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			“Get Thou Up into the Temple”: Receiving Revelation and Becoming Holy in the House of the Lord

			Matthew L. Bowen

			Abstract: Psalms 15:1–5, 24:2–3, and 48:1 [MT 2], as temple hymns of the Jerusalem Temple, are consistent with other texts such as Isaiah 2:2–3 and Genesis 22:14, which envision the holy temple as the “mountain of the Lord” into which one must ritually ascend. The examples of Moses, Nephi, Jacob, and others who ascended into this “mountain” demonstrate that this ascent facilitates the reception of divine revelation necessary in our mortal journey to become holy through the Atonement of Jesus Christ. This sacred ascent is necessary for our eventual, individual, and collective “perfection” in Christ, and it is one that he himself consistently made. Recently, President Russell M. Nelson and other Church leaders have emphasized the wealth of spiritual blessings that result from increased, meaningful service in the temple. If we, as Latter-day Saints, will more frequently and diligently ascend and worship in the temple, we will receive the personal revelation, instruction, and divine correction that we need to help us more fully come unto Christ. He will also console us there, endow us with the strength to endure, and make us more holy.

			In the April 2025 General Conference of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, President Russell M. Nelson stated:

			Regular worship in the house of the Lord increases our capacity for both virtue and charity. Thus, time in the temple increases our confidence before the Lord. Increased time in the temple will help us prepare for the Second Coming of our Savior, Jesus Christ. We do not know the day or the hour of His coming. But I do know that the Lord is prompting me to urge us to get ready for that “great and dreadful day.”1

			An increased capacity for charity and virtue reflect an increase in the personal and collective sanctification of the Latter-day Saints. (Saints means holy ones or sanctified ones.) In an earlier session of the same General Conference, Elder Ronald K. Rasband emphasized:

			Today the Church has 367 temples in various stages of design, construction, or operation. And for what purpose? The answer is proclaimed on each temple: “Holiness to the Lord.” The temple opens the way to the highest blessings our Father in Heaven has for each one of us. Brothers and sisters, we are hastening our holiness as we live temple worthy, as we worship in the house of the Lord, and as we make covenants with God for ourselves and on behalf of our ancestors on the other side of the veil.2

			In this essay, I will illustrate how ascending into the temple—the mountain of the Lord—facilitates the reception of divine revelation necessary in our mortal journey to become holy through the Atonement of Jesus Christ and why doing so is necessary for our eventual, individual and collective “perfection.”

			“Who Shall Ascend into the Mountain of the Lord”? 
True Temple Worthiness

			The biblical psalms were “the hymns of the temple.”3 In ancient Israel and Judah, individual worthiness to enter the temple precincts and participate in worship there was self-assessed in the recitation of two particular psalms, Psalm 15 and Psalm 24, which have been described as “temple entrance hymns”4 or “entrance liturgy.”5 These two psalms prepose similarly formatted worthiness questions, answered in enumerations of qualifications. The first entrance hymn seems to have been composed exclusively for the purpose of self-evaluation:

			Lord, who shall abide [mî-yāgûr, sojourn] in thy tabernacle [bĕʾohŏlekā]? who shall dwell [yiškōn] in thy holy hill [bĕhar qodšekā, holy mountain]? He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteousness, and speaketh the truth in his heart. He that backbiteth not with his tongue, nor doeth evil to his neighbour, nor taketh up a reproach against his neighbour. In whose eyes a vile person is contemned [or, in whose eyes the wicked are despised (NRSV)]; but he honoureth them that fear the Lord. He that sweareth to his own hurt, and changeth not. He that putteth not out his money to usury, nor taketh reward against the innocent. He that doeth these things shall never be moved. (Psalm 15:1–5)

			John S. Kselman and Michael L. Barré summarize the worthiness requirements of Psalm 15: “The person worthy to enter God’s presence is one who does no wrong to the neighbor (cf. Rom[ans] 13:10).”6 The qualifications for temple worthiness and temple entrance, then, align with what Jesus described as the “two commandments” upon which “hang all the law and the prophets” in Matthew 22:35–40. “The first and great commandment” is, of course, from the Shema, still one of Judaism’s most important credal recitations: “Hear [šĕmaʿ], O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord [or, Hear, O Israel, the Lord is our God, the Lord is one]: And thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might” (Deuteronomy 6:4–5). The first four commandments in the Decalogue (Ten Commandments) pertain to this principle. (See Exodus 20:2–11; Deuteronomy 5:6–15; Mosiah 13:12–19.) The “second . . . like unto it” is given in Leviticus 19:18: “But thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself: I am the Lord.” Like the last six commandments of the Decalogue (see Exodus 20:12–17; Deuteronomy 5:16–21; Mosiah 13:20–24), the worthiness requirements of Psalm 15 are subsumed in “the second” great commandment. This commandment constitutes part of the “holiness” legislation of Leviticus, where the Lord also declares and commands, “For I am the Lord your God: ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy” (Leviticus 11:44). Therefore, it is no exaggeration to say that true worthiness to enter the ancient temple and real personal holiness demanded wholeheartedly loving God and loving one’s neighbor.

			In the second temple entrance hymn or entrance liturgy, the enumeration of qualifications becomes much more concise: “Who shall ascend into the hill of the Lord [bĕhar yhwh, mountain of the Lord]? or who shall stand in his holy place [bimqôm qodšô]? He that hath clean hands, and a pure heart; who hath not lifted up his soul unto vanity, nor sworn deceitfully” (Psalm 24:3–4). In other words, individual worthiness to enter and remain in the Lord’s presence also required both ritual purity and ethical purity.

			Alma the Younger used an inverted quotation7 of Psalm 24:4 when he asked the church members in Zarahemla, “Can ye look up to God at that day with a pure heart and clean hands? I say unto you, can you look up, having the image of God engraven upon your countenances?” (Alma 5:19). For individuals to have “received his image in [their] countenances” (Alma 5:14), is for them to become “like” and “purified even as he is pure” (Moroni 7:48; see also 1 John 3:2–3). The privilege of ascending into the mountain of the Lord and standing in his holy place constitutes a powerful incentive to achieve and maintain personal worthiness precisely because it anticipates the time of return to the “presence of the Lord” to be judged—looking up to God.

			Both temple entrance Psalms describe the Jerusalem temple as the Lord’s har, “mountain” (har qodšekā, har yhwh). Psalm 48:1 [MT 2] describes it this way: “Great is the Lord, and greatly to be praised in the city of our God, in the mountain of his holiness [har-qodšô].” Psalm 24:3 conceptualizes procession into the temple as an ascent (“who shall ascend into the hill of the Lord?”). This is consistent with the etiology for the Jerusalem temple’s future location on Mount Moriah—or Jehovah-jireh—the mount where Abraham ascended with Isaac as a type, “similitude” (Jacob 4:5), or “figure” (Hebrews 11:17–19) of the Father and the Son: “And Abraham called the name of that place Jehovah-jireh [yhwh yirʾeh]: as it is said to this day, In the mount of the LORD it shall be seen [bĕhar yhwh yērāʾeh]” (Genesis 22:14). The last part of that sentence could also be translated, “In the mount of Jehovah, it shall be provided.” The same words could also be understood as “in the mount, Jehovah shall be seen” or “in the mount, Jehovah shall be provided.” Indeed, the animal sacrifices in the Jerusalem temple afforded those offering them a kind of theophany or vision of God. In these sacrifices, they could see a preenacting of their own redemption—the supreme sacrifice of the Son of God and the sacrifice of their animal natures,8 both enabling them to “become holy, without spot” (Moroni 10:33).

			“Arise, and Get Thee into the Mount”: 
Obtaining Personal Revelation in the Temple

			As preserved in the Book of Moses, the Lord commanded Enoch to ascend into the mountain to receive divine revelation: “There came a voice out of heaven, saying—Turn ye, and get ye upon the mount Simeon” (Moses 7:2). Enoch reports that a theophany immediately ensued:

			And it came to pass that I turned and went up on the mount; and as I stood upon the mount, I beheld the heavens open, and I was clothed upon with glory; and I saw the Lord; and he stood before my face, and he talked with me, even as a man talketh one with another, face to face; and he said unto me: Look, and I will show unto thee the world for the space of many generations. (Moses 7:3–4)

			At this sacred vantage point, the Lord sanctified Enoch (he “was clothed upon with glory”) and gave Enoch a vision of how things would unfold for “many generations.” This magnificent vision was only a precursor for the greater vision Enoch would have within the divine embrace,9 “high and lifted up in the bosom of the Father”—arguably the greatest “temple” vision of which we have any record.

			The divine commandment to ascend into the mountain also constituted a salient aspect of Moses’s divine tutoring. On one occasion, Moses was sanctified through transfiguration and taught: “Moses was caught up into an exceedingly high mountain, and he saw God face to face, and he talked with him, and the glory of God was upon Moses; therefore Moses could endure his presence” (Moses 1:1–2). Like Enoch prior to his own translation into heaven, Moses received the commandment “get thee up” into the mountain so the Lord could reveal his plans for the children of Israel. “Get thee up into this mount Abarim” (Numbers 27:12; Deuteronomy 32:49); “Get thee up into the top of Pisgah, and lift up thine eyes westward, and northward, and southward, and eastward, and behold it with thine eyes: for thou shalt not go over this Jordan” (Deuteronomy 3:27). When Moses first approached “the mountain of God” (Exodus 3:1), it was revealed to him that Israel would “serve God [taʿabdûn] upon this mountain,” an allusion to their future priestly “service” (ʿăbōdâ) within the temple.10

			Like Enoch’s and Moses’s “temple” tutoring, Nephi’s divine tutoring involved visions on high mountains.11 One of the coastal mountains in the land Bountiful, almost certainly in modern-day Oman,12 served as a temple for Nephi during the Lehites’ sojourn in the land Bountiful. Nephi records that the Lord directed him to ascend into this mountain, to which Nephi responded promptly and affirmatively: “And it came to pass that after I, Nephi, had been in the land of Bountiful for the space of many days, the voice of the Lord came unto me, saying: Arise, and get thee into the mountain. And it came to pass that I arose and went up into the mountain, and cried unto the Lord” (1 Nephi 17:7). It is quickly evident that this mountain constituted a place of divine revelation:

			And it came to pass that the Lord spake unto me, saying: Thou shalt construct a ship, after the manner [compare Hebrew tabnît] which I shall show thee, that I may carry thy people across these waters. And I said: Lord, whither shall I go that I may find ore to molten, that I may make tools to construct the ship after the manner [tabnît] which thou hast shown unto me? And it came to pass that the Lord told me whither I should go to find ore, that I might make tools. (1 Nephi 17:8–10)

			During the wilderness period, the Lord had commanded Moses to ensure that the tabernacle (portable temple) and its appurtenances where made “after their pattern [bĕtabnîtām], which was shewed thee in the mount” (Exodus 25:40; compare 25:8–9).

			Nephi’s revelatory experiences in the wilderness, especially at Bountiful, were extraordinarily like Moses’s wilderness revelations. Nephi subsequently states that he made a regular practice of going up into this mountain and that it remained for him a place of prayer and revelation for the duration of the family’s stay in Bountiful: “And I, Nephi, did go into the mount oft, and I did pray oft unto the Lord; wherefore the Lord showed unto me great things” (1 Nephi 18:3).

			The young Nephi in the land Bountiful with its mountain-temple can be seen as a tabnît, a pattern or type. For many university-aged Latter-day Saints from Oceania, the Asian rim, and elsewhere in the world, Laie, Hawaii, and its temple represent a divinely prepared “Bountiful”—a place of spiritual recharging and divine tutoring, a place where “patterns” of holiness for future lives are often revealed, a place where men and women acquire more Christlike holiness in preparation “to be lifelong disciples of Jesus Christ and leaders in their families, communities, chosen fields, and in building the kingdom of God”13 and “to be an example to the world of intercultural peace and unity through living the teachings of Jesus Christ.”14

			Living in Laie and worshiping in the temple uncounted times, not every visit has culminated with a Moses- or Nephi-like vision. Nevertheless, many of the experiences I have had in this temple have been too sacred to record. Here I will hazard sharing one instance of needed revelation that came to me while praying and pondering in the temple.

			I first came to BYU–Hawai‘i as a visiting professor in July 2012 with no promise or expectation of employment beyond one academic year. I was still working on my doctoral dissertation. Toward the end of that academic year, to our great joy, our daughter Adele was born (our second son, Nathan, had died on 1 March 2011 after thirty-three days of life). Living in Hawai‘i on less than a visiting professor’s salary with a newborn left our family’s finances stretched to the breaking point. Having a newborn at home, teaching fulltime, and advancing the work on my doctoral dissertation evenings and weekends left little opportunity to bring in any extra money.

			The one-year visiting professorship was unexpectedly renewed for a second year and then for a third. Toward the latter end of the second year, I was in the temple one evening pondering what I might do to earn enough extra money within the parameters of our family’s circumstances to enable us to make our financial ends meet during that third year. The impression came to my mind very clearly: approach university administration about teaching an evening, overload course (i.e., a course that exceeded the normal full-time allotment of courses), which was not normally allocated to visiting faculty. Following the divine prompting, the administration granted the course overload, and we had just enough to meet our family’s needs. At the end of the visiting professorship, I was hired into a vacated permanent full-time employment faculty slot. Our family has happily thrived in Laie ever since.

			“Come Ye, Let Us Go Up to the Mountain of the Lord, 
to the House of the God of Jacob”: 
The House of the Lord as a House of Learning

			Nephi’s experiences as a youth with the temple in Jerusalem, divine revelation, and perhaps a text akin to 1 Kings 6–7 on the brass plates, enabled him to build a temple “after the manner of the temple of Solomon.” He writes:

			And I, Nephi, did build a temple; and I did construct it after the manner [cf. Heb. tabnît] of the temple of Solomon save it were not built of so many precious things; for they were not to be found upon the land, wherefore it could not be built like unto Solomon’s temple. But the manner [tabnît] of the construction was like unto the temple of Solomon; and workmanship thereof was exceedingly fine. (2 Nephi 5:16)

			As in 1 Nephi 17, the term manner is probably to be understood in terms of Hebrew tabnît, the term used to describe the revealed pattern, manner, or type after which Israel’s tabernacle in the wilderness was constructed. The building of this temple must have been one of Nephi’s first and most important acts of state. He needed to build a temple to build a covenant people.15 A similar purpose underlies the urgency of the rebuilding of the temple in Jerusalem as the exiles began to return (see, e.g., Haggai 1:7–15).

			Nephi and his people evidently “likened”16 Nephi’s temple, constructed after the divinely revealed “manner” or “pattern” of Solomon’s temple and built in the highlands of the land of Nephi, to the latter-day temple—the “mountain of the Lord’s house”—that would be firmly fixed in “the tops of the mountains”:

			And it shall come to pass in the last days, when the mountain of the Lord’s house shall be established in the top of the mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills, and all nations shall flow unto it. And many people shall go and say, Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, to the house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us [wĕyōrēnû] of his ways, and we will walk in his paths; for out of Zion shall go forth the law [tôrâ] and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem. (2 Nephi 12:2–3; cf. Isaiah 2:2–3)

			Like Psalms 15, 24, and 48, Isaiah’s text envisions the temple and temple entrance in terms of ascending a sacred mountain. He also envisioned it as a place of divine instruction, as beautifully emphasized by the polyptotonic wordplay of “teach us” [wĕyōrēnû] and “law” [tôrâ]. More than “law,” tôrâ means “teaching” or “instruction,” especially to “teach” by “pointing.”17 Like the Jerusalem temple and its sacrificial system under the “law of Moses” (compare Jacob 4:5; Alma 34:5), the latter-day temple “points” us to Christ. In other words, in the “house of the God of Jacob,” the God of Jacob teaches us about himself.

			To this end, the Lord commanded the early members of his restored church to build a temple—a “house”—for the instruction of his people: “Organize yourselves; prepare every needful thing; and establish a house, even a house of prayer, a house of fasting, a house of faith, a house of learning, a house of glory, a house of order, a house of God” (Doctrine and Covenants 88:119; cf. 109:8). In the same revelation, paraphrasing Psalm 24:4, the Lord also stated:

			And I give unto you, who are the first laborers in this last kingdom, a commandment that you assemble yourselves together, and organize yourselves, and prepare yourselves, and sanctify yourselves; yea, purify your hearts, and cleanse your hands and your feet before me, that I may make you clean; that I may testify unto your Father, and your God, and my God, that you are clean from the blood of this wicked generation; that I may fulfil this promise, this great and last promise, which I have made unto you, when I will. Also, I give unto you a commandment that ye shall continue in prayer and fasting from this time forth. (Doctrine and Covenants 88:74–76)

			The Lord’s words in this revelation have been associated with ritual washings and anointings since their latter-day inception. They have also long been associated with the temple endowment. As in Psalm 24:4, the concern is for both ritual and ethical purity. However, this revelation also looks ahead to eschatological purity and holiness necessary to remain eternally in the presence of God the Father. The ordinances and covenants of the temple all have our eventual eternal sanctification and perfection in view.

			The Lord further commanded in the same revelation that the early saints were to instruct each other:

			And I give unto you a commandment that you shall teach one another the doctrine of the kingdom. Teach ye diligently and my grace shall attend you, that you may be instructed more perfectly in theory, in principle, in doctrine, in the law of the gospel, in all things that pertain unto the kingdom of God, that are expedient for you to understand; of things both in heaven and in the earth, and under the earth; things which have been, things which are, things which must shortly come to pass; things which are at home, things which are abroad; the wars and the perplexities of the nations, and the judgments which are on the land; and a knowledge also of countries and of kingdoms—that ye may be prepared in all things when I shall send you again to magnify the calling whereunto I have called you, and the mission with which I have commissioned you. (Doctrine and Covenants 88:77–80)

			This type of teaching still occurs, of course, daily in Latter-day Saint homes, weekly in Latter-day Saint meetinghouses, and semester-by-semester in Latter-day Saint high schools and universities throughout the world. However, such teaching is also administered through the endowment and other ordinances of the house of the Lord. As Elder David A. Bednar has taught, “An ordinance is a holy act performed in the authority of the priesthood that teaches us about the associated covenant.”18 For all that is revealed and taught in the temple as pertaining to God the Father, his Son Jesus Christ, the divine council and the associated plan of salvation (compare Hebrew sôd), and to life and salvation, it is the “house of learning” par excellence.

			“Get Thou Up into the Temple”: The House of the Lord as a Place of Divine Correction

			Jacob, the son of Lehi and brother of Nephi, had his career as a temple priest foretold to him by his father: “Wherefore, thy soul shall be blessed, and thou shalt dwell safely with thy brother, Nephi; and thy days shall be spent in the service of thy God” (2 Nephi 2:3). Nephi confirms that after the death of Lehi, “it came to pass that I, Nephi, did consecrate Jacob and Joseph, that they should be priests and teachers over the land of my people” (2 Nephi 5:26). Jacob’s personal record on the small plates also highlights the fulfillment of Lehi’s promise: “For I, Jacob, and my brother Joseph had been consecrated priests and teachers of this people, by the hand of Nephi” (Jacob 1:18).

			Jacob mentions the temple as the locus of his priestly teaching at least three times (Jacob 1:17; 2:2, 11). Jacob’s recorded sermon’s,19 writings, and scriptural quotations20 are filled with temple images and language. Jacob understood that his own holiness and standing before God would be determined by how faithfully he discharged his priestly responsibilities:

			And we did magnify our office unto the Lord, taking upon us the responsibility, answering the sins of the people upon our own heads if we did not teach them the word of God with all diligence; wherefore, by laboring with our might their blood might not come upon our garments; otherwise their blood would come upon our garments, and we would not be found spotless at the last day. (Jacob 1:19)

			Jacob’s primary concern, however, seems to have been the holiness of his own people:

			But behold, my brethren, is it expedient that I should awake you to an awful reality of these things? Would I harrow up your souls if your minds were pure? Would I be plain unto you according to the plainness of the truth if ye were freed from sin? Behold, if ye were holy I would speak unto you of holiness; but as ye are not holy, and ye look upon me as a teacher, it must needs be expedient that I teach you the consequences of sin. (2 Nephi 9:47–48)

			Accordingly, Jacob uses the temple in the land of Nephi, his people’s central sanctuary, as a place of dispensing divine correction:

			And now it came to pass that the people of Nephi, under the reign of the second king, began to grow hard in their hearts, and indulge themselves somewhat in wicked practices, such as like unto David of old desiring many wives and concubines, and also Solomon, his son. Yea, and they also began to search much gold and silver, and began to be lifted up somewhat in pride. Wherefore I, Jacob, gave unto them these words as I taught them in the temple, having first obtained mine errand from the Lord. (Jacob 1:15–17)

			As Jacob begins his temple sermon, he states that his own holiness and his eternal standing before God were on the line in calling his people to repentance: “Now, my beloved brethren, I, Jacob, according to the responsibility which I am under to God, to magnify mine office with soberness, and that I might rid my garments of your sins, I come up into the temple this day that I might declare unto you the word of God” (Jacob 2:2). Jacob further reports that his errand to give them divine correction came directly from the Lord: “Wherefore, I must tell you the truth according to the plainness of the word of God. For behold, as I inquired of the Lord, thus came the word unto me, saying: Jacob, get thou up into the temple on the morrow, and declare the word which I shall give thee unto this people” (Jacob 2:11). Jacob received the divine message of correction to teach his people and then made the ascent into the temple and his people made the ascent to hear him.

			Here we again recall the worthiness requirements of Psalm 24:3–4: “Who shall ascend into the hill of the Lord? or who shall stand in his holy place? He that hath clean hands, and a pure heart; who hath not lifted up his soul unto vanity, nor sworn deceitfully.” Many of those who had “a pure heart” had ascended with Jacob into the temple (those who had “come up hither to hear the pleasing word of God, yea, the word which healeth the wounded soul,” Jacob 2:8) and that made his task more difficult: “But, notwithstanding the greatness of the task, I must do according to the strict commands of God, and tell you concerning your wickedness and abominations, in the presence of the pure in heart, and the broken heart, and under the glance of the piercing eye of the Almighty God.” (Jacob 2:10). As Jacob’s sermon progressed, he interrupted himself to offer the “pure in heart” encouragement and consolation:

			But behold, I, Jacob, would speak unto you that are pure in heart. Look unto God with firmness of mind, and pray unto him with exceeding faith, and he will console you in your afflictions, and he will plead your cause, and send down justice upon those who seek your destruction. O all ye that are pure in heart, lift up your heads and receive the pleasing word of God, and feast upon his love; for ye may, if your minds are firm, forever. (Jacob 3:1–2)

			As Elder Benjamin M. Z. Tai has recently highlighted, those who have been wounded by the choices of others can find relief by sincerely seeking to have burdens of bitterness and resentment removed through prayer and ascending into the temple to worship the Lord.21

			But Jacob knew there were also those who had ascended into the temple that day who were unworthy to stand there, according to the self-assessment of Psalm 24:3–4. For them, Jacob reserved an emphatic woe oracle: “But, wo, wo, unto you that are not pure in heart, that are filthy this day before God; for except ye repent the land is cursed for your sakes” (Jacob 3:3). He prophesied that they would lose their promised land, which included the temple in which they were then standing: “And the time speedily cometh, that except ye repent they [the Lamanites] shall possess the land of your inheritance, and the Lord God will lead away the righteous out from among you” (Jacob 3:4). Amaleki, the son of Abinadom, records that this is exactly what happened (see Omni 1:12–19). 

			“He Went Up into a Mountain”: Jesus’s Temple Teachings

			Like Jacob, Jesus ascended into the temple to worship and teach or used mountains as suitable substitutes. And like Jacob, he offered consolation to the “pure in heart.” According to Luke, Jesus’s temple teaching began long before his mortal ministry: “Now his parents went to Jerusalem every year at the feast of the passover. And when he was twelve years old, they went up to Jerusalem after the custom of the feast” (Luke 2:41–42). The pilgrimage to “go up” to the temple from Nazareth was typically a family affair. Mary and Joseph assumed he was with other family members in the caravan before realizing he was missing, whereupon they returned to Jerusalem to search for him. Then Luke records, “And it came to pass, that after three days they found him in the temple, sitting in the midst of the doctors, both hearing them, and asking them questions. And all that heard him were astonished at his understanding and answers” (Luke 2:46–47). The Joseph Smith Translation of Luke 2:46 reverses the detail of who was teaching and who was being taught: “And it came to pass, after three days they found him in the temple, sitting in the midst of the doctors, and they were hearing him, and asking him questions.” In other words, on this occasion, Jesus was doing the teaching.

			Twenty-one years later, in some of the closing scenes of his mortal life, Jesus is again teaching in the temple: “And in the day time he was teaching in the temple; and at night he went out, and abode in the mount that is called the mount of Olives. And all the people came early in the morning to him in the temple, for to hear him” (Luke 21:37–38).

			In no less than three monographs,22 John W. Welch has shown how the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5–7) and its encore rendition, the Sermon at the Temple (3 Nephi 12–14), represent summa res of Jesus’s “temple” teaching. In the Beatitudes, Jesus echoed Psalm 24 when he averred, “Blessed are the pure in heart: for they shall see God” (Matthew 5:8; 3 Nephi 12:8). In a revelation given to the prophet Joseph Smith on 2 August 1833 as early Church members were being driven from Jackson County, Missouri, and in which he defined Zion as the “pure in heart,” the Lord promised:

			And inasmuch as my people build a house unto me in the name of the Lord, and do not suffer any unclean thing to come into it, that it be not defiled, my glory shall rest upon it; yea, and my presence shall be there, for I will come into it, and all the pure in heart that shall come into it shall see God. (Doctrine and Covenants 97:15–16)

			We can still claim that promise in the house of the Lord today, but we have to become pure in heart and we have to become more holy.

			“Holiness unto the Lord, the House of the Lord”: 
Becoming Holy and Eventually “Perfect”

			The phrase “holiness to the Lord” or “holiness unto the Lord” that adorns Latter-day Saint temples today derives from the Hebrew expression qōdeš lyhwh, which originally marked, designated, or “sealed” the Aaronic high priest as uniquely belonging to the Lord: “And thou shalt make a plate of pure gold, and grave upon it, like the engravings of a signet [ḥōtām], HOLINESS TO THE LORD [qōdeš lyhwh]” (Exodus 28:36); “And they made the plate of the holy crown of pure gold, and wrote upon it a writing, like to the engravings of a signet [ḥôtām, seal], HOLINESS TO THE LORD [qōdeš lyhwh]” (Exodus 39:30). This plate with its seal-like engraving was worn on the forehead of the high priest and symbolized the holiness intended for all Israel.

			From the wilderness period onward, the Lord had intended Israel to be holy. Jeremiah states, “Israel was holiness unto the LORD [qōdeš yiśrāʾēl lyhwh], and the firstfruits of his increase: all that devour him shall offend; evil shall come upon them, saith the LORD” (Jeremiah 2:3). The prophet Zechariah envisioned that Israel and Judah would once again be sanctified and elevated to this holy state:

			In that day shall there be upon the bells of the horses, HOLINESS UNTO THE LORD [qōdeš lyhwh]; and the pots in the LORD’s house shall be like the bowls before the altar. Yea, every pot in Jerusalem and in Judah shall be holiness unto the LORD [qōdeš lyhwh] of hosts: and all they that sacrifice shall come and take of them, and seethe therein: and in that day there shall be no more the Canaanite in the house of the LORD of hosts. (Zechariah 14:20–21)

			The telos (or end purpose) of all divine commandments, ordinances, restrictions, and so forth, is to become holy as God is holy:

			Ye shall not make yourselves abominable with any creeping thing that creepeth, neither shall ye make yourselves unclean with them, that ye should be defiled thereby. For I am the Lord your God: ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy: neither shall ye defile yourselves with any manner of creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. For I am the Lord that bringeth you up out of the land of Egypt, to be your God: ye shall therefore be holy, for I am holy. (Leviticus 11:43–45)

			The creation of humankind in the divine likeness and image (“And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness. . . . So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them”) is not complete until it includes divine holiness.

			In Genesis 17, the Lord charged Abram to “walk before me, and be thou perfect [tāmîm]” (Genesis 17:1). In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus seems to have been paraphrasing both Leviticus 11:45 and Genesis 17:1, when he commanded, “Be ye therefore perfect [teleioi], even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect [teleios]” (Matthew 5:48). The temple dimension of this commandment is comprehended in the use of teleios as a technical term “of the mystery religions” of the Greco-Roman world, wherein it “refer[red] to one initiated into mystic rites” and thus connoted a “cult initiate,” or one “initiated.”23 However, this term meant much more. It could mean “perfect” in the sense of “being fully developed in a moral sense,”24 and this is certainly one of the senses intended by Matthew’s use of the term. The cognate verb teleioō could mean “bring to full measure, fill the measure of” something.25 The term teleios in this sense would mean someone who has been brought to full measure or someone who has filled the measure of his or her creation.

			This understanding of the concept of “perfect” helps us understand why Jesus adjusted the wording of the “perfection” commandment slightly in his Sermon at the Temple to include himself, when he exhorted, “Therefore I would that ye should be perfect even as I, or your Father who is in heaven is perfect” (3 Nephi 12:48). When he gave the Sermon on the Mount, he had not filled the measure of his creation as a resurrected, glorified, and fully divinized being. But when he gave the Sermon at the Temple, he had been resurrected, glorified, and fully divinized: he had filled the measure of his creation, just as the Father had and he enabled those who follow him do likewise (compare Philippians 2:5–11).

			Moroni appears to have had this commandment in mind as he brought the Book of Mormon to a close:

			Yea, come unto Christ, and be perfected in him, and deny yourselves of all ungodliness; and if ye shall deny yourselves of all ungodliness, and love God with all your might, mind and strength, then is his grace sufficient for you, that by his grace ye may be perfect in Christ; and if by the grace of God ye are perfect in Christ, ye can in nowise deny the power of God. And again, if ye by the grace of God are perfect in Christ, and deny not his power, then are ye sanctified in Christ by the grace of God, through the shedding of the blood of Christ, which is in the covenant of the Father unto the remission of your sins, that ye become holy, without spot. (Moroni 10:32–33)

			The temple, by architectural and ritual design, helps us “come unto Christ and be perfected in him.” It gives us motivation to “deny [our]selves of all ungodliness” and to “love God with all [our] might, mind, and strength” (compare Deuteronomy 6:5). It helps us keep our baptismal covenant renewed through the sacrament to “always remember him” (3 Nephi 18:7, 11; Moroni 4:3; 5:2; Doctrine and Covenants 20:77, 79). As Elder Sergio R. Vargas has noted, “We also remember Him when we go to the temple—the house of the Lord. Temples give us a deeper knowledge of Jesus Christ as the center of the covenant that leads us to eternal life, ‘the greatest of . . . the gifts of God [Doctrine and Covenants 14:7].’”26 By the “grace of God” we become “perfect in Christ” and eventually “holy, without spot.”

			None of this, however, is possible apart from our kindred dead. Joseph Smith introduced baptism and vicarious ordinances on behalf of the dead “as principles in relation to the dead and the living that cannot be lightly passed over, as pertaining to our salvation. For,” said he, “their salvation is necessary and essential to our salvation.” He then paraphrased Hebrews 11:40 in Doctrine and Covenants 128:15, “They without us cannot be made perfect—neither can we without our dead be made perfect,” in connection with 1 Corinthians 15:29, “Else what shall they do which are baptized for the dead, if the dead rise not at all? Why are they then baptized for the dead?” (Doctrine and Covenants 128:16), as the scriptural and doctrinal basis for the work for the dead.

			A passive form of the Greek verb, teleioō, is the key word in Hebrews: “And these all, having obtained a good report through faith, received not the promise: God having provided some better thing for us, that they without us should not be made perfect [teleiōthōsin]” (Hebrews 11:39–40). Regarding the mutual dependency of the dead and the living in “be[ing] made perfect,” Joseph Smith further taught:

			For we without them cannot be made perfect; neither can they without us be made perfect. Neither can they nor we be made perfect without those who have died in the gospel also; for it is necessary in the ushering in of the dispensation of the fulness of times, which dispensation is now beginning to usher in, that a whole and complete and perfect union, and welding together of dispensations, and keys, and powers, and glories should take place, and be revealed from the days of Adam even to the present time. And not only this, but those things which never have been revealed from the foundation of the world, but have been kept hid from the wise and prudent, shall be revealed unto babes and sucklings in this, the dispensation of the fulness of times. Now, what do we hear in the gospel which we have received? A voice of gladness! A voice of mercy from heaven; and a voice of truth out of the earth; glad tidings for the dead; a voice of gladness for the living and the dead; glad tidings of great joy. How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of those that bring glad tidings of good things, and that say unto Zion: Behold, thy God reigneth! As the dews of Carmel, so shall the knowledge of God descend upon them! (Doctrine and Covenants 128:18–19)

			These words, dated 6 September 1842 in Nauvoo, offer an additional, profound, and beautiful way in which to understand Isaiah’s prophecy about the messenger(s) of glad tidings in Isaiah 52:7–10 and its “mountain”—a prophecy that in Hebrew begins with the words mah-nāʾwû (“how beautiful”), the source of the name Nauvoo. The greatest doctrinal and theological contributions of the Nauvoo period to the restoration of the gospel of Jesus Christ all pertain to the interrelated concepts of eternal marriage, eternal families and sealings (further clarified through Wilford Woodruff),27 and vicarious baptisms and ordinance work for the dead to be carried out in temples. Joseph Smith further taught and testified that these would be the “offering in righteousness” that would fulfill the prophecy of Malachi 3:2–3:

			Behold, the great day of the Lord is at hand; and who can abide the day of his coming, and who can stand when he appeareth? For he is like a refiner’s fire, and like fuller’s soap; and he shall sit as a refiner and purifier of silver, and he shall purify the sons of Levi, and purge them as gold and silver, that they may offer unto the Lord an offering in righteousness. Let us, therefore, as a church and a people, and as Latter-day Saints, offer unto the Lord an offering in righteousness; and let us present in his holy temple, when it is finished, a book containing the records of our dead, which shall be worthy of all acceptation. (Doctrine and Covenants 128:24)

			Bishop Gérald Caussé helps us see the value of this “offering”: “The loving service we offer in holy temples reminds us that the Savior’s grace extends beyond this life. In the life to come, we may be given new opportunities to accomplish what we could not do in this mortal life.”28

			All of this underscores the reality that the latter-day temple, perhaps even more than the ancient temple, is especially designed “for the perfecting [ton katartismon] of the saints . . . [tōn hagiōn, “holy ones”]: till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man [andra teleion], unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ” (Ephesians 4:12–13).

			Ascending into the mountain-temples of the Lord enables the Latter-day Saints to unite families in increasingly sanctified and “perfect union[s]” until the time comes that the whole human family becomes “a whole and complete and perfect union, and welding together of dispensations, and keys, and powers, and glories” in Christ. The day of the Lord’s Second Coming—the day that will “leave” the wicked “neither root nor branch” is nearer with each passing second (Malachi 4:1; 3 Nephi 25:1; Doctrine and Covenants 133:64; Joseph Smith—History 1:37). We must be prepared to “abide the day” (Malachi 3:2; 3 Nephi 24:2; Doctrine and Covenants 35:21; 38:8; 45:57; 61:39; 128:24).

			Conclusion

			If we feel unworthy to ascend into the mountain of the Lord and worship in his house, we need to remember that Jesus Christ “hath made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in light” (Colossians 1:12). None of us have any worthiness of ourselves—only in him. Sister Tamara W. Runia related what she has learned through experience: “I’ve learned that if you wait until you’re clean enough or perfect enough to go to the Savior, you’ve missed the whole point!”29 If we will ascend and worship in the temple, we will receive the personal revelation, personal instruction, and divine correction that we need to help us more fully come unto Christ. He will also console us there and endow us with the strength to endure, and we will become more holy.

			Citing the rescues of the Willie and Martin handcart companies, whose harrowing and hallowing overland journeys are commemorated in the art of the Casper Wyoming Temple, Quentin L. Cook declared, “The temple provides a continuing remembrance of the Savior’s Atonement and what it overcomes. And, even more important, temple attendance allows us to provide a spiritual rescue for our deceased loved ones and more distant ancestors.”30 (Thinking of five direct ancestors31 who were in the Martin handcart company made Elder Cook’s message even more personal and poignant.)

			Joseph Smith—Matthew 1:37 records that Jesus forewarned, “And whoso treasureth up my word, shall not be deceived, for the Son of Man shall come, and he shall send his angels before him with the great sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together the remainder of his elect from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other.” Certainly, this refers to meaningful scripture study and heeding the words of living prophets. Nevertheless, an important additional element in treasuring up the Lord’s “word,” is by going to the temple to be taught in his ways and to receive personal revelation that will enable us to walk in his paths (see Isaiah 2:2–3; 2 Nephi 12:2–3). We can do as Moses, Isaiah, Nephi, Jacob, and the Savior himself did. As Elder Dale G. Renlund recently taught, “We can also avoid deception by worshipping regularly in the temple. This helps us maintain an eternal perspective and protects us from influences that might distract or divert us from the covenant path.”32

			At the conclusion of the October 2018 General Conference, President Russell M. Nelson pleaded with the Latter-day Saints to make temple worship a priority:

			My dear brothers and sisters, the assaults of the adversary are increasing exponentially, in intensity and in variety. Our need to be in the temple on a regular basis has never been greater. I plead with you to take a prayerful look at how you spend your time. Invest time in your future and in that of your family. If you have reasonable access to a temple, I urge you to find a way to make an appointment regularly with the Lord—to be in His holy house—then keep that appointment with exactness and joy. I promise you that the Lord will bring the miracles He knows you need as you make sacrifices to serve and worship in His temples.33

			Many of us—the present writer most certainly included—will do well to respond more often, more promptly, and more affirmatively to the Lord’s summons, “Arise, and get thee into the mountain” (1 Nephi 17:7) or “Get thou up into the temple” (Jacob 2:11). We should do so remembering, as Sister Runia recently reminded us, that “heaven isn’t for people who’ve been perfect; it’s for people who’ve been forgiven, who choose Christ again and again.”34 Worshiping in the temple will keep us in remembrance of him and of that fact. The Lord, through his living prophet, has promised us miracles. The greatest miracle might be our individual and collective sanctification and eventual perfection in Christ and our being prepared to meet him when he comes. As Elder Vargas testified, “We will stand as temples—holy, firm, and constant. We will weather the storms, and we will make it home, enduring to the end and rejoicing to the end.”35 As Jude testified, Jesus Christ is the one “that is able to keep [us] from falling, and to present [us] faultless before the presence of his glory with exceeding joy” (Jude 1:24). May we trust this promise more perfectly.

			[image: ]
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			Figure 1. The Southern Stairs or Rabbi’s Stairs on the south side of the Temple Mount in Jerusalem, over which the lead-sheeted dome of Al-Aqsa Mosque rises. These stairs were evidently used during the time of Jesus to ascend into and descend from the temple complex on the south side. Photo by the author.
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			Figure 2. Laie Temple, 2025. The most visited temple of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has been the Salt Lake Temple. The second most-visited temple is in Laie, Hawaii. Photo by the author.

		

	
		
			The Literary Structure of Alma 23–27

			Derek Squire

			Abstract: This article presents a macro-chiasm for Alma 23:16 through Alma 27:30 that covers the account of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi from the time they first take upon themselves that name to the time they relocate to the Nephite land of Jershon and are subsequently called the people of Ammon. The central element of this chiasm highlights the martyrdom of some Lamanite believers in the wilderness by the hand of the seed of Amulon in fulfillment of Abinadi’s prophecy in Mosiah 17:15. The meaning behind this puzzling prophecy may be illuminated by analyzing the structure of this macro-chiasm. It underscores the role Alma 26 plays as a strategic interruption in the narrative, much like how Alma 36–42 disrupts the story of the Zoramites. Events within the account of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi were carefully crafted by Mormon and purposefully placed within the narrative to form a memorable foundation story justifying the acceptance and integration of the people of Ammon into Nephite society both religiously and politically. The same criteria previously used to measure the strength of a proposed chiasm are employed here.

			As a follow-up to a previous article, “The Literary Structure of Alma 17–20: A 14-unit Chiasm,”1 this article examines the literary structure of Alma 23–27. The chiasm presented here falls within two original chapters of the Book of Mormon, comprising Alma 23–26 and Alma 27–29, respectively.2 This new article focuses primarily on the proposed macro-chiasm within these chapters. The literary structure of each original chapter on its own is not explicated here, ensuring the chiasm itself is properly emphasized and examined.

			In this article, I do the following:

			
					Provide a summary of the account shared in Alma 23–27.

					Present the nine-element chiasm for Alma 23:16–27:30.

					Analyze the matching elements from this chiasm and explain why this structure may have been deliberately formed by Mormon.

					Describe the role Ammon’s words in Alma 26 play both structurally and strategically in the narrative.

					Summarize key findings and insights gleaned from analyzing the chiastic structure of this account.

			

			Summary of Alma 23–27

			Alma 23 begins with the king over all the land (Lamoni’s father) sending a proclamation to his people that the sons of Mosiah and their brethren are to be kept safe from harm and given free access to preach the gospel among them. With the king’s support and protection, these missionaries go forth and preach to the Lamanites throughout the land and enjoy great success. Seven cities of the Lamanites are converted unto the Lord.

			The narrative arc associated with the proposed macro-chiasm begins at Alma 23:16 and runs through Alma 27. The converted Lamanites want to be distinguished from their unbelieving brethren with a new name. After some consultation, the people decide to call themselves Anti-Nephi-Lehies. Lamoni’s father confers the kingdom upon his son (Lamoni’s brother) and calls his name Anti-Nephi-Lehi. Lamoni’s father subsequently dies.

			The unbelieving Amalekites,3 Amulonites, and Lamanites prepare for war against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. Ammon and his brethren hold a council with Kings Lamoni and Anti-Nephi-Lehi about what they should do to defend themselves against these Lamanites. King Anti-Nephi-Lehi commands his people to never again shed the blood of their brethren, even in self-defense. They covenant with God to never use weapons again. They take all their weapons and bury them deep in the earth. If they then happened to be slain, King Anti-Nephi-Lehi promised they would go to their God and be saved.

			The Lamanites come upon the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi, who offer no resistance. Weaponless, they go out to meet the Lamanites, prostrate themselves before them, and call on the name of the Lord, praising him even while they are being slain. One thousand five are massacred by the Lamanites in this manner. Many of the Lamanites are “stung for the murders which they had committed” (24:25). They repent, throw down their weapons of war, and join the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi upon the ground, “relying upon the mercies of those whose arms were lifted to slay them” (24:25). More Lamanites end up joining the people of God that day than the number who had been slain.

			A series of battles and contentions then follows in the narrative. “Actual descendants of Laman and Lemuel” (24:29) are angry because the Amalekites and Amulonites were mainly responsible for the deaths of their brethren. They swear vengeance upon the Nephites and destroy the people in the city of Ammonihah, who were mainly after the order of Nehor. The Lamanites have more battles with the Nephites in which almost all the seed of Amulon are slain. The remainder of them flee into the wilderness and end up usurping power over Lamanites there. Many of these Lamanites remembered the words of Aaron and his brethren and are converted unto the Lord while in the wilderness. The seed of Amulon cause these Lamanite believers to be put to death by fire. This martyrdom causes many of their Lamanite brethren to be stirred up to anger against the seed of Amulon. They begin to hunt the seed of Amulon and slay them. When the Lamanites eventually return to their own lands, many of them join the people of God and bury their weapons of war.

			There is a break in the narrative at this point. Alma 26 consists of Ammon’s words to his brethren in which he summarizes their labors among the Lamanites. He praises and thanks the Lord for the great blessings he had bestowed upon them. He rejoices in the Lord for his mercy and for the many mighty miracles wrought in the land. The inclusion of Ammon’s words here appears to serve distinct structural and strategic purposes that will be detailed in a separate section below.

			The narrative resumes in Alma 27 with a second episode of Amalekites’ stirring up the Lamanites to anger against their brethren, the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. They begin again to destroy them, and the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi again refuse to take up their arms and suffer themselves to be slain. Ammon and his brethren see this great work of destruction and tell King Anti-Nephi-Lehi that he should gather his people together and flee out of the land to avoid further destruction. Ammon inquires of the Lord and receives confirmation that the people should leave to be preserved. King Anti-Nephi-Lehi obeys the Lord’s command.

			The people then depart out of the land and come to the borders of the land of Zarahemla. Ammon and his brethren go into the land of Zarahemla to see if the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi will be allowed to enter Nephite lands. They meet Alma along the way and have a joyous reunion after being separated for 14 years. Alma takes them to see the chief judge who sends a proclamation to the people about admitting the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi into their land. The Nephites offer to give them the land of Jershon for their inheritance and promise to provide protection in exchange for a portion of their substance. The people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi go down into the land of Jershon and take possession of it. The Nephites subsequently call them the people of Ammon, and they are distinguished by that name ever after.

			Nine-Element Chiasm in Alma 23:16–27:30

			The complete narrative episode of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi can be structured as a nine-element chiasm, highlighting key details from the storyline in Alma 23:16–27:30 as shown below:

			A	Lamanite converts desire to be distinguished (x2) by a new name; they call their names Anti-Nephi-Lehies; they open a correspondence with the Nephites; the Lamanites prepare for war; Lamoni’s father confers the kingdom upon his son and calls his name Anti-Nephi-Lehi (23:16–24:4).

			B	“Now when Ammon and his brethren . . . saw the preparations of the Lamanites to destroy” the Anti-Nephi-Lehies, they went to the land of Ishmael to hold a council with two kings; along the way, Ammon met all his brethren; King Anti-Nephi-Lehi speaks to his people; he thanks God for his forgiveness of the people’s sins and many murders committed; they bury their weapons and make a covenant with God (24:5–19).

			C	Lamanites come up to destroy the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi; 1,005 of the Anti-Nephi-Lehies are slain without offering any resistance (24:20–22).

			D	Many Lamanites repent and throw down their weapons of war; the people of God are joined by more than the number slain; those slain were righteous people; the Lord worketh in many ways to the salvation of His people (24:23–27).

			E	Lamanites destroy the city of Ammonihah; Nephites slay almost all the seed of Amulon; many Lamanites in the wilderness begin to believe in the Lord and are converted; they are put to death by the seed of Amulon because of their belief; in anger, Lamanites hunt the seed of Amulon; Abinadi is the first to suffer death by fire for his belief in God; Abinadi’s prophecy is fulfilled (25:2–12)

			D'	Many Lamanites come over and join the people of God; they bury their weapons of war; they begin to be a righteous people; they retain a hope through faith in Christ unto eternal salvation (25:13–16)

			C'	The Amalekites again go against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi and destroy them; the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi again refuse to take up their arms and suffer themselves to be slain (27:1–3)

			B'	“Now when Ammon and his brethren saw this work of destruction” they go to speak with the king in hopes of fleeing to the land of Zarahemla for protection; King Anti-Nephi-Lehi worries about the many murders and sins his people committed against the Nephites; Ammon inquires of the Lord; the people depart out of the land; along the way, Ammon and his brethren met Alma; they speak with the chief judge; the Anti-Nephi-Lehies are given the land of Jershon and protection if they give of their substance (27:4–24)

			A'	The people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi take possession of the land of Jershon and are called by the Nephites the people of Ammon; they are distinguished (x2) by this name and by their zeal towards God; they are a highly favored people of the Lord (27:25–30)

			Correlation Between Matching Elements

			Correlations between the matching elements of this chiasm are detailed below. Notably, Ammon’s words in Alma 26 are excluded from the chiasm, but his words are a beautiful and significant addition which summarizes the 14-year mission of the sons of Mosiah among the Lamanites. A section in this article is devoted to Alma 26 to consider the role it plays in the literary structure of these chapters and why it is not included in the chiasm. It is titled “The Role of Alma 26 in the Narrative” and follows the section titled “Analyzing the Chiasticity of the Proposed Chiasm.”

			Correspondences between A and A' (Alma 23:16–24:4 and 27:25–30)

			The chiasm fully covers the account of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. The strongest link between these two elements is the double use of the word distinguished in each element and the naming of the converted Lamanite people (23:16; 27:26, 27). This functions as part of an inclusio framing the entire account along with the positive attributes of the people enumerated in both elements. In element A, those Lamanites who are converted unto the Lord are “desirous that they might have a name, that thereby they might be distinguished from their brethren” (23:16). The king consults with others “concerning the name that they should take upon them, that they might be distinguished” (23:16), and “they called their name Anti-Nephi-Lehies” (23:17). In A', the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi take possession of the land of Jershon in Nephite territory, and “they were called by the Nephites the people of Ammon; therefore, they were distinguished by that name ever after” (27:26). The second use of distinguished in A' emphasizes a quality that made the people distinct even from their Nephite brethren: “And they were also distinguished for their zeal towards God and also towards men” (27:27). These are the only instances of the word distinguished in these chapters. The word distinguished comes after the word name in both instances in A, whereas this ordering is inverted in A' with the word name coming after the word distinguished in 27:26. In both elements, the people are “called” a “name” (23:17; 27:26), which strengthens the link even further. In A, the keywords name, distinguished, and called appear in inverted order in A'. Other inversions occur between the matching elements B and B', C and C', and D and D', respectively. Such inversions strengthen the likelihood that this macro-chiasm was intentionally formed.

			In both elements, the people’s relationship with the Nephites is highlighted. In A, the people “were no more called Lamanites . . . yea, and they were friendly with the Nephites. Therefore they did open a correspondence with them” (23:17–18). In A', the people were said to be numbered “among the people of Nephi” (27:27), suggesting that they were now connected with the Nephites, not just geographically but relationally as well.

			Positive attributes of the people are enumerated in both elements. In A, the people are described as “a very industrious people friendly with the Nephites . . . and the curse of God did no more follow them” (23:18). In A', the people are “distinguished for their zeal towards God and also towards men, for they were perfectly honest and upright in all things. And they were firm in the faith of Christ, even unto the end” (27:27). Their faith in Christ is described in terms of their “hope and views of Christ and the resurrection” (27:28). They are also known for being “a zealous and beloved people, a highly favored people of the Lord” (27:30).

			There is an antithetical parallel in these elements between the Lamanites who “took up arms against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi” (24:2) in A, and the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi (known as the people of Ammon at this point) who “never could be prevailed upon to take up arms against their brethren” (27:28) in A'.

			Correspondences between B and B' (Alma 24:5–19 and 27:4–24)

			These are the only two elements in which King Anti-Nephi-Lehi’s words are recorded. The king shares a key phrase that occurs only in these two elements, but the key terms sins and murders are in inverse order in B'. This inverted ordering of terms may be additional evidence of chiastic intent. In B, King Anti-Nephi-Lehi mentions three times the “sins” and “murders” that his people “committed” (24:9, 10, 11). In B', he twice mentions the “murders” and “sins” the people “committed” (27:6, 8). These are the only five instances in which these three keywords appear in the Book of Mormon. Strikingly, four out of the five references use the descriptor many before the word murders (24:9, 11; 27:6, 8). The other verse also uses the descriptor many, but before the word sins instead (24:10).

			Both elements use the same lengthy phrase to introduce their respective episodes. Element B begins in the following manner: “Now when Ammon and his brethren . . . saw the preparations of the Lamanites to destroy their brethren” (24:5). Element B' begins in the same manner: “Now when Ammon and his brethren saw this work of destruction” (27:4). Further down in this same verse, there is an example of repetitive resumption using a similar phrase: “Therefore when Ammon and his brethren saw this great work of destruction . . .” The first two references are the only two instances in the Book of Mormon of the phrase now when Ammon and his brethren coupled with the keywords saw and destroy/destruction. Such a lengthy and significant repeated phrase as this one suggests that these two accounts are connected in some way.

			There are two meetings noted in these elements. In B, “Ammon met all his brethren” (24:5) in the land of Midian.4 In B', “[Ammon] and his brethren met Alma” (27:16) as they were going forth to the land of Zarahemla. These are the only two occurrences of the word met within the chiasm.

			In each element, Ammon and his brethren discuss the welfare of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi with King Anti-Nephi-Lehi and one other important political leader. In B, they hold a council with Kings Lamoni and Anti-Nephi-Lehi about how the people will defend themselves against the Lamanites (24:5). In B', they first speak with King Anti-Nephi-Lehi about fleeing out of the hands of their enemies to avoid destruction (27:5). Once Ammon and his brethren arrive in the land of Zarahemla, they discuss the plight of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi with the chief judge, Nephihah (27:20).

			Many other keyword parallels exist between these two elements. Both elements include a reference to angels. In B, King Anti-Nephi-Lehi expresses his gratitude that “in [the Great God’s] mercy he doth visit us by his angels” (24:14). In B', Ammon and his brethren are said to have been treated by the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi “as though they were angels sent from God to save them from an everlasting destruction” (27:4). The word angels is not used anywhere else within these chapters. The phrase commit sin is only found in these two elements (24:19; 27:23). Both instances illustrate the deep disdain the Anti-Nephi-Lehies held toward sin.

			The phrase take up arms against their brethren is also found in both elements (24:6; 27:23). The people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi refuse to take up arms against their brethren in 24:6; and the Nephites see that the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi will not take up arms against their brethren because of their fear to commit sin in 27:23. This phrase also occurs in 27:28 in the final narrative summary highlighting the people’s firmness and resolve to never take up arms against their brethren but nowhere else within the chiasm. A similar phrase, took up arms, is used in 24:2, but it relates to the Lamanites taking up arms against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi instead of the other way around.

			Repentance is another shared theme. In B, King Anti-Nephi-Lehi speaks three times of the repentance of his people (24:10–11). The two references in 24:11 are coupled with the phrase all we could do, accentuating the heartache the people felt during the repentance process. In B', the Nephites recognize the “sore repentance” (27:23) the Anti-Nephi-Lehies experienced. The only other time repentance is mentioned in these chapters is in 24:24, in which many Lamanites “repented of the thing which they had done” when they saw the Anti-Nephi-Lehies perish without offering any resistance.

			There is a significant thematic parallel that also deserves mention. Both elements describe a covenant or agreement into which the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi enter. In both elements, people put their lives on the line. In B, the people covenant with God “that rather than to shed the blood of their brethren, they would give up their own lives” (24:18). In B', the Nephites promise to guard the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi with their armies, which essentially puts the lives of these guards on the line as well. In both elements, people give up a possession as part of the covenant/agreement. In B, the Anti-Nephi-Lehies bury their weapons deep in the earth. In B', the Nephites agree to give the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi land for their inheritance, and the Anti-Nephi-Lehies agree to give the Nephites a portion of their substance to help maintain their armies.

			There is also an antithetical parallel regarding the heart. In B, God gives the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi a portion of his Spirit to soften their hearts (24:8), and he takes away the guilt and sins from their hearts (24:10, 11). In B', the Amalekites’ hearts are portrayed in stark contrast to the hearts of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. In this case, “Satan hath great hold on the hearts of the Amalekites” (27:12).

			Correspondences between C and C' (Alma 24:20–22 and 27:1–3)

			These two matching elements consist of episodes in which the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi are martyred by the Lamanites without retaliation. In C, “without meeting any resistance [the Lamanites] did slay a thousand and five of them” (24:22). In C', “this people again refused to take their arms; and they suffered themselves to be slain” (27:3). Both elements include the combination of key terms the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi and destroying/destroy, but they are in inverted order in C'. Again, this inverted ordering is an indication that these elements were intentionally paired as elements in the proposed macro-chiasm. In C, the Lamanites come down to the land of Nephi for the purpose of “destroying the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi” (24:20). In C', the Amalekites “stir up the people in anger against their brethren, the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. Therefore they began again to destroy them” (27:2). This combination of key terms is only found in these two verses.

			Correspondences between D and D' 
(Alma 24:23–27 and 25:13–17)

			Elements D and D' share the common theme of Lamanites converting to the Lord and throwing down or burying their weapons. In D, many Lamanites who fought against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi see them praise God “even in the very act of perishing under the sword” (24:23). They stop fighting and “repented of the thing which they had done” (24:24), and “threw down their weapons of war” (24:25). In D', many Lamanites join the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi and “did also bury their weapons of war according as their brethren had” (25:14). Element B involves the original group of Anti-Nephi-Lehies burying their weapons, whereas in these two elements, subsequent groups of Lamanites give up their weapons to follow the Lord.

			Another connection between these elements involves the narrator using wording from Deuteronomy 5:31–33. In element D, the Lamanites observed the following: “Neither would [the Anti-Nephi-Lehies] turn aside to the right hand or to the left” (Alma 24:23). Grant Hardy notes that this phrase “refers not to the prostrate Anti-Nephi-Lehies’ flinching, but rather to covenant language from Deuteronomy 5:32–33.”5 This phrase from Deuteronomy reads: “Ye shall not turn aside to the right hand or to the left.” Grant Hardy also notes the return to this covenant language in Alma 25:14 (in element D').6 In this verse, more Lamanites join the people of God and are described in the following manner: “And they began to be a righteous people, and they did walk in the ways of the Lord and did observe to keep his commandments and his statutes.” Much of this wording also comes from the fifth chapter of Deuteronomy. “Walk in the ways of the Lord” comes from verse 33, “observe” comes from verse 32, and “commandments” and “statutes” come from verse 31.

			The key terms join/joined and people of God occur in both elements. However, in D', the order of these two key terms is inverted. This provides further support that these elements were intentionally paired in the proposed macro-chiasm. In D, it is noted that “the people of God were joined,” whereas in D', other Lamanites “did join themselves to the people of God” (24:26; 25:13). This combination of key terms only occurs in these two verses. The phrase righteous people is used in each element to describe converted Lamanites (24:26; 25:14) and is not used anywhere else in the chiasm. Both elements also mention “salvation” (24:27; 25:16). The only other instance of the word salvation in the chiasm is in 24:14, in which it is a part of the term plan of salvation.

			Element E (Alma 24:28–25:12)—The weighty theme of martyrdom

			The verses in this element are filled with battles and events affecting numerous, and often overlapping, groups including Nephites, Lamanites, the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi, Amalekites, Amulonites, and people after the order of the Nehors. Abinadi is also mentioned. What is so important about these verses to justify their placement at the center of the chiasm? What ties them all together into a cohesive unit?

			So much information is packed into this part of the narrative that it can be easy to get lost in all the details. With so many different groups involved, it can be difficult at times to keep them all straight and to know which group is being identified by certain pronouns and possessive pronouns. Despite such complexity, the theme of martyrdom is evident throughout these verses and ties them all together. In the middle of this literary unit, many of the Lamanites who had fled into the wilderness begin to remember Aaron’s and his brethren’s preaching. They begin to believe in the Lord and are converted. These courageous Lamanites perish by fire at the hands of the seed of Amulon because of their belief in God. This is significantly referred to as a “martyrdom” in Alma 25:8. The word martyrdom only occurs twice in the Book of Mormon, here and in Alma 14:9, in reference to the women and children who were consumed by fire for their beliefs at “the place of martyrdom” in the city of Ammonihah.

			This theme continues with the explicit mention of Abinadi. In 25:11, Abinadi is duly recognized as the first martyr in the Book of Mormon narrative: “And now Abinadi was the first that suffered death by fire because of his belief in God.” Abinadi’s prophecy in Mosiah 17:15 that the seed of the priests of Noah would cause many to be put to death for their beliefs “in the like manner as [Abinadi] was” (25:12) is fulfilled in this central element. This prophecy demands closer inspection. As Abinadi is suffering from the flames, he prophecies, “Behold, even as ye have done unto me, so shall it come to pass that thy seed shall cause that many shall suffer the pains that I do suffer, even the pains of death by fire—and this because they believe in the salvation of the Lord their God” (Mosiah 17:15).

			In context, one would expect Abinadi to be cursing the people who are killing him. So, why is Abinadi prophesying that the priests’ descendants will martyr other believers just as Noah and the priests were martyring Abinadi? Logically, it doesn’t make much sense. Noah and his priests could have even accepted this prophecy as something positive when they first heard it. Their seed would follow in their footsteps and execute those they deemed to be troublesome heretics, too. The fulfillment of this prophecy is placed at the heart of the macro-chiasm for a reason and provides a possible answer to the above question. At this point, it is worth remembering that Lamanites had been killing Nephites, and Nephites had been killing Lamanites, for hundreds of years. So when we get to the end of this episode, when Ammon leads the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi to the borders of the land of Zarahemla and says he will go forth into the land to “try the hearts of our brethren, whether they will that [the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi] shall come into their land” (27:15), this request for asylum was anything but trivial. Surely, the Nephites would have been suspicious, at the very least, of these new converts. It was a monumental decision to allow them into their lands and to adopt them into their people, both religiously and politically.

