day Saints should be taught to refrain from meat eating and the shedding of animal blood.”  A matter of economic necessity had been converted into a principle of religious faith. 


The vast changes in the Mormon economy in this century, of course, no longer require the monolithic program of sacrifice and development which spurred Utah’s pioneers.  Nevertheless, there has been, if anything, a heightened emphasis on the Word of Wisdom since 1900.  Much of this is the normal institutionalization of social ideals and processes.  But there is far stronger reason for the continued weight of the Word of Wisdom in Mormon practice: the findings of medical research.  Several Utah-born scientists who had been trained in the East, particularly Dr. John A. Widtsoe and his wife Leah, began to demonstrate the medical truths of the Word of Wisdom in a widely-read series of articles in Mormon magazines and papers.  Science could now demonstrate to the reasoning mind the ultimate wisdom of the Lord and His Prophet in announcing the Revelation to His people.  For reasons of faith, loyalty, and good health, therefore, the faithful Latter-day Saint still observes the Word of Wisdom. 

In reading the information contained in this article, it is easy to see that the Word of Wisdom did not carry the weight or emphasis in the early Mormon Church as it does now.  Obviously, the Word of Wisdom had been around for many years as a “guide,” not as a commandment – but currently, the Word of Wisdom is treated as a full-fledged commandment, right up there with the Ten Commandments.  Any Mormon who drinks alcohol, coffee or tea, or smokes tobacco, is censured by the Church leadership, and is unable to get a temple recommend.  In fact, if a person’s use of these substances becomes public knowledge, they are basically shunned by other Mormons (due to their judgmental tendencies).  Also, as stated earlier, some Mormons take the Word of Wisdom so far as to include Cola products.  It is interesting to me that very little emphasis is placed on other aspects of the Word of Wisdom, though, such as the consumption of red meat (i.e. “The flesh of beasts and fowls also is ordained for man’s use, but must be used sparingly.  It should not be used except in the winter, during cold weather, and in times of famine.”)

As I have discovered is the case with most things having to do with the history of the Mormon Church, the history behind the Word of Wisdom is very convoluted – and confusing.  Of course, I am sure that most Mormons consider all this to be “a little fleck of history” (to use President Hinckley’s words), so it doesn’t matter.  But no piece of the history of the Mormon Church should be considered “a little fleck.”  All of it is important because it is the basis and foundation on which it was formed.  

Of course, a very important book of scripture to Mormons is the Book of Mormon.  And what is that book but a re-telling of historical events in ancient America (at least, according to the Mormon Church).  If the so-called history outlined in the Book of Mormon is so important to a person’s spiritual well-being, then how can any history be called unimportant.  Little flecks of history are history, no matter how you twist or spin them.

The accurate and truthful telling of history does matter – and the fact that differing versions of almost everything having to do with the Mormon Church exist is very disturbing to me.  Getting things straight seems to be a monumental task for the Mormon Church.  And although they want everyone to just accept whatever it is they choose to tell them, that is not possible for intelligent, thinking people who care about the truth.  They profess that God is unchangeable – he is the same today, tomorrow and forever.  And yet they seem to want to change fundamental things about Mormon doctrine at the drop of a hat – and suppress things that are historically known facts if they are unflattering to the Mormon position.  Obviously, there is THE TRUTH – and then there is “truth according to the Mormons.” 

CHAPTER 10

RESEARCH FROM “UNAUTHORIZED SOURCES”
“But it’s all Anti-Mormon propaganda!!”

During the time when I was an active Mormon, it was widely known that the Mormon Church doesn't want their members to research outside the "Church authorized reading materials," and that they only want their members to read books written by authorized authors and scriptures such as the Bible, the Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, the Pearl of Great Price, etc.  Although I always thought that this was because there was a lot of anti-Mormon literature "out there," and the church was trying to steer its members clear of such propaganda, since then I have come to realize that is not really the case.  The real reason why I think they want Mormons to steer clear of “unauthorized material” is because if they look at these materials, they will start to find out things that the leaders of the Mormon Church are trying to keep hidden.  In fact, these days during temple recommend interviews, they are now asking if a person has visited any "Anti-Mormon" websites, including www.exmormon.org and others of that ilk, and if a person has done so (and is honest about it), a temple recommend in most likelihood will be denied. 


The cover-up and suppression of certain parts of Mormon history is particularly rampant.  From the moment I discovered that Polyandry was practiced in the early years of the Mormon Church (in Kirtland, Ohio; in Nauvoo, Illinois; and in Salt Lake City, Utah), I have felt even more betrayed than I had previously.  Apparently, they have grouped this little known fact into Polygamy, which is widely known, but to me, Polyandry is a totally different topic.  Essentially, Polyandry was the religiously condoned adultery practiced by both Joseph Smith and Brigham Young in the early years of the Mormon Church, and to me it is even more shocking that Polygamy.  But the fact that Polyandry was practiced has been so covered up and suppressed by the Mormon Church that it is barely known by its members – and only by doing my own research did I discover it.  


Of course, I know what I would be told if I were to talk to any active, practicing Mormons about my issues and discoveries.  In fact, I can hear their reactions now, including those of my brother and his wife.  I would be told that I am reading evil materials, that I am being cavalier and careless with my own eternal salvation, and that I need to stop reading these “anti-Mormon materials” and come back to the fold.  Or maybe that's just the voice of my father echoing in my brain?  No, sadly it's the voice of every Mormon, whether they realize it or not.  When a person follows the path etched out for them by another person or organization, they are basically condoning it.  So by remaining Mormon, all members of the Mormon Church are not only being sheep by buying into the doctrines and teachings of the Mormon Church, but are condoning the actions of Mormons, Inc.  


But truly, how do you rationalize out the things that I have discovered about Joseph Smith?  That’s the question I would like to ask my brother one day.  When I first arrived in Georgia, and told my brother that I hadn’t been going to Church for over 2 years, he first said, “It’s never too late to go back.”  Then when I told him that the reason I hadn’t been going was because of issues I have with certain teachings and practices of the Mormon Church, my brother said (and this is pretty much verbatim):  “Well, it all boils down to Joseph Smith.  If you believe he was a Prophet of God, then the Church is true, but if you don’t believe that he was a Prophet of God, then the Church is not true.  It’s as simple as that.  I believe that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God, so to me, the Church is true.”  What I would like to do is tell my brother what I have discovered, see his reaction, and then remind him what he told me then.  One day soon, I hope to gather the courage to do just that.


After all, my brother is a very intelligent man, so for him to go along “blindly” with these teachings is very frustrating to me.  In fact, my sister-in-law is very intelligent as well.  She speaks fluent Spanish, has taught Spanish at the grade school, high school and college levels, got a Masters Degree from Salamanca University in Spain, and is in the process of starting a business to teach Spanish to businessmen.  She reads a lot and is very versed on a lot of topics, including Mormonism.  She was not born and raised in the Mormon Church, but rather converted when she was in her teens.  I keep asking myself if she knows what I have uncovered, and I would like to talk to you about all that as well.


But whether or not I actually do that is still questionable.  After all, family is important, and I don't want to alienate them by seeming as though I think they are stupid for continuing to believe in, and belong to, the Mormon Church.  But on the other hand, I would like to fully explain to them why I left the Mormon Church, without criticism – just an exchanging of ideas.  Unlike the Mormon Church which professes to believe the 11th Article of Faith, I actually do believe that people should be allowed to believe what they want, and belong to whatever religion they choose – or be an atheist if that is what they choose.  Unlike my father, I do not think that not being Mormon is condemning anyone to HELL (or rather, the lowest of the three glories).


After I read Bob McCue’s article on www.exMormon.org, I went on his website (http://mccue.cc/bob/spirituality.htm) and read many other of his writings, all of which I found very interesting and informative.  I admire people like Bob McCue who have the inner strength and conviction to stand up for what they believe, and don’t believe – and to state it in such an articulate manner.  On his website, Mr. McCue writes:


“I served as a missionary for the Mormon Church (in southern Peru in the late 1970s) and then remained a faithful, active member of that religious organization until my mid-forties.  My service to the Mormon community included a five-year stint as "Bishop" of the congregation to which my family belonged, and a variety of other leadership and teaching responsibilities.  I released myself from my last Mormon responsibility (Stake Mission President) in early 2002.  I resigned my membership in December of 2002.  The three issues that brought this to a head were as follows:


“First, I began to break the Mormon rule that everything not supportive of the Mormon faith should be avoided. This led me to Mormon history as the professional historians write it - incredibly, at age 45 with three university degrees, a new genre for me. I quickly realized that I had been misled as to how Mormonism started, and hence what it was. I saw a pattern of Mormon leadership deception going back to Mormonism's beginnings with Joseph Smith, and was physically ill for months as I adjusted to this reality…


“Second, I was told by the Mormon leadership that I could believe what I wanted and remain a member of the Mormon Church.  However, I could not speak to anyone outside of my immediate family about what I had discovered, regardless of its historical legitimacy.


“And third, I thought that in spite of its untrustworthy beginning Mormonism perhaps had become worthwhile as a social movement.  Good things do sometimes come from bad, after all.  So, I carefully considered the various significant teachings that distinguish Mormonism from other religions and wisdom traditions.  This persuaded me that my family and I would likely be much better off without the advice of Mormon leaders.


“After carefully considering the foregoing, I decided that I did not wish to be further associated with the Mormon Church, despite still having great respect and feeling for many individual members of that organization.  As one might guess, this decision put significant stress on many of my family and other close relationships within the close-knit Mormon community.”


In my opinion, as in Bob McCue’s opinion, members of the Mormon Church need to be more informed about certain things.  They need to read books and articles that are not on the “Church Authorized Reading List.”  Studying “Church authorized materials” is all fine and good, but doing only that gives its members a very lopsided and unrealistic view of “the actual truth.”  And people need to know “the truth” as it really is, not as the Mormon Church deems it to be.  The fact that they labels all books, brochures, pamphlets and other materials that try to expose the truth behind the Mormon Church as “Anti-Mormon” is a prime example of that.  Most of these materials are not “Anti-Mormon.”  They are simply speaking the truth.  But then, the Mormon Church can’t handle the truth (IMO). 


The reality is that becoming educated about “the real truth” would lead members of the Mormon Church to uncover things similar to what I have discovered, and if too many Mormons do that, there is a strong possibility that more people would leave the church.  That exodus would tear down the foundation of the Church (and their money machine), so they fight hard to maintain the status quo.  After all, as stated in the Time Magazine published in its August 4, 1994 issue (cover story with the caption "Mormons, Inc." on the cover) entitled "Kingdom Come, Salt Lake City was Just for Starters" by David Van Diema, the following is pointed out:


"The first divergence between Mormon economics and that of other denominations is the tithe.  Most churches take in the greater part of their income through donations.  Very few, however, impose a compulsory 10% income tax on their members.  Tithes are collected locally, with much of the money passed on informally to local lay leaders at Sunday services.  "By Monday," says Elbert Peck, editor of Sunstone, an independent Mormon magazine, the church authorities in Salt Lake City "know every cent that's been collected and have made sure the money is deposited in banks."  There is a lot to deposit.  Last year $5.2 billion in tithes flowed into Salt Lake City, $4.9 billion of which came from American Mormons.  By contrast, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, with a comparable U.S. membership, receives $1.7 billion a year in contributions.  So great is the tithe flow that scholars have suggested it constitutes practically the intermountain states' only local counterbalance in an economy otherwise dominated by capital from the East and West coasts."


Because of their "need" to maintain the Mormon Money Machine, in my opinion, the leaders of the Mormon Church work to suppress and cover-up these things.  And that is why, in my opinion, they essentially “guilt” people into not researching any further.  All Mormons know (active, inactive or former) that reading unauthorized materials would bring great criticism upon them by their Mormon Bishop and Stake President as well as other Mormon leaders (and potentially other LDS members), so they are afraid to read and study these issues and topics on their own for fear that they will be “found out” and chastised – and they may even be denied a Temple Recommend (and that would be horrible to be denied a Mormon “status symbol” like that).


As another example of the "Mormon Money Machine," consider this quote from the same Time Magazine article:


"The church's material triumphs rival even its evangelical advances.  With unusual cooperation from the Latter-day Saints hierarchy (which provided some financial figures and a rare look at church businesses), TIME has been able to quantify the church's extraordinary financial vibrancy.  Its current assets total a minimum of $30 billion.  If it were a corporation, its estimated $5.9 billion in annual gross income would place it midway through the FORTUNE 500, a little below Union Carbide and the Paine Webber Group but bigger than Nike and the Gap.  And as long as corporate rankings are being bandied about, the church would make any list of the most admired: for straight dealing, company spirit, contributions to charity (even the non-Mormon kind) and a fiscal probity among its powerful leaders that would satisfy any shareholder group, if there were one."


Impressive, yes – but at what price?  Disguising its doctrine in the shroud of “sacredness” to the point where no member of the Mormon Church will openly discuss its odd doctrines is simply wrong.  Essentially hiding and/or covering up its questionable history is also wrong.  Professing that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God when his character was such that he deceived and lied to numerous people to achieve his goal of establishing the Mormon Church is another aspect of Mormonism that is wrong as well.  Apparently "any means to an end" is the true Mormon philosophy.


Obviously, the subtitle of this Time Magazine article ("The Mormons' True Great Trek Has Been To Social Acceptance and A $30 Billion Church Empire") is particularly applicable in this context.  In this article, David Van Diema goes on to say:


"The true Mormon difference, however, lies in what the LDS church does with that money.  Most denominations spend on staff, charity and the building and maintenance of churches; leaders will invest a certain amount – in the case of the Evangelical Lutherans, $152 million – as a pension fund, usually through mutual funds or a conservative stock portfolio.  The philosophy is minimalist, as Lutheran pastor Mark Moller-Gunderson explains: "Our stewardship is not such that we grow the church through business ventures."


"The Mormons are stewards of a different stripe.  Their charitable spending and temple building are prodigious.  But where other churches spend most of what they receive in a given year, the Latter-day Saints employ vast amounts of money in investments that TIME estimates to be at least $6 billion strong.  Even more unusual, most of this money is not in bonds or stock in other peoples' companies but is invested directly in church-owned, for-profit concerns, the largest of which are in agribusiness, media, insurance, travel and real estate.  Deseret Management Corp., the company through which the church holds almost all its commercial assets, is one of the largest owners of farm and ranchland in the country, including 49 for-profit parcels in addition to the Deseret Ranch.  Besides the Bonneville International chain and Beneficial Life, the church owns a 52% holding in ZCMI, Utah's largest department-store chain. (For a more complete list, see chart.)  All told, TIME estimates that the Latter-day Saints farmland and financial investments total some $11 billion, and that the church's non-tithe income from its investments exceeds $600 million.


"The explanation for this policy of ecclesiastical entrepreneurism lies partly in the Mormons' early experience of ostracism.  Brigham Young wrote 150 years ago that "the kingdom of God cannot rise independent of Gentile nations until we produce, manufacture, and make every article of use, convenience or necessity among our people."  By the time the covered wagons and handcarts had concluded their westward roll, geographic isolation had reinforced social exclusion: the Mormons' camp on the Great Salt Lake was 800 miles from the nearest settlement.  Says Senator Bob Bennett, whose grandfather was a President: "In Young's day the church was the only source of accumulated capital in the territory.  If anything was built, it had to be built by the church because no one else had any money."


"In the first century of corporate Mormonism, the church's leaders were partners, officers or directors in more than 900 Utah-area businesses.  They owned woolen mills, cotton factories, 500 local co-ops, 150 stores and 200 miles of railroad.  Moreover, when occasionally faced with competition, they insisted that church members patronize LDS-owned businesses.  Eventually this became too much for the U.S. Congress.  In 1887 it passed the Edmunds-Tucker Act, specifically to smash the Mormons' vertical monopolies."


Of course, this Time Magazine is an example of the "unauthorized research" discouraged, if not completely prohibited and/or condemned, by the Mormon Church.  I would bet a lot of money that most Mormons haven't even read this article, and if they have, most of them chalk it up to "anti-Mormon propaganda" that is filled with half-truths and downright lies.  In fact, I can hear those words echoing in my mind right now.  

Reactions to these types of subject within the Mormon Church are very predictable.  Going along is the typical mindset and is essentially part of being Mormon, being perpetuated by leaders of the Mormon Church.  To me, their lack of real knowledge about these things is shocking because there are a lot of very intelligent people who are members of the Mormon Church.  The fact that they hide their heads in the sand, though, is very troubling.  And since the Church strongly discourages anyone’s independent research, most of them will never know the real truth, but rather remain in a state of total denial.  That, to me, is very sad.  

CHAPTER 11
IS THE MORMON CHURCH A CULT?
All evidence points to “Yes!!”


Over the years, I have heard the Mormon Church called a cult many times.  When I was an active, True Believing Mormon, this really irritated me because I was certain that I didn’t belong to a cult – and besides, I reasoned, cults are odd religions like the Hari Krishnas, Heaven’s Gate, or the Moonies.  But in reality, since some of the characteristics of cults are brainwashing, mind control, and exploiting its members, Mormonism definitely fits the definition of a cult.  While it may not seem that Church leaders blatantly exploit members, when you consider the amount of time that Mormons are required to give for church service and the amount of money required of the membership, that designation doesn’t seem far-fetched at all.  And the fact that large amounts of money is required from members in the form of tithing (10% of gross income) and other monetary offerings, regardless of their actual ability to pay and with no regard for members who are financially strapped, that designation becomes even more apparent.  And of course, the brainwashing and mind control aspects of cults go without saying. 


In researching this question further, I found some very interesting information on www.howcultswork.com, which is run by Cultwatch (www.cultwatch.com).  Interspersed in the article, I have included some of my own thoughts (in bold type).  The first discussion point is some commonly accepted fallacies about cults.  

Misconceptions about Cults

Cults are easy to spot, they wear strange clothes and live in communes. 
Well, some do.  But most are everyday people like you and me.  They live in houses.  They wear the same clothes.  They eat the same food.  Cult leaders don't want you to know that you are being recruited into a cult and so they order their recruiters to dress, talk and act in a way that will put you at ease.  One cult has even invented a phrase to describe this, they call it “being relatable.”

Cults are full of the weak, weird and emotionally unstable. 
Not true.  Many cult members are very intelligent, attractive and skilled.  The reality is that all sorts of people are involved in cults.  One of the few common denominators is that they were often recruited at a low point in their life – more about that later. 

Cults are just a bunch of religious nut cases. 
This is a common mistake people make thinking that cults are purely religious groups.  The modern definition of a mind control cult refers to all groups that use mind control and the devious recruiting techniques that this article exposes.  The belief system of a religion is often warped to become a container for these techniques, but it is the techniques themselves that make it a cult.  In a free society people can believe what they want, but most people would agree that it is wrong for anyone to try to trick and control people.  


The fact that the word “cult” brings a very negative connotation to mind makes me not want to admit that Mormonism very obviously falls into this category since I was a member of the Mormon Church for so many years.  But in realizing that the Mormon Church is indeed a cult, I had to alter my thinking that “cults are easy to spot, they wear strange clothes and live in communes” because that mistaken belief keeps me from facing the reality of the situation.  Since I was raised in the Mormon Church from the time I was 10 months old, it’s not particularly easy to admit that I was once a member of a cult – and that I remained embroiled in that cult for a very large part of my life.  


Of course, thinking that “cults are full of the weak, weird and emotionally unstable” is also something that kept me from considering the fact that the Mormon Church is a cult.  After all, my natural curiosity was so squelched by Mormonism that I didn’t “yearn to learn” about things outside my comfort zone.  Of course, that fact in and of itself is a bad thing.  Curiosity is a natural human condition – but in my opinion, Mormonism attempts to squelch that innate characteristic to such a degree that it limits the development of many people, including myself.  

When people are investigating the possibility of joining such an organization, the misconceptions surrounding them are what keep people from recognizing what they are actually considering.  In looking at that organization, a person may think that there are many very nice, amenable, strong, obviously normal and self-sufficient people who believe in and follow the teachings of that organization so it must be okay.  But the fact is that even though there are a lot of very good people who belong to the Mormon Church, and they don’t think they belong to a cult, that only means that many very nice, amendable strong, obviously normal and self-sufficient people are capable of being tricked and duped by such organizations.  In my opinion, one of the things that makes the Mormon Church somewhat desirable is the notion that they are very “family-oriented.”  Many people think that raising children in the Mormon Church would be a good thing for them, that it would instill good values and standards in them.  But at what price?  Their free agency, independent though, their very ability to choose for themselves is what is really at stake.  And since the Mormon Church hides so much of their history, the fact that the foundation of this organization is terribly flawed is something that people should consider, but basically can’t do that because it is not easily discernable.

So what is a cult anyway?
The modern definition of a mind control cult is any group which employs mind control and deceptive recruiting techniques.  In other words, cults trick people into joining and coerce them into staying.  This is the definition that most people would agree with.  Except the cults themselves of course! 

Religious (Cults)
Cults that use a belief system as their base are very common.  Their belief system could be standard Christianity, Hinduism, Islam or any other of the world religions, or they may have invented their own belief system.  What makes them a cult is the fact that they use mind control, not what they believe. 


To me, the idea of mind control is very frightening.  And what is more frightening is that I know for a fact that I was a victim of brainwashing and mind control.  In looking back at my life, I know for certain that I was brainwashed and had my ability to choose for myself taken away from me.  That is very clear to me now.  If that wasn’t the case, then why would I have stayed in the Mormon Church for so long even though I surmised many years ago that since I had so many issues and questions about the Mormon Church, there was a very good possibility that it was false?  But instead of removing myself from the church at that time, due to the fact that I was too afraid of the ramifications to leave, I remained embroiled in this organization for a very log time.  That is very frightening to me now.  And what is more frightening is that I know that there are many others who are doing the same now.  

MIND CONTROL
Mind Control is a suite of psychological techniques that cult leaders attempt to control their members with.  Cultwatch does not consider Mind Control to be some magical device which can take away peoples' free will.  In other words it does not turn people into some sort of remote control robot.  Rather we see Mind Control as a dishonest influence placed covertly on cult members by the cult.  So instead of Mind Control being some sort of irresistible force like the aliens in the movies that take over people’s minds, rather it is more like a gun.  The cult leader points the Mind Control “gun” at a member and says, "if you leave us then you will lose all of your friends and family", “if you don't conform then you will go to Hell,”…. 


This aspect of mind control really rings true to me relative to Mormonism.  Describing “Mind Control a la Mormonism” as a gun is very good analogy – because that is how I felt all those years –as if someone was pointing a gun at my head and saying that I would lose all of my family and friends if I left the Mormon Church.  That is a very frightening experience and one that it has taken me a very long time to get over, and living my life with that threat hanging over my head definitely took its toll on me.  Of course, the whole “if you don’t conform then you will go to Hell” routine was father’s spiel.  As I’ve already said, Mormonism doesn’t believe in “Hell” per se, but since “all good Mormons” strive to attain the Celestial Kingdom, and that’s where Mormons believe their families will be, if they don’t confirm, them they will never see their families again – so it is essentially the same theme.  That’s a lot to shove down people’s throats, but the Mormon Church does it quite well.

We have broken Mind Control up into a series of techniques that the cults use.  Together these techniques make up Mind Control. 

Deception
A cult needs to recruit and operate using deception.  Why?  Because if people knew their true practices and beliefs beforehand then they would not join.  A cult needs to hide the truth from you until they think you are ready to accept it. 

For example, imagine if the leader of Heavens Gate cult was open and honest about the group and had said to new recruits, "Join us, wear strange clothes, get castrated and then drink poison!," he would not have had many takers. 


Yes, this is definitely true.  I truly believe that if people knew the true practices, beliefs and history of the Mormon Church beforehand, it is very doubtful they would ever even consider joining the Church.  The only reason I was a member of the Mormon Church was because I was practically born into it, and raised in it, but looking at what I know now, I truly doubt that I would have joined it if given the choice later in life (at least, that’s what I want to believe).  

A cult will have a slick well-rehearsed Public Relations front which hides what the group is really like.  You will hear how they help the poor, or support research, or peace, or the environment.  They will tell you how happy you will be in their group (and everyone in the cult will always seem very happy and enthusiastic, mainly because they have been told to act happy and will get in trouble if they don't).  But you will not be told what life is really like in the group, nor what they really believe.  These things will be introduced to you slowly, one at a time, so you will not notice the gradual change, until eventually you are practicing and believing things which at the start would have caused you to run a mile. 


“Slick, well-rehearsed Public Relations front which hides what the group is really like.” WOW!!  That is definitely what the Mormon Church strives to present.  The “Mormon PR Machine” is very active and extremely pervasive, and the Internet has made it much easier for them to peddle their lies and deception.  Striving to make sure that the Mormon Church is presented to the world “in the proper light” (aka “the way in which the Church wants to be presented) is their entire mission.  It doesn’t matter to them that they are disguising, covering up and hiding certain things about the Mormon Church – the fact is that they go to great lengths to “facilitate” the teachings of the Mormon Church.


If you visit the Mormon Church official website – www.lds.org – you will find the Newsroom page, which is described as the “official resource for news media, opinion leaders and the public.”  Among other things, the following blurb appears in the Newsroom section under “Core Beliefs and Practices.”

“Representatives of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints are often asked whether the Church is becoming more “mainstream” over time. 

“If the term “mainstream” means that Latter-day Saints are increasingly viewed as a contributing, relevant and significant part of society — particularly in the United States, where there are now some six million members — then, of course, the answer is “yes.”  The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, founded in New York State in 1830 with just six members, is today the fourth largest church in the United States by independent estimates.”

It follows that its members are found at every level of society — in business and agriculture, in education and the sciences, in political parties and in government, in the entertainment industry and in the news media.  In fact, people are much more likely to be familiar with individual Latter-day Saints as friends, neighbors and working colleagues than they are with the Church institution itself or with its teachings.  This also applies in many other nations outside the United States. 

If being described as “mainstream” means the Church loses the very distinctiveness of the beliefs that are at the heart of its message, the answer is different.  While respecting the divergent views of other people of faith, Church leaders want to be clear about the beliefs that help define Latter-day Saints. 

This is obviously “Religious Spin” via the “Mormon Newsroom PR Machine” (aka “When the Tail Wags the Dog”).  What has always annoyed me is that no matter what you say or think, the Mormons tell people is that they are questioning something that shouldn’t be questioned – that if there is any question at all, it is the person’s problem, not a problem associated with the Mormon Church.  They aren’t wrong – people who question are just misguided, misinformed, and not operating under the guidance of the spirit.  As someone on the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org) said, “To me, it is very telling that the possibility of doubting the truthfulness of the church had been eliminated and converted into a constant doubting of my own worthiness.”  And that’s the way they get you… and keep you...  Doubting yourself and thinking that if you just try a little harder, study a little longer, pray with the “right spirit” in your heart, then it will all be crystal clear.

In the Newsroom area of the Mormon website (www.lds.org) is the following article entitled “The Publicity Dilemma” which was posted on March 9, 2009.  

Like other large faith groups, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints sometimes finds itself on the receiving end of attention from Hollywood or Broadway, television series or books, and the news media.  Sometimes depictions of the Church and its people are quite accurate.  Sometimes the images are false or play to stereotypes.  Occasionally, they are in appallingly bad taste. 

As Catholics, Jews and Muslims have known for centuries, such attention is inevitable once an institution or faith group reaches a size or prominence sufficient to attract notice.  Yet Latter-day Saints – sometimes known as Mormons – still wonder whether and how they should respond when news or entertainment media insensitively trivialize or misrepresent sacred beliefs or practices. 

Church members are about to face that question again.  Before the first season of the HBO series Big Love aired more than two years ago, the show’s creators and HBO executives assured the Church that the series wouldn’t be about Mormons.  However, Internet references to Big Love indicate that more and more Mormon themes are now being woven into the show and that the characters are often unsympathetic figures who come across as narrow and self-righteous.  And according to TV Guide, it now seems the show’s writers are to depict what they understand to be sacred temple ceremonies. 

Certainly Church members are offended when their most sacred practices are misrepresented or presented without context or understanding.  Last week some Church members began e-mail chains calling for cancellations of subscriptions to AOL, which, like HBO, is owned by Time Warner.  Certainly such a boycott by hundreds of thousands of computer-savvy Latter-day Saints could have an economic impact on the company. Individual Latter-day Saints have the right to take such actions if they choose. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints as an institution does not call for boycotts.  Such a step would simply generate the kind of controversy that the media loves and in the end would increase audiences for the series.  As Elder M. Russell Ballard and Elder Robert D. Hales of the Council of the Twelve Apostles have both said recently, when expressing themselves in the public arena, Latter-day Saints should conduct themselves with dignity and thoughtfulness. 

Not only is this the model that Jesus Christ taught and demonstrated in his own life, but it also reflects the reality of the strength and maturity of Church members today.  As someone recently said, “This isn’t 1830, and there aren’t just six of us anymore.”  In other words, with a global membership of thirteen and a half million there is no need to feel defensive when the Church is moving forward so rapidly.  The Church’s strength is in its faithful members in 170-plus countries, and there is no evidence that extreme misrepresentations in the media that appeal only to a narrow audience have any long-term negative effect on the Church.  

Examples: 

· During the Mitt Romney election campaign for the presidency of the United States, commentator Lawrence O’Donnell hurled abuse at the Church in a television moment that became known among many Church members as “the O’Donnell rant.” Today, his statements are remembered only as a testament to intolerance and ignorance. They had no effect on the Church that can be measured. 

· When the comedy writers for South Park produced a gross portrayal of Church history, individual Church members no doubt felt uncomfortable. But once again it inflicted no perceptible or lasting damage to a church that is growing by at least a quarter of a million new members every year. 

· When an independent film company produced a grossly distorted version of the Mountain Meadows Massacre two years ago, the Church ignored it. Perhaps partly as a result of that refusal to engender the controversy that the producers hoped for, the movie flopped at the box office and lost millions. 

· In recent months, some gay activists have barraged the media with accusations about “hateful” attitudes of Latter-day Saints in supporting Proposition 8 in California, which maintained the traditional definition of marriage. They even organized a protest march around the Salt Lake Temple.  Again, the Church has refused to be goaded into a Mormons versus gays battle and has simply stated its position in tones that are reasonable and respectful.  Meanwhile, missionary work and Church members in California remain as robust and vibrant as ever, and support for the Church has come from many unexpected quarters — including some former critics and other churches. 

Now comes another series of Big Love, and despite earlier assurances from HBO it once again blurs the distinctions between The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and the show’s fictional non-Mormon characters and their practices.  Such things say much more about the insensitivities of writers, producers and TV executives than they say about Latter-day Saints. 

If the Church allowed critics and opponents to choose the ground on which its battles are fought, it would risk being distracted from the focus and mission it has pursued successfully for nearly 180 years. Instead, the Church itself will determine its own course as it continues to preach the restored gospel of Jesus Christ throughout the world. 
So in essence, according to the Mormon PR Machine, the Mormon Church must be presented in a positive light, no matter what, even though there are so many things about it that not only draw attention to it as being very odd, strange and bizarre, but also many glaring contradictions that make it totally impossible not to have some major issues arise.  Of course, the normal human response to issues that come up is to question them – but according to the Mormon Church, we aren’t supposed to do that.  Every time I visit the LDS website, and see what is posted in the Newsroom area, I can hear the very loud chant coming from LDS Church Headquarters, saying, “WE MUST PROTECT THE MORMON IMAGE!!” over and over and over again.

This is very interesting information.  Like I said, the more I have read about cults, the more I have become convinced that the Mormon Church is a cult – and the below convinced me even more.

EXCLUSIVISM 
A normal religious organization would not have any trouble with you moving to another similar organization as long as you stayed in that same religion.  Because it is the belief system that matters, not membership in an organization.  For example if you were a Christian then you could move from one church to another and still be a Christian. 

However cult leaders will tell you can only be "saved" (or can only be successful) in their organization alone.  No other organization has the truth, all others miss the mark.  So it is not the belief system that decides your future, but it the belief system AND your membership with that particular group. 

The cult leaders need to make you believe that there is no where else you can go and still be saved, and if you ever leave the "one true church" then you are going to hell.  This is a fear based control mechanism designed to keep you in the cult.  It also gives the cult leaders tremendous power over you.  If you really believe that leaving the group equals leaving God (or means you are leaving your only chance to succeed in life), then you will obey the cult leaders even when you disagree with them instead of risking being kicked out of the group.  Exclusivism is used as a threat, it controls your behavior through fear. 