			The text does not say what was said to Alma, Nephihah, and the rest of the Nephites that convinced them to accept the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi as fellow citizens and saints. The narrative simply states, “And they went and told the chief judge all the things that had happened unto them in the land of Nephi” (27:20). The Nephites would certainly have been told about how the seed of Amulon burned to death some of these Lamanites because of their shared belief in God. This would have immediately resonated with the Nephites. The founder of their church was martyred in a similar fashion. These Lamanite deaths at the hand of the seed of the priests that killed Abinadi strongly mark this people’s worthiness to be incorporated into the religious polity that had as its wellspring the martyrdom of Abinadi. It may have been viewed as an important indication of their worthiness to be included among those who traced their faith back to the life and death of Abinadi.

			The structure of the macro-chiasm puts the focus on this central element and underscores emphatically the equation of Abinadi to the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. One of the subunits from this central element, Alma 25:9–12, has a nine-element chiasm that will be presented below. For now, it is worth noting that the matching elements D and D' equate Abinadi’s death by fire with the death by fire of the Lamanite believers.

			Martyrdom is featured in this central element in another meaningful way. The people responsible for each of these martyrdoms suffer the consequences of their behavior and are themselves destroyed. The people in the city of Ammonihah who martyred so many women and children are themselves destroyed (25:2). The seed of Amulon who martyred Lamanite believers in the wilderness are themselves hunted and slain, just as Abinadi had prophesied (25:8–12). Abinadi’s martyrdom by King Noah and his wicked priests, which occurred much earlier and is recorded in Mosiah 17, is also brought to the fore in this element. King Noah, responsible for Abinadi’s death, suffered death by fire just as Abinadi had suffered earlier (Mosiah 19:20). And while the priests of Noah avoided a similar fate, their seed were not so fortunate. The fact that the seed of Amulon are scattered and slain fulfills Abinadi’s prophecy and completes the retribution cycle for his martyrdom. “Almost all the seed of Amulon and his brethren” (25:4) were slain by the Nephites in this central element. These are the people largely responsible for the deaths of the 1,005 Anti-Nephi-Lehi martyrs in Alma 24:20–22.

			By definition, a martyr is someone killed because of her or his religion, that is religious beliefs.7 The words belief, believe, or believed appear four times in this unit (25:5, 6, 7, 11). More specifically, belief in God or the Lord is mentioned twice (25:6, 11). Two subunits within these verses can be structured chiastically with conversion or belief in the Lord highlighted in their respective central elements. These chiasms are shown below.

			Nine-element micro-chiasm in Alma 25:5–8 (within Element E)

			This subunit within element E depicts the martyrdom of Lamanite believers in the wilderness by the seed of Amulon and can be organized into a nine-element micro-chiasm. These martyrs’ belief in the Lord is prominently displayed at the center of the chiasm as shown below:

			A	The seed of Amulon “fled into the east wilderness” (25:5)

			B	The seed of Amulon usurped power and authority over the Lamanites and caused many of them to perish by fire because of their belief (25:5)

			C	Many were stirred up in remembrance of the preaching of Aaron and his brethren and to disbelieve the traditions of their fathers (25:6)

			D	They began to believe in the Lord (25:6)

			E	There were many of them converted in the wilderness (25:6)

			D'	Rulers of the seed of Amulon caused Lamanites to be put to death who believed in these things (25:7)

			C'	Many Lamanites were stirred up in anger, and there began to be contention in the wilderness (25:8)

			B'	The Lamanites began to hunt and slay the seed of Amulon (25:8)

			A'	The seed of Amulon “fled into the east wilderness” (25:8)

			This chiasm is distinctly framed in elements A and A' by the repetition of the seed of Amulon having “fled into the east wilderness” in verses 5 and 8. This phrase is unique to these two verses in the Book of Mormon. Elements B and B' describe the killing of Lamanites and the seed of Amulon. In B, the Lamanites are put to death by the seed of Amulon, whereas in B', the roles of the two groups are reversed and the seed of Amulon are slain by the Lamanites. Elements C and C' share the distinctive phrase stirred up, although it is used in very different contexts. In C, the Lamanites had “suffered much loss and so many afflictions” (25:6), which caused them to be “stirred up in remembrance of the words which Aaron and his brethren had preached to them” (25:6). On the other hand, in C', the martyrdom of many of their brethren caused other Lamanites to be “stirred up to anger” (25:8). Elements D and D' highlight the very definition of martyrdom. In D, belief in the Lord is countered by the death of those who believed (D'). Element E provides a powerful center for this chiasm. Many of the Lamanites were converted in the wilderness.

			Nine-element micro-chiasm in Alma 25:9–12 (within Element E)

			This second subunit highlights Abinadi’s martyrdom and the fulfillment of his prophecy concerning the seed of the priests of Noah. It can be organized into another nine-element micro-chiasm with Abinadi’s belief in God highlighted in the central element as shown below:

			A	Hunted by the Lamanites (25:9)

			B	Words of Abinadi were brought to pass (25:9)

			C	Concerning the seed of the priests who caused that he should suffer death by fire (25:9)

			D	A type of things to come; Abinadi was the first that suffered death by fire (25:10–11)

			E	Because of his belief in God (25:11)

			D'	This is what he meant—many should suffer death by fire according as he had suffered (v. 11)

			C'	He said unto the priests of Noah that their seed should cause many to be put to death in the like manner as he was, and that they should be scattered abroad and slain (25:12)

			B'	These words were verified (25:12)

			A' They were driven by the Lamanites, hunted, and smitten (25:12)

			The chiasm is framed by the key terms hunted and by the Lamanites in elements A and A'. The ordering of these key terms is inverted in A'. In elements B and B', Abinadi’s words are “brought to pass” (25:9) and “verified” (25:12). Elements C and C' both include references to the seed of the priests causing people to die. In C, Abinadi suffered “death by fire” (25:9). In C', many Lamanites would suffer the same fate. They are “put to death in the like manner as he was” (25:12). Additional details from Abinadi’s prophecy are also provided in C'. He prophesied that the seed of the priests of Noah would be scattered abroad and slain. Elements D and D' both include the phrase suffer(ed) death by fire (25:11). In D, Abinadi is explicitly named. In D', he is again referred to in the phrase according as he had suffered (25:11). There is also a parallel between “a type of things to come” (25:10) announced by Abinadi in D, and “this is what he meant” (25:11), which begins an explanation of this type in D'. The central element in this chiasm indicates “belief in God” (25:11) as the reason why Abinadi was slain. This parallels the central element from the chiasm in Alma 25:5–8 above.

			Analyzing the Chiasticity of the Proposed Chiasm

			The same six criteria identified by Neal Rappleye to evaluate the strength of proposed chiasms, which were used for the macro-chiasm in Alma 17–20,8 will be used here.9 These six criteria include the following:

			
					Chiasms should conform to natural literary boundaries.

					A climax or turning point should be found at the center.

					Chiasms should display a relatively well-balanced symmetry.

					The structure of chiasms should be based on major keywords, phrases, or themes.

					Chiasms should manifest little, if any, extraneous repetition or divergent materials.

					Chiastic order should typically not compete with other strong literary forms.

			

			The proposed chiasm for Alma 23:16–27:30 exhibits many characteristics that fulfill the above criteria and thus contribute to its overall strength as a chiasm. First, the chiasm does indeed conform to natural literary boundaries but not in the way one might initially suspect. The chiasm is a part of two original chapters of the Book of Mormon, Alma 23–26 and Alma 27–29, respectively. Also, the chiasm does not start at the beginning of an original chapter, nor does it end at the close of another original chapter. How, then, does this chiasm conform to natural literary boundaries? Strong and clear framing is necessary to justify boundaries that do not fit within the chapter breaks provided by Mormon. In this case, the chiasm is framed by the converted Lamanites naming themselves the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi in 23:16–17 and then being given a different name by the Nephites in 27:26—the people of Ammon. Therefore, the chiasm includes the entire account of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi while they are known by this name. Literarily, an inclusio makes the outer boundaries of the chiasm even more clear. The keyword distinguished is used twice in 23:16 and twice more in 27:26–27.

			As detailed above in the “Correlation Between Matching Elements” section under “Element E (Alma 24:28–25:12)—The Weighty Theme of Martyrdom,” martyrdom is the main theme of the central element of the chiasm. Repetition, allusion, and chiasmus are all used to highlight the important themes of martyrdom and belief in God. Three martyrdom accounts are alluded to or explicitly identified in this unit. Lamanite believers in the wilderness and Abinadi are two parties explicitly identified as being slain for their belief in God. The narrative also describes the destruction of the city of Ammonihah in this unit. This event is not placed in this unit by accident. The word martyrdom in 25:8 alludes back to Alma 14:9 in which women and children are consumed by fire for their beliefs at “the place of martyrdom” in Ammonihah. This unit is also surrounded by two more martyrdom episodes in which some of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi are slain (24:20–22; 27:1–3).

			This central element also functions as a turning point in the sense that the next martyrdom report in Alma 27:2–3 leads to additional action by the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi besides nonresistance. The people depart from their homeland to Nephite lands with the promise that the Lord will preserve them from further destruction (27:12).

			There is much to be appreciated in this central unit. Mormon does a masterful job of adding greater depth and meaning to so few verses by using various literary devices. Martyrdom for a person’s belief in God is key, but the demise of the Amulonites is another critical part of the narrative. The Amulonites, or seed of Amulon, are never mentioned again in the Book of Mormon after these verses.10

			The chiasm is relatively well-balanced. There are 80 verses within the chiasm (not counting Alma 26 as explained in the section on that chapter below). There are 30 verses before and 35 verses after the central element of the chiasm. The central element itself consists of 15 verses. Matching units are also of relatively similar lengths.

			The structure of the chiasm is based on major keywords, phrases, and themes found within Alma 23:16–27:30. Throughout the analysis on the matching elements above, extraneous repetition has been identified and considered. However, most of the keywords and phrases included in the chiasm are unique to their matching elements. There are also multiple key terms and phrases that appear in inverted order in matching elements within the chiasm, increasing the likelihood that the chiasm was intentionally formed.

			The chiasm does not compete with other strong literary forms. Donald Parry has identified some simple and extended alternates and a short chiasm within these verses, but not an overarching structure for these chapters.11 There do not appear to be any published studies dealing with the chiastic structure of these verses on a macro level.

			The Role of Alma 26 in the Narrative

			Alma 26 plays an interesting and significant role in the overall layout of these chapters. The placement of Ammon’s words appears to serve as a strategic interruption of the narrative. This is like Alma 36–42, which breaks up the narrative of the Zoramite rebellion that is first referenced in Alma 35:13 but not reported until Alma 43:3. Grant Hardy wrote the following about the calculated positioning of Alma 36–42 in the narrative:

			Mormon inserts Alma’s instructions to his sons in the middle of the Zoramite War, where it represents a significant break in the narrative. . . . Mormon could have recounted the Zoramite affair from beginning to end and then added Alma’s document without upsetting the chronology at all. . . . The surprising placement seems designed to disrupt a smooth reading of the Zoramite story, which, taken as a whole, did not go so well. By the time readers go back to the war, they may have forgotten the rather awkward truth that Alma’s preaching to the Zoramites not only did not prevent hostilities but was itself a major catalyst for the fighting.12

			Preceding Ammon’s report in Alma 26 of his labors among the Lamanites and his great rejoicing and praise for God, the narrative in the original chapter consisting of Alma 23–26 details the slaughter of over a thousand converted Anti-Nephi-Lehies, the complete destruction of the city of Ammonihah, many battles with the Nephites, the destruction of almost all the seed of Amulon, and the martyrdom of even more Lamanite believers in the wilderness. Lamanites return to their own lands and many of them join the people of God, who were the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. At this point, the narrative is interrupted with Ammon’s words of rejoicing he shares with his brethren. Positive moments within these chapters are limited and quickly followed by destruction and suffering. The positive news provided in Alma 25:13–16 becomes a suitable springboard for Ammon’s words of rejoicing in Alma 26.

			Ammon’s words are heartfelt, riveting, and joyous. They are a great summary of the fourteen years the sons of Mosiah spent preaching to the Lamanites. After reading such a stirring account, it is easy to forget exactly where the narrative left off. The narrative resumes in Alma 27 with yet another heartbreaking episode of martyrdom as the Amalekites again stir up the people in anger against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi and begin to massacre them a second time. The remaining believers had to leave their homeland as a result. In these chapters, we get agonizing account after agonizing account of Lamanite converts who are slain because of their newfound beliefs, not exactly the type of success the sons of Mosiah had envisioned.

			Alma “greatly feared that the Zoramites would enter into a correspondence with the Lamanites and that it would be the means of great loss on the part of the Nephites” (Alma 31:4). Alma and his brethren went to preach to the Zoramites, in part, to keep this from happening. Unfortunately, their efforts did not keep the Zoramites from later joining with the Lamanites to go to war against the Nephites. In fact, their preaching served as a catalyst for the war that broke out in Alma 43–44. Similarly, the sons of Mosiah did not achieve all their objectives when they set out for the land of Nephi to preach to the Lamanites. They had hoped to “cure [the Lamanites] of their hatred towards the Nephites” (Mosiah 28:2). Although Ammon rejoices in his dearly beloved brethren who “would still have been racked with hatred against us” (Alma 26:9) without receiving the word of God, many others became even more hardened because of their preaching (Alma 24:30) and continued to fight against the Nephites.

			The people of Ammon settled in the Nephite land of Jershon with Nephite armies around about the land to protect them. The armies of the Lamanites had followed the people of Ammon into the wilderness and began to attack the Nephite armies. “And thus there was a tremendous battle, yea, even such an one as never had been known among all the people in the land; . . . yea, and tens of thousands of the Lamanites were slain and scattered abroad. Yea, and also there was a tremendous slaughter among the people of Nephi” (28:2–3). The sons of Mosiah wrought “many mighty miracles” (26:12) among the Lamanites, but their impact on minimizing wars and contentions in the land turned out to be minimal at best.

			The positioning of Alma 26 also serves to strengthen the structure of the chiasm. In elements C and D of the chiasm, the Lamanites slay over a thousand of the Anti-Nephi-Lehies “without meeting any resistance” (24:22). Many of the Lamanites see that the Anti-Nephi-Lehies dramatically choose not to fight back, so they repent of the things they have done and join the people of God. The obvious parallel episode to element C in these chapters is the second instance of the Lamanites going against the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi in which they again refuse to take up their arms against the Lamanites and more of them are slain in Alma 27:2–3. However, this episode does not have a corresponding account of Lamanite conversion at the end of it. Instead, Alma 26 breaks up the ordering of the elements of the chiasm in such a manner that Alma 25:13–16 functions as the matching element to element D. In D', Lamanites return to their own lands after many battles with the Nephites. Many of these Lamanites decide to join themselves to the people of God. The inverted ordering of “join . . . the people of God” (25:13) in D' compared with “the people of God . . . joined” (24:26) in D suggests that these elements should be paired together.

			Alma 26 also functions as a frame of the theme of joy for Alma 26–29. John Welch provided the following instructive insight:

			Notice that the word “joy” appears in Ammon’s ecstatic reflection seven times. . . . Another seven–fold expression of complete joy will show up again in Alma 27:17–19, and yet a third time in Alma 29:5, 9, 10, 13, 14, 14, 16. These triple-expressions of joy to the seventh power, along with the many precise word choices in these deeply personal chapters seem far too literarily purposeful and symbolically meaningful to be accidental or unintentional.13

			This structuring can be taken a step further when Alma 28 is taken into consideration. The three seven-fold expressions of joy in Alma 26, 27, and 29 surround a seven-fold use of the words mourning/mourn in Alma 28. The tremendous battle described in Alma 28 was greater than any battle the people had ever known since the time Lehi left Jerusalem, with tens of thousands slain. This resulted in overwhelming mourning, sorrow, and lamentation among all the people. The repeated expressions of joy surrounding this devastating account attempt to soften the grief and sorrow recounted in this episode.

			Summary and Conclusions

			The macro-chiasm has several characteristics that add to its artistic appeal, including distinct framing, multiple inverted parallels, significant repeated phrases only found in matching elements, and an illuminating center that can deepen readers’ appreciation for the legacy left by the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi. It focuses upon their incomparable zeal towards God and their heroic willingness to “suffer death in the most aggravating and distressing manner which could be inflicted by their brethren” (Alma 27:29) because of their faith in Christ.

			The chiasm has readily distinguishable borders in the first matching pair of elements (A and A') formed by the double use of the word distinguished and by the naming of the group of converted Lamanites in each element. Each of the first four matching pairs of elements (A and A', B and B', C and C', and D and D', respectively) have an inverted ordering of key terms in their second occurrence. Multiple such inversions in multiple matching elements strengthen the possibility that these verses were intentionally structured into a chiasm. These inverted phrases include the following:

			
					“Name . . . distinguished . . . called”/ “called . . . distinguished . . . name” (in 23:16–17 and 27:26, in elements A and A', respectively)

					“Sins and murders . . . we have committed”/ “murders and sins we have committed” (three times in 24:9–11 and twice in 27:6,8, in elements B and B', respectively)

					“Destroying the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi”/ “the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi . . . to destroy them” (in 24:20 and 27:2, in elements C and C', respectively)

					“The people of God were joined”/ “join . . . the people of God” (in 24:26 and 25:13, in elements D and D', respectively)

			

			The repeated phrase, “Now when Ammon and his brethren . . . saw . . . to destroy/destruction” in 24:5 and 27:4, is another significant structural marker of the chiasm. It serves to introduce two matching literary units and functions as a signal to the reader to look for parallels in these respective accounts. In the first episode, the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi choose not to make any preparations for war to defend themselves against the soon-to-attack Lamanites. In the second episode, the people decide to flee their homeland to avoid further destruction at the hands of the attacking Lamanites.

			Considering that the center of a chiasm usually represents the climax or turning point, the literary unit at the center of this chiasm at first glance is not the obvious or expected candidate to serve this purpose. Other events transpire within these pages that many would judge more memorable or impactful. There are stirring sermons shared by both King Anti-Nephi-Lehi and Ammon. The people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi are perhaps most well-known for two things—burying their weapons as part of their covenant with God and their willingness to die rather than to commit sin. It makes sense that the theme of martyrdom, this willingness to die for belief in the Lord, would take center stage in the account of this people’s history. A thread of this theme runs throughout the narrative, but it is most concentrated in the central element of the chiasm. This justifies the preeminent position of these verses in the chiasm.

			The acceptance of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi by the Nephites both politically and religiously is another theme woven into the narrative. One role of the central unit is to highlight the parallel experiences of Abinadi and Lamanite believers in the wilderness. This would have provided the Nephites with incredibly strong evidence that the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi were sincere and worthy of being incorporated into the religion Abinadi founded. Once this theme is identified within these chapters, other significant connections become apparent. One such connection is found in Alma 23:18. In this verse, the Anti-Nephi-Lehies are described as “a very industrious people.” The word industrious occurs in only four verses in the Book of Mormon. It is used in 2 Nephi 5:17 to describe Nephi’s people after they separated themselves from Laman and Lemuel. It is also used in Mosiah 23:5 to describe Alma’s people after they separated themselves from Noah. By using this word to describe the Anti-Nephi-Lehies, Mormon intentionally links them to the Nephites in general and to fellow believers specifically.14

			Another significant connection comes at the end of the episode in Alma 27:27. The people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi, now called the people of Ammon, are now “numbered among the people who were of the church of God.” The phrase church of God is key. It first appears in the Book of Mormon in Mosiah 18:17. Alma had baptized over 200 people in the waters of Mormon, “and they were called the church of God.” This phrase next appears in Mosiah 21:30. Limhi’s people “did mourn for the death of Abinadi and also for the departure of Alma and the people that went with him, who had formed a church of God.” By using the phrase church of God, Mormon is linking the people of Ammon with Alma and his followers who first established the church.

			Considerable care and attention have been given to the structure of this unit as shown by the two chiasms it contains that have corresponding central elements. The two chiasms, in Alma 25:5–8 and 25:9–12, respectively, both consist of martyrdom accounts that highlight in their central elements the person or persons’ conversion or belief in the Lord. Mormon also effectively uses the literary device of allusion to pack even more meaning and insight into these verses. Multiple allusions to other martyrdom accounts are provided, both explicitly in the case of Abinadi, and implicitly in the case of what occurred in Ammonihah. In Alma 25:5–7, many Lamanites are converted in the wilderness and are put to death by the remnant of the children of Amulon. These Lamanite martyrs may not have even had the chance to be called or known as people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi since they were slain in the wilderness, but they surely would have thought of themselves as Anti-Nephi-Lehies. Belief in God is the thrice-stated fundamental reason behind the deaths in this central account (25:5, 7, 11), making for a fitting center to the overall chiasm as well. Of the five martyrdom accounts referenced or alluded to in these chapters, either implicitly or explicitly, Lamanite converts are martyred in the first, middle, and last accounts.

			The dramatic account of the people of Anti-Nephi-Lehi helps readers see the Lord’s great mercy in allowing and helping people to change. King Anti-Nephi-Lehi described his own people as “the most lost of all mankind” (24:11), yet they were not beyond hope in the Lord’s eyes, nor beyond the reach of His merciful arm.

			Ammon saw himself and his brethren in a similarly awful situation before being rescued by the Lord. He exclaimed, “Who could have supposed that our God would have been so merciful as to have snatched us from our awful, sinful, and polluted state? Behold, we went forth even in wrath with mighty threatenings to destroy his church” (26:17–18). Yet the Lord did not “consign [them] to an awful destruction” nor “doom [them] to eternal despair” (26:19).

			The sons of Mosiah completely changed their lives. They suffered many afflictions, but they endured their suffering well and became instruments in the Lord’s hands in bringing many of the Lamanites to the knowledge of the truth. This was the first great missionary success that the Nephites had enjoyed among the Lamanites in over 500 years. Their converts, both those who were martyred and those who lived “firm in the faith of Christ, even unto the end” (27:27), left an indelible legacy of faith and sacrifice unparalleled in scripture.

			[image: ]
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			The Flimsiest Show on Earth

			Blake T. Ostler

			Review of Lars Nielsen, How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass: The Second Greatest Show on Earth (Minnetonka, MN: self-pub., 2024). 390 pages. $19.95.

			Abstract: Every so often an anti-Mormon book comes along that lowers the bar for attacks on the faith. How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass is one such work. It relies on speculation, conjecture, and tenuous connections to render, out of whole cloth, a hypothesis for the Book of Mormon’s creation that is almost laughable.

			For those who prefer to jump to the bottom line, I believe it would be a vast understatement to say that How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass1 is one of the worst attempts to explain the existence of the Book of Mormon ever written. Strong words? Perhaps, but the assessment is compounded by it being the most banal book I have ever come across. After reading the book, my first inclination was to conclude that it really doesn’t deserve a formal review. That reaction, however, must be tempered by the glowing reviews and reports by fawning fans evident in some quarters of the online world. Thus, my final decision was to pen this review, in the hopes of helping some unsuspecting reader who may be tempted to invest in the book. (Hint: save your money for something more valuable. Perhaps a ham sandwich.)

			Nielsen is not shy in declaring how amazing his book is. Nielsen presents his “theory” with expansive, unqualified declarations that what he gives us is indisputably true. On the back cover he confidently asserts that his book is the “most comprehensive, evidence-based” explanation and that it is the “true story” of how the Book of Mormon was created. Nielsen even includes an ominous trigger warning:

			Trigger Warning: This book is not written for true-believing Mormons (TBMs). If you are a TBM and you do not yet have a robust support system outside of the Mormon church, do not read this book. If you continue to read it, you accept the responsibility of managing your immediate or eventual faith crisis in a way that will not result in harm to yourself or others. (Back cover)2

			Duly forewarned by this amazing and brazen assessment of the persuasiveness of his own work, Nielsen presents a theory of how the Book of Mormon was created:

			Nephi in The Book of Mormon was to some degree intentionally modeled on (or named after) Kircher’s Barachias Nephi. . . . More than one hundred years after Kircher had passed away, memes from his life and works got into the mind of Dartmouth’s Professor of Oriental Languages (the second link in the Kircherism chain) as he read, translated, and studied the works of the immortal encyclopaedist. Professor [John] Smith transmitted some of those memes to his student, Solomon Spalding (the third link) as part of his graduate-level research and in the form of a fiction that Professor Smith had started but did not publish, fearing that it might injure his reputation as a theological writer. Professor Smith was therefore both a source and an influence on what eventually became The Book of Mormon. After finishing his master’s work, Spalding served as a Dartmouth missionary for ten years, after which he deconstructed his faith and became an atheist. When Professor Smith died in 1809, Spalding decided to finally finish what I now call Stories from Lost Manuscripts Found, which consisted of several nested storylines, including the F, N, J, and M texts. Some or all of these sources ended up in the possession of Sidney Rigdon (the fourth link). (pp. 245–46)

			What we can say definitively is that there is absolutely no evidence at all for any of these supposed “links.” But we can say much more than that. It is demonstrable that the claimed links are extremely improbable given more solid evidence. There is no evidence that John Smith ever heard of Kircher, read Kircher, or even had access to anything written by Kircher. Indeed, Kircher (1751–1809) was almost unknown in scholarship during John Smith’s lifetime and copies of Kircher’s works were extremely rare. Nielsen speculates that perhaps Sidney Rigdon accessed Kircher through John Smith, who was at Dartmouth. But the catalogues of Dartmouth’s library holdings in 1775 and 1825 don’t list any works by Kircher.3 Dartmouth College Library didn’t contain Kircher’s three-volume Oedipus Aegyptiacus or any other works by Kircher during Smith’s lifetime. There were no books by Kircher in the library in 1775, when Smith started teaching at Dartmouth, and there were no books by Kircher in the library in 1825, years after his death. The student society libraries didn’t have any books by Kircher either. Further, the Dartmouth student library also didn’t have any Kircher works.4

			Nielsen relies solely on an 1850 reference in Bibliotheca Sacra and Theological Review as the sole evidence to link John Smith to Kircher (p. 139).5 But Nielsen had access to the 1809 Dartmouth library catalogue showing that Kircher’s works were not present in the Dartmouth library at the time. He claims, without substantiation, that John Smith owned the book and not the library, but allows that his 1850 source may be mistaken:

			It may be that other New England professors mistakenly assumed that the book belonged to Dartmouth when in reality Professor Smith retained ownership, which would explain why it appeared in the census but not in the catalogues. Alternatively, it may have been donated or sold to the school sometime after [Smith’s] second wife died in 1845. Could there be marginalia in this copy (or some other copy of Oedipus Aegyptiacus that would show beyond peradventure that Professor Smith himself had studied it intimately? Further research into the whereabouts and contents of Professor Smith’s personal collection of books is required. (p. 139)

			In other words, Nielsen built his “link” on speculation and, in the process, has fudged the facts and sources. Nielsen fills in historical facts with fictional narratives or “gap filling narrative” to pretend to give us a cozy relationship between John Smith and Solomon Spaulding.6 There is no evidence for Nielsen’s theory except for his sheer creative imagination.

			Further, it is unlikely in extremis that John Smith wrote an unpublished novel about Native American civilizations because no one—except apparently Lars Nielsen—ever knew about it. John Smith’s immediate family and contemporaries clearly knew nothing about any such alleged works. There was not a single work by Kircher in John Smith’s library at the time of his death.7 If he had such a passion for Kircher’s works, as Nielsen posits, then we would expect Smith to at least have something from Kircher. But there is nothing. Nielsen doesn’t provide one iota of evidence to the contrary.

			Moreover, there is no link between Spaulding and John Smith. Solomon Spalding did not engage in “graduate-level research” at Dartmouth as Nielsen claims (p. 246). Spalding’s 1875 AM degree (in modern times, equivalent to an MA degree) was “conferred in course upon a bachelor of science of three years’ standing or more, on payment of $5.”8 But Nielsen doesn’t let a few facts get in the way. He even approvingly cites the work of Rick Behrens, speculating that there is a link between Dartmouth College and Hyrum Smith, who attended Moor’s Indian Charity School, which was associated with Dartmouth (p. 136). No matter how tenuous the link, Nielsen is not above adopting it to fit his narrative.

			There is no evidence that Sidney Rigdon ever knew about either Kircher or John Smith. Nielsen posits that perhaps Rigdon obtained a copy of a missing Spalding manuscript from Patterson’s printing press (pp. 247–50). However, the suggestion that Sidney Rigdon accessed a Spalding manuscript at Patterson’s printing office in Pittsburgh is tenuous; there is simply no evidence that Rigdon was ever there.

			Suggesting that Sidney Rigdon met Joseph Smith before or during the translation process in 1829 is an even greater stretch. The John Whitmer history written in 1831 tells us how Sidney was introduced to the Book of Mormon by Parley P. Pratt, Oliver Cowdery, and Ziba Peterson in 1830.9 John Whitmer was there when Joseph was translating the Book of Mormon and certainly would have known if Sidney Rigdon had been milling about. The history of Rigdon receiving the Book of Mormon is buttressed by Rigdon’s son, John Wickliffe Rigdon, in a lecture composed shortly after his father’s death in 1876:

			Along came Parley Pratt, Oliver Cowdery, and one Ziba Peterson with the Book of Mormon. It was a bound volume and it was the first time Sidney Rigdon ever saw it or ever heard of the man called Joseph Smith. Parley Pratt presented the book to my father in the presence of my mother and my oldest sister, Athalia Rigdon Robinson, who was a young girl of ten years of age. Parley Pratt used to be a Baptist minister and was somewhat acquainted with Sidney Rigdon.10

			John Rigdon, after recounting the conversion and baptism of his father, tells how his father moved to Hiram and then met Joseph Smith. (This occurred in December 1830.)

			[Rigdon] took his family and his little belongings and went to a little town called Hiram, about two and a half miles from Kirtland, and then lived with those people who had been baptized by Parley Pratt and his associates at Kirtland.

			When he had got there with his family, they wished him to go to Palmyra to see Joseph Smith, and he went and saw Joseph at that time, being the first time he ever had seen or met him, and he never saw the Book of Mormon until Parley Pratt presented it to him at Mentor, Ohio. He did not see the plates from which Joseph Smith translated the Book of Mormon, but he talked with him and also the witnesses who saw the plates and helped to write the book as translated by Joseph Smith from the plates. After spending a few days with Joseph Smith, he came back to Hiram firmly convinced that he had found the everlasting gospel to preach to the children of men.11

			Nielsen purports to overcome this gaping hole in his posited chain of transmission by referring to an 1887 article in the Cleveland Plain Dealer written by Ethan Smith’s grandson, Ethan Sanford Smith, speculating about a manuscript that was written by John Smith.12 Nielsen relies on this double hearsay within hearsay by Ethan Smith’s grandson:

			It is true that Spalding was deeply impressed with Professor Smith, but by the time that Spalding received a copy of his unpublished manuscript, neither professed to believe in the pet doctrines that Wheelock had advocated concerning the genealogy of the Native Americans. To be sure, Professor Smith treasured Wheelock as a friend, as an employer, and as a de facto family member (he even named his firstborn son John Wheelock Smith)—and he duly stayed in his academic lane like the humble and obedient servant that he said he was in the closing of his letters. But that doesn’t mean that it wasn’t something of an inside joke between the professor and his star graduate student that Wheelock, too, had a bit too much of the same orthodox scholasticism mediated by dogmatic faith that had doomed both Kircher and Mather.

			Spalding’s story will be told in his own upcoming chapter, but it is enough for now to say that Spalding’s true passion was to be a writer and a storyteller; Professor Smith knew it, and he could not deny it. He believed that Spalding had the laudable and emulous industry that would, with divine grace, qualify him for eminent utility to mankind as both a Dartmouth missionary and as an author, which gave him an inexpressible pleasure. (113–14)

			The problem with Nielsen’s unadulterated speculation is that Ethan Smith and Solomon Spalding were not classmates. Spalding was a student from 1781–1785 and Smith was a student from 1786–1790. Moreover, Nielsen asks us to assume, without evidence, that Ethan Sanford Smith knows all his grandfather’s associations and has detailed knowledge of information passed between them as some sort of family tradition passed down by Ethan Smith, or his son Lyndon, who was at Dartmouth.

			The biggest problem with the John Smith manuscript theory is that John Smith had written in his lectures that he didn’t believe the Americas were peopled by Jews:

			It is almost certain the aboriginal inhabitants of America are not the descendants of Jews, Christians, or Mahometans because no trace of their religions have ever been found among them.13

			It is improbable in extremis that John Smith would pass on a secret and unpublished manuscript describing Jews in America when he held no such belief. John Hamer does a good job showing why the Spaulding theory is not accepted by any recognized historian.14

			Nielsen purports to offer two previously unknown items in his book (the rest is a bad rehash, at best, of theories regarding Solomon Spaulding and Ethan Smith): (1) The supposed use of the name Nephi in Kircher’s writings and (2) supposed parallels between Kircher’s writings and the Book of Mormon. Neither item, when it comes to explaining the Book of Mormon, has even one iota of merit.

			The problem with Nielsen’s assertion that Joseph Smith cribbed the name Nephi through the bewildering maze of “links” that he constructs is that it is impossible. The only place that Kircher uses the name Nephi is in (until recently) unpublished letters to Pietro della Valle between 1628 and 1632, which are now only located in the Vatican archives.15 In published books, the reference is, without exception, to Abenephius the Arab. Nielsen relied on recently published sources that refer to the name “Rabbi Barachias Nephi.” However, the name was not available to Joseph Smith or any other reader in the nineteenth century from anything related to Kircher. As Jason Colavito, the translator of “The Fragments of Abenephius (Rabbi Barachius Nephi),” stated in his introduction to the 2017 translation:

			The Renaissance polymath Athanasius Kircher (1602–1680) was a pioneer in what would become fringe history, exploring Egyptian mysteries, the lost continent of Atlantis, the bones of the Nephilim, and many other extraordinary topics that continue to make up the backbone of the unusual edges of history today. Kircher was enormously learned but not always rigorous in his scholarship. In the 1630s, he claimed to possess a manuscript by Rabbi Barachias Nephi of Babylon (the old name for Cairo) in which the mysteries of Egypt were treated and the key to deciphering Egyptian hieroglyphs could be discovered. No one ever saw the complete manuscript, and so its authenticity cannot be evaluated. No information about the author’s identity has ever been uncovered. Indeed, many have suggested that Kircher was himself the author, fabricating the excerpts from the text.16

			Nielsen apparently ran across the name Nephi and jumped to the conclusion that somehow, somewhere, sometime, knowledge of the manuscript (or concept) of a “Nephi” who had authored a manuscript of the mysteries of Egypt made its way to Joseph Smith. Nielsen thus creates out of whole cloth a tortuous chain of connections to make his case. Unfortunately for Nielsen, the manuscript referring to Nephi from Kircher never existed in print. As Colavito states:

			By the time excerpts from the manuscript saw print in Kircher’s works, the author’s name had been transformed first to Barachias Abenephi and then to Abenephius the Arab, by which name he is conventionally known today. Of the contents of the book, very little is known. A contemporary account said that it was “a little volume by the Rabbi Barachias Nephi, a tract on the history, antiquity, origins, characters, hieroglyphics, religion, and obelisks of the Egyptians.” According to Kircher, the text was called The Book of the Mysteries of Egypt, but at times Kircher refers to excerpts on Judaica as coming from a Book of the Servitude in Egypt and those on religion as deriving from a Book of the Egyptian Religion. The antiquary and astronomer Nicolas-Claude Fabri de Peiresc, who was allowed to see only a page of the manuscript, reported that it contained a section comprising a lexicon of hieroglyphic symbols.17

			Thus, Nielsen’s primary “find” simply falls apart. The use of the name Nephi is completely coincidental. Nielsen intentionally misleads his readers by referring to the speculated translation by Kircher as the “translation of the record of Nephi” (p. 75). But there was never a printed work by Kircher that referred to the name Nephi, nor by Ethan Smith or Spaulding. No writer before Kircher makes reference to Abenephius, and no one after Kircher has ever found the non-existent book or translation speculated into existence by Nielsen.

			Moreover, Abenephius’ identity is not consistent in Kircher’s own work. Originally, he referred to the writer as Rabbi Barachias Nephi of Babylon, and in time he became Abenephius the Arab, a scholar. The only thing that actually remained consistent was the claim that an Arab scholar wrote a treatise on the hieroglyphs of Egypt divining how to interpret them. The interpretations were, in the fragments Kircher preserved, Neoplatonic musings.

			That leaves us with the supposed parallels as the only new relevant information provided by Nielsen. But even the most overactive pattern recognition ability could not identify anything suggested by Nielsen as something constituting either direct or indirect influence. Moreover, the “parallels” are simply contrived. Here are the six “Kircherisms” in the Book of Mormon, as fashioned by Nielsen:

			
					The first character in The Book of Mormon is Nephi, a Jew from a prior millennium, who journeys through Arabia and sails to the promised land of America.

					Nephi is guided by a spiritually magnetic compass, which is a spherical ball made of brass that has pointers, spindles, and writing on its sides. It only works when its holder maintains a state of personal righteousness, which idea is clearly based on Kircher’s concept of spiritual magnetism. The text calls this instrument “the Liahona,” which is undeniably the most well-known magical object in Mormonism.

					Nephi makes use of brass and golden plates, chiseling into them the untold religious history of the New World going back to the Tower of Babel.

					This rather Kircherized history also includes a “rediscovered message of Christianity in the hieroglyphic writings of the Aztecs”—with Jesus Christ showing himself to white Native Americans, who are referred to as Nephites in the text.

					The entire narrative presents itself as having been written in a reformed Egyptian language (due to its supposed efficiency relative to Hebrew).

					Mormon is the eponymous prophet-historian who serves as the chief architect of The Book of Mormon. (p. 46)

			

			Each of these supposed parallels is contrived and rather dishonest. I will address them in order:

			
					There is no Nephi in any work by Kircher that Joseph Smith could have even conceivably had access to. There is no mention of Arabia in the Book of Mormon. Further, Abenephius is not a Jew but an Arab. The entire parallel is based on misrepresenting Kircher as referring to Nephi.

					There is no “spiritually magnetic compass” anywhere in the Book of Mormon. In fact, there is no magnetic anything in the Book of Mormon. The only supposed connection suggested by Nielsen is to a “spiritual magnetism” that simply doesn’t exist anywhere in the Book of Mormon. The Liahona is not regarded as a magical object in the Book of Mormon.

					Kircher doesn’t posit or anywhere suggest a Nephi who utilized gold or brass plates—and his only discussion of anything related to the Tower of Babel is an effort to prove that the notion of Babel is scientifically defensible. Kircher’s treatment of the Tower of Babel never made it in any written source in America other than a footnote.18

					There are no hieroglyphic writings of Aztecs in the Book of Mormon. There is no visit of Christ in any of Kircher’s writings. There are no Nephites in Kircher’s writings.

					Nothing written by Kircher suggests that Hebrews wrote in reformed Egyptian. Indeed, Hebrew is regarded as the primal language by Kircher.

					Neilsen wastes numerous pages musing about references anywhere in Europe, Greece, or America that have anything that sounds like “Morm.”19 There is literally no connection between Mormon and anything written by Kircher. Even Neilsen, who assures that his evidence is so solid that it is faith shaking, admits that: “The antiquated derivation of Mormon . . . may be deemed only a coincidence” (p. 215). Given that Joseph Smith didn’t know Greek or French, it is really all but certain that any such connection is contrived.

			

			Conclusions

			What can we conclude from Nielsen’s self-vaunted work? Absolutely nothing—except perhaps that flights of fancy, speculation, sheer bravado, and self-aggrandizement are not a substitute for actual evidence. Reading the book is a sheer waste of time. Neilsen leads us through supposed connections to explain the existence of the Book of Mormon, connections that are based on a lack of evidence and leaps of logic so great that not even Mike Powell, the world-record long jumper, could make the leap.

			[image: ]

			Blake T. Ostler is head partner in the law firm of The Ostler Legal Advocates. In 1981 he graduated from Brigham Young University with a BA in Philosophy (summa cum laude) and a BS in Psychobiology (magna cum laude). He then graduated in 1985 as a William Leary Scholar from the University of Utah Law School with a JD (cum laude). He did graduate work in neurophilosophy and also the philosophy of law. Blake has published widely on Mormon philosophy in professional academic journals such as Religious Studies (Oxford, England), International Journal for the Philosophy of Religion (Netherlands), and Element: The Journal of the Society for Mormon Philosophy and Theology, as well as Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, Sunstone, BYU Studies, and FARMS Review of Books. He is the author of the multi-volume and award-winning series Exploring Mormon Thought.

			

			
				
						1	.	Lars Nielsen, How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass: The Second Greatest Show on Earth (Minnetonka, MN: self-pub., 2024). In his book, Nielsen chooses to always refer to the Book of Mormon as The Book of Mormon, in italic. In choosing to do so, he indicates his belief that the book is a fiction, as opposed to the Bible, which he never italicizes and, presumably, views as holy scripture. In this review, I have chosen to not refer to the Book of Mormon in the same way as Nielsen does, at least in the title of the book. In any direct quotes from Nielsen’s work, I use his preference of capitalization and italic.


						2	.	The same trigger warning also appears in the front of Nielsen’s book, right under his dedication (p. v).


						3	.	See the relevant library catalogues: for 1775: exhibits.library.dartmouth.edu/s
/CurriculumVitae/item/541; and for 1825: babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=nnc1
.cu55873677&seq=1


						4	.	A Catalogue of Books in Dartmouth College Library (Hanover, NH: C. & W. S. Spear, 1809). Catalogue of the Books Belonging to the Social Friends’ Library at Dartmouth College, October 1831 (Hanover, NH: Thomas Mann, 1831).


						5	.	Nielsen provides a link to the volume: google.ca/books/edition/Bibliotheca
_Sacra_and_Theological_Review/CfkRAAAAYAAJ?hl=en&gbpv=1&dq
=oedipus+aegyptiacus&pg=PA405&printsec=frontcover.


						6	.	Nielsen, How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass, chapters 12 (pp. 157–79) and 18 (pp. 272–89).


						7	.	See drive.google.com/file/d/1_Bsfz2ZnL3qsyvL4_ozIqF7WTqYEoSvs/view.


						8	.	George Ripley and Charles A. Dana, The American Cyclopaedia: A Popular Dictionary of General Knowledge (New York: D. Appleton, 1874), s.v. “Dartmouth College,” archive.org/details/americancyclopd00unkngoog/page
/694/mode/2up. See also, Charles H. Whittier and Stephen W. Stathis, “The Enigma of Solomon Spaulding,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 10, no. 4 (Fall 1977): 70–73, dialoguejournal.com/articles/the-enigma-of
-solomon-spalding-2/#pdf-wrap.


						9	.	“John Whitmer, History, 1831–circa 1847,” p. 1, The Joseph Smith Papers, josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/john-whitmer-history-1831
-circa-1847/5.


						10	.	See Karl Keller, “’I Never Knew a Time When I Did Not Know Joseph Smith’: A Son’s Record of the Life and Testimony of Sidney Rigdon,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 1, no. 4 (1966): 23, dialoguejournal.com
/articles/i-never-knew-a-time-when-i-did-not-know-joseph-smith-a-sons
-record-of-the-life-and-testimony-of-sidney-rigdon/.


						11	.	Keller, “’I Never Knew a Time When I Did Not Know Joseph Smith,’” 24–25.


						12	.	“The Book of Mormon: A Puritan Minister Partly Responsible for Its Production,” Cleveland Plain Dealer (24 April 1887), 10, solomonspalding.com
/Lib/Smth1887.htm.


						13	.	John Smith, Lecture 13, Natural Philosophy Lectures, Dartmouth College, 6 January 1779, quoted in Richard Lyman Bushman, Jospeh Smith: Rough Stone Rolling (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 95. “Smith thought the Indians were most likely descended from Phoenicians . . . and from Scythians and probably others.” Bushman, Rough Stone Rolling, 584n47.


						14	.	John Hamer, “The Spaulding Fable,” By Common Consent (website), 18 July 2009, bycommonconsent.com/2009/07/18/the-spaulding-fable/.


						15	.	See R. Buonanni and A. Kircher, Musaeum Kircherianum sive musaeum a p. Athanasio Kirchero in Collegio Romano Societatis Jesu [. . .] (Rome: Typis Georgii Plachi Caelaturam, 1709), archive.org/details/musaeumkircheria00coll/mode/2up.


						16	.	Jason Colavito, “The Fragments of Abenephius (Rabbi Barachias Nephi),” Jason Colavito (website), 2017, jasoncolavito.com/fragments-of-abenephius
.html.


						17	.	Colavito, “The Fragments of Abenephius (Rabbi Barachias Nephi).”


						18	.	See Athanasius Kircher, Turris Babelonia Sive Archontologia, archive.org
/details/turrisbabelsivea00kirc/page/n5/mode/2up.


						19	.	For musings on the French basis for Mormon, see Nielsen, How the Book of Mormon Came to Pass, 48, 89, 174, 214–16, 220–26, 231. For the Greek basis for the word Mormon, see pp. 214, 222, 225–31.


				

			
		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			“When Ye Shall Rend That Veil of Unbelief”: A Typological Reading 
of Ether 3 and 4

			Matthew Scott Stenson

			Abstract: In the book of Ether, the prophet Moroni “Christianizes” the Jaredite story, inserting extensive Christian elements into an original text that predates the house of Israel, the Nephite nation, and the Christian era. In this paper, a typological and intertextual method is used to show how Moroni uses the words of Christ in Ether 3 and 4 to exhort his Gentile readers to embrace the Nephite record when it is manifest to them that they might receive even greater things (divine truths). Specifically, Moroni uses the brief account of the brother of Jared atop Mount Shelem to illustrate how Gentiles may “rend the veil of unbelief” and gain perfect knowledge of all things ever revealed. As the Lord revealed his finger to the brother of Jared, so also the Book of Mormon, itself a portion of the word of the Lord, will come forth to try their faith. Those Gentiles who believe and come to know with perfectness of its truthfulness are positioned to lay hold of even greater things than these through Christ. The value of this reading is to clarify Moroni’s effort to adapt the early Jaredite history to a later event—the coming forth of the Book of Mormon and its implications.

			Most Latter-day Saints are familiar with the account of the brother of Jared in the book of Ether. At the time of the Tower of Babel and the confusion of the languages, the Jaredites were led by the Lord through a wilderness across the raging deep and into a western land of promise. In order to light the vessels in which they would travel over (and under) these seas, the brother of Jared “molten out of a rock sixteen small stones” (Ether 3:1). With these stones, he approaches the Lord in prayer and obtains an unparalleled theophany of Jehovah. The brother of Jared, the spiritual leader of this pre-Israelite remnant, enters into the veil and is taught about all things pertaining to Earth and its inhabitants. This event speaks to the character of this man. The brother of Jared is an example of profound humility and mighty faith. His story is taught to our children and elsewhere rehearsed in our Sunday School classrooms. Many laymen and scholars view the account as a temple text. What may be less well understood is how Moroni creatively may use this story of one man’s efforts to obtain the help of the Lord, in order to make a significant point about the sacred record that he and his father have spent their lives preparing. Moroni uses the words of the Lord Jesus Christ in the brother of Jared’s story in Ether 3 and 4 to exhort the Gentiles (and all those who would have the record) to receive the Book of Mormon in faith that they might also come to a knowledge of the Lord and even greater divine truths than those contained in the part or portion of the word of the Lord synonymous with the Nephite record. In Moroni’s conception, the finger of the Lord, which was made manifest to the brother of Jared, may be seen as a type of the Nephite record manifest to the Gentiles.

			Many persons who study and teach about the brother of Jared’s journey to the promised land like to consider his unusual faith and his mountaintop encounter with the pre-mortal Christ. Elder Jeffery R. Holland has notably written about these matters.1 Others have taken a more symbolic and devotional approach to the general story, including the mountaintop theophany.2 Additionally, scholars such as Joseph M. Spencer,3 Charles Swift,4 Frank Judd,5 and Rosalynde Frandsen Welch6 have also discussed, from their various academic perspectives, the special mountaintop encounter and the account of the brother of Jared in Ether. It is not surprising that some of these commentators find it fascinating that this nameless man of unusual faith received such an unparalleled revelation of the Lord, one apparently greater than any before him (see Ether 3:9, 15). What this bold claim accompanying the narrative may mean is yet unclear given that Adam, Enoch, and likely Noah all walked and talked with God face-to-face. One wonders how the brother of Jared’s experience could rival or even surpass theirs. Of those astute readers who have examined the story’s theological implications and the book of Ether more comprehensively, Welch’s work intersects most directly with this current project.

			In 2020, as part of a larger set of theological works sponsored by the Neal A. Maxwell Institute, Welch published a brief but thoughtful book on the writings of Ether as abridged by the prophet Moroni. In it she makes a number of observations in her elegant prose style. Following Grant Hardy’s earlier conclusions, she demonstrates that Moroni “overwrites” or transforms Ether’s record.7 That is, without much regard for the Jaredite history per se, Welch asserts that Moroni employs the Jaredite writings to his later Christian purpose. According to her, Moroni’s purpose is to Christianize those former Jaredite writings in his effort to invite a later Gentile audience to faith in Christ. Welch explores the ethics of scriptural appropriation and authority and other related theological concerns in her larger argument. In the end, she advocates for a “reader-centered theology of scripture.”8 Where her project overlaps with my own is atop Shelem. Welch reads the story of the brother of Jared metaphorically, much as I do. She describes the sixteen stones presented to the Lord to represent the weakness and luminosity of the Book of Mormon itself. There is some warrant for this reading in the general Nephite record (see Ether 12:27; Mormon 8:16). However, her claims seem to break down as she discusses the suggestive nature of the finger of the Lord in the repurposed Jaredite account.

			In chapter 4 of her work on Ether, Welch develops her reading of the sixteen stones and finger of the Lord, laying emphasis on the readers’ role in ultimately receiving the Book of Mormon in the spirit of faith and charity. She attempts to reframe how we see the brother of Jared’s encounter with the Lord by wishing to compare it (and its narrative elements) to the “sufficiency of scripture.”9 It is in this context that Welch compares stones to scripture. The small stones, she explains, are suggestive of Moroni’s weak offering of his writing that can and will be made strong by receptive readers (see Ether 12:27). Even though this, in theory, is justified by the text as she notes, the stones in this case seem to me not to convey what she supposes. My greater concern, since stones and scripture can be and are associated in the larger Nephite record (see Jacob 4:15–18; Alma 37:23; Mormon 8:16), has to do with Welch’s reading of the veil-encounter atop Mount Shelem as it pertains to the divine finger of the Lord. Welch extends her original stone-book metaphor to include the finger of the Lord and its equivalency with the Nephite record itself. She posits that the divine finger of the Lord may also be suggestive of weakness, although this does not appear to be borne out by the text. Welch’s reading of the physical elements in the account—stones and finger—is interesting but ultimately seems to be somewhat off target.

			In the present study, a slightly different approach will be taken to the story of the brother of Jared. Instead of taking a devotional/symbolic or a metaphorical/theological approach to the important Jaredite story, the account will be read intertextually and typologically. The primary distinction between the devotional approach and this approach is that the first is an example of eisegesis (importing into the text a personal application or meaning) while the second is an example of exegesis (an attempt to extrapolate from the text the author’s intended meaning). And the primary distinction between the metaphorical or theological approach and this approach is that this reading is not only comparative or contingent but time bound. I will take no interest in the sixteen small stones mentioned in the account, but will provide a new reading of the divine finger of the Lord that seems borne out by the story itself, by Moroni’s editorial commentary, and other scriptures from elsewhere in the Nephite record that bear on it. In contrast to Welch’s thoughtful reading, I will attempt to demonstrate that the finger of the Lord, rather than being suggestive of divine weakness (i.e. incarnation), and the Nephite record may be seen as a divine part or portion of a larger promised fulness of scripture and sacred experience.

			To proceed with this endeavor, I will primarily depend on the words of Jesus Christ as recorded by Moroni in Ether 3 and 4. Using an intertextual and typological approach, the hope is to suggest that Moroni includes this specific history of the brother of Jared to enable him, in part, to make a larger point about the reception of the Book of Mormon and the reception of still much greater things. Moroni apparently undertakes this project to repurpose the Jaredite account at the behest of the Lord who has commanded him to do so. Accordingly, the brother of Jared’s personal encounter with Jehovah is presented in a creative way to assign it general implications for the receipt of the Nephite record by the Gentiles. In brief, Welch and I have a similar understanding of why the mountaintop encounter was included, but understand the narrative detail of the divine finger of the Lord distinctly and, thus to a degree, the story’s purpose differently.

			Intertextuality and Typology as Exegetical Methods

			Before proceeding, it may be helpful to clarify my choice of diction before defining intertextuality and typology. In this study, I will deliberately refer to lesser and greater things, not to be vague, but because the words thing or things are, as Welch points out, consistently deployed in the Nephite record when referring to their sacred writings.10 That said, both intertextuality and typology rely on sequence, unlike metaphor, which does not depend on sequence. Intertextuality represents the interplay that exists between two or more texts, whether of the same general time period or across dissimilar time periods. When an earlier text seems to influence either a later one or one contemporary with it, their interplay is said to be intertextual. However, intertextuality may not require the influence of only one text upon another. It could be that a more remote or obscure third text may influence both, or one or both may be shaped apart from each other by translation or redaction to be similar by intent or even without intent. In the most straightforward interactive exchange, the associations of the former text are by implication transferred and recast in the light of the new text. When intertextuality occurs within a single work, then technically the relation may be characterized as intratextual. I will not make a distinction here between intertextual and intratextual, however, to keep the substance of this study accessible. An example of an intertextual relationship that may be familiar to the reader is when Nephi directly or indirectly alludes to, comments upon, and even overwrites or repurposes Isaiah’s writings. In short, and simply put, intertextuality describes “the relationship between texts.”11

			Like intertextuality when concerned with the question of sequence and influence, typology is time-bound, but it works differently. That is, broadly speaking, typology describes how one person, place, or thing foreshadows another person, place, or thing. The original person, place, or thing is called the type. The later person, place, or thing that the type anticipates is the antitype. To read typologically is then to consider how one person, place, or thing is suggestive of another earlier or later in time. For instance, the law of Moses foreshadowed the redemption of Jesus Christ. The law of Moses in this case was the type and the Redeemer’s sacrifice for us was the antitype. Usually, the antitype is understood to be greater in value than the type.12 As this last example demonstrates, a type in biblical text “foreshadow[s] the substance of Christian realities.”13 Typology usually culminates in Christ, a figure greater in value than those types and shadows that only suggest his redemptive work. However, as indicated, a broader sort of type may be a “person or thing symbolizing or exemplifying the defining characteristics of something.”14 It is this broader and less specific definition of typology (devoid of the question of relative value and messianism) that will be of most use going forward. I do not wish to complicate Moroni’s repurposing of Ether’s writings any more than is necessary.

			One might wonder what the usefulness of these standard methods of reading literature/scripture would be in understanding the Jaredite record and the editorial commentary of Moroni. First of all, Grant Hardy has shown that Moroni has a strong propensity to borrow from earlier prophets when he develops his own message.15 His authorial habit is often to invoke directly or indirectly the words and teachings of those who came before. Sometimes Moroni explicitly signals the integration of another’s words/voice. When reading Moroni, the student of the scriptures must be alert to his tendency to allude to or echo his prophetic predecessors. As for the presence of typology in the Book of Mormon, and especially in Moroni’s writings, there is ample evidence that the Nephites were aware of this kind of written representation. Nephi (2 Nephi 11:4), Abinadi (Mosiah 13:10), and Alma (Alma 37:45) all understand salvation history and scriptural typologically, as does Moroni. For instance, in Ether 13, Moroni enters into a typological comparison:

			For as Joseph brought his father down into the land of Egypt, even so he died there; wherefore, the Lord brought a remnant of the seed of Joseph out of the land of Jerusalem, that he might be merciful unto the seed of Joseph that they should perish not, even as he was merciful unto the father of Joseph that he should perish not. (Ether 13:6–7)

			In this comparison, Moroni paraphrases Ether’s prophecies. He associates Joseph’s bringing Jacob into Egypt so he would not perish (the type) to the “seed of Joseph” being brought out of Jerusalem so that they would not perish (the antitype). The typological relationship is established by Moroni when he employs parallel ideas (i.e. “Joseph brought his father down” = “the Lord brought a remnant of the seed of Joseph out”). These parallel words and ideas are signaled in this case when Moroni uses words and phrases such as as and even as, hence they are in italic above. (Since we have no way of knowing otherwise, I assume that these ultimately unnecessary words—a type need not be signaled by the use of such words—are Moroni’s words and not his translator’s words). This one example (there are others) suggests that reading history and scriptural accounts of that history typologically came naturally enough to Moroni, as it did to others centuries before him.16 Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that he may also in his own writings and editorial shaping of Ether develop an intertextually sophisticated and typologically interesting account of the brother of Jared in Ether 3 and 4.

			The Words of Jesus Christ in Ether 3

			Ether 3 begins with the brother of Jared fashioning “white and clear” stones which he did transport by hand “upon the top of the mount” (Ether 3:1). Once at the summit of Shelem, the brother of Jared, with the stones presumably before him, offers a humble but bold intercessory prayer. In the prayer, he acknowledges the great distance between heaven and earth and between his people and God, and yet he confidently requests that the Lord collapse that distance and touch the stones he prepared. The brother of Jared says, “I know that thou canst do whatsoever thou wilt for the benefit of man; therefore touch these stones, O Lord, with thy finger, and prepare them that they may shine forth in darkness” (Ether 3:4). He follows this request with another statement affirming his strong confidence in the Lord’s capacity: “Behold, O Lord, thou canst do this. We know that thou art able to show forth great power, which looks small unto the understanding of men” (v. 5).

			It is here, when the brother of Jared speaks these words in faith,17 that the “Lord stretches forth his hand and touches the stones one by one with his finger” (v. 6). In order for this man to behold the finger of the Lord, “the veil was taken from off [his] eyes” (v. 6). What follows in Moroni’s account is a dialogue between this man and his Maker. Ultimately, the brother of Jared learns through this encounter (and other subsequent encounters) of greater things than he ever had. His soul is redeemed, and he sees the Lord and the inhabitants of the earth. Thus, he receives by stages a revelation of all things. These visions are recorded and will yet come forth (see 2 Nephi 27:7–8, 10–11, 21–22).18

			In Ether 3, the brother of Jared does not only receive a special personal blessing but, crucially to Moroni’s project, he learns from Christ that the Lord has a work to do for the benefit of future generations. Christ announces to this man, “Behold, I am he who was prepared from the foundation of the world to redeem my people. Behold, I am Jesus Christ. . . . In me shall all mankind have life, and that eternally, even as many as shall believe on my name; and they shall become my sons and my daughters” (3:14; see also Moroni 7:19, 26, 48). Following his instruction to the brother of Jared, the Lord therefore commands him to “treasure up the things which ye have seen and heard, and show it [the record] to no man” (3:21). The Lord promises this man that he “will cause in [his] own due time that these stones shall magnify to the eyes of men these things which ye shall write” (v. 24). The Lord emphatically exhorts the brother of Jared to “Write these things and seal them up; and I will show them in my own due time unto the children of men” (v. 27).19 Here, it seems clear that the record that Moroni abridges for his audience (Ether’s writings) suggests to Moroni’s mind a type of his own mission to add to and conclude his father’s record.

			Accordingly, Moroni gives his readers just enough of the Lord’s words to the brother of Jared to perceive his (Moroni’s) own story. As the brother of Jared prayed for his people (vv. 2–3), he was visited by the Lord and learned that he should “seal . . . up” that record which would come forth in a later generation, including its interpreters (vv. 22–23, 27). Due to the details of chapter 3, it would be hard to imagine that Moroni would not perceive a connection to his predecessor, since Moroni’s commission was to also seal up a record with its interpreters. Hence, it seems reasonable to suggest that Moroni uses the parallel to teach his readers about the role of the Book of Mormon as a harbinger of greater things to come.

			Moroni’s commentary on the Lord’s words to the brother of Jared atop Shelem is instructive, edifying, and typologically rich. He establishes at least two important points. First, Moroni apparently sees a typological relationship between the brother of Jared’s significant personal experience and his own people’s collective experience as recounted in 3 Nephi. The Lord, Moroni explains, “ministered unto [this man,] even as he ministered unto the Nephites” (vv. 17–18). The Lord did this and also showed “many great works” unto him that he might know that “he [Christ] was God” (v. 18). Second, Moroni appears to frame his larger discussion about the brother of Jared’s encounter with the Lord using concepts similar to those found in the writings of Alma, the son of Alma (see Alma 32:21).

			Moroni explores in the account the relationship between the word of knowledge (the word of promise), faith, and “perfect knowledge.” These same terms are of interest to Alma. For him, faith is exercised in the word and then, if nourished, the word can become perfect knowledge of all things. Moroni’s words have two similarities with Alma’s account: 1) both speak of the dormancy of faith, a rather unusual concept (Alma 32:34; Ether 19); and 2) both speak of the relationship between faith and “perfect knowledge.” The phrase perfect knowledge is mostly unique to the Book of Mormon (though it is used in a different sense in Acts 24:24, speaking of the “more perfect knowledge”). The phrase perfect knowledge appears twelve times in that record, but faith and perfect knowledge only appear in proximity to each other in the writings of Alma and Moroni (Alma 32:21, 26, 29; Ether 3:20; and Moroni 7:15–17). Jacob’s earliest uses of the phrase perfect knowledge do not appear in the same epistemological context. That is, only Alma and Moroni demonstrate how faith in truth/promises leads to the acquisition of perfect understanding.

			In Ether 3, Moroni, as mentioned, extracts a typological lesson for his Gentile readers to be gleaned from the man’s encounter with the pre-mortal Jehovah. Moroni’s framing language is as follows:

			And because of the knowledge of this man he could not be kept from beholding within the veil; and he saw the finger of Jesus, which, when he saw, he fell with fear; for he knew [with perfectness] that it was the finger of the Lord; and he had faith no longer, for he knew, nothing doubting,20

			Wherefore, having this perfect knowledge of God, he could not be kept from within the veil21; therefore he saw Jesus; and he did minister unto him. . . .

			For he had said unto him [brother of Jared] in times before, that if he would believe in him [or on his words] that he could show unto him all things—it [all things] should be shown unto him; therefore the Lord could not withhold anything from him, for he knew that the Lord could show him all things. (3:19–20, 26)22

			In Moroni’s commentary, which is placed between the Lord’s speeches in Ether 3, he focuses his Gentile reader on the question of epistemology: how the brother of Jared went from having little—a word of promise—to receiving an abundance of actual revelation and knowledge. Moroni suggests that faith (or belief) is based on knowledge of the promises of God (which are also obtained through faith). Once the brother of Jared beheld the “finger of the Lord,” his knowledge of that thing (the Lord’s basic reality) became “perfect,” which enabled the brother of Jared ultimately to behold Jesus Christ and receive instruction from him in “all things” (Ether 3:25–26). Thus, whereas Jesus pointed the brother of Jared to his (Jesus’s) redemptive work and his (the brother of Jared’s) recordkeeping, Moroni similarly seeks to describe how redemption can come by means of one nation’s revelation,23 particularly if that portion of revelation is according to earlier promises. The “finger of the Lord” in Moroni’s typological formulation may represent the Book of Mormon, a revealed portion of the Lord’s word. That which follows will lay out why that may be.

			In that connection, it may be helpful to say something about the associations between the Holy of Holies and its covering veil as well as the word of God. As indicated, many laymen and scholars have seen a relationship between the brother of Jared’s encounter and the Latter-day Saint temple experience. For instance, M. Catherine Thomas has connected the name of the mountain called Shelem to temple ritual and fellowship with God. She has also compared the sixteen stones to the Urim and Thummim and speculated that two of them were instrumental in bringing forth additional “spiritual light” as the Jaredite interpreters.24

			It may be instructive to consider the Hebrew word debir. This word has associations with terms such as oracle, shrine, and the “innermost part of the sanctuary,” places from which divine words originate.25 Further, dabar, closely related to debir, has associations with terms such as speech, discourse, sayings, commandments, prophecy, utterance, sentence, discourse, event, way, manner, cause, act, book, communication, message, oracle, part, portion, power, promise, sign, spoken, talk, tidings, or work.26 In the New Testament, we also learn that Christ, John’s “Word . . . made flesh” (see 1:14), is likened to the temple veil itself (see Hebrews 10:20). These connections suggest that Moroni may have conceived of the finger of the Lord reaching from the Holy Place (on Shelem) through the veil as not distinct from the coming forth of the word of God to his audience and their subsequent ability to “rend [the] veil of unbelief” (Ether 4:15).

			Additionally, it appears that Moroni—a careful student of 2 Nephi 3 as Grant Hardy has demonstrated27—would have linked the phrase “by the finger of mine own hand” (v. 17) to the coming forth of the Book of Mormon. This is plausible because in 2 Nephi 3, a typological comparison is fashioned by Joseph of Egypt between the record that Moses was to bring forth from Sinai to his displaced people and the Nephite record that would yet come forth as a “spokesman” unto showing forth the power of God unto future generations. It turns out that not only power, but judgment and spokesman are yet other associations with the Hebrew term dabar (see 2 Nephi 3:17–18). Accordingly, Ether 12 (a chapter that also interacts with the account of the brother of Jared) treats the word of God—the forthcoming Nephite record—and the privilege, after receiving that “trial of . . . faith,” of entering into his full divine presence within the veil (Ether 12:6).

			In summary, then, Moroni finds many parallels between past events and texts with his own project. The suggestiveness of his project can be complexly understood, as demonstrated, but primarily he appears to see himself as preparing a record that anticipates the reception of greater things, including divine truths and sacred experiences.

			The Words of Jesus Christ in Ether 4

			These seemingly disparate threads of thought—the Lord’s focus on the brother of Jared and his forthcoming record, and Moroni’s focus on the Gentiles and his forthcoming record—come together in Ether 4, where we receive yet more of the words of Jesus Christ. About five verses into Ether 4, Moroni recounts the likely source of his typological conception. The “greater things” of the brother of Jared’s record once held in reserve from the world, “until after Christ should show himself unto his people,” were, after their “dwindle[ing] in unbelief,” to be withheld from the Gentiles. This withholding would be “until the day that they shall repent of their iniquity, and become clean before the Lord” (Ether 4:3). Here are the words of Jesus Christ as recorded by Moroni:

			They [writings of the brother of Jared] shall not go forth unto the Gentiles until the day that they shall repent of their iniquity and become clean before the Lord.

			And in that day that they shall exercise faith in me, saith the Lord, even as the brother of Jared did, that they may become sanctified in me, then will I manifest unto them the things which the brother of Jared saw, even to the unfolding unto them, all my revelations, saith, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Father of the heavens and earth, and all things that in them are. (Ether 4:6–7)

			At this point, the Lord transitions from speaking of the coming forth of the writings of the brother of Jared and concentrates on the lesser portion of the word that would come in and through the Nephites. In other words, if the Lord has just said that the greater things will come forth when the Gentiles develop faith like unto the brother of Jared, he now describes the instrument to try their faith before that greater revelation opens. Here are the Lord’s words:

			And he that will contend against the word of the Lord, let him be accursed; and he that shall deny these things [Nephite record], let him be accursed; for unto them will I show no greater things, saith Jesus Christ; for I am he who speaketh.

			And at my command the heavens are opened and are shut; and at my word the earth shall shake; and at my command the inhabitants thereof shall pass away, even so as by fire.

			And he that believeth not my words believeth not my disciples; and if it so be that I do not speak [in and through this record], judge ye; for ye shall know that it is I that speaketh, at the last day. (Ether 4:8–10)

			This final verse returns us to Ether 3:19, a verse that focuses Moroni’s readers on the process of going from faith in the Lord’s promises to perfect knowledge of a portion of the Lord’s body (his finger) and a full and complete revelation of himself or his body. It is here where we see Moroni typologically equating the finger of the Lord with the Nephite record.

			And because of the knowledge of this man he could not be kept from beholding within the veil; and he saw the finger of Jesus, which, when he saw, he fell with fear; for he knew that it was the finger of the Lord; and he had faith no longer for he knew, nothing doubting.

			Wherefore having this perfect knowledge, he could not be kept from within the veil; therefore he saw Jesus; and he did minister unto him. (Ether 3:19–20)

			The Lord’s words in Ether 4:6–12 suggest that Moroni equates the Nephite record, the initial and smaller part of the “word of the Lord” that would bring his people to “repent of their iniquity, and become clean before [him],” with the finger of the Lord. Whereas he appears to equate their sanctification and their receiving his vision of all things with the more full and complete record of the brother of Jared (see also Moroni 10:32–33; Doctrine and Covenants 10:52).

			For the Lord said unto me [Moroni]: They [greater things] shall not go forth unto the Gentiles until the day that they shall repent of their iniquity, and become clean before the Lord.

			And in that day that they shall exercise faith in me, saith the Lord, even as the brother of Jared did, that they may become sanctified in me, then will I manifest unto them the things which the brother of Jared saw, even to the unfolding unto them all my revelations, saith Jesus Christ, the Son of God. . . .

			And he that will contend against the word of the Lord, let him be accursed; and he that shall deny these [lesser] things, let him be accursed; for unto them will I show no greater things, saith Jesus Christ, for I am he who speaketh. (Ether 4:6–8)

			It is significant that those who receive that lesser part of the whole—the scriptural equivalent of the finger of Jesus and a witness of it (Ether 4:11)—are promised in the above passage a more complete and perfect knowledge: “then will I manifest unto them the things which the brother of Jared saw, even to the unfolding unto them all my revelations” (Ether 4:7).

			Similarly, the finger of the Lord in the account recorded in Ether was seen as a result of faith in earlier promises and it, once seen, emboldened the man, standing at the veil, to ask for a greater measure of light and truth. It is as if the finger was the fulfillment of promises and the harbinger of the opening of the temple veil. The lesser portion prepared the brother of Jared for the greater fulness. It will be remembered that the brother of Jared first boldly asked for the Lord to condescend to touch the stones and then upon his doing so with his finger he courageously asked the Lord to show himself in full measure. He received that which had been promised (part) and only then dared to ask for more (whole), according to the further promises of the Lord.

			With this particular reading of the brother of Jared’s encounter at the veil, there are at least two additional items to keep in mind. First, it is Mormon, Moroni’s father and mentor, who said that Jesus commanded him to write only the “lesser part” of the Nephite history in his account to “try [the] faith” of his latter-day audience (3 Nephi 26:8–11). He says in 3 Nephi 26 that “according to the words of . . . Jesus” that when “these things” would come forth among the Gentiles they would, in effect, act for them as a trial of faith. But, he says, if they believe these things then the “greater things [would] be made manifest unto them”:

			And these things have I [Mormon] written, which are a lesser part of the things which he taught the people; and I have written them to the intent that they may be brought again unto this people, from the Gentiles, according to the words which Jesus has spoken.

			And when they shall receive this [Nephite record], which is expedient that they should have first, to try their faith, and if it shall so be that they shall believe these things then shall the greater things be made manifest unto them.

			And if it so be that they will not believe these things, then shall the greater things be withheld from them, unto their condemnation.

			Behold, I was about to write them all which were engraven upon the plates of Nephi, but the Lord forbade it, saying: I will try the faith of my people. (3 Nephi 26:8–11)

			It is seemingly with this in mind and Jesus’s other instructions to Mormon that Moroni ingeniously conceives of using the history of the brother of Jared to teach the concept that lesser part leads to greater whole. The brother of Jared saw the finger of the Lord. When he did, he was then asked, “Believest thou the words which I shall speak?” (Ether 3:11). He responded in the affirmative and, as mentioned, was shown all things. This appears to be a type for us. If we receive the Book of Mormon in faith, though it represents a “lesser portion of the word,” and believe in Christ as revealed through it, we will become emboldened to ask for and receive additional light and knowledge as we figuratively stand before the veil (see Alma 12:9–11).28 With this book before us that is figuratively “flesh and blood” (Ether 3:6–9), or physical evidence of the work of the Lord in our day, we will learn to be purified and sanctified. In other words, we will obtain power to “rend that veil of unbelief” as did the brother of Jared (Ether 4:15).

			Finally, this reading of Ether 3 and 4 seems acceptable for one other reason. When Moroni first invokes the faith-unto-perfect-­knowledge framework that we associate with Alma 32 to help us understand how we may lay hold of more, he uses the phrase, “nothing doubting” (Ether 3:19). The phrase represents the perfect knowledge obtained by the brother of Jared suggesting that the Lord had tangibly kept his former promises and therefore would yet fulfill all his words to him (3:20). The phrase nothing doubting is rare in scripture and appears, in the context of the Book of Mormon, to be unique to Moroni.29 The inverse of the phrase, doubting nothing is also rarely used in scripture (Ether 3:19; Acts 11:12). However, it is used twice within the space of a few chapters by Moroni when discussing how one may come to know that the Nephite record is true (Mormon 9:21, 25, 27). Upon seeing the “finger of Jesus,” Moroni tells us, the brother of Jared “knew, nothing doubting.” Moroni uses the inverse phrase, doubting nothing, a few pages earlier when he admonishes his Gentile reader to “ask the Father in the name of Christ” if these things are not true (Mormon 9:21; see Moroni 10:3–5). Turns out that this promise in Mormon 9:21 is Moroni’s adaptation of Jesus’s earlier words to his Nephite disciples: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature. . . . And whosoever shall believe in my name, doubting nothing, unto him will I confirm all my words, even unto the ends of the earth” (Mormon 9:22, 25; see also Mark 16:15).

			Conclusion: Jesus’s Final Invitation Focuses on the Name of Christ

			This brings us full circle since Jesus’s words in Ether 3 went well beyond blessing the brother of Jared personally. Similar to how they are recorded, Jesus had in mind much more when he visited the brother of Jared atop Shelem than bestowing a blessing on one man. After blessing him he said, “Behold, I am Jesus Christ. . . . In me shall all men have life, and that eternally, even they who shall believe on my name; and they shall become my sons and daughters” (Ether 3:14). Jesus points out in Ether 4 that in our Gentile context to believe on his name is to receive him through the Book of Mormon. Hence his final invitation to all those who would receive the Nephite record:

			At my command the heavens are opened and are shut. . . . He that will not believe my words [Nephite record] will not believe me—that I am; and he that will not believe me will not believe my Father who sent me. For behold, I am the Father, I am the light, and the life, and truth of the world. (Ether 4:9, 12)

			Then the Lord makes this passionate invitation to all people:

			Come unto me [through this record first], O ye Gentiles, and I will [then] show unto you the greater things, the knowledge which is hid up because of unbelief.

			Come O ye house of Israel [through this record] and it shall [then] be made manifest unto you how great things the Father hath laid up for you, from the foundation of the world; and it hath not come unto you because of unbelief.

			Behold when ye shall rend the veil of unbelief which doth cause you to remain in your awful state of wickedness, and hardness of heart, and blindness of mind, then shall the great and marvelous things which have been hid up from the foundation of the world from you [be manifested]—yea when ye shall call upon the Father in my name, with a broken heart and contrite spirit, then shall ye know that the Father hath remembered the covenant which he made unto your fathers, O house of Israel.30

			[W]hen ye see these things, ye shall know that the time is at hand when they shall be manifest in very deed.

			Therefore, when ye receive this record ye may know that the work of the Father has commenced upon all the face of the land. (Ether 4:13–17)

			According to Moroni’s account, Jesus ends his words of invitation in Ether 4—teaching his gospel (repentance, faith, and baptism) as contained throughout the prophesied record—“unto all [the] ends of the earth” (vv. 18–19). The Lord in these final authoritative remarks returns to his earlier declaration where he announced that “who[soever] shall believe in my name . . . shall become my sons and daughters” (Ether 3:14). Again, in Ether 4:17–18, the Lord’s focus is on believing in and being faithful unto his name and receiving his gospel covenant that the believer might “be lifted up to dwell in the kingdom prepared for him from the foundation of the world” (4:18–19). The Lord’s powerful teachings end with this authoritative seal: “And behold it is I that hath spoken it. Amen” (4:19).

			The Lord’s words in Ether 3 and 4 may be intertextually and typologically understood. The type appears to have originated with the Lord himself. It also has some support in the writings of Alma and Mormon. However, it is the story of the brother of Jared that makes it clear that as the Lord blessed him first with the sight of his finger (a part or portion of his body)31 and later with the sight of his whole body and of all things, even so the Lord has commenced his work in the last days. He has done so by revealing a smaller portion of his word first that the ends of the earth might, through increased faith and because of the revealed record, be encouraged to seek for even greater things than these.32 And significantly, that initial smaller portion of the word of the Lord that has come forth, as in the brother of Jared’s account, is according to the previous promises of the Lord.

			The Book of Mormon both came by faith and also constitutes evidence that the Lord has “set his hand again a second time to recover his people” (2 Nephi 21:11). It is a sign that all the covenants, promises, and prophecies that have not yet come to pass are soon to be fulfilled (3 Nephi 15:6–8; 29:1–3). If the Book of Mormon and its central figure, Jesus Christ, are received and believed in, the day will come when the Holy Spirit confirms to the heart of the believer that the record (antitype) is true (Ether 4:11). Through the Holy Spirit this perfect knowledge will tend to increase our faith in the remaining promises, and we will have power with God to “rend the veil” that the day of salvation will be fully ushered in and Satan will be bound (2 Nephi 30:18). This anticipated day of more perfect knowledge will come in stages and only as we, as did the brother of Jared, exercise strong faith and seek for greater blessings. In that day, “the earth shall be full of the knowledge of Lord as the waters cover the sea” (2 Nephi 30:15–18). The commencement of this flood of perfect knowledge is the sudden appearance of the Book of Mormon as a divine, material reality to this dispensation to try each individual’s faith.
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			The Lamb of God: A Note on the Significance of Meir Bar-Ilan’s Paper 
for Latter-day Saints

			Jeff Lindsay

			Abstract: Dr. Meir Bar-Ilan’s paper, “The Heavenly Lamb, Sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar, and the Song of the Lamb,” appearing concurrently in Interpreter, is a welcome contribution from a noted Jewish scholar. Bar-Ilan has called the world’s attention to a remarkable Hebrew manuscript with origins in antiquity, Words of Gad the Seer. Those interested in the relationship between Jewish texts and Latter-day Saint scriptures may also wish to compare the findings in Bar-Ilan’s paper with treatments of the Lamb of God in the Book of Mormon and the Book of Moses.

			The Interpreter Foundation is pleased to publish, immediately following my comments, an article by Professor Meir Bar-Ilan,1 a widely recognized scholar from a noted Israeli university, Bar-Ilan University. The university, founded in 1955, was named after his grandfather, Rabbi Meir Bar-Ilan, a prominent figure in Jewish education and in the rise of Israel. Professor Bar-Ilan’s work on an ancient Hebrew text, the long-overlooked manuscript known as Words of Gad the Seer,2 may be of particular value to Latter-day Saints. It has resonance with many themes of interest to the Restoration and to students of the Book of Mormon. Words of Gad the Seer has roots in antiquity and was preserved by a colony of Jews in Cochin, India. I have previously reviewed Bar-Ilan’s translation of the text and offered reasons why it ought to be considered a blessing by Latter-day Saints.3

			After learning of potential Latter-day Saint interest in Words of Gad the Seer through Interpreter: A Journal of Latter-day Saint Faith and Scholarship, Professor Bar-Ilan kindly contributed an article on a particular aspect of Words of Gad the Seer—the role of the Lamb of God mentioned in the first of fourteen chapters, including the significance of the “song of the Lamb.” It was a genuine delight to work with Dr. Bar-Ilan during our peer-review process. I was deeply touched that he spent time to bring this paper to us while living in adverse circumstances in Israel with regular rocket attacks and tragedies suffered by people in his community. He has continued with courage and hope as he seeks to help us appreciate the value of an important Hebrew text. I am greatly thankful for this kindness.

			The term Lamb of God occurs thirty-five times in the Book of Mormon, mostly from Nephi1, far more often than the two occurrences in the King James Bible (John 1:29, 36). A shorter form, The Lamb, occurs as a divine title twenty-four times in the book of Revelation and twenty-seven times in the Book of Mormon, mostly but not exclusively from Nephi1. Is the abundant use of this term in the Book of Mormon the result of Joseph Smith’s familiarity with the New Testament, or was it a more ancient term that may have been used by ancient Jews? Could that term even have been on the Brass Plates (a sacred compilation of scripture that Nephi1 acquired in 600 B.C. in Jerusalem, including various texts that became lost to the world)?

			Students of the Book of Mormon may have noted that the Lamb of God in Nephi1’s writings centuries before Christ may seem out of place since that term has long been assumed to originate in the writings of John in the New Testament. Meir Bar-Ilan reminds us that this term was not an innovation from John, but something older that John may have been alluding to. Some students of the Book of Mormon may have encountered a short note by John Welch that mentioned the occurrence of this title in another old Hebrew manuscript, Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,4 also discussed in Bar-Ilan’s paper. Bar-Ilan notes that the occurrence of the Lamb of God could be a Christian intrusion into the text, though Welch offers reasons why he thinks that to be unlikely. But the occurrence of the Lamb of God in a Hebrew manuscript that has been in the care of a remote colony of Jews in India seems to clearly rule out a Christian intrusion for Words of Gad the Seer, and points to the antiquity of that concept. In fact, in his new paper, Bar-Ilan observes that the song of the Lamb in the text may indicate that the Words of Gad the Seer predates the writings of John or is at least contemporaneous. (However, as noted in the Hebrew critical edition, the text shows indication of coming from the same milieu as Revelation, so by “predates” Bar-Ilan is not thinking of many centuries.5)

			The Book of Moses, the canonized initial portion of Joseph Smith’s translation of the Bible which may have a relationship to a text on the Brass Plates that influenced the Book of Mormon,6 also makes a Messianic reference to “the Lamb . . . slain from the foundation of the world” (Moses 7:47). Perhaps Dr. Bar-Ilan’s paper may help us better understand such references in both the Book of Moses and the Book of Mormon.

			There are other connections with the extrabiblical ancient scriptures of the Restoration to consider. For example, the concept of removing impurity in chapter one of Words of Gad the Seer is also reflected in Nephi1’s prophecy of the Lamb of God, through whose power people were not only healed, but “devils and the unclean spirits were cast out” (1 Nephi 11: 31).

			The Book of Moses may offer further parallels. In Moses 7, for example, a text that includes revelation received by Enoch, there are several concepts that may merit comparison with the section on the Lamb of God in Words of Gad the Seer, as shown in table 1.

			Table 1. Comparing Moses 7 to Words of Gad the Seer, chapter 1.

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Moses 7

						
							
							Words of Gad the Seer, chapter 1

						
					

				
				
					
							
							A complaint over the wickedness of man (v. 48, spoken by the earth).

						
							
							Complaint of the Lamb over impurity (v. 15, echoed by a man dressed in linen, v. 18).

						
					

					
							
							Yearning for cleansing from filthiness (v. 48).

						
							
							The Lamb’s shepherd, apparently God, expresses a desire for purity (vv. 20–24).

						
					

					
							
							Themes of grace, sacrifice, purification, redemption, and expiation:
The Lord’s Chosen suffers for the sins of the wicked (v. 39). The blood of the Righteous is shed that the penitent may have eternal life (v. 45). The Lamb is slain from the foundation of the world (v. 47). Blessed are those who accept the Messiah (v. 53).

						
							
							“Intelligence is stopped up until I do greatly in keeping grace” (vv. 25–26). Impurity is driven out with the aid of the Lamb who offers a peace-offering on the altar (vv. 27–30). “And the lamb took of the pure, that had been mixed with the impure, and brought it as a peace-offering sacrifice on the altar before El Shaddai Jealous Lord of hosts” (v. 30). “For God has saved one who had strayed and obliterated the impurity from the Earth” (v. 38). “He fought my fight and brought into the light my righteousness by His help” (v. 39). “For in your shadow lived all these and by thy wounds they were healed!” (v. 51).

						
					

					
							
							The redeemed come in at the gate (v. 53).

						
							
							The “gates of intelligence” are mentioned (v. 24, they have been “turned around”).

						
					

					
							
							Songs of everlasting joy (v. 53).

						
							
							The song of the Lamb is sung, which mentions the delivery of his people, the obliteration of impurity, and the saving of one who has strayed (vv. 31–37 ff.).

						
					

					
							
							Enoch prays to God “in the name of thine Only Begotten, even Jesus Christ” (v. 50). 

						
							
							“You are My son, you are My firstborn, you are My first-fruit” (v. 47).

						
					

				
			

			The metaphor of the Messiah as the Lamb is a powerful one in Christianity and in the scriptures of the Restoration. David Rolph Seely and Jo Ann H. Seely discuss various aspects of the metaphor of the Lamb employed by Enoch when he said, “The Righteous is lifted up, and the Lamb is slain from the foundation of the world” (Moses 7:47).7 They note that the concept of a sacrificial lamb is related to the experience of Adam and Eve who offered sacrifice as commanded, but did not understand the significance until an angel explained to them that, “This thing is a similitude of the sacrifice of the Only Begotten of the Father, which is full of grace and truth” (Moses 5:7). In addition to the sacrificial lamb, they also consider the “suffering servant and Passover lamb” and the “apocalyptic lamb” of the book of Revelation, aspects that involve a paradox:

			There is a profound paradox regarding the image of the meek and lowly Lamb, who has now become victorious and has the power to conquer and cast out the beast. The paradox is the same as the Suffering Servant—that the victory over sin, death, and hell could only be accomplished through humility and submission to the will of the Father and self-sacrifice on behalf of others.8

			This is consistent with the humble, sacrifice-offering Lamb of God in Words of Gad the Seer who, rejected and despised (v. 13), when pained over the impurity of the world, cries out with a voice “like the voice of a lion roaring over his prey” (v. 15), showing his great power.

			Other issues to consider in Bar-Ilan’s paper include the notion of prayers of the righteous being offered up on the Heavenly Altar, which may resonate with the modern Latter-day Saint practice of placing names on the temple prayer roll.9 Further, the concept of sacrifices of the souls of the righteous or their prayers and deeds mentioned by Bar-Ilan could be compared to the statement of Christ to Book of Mormon peoples after his Resurrection:

			And ye shall offer up unto me no more the shedding of blood; yea, your sacrifices and your burnt offerings shall be done away, for I will accept none of your sacrifices and your burnt offerings.

			And ye shall offer for a sacrifice unto me a broken heart and a contrite spirit. And whoso cometh unto me with a broken heart and a contrite spirit, him will I baptize with fire and with the Holy Ghost, even as the Lamanites, because of their faith in me at the time of their conversion, were baptized with fire and with the Holy Ghost, and they knew it not. (3 Nephi 9:19, 20)

			The sacrifice of humility and contrite obedience to the Lord instead of burnt offerings results in an even more efficacious “burning” as the Holy Ghost purifies us, cleansing us of impurity and preparing us to serve and worship the Lamb of God, the Lamb that is also our Shepherd who laid down his life for us, his sheep. There is much to contemplate as we consider the subtle allusions, echoes, and imagery related to the Lamb of God in the vision of Gad the Seer and in other passages of Words of Gad the Seer.

			I am extremely grateful to Professor Meir Bar-Ilan for making this possible and for sharing his insightful paper with us. I trust you will find his contribution to Interpreter both fascinating and illuminating.

			[image: ]
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			The Heavenly Lamb, Sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar, and the Song of the Lamb

			Meir Bar-Ilan

			Abstract: The symbolic image of the Lamb of God is well-known in the New Testament and The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. This image derives from the Old Testament, later adopted by early Christians. Words of Gad the Seer is an apocalyptic pseudepigraphal book written in pseudo-biblical Hebrew from a manuscript copied in the eighteenth century. After over thirty-three years of investigation, many aspects of this recently discovered text are coming to light. There are more than twenty similarities between this largely unknown book and the book of Revelation, though one was written by a Jewish man who became Christian and the other by a (non-rabbinic) Jew. This old yet newly discovered book will be presented briefly, and the concept of the Heavenly Altar and the song of the Lamb will be discussed. Some esoteric traditions’ pseudepigraphic, rabbinic, and Hekhalot literature will be presented concerning what is sacrificed on the Heavenly Altar or goes up to God, giving the heavenly world a new look. The relationship of the Song of the Lamb to Revelation 15:3 and Jewish liturgy is also explored.

			This paper discusses the role of the Heavenly Lamb as presented in Words of Gad the Seer, a long unknown Jewish Apocalypse,1 which may be compared or contrasted to the Heavenly Lamb in the book of Revelation on the one hand, and Rabbinic and Hekhalot literature parallels on the other. It will be shown that while the role of the Lamb seems to be passive in the book of Revelation, in Words of Gad the Seer, the Lamb is active because he sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar and praises the Lord in a song. Parallel traditions originating in Jewish tradition are presented, and the souls of the pious under the throne are discussed, as is the significance of the song of the Lamb and its implications for the dating of Words of Gad the Seer relative to the book of Revelation.

			Part 1: Sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar

			Generations of husbandry relationships between man and his animal stock made sheep a natural symbol for man, as is evident in the Bible more than once or twice: Israel are sheep while God is the shepherd (e.g., Numbers 27:17; 1 Kings 22:17; Isaiah 53:6; Jeremiah 50:17; Psalm 23:1; 44:23).2 This idea appears also in The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (Joseph 19; Benjamin 3),3 though it looks like a Christian intrusion into the text.4 This metaphor of sheep or flock as symbolizing the people of Israel was in constant use in Jewish liturgy until this very day, whether by quoting biblical psalms or by several Paytanim (composers of liturgical songs), as is evident many times in the Jewish prayer book.5 However, from a theological point of view, no philosopher took the burden of composing a tractate, or even a small discussion, on this symbol.

			Unlike Jewish sources, Christian theologians from the very beginning employed the motif of sheep and lambs in particular. Instead of, or in addition to, sheep in plural, there appeared one single lamb, “the Lamb of God,” referring to Jesus (John 1:29, 36; 1 Peter 1:19; Revelation 17:14, 19:9; 21:22–27; 22:3). This shift from plural to singular was probably intended to express the sacrificial aspect of the Lamb, since this metaphor can express the abstract idea of sacrifice and devotion until death.6

			The book of Revelation was written towards the end of the first century, and endless books and papers are written about it. The author, John, was a seer who grew up as a Jew familiar with Jewish traditions and writings, mainly in Aramaic.7 Later in his life he converted to Christianity (presumably after the destruction of the temple). In the visions of John the Seer, the lamb became a kind of protagonist in a heavenly scene, waiting for his marriage with Jerusalem. This probably symbolized union with God, the foremost goal of any mystic. Any believer in Jesus is expected to achieve such a state.

			In the book of Revelation 5:9, it is explicitly stated that the lamb is already slaughtered. Before we continue to discuss the Heavenly Lamb, it should be stressed that the sacrificial aspect of the lamb is already known from biblical writings that refer to a slaughtered sheep as a symbol of the Jewish people (Psalm 44:23): “Nay, but for Thy sake are we killed all the day; We are accounted as sheep for the slaughter,” similar to another verse (Zechariah 11:4): “the flock of slaughter.” Hence, the entire Jewish people was considered to be a slaughtered (if not sacrificed) sheep. Hence, several ideas, old and new, are intermingled together; real became symbolic, the mundane became heavenly, and a whole people was projected in one slaughter, the slaughter of Christ. Thus, the Lamb of God originated as a symbol in the first century, if not earlier. 

			However, this Heavenly Lamb was not alone; he was part of a scene in which many earthly artifacts, which played a major role in the Jewish tradition, became heavenly, such as Heavenly Jerusalem, the Heavenly Temple, the Heavenly Altar, and others.8 In a way, this heavenly scene involved multiple Platonic ideals interacting with each other. 

			Having considered the evolution of the Heavenly Lamb in the book of Revelation, we now turn to, until recently, an unknown book and the role of the heavenly beings in Jewish traditions and compare them to other rabbinic concepts.

			Words of Gad the Seer

			Words of Gad the Seer is a unique book in many ways. It is an apocalyptic book written in pseudo-biblical Hebrew and was copied in Cochin, India, in the eighteenth century. After many years of studying the text, I published the Hebrew text of 5,227 words in my 2015 critical edition9 (and also translated the text into English10). The critical edition has a historical literary introduction, with fourteen introductions (one for each chapter). The manuscript is published with a full commentary, in which I strive to consider every aspect of the text (linguistically, historically, philosophically, geographically, and more). For now, it may be sufficient to say that there is no other document like Words of Gad the Seer in the entire Jewish tradition. Moreover, its first chapter has more than twenty parallels to the Book of Revelation, again without a precedent. 

			The hero of the book is King David, and in many aspects, this book is a hagiography, a genre unknown to Jews until the Middle Ages. The seer identified himself with Gad the Seer, a private prophet to King David, in a pseudepigraphic manner, as if the book was composed in the tenth century BCE, though a modern critical eye can say, after a glance, that this date is impossible. In my book the problems of dating the text are discussed, showing that the text might be composed at the end of the first century, or maybe even several centuries later. The exact time of this unique composition is still waiting for a decision.

			The heavenly lamb sacrifices and praises the Lord

			There are three visions in the book, but here we will concentrate on the part of the first vision that should be taken as a good presentation for the whole book (the Hebrew text and English translation are in an appendix at the end of this paper). In his vision, the seer describes a heavenly scene where the Lord carries a lamb on his shoulder, like a shepherd, and the lamb is mourning what had happened to him: “Woe unto me! Woe unto me! Woe unto me!” Later, an angel puts a crown on the head of the lamb, and he gives the lamb “three branches of vine and twelve palms in his hand.” The lamb is then described as follows (v. 30): 

			And the lamb took of the pure, that had been mixed with the impure, and brought it as a peace-offerings sacrifice on the altar before El Shaddai Jealous Lord of hosts.11

			The seer was notably short in his description as to what exactly were these peace-offerings of the lamb, but the scene is explicit: a Heavenly Lamb is sacrificing on the Heavenly Altar. This scene will be examined later, but we have to look at another act of the Lamb: praising the Lord. Unlike the few words that were devoted to the heavenly sacrifice, the seer gives an incredibly detailed description of the Song of the Lamb in not less than 135 words. The song begins with Isaiah 12:1–2, which resembles parts of Exodus 15:1–18, known as Shirat Hayam, or the Song of the Sea. 

			The wording of the song and its relation to the praise of the Heavenly Lamb in the book of Revelation12 will be discussed below in “Part 2: The Song of the Lamb.” For now, suffice it to say that in the temple in Jerusalem, the sacrificing was accompanied with songs by the Levites.13 Moreover, praising the Lord in heaven is nothing new, since this concept is rooted in the Bible (Isaiah 6:3), later to become known as the Qedusha (or Sanctus).14 In sum, Gad the Seer had a vision where a Heavenly Lamb mourns over his loss, which, though it is not explicitly stated,15 presumably was the destruction of the temple. Then he sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar and praises the Lord, a typical ritual of the earthly temple.

			It is not clear what the exact sacrifices were, for we do not know what was in the seer’s mind who described the sacrifices as “the pure, that had been mixed with the impure” (v. 30). At least two explanations fit the description: 1) the pure is Israel, and the impure are non-Jews, hence, the sacrifices will be of or from the Jewish people;16 and 2) the pure are the pious people, and the impure are the non-pious, those who are not committed to God.

			Without trying to solve the exact meaning of the vision with respect to what the sacrifices were, let us look at other parallels of this scene that might help us see the whole picture.

			Babylonian Talmud

			In b. Menachot 110a, there is a discussion regarding the words of King Solomon to Hiram, King of Tyre, relating to the temple he was about to build, where he said, “This is an ordinance for ever to Israel” (2 Chronicles 2:3). The Talmud asked how it could be that the temple is “forever” since it was already destroyed and then gives an answer: “Rav Gidel said in the name of Rav17: Altar is built, and Michael, the Great Prince, is standing and sacrificing a sacrifice on it.”18 In other words, if eternity is not seen on earth, it appears in heaven. Now, since Rav came to Babylon from the Land of Israel around 220 CE, it is highly probable that this is a Palestinian tradition resembling that of Gad the Seer, though instead of a lamb the one who sacrifices is the archangel Michael, who is already known from the Bible as the Minister of Israel (Daniel 10:13, 21; 12:1).19 Hence, Michael became a protagonist of Israel. According to this tradition, since there are no sacrifices on earth, Michael sacrifices on the Heavenly Altar (nothing is said about praising). However, what Michael is sacrificing, we do not know.

			On that issue, in Tosafot Shantz (literally: “Addenda,” but it is an exegesis), written by Rabbi Shimshon ben Abraham (c. 1150 – c. 1230) of Sens, France, disciple of Rabbenu Tam, we read, “There are different Midrashim [on this]: some say these are souls of the pious, and some say these are lambs of fire.”20 That would seem to be because there are no flesh and blood animals in heaven; in any event, we are talking about symbolic sacrifices. According to one tradition, souls of the pious are sacrificed, as will be discussed thoroughly later, while the other tradition says they are lambs of fire. It is clear that every tradition is a bit different, and though “lambs of fire” can be taken as an allusion to chapter one of Words of Gad the Seer—in both cases, the sacrifices are of lambs—the imagery does not come from any common repository. Though we know of about twenty heavenly artifacts made of fire in ancient Jewish sources,21 I could not find any Midrash that discusses heavenly lambs of fire (maybe the lost Midrash was lost to fire itself). The closest allusion to the text appears in the Testament of Levi 3:6, where it is said that in the second heaven, angels will bring “a sacrifice without blood.” Be that as it may, in the Talmud, the heavenly proficient is an angel, while in Words of Gad the Seer, it is a Heavenly Lamb. In both cases, the protagonist is a symbol for the Jewish people; they both became priests that serve the Lord in Heaven.22

			One more comment should be added. In Hebrew, the root of “sacrifice” is QRB (קרב), which also means “(come) close/near,”23 hence the sacrifice is a means of Israel getting close to God. All these traditions agree that the Jewish people are close to the Lord even when there is no earthly temple, and they all stress the idea that sacrifices are still occurring on the Heavenly Altar.

			Souls of the pious are “sacrificed” on the Heavenly Altar

			As already noted, Rabbi Shimshon of Sens was aware of two traditions, the second with lambs of fire that resemble the account in Words of Gad the Seer, though different, and the other that identifies the heavenly sacrifices as the souls of the pious. This idea appears in the Ten Martyrs narrative, which is part of Hekhalot literature, and already been subject of study.24 While the narrative of the Ten Martyrs is well known for its role in the liturgy of Yom Kippur, the specific text was not known until recently, and it is worth dwelling on.

			The seer in this account is called, as a literary device, by the name of Rabbi Ishmael (a historical figure who lived in the second century). While the seer is in heaven, the angel Gabriel is his guide, similar to other accounts of mystical experiences, and then the seer sees something and then receive the explanation by the angel as follows:25 

			And when R. Ishmael heard that, at once, he calmed down, and he was walking in Heaven to and fro and saw an altar near the Throne of Glory. He said to Gabriel: What is it? He answered: It is an altar. He said to him: And what are you sacrificing on it every day, are there bulls and fire above? He said to him: Souls of pious we sacrifice on it every day. He said: who sacrifices them? He said: Michael the Great Minister.26

			This tradition answers the basic question facing the Talmudic tradition: What does it mean that Michael sacrifices in heaven since there are no bulls or fire in heaven? Hence, this tradition has the features of a commentary and seems to be later than the Talmud, as the whole Hekhalot literature is.27 The final answer to the question here is that in Heaven, souls are sacrificed, that is, impalpable things (just as fire is).

			At any event, this unknown Midrash assures Shimshon of Sens that there is a Midrash where it is said that on the Heavenly Altar pious souls are “sacrificed.” This may be understood not as slaughtering or destroying them or their prayers but offering them up to the Lord to make them close to Him. The idea behind this tradition is that the pious people are the most beloved by the Lord, and hence, they are brought to His presence as close as possible, while the non-pious people’s souls are a bit remote from God. Lex Talionis: those who were close to God on earth are (will be) close to God in heaven, and those that are remote from God on earth are (will be) remote from God in heaven, in eternity.

			Offerings of souls, rights, and prayers of the pious

			While Rabbi Shimshon of Sens was aware of pious souls only, there is another Midrash that elaborates the issue with two “additives” to those sacrifices. In the Midrash named “Hashem Behokhma Yasad Aretz” (from presumably the sixth to the ninth century), named after Proverbs 3:19 (“The Lord by wisdom founded the earth”), we read:

			God said to Michael: Michael, since I have ruined my house and burnt my shrine and deserted my temple and destroyed my altar, do not sacrifice before me images of bulls nor images of lambs. Said he: Master of the World, and your children, what about them? Said He: Sacrifice before me the rights and the prayers of the souls of pious [people] concealed under the Throne of Glory,28 and [souls of] schoolchildren, and I atone the sins of Israel.29

			It is clear that the darshan (a qualified expounder of Scripture) here considered sacrificing bulls or lambs on the Heavenly Altar to be impossible. Either he had never heard the tradition in the Babylonian Talmud (in two different tractates), or perhaps he rejected it. With no bulls and lambs on the altar, according to this Midrash, the sacrifices in heaven are much more subtle: they are made of pious people’s souls and their rights and prayers in addition, seemingly three different “objects.”30 However, close reading of the text and realizing the background of the Midrash leads one to understand that this description is not about three different “objects” but rather to the sacrifice or offering of pious people’s souls together with their earthly rights, or deeds. This becomes clearer after considering Tractate Semachot 8:7 (literally “joys,” a euphemism for mourning), presumably from the fourth to sixth centuries. Two stories tell how pious people were buried:

			[When one is buried] they put [in the grave] his ink well and his pen side by side of him, and one should not be worried about following the ways of the Amorites. . . .

			When Shmuel the young passed away, they put in his coffin his key and his Pinax [a tablet for writing] since he had no son.31

			Here, we see that the sages used to bury their comrades with their very intimate possessions, without being worried that they seem to be following a heathen practice.32 Such objects showed identity or character of the deceased.33 This evidence should be taken as a kind of “parallel” to the belongings of the pious souls. That is to say, the idea behind the tradition in midrash “Hashem Behokhma Yasad Aretz” is that when one prays, his prayer becomes a heavenly object. In the same line of thought, when one does a divine command, it does not fall into oblivion, rather it creates its counterpart in Heaven, just as the whole issue under discussion: Jerusalem, Temple, and Altar in Heaven. Hence, Michael sacrifices pious people’s souls, the heavenly parts of one’s body, and the heavenly “objects” that testify of their piety, the prayers of the pious and certain rights.

			A similar tradition, with different phrasing, appears in b. Shabbat 32a: “And with regard to divine judgment, these are a person’s advocates: Repentance and good deeds.”34 This tradition was enhanced by a later darshan in Masechet Semahot of Rabbi Hiya 1:5:

			One about to go to court should bring an advocate (paraklētos). If one goes to a flesh and blood court, he needs to bring himself lawyers, all the more one who is about to go to court of the King of Kings, the Holy Blessed be He. And what are those lawyers that man should bring? Repentance and charitable deeds that are like a shield against calamity.35

			In all, here is the same idea that good deeds go to heaven, though there is no altar mentioned and the deeds come to heaven when one goes to heaven only.

			This idea seems to be rather old, as one can read from another source. In the vision of Baruch (3 Baruch 11–12), the seer goes to the fifth heaven, where he sees Michael with a huge bowl in his hand. He asked the angel that escorted him: what is in the hand of Michael the archangel, and where does it go? In the end, he answered: “This is where the virtues of the righteous and the good works which they do are carried, which are brought by him before the heavenly God.”36 True, there is no altar, but the idea is that an earthly good deed has its counterpart in heaven, and it comes before the Lord as a flower.37

			A similar idea concerning prayers that become heavenly objects is found in rabbinic tradition (Shemot Rabbah 21:4):

			R. Pinhas, by the name of R. Meir, and R. Irimia, by the name of R. Hiyya bar Abba, said: when Israel prays, you do not find all of them pray together. Instead, every congregation prays on its own; this congregation comes first and then comes another. And after all the congregations end, the angel who is in charge over the prayers takes all the prayers that have been prayed in all the congregations and makes them diadems, and put them at the head of the Holy, Blessed be He, as is written (Psalm 65:3) “O Thou that hearest prayer, unto Thee doth all flesh come,” etc.

			In this tradition from the third century, prayers are carried to the Lord not as flowers, as in 3 Baruch, but as diadems (such as a crown of interlaced flowers), similar to the tradition that God is crowned by His Angels.38 At any event, it becomes evident that any mundane object has its counterparts in heaven, if not simultaneously (like in a Platonic world of ideas), and then certainly after its death or destruction. So, after death, there is a human soul in heaven, and after Jerusalem was destroyed, there is a heavenly Jerusalem with the same line of thought: Temple and the Heavenly Altar. Moreover, pious souls are sacrificed on the Heavenly Altar before the Lord and come together with their deeds and rights, which attest to the piety of the souls. All this, and more, happening in heaven with the assistance of angels, is a similitude of closeness to the Lord.39

			Souls of schoolchildren

			As already noted, in Midrash “Hashem Behokhma Yasad Aretz,” it appears that not only the souls of pious people are “sacrificed” on the Heavenly Altar but the souls of schoolchildren also, and a note on this will not be out of place. In Jewish tradition (as well as in more cultures), schoolchildren are considered pure beings without sin. Therefore, when a child passes away, it is clear that God did not punish him but instead wanted the child’s soul to be next to him,40 (or to punish the child’s parents).41 It seems that this tradition is the way one may be comforted. Both souls, of a schoolchild as well as the pious, are pure, so they are “sacrificed” or offered to the Lord on the Heavenly Altar to show their closeness.

			In Midrash Alpha-Betoth (presumably from the eighth to ninth centuries), Qof-Het, it is stated:

			In the future, He (the Lord) will take the Throne of Glory from its place to the next world, and will bring from its underneath thousands of thousands and myriad of myriads all the souls of abortive children that passed away while being in the bellies of their mothers, for sins of their fathers and mothers, and show them to the pious, and tell them: My children, would you like that these souls will resurrect?42

			This tradition goes hand in hand with the former one: souls of pious and souls of schoolchildren are sacrificed on the Heavenly Altar, and the remnants are under the Heavenly Throne. No wonder that, according to other Midrashim, it is told that: “Every day Metatron is sitting three hours in Heaven and gathers all the souls of abortive children . . . and brings them underneath the Throne of Glory, and makes them sit, class by class, and teaches them Torah,” etc.43

			A contradictory tradition

			There is yet another tradition, or may it be called a contra-tradition of a text that is very strange, from more than one aspect. According to Pseudo Ben-Sira, version B (assumed to be composed in Southern Italy around the ninth to tenth centuries):

			During the time that this [the earthly temple] was built, a priest sacrificed and burned incense, and Michael, who is in charge, also was sacrificing and burning incense up-there souls of pious. But now, because of sins that caused, and there are no sacrifices down-there, as if [truly] there are no sacrifices up there, and God in the future will bring them back.44

			Who invented this tradition and why is unclear, but one should recall that the tales of Ben Sira are already known as subversive under rabbinic tradition, and this is another example of the character of this book.

			Pious people’s names on the Lord’s cloak

			For completeness, let us look at another tradition, different and similar to the former. In a Midrash on Psalms 9, there is this derasha (a sermon):

			R. Abbahu, in the name of R. Elazar, said: Every pious that the nations of the world kill, the Holy, blessed be He, writes on his porphura (cloak),45 as is written (Psalm 110:6): “He will judge among the nations, He filleth it with dead bodies.” And the Holy, blessed be He, tells the nations of the world: Why have you killed my pious? (such as R. Hanina son of Teradyon) and all those who are killed over my Holy Name? And they (the nations) deny and say: We have not killed them! Immediately the Holy, blessed be He, brings his porphura, and judges them, and gives their verdict (of execution), that is (Psalm 9:13): “For He that avengeth blood hath remembered them.”46

			Formerly we saw the pious souls on the Heavenly Altar that is beneath the Throne of Glory, but now we see that their names are close to the Lord since they are embroidered on His cloak.47 Almost the same idea appears in 1 Enoch 104:1–2, where Enoch tells the pious people that their names are written before the Lord. 

			In sum, the idea that the pious are close to the Lord—either as their souls being sacrificed on the Heavenly Altar, or they are underneath the Throne of Glory, or their names are written on the Lord’s cloak (or else)—originated in early times. However, these traditions died out for more than one reason.

			Gad the Seer and the pure vs. impure sacrifice

			In twelfth to thirteenth century France, Rabbi Shimshon of Sens, when commenting on the Talmud, knew two different traditions: one is attested in esoteric Jewish tradition and the other, so it seems, reflects Words of Gad the Seer in a way. In the Ashkenaz (southern Germany and northeast France) tradition, it was known that lambs of fire are sacrificed in Heaven by Michael, while in Words of Gad the Seer, some animal is sacrificed (without the designation “of fire”) not by an angel but rather by a Heavenly Lamb.

			Now let us go back to the text of Words of Gad the Seer that initiated the whole discussion:

			And the lamb took off the pure, that had been mixed with the impure, and brought it as a peace-offering sacrifice on the altar before El Shaddai Jealous Lord of hosts. (v. 30)

			In the text, it is not clear what was in the mind of the seer. My assumption has been that he was thinking of Jews who are sacrificed in Heaven resembling those who were sacrificed (i.e., who were killed on earth). However, that may not be the only explanation. 

			The dichotomy between the pure and the impure might be related not to the differences between Jews and non-Jews but rather to the differences between pious and impious people (all Jews). In light of the aforementioned sources, it might be that the seer saw the Heavenly Lamb who sacrificed peace offerings that were nothing else but the souls of the pious.

			Having considered the Heavenly Altar and the sacrifices of the Heavenly Lamb, we now consider the connections of the Song of the Lamb that is sung with ancient Jewish liturgy and the book of Revelation.

			Part 2: The Song of the Lamb

			In Revelation 15:3, we read, “And they sing the song of Moses, the servant of God, and the song of the Lamb.” What is the common denominator between the Song of Moses and the Song of the Lamb?

			In Words of Gad the Seer vv. 32–45, the Heavenly Lamb praises the Lord in what the text identifies as “the song of the lamb” (v. 31). In addition to citing two verses from Isaiah 12, Words of Gad the Seer draws upon three verses in Exodus 15 that clarify Revelation 15:3 (see table 1).

			Table 1. The Lamb praises the Lord.

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Words of Gad the Seer

						
							
							KJV Exodus 15

						
					

					
							
							For the Lord is my strength and song, and He is become my redeemer. (33)

						
							
							The LORD is my strength and song, and he is become my salvation. . . . (2)

						
					

					
							
							I will sing unto the Lord, for He is highly exalted; The horse and his rider hath He thrown into the Sea of Reeds. (34)

						
							
							Pharaoh’s chariots and his host hath he cast into the sea: his chosen captains also are drowned in the Red sea. (4)

						
					

					
							
							Verily, who is like unto Thee, O Lord? Verily, who is like unto Thee, glorious in holiness?—but not in impurity! (40)

						
							
							Who is like unto thee, O LORD, among the gods? who is like thee, glorious in holiness. . . . (11)

						
					

				
			

			This common language suggests that the Heavenly Lamb and Moses share a common liturgical practice, especially when we consider the citation of Exodus 15:11. This verse is particular in Jewish liturgy since it is recited daily, morning and evening, before the Amidah, the Jewish main liturgy.48 The text says that Moses and the children of Israel exclaim in unison, “Who is like unto thee,” etc., and although there is no Rabbinic source that calls for reciting this verse nor the related verse that concludes the “Song of the Sea” (15:1–18) (“The LORD shall reign for ever and ever” [v. 19]), it is obvious that the text is a kind of Qedusha, or Sanctus, that deserves to be called “the hidden Qedusha.”49 When one recalls that in the Bible and post-biblical sources, the people of Israel are called “sheep,” it becomes evident that Moses, as a shepherd, and his sheep praised the Lord, as did the Heavenly Lamb in Words of Gad the Seer, with a doxology: “Who is like unto thee,” etc.

			Moreover, this specific verse has another liturgical role that should not be overlooked in an enigmatic text named Pereq Shira (or “Chapter of Song”). The text of about 1,500 words has no specific role in Jewish liturgy and appears in a few prayer books only.50 The date of this text is unknown, but it looks like a post-Talmudic text, and one may guess it comes from the eighth to tenth centuries. The text lists some eighty items (or their Platonic ideals) created by the Lord, and each recites a biblical verse that praises the Lord, mostly from Psalms and Isaiah. The list begins with cosmological objects, such as Sky, Earth, Day, and Night, while each praises the Lord with a different verse. After “natural” beings finish their praises, there are floral items and some fifty different animals. There is no room here to discuss how Donkey or Elephant praise the Lord, but it suffices to say that the “Thin Cattle,” a generalized name for goats and sheep, praise the Lord as in Exodus 15:11: “Who is like unto thee?” 

			Without trying to solve the riddle of Pereq Shira,51 it is enough to note that in two different Hebrew sources, each enigmatic in its way, Pereq Shira and Words of Gad the Seer, a Heavenly Lamb praises the Lord with “Who is like unto thee?,” a verse used by Moses and the children of Israel in the Song on the Sea, akin to daily Jewish liturgy.

			The above leads to the realization that John the Seer was likely thinking of a song from Moses, and the Heavenly Lamb in Words of Gad the Seer sang out in accordance with a Jewish tradition where a Heavenly Lamb recites, “Who is like unto thee?” My commentary to Words of Gad the Seer noted that there are more than twenty similarities to the Revelation of John, though I made no determination regarding who took from whom and offered no definite date of the book. However, after viewing Song of the Lamb in Words of Gad the Seer and its connections to Exodus, Jewish liturgy, and Revelation 15:3, the situation is much more straightforward: Words of Gad the Seer predates (or at least is contemporary with) John the Seer. This is because Revelation 15:3 makes more sense if it is alluding to a known Song of the Lamb such as that found in Words of Gad the Seer. (Evidence suggesting a common milieu is considered in my critical edition of Words of Gad the Seer.52)

			Not less important, in the Palestinian Talmud (Berachot 1:5, 3d) it was stated that there were Jews who recited Isaiah 12:6: “Cry aloud and shout, thou inhabitant of Zion” in their prayer. This statement is verified in the Genizah fragments, which show that this verse was used as a doxology.53

			In antiquity, Jews used verses from Isaiah 12 and Exodus 15 in their liturgy, and according to Words of Gad the Seer, not only Jews but the Heavenly Lamb praise the Lord with verses from Exodus 15. Gad the Seer confirms Revelation 15:3 and clarifies it: both Moses and the Lamb sang the same verses, such as, “For the Lord is my strength and song” (v. 2) and “Verily, who is like unto thee, O Lord?” (v. 11).

			Conclusion

			Gad the Seer did not live isolated from the world. His vision, at least to some degree, likely reflects his history and background. The author’s visions as well as his way of handling biblical texts, such as blocks of text from the Bible, reflect antiquity. However, a few words in the text are an obstacle to making a definitive date.54 After studying this text for more than forty-three years, I still cannot give its date as a definite conclusion, though consideration of the Song of the Lamb points to an origin prior to the book of Revelation. The dating is only one of the enigmas that surround this text.

			This paper began by studying the scene described in Words of Gad the Seer where the Heavenly Lamb offers a sacrifice on the Heavenly Altar and several other traditions were put forward to explain that scene.

			According to Words of Gad the Seer, on the Heavenly Altar, peace-offerings are sacrificed, and in rabbinic esoteric traditions, other “artifacts” are sacrificed, such as pious people’s credits, prayers, and souls. In passing, we learned that these pious people are buried under the Throne of Glory.

			Also, according to Words of Gad the Seer, we learn that the Heavenly Lamb sings a song that connects to Jewish liturgy and Exodus, helping us to better understand the meaning of “the song of the lamb” mentioned in Revelation 15:3. The ancient Words of Gad the Seer, though enigmatic, is shedding light on the Lamb of God and John the Seer’s allusion to the Lamb’s song.

			Appendix: 
Words of Gad the Seer, vv. 13–45 
(part of the first chapter)

			Table 2. The Lamb of God in the first vision.

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Original Hebrew

						
							
							English translation

						
							
					

				
				
					
							
							והנה השמש יצא מתוך הרקיע כתואר אדם ונשא שה נדח ונבזה על כתפו הימין וכתר על ראשה 

						
							
							And, lo, the Sun came out of Heaven in the shape of a man, with a crown on his head, carrying over his right shoulder, a lamb, rejected and despised.55

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							ועל הכתר למעל בראשה נראה רועים שלשה נצמדים בשנים עשר צמידים

						
							
							And on the crown on his head three shepherds are seen, shackled with twelve shackles

						
							
							14

						
					

					
							
							וצמידים זהב מצופים בכסף ונשמע קול השה גדול ונורא כקול הארי השאג על הטרף אוי לי אוי לי אוי לוי נחסרתי מתוארי נאבד מנוסי מנת חלקי וגורלי נתנני ביד משוסי ונטמאתי בנגיעות הטומאה עד ערב

						
							
							and these shackles were of gold coated with silver. And the voice of the lamb was heard, great and dreadful like the voice of a lion56 roaring over his prey: “Woe unto me! Woe unto me! Woe unto me! My image has been diminished, my refuge has been lost, my lot and destiny has turned me over to my spoilers, and I was defiled until evening by the touch of impurity.”

						
							
							15

						
					

					
							
							ויהי כאשר תם קול השה והנה זה בא איש לבוש בדים ובידו שלשה שריגי גפן ושנים עשר תמרים

						
							
							And it came to pass when the voice of the lamb was over, and, lo, a man dressed in linen came with three branches of vine and twelve palms in his hand.

						
							
							16

						
					

					
							
							ולקח את השה מיד החרס וישם את הכתר בראשו והשריגים ותמרים על לבו

						
							
							And he took the lamb from the hand of the Sun and put the crown on its head, and the vine branches and palms on his heart.

						
							
							17

						
					

					
							
							והאיש לבוש בדים קרא כקול שופר ואמר מה לך פה טומאה ומי לך פה טומאה כי חצבת לך מקום בטהרה ובבריתי

						
							
							And the man, dressed in linen, cried like a ram’s horn, saying: “What hast thou here, impurity, and who hast thou here, impurity, that thou hast hewed thee a place in purity, and in my covenant

						
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							אשר הקמתי עם השריגים ותמרים

						
							
							that I have set with the vine-branches and palms.”

						
							
							19

						
					

					
							
							ואת אשר אמרתי לרועה השה לאמור הנה המקום אתי לטהור ולא לטמא כי אלהי קדוש אני ואין לי חפץ בטמא כי אם בטהור

						
							
							And I have heard the lamb’s shepherd saying: “There is a place for the pure, not for the impure, with me, for I am a holy God, and I do not want the impure, only the pure.

						
							
							20

						
					

					
							
							האף שזה וזה מעשי ידי ועיני פקוחות על שניהם בכלל

						
							
							Though both are creations of my hands, and my eyes are equally open on both.

						
							
							21

						
					

					
							
							אבל יש יתרון משפעות טמא לשפעות טהור כיתרון הצל מהאדם

						
							
							But there is an advantage to the abundance of purity over the abundance of impurity just like the advantage of a man over a shadow.

						
							
							22

						
					

					
							
							כי הצל אינה באה אם על יד אדם ומתוך כח האדם ניתן הצל לעיף ויגע לטהור וטמא ולולי הכח אין הצל כן הדבר הזה

						
							
							For the shadow does not come except by man, and only by the existence of the man is the shadow given to the tired and exhausted, to pure and impure, this matter is even so.

						
							
							23

						
					

					
							
							כי כל שערי בינה נהפכים מיום מות חית אב הגפן

						
							
							For all gates of intelligence have been turned around since the death of the eight branches of the vine.

						
							
							24

						
					

					
							
							כאשר נמצא בדברי יושר בספר האמת ובמסעות הצאן ובמנוחותם ובמחלקותם הבינה נסתם

						
							
							As is found in words of righteousness, in the true book but because of the wanderings of the sheep and their rest and divisions—intelligence is stopped up

						
							
							25

						
					

					
							
							עד שאגדול לעשות בנצירות החסד כאשר קראתי לרועה לאמור

						
							
							until I do greatly in keeping grace.”