Be very suspicious of any group that claims to be better than all the others.  A religious group may say that other groups following the same religion are OK, but they are the ones who have a better grasp of the truth and they are superior to the rest.  This is often just a subtle version of exclusivism…


OH, MY WORD – THIS IS ALL ABOUT THE MORMON CHURCH!!!  Professing to be the “only true church on the face of the earth” is one of the Mormon Church’s main mantras (practically a slogan), repeated loudly and often.  Not only that, but the Mormon Church professes to be the only path through which people can gain eternal salvation.  I would call that EXCLUSIVISM TO THE MAX!!
The following article from www.meridianmagazine.com elaborates on the statement that the Mormon Church is (beyond a shadow of a doubt)… 

THE ONLY TRUE CHURCH 

From FAIR, the Foundation for Apologetic Information and Research (www.fairlds.com) 

Criticism:  Many critics of the Church call us exclusive and intolerant when we say that the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is the only true church. 

Response:  Members of the Church of Jesus Christ declare, without arrogance and with full confidence, that they belong to the only true and living church upon the earth.  What is meant when members make this bold statement? 


This position is basic to the doctrines of the Church.  It is a doctrine that was not devised by man; for it was declared by the Savior himself, as he gave instruction to the early members of the Church wherein he declared that the church was “the only true and living church upon the face of the whole earth, with which I, the Lord, am well pleased” (Doctrine and Covenants 1:30).  Members of the Church have not accepted membership simply because it is the most believable, or convenient, but rather because they believe the teachings of the Church in their entirety, and have received a witness of the Holy Ghost that it is true.  They are not so arrogant to say that the organization or programs are perfect, nor that the members are perfect.  But they affirm in the strongest possible terms that it is the only true church on the earth and invite all to come unto the welcoming arms of the Church, its members, its doctrines, and most importantly its Priesthood authority.  It has two elements. 

The Church was organized under the direction of God Himself 

First, the Church is true because it was organized under the direction of God himself, and it thereby has the priesthood authority here upon the earth.  Joseph Smith speaking on the occasion of the organization of the Church on April 6, 1830 said that; "The Church of Jesus Christ," [has been] organized in accordance with commandments and revelations given by him to ourselves in the last days...”  Marion G Romney, a former member of the Church's First Presidency, added the following to our understanding of Joseph's statement; “Not only did Joseph Smith receive through divine revelation knowledge, he was also divinely commissioned to organize, and again establish upon earth, the Church of Jesus Christ.  To enable him to do so he was endowed with the Holy Priesthood which is delegated authority to act in the name of God.”

The Church has a living prophet

Secondly, it is the “living” church” because it has a living prophet at its head upon the earth, and as a result it is a growing, developing organization.  Why do we need a living prophet?  This might best be answered by asking: If a man were to come among us with the wisdom, power, and knowledge of Moses, why would people of faith and judgment object?  Or if God were going to speak today, as he once did from Sinai, wouldn't we want to listen?  Why would anyone who loves scripture and hungers for truth object to the idea of a living prophet?  Should we not be concerned with those who refuse to listen to the voice of God in this day?  Some would say that God has chosen to speak to us only through scripture and not through prophets, but no prophet has ever suggested that. 


“Elder LeGrand Richards, a member of the Quorum of Twelve Apostles, stated: "No one can look for a work here upon this earth that isn't headed by a prophet.  The Lord has never done a work that he has recognized without a prophet at its head."  Elder Mark E. Petersen, also an Apostle, taught, "When there are no prophets, there is no divine direction, and without such direction the people walk in darkness.  It is an infallible sign of the true church that it has in it divinely chosen, living prophets to guide them, men who receive current revelation from God..." 


He also testified of Joseph Smith by quoting Revelation 14:6-7 and Amos 3:7, and then reasoning: Then what would God do about the angel bringing the gospel back to earth in modern times?  There were no prophets on earth to whom he could come.  The world no longer even believed in them.  If the Lord would do nothing—not even send his angel to earth to restore the gospel—without the services of a living prophet, how could He accomplish his divine purpose?  How could the angelic visitation predicted for the latter days be consummated if there were no prophets to receive it.  God could only do one thing, and that was to raise up a new prophet for this particular purpose, and this he did in the person of Joseph Smith Jr.” 


“In the scriptures the prophet was the covenant spokesman.  This means he had the authority to say, ‘Thus saith the Lord.'  Scriptures are a great blessing to us, but they do not replace the need for a living voice to interpret them and to ensure that we make appropriate application of them.  He has the authority to teach scripture, to interpret scripture, and to speak new scripture, thereby keeping the gospel as relevant to us as the ancient prophets did to those of their day.”  The Prophet Joseph Smith noted: “That which is wrong under one circumstance, may be, and often is, right under another. God said, "Thou shalt not kill;" at another time  He said, "Thou shalt utterly destroy."  This is the principle on which the government of heaven is conducted—by revelation adapted to the circumstances in which the children of the kingdom are placed.  Whatever God requires is right...” 


Prophets have an obligation to call the people to repentance and to insure that the proper doctrine is taught to all the children of God.  "Son of man, I have made thee a watchman unto the house of Israel," the Lord told the prophet Ezekiel, "therefore hear the word at my mouth, and give them warning" (Ezekiel 3:17).  His singular entitlement to inspiration from the Almighty, coupled with his experience of living and leading in the world, allows him to perceive and then warn us of dangers that may threaten our happiness, stifle our spiritual progress, and [insure that we find ourselves on the] "strait and narrow path which leads to eternal life" (2 Ne. 31:18).


“In this dispensation the Lord has reiterated what he declared to Ezekiel (Ezekiel 33:17) and Jeremiah (Jeremiah 6:17) in Old Testament times and to the Book of Mormon prophet Alma the Younger (Alma 6:1): that the prophets serve as God's watchmen, not only to his church but also to the world.” 


Every serious seeker for the truth needs to ask what a testimony of a living prophet would do in their lives?  How would it help them in their daily struggles?  How would it change and bless their life? The answer to this question tells why a prophet is so important as part of the “only true and living church upon the earth.” 

Where truth is 

It does not mean that this is the only church on this earth that has truth.  All churches have some truth—many of them a great deal.  Many of the clergy and members have great dedication to the teachings of the Savior. Speaking of other churches and other faiths, the Apostle Boyd K Packer in a conference of the Church said: "Now we do not say they are wrong so much as we say they are incomplete.  The fullness of the gospel has been restored.  The power and the authority to act for Him are present with us.  The power and the authority of the priesthood rests upon this church.  The Lord revealed, in Section 84 of the Doctrine and Covenants: ‘And this greater priesthood administereth the gospel and holdeth the key of the mysteries of the kingdom, even the key of the knowledge of God.  Therefore, in the ordinances thereof, the power of godliness is manifest.  And without the ordinances thereof, and the authority of the priesthood, the power of godliness is not manifest unto men in the flesh” 


In an official declaration issued on 15 February 1978, the First Presidency of the LDS Church issued a statement to the world regarding God's love for all mankind.  In part that statement says: “Based upon ancient and modern revelation, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints gladly teaches and declares (that). The great religious leaders of the world such as Muhammad, Confucius, and the Reformers, as well as philosophers including Socrates, Plato, and others, received a portion of God's light.  Moral truths were given to them by God to enlighten whole nations and to bring a higher level of understanding to individuals.... 


Consistent with these truths, we believe that God has given and will give to all peoples sufficient knowledge to help them on their way to eternal salvation, either in this life or in the life to come....” 

Conclusion 

From a present day prophet, Gordon B Hinckley, we learn from a talk given in General Conference, October, 2002, that: “This must be our great and singular message to the world.  We do not offer it with boasting.  We testify in humility but with gravity and absolute sincerity.  We invite all, the whole earth, to listen to this account and take measure of its truth.  To these we say in a spirit of love, bring with you all that you have of good and truth which you have received from whatever source, and come and let us see if we may add to it.  This invitation I extend to men and women everywhere.”


Further information can be found at www.fairlds.com.  You can submit questions to this site and receive answer from volunteers, or information is available for you to study.  The official website of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is found at www.lds.org.  If you would like to comment on these articles, or request additional topics, you can contact Carolyn Wright here.  Just check the box for the Meridian Article Editor.


This article squarely sets forth the position of the Mormon Church – that it is the “Only True and Living Church on the face of the earth.”  To me, it is one thing to make that statement, but it is another thing entirely to force it down people’s throats or make the insinuation that unless they accept it, they are doomed.  This is what my father used to do, and it drove me crazy!  The Mormon Church professes to believe in “free agency,” but in practice, they do not – they expect all members of the church to be completely committed to every single aspect of Mormonism.  They force it down other people’s throats just as it has been forced down their own throats.  In my opinion, the type of exclusivism practiced by the Mormon Church is also coercion at its very worst.  In essence, they are saying, “If you don’t believe what we are telling you, if you don’t accept every principle of Mormonism, you will not be able to live with your families and loved ones in the eternities.”  Telling people things to that effect is simply horrible.

Fear and Intimidation
Cult leadership is feared.  To disagree with leadership is the same as disagreeing with God.  The cult leaders will claim to have direct authority from God to control almost all aspects of your life.  If the cult is not a religious group then questioning the leaders or program will still be seen as a sign of rebellion and stupidity…

Guilt will be used to control you.  Maybe the reason you're not making money is because you're not “with the programme.” Maybe the reason you're not able to convert new recruits is because “your heart is prideful and full of sin.”  It could never be that the programme isn't working, or those new recruits have valid reasons for not joining.  It's always your fault, you are always wrong, and so you must try harder!  You will also be made to feel very guilty for disobeying any of the cult's written or unwritten rules. 


This is another “right on” description of what goes on in the Mormon Church.  Not only do Mormons live in fear of the Church leadership, but they also live in fear of God himself.  In the Encyclopedia of Mormonism, God is described as merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abundant in goodness.  There it is said that his “course is one eternal round,” that He is a God of truth and no respecter of persons, and that He personifies love.  That sounds wonderful, doesn’t it?  I want to believe in, and cling to, a God like that.  But in reality, that is not the God in which Mormons are taught to believe.  No, if you look at the teachings of the Mormon Church, then the Mormon God apparently judges people according to whether or not they belong to the Mormon Church, and also is okay with His Church using deceptive and dishonest methods in order to get people to join His Church.  The Mormon God is also apparently “pro-happiness” as long as it is arrived at “His way,” and if a person has any questions or doubts about doctrines within the Mormon Church, the Mormon God wants them to suppress those questions and doubts, pushing them down until they are no longer able to think about them or voice them.  This is not the description of the God in which I believe. 
Love Bombing and Relationship Control
Cults know that if they can control your relationships then they can control you.  Whether we like it or not we are all profoundly affected by those around us.  When you first go to a cult they will practice "love bombing", where they arrange instant friends for you.  It will seem wonderful, how could such a loving group be wrong!  But you soon learn that if you ever disagree with them, or ever leave the cult then you will lose all your new “friends.”  This unspoken threat influences your actions in the cult.  Things that normally would have made you complain will pass by silently because you don't want to be ostracized.  Like in an unhealthy relationship, love is turned on and off to control. 

“Love Bombing.”  What an interesting phrase.  Of course, what Cultwatch calls Love Bombing is referred to as “Fellowshipping” in the Mormon Church.  People who are investigating the Mormon Church are brought to religious services by the missionaries who make sure all the members know they are “investigators” and the “fellowshipping” begins immediately.  And of course, people who have been members for many years are definite products of Love Bombing and Relationship Control.  Mormons don’t want to think that they are being controlled and manipulated like this, but the sad fact is that they are.

Cults also try to cut you off from your friends and family because they hate others being able to influence you.  A mind control cult will seek to manoeuvre your life so as to maximize your contact with cult members and minimize your contact with people outside the group, especially those who oppose your involvement. 


Oh yes – that’s Mormonism.  Everyone in the “outside world” is considered to be unrighteous and misguided (i.e. “They need Mormonism – they just don’t know it yet”).  And since Mormons really do believe this, whenever anyone (including friends and family members) say anything negative about the Church, Mormons go into auto pilot, shut their ears and minds, and think to themselves, “Oh, that poor misguided soul – if only they could see the truth as I have.”).  That may sound dramatized, but it really isn’t embellished at all. 

Information Control
Those who control the information control the person.  In a mind control cult any information from outside the cult is considered evil, especially if it is opposing the cult.  Members are told not to read it or believe it.  Only information supplied by the cult is true.  One cult labels any information against it as "persecution" or "spiritual pornography", another cult calls it "apostate literature" and will expel you from the group if you are caught with it.  Cults train their members to instantly destroy any critical information given to them, and to not even entertain the thought that the information could be true.

Key Point
If you are instructed by a group not to read information critical of the group, then that is a sign of a cult.

Key Point
Legitimate groups have nothing to fear from their members reading critical information about them.

Common sense tells us that a person who does not consider all information may make an unbalanced decision.  Filtering the information available or trying to discredit it not on the basis of how true it is, but rather on the basis of how it supports the party line, is a common control method used throughout history. 


To me, the fact that the Mormon Church attempts (successfully, in most instances) to “filter the information” available to its members is a very telling sign that it is actually a cult.  Looking back at my life, I know for a fact that due to this “filtering process,” I did not progress in my individuality from a psychologically healthy standpoint until much later in my life.  It is very embarrassing to admit, but I was a sheep just like they wanted me to be.  As I have already said, I was a very good product of brain-washing – no Ifs, Ands or Buts.  They did their job – and they did it well.  Luckily, through some miracle (for which I am grateful), I was able to see begin to see things in a more realistic way and break free from the mind control. 

In a mind control cult like in Nazi Germany or Communist Russia you must be careful of what you say and do; "The walls have ears."  Everyone is encouraged to watch out for "struggling" brothers and sisters and report what they see to leadership.  Often information given in deepest confidence is automatically reported to leadership.  Cult leaders will then use this information to convince their members that they have a supernatural link, the trusting member does not suspect the very natural mechanism behind the supernatural revelations they are given. 

People in a mind control cult will also hide their true thoughts and feelings, and instead wear a mask which presents them as a perfect cult member.  This mask is a defense against being reported to leadership and being punished for not measuring up (cult members never feel like they measure up to the cult's ideals, and yet often believe the other members around them do, when in reality the others feel the same as them).  Hence cult members are trained not only to deceive outsiders, but also to deceive their fellow cult members.  Rarely can close friendships form in cults, and if they do the cult's leaders may see them as a threat and move those people away from each other.  Nothing is allowed that can be more powerful than the cult members' allegiance to the group and its leaders. 

Key Point
Is information you expected to be kept confidential reported to leadership?  If so, then it’s a cult.


OK, I’ll say it again – the more and more I read about cults, the more I realize that the Mormon Church is, indeed, a cult.  And the more it disturbs me that I was involved in this cult for so long.  As some people on the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org) say, “Stupid cult!!”


Oh yes, “the walls have ears” in Mormonville.  People’s “concerns” soon become their debacle since it is not “okay” to voice any questions or differing opinions other than those approved by the Mormon Party Line.  Stuffing things down becomes a regular activity since Mormons never feel comfortable really talking about the issues they may be confronting. 

Time Control
Mind control cults keep their members so busy with meetings and activities that they become too busy and too tired to think about their involvement.  
Time control also helps the cult keep their members immersed in the manufactured cult environment. 

And time control helps keep cult members away from friends and family. 


Mormonism is an all-inclusive religion.  It takes over people’s lives, permeating their existence to the point where their lives are so entrenched and deep-rooted in Mormonism that most, if not all, of their friends are Mormon and their social interaction is almost exclusively with other Mormons.  The “Mormon world” becomes its members’ only world, to the exclusion of everything else.  Yes, they work at their careers and/or jobs, but that is a necessary diversion in order to exist in the secular world.  Besides, the fact that excursions into the “material world” are opportunities for missionary work is not lost on Mormons – so a great number of them use their jobs in precisely that way, to perhaps lure another unsuspecting soul into Mormonville.  

They tell you that they are not a cult.
This is a preemptive strike against the warnings from friends and family members which they know will come.  In fact some cults go as far to tell you that Satan will try and dissuade you by sending family members and friends to tell you it is a cult.  When this tactic is used then often a warped form of logic occurs in the recruits' mind, the "agents of Satan" do come and tell them that it is a cult.  So since the group predicted that would happen, the group therefore must true!  Basically if any group tells you that they are not a cult, or that some people call them a cult, then for goodness sake find out why! 

Key Point
Research the group independent of the group.


This is very important advice – “If any group tells you that they are not a cult, or that some people call them a cult, then for goodness sake find out why!”  I have heard Mormonism called a “cult” many times during my life, and I wish hearing that would have triggered something inside of me to find out why much earlier in my life.  Why I didn’t investigate the reasons that my religion was considered by some people to be a cult, I don’t know.  Well, that’s not entirely true.  I do know why I didn’t investigate that aspect of things.  It was because I was such a good product of brainwashing and mind control that I accepted blindly whatever the Mormon Church told me – until the curtain parted and I was able to see “the great and wonderful Oz” back there manipulating the situation.  The fact that I was finally able to step back and see it for what it really is makes me very grateful – but for a very long, I truly “couldn’t see the forest for the trees.”  

Another important piece of advice offered by Cultwatch is “research the group independent of the group.”  However, because of so many of the “mind control games” that the Mormon Church plays (and is very good at executing), the reality of a person being able to do that while still embroiled in the Mormon Church is almost impossible because of the “information control” aspect of the Mormonism.

What follows is a list of ways in which people can identify cults.  Cultwatch lists these characteristics as ones that typically occur in cults, and in reviewing this list, I find it very interesting that THIS LIST HAS MORMON WRITTEN ALL OVER IT!!  I have gone through this list and added my comments.

1.
Single charismatic leader.  Joseph Smith (the con artist and egomaniac), the founder of the Mormon Church, was said to be very charismatic.  And of course, there have been others through the years, including Brigham Young who was second only to Joseph Smith in his con artistry and egomaniacal traits – although I’m not sure about the charisma part.  I’ve read some things that indicate Brigham Young was a bit of a bully, so that trait may not apply to him.  But in current days, the figure head of the Mormon Church (the President and Prophet) is always the one who is placed the forefront, no matter what the situation.  For instance, Gordon B. Hinckley was the president of the Mormon Church from 1995 until he passed away in 2007 – and it was President Hinckley who Mike Wallace interviewed in 1996 on 60 Minutes.  Thomas B. Monson is the President and Prophet of the Church now so he is the main spokesman today. 

2.
People always seeming constantly happy and enthusiastic.  Especially if you discover that they have been told to act that way for the potential new recruits.  Oh yes, this (sadly) describes Mormonism.  So happy and enthusiastic (outwardly) that it makes me want to run and hide.  Attending a Fast and Testimony meeting on the first Sunday of every month in the Mormon Church is totally mind-numbing – listening to Morgbots repeat the same lines over and over again, like:  (a) “I know the Church is true beyond a shadow of a doubt;” (b) “I know this is the only true and living Church on the face of the earth”; (c) I know that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God;” and on and on.  What’s really sad is when little children get up and say these same lines.  Mormons sit there thinking, “Oh, isn’t that cute,” but in reality, since brain-washing is at its core, it’s simply wrong.

3.
Instant friends.  Oh yes, friends instantly appear.  Mormons are very friendly, especially to people who are investigating the church.  Of course, love bombing is at the core of this “friendliness,” with the desired result being the thought that “how could such a loving group be wrong?”  But the underlying problem is that if you disagree with anything, or ever dare to leave the Mormon Church, all of your “friends” will be gone, evaporated into thin air because their “love” and “friendliness” is a ruse to draw people in.  So rather than upset the apple cart, people go along because they “don’t want to be ostracized.”  Yes, like in an unhealthy relationship (such as in an abusive marriage), love is turned on and off to control.


And then, there are the Stepford Wives in Relief Society – women who have given up their own identities to become clones and take on the “Cookie Cutter” persona promoted by a male-dominated, male-oriented “religious” organization that is nothing more than a stack of insipid platitudes forced upon them by the men who run the Mormon Church and their lives.  A large percentage of these women are intelligent females who have had the life sucked out of them by the Mormon Church to the point where they allow themselves to be controlled by not only the Mormon Church but also their husbands who they “follow in righteousness,” and who have retained no individual thoughts and have no distinct personalities.  Very sad.

4.
If you are told who you can or cannot talk to or associate with.  While Mormons aren’t “told” not to have friends outside of the Mormon Church, the fact is that the very nature of the Mormon Church demands that they not associate with people who think differently than they do.  Teenagers are “discouraged” from having non-Mormon friends (because “you become who you associate with”) and not date any non-Mormons (because “you marry who you date”), this is very much telling them who they can or cannot talk to or associate with.  When my niece left the Mormon Church, my brother and his wife told me that they thought it was because she had become friends with a non-Mormon woman who they thought had put “strange ideas” in her head.  Yes, let’s blame that fact rather than deal with the possibility that my niece had a moment of clarity and realized that the church is which she had been raised is a fraud.

5.
They hide what they teach.  In so many ways, this is very true.  They hide the truth about polygamy, and never mention polyandry or the many teenage plural wives of Joseph Smith.  They discuss the Adam-God Doctrine or Blood Atonement that Brigham Young preached in the early days of the Mormon Church.  They don’t readily discuss the fact that they believe “worthy Mormons” can become Gods and Goddesses.  They don’t tell anyone that there are differing versions of the First Vision (and that the “official version” was written in 1838, many years after this event supposedly took place and is actually fictional).  They claim that Joseph Smith was a religious martyr, but they hide the fact that he was in Carthage Jail for participating in the destruction of a printing press and the burning of the building that housed the Nauvoo Expositor which printed a story about Joseph Smith’s practice of polygamy – that he was not a religious martyr but rather a criminal.  They profess to believe in the Articles of Faith, but many of them are downright lies, covering up the reality of the situation.

6.
Say they are the only true group, or the best, so why go anywhere else.  Yes, as I was told so many times over my years of being a Mormon, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints professes to be “the only true and living church on the face of the earth.”  Since they are on the only ones who have the truth, you must join the LDS Church or sadly you will spend eternity regretting the fact that you will have been assigned to either the Terrestrial Kingdom or the Telestial Kingdom, and not to the Celestial Kingdom where all good Mormons desire to go.  However, like Billy Joel, I would rather laugh with the sinners than cry with the saints, so anyplace other than the CK is fine with me.  I can’t think of anything more boring than spending eternity with a bunch of Mormons.

7.
Hyped meetings – get you to meetings rather than share with you.  Oh yes, Mormons and their meetings.  The number of meetings that Mormons are required to attend is astronomical, particularly if they are in any leadership positions within the Church.  On Sunday, there is a 3-hour block of meetings – Priesthood Meeting for the men, Relief Society for the women, Sunday School for the adults, Primary for the children, and Sacrament Meeting as a joint meeting for everyone.  And if that isn’t enough, there are more meetings during the week.  Truly, the Mormon Church “meetings its members to death,” but nothing of substance is really shared – other than more of the Mormon Party Line.

8.
Experiential rather than logical.  In my opinion, there are not any teachings, doctrines or practices in the Mormon Church that are based on logic.  If any form of logic was involved, then the First Vision would be considered ridiculous as would the Book of Mormon being translated from golden plates as would the Practice of Polygamy as would the Polyandrous marriages of Joseph Smith and Brigham Young as would Joseph Smith secretly “marrying” teenage girls as would everything else about Mormonism.  The fact that the Mormon Church tells its members to accept its teachings on faith, that we cannot know the reasoning behind everything in this life, and that everything will be revealed in the afterlife is evidence to me that logic has no home in Mormonism.  If a person uses any intellect or reasoning power at all, then they know that the whole thing is a sham, and the way in which people are coerced into staying in a religion like that is simply wrong.

9.
Asking for money for the next level.  In Mormonville, people are required to pay 10% tithing.  One of the things that payment of tithing accomplishes is “buying” them entrance to Mormon Temples.  If tithing is not paid, a person cannot go to the Temple.  Of course, there are other criteria as well, but the fact remains that “no tithing” equals “no temple entrance.”  If this isn’t asking for money for the next level, I don’t know what is.  What I find very hypocritical is that Mormons often criticize Scientology for being a cult and for requiring the payment of money to get to the “next level,” when they do exactly the same thing.

10.
Some cults travel door to door during times when women are home alone.  They, and this is rather sexist, think that women are easier to recruit and once they have the woman then it will be easier to snare the husband or partner.  Anyone who has heard a knock on the door and opened it to find two young men in white shirts and ties standing on their porch wanting to discuss “the restored gospel of Jesus Christ” (and give them a Book of Mormon) has experienced this phenomenon.  Yes, these are Mormon missionaries.  And as Cultwatch indicates, this door-to-door proselytizing is usually done during the day when typically husbands are at work and the wife is at home with the kids.  

I find this last point to be particularly interesting.  I had never thought about the fact that, as Cultwatch states, the missionaries are, in essence, targeting women when their husbands/partners aren’t at home – but when I look at it, that’s exactly what they are doing.  Not only that, but what woman who has been at home all day with the kids (for who knows how many days in a row) isn’t hungering for adult conversation?  So they present their “message” to women at home when their husbands are at work who are starving for adult conversation and who are “easier to recruit” – and they begin the process of indoctrination under these conditions, thereby not only entrapping the wife, but potentially snaring the husband as well.  Very smart, these Mormons!!  After all, no one has ever suggested that Mormons are dumb. 

Contrary to the norm, though, when my parents were converted to Mormonism, it was my father who was home during the day, heard a knock on the door, and opened it to find two Mormon missionaries there.  And it was my father who first heard the missionary discussions and talked my mother into listening to what the missionaries had to say.  My father was a postal worker who worked split shifts and sometimes late at night, and my mother was an RN who had an unpredictable schedule.  So this is why my father was home during the day when my mother was at work – they adapted their work schedules around each other so one of them could be home with their 3 small children.

Of course, the point in life at which my parents were back then was very conducive to joining a religion.  They were baptized into the Mormon Church in 1952 when my oldest brother was 5, my second brother was 2, and I was 10 months old.  And with my oldest brother being born mentally retarded, that added another dimension to their world.  The fact that the Mormon Church teaches that mentally retarded children are “special,” that they are only sent to earth to receive a body, and that they don’t need to be baptized or “prove themselves” undoubtedly provided some comfort for my parents in dealing with my brother’s mental retardation.  This could very well have played into why they joined the Mormon Church.

Lately, I have become very curious about what exactly went on back then.  My father started smoking when he was 12 years old, and he drank from the time he was a teenager on.  When he and my mother met during World War II, he apparently smoked like a chimney and drank heavily.  But after the war was over, my parents moved to California to take care of his ailing parents – and it was after his parents both died that my father was converted to Mormonism.  

I talked to my father about a year before he passed away, wanting to know more about his conversion to Mormonism, as well as the story behind my mother’s conversion.  I remember him telling me that he believed that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God right away, and accepted the rest of the teachings and doctrine because of his belief in Joseph Smith.  On the other hand, he said that my mother had a hard time accepting Joseph Smith, but ultimately accepted him as a Prophet of God because she came to believe in other teachings of the Church.  Because of this scenario, I have often wondered if my mother joined the Mormon Church because my father believed in it, and she saw it as a way to keep her marriage and family together, particularly since joining the Church made my father stop smoking and drinking.  I wish I could have reached the point of questioning Mormonism before my mother passed away so I could have talked to her about all that.  

Family was very important to my mother.  My mother was the last remaining person in her own personal extended family, so I know that guided her in many respects in wanting to keep her newly-formed family together.  I will never know for sure, but it is my inclination to believe that she joined the Mormon Church more to keep my father happy, and their marriage and family together, than because she believed in it.  At least, I hope that was her reasoning (and not that she actually bought into it).  That may sound odd, but since my mother was a very intelligent woman, I would like to think she had other reasons for joining the Mormon Church than that she was duped by the stupid cult.

Find Out More.
The Internet should be your first stop if the group you are interested in or involved with has an international scope.  Most of the larger cults will be mentioned by counter-cult organizations like Cultwatch, and commonly many ex-members will have posted their cult involvement stories on the net. 

Key Point
Be especially eager to surf the net if your leaders have told you not to.

Many of the larger cults hate the net since it allows their members access to information they deem subversive or evil.  A good place to start is www.cultwatch.com.  There we have cult information and links to other counter-cult groups.  Also go to the search engines and type in keywords associated with the group, like the name of the group, the leaders or founders name, the titles of books they use and any peculiar words that the group uses.  If the group is new or too small to have been exposed on the net then read stories of other people who were in mind control cults.  The patterns may seem familiar to you.  If you are still unsure then email us your story at cultwatch@cultwatch.com, we will let you know of any thoughts we have. 

Other ways…  Old publications by the group.  Often the older cults have predicted the end of the world or changed their beliefs significantly, hence their older publications become a danger to them.  For some of the older cults people have produced books of photocopies of these changes.


Reading all of this information from Cultwatch.com is very frightening to me, and also very enlightening.  The more I read about cults, the more I am convinced that the Mormon Church is actually a cult – and the more annoyed I become at myself for allowing the Mormon Church to control me the way it did for so many years.  But then brain-washing and mind control are very powerful tools.


In doing my research, I also read a book entitled “The Cult Experience” by Andrew J. Pavlos.  In it, he details 10 attributes of a cult.  In reading this list, I went straight down the line thinking after each one, “Check, Mormonism.”  Below is Mr. Pavlos’ list of the 10 attributes of a cult – and following each one are my comments about that particular attribute as it relates to the Mormon Church. 

1.
Cults have living leaders and the cult’s religious doctrine is based on the leader’s revelations and ideology.  The President of the Mormon Church is also its Prophet, and he is said to receive revelation directly from God – and through this “revelation,” doctrines of the Mormon Church are established and/or changes.  Thomas S. Monson is the current President and Prophet of the Mormon Church, and his immediate predecessor was Gordon B. Hinckley.  

2.
A cult’s religious leader has absolute authority over his members.  Oh yes, “absolute authority” is definitely what Mormonism is all about.  In fact, if members have questions or differing opinions, and they dare to voice it, they are told, “When the Prophet speaks, the debate is over.”  Of course, this “absolute authority” in the Mormon Church began with Joseph Smith, the first Prophet of the Mormon Church, and through revelations from God to him came such gems as Polygamy, Polyandry, the Word of Wisdom, and so on.
3.
Cults promise converts that through hard work and loyalty they can save humanity from sin and eventual destruction.  Mormons believe that the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints is the only true church on the face of the earth, and they are told that through missionary work, they must convert everyone possible to Mormonism so they can be saved from “sin and eventual destruction.”  In fact, in the Mormon Temples, work for dead ancestors who were not Mormon is done in order to “save them” from damnation so that if they do accept the gospel in the Afterlife, they will be able to receive eternal salvation through this temple work. 

4.
Cults require that members do “demeaning work” for the cause.  Demeaning work?  Oh yes, that’s Mormonism.  Service to your fellowman is a very strong mantra of the Mormon Church.  They also have what are called Welfare Farms where they grow produce which is then picked by the members and preserved in the Bishop’s Storehouse to be distributed to members who are homeless or who have fallen on hard times.  Where I grew up in Central California, they had a grape farm where members were to go every summer to pick the grapes and lay them out to dry and become raisins.  My father used to drag me and my brother to the Welfare Farm where we would have to do this.  I’ll never forget having to pick grapes in the hot summer sun, and I would get very sweaty and filthy dirty – and several times, I got stung by bees and wasps, and had allergic reactions to the stings.  But did this stop my father from making me pick grapes each summer?  NO.  I was supposed to just grin and bear it – and stay away from the wasps (as though that’s possible). 

5.
Cults promise everlasting salvation for faithful followers.  Eternal salvation in the Celestial Kingdom where God resides is promised to all faithful followers of the Mormon Church.  Others who are not “faithful” are relegated to the Terrestrial Kingdom or the Telestial Kingdom – and some are sent to Outer Darkness.  But only faithful Mormons will get to “heaven” – aka the Celestial Kingdom. 