						
							
							26

						
					

					
							
							ראיתי שהטומאה נדחפת מהירח ונתנה ליד המכלה והמקציף נטחנת דק לעפר ונפזרת ברוח היום

						
							
							I saw that impurity was driven from the Moon and was given to the hand of consuming wrath, ground finely to dust and scattered by the daily wind.

						
							
							27

						
					

					
							
							והיום בוער כתנור להעביר הטומאה ולהסיר החטאות

						
							
							And the day burneth as a furnace to transfer impurity and to erase the transgressions.

						
							
							28

						
					

					
							
							והשה ניתן בהירח עד עולמי עולמים

						
							
							And the lamb was put on the (moon) [Sun] for ever and ever.

						
							
							29

						
					

					
							
							והטהור אשר נבלל בתוך הטמא לקח השה והביא ממנו זבח שלמים ליהוה על מזבח אשר לפני קנאות אל שדי צבאות

						
							
							And the lamb took of the pure, that had been mixed with the impure, and brought it as a peace-offerings sacrifice on the altar before El Shaddai, Jealous Lord of hosts.

						
							
							30

						
					

					
							
							ושמעתי קול שירות השה לאמר

						
							
							And I heard the sound of the song of the lamb, saying:

						
							
							31

						
					

					
							
							אודך יהוה כי אנפת בי ותשוב

						
							
							“I shall give thanks unto Thee, O Lord, for though Thou wast angry with me, You relented.

						
							
							32

						
					

					
							
							עזי וזמרת יה ויהי לי לישועה

						
							
							For the Lord is my strength and song, and He is become my redeemer.

						
							
							33

						
					

					
							
							אשירה ליהוה כי גאה גאה סוס ורוכבו רמה באין סוף

						
							
							I will sing unto the Lord, for He is highly exalted; The horse and his rider hath He thrown into the Sea of Reeds.

						
							
							34

						
					

					
							
							קום בינה קום גבורה קום מלכות קום הוד ותפארת

						
							
							Rise up, Intelligence; Rise up, Power; Rise up, Kingship; Rise up, Majesty and Glory!

						
							
							35

						
					

					
							
							קומו לעזרת יהוה

						
							
							Rise up to help the Lord!

						
							
							36

						
					

					
							
							כי אלהים הושע הנדח והסר הטומאה מהארץ

						
							
							For God has saved one who had strayed and obliterated the impurity from the Earth.

						
							
							37

						
					

					
							
							הוא רב ריבי והוצא לאור צדקתו ועזרתי

						
							
							He fought my fight and brought into the light my righteousness by His help.

						
							
							38

						
					

					
							
							עזרי מעם שדי קונה שמים וארץ

						
							
							My help cometh from Shaddai who made heaven and earth.

						
							
							39

						
					

					
							
							אבל מי כמכה באלים יהוה אבל מי כמכה נאדר בקדש ולא בטומאה

						
							
							Verily, who is like unto Thee, O Lord? Verily, who is like unto Thee, glorious in holiness? – but not in impurity!

						
							
							40

						
					

					
							
							כי כל הגדלת כל רוממת דברת ועשית

						
							
							For You are great over all, raised over all, You spoke and acted.

						
							
							41

						
					

					
							
							כי הגדת האחרון מראשית וחתמת דבריך בכל והפכת ללב

						
							
							For You declared the end from the beginning, and You sealed everything with Your words and turned my heart and tormented me.

						
							
							42

						
					

					
							
							ויסרת אותי בך כי ביה אדני חותמי ואלה שלושה שריגי ושנים עשר תמרי אשר על לבי

						
							
							For Your seal is on me, my Lord, and these are three branches of vine and twelve palms that are on my heart.

						
							
							43

						
					

					
							
							נתת לי פאר הסרת הבל לערוץ אנוש ולב טהור נתת בי עד עולם

						
							
							You gave me grandeur, You erased vanity to fear man, and You gave me a pure heart forever.

						
							
							44

						
					

					
							
							על כן אזמרך בכל עת ואודך בגוים כי הגדלת ישועתי במלכי ועשית חסד למשיחי לדוד ולזרעו עד נצח נצחים

						
							
							For that I will praise Thee at all times, and thank You among the nations, for You have redeemed me greatly for my King and did favor to David the anointed and his seed for ever and ever.”

						
							
							45
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			[Author’s Note: I deeply thank Jeff Lindsay and the anonymous reviewers who took care of this paper more than one could expect.]
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			Figure 1. The Adoration of the Lamb, detail from the Ghent Altarpiece, 
1432 by Jan van Eyck.

		

	
		
			Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation: A Response to Brant Gardner’s and Jeff Lindsay’s Reviews

			James W. Lucas

			Abstract: Two recent reviews of By Means of the Urim & Thummim: Restoring Translation to the Restoration by Jeff Lindsay and Brant Gardner seriously misrepresent the book’s argument. Perhaps most significantly, they largely sidestep the book’s central thesis that the statements by Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery that the Book of Mormon was translated from the plates using the “Urim and Thummim” interpreters which God provided with the plates should be at the center of any account of the Book of Mormon’s production. Prioritizing problematic and unreliable seer stone accounts conflicts with the testimonies of these primary eyewitnesses, and thus is not a useful basis for formulating any faithful understanding of the coming forth of the Book of Mormon.

			[Editor’s note: We are pleased to present this response to two recent book reviews in the pages of Interpreter. Consistent with practice in many academic journals, we are also publishing a rejoinder from the authors of those reviews immediately following this response.]

			Volume 63 (2025) of the Interpreter includes two reviews of the book By Means of the Urim & Thummim: Restoring Translation to the Restoration by Jonathan E. Neville and me. These are “Trust Us, We’re Lawyers: Lucas and Neville on the Translation of the Book of Mormon” by Brant A. Gardner (pp. 135–68) and “Through a Glass Darkly: Restoring Translation to the Restoration?” by Jeff Lindsay (pp. 169–202).

			Both reviews are so replete with misunderstandings and misrepresentations of our book that I find myself chagrined to be in the position of authors I previously would have chuckled at, wondering if the reviewers actually read the book as opposed to skimming through it just to find points to attack. On point after point, despite sixty-seven combined pages, they ignore the book’s explicit responses to issues they raise, leaving the reader with an inaccurate and distorted misinterpretation of the book’s argument.

			I appreciate the Interpreter’s editors’ willingness to allow me to: (1) succinctly summarize the book’s argument since readers would not be able to garner that from these reviews, and (2) lay out how going forward we might better construct a faithful narrative of the Book of Mormon’s production. (My co-author and I have posted a detailed commentary on the reviews elsewhere.1)

			The Key Question: Joseph and Oliver’s Honesty in the Shadow of Royal Skousen’s Honesty

			In what is called the Wentworth Letter, Joseph Smith gave the following particulars on the source of the Book of Mormon:

			These records were engraven on plates which had the appearance of gold, each plate was six inches wide and eight inches long, and not quite so thick as common tin. They were filled with engravings, in Egyptian characters and bound together in a volume, as the leaves of a book with three rings running through the whole. . . . With the records was found a curious instrument which the ancients called “Urim and Thummim,” which consisted of two transparent stones set in the rim of a bow fastened to a breast plate. Through the medium of the Urim and Thummim I translated the record by the gift, and power of God.2

			Oliver Cowdery, principal scribe for the Book of Mormon we have today, gave a similar account:

			These were days never to be forgotten to sit under the sound of a voice dictated by the inspiration of heaven, awakened the utmost gratitude of this bosom! Day after day I continued, uninterrupted, to write from his mouth, as he translated, with the Urim and Thummim, or, as the Nephites would have said, “Interpreters,” the history or record called “The book of Mormon.”3

			By Means of the Urim & Thummim includes an appendix with thirty written or other reliably sourced statements from Joseph and Oliver attributing the translation to the use of the “Urim and Thummim” interpreters which were deposited with the plates, but neither Gardner nor Lindsay mentioned this in their reviews. Instead, both reviews studiously avoid any material references to Joseph Smith or Oliver Cowdery as historical sources. This is disappointing but expected as it is the common practice of all advocates of the stone-in-the-hat narrative.

			As we suggest in the book, the quantity of these statements from Joseph and Oliver on this specific point may be due to the appearance of the stone-in-the-hat narrative in 1834 in the first anti-LDS book, E. B. Howe’s Mormonism Unvailed. Howe states that Joseph produced the Book of Mormon using “the old ‘peep stone,’ which he formerly used in money-digging [which was] placed in a hat, or box, into which he also thrust his face.”4 Decades later other accounts relating to Joseph’s use of a scrying stone with the Book of Mormon appeared. (I use the term scrying stone rather than seer stone for the rock Joseph may have used in his possible folk magic related activities to distinguish it from the two stones in the interpreters which some also refer to as seer stones.) The longest chapter of By Means of the Urim & Thummim provides a critical analysis of these accounts, which scholars have largely accepted at face value, i.e., without detailed examination as to their credibility. Our chapter 2 examines the most frequently used stone-in-the-hat accounts and finds them to be of questionable reliability.

			For example, both reviews refer to the “Last Testimony of Sister Emma” as an authoritative source for their arguments. The “Last Testimony” is an account published on 1 October 1879 by Joseph Smith III of an interview of his mother, Emma Smith, that he conducted in February 1879, not long before her death on April 30. The “Last Testimony” includes a claim ascribed to Emma that Joseph Jr. used a seer stone in a hat when Emma was scribing for the Book of Mormon.5 However, we discovered that only seven years later, in 1886, after performing his own extensive research, Joseph III repudiated the stone-in-the-hat narrative.6 This undermines the credibility of the “Last Testimony,” whether or not Emma actually stated what Joseph III reported. This 1886 document from Joseph III was not hidden; it did not come out of an attic. It was sitting in The Saints’ Herald for 137 years, but neither Gardner nor Lindsay inform their readers about this key previously unrecognized source. To the contrary, they promote Emma’s “Last Testimony” as fully credible.

			In By Means of the Urim & Thummim, we argue that the conflict between the stone-in-the-hat narrative and Joseph and Oliver’s testimonies is fundamental and irreconcilable. For example, the source of the largest number of stone-in-the-hat accounts, David Whitmer, repeatedly claimed that the reason Joseph had to use the scrying stone was because the Urim and Thummim interpreters were not returned to him after the 116 pages entrusted to Martin Harris were lost (despite David not even being in Harmony when these events occurred). According to Whitmer, this punishment was due to Joseph’s “transgressions.”7 However, Joseph specifically claimed that, although he was rebuked for the fiasco with the lost pages, the interpreters were, in fact, returned to him and he used them for the rest of the translation.8 Both accounts cannot be true. Either Joseph got the interpreters back, or he did not. We each must decide whether to believe either David or Joseph (and Oliver) on what, for believers, is a critical factual matter.

			For non-believers this is not a critical question, since they generally do not believe that either the plates or interpreters existed, and think that Joseph and Oliver were lying about them entirely. That he was contradicting Joseph Smith was not an issue for David Whitmer either, as he came to believe that Joseph was a fallen prophet in all respects except for the Book of Mormon.9

			However, this should present a dilemma for believers who want to accept E. B. Howe’s stone-in-the-hat narrative. David Whitmer is the most prominent corroborator for the stone-in-the-hat narrative, and he was adamant that Joseph never got back the interpreters. To argue otherwise­—that the interpreters were returned to Joseph but then he never or almost never used them—is unsupported by, and indeed contradicts, both sources. Yet this is what Lindsay argues (p. 170).

			Supporters of the stone-in-the-hat narrative have also tried to dodge this dilemma by obfuscating the term “Urim and Thummim.” They argue that in all instances where Joseph and Oliver used the term, they meant the scrying stone as well as the interpreters. This contradicts the historical record.10 Mormonism Unvailed clearly distinguished between the two on a single page. Joseph and Oliver almost always qualify their use of the term by indicating that these were the instruments which came with the plates. Even those who claimed to be witnesses of the translation who are used to support the stone-in-the-hat narrative, such as Emma Smith and David Whitmer, always use the term “Urim and Thummim” to refer only to the interpreters, and referred to the scrying stone as a separate object.

			For example, Edward Stevenson recorded the following in his journal about a visit with David Whitmer in December 1886:

			David Whitmer says that the Josephites was displeased with him because he maintained that the 116 pages which were translated & written by Martin Harris was translated by the Urim & Thummim or Interpreters as he preferred calling them, but after the loss of the 116 pages the remainder of the translation was done with the Seer stone.11

			By Means of the Urim & Thummim includes a number of other quotes along these lines, and an entire subchapter addressing the issue. However, again, no one would learn that from the reviews, even though both resort to this effort to obfuscate the term in order to dodge the unavoidable conflict between Joseph and Oliver’s testimonies and the stone-in-the-hat narrative.

			Which brings us to Royal Skousen.

			The historical record gives stone-in-the-hat advocates a clear choice for how we received the Book of Mormon we have today. Either accept that Joseph and Oliver were telling the truth about the plates being translated using the interpreters, or follow Howe, Whitmer, and a few other late, largely secondhand reports that Joseph used the scrying stone without the plates. Believers in the Book of Mormon accept claims by David Whitmer (and one attributed to Emma Smith) that the interpreters were used for the lost pages. However, that is largely irrelevant as this narrative makes the scrying stone, rather the plates and interpreters, the source for the entire Book of Mormon as published in 1830.

			Those who profess belief in the Book of Mormon have not wanted to acknowledge this dilemma, and have instead resorted to historically untenable dodges as described above. However, in the final weeks of 2024, one of the most prominent LDS Book of Mormon scholars courageously confronted the issue straight-on and acknowledged that accepting the stone-in-the-hat narrative means that Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery lied about the translation of the Book of Mormon.

			I assume that readers of Interpreter need no introduction to Royal Skousen. Although not a named author of either review, he is listed as having commented upon Lindsay’s review, and indirectly figures significantly in Gardner’s as well. Thus, it is relevant that in the newest volume of his work on the Book of Mormon manuscripts Skousen plainly concludes that

			Joseph Smith’s claim that he used the Urim and Thummim is only partially true; and Oliver Cowdery’s statements that Joseph used the original instrument while he, Oliver, was the scribe appear to be intentionally misleading.12

			Just to quickly unpack this, Skousen, like Gardner and Lindsay, is basing this on David Whitmer. Joseph’s claim is partially true only because he did use the Urim and Thummim for the lost pages whereas Oliver’s claim is entirely false because, according to David Whitmer, the entire Book of Mormon Oliver scribed came from the scrying stone and not from the plates using the Urim and Thummim interpreters.

			Skousen’s courageous clarifying confession allows us to finally set aside several decades of muddled speculation from “trained LDS historians” (Gardner’s term, pp. 144, 165) who, driven by their acceptance of the stone-in-the-hat narrative and unacknowledged rejection of Joseph and Oliver’s plates-and-interpreters narrative, have generated many theories about the Book of Mormon’s translation. These theories are, unfortunately, unmoored from the primary eyewitness’ testimonies and the rest of the historical record. (In the interest of space, I will only address translation theories directly relevant to the reviews. See By Means of the Urim & Thummim for fuller discussion of the broader topic.)

			Translation and the Stone-in-the-Hat Narrative

			As Richard Bushman has pointed out, many people in Joseph’s time had visions of Jesus.13 It was launching his ministry by declaring himself a translator that set Joseph apart.14 The Lord gave “Joseph to be a presiding elder over all my church, to be a translator, a revelator, a seer and prophet” (Doctrine and Covenants 124:125). And the foundation upon which the Restored Gospel was presented to the world was the translation of the Book of Mormon. This was the testimony born to proselytes from the beginning. Testimony of ancient prophets and scribes who struggled to preserve their nation’s sacred history for a millennium on metal plates, those plates being passed by angelic labor to Joseph, who risked his and his family’s life and safety to protect them and the even more ancient instruments provided for the plates’ interpretation (Joseph Smith—History 1:35).

			Yet modern advocates of the stone-in-the-hat narrative have made the entire divine saga of the coming forth of the Book of Mormon largely irrelevant. At the end of his book on the plates, Bushman asks,

			Why the plates at all? So long as it was believed Joseph read from the plates through the Urim and Thummim, their purpose was clear. But if he read the text from a seer stone while the plates lay covered on the table, as many now believe, . . . why the effort to preserve them through the centuries, why the trouble to recover and protect them, why their presence?15

			Just as the stone-in-the-hat narrative makes the plates and interpreters superfluous, it also renders the concept of Joseph as translator meaningless. Joseph and his fellow early Saints understood perfectly well that the word translate meant “to render into another language; to express the sense of one language in the words of another.”16 To their south lay the largest non-English speaking immigrant group of the early United States, the Germans of Pennsylvania (progenitors of the Whitmers) and to their north were French Canadians. Many New York Knickerbockers like the Roosevelts still spoke Dutch at home and western New York was home to many Native Americans of the Iroquois Confederacy who still spoke their tribal languages. These Protestants all knew the history of their Reformation forebearers’ struggle to have the Bible “translated out of the original tongues” as the first page of every one of their Bibles declared. Christian ministers who had formal training typically studied those original tongues.

			Joseph explained in History, circa 1841:

			The title page of the Book of Mormon is a literal translation taken from the last leaf on the left hand side of the collection of plates which contained the record which has been translated; the language of the whole running the same as all Hebrew writings; and that said title page . . . [of the English version of the Book of Mormon] . . . is a genuine and literal translation of the title page of the Original Book of Mormon recorded on the plates.17

			Unlike the rest of the Book of Mormon, the title page is a series of sentence fragments rather than full (if run-on) English sentences, suggesting that this “literal translation” was different from the more functional translation of the rest of the record. Joseph appears well-acquainted with the nature of translation and of the text and document he was working with. As well, it was under his purview that every copy of the Book of Mormon printed after 1830 bears the legend “Translated By Joseph Smith, Jun.” The 1840 edition reads “Carefully revised by the translator.” Obviously, he differed from traditional translators in that he did not go to school to learn the source language. This is why he (and Oliver) so emphasized the role of the Urim and Thummim interpreters, which gave him some kind of rendering of the text in English to work with.

			While I am working on a longer paper on how the widespread acceptance of the stone-in-the-hat narrative has derailed study of the translation of the Book of Mormon, the reviews by Gardner and Lindsay illustrate some of the damage. They take somewhat different approaches (although they end up in the same place), so I will discuss them separately.

			Lindsay openly tracks Royal Skousen’s theory. Skousen argues that Joseph was lying not only about the translation process, but in his claim to be a translator as well. Briefly, Skousen and his colleague Stanford Carmack contend that the entire Book of Mormon was not only given through the scrying stone, but that the text Joseph saw in the scrying stone “must have involved serious intervention from the English-language translator, who was not Joseph Smith.”18 Skousen and Carmack have never identified who this real translator is, but claim that he or they, for some unexplained reason, wrote their translation in the Early Modern English of the 1400s and 1500s.

			By Means of the Urim & Thummim devotes two subchapters to the problems with this theory. But again, one would not know that from Lindsay’s review. Instead of addressing our critique of his preferred translation theory, Lindsay devotes a third of his review (pp. 175–86, 11 of 32 pages) not to our book, but rather to attacking B. H. Roberts. And this even though our translation theory is quite different from Roberts’s and that we do not cite him as authority for our views. (He is only referenced in footnotes for thoroughness as Roberts was a prominent LDS thinker who did write about the translation.)

			I am not going to reproduce those rather long subchapters here. For purposes of this response, I note just that Skousen’s Early Modern English theory (and those who support it like Lindsay) are arguing not only that Joseph Smith lied about the translation process, but about being a translator altogether. I do not see rejecting the testimony of the primary eyewitness and first prophet of this dispensation as helpful in coming to a faithful understanding of the Book of Mormon’s origins.

			Initially, Gardner appears to take a different approach. The abstract of his review declares that he agrees “Joseph was an active participant in the translation,” although he disagrees with our explanation (p. 135). However, in the end Gardner effectively rejects Joseph as an active participant in the translation almost as much as Skousen and Lindsay. Gardner does not share his theory of the translation process in his review but, as one of the more elaborate stone-in-the-hat-based explanations, it merits a brief review as it underlies the problems with Gardner’s review of By Means of the Urim & Thummim.

			Briefly, Gardner adopts a proposal from Steven Pinker (which in turn is based on Noam Chomsky’s theories on the origin of human language) to argue that Joseph received some sort of awareness of the text’s meaning in a part of the mind that precedes linguistic formation.19 Pinker calls this “mentalese.”20 We unconsciously think something before forming it into language. In Gardner’s theory, God put the meaning of the text into this subconscious mentalese faculty of Joseph’s brain, which then was filtered through Joseph’s conscious language faculty. The difficulty of this argument that God skipped the plates and interpreters (after all the effort to get them to Joseph) and just put the meaning directly into Joseph’s brain is that such a process does not account for how Joseph came up with Hebraisms and other non-English grammatical structures, as well as the Book of Mormon’s very complex and detailed narrative and literary framework.

			Of course, it could be that God put all of those into Joseph’s brain as well, but it would then be hard to see what might be left to make Joseph an “active participant” in the translation, as it is this unconscious mentalese precognition which controls the mind, not our linguistic faculties. In that case, Gardner ends up the same place as Skousen, with Joseph having no real involvement with the formation of the Book of Mormon, despite Gardner having written entire books arguing otherwise.21 I would also note that Gardner presents this mentalese concept as settled science, but fails to inform readers of his review or his books that the concept is, in fact, highly controversial and far from universally accepted in linguistics and cognitive science.22

			At some point Gardner (among other LDS apologists) has come across the term “functional equivalence,” although it is unclear whether he (or they) understand what it really is supposed to mean. In LDS apologetics it generally means that “Joseph used his own words,” which is useful in explaining issues such as anachronisms and poor grammar in the Book of Mormon. This is not inaccurate as such, but the term is part of a much larger understanding of translation which Gardner seems to not have processed, even after reading our book where we try to explain it at length and use it as the center pole of our theory of the translation.

			Briefly, that theory is based on the work of the dean of modern Bible translation, Eugene Nida, who served for decades as the chief linguist of the American Bible Society, overseeing hundreds of Bible translations. In Nida’s framework, translation can run on a spectrum from “formal” equivalence to “functional” equivalence. Formal equivalence is not a word-for-word translation; it is a translation which hews as closely as possible to the source text given the grammatical and semantic requirements for it to be coherent in the receptor language. Functional equivalence is not just the translator using his own words. Even a formal translation uses the translator’s own words; he has no others. Functional equivalence rather centers on translating meaning, allowing the translator greater range in conveying ideas within not just the receptor language but its host culture as well.

			Our theory uses this framework to propose that the interpreters provided Joseph a more formally equivalent translation, giving him a direct sense of the voice of the Nephite writers (including linguistic structures like chiasmus, etc.). Joseph then rendered this into a functionally equivalent text which would be better understood by his contemporaries, including the use of language and style from the KJV and the sermons and speech he knew from his culture. This two-step process can account for the peculiar double nature of the English translation of the Book or Mormon. The interpreters supplied Joseph with a formally equivalent text preserving ancient linguistic forms and an elaborate narrative structure. Joseph then adapted this text (while preserving much of the ancient substrata from the interpreters) into a functionally equivalent text which reflected Joseph’s linguistic and cultural environment.

			Yet again, no reader would understand this from either review. Both reviewers misrepresent what we say Joseph received from the interpreters. Lindsay calls it “a crude, possibly literal translation—I prefer the term ‘fractional translation’” (p. 173) and a “crude or literal translation . . . word-for-word translation . . . crudely translated” (p. 187). Even Gardner, who I thought would know the term “formal equivalence,” instead calls it a “literal translation” (p. 158) and a “deficient translation” (p. 161). He even becomes quite testy when discussing our discussion of his own terminology (pp. 166–67).

			After reading Gardner’s review and rereading his books on translation, I now think that we have been talking past each other, so to speak. Given the widespread influence and acceptance of Nida’s framework in modern translation scholarship, and Gardner’s use of the term “functional equivalence,” which was coined and first explicated by Nida, I assumed Gardner was familiar with this scholarship.23 However, I now realize he is not, even after supposedly reading By Means of the Urim & Thummim where it is discussed at some length. Instead, I now realize that Gardner is working within his own idiosyncratic framework and definitions developed in opposition to Royal Skousen’s ironclad/tight/loose translation framing.24 (Note that neither Gardner’s nor Skousen’s terminology would fit into current translation scholarship.) However, even Gardner’s definition of “literal translation” allows that “there are times when syntax or semantics might require changes in the target language to retain sense.”25 First, Gardner does not even allow that much flexibility in describing our translation theory. Second, and more important, Nida’s concept of formal equivalence which we use in the book is much broader and more supple than what Gardner labels as “literal translation.”

			Both Gardner and Lindsay ask why the interpreters would give such translations, but ignore our book’s extensive response to that very question. Basically, we argue that Joseph’s translation of the plates is another example of God working through humans to help them learn and grow. God does not hand us learning on a gold platter—we need to search and study first, and the translation of the Book of Mormon followed this process. This is the same process which modern scholars (including LDS scholars) see in the production of the Bible—the word of God passed through the minds and cultures of the prophetic and apostolic writers (see Doctrine and Covenants 1:24). The reviewers are certainly free to disagree with the book’s  explanation that this same process applied to the translation of the Book of Mormon. However, to criticize the book for not addressing the issue of why God tasked Joseph with reframing the formally equivalent text from the interpreters while ignoring the response the book does give is a serious disservice to readers. Similarly, neither reviewer uses the term “formal equivalence” in the correct sense, even though it is carefully defined and regularly used in the book. The reviewers’ refusal to do so appears to be deliberate misrepresentation intended to bias readers against the book’s translation explanation.

			Gardner offers one more critique of the book’s translation theory. He states that there was not enough time for Joseph to study out text in his own mind before conveying it to the scribe. Gardner’s basis for this is an amalgamation of sources apparently drawn from his most recent book.26 These include a David Whitmer quote that Gardner acknowledges is both late and includes details Whitmer could not have seen, a writing experiment by Jeannie and John Welch, and Royal Skousen’s surmises about the number of words written at a time. These sources simply do not add up to support Gardner’s conclusion that “Joseph would dictate to the scribe who wrote it down. No historical account ever hints at any time passing as Joseph worked out what to dictate. Instead, it seemed to be a flow of words” (p. 157). The Welches’ experiment shows how fast the manuscript could be written, but not that it was actually written so quickly. Royal Skousen was not present for the dictation and, like Gardner, his claims to know how the translation took place all, in the end, rely on David Whitmer.27

			However, there is no direct evidence that David Whitmer ever saw the actual translation process. As discussed more fully in our book, I agree with Richard Lloyd Anderson that decades of bitter enmity against Joseph led David Whitmer to reform his secondhand and hearsay memories in a way that fit his belief that Joseph was a fallen prophet.28 As Professor Anderson points out, David had an inerrantist view of scripture and could not conceive of a human, especially a fallen prophet as he considered Joseph to be, as having any input into the text of the Book or Mormon. For his part, Gardner seems to be of two minds on this last issue. At one point in his review he says that Joseph was “an active participant in the translation” (p. 135) yet then also argues against our agreement with this point by claiming that Joseph did not have time “for any pondering or working out of the translation” (p. 158).

			Fortunately, the historical record does resolve this contradition. While we argue that David Whitmer was not a witness to the translation itself, we certainly can agree that he was around his family home while Joseph and Oliver were working on translating the small plates of Nephi. Contrary to Gardner’s assertion that no “historical account ever hints at any time passing as Joseph worked out what to dictate” (p. 157), E. C. Briggs reported that David told him that Joseph and Oliver “worked hard, early and late, while translating the plates. It was slow work, and they could only write a few pages a day.”29 This would certainly accommodate Joseph carefully and prayerfully studying out in his mind how to express in his contemporary English the sacred words of the ancient text God entrusted to him.

			Translation and the Restoration

			The explanations of Gardner, Skousen, and Lindsay are not the only ones for the production of the Book of Mormon. LDS scholars’ rejection of Joseph and Oliver’s testimonies has engendered a free-for-all on this question. In addition to Gardner and Skousen, Blake Ostler, Samuel Brown, Michael Ash, Michael Mackay, and Gerrit Dirkmaat, among others, have all seized the opportunity to travel back in time two centuries to tell us with great confidence exactly what was going on in Joseph Smith’s head (and hat) as he dictated the Book of Mormon. And, as illustrated by the analysis above of Gardner’s mentalese translation model, these prolific theories raise more issues than they solve.

			Moreover, there is another team on the field. They contend that Joseph and Oliver lied not only about the translation of the Book of Mormon, but about the restoration of the priesthood and temple keys as well. As with the translation process, these key elements of the Restored Gospel are also only sourced in the historical record from Joseph and Oliver, and are far more sparsely documented than their claims about translating from the plates using the interpreters. By discarding the testimonies of the first and second elders of the restored Church of Christ, pro-stone-in-the-hat Book of Mormon defenders at best turn it into a Quran instead of a Bible, something poured into the prophet’s brain (or scrying stone) rather than the product of a man’s struggle to understand the mind and will of God. From an objective external point of view, it is these real physical objects—the plates and interpreters—which distinguish the Book of Mormon from the ephemeral spiritual origins of other worthy texts. These stone-in-the-hat based theories about the Book of Mormon unloose the sacred book from this mooring in reality. Furthermore, what is the reason for the Witnesses if nothing they saw was used for the translation sent out into our modern world?

			I would extend two invitations to these defenders of the Book of Mormon. First, examine the stone-in-the-hat accounts critically rather than just accepting them at face value like Skousen, Mackay, and Dirkmaat. The stone-in-the-hat sources do exist in the historical record, but they are all late, secondhand, and/or contradictory, and all are unreliable.30 They were well-known to Joseph’s contemporaries and successors in Church leadership who dismissed them and repeatedly emphasized that Joseph translated from the plates by means of the Urim and Thummim. Most importantly, as discussed in By Means of the Urim & Thummim, there are several satisfactory alternative explanations for the origins of the stone-in-the-hat accounts. These explanations show how these sources could have mistaken what they saw for the actual translation. (Note that the Demonstration Hypothesis, discussed in the reviews, is only one of these, and that that hypothesis is based upon an interview with the stone-in-the-hat advocates’ favorite source, David Whitmer, yet another point unmentioned in either review.31)

			Second, please reconsider your rejection of the testimony of the two primary eyewitnesses in favor of these unreliable stone-in-the-hat accounts. Such a rejection is inherent in the stone-in-the-hat narrative and has been so since E. B. Howe first presented it (although only Royal Skousen has had the gumption to openly say so). With the exception of Skousen (and apparently Jeff Lindsay), I believe that most Book of Mormon defenders, like Gardner, think their theories leave room for Joseph’s engagement with the production of the Book of Mormon beyond simple dictation of someone’s else’s translation.32

			In addition to the afore-mentioned, I believe I have seen this view advanced by many others, such as Stephen Ricks, Dan Peterson, and Brian Hales. They may not use the specific term “functional equivalence,” but I think that there may even be a consensus that Joseph had conscious input into the English translation of the Book of Mormon he dictated (making Skousen the outlier33). There are many good reasons for this position in addition to its usefulness in rebutting most criticisms of the Book of Mormon. It helps explain why the text is the way it is, reenforces the idea that the Book of Mormon speaks to our times, and shows its deep kinship with the Bible.

			Yet, that argument is fatally debilitated if it relies on speculative historical mind-reading, stone-in-the-hat accounts which contradict the primary eyewitnesses, and otherwise lacks support in the historical record. Joseph himself told us how he was engaged in helping produce the Book of Mormon. He translated (as he and his contemporaries understood the term) the engravings from the plates using the Urim and Thummim interpreters, supplied by God for that purpose (Joseph Smith—History 1:35), studying it out in his mind as guided and confirmed by the Holy Spirit (Doctrine and Covenants 9:8). Would not the argument that Joseph had conscious input in the Book of Mormon be far stronger if it was grounded in this eyewitness testimony of the translator himself and his chief scribe?34

			[image: ]
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			Responding to a Non-Responsive Response

			Brant A. Gardner

			Abstract: James Lucas had the opportunity to respond to the review of the book that he and Jonathan Neville wrote, By Means of the Urim & Thummim. He elected not to really respond to the issues I brought up but rather summarized his essential points. That doesn’t leave much to respond to. However, there is a continuing misunderstanding of how historians work that I feel must be underscored.

			In an earlier volume of Interpreter, Jeff Lindsay and I provided independent reviews of By Means of the Urim & Thummim: Restoring Translation to the Restoration, a book by James Lucas and Jonathan Neville.1 In response to that review, Lucas notes the following:

			I appreciate the Interpreter’s editors’ willingness to allow me to: (1) succinctly summarize the book’s argument since readers would not be able to garner that from these reviews, and (2) lay out how going forward we might better construct a faithful narrative of the Book of Mormon’s production. (My co-author and I have posted a detailed commentary on the reviews elsewhere.)2

			Clearly, the purpose of the piece provided as a response to the reviews in Interpreter is not to respond to the reviews, so I don’t have much to respond to in this rejoinder. I will simply state that my objections to the positions presented in By Means of the Urim & Thummim are not resolved (and not really addressed) by Lucas’s response.

			I must highlight one aspect of his book summary. Lucas perpetuates the fundamental argument of the book, which is that the term “Urim and Thummim” must refer exclusively to the interpreters. I need to emphasize that “Urim and Thummim” is not a Book of Mormon term; it appears nowhere in the volume. It is borrowed from the Bible and was, after the translation of the Book of Mormon, applied to the instruments used in that translation. Further, the biblical Urim and Thummim had no known use as an instrument of translation.

			Lucas and Neville are correct that “Urim and Thummim” could refer to the interpreters; no scholar denies this. The evidence demonstrates that the term was used much more broadly. There are historical statements where the label “Urim and Thummim” is clearly used to describe a seer stone. There are zero historical statements that suggest that it exclusively referred to the interpreters. Scholars who point this out are not calling Joseph or Oliver dishonest as Lucas and Neville assert.

			Perhaps a few more modern parallels will help make the issue clear. “Levis” can refer to the product from the Levi Strauss brand. However, it is also commonly used to reference other kinds of denim jeans. “Kleenex” certainly can refer to a specific brand of tissue, but common usage often has “Kleenex” meaning brands of tissues offered by other vendors. “Xerox,” as a verb, has come to be synonymous with photocopying, regardless of who manufacturers the photocopy machine. “Coke” is a well-known brand, of course, yet in many southern states it is also a generic term for any carbonated drink.

			“Urim and Thummim” had a similar range of usage. If I ask someone in the south if they had a Coke earlier in the day, and they say yes, does that necessarily mean they drank Coca-Cola? No. Could it? Yes. Basing a book on the idea that the response could only mean Coca-Cola would be folly. It is likewise folly to insist that “Urim and Thummim” must only refer to the interpreters.

			I hope that the continued employment of this fallacy by Lucas and Neville results from their misunderstanding and not an intentional misrepresentation. Either way, the understanding of their readers is not enlarged.
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			Honorable Intentions with an Unreliable Methodology: Lucas’s Response Underscores the Problems

			Jeff Lindsay

			Abstract: James Lucas has made a passionate response to the negative review I offered for his and Jonathan Neville’s book By Means of Urim & Thummim. Though we agree on many important issues, there are some troubling gaps that readers of their book need to understand. Some of these issues may be illustrated in the methodology of Lucas’s response. In general, the unreliable methodology and its often extreme, unnuanced approach to dealing with complex, unclear issues must be challenged, as painful as that has been. The complaints in my review remain intact if not further underscored by Lucas’s response. The basic concern remains that the approach taken in the book not only represents inadequate scholarship, but may improperly stir disrespect for the modern Church and its leaders.

			I thank James Lucas for sharing his response1 to my review of his book.2 I appreciate his efforts to clarify his views and share his reactions to my review. I felt more empathy for his work after reading his response, better recognizing how easy it is even for people agreeing on many issues to talk past each other. I also know the frustration of having a negative reaction to a work that took a great deal of time to prepare. And I know the pain of having a reader seem to completely miss the point of something I’ve written, almost as if they hadn’t read it or didn’t try to understand it. We are apparently both experiencing this pain right now.

			Before addressing Lucas’s response, I first wish to acknowledge key issues that I believe we both agree on, though Lucas may feel I don’t share some of these views:

			
					There is no question that the Nephite interpreters—a pair of stones set in a frame—were received by Joseph with the gold plates.

					There is no doubt that these interpreters, years later called the Urim and Thummim, were used in at least the initial translation of the gold plates.

					There is also no question that Joseph had at least one seer stone.

					There is no controversy that Joseph had been widely mocked and even faced legal trouble over his alleged use of a seer stone before translating the Book of Mormon.3

					There are multiple witnesses who reported seeing Joseph using a seer stone for translation. Lucas and Neville obviously recognize this because such reports were the motivation for developing their “Demonstration Hypothesis” in which Joseph pretended to translate in the sight of others using a stone in a hat.

					There is also no question that many accounts provided by Joseph, Oliver, and other figures in the Church referred to the use of the Urim and Thummim to translate without mentioning seer stones.

					But we also have clear evidence—even canonized evidence in Doctrine and Covenants 130:8–11—that a single stone rather than the two stones of the Nephite interpreters could be called a Urim and Thummim.

					However the Book of Mormon was translated, the translation was done by a seer, Joseph Smith, through the power of God.

					The Book of Mormon was the divine translation of an ancient record written on gold plates in a script that had long since been lost. The plates were real, as testified by many witnesses under various circumstances, including the powerfully miraculous and the fully mundane. Those many witnesses never denied their testimony of the reality of the gold plates.

					The Book of Mormon is a powerful witness for Jesus Christ, a source of divine truths about His role and His Gospel, and evidence for the Restoration of the Church of Jesus Christ. It is a marvelous work and a wonder, and we should respect the seer and prophet, Joseph Smith, for his sacrifice and faithful work in bringing this sacred scripture to the world.

			

			With all the things that unite us, it is painful to write a negative review of a book written by brothers in the gospel, but in my view, there are things that must be said. This is due in in part to the need for peer review of works seeking to provide scholarship on important matters, but also because some of the erroneous claims made may be harmful to some, in my opinion. More specifically, By Means of Urim & Thummim takes such a harsh black-and-white view of complex events with nuanced factors behind them, as to bring condemnation upon the Church and its current prophet while seeking to defend a prior prophet.

			I am grateful for Lucas’s thoughtful response, though the problems I detailed in my review have not been resolved. Indeed, my concerns over their methodology have only been fortified, for several issues in the response seem to demonstrate in a nutshell my broader concerns about the book. Please note that I am not saying that the thesis of the book is absolutely wrong. It is possible that only the Nephite interpreters were used to translate and that all those who witnessed the use of a non-Nephite seer stone were wrong or deliberately deceived. However, I find that argument very unlikely and certainly not demonstrated as plausible by the authors. My primary concern is not with their thesis, but with the poor methodology that makes the book and its conclusions unreliable, with potentially harmful consequences.

			Turning now to the details of Lucas’s response, I’ll first point out some of what it fails to consider.

			Neglecting Lessons from B. H. Roberts’s Efforts to Overthrow the Traditional Model of Translation

			Lucas complains that one-third of my review dealt with B. H. Roberts (more accurately, with B. H. Roberts and a common misunderstanding of Doctrine and Covenants 9). His response was to simply say that it was all irrelevant. He then moves on, abandoning any further engagement:

			Lindsay devotes a third of his review (pages 175–86, 11 of 32 pages) not to our book, but rather to attacking B. H. Roberts. And this even though our translation theory is quite different from Roberts’s and that we do not cite him as authority for our views. (He is only referenced in footnotes for thoroughness as Roberts was a prominent LDS thinker who did write about the translation.)4

			Lucas and Neville reject the translation model of Joseph seeing a translated text that he could simply dictate to his scribes without having to perform significant mental work to develop the finished words he would dictate. They also reject the idea that part of the translation was done with a seer stone. In making these rejections, they feel that they are restoring the proper original model of translation. They oppose what they see as a perversion by modern academics who recently developed questionable theories in which Joseph saw and dictated the completed translation, and in which some of the translation included use of a seer stone.

			Surely it is relevant to recognize that the model opposed by Lucas and Neville is actually the model opposed by B. H. Roberts over a century ago. He felt the then-common understanding was embarrassing (how could so much “bad grammar” have been given by God?) and that it did not give sufficient honor to Joseph Smith for the hard work of “studying out” the translation in his mind, per Doctrine and Covenants 9:7–9. The reigning model that so concerned Roberts in 1905 included Joseph seeing the finished text and using both the Nephite Urim and Thummim and a seer stone over the course of the translation. Ironically, the translation model now opposed by Lucas and Neville is essentially the traditional model Roberts opposed, not a new-fangled perversion by modern academics. Both Roberts and our two authors misapply Doctrine and Covenants 9:7–9 as a foundation for their translation theories. In effect, our authors seek to restore Roberts’s translation model.

			This context is vital for understanding the project of Lucas and Neville and how it fits into Book of Mormon studies. Good scholarship must not ignore related work, especially related work that entirely reshaped popular understanding of Book of Mormon translation in the Church. The unwillingness to even engage with the issue reflects a basic weakness in the methodology of the authors, though not as severe as some of the other flaws.

			An important part of my section on B. H. Roberts that also went completely unanswered in Lucas’s response is the argument that Roberts as well as Lucas and Neville have misapplied Doctrine and Covenants 9:7–9, as if the “burning in the bosom” statement on the need to “study it out” and ask “if it be right” was referring to how the translation was done. This confusion regarding “it” in that passage is a common one, but in this case the error undermines a key motivation for Lucas’s and Neville’s theories of translation, as it did for Roberts. Thanks to careful scholarship exploring that passage, today we can make much better sense of the meaning. As Stan Spencer concludes, “the Lord was not telling Oliver Cowdery how to translate but rather how to know whether it was right for him to translate and how to obtain the faith necessary to do so.”5

			A variation of Spencer’s approach, shared with me by Kendra Lindsay, my wife, is that ultimately Oliver’s need was to have the faith and power to translate, which required more than looking into a stone or stones. It required prayerful preparation that he might be able to receive the revelation needed for the translation. Being attuned with God may have been the key to the translation, and only then would he be able to look into a Urim and Thummim to see the written translation. If so, what he should have studied out in his mind was how to act as a seer, or rather, to verify that he had the faith and closeness to God required to perform as a seer. Based on Spencer’s approach, we might summarize the “it” of Doctrine and Covenants 9:8 as, “Is it right for me to translate now?,” while my wife’s approach might frame the question as, “Am I right before God and ready to translate?”6 Perhaps the two can be united with the question, “Is the time right and the translator ready?”

			Viewing the question that faced Oliver in this way makes more sense in understanding the miraculous translation of the Book of Mormon. For example, there seems to be a lack of evidence for use of the impractical “study it out” method when Joseph was confronted with an unknown script in translating the Book of Mormon, the Book of Abraham (see the overlooked evidence cited in my review), and whatever may have been on the parchment behind Doctrine and Covenants 7 or behind the translation of the Book of Moses, etc.

			Further, the remarkable speed of translation seems more practical with a “Joseph read the text” model rather than the much slower process of studying out a foreign script and coming up with a proposed meaning to verify in prayer. With about 269,000 words in the dictated text for the published Book of Mormon7 and with “not many more than the equivalent of about 60 actual working days [that] would have been available in April, May, and June 1829” for translation, as John Welch has determined,8 we can estimate that about 4,500 words on average per day of translation were dictated, a pace well above that of many professional writers.9 In fact, that pace is also above typical professional translation rates, which are often said to be around 2,500 words per day.10 But this can vary, as clearly noted by one translation firm:

			The number of words a translator can produce per day can vary significantly depending on various factors such as the translator’s experience, language pair, subject matter, complexity of the text, and the translator’s working speed and efficiency. The use of Computer Aided Translation (CAT) tools can also increase a translator’s productivity, especially if there are large numbers of repeated or fuzzy matches compared to completely new translations.

			It is difficult to provide an exact figure, as translation productivity can vary greatly from person to person. On average, a professional translator can typically translate around 2,000 to 3,000 words per day for general content. However, this number can be higher or lower depending on the factors mentioned above. Some experienced and efficient translators may be able to handle larger volumes, translating 4,000 to 5,000 words or even more per day. On the other hand, when dealing with highly technical or specialized content, the translation speed might be slower, and the translator may produce fewer words per day.11

			One thing that could certainly cause a drop in professional translation rates would be the challenge of facing an unknown language in an unknown script. Even if they had a Urim and Thummim that worked according to the model proposed by Lucas and Neville, I don’t think Joseph could possibly maintain the normal professional rate if he needed intense mental effort to study out each word or phrase, seek spiritual impressions, propose a translation based on those impressions, and then seek confirmation in prayer before dictating a few words. It’s hard to see any way to reconcile the model proposed by Lucas and Neville with the prodigious rate of not just translation but translation plus dictation and longhand writing with quill and ink. The speed of Book of Mormon translation is a marvelous work in its own right.

			Assuming extremely rapid translation provided by revelation, in which the time-consuming work was reading the dictation and then writing it down, John Welch conducted trials with other people to see if a practical pace of speaking and writing could fit the data. He determined that rates between 10 to 20 words per minute were practical and would require from about 4 to 8 hours per day.12 The pace that Welch considered did not include estimates of time for studying out characters in Joseph’s mind, changing the translated words and their order to get a better translation, and then getting confirmation in prayer before dictating the final, confirmed text. Such steps would considerably slow down the translation process. With fast work, fast revelation, and great endurance, the Lucas and Neville model might theoretically be possible, but still seems unrealistic. Just speaking and writing displayed text is challenge enough for a sixty-day project.

			The mechanics that we can infer from the flow of text in the Original Manuscript of the Book of Mormon suggests that Joseph saw the text in discrete chunks of around twenty words at a time, not a couple of carefully pondered and prayed-about characters.13 To quote the title of a compelling paper by Stanford Carmack, “Joseph Smith Read the Words.”14 That’s not an ironclad conclusion, but it is a reasonable one. This is consistent with the Lord’s statement, enshrined in scripture, that says three times that Joseph will “read the words” that would be given him (see 2 Nephi 27:20, 22, 24). The authors have not overcome the multiple problems with their theory, which means I am most comfortable with the model of Joseph, as seer, simply reading revealed words—with or without some mental tweaking at times, a possibility I do not rule out since Joseph obviously was comfortable with making what seemed like necessary adjustments for clarity or grammatical purposes after the dictation.

			B. H. Roberts, and now Lucas and Neville, have pursued a similar trajectory. The latter authors are ironically seeking to cast out what they view as a new-fangled model from apostates that was actually the traditional model in Roberts’s day that he wished to revise. Roberts, Lucas, and Neville are motivated by a noble desire to save the reputation of Joseph and defend the Book of Mormon, but all of them are wrong in an insistence that it was not enough for the seer to see the text, but that he needed to do slow, heavy lifting in his own mind to meet the improperly applied constraints thought to be in Doctrine and Covenants 9. Evaluating Roberts’s story in the light of Lucas’s and Neville’s current work adds important historical context. I am surprised that three short sentences of dismissal was all the evaluation received by Lucas. My evaluation still applies.

			Roberts’s objection was the “bad grammar” and poor wording in the dictated text, which he felt would shame the Church if such imperfection came from the divine revelatory tools. At that time, we did not have the data showing that these irritants (to Roberts) were likely not from Joseph’s bad grammar, but from a strong vein of acceptable grammar from the Early Modern English (EModE) era, as the extensive work of Stanford Carmack and Royal Skousen demonstrates. We don’t really yet know why EModE structures exist in the Book of Mormon, though they provide benefits of clarity and ease of translation to other languages. We also cannot answer Lucas’s objection as to who prepared such a translation apart from the fact that the translation is of divine origin, regardless of who may have been tasked with preparing whatever was actually shown to Joseph.

			Another relevant but ignored aspect of the B. H. Roberts section was that a reader in 1906 responded to Roberts’s new theory by proposing that the apparent flaws in the translated text could be accounted for if the Urim and Thummim only provided an incomplete literal translation that required Joseph to study it out in his mind and rework the text to make it acceptable. Roberts strongly objected to the notion that a divine instrument could give imperfect results if it were displaying text to read. He found this illogical and offensive. That proposal is certainly similar to the translation model of Lucas and Neville. The objections Roberts raised may still be appropriate today. I was hoping (apparently in vain) for a response to this as well.

			About that Overlooked Gospel Topics Essay

			I was further disappointed to see no discussion of my comments regarding the Church’s Gospel Topics Essay, “Book of Mormon Translation,” a publication with scholarly input and approved by the Church.15 It’s not scripture, but it’s a meaningful discussion of the issues. It proposes that a seer stone was sometimes used, directly clashing with the position held by Lucas and Neville. More recently, Church-provided content for the 2025 Come, Follow Me program addresses Book of Mormon translation by stating:

			We don’t know many details about the miraculous translation process, but we do know that Joseph Smith was a seer, aided by instruments that God had prepared: two transparent stones called the Urim and Thummim and another stone called a seer stone.16

			It is puzzling that in urging Latter-day Saints to understand Joseph’s statements their way—an understanding that rules out the possibility of a seer stone being used, let alone the seer stone being an instrument “that God had prepared”—they are directly clashing with Church publications and another prophet’s remarks. I was hoping to understand how the authors resolve that tension.

			The Gospel Topics Essay also quotes Wilford Woodruff in what should be considered meaningful evidence that a seer stone can be called a Urim and Thummim, for when Joseph showed his seer stone in 1841, Elder Woodruff (at the time) replied, “I had the privilege of seeing for the first time in my day the URIM & THUMMIM.”17

			Defense of the Demonstration Hypothesis?

			To me one of the key weaknesses and ironies of By Means of Urim & Thummim is explaining the seer stone as the result of deliberate deception by Joseph. Since Lucas and Neville take the extreme position of claiming that those who think a seer stone was used in the translation are saying that Joseph Smith was a liar, I would expect them to give a thorough defense when those troubled by their Demonstration Hypothesis fret over how that unnecessary speculation would make a deliberate deceiver out of Joseph. Lucas dismisses my response by saying that David Whitmer, the man they attack as uncredible and unfaithful, was the source of their idea. I don’t see how that responds to the concerns I raised.

			Responding to the Body of the Response

			We now turn to some of the details of Lucas’s response, where I feel some serious errors were made, leaving more gaps in the methodology and thesis of By Urim and Thummim.

			The strange case of the “Last Testimony of Sister Emma”

			Despite some gaps in missing major aspects of my review, Lucas was thorough in other areas, even so thorough as to criticize a part of my paper that I thought wasn’t there.

			While it’s possible that many parts of the authors’ thesis are correct, the methodology of By Means of Urim and Thummim remains on shaky ground as evidence is force-fit into favored theories or extracted from sources that sometimes don’t really agree with the authors’ claims. We get a vivid example of such methodology problems in Lucas’s comments on an issue he feels is critical—the purported unreliability of Emma’s “Last Testimony” given in 1879 in an interview with her son, Joseph Smith III:

			For example, both reviews refer to the “Last Testimony of Sister Emma” as an authoritative source for their arguments. The “Last Testimony” is an account published on 1 October 1879 by Joseph Smith III of an interview of his mother, Emma Smith, that he conducted in February 1879, not long before her death on April 30. The “Last Testimony” includes a claim ascribed to Emma that Joseph Jr. used a seer stone in a hat when Emma was scribing for the Book of Mormon. However, we discovered that only seven years later, in 1886, after performing his own extensive research, Joseph III repudiated the stone-in-the-hat narrative. This undermines the credibility of the “Last Testimony,” whether or not Emma actually stated what Joseph III reported. This 1886 document from Joseph III was not hidden; it did not come out of an attic. It was sitting in The Saints’ Herald for 137 years, but neither Gardner nor Lindsay inform their readers about this key previously unrecognized source. To the contrary, they promote Emma’s “Last Testimony” as fully credible.18

			Let’s enumerate the key points here:

			
					I relied on what Emma said in 1879 as if Emma’s “Last Testimony” were an authoritative source favoring the use of a seer stone in a hat used by Joseph in translation.

					Seven years later, the interviewer, Joseph Smith III, conducted “his own extensive research” and “repudiated” the seer stone and hat narrative as published in a prominent “key source.”

					This undermines his mother’s statement.

					I was irresponsible if not deceptive in refusing to let readers know about the repudiation.

					Instead, I promoted a questionable source as fully credible.

			

			This really sounds bad.

			For a moment, I seriously wondered how I could have been so careless as to cite, rely on, and promote Emma’s “Last Testimony”19 when in fact, I believed that I had deliberately avoiding discussing that source. Why avoid it? Because after reading Lucas’s and Neville’s extensive attacks on her 1879 statement in their book, I chose not to rely on and promote that source since it appeared to be so problematic. In fact, I didn’t even read it in preparing my review. Puzzled, I went back and searched my essay to see how I might have carelessly let it slip in.

			Readers of my essay may be equally puzzled at Lucas’s charge, for there is no mention of Emma’s “Last Testimony” in my paper nor any citation of that work. How, then, had I fallen for its deceptive lure? Ah, there it is: a mention of Emma on p. 173 of my review, where I parenthetically note that “other scribes such as Emma also made statements supporting Joseph’s use of a seer stone.” Emma is also mentioned twice in a quote from Royal Skousen, but I only mentioned her in passing once.

			Still, if Emma’s only mention of a seer stone were in the 1879 interview, then Lucas might be correct to believe that my paper and the Skousen quote implicitly drew upon Emma’s 1879 statement. Fortunately, there is no basis to see my mention of Emma’s viewpoint as some kind of ethical breach, for in an earlier letter to Emma Pilgrim, Emma Smith affirmed that Joseph used a seer stone after initially using the Urim and Thummim itself. Her 1870 letter supports the Church’s modern position that Joseph transitioned from the Nephite interpreters to the seer stone in the translation work:

			Now the first that my <husband> translated, [the book] was translated by the use of the Urim and Thummim, and that was the part that Martin Harris lost, after that he used a small stone, not exactly, black, but rather a dark color.20

			Brant Gardner was also condemned for promoting the 1879 “Last Testimony,” yet I also fail to see it mentioned or relied upon in his review.21 I believe the accusation of deceiving readers on this point was improper. This is an unfortunate misreading of our reviews, but our reviews are not the only sources that were misread.

			A repudiation? Misreading Joseph Smith III

			Given how my article was misread regarding my alleged promotion of Emma’s “Last Testimony” as authoritative, I was reminded of the related mishandling of sources that so irritated me while reading By Means of Urim & Thummim. As a result, I felt a need to check what Joseph Smith III actually said that so “repudiated” the use of a seer stone and, by association, Emma’s “Last Testimony.” Did his repudiation really undermine his mother’s comments?

			The astute reader might be wondering, “When a mother shares her personal beliefs and observations to her son in a published interview, what difference does it make if that son later expresses disagreement?” Seven years after he published his interview, if Joseph Smith III decided that he disagreed with his mother on how the Book of Mormon was translated, does that erase her testimony? This would not be the first time that a child differed with a parent (and not the first time that a child’s difference of opinion had no bearing on the veracity of a parent’s testimony).

			Here the context and agenda for the later 1886 statement referenced by Lucas needs to be considered. At this time, David Whitmer had become a threat to Joseph Smith III by claiming that his father was a fallen prophet. In the 1886 article, Joseph III strongly criticizes Whitmer and many of his claims. It is natural that under the circumstances and with the need to attack Whitmer’s credibility that the seer-stone theory, so frequently espoused by Whitmer, would also come under attack. But does Joseph III’s critique constitute a repudiation that undermines Emma’s “Last Testimony?” Let’s look at what Joseph III actually wrote and see how well it fits Lucas’s characterization:

			It must be allowed that these men [Joseph and Oliver] best knew by what means the Book of Mormon was translated. If the stone of which Mr. Whitmer speaks was used in translating, it was in effect a Urim and Thummim, yet it was evidently not the chief instrument, nor did its use detract from the Seeric powers of Joseph Smith. It rather confirms and exalts them, showing that the gift of translation and revelation was bestowed of God upon the Seer in person, and was of first importance and virtue.22

			There seems to be a major discrepancy here. Joseph Smith III may prefer emphasizing the Nephite interpreters and may not be completely convinced that a seer stone was used, but this is far from a repudiation of what Emma said in his 1879 interview. In fact, he makes no mention of her “Last Testimony” in his 1886 critique of Whitmer. If a seer stone was used by the seer instead of the dual-seer-stone Nephite interpreters, Joseph III did not seem to have a fundamental problem with that. Rather, he recognized that such a stone would, in effect, be a Urim and Thummim. Joseph’s purported use of a seer stone would not detract from his role as seer, but would “confirm and exalt” his seeric powers.

			In my view, Lucas’s statement in his response, similar to related statements in By Means of Urim & Thummim regarding Joseph Smith III, lacks the needed nuance for a scholarly work and strikes me as abusing a cited source. This is a critical flaw in the book’s methodology. Lucas sees an article where the author, while suspicious of Whitmer’s claims, still leaves the door open for the possibility that a seer stone could have been used by the Seer. That constitutes a repudiation of the seer-stone theory? One that demolished Joseph III’s earlier report of Emma’s testimony? To me, this is an example of Lucas and Neville occasionally making overreaching claims that are not adequately supported by the documents cited. I remain concerned about their overly aggressive methodology and questionable claims.

			To be fair to the authors, though, I think I can explain what may have led Lucas and Neville to feel justified in what I see as a mistaken reading of Joseph III’s statement such that Emma’s “Last Testimony” appeared to be “repudiated.” In their book, they are troubled by that testimony to the degree that they pursue many paths to undermine it. Most interesting is the “new perspective” they propose that suggests that Emma’s “Last Testimony” may have been a “summary, interpretation, or characterization” of Emma’s “answers” by Joseph III.23 In other words, the “Last Testimony” was not authored by Emma, but was composed by or largely “ghostwritten” by Joseph III to serve his agenda at the time of distancing his father from polygamy. In this speculative theory, he might have been largely sharing his views and possibly a few of his mother, they argue24—all this despite the article’s mention of a third party, Emma’s second husband, who was there as witness:

			It was decided to present to her a few prominent questions, which were penned and agreed upon, the answers to which might, so far as she was concerned, settle these differences of opinion. In accordance with this understanding the Senior Editor of the Herald visited Nauvoo, in February last, arriving on the 4th and remaining until the 10th. Sister Emma answered the questions freely and in the presence of her husband, Major Lewis C. Bidamon, who was generally present in their sitting-room where the conversation took place. We were more particular in this, because it had been frequently stated to us: “Ask your mother, she knows.”25

			To me it’s inconceivable that this interview might not have happened or that the answers provided were falsified given that they appeared in a public record likely to be seen by Emma’s family and peers, and published in the same year while Lewis Bidamon was still alive (he passed away years later in 189126). This makes no sense to me. Solving the problems of the unwanted testimony by making Joseph III a deceiver without evidence in order to defend preconceived notions is much like the “Demonstration Hypothesis” that makes a deceiver of Joseph Smith in the name of honoring him. I enjoy irony, but this is untenable.

			In what I would call “The Strange Case of the ‘Last Testimony of Sister Emma,’” we find an accusation of promoting a questionable source when the source was not cited, discussed, or relied upon. We are told that the interviewer who published Emma’s “Last Testimony” repudiated the stone-in-the-hat theory that Emma mentioned, when the 1886 source does not really support that claim. Strong and sometimes very harsh claims are improperly made while evidence is mangled to comply with pet theories, even if it means unjustly painting others as deceivers. This is not the approach of reliable scholarship.

			Did I ignore Eugene Nida’s work? Yes! Here’s why

			Lucas, with reasonable cause, is frustrated that I disregarded their treatment of Eugene A. Nida’s work on the nature of translation, particularly Bible translation. Here I must admit to being guilty. Why would I neglect that part of the book? Because I considered it an irrelevant distraction already made moot by other gaps in their approach. It was one of several dozen minor issues (in my opinion) that would be best to ignore for a review that was already growing too long.

			While Nida’s work has been of profound importance for translators of the Bible and has helped them better recognize the decisions they need to make to better select and achieve the goals of their translation work, what Joseph did is a world apart from the work of modern Bible translators. Modern translators begin with a profound knowledge of the ancient language, an awareness of how words are used throughout the text and how those words are used in documents outside the Bible, and knowledge of how other translations have rendered those words and phrases. They are also aware of ancient cultural issues that help clarify the meaning of many passages and may even know related words in other languages that may have influenced a Greek or Hebrew passage.

			Joseph, on the other hand, was faced not just with an unknown language and culture, but with an undeciphered script. Nida’s principles might be relevant once a script is fully deciphered and an initial translation has been completed that could reveal apparent meaning and intent. Then that preliminary work could be revised iteratively in the context of the whole text and other relevant texts by determining what parts of the translation-in-development might now best employ formal translation or more functional translation. But the idea of Joseph receiving a few words of a nearly literal translation and deciding whether it needed to be kept nearly literal for formal translation purposes or more functional makes no sense. How can Joseph make that decision in his own mind if he does not yet know where the section being translated is going? Is this the beginning of a chiasmus or part of a word play or meaningful Hebraism where specific words need to be strictly employed for a highly formal translation? Is it an allusion to a biblical passage (or “impossibly,” a yet-to-be-translated text like the Book of Moses) that had best closely follow other translated language? Or does it cover minor details or historical information without significant rhetorical features that are best given a loose functional translation? One needs to understand the context and agenda of the passage and how it fits in with surrounding or even distant text or other sources before such decisions can be properly contemplated.

			Based on how Joseph actually did the translation without rewrites or major revisions, but with a continuous flow of dictated text, the intricate intertextuality and consistency of the result only makes sense if Joseph were being provided the finished text or something very close to it in most cases, not a literal translation that needed to be reworked every time in his own words without any of the knowledge and context that Nida presumes.

			Nida, as important as his work may be, is simply irrelevant to the impossible task of decipherment and translation that Joseph faced, and of no value in explaining the miraculous output from that project. The result of Joseph’s revelatory process was miraculously dictating an ancient text from an unknown script and unknown language in a continuous manner at high speed, without notes, without massive rewrites, and without first learning the language and coming to terms with internal word usage, tone, and authorial agenda. This miracle cannot be the fruit of a human composing a translation on the fly.

			I came to the section on Nida right after making the surprising realization that Lucas and Neville were not willing to seriously consider the implications of the evidence-based proposals of Carmack and Skousen on the abundant non-biblical Early Modern English influences in the Book of Mormon. They dismissed it as an apologetic attempt “to deflect evidence of Joseph Smith’s active involvement in the creation of the Book of Mormon,”27 which does not fit the history of Carmack and Skousen’s work at all. Without providing any evidence, Lucas and Neville assume that the archaic pre-KJV features in the dictated Book of Mormon text were part of Joseph’s dialect or something he could have picked up from his environment. The most glaring problem with such an assumption is that documents that Joseph either wrote himself or dictated to others do not show that unusual syntax—it is only in the Book of Mormon.

			Lucas and Neville assert that Joseph dictated the Book of Mormon in his own dialect, perhaps influenced by old books he had read as well, so that could explain the Early Modern English features, and they assume that his written documents don’t reflect his speech because “speaking and writing are two different skills; people do not write the way they talk.”28 When people write a formal document, they first conceive of a statement and then express it in formal language, which often differs from casual speech in part because more time is spent on coming up with the words to use. But how is this different than the mental processes used when dictating a formal text to a scribe? The text is literally “spoken,” yes, but it differs from casual speech in essentially the same way that writing by hand differs. In fact, even more time may be spent in mentally forming the dictated text because of hearing the text spoken aloud and then pausing for the next phrase to be written before moving forward, giving both time and audio feedback to assist in formulating the words.

			The dictated translation of the Book of Mormon has a syntax far different from Joseph’s dictated or handwritten letters or from what we know of Yankee dialect. The literary fingerprint of the dictated Book of Mormon text cannot fairly be ascribed to his efforts to imitate KJV style or to a few remnants of archaic features in Yankee dialect. The serious scholarship of Skousen and Carmack cannot be dismissed with such casual ad hoc arguments. Mountains of evidence weigh against Joseph serving as the primary composer, though he did feel free to revise some portions later (sometimes adjusting awkward grammar, even when doing so might obscure what would later be recognized as evidence of antiquity). I am also open to the possibility of some functional revision on the fly if he felt it necessary. It’s not for us to impose rules on what he could or could not do, but we are free to seek to understand what happened.

			But if Joseph read the text in finished or nearly finished form, the kind of choices Nida refers to had already been made by someone else before being displayed to Joseph—whether it was God himself or divine agents whom he may have asked to prepare an English translation. Nida’s discussion of translation strategies, then, doesn’t apply to Joseph and the issue of what tools he used. But even if Joseph were doing the heavy lifting, Nida still doesn’t seem to apply in any useful way except as a pedantic tool to characterize the output if we think we know what input was being processed, which we don’t. The whole discussion of Nida seems irrelevant without providing real support for Lucas’s and Neville’s thesis, but perhaps I should have taken the time to point out my objections more clearly.

			The mistake of using “literal” to describe Lucas’s and Neville’s translation theory

			Lucas complains that both Gardner and I make a critical mistake in sometimes using “literal” or related terms to characterize the kind of translation that Lucas and Neville propose Joseph received from the Urim and Thummim. (I also referred to it as a “fractional” or “crude” translation.) We are said to be guilty of another ethical breach:

			Similarly, neither reviewer uses the term “formal equivalence” in the correct sense, even though it is carefully defined and regularly used in the book. The reviewers’ refusal to do so appears to be deliberate misrepresentation intended to bias readers against the book’s translation explanation.29

			Had we paid more attention to their discussion of Nida’s work, Lucas seems to feel that we would not have made such a fundamental mistake. That may be true, but in defense, I can say we are not alone.

			As a newcomer to the terminology in Lucas’s and Neville’s work, I hope that I and other readers like Gardner might be forgiven for confusion regarding their terminology. This confusion begins with the very first words in the book related to their thesis on the copyright page as it describes the image on the cover:

			As Joseph turns the leaf of the plates, he is studying out in his mind the best way to express in English the meaning of the literal translation of the characters provided by the Urim and Thummim, which he will then dictate to Oliver Cowdery to write down.30

			That discussion of the “literal translation” from the Urim and Thummim is provided by Lucas and Neville, who now accuse us of “deliberate misrepresentation” for similar terminology. Please note that the text being studied in the image on the book’s cover is in the middle of the gold plates. It is not the last plate with the title page, for which Joseph once spoke of a having provided a “literal translation”—a term to which I think Lucas and Neville give unjustified emphasis. Joseph had not yet studied foreign language and may not have realized how often a strictly literal translation of individual words may be a terrible and quite unusable translation of the actual meaning, an important point to keep in mind with respect to the translation theory of the authors. I think Joseph used “literal” to mean a “real and precise” translation of the very words on that last plate, just as today we might say, “I literally translated it from the last page” without saying how the translation was done or how strictly it follows the meaning of the original words or their word order. Likewise, if asked, Joseph may have said that the first page of the lost 116 pages was a “literal” translation of the first plate in the book of Lehi, etc.

			The copyright page is not the only place that might have misled me into using the word “literal.” The authors also variously speak of the hypothesized translation system being “literalistic,”31 “close-to-Nephite literal English,”32 “close to literal,”33 and “a more literal English.”34 I sense that the authors may misunderstand how great the gap is between anything close to a literal translation and an intelligible, finished English translation—especially in translating from languages in distant language families. Such linguistic remoteness makes it unlikely that a literal or close-to-literal translation could be a suitable basis for Joseph to then render it into a finished translation, whether it was a mostly formal or functional translation. Such a displayed incomplete translation could not reasonably sustain the fluent intertextuality and textual consistency of the Book of Mormon if significant work remained to be done to make sense of what was revealed. Converting a literal or close to literal translation to meaningful English scripture requires skills similar to those of modern Bible translators—skills that Joseph lacked.

			Reading Lucas’s response, it seems that he is distancing his model from anything associated with the word “literal” to a much more usable formal translation that a genuine bible scholar might render for a biblical text. But that is not what I found in his and Neville’s book when their translation theory was finally proposed:

			We propose a translation model which we believe resolves these apparently conflicting lines of evidence. We suggest that the interpreters did display English, as all the witnesses said, but that the text displayed on the two “stone” screens was not a complete, final interpretation of the engravings. Instead, the interpreters provided a literalistic English rendition of the Nephite characters. In some cases, it may have been transliterated phonetic spellings of proper names and foreign words untranslated in the Nephite text such as cureloms.

			The isolated meanings for each character given by the interpreters would rarely transfer directly word-for-word into contemporary English. [This sure sounds like a literal translation.] Even the Title Page, which Joseph said was a literal translation, includes English pronouns and conjunctives to make the text flow coherently.

			Carrying on the analogy to modern technology from Chapter 5(C), software on our smartphones can already “look” at foreign language characters and instantly display them in English. In that sense, the software literally “translates” the characters, but does not interpret the meaning in a fully useful way. . . .

			The important comparison is that the English read-out displayed on the interpreters’ double screens was not a final translation. It was left to Joseph to render the close-to-Nephite literal English presentation displayed on the interpreters into English which would be meaningful to modern readers, a deliberative process that involved myriad word and grammar choices he had to study out in his mind using his own learning and linguistic resources. Further, as with any literary work, the translator continued to refine his work as his spiritual understanding and language skills grew.35

			The incomplete translation that supposedly required intense mental work and sorting through a myriad of complex possibilities to get an English translation really doesn’t seem to fit the concept of intelligible formal equivalence. If a true “formal equivalence” was provided, it would be an intelligible result and an essentially finished product when formal equivalence made sense. The authors seem to insist on something far less finished, and so I can see why they so frequently used forms of “literal” in describing the translation. I hope the authors will have some sympathy for my error.

			I can accept that the finished text of the Book of Mormon may have a spectrum of translation approaches ranging from formal to functional equivalence, in ways that could be consistent to some degree with functional examples proposed in Gardner’s works.

			The question to me is who generated the more functional translations? At least some of them could have been already provided in the text displayed to Joseph Smith. The existence of apparently relatively functional phrasing in some places does not require Joseph Smith to have composed that text nor to have been sorting through a myriad of word, grammar, and style choices each time he confronted a short new chunk of nearly literal text, unaware of what followed, unaware of what rhetorical or literary tools it was employing, and unaware of what allusions to other scripture it might be making. Had he been sorting through all the possibilities in his own mind, we might not have much more than a fraction of 1 Nephi after sixty days of translation and would likely have a text rife with rewrites to account for what he learned later.

			Making the plates of no value?

			Lucas quotes Richard Bushman to challenge the idea of seeing a translation in a seer stone, as if this would devalue the golden plates and the history of the coming forth of the Book of Mormon. Here there may be a subtle problem in a quotation:

			Yet modern advocates of the stone-in-the-hat narrative have made the entire divine saga of the coming forth of the Book of Mormon largely irrelevant. At the end of his book on the plates, Bushman asks,

			Why the plates at all? So long as it was believed Joseph read from the plates through the Urim and Thummim, their purpose was clear. But if he read the text from a seer stone while the plates lay covered on the table, as many now believe, . . . why the effort to preserve them through the centuries, why the trouble to recover and protect them, why their presence?36

			Upon checking this source, a minor gripe is that Bushman does not present this as his question, but as his characterization of how lay Latter-day Saints may react to the debates on the translation. He is expressing how the details of translation remain unsolved and puzzling, not necessarily railing against a theory he rejects. Here is the context:

			The puzzle of translation has not been solved. How the words came to flow from Joseph Smith’s mouth into the ears of the scribes and then on to paper remains unresolved. We have plenty of hypotheses and no agreement. Among lay Latter-day Saints, the question is, Why the plates at all? So long as it was believed Joseph read from the plates through the Urim and Thummim, their purpose was clear. But if he read the text from a seer stone while the plates lay covered on the table, as many now believe, what part did they play? Why the effort to preserve them through the centuries, why the trouble to recover and protect them, why their presence? Sometimes it looks as if the plates were both essential to translation and useless. And so their story begins and ends in a puzzle.37

			The question about the value of the plates that might occur to some members of the Church is a fair question to raise, but it has long been answered. The plates contain tangible, remarkable evidence for the existence of an ancient sacred record, showing that Mormon, Moroni, Nephi, and the ancient Nephites were a real people with a sacred record. The Testimony of Three Witnesses and The Testimony of Eight Witnesses are precious documents providing powerful evidence of the ancient and divine origins of the record. They not only bear witness of the role of Joseph Smith as a prophet and seer and of the reality of the Book of Mormon, but they even provide tangible evidence of the reality of the Messiah, Jesus Christ, as Elder Mark E. Petersen has noted.38

			The power of the plates as a witness of Christ and the Restoration is not diminished by the details of any translation process. Today ancient documents are often translated by first scanning them and then having scholars examine digitized images. This does not diminish the physical reality of the manuscript from which the images came or from which computer-aided enhancements of text and even translation of text came. The important thing is that the translation was created from an authentic, tangible manuscript. How a translation process worked is irrelevant when it is divine—unless one creates an excessively narrow definition of the flexible word translation.

			Mistranslating “translate”

			Like B. H. Roberts rejecting the traditional model of translation where Joseph saw the text in both the Nephite interpreters and a seer stone, Lucas and Neville reject a modern form of that traditional model because it doesn’t demand enough from Joseph to make him a “translator” doing the intense mental effort of translating a foreign language (in an unknown script, for the record). Part of their problem is an overly narrow scope for what translate can mean. In his response, Lucas insists that one particular definition for translate is what the word obviously means. With Nida’s teachings being so important to his work, I might have thought that he would consider how Joseph applied the word translate in a variety of contexts before assuming that a standard modern dictionary definition is what Joseph always meant when speaking of translating the Book of Mormon. While I think the specific definition might be OK, it’s how Lucas “translates” that definition that creates the problem:

			Just as the stone-in-the-hat narrative makes the plates and interpreters superfluous, it also renders the concept of Joseph as translator meaningless. And Joseph Smith and his fellow early Saints understood perfectly well that the word translate meant “to render into another language; to express the sense of one language in the words of another.”39

			Lucas gives us definition #6 from Webster’s 1828 dictionary.40 There is no reason this does not fit either the use of a Urim and Thummim or the seer stone to translate. There is not even a requirement to first decipher a script or to have mastered the grammar and vocabulary of the language or to exert great mental effort in providing the translation. There is no reason this does not fit Joseph acting as a composer who creates words from impressions to his mind or from near-literal text displayed to him, or as a seer who gains revelation that enables him to see a finished translation in a revelatory device or even just in his mind. There are many possible technical details for a translation to be made, but if there is a foreign text and a human agent is able to “to render” that text “into another language” such as English, then we are in the realm of Webster’s sixth definition of “translate.” As Lucas continues, he doesn’t seem to recognize that this definition does not really bring the perceived victory of ruling out the seer stone or a vision of a finished translation versus an imperfect one.

			This was a difficult part of his argument for me to grasp, but I think the point is that “everyone knows” that translating means heavy mental lifting to create a translation (from the known script of a known language, I must add), while “merely” miraculously seeing the finished divine translation (as opposed to the incomplete or literal translation proposal that B. H. Roberts found to be offensive) is just not good enough to count—it’s not enough work on Joseph’s part. That’s not what Webster said, though, and it’s not what Joseph or the Lord said.

			I feel that if Lucas and Neville had begun with the question of “What did ‘translate’ mean to Joseph?,” they might have developed a more reasonable theory. Better still, they might have realized that translating without studying a script or even staring at it could still occur with divine aid, as it did repeatedly, with intelligible English sometimes given right away.

			An important clue on the meaning of translate is found in the scriptures. In Doctrine and Covenants 45, the Lord reminded Joseph of the need to have the New Testament be “translated” (v. 60) and said, “Wherefore I give unto you that ye may now translate it” (v. 61). This was part of Joseph Smith’s translation of the Bible, a divinely appointed project in which he had no original Greek nor Hebrew text to work with, and still no knowledge of Greek nor Hebrew as he began. Rather, he would ponder the English text and create interpretations, revisions, or new material. This was all translation according to the Lord and as understood by Joseph. There is no record of using either the Urim and Thummim or a seer stone for this project. The first part of the work was the miraculous delivery of the “Vision of Moses,” a document given purely by revelation. It was followed by further revelations that build on Genesis 1–6, apparently with a recently purchased Bible before Joseph, to give us our current Book of Moses and the rest of his translation of the Bible.

			Before that, in April 1829, Joseph inquired through the Urim and Thummim and was shown the translation of a hidden parchment written by John. Here Joseph saw a translation without having the source document before him. If divine translation could occur of a lost manuscript on another continent, if it even still exists, then why the strident objections to translating gold plates that might be a couple of feet away or covered on the table? Likewise for the Book of Abraham, we aren’t sure if the Joseph Smith papyri contained the text that was given to Joseph as the Book of Abraham. Joseph and his peers were obviously interested in studying out the meaning of the Egyptian script, but that was an apparently unsuccessful process which appears to have begun after the translation was done, not as a precursor to translation.41

			Clearly there was great diversity in Joseph’s role as a translator. We must not reject divinely approved modes of translation using narrow definitions to exclude unliked theories.

			Misreading Brigham Young’s statement

			In Lucas’s reply, he discussed a statement of Brigham Young as if it rebuts the allegedly muddled statement of Wilford Woodruff in 1841 that calls a seer stone a Urim and Thummim:

			The earliest reference stone-in-the-hat advocates can point to is a garbled entry in Wilford Woodruff’s journal of a meeting with Joseph in 1841. However, even this is problematic, as Brigham Young’s description of the same meeting makes clear that Joseph continued to use the term in connection with the translation of the Book of Mormon only to refer to the interpreters, while referring to other seer stones separately. Brigham recorded that Joseph “explained to us the Urim and Thummim which he found with the plates, called in the Book of Mormon the Interpreters. He said that every man who lived on the earth was entitled to a seer stone, and should have one, but they are kept from them in consequence of their wickedness, and most of those who do find one make an evil use of it; he showed us his seer stone.” “History of Brigham Young,” The Latter-day Saints’ Millennial Star 26, no. 8 (20 February 1864), 118–19, archive.org/details
/MStarVol26/page/n133/mode/2up; and Elden J. Watson, ed., Manuscript History of Brigham Young 1801–1844 (Salt Lake City: Smith Secretarial Service, 1968), 112a.42

			Lucas makes it sound as if Brigham were supporting his and Neville’s theory, when his statement is showing that both devices can be sacred visionary tools. After mentioning the Urim and Thummim that came with the plates (the Nephite interpreters with two stones), Brigham immediately moves to the topic of the seer stone that all should have were it not for wickedness. Then he displayed his seer stone. The concept of a single, sacred, visionary stone that can be called a Urim and Thummim fits perfectly with Doctrine and Covenants 130:8–11:

			The place where God resides is a great Urim and Thummim. This earth, in its sanctified and immortal state, will be made like unto crystal and will be a Urim and Thummim to the inhabitants who dwell thereon, whereby all things pertaining to an inferior kingdom, or all kingdoms of a lower order, will be manifest to those who dwell on it; and this earth will be Christ’s.

			Then the white stone mentioned in Revelation 2:17, will become a Urim and Thummim to each individual who receives one, whereby things pertaining to a higher order of kingdoms will be made known; And a white stone is given to each of those who come into the celestial kingdom, whereon is a new name written, which no man knoweth save he that receiveth it. The new name is the key word.

			These single stones or other objects, each called a Urim and Thummim, can reveal visions of sacred things, including sacred writing (“a new name written”), clearly related to the role of divine seer stones used by seers to see sacred things and translate sacred writing. Thus, canonized scripture teaches that there is not just one and only one Urim and Thummim that can be used for revelatory purposes, but that a single stone can also serve that purpose and bear that epithet.

			This brings me to an overall objection to Lucas’s reply: he seems to insist on making all issues purely black and white, with no middle ground. Thus, Lucas writes that “we argue that the conflict between the stone-in-the-hat narrative and Joseph and Oliver’s testimonies is fundamental and irreconcilable.”43 We either fully accept a quote from the Prophet or make him a liar. Likewise, the Urim and Thummim can only be the Nephite interpreters, two clear stones set in a frame; to suggest otherwise is an “effort to obfuscate.”44 Such a polarized, extreme view verges on a fundamentalism that cannot consider a nuanced argument and the unavoidable conflicts that arise in complex matters of which we know very little. But at least we should recognize that scripture teaches us that there has been more than one Urim and Thummim in antiquity and that there will be many in the future, not all having the same form. Recognizing this helps us appreciate the potential for “Urim and Thummim” to refer to more than one object over the years. This is hardly obfuscation. It’s necessary nuance for approaching a complex issue.

			Mischaracterizing Royal Skousen

			In an offensively sarcastic mistreatment of one of the most dedicated and careful Book of Mormon scholars, Lucas offers feigned praise for Royal Skousen’s “courage” in coming out and declaring what stone-in-the-hat supporters allegedly really believe about the honesty of Joseph Smith: that he “lied about the translation of the Book of Mormon.” Lucas hypes the implications of Skousen’s new declaration made in the final weeks of 2024 (actually Skousen’s document, as mentioned in footnote 33 of my review, has been online on The Interpreter Foundation website since 2021), in which Skousen notes that Joseph’s statement about translating the Book of Mormon by means of the Urim and Thummim “is only partially true”45 since he also used a seer stone that is not mentioned. “Only partially true” here could equally well be expressed as “incomplete” or even “deliberately incomplete.” The data seem to indicate that a seer stone was used, in addition to the Urim and Thummim. Yes, the seer stone could be called a Urim and Thummim and sometimes was, but Joseph’s statement includes the context of the Nephite interpreters, so “partially true” seems a reasonable expression.

			For Oliver, Skousen suggests that claiming to translate with the Urim and Thummim “appears to be deliberately misleading” since he understands that there was a transition to the seer stone by the time Oliver translated. While we don’t have statements from others supporting the use of the Urim and Thummim while he was translating, it’s possible that there were episodes since both revelatory tools were apparently available. We just don’t know. I think this is why Skousen uses the cautious phrasing that his statement “appears” to be deliberately misleading. But perhaps it was not. (See the following section for another perspective.)

			In this matter, we see the “problem” with careful scholars: when the data point to something uncomfortable for us, such as tensions between details and general statements, they discuss it, warts and all. Skousen lets us know that there were strong incentives for both Joseph and Oliver to downplay the seer-stone issue for the public given the harmful harassment and even legal threats previously experienced. As noted earlier, there will be some tension on this issue no matter what we say or what creative new theories we devise (like the Demonstration Hypothesis) to try to cancel what irritates us. Instead, I recommend considering the context and the pressures faced and not be too quick to judge good people dealing with complex issues. That includes leaders like Joseph, Oliver, or Russell M. Nelson and modern scholars like Royal Skousen.

			Failure to consider Joseph’s and Oliver’s statements

			While Lucas accuses me of ignoring Joseph’s and Oliver’s statements indicating that the Urim and Thummim was used to translate, the conflict between those statements and the seer stone theory was certainly addressed in my review:

			At the same time, we have statements from Joseph and Oliver (these are included and discussed in Skousen’s chapter, along with many other witness statements) that don’t mention the seer stone and only speak of the Urim and Thummim. Skousen proposes that both men felt a need to downplay the role of the seer stone given the trouble Joseph had already faced in that area. There’s no way to eliminate tension here: either many witness statements need to just be disregarded, or we must accept incomplete or inaccurate reporting on some details of the translation from Joseph and Oliver. Again, I appreciate the desire of Lucas and Neville to create a tidy scenario, but I feel they create more problems than they believe they have solved.46

			As noted previously, one can say that Joseph was incomplete or only “partially true” and that Oliver appears to have been misleading to avoid causing trouble with respect to the public’s misunderstanding of seer stones. However, the possibility certainly arises that during the time that Oliver served as a scribe, both the Nephite interpreters and the seer stone were employed at different times, as the Church’s Gospel Topics Essay states. Both can be called the “Urim and Thummim” or “interpreters”—after all, the Nephite interpreters were really two seer stones set in a frame.47 Thus, the statements of both Joseph and Oliver, even when also referencing the Nephite interpreters, could be understood to mean that the translation was done by interpreters or by Urim and Thummim, whether the Nephite interpreters/seer stone provided with the plates or the interpreters/seer stones that Joseph had found (a white one and a brown one).

			Despite the failure to specifically mention the seer stone, the affirmation that the translation was done by the Urim and Thummim may be more defensible than Lucas allows. A seer stone can be “in effect” a Urim and Thummim if used to translate, as Joseph Smith III observed in his alleged repudiation of the seer stone theory.48 Oliver does not say that the tools Joseph used were limited to the Nephite interpreters. It’s possible that both were used (an added reason for this follows). Here are the two key statements of Oliver:

			Day after day I continued, uninterrupted, to write from his mouth, as he translated, with the Urim and Thummim, or, as the Nephites would have said, “Interpreters,” the history, or record, called “The book of Mormon.”49

			I wrote, with my own pen, the entire Book of Mormon (save a few pages) as it fell from the lips of the Prophet Joseph Smith, as he translated it by the gift and power of God, by the means of the Urim and Thummim, or, as it is called by that book, “Holy Interpreters.”50

			These statements associate the translator aids that Joseph used with the Nephite interpreters, but is it an association of exact identity or of the class and function of the device? A reasonable reading might be that he was saying, perhaps with deliberate lack of specificity, that Joseph translated with the Urim and Thummim, a tool identical to or equivalent to the tool known to the Nephites, who called this kind of tool “interpreters.” There is the issue of saying “the Urim and Thummim” rather than “a Urim and Thummim,” which may make Oliver’s statement still incomplete or “partially true.”

			This prepares us to understand the real gap that Lucas is seeking to widen. In light of what we learn from Lucas’s objections, I propose that the use of one vs. two seer stones is not the source of the visceral reaction against the “stone-in-a-hat” theory. Rather, the real issue may be the hat.

			Facing the real gap: Looking in a hat or at the plates?

			Whether a revelatory aid that would gradually be called a Urim and Thummim employed one or two seer stones may be a minor detail. The real fundamental gap in the physical details of the clashing theories is whether a hat can be used versus staring openly at the plates while translating, as depicted in some paintings and drawings that many of us often saw years ago. On this issue, Lucas’s and Neville’s insistence that we consider Doctrine and Covenants 9 to understand the translation leads to a meaningful advance in approaching the problem of what Oliver experienced and how translation was done.

			Part of the divide that Lucas and Neville offer is the insistence that the only way to translate with the Urim and Thummim is as shown in the questionable image on their cover, namely, studying and trying to make sense of a “close-to-Nephite literal” translation while peering directly at the visible plates through the dual stones of the Nephite interpreters to engage with the specific passage being translated. This is strictly a hat-free process. But, as I pondered Lucas’s reply and his insistence on a fundamental and irreconcilable gap between his preferred method and theories involving a seer stone, an important new gap emerged in light of Doctrine and Covenants 9, a key factor motivating Lucas’s and Neville’s work.

			The context for the revelation about the burning of the bosom in Doctrine and Covenants 9:7–9 is an episode in April 1829 when Oliver sought to translate. In fact, he attempted translation but failed. As Stan Spencer notes, “Doctrine and Covenants 9:5 observes that Oliver Cowdery ‘began to translate,’ which suggests that he actually did translate and must have known how to do so.” (This important verse is not treated by Lucas and Neville.) Understanding that Oliver had attempted to translate helped Spencer identify the antecedent context behind the “it” of vv. 7–9, which likely refers to the issue of whether it was right for Oliver to translate then, not the basic question of how to translate in the first place.

			A key question now is how did Oliver attempt to translate? There are two reasonable possibilities: (1) he looked into the Nephite interpreters, as Joseph may have been doing at the time or certainly had done, or (2) he looked into a seer stone. But it seems that we can be certain he was not looking through the Nephite Urim and Thummim at the plates in an attempt to decipher a foreign script and come up with proposals to test in prayer. Why? Because Oliver had not yet become a witness to the plates, which would not happen until June 1829—he did not yet have permission to look at the plates. Thus, whichever form of a seer stone Oliver was attempting to use, one or two from the Nephite interpreters or one of Joseph’s non-Nephite seer stones, he wasn’t looking at the plates.

			So, what was Oliver doing? If he were using the Nephite seer stones, perhaps he was following the method that faithful Latter-day Saint Joseph Knight Sr. described regarding Joseph’s work:

			Now the way he translated was he put the urim and thummim into his hat and Darkned his Eyes then he would take a sentance and it would apper in Brite Roman Letters then he would tell the writer and he would write it then that would go away the next sentance would Come and so on.51

			Whether it was the Nephite dual-seer-stone Urim and Thummim (of which only one seer stone might have been used at a time) or a single seer stone, the only way that seems to work for an attempted translation was for Oliver to be looking into a seer stone. How? If he was not able to look at the plates, then what? Then he may have done what so many witnesses saw Joseph doing: looking at the seer stone(s) in a hat. I don’t know that for sure, but I think it seems clear he was not staring at the plates that he was still forbidden to see, trying to work out a translation of what he saw.

			Since this was Oliver’s first attempt at translation, it would make sense that Joseph allowed him to use the “premier” translation tool, the original Nephite Urim and Thummim, to have the best shot at success, but that’s just speculation. Either way seems possible. But if Joseph was using the Nephite interpreters at the time and shared them with Oliver (with divine permission, of course), then Oliver would have been translating while the Nephite tool was in use. Joseph may have started relying on the seer stone shortly after this, accounting for the witnesses statements about the seer stone. If so, Oliver’s statements are less objectionable than the alternative possibility of only having translated with the seer stone.

			Here it seems that canonized scripture gives us an important clue that may rule out some of the strident claims made by Lucas and Neville about how the translation must have been done and mitigates their denouncements of those who believe a seer stone was used. It also makes the possibility of a hat being used even more plausible, for the other option of necessarily staring at the plates was certainly not required.

			Doctrine and Covenants 9 turns out to be more important that I previously appreciated.

			Minor Issues

			Lucas claims that I said Joseph never used the Nephite Urim and Thummim after they were returned, citing my article at p. 170. To say that the seer stone was used after the Urim and Thummim was returned does not indicate that the Urim and Thummim was never used. Thereafter I quote the Church’s Gospel Topics Essay on Book of Mormon translation which says “Apparently for convenience, Joseph often translated with the single seer stone rather than the two stones bound together to form the interpreters. These two instruments—the interpreters and the seer stone—were apparently interchangeable.”52 This suggests that both could be used. I did not intend to provide any speculation on exactly when the two instruments were used. But see Emma’s 1870 letter to Emma Pilgrim discussed earlier.

			I also disagree with the claim that those of us who think a seer stone was used for some of the translation believe that “all instances where Joseph and Oliver used the term [Urim and Thummim], they meant the scrying stone as well as the interpreters.”53 That’s certainly not what I said. Even noting that the term Urim and Thummim can be used to describe both items does not mean that a dual reference was always or even regularly meant.

			A Final Note on Terminology

			I’m frustrated by the insistence of using pejorative terminology to cast emotional shade on the established term “seer stone.” Calling it a “scrying stone” highlights the folk magic controversy that had caused so much trouble for Joseph. “Scrying stone” is a rarely used term except in some fantasy games. Why not use the term that significant witnesses used (including Wilford Woodruff and Brigham Young), that modern leaders of the Church have used, that the Church’s Gospel Topics Essay on Book of Mormon translation used—seer stone? Yes, “scrying stones” or peep stones were part of Joseph’s environment, but in the translation work, he was acting as a seer and the stones he used—whether in the Nephite interpreters or the single stone he placed in a hat—should be called seer stones. To call them “scrying stones” is to echo the hostile critics who attacked Joseph and demeaned his role as a seer, just as the authors’ pejorative term “SITH” associates the use of a seer stone with forces of evil in the Star Wars tradition. Cute, but inappropriate.

			Conclusions

			When it comes to the details of how the translation was done, if they really matter, there is room for a variety of theories that faithful people may hold. For those who care about the details, debate is inevitable because of the lack of definitive statements that clarify exactly how the translation process worked and because of gaps and conflicts in some of the evidence.

			What we have are a mountain of clues including:

			
					recorded statements of Joseph, his scribes, his peers, observers, and others;

					the written manuscripts themselves, especially the Original Manuscript and the Printer’s Manuscript, which provide intriguing details about the oral dictation;

					hints from scripture;

					the analysis of scholars and students of the Book of Mormon who examine various aspects of the evidence, sometimes introducing additional arguments from further considerations (e.g., analogies to modern translation methods and tools or consideration of historical context and its impact on the motivations for or potential agenda behind various statements); and

					official statements from the Church, such as the Gospel Topics Essay, “Book of Mormon Translation,” which remains strongly at odds with the thesis of Lucas and Neville.

			

			Unfortunately, our ignorance of the details of how the divine translation was done is not easily overcome by considering the mountain of clues, for there is no simple, satisfying, unifying theory that neatly resolves the apparent clashes in some of the evidence. No matter which theory one selects for whatever reason, there is a need for nuance and a recognition of tension between one’s preferred theory and the evidence.

			I can respect the desire of Lucas and Neville to defend the prophetic role of Joseph Smith in their approach. Their approach, however, so often seems to force the evidence to fit their agenda, sometimes at the cost of poorly characterizing the evidence. While it is possible that their overall theory is correct, their methodology is not, and that is the fundamental shortcoming in their work. Unfortunately, Lucas’s response to my book review provides further examples of this problem in addition to those I previously detailed. I hope the authors will redirect their efforts or revise their theories to not be as extreme and inflexible as they seem to me, often leading to ironic and undesirable results like the Demonstration Hypothesis.

			It’s time we recognize the real miracle of Joseph’s translation as the work of God in marvelous ways that gave us such a consistent, rich, and powerful text. The Book of Mormon is majestic, the fruit of a marvelous translation process through a great Seer. Whatever the translation aids and whatever mental processes were involved in the remarkably swift pace of translation, the result required no massive rewrites as each new dictated phrase from an unknown language and unknown script could fit into complex rhetorical structures including chiasmus, make subtle textual allusions even to text not yet translated (both in the Book of Mormon and the Book of Moses), maintain remarkable consistency in terminology, provide powerful poetry, and be able to touch the hearts and change the lives of millions in its witness of Jesus Christ. We can squabble over the cloudy details of the translation, but let’s focus on the marvelous work and a wonder that has yet many miracles to work if we will take it seriously.

			[image: ]

			Jeffrey D. Lindsay has been providing online materials defending the Church for more than twenty years, primarily at JeffLindsay.com. His Mormanity blog on Church topics began in 2004 and was recently converted to ArisefromtheDust.com. He is currently on the Board of Directors for The Interpreter Foundation. Jeff has a PhD in chemical engineering from BYU and is a US patent agent. Jeff has been a Fellow of the American Institute of Chemical Engineers since 2014. Every year since 2015 he has been named as one of the world’s leading intellectual property strategists on the IAM 300 Strategy List by IAM Media Group in the UK. He is currently president of Planet Lindsay, LLC, assisting a variety of clients with intellectual property and innovation. From 2011 to 2019 he was the head of Intellectual Property for Asia Pulp and Paper in Shanghai, China, one of the world’s largest forest product companies. Formerly, he was associate professor at the Institute of Paper Science and Technology (now the Renewable Bioproducts Institute) at Georgia Tech, then went into R&D at Kimberly-Clark Corporation, eventually becoming corporate patent strategist and senior research fellow. Jeff served a mission in the German-speaking Switzerland Zurich Mission. He and his wife, Kendra, are the parents of four boys and have fifteen grandchildren. They are both serving as ministering specialists for African immigrants in their community and are learning Swahili. Jeff also serves as a board member for Hope and Help Together, a community organization in Appleton, Wisconsin, which works to assist refugees and immigrants in the Fox Cities region.

			

			
				
						1	.	James W. Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation: A Response to Brant Gardner’s and Jeff Lindsay’s Reviews,” Interpreter: A Journal of Latter-day Saint Faith and Scholarship 64 (2025): 81–98, journal
.interpreterfoundation.org/joseph-and-oliver-told-the-truth-about-the
-translation-a-response-to-brant-gardners-and-jeff-lindsays-reviews/.


						2	.	The book is James W. Lucas and Jonathan E. Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim: Restoring Translation to the Restoration (Cottonwood Heights, UT: Digital Legend Press & Publishing, 2023). My review is Jeff Lindsay, “Through a Glass Darkly: Restoring Translation to the Restoration?,” Interpreter: A Journal of Latter-day Saint Faith and Scholarship 63 (2025): 169–202, journal.interpreterfoundation.org/through-a-glass-darkly-restoring
-translation-to-the-restoration/.


						3	.	Russell Anderson, “The 1826 Trial of Joseph Smith” (presentation, 2002 FAIR Conference, Utah Valley State College, Orem, UT), fairlatterdaysaints.org
/conference/august-2002/the-1826-trial-of-joseph-smith.


						4	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 90.


						5	.	Stan Spencer, “The Faith to See: Burning in the Bosom and Translating the Book of Mormon in Doctrine and Covenants 9,” Interpreter: A Journal of Mormon Scripture 18 (2016): 219, journal.interpreterfoundation.org/the-faith
-to-see-burning-in-the-bosom-and-translating-the-book-of-mormon-in
-doctrine-and-covenants-9/.


						6	.	Kendra Lindsay, personal communication, 17 January 2025.


						7	.	“Word Count,” Scripture Central, Evidence 254, 13 October 2021, scripture
central.org/evidence/word-count.


						8	.	John W. Welch, “Timing the Translation of the Book of Mormon: ‘Days [and Hours] Never to Be Forgotten,’” BYU Studies Quarterly 57, no. 4 (2018): 16–30, byustudies.byu.edu/article/timing-the-translation-of-the-book-of-mormon
-days-and-hours-never-to-be-forgotten.


						9	.	“Average Daily Word Count for Writers,” The Novelry, 14 August 2017, 
thenovelry.com/blog/word-counts.


						10	.	For example: “the average professional translator can translate somewhere between 1,500 to 2,500 words per day,” per Flor Dimassi, “How Long Does It Take To Deliver A Professional And Quality Translation?,” LinkedIn.com, 17 August 2021, linkedin.com/pulse/how-long-does-take-deliver-professional-quality
-flor-dimassi/. Also see the discussion at “How many words per day can you translate on a day-to-day basis?,” Proz.com, 2–3 April 2008, proz.com/forum
/getting_established/101263-how_many_words_per_day_can_you
_translate_on_a_day_to_day_basis.html; and “How many words does a professional translator translate per day?,” Pangeanic.com, 10 May 2015, blog
.pangeanic.com/how-many-words-does-a-professional-translator-translate
-per-day.


						11	.	“How many words can a translator produce per day?,” AZ World, 12 October 2023, a-zworld.ca/translation-services-canada-blog/how-many-words-can-a
-translator-produce-per-day/.


						12	.	Welch, “Timing the Translation of the Book of Mormon,” 37–39.


						13	.	Royal Skousen, “The Witnesses of the Book of Mormon,” in The History of the Text of the Book of Mormon, vol. 3, part 7 (Provo, UT: BYU Studies, 2024), 68–69. A pre-print of this article has been available for over three years at “Update of the Pre-Print of a Discussion of the Book of Mormon Witnesses,” Interpreter Foundation Blog, 25 August 2021, pp. 28–29, interpreterfoundation
.org/blog-update-of-the-pre-print-of-a-discussion-of-the-book-of-mormon
-witnesses-by-royal-skousen/.


						14	.	Stanford Carmack, “Joseph Smith Read the Words,” Interpreter: A Journal of Mormon Scripture 18 (2016): 41–64, journal.interpreterfoundation.org
/joseph-smith-read-the-words/.


						15	.	“Book of Mormon Translation,” Gospel Topics Essays, churchofjesuschrist
.org/study/manual/gospel-topics-essays/book-of-mormon-translation.


						16	.	“Voices of the Restoration: Translation of the Book of Mormon,” in Doctrine and Covenants 2025, Come, Follow Me—For Home and Church: Living, Learning, and Teaching the Gospel of Jesus Christ (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 2024), churchofjesuschrist.org/study
/manual/come-follow-me-for-home-and-church-doctrine-and-covenants
-2025/06a-voices-of-the-restoration-translation. The “Voices of the Restor­ation” vignettes are available in the online version of Come, Follow Me, not in the printed versions of the manual.


						17	.	“Book of Mormon Translation,” Gospel Topics Essays, n21.


						18	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 84.


						19	.	Interview of Emma Smith by Joseph Smith III, “Last Testimony of Sister Emma,” Saint’s Herald 26, no 19. p. 289 (1 October 1879): 289, archive.org
/details/TheSaintsHerald_Volume_26_1879/page/n287/mode/2up.


						20	.	Emma Smith Bidamon, letter to Emma Pilgrim, 27 March 1870, in the Emma Smith Papers, Library-Archives, Community of Christ, Independence, MO, bhroberts.org/records/0iSghu-CyqXGc/emma_smith_reports_that_joseph
_used_the_urim_and_thummim_before_the_lost_pages_and_a_dark_seer_stone_afterwards.


						21	.	Brant A. Gardner, “Trust Us, We’re Lawyers: Lucas and Neville on the Translation of the Book of Mormon,” Interpreter: A Journal of Latter-day Saint Faith and Scholarship 63 (2025): 135–68, journal.interpreterfoundation.org
/trust-us-were-lawyers-lucas-and-neville-on-the-translation-of-the-book-of
-mormon/.


						22	.	Joseph Smith III, “David Whitmer Reviewed,” Saints Herald 33, no. 45 (13 November 1886): 707, latterdaytruth.org/pdf/100821.pdf, emphasis added.


						23	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 51.


						24	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 51–52.


						25	.	Smith III, “Last Testimony of Sister Emma,” 19.


						26	.	Gracia Jones, “In Memory of Major Lewis Crum Bidamon—1806–1891,” The Joseph Smith Jr and Emma Hale Smith Historical Society, 16 August 2020, josephsmithjr.org/in-memory-of-major-lewis-crum-bidamon-1806-1891/.


						27	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 89.


						28	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 90.


						29	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 94, emphasis added.


						30	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, copyright page, emphasis added.


						31	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 186, 190, 196.


						32	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 186.


						33	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 189, 190.


						34	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 196.


						35	.	Lucas and Neville, By Means of the Urim & Thummim, 186–87, emphasis (bold) added; italic in original.


						36	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 94. Lucas is quoting Richard Lyman Bushman, Joseph Smith’s Gold Plates: A Cultural History (New York: Oxford University, 2023), 181.


						37	.	Bushman, Joseph Smith’s Gold Plates, 181, emphasis added.


						38	.	Mark E. Petersen, “Evidence of Things Not Seen,” Ensign, May 1978, 61, churchofjesuschrist.org/study/general-conference/1978/04/evidence-of
-things-not-seen.


						39	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 88–89.


						40	.	Noah Webster, ed., An American Dictionary of the English Language (New York: S. Converse, 1828), s.v. “translate,” webstersdictionary1828.com
/Dictionary/translate.


						41	.	John Gee, An Introduction to the Book of Abraham (Provo, UT: Religious Studies Center, Brigham Young University; Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 2017).


						42	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 85n10.


						43	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 84.


						44	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 86.


						45	.	Skousen, “The Witnesses of the Book of Mormon,” 62 (or p. 22 of the preprint in “Update of the Pre-Print of a Discussion of the Book of Mormon Witnesses,” Interpreter Foundation Blog.)


						46	.	Lindsay, “Through a Glass Darkly,” 197–98.


						47	.	Note that the frame was too large to work as dual-lensed “spectacles,” contrary to the image Lucas and Neville employ on the cover of their book showing Joseph viewing “the literal translation,” per the caption on their copyright page, of some passage within the gold plates while he has both stones over his eyes like eyeglasses.


						48	.	Smith III, “David Whitmer Reviewed,” 707.


						49	.	Oliver Cowdery, letter to W. W. Phelps, 7 September 1834, published the next month in the Latter Day Saints’ Messenger and Advocate, as cited by Skousen, “The Witnesses of the Book of Mormon,” 62.


						50	.	Oliver Cowdery, as recorded by Reuben Miller in his journal, 21 October 1848, published in 1859 in the Deseret News, as cited by Skousen, “The Witnesses of the Book of Mormon,” 62.


						51	.	Joseph Knight Senior, reminiscence in his own hand dated between 1835 and 1847 (the year of his death), as cited by Skousen, “The Witnesses of the Book of Mormon,” 62, emphasis added.


						52	.	“Book of Mormon Translation,” Gospel Topics Essays.


						53	.	Lucas, “Joseph and Oliver Told the Truth about the Translation,” 85.


				

			
		

		
			
			

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			Wonder No More: A Review of Into Arabia

			Brant A. Gardner

			Review of Warren P. Aston, Godfrey J. Ellis, and Neal Rappleye, Into Arabia: Anchoring Nephi’s Account in the Real World (Orem, UT: The Interpreter Foundation; Salt Lake City: Eborn Books, 2024). 298 pages. $44.99 (hardback), $39.99 (paperback).

			Abstract: Into Arabia is a collected reprint of six articles. The first chapter reprints an article that first appeared in BYU Studies. The other five appeared in Interpreter. Both BYU Studies and Interpreter are peer-reviewed academic journals, which means that all these articles were examined and reviewed prior to publication. Thus, my review is more of a synopsis of the importance of each chapter rather than a detailed critique.

			Internet conversations on diverse forums frequently repeat the idea that there is no archaeological evidence for the Book of Mormon. The charge is almost always directed to the New World portion of the Book of Mormon. Both those asking the questions, and too frequently those Latter-day Saints who respond, are solely focused on the New World. That focus ignores the fact that there is significant archaeological evidence supporting the Old World portion of the Book of Mormon. Specifically, the journey Lehi’s family took from Jerusalem to the Old World Bountiful provides the best archaeological evidence for the Book of Mormon.

			One of the specific reasons that there is a difference in the quality of archaeological research in the Old World versus the New World is the availability of writing, and particularly names, that trace to the appropriate time. The New World geography of the Book of Mormon continues to be debated because there is no specific named place where one might begin. That isn’t the case for most of the book of 1 Nephi. That book begins in Jerusalem, a known place with a known history. It is linked to the Babylonian conquest, which is known and dated in non-biblical sources. The overall directions of travel are given in the text, and importantly, there is a named place that fits in both time, space, and text with archaeological evidence.

			The book Into Arabia1 collects several articles published at different times and in different venues (one from BYU Studies and the rest from Interpreter). This volume examines different aspects of the research into this most promising archaeological connection between the Book of Mormon and the known Old World setting. It is very much a response to the idea that there is no archaeological evidence for the Book of Mormon.

			This volume is specific, detailed, and comprehensive. Even though each article is available separately, there is great convenience in collecting them in one place. It makes it easier for most of us to discover anew this important elucidation of the best-known geographical information available for the Book of Mormon. An additional subliminal advantage is that the collected articles are presented generally in the order of the journey, allowing for a greater conceptualization of the whole that is created by the sum of the ordered chapters.

			Chapter 1: Lehi and Sariah’s Escape from Jerusalem

			In the first chapter, Warren Aston suggests that: “The unfolding of Nephi’s detailed travel account in recent decades, showing that plausible real-world locations exist for the journey he recorded, should engender confidence as we consider the other events and settings he describes” (p. 3). He begins with a note on the tents the family took on their journey (1 Nephi 2:4). He uses that information to note that transporting those tents required the use of camels, and that the use of camels forms one of the types of evidence available for determining the route the family took as they left Jerusalem and headed toward the Red Sea (p. 4).

			There have been multiple theories presented for the route that the Lehites took from Jerusalem to the Red Sea. Each is viable in that it is legitimately a historical path. The question becomes one of selecting among the possibilities that best fit the data. It is at this point that Aston demonstrates that his assertion that Nephi left a detailed travel account is modified. There is enough information that external information can be tested against the text, but the text itself cannot be the deciding factor. When Aston argues for his preferred route, through the Negev wilderness, much of the argumentation is based on how the known geography and topography would have affected the travelers—information imputed to the text and not extracted from the text. That is not to say that Aston’s analysis is incorrect. It is simply noting that he was a little too expansive in his attribution of detail to Nephi’s account.

			After suggesting the route from Jerusalem to the Red Sea, now more commonly referred to as the Gulf of Aqaba, he turns to the camp in the valley of Lemuel. He notes that this is likely not on the shore, as it is logical that Nephi would have clearly described a shore encampment as he later did with Bountiful. Aston provides a background on the previous suggestions for the location of the valley, and he explains that he conducted on-the-ground research to see if there were alternatives. He settles on Wadi Tayyib al-Ism, which has been previously suggested. Aston’s contributions are in his discussion of the nature of the river in the valley. He notes that while a previous commenter had suggested that there were very few perennial streams in this area, there is, indeed, only one and it is found in Wadi Tayyib al-Ism (p. 22). Aston also provides evidence that wear patterns on the granite valley walls suggests that there was once a much larger and consistent flow of water to create that erosion pattern (pp. 26–28). Unfortunately, there is no way to know if that erosion was due to a continuous flow in Lehi’s time. It is perhaps plausible, but it is currently beyond the evidence.

			Chapter 2: Nephi’s Eight Years in the “Wilderness”

			In spite of the excellent clues Nephi left that help identify the Lehites’ journey from Jerusalem to Bountiful, there is one problem that Nephi created with no obvious answer—he indicates that they spent “many years, yea, even eight years in the wilderness” (1 Nephi 17:4). The problem with that statement is that a journey covering the distance and general location they covered should only take months, not a year. Certainly not eight years.

			In the second chapter, Godfrey Ellis examines those eight years and begins by looking at what the text might have meant by “wilderness.” He suggests:

			The alternative reading for Nephi’s comment is that the word wilderness might not have referred only to a desert environment, but to any undeveloped area. If that is the case, then the eight years “in the wilderness” could have included the time spent in the lush but uninhabited oasis/inlet of Bountiful. If the concept of wilderness could include more habitats than just a desert, that would change everything. Most specifically, it would allow Nephi’s eight years to represent the total time on the Arabian Peninsula, not just the time from leaving Jerusalem to entering Bountiful. (p. 34)

			Ellis makes a good case for a more open reading of the text rather than the assumptive literalist reading that may try to extract more data than is available in the travel statement. Allowing the eight years to cover the entire journey makes some sense, but of course still doesn’t explain the eight years.

			What Ellis does is to spread the delays across the various stops. By including the time in Bountiful and what might be needed to build a ship from scratch, it creates a much longer time than would be required simply by travel. I state that fully realizing that my sentence is so dramatically reductive that it really ignores much of the value of Ellis’s chapter. Much of the value lies in the detailed analysis of events, people, and places that lead to the longer timeframe. This is a chapter rich in detailed examinations. One of them that should be required reading is Ellis’s reading of Laman and Lemuel, which contradicts the all-too-easy interpretation of the brothers as evil.

			Chapter 3: Nephi’s Shazer

			In the first chapter of Into Arabia, Warren Aston discussed the evidence supporting a real-world location for the valley of Lemuel. Linked to that location is the information that leads to this chapter, a discussion of a real-world location for the location of Shazer. Here Aston begins with an examination of the meaning of the name. The two proposals, from Sperry (twisting and intertwining) and Nibley (trees) are examined. Nothing about the region fits a description of twisting and intertwining, leading Aston to accept Nibley’s suggestion that it meant “trees.” With that touchpoint, Aston suggests:

			the leading candidate for Shazer is notable for three reasons: its distance from the valley of Lemuel, its proximity to mountains where game could be hunted, and its profusion of trees. All these features can be readily discerned in satellite imagery, although they are best appreciated at ground level. (p. 111)

			The chapter examines previous proposals and settles on the identification made by George Potter and Richard Wellington. They suggested Wadi Agharr, now commonly called Wadi esh Sharma. Aston discusses the reasons that this region fits the requirements and concludes: “Shazer can now be identified with a high degree of certainty” (p. 124).

			Chapter 4: The Nahom Convergence Reexamined

			It was Hugh Nibley who first suggested that “the place which was called Nahom” (1 Nephi 16:34) was likely a location that already had that name when the Lehite entourage arrived. That suggestion appeared to have been corroborated by the discovery of altars indicating that there was such a place, and that it existed during Lehi’s lifetime. That link between place and text would be the closest thing possible (besides, of course, Jerusalem) to an archaeologically demonstrated tie between the Book of Mormon and the world it describes.

			That correlation has not come without challenge. A principal contraindication is that the connection is derived from Semitic texts that do not use vowels. Hence, finding NHM might mean Nahom, but also could be other words, including words more likely in the language of those who created the inscriptions.

			The potential of Nahom and the best-attested convergence between known history and the Book of Mormon is therefore extremely important to understanding the historicity of the Book of Mormon text. Chapter 4, Neal Rappleye’s contribution to Into Arabia, is currently the standard for the accumulation of evidence supporting that correlation.

			Rappleye begins with the history of the linguistic issues, emphasizing the plausibility of the reading of Nahom for the NHM consonants. From that beginning, he dives into the geography and history of the region. Rappleye lays out four elements that he suggests provide the convergences to corroborate the Book of Mormon Nahom with the real world:

			
					The plausible route the Lehites would have taken to arrive at Nahom.

					Nahom as a place of burial.

					A review of textual details that define the location.

					An examination of the historical geography of the region.

			

			The examination is detailed and well done. For this particular connection to the Book of Mormon, this discussion is the most comprehensive examination of this historical context of the Old World portion of the Book of Mormon. Including this chapter in Into Arabia continues to strengthen the argument that we have solid Old World evidence demonstrating that the Book of Mormon descriptions can be attached to real-world places and times with a high degree of confidence.

			Chapter 5: Accessing Nephi’s Bountiful

			The placement of this chapter by Warren Aston is appropriate for understanding the sequence of the Lehite journey, but is conceptually dependent upon the next chapter, which discusses the candidates for the Old World Bountiful named in the Book of Mormon. Without an understanding of which location the trail should go to, finding the way it was approached seems like putting the cart before the horse.

			While that is technically true of the placement of the chapter, the reader should be assured that the author has an argument for the Bountiful in question. Indeed, the next chapter is also by Aston. In original publication order, the next chapter appeared the year before this one, and this one is built upon it. It should be remembered that the placement in this book is conceptual and not based on original publication dates.

			The specifics of this chapter are based upon the identification of Bountiful as Khor Kharfot, in present-day Oman. This chapter examines the two options of how the final destination was reached. As Aston explains, “not all students of Nephi’s journey across Arabia may realize that there are actually two wadis, or river valleys, providing access for the final stage of travel from the interior deserts into Khor Kharfot. Both wadis converge near the beginning of the inlet” (p. 212).

			The examination of the two is detailed and the arguments important. While it is a very small portion of the story of the journey of the Lehites, it is a reminder that these descriptions of the Book of Mormon are sufficient to create a rather explicit map of the path that the Lehites traveled. Aston concludes:

			Realities on the ground—most still visible today—thus continue to inform our quest to probe these sacred records. They bring us closer to a fuller appreciation of what is surely one of the longest and most consequential journeys in history. Specifics such as the terrain, distances, directions, and so on—embedded in Nephi’s text and discussed here—offer further compelling support for it being a history of real people on a real journey. (p. 220)

			Chapter 6: Nephi’s Bountiful

			There have been two proposed candidates for the Old World Bountiful in the Book of Mormon. In this chapter, Warren Aston provides a close examination of the textual evidence and the physical features of the two proposed candidates.

			Aston begins, as he should, with the text itself. Most Book of Mormon readers will assume that there is little to go on, but close reading of the text describing the whole of the journey provides clues. Aston begins with the travel from Nahom to Bountiful and then discusses the textual requirements for Bountiful.

			Against those requirements, Aston tests the two proposed locations in remarkable detail. In addition to information on the location itself, Aston also provides information on the possibility of shipbuilding in that region, and what kind of ship might have been possible.

			Conclusion

			Most good reviews provide a critical assessment of the book in question. This review, as indicated at the outset, is more a general assessment of the value of the book rather than a critique. What, then, is the suggested value? Tremendous. For anyone interested in understanding how the Book of Mormon fits into history, it is indispensable. This book provides the best evidence that the criticism that the Book of Mormon has no archaeological evidence is based solely on issues relevant to the New World portion of the text.

			The Book of Mormon cannot be split into two different historical issues, however. Regardless of any issues in discussing the historicity of the text after the arrival of the Lehites in the New World, assessment of the convergence between 1 Nephi and its real-world setting is highly detailed and conforms to known geographies, locations, and time periods.

			[image: ]
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			Through a Glass Darkly: Was There a Twentieth-Century Corruption of 1 Corinthians 13:12?

			Charles Dike

			Abstract: This paper considers the well-known account of Paul having been struck blind on the road to Damascus and his equally well-known statement that “for now we see through a glass darkly.” Both are examined in light of a solar eclipse that occurred across the Mediterranean in AD 49. It is possible that Paul could have been referring to an experience of viewing the solar eclipse through a filter. The article provides an exploration of potential astronomical aids that may have been available to first-century viewers of the eclipse. Views of solar phenomenon are shown and then Jewish and Christian thoughts are discussed regarding glass, crystals, clouds, and the veil. At the end of the nineteenth century, a conflict arose among commentators about whether 1 Corinthians 13:12 was referring to looking at a reflection in a cloudy mirror or viewing an eclipse through darkened glass. Ultimately those advocating for an interpretation of his words as referring to a reflection in a blurry mirror prevailed. However, based on new information and on the religious context, the darkened-glass interpretation appears to be the correct one. The paper concludes with the presentation of a Jewish perspective of the darkened glass, which, typologically, equates to a veil.

			This article explores Paul’s letters to the Corinthians from several perspectives. First, that he was temporarily blinded by looking upon the resurrected Christ. Second, that he was steeped in Jewish traditions, having been trained by Gamaliel, a well-respected Jewish Pharisee and rabbi. Third, that he lived in a Roman- and Greek-influenced world. Fourth, and most significantly, that the whole of the Ancient Near East had witnessed a “ring of fire” solar eclipse on 20 May AD 49 approximately four years before he wrote his letter to the Corinthians.

			A Brief Overview of Saul/Paul’s Blindness

			When travelling to Damascus to persecute the believers of Christ, Saul was interrupted when “suddenly there shined about him a bright light from heaven: and he fell to the earth, and heard a voice saying unto him, ‘Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?’” (Acts 9:3–4).1 Paul learned that day the cost of looking at the resurrected Lord face to face—he went blind and remained so for three days (v. 9:9).2 Paul appears to have been exhausted by his experience. This is suggested by verse 22 where he “increased the more in strength.” Finally, Ananias was instructed of the Lord to lay his hands on Paul and heal his blindness.

			In about AD 57, while addressing a hostile mob in Jerusalem, Paul stated,

			I am verily a man which am a Jew, born in Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, yet brought up in this city at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught according to the perfect manner of the law of the fathers, and was zealous toward God, as ye all are this day. (Acts 22:3)

			Paul then proceeded to relate his experience on the road to Damascus (Acts 22:6–17). Moreover, everyone who had heard of Paul would have known of the cause of his blindness and his miraculous healing. Paul is said to have suffered from some infirmity throughout the rest of his life (2 Corinthians 12:7, Galatians 4:13, 14). What that infirmity consisted of is a matter of speculation. One possibility is that Paul’s eyes never completely recovered from his experience. In his epistle to the Galatians he uses his eyes as evidence that Jesus Christ lives and was crucified: “O foolish Galatians, who hath bewitched you, that ye should not obey the truth, before whose eyes Jesus Christ hath been evidently set forth, crucified among you?” (Galatians 3:1).3 Later he wrote, “I bear you record, that, if it had been possible, ye would have plucked out your own eyes, and have given them to me” (Galatians 4:15). This suggests that Paul’s eyes may have been allowed to remain somewhat damaged after the laying on of hands by Ananias to serve as a reminder and as a witness to Paul’s audience that he had seen the resurrected Christ on the road to Damascus.4

			Paul’s Solar Eclipse

			On 20 May AD 49, an annular eclipse of the sun occurred. This eclipse has been documented by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), who show that the path of the eclipse ran across Africa through the ancient Levant and on to Asia as can be seen in figure 1.5 Figure 2 shows a close-up of this path, which ran just north of Jerusalem and right over Antioch. The eclipse allowed observers to see the edge of the sun around the moon, which is known as a “ring of fire” eclipse (figure 3).6 It was not a total eclipse because the moon was unable to block the sun completely—the moon was simply too far from the earth. This made it particularly dangerous to look at without some form of eye protection.7 Observers would have watched as darkness descended and would have been aware of a sharp drop in temperature. For those in the center of the eclipse path, the event would have lasted  over four minutes. As it ended, they would again feel the heat of the day as the moon no longer blocked the sun.