6.
Converts must remove themselves from greater society – jobs, schools, families and friends – and devote full-time effort to the cult and its leader.  Mormons are taught to be “in the world, but not of the world.”  Mormons are told not to date non-Mormons because “you marry who you date,” and all Mormons are supposed to marry other Mormons (thereby perpetuating Mormonism by passing it down to their children).  Hanging out with non-Mormons, of course, is very threatening to leaders of the Mormon Church because the members might get into a conversation with non-Mormon friends and find out that what they have accepted as truth is actually a bunch of baloney.  And they are very eager to protect their phony baloney religion…

7.
Cults indoctrinate through elaborate and extreme personality, attitude, belief, and behavioral change techniques.  Yes, the use of brain-washing and mind control is obvious in the Mormon Church.  From the time I was a little girl, I can remember being taught that “Mormons are different.”  The last way in which I wanted to feel as a child was “different” – and I can also remember feeling that being different was a bad thing, but a good one.  I wanted to feel more “normal,” and wanted to be like the other kids – I didn’t want to stand out.  But the minute it came out that I was Mormon, the tag of “different” seemed to be stamped on my forehead.  One example of feeling “different” was the way I was dressed as a child.  My mother handmade all of my dresses, and when she would sew, she would have me kneel on the floor to make sure that the hems all touched the floor.  Of course, that made my dresses fall way below my knees.  Since I was short, I was always in the front row in class pictures – and in every one, I stand out like a sore thumb.
8.
Cults discourage critical thinking and suppress alternative views of social reality.
“When our leaders speak, the thinking has been done.” 
"When the Prophet speaks, the debate is over. 
These statements are only two examples of this philosophy within the Mormon Church.  No individual thought or no critical thinking is allowed.  If someone dares to voice a dissenting view, critical of the Mormon Church, they are told in no uncertain terms by Church leaders to either keep their views to themselves or they will be called in for a Church Court and possible disciplinary action (disfellowshipment or excommunication).  This has happened on numerous occasions, including to authors who have dared to write and publish books about controversial issues involving the Mormon Church.  The blatant attempts to silence authors is discussed in other chapters of this book, and in particular in the chapter entitled, “Research from Unauthorized Sources.”  So more about that later…

9.
Cults create strong feelings of dependency on the group and demand absolute obedience to cult norms or standards for behavior.
(a)
No coffee, tea, alcohol or tobacco (per the Word of Wisdom).

(b)
No short skirts or sleeveless blouses.

(c)
No pants for women in the church.

d)
No earrings for men.

(e)
Only one pair of earrings for women (no multiple piercings).

(f)
Attendance at 3-hour block of meetings on Sunday. 

(g)
Strict Sabbath observance.

(h)
No shopping on Sunday.

(i)
No movies on Sunday.

(j)
Daily personal prayer.

(k)
Daily family prayer.

(l)
Daily scripture study. 

(m)
After going to Temple, members are required to wear garments under clothing at all times.

(n)
Adherence to strict standards in order to receive (and renew) their Temple Recommend, which allows them to enter the Temple.

(o)
Those members who do not have Temple Recommends are looked down upon, as though they are “unworthy sinners.”  

And on and on and on.  Just looking at and re-reading this list makes me exhausted, particularly when I realize that I adhered to it for many, many years.
10.
Cults practice religious rituals or meditative techniques that are psychologically unwholesome to their members.  The temple ordinances in the Mormon Church are definitely religious rituals.  As noted in Chapter 7 of this book (“Mormon Temples – Sacred, Secret Or What?”), these ordinances are very strange and repetitive, obviously designed to make members of the Mormon Church subject themselves to the will of God and the leaders of the Church.  The act of blind submission, in and of itself, is extremely unhealthy for the human mind.  That type of rote repetition without an understanding of the reason for the verbiage or the meaning behind what is being said is “psychologically unwholesome” as is stated above.  Therefore, in that respect as well, the Mormon Church fits the definition of a cult.

Enough said.  The evidence is in, and it is very clear to me.  As far as I am concerned, there are no lingering questions and absolutely no doubts.  MORMONISM IS A CULT.  Period. 

CHAPTER 12

GAYS AND LESBIANS – AND THE MORMON CHURCH
Dealing with this so-called “heinous sin” a la Mormonism

“Live and let live.”   ♦   “To each his own.” 


These types of philosophies are unheard of in the Mormon Church.  Although “Free Agency” is taught in the Mormon Church, and people are told they have the agency to choose for themselves what they will believe, in reality, the Mormon Church does not promote it.  Instead, the Mormon Church tends to pass judgment on lifestyles about which, in my opinion, they should simply keep quiet.  But remaining quiet about homosexuality and same-gender marriage seems to be an impossibility for the Mormon Church.  Instead, they tend to not only try to demean people into changing their lifestyle, trying to make them feel guilty, but they also fight openly against gay marriage, saying that it breaks down the sacred institutions of marriage and families.  


Basically, the Mormon Church condemns homosexuality and is against same-gender marriage, even fighting openly against Proposition 8 in California.  The public debate over same-gender marriage has prompted many questions from the news media, the general public and Church members in regard to the position of the Mormon Church on homosexuality and the same-sex marriage issue.  Obviously, there is a lot of controversy involved in this topic, but my main concern about the Mormon Church’s stance is that it has fought openly against same-gender marriage, something that seems to me to do no harm to anyone whatsoever.  Of course, their stance has been adopted by other churches as well, but to me, anyone who takes on the label of “Christian” is duty-bound to be loving and accepting toward other people, and to not be judgmental, allowing them to choose the way in which they want to live without ridicule or derision. 


“Live and let live” is a very important philosophy.  On www.draonline.com (the website for Dual Recovery Anonymous), I found a slogan of theirs that states this philosophy very well:


When we live and let live, we don't need to criticize, judge, or condemn others.  We have no need to control them or try and make them conform to our way of thinking.  We let others live their own lives and we live ours.


This simple slogan helps center us on our own dual recovery and on living our own life in the best way we know how.  Live and let live is one of the keys to peace in our lives.  When we practice tolerance in our lives we are liberated to work on our own issues.  When we use this slogan we end many of the conflicts in our lives and gain the ability to stop new ones before they build into big ones.


“To each his own” is another important philosophy.  I think people need to adopt this philosophy (and that includes Mormons).  If people really did say “to each his own” and really mean it, I think the world would be a much better place.  In doing some research, I discovered that it was first said by Cicero (Roman author, orator & politician, 106 BC - 43 BC).  On www.quotationspage.com, there are 68 of his quotes listed, all of which are very interesting.  One of his other quotes is, “The strictest law often causes the most serious wrong.”  That is true in many respects, and I feel that it applies to the teachings of the Mormon Church as well.  When a religious organization seeks to control its members, making their laws and rules very strict, they end up doing serious wrong to not only their members but to others as well.  


This is one of the things that bothered me about my father’s stance on so many doctrines of the Mormon Church.  He was so dogmatic about it all – very pious and unbending.  His inability to be accepting and nonjudgmental overrode his common sense in so many ways.  He was never able to just “live and let live,” or simply say “to each his own.”  And he was never able to just let anything go.  He always had to voice his “opinion,” repeatedly reiterating (and regurgitating) the Mormon Church’s stand on any issue.  He was particularly condemning of homosexuals and their lifestyle, basically believing that there are sinners who, if they don’t change their ways, are going to Hell.


I have always loved Georgia O'Keeffe's paintings, and I have several reprints.  Once when my brother came to visit me at my new place in Atlanta, he saw my reprints and said, "Why do you have paintings by Georgia O'Keeffe?  She was a lesbian."  Laughing, I said, "Well, I didn't know that, but what does that have to do with my liking her paintings?"  He responded that since she was a lesbian, I shouldn't have any of her paintings.  That is such a narrow-minded view.  But then, my brother is typically Mormon, and has "Mormon views" down to the letter, just like our father.  I know my brother doesn’t like to be compared with our father since in my brother’s mind there are very few similarities between them; but in reality, there are many comparisons and parallels between my father and my brother. 


After my brother made these remarks to me, I did some research on the internet to see what I could find about Georgia O'Keeffe's sexuality.  In doing so, I discovered that she was married to Alfred Stieglitz for 22 years, from 1924 until his death in 1946.  Of course, simply because she was married doesn't mean that she couldn't be a lesbian, especially in those days.  So I did some more research.  According to some articles I read, Georgia O'Keeffe was sexually abused by her father and older brother, and another said that she exhibited "unusual behavior" when she was at Boarding School, often kissing and hugging her fellow female students.  On a website called SexInfo operated by the University of California at Santa Barbara (www.soc.ucsb.edu/sexinfo), there is a list of Notable Gay, Lesbian & Bisexual People, and Georgia O'Keeffe is listed.  This list does not denote whether she was lesbian or bisexual, but my guess is that she was bisexual.  


Of course, if my brother is going to discount Georgia O’Keeffe’s art (and demean people who like it) based upon the criteria that she was a lesbian, then he will have to also discount the amazing artwork of Leonardo DaVinci and Michelangelo, as well as the profound musical abilities and accomplishments of Tchaikovsky since these renowned and revered men are said to have been homosexuals.  Also, he will have to discount the literary and musical accomplishments of Emily Dickinson (poet), Walt Whitman (poet), Hans Christian Anderson (writer of children's fairy tales), Tennessee Williams (playwright, The Glass Menagerie, A Streetcar Named Desire, and many others), Oscar Wilde (playwright/novelist, The Portrait of Dorian Gray), Sir James M. Barrie (playwright/novelist, Peter Pan), Cole Porter (songwriter),  and of course, Elton John (an amazing musician and philanthropist).  Since all of these people are said to be gay, lesbian or bisexual, in following my brother’s criteria, he will then have to eliminate all of these artistic and creative people, right along with Georgia O’Keeffe, from his mental catalog (an appropriate term since he is a librarian), essentially saying that their accomplishments and abilities mean nothing because of their sexuality.


In 2008, there was an exhibit at the High Museum in Atlanta featuring paintings by Georgia O'Keeffe and the Women of the Stieglitz Circle.  It was an amazing exhibit, and I enjoyed seeing it very much.  After visiting this exhibit, I told my brother about it.  Again, he practically condemned me for going to see this exhibit because of Georgia O'Keeffe's supposed sexual orientation.  To me, that whole attitude shows a narrow-mindedness and intolerance that is worthy of an intelligent person like my brother.  But then, he is an active, believing Mormon, so the fact that he exhibits traits such as narrow-mindedness and intolerance is understandable (although not at all reasonable).  While my brother was talking about this and passing judgment on it, I couldn’t help but think of our father who undoubtedly would have had the same reaction (which brought to mind that “The apple doesn’t fall very far from the tree.”


There are several publications put out by the Mormon Church which espouse its “gospel principles,” and which have included articles regarding its stand against homosexuality (all of which is very troubling, in my opinion).  One of those is the Ensign Magazine.


The following is an article which appeared in the Ensign Magazine, and was written in a section of the magazine called “I have a Question” in response to this question:

“Why does the Church oppose homosexuality?  Why is it wrong?”


Dr. Lindsay M. Curtis, M.D., Ogden, Utah:  I can’t speak for the Church, but let me share some ideas that seem appropriate to me as a doctor and as a Latter-day Saint. 


A liberal-permissive element of the medical profession has been extremely outspoken on the subject of homosexuality. 


In his letter to the Romans, Paul states: “For this cause God gave them up unto vile affections:  for even their women did change the natural use into that which is against nature:  And likewise also the men, leaving the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust one toward another; men with men working that which is unseemly…”  (Romans 1:26–27.) 


We do not interfere with a man’s free agency when we teach him the truths contained in the Bible.  Our modern prophets have been no less forceful in teaching us the Lord’s way and his will in regard to sexuality. 


Homosexuals and lesbians seldom are happy people.  Theirs is a relationship that is unnatural, one not bound by fidelity, trust, or loyalty, and one totally lacking in the meaningful family relationships that marriage offers.  Homosexuality often espouses emotional problems because of the constant insecurity inherent in a relationship neither sanctioned by nor protected by the law. 


Because there is no legal bond, homosexuality too often encourages, or at least permits, promiscuity. 


To say that “no one gets hurt” is presumptive.  Homosexuals are hurt by the unacceptability of the relationship, not only by society, but also by themselves.  This is evidenced by their almost universal desire that their children (if they have any) not follow the same pattern. 


Someone does get hurt.  There is harm in homosexuality.  Many homosexuals seek to introduce others into their practice, often those in their tender, impressionable years.  Many studies have indicated that such early homosexual experience may interfere with normal sexual adjustment in subsequent marriage. 


Nor is homosexuality compatible with peace of mind, tranquility of soul, or with the Spirit of our Father in heaven that all of us want, need, and enjoy when we live in accordance with his laws. 


To “persecute” homosexuals would be wrong, just as it would be wrong for us to persecute anyone.  We must try to understand why they have chosen this way of life. Many of them want help and can be helped.  But we should also understand that homosexual relationships are morally wrong according to the laws of God.  


Just as the Word of Wisdom is the Lord’s way with or without medical proof of its value to our health, so likewise the moral law taught by the Church does not require any medical proof of its value to our spiritual and physical health.  It is sufficient that the Lord has told us to marry, to have children, and to do this according to the righteous ways of the law of God.  In this lies physical health, emotional stability, and true happiness. 

Lindsay M. Curtis, “I have a Question,” Ensign Magazine,
July 1974, Pages 15–16


In my opinion, Dr. Curtis makes several very offensive remarks in this article.  To state, unequivocally, that “Homosexuals and lesbians seldom are happy people” is a very broad and unfounded generalization, not based in reality.  I know, and have known, many gay men and women who are very happy, mainly because they are being who they are and not what any Church says they should be.  In my opinion, in order for people to be truly happy, they need to feel free to express their individuality and not be concerned about “eternal damnation” because of being who they really are.  Dr. Curtis goes on to say that “Theirs is a relationship that is unnatural, one not bound by fidelity, trust, or loyalty, and one totally lacking in the meaningful family relationships that marriage offers.”  Obviously, Dr. Curtis believes this, as do many Mormon people, but does that make it a fact?  No, I don’t think so.  Many gay and lesbian people are “bound by fidelity, trust and loyalty.”  Does being a married heterosexual automatically mean that a person is bound by fidelity, trust and loyalty?  No, because people have affairs all the time.  To generalize and say that a person’s sexual orientation has anything to do with fidelity or being trustworthy and loyal is preposterous. 


Dr. Curtis also states that “Homosexuality often espouses emotional problems because of the constant insecurity inherent in a relationship neither sanctioned by nor protected by the law,” but this is something that Dr. Curtis can’t possibly know, and yet he is acting as though he is an expert.  Then he goes on to categorically state, “Because there is no legal bond, homosexuality too often encourages, or at least permits, promiscuity.”  How can such a rash, generalized assertion like that be justified, let alone substantiated?  To grasp at straws like that is not something that the Mormon Church, or its members, should be doing.  People who are promiscuous come from all walks of life.  Heterosexual people have just as much tendency toward promiscuity as do homosexuals, whether gay or lesbian.  


In answer to the statement that homosexuals are not hurting anyone, Dr. Curtis goes out on another limb to say that “Homosexuals are hurt by the unacceptability of the relationship, not only by society, but also by themselves.”  I simply do not agree with that statement.  In this day and age, homosexuality is much more accepted than it ever has been.  People being able to live in the way that makes them happy is an important consideration when talking about lifestyles.  To say that Gays and Lesbians are hurt by the unacceptability of their relationship, “not only by society, but also by themselves,” is very presumptuous.  Has Dr. Curtis done a survey, or read a survey, that provides evidence of this statement?  I doubt it, especially since he didn’t mention that fact in his dissertation.  And only people who are narrow-minded and self-righteous consider their choice of lifestyle to be “unacceptable” anyway.  And if I were gay, I wouldn’t give heed to anything someone with that mindset would say, so I really doubt that they do. 


Dr. Curtis also says that there is harm in homosexuality because “Many homosexuals seek to introduce others into their practice, often those in their tender, impressionable years.”  What he is talking about here is the sexual abuse of children, which is done by both heterosexuals as well as homosexuals.  Obviously, that is an abhorrent thing to have happen to a child, but blaming homosexuals exclusively for this (which is what Dr. Curtis appears to do) is unconscionable. 


Of course, I think it is interesting that Dr. Curtis included a disclaimer at the beginning of his “dissertation,” saying, “I can’t speak for the Church, but let me share some ideas that seem appropriate to me as a doctor and as a Latter-day Saint.”  The fact is, this article was published in the Ensign, which is a Mormon Church publication, and as such, it is assumed to be stating Church doctrine and policy.  Believe me, the Mormon Church would not publish anything in any one of their publications unless it was in line with gospel principles and the doctrine of the Mormon Church.  Their publications offer one-sided views of all issues that are discussed – and do not offer any opposing observations. 


Sadly, everything contained in Dr. Curtis’ answer to that question is the way that the Mormon Church and its members feel about homosexuality and gay, lesbian and bisexual lifestyles.  The intolerance of gay and lesbian lifestyles is very prevalent in the Church, and I find those kinds of attitudes to be “unacceptable” (to use his word) for people who profess to be Christian.  To judge them harshly and place a label on them as “sinners” is not an expression of Christian love.  I think Mormons need to ask themselves a very important question – how would Jesus act toward these people?  Jesus was always kind and patient with all people – the blind, the deaf, the cripples, the lepers, the harlots – everyone in spite of their “condition.”  So why do Mormons think it is okay for them to be unkind and impatient with gay and lesbian people?  They teach that every person on the earth is one of God’s children – and that includes gay, lesbians, bisexuals, transgenders, transvestites, and heterosexuals.  It doesn’t exclude anyone.  To be less than kind to another human being, no matter who they are, is simply not acceptable, particularly by people who present themselves as Christian.  And preaching to homosexuals, accusatorily telling them they are “sinners” who must repent or be damned, is not only unkind but downright cruel, mean and vicious. 


My oldest brother was born mentally retarded.  Because of that, he was never able to talk or function “normally.”  According to the Mormon Church, people with developmental disabilities like mental retardation are special people who only need to come to earth to receive a body, and do not need to prove themselves because they were already perfect.  My mother used to tell me that God leaves people like that on the earth to help others develop traits like love, patience and compassion.  Who is to say that people with other disabilities aren’t on earth for the same purpose?  I don’t mean to compare being homosexual with this situation, or to say that they are disabled in any way, but don’t we all need to develop love, patience and compassion for all types of people?  Isn’t that what God and Jesus want us to do?  


I believe that God and Jesus know when we are mean, hostile and rude to others.  When a homeless person asks us for money and we turn them down in an ill-tempered manner, God and Jesus know that.  When we walk by a disabled person on the street who obviously needs our help, and we don’t help them, God and Jesus know that as well.  They know the feelings in our hearts, too – and they know when we act unkindly and inconsiderate toward all people.  I think the Mormons need to reassess their attitudes toward people in general, and realize that if they are indeed Christian, then they should act like Christians.  


The applicability of the Golden Rule is very apparent in this situation – “Do to others as you would have done to you.”  In the Bible, this is stated differently, but of course means the same thing.  Luke 6:31 states, “And as ye would that men should do to you, do ye also to them likewise.”  This means all people – not only those people who we find it easy to treat well, but all people, regardless of their sex, race, creed or otherwise. 


On the website, “Rethinking Mormonism” (www.i4m.com), the following appears:


We've all heard today's LDS Church leaders blaming the fall of the Roman empire and the decline of civilization on Homosexuality.  Here's just a sampling of Mormon Prophets making this claim: 


"This heinous homosexual sin is of the ages.  Many cities and civilizations have gone out of existence because of it.  It was present in Israel’s wandering days, tolerated by the Greeks, and found in the baths of corrupt Rome." 

Prophet Spencer W. Kimball, "President Kimball Speaks Out on Morality," LDS New Era, Nov. 1980, Page 39 


Referring to homosexuality as a “heinous sin” is very detrimental and counter-productive to the well-being of a great number of Mormon gays and lesbians.  I feel that this rhetoric needs to be toned down if not eliminated entirely.  These types of references cause a lot of hurt and really don’t do anyone any good.  In essence, people’s lives are being critiqued, scrutinized, criticized and condemned over something about which they have no control because, in my opinion, as in the opinions of a great number of scientists and genetic researchers, being gay and lesbian is not a choice, but rather due to genetics.


Also, proclaiming that the decline and fall of the Roman Empire was as a result of homosexuality is very presumptuous on the part of Spencer W. Kimball.  If we accept what he says as the truth, then it appears that he knew more about this subject than every historian who has studied and commented on this subject.  The fact is that the reasons for the decline of the Roman Empire are still debated today, and it is very likely that the reasons are multiple and not caused by “one specific thing.”  


Of course, Spencer W. Kimball is well-known for having written the controversial book, “Miracle of Forgiveness,” which gives an unrelenting view of “sin and sinners” in general.  To many Mormons, this book is considered too “harsh” and “insensitive.”  And some feel that it only applies to “big sins” such as sexual impurity, which is particularly emphasized in this book.  But no, according to the list given on Page 25 of this book, it applies to a broad range of sins.  These include the following:


"Murder, adultery, theft, cursing, unholiness in masters, disobedience in servants, unfaithfulness, improvidence, hatred of God, disobedience to husbands, lack of natural affection, high-mindedness, flattery, lustfulness, infidelity, indiscretion, backbiting, whispering, lack of truth, striking, brawling, quarrelsomeness, unthankfulness, inhospitality, deceitfulness, irreverence, boasting, arrogance, pride, double-tongued talk, profanity, slander, corruptness, thievery, embezzlement, despoiling, covenant-breaking, incontinence, filthiness, ignobleness, filthy communications, impurity, foolishness, slothfulness, impatience, lack of understanding, unmercifulness, idolatry, blasphemy, denial of the Holy Ghost, Sabbath breaking, envy, jealousy, malice, maligning, vengefulness, implacability, bitterness, clamor, spite, defiling, reviling, evil speaking, provoking, greediness for filthy lucre, disobedience to parents, anger, hate, covetousness, bearing false witness, inventing evil things, fleshliness, heresy, presumptuousness, abomination, insatiable appetite, instability, ignorance, self-will, speaking evil of dignitaries, becoming a stumbling block; and in our modern language, masturbation, petting, fornication, adultery, homosexuality; and every sex perversion, every hidden and secret sin and all unholy and impure practices." (p. 25)


Reading this list is very overwhelming and a bit shocking – and yet it is comical in some respects.  I laughed when I read “disobedience to husbands,” particularly since “disobedience to wives” is not on the list.  And just what is President Kimball referring to when he includes “lack of natural affection” on the list?  Someone who doesn’t “kiss or hug” enough?  And depending on the definition of “incontinence,” that is a questionable inclusion.  Of course, the definition to which President Kimball is referring is immoral self-indulgence, lasciviousness, lechery, debauchery, lewdness, lust, lustfulness, and wantonness.  But as a woman, to me “incontinence” means a bladder control problem treatable by various medications (and/or Depends if it gets really bad). 


Here is another quote that blames the decline of decency in human society on “alternative lifestyles.”  This is yet another example the Mormon “my way or the highway” type of philosophy.  My father adhered to this philosophy completely, and unfortunately, there are a lot of Mormons that feel this way as well, which to me is very scary.


"Alternatives to the legal and loving marriage between a man and a woman are helping to unravel the fabric of human society.  I am sure this is pleasing to the devil.  The fabric I refer to is the family.  These so-called alternative life-styles must not be accepted as right, because they frustrate God’s commandment for a life-giving union of male and female within a legal marriage as stated in Genesis.  If practiced by all adults, these life-styles would mean the end of the human family."

Apostle James E. Faust, "Serving the Lord and Resisting the Devil," Liahona, Nov. 1995, Page 3. 


As is usually the case, Mormon “Apostles” tend to make everything all-inclusive and overly broad.  Everyone has the right to be who they are and live a life that makes them happy.  What makes one person happy doesn’t necessarily make another person happy – and there is a very good reason for that.  We are all individuals with unique qualities all our own.  If God intended us to all be alike, He would have made us all the same.  But he doesn’t, and he didn’t.  


On the Mormon Church’s official website, www.lds.org, I found an interview of Elder Dallin H. Oaks, a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles of the Mormon Church, and Elder Lance B. Wickman, a member of the Quorum of the Seventy of the Mormon Church.  In this interview, these Church leaders responded to questions from two members of the Church’s Public Affairs staff.  (It should be noted that these are Mormons and not objective media representatives, so the questions, of course, are tailored for the expected response from the two interviewees, as are their answers.)  What follows are some excerpts from the transcript of that interview.  I have taken out some sections of this interview due to its inapplicability to what I am discussing here, as well as because of its length. 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  At the outset, can you explain why this whole issue of homosexuality and same-gender marriage is important to the Church?

ELDER OAKS:  This is much bigger than just a question of whether or not society should be more tolerant of the homosexual lifestyle.  Over past years we have seen unrelenting pressure from advocates of that lifestyle to accept as normal what is not normal, and to characterize those who disagree as narrow-minded, bigoted and unreasonable.  Such advocates are quick to demand freedom of speech and thought for themselves, but equally quick to criticize those with a different view and, if possible, to silence them by applying labels like “homophobic.”  In at least one country where homosexual activists have won major concessions, we have even seen a church pastor threatened with prison for preaching from the pulpit that homosexual behavior is sinful. Given these trends, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints must take a stand on doctrine and principle.  This is more than a social issue — ultimately it may be a test of our most basic religious freedoms to teach what we know our Father in Heaven wants us to teach.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  Let’s say my 17-year-old son comes to talk to me and, after a great deal of difficulty trying to get it out, tells me that he believes that he’s attracted to men — that he has no interest and never has had any interest in girls. He believes he’s probably gay. He says that he’s tried to suppress these feelings. He’s remained celibate, but he realizes that his feelings are going to be devastating to the family because we’ve always talked about his Church mission, about his temple marriage and all those kinds of things. He just feels he can’t live what he thinks is a lie any longer, and so he comes in this very upset and depressed manner. What do I tell him as a parent?

ELDER OAKS:  “You’re my son. You will always be my son, and I’ll always be there to help you.”  The distinction between feelings or inclinations on the one hand, and behavior on the other hand, is very clear. It’s no sin to have inclinations that if yielded to would produce behavior that would be a transgression. The sin is in yielding to temptation. Temptation is not unique. Even the Savior was tempted.  The New Testament affirms that God has given us commandments that are difficult to keep. It is in 1 Corinthians chapter 10, verse 13: “There hath no temptation taken you but such as is common to man: but God is faithful, who will not suffer you to be tempted above that ye are able; but will with the temptation also make a way to escape, that ye may be able to bear it.”  I think it’s important for you to understand that homosexuality, which you’ve spoken of, is not a noun that describes a condition. It’s an adjective that describes feelings or behavior. I encourage you, as you struggle with these challenges, not to think of yourself as a ‘something’ or ‘another,’ except that you’re a member of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and you’re my son, and that you’re struggling with challenges.  Everyone has some challenges they have to struggle with. You’ve described a particular kind of challenge that is very vexing. It is common in our society and it has also become politicized. But it’s only one of a host of challenges men and women have to struggle with, and I just encourage you to seek the help of the Savior to resist temptation and to refrain from behavior that would cause you to have to repent or to have your Church membership called into question.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  If somebody has a very powerful heterosexual drive, there is the opportunity for marriage. If a young man thinks he’s gay, what we’re really saying to him is that there is simply no other way to go but to be celibate for the rest of his life if he doesn’t feel any attraction to women?

ELDER OAKS:  That is exactly the same thing we say to the many members who don’t have the opportunity to marry.  We expect celibacy of any person that is not married.

ELDER WICKMAN:  We live in a society which is so saturated with sexuality that it perhaps is more troublesome now, because of that fact, for a person to look beyond their gender orientation to other aspects of who they are.  I think I would say to your son or anyone that was so afflicted to strive to expand your horizons beyond simply gender orientation.  Find fulfillment in the many other facets of your character and your personality and your nature that extend beyond that. There’s no denial that one’s gender orientation is certainly a core characteristic of any person, but it’s not the only one.  What’s more, merely having inclinations does not disqualify one for any aspect of Church participation or membership, except possibly marriage as has already been talked about.  But even that, in the fullness of life as we understand it through the doctrines of the restored gospel, eventually can become possible.  In this life, such things as service in the Church, including missionary service, all of this is available to anyone who is true to covenants and commandments.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  So you are saying that homosexual feelings are controllable?

ELDER OAKS:  Yes, homosexual feelings are controllable.  Perhaps there is an inclination or susceptibility to such feelings that is a reality for some and not a reality for others.  But out of such susceptibilities come feelings, and feelings are controllable.  If we cater to the feelings, they increase the power of the temptation.  If we yield to the temptation, we have committed sinful behavior.  That pattern is the same for a person that covets someone else’s property and has a strong temptation to steal.  It’s the same for a person that develops a taste for alcohol.  It’s the same for a person that is born with a ‘short fuse,’ as we would say of a susceptibility to anger.  If they let that susceptibility remain uncontrolled, it becomes a feeling of anger, and a feeling of anger can yield to behavior that is sinful and illegal.  We’re not talking about a unique challenge here.  We’re talking about a common condition of mortality.  We don’t understand exactly the ‘why,’ or the extent to which there are inclinations or susceptibilities and so on.  But what we do know is that feelings can be controlled and behavior can be controlled.  The line of sin is between the feelings and the behavior.  The line of prudence is between the susceptibility and the feelings.  We need to lay hold on the feelings and try to control them to keep us from getting into a circumstance that leads to sinful behavior.

ELDER WICKMAN:  One of the great sophistries of our age, I think, is that merely because one has an inclination to do something, that therefore acting in accordance with that inclination is inevitable.  That’s contrary to our very nature as the Lord has revealed to us.  We do have the power to control our behavior…

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  A little earlier, Elder Oaks, you talked about the same standard of morality for heterosexuals and homosexuals.  How would you address someone who said to you, ‘I understand it’s the same standard, but aren’t we asking a little more of someone who has same-gender attraction?’  Obviously there are heterosexual people who won’t get married, but would you accept that they at least have hope that ‘tomorrow I could meet the person of my dreams.’  There’s always the hope that that could happen at any point in their life.  Someone with same-gender attraction wouldn’t necessarily have that same hope.

ELDER OAKS:  There are differences, of course, but the contrast is not unique. There are people with physical disabilities that prevent them from having any hope — in some cases any actual hope and in other cases any practical hope — of marriage. The circumstance of being currently unable to marry, while tragic, is not unique.  It is sometimes said that God could not discriminate against individuals in this circumstance. But life is full of physical infirmities that some might see as discriminations — total paralysis or serious mental impairment being two that are relevant to marriage. If we believe in God and believe in His mercy and His justice, it won’t do to say that these are discriminations because God wouldn’t discriminate. We are in no condition to judge what discrimination is. We rest on our faith in God and our utmost assurance of His mercy and His love for all of His children…

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  What would you say to those members in society, members of the Church, who may look at same-gender attraction as different than other temptations, than any other struggle that people face?  First of all, do you think it’s a fair assessment that some people have that feeling?  What would you say to them?

ELDER OAKS:  I think it is an accurate statement to say that some people consider feelings of same-gender attraction to be the defining fact of their existence.  There are also people who consider the defining fact of their existence that they are from Texas or that they were in the United States Marines.  Or they are red-headed, or they are the best basketball player that ever played for such-and-such a high school.  People can adopt a characteristic as the defining example of their existence and often those characteristics are physical.  We have the agency to choose which characteristics will define us; those choices are not thrust upon us.  The ultimate defining fact for all of us is that we are children of Heavenly Parents, born on this earth for a purpose, and born with a divine destiny.  Whenever any of those other notions, whatever they may be, gets in the way of that ultimate defining fact, then it is destructive and it leads us down the wrong path.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  Both of you have mentioned the issue of compassion and this feeling about needing to be compassionate.  Let’s fast-forward the scenario that we used earlier, and assume it’s a couple of years later.  My conversations with my son, all our efforts to love our son and keep him in the Church have failed to address what he sees as the central issue — that he can’t help his feelings.  He’s now told us that he’s moving out of the home.  He plans to live with a gay friend.  He’s adamant about it.  What should be the proper response of a Latter-day Saint parent in that situation?

ELDER OAKS:  It seems to me that a Latter-day Saint parent has a responsibility in love and gentleness to affirm the teaching of the Lord through His prophets that the course of action he is about to embark upon is sinful.  While affirming our continued love for him, and affirming that the family continues to have its arms open to him, I think it would be well to review with him something like the following, which is a statement of the First Presidency in 1991: “The Lord’s law of moral conduct is abstinence outside of lawful marriage and fidelity within marriage. Sexual relations are proper only between husband and wife, appropriately expressed within the bonds of marriage.  Any other sexual conduct, including fornication, adultery, and homosexual and lesbian behavior is sinful.  Those who persist in such practices or influence others to do so are subject to Church discipline.”  My first responsibility as a father is to make sure that he understands that, and then to say to him, “My son, if you choose to deliberately engage in this kind of behavior, you’re still my son.  The Atonement of Jesus Christ is powerful enough to reach out and cleanse you if you are repentant and give up your sinful behavior, but I urge you not to embark on that path because repentance is not easy.  You’re embarking on a course of action that will weaken you in your ability to repent.  It will cloud your perceptions of what is important in life.  Finally, it may drag you down so far that you can’t come back.  Don’t go that way.  But if you choose to go that way, we will always try to help you and get you back on the path of growth…

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  Let’s fast-forward again.  My son has now stopped coming to church altogether.  There seems no prospect of him returning.  Now he tells me he’s planning on going to Canada where same-gender marriage is allowed.  He insists that he agrees that loving marriage relationships are important.  He’s not promiscuous; he has one relationship.  He and his partner intend to have that relationship for the rest of their lives.  He cannot understand that a lifetime commitment can’t be accepted by the Church when society seems to be moving in that way.  Again, if I am a Latter-day Saint father, what would I be expected to tell him?