			Is it possible that this commonly shared event may have been on Paul’s mind when he wrote to the Corinthians and that many in his audience would have understood any allusions to the eclipse?8 Modern readers of his letters do not have the benefit of considering this possibility if they are not aware of the eclipse having occurred in that location and at that time just four years earlier.

			Paul’s First Letter to the People at Corinth

			As an apostle, Paul wrote his first letter to the Corinthians in about AD 52 or 53.9 It was intended to correct some improper behavior among the Corinthians, instruct them in proper behavior, and expound on general Christian principles. Paul is speaking on practical matters and pulling on both personal and shared experiences. Paul reminds the listeners that he has seen Jesus Christ and been tasked to instruct them: “Am I not an apostle? am I not free? have I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord? are not ye my work in the Lord?” (1 Corinthians 9:1). This verse provides an authoritative context based on his experiences and sets the stage for his later comments in this same letter. He offers his well-known, but widely less understood, metaphor: “For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am known” (1 Corinthians 13:12). Many of the people could recall Paul’s face-to-face experience with Christ and also their experience seeing a ring-of-fire solar eclipse some four years earlier.

			Paul makes one last comment regarding seeing the resurrected Christ as he works toward the conclusion of the letter: “And last of all he was seen of me also, as of one born out of due time” (1 Corinthians 15:8). He then tells his audience that “there are also celestial bodies, and bodies terrestrial: but the glory of the celestial is one, and the glory of the terrestrial is another” (1 Corinthians 15:40). Paul’s audience can conclude that the resurrected Christ is as bright as the sun and that Christ is the “Sun of righteousness” (Malachi 4:2).

			Whether Paul was in Jerusalem or Antioch in May AD 49 when the ring of fire occurred, he would have experienced the impact of the event. The Corinthians would only have experienced a partial eclipse.10 Paul, the Corinthians, and the population in the path of the eclipse would have needed some kind of eye protection to look toward the sun. One possibility is that some may have used either polished obsidian or deeply colored glass to protect their eyes. When Paul later mentioned the darkened glass, most of the Corinthians would have already been familiar with that glass. Pliny described just how popular the darkened glass was.

			Materials Available to Paul for Solar Observation

			Pliny the Elder (AD 23/24–79) was a contemporary of Paul and an astute observer of science and nature. Among his other works, he produced an encyclopedia known as Natural History.11 Pliny wrote of obsidian, a naturally occurring volcanic glass that he called a stone, and darkened man-made glass which he called “obsian”:

			In our classification of glass we include also “obsian” ware, so named from its resemblance to the stone found by Obsius in Ethiopia. This stone is very dark in colour and sometimes translucent, but has a cloudier appearance than glass, so that when it is used for mirrors attached to walls it reflects shadows rather than images. Gems are frequently made of it, and we have seen also the solid obsidian statues of the deified Augustus, for the substance can yield pieces bulky enough for this purpose. Augustus himself dedicated as a curiosity four elephants of obsidian in the temple of Concord, while the Emperor Tiberius for his part restored to the cult of the Sun-god at Heliopolis an obsidian statue of Menelaus which he found included in a legacy from one Seius who had been governor of Egypt. This statue proves that the origin of the stone, which is nowadays misrepresented because of its similarity to the glass, is of an earlier date. . . . There is also the artificial “obsian” glass which is used as a material for tableware, this being produced by a coloring process, . . . There is, furthermore, opaque white glass and others that reproduce the appearance of fluorspar, blue sapphires or lapis lazuli, and, indeed glass exists in any color. There is no other material nowadays that is more pliable or more adaptable, even to painting. However, the most highly valued glass is colourless and transparent, as closely as possible resembling rock-crystal. But . . . for making drinking vessels the use of glass has indeed ousted metals such as gold and silver.12

			What Pliny was telling the world was that two different materials were available, obsidian and glass, either of which could have been used for eye protection. Evidence points to the ancients using eye protection when looking at the sun. There is also evidence, presented below, that the people used obsidian for windows. Further, Pliny claimed that “obsian” (certainly glass colored black) was so common as to be used for tableware (figure 4) and glass had, in fact, replaced gold and silver for making drinking vessels. Pliny, in a few words, demonstrates that while artists in his day worked complex designs in obsidian (figure 5), that material was confused with darkened glass.

			It has been documented that there were many dark obsidian objects that were essentially flat and had been polished on both sides.13 Through experimentation I have determined that they were thick enough to block out much of the sun’s light. A claimed obsidian revetment slab fragment (first century), currently held at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City, has properties that argue it is a panel designed to block most of the sunlight (see figure 5). The obsidian is black and about 5/8 inches thick—typical of solar filters. The depth of the carved pattern is constant, something that one would prefer if sunlight was designed to pass through it. The museum describes the obsidian in this manner:

			Obsidian, a natural volcanic glass, was used by the Romans for sculpture, vessels, and—as here—decorative panels. The ivy and vine tendrils originally may have been filled with inlays in contrasting colors, as in the case of the obsidian cup with Egyptianizing ritual scenes found at Stabiae and now in the Archaeological Museum, Naples.14

			This is a piece of art; it is a backlit decorative panel designed to enhance the carved pattern using sunlight. Any artisan would be constantly checking for the proper thickness of the block while it was being polished because obsidian transparency is variable. The artisan must polish the obsidian to a depth that is comfortable for viewing. Whether the design is carved first or last, an object is created that incidentally protects one’s eyes from harsh sunlight, as seen in figure 6.

			Sophisticated Solar Observations

			There is evidence that observations of sunspots and eclipses were common among ancient astronomers. F. Richard Stephenson commented that “many valuable observations of [solar] eclipses—both timed and untimed—are extant in the history of certain early cultures: almost exclusively Babylon, China, Europe and the Arab dominions.”15 In particular, the Babylonians frequently recorded lunar and solar eclipses. Zoltan Simon speculates that kings may have been observing solar eclipses using dark glass as early as the Old Babylon Dynasty (roughly beginning in 1900 BC).16

			A Babylonian eclipse

			One Babylonian astronomical tablet contained a record of the solar eclipse of 15 April 136 BC. Stephenson also stated that the following example is “without parallel over the whole of the pre-telescopic period. Not only did the astronomers time its various phases, they also noted that the eclipse was total.”17

			(Year) 175, month XII2. The 29th (day), at 24 time-deg after sunrise, solar eclipse; when it began on the south-west side, in 18 time-deg of daytime it was entirely total; Venus, Mercury and the Normal Stars were visible; Jupiter and Mars, which were in their period of invisibility, were visible in that eclipse. It threw off (the shadow) from south-west to north-east; 35 time-deg (duration) of onset, maximal phase and clearing, (trans. H Hunger).18

			The Babylonian astronomers knew where to expect four planets in the daytime. (Jupiter on this day was so close to the sun as to appear to be nearly touching it.) This shows a good deal of knowledge about the observable solar system, and one can be sure they anticipated the solar eclipse based on their studies. They also lived in a time and place where obsidian and darkened glass were available to them and artists were working in those mediums. It is a short and plausible step to produce an obsidian disk to protect their eyes while observing the sun (see figure 6).

			Sunspot observation

			“The first clear mention of a sunspot in Western literature is circa 300 BC, by ancient Greek scholar Theophrastus, student of Plato and Aristotle and successor to the latter.”19 By 28 BC, Chinese astronomers regularly recorded sunspot observations in official imperial records.20 Sunspots can sometimes be seen without a telescope and eye protection through the haze of the day.21 Clearly, over time, this could lead to eye damage. Unfortunately, the method used to see the sunspots by the ancient professionals on a regular basis has not been found, although some have suggested that using reflecting pools as eye protection could be possible. This seems unlikely because water is highly reflective.22

			Altogether, there is significant evidence of an understanding that filters were needed and were available in the Ancient Near East.23 If so, this might have influenced Paul’s writing, providing a common experience that would have resonated with his readers or listeners.

			Jewish Thought on Dark Glass and a Veil

			Because Paul was “a Jew . . . brought up in [Jerusalem] at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught according to the perfect manner of the law of the fathers” (Acts 22:3), it is important to see what may have influenced him from a Jewish perspective.

			The tractate Yevamot (Brother’s Widow) 49b:10 in the Babylonian Talmud reads:

			The Gemara [a rabbinical commentary on the Mishnah] resolves the first contradiction: “I saw the Lord” is to be understood as it is taught in a baraita [ancient Jewish tradition]: All of the prophets observed their prophecies through an obscure looking glass [aspaklaria], i.e., their prophecies were given as metaphoric visions but were not a direct perception of the matter. However, Moses our master observed his prophecies through a clear looking glass, i.e., he gained a direct and accurate perception of the matter.24

			Rabbi Jonathan Sacks wrote in 2009 that “the midrash, in the deceptively simple way that it teaches its deepest and most subtle insights, is suggesting that truth on Earth can never aspire to the pristine clarity of truth in heaven. We see ‘as through a glass, darkly.’”25 Further, Sacks indicates that “in Aramaic, Be’ispaklaria she’einah me’ira: Yevamot 49b, Sanhedrin 97b . . . seems to be the source of the famous phrase used by Paul in 1 Corinthians 13:12.”26

			Regarding the Sanhedrin 97b:11, Rabbi Steinsaltz states:

			The Gemara answers: It is not difficult; this statement of [Rabbi] Abaye refers to the thirty-six righteous people who view the Divine Presence through a luminous crystal [be’ispaklarya], and that statement of [Rabbi] Rava refers to the multitudes who view the Divine Presence through a crystal that is not luminous.27

			If so, that introduces another possible meaning for the Koine Greek word katoptron. Paul may have been mentioning a specific type of crystal in 2 Corinthians 3:18 and considered katoptron a reasonable Greek substitute for his Aramaic word. This verse, in context, is:

			Seeing then that we have such hope, we use great plainness of speech: And not as Moses, which put a veil over his face, that the children of Israel could not steadfastly look to the end of that which is abolished: But their minds were blinded: for until this day remaineth the same veil untaken away in the reading of the old testament; which veil is done away in Christ. But even unto this day, when Moses is read, the veil is upon their heart. Nevertheless when it shall turn to the Lord, the veil shall be taken away. Now the Lord is that Spirit: and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty. But we all, with open face beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord. (2 Corinthians 3: 12–18)

			We see in the Corinthian letters similar parallel themes wherein observers need an object interposed between them and an intense light:

			
					Paul looking toward the Lord was blinded without eye protection from the Lord’s glory (Acts 9:8–9).

					A sinner looking toward the Lord is unable to see him clearly as if through darkened glass (1 Corinthians 13: 12).

					The minds of the children of Israel were blinded and required a veil to look on Moses (2 Corinthians 3: 13).

					The hearts of the children of Israel were veiled so they could not see Christ in the writings of Moses (2 Corinthians 3: 15).

			

			We see these parallel themes in Jewish traditions as mentioned in the Gemara:

			
					All the Israelite prophets observed their prophecies through an obscure looking-glass.

					Multitudes view the Divine Presence through a crystal that is not luminous.

					Thirty-six righteous people view the Divine Presence through a luminous crystal.

			

			For a Jew, the multitudes would look through a crystal to view the Divine Presence. For the eclipse, if my hypothesis is correct, some of the observers would look through a darkened glass to see the sun.

			The Kefer Malkat is a prayer in poetic form that contains praises of God and requests for forgiveness. It is recited by some communities on Yom Kippur after the evening service. Chapter 7:1 reads, “Thou art Light celestial, and the eyes of the pure shall behold Thee But the clouds of sin shall veil Thee from the eyes of the sinners.” This prayer was put into poetic form between c. 1040–c. 1060 CE by Solomon ibn Gabirol.28 Compare this to Paul’s statement in 2 Corinthians 3:12–16, above.

			We have seen the obscure looking-glass in Jewish tradition, the clouds of sin, unrighteousness, and the veil serving a similar purpose. Paul states of the Israelites with Moses that “their minds were blinded” (2 Corinthians 3:12). This obliged Moses to temporarily wear a veil after meeting God. Similarly, the cloud hides God from sinners precisely so that they will not be destroyed by his glory. Even Moses could not look on the full glory of God (Exodus 33:18–23). But if we have enough faith, like the brother of Jared, the cloud/veil will be removed (Ether 3:6–13—see especially verse 9). Paul refers to these clouds in his first letter to the Corinthians:

			Moreover, brethren, I would not that ye should be ignorant, how that all our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed through the sea; And were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea. (1 Corinthians 10:1–2)

			This verse may be a lead-in to Paul’s theme of ultimately seeing God face to face in 1 Corinthians 13:12. Matthew, Mark, and Luke also mention the cloud at the transfiguration. Each story is somewhat different, which confuses what exactly is happening. One might suspect that Peter, James, and John were able to traverse part of the cloud (Luke 9:34) in order to see Moses, Elias, and the transfigured Christ. But this speculation is beyond the scope of the article. The three scriptures cited below show that the Father remained in the cloud and was not visible to the disciples:

			While he yet spake, behold, a bright cloud overshadowed them: and behold a voice out of the cloud, which said, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him. (Matthew 17:5)

			And there was a cloud that overshadowed them: and a voice came out of the cloud, saying, This is my beloved Son: hear him. (Mark 9:7)

			While he thus spake, there came a cloud, and overshadowed them: and they feared as they entered into the cloud. And there came a voice out of the cloud, saying, This is my beloved Son: hear him. (Luke 9:34–35)

			It is the cloud that hides the glorified Jesus from those with a lack of faith. Matthew states, “Jesus saith unto him, Thou hast said: nevertheless I say unto you, Hereafter shall ye see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven” (Matthew 26:64; see also Acts 1:9). Angels, too, pass through the clouds that block our view of the heavenly realms.

			Paul wrote to the Thessalonians before he wrote his first epistle to the Corinthians:

			Then we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord. (1 Thessalonians 4:17)

			The idea that summarizes the latter book, that we shall be raised incorruptible, is reflected in 1 Thessalonians. What we see is a barrier through which we must pass in order to see the Lord face to face. The temple veil appears to represent the clouds of sin that obscure our view of the Lord. In a parallel fashion, the darkened glass of 1 Corinthians 13:12 appears to be a representation to Paul of the clouds—for now we see through a glass, darkly, but then face to face. This is that parallel that Paul draws in 2 Corinthians 3:12–18.

			Commentators on Mirrors Versus Glass

			Having argued that Paul was aware of darkened glass being available to view the sun, I now turn to commentators referring to 1 Corinthians 13:12. A debate began in the nineteenth century as to whether Paul was mentioning darkened glass or if he was writing about a mirror.

			Nineteenth-century commentators on mirrors

			Barnes’s Notes on the Bible from 1884,

			Many have supposed . . . that the idea here is that of seeing objects by reflection from a mirror, which reflects only their imperfect forms. But this interpretation does not well accord with the apostle’s idea of seeing things obscurely. The most natural idea is that of seeing objects by an imperfect medium, by looking “through” something in contemplating them. . . .

			It is, therefore, probable that [Paul] refers to those transparent substances which the ancients had, and which they used in their windows occasionally; such as thin plates of horn, transparent stone, etc. Windows were often made of the “lapis specularis” described by Pliny (XXXVI, 22), which was pellucid, and which admitted of being split into thin “laminae” or scales, probably the same as mica. Humboldt mentions such kinds of stone as being used in South America in church windows—Bloomfield. It is not improbable, I think, that even in the time of Paul the ancients had the knowledge of glass, though it was probably at first very imperfect and obscure.

			Barnes then rather oddly, in the same paragraph, states,

			It is known that glass was in quite common use about the commencement of the Christian era. In the reign of Tiberius an artist had his house demolished for making glass malleable. About this time drinking vessels were made commonly of glass; and glass bottles for holding wine and flowers were in common use. . . . There is, therefore, no impropriety in supposing that Paul here may have alluded to the imperfect and discolored glass which was then in extensive use; for we have no reason to suppose that it was then as transparent as that which is now made. It was, doubtless, an imperfect and obscure medium, and, therefore, well adapted to illustrate the nature of our knowledge here compared with what it wilt be in heaven.29

			I agree with Barnes’s assessment of the functionality of the imperfect medium. Obsidian is a natural glass that was readily available to people in Paul’s time, and they could shape it as they desired. Glass was also readily available. Barnes quoted XXXVI, 22, but did not reference XXXVI, 67, which is a superior chapter in regard to available transparent materials. See my earlier Pliny quote and the excellent glass work shown in figure 4.

			In 1889, Marcus Dods captures the cultural context of what would be expected of a Jew in Paul’s day. Paul was, after all, a well-schooled Jew. Dods is arguing in favor of Barnes’s opinion. Significantly, Dods uses a statement by rabbis in defense of Paul’s darkened glass.

			[T]here is a great difference of opinion as to what Paul means by seeing now “through a glass, darkly.” The word here rendered “glass” is used either for the dim metallic mirror used by the ancients, or for the semi-translucent talc which was their substitute for glass in windows. Of these two meanings it is the latter which in this passage gives the best sense. It was a common figure among the rabbis to illustrate dimness of vision. If they wished to denote direct and clear vision, they spoke of seeing a thing face to face; if they wished to denote uncertain and hazy vision, they spoke of seeing through a glass—that is, through a substance only a little more transparent than our own dimmed glass, through which you can see objects, but cannot tell exactly what they are or who the persons are who are moving. . . . The rabbis, too, had another saying . . . . “Even as a king, who with common people talks through a veil, so that he sees them, but they do not see him, but when his friend comes to speak to him, he removes this veil, so that he might see him face to face, even so did God speak to Moses apparently, and not darkly.”30

			G. G. Findlay, in 1897, missed a crucial Pliny reference and so he assumed that Paul was discussing a poor-quality mirror. “[A]ncient mirrors made of burnished metal—a specialty of [Corinth}—were poor reflectors . . . εσοπτρον = κατοπτρον [esoptron = katoptron].”

			That “esoptron equals katoptron” may be specious reasoning. Findlay complains that several other commentators “adopt[ed] the local sense of διά, ’through a mirror’ in allusion to the appearance of the imaged object as behind the reflector: but it is the dimness, not the displacement, of the image that [Paul] is thinking of.” Findlay’s anecdotal knowledge causes him to prefer a mirror (a logical fallacy) wherein he opines that displacement is somehow relevant and that usage of the local sense of διά must be wrong. He might have been familiar with Barnes’s work in support of darkened glass produced more than thirty years before his own work, but Dods’s work was later, so he did not see the rabbinical comments.31

			Twentieth-century opinions regarding the mirror

			F. F. Bruce adopted Findlay’s opinion about the poor mirror and used the terms dimly and dim in his commentary. Bruce again copied him by stating that katoptron is synonymous with esoptron.32

			N. T. Wright writes,

			Paul wants the Corinthians, above all, to learn to think in terms of God’s future and its relation to the present. This, in part, is a matter of getting them to think Jewishly, instead of in the pagan thought-forms they tend so easily to lapse into.33

			He then states, “The second image is of the mirror. Mirrors were made in Corinth.”34 This is the Findlay argument. That mirrors were made in Corinth in no way demands that mirrors were being referred to in Paul’s writings.

			Thomas R. Schreiner has little more to offer. He also uses the mirror imagery.35 As pointed out above, the early commentators seem to have overlooked Pliny’s comments on obsidian and glass. Apart from Marcus Dods, the Jewish connection was lost. The idea of those who were interpreting Paul’s glass as something to look through has disappeared from commentaries. The commentators above are in chronological order, though that may have little to do with the ultimate outcome of the glass versus mirror debate. In the end, the mirrors won out. The New King James Version of 1 Corinthians 13:12 reads, “For now we see in a mirror, dimly, but then face to face” (emphasis added).

			Those commentators who equate esoptron with katoptron may not be correct. The problem lies in them claiming these are terms for mirror. Esoptron is more likely a term for glass. Compare James 1:23, “a man beholding his natural face in a glass.” James is discussing a mirror. Paul, while using the same word, appears to be describing a different function. Paul uses both—while discussing glass (ἔσοπτρον) in 1 Corinthians 13:12 and then using the other (κάτοπτρον) in 2 Corinthians 3:18. One has to question why Paul would use two obscure words if they meant precisely the same thing. I believe that esoptron (glass?) was used in a profane, worldly context in viewing the sun whereas katoptron (crystal?) was being used in a sacred context in looking upon God. This accords with Paul’s Jewish heritage.

			That doesn’t complete the challenge that these early commentators had. Not only did they not demonstrate knowledge of obsidian and darkened glass, but they could also not have had knowledge of the solar eclipse passing directly over Israel on 20 May AD 49. A century would pass after Findlay’s commentary before that critical piece of information would be available from NASA. The issue appears to be that the commentators did not sufficiently investigate what Paul, a Jew who recognized the Messiah, could mean by the darkened glass statement.

			Over the years, commentators have drifted toward the view that Paul was talking about a mirror. It may well be that this was done without considering additional information unavailable to the commentators in the late nineteenth century. Unfortunately, some versions of 1 Corinthians 13:12 have changed the word glass to mirror, which destroys the typology of experiencing God through a veil. See, for example, the following Bible editions:

			
					American Standard Version: For now we see in a mirror, darkly;

					English Standard Version: For now we see in a mirror dimly,

					New International Version: For now we see only a reflection as in a mirror;

					New King James Version: For now we see in a mirror, dimly,

					New Living Translation: Now we see things imperfectly, like puzzling reflections in a mirror.

			

			Paul’s message aligns the glass to a veil rather than a mirror, draws comparisons to Moses in 2 Corinthians 3:12–18, and agrees with rabbinical thought. This new information may clarify the meaning of 1 Corinthians 13:12 and change the perceived meaning of a couple of obscure Koine Greek words.

			Summary and Conclusion

			Having personally witnessed the solar eclipse that travelled across the United States on 21 August 2017 and viewing it through a dark filter, I wondered if Paul had also seen one and used darkened glass to protect his eyes. I was surprised to discover that Paul had an opportunity to experience a ring-of-fire eclipse just a few years before writing 1 Corinthians. Indeed, the whole of the Mediterranean world witnessed that eclipse on 20 May AD 49.

			Paul being blinded on the road to Damascus left an imprint on his letters to the Corinthians. The Corinthians would have seen a partial eclipse and would have been aware of the ring of fire in 49 AD. When Paul spoke of darkened glass in 1 Corinthians 13:12, his audience could relate that glass to both obsidian and the other colored glass common within the Roman empire. Moreover, Paul pulled from the traditions of the Jews in equating the glass to the veil in the temple. And so, his argument was that, for now, we cannot abide the full glory of God (or his complete knowledge), but that someday we will be able to see the Lord face to face and comprehend the full brightness of his glory.
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			Charles E. Dike joined the Navy to see the world and joined the Church just as he was being discharged after six years of active service. He attended BYU and received a BSEE in 1977, then while raising a family, completed an MSEE degree (1984). He spent roughly thirty-five years in design and research of integrated circuits. Much of his later work entailed on-chip security for microprocessors. He retired in 2014 and has been exploring technical details in scriptures since then with his primary focus on the Book of Mormon.
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			Figure 1. Path of the annular eclipse on 20 May AD 49. Image from NASA, eclipse.gsfc.nasa
.gov/5MCSEmap/0001-0100/49-05-20.gif.
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			Figure 2. Close-up of the path of the eclipse as drawn by the author. The area between the two bands is the ring-of-fire area. The bands mark where the Moon’s coverage remains within the perimeter of the Sun’s photosphere. Those outside the bands would see a partial eclipse.
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			Figure 3. Ring-of-fire annular eclipse at Canton, Ohio, 8 April 2024. Photograph by Whitney Zunic Deich.

		

		
			[image: ]

			Figure 4. Roman 1st half of first century AD. Left to right: mosaic glass ribbed bowl (millefiori bowl), bluish-green ribbed glass bowl, dark-blue ribbed glass bowl. Metropolitan Museum of Art, metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/245190.
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			Figure 5. Roman first century AD obsidian. Metropolitan Museum of Art, metmuseum.org
/art/collection/search/250493.
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			Figure 6. The Sun just above a tree line seen through an obsidian disk on a hazy day. The green tint is indicative of magnetite in the obsidian. Photo by the author.

		

	
		
			The Covenant Path of the Ancient Temple in 2 Nephi 31:19–20

			Jeffrey M. Bradshaw

			Abstract: In this article, I discuss how the ancient analogue to what President Nelson has called “the covenant path” might be seen in the Book of Mormon and elsewhere in scripture not so much as a journey of covenant-keeping that takes us to the temple but as a journey that takes us through the temple. Throughout the Book of Mormon, observant readers will find not only the general outline of the doctrine of Christ but also corresponding details about the covenant path as represented in temple layout and furnishings. Nowhere is this truth better illustrated than in 2 Nephi 31:19–20 where Nephi summarizes the sequence of priesthood ordinances that prepare disciples to enter God’s presence. In doing so, he masterfully weaves in related imagery—guiding readers on an end-to-end tour of the temple while reminding them of the three cardinal virtues of faith, hope, and charity. The doctrinal richness of these two verses is a compelling demonstration of the value of President Nelson’s encouragement to study the biblical context of modern temples as a source of enlightenment about the meaning of the ordinances. This essay also suggests that the foundational elements of Latter-day Saint temple rites are ancient and were given to Joseph Smith very early in his ministry as he translated the Book of Mormon. It is hoped that a closer look at the beautiful imagery in 2 Nephi 31 will provide profitable reflection for readers.

			From the time of his first public address to the Church after becoming president of the Church, Russell M. Nelson highlighted the importance of personal progression on the “covenant path.”1 Latter-day Saint temple symbolism reflects the idea that the nature of progress on the covenant path is incremental. It employs an invariable succession of covenants,2 names,3 relationships,4 roles,5 virtues,6 ordinances and priesthoods,7 and types of clothing8 as figurative signposts9 corresponding to different stages of existence and their associated glories. These signposts are accompanied by a series of tokens, signs, names, and key words. Symbolism of this sort is not modern in origin but was once employed in a range of religious settings throughout the ancient Near East and in early Christianity.10

			President Nelson has also taught that temple worship is ancient. Going further he said that knowing that “temple rites are ancient . . . is thrilling and another evidence of their authenticity.” Temple worship is a “sacred and ageless work.”11

			Figure 1 shows, at the left, an illustration of the covenant path from a Church magazine.12 It represents the path as a modern highway that passes through milestones representing priesthood ordinances. Such illustrations, conveying as they should the central role of ordinances in our progression toward eternal life, can be helpful teaching aids for modern readers. However, since the ordinances go back to the beginning of time, it may be useful to think about how the covenant path was envisioned anciently. The ancient analogue to the covenant path would not have been imagined as something that resembles a modern drive on a highway to the temple. Instead, what clues we possess indicate that it was often seen as a walking journey through the temple.

			For instance, John W. Welch has pointed attention to the research of Old Testament scholar Mary Douglas.13 In a brilliant leap of imagination, Douglas realized that the exposition of the laws contained in the book of Leviticus could be best understood when read as if they provided a tour through the ancient Israelite temple. The tour, illustrated in the center and right portions of figure 1, begins with a counterclockwise movement through the courtyard. Then it is followed by movement through the first veil into the Holy Place and then through the second veil into the Holy of Holies. Through this journey, temple worshippers who study Leviticus are exposed to the setting and context for the laws that were given to God’s people anciently. Thus, in this instance, the covenant path leads through the temple rather than to the temple.

			One of the most important features of progress through the different spaces of sacredness in the endowment (whether represented as separate rooms or as different phases of existence within the same room) is that movement from one place to another is carefully controlled. The sequence of movement is always the same and is closely regulated by the temple workers, essentially “human cherubim,”14 who are assigned to lead temple worshipers in and out of each sacred space.

			Following the example of Adam and Eve after the Fall, members of the endowment company are required to make covenants to keep the laws that apply to the next space they are preparing to enter before they are allowed to move there. For example, only those who have covenanted to keep the law of obedience and sacrifice are allowed to enter the space representing the mortal world, for those “who cannot abide the law of a telestial kingdom cannot abide a telestial glory” (Doctrine and Covenants 88:24). Likewise, only those who make a covenant to keep the law of the gospel while they are in the space representing the mortal world are allowed to enter the terrestrial world.

			The principles of order that govern progress in the endowment are applicable to all ordinances, from baptism to the highest rites of the temple and beyond. Summarizing the progressive nature of the Nauvoo temple ordinances as they were introduced on 4 May 1842, Elder Willard Richards wrote that they included15

			washings, anointings, endowments, and the communication of keys pertaining to the Aaronic Priesthood, and so on to the highest order of the Melchizedek Priesthood, setting forth the order pertaining to the Ancient of Days, and all those plans and principles by which anyone is enabled to secure the fulness of those blessings which have been prepared for the Church of the Firstborn, and come up and abide in the presence of the Elohim in the eternal worlds.

			Faith, Hope, and Charity as the Principal Rungs 
on the Ladder of Exaltation

			The orderly progression of Saints toward eternal life was often symbolized as a ladder of exaltation, drawn in part from the story of Jacob’s ladder in Genesis.16 Faith, hope, and charity—what eventually came to be known as the three theological virtues—were associated in the writings of early Christian teachers such as John Climacus, Saint Augustine, and Saint Bernard of Clairvaux with the three principal rungs on Jacob’s ladder. The ladder was a symbol of the general process of spiritual progression by which the disciple, enabled by the grace of God, climbs to perfection. Depictions such as the one in figure 2 also showed the fate of those who failed to hold firmly to the ladder as they continued their ascent. As in Lehi’s vision of the Tree of Life, some, “after they had tasted of the fruit . . . fell away into forbidden paths and were lost” (1 Nephi 8:28).17

			Table 1 illustrates how graphical depictions of the three principal rungs of the ladder in medieval times correspond to textual illustrations in the New Testament and in modern scripture. The table demonstrates that scriptural catalogs of virtues, far from being a randomly assembled laundry list, were usually deliberately structured to form an ordered progression leading to a culminating point.18 In Greek, Jewish, and Christian literature, this rhetorical device is called sorites, climax, or gradatio.19 Bible scholar Harold Attridge explained the incremental, ladder-like property of the personal qualities given in such lists:20

			In this “ladder” of virtues, each virtue is the means of producing the next (this sense of the Greek is lost in translation). All the virtues grow out of faith, and all culminate in love.

			Though some elements of the four lists differ,21 the qualities of faith, hope (or its equivalents, patience and endurance), and charity are always present, forming, as Joseph Neyrey puts it, “the determining framework in which other virtues are inserted.”22 The idea of three key virtues embedded within a varying list of secondary attributes appears to be very old. Although the biblical triad of faith, hope, and charity is, strictly speaking, a New Testament construct, older Old Testament analogues have also been proposed.23
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			Figure 2. The Ladder of Virtues of St. John Climacus, north façade detail, Sucevita Monastery, Romania, 1602–1604. (Public domain.) The words above each rung of the ladder refer to Christian virtues. Angels hold a crown above the head of each ascending individual in anticipation of their being crowned as kings. The individual at the top of the ladder has already received his crown. The Lord greets him with a firm clasp of the wrist while displaying a parchment with writing in Old Slavonic that reads: “Come unto me all ye who labor and are heavy laden.”24

			In each of the instances shown in table 1, the promised reward is the same: personal fellowship with Deity—as also symbolized in the illustrations shown in figures 2, 10, and 11. Specifically, in Romans 5:2 disciples are told that they will “rejoice in hope of the glory of God.” This means they can look forward with glad confidence, knowing they “will be able to share in the revelation of God—in other words, that [they] will come to know Him as He is.”25

			Similarly, in 2 Peter 1:4, 8, 10, disciples are promised that they will become “partakers of the divine nature” and that they will ultimately be fruitful “in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ”—thus, in Joseph Smith’s reading, making their “calling and election sure.”26 This is similar to the promise given in 2 Nephi 31:19–20, a passage we will discuss in more detail later below.

			Table 1. Table illustrating how faith, hope, and charity—usually listed in this order—form the determining framework in which other personal qualities are inserted within longer lists of scriptural virtues.

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Romans 5:1–5

						
							
							2 Peter 1:5–7

						
							
							2 Nephi 31:19–20

						
							
							Doctrine and Covenants 4:6

						
					

				
				
					
							
							faith

						
							
							faith

						
							
							faith

						
							
							faith

						
					

					
							
							
							virtue

						
							
							
							virtue

						
					

					
							
							peace

						
							
							knowledge

						
							
							
							knowledge

						
					

					
							
							
							temperance

						
							
							
							temperance

						
					

					
							
							hope [patience27]

						
							
							patience

						
							
							hope

						
							
							patience

						
					

					
							
							
							godliness

						
							
							
					

					
							
							
							brotherly kindness

						
							
							
							brotherly kindness

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							godliness

						
					

					
							
							love

						
							
							charity

						
							
							love

						
							
							charity

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							humility

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
							diligence

						
					

				
			

			Finally, the promise given to faithful Saints in Doctrine and Covenants 4:7 echoes the words of Jesus that outline requirements for entrance into the kingdom of heaven: “Ask, and it shall be given you. Seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you”28—a threefold promise that Matthew L. Bowen correlates to faith, hope, and charity.29

			Note that, as discussed in more detail elsewhere,30 there are exactly ten virtues in the list and that, exceptionally, the last item is not charity.

			2 Nephi 31–32 Traces the Covenant Path 
Through the Temple

			Joseph Smith’s prophetic gifts enabled him to reveal things that were both old (that is, rooted in antiquity) and new (that is, newly revealed). As one of many examples of such revelations, we will now examine 2 Nephi 31–32, where Nephi provides “a few words . . . concerning the doctrine of Christ” (2 Nephi 31:2, 21; 32:6). 2 Nephi 31–32 is part of a set of significant scriptural passages in the New Testament and the Book of Mormon that describes the intimate relationship of the doctrine of Christ to the virtues of faith, hope, and charity (expressed, in this case, using the word love). These chapters and related passages are discussed in more detail elsewhere.31

			In 2 Nephi 31–32, the relationship between the doctrine of Christ and faith, hope, and love is defined as a progression that successively highlights the different areas of the temple in which the ordinances and covenants relating to the three virtues are introduced:

			
					faith leads to justification through repentance, baptism, and the initial gift of the Holy Ghost in the temple courtyard

					hope and a capacity to “endure all things”32 increases through the enlightening influence of the Spirit until it leads to complete sanctification33 (“a fulness of the Holy Ghost,” Doctrine and Covenants 109:15), symbolized by, among other things, the illumination of the menorah in the Holy Place

					love qualifies the disciple for the presence of God in the Holy of Holies and, eventually, exaltation.

			

			Note that faith, hope, and love are similarly highlighted in an exhortation to disciples to approach the temple veil in the book of Hebrews.34

			To fully grasp Nephi’s teachings, we need to understand that the course taken by the Israelite high priest through the temple symbolized the journey of the Fall of Adam and Eve in reverse (see figure 3). Specifically, as BYU professor Donald W. Parry has observed, just as the route of Adam and Eve’s departure from Eden led them eastward past the cherubim with the flaming swords and out of the sacred garden into the mortal world, so in ancient times the high priest would return westward, that is, from the mortal world, past the consuming fire, the cleansing water, the woven images of cherubim on the temple veils, and, finally, back into the presence of God.35 “Thus,” according to Parry, the Israelite high priest has returned “to the original point of creation, where he pours out the atoning blood of the sacrifice, reestablishing the covenant relationship with God.”36

			The Two-Way Temple Journey Reflected in the Layout of Nephite and Modern Temples.37 Some Book of Mormon scholars believe that Nephite temple activities would have not only included the Aaronic priesthood ordinances of sacrifice just described, but also rites originally associated with Israelite royal priesthood “after the order of Melchizedek.”38 The Melchizedek priesthood rites seem to have differed in at least three respects.

			1. Two-Way vs. One-Way Temple Journey. In line with Parry’s proposal that Israelite high priest’s westward journey of atonement represents a reversal of the Fall of Adam and Eve is evidence from elsewhere in antiquity that a story of creation and of the victory of the god over primordial adversaries (an analogue to the story of the Fall) were standard elements of temple ritual.39
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			Figure 3. Adapted from Michael P. Lyon, Sacred Topography of Eden and the Temple, 1994.40 The outbound journey of the Creation and the Fall at left is mirrored in the inbound journey of the temple at right. Each major feature of Eden (the river, the cherubim, the tree of knowledge,41 the tree of life) corresponds to a symbol in the Israelite temple (the bronze laver, the cherubim, the veil, the menorah). Likewise, the high priest is “cultic Adam.”42

			Consistent with this idea, both Latter-day Saint and non-Latter-day Saint scholars have proposed that the creation account of Genesis 1 may have been used within Israelite temple ceremonies.43 Going further, Louis Ginzberg has reconstructed ancient Jewish sources to argue that the results of each day of the Creation are symbolically reflected in temple furnishings.44 From this perspective, when God finished the Creation, what came of it was an earthly temple that was laid out and furnished in symbolic likeness to the heavenly temple. That earthly temple, the result of Creation, was none other than “Eden.” Its Holies of Holies was the celestial top of the figurative mountain of God, and its Holy Place was a Garden of terrestrial glory located on its “eastern” slope.

			Carrying this idea forward to a later time, Exodus 40:33 describes how Moses completed the Tabernacle. The Hebrew text exactly parallels the account of how God finished creation (Moses 3:1).45 Genesis Rabbah comments on the significance of this parallel: “It is as if, on that day [on which the Tabernacle was raised in the wilderness], I actually created the world.”46 With this idea in mind, Hugh Nibley famously called the temple “a scale-model of the universe,”47 a place for taking bearings on the cosmos and finding one’s place within it.

			The idea that the process of creation provides a model for subsequent temple building and ritual48 is found elsewhere in the ancient Near East. For example, this is made explicit in Nibley’s reading of the first, second, and sixth lines of the Babylonian creation story, Enuma Elish: “At once above when the heavens had not yet received their name and the earth below was not yet named. . . .The most inner sanctuary of the temple . . . had not yet been built.”49 Consistent with this reading, the account goes on to tell how the god Ea founded his sanctuary (1:77),50 after having “established his dwelling” (1:71, an analogue to the Creation account), “vanquished and trodden down his foes” (1:73, an analogue to God’s victory over the devilish serpent after the Fall of Adam and Eve51), and “rested” in his “sacred chamber” (1:75, an analogue to the Sabbath).

			In the modern endowment—as also, it seems, in Nephite and early Christian equivalents of the temple ordinances—an explicit retelling of the Fall of Adam and Eve was the natural follow-on to the narrative of Creation. One purpose of relating the events of the Fall in modern temple ordinances is to make clear the absolute necessity of the later rites of atonement and investiture that are part of the bestowal of the fulness of the Melchizedek priesthood. However, even in the truncated Aaronic-priesthood version of the Israelite temple rites, the story of Adam and Eve seems to have implicitly informed the understanding of temple worshipers in ancient Israel.

			For example, agreeing with Donald Parry’s proposal that Israelite temple rites were a reflection and reversal of the Fall, Leviticus scholar L. Michael Morales sees the Day of Atonement as an event that, for the children of Israel, “called upon both memory and faith: memory, a looking back to the first Adam’s failure and expulsion from divine Presence in Eden; faith, a looking forward to the remedy for that expulsion.”52

			In summary, while the Old Testament description of the Day of Atonement depicts a one-way journey by priests into the temple, the (older) text of the Book of Mormon hints that the Melchizedek priesthood ordinances of the Nephites could have mirrored in a general way the two-way journey of modern temple worshipers.

			Figure 4 makes it clear how some early Latter-day Saint temples both reflected and adapted the overall layout of Israelite temples. In these temples, the rooms representing “celestial”53 (Holy of Holies), “terrestrial”54 (Holy Place), and “telestial” (baptismal) areas of sacredness of the endowment are doubled. This facilitates both the downward, “outward bound” journey of Adam and Eve from the Creation room to the Garden room to the World room (celestial to terrestrial to telestial) and their upward, “inward bound” return to the presence of
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			Figure 4. Layout of the Salt Lake Temple and Israelite temples.55

			God, starting with baptism and the Aaronic priesthood in the telestial or World room, and then progressing from the terrestrial to the celestial areas of the temple.

			The two-way journey that involves turning away from the sinful world and back toward one’s heavenly origins is mirrored in the layout of ordinance rooms.56 The process of repentance and return to God is beautifully reflected in the change in physical orientation of movement as the endowment progresses. For example, when we leave the telestial glory of the world room and enter the terrestrial room in the Salt Lake Temple, we make a 180-degree U-turn from west to east. After making the turn, we are no longer moving away from God but instead drawing near to Him again. In other modern temples, the change in orientation after leaving the telestial world is represented symbolically rather than literally.

			Figure 5 shows how a “two-way” temple journey in Nephite temples and the temple of Solomon—outward-bound followed by inward-bound—could have been accommodated without requiring a doubling of sacred spaces. In trying to imagine such a scenario, Latter-day Saint scholar David Calabro has argued, speculatively, that specific narrative features of Moses 2–6 could have been linked to architectural features of Solomon’s temple (or, for that matter, Nephite temples) in ways that reflect its relevance to the outward-bound sequence of the endowment.57 In this conception, something like an earlier version of Moses 2–4, a narrative relating the Creation and the Fall, would have been dramatized as part of an outward-bound progression within the temple. Likewise, something like an earlier version of Moses 5 could have been staged near the altar of sacrifice, and Moses 6 near the laver. Going further, although Calabro did not explicitly discuss the possibility, it could be easily imagined that an older text roughly analogous to Moses 7 could have been used after that point to accompany the culminating inward-bound endowment sequence.58

			The journey of the inward-bound sequence would have begun with faith and repentance (symbolized at the altar of sacrifice) and baptism (symbolized by the laver). This prepared worshipers who had been thus justified to enter the temple through its first curtain or “gate.” As they approached the veil by traversing the Holy Place, they would have encountered symbols of sanctification in the light of the lampstand, the temple shewbread, and the incense altar. Finally, having consecrated their all and called upon the Lord in prayer, worshipers would have been prepared to figuratively enter the presence of the Lord and continue their ritual preparations for exaltation.

			2. Melchizedek Priesthood Investiture and “Second Sacrifice” at the Altar of Incense. While the initial blessing of justification comes exclusively by means of a substitutionary offering on the altar of sacrifice in the temple courtyard—“relying wholly upon the merits of him who is mighty to save” (2 Nephi 31:19)—the culminating step of the process of sanctification in Melchizedek priesthood temple rites can be viewed as a joint effort,59 symbolized by a “second sacrifice”60 made on the altar of incense that stands before the veil.61 While that second sacrifice is no less dependent on the “merits, and mercy, and grace” of Christ (2 Nephi 2:8) and the ongoing endowment of His strengthening power, it requires in addition that individuals grow in their capacity to meet the stringent measure of self-sacrifice62 enjoined by the law of consecration as exemplified by Nephi and his companions in their soul-saving labor on behalf of their “children” and “brethren”—“for we know that it is by grace that we are saved, after all we can do” (2 Nephi 25:23, emphasis added).63

			3. Conversing with the Lord at the Veil. In Hugh Nibley’s interpretation of the Septuagint version of Exodus 29:42, the Lord promises that at the tent of meeting: “I shall make myself known to you that I might converse with you.”64 The mention that God would “converse” with His people is reminiscent of Doctrine and Covenants 124:39, which speaks of similar encounters that were to take place in the Nauvoo Temple. These are described by the Lord as “oracles in your most holy places wherein you receive conversations.”65

			However, as part of the general withdrawal of the Melchizedek priesthood ordinances from Israelite temples that is documented in ancient sources and modern revelation,66 there was a loss of narrative, signs, and tokens relating to the higher priesthood that included the final atoning rites at the veil. According to Nibley, “the loss of the old ceremonies occurred shortly after Lehi left Jerusalem” and “the ordinances of atonement were, after Lehi’s day, supplanted by allegory.”67 By way of contrast, in describing the temples that the Nephites built “after the manner of the temple of Solomon” (2 Nephi 5:16). Nibley wrote,68

			Let us recall that Lehi and his people who left Jerusalem in the very last days of Solomon’s temple were zealous in erecting altars of sacrifice and building temples of their own. It has often been claimed that the Book of Mormon cannot contain the “fulness of the gospel,” since it does not have temple ordinances. As a matter of fact, they are everywhere in the book if we know where to look for them, and the dozen or so discourses on the Atonement in the Book of Mormon are replete with temple imagery.

			From all the meanings of kaphar and kippurim69 [Hebrew words relating to the atonement in Israelite temples] we concluded that the literal meaning of kaphar and kippurim is a close and intimate embrace, which took place at the kapporeth or the front cover or flap of the Tabernacle or tent [“later the veil of the temple”70].71 The Book of Mormon instances are quite clear, for example, “Behold, he sendeth an invitation unto all men, for the arms of mercy are extended towards them, and he saith: Repent, and I will receive you” (Alma 5:33). “But behold the Lord hath redeemed my soul from hell; I have beheld his glory, and I am encircled eternally in the arms of his love” (2 Nephi 1:15). To be redeemed is to be atoned. From this it should be clear what kind of oneness is meant by the Atonement—it is being received in a close embrace of the prodigal son, expressing not only forgiveness but oneness of heart and mind that amounts to identity.

			Taken together, the scant, allusive, but suggestive evidence in the Book of Mormon72 and the book of Hebrews73 seem to confirm Nibley’s description of the older culminating rites of the Melchizedek Priesthood at the veil that symbolized sanctification through the once-and-for-all atonement of Jesus Christ rather than through the annual Day of Atonement rites of the Aaronic priesthood that were performed at the mercy seat. Similar ordinances constitute the ultimate symbolism of atonement we encounter in the culminating rites of the modern temple endowment as well as in some ancient Near East kingship ceremonies that go back four millennia (Doctrine and Covenants 84:33–48).74

			The relevant imagery in Hebrews 6:18–20, which suggests a literal encounter between the initiate and the Lord at the veil, should also be noted:75

			Here, then, are two irrevocable acts . . . to give powerful encouragement to us, who have claimed his protection by grasping the hope set before us. That hope we hold. It is like an anchor for our lives, an anchor safe and sure. It enters in through the veil, where Jesus has entered on our behalf as a forerunner, having become a high priest forever after the order of Melchizedek.

			The terse prose of this verse bears some unpacking, in which we will draw largely on commentary from non-Latter-day Saint scholars. Anticipating the blessings described in the Oath and Covenant of the Priesthood,76 the author of Hebrews assures the Saints of the firmness and unchangeableness of God’s promises. The “two irrevocable acts” mentioned are “God’s promise and the oath by which He guarantees that promise,”77 the latter constituting the means by which one’s calling and election is made “sure.”78 In reading verses 18–20, we are meant to understand that so long as we hold fast to the Redeemer, who has entered “through the veil on our behalf . . . as a forerunner,” we will remain firmly anchored to our heavenly home, and the eventual realization of the promise “that where I am, there ye may be also” (John 14:3).79 Undoubtedly, there is also the sense that “Jesus, the high priest, [stands] behind the veil in the Holy of Holies to assist those who [pass] through.”80 “The anchor would thus constitute the link that ‘extends’ or ‘reaches’ to the safe harbor of the divine realms . . . providing a means of access by its entry into God’s presence.”81 As Jesus was “exalted” . . . above the entire created order—to the heavenly throne at God’s right hand,” so “humanity will be elevated to the pinnacle of the created order”82 as sons and daughters of God.83 And as the Son received “all the glory of Adam,”84 so “his followers will also inherit this promise if they endure . . . testing.”85

			It is apparent that Joseph Smith anticipated a conversation of God’s elect with the Lord at the “veil” of the “heavenly temple” long before he got to Nauvoo. This heavenly assurance of exaltation, “confirmed . . . by an oath” (Hebrews 6:17), is described in a letter he wrote to his uncle Silas on 26 September 1833:86

			Paul said to his Hebrew brethren that God being more abundantly willing to show unto the heirs of his promises the immutability of his council “confirmed it by an oath” (Hebrews 6:17). He also exhorts them who through faith and patience inherit the promises.

			“Notwithstanding we (said Paul) have fled for refuge to lay hold of the hope set before us, which hope we have as an anchor of the soul both sure and steadfast, and which entereth into that within the veil” (Hebrews 6:18–19). Yet he was careful to press upon them the necessity of continuing on until they as well as those who then inherited the promises might have the assurance of their salvation confirmed to them by an oath from the mouth of Him who could not lie, for that seemed to be the example anciently and Paul holds it out to his brethren as an object attainable in his day.

			And why not? I admit that, by reading the scriptures of truth, saints in the days of Paul could learn beyond the power of contradiction that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob had the promise of eternal life confirmed to them by an oath of the Lord, but that promise or oath was no assurance to them of their salvation. But they could, by walking in the footsteps and continuing in the faith of their fathers, obtain for themselves an oath for confirmation that they were meet to be partakers of the inheritance with the Saints in light.

			Later, on 14 May 1843, the Prophet gave a Nauvoo sermon similarly describing how one’s calling and election is made sure. Though more detailed in its descriptions, Joseph Smith’s teachings in this sermon are entirely consistent with his 1833 letter to Silas.87

			The Nephite (and Temple) Manner of Teaching the Plan of Salvation. Throughout the Book of Mormon and in other places in modern scripture the plan of salvation is often taught using the same general three-part outline that is given in the temple endowment, namely Creation, Fall, and the Atonement of Jesus Christ.88 In describing this teaching approach, Elder Bruce R. McConkie liked to speak of its emphasis on the “three pillars” of eternity.89 This “Christ-centered” presentation of the plan of salvation is a stark contrast to the “location-centered” diagram that is used widely in classroom settings to illustrate the sequence of events that chart the journey of individuals from premortality to the resurrection. Nathan Richardson observed that in the location-centered diagram there is no mention of Jesus Christ and His role as Savior and Redeemer—thus leaving out the very heart of the Plan.90

			Going further, in a brilliant article entitled “Lehi’s Dream, Nephi’s Blueprint,”91 Noel B. Reynolds argues that Lehi and Nephi received the same vision and that the teachings of what they learned about the covenant path that leads to the tree of life echoed for a thousand years throughout the rest of the Book of Mormon.92 Building on insights from Reynolds, as well as Joseph Spencer93 and Neal Rappleye,94 one might straightforwardly conclude that the elements of the vision constituted a sort of heavenly endowment for Lehi and Nephi—­analogous to the experiences of Moses and Abraham at formative junctures in their respective ministries.95

			Significantly, the three major themes of Lehi’s and Nephi’s dreams are the “three pillars of eternity” (see figure 6) correspond to the three phases of the modern endowment:

			
					the blueprint of Creation revealed in the presence of God and His angels as described in greatest detail in Lehi’s dream;96

					a sketch of “salvation history” as acted out in the telestial world—apostasy and dispensational restoration through the labors of God’s servants as summarized in Lehi’s and Nephi’s visions (1 Nephi 12–14)97 and graphically illustrated in all its phases in Jacob’s allegory of the olive tree (Jacob 5);
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			Figure 6. The three pillars of eternity as reflected in the dream of Lehi and vision of Nephi. Left, Gustave Doré, The Empyrean, 1857.98 Center, Brad Teare, Allegory of the Olive Tree.99 Right, Jachoon Choi, Tree of Life.100

			
					the covenant path in the terrestrial world that parallels an iron rod that leads to the Tree of Life in the celestial world. This theme is most thoroughly outlined in Lehi and Nephi’s dreams (1 Nephi 8, 11)101 and the accompanying personal explanations given to him by the Father and the Son.102

			

			Mapping the three cardinal virtues, the three degrees of glory, and the three progressive stages of discipleship to the journey through the three areas of the temple. In our scan of 2 Nephi 31:19–20, the first thing we notice is that three important Christlike attributes or virtues—faith, hope, and charity—have been unobtrusively inserted into the text in their natural order, suggesting a progression that can be seen as successively highlighting the different areas of the temple in which the ordinances and covenants relevant to each virtue are introduced.103

			Going further, Joseph Smith related the three cardinal virtues of the ladder of exaltation to the three different areas of the temple when he taught that “the three principal rounds [or rungs] of Jacob’s ladder are the telestial, the terrestrial, and the celestial glories or kingdoms."104 Because these three kingdoms are represented in the temple, Joseph Smith also equated the symbolism of Jacob’s ladder to the “mysteries of godliness.”105

			Finally, the three different areas of ancient temples are symbolized in different kinds of sacrifices that relate to the three progressive stages of justification, sanctification, and, ultimately, exaltation. This is explained in the following excerpt from the Latter-day Saint Bible Dictionary:106

			It is noteworthy that when the three offerings were offered together, the sin always preceded the burnt, and the burnt the peace offerings. Thus, the order of the symbolizing sacrifices was the order of atonement [justification], sanctification [culminating in complete consecration at the altar of incense in front of the second veil107], and fellowship with the Lord [exaltation].

			Nephi’s description of the inbound temple journey. Now let’s look at 2 Nephi 31:19–20 in more detail.108 In prior verses, Nephi has already exhorted his readers to “follow the Son, with full purpose of heart” (2 Nephi 31:13) and to enter the gate of “repentance and baptism by water” (2 Nephi 31:17). The altar of sacrifice and the laver that sit in the courtyard, outside the temple door, evoke these two themes. Nephi teaches that baptism, in turn, prepares his readers to receive “a remission of . . . sins by fire and by the Holy Ghost” (2 Nephi 31:17). Then, Nephi weaves the single mention of faith, hope, and love within these chapters into a masterful description of the culminating sequence of the pathway to eternal life that leads through the ancient temple (please refer to the numbered annotations in figure 8):

			
					Nephi begins with a description of the “gate of baptism” that most of his readers have probably already entered. They have “come thus far” through “unshaken faith” in Christ, being justified through “relying wholly upon the merits of him who is mighty to save.” The gate of baptism, the last requirement governing entrance through the temple door, brings us out of the telestial world (Doctrine and Covenants 76: 81–90, 98–106) and into the terrestrial glory that fills the Holy Place of the temple.

					Nephi says that we must “press forward”—which evidently means that we are to advance steadfastly along the high priestly way of the Holy Place toward greater light and knowledge. The same phrase about “pressing forward” is used earlier by Nephi’s father in his account of the vision of the tree of life (1 Nephi 8:21, 24, 30; see figure 9). He said that “multitudes” were “pressing forward; and they came and caught hold of the end of the rod of iron; and they did press their way forward, continually holding fast to the rod of iron, until they came forth and fell down and partook of the fruit of the tree” (1 Nephi 8:30). Lehi is very particular about his description, writing twice that the people “caught hold of the end of the rod of iron” (1 Nephi 8:24,
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			Figure 9. Jachoon Choi, The Tree of Life.109

			30). To me, the language about catching hold of the “end” of the rod of iron suggests the necessity of beginning the covenant path by entering in at the gate of baptism. This could be taken as implying that people couldn’t begin their journey by grabbing hold of the rod at a random spot in the middle, but instead “caught hold of the end of the rod of iron.”

			
					The lamp in the Holy Place symbolizes our quest to attain a “perfect brightness of hope,” the culmination of a lifelong increase of the enlightening and sanctifying influence of the Spirit that culminates in “a fulness of the Holy Ghost” (Doctrine and Covenants 109:15).

					Faithfulness to the last and most difficult law of consecration, symbolized by the incense offering at the altar in front of the second veil,110 requires the development of charity, “a love of God and of all men.”

					The complete sanctification that is required of all who would enter the kingdom of heaven requires “feasting upon the word of Christ” and is symbolized by the temple shewbread that was eaten by the temple priests and their family each week. Non-Latter-day Saint scholars have compared this symbol to the eucharist (the counterpart to the Latter-day Saint sacrament of bread and water)111 a “repeated maintenance ritual”112 associated symbolically with the bread and wine of the table of shewbread.

					In scripture, “the end” usually refers to the end of one’s probation, the moment when Saints will have been prepared to meet God at the veil.113

					In a divine face-to-face encounter at the heavenly veil, those who have endured faithfully to the end of their probation will receive the sure oath of the Father: “Ye shall have eternal life.” An essay analyzing Joseph Smith’s 21 May 1843 discourse on 2 Peter 1—the context in which the Prophet’s mention of the three principal rounds of Jacob’s ladder appeared—identifies the oath described in 2 Nephi 31:20 (“Ye shall have eternal life”; compare Psalm 110:4114) as the “more sure word of prophecy” (defined in the discourse as being “the voice of Jesus saying my beloved thou shalt have eternal life”).115 By equating these concepts, the teachings of Joseph Smith confirm that not only sacred gestures (such as those shown in figure 10 and described in Hebrews 6:18–20116) but also sacred words are exchanged at the top of the ladder of exaltation. Thus, the Prophet endowed ritual teachings of temple ordinances with literal significance in the context of actual heavenly ascent.117 With the ritual atonement being symbolically represented at the veil rather than in the Holy of Holies, the symbolism of the celestial room of modern temples is transformed from the solemn, solitary locus of annually repeated atoning ritual described in the Old Testament into a joyful meeting place that represents eternal “fellowship with the Lord.”118

			

			Nephi paints a stunning word picture of exactly what this moment looks like in his anguished psalm of deliverance: “O Lord, wilt thou encircle me around in the robe of thy righteousness!” (2 Nephi 4:33). The moment suggests the loving embrace of the prodigal son, illustrated in figure 11. In the words of his plea for deliverance, Nephi drew on the culture of the desert. Fleeing to the tent of a sheikh who will defend him against his enemies, the weary fugitive humbly kneels and tells his would be protector, “I am your suppliant.” Honor impels the
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			Figure 10. Three mutually illuminating images shed light on the significance of Christian conceptions of the culminating step of ritual ascent and its counterpart in actual heavenly ascent. Left: Greek Orthodox icon depicting the ladder of virtues.119 In many depictions of the ladder of virtues, Christ is positioned at the top of the ladder taking the ascending disciple by the wrist. Center: The Woman at the Tomb and the Ascension, ca. 400. (Public domain.) A similar grasping gesture is shown where Christ is welcomed to heaven after his ascension. Right: Anastasis, Daphni Monastery, near Athens, Greece, ca. 1080–1100.120 Nicoletta Isar brilliantly concludes that the gesture of the hand of Christ grasping the wrist of Adam, “an anchor . . . sure and steadfast” (Hebrews 6:19) that binds them together in unbreakable fashion, represents not only the “meeting ground of both life and death,” but also serves as a “visual metaphor of the . . . nuptial bond,”121 an equally indissoluble union, “the conjugal harness by which both parts are yoked together.”122 This metaphor is visually highlighted by the stigma on the hand of the Savior that is carefully positioned at the center of the image to overlay both the cross of Christ and the wrist of Adam.123

			sheikh to put the hem of his great hooded robe over the suppliant’s shoulder with a promise of protection, “This is your tent, this is your family. We’ll make a place for you.”124

			Nephi’s eloquent two-verse exposition in 2 Nephi 31:19–20 provides strong support for the truthfulness of the Book of Mormon and the idea that it contains the fulness of what Jacob 7:6 calls “the gospel, or the doctrine of Christ,” including detailed descriptions of the significance and sequence of temple ordinances. These teachings were not withheld until Joseph Smith and the Saints arrived in Nauvoo but rather were made available the Prophet very early in his ministry as he translated the Book of Mormon.125
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			Figure 11. Pompeo Batoni (1708–1787): The Return of the Prodigal Son, 1773.126
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			[Author’s Note: This essay expands on an earlier version of this paper that was published in Meridian Magazine (https://latterday
saintmag.com/the-covenant-path-in-2-nephi-3119-20/) as well as material from my book on Freemasonry and the Origins of Latter-day Saint Temple Ordinances. Thanks to the many friends, both explicitly mentioned below and unnamed, who made helpful suggestions on earlier versions of some of this material, including Rebecca Lambert, who offered many helpful comments and shepherded final changes to this version for journal publication.]
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			Figure 1. Left: Covenant path as a modern highway to the temple, passing through milestones representing required priesthood ordinances. Center and right: Mary Douglas’s correspondence of chapters in Leviticus to a counterclockwise movement through the temple.
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			Figure 5. Conjectural layout of Nephite temples showing outbound and inbound directions. Nephite temples seem to have differed from Israelite temples in their two-way journey (1), Melchizedek priesthood investiture (2), and meeting at the veil (3).
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			Figure 7. The three cardinal virtues, the three degrees of glory, and the three progressive stages of discipleship mapped to the three areas of the temple.
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			Figure 8. Correlation of faith, hope, and love in 2 Nephi 31:19–20 to the different areas of the temple.
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			Spiritual Implications of the Timing of the Death of Jesus Christ

			C. Thomas Black

			Abstract: Centuries-long speculation continues regarding the circumstances surrounding the death of the Savior. Whether he died sooner than would have been expected, as some scholars believe, or lived longer than expected, statements from the scriptures and modern-day prophets indicate that the Lord died at the exact moment of his choice. According to the Gospels and historical accounts, that moment coincided with the sacrifice of the later of the two daily tamid sacrifices. The tamid had been instituted by Jehovah and symbolized the future atoning sacrifice of the Savior. Each of the other offerings throughout the sacrificial day between the two tamid sacrifices symbolized other qualities of the Lord. The proximity of his death to the Passover suggests an additional association between the two. Ritual prayers offered as the final tamid was being offered coincide further with the missions of the Savior. Jesus Christ chose the moment of his death to synchronize with these events as he symbolically fulfilled the ancient law of sacrifice.

			Few attempts have been made to integrate the spiritual aspects of the Savior’s Atonement with the physical. God leaves nothing to chance, so the physical aspects must be inextricably intertwined with the spiritual. As Tad Callister notes of the Atonement, “Contrary to the thoughts of some, it was not mental suffering alone; it was intense, prolonged anguish, ‘both body and spirit’ (D&C 19:18; emphasis added). It was physical, intellectual, and emotional pain of the highest order, all wrapped into one.”1

			This article is a companion to a previously published article regarding some pathophysiological aspects of the Lord’s suffering as he completed his Atonement.2 This article focuses on why the Lord died exactly when he did and offers some additional thoughts regarding how he may have manipulated his metabolism so that could happen. I will do so by addressing the following points:

			
					Significant and spiritually symbolic reasons linked to the sacrifices being carried out in the temple during his crucifixion gave symbolic meaning to Christ dying at the moment he did.

					The Lord’s persecutors were powerless to take his life. With his command over life and death, Christ allowed his spirit to depart his mortal body only at the moment of his choosing.

					Despite his inherent ability to do so, Christ made no effort, either overt or covert, to mitigate his suffering from the effects of the trauma he sustained.

					It was necessary for Christ at some point during his ordeal to either hasten or prolong his time on the cross so that his death would occur at the appropriate moment.

			

			Why the Lord Chose That Specific 
Moment to End His Mortal Life

			Symbolic text alludes to the Savior throughout the Old Testament in laws, temple sacrifices, and prophecies. These are most clearly stated in Psalm 22 and Isaiah 53 but also occur in numerous places elsewhere.3 Innumerable animals were sacrificed to foreshadow the ultimate sacrifice by the Lord. We may reasonably assume that the manner of his death would resemble in some fashion the centuries of sacrifices decreed by the Savior himself.

			How sacrificial offerings portend the Atonement of Jesus Christ

			The first death after the Fall of Adam was of an animal or animals, sacrificed by Jehovah to fulfill the Father’s request that he make garments of skins to clothe Adam and Eve (Genesis 3:21, Moses 4:27). “They received this clothing in a context of instruction on the Atonement, sacrifice, repentance, and forgiveness.”4 Adam and Eve continued the practice of offering sacrifices by the shedding of blood. The Lord commanded that “they . . . should offer the firstlings of their flocks, for an offering unto the Lord . . . [and they were informed that it was] a similitude of the sacrifice of the Only Begotten of the Father” (Moses 5:5, 7). The specific details by which sacrifices were to be offered became standardized later as part of the Law of Moses. Unfortunately, the tendency is that the more standardized a procedure becomes, the more people tend to forget its significance. Common symbols of our devotion, such as wearing the holy garment or partaking of the weekly Sacrament, must never be allowed to become rote. Mosiah lamented, “And many . . . types, and shadows showed he unto them, concerning his coming; and yet they hardened their hearts, and understood not that the law of Moses availeth nothing except it were through the atonement of his blood” (Mosiah 3:15). The Lord reprimanded the Israelites for dutifully carrying out sacrifices but forgetting their meaning.

			To what purpose is the multitude of your sacrifices unto me? saith the Lord: I am full of the burnt offerings of rams, and the fat of fed beasts; and I delight not in the blood of bullocks, or of lambs, or of he goats. . . . Bring no more vain oblations. . . . And when ye spread forth your hands, I will hide mine eyes from you: yea, when ye make many prayers, I will not hear: your hands are full of blood. (Isaiah 1:11, 13, 15)

			With few exceptions, the Israelites had forgotten the why of sacrifice but were meticulously immersed in the how.

			Each of the sacrifices observed by the ancient Jews pointed toward Christ and his Atonement. An examination of these sacrificial offerings will better our understanding of the timing of the Lord’s death because the Savior symbolically fulfilled each of these sacrifices as he died at the moment that ended the day of pre-Paschal sacrifices.

			The paschal lamb

			Paul clearly identified the Lord as the paschal lamb and recognized the association of Christ’s death with the annual Jewish Passover: “For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for us” (1 Corinthians 5:7). Christ is embodied in the Passover observance. The bitter herbs of the Passover Seder are reminiscent of the bitterness of the Israelites’ bondage, but more especially the bondage of sin in general, and that Christ drank that bitter cup on our behalf. The unleavened bread is a reminder that Christ is the Bread of Life, without blemish (e.g., leaven). The blood on the lintels signified that because of the blood of Christ, the first-born lamb without blemish, death will pass over us.5 The paschal lamb is traditionally killed and consumed in its entirety the evening before the beginning of Passover, again symbolic of the death of the Savior. Initially, the sacrifice of lambs the evening before the Israelites left Egypt was performed out of obedience; those who chose not to be obedient lost their first-born sons to the destroying angel. From that time forward, however, the sacrifice of the paschal lamb was performed out of gratitude, but the death of the Savior was a “propitiation for our sins: and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world” (1 John 2:2). As Bruce R. McConkie states, and as Callister reaffirms, “The atonement of Christ, being literally and truly infinite, applies to an infinite number of earths.”6

			The Savior’s death and Atonement signified more than a commemoration of the Passover, however, since the paschal lamb did not constitute an offering for sin. Other sacrifices were performed daily at the temple. An examination of these sacrifices reveals at least three additional symbolically significant reasons for Christ to have died, not only on the specific date, but also at the precise time of day that he did—the two obligatory daily tamid offerings, the voluntary sacrifices, and the Eighteen Benedictions.

			The continual (tamid) sacrifice (korban olah)

			The paschal lamb and all temple sacrifices and oblations have reference to the Lord’s Atonement, but the tamid is most comparable and of particular significance.

			A communal atoning sacrifice

			The commandment to perform the tamid was first given to Moses as recorded in Exodus 29:39, 41, 42 and repeated in Numbers 28:3, 4, 6, as follows:

			This is the offering made by fire which ye shall offer unto the Lord; two lambs of the first year without spot day by day, for a continual burnt offering. The one lamb shalt thou offer in the morning, and the other lamb shalt thou offer at even. . . . It is a continual burnt offering, which was ordained in mount Sinai for a sweet savour, a sacrifice made by fire unto the Lord.

			The tamid was a public offering intended as a communal rather than individual atoning sacrifice. Hasdai Crescas, a medieval Jewish theologian, compared the entire nation of Israel to her progenitor, Isaac, who had nearly been the prototypic sacrifice:

			It appears that the intention of the two daily offerings, the morning offering and the evening offering, which take place at the times of change (from night to day and from day to night), is to indicate that this is an atonement for all Israel, so as to remove them from the governance of the servants [i.e., the constellations] and to distinguish them as governed by God. It is as if these daily offerings are in exchange for all Israel and, in offering them, the entirety of the people are drawn nearer to the worship of God. Therefore the daily offerings were lambs, which come from the ram, just as the nation as a whole is a descendant of Isaac. They were therefore purchased with the finances of the Temple treasury, which were public funds, as is recorded in tractate Shekalim.7

			Rabbi Rabinowitz explains that the burnt sacrifice offered at Mount Sinai following the episode of the golden calf was the initial offering of the tamid (Numbers 28:6).8 Rashi, a medieval commentator on the Talmud and the Hebrew Bible, suggested that the tamid represented the continual covenant between Israel and Jehovah prior to the children of Israel receiving the Torah.9

			Rabbi Pinchas Winston explains,

			The Korban Tamid, the Continual Offering, [was] brought twice a day during Temple times. It was brought in the morning to atone for sins done the previous night, and at sunset, to atone for the sins since the morning Tamid.

			It was 24-hour coverage, seven days a week. Whatever sins built up during the night, they were gone the next morning, each day. Whatever sins built up during the day were gone by sunset, each day.10

			Despite possible assertions that the tamid was not intended for atonement, Jewish scholars assert that there is a clear element of atonement inherent in the rite.11 The tamid represented both the complete submission of the people to the will of God and a collective expiation of their sins.12 Its primary purpose was certainly to demonstrate the desire of the people to commune with God continually. Because, however, it is impossible to commune with God while tainted with sin, it was recognized that the tamid must also expiate sin.13

			The most important sacrifice

			The significance of the tamid cannot be overestimated. It was the most important atoning sacrifice performed at the temple.14 The other (musaf) sacrifices were clearly secondary.15

			The tamid was so significant that Numbers 28:4, a one-verse summation of the ordinance, has been identified by some Jewish scholars as the single verse in the Torah that best defines the essence of Judaism.16

			The tamid could be offered only within a temple.17 Between the destruction of the First Temple in 587 BC and the completion of the Second Temple in 516 BC, the tamid could not be performed.18 For the Jews, this loss was catastrophic.19 After the Second Temple was constructed, a 500-year reinstatement of the tamid ended with the destruction of the Second Temple in AD 70, a second catastrophic loss foretold by the Lord himself (Matthew 25:15). Jews believe that both temples were destroyed on the same day of the year, the ninth of the month of Av (Tisha B’av). This is considered to be the saddest day of the year for Jews and is observed annually as a day of mourning for these and other calamities that occurred on the same day. Since the destruction of the Second Temple, the Jews have been unable to offer the tamid, but its restitution is devoutly prayed for multiple times daily by Orthodox Jews.20

			Daniel prophesied of both suspensions of the daily sacrifice.

			And arms shall stand on his part, and they shall pollute the sanctuary of strength, and shall take away the daily sacrifice, and they shall place the abomination that maketh desolate. (Daniel 11:31)

			And from the time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomination that maketh desolate set up, there shall be a thousand two hundred and ninety days. (Daniel 12:11)

			In doing so, he mentioned only the loss of the daily sacrifice, emphasizing the importance of the tamid over all others.

			Lichtenstein points out that five calamities that befell ancient Israel are commemorated on the seventeenth of Tammuz. He then argues that, of the five,

			most people [today] would have little difficulty in declaring the cessation of the daily sacrifice as the least terrible. After nearly two millennia we are used to living without the daily sacrifice and do not feel its absence. But even if we were to try to imagine ourselves in the situation of the people of Jerusalem at the time of the Destruction, there is no comparison between the cessation of the daily sacrifice—the halting of a positive practice—and the other four tragedies.21

			The timing of the tamid

			One section of the Mishnah explains how the tamid was to be carried out.22 Two lambs without blemish were slain daily and offered as burnt sacrifices. “Now this is that which thou shalt offer upon the altar; two lambs of the first year day by day continually” (Exodus 29:38).23 The first lamb was bound to the altar at about 6:00 am24 and slain at 9:00 am.25 The second was bound to the altar at noon and slain at about 3:00 pm26 every day of the year without exception. As related by the New Testament writers, the timing of the Lord’s crucifixion and death corresponds exactly to the timing of these two tamid sacrifices.

			The traditional Sefard Shabbat liturgy contains the following in relation to the morning prayers and the Korban tamid:

			The Tamid-offerings, two daily offerings of one lamb at a time, were offered once in the morning and once in the afternoon. The former was the first public-offering brought on the Altar each day. And the latter terminated the day’s offerings. These animals were purchased from the annual half-shekel gifts of the people and were offered on behalf of the entire Jewish People.

			A brief prayer was offered:

			May it be Your will, Adonoy, our God and God of our fathers, to have compassion on us, to forgive us all our sins, [done unknowingly], to atone all our iniquities, [done knowingly], to pardon all our [malicious] transgressions, and may You build the Holy Temple quickly, in our days, that we may offer, before You, the daily burnt-offering to atone for us, as You wrote for us in Your Torah by the hand of Moses, Your servant, from the mouth of Your Reverence, as it is said: [Numbers 28:1–8 is then quoted].27

			Lisle G. Brown followed the service of Zacharias the day he was struck dumb while officiating (Luke 1:5–23). He describes in detail how the priests who administered the tamid were chosen and what their duties entailed.

			The priest’s principal responsibility during the day was to conduct the sacrifices of two unblemished lambs, which were required to be offered continually under the law of Moses:

			Now this is that which thou shalt offer upon the altar; two lambs of the first year day by day continually. The one lamb thou shalt offer in the morning; and the other lamb thou shalt offer at even: . . . for a sweet savour, an offering made by fire unto the Lord. This shall be a continual burnt offering throughout your generations at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation before the Lord: where I will meet you, to speak there unto thee. (Exodus 29:38–42)

			This sacrifice was called the tamid, a Hebrew word that means “standing,” “continual,” or “daily.” Clearly, the first tamid commenced the daily ministrations in the temple; the second ended the day’s service.28

			From the Christian point of view, Jesus Christ was the prophesied lamb without blemish (1 Peter 1:19) who was slain for the sins of the world. In referencing the manner of his death, Nephi used the term slain (1 Nephi 10:11) as did others (Isaiah 53:7 [“slaughter”], Revelation 5:9, 12; 13:8). Slain is the past participle of the verb to slay, whose literal meaning is “to be killed violently or brutally,” and whose synonyms are “to butcher” or “to slaughter,” as were the sacrificial lambs and other animals each day. The tamid sacrifices of innocent lambs without blemish, which were violently killed, were a clear type of the Savior, who was sacrificed, just as the lambs were, for the sins of the people.

			Christ, as Jehovah, instituted the practice of sacrifice by the shedding of blood when he made garments of skin for Adam and Eve and concluded the practice through the shedding of his own blood.

			An all-encompassing burnt offering

			The Encyclopaedia Judaica states, “Tamid is an abbreviated form for olat tamid (‘daily burnt-offering’).”29 While other sacrifices were only partially burned, the tamid was entirely burned (“olah”), symbolizing sanctification of the whole man in surrender to the Lord and complete submission to God’s will.30 No other sacrifice that was performed at the temple did this.31 Christians recognize this sanctification through surrender and submission as a symbolic type of Christ’s submission to the will of his Father.

			The tamid signified complete submission of the people to the Lord. Inasmuch as it was completely burned, it symbolized the totality of the Lord’s sacrifice. Following his ordeal in the Garden, the Lord would have been left with insufficient readily available energy to maintain even basic body functions. Throughout his subsequent ordeals, he would have been oxidizing—burning—predominantly muscle and fat. In a highly symbolic fashion, Jesus himself became a “burnt offering,” with the combustion occurring internally rather than externally. Perhaps the way the priests had been instructed to perform the tamid sacrifice for centuries was a type of the way the body of the Lord would itself be consumed.

			No other sacrifices could begin until the morning tamid had been offered and no additional sacrifices were performed after the evening offering.32 As such, the two tamid sacrifices represented the all-encompassing nature of God, in the words of Rabbi Osher Chaim Levene:

			What matters is for the totality of the experience—from start to finish—to be constant. To be a continual and an unchanging whole. G-d is the Start of Everything. . . . “You are the First. And you are the Last. And there is nothing except for our King, Redeemer and Savior” (Morning Prayers). The beginning and end of the Jewish day are signposted by reference to the tamid offering.33

			Christians will appreciate that these are a few of the many names or descriptions of the comprehensive nature of the Lord Jesus Christ, the “Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending,” as referred to in the New Testament (Revelation 1:8).

			Other (Musaf) Sacrifices

			The following four other korbanat sacrifices took place between the morning and afternoon tamid sacrifices. These represent additional aspects of the Lord and his love for his people.

			The gift, meal, or grain offering (korban minchah)

			Leviticus 2:1–16 and 6:14–23 describe a bloodless offering of “the finest flour,” oil, frankincense, and salt. This offering was a portion of the fruit of an individual’s personal labor and property, acknowledging that all belongs to God in the first place and all that we can offer is our own labor (Exodus 23:16, Leviticus 22:25).34 It is reminiscent of the sacrificial and personal nature of Christ’s Atonement having “[trod] the winepress alone” (Isaiah 63:3).

			Flour and oil represented an offering of the daily sustenance of life but had additional spiritual connotations. Flour represented the Lord, who sustains life and is himself the Bread of Life (John 6:47–51, 58). Anointing with oil is a common biblical symbol of the Holy Spirit (Luke 4:18; Acts 10:38; 2 Corinthians 1:21, 22; 1 John 2:20). Frankincense was included to give a “sweet savor” to an otherwise distinctly unsavory smell when non-animal offerings are burnt.35 Salt was a required addition to a grain offering (Leviticus 2:13) and is elsewhere noted to be a symbol of the covenant (Numbers 18:19, 2 Chronicles 13:5; also Doctrine and Covenants 101:39).

			The peace offerings (korban shelamim)

			The three types of peace offerings, seen in Psalm 23:5, Matthew 22:1–14, and Luke 14:15, were the thank-offering, which was a response to acts of divine beneficence; the votive-offering, which was prompted by a feeling of gratitude for the fulfillment of a petition; and the free-will offering, given completely voluntarily with the sole motive of spontaneous piety.36

			Peace offerings, as the name indicates, presupposed that the sacrificer was at peace with God; they were offered for the further realization and enjoyment of that peace. The characteristic rite was the sacrificial meal. A feast symbolized fellowship and friendship among all its partakers and providers, and also a state of joy and gladness. 37

			Peace offerings were an expression of gratitude to Jehovah for his kindness and mercy, which are divine characteristics that Christ displayed throughout his earthly ministry and particularly through his unselfish sacrifice (Leviticus 3:1–17, 7:11–34).

			The sin offering (korban chatat)

			This offering was meant to atone for and to purge an unintentional or careless sin (Leviticus 4:1–35). It was an expression of sorrow for the error and a desire to be reconciled with God. The sin offering is reminiscent of the restitution that must be made for sins committed in ignorance (2 Nephi 9:25), by those lacking the capacity to distinguish right from wrong (Mosiah 3:11), and by those who have not reached the age of accountability (Mosiah 3:16). All such sins are covered by the Savior’s Atonement.

			The type of animal to be sacrificed for a sin offering depended on the social and economic status of the sinner offering the sacrifice:

			
					A high priest (Leviticus 4:3) or the entire community (Leviticus 4:14; Numbers 15:2–3) required a young bullock.

					A ruler required a young male goat (Leviticus 4:22–23).

					“Common people” required a female kid (Leviticus 4:27–28; Numbers 15:27) or a lamb (Leviticus 4:32).

					Individuals too poor to afford these options could substitute two turtle doves or young pigeons, one as a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering (Leviticus 5:7).

					Those too poor to afford even turtle doves could offer a tenth of an ephah of fine flour without perfume instead of an animal (Leviticus 5:11).

			

			These and all other animals sacrificed on the altar were required to be without blemish.

			The presumptuous sin, however, committed defiantly and without remorse, is specifically not covered by this offering (Numbers 15:30–31). The sin offering described in Leviticus 6:24–30 accomplished this cleansing.38

			The guilt or trespass offering (korban asham)

			This offering was made to redress either a breach of trust or when one was unsure whether a sin had been committed (Leviticus 5:14–6:7, 7:1–7). It was made by someone who had committed a grievance against another but had since then developed the honest intent of reconciling with the wronged person.39 Fulfilling this offering is a poignant conciliation made by the Lord to reunite himself with wayward humanity when we—and not he—were the cause of the initial estrangement.

			The economics of sacrifice

			The means of gathering funds to procure the sacrificial animals for the tamid, which was a communal offering, were based on Exodus 30:11–16 as an annual tax of one-half shekel for each male beginning at the age of twenty years.40 This tax was the same for all men regardless of financial situation.41

			The cost of the sacrifices of the privately owned animals or goods for musaf sacrifices was borne individually. Regardless of their failure to appreciate the full meaning of the tamid and other burnt offerings, one must marvel at the willingness of these ancient people to sacrifice particularly precious animals that they had nurtured and fed and maintained unblemished. It is one thing for us in our day to donate tithing when we know that there are temples to be built and numerous other expenses for which the Church is necessarily responsible. It is quite another to place valuable goods on the altar and watch them simply burn. Imagine that in our day tithing is paid by throwing a cash donation into a flaming incinerator outside the meetinghouse and watching as it is consumed by fire. It might seem utterly senseless and wasteful to us, but these people accepted it as God’s will. Their obedience is to be admired although their comprehension of the meaning of their actions was often lacking.

			The Eighteen Benedictions

			According to Jewish tradition, the performance of the tamid was accompanied by the recitation of blessings, one series of which was commonly known as the “Eighteen Benedictions.” These were recited while the sacrifices were being offered in the temple.42 According to Instone-Brewer, it is likely that these prayers, as we know them today, are very nearly the same as those that were recited by the priests at the time of the Savior’s death.43

			The fulfillment of prophecy sometimes borders on irony, and this is never more clearly demonstrated than in the case of the crucifixion and death of the Savior. With the exception of Prayers 4, 9, 14, and 16, each of the Eighteen Benedictions is directed toward Jehovah, the God of the Old Testament, who we know is Jesus.44 Most of the fourteen prayers speak directly of his attributes.45 It is supremely ironic that the high priest was praising the Lord and beseeching him for favor at the very moment that this same Lord was completing his Atonement on behalf of those same priests, who had just condemned him and demanded his crucifixion.

			
					Prayer 1 acknowledged Jehovah as he who bestows goodly kindness and is “the Creator” of all; it also acknowledged that he will send a Redeemer.

					Prayer 2 acknowledged the resurrection promised by the Messiah.

					Prayer 3, despite the derisive sign affixed to the cross above Christ’s head (Luke 23:38), sanctified the name of the Lord.

					Prayer 5 implored that their repentance would be accepted.

					Prayer 6 begged for forgiveness.

					Prayer 7 acknowledged the Lord as their Redeemer.

					Prayer 8 asked for the healing of their own wounds (reminiscent of the words in Isaiah 53:5, “with his stripes we are healed”), perhaps most poignantly, while they were in the middle of inflicting what may be the most grievous wounds imaginable upon their Lord.

					Prayer 10 pleaded for the Jews—the remaining remnant of the once large but now dispersed Israelites—to be gathered again into one body from the four corners of the earth.46

					Prayer 11 pleaded for relief from the afflictions the Jews were suffering and for justice to be served. They also asserted their innocence.

					Prayer 12, conversely, pleaded for the destruction of the wicked.47

					Prayer 13 begged for favor to be granted to the righteous and the pious, which the Jews imagined to be themselves, as they affirmed their trust in God.

					Prayer 15 beseeched the Almighty for the speedy appearance of the sprout (branch) of David (Jeremiah 23:5–6), who is the Messiah,48 and for the salvation he would bring.

					Prayer 17 begged the Lord to accept their sacrifices to him and to make Jerusalem his abode.

					Prayer 18 summarized the previous prayers.

			

			The Eighteen Benedictions would have been followed by additional praise to the Lord on the day before Christ’s Sunday resurrection. The following words, spoken by the high priest in commemoration of the annual Passover Sabbath on that day, are particularly applicable to the Savior, who was symbolized by the paschal lamb:

			And Thou hast given us, O Lord our God, in love [Sabbaths for rest,] set times and seasons for joy, [this Sabbath-day, the day of our rest, and] this day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread, the season of our deliverance, a holy convocation, a memorial of the exodus from Egypt.49

			On that same Passover Sabbath, the Lord visited the righteous ancestors of his accusers, who had languished in spirit prison:

			For Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God, being put to death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit: By which also he went and preached unto the spirits in prison; Which sometime were disobedient, when once the longsuffering of God waited in the days of Noah. (1 Peter 3:18–20)

			Modern-day revelation informs us that he brought to these captives the joyous news that they had finally been ransomed:

			The hosts of the dead, both small and great . . . were gathered together . . . the just, who had been faithful in the testimony of Jesus while they lived in mortality; And who had offered sacrifice in the similitude of the great sacrifice of the Son of God, and had suffered tribulation in their Redeemer’s name. . . . While this vast multitude waited and conversed . . . the Son of God appeared, declaring liberty to the captives who had been faithful; . . . But his ministry among those who were dead was limited to the brief time intervening between the crucifixion and his resurrection. (Doctrine and Covenants 138:1–60, see especially 11–19, 27)

			The long-awaited and jubilant deliverance from Egypt through the Exodus mentioned in the Passover prayer was a type of this even longer-awaited and immensely more exultant spiritual deliverance. It was a fitting conclusion to the symbolic sacrifice by the Savior, excruciatingly wrought over the preceding days.

			Why the Lord died when he did

			The Lord was fully cognizant of when the appropriate moment had arrived for him to die because he said, “It is finished” (John 19:30). Talmage wrote, in other words, “[The Lord] lived until all things were accomplished as had been appointed.”50 As the final tamid sacrifice was being offered, and as Christ was approaching death, he could justifiably say: “It is finished.” In Greek, the word is “tetelestai.”

			“It is finished!” is one word in the Greek text— tetelestai. The word was a common one and was used by merchants to mean “The price is all paid!” Shepherds and priests used it when they found a perfect sheep, ready for sacrifice; and Christ died as the perfect lamb of God. Servants, when their work was completed, would use this word when reporting to their masters. Christ, the obedient Servant, had finished the work the Father gave Him to do. Christ willingly and deliberately gave up His life; He laid down His life for His friends. 51

			In his Bible commentary, Matthew Henry summarized what the Lord may have been referring to when the Lord spoke of It as being finished:

			Tetelestai—It is finished, a comprehensive word, and a comfortable one. (1.) . . . the malice and enmity of his persecutors had now done their worst; . . . (2.) . . . the counsel and commandment of his Father concerning his sufferings were now fulfilled; . . . (3.) . . . all the types and prophecies of the Old Testament, which pointed at the sufferings of the Messiah, were accomplished and answered. . . . (4.) . . . the ceremonial law is abolished, and a period put to the obligation of it. The substance is now come, and all the shadows are done away. . . . (5.) . . . sin is finished, and an end made of transgression, by the bringing in of an everlasting righteousness. . . . (6.) . . . his sufferings were now finished, both those of his soul and those of his body. . . . (7.) . . . his life was now finished, he was just ready to breathe his last, (8.) . . . the work of man’s redemption and salvation is now completed, at least the hardest part of the undertaking is over; a full satisfaction is made to the justice of God, a fatal blow given to the power of Satan, a fountain of grace opened that shall ever flow, a foundation of peace and happiness laid that shall never fail.52

			Henry’s eight points of fulfillment may be more succinctly stated as:

			
					The persecution directed against him.

					His Father’s will.

					All Old Testament prophecies.

					The sacrificial rituals that were shadows of his sacrifice.53

					The release of all who had been held captive by sin.

					His mortal suffering.

					His mortal ministry.

					His Atonement.

			

			The Lord met each of these eight aspects of completion sometime between entering the Garden of Gethsemane and his death. The fourth point, however, was so time-dependent that it could be fulfilled only at one particular moment. According to the law, the tamid could be offered at only two specific times of the day, the beginning and the conclusion of all daily sacrifices. To symbolically encompass all of the sacrifices that had for centuries been types of his ultimate sacrifice, timing was critical. The Lord was placed on the cross at the third hour (9:00 am), the moment at which the first atoning tamid sacrifice was slain. He then voluntarily prolonged his agony while all other sacrificial offerings were being carried out at the temple throughout the day. When these sacrifices had been completed for the day, at the ninth hour (3:00 pm, Matthew 27:46, 50, Mark 15:34, 37, Luke 23:44, 46), the second and final tamid sacrifice was slain. At that moment, the Lord allowed his spirit to depart his ruined body. This was the final thing of “all things” that had to be accomplished. By his suffering throughout the entire day of sacrifices, Christ symbolically fulfilled each of the five korbanot offerings, finally exclaiming, “It is finished” as the final tamid offering concluded the day of sacrifices.

			It appears that it was important enough to the Lord that his death occur simultaneously with that final tamid sacrifice that he was willing to prolong his suffering to place a stamp of fulfillment on sacrifice by the shedding of blood.

			When Should the Lord Have Died?

			Evidence presented in my previous article suggests that Christ’s physical body was brought to the verge of death in Gethsemane and that he survived only because he knew how to support a dying physical body.54 Subsequently, he could have succumbed at any point during the scourging, while carrying the patibulum, or during the crucifixion—particularly when the agony of Gethsemane returned. His body had been pushed unimaginably beyond the limits of normal mortal endurance. I believe that intense physical exertion, hemorrhage, hypovolemia, hypothermia, hypoventilation, and any of numerous other physiologic extremes to which the Lord’s body had been subjected, could have caused him to die before the symbolically appointed time without his own divine intervention.

			The Lord was the creator of the universe, including perhaps the most intricate creation of all, the human central nervous system. He had recently demonstrated his mastery of human physiology by raising Lazarus from the dead (John 11:43–44). We may reasonably assume that Christ was fully cognizant of physiologic methods by which he could assuage his suffering. Physicians have long known that certain pharmacologic agents will inhibit the transmission of pain along the entire sensory pain pathway, and these agents are easily administered at any of several points, commencing at the nerve endings in the skin and other tissues, and ascending through the peripheral nerves to the spinal cord and on to the brain.55 Likewise the areas of the brain that process the pain signals that reach them, including the somatosensory cortex, the thalamus, the hypothalamus, and the cerebral cortex,56 are amenable to pain reduction by internally synthesized neurotransmitters including the opioid neuropeptides, endorphins, dynorphins, and enkephalins.57 Although Christ could have caused the synthesis and secretion of such endogenous analgesic agents to attenuate his pain—and no mortal would have known he had done that—he and his Father would have known, and the measure of his Atonement would not have been full. The Lord would not have “drained the cup fully” and his Atonement would have been short of infinite. How immensely sobering it is to realize the restraint demonstrated by the Savior by not attenuating his suffering in the least.

			Referring to the Lord’s final utterances moments before his death, John wrote enigmatically “Jesus knowing that all things were now accomplished, that the scripture might be fulfilled[,] . . . said, ‘It is finished’ and gave up the ghost” (John 19:28). It would be of immense value to understand what John meant by “all things” that were of such importance that the Lord should time his death to occur at that moment. Brown infers that Christ’s injuries were not severe enough for him to have died after only six hours on the cross so he purposely hastened his death after having fulfilled all Old Testament prophecies regarding his mission.58 The Lord may have been talking about ending the practice of animal sacrifices (Hebrews 9:12). Many assume it meant “all that is required for the Atonement.”59 His words may have signified the completion of his earthly mission.60 His final act immediately before stating that “all things were now accomplished” was to arrange for his mother’s care (John 19:27).

			The Lord could have precisely timed his death in three possible ways:

			
					He died sooner than his condition warranted (e.g., hastened his death).

					He died at the moment one would expect for his degree of injuries.

					He should have died later than he did (e.g., prolonged his suffering).

			

			Each of these possible ways will now be considered.

			The Lord hastened his death

			The soldiers who came to expedite the deaths of the cruciarii by breaking their legs reported to Pilate that Christ was already dead while the two malefactors still lived (John 19:31–33). Pilate, an experienced observer of scourging and crucifixion, marveled that Christ had died as soon as he had (Mark 15:44).

			And Pilate marveled if, etc. — Wondered if he was dead, or wondered that he was so soon dead. It was not common for persons crucified to expire under two or three days, sometimes not until the sixth or seventh. Joseph had asked for the “body,” implying that he was dead. That he was, had been ascertained by the soldiers.61

			Some commentators on the Lord’s death agree with Pilate’s surprise and believe that Christ did die sooner than a normal human being would have been expected to die under similar circumstances.62 The inherent insinuation is that the Lord decreased the length of time he would spend on the cross to shorten the time of his suffering. The Lord, however, did nothing to mitigate his suffering. He conspicuously and repeatedly refused any means whereby the amount of agony he had to endure would be lessened. Mark records, “And they gave him to drink wine mingled with myrrh: but he received it not” (Mark 15:23), and Matthew concurs (Matthew 27:34). Talmage reported,

			Preparatory to affixing the condemned to the cross, it was the custom to offer each a narcotic draught of sour wine or vinegar mingled with myrrh and possibly containing other anodyne ingredients, for the merciful purpose of deadening the sensibility of the victim.63

			Christ’s refusal to drink indicated his intention not to diminish the suffering he was already experiencing and what he knew he was yet to endure even more severely. Of course, on the march to Golgotha, Christ was physically unable to continue carrying the patibulum, so it was given to Simon to carry. It appears that the Lord used his divine power to sustain his life but not to reduce his suffering in a non-life-threatening situation.

			Brown suggests that Christ’s injuries were not severe enough for him to have died after only six hours on the cross, so he purposely hastened his death—but only after having fulfilled all Old Testament prophecies regarding his mission.64

			The Lord died at the expected moment

			Perhaps Christ died at the precise moment at which the physical body of an equally traumatized mortal would have died, but that would be an improbable coincidence. Assuming that his death was foreordained to occur at the precise moment that it did, it is conceivable that circumstances could have been arranged such that the Lord would sustain precisely the amount of injury that would cause him to die at the exact moment he did. Holoubek and Holoubek believe that Christ died sooner than an observer might have expected but at the appropriate moment based on his injuries, both apparent and hidden.65 This idea is impossible either to verify or to disprove based on current scriptural and scientific information. It is, however, rather incongruent with the self-determinative nature the Lord displayed in all other instances in his life.

			Alternatively, the Father may have orchestrated the Savior’s death to occur at the moment it did. One online ministry proclaims, “This was no accident but was sovereignly arranged by God to show that Christ was the Passover Lamb once and for all.”66 We know, however, that the power to lay down and take up his own body was given to Christ and he “[trod] the winepress alone.”

			The Lord should have died sooner than he did

			Christ did nothing partway during his life; on the contrary, he encouraged his followers to do more than the minimum so all doubt would be removed regarding their motivation. It was he who advised that “ye shall not resist evil, but whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the other also; And if any man will sue thee at the law and take away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also; And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go with him twain” (3 Nephi 12:39–41). To be efficacious, his sacrifice had to have surpassed anything imaginable. As Neal A. Maxwell described in unfathomable terms, it was “enormity multiplied by infinity.”67

			The Lord’s Atonement has been termed infinite (2 Nephi 9:7, 25:16; Alma 34:10, 12, 14).68 Infinite may refer to many different aspects of what he experienced, but one very important aspect is the degree of suffering that he was required to endure before he could say, “It is finished” (John 19:30; JST Matthew 27:54). Callister says,

			Not once did he don the bulletproof vest of divinity. That he also had godly powers did not make his suffering any less excruciating, any less poignant, or any less real. To the contrary, it is for this very reason that his suffering was more, not less, than his mortal counterparts could experience.69

			Less than the full measure demanded by the law of justice would not have sufficed, but perhaps he suffered even more.

			The Lord Determined When His Spirit 
Would Leave His Body

			John clearly states that Jesus’s life was not taken from him; rather he yielded it up voluntarily (John 10:11, 15, 17–18). Despite the terminology generally used by commentators, neither the Jews nor the Romans “killed” the Savior. No one had that ability. According to the Lord’s statement, “No man taketh [my life] from me” (John 10:18). The Lord alone controlled his fate. Although they did not cause his death, it was their intention to do so, they thought they had been successful, and they were unrepentant (Matthew 27:62–66).

			We have no record that anything occurred to the Lord that was against his will. The New Testament records numerous occasions when religious and political leaders and Satan attempted to exert control over his actions, but the Lord always deftly assumed control. When the mob came to apprehend him, the Lord readily identified himself, boldly enough that “they went backward, and fell to the ground” (John 18:6). He then defused a tense situation by healing the severed ear of the high priest’s servant (Luke 22:49–51). We would expect that, as a God, the Lord would never be taken by surprise but would always act and never be unwillingly acted upon. His physical death was always under his control.

			Both Augustine and Thomas Aquinas stressed that Jesus died exactly when he intended.70 Brown stated that Jesus did not die until all prophecies had been fulfilled.71 Jeffrey R. Holland agreed, saying, “When the uttermost farthing had then been paid, when Christ’s determination to be faithful was as obvious as it was utterly invincible, finally and mercifully, it was ‘finished.’”72 Christ had power over his own life and death, his body had already been mortally wounded, all prophecies had been fulfilled, and “all things were now accomplished,” so he was free to allow his spirit to depart his physical body and “give up the ghost.” How he may have done so was discussed previously.

			Summary and Conclusions

			Evidence has been presented to support the following points:

			
					Christ had sufficient cause to synchronize his death with a particular event. All symbolism of the Old Testament, particularly that associated with the temple, had reference to the Savior’s atoning sacrifice. It is therefore appropriate that Christ intentionally timed his death to occur at the moment of the second tamid sacrifice on the evening prior to Passover, thus ending the 1,500-year practice of sacrifice by the shedding of blood. Since other sacrifices of various types, all of which had reference to the Savior, were performed throughout the sacrificial day, it was a singularly appropriate moment to fulfill the objectives for which sacrifices were offered, as well as to exemplify the sacrifice of the paschal lamb. The first and second tamid sacrifices powerfully bookended the totality of the symbolic fulfillment of all the sacrifices.

					Because Christ received no external assistance in carrying out the Atonement, any prolongation of his life was due to his own intervention. The evidence suggests that not until the appropriate moment had arrived, the price had been fully paid, and his redeeming mission was complete, did the Savior voluntarily, actively, and abruptly withdraw his internal “life support” and “[give] up the ghost.” He then rapidly succumbed to one, or more likely all, of the accumulating physiologic abnormalities he had been so tenaciously keeping at bay for many hours.

					The Lord’s death occurred in two stages. First, the Lord’s body was severely injured, both metabolically in the Garden of Gethsemane and soon after by physical torture. At some point, it became necessary for the Lord to consciously choose to support his failing physical body. Second, after a prolonged period of voluntary subjugation to cruel mistreatment, the Lord released his spirit when the appropriate moment arrived.

					Christ did not mitigate his suffering. During his ordeal in Gethsemane, the trials, his cruel mistreatment, or on the cross, Christ did not lessen his suffering. Although fully capable of doing so, he refrained from manipulating his internal pain mechanisms. Because of the Lord’s nature, teachings, and past behavior, we may likewise be confident that he did not hasten his death but instead drained the bitter cup in its entirety.

					No mortal body could have survived what the Lord experienced. Instead, as the designer of human physiology, and being capable of altering it at will, Christ prolonged his life by manipulating metabolic functions to the time of his choosing.

					Medical science can provide descriptions of the trauma the Lord likely experienced. We may also gain some idea of the means by which he might have kept himself alive beyond the expectations of knowledgeable observers.

			

			Christ had always been fully aware of the prophesied manner in which he must die, but he proceeded willingly regardless. We have a clearer understanding of why he did so, but we now also have a clearer understanding of how he may have accomplished it and when it would have occurred.

			Contemporary forensic parlance uses the terms “means, motive, and opportunity” to suggest the likelihood that an observed event was intentional—in this case, the prolongation of his life.

			
					Christ possessed the means to do so because of his knowledge as creator of the world of how to preserve life by manipulating physiology.

					He had the unique opportunity as the only being capable of dying as a sinless sacrifice.

					He had the motive to coincide his death with the ancient Jewish symbolic ritual sacrifices, signifying their fulfillment, and ending the practice of sacrifice by the shedding of blood.

			

			[image: ]
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			Easter as Threshold: Trauma, Transformation, and God’s Presence in Liminal Spaces

			Joseph W. Green

			Abstract: Using the context of Easter, this personal essay explores perceptions of God’s presence and absence during human suffering. There is a theological thread that ties Christ’s suffering for our griefs and sorrows during his Atonement directly to his ability to succor us as we enter into despair due to our own trauma. Our suffering occurs during moments of transition and vulnerability known as “liminal spaces.” It is in these moments that the Savior meets us at the threshold, helping us move through trauma toward transformation in Christ. Our ability to move forward openly in liminal spaces will help us to recognize God’s presence in these moments as well as to discern the reflection of his presence in those who minister to us in our grief.

			Today begins that sacred transitional space just before Easter that we refer to as Good Friday, the day on which Christians worldwide commemorate the Crucifixion of the Savior on Calvary. Good Friday is a threshold through which we enter a period of darkness, grief, and despair that is only overcome by the burst of light that arrives with the Resurrection on Easter Sunday.

			During this time, I am thinking about Easter in the context of how Christ’s Atonement can lead to divine comfort and presence during sickness and sorrow. This is because, in my work as a chaplain in clinical settings, I often visit patients who have experienced significant trauma due to health issues, from amputations to open-heart surgeries, post-traumatic stress disorders, or perhaps the death of a loved one. As we sit together to process their grief, some of them turn to me, tears in their eyes, asking, “Where is God in my suffering?”

			In my experience, this pleading usually addresses not the question of God’s existence but rather the timing of his perceived absence. In many instances, the patients I sit with have experienced a connection with the divine in the past but now feel alone and abandoned. This is a theme often explored in the Hebrew Bible. During several festivals throughout the year, Israelites were expected to gather at the temple to stand in God’s presence, often expressed as seeing (or seeking) God’s face.1 When they felt his absence, they would often cry out in distress, “Why do you hide your face?”2 Joseph Smith, experiencing prolonged suffering in a jail in Liberty, Missouri, had a similar plea: “O God, where art thou? And where is the pavilion that covereth thy hiding place?” (Doctrine and Covenants 121:1).

			Like the petitioners in the Psalms, and like Joseph Smith, I too have asked this question in similar moments of distress. Just over a year ago I found myself attending, within the space of a few days, the funerals of two different soldiers who had died by suicide. After the second service had finished, I found myself leaving the chapel and driving to my father’s grave. Once there, I stood by his headstone, tears flowing like a river, looking for comfort, and attempting to understand and process the wave of grief and sorrow that I felt. But more than that, I wanted to know where God’s presence was during the communal suffering that had spread through distraught families and our military formations like the far-reaching roots of an aspen grove.

			If there is any time where it is appropriate to begin a conversation about our perceptions of God’s presence and absence in our moments of grief, then it is surely now during this time when we reflect on Jesus’s own journey of pain and suffering as he left the upper room to first visit Gethsemane and then to tread the “Way of Sorrow” that led to Calvary and the cross. I would like to open that discussion here by offering a few theological observations about how Christ’s Atonement impacts human suffering, how this applies to the psychology that informs our understanding of vulnerability and transformation during moments of transition, and how I have internalized these concepts as I have acted as a spiritual guide for those on journeys of grief and loss.

			There is a strong theme running through many scriptural texts that affirms God’s presence in our suffering. For example, speaking of our “many afflictions,” the psalmist proclaims, “God is near/close to those whose hearts have shattered” (Psalm 34:18–19[19–20]). But many New Testament authors understood this promise of the Lord’s presence during our sorrow to be connected to his own suffering and sacrifice. A key text in this tradition is Isaiah’s fourth Servant Song (Isaiah 52:13–53:12), which speaks of a servant of the Lord who “lifted up our sickness and carried our suffering” (Isaiah 53:4).3 Additionally, this figure “was wounded for our transgressions” and “crushed for our iniquities” (Isaiah 53:5). In its context in Second Isaiah, this hymn spoke of an intense suffering that overcame sin and iniquity for a multitude or nation.4 Several New Testament authors would use this as a framework in which to explain Jesus’s death and Resurrection as a victory over sin and death.

			These same authors, however, would also apply this passage not just to redemption from sin but to Christ’s mercy and love during moments of physical sickness and suffering. The author of the Gospel of Matthew, for example, tells us how Jesus healed Peter’s mother-in-law, as well as many others that were brought to him (Matthew 8:14–16), deliberately connecting these actions to Isaiah’s suffering servant: “This in order to fulfill what had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah, ‘He took our infirmities and bore our illness’” (Matthew 8:17).5 In the Book of Mormon, Alma also referenced this Isaianic passage in a similar way: “And he shall go forth, suffering pains and afflictions and temptations of every kind; and this that the word might be fulfilled which saith he will take upon him the pains and the sicknesses of his people” (Alma 7:11).6 But Alma’s reading of these lines is slightly different from Matthew’s. Here it is not solely about Christ healing the sick but rather about his ability to understand their grief and sorrow in a way that leads to a ministry of divine presence. He took upon himself their pain and sickness “that his bowels may be filled with mercy,” so that he would know “how to succor his people according to their infirmities” (Alma 7:12). In fact, Alma’s reading of Isaiah uses parallel lines of poetry to argue that Christ “will take upon him death” and “will take upon him their infirmities” (Alma 7:12), a summary of the Atonement that emphasizes death and suffering more than death and sin.7 This is a powerful idea that needs to be explored more fully in Latter-day Saint conceptions of sin, grace, and atonement.

			From a human perspective, this trauma and suffering occurs when we navigate transitional periods that are known as liminal moments (from the Latin limen, “threshold”). Liminality refers to those times when we have already left one state (physically, mentally, or emotionally), but have not yet arrived at our destination because we are still standing on the threshold of change. Anthropologist Victor Turner refers to this as being “neither here nor there” and “betwixt and between.”8 Franciscan theologian Richard Rohr describes liminality as when “the old world is left behind, but we’re not sure of the new one yet.”9 That sensitive, vulnerable moment of transition between sleep and waking is liminal space, as is a loss or change in employment, the birth of a child, the death of a loved one, missionary service, military deployments, serious injury and illness, and many other periods of change and transition that we navigate in our lives. Much of my childhood was characterized by these moments of transition, like when our family fled from Taiz, Yemen, to Cairo, Egypt, in the wake of a military coup. On the day I left the funeral of a service member to stand at my father’s grave, I traded one liminal space for another, trying to make sense of a new heartbreak through the lens of a known prior grief.

			According to what we know from human psychology, liminality is a threshold that divides the known from the unknown. It is “characterized by ambiguity and uncertainty of identity but also as having the potential to transform the person.”10 And because of the volatile and explosive nature of this space, the potential for transformation is far greater than when we are in safe, non-liminal moments.11 But when standing on this threshold beset by uncertainty, we are often presented with two options: to defensively retreat backwards, away from the change towards the safety of known and hardened identities and spaces, or to begin an open and transforming movement forward across the threshold into “an area of accessibility and multiplicity of possibilities, a virtual place for new connections.”12 

			It is this liminal space filled with uncertainty in which scripture identifies the Lord providing presence, healing, and transformation. This is why he is often pictured at the threshold while inviting us forward toward transformation. In John, Jesus is the door (or gate) through which the sheep enter the fold (John 10:7, 9); in the epistle to the Hebrews, he is the curtain/veil through which we pass into the holy of holies in the temple (Hebrews 10:20); in Revelation, he stands at the door and knocks, waiting for us to hear his voice and open the door (Revelation 3:20). Channeling the language of Isaiah, Jacob tells us that we must press forward on a path towards transformation but that the Holy One of Israel is “the keeper of the gate” (2 Nephi 9:41). In these instances, the Savior is the threshold, or he stands at the threshold.

			Good Friday, followed by Easter Sunday, comprise the ultimate threshold, the single greatest transitional journey of suffering followed by the single greatest transformation, symbolized by the familiar liminal imagery of a threshold. Only this doorway leads to an empty tomb, a discarded white linen shroud lying on the bench inside. Jesus is not there; he is risen; he is transformed. He has crossed over that threshold in order to stand at our own doorways of uncertainty and sorrow and offer comfort and grace. Given all of this, why is it that when we enter these vulnerable liminal moments we sometimes perceive that we experience a divine absence instead of a redemptive presence?

			I suggest that some of the answers to this question will come as we explore how these liminal moments force us to stumble into the unknown inside our own minds and hearts as well as in our relationships with those around us. During Holy Week, Jesus taught that the great commandment consists of loving God with all of our heart, soul, and mind, and our neighbor as ourselves (Matthew 22:37, 39). Heart, soul, and mind are images that reflect internal systems, the crossing of thresholds into the unknown inside of ourselves. This is also implied in loving your neighbor as yourself, which also points to internal thresholds. When we add God and our neighbor, then this means that there are also external, interpersonal thresholds, where we need to act in faith and trust with the divine and with those around us. And these internal and external liminal horizons are connected. Poet and philosopher David Whyte has said that the “foundation of mystical experience” is bringing what lies beyond the threshold of what we know inside of us into conversation with what lies beyond the threshold of what we know in the outer world outside of us.13

			There are times, however, when the intensity of our suffering has us moving away from these internal and external thresholds, blocking our awareness of the unknown both within and without. This is a natural and very human reaction; however, in these moments we sometimes tune everything else out except for our own trauma. One patient I visited struggled intensely with pain while her husband held her hand, worried about her condition. I held her other hand and sat with her for a while, providing another presence. As I allowed myself to hold space for her suffering, I felt an aura or reflection of the divine in her countenance. This was a remarkable woman who radiated spiritual goodness. In between deep breaths, she told me that she had recently felt completely alone because her focus had been on the intensity of the pain. As she defensively moved back from this threshold within, it impacted her ability to see external thresholds as well. She said that as she shrank back in fear of her pain, she wasn’t even aware of her husband holding her hand. Then she made a decision—she described it as an act of faith—to let go, to accept that she was in pain, to stay with it, and then to move forward to see what was beyond it. At that point, she said that she became aware not only of those around her, like her husband, but of the Savior’s presence, of his love and grace in her suffering. While she was still in pain, she knew that she was being supported by her husband and by God’s presence.

			Others I have visited only became aware of this divine comfort as they reflected back on their suffering. When one patient told me that he was looking for God’s presence, I asked him about his experiences with the divine in the past. He thought about this for a while and then talked in detail about several times where he had felt God’s love and comfort. As he related these moments to me, he became emotional as he realized that in these experiences he had indeed felt God’s love during his suffering but had only become aware of this presence later, when he was looking back on them. He saw a pattern, and this pattern moved him to begin to try to increase his awareness of God’s love in his current moment of grief. This patient lived Richard Rohr’s observation that “we tend not to see the pattern, and how God is our transformer, until after the fact.”14

			There are other factors that can limit our ability to move forward in openness toward internal thresholds of transformation, including unrealistic expectations. I have visited with some who have felt abandoned because they were not being given the outcome of complete healing that they both wanted and expected. While complete physical healing, an end to suffering, and a return to prior health status is certainly a possibility, just as likely is the probability that we need to transition into a new health status where conditions have changed. This reality can create an ambiguity or disorder at the frontier of our emotions, and this messiness is both natural and acceptable. Faced with unfathomable trauma that lay ahead, Christ, praying in Gethsemane, also looked for a different outcome: “Father if you will, take this cup from me” (Luke 22:42). Our own willingness to sit at this frontier of ambiguity allows us to enter vulnerable liminal space where neither continued suffering nor complete healing are either assured or certain.

			Feelings of shame and unworthiness can also limit our journey towards liminal threshold moments. These are basic human emotions that lead us to believe “that we are flawed and therefore unworthy of love, belonging, and connection.”15 Jungian psychoanalyst James Hollis has observed that “the experience of abandonment is often internalized as an implicit statement about our worth or value to the other.”16 Yet this cause and effect works the other way as well, with many of us starting with feelings of unworthiness or shame and then concluding from this that we have been abandoned by God. One patient I visited, trembling in her suffering, insisted that God had abandoned her because she had not been diligent (in her own judgment, not God’s) in reading her scriptures, praying, or attending church services. She had projected her sense of unworthiness onto God, making her believe that she had been rejected by him.

			This kind of thinking is debilitating and leaves no room for God’s grace, infused with love and the ability to succor us after taking on himself our pains and sickness. As Elder D. Todd Christofferson has stated, “We do not need to achieve some minimum level of capacity or goodness before God will help—divine aid can be ours every hour of every day.”17 Yet many of us within Latter-day Saint culture are not hearing this and have judged ourselves based on some idea of minimum worthiness and as a result then move to feelings of abandonment or even anger. When we do this, we move defensively away from the threshold toward prior hardened positions, feeling that we are being punished. Latter-day Saint philosopher Adam Miller has argued that the idea of suffering as a form of God’s punishment likely stems from the protestant notion of original sin and that Latter-day Saints, who reject this theology, should leverage restored scripture instead to show that it is God’s grace and not sin that is original, and that this grace is an expression of Christ’s Atonement where he suffers with us.18 This idea sounds a lot like Alma’s application of Isaiah’s suffering servant text to the Atonement, where the focus is on trauma and not on transgression. Christ suffered our pains precisely so that he could succor us while we experience those pains, and we do not need some minimum level of “personal righteousness” to receive that grace. If we are truly to love our neighbor as ourselves, then we should also think of loving God as God loves us. This means that when the Lord says that “the worth of souls is great in the sight of God” (Doctrine and Covenants 18:10), we should accept that he is talking about us personally.

			Another reason why we are sometimes unaware of God’s presence in our suffering is that we can overlook the reflection of the divine in those who succor us. Each of our patient’s rooms contained a white board on the wall that lists important things about the patient’s care, including the nurse’s name, contact information for the patient’s family members, and the medications the patient is taking. Additionally, one area of the board was dedicated to the patient’s “plan of care,” consisting of the goals that the patient must accomplish before being discharged. One day I was visiting with a lovely lady who had experienced a good deal of suffering and trauma in her recent health journey. However, she routinely exhibited an optimistic and joyful attitude, and so I asked about her sources of comfort and hope, and how she found meaning in the midst of her affliction. Pointing to the goal section of the white board on her wall, she smiled and said, “Every morning I look at the phrase ‘plan of care,’ and I think of it as ‘God’s plan of care for me.’ And when I do that, I know that every person who comes through that door to help me is representing God as they carry out his plan.”

			We need to practice becoming more aware of those who come to our aid while reflecting the divine image. One of the things I love about Lehi’s dream (1 Nephi 8) is that he begins his journey in liminal space, a “dark and dreary wilderness” (v. 4), and then moves forward in openness (in spite of his suffering) toward transformation in Christ at the tree. Wilderness (Hebrew מִדְבָּר) in biblical texts generally refers to “the area between fertile settled areas and the true desert,”19 so Lehi is inhabiting in-between threshold space here. But during his moment of trauma, someone appears, a man “dressed in a white robe” (v. 5), who tells Lehi to “follow him.” No other dialogue is noted, and I wonder about the interpersonal connection that is developed between them. The white robe is reminiscent of the linen dress worn by temple priests who entered the presence of God, so this person reflects the presence of the Lord to Lehi as he stands in his threshold of suffering. In fact, the “presence of the Lord” is the exact interpretive lens Lehi uses to understand this dream (v. 36).20

			According to Matthew’s timeline, it is during Jesus’s own liminal journey of suffering during Holy Week that he tells his disciples that they are to see the presence of the Lord in those who are suffering: “For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat; I was thirsty and you gave me something to drink; I was a stranger and you received me as a guest” (Matthew 25:35). We usually think of this from our own vantage point, attempting to see a reflection of the Savior in those we succor, but from the perspective of those who are suffering, this means that they also have the opportunity to experience God’s presence when someone arrives to succor them. In other words, they should see God’s reflection in us as we help them. One afternoon a few months ago, I sat with a Muslim patient who was in a good deal of pain. I held his hand and helped him recite from a Surah in the Qur’an that brought him comfort and relief. Afterward, tears in his eyes, this wonderful man told me, “I think we have both felt God’s presence here today,” summarizing precisely how I also felt. The educator of our Clinical Pastoral Education seminar, the Reverend Dr. Mariclea Chollet, often asks us what reflection of the divine we are sharing with our patients. As we enter liminal moments of suffering, then, recognizing the “presence of the Lord” in others who come to assist us involves moving forward in openness toward the threshold between us and them. At the same time we are in dialogue with what lies beyond the threshold inside of us, allowing our neighbors to minister to us and looking for God’s presence in the liminal space as they do.

			A final thought in this discussion about the presence or absence of the Lord in our suffering is the observation that there are times when we really are alone, as modeled by Christ himself. Just before Jesus’s death on the cross, the authors of Mark and Matthew both use the words of Psalm 22:1 to articulate Christ’s agony at being alone: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mark 15:4; Matthew 27:46).21 However brief our moments of aloneness may be, we can look to the Lord’s experience for perspective and understanding. I suspect that for us, we are often granted this space in order to fully identify the contours of the threshold lines between what is us and what is the divine grace that supports us. As the noted Swiss psychoanalyst Carl Jung observed, “The patient must be alone if he is to find out what it is that supports him when he can no longer support himself.”22 This dialogue with aloneness is an act of faith where we can move forward in openness to become aware of exactly how God’s love operates in our suffering. In Lehi’s dream, after he wanders “for the space of many hours in darkness” (1 Nephi 8:8), he does not mention the presence of the man in white anymore. Has this man left and is Lehi now alone? In any case, Lehi chooses here to move forward, praying to the Lord for his mercy and grace, revealing the edges between Lehi’s aloneness and the divine support for which he is looking.

			In the scriptures, this aloneness is always followed by a divine presence. It is a pattern that is repeated throughout the biblical narratives relating the last days of Christ’s mortal journey during Holy Week and culminating in the Resurrection on Easter Sunday. But it is especially prominent in the Gospel of John, whose author reserves approximately half of his entire gospel to discuss these liminal days of Christ’s last week. The author prefaces this with the story of Lazarus, which in the final form of this gospel, appears to occur in the month or two just before Holy Week begins.23 Here Mary Magdalene and Martha send Jesus a message that Lazarus is ill, but Christ delays his visit to them by several days. When he arrives and calls for Mary, she kneels at his feet, weeping, saying, “Lord, if you had been here…” (John 11:32). Mary had been with Martha and those who had come to console them, but in another sense, she had felt entirely alone, looking for Christ’s presence. He had been absent, and then, as she weeps, he appears, weeping with her (v. 35). He is about to bring Lazarus back to life, yet in this moment he holds space to sit with her in her sorrow, “to mourn with those that mourn” and to “comfort those that stand in need of comfort“ (Mosiah 18:9). Absence, followed by a presence that fully comprehends our pains and sickness because he took upon himself our grief and sorrow.

			We see this same pattern at the end of Christ’s journey of suffering on Good Friday. Mary Magdalene is “standing near the cross” (John 19:25) as Jesus is in pain. Earlier we had seen the disciples in Gethsemane struggle to stay awake as Jesus asked them to sit with him in his anguish. Yet here is Mary at the cross, holding a presence for him at the very end, while likely suffering immensely herself. And then he is gone, and she is now alone. It is in the darkness that she comes on Sunday morning to the garden tomb, approaching this liminal space in what had to have been considerable trauma. Weeping, she looks through the threshold of the doorway and sees the angels, and then turns around and encounters the risen Lord. “Mary,” he says to her. There was an absence and now there is a presence that encompasses her suffering.

			As we stand on the threshold of this precious time in Christ’s journey of suffering and transformation that includes this incredible liminal space from Good Friday until the joy of Easter Sunday, this is the time to consider our own periods of transformation and God’s purpose for these liminal journeys. As David Whyte says, “Sometimes with the bones of the black sticks left when the fire has gone out, someone has written something new in the ashes of your life. You are not leaving, you are arriving.”24 God is waiting for us to arrive at these thresholds of change, and this is the whole point behind his suffering and his Resurrection, so that his grace and love can permeate our lives during our liminal moments filled with fear, anguish, longing, hope, and faith. As Richard Rohr put it during his 2012 Easter homily, “What the Resurrection is saying more than anything else is that love is stronger than death.”25 This love that is stronger than death is God’s presence that awaits us at the threshold.

			This is Easter.
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			Jeremiah “the Prophet”

			Loren Spendlove

			Abstract: This article, which focuses on the role of Jeremiah as a prophet, is based on a study of the Hebrew Bible and the Greek Septuagint. It also analyzes references to Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon and connects those references to current scholarly research on the book of Jeremiah. Consistent with the general consensus among biblical scholars today, as well as Nephi1’s own references to Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon, the author proposes that even though Jeremiah embodied the office of a prophet, he was not recognized as being “among the prophets” during his lifetime. This is a subtle yet significant difference. If this view is correct, it would further substantiate the alignment between the Book of Mormon and contemporary scholarly perspectives on the historical reception of Jeremiah’s identity as a prophet in antiquity.