ELDER WICKMAN:  For openers, marriage is neither a matter of politics, nor is it a matter of social policy.  Marriage is defined by the Lord Himself.  It’s the one institution that is ceremoniously performed by priesthood authority in the temple [and] transcends this world.  It is of such profound importance… such a core doctrine of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, of the very purpose of the creation of this earth. One hardly can get past the first page of Genesis without seeing that very clearly.  It is not an institution to be tampered with by mankind, and certainly not to be tampered with by those who are doing so simply for their own purposes.  There is no such thing in the Lord’s eyes as something called same-gender marriage.  Homosexual behavior is and will always remain before the Lord an abominable sin.  Calling it something else by virtue of some political definition does not change that reality…

PUBLIC AFFAIRS: On some gay web sites there are those who argue that homosexual behavior is not specifically prohibited in the Bible, particularly in the New Testament. Some argue that Jesus Christ’s compassion and love for humanity embraces this kind of relationship. What is the Church’s teaching about that?

ELDER WICKMAN:  For one thing, those who assert that need to read their Bible more carefully.  But beyond that, it is comparing apples and oranges to refer to the love that the Savior expressed for all mankind, for every person, for every man and woman and child, with the doctrine related to marriage.  In fact, the Savior did make a declaration about marriage, albeit in a somewhat different context.  Jesus said that “For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother and cleave unto his wife and they twain shall be one flesh.  What God has joined together let no man put asunder.”  We usually think of that expression in the context of two people, a man and a woman, being married and the inappropriateness of someone trying to separate them.  I think it may have a broader meaning in a doctrinal sense.  Marriage of a man and a woman is clear in Biblical teaching in the Old Testament as well as in the New [Testament] teaching.  Anyone who seeks to put that notion asunder is likewise running counter to what Jesus Himself said. It’s important to keep in mind the difference between Jesus’ love and His definition of doctrine, and the definition of doctrine that has come from apostles and prophets of the Lord Jesus Christ, both anciently and in modern times.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  What of those who might say, “Okay. Latter-day Saints are entitled to believe whatever they like.  If you don’t believe in same-gender marriages, then it’s fine for you.  But why try to regulate the behavior of other people who have nothing to do with your faith, especially when some nations in Europe have legally sanctioned that kind of marriage?  Why not just say, ‘We don’t agree with it doctrinally for our own people’ and leave it at that.  Why fight to get a Constitutional amendment [in the United States], for example?

ELDER WICKMAN:  We’re not trying to regulate people, but this notion that ‘what happens in your house doesn’t affect what happens in my house’ on the subject of the institution of marriage may be the ultimate sophistry of those advocating same-gender marriage.  Some people promote the idea that there can be two marriages, co-existing side by side, one heterosexual and one homosexual, without any adverse consequences.  The hard reality is that, as an institution, marriage like all other institutions can only have one definition without changing the very character of the institution.  Hence there can be no coexistence of two marriages.  Either there is marriage as it is now defined and as defined by the Lord, or there is what could thus be described as genderless marriage.  The latter is abhorrent to God, who, as we’ve been discussing, Himself described what marriage is — between a man and a woman.  A redefinition of that institution, therefore, redefines it for everyone — not just those who are seeking to have a so-called same gender marriage.  It also ignores the definition that the Lord Himself has given.

ELDER OAKS:  There’s another point that can be made on this.  Let’s not forget that for thousands of years the institution of marriage has been between a man and a woman.  Until quite recently, in a limited number of countries, there has been no such thing as a marriage between persons of the same gender.  Suddenly we are faced with the claim that thousands of years of human experience should be set aside because we should not discriminate in relation to the institution of marriage.  When that claim is made, the burden of proving that this step will not undo the wisdom and stability of millennia of experience lies on those who would make the change.  Yet the question is asked and the matter is put forward as if those who believe in marriage between a man and a woman have the burden of proving that it should not be extended to some other set of conditions.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  There are those who would say that that might have applied better in the 1950s or earlier than in the 21st century.  If you look at several nations in Europe, for example, traditional marriage is so rapidly on the decline that it is no longer the norm.  If marriage is evolving, ought we to resist those kind of social changes?

ELDER OAKS:  That argument impresses me as something akin to the fact that if we agree that the patient is sick and getting sicker, we should therefore approve a coup de grace.  The coup de grace which ends the patient’s life altogether is quite equivalent to the drastic modification in the institution of marriage that would be brought on by same-gender marriage.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS: You talked about the harm that could come on society by redefining marriage.  What would you say to those people who declare: “I know gay people who are in long-term committed relationships.  They’re great people.  They love each other.  What harm is it going to do my marriage as a heterosexual to allow them that same ‘rite?’

ELDER WICKMAN:  Let me say again what I said a moment ago.  I believe that that argument is true sophistry, because marriage is a unified institution.  Marriage means a committed, legally sanctioned relationship between a man and a woman.  That’s what it means.  That’s what it means in the revelations.  That’s what it means in the secular law.  You cannot have that marriage coexisting institutionally with something else called same-gender marriage.  It simply is a definitional impossibility.  At such point as you now, as an institution, begin to recognize a legally-sanctioned relationship, a committed relationship between two people of the same gender, you have now redefined the institution to being one of genderless marriage.  As we’ve mentioned in answer to other questions, [genderless marriage] is contrary to God’s law, to revealed Word. Scripture, ancient and modern, could not be clearer on the definition that the Lord and His agents have given to marriage down through the dispensations.  But it has a profound effect in a very secular way on everybody else.  What happens in somebody’s house down the street does in very deed have an effect on what happens in my house and how it’s treated.  To suggest that in the face of these millennia of history and the revelations of God and the whole human pattern they have the right to redefine the whole institution for everyone is presumptuous in the extreme and terribly wrong-headed.

ELDER OAKS:  Another point to be made about this is made in a question.  If a couple who are cohabiting, happy, and committed to one another want to have their relationship called a marriage, why do they want that?  Considering what they say they have, why do they want to add to it the legal status of marriage that has been honored and experienced for thousands of years?  What is it that is desired by those who advocate same-gender marriage?  If that could be articulated on some basis other than discrimination, which is not a very good argument, it would be easier to answer the question that you have asked, and I think it would reveal the soundness of what we’ve already heard.  There are certain indicia of marriage — certain legal and social consequences and certain legitimacy — which if given to some relationship other than marriage between a man and a woman tend to degrade if not destroy the institution that’s been honored over so many thousands of years.  In addition, if people want to legalize a particular relationship, we need to be careful if that kind of relationship has been disapproved for millennia. Suddenly there’s a call to legalize it so they can feel better about themselves.  That argument proves a little too much.  Suppose a person is making a living in some illegal behavior, but feels uneasy about it.  (He may be a professional thief or he may be selling a service that is illegal, or whatever it may be.)  Do we go out and legalize his behavior because he’s being discriminated against in his occupational choices or because he doesn’t feel well about what he’s doing and he wants a ‘feel good’ example, or he wants his behavior legitimized in the eyes of society or his family?  I think the answer is that we do not legalize behavior for those reasons unless they are very persuasive reasons brought forward to make a change in the current situation…

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  On the issue of a Constitutional amendment prohibiting same-gender marriage, there are some Latter-day Saints who are opposed to same-gender marriage, but who are not in favor of addressing this through a Constitutional amendment.  Why did the Church feel that it had to step in that direction?

ELDER OAKS:  Law has at least two roles: one is to define and regulate the limits of acceptable behavior.  The other is to teach principles for individuals to make individual choices.  The law declares unacceptable some things that are simply not enforceable, and there’s no prosecutor who tries to enforce them.  We refer to that as the teaching function of the law.  The time has come in our society when I see great wisdom and purpose in a United States Constitutional amendment declaring that marriage is between a man and a woman.  There is nothing in that proposed amendment that requires a criminal prosecution or that directs the attorneys general to go out and round people up, but it declares a principle and it also creates a defensive barrier against those who would alter that traditional definition of marriage.  There are people who oppose a federal Constitutional amendment because they think that the law of family should be made by the states.  I can see a legitimate argument there.  I think it’s mistaken, however, because the federal government, through the decisions of life-tenured federal judges, has already taken over that area.  This Constitutional amendment is a defensive measure against those who would ignore the will of the states appropriately expressed and require, as a matter of federal law, the recognition of same-gender marriages — or the invalidation of state laws that require that marriage be between a man and a woman. In summary, the First Presidency has come out for an amendment (which may or may not be adopted) in support of the teaching function of the law.  Such an amendment would be a very important expression of public policy, which would feed into or should feed into the decisions of judges across the length and breadth of the land.

ELDER WICKMAN:  Let me just add to that, if I may.  It’s not the Church that has made the issue of marriage a matter of federal law.  Those who are vigorously advocating for something called same-gender marriage have essentially put that potato on the fork.  They’re the ones who have created a situation whereby the law of the land, one way or the other, is going to address this issue of marriage.  This is not a situation where the Church has elected to take the matter into the legal arena or into the political arena.  It’s already there.  The fact of the matter is that the best way to assure that a definition of marriage as it now stands continues is to put it into the foundational legal document of the United States.  That is in the Constitution.  That’s where the battle has taken it.  Ultimately that’s where the battle is going to be decided. It’s going to be decided as a matter of federal law one way or the other.  Consequently it is not a battleground on such an issue that we Latter-day Saints have chosen, but it has been established and we have little choice but to express our views concerning it, which is really all that the Church has done.  Decisions even for members of the Church as to what they do with respect to this issue must of course rest with each one in their capacity as citizens.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  The emphasis that has been placed in this conversation on traditional marriage between a man and a woman has been consistent throughout.  Do you see any irony in the fact that the Church is so publicly outspoken on this issue, when in the minds of so many people in the United States and around the world the Church is known for once supporting a very untraditional marriage arrangement — that is, polygamy?

ELDER OAKS:  I see irony in that if one views it without the belief that we affirm in divine revelation.  The 19th century Mormons, including some of my ancestors, were not eager to practice plural marriage.  They followed the example of Brigham Young, who expressed his profound negative feelings when he first had this principle revealed to him.  The Mormons of the 19th century who practiced plural marriage, male and female, did so because they felt it was a duty put upon them by God.  When that duty was lifted, they were directed to conform to the law of the land, which forbad polygamy and which had been held constitutional.  When they were told to refrain from plural marriage, there were probably some who were unhappy, but I think the majority were greatly relieved and glad to get back into the mainstream of western civilization, which had been marriage between a man and a woman.  In short, if you start with the assumption of continuing revelation, on which this Church is founded, then you can understand that there is no irony in this.  But if you don’t start with that assumption, you see a profound irony.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS:  If you had to describe this enormously complex question in a couple of basic principles, what would that be?

ELDER OAKS:  God loves all of His children.  He has provided a plan for His children to enjoy the choicest blessings that He has to offer in eternity.  Those choicest blessings are associated with marriage between a man and a woman by appropriate priesthood authority to bring together a family unit for creation and happiness in this life and in the life to come.  We urge persons with same-gender attractions to control those and to refrain from acting upon them, which is a sin, just as we urge persons with heterosexual attractions to refrain from acting upon them until they have the opportunity for a marriage recognized by God as well as by the law of the land…  

PUBLIC AFFAIRS: Thank you. 


Very interesting "interview," don’t you think?  Of course, this is not a real “interview” since, as I said earlier, the questions were obviously tailored for the expected response – and with the interviewers being Mormon, and not objective media representatives, they did not pose any difficult questions for these two men, at least not ones for which they weren’t already prepared.  I’m sure that not only were the questions tailored, but the answers were tailored as well (and obviously prepared in advance).


The rather simplistic view that homosexuality is "controllable," and that people who have those inclinations should simply not act on them, is disturbing to me.  Sexuality is at the very core of a person, and to suggest to someone that they need to deny their sexuality is in essence telling them to deny who they are at the very center of their being.  Simply don’t act on your feelings.  In essence, just don’t feel that way.  That is such a ludicrous thing to tell these people.  But that is typical of the Mormon Church.  As I said earlier, no individuality, no unique personalities, and no self-generated or independent thoughts are acceptable for anyone.


“Just don’t feel that way.”  That reminds me of what my father used to tell me when I would try to talk to him about some issue or problem that was bothering me.  I would tell him how I was feeling, and he would tell me, “Well, just don’t feel that way,” as if that was supposed to be the answer to all life’s questions and problems.  And in essence, that is what the Mormon Church is telling gays and lesbians to do – “just don’t feel that way.”


One of the strangest parts of this “interview” (in my opinion) is when Elder Oaks says:


“Another point to be made about this is made in a question.  If a couple who are cohabiting, happy, and committed to one another want to have their relationship called a marriage, why do they want that?  Considering what they say they have, why do they want to add to it the legal status of marriage that has been honored and experienced for thousands of years?  What is it that is desired by those who advocate same-gender marriage?”


What do they want?  That is what Elder Oaks is asking?  Really?  To me, asking that question is offensive and insulting to all gays and lesbians – particularly since I think it’s obvious “what they want.”  I think “what they want” is to be given the equal rights that the Constitution promises “all people,” and to be treated with respect and deference.  And what they don’t want is to be condemned like the Mormon Church has chosen to do.  Honestly, I don’t think that is asking for too much, or being too presumptuous as is insinuated in this “interview.” 


And then Elder Oaks compares gay marriage to legalizing the behavior of a thief or someone selling an illegal service, saying:


“Suppose a person is making a living in some illegal behavior, but feels uneasy about it.  (He may be a professional thief or he may be selling a service that is illegal, or whatever it may be.)  Do we go out and legalize his behavior because he’s being discriminated against in his occupational choices or because he doesn’t feel well about what he’s doing and he wants a ‘feel good’ example, or he wants his behavior legitimized in the eyes of society or his family?  I think the answer is that we do not legalize behavior for those reasons unless they are very persuasive reasons brought forward to make a change in the current situation.”


The analogy he has made in this statement is completely ludicrous and very offensive.  How can he conscionably make such a comparison?  Truthfully, there is no comparison between the rights owed to gays and lesbians as opposed to what is owed to professional thieves or someone “selling a service that is illegal.”  And to ask whether we should go out and “legalize his behavior because he’s being discriminated against in his occupational choices or because he doesn’t feel well about what he’s doing,” is absolutely nonsensical.  Approaching this issue from that perspective is truly “scraping the bottom of the barrel” and “grasping at straws.”


One of the most interesting and thought-provoking aspects of this “interview” for me was this question asked by Public Affairs:


“The emphasis that has been placed in this conversation on traditional marriage between a man and a woman has been consistent throughout.  Do you see any irony in the fact that the Church is so publicly outspoken on this issue, when in the minds of so many people in the United States and around the world the Church is known for once supporting a very untraditional marriage arrangement – that is, polygamy?”


Of course, Elder Oaks and Wickman skirted around this issue, but in reality, it is an extremely relevant and legitimate question.  Perhaps a case of the pot calling the kettle black?  


The funniest part of this interview, at least in my opinion, is where Elder Wickman has the unbelievable audacity to say:


“Let me just add to that, if I may.  It’s not the Church that has made the issue of marriage a matter of federal law.  Those who are vigorously advocating for something called same-gender marriage have essentially put that potato on the fork.  They’re the ones who have created a situation whereby the law of the land, one way or the other, is going to address this issue of marriage.  This is not a situation where the Church has elected to take the matter into the legal arena or into the political arena.  It’s already there.”


I guess Elder Wickman’s philosophy is that if he can’t present logical and legitimate arguments, he will just resort to the “Well, they started it” routine, well-known to be used by children everywhere.


Regardless of the Mormon Church’s position on homosexuality, the fact is that it has been scientifically shown that many men and women are “born that way.”  They did not choose to be gay just as a bird doesn’t choose to be a bird, or a dolphin doesn’t choose to be a dolphin.  They simply are.  It is in their genetic make-up.  So to condemn those persons is in essence criticizing God for one of his creations.  Just like the rest of us, Mormons need to recognize the fact that homosexuals are not evil, and are not “of the devil.”  They were created by the same God who created everybody else (including Mormons).  I really wish they would all wake up and smell the coffee (and no, they don’t have to drink it).


The current President (and Prophet) of the Mormon Church is Thomas S. Monson.  Just prior to him, the President and Prophet was Gordon B. Hinckley – and in his 12 years in that capacity (1995 to 2007) , he made a lot of statements regarding gays and lesbians.  Here is one statement from an article that appeared in the Ensign in November 1998, Page 71:


"People inquire about our position on those who consider themselves so-called gays and lesbians.  My response is that we love them as sons and daughters of God.  They may have certain inclinations which are powerful and which may be difficult to control.  Most people have inclinations of one kind or another at various times.  If they do not act upon these inclinations, then they can go forward as do all other members of the Church.  If they violate the law of chastity and the moral standards of the Church, then they are subject to the discipline of the Church, just as others are."


“So-called gays and lesbians.”  That remark in and of itself is offensive to me – and it is offensive to all gays and lesbians who know they are not “so-called,” but rather were born that way.  To say that they have a choice, that they choose to be homosexual, is simply ridiculous.  


Another section of this quote that really bothers me is this:  “They may have certain inclinations which are powerful and which may be difficult to control.  Most people have inclinations of one kind or another at various times.  If they do not act upon these inclinations, then they can discounting entirely the fact that homosexuality is an in-born trait.  As I discussed above, telling someone not to be gay or lesbian is like telling them not to breathe.  It is part of who they are – it is at their very core.  Asking them to deny who they are is simply not reasonable. 


The following is another quote from the same article by President Hinckley:


"We want to help these people, to strengthen them, to assist them with their problems and to help them with their difficulties.  But we cannot stand idle if they indulge in immoral activity, if they try to uphold and defend and live in a so-called same-sex marriage situation.  To permit such would be to make light of the very serious and sacred foundation of God-sanctioned marriage and its very purpose, the rearing of families." (Gordon B. Hinckley, Ensign, Nov. 1998, 71) 


This statement is very double-handed.  On the one hand, he said that the Mormon Church wants to “help these people, to strengthen them, to assist them with their problems and to help them with their difficulties.”  But on the other hand, he stated, “But we cannot stand idle if they indulge in immoral activity, if they try to uphold and defend and live in a so-called same-sex marriage situation.”  

Now, let me ask this – how is taking this stance “helping” gays and lesbians.  In essence, he is saying that they want to help them as long as they do what they are told, and that is to deny who they are and what they are at the core of their beings.  Treating homosexuality as though it is controllable like not keeping the Word of Wisdom is an extremely simplistic approach to an innate condition.  And yes, I truly believe that homosexuality is genetic.  It is innate.  It is who that person is.  It is their identity.  And to tell all gays and lesbians that they can’t be who they are inside is tantamount to torture.

On the “Mormon Curtain” website (www.mormoncurtain.com), I found the following postings under the topic line of HOMOSEXUALITY IN MORMONISM:

Saturday, Apr 8, 2006, at 08:27 AM
Homosexuality In Mormonism
Posted By Infymus

Mormonism does not tolerate gays and lesbians.  Any Mormon member that confesses homosexuality is automatically forced to appear in front of Church Courts.  These Courts then decide whether the homosexual transgressions merit either excommunication or disfellowshipping.  Mormons who have practiced homosexual intercourse with the same sex are automatically excommunicated.

The leaders of the Mormon Church teach that a man is a God-Embryo and therefore cannot be born gay.  Mormon leaders teach that homosexuals choose their lifestyles.  They teach that this choice came about from sinful parents, masturbation, or willful disobedience of the commandments of God. All blame for the sin of homosexuality is placed on the person causing depression, hopelessness and often – suicide.

Mormon Prophet Gordon B. Hinckley stated on Larry King Live (December 2004), "We know they have a problem [homosexuals].  We want to help them solve that problem. ...[sic]... The fact is, they have a problem."

During the 1970's the practice of electro-shock therapy was used at the LDS Church owned Brigham Young University.  There, homosexuals were electrocuted in an attempt to stop homosexual tendencies.

There are no homosexual Mormons who are in "good standing" with the LDS Church.  Homosexuals that are excommunicated are no longer able to participate in any Mormon Church function, including praying, teaching or holding any office.  The Mormon priesthood is taken away and all "blessings", rights and Temple privileges are taken away.  Excommunicated members are further ostracized in Mormon Sacrament Meetings where they are forbidden to take the Sacramental offerings – or even speak vocally. 

Friday, Feb 25, 2005, at 08:33 AM
Every Mormon I Know Thinks Gays Made The Choice
Posted By Knownot

They all laugh at even the possibility that there's more to it than simply choosing one's sexual orientation.  They often explain that "the media" or some sort of influential group convinced them they are gay.

I must say that this idea seems so stupid and ignorant to me – that for thousands of years, perfectly heterosexual people on every inch of the populated earth have suddenly decided they are gay... that they're suddenly and sexually attracted to members of the same sex.  It's totally nonsense!

I usually like to respond to these types with something like this:

If you're position is that everyone simply "chooses" to be gay or straight, you are saying that you yourself are a potential homosexual.  Somewhere out there, another homosexual is charming and good looking enough that they could REVERSE your sexual attraction??  All it would take is some erotic homosexual stimulation, and you would suddenly find yourself becoming homosexually aroused????

That's very interesting.  I myself know for a fact that there is NO guy out there who could "flip my switch" – no matter how handsome he was.  LOL!  Uhhh, nope... It just doesn't work that way, because I just wasn't "made" that way.  You, on the other hand, you had better watch yourself and pay close attention to where your eyes are wandering.  LOL!  Somewhere out there, a REALLY handsome and charming guy is just waiting to take your heterosexual identity and convince you to throw it in the trash!  You'd better be careful!  Stay strong, or you might just make the "wrong" choice and "become" gay.

I do not claim to know where homosexuality originates or even exactly what it is or how it works.  I don't think many other people do either.  However, I do know with much certainty that I could not simply "choose" to become gay.  I assume that most other humans are also fitted with a non-reversible sexual orientation.  Of course there could be exceptions, but I don't imagine they are the majority. 

Tuesday, Jul 31, 2007, at 07:03 AM
"Their Lives Are Paved With Sorrow" – 
Horrific Church News Article About Gay Mormons
Posted By Lucyfer

The latest HORROR in the ongoing Mormon war against gay males is an almost unbelievable article in the Church News dated July 21, 2007 in which several gay TBM men tell their personal stories of self-loathing, torture and suffering at the hands of a belief system that despises them and yet will not let them go.

These stories are gut wrenching. I literally winced in pain with tears in my eyes just reading them. For once, I actually believed these were real stories instead of the made-up sweety-sweet tales I usually read in this rag. Here is a brief summary:

All of the men quoted served honorable missions and all related instances of immense personal pain about their sinfulness whilst doing so. So much for the mission years being the happiest in your life – gah!!!

All of the men interviewed had married young Mormon women immediately upon returning from their mission – most at the urging of some Mission Prez, Bishop or Stake Prez.  In some instances, the men had confessed their “sin” of same sex- attraction to some idiot Mormon leader who insisted that marriage to and subsequent sex with a female would solve everything (how ignorant can people be?) Some of the men had confessed their evil same-sex attraction to their spouse during their marriage (even before in one case) - others had not. All had borne children within the marriage.  All related torturous tales of desperation, suicidal depression, and the inevitable compulsion to act on the overwhelming attraction to other males.  Some left their families for periods of time and then returned – others simply suffered in silence while their self-hatred continued to eat them alive…

I do not understand how it serves the Church to have good men like this live in complete and utter agony.  Living a lie like this damages the men, their wives, the children born into these relationships – EVERYONE!  There is no happiness or joy here – only pain and suffering. No one is served by this practice – it is appalling in the extreme.  The cruelty of the Mormon Church is stunning at times.

Oddly enough, there were some points made in this article which surprised me.  One of the so-called “experts” cited actually clarified the following issues:

•
People do not CHOOSE to be homosexual

•
Homosexuality and child molestation do NOT go hand in hand – they are completely separate and distinct phenomena which are NOT inter-related in any way.

•
Being gay does not make someone “bad” and does not mean that the person has done something wrong or is being punished in some way.

Ok – well, that’s all very well and good.  I am glad to see that TSCC is coming into the current millennium on a few points related to same-sex attraction.  However, then we find statements like this one from Brother Floyd Godfrey, executive director of Family Strategies and Coaching in Mesa, AZ who states that he believes same sex attraction has to do with “emotional deficiencies and wounds”.  Oh – so gays aren’t bad, cursed or just choosing to sin – they are just emotionally stunted or twisted – in other words – WACKED!  So much for progress on this score, I guess.

While TSCC offers no explanation for WHY a supposedly loving God would cause people to suffer in this manner, they are quick to state that homosexuality is a sin against God and that it will be punished.  The intolerance and judgmentalism of this belief system never ceases to amaze and disgust me.  The article closes with this statement:

“Although life’s road might be lonely for those of same-sex attraction, happiness can be found in the Church by faithfully following its teachings.”

Funny that the stories of the very men they quoted in this article completely contradicted this statement in every single instance. 


It has infuriated me for a very long time that the Mormon Church acts as though gays and lesbians have a choice, and that they choose to be homosexual.  Mormons like my brother, for instance, who apparently thinks that if someone is gay or lesbian, their artistic contributions to the world should be ignored, are looking at this from a totally unrealistic view.  Saying something like this is very narrow-minded, and the ignorance apparent in that reasoning is abysmal.  As I stated above, my brother is a very intelligent, accomplished man – and the fact that he has these views, obviously perpetuated by his unshakeable devotion to the Mormon Church, is appalling. 


Repeating canned lines like “the heinous sin of homosexuality” is not helping anyone or anything, but rather harming people who are children of God, just like heterosexual people.  Also, assuming that homosexuality is a urge that is controllable in the same way as any other so-called sin, is being extremely simplistic about its nature.  

CHAPTER 13

SUICIDES OF GAY AND LESBIAN MORMONS
“Just be celibate – then everything will be okay”


After reading all that the leaders of the Mormon Church have said about homosexuality, condemning gay people to the extent that the death penalty is even mentioned, it is any wonder that there has been a rise in Gay and Lesbian Mormons who commit suicide?  The fact that some Mormons who are homosexual and yet are "trying to keep the commandments," remaining celibate in order to "not follow through on their homosexual inclinations," begin to feel so isolated, frustrated and different that they choose self-imposed death rather than having to live with the way in which the Mormon Church deals with them, calling their lifestyle an “abominable sin,” is a serious problem. 


In doing research about Gay and Lesbian Mormon Suicide, I visited a website called www.affirmation.org, which notes that it is dedicated to "Gay and Lesbian Mormons."  On that website, I found the following article.  The title of this article alone says quite a lot. 

A Witness Sealed with Blood:
Gay Mormon Suicides and the Politics of Silence

By Hugo Salinas – October 2001


This paper includes some personal reflections about the gay Mormon suicides that I have recently researched for Affirmation.  Even though I struggle much with this issue, I believe it is crucial that we talk about it.  The expression "the politics of silence" comes from an essay by Paul Monette in which he talks about the importance of coming out and fighting censorship.  "Some of the people who hate us so much think we're out to indoctrinate their children," writes Monette in his essay.  "Frankly, we're trying to save their children from suicide."  I'm not sure if Monette realized then how prophetic his words are for the Mormon community.


It seems to me that all of us are caught between our fears of talking about this horrific crisis and our desperation to do something about it.  The current epidemic of gay Mormon suicides is a terrible act of injustice.  And yet I feel that suicide is an extremely complex issue, and that I am in no condition to assess how different factors may have influenced the decisions these gay Mormons made.  Moreover, even though I realize that there is a potential to claim these people as martyrs--victims of homophobia who have "sealed their witness with their blood," I don't feel comfortable calling them martyrs or playing up the sad circumstances of their deaths.


Most of all, this paper is about my own struggle with the politics of silence.  I struggle with the politics of silence because on the one hand I believe that individuals should have the right to privacy, and yet I am outraged when I see how institutions use privacy as their excuse to avoid accountability or to distort the truth.  Perhaps I can illustrate this point with a story that I recently researched in the news.  In 1988, Gordon Ray Church, a gay Mormon who was a student at Southern Utah State College, was tortured and killed by two ex-convicts.  It was the most heinous homicide in Utah's history, a hate crime similar to the murdering of Matthew Shepard, and yet no one at that time dared to divulge the true nature of the crime.  "The killing was at least partly sex-related," vaguely hinted The Salt Lake Tribune.  A Millard County judge placed a gag order and sealed all the court documents, in part because of the brutality of the crime and the fact that it involved a prominent family from Delta.  When the trial finally opened and Gordon Church's gayness became a matter of public record, no one characterized the homicide as a hate crime.  It wasn't till 1994 that a Salt Lake Tribune reader finally dared to tell the truth in a letter to the editor.  "I wondered why The Tribune suggested that [Archuleta's] motive for torturing and killing Gordon Church was because Church was a Southern Utah University student who frequented a Cedar City convenience store," he wrote.  "So much for accuracy in the media... [Michel Archuleta and Lance Wood] didn't [kill Church] because Church was a student or because he was at a quick stop.  They did this because they perceived him to be gay.  It's too bad that The Tribune can't bring itself to print the truth about one of the most heinous homophobic murders in U.S. history."  It took The Salt Lake Tribune twelve years to debunk the politics of silence.


I also struggle with the politics of silence because on the one hand I am committed to truth and knowledge, and yet I recognize that I don't always live up to my lofty ideals. In March 2000, when four gay Mormons killed themselves in four weeks, I sent a nervous message to the webmaster of the Affirmation site.  "Is it wise to talk about gay Mormon suicides in the Affirmation website?"  I asked him. "Isn't there a danger of inspiring more copycats?"  My concern about copycats was well-intentioned, and yet my message was condescending.  The politics of silence are based upon this very idea-the idea that I can handle the truth, but you cannot.  No matter how well-intentioned, today I feel that there is a far greater danger when we side with the politics of silence.


There is also a profound irony in connection with all these gay Mormon suicides and the politics of silence.  By ending their lives, all these gay Mormons chose silence, and yet at the same time they sent a compelling message about the overwhelming challenges they were facing.  Some of them even made explicit statements about their personal turmoil.  "I implore the students at BYU to re-assess their homophobic feelings," wrote Stuart Matis in The Daily Universe shortly before committing suicide.  "Seek to understand first before you make comments.  We have the same needs as you.  We desire to love and be loved.  We desire to live our lives with happiness.  We are not a threat to you or your families."  My friend DJ Thompson was even more explicit in his suicide note: ""It is unfortunate that the lives of good people such as Stuart Matis, Matthew Shephard, and many others go unnoticed," he wrote.  "I see Proposition 22 as the last straw in my life-long battle to see peace in the world I live in."


Last May, when we started to hear stories about gay Mormon suicides, the Wasatch Chapter of Affirmation helped organize a memorial service at St. Mark's Cathedral, and Duane Jennings started to use the slogan, "No more deaths, no more silence."  Many of the same people who had helped put together a memorial service when Matthew Shephard died were also involved in this service.  Allison Bingham spoke on behalf of Affirmation Youth Services, and I gave a brief eulogy for my friend DJ Thompson.  About a year later, Scott MacKay asked me to help put together a memorial page on the Affirmation website.  I accepted the challenge in part as a tribute to DJ.  I spent the next few weeks reading and documenting some of the saddest stories you can imagine.  A 25-year-old Washington lobbyist jumps off a freeway bridge.  A BYU professor leaves his wife and children as if going to work, but instead pulls off the freeway and shoots himself in the heart.  A 33-year-old active Mormon burns all the letters from his lover and hangs himself in his own home.  My goal was to document every single instance to the best of my abilities, to be as thorough and accurate as one possibly could, and yet once and again my task was hindered by the politics of silence.  Sometimes the families of gay Mormon suicides refuse to publish an obituary notice.  Sometimes they lie about the cause of death and, in some cases, they don't even know that their sons and brothers were gay.  "We can use the first name," I was told by a young gay Mormon from Las Vegas who helped me with a story, "but not the last name.  To this day his family doesn't know that he committed suicide because he was gay."


And in the process of finding out these stories, I too became an accomplice in the politics of silence.  For one thing, I never directly contacted any of the families.  Instead I spent endless hours at the Marriott Library, reading thousands of obituary notices.  I visited many cemeteries along the Wasatch Front, taking pictures of every gay Mormon suicide grave I could find.  I researched the records of the LDS Church.  I searched high school yearbooks.  And I used a network of gay-friendly people whom I contacted by email, by phone, and in person.


I also became an accomplice in the politics of silence because I learned to introduce myself according to the audience.  "I'm writing a biographical sketch on so-and-so, and I was wondering if I could get a copy of his picture from one of your yearbooks," I told some.  "I'm doing family history," I told others.  "I'm doing research on Utah suicides," I told yet others, carefully avoiding the words gay and Mormon.  I learned that lesson as I tried to contact the owner of a gay bar in Salt Lake City.  "My boss hates religion," one of his employees told me when I explained to him my association with Affirmation.  "You can leave a message, but I doubt he'll reply."  The employee was right – the man never called me back.


In the end, I came up with information about more than 20 people who took their lives.  They were all Mormons, and they were all struggling to reconcile their beliefs with their sexuality.  I don't claim to understand all the circumstances that lead them to suicide, but I think that Robert McQueen was right in his analysis of the deaths of 1965.  "My friends from 1965 were good people," he wrote in The Advocate.  "They wanted to be better people, but they believed in their church more than they believed in themselves.  When their church rejected them because they were gay, it destroyed them.  I doubt the Mormon Church will ever accept even a portion of the blame."


Today I'm more convinced than ever that we need to debunk forever the politics of silence.  It's not shameful to take one's own life, but it is shameful to ignore the fact that these suicides are occurring.  It is shameful that we are endorsing these suicides with our silence, or fueling more with further messages of hate and intolerance.


"If you destroy the record, you destroy the truth," says Paul Monette.  We need to preserve and tell the stories of all these gay Mormon suicides, not because they are exemplary, but because they are compelling.  They are indicative of a health crisis in our midst.  This crisis is not triggered by a virus, but it is certainly fueled by messages of hate and bigotry.  We need to preserve and tell these stories, because just like many other diseases, this crisis thrives in ignorance.  For every case of a gay Mormon suicide that we have documented, there are many whose names we may never know, because the details have been hidden by the politics of silence.  And for every Mormon who has taken his or her life, there are many who already feel dead, because they can't reconcile their lives with the messages they hear at home, at school, and in church. We need to preserve and tell these stories to show what should never have happened.  We need to preserve and tell these stories because admitting that they occurred is the first step toward changing reality. We need to preserve and tell these stories because if we don't do it, nobody will.


For those of you who feel depressed, bitter, or overwhelmed by feelings of fear and anxiety, my message is simple:  Don't be an accomplice in the politics of silence.  Speak up.  There is help available.  You are not alone.  Thousands of gay and lesbian Mormons have been through the same turmoil, and most of them have survived and prospered.  This can also happen to you.  Accept yourself as you are and find the courage to talk with someone you trust.


For those of you who are youth advisors or teachers in schools and in the church, my message is simple:  Never ridicule a young girl who cannot follow your model of femininity.  Never make fun of a boy who doesn't fit your expectations of masculinity.  Never teach the youth that a heterosexual marriage in the temple is the royal road to happiness.  Never teach that homosexuals would be better off dead.  Never teach that God sends AIDS upon gay men to punish them as in the days of Sodom and Gomorrah. 


For bishops and other stakes leaders, my message is simple:  Do not believe that you understand what it means to be gay or lesbian.  Never threat a troubled soul with discipline or with excommunication.  More importantly, never recommend to anyone a "treatment" that is unethical, unscientific, or unrealistic.  Many of the gay Mormons who have taken their lives did so after being the victims of these "treatments." 


For the general authorities of the Church, my message is simple:  Stop doing politics in the name of heterosexual morality.  Stop dividing families in the name of decency.  Stop excommunicating homosexuals in the name of theology.  The Mormon promotion of anti-gay laws has not decreased the rates of divorce and infidelity – it has increased the rate of Mormon suicides.  These are not smart moves for a Church that claims to be embarked on the mission of promoting religious and cultural tolerance.  I do not believe in blaming the deaths of my friends and brothers solely on the Church's intolerance, but every time Church leaders call homosexuality a perversion, every time they promote anti-gay laws, ever time they call our gay youth to repentance, they contribute to the self-hate and anxiety that are leading so many of our people to take their own lives.


Some extraordinary things take place every time a parent or a sibling has the courage to resist the politics of silence. My first example of this comes from the Matis family.  In March 2000, after the suicide of Stuart, his brother Bill sent a letter to The Daily Universe.  Part of the letter reads, "To those who feel that my brother was no better than a murderer or an adulterer, I would like to say that the murderer and adulterer choose to be what they are.  My brother didn't choose to be homosexual any more than you or I chose the color of our skin.  Many who knew him say that he was one of the most Christ-like people they had ever met.  He was a son, brother, uncle, nephew, cousin and true friend."


My second example comes from David and Carlie Hardy, who are the parents of a gay son.  One evening in 1997, while their son agonized over a Seminary lesson on Sodom and Gomorrah, their stake president reassured the mother, "If we just keep it quiet... it will all be just fine, trust me..."  That same evening this son slit his wrists in his room at home.  Fortunately the son survived.  And even though their stake president wanted them to "keep it quiet," the Hardys refused to be accomplices in the politics of silence.  They went public with their son's story and, in the process, they became powerful advocates against intolerance and homophobia, touching the lives of many people.


We all must find something to do, some way to resist and debunk the politics of silence.  For some of us, resistance will mean coming out to our friends, to our family, or to ourselves.  For others, it will mean raising our hand in Sunday School every time we hear the rhetoric of intolerance and homophobia.  For others, it will mean going public with our stories, participating in public forums, and sending letters to the editor.


After having read the stories of all these people, after having documented their lives and visited their graves, I still don't know if all these gay Mormon suicides are martyrs or even heroes, but I do know that they are  witnesses.  Their lives testify to a pain and sorrow that we cannot comprehend.  Their deaths speak of a health crisis that we must stop.


"I've learned in my adult life that the will to silence the truth is always and everywhere as strong as the truth itself," writes Paul Monette.  "So it is a necessary fight we will always be in: those of us who struggle to understand our common truths, and those who try to erase them."  The task that our Mormon community faces is daunting, but a single step will start moving us in the right direction.  Let's move from denial to acceptance, from ignorance to tolerance, from fear to dialogue.  No more deaths, no more silence. 


This is an amazing article.  I wish that Mormons would read it and take it to heart, recognizing the harm they are doing to people who have been placed in an obviously difficult situation through no fault of their own.  Unfortunately, the reality of the situation is that those things will probably never change – and I find that fact to be very disturbing since taking the steps outlined above are obviously imperative for the Mormon Church and its members in order to stop the suicides of Gay and Lesbian Mormons.


The following is a profoundly sad story about Stuart Matis, one of the Gay Mormon men mentioned in the above article.  Stuart realized that he was gay at 7 years old, and after years of trying to change his sexual orientation because of the Mormon Church's unyielding stance against homosexuality, he decided to end his life.  This article ran in Newsweek magazine on May 8, 2000, and was written by Mark Miller.

To Be Gay — And Mormon


It had become an all too familiar sound.  Late on the night of Feb. 24, Stuart Matis's mother lay awake in bed, listening to her 32-year-old son pacing his room, unable to sleep.  She worried that his depression was worsening.  A year earlier Matis had told his parents he was gay, and all three, as devout Mormons, had struggled to reconcile Matis's homosexuality with the teachings of their church.  Matis found little comfort in Mormon doctrine, which regards homosexuality as an "abominable" sin.  A church therapist instructed him to suppress his sexuality or to undergo "reparative therapy" to become a heterosexual.  Matis was especially frustrated by the church's energetic efforts to pass Proposition 22, California's ballot measure banning same-sex marriage.  The yes on prop 22 signs that dotted his Santa Clara neighborhood, many placed there by church members, were a reminder of his failure to find acceptance as a Mormon and gay man.


Matis concluded he could not be both.  That night, his mother got out of bed and wrote a letter asking the church to reconsider its position on gay Mormons.  Only later would she learn that her son had been up writing his own letter, to his family and friends, explaining why he couldn't continue to live.  Early the next morning, 11 days before voters would overwhelmingly approve Prop 22, Matis drove to the local Mormon church headquarters, pinned a do not resuscitate note to his shirt and shot himself in the head.


Matis's death galvanized gay activists, who accused Prop 22 supporters of driving him to the grave.  Friends and family agree that the church's active support of the measure contributed to his decision to end his life when—and where—he did.  Clearly, they say, he was trying to make a statement.


But that is only part of the story.  Though gays and lesbians enjoy more rights and protections than ever before—last week Vermont approved same-sex partnerships akin to marriage—gays in search of spiritual support often find their church, synagogue or mosque to be far less accepting.  To Mormons, who adhere to a strict moral code of conduct, disapproval by the church can be especially devastating.  For Stuart Matis, it apparently was too much to bear.  (The Mormon Church declined to comment about Matis.  "Suicide is a tragedy of great personal loss for family and community," said a spokesman.  "We express our sympathy and have respect for the privacy of the families.")


Even as a young boy, friends recall, Matis cherished his Mormon identity and the church's moral demands.  But at 7, Matis began harboring a terrifying secret: he realized he was attracted to boys.  For the next 20 years he kept the secret from everyone he knew, and prayed fervently for God to make him heterosexual.  He tried to make up for what he considered his shortcoming by being perfect in other areas of his life.  He studied hard in school and attended every church function he could.  Though he deeply loved his family, he showed little outward affection, fearing he would blurt out his secret in an avalanche of emotion.  "He would punish himself if he had a [homosexual] thought," says his childhood friend Jenifer Mouritsen.  "He wouldn't allow himself to go to a friend's birthday party or [wouldn't] watch his favorite TV program."  Instead, he would sit in his room and read Scripture.  He set goals for himself not to think about boys for a certain length of time.


In some ways, being a Mormon made it easy for Matis to conceal his homosexuality.  The religion strictly forbids any intimate physical contact between men and women before marriage.  As a teenager, Matis hung out with a group of boys and girls who went to parties and school dances together. 


As he got older, it became more difficult to keep his feelings hidden.  He enrolled at Brigham Young University in Utah, spending hours in the library looking for a technique for becoming straight.  After graduating, he eventually landed a job at Andersen Consulting back in California in 1996.  Handsome and single, he seemed a perfect catch.  At church, he avoided well-meaning members who gently prodded him to settle down with a nice Mormon girl. 


Finally, early last year, his agony spilled into the open.  Depressed and desperate, he had begun for the first time to conclude that maybe the church was wrong.  He thought about leaving it.  He approached his local bishop, Russell Hancock, and told him he was gay and had thought about killing himself.  Hancock, who counseled Matis for several months, says he "pleaded with Stuart.  I said if this is a choice between life and the church, he should choose his life." 


Hancock urged him to tell his parents he was gay. Matis had told only one other person, his friend Clay Whitmer.  The two had met in Italy, when both were serving their obligatory proselytizing mission for the church.  Back in California years later, Whitmer and Matis confided to each other that they were gay.  Matis's brother, Bill, and sister Katherine began wondering aloud about their brother's sexual orientation.  Their mother went to Stuart's room early last year to settle the matter once and for all.  "Stuart, are you gay?" she asked.  "Yes, I am," he said.


To Matis's surprise, his family accepted his homosexuality.  They spent many evenings talking and crying into the night. He was able to tell them how much he loved them.  Unburdening himself to his family was a relief; yet it did little to lift his depression.  He struggled to figure out how to live as a gay man without disobeying the teachings of the church—which requires gays and lesbians to remain forever celibate.  He went to a few gay dance clubs and parties but didn't dare consider intimacy with men he met, and apparently remained celibate his whole life. 


Matis's despair mixed with anger.  He lashed out at the church's teachings in a blistering, 12-page letter to a cousin.  "Straight members have absolutely no idea what it is like to grow up gay in this church," he wrote.  "It is a life of constant torment, self-hatred and internalized homophobia."  Matis stopped going to church altogether, but would not let go of his faith in the church.  "He was able to [reject Mormon teachings on homosexuality] intellectually," says Alejandro Navarro, a gay friend, "but emotionally he couldn't."  Late last year, he told his parents he'd bought a gun, but warned them that if they tried to put him in an institution he would never speak to them again.  The last week of his life, in a final act of separation, he stopped wearing his "garments," the ritual shirt and shorts many Mormons wear under their clothes. 


Matis's parents found the suicide note on their son's bed the morning of his death.  They frantically called his friends, hoping they'd know where he went.  One person did: Clay Whitmer.  Matis had told Whitmer of his plans to commit suicide.  Whitmer planned to cheer up his old friend, but didn't get there in time.  A few weeks later, anguished at his friend's death and tormented by his own long-term depression, Whitmer put a gun to his own head. 


"Mother, Dad and family.  I have committed suicide," Matis's note began.  "I engaged my mind in a false dilemma: either one was gay or one was Christian.  As I believed I was Christian, I believed I could never be gay."  Stuart Matis struggled his whole life to resolve that dilemma.  The people who dressed him for burial were struck by the sight of his knees, deeply callused from praying for an answer that never came. 


How incredibly sad.  To feel so unaccepted and alienated by the religious organization in which you have believed for your entire life that you decide you would be better off dead than alive.  It has to be incredibly disconcerting to be told that if you act on your in-born inclinations toward homosexuality that you are committing an "abominable sin."  And yet, that is the truth of the situation for Gay and Lesbian Mormons.  


As I said earlier, I have always had a hard time reconciling the Mormon Church's attitude toward Gays and Lesbians – and that is one of the issues that contributed to my departure from the Mormon Church.  A religious organization that condemns an entire segment of the earth’s population because of their sexual orientation is being very narrow-minded and intolerant – and as far as I am concerned, those traits are not Christian attributes by any use of common sense or stretch of the imagination.  As I stated earlier, Gays and Lesbians may well be “born that way,” and if that is the case, then God created them with their sexual orientation.  Judging and condemning another human being for their sexual orientation is very short-sighted indeed.  


If you are interested in exploring the topic of Suicide among Gay and Lesbian Mormons further, there are many websites that deal with this very sad and significant problem.  Of course, you can also do a search on Google or some other search engine on Gay and Lesbian Mormon Suicide, which will yield many websites on which this topic is discussed.

CHAPTER 14

SEXUAL ISSUES FACED BY MANY MORMONS 
(including Pornography and Sex Addiction)

The Mormon Church seems to perpetuate the infusion of guilt upon their female teenage members, presumably to keep them pure until they are married.  Being a Mormon teenage girl was very restrictive and confining, and because of it, I was very naïve and sheltered, remaining so for many years into my adulthood.  The mantra “SEX IS BAD” was constantly emphasized and beat into my subconscious – with the caveat that sex is only bad until you get married, and then “NOW YOU’RE MARRIED SO SEX IS OKAY, BUT ONLY FOR PROCREATION.”  Of course, things like oral sex and anal sex are frowned on (if not considered to be completely taboo) because they are thought to be “perversions” (since they are “carnal” and do not promote the “only for procreation” philosophy).  


In fact, this “no premarital sex” philosophy was so embedded into my subconscious when I was a teenager that my social life was deeply impacted.  As I said previously, I took everything to heart and was a “very good girl.”  When I was younger, they began telling me that “Good Mormon Girls” do not date until they are 16 years old, so when I was 11-15, I was not concerned about my social skills or even slight relationships with boys because I figured “what good would it do since I cannot date yet.”  In addition to that, I was so afraid of getting myself into a situation that might lead to SEX (or heavy petting) that I could not even think of being around boys for very long.  Because of that, by the time I turned 16 (which happened when I was a junior in high school), I was no more ready to date or socialize with boys than I was when I was 10 or 12.


Of course, this philosophy of “sexual prohibition” impacted some girls and boys in the opposite way, obviously contributing to them becoming promiscuous during their teenage years.  I witnessed this in other Mormon girls and boys who I knew and with whom I grew up.  In fact, there was one girl with whom I grew up who became very promiscuous during high school, got pregnant during her Senior year of high school in 1969, and “had to get married” that summer.  Of course, unwed motherhood was very frowned on in those days.  It carried a serious stigma, not only within the Mormon Church, but in society as well.  Thankfully, stigmas such as that have been obliterated over the years as society has “loosened up,” although not within the Mormon Church.  


Growing up, I had a very good girlfriend who was born and raised Mormon as well (and still is an active Mormon).  However, she was much more social than me – and she started dating before I did.  Like a good Mormon girl, she only dated Mormon boys.  When she was in her early 20’s, she had one boyfriend in particular who I disliked immensely because he was very obviously a player and a “wheeler-dealer.”  He was Mormon and came from a well-regarded Mormon family in Fresno, California where we grew up.  But my friend was so infatuated (presumably, in love with him) that she could not see that he was a player.  He had been on a Mission for the Mormon Church, and when he came home from his Mission at 21, he immediately asked her out – and they started dating regularly.


They went together for several months, and then he asked her to marry him.  Of course, she was thrilled, said yes, and they got engaged.  But I will never forget something she said to me during this period.  They had started “heavy petting,” which was frowned on by the Church, but they had not had sex.  One day, she told me that they had gone a lot further the night before than they ever had, and she was very worried about it, thinking that she would have to talk to her Bishop.  And I will never forget what she said to me, which was, “If we end up having sex before we are married, I will kill myself.”  This is the extent to which Mormon girls are brainwashed – thinking that it would be better to kill themselves than to deal with the aftermath of having premarital sex.  How sad.  


But that is not the end of this story.  After they got engaged, my friend started preparing for their wedding, including having bridal showers, buying her wedding dress as well as all the related items.  And then, 3 weeks before their wedding was to have taken place, her fiancé was accused of raping a girl.  Of course, my friend was devastated.  She immediately broke up with him, and talked about never speaking to him again.  She even started talking about going back to BYU, mainly to get away from him.  But even during all of that, it was obvious that she was still in love with him.  


Some time passed, and through the “rumor mill,” it was “established” that although he had been accused of the rape, it was never proven.  Of course, my friend was very relieved, but still professed that she would never see him again.  But true to course, he started to pursue her, and within a few weeks, they started dating again.  I remember talking to her and telling her that he was just going to hurt her again.  But she told me that she loved him, and she knew that he loved her, and because of that, she did not believe me or anyone else who tried to tell her to beware of him.  


A few months passed during which they continued to date, and then he again asked her to marry him.  And she again said yes.  And the very same thing happened – again.  About 3 weeks before they were to get married, he was accused of raping another girl.  And my friend was devastated – again.  This time, however, she immediately left Fresno and went back to BYU in Utah where, within a year or so, she met and married another young Mormon man to whom she is still married.  I was so relieved that she married him and not the player from Fresno because I am sure that if she had, they would now be divorced.  After all, leopards do not change their spots – or zebras do not change their spots (as Al Gore would say).


My view of the world while I was growing up was confined to the Mormon view, but I am sure that other religions impose very strict boundaries on their members as well.  In talking with people over the years, Mormons and non-Mormons, I have drawn the conclusion that there are a lot of women in the world who have sexual problems, who have never been able to loosen up enough to enjoy sex.  One of my mother-in-laws (who is very Mormon) even told me that she had never enjoyed sex and had never had an orgasm (and she was 72 years old at the time).  That includes when she was married to her long-time first husband (who she married at 18 and who left her a widow at the age of 48), and her second husband to whom she had been married for 20 or more years.  That is sad, but I don’t think it’s all that atypical.  I think there are a lot of women in the world who have similar stories.  When I was married to my first husband (who was Mormon and we were married in the Mormon Oakland Temple), I never had an orgasm – and we were married for 14 years.  It wasn’t until I was married to my second husband, who wasn’t Mormon when we got married, that I finally had an orgasm. 


In my opinion, a majority of the sexual problems that adult women have can be directly traced to their religious upbringings and the harsh restrictions that were placed on them.  I know that within the Mormon Church that is particularly true.  I personally know of several Mormon women who have to either drink alcohol or take drugs in order to have sex with their husbands.  And of course, there are those who just “lie there like a sack of potatoes” when having sex, which is not very enjoyable for either partner.  Those are horrible and sad realities.  


The Mormon Church considers masturbation to be a sin (as does the Catholic Church and some Protestant churches).  There are innumerable quotes by many LDS General Authorities, as well as the First Presidency itself, that have pointedly pronounced masturbation as a “grievous sin.”  In an article entitled President Kimball Speaks Out on Morality,” the late President Spencer W. Kimball went way out on a limb and stated, "Sometimes masturbation is the introduction to the more serious sins of exhibitionism and the gross sin of homosexuality.”  (New Era (Mormon publication), published Nov. 1980, Page 39.)  When these statements are made by Mormon leaders, the tendency of members of the Mormon Church is to assume that they know what they are talking about.  But to me, this very broad statement is much too expansive and I don’t believe that it is necessarily true.  But no matter how broad, generalized or unsubstantiated these statements are, that fact doesn’t stop Mormon leaders from making these types of statements regarding things they know little about.  More of this article is available in the chapter on “Gays and Lesbians – and the Mormon Church,” and I will discuss my views on that topic more there.


The way in which sexual issues are dealt with in the Mormon Church is simply ridiculous.  Trying to control people by using fear and guilt as tools and weapons is extremely counterproductive to any real sense of actually helping them.  But then, it is all part of the “extreme control” element of the Mormon church – and the “obey, obey, obey” mantra that defines Mormonism. 


One light in the tunnel comes from more enlightened Christian churches which say the exact opposite, professing that masturbation is not a sin, but rather a natural sexual process and a blessing from God.  The following excerpt from an article on masturbation on the www.sexinchrist.com website is very interesting (and obviously enlightened): 


“The subject of masturbation is the cause of much concern and confusion among Christians.  Most of us are taught that masturbation is sinful or wrong, and many believe that the Bible actually forbids masturbation.  The latter is simply untrue; masturbation is not even mentioned in the Bible.  And when we consider the facts, it becomes clear that masturbation is not a sin, but rather a blessing from God that enables us to fully enjoy our bodies and can help us lead a more healthy spiritual life…


“Some people say that they feel guilty, shameful, or dirty after they masturbate, and so they conclude that masturbation must be a sin.  This is just because most of us have been taught, often by misguided religious authorities, that our bodies are bad and anything relating to physical pleasure is sinful.  This is simply not true, and this is not what God intended for us.  God created our bodies, along with our capacity for sexual pleasure and orgasm.  Masturbation is just a normal release of sexual energy, and if used properly, it can help keep us healthy physically and spiritually. 

“The Scripture tells us that our bodies are the temples of the Holy Spirit, and that everything that we do should glorify the Lord.  While masturbation is not a sin, we must be careful to masturbate in a way that is respectful to our bodies, and respectful to God. Masturbation is a gift that we should not abuse.  This means we should not masturbate to excess, or to the point where we injure ourselves.  If you are masturbating until you are exhausted… this is excessive, harmful, and not what God intended.  If you masturbate compulsively to the point that it interferes with your work or your relationships with friends, family, and God, this is a problem.  If you masturbate while indulging in impure thoughts (fantasizing about your neighbor’s wife, for example), this is also a misuse of God’s gift.  Of course, this is not to say that masturbation in itself is wrong – simply that we must use masturbation in a way that is healthy and responsible. 


To me, this is a much more healthy attitude toward masturbation than that held by the Mormon Church (and other churches that hold the same view).  Since masturbation is a natural inclination, the stance taken by the Mormon Church does not make people stop this activity – it just makes people feel guilty, dirty and sinful.  Is that the way in which a loving God would want people to feel?  I certainly don’t think so.  And as was recently said on the Recovery Board on ExMormon.org, if God didn’t want people to enjoy sex, then why did he give us genitalia?  Good point, in my opinion. 

Regardless of the Mormon Church’s stand on masturbation, this is something that has been shown by numerous studies to be beneficial for women who do not enjoy sex or have never had an orgasm.  As stated in these studies, when women get to know their bodies and are able to masturbate themselves to an orgasm, it is more likely that they will begin to enjoy sex and will be able to have orgasms with their partners.  This was true for me, but I had never masturbated until after my first divorce.  When I finally did start to masturbate, I began to have orgasms – and the first orgasm I ever had with a partner was with my second husband.  


But since masturbation is considered by the Mormon Church to be “evil and wrong,” many Mormon women never masturbate because of the guilt-infusion problem.  This may be true in other religions as well, but having been brought up in the Mormon Church, the Mormon view is my only reference point.  By the Mormon Church teaching that masturbation is taboo, that process is never explored by many women, and thus the result of enjoying sex and achieving orgasms is never reached by most Mormon women – and, as I said, this may be true for women in other religions as well.


In doing research about masturbation and studies done regarding this subject, I found the following on the eHow website (www.ehow.com):


The benefits of masturbation are many and varied.  Masturbation is a great way to reduce stress and calm the senses.  Those who masturbate have a better understanding of their own sexuality, which often causes them to have better sexual experiences with their partners.  Masturbation has been proven to lower heart rates as well as blood pressure levels.  It even helps induce sleep at night.  According to study of U.S. women in the year 2000, "32 percent said that in the past three months they masturbated as a way to fall asleep."


There have been many scientific studies related to the practice of masturbation.  While most studies are aimed at improving the sexual experience, some have provided us with beneficial information about unintended health benefits.  The Cancer Council of Victoria, in one masturbation study, found that "men who masturbated more than five times each week are one-third less likely to develop prostate cancer."  Many studies have shown that masturbation on a regular basis improves the sex life of married couples, bringing women to orgasm faster and enhancing sexual pleasure.  (Emphasis added.)


Due to my upbringing in Mormonism, I was very sexually naïve when I got married, and as I mentioned earlier, I did not have an orgasm until my late 30’s when I was married to my second husband.  I really wish that I had been more open during my first marriage because maybe I could have started enjoying sex earlier in my life.  As it was, I did not enjoy sex with my first husband, partially because of my Mormon-imposed naiveté and “shame-based fear” of all things sexual (hoisted on me by so spending so many years in the Mormon Church) – and also because of my first husband’s obsession/addiction to pornography (for which I blamed myself for a very long time). 


Very recently, for the first time, I read the Joy of Sex – and realized how much I could have learned about sex as a young newlywed if I had not been so incredibly uptight about it all.  In reading the credentials behind this book, I saw that it was first published in 1972 when I was 20 and 21.  What perfect timing that would have been for me – I could have learned so much before I got married at 22.  But due to my Mormon upbringing and my inherent shyness, I was not only unaware of the publishing of this book.  However, I am sure that even if I had been aware of it, I would have been too shocked (and embarrassed) to have ever bought the book.  And of course, I would have felt guilty for having done so.


Since I did not have an orgasm during my first marriage, did not masturbate until after my first divorce, and finally had an orgasm with my second husband, I have been particularly interested in how my sexual history could have been changed if I had been less concerned with the Mormon view of sexuality.  Since the Mormon Church believes that masturbation is a grievous sin, I never considered even trying that to learn more about myself sexually until after my first marriage ended.  It was at that point when I started to drift away from the Mormon Church for the first time, and in doing so, I started to feel more comfortable with not doing everything “a la Mormonism.”  I think it’s sad that I never thought about this during my first marriage, and that my first husband never suggested it, but then he was so absorbed in his pornography addiction that it didn’t matter to him one way or the other whether I had an orgasm or not.  


In the Joy of Sex (30th Anniversary Edition, 2002), masturbation is discussed as a way for women to discover themselves sexually.  Here is a passage from the “Health and Other Issues” section of this book, specifically from the subsection on Frigidity (Pgs. 208-210):


“Masturbation in women is far more a process of continuing self-exploration than it is in men, and many women can and do teach themselves to respond in this way.  On widespread testimony, the use of a vibrator helps – it can produce some sexual feeling in almost any woman.  Once you have found a stimulus which makes you feel at all, whether you discover it solo or with your lover, incorporate it into lovemaking and use it to the full.  If you need a finger on the clitoris, or genital kissing, use them fully….  Some women get many orgasms – some so many that they merge and can’t be pinpointed as a single event – others get one, like a man.  Some women only enjoy breast stimulation, or genital stimulation.  Find your pattern.  If you haven’t experimented with changes of posture, do – by this time we assume you have.  And with play and fantasy.  If none of these things gives you any lead you can develop, you need individual help (or more correctly, help as a couple – if you see a counselor, both of you should go).”


As stated above, masturbation is considered by some experts to be a key ingredient to women enjoying sex.  Therefore, depriving a woman of that tool is basically depriving her of being able to develop sexually and enjoy sex with her husband and/or partner.  Therefore, in essence, that is what the Mormon Church is doing by “prohibiting masturbation.”  


In addition to the above, the Kinsey Report provides some very interesting information.  Alfred Kinsey performed two studies, the first one being in 1948 (“Sexual Behavior in the Human Male”) and the second one being in 1953 (Sexual Behavior in the Human Female).  In producing these studies, it was Dr. Kinsey’s goal to assemble an objective source of facts about sex so that readers of the reports could interpret them according to their own moral values in a social context.  Dr. Kinsey looked at various male sexual "outlets" leading to orgasm including masturbation, wet dreams, and heterosexual petting and intercourse as well as homosexual relations.  His study also attempted to analyze the factors that might determine differences in sexual behavior between people, including their marital status, age, education, occupation, background, religious affiliation, where they lived, and at what age they became sexual aware in one way or another.  After studying these criteria in men, he then put together data for women.  The data used in his studies was gathered from 1938 to 1963, at which time the project was closed.  The studies involved 5,300 white males and 5,940 white females, most of whom were young adults who had attended some college.  


The Kinsey Report states that in discussing masturbation, 92% of males reported that they had masturbated (pg. 499, Male), 62% of females reported that they had masturbated (pg. 142, Female); and 45% of the females who reported that they had masturbated said that they could reach orgasm within 3 minutes (p. 163, Female).  The masturbation techniques reported by females included clitoral and labial manipulation (84%), vaginal insertion (20%), breast stimulation (11%), thigh pressure (10%), muscular tension (5%), fantasy alone (2%), and other techniques (11%).  The report stated that of single females, masturbation was the most important sexual outline, and that masturbation was the second most important sexual outlet for married women.  


In reading about the Kinsey Report, I noted that it expressed “pity” for “sexually frustrated inhibited” females, blaming “the church, the home, and the school” as “the chief sources of the sexual inhibitions, the distaste for all aspects of sex, [and], the feelings of guilt… which many females carry with them into marriage.”  In stating this, the Kinsey Report cites its finding that among wives who had not experienced climax before marriage, their failure to respond sexually to their husbands was three times as often as among those who had been sexual beforehand.  The Kinsey Report also states that “the chances of working out sexual adjustments seem to have been materially reduced for the girl who hadn’t previously learned what it means to let herself go and respond uninhibitedly,” and also that “…acquired inhibitions may do such damage to the capacity to respond that it may take some years to get rid of them after marriage, if indeed they are ever dissipated.” 


I think it is very interesting that the Kinsey Report blames “the church, the home, and the school” as being “the chief sources of the sexual inhibition, the distaste for all aspects of sex, the fears of physical difficulties that may be involved [and the feelings of guilt… which many females carry with them into marriage.”  The above paragraph, in my opinion, describes the main Mormon female sexual problem – and because of the pervasive effect this attitude has on its members in essentially taking over their lives, the “church/home/school” reference basically blends together to form an all-encompassing result.  


Below are excerpts from the write-up on the Wikipedia website (www.wikipedia.org) regarding the Kinsey Report.  Included in this article is a section on Criticism of the Kinsey Institute and its report.

Context and significance

The Kinsey Reports, which together sold three-quarters of a million copies and were translated in thirteen languages, are arguably the most successful and influential scientific books of the 20th century.


The Kinsey Reports are associated with a change in public perception of sexuality. In the 1960s, following the introduction of the first oral contraceptive, this change was to be expressed in the sexual revolution.  Also in the 1960s, Masters and Johnson published their investigations into the physiology of sex, breaking taboos and misapprehensions similar to those Kinsey had broken more than a decade earlier in a closely related field.


To what extent the Reports produced or promoted this change and to what extent they merely expressed it and reflected the conditions that were producing it is a matter of much debate and speculation.

Criticism

This article's Criticism or Controversy section(s) may mean the article does not present a neutral point of view of the subject.  It may be better to integrate the material in such sections into the article as a whole.

Objections on moral grounds

The books have been widely criticized by conservatives as promoting degeneracy.  Sexual Behavior in the Human Male has been on two conservative lists of the worst books of modern times.  It was #3 on the conservative Intercollegiate Studies Institute's 50 Worst Books of the Twentieth Century and #4 on a conservative website with modest web-traffic Human Events' Ten Most Harmful Books of the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries. 

Objections to methodology

In addition to moral objections, academic criticisms pertain to sample selection and sample bias.  Two main problems identified were that (1) significant portions of the samples come from prison populations and male prostitutes, and that (2) people who volunteer to be interviewed about taboo subject are likely to suffer from the problem of self-selection, both of which undermine the usefulness of the sample in terms of determining the tendencies of the overall population.


In 1948, the same year as the original publication, a committee of the American Statistical Association, including notable statisticians such as John Tukey, condemned the sampling procedure.  Tukey was perhaps the most vocal critic, saying, "A random selection of three people would have been better than a group of 300 chosen by Mr. Kinsey."[21][22] Criticism principally revolved around the over-representation of some groups in the sample: 25% were, or had been, prison inmates, and 5% were male prostitutes.[23]


A related criticism, by some of the leading psychologists of the day, notably Abraham Maslow, was that Kinsey did not consider "volunteer bias."  The data represented only those volunteering to participate in discussion of taboo topics.  Most Americans were reluctant to discuss the intimate details of their sex lives even with their spouses or close friends.  Before the publication of Kinsey's reports, Dr. Maslow tested Kinsey's volunteers for bias.  He concluded that Kinsey's sample was unrepresentative of the general population…


Regardless of these criticisms, I think that the information provided by the Kinsey Report is very important in understanding human sexuality, including the typical female sex experience.  For organizations to object to studies of this type on “moral grounds” turns the issue into a religious one, and by doing so, it seems to me that there is an attempt to mask and conceal the significant information gathered, turning the entire study into a product of the “sexual perversions or deviations of a dirty old man.”  To me, that is a blatantly unreasonable assessment of this study.


Because of its emphasis against masturbation, condemning the practice and calling it a sinful act, the Mormon Church basically denies Mormon women the opportunity to explore themselves sexuality, including masturbating, so that they can have a satisfying sex life.  And as I’ve stated previously, this in most likelihood extends to women in other religions as well.  Of course, as the Kinsey study concedes, there is the possibility of physical and other problems existing in women’s bodies, and those should be dealt with medically – but I would venture to say that most Mormon women (and possibly religious women in general) who perceive a physical sexual problem never seek the medical attention they would need to combat that problem because of the religiously-based taboo associated with sex.


In researching this topic further, I also read materials on Masters and Johnson who were a team of sex experts who pioneered research into the nature of human sexual response and the diagnosis and treatment of sexual disorders and dysfunctions from 1957 until the 1990s.  On the Discovery Health website (http://health.discovery.com/centers/sex/sexpedia/mandj), their research and sex therapy techniques are discussed.  Below are some excerpts from that article:


William Howell Masters, a gynecologist, was born in Cleveland, Ohio in 1915. Virginia Eshelman Johnson, a psychologist, was born in Springfield, Montana in 1925.  


To fully appreciate their contribution, it is necessary to see their work in historic context.


In 1948, Alfred C. Kinsey and his co-workers, responding to a request by female students at Indiana University for more information on human sexual behavior, published the book "Sexual Behavior in the Human Male".  They followed this five years later with "Sexual Behavior in the Human Female".  These books began a revolution in social awareness of and public attention given to human sexuality.


At the time, public morality severely restricted open discussion of sexuality as a human characteristic, and specific sexual practices, especially sexual behaviors that did not lead to procreation. Kinsey's books, which among other things reported findings on the frequency of various sexual practices including homosexuality, caused a furor.  Some people felt that the study of sexual behavior would undermine the family structure and damage American society.

Sexuality as a Healthy Human Trait

It was in this climate — one of incipient efforts to break through the denial of human sexuality and considerable resistance to these efforts — that Masters and Johnson began their work.  Their primary contribution has been to help define sexuality as a healthy human trait and the experience of great pleasure and deep intimacy during sex as socially acceptable goals.


As a physician interested in the nature of sexuality and the sexual experience, William Masters wanted to conduct research that would lead to an objective understanding of these topics.  In 1957, he hired Virginia Johnson as a research assistant to begin this research issue.  Together they developed polygraph-like instruments that were designed to measure human sexual response.  Using these tools, Masters and Johnson initiated a project that ultimately included direct laboratory observation and measurement of 700 men and women while they were having intercourse or masturbating.  Based on the data collected in this study, they co-authored the book "Human Sexual Response" in 1966.

Four Phases of Human Sexual Response

In this book, they identify and describe four phases in the human sexual response cycle: excitement, plateau, orgasm, and resolution.  By this point in time, the generally repressive attitude toward sexuality was beginning to lift and the book found a ready audience.  Masters and Johnson were quickly catapulted to celebrity status as their book became a best seller…  In 1970, they published "Human Sexual Inadequacy", which was concerned with the treatment of impotence, premature ejaculation, frigidity and other sexual problems.


In the wake of these two publications, the field of sex therapy—the clinical treatment of sexual problems — was born.  Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Masters and Johnson continued their research and publication efforts…

As had Kinsey before them, Masters and Johnson confirmed the near universality of masturbation in their subjects.  The sex therapy program developed by Masters and Johnson attempts to help clients by providing appropriate sex information, alleviating anxiety about sexual performance, and facilitating verbal, emotional, and physical communication with sex partners.  (emphasis added)

Thirty years since their first study was published, the contributions of Masters and Johnson on sexual functioning, sexual problems and therapeutic interventions for these problems remains among the most significant work in these areas.


While some of their work generated considerable skepticism or outright criticism, the duo helped to revamp contemporary thinking about sex, including assisting in moving society toward a more open discussion of sexual practices and experiences…


As stated above in the underlined paragraph, the Masters & Johnson study confirmed, as did the Kinsey Report, that masturbation is a natural sexual activity done by the majority of people in the world.  Its benefits are many, and in my opinion, it should not be considered taboo by religious organizations which are attempting to impose their viewpoint on their members, controlling them to an extreme degree.  

PORNOGRAPHY AND SEX ADDICTION


Over my years of being Mormon, I talked to several Mormon Bishops, trying to understand the Mormon stand on sexuality, mainly because of sexual problems I was dealing with because of my first husband's pornography addiction -- and then because of my third husband's addictions to both pornography and sex.  Each time I spoke to a Mormon Bishop, though, I got different reactions and different answers.  Of course, I always knew that pornography is considered sinful and wrong, but I asked a couple of them about oral sex and anal sex, wanting to know whether they are considered “okay” or “taboo” by the Mormon Church, as well as "other things."  But the Bishops with whom I talked gave me very different answers.  A few said these acts are “wrong,” that they are “sexual perversions” which must be avoided.  Others said they were “okay” if agreed to by both the husband and wife.  And one Bishop even refused to discuss this topic with me, telling me that I was spending too much time thinking about S-E-X.


By way of explanation, Bishops, as the Mormon equivalent of Pastors, are considered to be the spiritual leader of the people in their Ward (which is determined by where a person lives).  But in talking to these Bishops, I got so many different answers that it was totally confusing.  My thought process was that if a certain philosophy is the actual stand of a religious organization, it should be uniformly dealt with and talked about.  As I found out, though, that did not turn out to be the case within the Mormon Church.  


While it seems that a great deal of women who are brought up in strict religions (such as Mormonism) live with sexual hang-ups and problems, I believe that men who are brought up in like manners react in a different way – and that usually involves pornography and/or sex addiction.  Some begin to look at pornography as a release or way to gratify themselves but do not necessarily become addicted to it, while others become literally buried in pornography, barely able to function in normal day-to-day life -- and still others start having numerous affairs, trying to appease their sexual drives.  Both situations are obviously destructive, and can eventually cause the disintegration of any marriage or relationship.


My first and third husbands were both Mormon, and they both had very serious pornography addictions.  Although I do realize that 2 is not a large enough number to generalize an entire population, it is very interesting to me that their pornography addictions so closely parallel each others.  I will discuss in greater detail their personal histories later on, but I do want to mention now that the only differences I saw between these two Mormon men as was related to their pornography addictions had to do with the time frames and decades during which I was married to the two of them.


My first husband was 22 years old when we got married, and I discovered his obsession with pornography right away, very soon after we were married.  His obsession to pornography started with magazines such as Playboy, Penthouse and Hustler, and then escalated over the years to more hardcore magazines and movies.  Of course, that’s what I know – and I’m not naïve enough anymore to think that there are things about my first husband that I don’t know.  For example, I always suspected that he was going to adult movie theatres, adult bookstores, and sex shops – and I know that some of the magazines I found later in our marriage were much more hardcore than the ones I found when we were first married, and that those types of magazines are only sold in adult bookstores or sex shops.  After we were divorced, I found out during a conversation with his mother and father that his obsession with pornography had started when he was 12 years old, with his mother finding the magazines in his bedroom (under the bed, between the mattresses, etc.), and these hiding places didn’t change much over the years since those are the places where I used to find his “porn stash.”  


Of course, back then, I called it an “obsession” rather than an “addiction.”  But after having dealt with this sort of behavior in my third marriage as well, I now know that viewing pornography on an obsessive and extensive basis is an actual addiction, and it is capable of taking over people’s lives, basically destroying them.  Pornography can become a very powerful force over people as it seeps into their subconscious and becomes extremely difficult for them to control the extent to which it begins to pervade and saturate their lives.  


My third husband has a similar history to my first husband.  Of course, I didn’t know him until he was 45 years old, and I don’t know for sure what went on in his first marriage, but I do know the extent to which he was heavily involved with pornography during the years when I was married to him.  After discovering his porn addiction early on and talking with him about this subject, it came to light that he, too, began looking at magazines (Playboy, Penthouse, Hustler and the like) when he was 12 years old.  In fact, he told me that a neighborhood man had actually exposed him to pornography when he worked for him in his janitor business by telling Tim where he kept his stash and encouraging him to look at the stuff.  Great, huh?!  Of course, as with my first husband, I'm not naive enough (anymore) to think that he ever told me the complete truth about anything.  I've often wondered if there were more important details that he left out of the neighbor story, particularly because he is also a sex addict.  He did tell me once that when he was a teenager that he liked to get naked and go outside -- and a few times, he did this with some neighborhood children although I don’t remember what his age was at the time.  But regardless of his age, that's pretty scary.


Over the years, my third husband’s addiction to pornography escalated to more hardcore magazines, then to movies, and then to the Internet and Cable TV -- and then his addiction expanded and branched out into overt sexual activities that rapidly escalated, drawing me in and spinning us both out of control.  After a while, he seemed unable to control the advancement of these types of activities, always "upping the ante" to receive more and more gratification since each level was quickly tapped out due to its addictive aspects – and, again, drawing me in further and further.  


My first husband’s porn addition may have escalated to the Internet and Cable TV as well, and perhaps to other areas, but by the time those advents were available, we had been divorced for many years, so I have never known that for sure.  As I will discuss more later, my daughter was exposed to pornography at a very young age due to her father’s pornography addiction (mainly because of his careless and irresponsible handling of those types of materials – and his “acting out” with her in the house).  And from what my daughter was told me, he continued to have a porn problem long after we were divorced.  We both concluded this when she told me about finding books and magazines at his apartment when she would visit him in the years following my divorce from him.  And true to his nature, when I talked to him about this, he actually got angry at Monica for looking in his bookcases and closets where he kept these materials.  After all, he reasoned, she shouldn’t have looked there.  So therefore, it was her fault for finding it – and for telling me.  Such logic.


In looking at and analyzing these two similar situations, I have come to realize that my third husband was more or less the 21st Century version of my first husband, simply more educated and intelligent.  Of course, addictions of any kind, including pornography, don’t follow any particular line, either economic or educational.  These types of addictions strike all kinds of men and women in all walks of life.  While I am not a prude, I do realize that an obsessive exposure to pornography is very detrimental to a person’s psyche, and this addiction can affect people on many levels, sexual and otherwise, inhibiting their ability to function “normally” and appropriately.  

I know that some people (like my first husband) do not think pornography is “that harmful,” and in small doses, I think that is probably true.  But the fact is that a great number of people cannot look at pornography in small doses because it feeds their addiction.  When someone looks at pornography for several hours every day on a regular basis, then in my opinion, it is a definite problem  (just like if someone masturbates more than once a day, then in my opinion, that is a big problem and is a sign of sex addiction).  Adhering to the philosophy that anything in excess is potentially harmful to all of us (whether it is sex, pornography, food, alcohol or whatever) is a good mindset to adopt – and “everything in moderation” is a good motto to follow in our day-to-day lives.  

In my view, people need to be in control of their day-to-day lives, and not allow an addiction of any sort to be in charge of their lives and destinies.  Of course, I think this is true of religions as well.  When anything takes over a person’s life and takes options away from that person, it is very detrimental to their mental well-being.  
CHAPTER 15
AND THAT’S THE BOTTOM LINE
Does the end justify the means?

Through all my research, I have come to realize that as far as the Mormon Church is concerned, the bottom line is the only line – and apparently, the end justifies the means.  Otherwise, why would the Mormon Church continue to insist that its doctrines and teachings are true, that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God who saw Heavenly Father and Jesus Christ in what they refer to as the “First Vision,” that the Book of Mormon is a Second Testament to Jesus Christ and was translated by Joseph Smith into the most perfect scriptures on earth, that Polygamy and Polyandry were commandments from God, and on and on?  


It would seem to me that with the ever-increasing availability of information about the Mormon Church and the fraud that this religion has perpetuated on humanity, that the Church leaders would be compelled to “come clean” about its history, doctrines and teachings.  But the fact is that they will continue to espouse the “Mormon Party Line” and all of its tenets – and it is apparent they will continue to defend Joseph Smith, Brigham Young and others for what they said and did in the name of Mormonism until the end of time. 


On the “Rethinking Mormonism” website (www.i4m.com), there is an article entitled “Does The Mormon Church Have a Moral Duty to "Come Clean" Respecting the Uncertain Nature of Its Origins?” by Bob McCue.  In the Introduction to this article, Mr. McCue states:


This essay is written as part of my ongoing attempt to understand my religious experience as a faithful member of the Mormon Church, and in the hope that it will shorten the learning curve of others who will come behind me along the same path.


The leaders of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (the "Church", the "Mormon Church" or the "LDS Church") are aware of a great deal of persuasive evidence that is relevant to the evaluation of the Church's foundational claims. The questions to which this evidence relates include things like whether Joseph Smith translated, as that term is ordinarily understood, physical golden plates into the Book of Mormon, or did he have some kind of mystic experience that gave rise to that book?  And what was the nature of the experience Mormons know as the "First Vision"?  Did Joseph see God the Father and the Jesus Christ and receive a certain clearly defined mandate from them, as he indicated in an account given near the end of his life, or did any of the other various conflicting things he said about that experience occur instead of, or in addition to, what is now contained in the official account? 


And how about the chapters in Mormon history euphemistically labeled "Lying for the Lord"?  These chronicle the fact that Joseph Smith lied for almost ten years over the pulpit, in private, in the news papers etc. by saying that he did not participate in polygamy and the fact that for close to 15 years between 1890 and 1905 many other Church leaders did the same thing while pretending to obey U.S. federal authority respecting the requirement that Mormons not practice polygamy while almost all of the Twelve Apostles and First Presidency were authorizing or participating in polygamous marriage sealings.


Later on in this article, there is a section entitled “The Church's Moral Obligation To Accurately Disclose,” followed by a subsection entitled, “How Much Do The Church's Leaders Know About The Troubling Questions?”  In this section, Mr. McCue states:


If the Church's leaders do not know its history, their misrepresentation of it might be excusable.  I am only prepared to say "might", because I think that they still would have a duty to inform themselves.  In any event, because leadership knowledge connects to the duty to disclose, I will examine leadership knowledge.


The short answer is that I am not sure exactly how much the leadership knows.  However, they know enough to have formulated the "faithful history" policy, reflected in large measure in the Mantle Talk that counsels, among other things, that scholars not raise troubling questions respecting Church history or leadership principles, regardless of the requirements of their academic discipline for honesty and objectivity to the extent possible.  The message is that they, and the Church's members, must exercise faith and follow the Church's leaders while not publicly question them or the Church's official doctrine or history.  Jeffrey Holland's talk at the recent General Conference (See Michael White, "A Critique of Elder Holland's "Prayer for the Children" http://members.cox.net/ … is no more than the other side of the same coin – LDS scholars are not to publish anything that threatens faith (even if it is in all probability historically accurate) and now the members are vigorously and colourfully reminded of the perils they face if they read or think about such things.  Holland's message, however, is not new.  I have heard it in many forms during my years of Church participation.


Based on the foregoing, and my understanding of the intelligence and diligence of the Church's leadership, it is my guess that they are well informed respecting the controversies respecting the Church's origins. 


I do not have much data as to how long Church leaders have been aware of these problems.  However, I did find one account that provides evidence that the awareness goes back quite a ways.


B.H. Roberts was one of Mormonism's most noted intellectuals.  In the 1920s the First Presidency gave him the job of responding to some tough questions about the Book of Mormon that a young returned missionary had written to the First Presidency concerning.  The returned missionary had introduced the Book of Mormon to a scientist with whom he worked, and in due course was asked these questions.  He needed help to find answers. 


Roberts could not answer the questions put to him, and as a result eventually prepared a 150-page study outlining his concerns with the Book of Mormon's historicity.  Roberts made a presentation to the First Presidency and the Apostles respecting the questions that had been put to him and his study to that point.  They considered these matters, with Roberts, during a meeting that lasted three days. Members of Roberts' family who thought the study should be made public published it a few years ago.  This is the type of thing the Church has in its possession, but does not make public. 


The meeting with the First Presidency and the Apostles did not provide Roberts with the assistance for which he had hoped.  According to Roberts, the best this group could do was to bear testimony to him that they knew the Book of Mormon to be "true" on the basis of spiritual experience, and that even though the questions he raised were deeply troubling to them, they would trust in the Lord to provide the answers on His timetable. 


After agonizing over the questions that had been put to him, the information he produced respecting them and related questions for some time, attending the meeting referred to above and finding the result of that meeting "wholly unsatisfactory", Roberts wrote a letter to the young returned missionary who had raised the questions in which he gave assurance that the young man should not be concerned about the Book of Mormon's literal truth.  He gave some of the answers to the questions that had been raised, answers that his own study termed "weak" and "unconvincing", and assured the returned missionary nonetheless that the Book of Mormon's "truthfulness" was on solid ground. 


Roberts then completed the rest of his public ministry giving regular testimony to the "truthfulness" of the Book of Mormon, presumably on the same basis as the "unsatisfactory" answers the First Presidency and the Twelve gave him, while privately questioning the Book of Mormon's historicity and hoping for further light and knowledge from the Lord on that subject.  As was the case with the First Presidency and the Twelve, Roberts kept his troubling questions from coming to the attention of the public at large.  That is, in this case it is fair to say that the faith of the Mormon Church's leaders required the suppression of evidence deemed relevant and troubling to them, precisely because it would be relevant and troubling to others.  Given the other evidence I have seen, including the Packer and Holland talks referred to above, I doubt that things are any different today.


Based on the analysis below, it is my view that what Roberts and his colleagues did was immoral.  And today, in light of the much greater body of evidence that has accumulated since the 1920s to legitimize Roberts' concerns rather than dissolve them, I would say that similar conduct is even more immoral….


It is beyond doubt that the Church preaches the Golden Rule and the idea that we should not mislead others as part of its moral system.  Hence, it is clear that the Church should not mislead its members, even by the selective suppression of information.  That, in my view, is what it does when it discourages scholars from publishing their honestly held opinions respecting historical, scientific or doctrinal matters that are at odds with Church dogma, when it sponsors histories that are misleading as a result of the information they omit, and when it discourages its members from considering any ideas that contradict Church dogma.


It is curious that anything more should need to be said respecting the above matter.  However, more does need to be said because it has been my experience that faithful members of the Church have trouble seeing that there is anything the matter with the Church's conduct respecting the matters here in question.  Hence, throughout the balance of this essay I will draw analogies to other aspects of life with which we are familiar in an effort to show that the deceptive conduct Church members accept on the part of their religious leaders is not accepted in our society with respect to things much less important than the decision as to where a human being will build the foundations of his or her life.

Fiduciary Duties

As noted above, the Church is in a position of tremendous power respecting its faithful members. The earlier in life one becomes a member, the more powerful the Church's influence will be. Faithful members believe the Prophet is in direct and regular contact with God Himself, and are taught to defer to authority in more ways that I can count. 


Our legal system places special obligations on persons who bear "fiduciary" responsibilities, such as parents respecting their children, trustees respecting their beneficiaries, employers respecting their employees, doctors respecting their patients, etc.  A fiduciary relationship is characterized by an imbalance of power between the two parties, and is a type of relationship which society has an interest in helping to function in a reasonable fashion.  Hence, when a fiduciary abuses his position of trust, the legal consequences are generally severe in order to make clear the degree of societal disapproval such actions merit.


Fiduciary relationships are identified by examining the nature of the influence or control that one party exercises over the other. For example, if a psychiatrist tells a mentally unstable patient that she needs to have sex with him as part of her therapy, she would be much more likely to accept his proposal than if one of her neighbours suggested the same thing.  Since society vests in the doctor his influence (thus granting him certain rights), it also imposes upon him certain obligations.


The fiduciary nature of the relationship of a patient to a doctor is instructive respecting the relationship between the Church and its members.  The same kind of almost blind faith with which many believe what their doctors tell them (the doctor knows so much and the patient so little about the matters in issue) also directs the behaviour of faithful Church members vis-à-vis the Church.  And in the example I provided above, the doctor used his position of trust to gain something he wanted (sex) at the expense of his trusting patient.  This illustrates the idea of a "conflict of interest".  The doctor's personal interest was in conflict with what is in the best interest of his patient.


There are many cases in which the Church's interest is in conflict with that of an individual member. This is often the case between a group and individual members of the group. Sociologists have studied this phenomenon for many years. All that is remarkable in this regard is that members of the Mormon Church do not recognize this conflict of interest, and believe that their church will not do anything to harm them. 


The imagery of the "mother" church is common in many religions.  The Mormon Church's mantra "follow the prophet, don't go astray" is an illustration of this principle.  Mormons are taught to trust, and do trust, that their religious leaders act in their best interest and can be followed without question….


It is clear that the Church would have legally enforceable fiduciary duties with respect to its members.  And since I have not researched the matter at this point, I can only indicate that it may have legally enforceable fiduciary duties to make adequate disclosure, at least with respect to converts who join the Church…. 


The Church has become a large commercial organization as well as a church.  I see lots of evidence that money and/or influence may outweigh, within the Church hierarchy, morality.  One example of this is the way in which the Church is attempting in many ways to slow the dissemination of the type of information that I argue should be made available to members and potential converts.  I am not prepared to assume that the leaders' awareness of the cooling effect this information is likely to have on the members' faith, and hence their willingness to continue to "pay and obey" is not a motivating factor in the Church's decision making behaviour with respect to this issue….


Reading further in this article by Bob McCue, I then came across the following section which I found to be very interesting.

Milk Before Meat

As is the case with many of the main ideas respecting "faithful history" and non-disclosure, the "milk before meat" idea was given prominence by the Mantle Talk referred to above.  Boyd Packer there states, referring to the care with which Church history must be taught: 


“We are teachers and should know the importance of the principle of prerequisites.  It is easily illustrated with the subject of chemistry.  No responsible chemist would advise, and no reputable school would permit, a beginning student to register for advanced chemistry without a knowledge of the fundamental principles of chemistry.  The advanced course would be a destructive mistake, even for a very brilliant beginning student.  Even that brilliant student would need some knowledge of the elements, of atoms and molecules, of electrons, of valence, of compounds and properties.  To let a student proceed without the knowledge of fundamentals would surely destroy his interest in, and his future with, the field of chemistry.


“The same point may be made with reference to so-called sex education.  There are many things that are factual, even elevating, about this subject.  There are other aspects of this subject that are so perverted and ugly it does little good to talk of them at all.  Some things cannot be safely taught to little children or to those who are not eligible by virtue of age or maturity or authorizing ordinance to understand them.


“Teaching some things that are true, prematurely or at the wrong time, can invite sorrow and heartbreak instead of the joy intended to accompany learning.


“What is true with these two subjects is, if anything, doubly true in the field of religion.  The scriptures teach emphatically that we must give milk before meat.  The Lord made it very clear that some things are to be taught selectively and some things are to be given only to those who are worthy.


“It matters very much not only what we are told but when we are told it.  Be careful that you build faith rather than destroy it.”

Echoing Packer, a number of people have told me that the Church has to proceed carefully with the "truth" about its history because the members' faith is delicate and hence milk must be given before meat.  My quick response to that is to ask, "When will a 45-year-old former Bishop who is a practicing tax attorney with three university degrees be ready for some meat?"  I was never served any at Church, and in fact I obeyed my Church leaders who told me to avoid what I have come to know are the sources of meat that were all around me.  The reality of the situation is that to maintain the kind of faith the Church wants its members to have, certain "truths" about the Church, its history, its leadership etc. cannot be talked about.  And so they are not.


There is, however, a more complete response to the "milk before meat" justification.  It is my observation that religious organizations can be plotted on a continuum from "open or enabling" to "closed or dogmatic".  Those that are open facilitate the spiritual maturation process from Fowler Stage three (dogmatic, literal – "we are the one and only true church") to Stage five (recognizes metaphor, accepts ideas like god is genderless, is open to science overturning dogma, etc.) (See James Fowler - Stages of Faith).  Those that are closed try to hold people in Stage three for a variety of conscious and subconscious reasons.  The fact of the matter (as Fowler points out) is that Stage three church members make good foot soldiers.  Hence, the leaders of organizations like them in most ways. 


While I do not deny that some people are best suited to living their lives in Stage three, is it not odd that any church would assume that all are so suited and then do its best to squeeze everyone into that box?  Is the God we worship (personal or impersonal) concerned with the power and efficiency of the group, or the progress and individuation of each person within the group?  This is a basic question of values, and modern western society has come down hard on the side of the individual, as does Mormon theology.  Other more traditional societies, such as the Hindu or the Taliban, would still resolve that question in favour of the group.  However, for us here in North America, it seems clear that "good" organizations will facilitate individual growth and "bad" ones will stifle that growth when it conflicts with the group's objectives, as determined by an elite, undemocratically appointed, leadership. 


For example, I doubt many in North America would argue that the Taliban with its extreme dogmatism and closure to any ideas that contradict religious belief is a better social system than, say, Mormonism.  That we would agree on this point indicates that we think in terms of the relative merits of different religious systems on the scale established by our values.  In my view, this kind of thinking is appropriate.  We should try to understand as well as possible the cause and effect implications of exposing ourselves in the long term to any environment, understand our options in that regard, and then choose the environment that appears on the basis of the best evidence we can gather to be most suited to what we wish to achieve.


It seems that the LDS Church takes active steps to prevent its members from making the type of spiritual progress described above, thus causing all kinds of needless emotional damage and missed opportunity for peace and joy not to mention wasted time and money.  My most recent evidence of this came no more than 15 minutes ago, when an active member of the Church walked into my office at work and told me that the main message, delivered at the Stake Conference she attended last Sunday by a visiting General Authority, was that faithful members of the Church should take any question they have about Church history, doctrine etc. to their leaders, ask the question, listen to the answer, and then let the question go.  That is, the members should suppress their doubts, concerns and questions, and continue to faithfully obey the leaders.


In light of the foregoing, it is my view that the LDS version of "milk before meat" goes far beyond the innocent connotation of those words.  When a child comes to you and says, "Mom, I found out where babies REALLY come from!!", you don't say "Oh those scientists!!  What kind of lies have you heard now!  I don't want you ever to listen to those people again!"  And then if the child continues to learn about sex and discuss it with his parents and siblings you don't say something like, "If you insist on repeating those lies, we will have to protect the rest of the family from you by cutting off our association with you!!"  That is, if the issue were really "milk before meat", the Church would deal with us as we deal with our children respecting sex, Santa Claus etc. – once it is clear that they are ready for the "truth", we give it to them in the best way we can.  The Church does not do this. 


This is the crucial difference between "milk before meat" and the kind of dissembling in which the LDS church engages in order to control its members.  The church (and other religions as well) keeps as many as possible in the dark for as long as possible, and produces massive cognitive dissonance for anyone awakening from the dark sleep by insisting that facts that conflict with dogma are not real facts regardless of the evidence. 


Since Church members are held in this dark dreamland through the age of marriage (missions plus the idea of no sex until marriage plus the acculturation of both young men and women toward temple marriage do a good job of ensuring that only a small percentage of Church members think of these things before they are married) causes terrible problems when spouses wake up at different rates, or when one cannot wake up at all.  Some personalities can only take so much anesthesia.  Many marriages have needlessly ended on these rocks.


I distinguish between the Church actively teaching Stage five spirituality, and allowing the members who need it to find it on their own.  I will accept for discussion purposes that it may not be wise for the Church to actively encourage its members to seek a Stage five kind of faith (although I think it could be done and am aware of many organizations in which it is done well – all one has to do is go first to metaphor instead of literalism).  But how can we justify the Church's practice of hiding information, and then much worse, kicking out members who somehow stumble into Stage five and wish to create a quiet Stage five community within the Church?  The only reason for the Church to do this is to prevent the distribution of Stage five ideas.


There is no doubt that if much of the communication on your average LDS oriented internet bulletin board (with the exception of Nauvoo.com) were conducted in an LDS chapel foyer, the participants would be given a short time to repent and then be permanently shown the door if they persisted.  Given the nature of the things that within democratic society are aired in open debate and how many other churches function (even the Episcopalians for Pete's sake – read some Bishop Spong, they tolerate him), I can think of no plausible, moral defense for the Church's practice in this regard. 


The evidence I see on this topic is overwhelming consistent with the idea that the primary paradigm of the LDS church's organization and day-to-day operation is the maintenance of its members in Stage three so that they can be better controlled.  There are lots of historical reasons for which this might have occurred.  Orwellian is not too strong a word to use when describing this aspect of LDS culture.  Having said that, I do not regard the LDS church's leadership as evil.  I do regard them as dangerous because they have a huge platform, huge influence over Church members and are dominated by their own dogma instead of open to reality.  That dogma, not coincidentally, gives them their influence and control.  My reading of history indicates that any human put in such a situation cannot be trusted.


To me, what Bob McCue states above regarding the “Milk before Meat” argument is troubling, to say the least.  To think that Mormon Church leaders actively try to keep members from knowing the true history of the Mormon Church is appalling.  The fact that members were told in Stake Conference by a General Authority, as Bob McCue related, that “faithful members of the Church should take any question they have about Church history, doctrine etc. to their leaders, ask the question, listen to the answer, and then let the question go.”  As Bob McCue stated, by doing so, they are essentially saying that “members should suppress their doubts, concerns and questions, and continue to faithfully obey the leaders.”  Like mindless Zombies or Morgbots.  


The following section from this article by Bob McCue is very typical of the message given to members of the Mormon Church – “if anything is wrong, then it has been perceived incorrectly, and that’s your fault, not ours.”  Of course, this is not said in so many words, but in most cases it is given in a subtle yet undeniable way, with no question about its intent.  His statement that “No wonder Utah leads North America in Prozac consumption” is a very funny line, but sadly, it’s undeniably true.  

The Church Never Hid Anything – 
It Is Your Fault If You Were Unaware of Church History

This is what I was told during a meeting I had with a General Authority as I was working my way through issues such as those outlined above, and I have to admit that it infuriated me.  Once again, if something did not work in my life that related to the Church, then I must be at fault because it is impossible that Church was.  No wonder Utah leads North America in Prozac consumption.


The fact of the matter is that the Church regularly discourages its members from considering faith-threatening materials (see the reference to Jeffrey Holland's recent talk above), and it uses its influence where it can to prevent the publication and distribution of faith threatening material.  One of Boyd Packer's statements from the Mantle Talk is illustrative:

Several years ago President Ezra Taft Benson spoke to you and said:


“It has come to our attention that some of our teachers particularly our university programs, are purchasing writings from known apostates… in an effort to become informed about certain points of view or to glean from their research.  You must realize that when you purchase their writings or subscribe to their periodicals you help sustain their cause.  We are entrusting you to represent the Lord and the First Presidency to your students, not to views of the detractors of the Church.  I endorse that sound counsel to you.  Remember: when you see the bitter apostate, you do not see only an absence of light, you see also the presence of darkness.”
Do not spread disease germs

Not surprisingly, this is the advice I received from the Church's Institute of Religion instructors whom I got to know during my university days, and from other knowledgeable members of the Church.  I, of course, dispensed the same advice many times during my years of Church activity.  And once again, why would we expect an ordinary Church member to question their religious leaders when they say that the members should avoid faith-threatening materials?  The imbalance of power between the religious leader and the faithful member makes questioning this kind of advice extremely improbable.


A friend recently suggested to me that the Church's conditioning works a lot like the "invisible" electric fences used to keep dogs in yards.  The fence is more imagined than real, and only works as long as the dog thinks it works.  The same is true of physical fences used to contain other livestock.  When a dog learns to run through the invisible fence's electrical field, it will pass through it quickly enough that the fence cannot contain the dog.  The same is true with "fence jumping" cattle.  They can get out, and once they know that there is no keeping them in.  However, without this knowledge and the power it brings, the fence contains the livestock.


The invisible fence analogy is a good one respecting the Church.  We are conditioned to believe that outside it the world is full of danger, and that we hence must stay within the fence.  Our conditioning is so strong that the first few times we inadvertently bump into the fence, most of us receive a hard jolt from our conditioning alone.  Eventually, however, some acquire enough knowledge that they ignore the fence and pass through.


The Church's communications with it members respecting the matters outlined above reminds me of the advice Lewis Carroll had Humpty Dumpty give to Alice. 

"When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone, "it must mean just what I choose it to mean – neither more nor less."

"The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make words mean so many different things."

"The question is," said Humpty Dumpty, "which is to be master - that is all."


While Carroll might have had in mind the question of who is master – man or language, this delightful passage raises another question in the context of Mormon leadership and membership.  What does language mean?  The Church uses words we think we understand when it tells us that Joseph Smith "translated" the Book of Mormon; "saw" God the Eternal Father and his Son Jesus Christ; received the priesthoods "under the hands of Peter, James and John and John the Baptist"; etc.  When we find out that the historical record does not support our understanding, we are often told that the fault is ours for misunderstanding the message.  I reject this. The fault lies with those who, like Humpty Dumpty, think they can twist language for their own purposes. 

Disclosure Would Do More Harm than Good

We can, yet again, trace this idea to the Mantle Talk.  Boyd Packer there said, "Some things that are true are not very useful."  A typical elaboration of this point comes from a friend who was in an e-mail discussion with his brother, a BYU professor, on this topic.  The brother was described to me as a typical, conservative member of the Church who is inclined to defend its claims.  He said that the Church is true, so why does the history matter?  He then asked how exposing the members of the Church to controversial issues will help anyone achieve a stronger testimony, again assuming that since the Church was true, the only worthwhile pedagogical exercise relative to the Church was strengthening the belief that it is true.  And finally he asked: "If you met an ugly person, would you tell him/her he/she was ugly just to maintain your integrity?  How would that bit of information help him/her in his/her life?  Would your sharing that information with him/her make you a better person?  How is it then that you would ask the Church to share irrelevant information that would cause many people to have cognitive dissonance and cause confusion?  How will this help people in their lives and to improve their testimonies?"


I again note that this logic assumes that the Church is true.  This is at the root of Nietzsche's "pious lie" referred to above.  Once the leaders are certain they are right, what harm does a little lying do?  The people will end up where they are best off in any event.  In fact, the lying will save some of them from themselves, since without the lies they may end up becoming "confused" and leaving the fold.  


Once we acknowledge the possibility that the Church may be wrong, this question changes completely.  In that case, it may make a tremendous difference to me and members of my family if I determine, for example, that the Church's current stance respecting homosexuality, or the female role, or a variety of other things, is not correct and that I am not bound by it…  

Conclusion

In light of the foregoing, it is my view that the "faithful history" policy as articulated by Boyd Packer and others is a clear contravention of morality.  And Jeffrey Holland’s recent talk at the Church's Spring 2003 General Conference (See Michael White above) is of the same ilk. 


At a minimum the Church, in my view, has a duty not to hide the unsavoury aspects of its history.  The Church also should stop discouraging its members from gathering evidence that is relevant to their faith, and making the most informed decision they can in that regard.  It is also my view that the Church has a positive duty to disclose those things that are relevant to the credibility of its foundation stories, and to address their weaknesses, and one way in which that can be done has been shown by other religious organizations such as the Adventists and the Community of Christ.


It is my view that the barrier that stands between current Church leadership policy and proper disclosure is the leaders' fear that the members will no longer follow if all of the facts are on the table.  Hence, this issue boils down in my view to whether a religious organization has the integrity to do what is right in the face of a potential loss of money and influence.  So far, money and influence appear to trump morality as the Church places its own interest ahead of that of its faithful, trusting members…. 


When I read this, which I have done numerous times, my immediate response is “Amen.”  All of what Bob McCue says is so well put – and more than that, it is very obviously true.  For a Mormon Church leader to actually compare openly discussing the rather strange history of the Mormon Church with whether or not a person, in meeting an ugly person, should be honest  and “tell him/her he/she was ugly just to maintain your integrity” is a ridiculous analogy.  Asking whether “that bit of information” would “help him/her in his/her life” is equally as ridiculous as is asking whether “sharing that information with him/her (would) make you a better person.”  And then to go on to ask “How is it then that you would ask the Church to share irrelevant information that would cause many people to have cognitive dissonance and cause confusion?” and “How will this help people in their lives and to improve their testimonies?" is definitely tipping the scale into the absurd.  I thought honesty was supposed to be a primary concern of all Christians, but apparently in the Mormon Church, honesty is only applicable when it fits their purposes.  


I think the main reason I like what Bob McCue has to say is that I can relate so completely with all of it.  He obviously knows what I lived through – and the fact that he questions what I question about the Mormon Church gives us a lot of common ground.  For instance, what he said the “invisible fence analogy” is an incredibly good description of what I was taught.  Yes, Mormons are “conditioned to believe that outside it the world is full of danger, and that we hence must stay within the fence.”  And yes, Mormon’s “conditioning is so strong that the first few times we inadvertently bump into the fence, most of us receive a hard jolt from our conditioning alone.”  And yes, “some acquire enough knowledge that they ignore the fence and pass through,” as he did, as I did, and luckily, as many others have.


At the end of this article is the note, “Visit Bob's Website for more insightful essays on Mormonism.”  Again, his website is http://mccue.cc/bob/spirituality.htm.  As I stated previously, I am very grateful that there are people like Bob McCue out there who have not only come to these realizations about the Mormon Church but have also had the courage to come forward.  In doing so, they are helping the rest of us deal with the feelings of betrayal we are confronting because of the hoax that has been perpetrated by the Mormon Church.  Growing up believing in something that turns out to be a fraud is a very troubling experience, but knowing that there are others out there who feel the same way helps in dealing with the situation. 

CHAPTER 16

DISCUSSION OF MORMON CHURCH STATISTICS
Examination of Growth and Activity Numbers

One of the most famous Mormon hymns is “Come, Come Ye Saints.”  It was written by William Clayton in 1846 while in Locust Creek on his trek to Utah with the Mormon Pioneers.  This hymn (which was originally entitled “All is Well”) is described as a “stirring hymn – an anthem of faith, full of praise amidst privation” and is said to have come to “signify the Mormon migration to the West perhaps more than any other piece of writing.”  It is a beautiful hymn and is superbly sung by the Mormon Tabernacle Choir. 


In my opinion, though, despite what the early LDS Saints were willing to believe, put up with and swallow back then, and contrary to what that hymn professes, “All is NOT Well” in Mormonville today.  Although leaders of the Mormon Church try to claim more and more membership in growing numbers, the actuality of the situation is much different than they choose to portray. 


One of the things that Mormon Church leaders are prone to repeat is how the Mormon Church is spreading like wildfire throughout the world.  They quote the “prophesy” of Joseph Smith when he said the following:


“The Standard of Truth has been erected; no unhallowed hand can stop the work from progressing; persecutions may rage, mobs may combine, armies may assemble, calumny may defame, but the truth of God will go forth boldly, nobly, and independent, till it has penetrated every continent, visited every clime, swept every country, and sounded in every ear, till the purposes of God shall be accomplished, and the Great Jehovah shall say the work is done” (History of the Church, 4:540).


On the http://newsroom.lds.org website, the “Official 2008 statistics about The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints” are posted.  This reports the official 2008 membership of the Church as being 13,508,509, along with a lot of other statistical information. 


In the Time Magazine article published in its August 4, 1994 issue (cover story with the caption "Mormons, Inc." on the cover) entitled "Kingdom Come, Salt Lake City was Just for Starters" by David Van Diema, the following is stated:


"For more than a century, the members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints suffered because their vision of themselves and the universe was different from those of the people around them.  Their tormentors portrayed them as a nation within a nation, radical communalists who threatened the economic order and polygamists out to destroy the American family.  Attacked in print, and physically by mobs, some 30,000 were forced to flee their dream city of Nauvoo, Ill., in 1846.  Led by their assassinated founder's successor, they set out on a thousand-mile trek westward derided by nonbelievers as being as absurd as their faith.


"This year their circumstances could not be more changed.  Last Tuesday, 150 years to the week after their forefathers, 200 exultant and sunburned Latter-day Saints reached Salt Lake City, having re-enacted the grueling great trek.  Their arrival at the spot where, according to legend, Brigham Young announced, "This is the right place" was cheered in person by a crowd of 50,000--and observed approvingly by millions.  The copious and burnished national media attention merely ratified a long-standing truth: that although the Mormon faith remains unique, the land in which it was born has come to accept--no, to lionize--its adherents as paragons of the national spirit.  It was in the 1950s, says historian Jan Shipps, that the Mormons went from being "vilified" to being "venerated," and their combination of family orientation, clean-cut optimism, honesty and pleasant aggressiveness seems increasingly in demand.  Fifteen Mormon Senators and Representatives currently trek the halls of Congress.  Mormon author and consultant Stephen R. Covey bottled parts of the ethos in The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People, which has been on best-seller lists for five years.  The FBI and CIA, drawn by a seemingly incorruptible rectitude, have instituted Mormon-recruitment plans.


"The Mormon Church is by far the most numerically successful creed born on American soil and one of the fastest growing anywhere.  Its U.S. membership of 4.8 million is the seventh largest in the country, while its hefty 4.7% annual American growth rate is nearly doubled abroad, where there are already 4.9 million adherents.  Gordon B. Hinckley, the church's President--and its current Prophet--is engaged in massive foreign construction, spending billions to erect 350 church-size meetinghouses a year and adding 15 cathedral-size temples to the existing 50.  University of Washington sociologist Rodney Stark projects that in about 83 years, worldwide Mormon membership should reach 260 million."


On its face, this excerpt from the Time Magazine article is extremely impressive.  But while the outward facade constructed by the Mormon Church portrays a religious organization that is led by tenets of honesty, integrity and openness, the fact is that the history of the Mormon Church is anything but those things – and the modern-day Church leaders are working hard to keep the history of the Mormon Church hidden from the vast majority of its members.  


In reviewing these statistics, though, it became immediately apparent to me that “retention rates” or activity levels are absent from these figures.  I have tried to find statistics regarding retention rates and activity levels, but these numbers are extremely difficult to find because the Mormon Church does not publish this information.  Instead, wishing to perpetuate the illusion that the Mormon Church actually has 13,508,509 members, the Mormon Church apparently makes it very difficult to find retention numbers.  

However, I was able to find the following article on the “Mormon Coffee” blog portion of the www.mrm.org (Mormonism Research Ministry).  Even though 2005 numbers are cited, this gives a more realistic view of numbers within the Mormon Church.

LDS Growth Statistics
By Sharon Lindbloom (April 10, 2006)

Last week the Associated Press reported:


“The Assemblies of God, the Mormon church and the Roman Catholic Church were the fastest-growing major denominations in the United States last year, according to the just-released 2006 Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches.


“The Assemblies of God, a Pentecostal church, grew 1.81 percent to just under 2.8 million members.  The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints increased 1.74 percent to nearly 6 million people.  And the Catholic Church, by the far the largest denomination in the United States, grew .83 percent to 67.8 million parishioners.”

A few years ago, Mormon researcher David Stewart wrote:


“While the LDS Church is still one of the faster growing churches in the United States, most of the growth is due to the fact that a full one-third of all full-time LDS missions are concentrated in the U.S., with less than 5% of the world’s population, and that U.S. Latter-day Saints average approximately one more child per family than non-LDS U.S. citizens. When the LDS birth rate and full-time missionary efforts are taken into consideration, member-missionary efforts account for just 12-14% of LDS Church growth in North America.”


Announced at the LDS General Conference earlier this month, as of December 31, 2005 the Mormon Church claimed 12,560,869 members worldwide.  This included an increase of “children of record” (that is, newly baptized children of members) of 93,150; plus 243,108 new converts baptized; totaling 336,258 new members for the LDS Church.  However, the Church reported an overall total growth of 285,047 members from December 31, 2004 to December 31, 2005; therefore, the Church lost 51,211 previously baptized members during the same period.


While the Mormon Church continues to expand, there have been no reports of increased retention rates.  The surprisingly low activity level of baptized LDS converts was the subject of news reports in July of last year when the Salt Lake Tribune reported, among other startling facts, that the estimated worldwide activity of LDS membership is only around 35 percent.  That means that of the 12.5 million members currently recorded, about 8 million are inactive. 


For more information about the July 2005 reports on LDS growth and retention see “Welcome Trends” at the Questioning Mormonism web site.


The statement in this article that as of 2005, 12.5 million members were recorded by the Mormon Church with about 8 million being inactive is especially interesting.  That means that in actuality, there are only 4 million active members of the Mormon Church worldwide.  This is quite a different story from the “official membership numbers” reported by the Mormon Church.  


The following is an excerpt from an article which was published in the Deseret News (the main newspaper in Salt Lake City) following the Mormon Church’s General Conference which took place on April 4-5, 2009:

Statistics Show Fast LDS Church Growth
By Carmen Dobner (Associated Press) – published 4/10/09


The value of the data is really in showing the year-to-year growth patterns within individual churches, Lindner said.  LDS Church data is considered highly reliable because the church employs professional demographers to track the numbers, she said.  Data released Saturday by the church placed its worldwide membership at 13.5 million as of Dec. 31, 2008.  That's up from 13.1 million in 2007, and 12.8 million in 2006.


On its face, this is very impressive, showing steadily increasing growth from year-to-year.  The reality of it is much, much different – but the Mormon Church doesn’t want everyone to know that there are so many inactive members, a number that is increasing year-to-year as well.


In doing research on this topic, I also found the following interesting statement about Mormon Church membership statistics:

Matt Vessey – June 11, 2005
www.PerfectRighteousness.com 


The Church of Jesus-Christ is not the fastest growing religion, nor is it the fastest growing U.S. based religion.  The truth is that the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is loosing steam.  The Church, while still growing, is growing at a much slower pace today than it has over the last 30 years.  The indicators include much slower membership growth, a decline in conversions, a decline in conversions for each missionary, and a lack of retention.  


A few things to note: the amount of missionaries on the field went down by 10,571 from 2002-2004, the Church experienced the least amount of converts per missionary in 2003, the Church experienced one of the biggest declines in converts in 2003, and retention is a growing problem.  I believe possible explanations could be: there is a very high saturation of so-called "anti-Mormon" media, especially the relatively recent development of the internet, there are fewer LDS missionaries on the field, there has been a significant increase in Evangelical efforts to create public dialogue between LDS and Christians, and there is a significant growth in missions towards the LDS among Christian churches and Universities. 


I think it is significant that this excerpt from Mr. Vessey’s article talks about “a very high saturation of so-called ‘anti-Mormon’ media, especially the relatively recent development of the internet” being part of the cause of the retention problem within the Mormon Church.  Although as I discussed above in Chapter 13, the Mormon Church discourages its members from doing any independent research, especially from “anti-Mormon propaganda” (as they call it), which includes “anti-Mormon websites,” using guilt or the possible denial of obtaining a temple recommend as its weapons, it seems to me that the growing trend shows that Mormons are starting to ignore that admonition in favor of finding the actual truth.  


Spin and more spin is constantly being given to the numbers of members in the Mormon Church and its supposed saturation of the entire world.  


The following article entitled “The Truth of God Shall Go Forth,” was written by M. Russell Ballard and published in the Ensign magazine in November 2008 (pages 81–84):


“Nearly 18 decades have passed since the organization of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in 1830.  We have had 178 years to observe the fulfillment of prophecy and to watch “the truth of God” as it goes “forth boldly, nobly, and independent.”


“The Church began its first decade with only a few members.  Despite intense opposition, 597 missionaries were called during the 1830s, and over 15,000 converts were baptized into the Church.  The United States, Canada, and Great Britain were opened to the preaching of the gospel.


“There were many converts during the 1840s while persecutions continued to rage against the Church and especially against the Prophet Joseph.  In the midst of these difficulties and despite the great challenges of travel, the restored gospel of Jesus Christ continued to cover more of the earth through the faithful service of 1,454 missionaries called during the 1840s, and Church membership grew to more than 48,000.  On June 27, 1844, the persecution of Joseph Smith culminated when he and his brother Hyrum were killed by a mob in the Carthage Jail. 


“Soon after the Martyrdom and in fulfillment of Joseph’s vision, Brigham Young and the Church began preparations to move to the Rocky Mountains.  Hardship, affliction, death, and apostasy were ever present. Still, the work moved forward.  In the 1850s some 705 missionaries were called to serve in areas including Scandinavia, France, Italy, Switzerland, and Hawaii.  Missionary work also began in such diverse parts of the world as India, Hong Kong, Thailand, Burma, South Africa, and the West Indies.


“Among faithful converts from Scandinavia and Britain baptized during the decade of the 1850s were those who suffered and died, on land and on the seas, as they journeyed to join with the Saints here in the Rocky Mountains.  


“In 1875 the first seven missionaries were called to Mexico, and the work there flourished even amidst revolution and other challenges.  And it was just four years ago, in 2004, that the Church reached the milestone of one million members in Mexico.


“The faith of the Saints was tested in every footstep as Brigham Young led them to build temples and establish more than 350 colonies in the West.  By the time Brigham Young died in 1877, worldwide Church membership had grown to more than 115,000.  Despite all of the persecution, the truth of God was indeed going forth boldly and nobly. 


“Time does not allow a detailed review of the growth of the Church during the next few decades.  But it should be noted that during the 40-year period from 1890 to 1930, while the Church and its doctrine were still under public attack, Elder Reed Smoot was elected to the United States Congress and had to fight to be seated.  A great deal was said of the Church and its teachings during that time—much of it hurtful and directed towards President Joseph F. Smith and other Church leaders.  However, some newspaper articles began to speak of members of the Church as contributing citizens and good people. 


On September 3, 1925, President Heber J. Grant announced that the Church would begin missionary work in South America.  Following the Lord’s pattern for taking the restored gospel to all nations, a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles—my paternal grandfather, Elder Melvin J. Ballard—was sent, with others, to South America to dedicate the land for the preaching of the gospel….


“During the four decades from 1930 to 1970, more than 106,000 missionaries were called to serve worldwide.  Church membership increased fourfold, to over 2,800,000. More than one million new members were added just during the 1960s.  By 1970 missionaries were serving in 43 nations and 9 territories.  During this 40-year period, the South American nations of Chile, Brazil, Uruguay, Paraguay, Ecuador, Colombia, Peru, and Venezuela were opened to missionary work.  In Central America, servants of the Lord unlocked the nations of Panama, Costa Rica, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, and Nicaragua.  In Asia, major new efforts began to bear fruit in Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and the Philippines.


“None of this was easy.  Challenges, obstacles, and persecution accompanied every attempt to take “the truth of God” into every continent and country so that it could “sound … in every ear.”  Still, we moved forward in faith; challenges were met, and obstacles were overcome….


“President Spencer W. Kimball asked members of the Church to lengthen their stride in spreading the gospel and sharing gospel truth.  He asked every stake in the world to increase the number of missionaries, and he led the Church into using media to help convey our message to hundreds of millions of people throughout the earth.


“During his 12 years as President of the Church, nearly 200,000 missionaries served full-time missions.  Worldwide Church membership almost doubled, and the number of stakes nearly tripled.  Missionary work was opened or reopened in many countries, and the miracle of conversion was happening in many lands despite every adversarial attempt to thwart the Lord’s work or discourage the Lord’s workers.


“A little more than two decades have passed since the end of President Kimball’s mortal ministry.  During that period of time we have experienced unprecedented prominence in the worldwide community of faith.  Probably not coincidentally, we have also experienced unprecedented ideological attacks on our people, our history, and our doctrine through the media.


“And yet the Church continues to grow.  Membership has more than doubled again—from 5.9 million in 1985 to more than 13 million today.  And last year the one millionth missionary to serve during this dispensation was called….


“The little Church that started in 1830 with just a handful of members has now grown to more than 13 million Latter-day Saints in many different nations around the world, and we are well on our way to penetrating every continent, visiting every clime, sweeping every country, and sounding in every ear.


“Of course, our challenges are different today, but they are no less demanding.  Instead of angry mobs, we face those who constantly try to defame.  Instead of extreme exposure and hardship, we face alcohol and drug abuse, pornography, all kinds of filth, sleaze, greed, dishonesty, and spiritual apathy.  Instead of families being uprooted and torn from their homes, we see the institution of the family, including the divine institution of marriage, under attack as groups and individuals seek to define away the prominent and divine role of the family in society….”


I find it very interesting that nowhere in the above article does M. Russell Ballard mention that the activity levels and retention figures are so low.  No, he simply states and restates that the Mormon Church has over “13 million members worldwide.”  And of course, M. Russell Ballard does not mention the fact that those figures are inflated because the Mormon Church does not remove excommunicated members from those figures nor does it remove those who resign from the Church (by writing letters of resignation).  No, instead M. Russell Ballard, along with the First Presidency and every other GA, gives bogus, inflated and even falsified  information to the world to bolster the rhetoric which they are espouse.  The next time these men give a speech about important values, such as honesty and integrity, I think they should look in the mirror and ask themselves what those terms really mean.  Bending the truth to bolster an ill-conceived position is not included in the definitions of either honesty or integrity.  

CHAPTER 17
EXIT STORIES WRITTEN BY FORMER MORMONS
Gathering Strength and Support from Ex-Mormons


On various PostMormon websites, there is a lot of very interesting information, including “Exit Stories” posted by former Mormons.  I have found it very interesting to read what other people who have left the Mormon Church have to say about their journeys toward the reality of the Mormon Church.  In many ways, it is validating and reassuring to know that other people have felt the same as I have because for so long, I felt very much alone in my plight.  Speaking my mind, and then finding out that others share my feelings, has helped me enormously. 

Here is an Exit Story that I found particularly interesting, partially because he talks about issues that troubled me as well and eventually led me away from the Mormon Church, but also because he is obviously a very intelligent and literate man who did a lot of research, came to some very insightful conclusions, and ended up leaving the Mormon Church because of what he discovered.  

Subject:
My exit story… 
Date:
Sep 07, 2008
Author:
Brian


I am 40 years old, and up until about a year ago, I was 100% Mormon.  I had done it all by the book: graduated from seminary, one year at Ricks College, served a mission (was AP), got married in the temple three months after my mission, graduated from BYU, completed graduate school at the University of Utah, had a few babies, served in the elders quorum, three bishoprics, and so on.  I was one of those Mormons who would have given my life for the church if asked, then it all suddenly started crumbing down (or becoming clear, however you want to phrase it).  I had never put forth much effort to learn anything outside of my Sunday school or priesthood classes, and I had only the most superficial knowledge of the controversial aspects of church history.  For the record, I was not having a problem keeping the commandants.


During a layover at the Salt Lake airport I stopped by a bookstore to get something to read on the flight home.  I picked up Carolyn Jessop's book Escape because it looked interesting, and her picture on the cover showed something in her eyes that I wanted to understand.  After reading the first half of the book on the plane, I was so disturbed that I got my wife out of bed at midnight when I got home to talk.  Fortunately for me, she had read some things about polygamy a few years ago that had disturbed her, and although I was unaware of it, she had already begun to alter her perception of Joseph Smith.  


After reading this book about the horrors within the FLDS community, I had to know what, if any, similarities there were between polygamy in the FLDS community and polygamy as it was practiced in the days of Joseph Smith, Brigham Young and John Taylor.  Next I read Wife No. 19 by Anna Eliza Young (she was kind of a 19th century Carolyn Jessop), Tell It All by Fanny Stenhouse, and In Sacred Loneliness by Todd Compton.  I am sure some of you see where I am going with this.  I was shocked by the similarities between FLDS polygamy and polygamy in the early days of the church.


The next thing I did was search the internet to see what other skeletons were hiding in the LDS church closet that I didn't know about.  I found a few other interesting gems: there are various conflicting accounts of the first vision; the Book of Mormon was translated using a stone in a hat (the same stone used to look for buried treasure); a portion of the Book of Abraham papyri has been rediscovered and found to be common Egyptian funeral documents that don't even mention Abraham; many of the animals, plants and technologies mentioned in the Book of Mormon didn't exist in America before Columbus; Brigham Young had crazy beliefs about "blood atonement" (which led to the Mountain Meadows Massacre), etc.  


At that point, I was left completely without a testimony of Joseph Smith, the Book of Mormon and the church, but it still took a while to fully admit that to myself or anyone else.  I am lucky that my wife has taken this journey with me, and we are in complete agreement on everything pertaining to the church.  We initially went along in our church callings, dodging all of the situations where we would be expected to testify of Joseph Smith.  We both still believe in Jesus Christ, and we love the members of the church.  Some of the best people I know are within the church.  Part of me wants to tell them everything I have learned, and part of me feels like it would be like telling a kindergartner there is no Santa.


President Joseph Fielding Smith declared:


"Mormonism, as it is called, must stand or fall on the story of Joseph Smith.  He was either a prophet of God, divinely called, properly appointed and commissioned, or he was one of the biggest frauds this world has ever seen.  There is no middle ground."  (Doctrines of Salvation, Vol. 1, p. 188).


I agree with this statement.  It is unfortunate that so much of what Mormons hold dear rests upon the integrity and honesty of Joseph Smith.  Mormons love their family members dearly, like everyone else, and they believe the opportunity to live with their families in the next life is dependent upon Joseph Smith.  When Mormons hear anything negative about Joseph Smith, they quickly “do the math” in their head and see that if he falls, everything falls.  Somehow Mormons are able to go through life ignoring everything that would cause them to question Joseph Smith.  Mormons will give 10% of their income, a large portion of their time, and everything else the church requires so that they don’t loose their opportunity for a “forever family”.  You couldn’t get more submission if you had a gun to their head.  Come to think of it, it is like having a gun to your head: “Do this and this, and don’t ever do that, or you will never see your family again!” 


No doubt it is easy to prove that Joseph Smith lied about polygamy, but that just leads to the next question: “What else did he lie about?”  No good Mormon wants to go down that road.  I finally had the courage to walk down that road, and it was painful and sad.  I went through many cycles of anger and sadness at first, but time has a way of healing.  Oh, well, I was duped!  What can I say?  I thought I was smarter than that.  I have a doctorate degree, but that uneducated farm boy, Joseph, duped me!  He certainly was a master con artist.  I have to hand it to him.  Men like that are hard to find (outside of politics, I mean).


As a therapeutic exercise and in preparation just in case I ever have to defend my beliefs, I have written down my discoveries and thoughts about polygamy.  I share it with all of you for feedback and for your reading enjoyment.


“Brian” goes on to talk about his thoughts on Polygamy, which correspond directly with mine, and since I have already discussed this topic extensively in Chapter 3, I will not post his thoughts here.  However, if you want to read them, you can go to the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org) and read more there.


In reading Exit Stories like this one by “Brian,” my own views were reinforced immensely.  Indeed, his words were further evidence to me that there are many, many people in the Mormon Church today who don’t know the true history of the Mormon Church.  Like I said previously, while most people know about Polygamy, they don’t know the whole truth about it or behind it – and I guarantee you that most active Mormons don’t even know about Polyandry being practiced by Joseph Smith and Brigham Young.  I thought I had stopped being shocked about the deceptions and lies crammed down all good Mormon throats, but when I found out about Polyandry, my jaw dropped to the floor – and it still does, to a certain extent.


The following article is part of a series of articles entitled “Life as a Mormon” that appear on the Recovery from Mormonism website (www.exmormon.org).  As noted in the first paragraph of this article, this is a response to a posting by a TBM who apparently criticized the “Post-Mormon Community” as a group for being “unable” to let go of the Church.  This irrational conclusion was arrived at by this particular TBM through the illogical assumption that because we actively participate on the PostMo/ExMo websites that we really still believe in Mormonism “in our heart of hearts.”  That, in a nutshell, is a pile of garbage.  And that’s putting it nicely.  This is a very interesting read.

NOT LETTING GO OF MORMONISM


Sometime last week someone posted a comment from a TBM [True Believing Mormon] who taunted us as a group for being "unable" to let the church go.  The implication I read into the comment was that he accused us of still believing in Mormonism in our heart of hearts and that our on-going participation in exmo/postmo was evidence of that. 


I've given that some thought and wanted to post a few reasons why I stay, why Mormonism still interests me and am interested if any of you feel the same as I do, or may have other reasons. 


1)
SELF-DISCOVERY.  I spent over 30 years in the church.  I want to know how and why I was so duped.  The study of the methodology of how the church recruits and retains its members fascinates me.  I consider myself a pretty open minded person and am interested in the process in which I was sold this miserable bill of goods. 


2)
IT'S PART OF MY HISTORY.  Before me, 5 generations of "cradle to grave" Mormons were a part of the history of the church.  I felt as much a Mormon as a Jew might feel Jewish, or a native American might feel native American.  To objectively study the history of the church through the early writings such as JOD, HC, and the D&C is just plain interesting to me.  I find it entertaining reading and had never questioned the material I read. 


3)
NEW FRIENDSHIPS.  I was telling Robin the other night at dinner that if I had to name my twenty closest friends in the world, the majority of them would be from this list.  Good friends are hard to find and I feel like I have hit the mother load.  It still hurts just a bit to realize that my belief in the church was the basis for some of my old "friendships".


4)
VALIDATION.  Remember what we used to do every fast Sunday?  We would stand in front of a crowd, our lips would quiver and we would tell everyone we knew the church was true.  We watched others do the same and it gave us strength.  Without the support of this group I would probably be living the lie, going to church, pretending to believe just to keep my family and culture intact.  The web of the church is very strong and seeing such bright, caring, wonderful people such as yourselves come to the same conclusions I have, independent of each other, validates how I feel every day. 


5)
PAY BACK TIME.  As I was first leaving the church, I was weak and timid. Several of you reached out and offered me support and encouragement.  I feel like I owe that same kind of encouragement to the many others who are just now leaving as well as the ongoing support of those of you who are firmly out. 


I guess that about does it.  I don't stay because I think the church might be true underneath it all and anyone who thinks that is waaaaaay out to lunch. 


The author of the above posting entitled Not Letting Go of Mormonism makes some very good points.  My continuing interest in the Mormon Church “from the other side of the fence” is definitely comparable to the reasons stated here.  My journey away from Mormonism and toward self-discovery has been a significant turning point in my life.  The fact that Mormonism is part of my history is also significant because I spent so many years embroiled in its convoluted web of lies – and although I have broken free from “its spell,” I remain fascinated by the way in which so many people are still convinced of its truthfulness, including members of my own family.  

Validation of my feelings is another reason that I have come to like the Ex-Mormon websites so much.  The fact that others have reached the same conclusions I have, independent of me – is very reassuring and comforting.  The fact that these people’s opinions, and willingness to share their knowledge, has bolstered me even further is very important to me.  It is also very heartening to know that these websites help others to cement and validate their own discoveries, offer them support, and answer questions that they have which cannot be properly or objectively (or truthfully) answered by current Mormons.  


I find very disconcerting that Mormons are told not to go on these types of websites because they are “anti-Mormon” and spread “anti-Mormon propaganda.”  But the fact is that all these websites do is encourage people to make discoveries on their own – to find the “real truth” that is available, not the “truth” as defined by Mormonism.  As long as I relied on what the Mormon Church told me to believe, I was trapped in a situation where I only had their information.  Not until I was able to break free somewhat and delve into “unauthorized materials” did I discover the “real truth,” including the reason why the Mormon Church doesn’t want its members to visit these websites.  As far as the Mormon Church is concerned, “ignorance is bliss,” and that’s the way they want it to stay because if its members begin visiting these types of websites, they will discover the “real truth” for themselves – and that is a very scary thought for the leaders of the Mormon Church since the result will cause its stack of cards to come tumbling down. 


The following is another posting from the Recovery from Mormonism website.  

Date:
Jun 28 13:44 2003 
Author:
Deconstructor 
Subject:
GUILT AND SHAME:

What Mormons say when you leave the church

This is the kind of stuff that is thrown at you by a TBM when you leave the Mormon Church.  Notice it is all about them.  Notice the threats, the guilt trips, patting themselves on the back, the false accusations, etc. 

These are some actual quotes TBMs said to us when we announced our decision to leave the church:

Mother1:  "I can't believe how bad you turned out."

Mother2:  "Shame on you! You should know better than that!"

Brother:  "Don't try explaining, there's no excuse for leaving and you'll never convince me."

Brother in Law1:  "You bastard.  You've deceived our sister with your anti-Mormon lies."

Brother in Law2:  "I can't believe how stupid you are."

Sister in Law1:  "I pray you come back before God punishes you."

Sister in Law2:  "How can you betray your family like this?"

Father in Law:  "Well, I don't know if the church is true or not, but I have a lot of friends there."

Mother in Law:  "So what commandment couldn't you live?"

Missionary after I closed the door:  "You still know it's true!"

TBM Friend: "I'm so disappointed in you.  What's wrong with you?"

TBM Friend: "I don't believe any of those anti-Mormon lies.  The Book of Mormon is true and that makes the church true – don't make excuses."

TBM Friend: "Well, I've had too many spiritual experiences with the Book of Mormon to ever deny it."

TBM Friend: "When things get really hard in your life, you'll come back.  I hope it doesn't take a tragedy to get you to repent."

When I originally posted this message, I got a lot of responses.  Here's a collection of what other people heard from their TBM friends and relatives:

"I have heard you criticize and find fault with the Church so you can justify your decision to leave and this makes me very sad."

"What happened?  I am disappointed in you!!"

"I hoped that by experiencing other Christian beliefs you would seek to gain a stronger testimony of the Restored Gospel of Jesus Christ like I had done."

"My testimony of the Gospel has been challenged more than you will ever know, and I have stayed true to faith."

"I am deeply saddened that you have caved to the beliefs of man."

"You can go to some feel good Christian church as long as you want, but this church will never provide you with blessings of the restored Gospel of Jesus Christ"

"You have no clue how much you have hurt mom/dad with your decision to leave the Church.  How can you throw away everything she/he taught you like this?"

"I do not know about you, but I am choosing to Honor My Parents by staying true to the principles of Gospel of Jesus Christ that we were taught as youth."

"You may betray the truth but I will not."

"I hope you get your act together before your youngest child turns 8, as it would be a real shame for your children to grow up without the light of the restored Gospel of Jesus Christ in their lives."

"It is clear that you blame the Church for much of your problems and you figure that by running away from the Church, your problems will go away!!  They may go away for a little while but they will be back.  The easy way out is just that – the easy way out."

"I was pretty shocked when we visited you and when we said we were going to the Temple, and I asked if you had seen it yet, you said no."

"You now know how I feel. I will not say what I have just said again. You will be very upset with me with for the things I have just said! They are the truth and sometimes the truth hurts."

"You will probably find fault with me for telling you how it is."

"Those Mormons really attack you when you leave the church, etc., etc., blah, blah, blah."  Get over it."

"Please do not try to explain to me why you left the Church, because there is no good reason to leave."

"You can call it the "Mormon Belief System," "Mormonism," or whatever you like.  I will tell you what it is: It is The Restored Gospel of Jesus Christ!"

"You used to have such a SWEET spirit."

"How can you forget all the Lord has blessed you with?"

"You know what I pray for?  That you'll come back to the Church."

"Your leaving the church has strengthened our testimonies."

"If you don't have what it takes to live the Gospel, you should at least take your daughter to Church so that she can know the truth.  She shouldn't suffer for your sake."

"Have your husband re-read section 88 of the Doctrine and Covenants, because the sin on his head for leaving the Church as a priesthood holder is greater."

"Can we still send the HT and VT to your home?"

"What are you going to do someday when you are dead and standing before the Lord and he asks: "Why did you persecute my Church?""

"This is the worst possible thing you could have done."

"But, if it weren't for the church, YOU WOULDN'T HAVE BEEN BORN!"

"I read all the anti-Mormon literature too, and came to the opposite conclusion as you.  I know obedience to authority is a key part of God's plan."

"That's not what the Church teaches!"

Stake President: (Hand raised to the square) "I declare in the name of Jesus Christ that this church is true."

Bishop: "When I find myself out of synch with the prophet, it means I have to change."

"Remember the warning, "Why do the women have to veil their faces during the "true order" of prayer, while the men do not?  Aren't the symbolic and theological implications of this huge – suggesting that women have a less direct link to the Mormon god than men do?  'God will NOT be mocked'?"

"Your (deceased) mother/father would be so disappointed that you are not raising your children in the church."

"You'll come back after you know what it feels like without the spirit."

"You knew it was true!  You said it many times, so don't deny your testimony now."

"I have seen a decline in your general character."

"You've lost the light of Christ."

"You're so much angrier now that you want to leave the church."

"You're going to perdition because you had a full knowledge of the gospel and you're rejecting it."

"I hope I'll be allowed to come down and see you after we die."

"We believe in eternal families...that is what grandpa taught."

"I hope you rot in your lonely miserable apartment!"

"You know what you are doing is wrong!"

"But you've been through the temple!"

"So, are you going to start drinking?"

"If you don't believe it anymore then you have no business talking about it."

"I'll pray for you and hope you'll do the same for me."

"You're just pretending not to believe so that you can sin."

"Look in the mirror – can't you see how ugly you are?"

"Something terrible must have happened on your mission."

"You're like a fish in the ocean who sticks his head up and say "Where's all the water?"  You've been surrounded by the Spirit your whole life.  You just don't recognize it."

"You were a valiant spirit in the pre-existence.  Satan knows that.  So he's fighting especially hard to get your soul.

"It's so sad to see your children growing up without the Church."

"I wish I could come back when I die and tell you the truth, but I don't think it works that way."

"You realize, of course, that there won't be a place for you at Jesus' table?"

"There won't be any oil in YOUR lamp, when the time comes!"

"I'm sure that those who leave the church won't become sons of perdition because they didn't really understand the gospel.  Anyone who really understood would never deny it."

Everything “Deconstructor” says above is true.  The guilt and shame that members of the Mormon Church try to place on people who try to leave is unimaginable – and not in keeping with what Christianity is all about.  But then, there are many things about Mormonism that do not follow what Christianity professes.


In doing my "unauthorized research," I also came across another website called www.salamandersociety.com, which says that its main mission is “to gather and preserve as much non-traditional material about The Mormon Church as possible,” and that “this archiving effort is often done with loud laughter and light-mindedness.”  And in response to the question “Who are you, where did you come from and where are going?,” the answer is given that, “We are a group of former Mormons who over the past years took a deep look into Mormonia and were shocked to learn that it does not stand up to the light of day. The reaction to that "shocking" discovery has lead to a prolonged "giggle response" in the form of this web site.”


On the Salamander Society website, there is a section called the "Black Sheep Roster," where people can post their names as having either resigned from the Mormon Church or having been excommunicated.  Reading these postings is very interesting from the standpoint of someone who has also left the Mormon Church and finally gained my own sense of self.  


The following are some of the postings from the “Black Sheep Roster.”

Aaron, November 16th 2008.  I was officially excommunicated from The Mormon Church November 16th 2008.  I received the letter confirming my excommunication on November 18th.  I am now officially out of The Mormons for good.  I left because I could not deal with the church's efforts to whitewash history and I could no longer make myself believe that God was a man with a body of flesh and bone who lived on a planet called Kolob who was able impregnate the Virgin Mary but had to outsource his omnipotence to the Holy Spirit.  The only thing I can say that kept me sane was the true God of the Bible not the false deity of Mormonism.  Now the real healing begins. 

Van Thomas Gray, Jr. – April 2006.  I'm convinced that the only way anyone can believe in the Mormon church is to hide in a bubble of ignorant complacency. Education trains one to think logically. As I researched church history, the unvarnished, un-whitewashed truth became apparent. Everything fit together and made sense; the church is a total lie. I laugh at how church apologists try to make sense of things. Their convoluted reasoning defies church doctrine (at least the doctrine taught last year, a decade ago, or a century ago - take your pick). 

Kate and Simon Green plus five children – Left 2003, Resigned 2004.  After joining TSCC (The So Called Church) in 1994 we lived and breathed Mormonism for almost 10 yrs. Finally, after years of self loathing, guilt and a feeling that the joy had been completely sucked out of our lives we dug deep enough to discover the church was a load of BS and were able to leave as a family. One of the catalysts for the search for truth was knowing that our daughters were about to go into Young Womens and that once there, their individuality, beauty, intelligence and potential would all become stifled, lost and replaced by a manufactured falseness that would lead them into a submissive culture and a life of compromise. Although we thought we joined the church out of a sense of "family", in the end it was the love for our family that helped us to get out.  We had bought into the church beliefs so fully that we truly did worry that if we left, our lives would be terrible and our family would suffer. It didn't take long at all to realize that without the pressure and limitations of the church, life was better than we ever imagined. It's been 2 yrs now since we walked out together and our lives have the level of joy and fun that we used to crave as church members. Our family ties are closer, there is a much healthier balance amongst all of us....no more male priesthood power trips...just so many benefits I could fill pages!  We can look at our time in the church without the bitterness that we felt for a while early after leaving.  As they say...everything has its opposite, and without the misery and fear and limitations imposed on us by that god-awful organization, we may never have appreciated how sweet life is without it. Not that I'd recommend joining a cult just to get see how great life can be once you escape it!!  Lol 
John Botts, February 2002.  I haven't attended Mormon church or believed in any Mormon doctrines for nearly 20 years.  Yet, they seemed to track me down wherever I moved.  I decided to make it official so they can no longer claim me as one of their supposed 11 million members.  I see the Mormon church as a cult founded on outright fraud.  Joseph Smith's "translation" of ordinary Egyptian funeral texts into the "Book of Abraham" settled any doubt I may have had regarding its untruthfulness.  I don't believe any God requires you to know a secret handshake or secret name to get into heaven.  I am sad to see the Mormon church control and deaden the lives of many of my family members.  I'm so glad to be OUT.  

Carol (Delhagen) Yearsley, April 6, 2000.  Wow, what a date to be "released"!  Life in the church (thirty-one years) made me sick.  I had undiagnosed clinical depression for fourteen years.  The culture, the oppressive mindset, the false doctrine, and their rewriting of Mormon history all added up to my finally deciding to leave.  I have no hard feelings against many of the wonderful people I met there, just against a system which puts its agenda above individual needs.  It's one of the best decisions I have ever made.  I am now back in the church of my upbringing, the Methodist Church, a Church that truly cares about helping individuals to live a better life.  Check it out sometime.  You may like what you find. 

Nicole Cannon – June 10, 1998.  To think for myself, to act for myself, and not fear the Mormon Thought Police (MTP) is in itself enough reason to rejoice that I (finally) have my real sense of free agency back. 

Anonymous woman's viewpoint – 1995.  I left the church in 1995, I have found myself wishing that my parents had never had me baptized at the age of eight because I was never given a CHOICE if I wanted to become a Mormon or not.  I was taught about the War In Heaven and how Satan wanted to MAKE PEOPLE BE GOOD and I later found out that this is what the Mormon church is doing to their members.  They are following Satan's plan and not the plan of our Savior Jesus Christ.  There is no such thing as Free Agency in the LDS church.  I found out that Their Way or the Highway.  I hated the thought of HAVING to attend my assigned ward and was not given a CHOICE in which ward I wanted to attend.  The only way I could be a member of another ward was to MOVE to another location.  I think the LDS church could easily be sued for this practice.  The expense and other problems of moving is certainly not an easy task.  For anyone who is wondering what ward they are assigned to they can find out on Mormon.org.  All of the LDS buildings say VISITORS WELCOME and it is an absolute LIE for anyone who wants to attend more than a few times.  Try it if you do not believe me and you will find out fast that you are asked to leave.  I was never given a CHOICE and therefore I wanted to have my name removed from the Mormon church.  I strongly believe that everyone should have a choice in all of life's decisions.  I was never given a choice if I wanted to attend Young Women's or Relief Society when I became 18 years of age.  The only way out of having to attend Relief Society was to teach in one of the other programs such as the nursery, Primary or Young women's.  I did NOT have a CHOICE if I wanted to have Visiting Teachers IF I did not want to be in their circle of the REBELLIOUS SISTERS gossip.  I did not leave the church because of the teachings but I left because of my lack of being able to make choices for myself.  The three hour block system meetings were very boring.  I wanted to learn more about Jesus Christ and I seldom even heard His name.  I heard Him mentioned in the Sacrament Hymns and at the end of prayers and in some of the testimonies in Fast and Testimony meetings.  I normally only heard the words usually "I know that Joseph Smith was a true prophet of God I also heard that President Hinckley is also a true prophet of God" followed by "I know that the LDS church is the only TRUE church and is the only religion with the Fullness of the Gospel." 

Eugene S. Barnes, 12/13/1996.  Early Christmas present that year.  I left because of GD (Goofy Doctrine), and I didn't want to be part of a cult and a fraud. 

Elizabeth Grand-Jenett, 1987.  I was sitting in a church meeting in 1987.  When it was over I went into the bishop's office.  I told him that I would not be returning and that I did not believe in the JS story.  I knew him, liked him as a person, and thought it would be a respectful act--to be truthful about why I would not return.  He said, "I understand that you do not believe it, but what about your kids?"  HUH?  Now why would I want to raise my kids to believe in something I did not believe?  That seemed like an odd question.  If Joseph Smith had had only one strange incident happen in his life, such as having a visitation from an angel, he might have been more credible......but he decided to go for the gold.  Finding these plates and translating them, the plates disappearing? The goofy seer stones he presumably used to translate the book? the fact that a good chunk of the BoM is nearly identical to the Book of Isaiah in the Bible? The Kinderhook plates? the ridiculous papyrus translation, his infidelity, becoming a "general", running for president, coming up with a temple ceremony that just happened to be the Masonic temple ceremony, trashing the printer's office who printed the truth about him, having a bunch of revelations that just happen to tell his followers that only he would receive revelations from God? calling those supposed revelations "DOCTRINE!?!" and on and on it goes......well, that's too many far out stories for me.  I left in 1986 I think. They did excommunicate me when I told them to leave me alone.  I did not then nor do I now care if they have my name anywhere on their records.  I feel really sorry for all the people who still buy that load of crap.  Probably just as sorry as they feel for me.  I wish them luck.  They are generally good hearted people, but so misled. 

Tom Clark (aka TLC) – Deactivated circa 1985.  Formally resigned in 2001.  Left the church for one reason and one reason only; Mormonism's beliefs, teachings and practices concerning homosexuality.  My experience has been that one cannot be both homosexual and Mormon.  I had always considered name removal an unnecessary formality but finally got to the point where I no longer wanted to be associated in any way, shape or form with Mormonism and took the steps to resign my membership.  It's one of the greatest gifts I've ever given myself.  My story and others like mine can be found at my website: http://www.GayMormonStories.com. 

Bob – 1980.  I left the church in 1980, after 19 years and a Melchizedek Priesthood holder.  Their claims were lies, and their weaknesses were hidden.  Joseph Smith, I am convinced, was a charlatan.  I left and have never regretted my decision.  But never forget that Mormonism has been called a soul-destroying religion.  Those who leave are usually leaving in a state of spiritual chaos.  Often they turn against all organized religion.  I would urge everyone to stay away and avoid this damnable church at all costs.


One of the above postings with which I relate the most is this one written by Nicole Cannon – “To think for myself, to act for myself, and not fear the Mormon Thought Police (MTP) is in itself enough reason to rejoice that I (finally) have my real sense of free agency back.”  To me, that is truly profound.  Knowing that there are others out there who feel the same way I feel is very reassuring.  I felt very alone in my questioning for a very long time, and to know that others have struggled as I have helps me in assessing what I went through.  


Most Mormons consider Joseph Smith to be a religious martyr who was incarcerated in Carthage Jail due to “religious persecution.”  That is the “Mormon Party Line.”  That is what is taught to children in the Primary organization of the Mormon Church from the time they are very young.  This is also what is taught to High School students who go to Seminary every morning.  This is what is spoken of in Sacrament Meeting, as they speak in great reverence of the Prophet Joseph Smith and his martyrdom.  But few Mormons acknowledge (or even know) that he was jailed for having destroyed the printing press of the Nauvoo Expositor as well as burning down the building because of its publication of a story about his practice of Polygamy and Polyandry, as well as his encouraging others to do so as well (including his brother, Hyrum Smith).  It was because of those actions, as well as what was revealed about his practice of Polygamy and Polyandry in the story published by the Nauvoo Expositor, that Joseph Smith was killed by the mob on June 27, 1844.  


I believed the Mormon Party Line for many years.  It wasn’t until I did my own research (which began in earnest prior to the Mormon Church History Tour that I went on in 2001 as well as afterwards) that I discovered the truth about so much of what the Mormon Church espouses.  Just one of those things is that Joseph Smith was NOT a martyr but rather a CRIMINAL.  Destroying a printing press and burning down a building as retaliation for exposing Joseph Smith’s practice of plural marriage was not an acceptable act, and certainly not the act of a “Prophet of God.”  But the fact is that Jopseh Smith was a narcissist who thought he could get away with what he did because of who he was.  That type of attitude is very egocentric and self-absorbed, and from what I have read, it appears to me that Joseph Smith was all those things (and a bag of chips). 

CHAPTER 18

SOME CLOSING THOUGHTS

Finding my own voice has been a very long journey.  In looking back now, I can clearly see that although the hurdles have been many, those obstacles have been a necessary part of my transformation and finding the “real me.”  I have realized that my real personality was buried under years of trying to look beyond the things about Mormonism that bothered me, trying to fit into the ridiculous situations in which I found myself, and not being true to the way I really felt.
I’ve been reading about the theory of cognitive dissonance, and in doing so, I have come to see the correlation between Mormonism and that psychological condition.  My inability to rationalize out the contradictory things about Mormonism created a paradox in my brain that made it impossible for me to understand.  

On Wikipedia, the following is found about cognitive dissonance:
Cognitive dissonance is an uncomfortable feeling caused by holding conflicting ideas simultaneously.  The theory of cognitive dissonance proposes that people have a motivational drive to reduce dissonance.  They do this by changing their attitudes, beliefs, and actions.  Dissonance is also reduced by justifying, blaming, and denying.  It is one of the most influential and extensively studied theories in social psychology.

Hindsight can clash with prior expectations, as, for example, with buyer's remorse after the purchase of a new car.  In a state of dissonance, people may feel surprise, dread, guilt, anger, or embarrassment.  Despite contrary evidence, people are biased to think of their choices as correct.  This bias gives dissonance theory its predictive power, shedding light on otherwise puzzling irrational and destructive behavior.

A powerful cause of dissonance is an idea in conflict with a fundamental element of the self-concept, such as "I am a good person" or "I made the right decision."  The anxiety that comes with the possibility of having made a bad decision can lead to rationalization, the tendency to create additional reasons or justifications to support one's choices.  A person who just spent too much money on a new car might decide that the new vehicle is much less likely to break down than his or her old car.  This belief may or may not be true, but it would reduce dissonance and make the person feel better.  Dissonance can also lead to confirmation bias, the denial of disconfirming evidence, and other ego defense mechanisms.


Reading this makes me realize that this is exactly how I felt when I was Mormon.  I spent so much time trying to rationalize out opposing ideas.  I find the statement that dissonance can lead to disconfirming evidence, and realize that I did this in many ways in relation to the teachings of the Mormon Church.  

After living myself under the cloud of Mormonism for so long, and dealing with the effects of cognitive dissonance, I am so happy to have finally worked myself away from the situation that caused my gloomy and depressing existence.  Now that I have found my true self, it feels like I am standing in sunshine for the first time.  It feels good to finally be able to see not just the trees, but the entire forest as well.  Being caught up in the minutia propagated by Mormonism for so long was truly exhausting.  No longer feeling suffocated by the teachings and philosophies of the Mormon Church has brought me a sense of relief that is very comforting.  With each passing day, I feel stronger and more secure in my own identity – and I cherish those feelings immensely.  Looking back at the person I was, and realizing just how miserable and downhearted I was, makes me even more gratified to have finally broken the mold to become my own person.  

As stated earlier, I am continuing to research various aspects of Mormonism in an effort to fully understand the depth of the fraud.  In doing so, I recently came across information about the Book of Abraham, on which I had not done much research previously.  This is another prime example of the web of lies woven by Joseph Smith in the early days of the LDS Church.  On the MormonThink website (www.mormonthink.com), there is a vast amount of information that indicates the Book of Abraham is another set of fraudulent scriptures purported to be translated by Joseph Smith from Egyptian papyrus.  The papyrus was obtained in 1835 from a traveling showman named Michael Chandler who had brought an exhibit of four Egyptian mummies and papyri to Kirkland, Ohio, where the Mormons were living at that time.  

The following is an excerpt from the MormonThink website:

The papyri contained Egyptian hieroglyphics which intrigued the prophet Joseph Smith.  As prophet and seer of the Church, Joseph was given permission to look at the papyri scrolls in the exhibit, upon which he pronounced a marvelous discovery: 

"... with W. W. Phelps and Oliver Cowdery as scribes, I commence the translation of some of the characters or hieroglyphics, and much to our joy found that one of the rolls contained the writings of Abraham, another the writings of Joseph of Egypt, etc. - a more full account of which will appear in its place, as I proceed to examine or unfold them. Truly we can say, the Lord is beginning to reveal the abundance of peace and truth." (History of the Church, Vol. 2, p. 236).


Astounded by their good fortune in finding not only the writings of the biblical patriarch Abraham, but also those of Joseph of Egypt, several members of the Church pooled their money and bought the papyri and mummies for $2,400.  After about seven years, Joseph finished the translation of the scroll which he called the Book of Abraham, but he died before translating the Book of Joseph scroll. 


Wilford Woodruff recorded in his diary on February 19, 1842 that the Book of Abraham was literally written by Abraham himself.  This would make the Book of Abraham the only existing original copy of a scriptural book.  It would also date the record of Abraham (about 2,000 B.C.) to some 500 years prior to the Book of Genesis authored by Moses, between 1440-1400 B.C.


The Book of Abraham is believed by the LDS church to have been written by Abraham himself, as shown in the preface to the Book of Abraham: 

"THE BOOK OF ABRAHAM 

TRANSLATED FROM THE PAPYRUS, BY JOSEPH SMITH 

A Translation of some ancient Records, that have fallen into our hands from the catacombs of Egypt. - The writings of Abraham while he was in Egypt, called the Book of Abraham, written by his own hand, upon papyrus." 


Beginning in March, 1842, the LDS publication Times and Seasons began publishing regular bi-weekly installments of the text of the Book of Abraham, including woodcuts of three "Facsimiles" of the most significant illustrations in the collection of material that had been with the mummies.  From that point until his death in 1844, Joseph used the Book of Abraham material in sermons, lectures and other writings.  In 1851 it was printed in pamphlet form in England as part of a small collection of Joseph's writings entitled 'The Pearl of Great Price'.  In 1878, the LDS church in the U.S. republished it again in similar form.  And in 1880, the Book of Abraham, by unanimous vote of LDS authorities, was "canonized" as official scripture of the LDS Church.

…


The three facsimiles that are in every copy of the Book of Abraham in the Pearl of Great Price, were copied from the Egyptian papyri before they were destroyed so they could be provided to Egyptologists to get their opinion on Joseph's interpretations of the scenes described by Joseph under each facsimile.  Faithful Latter-day Saints may be directed to such works as "The Encyclopedia of Mormonism" and find a statement by an actual LDS Egyptologist named Michael Rhodes who states:


"Moreover, the Prophet's explanations of each of the facsimiles accord with present understanding of Egyptian religious practices."


So given the above information, the Book of Abraham, as contained in the Pearl of Great Price, serves to provide us with an additional witness as to the divinity of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
HOWEVER, according to what I have read on the MormonThink website as well as other sources, Egyptologists have examined the Facsimiles since 1856.  The discovery of the Rosetta Stone finally allowed scholars to decipher the Egyptian language, and consequently, this enabled experts to review and analyze Joseph's translation of the papyri.  The papyri themselves were thought to have been destroyed in the "Great Chicago Fire" in 1871 (having been sold by Emma Smith after her husband’s death).  However, the three facsimiles were included in published editions of Book of Abraham so Egyptologists could still study them as well as Joseph's translation of these Facsimiles.

Without going into a lot of detail (since this book has gotten rather long at this point), suffice it to say that the translation done by Joseph Smith did not at all match the translation done by the expert Egyptologists.  Joseph Smith appears to have simply made things up, apparently thinking that he would be able to get away with saying whatever he wanted to and the people who mattered would believe him.  After all, he was a Prophet of God.  On the MormonThink website can be found a lot of very interesting information along these lines.
One thing that I find appalling is that most Mormons do not even realize that a great deal of core Mormon doctrine is contained within the pages of the Book of Abraham.  I know I didn’t.  The Book of Abraham is the only place where the word “Kolob” is used, which was said by Joseph Smith to be the nearest creation to the residence of God.  Its scriptures also contain “back-up” for polygamy (in that it discusses polygamy in depth as practiced by Abraham) and denying the Priesthood to the Blacks.  And since both of those were “hot topic” issues in the early days of the Mormon Church, it does not seem like a coincidence to me that they are discussed in depth in Joseph Smith’s translation of the papyrus.  
I find it particularly interesting that Joseph Smith included back-up for polygamy in his “translation.”  The timeframe (1835) fits so well into his “plans for polygamy.”  Joseph Smith had been caught in his “affair with” and/or “marriage to” Fanny Alger was in 1833 – and he needed to offer an explanation for his actions.  So voilà, along comes the papyri in 1835, and he saw an opportunity to garner scriptural support for his wanton and sordid sexual desires by “inventing” the Book of Abraham.
Looking at the timeline is very telling to me…

As I stated above, the Fanny Alger affair/marriage was in 1833.  Joseph Smith took his second polygamous wife in 1838, which was 3 years after the discovery of the papyri – enough time to uncover those scriptures that backed his plan.  Then he married his third, fourth and fifth polygamous wives in 1841.  By January of 1842, polygamy was in full swing with Joseph Smith marrying 11 more polygamous wives that year – and then 17 more in 1843.  I would venture to say that if Joseph Smith hadn’t been killed in June 1844, he would probably have taken even more that year and could have surpassed the number of 55 polygamous wives claimed by Brigham Young.
Of course, as would be expected, the Mormon apologist have all weighed in on this topic, and they offer varying explanations for the discrepancies in Joseph Smith’s translation as opposed to that done by expert Egyptologists.  Some apologists say that perhaps the translation done by Joseph Smith was not actually a translation per se – or perhaps God used the papyrus to reveal important truths through Joseph Smith.  To me, though, the fact that from the time the papyrus was found until the translation done by Joseph Smith was published in book form, it was always claimed that the words of Abraham were written on the papyrus in his own hand.  The fact that the Book of Abraham was canonized as official Mormon scripture in 1880 cement those claims, especially since that is what is written in the first pages of the Book of Abraham.  

As I stated previously, the Book of Abraham is just another example of the fraud perpetrated by Joseph Smith – and adhered to and supported by every “Mormon Prophet” since his death – up to the present.  Obviously, this is one of those things that “we can’t understand” and need to accept on faith.
As I continue to research and study, I am sure I will discover even more fraudulent information behind the Mormon Curtain… 

Extricating myself from the tangled web of Mormonism was a very long process, and coming out the other end in one piece has been like stepping from the darkness into the light.  The end result is that I am thinking for myself now, and I am no longer one of the Morgbots, being told what to think, what to do, and when to do it.  It was a debilitating process to be so controlled by a religious organization.  But knowing now that I am in control of my own destiny is very empowering.  That is a very good feeling, and for that knowledge, I am very grateful.  
Being my own person is priceless.  
"Each of us has to face the matter – either the Church is true, or it is a fraud.  There is no middle ground.  It is the Church and kingdom of God, or it is nothing."  





President Gordon B. Hinckley�General Conference, April 2003








"Well, it's either true or false.  If it's false, we're engaged in a great fraud.  If it's true, it's the most important thing in the world.  Now, that's the whole picture.  It is either right or wrong, true or false, fraudulent or true.”


President Gordon B. Hinckley, Interview "The Mormons";�PBS Documentary, April 2007





DEDICATION


This book is dedicated to my mother, who passed away when she was only 64 (and I was 25).  Naturally, because of her untimely death, I have always felt robbed on an adult relationship with my mother, and I have always wondered how different my life might have been if she had lived longer.  She has always been somewhat of an enigma to me, especially now.  The woman who I knew as my mother was a very strong, independent woman who always seemed to have it all together.  I have always admired those traits, and have always felt that I inherited many of those types of mindsets.  


There are so many questions I would like to ask her, especially about the Mormon Church and her conversion at the age of 40.  About a year before his death, my father told me that when they were investigating the Mormon Church, my mother had a hard time accepting that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of God, but that she finally was able to reconcile her feelings and decided to be baptized.  I would have liked to have asked her what settled that issue in her mind, and to a certain extent, it still remains questionable to me that she actually ever did.  Perhaps she joined the Mormon Church to please my father.  I wish I knew her motivation – and perhaps, one day, I will.  After all, I still believe in God and an afterlife – those are Christian beliefs, and the Mormons don’t have an exclusive claim on those beliefs.


More than anything, I would like to discuss my exit from the Mormon Church with my mother, and I wonder what her reaction would be to what I have discovered that has negated my beliefs in their doctrines.  Perhaps I am being naïve and engaging in wishful thinking, but in my heart, I think she would understand and would celebrate my growth and independent thinking.  At least, I hope so…





“MY DEAR DAUGHTER-... be obedient to the counsel I have given to you... If you should be tempted, or having feelings in your heart, tell them to no one but your father and mother; if you do, you will be betrayed and exposed... You are blessed, but you know it not.  You have done that which will be for your everlasting good for this world and that which is to come.  I will admit there is not much pleasure in this world... Be true to the covenants that you have made... Be a good girl;... your affectionate father.”  





I thought through this life my time will be my own �The step I now am taking’s for eternity alone, �No one need be the wiser, through time I shall be free, �And as the past hath been the future still will be. �To my guileless heart all free from worldly care �And full of blissful hopes and youthful visions rare �The world seamed bright the thret’ning clouds were kept �From sight and all looked fair... 


...but pitying angels wept. 


They saw my youthful friends grow shy and cold. �And poisonous darts from sland’rous tongues were hurled, �Untutor’d heart in thy gen’rous sacrafise, �Thou dids’t not weigh the cost nor know the bitter price; �Thy happy dreams all o’er thou’st doom’d also to be �Bar’d out from social scenes by this thy destiny, �And o’er thy sad’nd mem’ries of sweet departed joys �Thy sicken’d heart will brood and imagine future woes, �And like a fetter’d bird with wild and longing heart, �Thou’lt dayly pine for freedom and murmor at thy lot; 


But could’st thou see the future & view that glorious crown,  �Awaiting you in Heaven you would not weep nor mourn. �Pure and exalted was thy father’s aim, he saw �A glory in obeying this high celestial law, �For to thousands who’ve died without the light �I will bring eternal joy & make thy crown more bright. �I’d been taught to reveire the Prophet of God �And receive every word as the word of the Lord, �But had this not come through my dear father’s mouth, �I should ne’r have received it as God’s sacred truth. 


Helen Mar Kimball 





WAS IT COMMON IN THE 1800's FOR TEENAGE GIRLS TO MARRY?


Since 1890, the U.S. Census has collected "Average Age at First Marriage" information for both men and women.  By studying demographic information known to correlate with "Average Age at First Marriage" since 1890, social scientist's can "look back in time" and estimate "Average Age at First Marriage" historically.  The graph below is a compilation of  U.S. Census "Average Age at First Marriage" data since 1890 as well as social research that estimates "Average Age at First Marriage" prior to 1890.


�


In 1840, the "Average Age at First Marriage" for women is estimated to be between 21 and 22 years of age.  In 1950, the "Average Age at First Marriage" dipped to about 20 years of age.  By 2005, the "Average Age at First Marriage" had risen to about 25 years of age.


Sources:  (1) U.S. Census Bureau, Table MS-2, "Estimated Age at First Marriage, by Sex: 1890 to the Present"; (2) Smith, D.S. - 1993.  "American Family and Demographic Patterns and the Northwest European Model", Continuity and Change (Dec.):389-415
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