			The book of Jeremiah is the longest book in the entire Bible, and it also “has a complex redaction history. Few books in the Hebrew Bible exist in recensions [revised editions of a text] that preserve such profound transformations.”1 Much of the evidence for these “transformations” are readily observable when we compare the received text (Hebrew Masoretic Text, hereafter MT) and the Greek Septuagint (hereafter LXX) of the book of Jeremiah. For centuries, theologians believed that the differences between the MT and LXX could be ascribed to the translation process from Hebrew to Greek. However, two hundred years ago, German biblical scholar Johann Eichhorn brought this assumption into question and proposed an alternate theory that has greatly impacted scholarship of the book of Jeremiah to this day:

			The modern discussion of the relationship between M [MT] and G [LXX] in Jeremiah begins with Eichhorn, who proposed that the two text traditions originated in successive editions of the book by Jeremiah himself. According to his hypothesis, a first edition was composed in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, augmented in Egypt with subsequent oracles, and in this form was sent to Babylon for the use of the exiles there. An identical copy was kept in Egypt, not in one continuous document, but in a series of smaller booklets. From this copy Jeremiah prepared a second edition, whose various additions were typical of the elaborations, retouching, and up-dating which go into any revision. This revised edition was sent to Palestine, where it entered the Hebrew canon and became the prototype of the received text. Meanwhile, the copy of the first edition, which remained in Egypt, was transmitted in its unrevised form (though in somewhat different order because of reshuffling of the small booklets in which it was contained) and eventually was translated into Greek. Eichhorn thus explained the divergence not as a textual, but as an editorial phenomenon.2

			While Eichhorn’s theory opened the possibility of understanding LXX Jeremiah in new ways, the discovery of Jeremiah manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls (hereafter DSS) has enabled modern biblical scholars to update Eichhorn’s theory with information that was unavailable to him. Following the trail illuminated more clearly by the DSS, this paper explores the complicated transmission history of the book of Jeremiah from the perspective of the MT and the LXX, as well as noting Jeremiah’s limited, but potentially meaningful, mentions in the Book of Mormon text. These differences between the MT and LXX versions of Jeremiah are significant, as they reveal how Jeremiah’s prophetic role was perceived over time. Understanding these textual disparities also helps validate the Book of Mormon’s depiction of Jeremiah as someone whose prophetic status was not fully recognized during his lifetime.

			What is a Prophet?

			Words often carry diverse and biased connotations, and this is particularly true for the term prophet, especially within The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. The English word prophet originates from the Greek προφήτης (prophetes), “a proclaimer or expounder of divine matters or concerns,”3 or alternatively, a “spokesman for another” or “interpreter for a deity.”4 Following these interpretations, a prophet is someone who speaks authoritatively on behalf of someone else, and especially for God.

			Prior to the Exodus, Moses was told to “go, and gather the elders of Israel” (Exodus 3:16) and speak the words of God to them.5 Moses, however, complained that he was “not eloquent” and that he was “slow of speech, and of a slow tongue” (Exodus 4:10). The Lord corrected Moses, saying: “Who hath made man’s mouth? or who maketh the dumb, or deaf, or the seeing, or the blind? have not I the LORD? Now therefore go, and I will be with thy mouth, and teach thee what thou shalt say” (Exodus 4:11–12). Unconvinced, Moses begged the Lord to choose another spokesperson. At this, “the anger of the LORD was kindled against Moses,” and he replied, saying:

			Is not Aaron the Levite thy brother? I know that he can speak well (דבר ידבר, daber yedaber). And also, behold, he cometh forth to meet thee: and when he seeth thee, he will be glad in his heart. And thou shalt speak (דברת, dibarta) unto him, and put words in his mouth: and I will be with thy mouth, and with his mouth, and will teach you what ye shall do. And he shall be thy spokesman (דבר, diber) unto the people: and he shall be, even he shall be to thee instead of a mouth, and thou shalt be to him instead of God. (Exodus 4:14–16)

			Though Moses remained God’s spokesman or “mouth,” Aaron was appointed as Moses’s spokesman. The Hebrew noun for “spokesman” in this passage, דבר (diber), originates from the same root as the verb “to speak,” דבר (dabar). A few chapters later, God added to these instructions: “See, I have made thee a god to Pharaoh: and Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet (נביאך, neviecha)” (Exodus 7:1). In other words, Aaron’s role as a spokesman for Moses was synonymous with the role of prophet; Aaron was the person designated by God as the official mouthpiece for Moses.

			Ernest Klein stated that the Hebrew word for prophet, נביא (navi), is probably “derived from base נבא (= to call, proclaim); accordingly the original meaning of נביא probably was ‘the man who calls or proclaims.’”6 In addition to meaning to call or proclaim, Klein added that the related verb, נבא (nava), found its way into Hebrew from the Akkadian loanword nabū, which carries the same basic meaning as its Hebrew descendant. So, though a prophet can and does at times foretell future events, the primary role of a prophet is to proclaim or communicate messages on behalf of another person, especially messages from God.7 Foretelling future events falls more under the biblical role of ראה (roeh, see 1 Samuel 9:9) or חזה (chozeh, see 1 Chronicles 21:9), both translated as seer in English.

			Saul the Prophet

			In 1 Samuel 10, we are confronted with the interesting and perplexing story of Saul’s anointing as the first king of Israel. Following his anointing by Samuel, we are told that the Spirit of God came upon Saul and that he began to prophesy:

			And it was so, that when [Saul] had turned his back to go from Samuel, God gave him another heart: and all those signs came to pass that day. And when they came thither to the hill, behold, a company of prophets [נבאים, neviim] met him; and the Spirit of God came upon him, and he prophesied [ויתנבא, va’yitnave] among them. And it came to pass, when all that knew him beforetime saw that, behold, he prophesied [נבא, niva] among the prophets [נבאים, neviim], then the people said one to another, What is this that is come unto the son of Kish? Is Saul also among the prophets [נבאים, neviim]? And one of the same place answered and said, But who is their father? Therefore it became a proverb, Is Saul also among the prophets [נבאים, neviim]? (1 Samuel 10:9–12)

			Several questions arise from this passage that will be relevant as we study the prophetic role of Jeremiah in the Hebrew Bible:

			
					What does it mean that Saul “prophesied among the prophets”?

					Why is the proverb “Is Saul also among the prophets?” worded as a question? Does this express, doubt, surprise, or some other emotion?

					How is one counted “among the prophets”?

					Are being a “prophet” and being “among the prophets” different things?

			

			The Books of Jeremiah

			The book of Jeremiah, as we have it in our western, protestant translation of the Bible (KJV, for example), perhaps more than any other biblical book, bears the stretch marks and scars of a difficult and prolonged childbirth. Though most Christians and Jews today are familiar with the book that eventually found its way into our Bibles, many are unfamiliar with the alternative scriptural traditions of the book. I am principally speaking of the book of Jeremiah in the LXX translation. Compared with the MT, the source of most English translations of the book of Jeremiah, H. G. M. Williamson noted the following:

			The Greek translation [of Jeremiah] in the Septuagint is approaching 20% shorter than the Hebrew text, and in addition some of the chapters occur in a different order. While in the past it could in theory (though against the usual state of affairs) be argued that the shorter text was the result of the work of the translator, some very small fragments among the Dead Sea Scrolls now demonstrate adequately that the translation was based on a Hebrew original.8

			Although some biblical scholars in the past had expressed an opinion that the shorter book of Jeremiah in the LXX was the result of editing by the translator from Hebrew into Greek, with the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in the middle of the twentieth century, we can now confidently assert that the LXX and MT texts grew out of two separate Hebrew versions of Jeremiah, similar to what Eichhorn proposed two hundred years ago. Rather than referring to the “book of Jeremiah,” C. L. Crouch uses the phrase “books of Jeremiah,” because the Greek and Hebrew versions of Jeremiah likely reflect two separate textual traditions.9 In support of this conclusion, Williamson states:

			There can now be no doubt that copies of books of the Hebrew Bible varied from one another in innumerable different ways in the pre-stabilization period, some of the differences minor but others, as we shall see, being far more substantial. This is not, in fact, new knowledge since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, as is sometimes implied. It was recognized by most serious textual critics long before that on the basis of the Septuagint, the pre-stabilization translation which in the case of some books reflects an alternative tradition (or should we call it edition?) from what eventually became the Masoretic Text. The cases of Samuel and Jeremiah are the most celebrated of the examples, though they are not in fact alone. What the Dead Sea Scrolls did was, for the first time, to give us Hebrew versions of (parts, sometimes only fragments of) these alternative traditions, thus finally burying the notion that was sometimes voiced that these differences in the Septuagint were to be ascribed entirely to the work of the translator.10

			As Williamson noted above, the Dead Sea Scrolls have helped us clearly discern distinct textual traditions in Hebrew underlying both the LXX and the MT that we have today. As it turns out, the shorter LXX text is not the result of editing by the translator. Hermann-Josef Stipp added:

			JerAlT [the Alexandrian version of Jeremiah] is neither the first edition of the book nor even its “Urtext,”11 a concept that is not applicable to the book of Jeremiah anyway, in light of its multistage development history. In fact, JerAlT already looked back on a sizable number of prior editions. Furthermore, the Vorlage of JerG* [LXX version] was not a direct ancestor of JerMT. Rather, the textual tradition of the book split into two strands, culminating in the Vorlage of JerG* and JerMT, respectively, with JerAlT experiencing far fewer alterations than JerMT. As a result, of the two text-types, JerAlT stands much closer to the condition of the book at the point of bifurcation, without, however, being identical to it.12

			So, according to Stipp, the LXX represents a related but distinct textual tradition that developed alongside, and likely prior to, the MT. Williamson, in agreement with Stipp, observes:

			There were two versions or editions of Jeremiah in circulation in the pre-Christian centuries. Although they each have their own integrity, they also overlap in sufficient measure to conclude that one probably developed from the other or at the least from a common ancestor which closely resembled one version or the other. It is thus a reasonable question to ask which was the earlier. The answer of most scholars today would be that the version which underlies the Greek translation came first and that the version which became the Masoretic text developed from it or from something very like it.13

			As noted above, Williamson is not the only biblical scholar to claim that the version of Jeremiah underlying the LXX is earlier than the version that became the MT. Leslie Allen also observed, “For a long time scholars could write off the shorter [Jeremiah] text of LXX with different explanations, but most now accept that it bears witness to an older Hebrew text than that of MT.”14 In addition, Andrew Shead wrote that “there are many reasons to see m [Masoretic Text] as resulting from additions to an LXX-like Vorlage, particularly the preponderance of evidence for this when individual variants are examined on a case-by-case basis.”15 Finally, Emanuel Tov notes:

			Jeremiah underwent a complex literary history, in the course of which elements of the original words of the prophet (stratum A) were combined with a biographical stratum (B), or were edited by B; subsequently a third, Deuteronomistic, stratum was added to the book, or the book was edited by a Deuteronomistic reviser (C). . . .

			MT reflects the last stage in the development of the book as we know it from the Hebrew canon. On the other hand, several scholars believe that the textual form extant in the LXX and 4QJerb,d reflects an earlier stage in the literary development of the book.16

			4QJerb,d are two fragments of Jeremiah found at Qumran (Cave 4) that agree with the text of the LXX against the MT. The fragments are written in Hebrew rather than Greek and support the wording and chapter organization of the LXX. As Marvin Sweeney observed, “Apart from the expanded form of the MT, both versions [LXX and MT] are substantially the same through Jeremiah 25:15a, but they differ markedly after this point.”17 Tov asserts that the editor of the text underlying our current MT (editor II)18 made significant, but mostly benign, additions:

			When inserting his own words and thoughts in a book that was transmitted under the name of the prophet Jeremiah, editor II took considerable liberty. Indeed, pseudepigraphal authorship and revision were common practice in antiquity. Editor II did not distort significantly the message of the prophet as handed down to him. True, he added a great deal and inserted significant changes, but these changes were not radical.19

			Tov also makes a distinction between “new information” and “new details” added by editor II:

			When analyzing the nature of the added elements, one must pay attention to the amount of “new information” contained in them. Many of the added elements somehow derive from the context, but others contain such data as cannot have derived from the context. It is the latter that we term new details.20

			In other words, some of the information that editor II added to his text was likely derived from the context of the passage—new information—while new details would refer to information that could not be understood from context and must have been gleaned from a separate source text. Jeremiah 29:1 provides us with an example of a passage with many added elements from editor II that were likely appended to more “properly” clarify the text (the added text has been bolded). Following Tov, we can refer to this as “new information”:

			LXX: And these are the words of the book, which Ieremias sent from Ierousalem to the elders of the exile and to the priests and to the pseudo-prophets, as a letter to the exile in Babylon and to all the people,21

			KJV: Now these are the words of the letter that Jeremiah the prophet sent from Jerusalem unto the residue of the elders which were carried away captives, and to the priests, and to the prophets, and to all the people whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried away captive from Jerusalem to Babylon;22

			Editor II added the title prophet to Jeremiah’s name as well as including that it was Nebuchadnezzar who carried away the captives from Jerusalem. Referring to Jeremiah as “the prophet” is consistent with editor II’s description of Jeremiah. Editor II also must have felt a need to educate his readers concerning the name of the Babylonian king responsible for the exile, and that the captives were specifically carried away from Jerusalem. While these additions do not “distort significantly the message of the prophet as handed down to him,” editor II certainly felt comfortable altering the original text to add new information that he felt made the text more informative.

			An excellent example of Tov’s “new details” that were added by editor II can be found in Jeremiah 25:26:

			LXX: And all the kings from the east wind, those far and those near, each with his brother, and all the kingdoms that are on the surface of the earth.

			KJV: And all the kings of the north, far and near, one with another, and all the kingdoms of the world, which are upon the face of the earth: and the king of Sheshach shall drink after them.

			As shown above, we find the added phrase “and the king of Sheshach shall drink after them.” This “new detail” in the MT is significant because it contains a type of secret writing in Hebrew known as an atbash.23 The word rendered Sheshach in the KJV is ששך (sh-sh-kh) in Hebrew, and it is a code word for Babel (בבל, b-b-l). So “the king of Sheshach” should actually be written “the king of Babel (Babylon),” as clarified in most modern English translations of the Bible.24 Where did editor II get this new detail? Likely from a separate Hebrew edition of Jeremiah. Since the atbash only works in Hebrew, and not in Greek, it would not have been present in its ciphered form in the LXX. It is also unlikely that the editor would have added this atbash independently as a way of disguising the identity of the king of Babylon, especially since editor II created his version of Jeremiah during the Persian period, well after the kingdom of Babylon had ceased to exist. The most logical conclusion is that this atbash existed in a separate Hebrew source edition of Jeremiah that was used by editor II.

			The textual history of the book of Jeremiah, like a difficult childbirth, reveals the evolving recognition of Jeremiah’s prophetic role during and after his lifetime, reflected in both the biblical account and in the Book of Mormon. The full recognition of Jeremiah’s prophetic role was delayed during his own lifetime, which, as we will see, appears to align with the text in the Book of Mormon.

			Priests and Prophets during the time of Jeremiah

			Who was Jeremiah? What was his lineage within the tribes of Israel? And what did he teach about the priests and prophets during his time?

			The historical Jeremiah was a Levite of northern heritage with roots in the region of Benjamin and ties to the old Elide priestly clan once stationed at Shiloh. His primary place of activity was Jerusalem, where he became a fixture of the Deuteronomistic group who shared similar northern Levite lineage roots. This group also had gained some access to both the royal court and the Jerusalem temple on an elite level by the late seventh-century BCE; nevertheless, and consistent with the Deuteronomistic worldview, Jeremiah was a vocal critic of the Jerusalem cult and royal patronage.25

			We also know that Jeremiah was commanded not to marry: “Thou shalt not take thee a wife, neither shalt thou have sons or daughters in this place.” (Jeremiah 16:2) William Schniedewind adds that Jeremiah was “from a priestly family that came from outside of the Jerusalem Temple priestly community.”26 As such, he would have been viewed as an outsider among the temple priests. And of course, his open and vocal criticism of them did not help matters:

			For, behold, I have made thee [Jeremiah] this day a defenced city, and an iron pillar, and brasen walls against the whole land, against the kings of Judah, against the princes thereof, against the priests thereof, and against the people of the land. (Jeremiah 1:18)

			Schniedewind observed that “Jeremiah, as a priest, showed an intimate concern for the priesthood and the temple, but mostly as a critique of the Jerusalem priesthood.”27 And it was not only the rulers, priests, and people that he openly criticized; the “prophets” were also held up to ridicule: 

			The priests said not, Where is the LORD? and they that handle the law knew me not: the pastors also transgressed against me, and the prophets prophesied by Baal, and walked after things that do not profit. (Jeremiah 2:8)

			In fact, Jeremiah specifically targeted the temple priests and supposed “prophets” in his strong invectives against them:

			A wonderful and horrible thing is committed in the land; The prophets prophesy falsely, and the priests bear rule by their means; and my people love to have it so: and what will ye do in the end thereof? (Jeremiah 5:30–31)

			For from the least of them even unto the greatest of them every one is given to covetousness; and from the prophet [נביא (prophet) in MT, ψευδοπροφήτου, pseudo-prophet in LXX] even unto the priest every one dealeth falsely. (Jeremiah 6:13)

			As noted above in 6:13, while the MT has the word נביא (navi, or prophet), the LXX has pseudo-prophet, or false prophet. This appellation is found nine times in JerLXX and helps confirm Jeremiah’s low regard for the “prophets” of his time. In Jeremiah 5:13, there is even a pun in Hebrew that can be understood as declaring that the role of “spokesman” for God (as we saw earlier with Aaron in Exodus 4:16) no longer belonged to the prophets of his day: “And the prophets shall become wind, and the word [דבר, diber] is not in them.” Not only is the word not in them, but the spokesmanship is also not in them any longer. Following standard biblical Hebrew, the wordדבר  in this verse should be pronounced davar (see Exodus 14:12), but the Masoretes,28 likely to create the pun mentioned above, voweled it to sound like the word for spokesman, diber. This, of course, adds to the indictments against the prophets of Judah. Just as was true with Saul, the prophets during the time of Jeremiah did not have the prophetic mantle and were not worthy to be counted “among the prophets,” as spokesmen for God.

			Jeremiah “the prophet”

			Was Jeremiah considered “among the prophets” during his own lifetime? Not likely. Tov states that editor II (MT) frequently added the appellation the prophet to Jeremiah’s name:

			When the names in editions I and II are compared, some interesting details come to light. In ed. I, Jeremiah is usually referred to by his name only; the fuller description, “Jeremiah the prophet,” occurs but four times in this edition (42:2; 43:6; 45:1; 51:59). In ed. II this title is frequently added to Jeremiah’s name (twenty-seven times in all), but the filling in is systematic only in chapters 28–29.29

			As noted by Tov, editor II was very free-handed with the title “Jeremiah the prophet.”30 Editor I, by contrast, was not (see Appendix). In fact, editor I never refers to Jeremiah as “the prophet” anywhere within the first 25 chapters, while editor II does. It is very likely that the original conclusion to the book of Jeremiah was what we now recognize as Jeremiah 25:13 in both the LXX and MT.31 Not only does this verse seem to mark a final ending in both the LXX and MT, but it is also where the two textual traditions begin their bifurcation:

			LXX: I will bring upon that land all my words that I have spoken against it, everything written in this book.

			MT: And I will bring upon that land all my words which I have pronounced against it, even all that is written in this book, (which Jeremiah hath prophesied against all the nations).

			William Schniedewind asserts that the addition of the prophet to Jeremiah’s name by editor II was intended to transform him from a mere priest into a prophet during the early Persian period (late sixth century BCE):

			From this consistent titling of Jeremiah, it becomes clear that the priest Jeremiah has been systematically changed into the prophet Jeremiah in the longer version. This refashioning of Jeremiah from a priest into a prophet was likely done by a priestly scribal community in Jerusalem during the early Persian period. They did not want Jeremiah to be identified by his priestly heritage but rather as a prophet.32

			The question we need to ask is how and why the “longer” version of the book of Jeremiah reimagined him as a prophet rather than a priest? Schniedewind answers:

			The key to understanding the two new additions of Jeremiah is understanding that one retains the identity of Jeremiah as a peripheral priest and the other retitles Jeremiah as “the prophet.” Jeremiah himself does not have the “right” priestly heritage—namely, he is not an Aaronite priest. His family comes from the village of Anathoth, and they have no connections with Jerusalem and the temple. This Jeremiah gets taken into exile into Egypt. We must assume that the “short” Jeremiah, which retains his identity as a priest from Anathoth (and not a prophet), is an edition that gets updated among the Egyptian exilic community. The Egyptian “short” Jeremiah originally and appropriately settled with those in Egypt (see LXX, “short” Jer 51 [“long” Jer 44]). . . .

			Both the “long” Babylonian and the “short” Egyptian books of Jeremiah return to Jerusalem in the early Persian period (i.e., late sixth century BCE). There, the two versions of Jeremiah—the “long” Babylonian and the “short” Egyptian—were partially harmonized by later copyists in Jerusalem, but not systematically. For example, the two versions would get the same introductions and conclusions to make the “short” and “long” versions seem similar, but they also retained the unique characteristics of their different scribal communities.33

			Of course, following the “partial harmonization” of the two versions of Jeremiah, one of the unique characteristics that was retained in the longer Babylonian version was the title of prophet. While we can only speculate on many of the logistical details involved in the creation and editing of the “long” and “short” scrolls of Jeremiah, Schniedewind’s explanation seems quite plausible:

			In sum, Jeremiah himself was a peripheral priest. He survived the first (597 BCE) and second (586 BCE) exiles, but he ended up in Egypt with various refugees at the time of the third Babylonian campaign against Judah (581 BCE). At that time there was already a first scroll of Jeremiah that included an early version of Jeremiah reflected in 1:1–25:13a. This first edition of Jeremiah then had two different fates—one ended up in Egypt (with the priest Jeremiah) and another in Babylon with the royal family and its scribal community. The book of Jeremiah itself gives hints about a Babylonian version: “These are the words of the scroll that the prophet Jeremiah sent from Jerusalem to the remaining elders among the exiles . . . whom Nebuchadnezzar had taken into exile from Jerusalem to Babylon” (Jer 29:1 MT; 36:1 LXX). This would become the basis for the “long” Jeremiah that would transform him into “the prophet.” The two scrolls of Jeremiah tell the story of two different scribal communities—the peripheral priests that reflect the original figure of Jeremiah, a priest from Anathoth, and the royal administration that was exiled to Babylon and survived in a palace in the Babylonian capital supplied by rations from the royal table. The scrolls will eventually make their way back to Jerusalem to the library of the rebuilt Temple. They are updated, even partially harmonized, but the two Jeremiah editions continue to have their own lives. These two editions were preserved by the scribal community that would survive the Babylonian Exile—namely, the Jerusalem Temple priestly scribal community.34

			According to Schniedewind, Jeremiah, a “peripheral priest” from an insignificant village near Jerusalem was transformed into “the prophet” by the Jerusalem Temple priests in the early Persian period. During their editing of the two Hebrew Jeremiah scrolls, the temple priests retained many of the unique characteristics from each, including renaming Jeremiah as a “prophet” in version II, the text that made its way back from Babylon.

			Jeremiah sent a letter to the exiles in Babylon advising them to settle down in Babylon and to ignore the counsel of the false prophets among them:

			Build ye houses, and dwell in them; and plant gardens, and eat the fruit of them; Take ye wives, and beget sons and daughters; and take wives for your sons, and give your daughters to husbands, that they may bear sons and daughters; that ye may be increased there, and not diminished. And seek the peace of the city whither I have caused you to be carried away captives, and pray unto the LORD for it: for in the peace thereof shall ye have peace. For thus saith the LORD of hosts, the God of Israel; Let not your prophets and your diviners, that be in the midst of you, deceive you, neither hearken to your dreams which ye cause to be dreamed. For they prophesy falsely unto you in my name: I have not sent them, saith the LORD. (Jeremiah 29:5–9)

			As can be imagined, this letter did not go over well with the leaders and “prophets” who exercised influence among the captives in Babylon. One of them, ironically named Shemaiah (שמעיהו, shemayahu, or “heard by Jehovah”), sent a letter to the acting high priest in Jerusalem, Zephaniah, chastising him for not punishing Jeremiah:

			The LORD hath made thee priest in the stead of Jehoiada the priest, that ye should be officers in the house of the LORD, for every man that is mad, and maketh himself a prophet, that thou shouldest put him in prison, and in the stocks. Now therefore why hast thou not reproved Jeremiah of Anathoth, which maketh himself a prophet to you? (Jeremiah 29:26–27)35

			In this letter, the pseudo-prophet Shemaiah ridiculed Zephaniah for his failure to punish Jeremiah, or more fully, ירמיהו הענתתי המתנבא לכם (yirmejahu ha’annetoti ha’mitnave lakhem), or “Jeremiah the Anathothite who makes himself a prophet to you.” Two observations can be made from Shemaiah’s label for Jeremiah:

			
					Shemaiah highlights Jeremiah’s “otherness.” Jeremiah was not a Jerusalemite priest; he was from Ananthoth. In other words, his priestly lineage was defective.

					Jeremiah was a self-declared prophet; he did not speak for the Lord. In his letter to the captives in Babylon, Jeremiah, speaking for the Lord, had claimed that the prophets in Babylon “prophesy falsely unto you in my name: I have not sent them, saith the LORD.” Shemaiah, speaking from his own authority rather than for the Lord, responded that Jeremiah was the false prophet, and that by implication he, Shemaiah, was the one who spoke for the Lord.

			

			Shemaiah’s denouncement of Jeremiah likely reflected a broader skepticism of Jeremiah’s prophetic authority and status among the people during his lifetime, evidenced by his imprisonment on charges of treason for allegedly supporting the Babylonians. This historical context, where Jeremiah’s authority was doubted, becomes essential when we turn to the Book of Mormon’s portrayal of him.

			Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon

			Jeremiah is mentioned on three different occasions in the Book of Mormon, twice by Nephi1 and once by Nephi2. His first mention occurs following the acquisition of the brass plates by Nephi1 and his brothers. After their return to the family’s camp in the wilderness, Nephi1 informed us that his “father, Lehi, took the records which were engraven upon the plates of brass, and he did search them from the beginning” (1 Nephi 5:10).36 Following this perusal, Nephi1 gave us an abbreviated account of what was on the plates:

			And he beheld that they did contain the five books of Moses, which gave an account of the creation of the world and also of Adam and Eve, which was our first parents, and also a record of the Jews from the beginning, even down to the commencement of the reign of Zedekiah, king of Judah, and also the prophecies of the holy prophets from the beginning, even down to the commencement of the reign of Zedekiah, and also many prophecies which have been spoken by the mouth of Jeremiah. (1 Nephi 5:11–13)

			Interestingly, this summary account given by Nephi1 only provides us with the names of two contributors to the plates, Moses and Jeremiah. Nephi1 appears to identify the Torah with “the five books of Moses,” the introductory books of the Hebrew Bible. It concludes by stating that the plates also included “many prophecies which have been spoken by the mouth of Jeremiah,” presumably the final writings found on the brass plates. In essence, naming Moses and Jeremiah was a way for Nephi1 to bookend the contents of the brass plates.

			It is also noteworthy that Nephi1 tells us that these prophecies were “spoken by the mouth of Jeremiah” rather than written by him. While nuanced, this language could inform us that whoever was responsible for the final updates to the brass plates was not working with an account written by Jeremiah, or Baruch, in his possession, but was writing from memory or from an oral account. As a result, we cannot be sure in what form these “many prophesies” of Jeremiah would have taken on the plates. Did the brass plates record summaries of some of his prophesies, perhaps only highlights, or were the writings on the plates similar to what we encounter in the MT or LXX? Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing, since neither Nephi1 nor any other authors of the Book of Mormon seem to have cited any of Jeremiah’s prophecies from the brass plates.

			It is also significant that Nephi1 did not include Jeremiah when he mentioned “the prophecies of the holy prophets.” Rather, Nephi1 placed Jeremiah in a category apart from the prophets. As suggested by modern scholarship, Jeremiah had not yet achieved the title of “prophet” during his lifetime. Although Jeremiah was a priest, and even highly revered by some residents of Jerusalem, this passage from 1 Nephi can be seen as confirming that he was not yet included “among the prophets,” meaning that his status as a prophet was still in question by a large part of the population of Jerusalem, and especially by its priests and rulers.

			After securing the brass plates from Laban, Nephi1 and his brothers were again instructed to go up to Jerusalem and bring Ishmael and his family down into the wilderness to join Lehi’s group. However, during the return trip into the wilderness we read:

			Laman and Lemuel and two of the daughters of Ishmael and the two sons of Ishmael and their families did rebel against us, yea, against I Nephi and Sam and their father Ishmael and his wife and his three other daughters. And it came to pass that in the which rebellion they were desirous to return unto the land of Jerusalem. (1 Nephi 7:6–7)

			Nephi1, as he was wont to do, chastised his rebellious brothers for their lack of faith, and in the process provided us a little more information about Jeremiah. Book of Mormon chronology informs us that Lehi and Jeremiah were contemporaries in Jerusalem, and that their prophesying overlapped, perhaps by as much as a decade.37 We also know from both the Hebrew Bible and the Book of Mormon that the lives of Jeremiah and Lehi were threatened, and that Jeremiah was imprisoned on at least one occasion.38 In the following passage, Nephi1 confirmed that he was aware of Jeremiah’s imprisonment, but not of his release:

			For behold, the Spirit of the Lord ceaseth soon to strive with [those remaining in Jerusalem]. For behold, they have rejected the prophets, and Jeremiah have they cast into prison, and they have sought to take away the life of my father, insomuch that they have driven him out of the land. (1 Nephi 7:14)

			As with the previous passage, Nephi1 appears to place Jeremiah in a separate category from “the prophets.” It is also noteworthy that Nephi1 does not refer to him as “Jeremiah the prophet” in either passage as editor II frequently does in the “long” version of Jeremiah. Both passages from Nephi1 lend credence to Schniedewind’s observation that it was only during the early Persian period, well after the destruction of Jerusalem, the death of Jeremiah, and Lehi’s escape from Jerusalem, that he was transformed from priest to prophet.

			Interestingly, we find a related passage in the book of Matthew:

			When Jesus came into the coasts of Caesarea Philippi, he asked his disciples, saying, Whom do men say that I the Son of man am? And they said, Some say that thou art John the Baptist: some, Elias; and others, Jeremias, or one of the prophets. (Matthew 16:13–14)

			As with the passages from the Book of Mormon, in this New Testament verse Jeremiah is also not included among “the prophets.” The translators of the NASB, perhaps believing there to be an omission in the NT text, inserted a word: “Some say John the Baptist; and others, Elijah; and still others, Jeremiah, or one of the other prophets.” The word other in this translation is italicized to clarify that it is not found in the Greek. This does not presuppose that Jeremiah was not a prophet, only that he may not have been included “among the prophets,” at least according to the author of the book of Matthew, even as late as the first century CE.

			The third mention of Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon is found in Helaman, where Nephi2 is preaching of the coming of Messiah and using the words of the prophets as support:

			And behold, also Zenoch and also Ezaias and also Isaiah and Jeremiah, Jeremiah being that same prophet which testified of the destruction of Jerusalem—and now we know that Jerusalem was destroyed according to the words of Jeremiah. (Helaman 8:20)

			In this passage, more than five centuries after Nephi1’s mention of Jeremiah, Nephi2 clearly portrays Jeremiah as a prophet, in the company of Isaiah and others. We do not know how long it took for the Nephites to recognize Jeremiah as a prophet, as God’s mouth and spokesman, but it is possible that this recognition came only after they had arrived in the promised land.

			Jeremiah and Lehi both prophesied an identical message: if the people did not repent, Jerusalem would be destroyed, many of its inhabitants would be killed, and the remainder would be taken captive into Babylon. While Jeremiah was told to write these words in a scroll (see Jeremiah 36), Lehi was given a scroll to read with these prophecies:

			And the first came and stood before my father and gave unto him a book and bade him that he should read. And it came to pass that as he read, he was filled with the Spirit of the Lord. And he read, saying: Woe woe unto Jerusalem, for I have seen thine abominations. Yea, and many things did my father read concerning Jerusalem, that it should be destroyed and the inhabitants thereof; many should perish by the sword and many should be carried away captive into Babylon. (1 Nephi 1:11–13)

			Lehi apparently preached a message of choice to the inhabitants of Jerusalem—a choice between repentance and salvation, or intransigence and destruction. As with Jeremiah, Lehi was mocked and rejected by the people for his prophecies (see 1 Nephi 1:19). And like Jeremiah, it seems clear that Lehi’s prophetic status was also not recognized or accepted by those at Jerusalem. However, as a vindication of his prophetic role, after arriving in the promised land, Lehi told his family that he had seen a vision of the destruction of Jerusalem:

			How merciful the Lord had been in warning us that we should flee out of the land of Jerusalem. For behold, saith he, I have seen a vision, in the which I know that Jerusalem is destroyed; and had we remained in Jerusalem, we should also have perished. (2 Nephi 1:3–4)

			Although this vision is not the type of concrete evidence that the editors of the book of Jeremiah possessed after their return from captivity during the early Persian period, it did confirm Lehi’s prophetic message to his family. Interestingly, unlike Jeremiah who was called a prophet by Nephi2, Lehi himself is never given the title of “prophet” in the Book of Mormon, even though his prophecies aligned with those of Jeremiah.

			Immediately following the passage where Nephi2 referred to Jeremiah as a prophet, he added the following as evidence that Jeremiah’s prophecies were fulfilled:

			And now will ye dispute that Jerusalem was not destroyed? Will ye say that the sons of Zedekiah were not slain, all except it were Muloch? Yea, and do ye not behold that the seed of Zedekiah are with us and they were driven out of the land of Jerusalem? But behold, this is not all. Our father Lehi was driven out of Jerusalem because he testified of these things. (Helaman 8:21–22)

			Although Nephi2 accepted that “Lehi was driven out of Jerusalem because he testified of these things,” meaning the coming of Christ, he refrained from calling him a prophet and chose instead the title “our father.” Jesus said that a “prophet is not without honour, but in his own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house” (Mark 6:4). This proverb certainly applies to Jeremiah during his own lifetime. However, it does not appear to apply to Lehi since his descendants seem to honor and esteem him, even though he is not called a prophet by them.

			Beyond these three instances, the only other mention of the name Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon is found in 3 Nephi 19, where we are given the names of the twelve disciples. These disciples bear the names of several noteworthy men from the Hebrew Bible, including Jeremiah, Zedekiah, Isaiah, and two named Jonah (Jonas). Unfortunately, since the name Zedekiah is also included in the list, we cannot conclude that these men were named after prophets, only that they were named after prominent men from the brass plates.

			Summary and Conclusions

			The LXX (edition I) and MT (edition II) versions of Jeremiah are similar to each other for the first half of the book, roughly through chapter 25, but they differ significantly in the second half. A rising consensus among biblical scholars identifies the vorlage underlying edition I as the earliest of the two textual traditions. The principal difference between these two books is the additional material that has been appended to edition II of Jeremiah, including naming Jeremiah “the prophet” multiple times. This is not to say that Jeremiah was not a prophet, nor does it deny that he was called of God to act as a prophet to the house of Israel. The intended point in this article is that Jeremiah was not recognized as being “among the prophets” during his lifetime. It was likely only in the early Persian period that the identity of Jeremiah migrated from priest to prophet. Regarding the title of prophet given to Jeremiah so freely in the MT, Schniedewind noted:

			This title is fundamentally a reflection of the Masoretic Text as opposed to the earlier, shorter version of the book of Jeremiah. And here we are fortunate to have objective and concrete evidence of the transformation of the figure of Jeremiah in the process of the editing of the book, as evidenced by the Septuagint, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Masoretic Text. The conclusion must be that Jeremiah was not originally known as a prophet at all. This was not one of his titles. He was simply from a priestly family that came from outside of the Jerusalem Temple priestly community. This observation must be the beginning for a reflection on “The Invention of the Prophet Jeremiah.”39

			This conclusion is also supported by, and consistent with, Nephi1’s depiction of Jeremiah in the Book of Mormon. In the two passages where he mentions Jeremiah, Nephi1 does not include Jeremiah among “the prophets.” Had Nephi1 viewed Jeremiah as “among the prophets” he could have written, “For behold, the Spirit of the Lord ceaseth soon to strive with them; for behold, they have rejected the prophets, including Jeremiah whom they have cast into prison.” (1 Nephi 7:14, modified). But he did not. Rather, he wrote, “For behold, the Spirit of the Lord ceaseth soon to strive with them; for behold, they have rejected the prophets, and Jeremiah have they cast into prison.” Nephi1 uses similar language in 1 Nephi 5:11–13. In other words, it would likely have been an anachronism for Nephi1, during his lifetime, to refer to Jeremiah as “the prophet.”

			It is not until the book of Mosiah that we read that Nephi2 accepted Jeremiah as a prophet on equal footing with Isaiah and others. This is not to say that it took more than five centuries for Jeremiah to be accepted “among the prophets” in Nephite society; this is likely not the case. What we can say is that Jeremiah eventually was included “among the prophets” by the Nephites even though during Jeremiah’s own lifetime, which closely aligned with the lifetime of Lehi and Nephi1, he likely was not included “among the prophets.”

			Appendix

			All passages from the book of Jeremiah (MT) that include the phrases “Jeremiah the prophet” or “the prophet Jeremiah” are listed in the left-hand column below. The corresponding passages from the Septuagint (LXX) are shown in the right-hand column. While the KJV translation of the MT presents twenty-eight occurrences of these phrases—one was added by the KJV translators that is not extant in the MT—the LXX only contains four such occurrences. None of the LXX passages are found prior to Jeremiah 25:13a (the presumed ending of the initial book of Jeremiah).
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							LXX (NETS)

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Jer 20:2 Then Pashur smote Jeremiah the prophet, and put him in the stocks that were in the high gate of Benjamin, which was by the house of the LORD.

						
							
							Ier 20:2 And he struck him and put him into the sluice, which was by the gate of a house designated “the upper,” which was in the house of the Lord.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 25:2 The which Jeremiah the prophet spake unto all the people of Judah, and to all the inhabitants of Jerusalem, saying,

						
							
							Ier 25:2 which he spoke to all the people of Iouda and to the inhabitants of Ierousalem, saying:

						
					

					
							
							Jer 28:5 Then the prophet Jeremiah said unto the prophet Hananiah in the presence of the priests, and in the presence of all the people that stood in the house of the LORD,

						
							
							Ier 35:5 And Ieremias said to Hananias in the sight of all the people and in the sight of the priests who stood in the house of the Lord,

						
					

					
							
							Jer 28:6 Even the prophet Jeremiah said, Amen: the LORD do so: the LORD perform thy words which thou hast prophesied, to bring again the vessels of the LORD’S house, and all that is carried away captive, from Babylon into this place.

						
							
							Ier 35:6 and Ieremias said, “Truly, thus may the Lord do; may the Lord establish the word which you prophesy, to bring back to this place from Babylon the vessels of the house of the Lord and all the exile.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 28:11 And Hananiah spake in the presence of all the people, saying, Thus saith the LORD; Even so will I break the yoke of Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon from the neck of all nations within the space of two full years. And the prophet Jeremiah went his way.

						
							
							Ier 35:11 And Hananias said in the sight of the people, saying, “Thus did the Lord say: Thus I will crush the yoke of the king of Babylon from the necks of all the nations.” And Ieremias went on his way.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 28:12 Then the word of the LORD came unto Jeremiah the prophet,40 after that Hananiah the prophet had broken the yoke from off the neck of the prophet Jeremiah, saying,

						
							
							Ier 35:12 And a word of the Lord came to Ieremias after Hananias had crushed the collars from his neck:

						
					

					
							
							Jer 28:15 Then said the prophet Jeremiah unto Hananiah the prophet, Hear now, Hananiah; The LORD hath not sent thee; but thou makest this people to trust in a lie.

						
							
							Ier 35:15 And Ieremias said to Hananias, “The Lord has not sent you, and you have made this people trust wrongly.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 29:1 Now these are the words of the letter that Jeremiah the prophet sent from Jerusalem unto the residue of the elders which were carried away captives, and to the priests, and to the prophets, and to all the people whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried away captive from Jerusalem to Babylon;

						
							
							Ier 36:1 And these are the words of the book, which Ieremias sent from Ierousalem to the elders of the exile and to the priests and to the pseudo-prophets, as a letter to the exile in Babylon and to all the people,

						
					

					
							
							Jer 29:29 And Zephaniah the priest read this letter in the ears of Jeremiah the prophet.

						
							
							Ier 36:29 And Sophonias read the document in the ears of Ieremias.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 32:2 For then the king of Babylon’s army besieged Jerusalem: and Jeremiah the prophet was shut up in the court of the prison, which was in the king of Judah’s house.

						
							
							Ier 39:2 And the force of the king of Babylon raised a barricade against Ierousalem, and Ieremias was being confined in the court of the guard that was in the house of the king.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 34:6 Then Jeremiah the prophet spake all these words unto Zedekiah king of Judah in Jerusalem,

						
							
							Ier 41:6 And Ieremias spoke all these words to King Sedekias in Ierousalem,

						
					

					
							
							Jer 36:8 And Baruch the son of Neriah did according to all that Jeremiah the prophet commanded him, reading in the book the words of the LORD in the LORD’S house.

						
							
							Ier 43:26 And the king commanded Ieremeel the king’s son and Saraias son of Esriel to arrest Barouch and Ieremias. And they were hidden.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 37:2 But neither he, nor his servants, nor the people of the land, did hearken unto the words of the LORD, which he spake by the prophet Jeremiah.

						
							
							Ier 44:2 And he and his servants and the people of the land did not obey the words of the Lord that he spoke by the hand of Ieremias.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 37:3 And Zedekiah the king sent Jehucal the son of Shelemiah and Zephaniah the son of Maaseiah the priest to the prophet Jeremiah, saying, Pray now unto the LORD our God for us.

						
							
							Ier 44:3 And King Sedekias sent Ioachal son of Selemias and the priest Sophonias son of Maasaias to Ieremias, saying, “Pray for us to the Lord.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 37:6 Then came the word of the LORD unto the prophet Jeremiah, saying,

						
							
							Ier 44:6And a word of the Lord came to Ieremias, saying:

						
					

					
							
							Jer 37:13 And when he was in the gate of Benjamin, a captain of the ward was there, whose name was Irijah, the son of Shelemiah, the son of Hananiah; and he took Jeremiah the prophet, saying, Thou fallest away to the Chaldeans.

						
							
							Ier 44:13 And he was at the gate of Beniamin, and there was a person with whom he used to lodge, Sarouia son of Selemias son of Hananias, and he arrested Ieremias, saying, “You are fleeing to the Chaldeans.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 38:9 My lord the king, these men have done evil in all that they have done to Jeremiah the prophet, whom they have cast into the dungeon; and he is like to die for hunger in the place where he is: for there is no more bread in the city.

						
							
							Ier 45:8–9 And he went out to him, and he spoke to the king and said, “You acted wickedly in what you did to kill this person from before the famine, because there is no longer any bread in the city.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 38:10 Then the king commanded Ebedmelech the Ethiopian, saying, Take from hence thirty men with thee, and take up Jeremiah the prophet out of the dungeon, before he die.

						
							
							Ier 45:10 And the king commanded Abdemelech, saying, “Take in hand thirty persons from here, and bring him up out of the cistern so that he may not die.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 38:14 Then Zedekiah the king sent, and took Jeremiah the prophet unto him into the third entry that is in the house of the LORD: and the king said unto Jeremiah, I will ask thee a thing; hide nothing from me.

						
							
							Ier 45:14 And the king sent word and called him to himself at the house of Aselisela, which is in the house of the Lord. And the king said to him, “I will ask you a matter, and do not hide any dictum from me.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 42:2 And said unto Jeremiah the prophet, Let, we beseech thee, our supplication be accepted before thee, and pray for us unto the LORD thy God, even for all this remnant; (for we are left but a few of many, as thine eyes do behold us:)

						
							
							Ier 49:2 the prophet Ieremias and said to him, “Let mercy for us come about before you, and pray to the Lord, your God, for these that remain, because there are a few of us left out of many, as your eyes see.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 42:4 Then Jeremiah the prophet said unto them, I have heard you; behold, I will pray unto the LORD your God according to your words; and it shall come to pass, that whatsoever thing the LORD shall answer you, I will declare it unto you; I will keep nothing back from you.

						
							
							Ier 49:4 And Ieremias said to them, “I have heard; behold, I shall pray to the Lord, your God, according to your words, and it shall be, the word whichever the Lord will answer, I will tell you; I will not hide from you what is said.”

						
					

					
							
							Jer 43:6 Even men, and women, and children, and the king’s daughters, and every person that Nebuzar-adan the captain of the guard had left with Gedaliah the son of Ahikam the son of Shaphan, and Jeremiah the prophet, and Baruch the son of Neriah.

						
							
							Ier 50:6 the mighty men and the women and the rest and the daughters of the king and the souls whom Nabouzardan had left with Godolias son of Achikam and the prophet Ieremias and Barouch son of Nerias.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 45:1 The word that Jeremiah the prophet spake unto Baruch the son of Neriah, when he had written these words in a book at the mouth of Jeremiah, in the fourth year of Jehoiakim the son of Josiah king of Judah, saying,

						
							
							Ier 51:31 The word that the prophet Ieremias spoke to Barouch son of Nerias, when he would write these words in a book from the mouth of Ieremias, in the fourth year of Ioakim son of King Iosias of Iouda:

						
					

					
							
							Jer 46:1 The word of the LORD which came to Jeremiah the prophet against the Gentiles;

						
							
							Ier 26:1 In the beginning when King Sedekias reigned, this word came concerning Ailam.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 46:13 The word that the LORD spake to Jeremiah the prophet, how Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon should come and smite the land of Egypt.

						
							
							Ier 26:13 What the Lord spoke by the hand of Ieremias that the king of Babylon would come to smite the land of Egypt:

						
					

					
							
							Jer 47:1 The word of the LORD that came to Jeremiah the prophet against the Philistines, before that Pharaoh smote Gaza.

						
							
							Ier 29:1 Regarding the allophyles.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 49:34 The word of the LORD that came to Jeremiah the prophet against Elam in the beginning of the reign of Zedekiah king of Judah, saying,

						
							
							Ier 25:14 What Ieremias prophesied against the nations of Ailam.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 50:1 The word that the LORD spake against Babylon and against the land of the Chaldeans by Jeremiah the prophet.

						
							
							Ier 27:1 A word of the Lord, which he spoke regarding Babylon.

						
					

					
							
							Jer 51:59 The word which Jeremiah the prophet commanded Seraiah the son of Neriah, the son of Maaseiah, when he went with Zedekiah the king of Judah into Babylon in the fourth year of his reign. And this Seraiah was a quiet prince.

						
							
							Ier 28:59 The word that the Lord commanded Ieremias the prophet to speak to Saraias son of Nerias son of Maasaias, when he was going with King Sedekias of Iouda to Babylon, in the fourth year of his reign. And Saraias was ruler of gifts.
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			A Fitting Tribute to the Prophet of the Restoration

			Steven L. Olsen

			Review of Jeffrey M. Bradshaw, ed., Joseph Smith: A Life Lived in Crescendo, 2 vols. (Orem, UT: The Interpreter Foundation; Salt Lake City: Eborn Books, 2024). 1,101 pgs., $24.95 per vol. (softback), $69.95 per vol. (hardback).

			Abstract: Joseph Smith: A Life Lived in Crescendo is one of the most extensive and ambitious scholarly works on the founder of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Its twenty-one essays address various issues relating to the culmination of the Prophet’s ministry. They provide diverse and profound insights worthy of examination by serious students of the latter-day Restoration.

			The project that resulted in Joseph Smith: A Life Lived in Crescendo1 began in 2020 as a series of virtual firesides sponsored by The Interpreter Foundation to supplement the Church’s Sunday School curriculum. Thereafter, the authors refined and expanded their presentations for publication. Rounding out the collection are several previously published and unpublished studies, one posthumously.

			Contributors come from diverse disciplines—historical studies, legal studies, humanities, religious studies, cultural studies, medical studies, and technology studies—and represent a range of academic, professional, and technical careers. The essays are well written and target an educated but non-specialist audience. That is, they use the accepted rhetorical and analytical tools of their respective fields but with minimal jargon. While authors are universally faithful to the restored gospel, none speaks officially and authoritatively for the Church of Jesus Christ.

			Because authors speak for themselves, readers may question or disagree with some conclusions and perspectives—in several noteworthy cases, authors respectfully adopt contrasting perspectives with one another. In academic discourse, as in many other arenas of human inquiry, across-the-board agreement is not the prime objective of this publication, but rather informed dialogue, shared information, and the pursuit of understanding. Thus, readers will encounter much new information and many new insights to enrich their lives in and broaden their appreciation of the restored gospel of Jesus Christ. To this end, the publication succeeds admirably.

			Individual essays vary considerably in length, ranging from less than ten to nearly 140 pages, averaging about fifty pages, which is rather long for this genre of publication. Much of the length of the essays, however, is devoted to appendices, references, notes, and indexes. More than one-third of the 1,100 pages in these two volumes is devoted to metadata, enabling readers to “fact check” claims made by authors and confidently delve into areas that pique their interest. In short, besides being well written and full of new insights, the essays are thoroughly researched and documented. In addition, several are amply and appropriately illustrated with photographs, artworks, illustrations, maps, tables, and diagrams.

			Students of Latter-day Saint history will recognize most authors by reputation, if not by personal acquaintance. Unfortunately, a few members of the most well-respected class of Nauvoo-period scholars are noticeably absent from the table of contents, and their “voices” are missed. However, readers may discover one or more previously unfamiliar authors whose contributions compensate for those not represented.

			Essays in the collection address four key issues of the final years of the Prophet’s ministry. Volume 1 explores “Doctrinal Developments in Nauvoo” and “Temple, Priesthood, and the Relief Society,” while volume 2 takes up “The Martyrdom” and “Succession in Church Leadership.”

			A summary of the individual essays in each volume follows.

			Volume 1

			Elder Kyle S. McKay honors his current assignment as Church Historian and Recorder by bearing an informed witness of Joseph Smith as the faithful mouthpiece of God to open the Dispensation of the Fulness of Times and to give his life for his sure testimony of the Savior (pp. 1–6).

			Jeffrey M. Bradshaw offers four quite different scholarly perspectives of the Prophet of the Restoration:

			
					Reflecting on twelve crucial but diverse challenges that are inherent in students’ efforts to interpret the extensive and now-accessible documentary record of Joseph Smith. These challenges will thus allow students to  come to a more authentic and defensible assessment of his life and ministry. These twelve are representative of the host of challenges facing those who hope to draw responsible conclusions about the Prophet from a variety of academic and professional perspectives (pp. 7–44).

					Providing a deep dive into the doctrine of election that was featured in a public discourse of the Prophet given in the unfinished Nauvoo Temple on 21 May 1843. After summarizing writings on the doctrine of election by Christian theologians from antiquity onwards and referencing numerous treatments of the subject by the Prophet himself, Bradshaw reviews and comments on eleven salient phrases and concepts from the most reputable period accounts of the sermon (pp. 147–240).

					Tracing, with K-Lynn Paul, the emergence of temple-related doctrines and practices from Joseph Smith’s extensive documentary record. The thesis of this study is: “temple themes are not merely present throughout every phase of Joseph Smith’s ministry, but, further . . . they constitute a golden thread that weaves through every other doctrinal development from his earliest visions, translations, and revelations to the crowning culmination of his life’s teachings in Nauvoo” (pp. 339–426; quote from p. 343).

					Curating and annotating a document dictated by Dennison Lott Harris in 1881 giving crucial details of the conspiracy against Joseph Smith’s life and the transmission to the Twelve of the keys of the Kingdom of God just before his martyrdom. Despite its delayed dictation, this document is significant in that Harris was a first-hand witness to these key events in Church history, some details of which are relayed in no other historical source (pp. 883–976).

			

			Three BYU scholars—R. Devan Jensen, Michael A. Goodman, and Barbara Morgan Gardner—distill the emergence of the doctrine and practice of sealing extended families together in Joseph Smith’s revelations and public discourses. Specifically, their audience for this study is those entrusted to educate the “rising generations” (Doctrine and Covenants 69:8) of Latter-day Saints (pp. 45–74).

			Terryl L. Givens illustrates the latter-day restoration of the doctrine of pre-mortal existence by thoroughly comparing relevant writings by early Christian theologians with those by Joseph Smith, his successors, and other Latter-day Saint thought leaders. As we have come to expect from Givens, this study is a scholarly tour de force (pp. 75–122).

			Alexander L. Baugh’s study fills a crucial gap in our understanding of the early history of temple ordinances by documenting the origins of the doctrine and authorized practice of proxy baptisms and confirmations outside the Nauvoo Temple and before temples in Utah were dedicated (pp. 123–46).

			James E. Faulconer and Susannah Morrison address the cultural significance of Joseph Smith’s 7 April 1844 funeral sermon for King Follett, based on subsequent reconstructions by editors from contemporary accounts of the sermon. Rather than examining what the Prophet may have meant by the sermon’s eight (by their measure) main doctrines, the authors trace the historical trajectory of (perhaps) the five most enigmatic of these doctrines. They do this to assess the enduring significance of the sermon for Latter-day Saints (pp. 241–63).

			John S. Thompson distills several earlier presentations and publications to make an important contribution to the on-going scholarly conversation about how Latter-day Saints, especially Joseph Smith, understood priesthood—its orders, divisions, authorities, and spheres of operation—in the early Church (pp. 267–338).

			Brian C. Hales contributes to his abundant scholarship on plural marriage in the Nauvoo period with a focus on the provenance, contents, and role of Doctrine and Covenants 132. In support of the widely held thesis that the text of the revelation was an “amalgamation”2 of at least three previously unpublished revelations to Joseph Smith, Hales addresses with considerable insight several abiding issues in the literature on the subject (pp. 427–56).

			Rachel Cope and Lisa Olsen Tait provide separate but complementary reflections on the relationship of the priesthood and Relief Society in the development of Joseph Smith’s understanding of gender in the Kingdom of God. For her part, Cope illustrates how four past general presidents of the Relief Society—Emma Smith, Eliza R. Snow, Emmaline B. Wells, and Julie B. Beck—encouraged the preservation of its history in view of its enduring significance for the Church of Jesus Christ and women in their efforts to live the gospel of Jesus Christ (pp. 457–70). By contrast, Tait traces the changing relationship of Relief Society (female) and priesthood (male) organizations in the Church of Jesus Christ through six historical periods—1840s, 1850–1900, 1900–1940, 1960s, 1970–2000, and twenty-first century—using four analytical criteria—individual/institutional dynamics, formal/informal power relations, ecclesiastical (church)/ritual (temple) programs, and language as a symbol of self-identification (pp. 471–506).

			Jacob D. Hawkins and Matthew J. Grow summarize the spiritual significance of historical events that occurred in Joseph Smith’s Red Brick Store in Nauvoo, including translating the Book of Abraham, organizing the Relief Society, administering Church and community business, introducing sacred practices whose performance eventually became restricted to the House of the Lord, holding early meetings of the Council of Fifty, and hosting Joseph’s “last charge” to the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. Personally, I welcome and especially appreciate a contribution to this publication that focuses on one of the sacred historical sites of the Restoration.

			Volume 2

			Acknowledging the complex legal, political, social, and religious context of 1840s Nauvoo—Joseph I. Bentley offers a detailed and insightful assessment of under-appreciated legal cases against Joseph Smith in May–June 1844 that led to his incarceration and martyrdom in Carthage Jail. His analysis benefits from superb training and experience in the law and the extensive database of the Joseph Smith Papers legal series. Of particular interest to many students of Latter-day Saint history will be Bentley’s reassessment of the case involving the destruction of the Nauvoo Expositor (pp. 539–624).

			John W. Welch contributes significantly to our understanding of Joseph’s motivation to cross the Mississippi River four days before his martyrdom. Welch’s thesis is that a principal reason for the crossing was to secure legal counsel for his upcoming trial in Carthage. Supporting this claim is the existence of correspondence between the Prophet and prominent lawyers in Iowa Territory with whom he was familiar. Welch expertly articulates the previously under-appreciated legal purpose of the well-known crossing (pp. 625–84).

			R. Jean Addams contributes two different but insightful studies of the conclusion of Joseph Smith’s prophetic ministry:

			
					A detailed chronology of the Prophet’s final weeks in mortality, including his martyrdom in Carthage Jail. Addams concludes his narrative with four tributes to the Prophet, one by Joseph himself (an excerpt from the King Follet discourse), two by faithful contemporary associates of the Prophet, and the fourth by Hugh B. Brown, a later Apostle and counselor to President Spencer W. Kimball (pp. 685–741).

					A systematic inventory of the major “expressions” of Joseph Smith’s religious legacy that are distinguished by respective doctrines, practices, authorities, and leadership styles. If not the best, this article is certainly one of the best summaries of the various traditions that trace their pedigrees to Joseph Smith (pp. 977–1050).

			

			Ronald K. Esplin enlarges and refines an earlier study of the succession of leadership in the Church of Jesus Christ following the premature death of Joseph Smith. He reframes the “succession crisis” based on a thorough review of all relevant historical documents and traces step-by-step its complex but certain development from the martyrdom to the leadership of Brigham Young as President of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. Esplin’s essay is historical scholarship at its best: thoroughly researched, well documented, and reasonably concluded (pp. 745–882).

			Hugh W. Nibley completes the collection with insightful reflections on the enduring legacy of Joseph Smith’s prophetic ministry. This tribute, undated and previously unpublished, was recovered from a typescript copy in the Harold B. Lee Library at Brigham Young University and prepared for publication in this volume. In typical Nibley-esque fashion, he forecasts a tribute to the Prophet in three areas of his prophetic legacy: scriptural, institutional, and doctrinal; however, Nibley’s rhapsody on the first area is so eloquent and poetic that the other two receive short-shrift. Nevertheless, Nibley’s is a fitting conclusion to a collection of tributes that begins with the testimony of the current Church Historian and Recorder of the man “who communed with Jehovah” (pp. 1051–76).

			I found all essays worthy of perusal, if not in-depth examination. I found some more compelling than others, but mostly for personal reasons. Other readers will likely have different preferences. The publication’s diverse perspectives and broad appeal are strengths. I hope this worthy work finds its way onto the physical or virtual bookshelves of many students of Latter-day Saint history.

			Concluding Thoughts

			By way of conclusion, I reflect on the title of the publication. Its frontmatter indicates that the phrase, “a life in crescendo,” was coined by Elder B. H. Roberts in his introduction to a published edition of the seven-volume History of the Church.3 The term crescendo especially characterizes Joseph Smith’s Nauvoo-period ministry. While fewer sections of the Doctrine and Covenants (ten) were issued in 1839–44 than any other comparable era of his ministry, these and temple-related revelations (also received in Nauvoo) are as sublime and far-reaching as he or any other prophet has ever uttered. They provide a capstone to the gospel’s restoration by introducing the doctrines and establishing the method whereby all mankind can avail themselves of the blessing of life eternal, “the greatest of all the gifts of God” (Doctrine and Covenants 14:7).

			In its literal sense, crescendo describes the gradual increase of volume and intensity of a particular theme of music.4 Metaphorically, the term refers to the apex of other processes or developments. Some synonyms include pinnacle, zenith, climax, summit and, as a verb, escalate.5 Crescendo is an apt word to describe Joseph’s life, ministry, teachings, and initiatives, all gradually emerging “out of obscurity and out of darkness” (Doctrine and Covenants 1:30) in view of extending the blessing of the gospel of Jesus Christ to “all the families of the earth” (Abraham 2:11).

			Joseph’s Nauvoo revelations use a term that relates to crescendo and defines the unique Latter-day Saint plan of eternal life. In this connotation, exaltation appears a dozen times in Doctrine and Covenants 124 and 132 but nowhere else in the Church’s Standard Works.6 Thus, as a possible synonym for exaltation, crescendo is a fitting word to title a publication that honors the prophet Joseph Smith and his earthly ministry that was completed in Nauvoo.
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			Chiasmus in the Book of Jarom

			Stephen Kent Ehat

			Abstract: Jarom strongly evidences the use of chiasmus to structure his short book. This paper seeks to uncover, display, and discuss the chiastic patterning of the book and hopefully suggests an enhanced understanding of the hidden beauty and deep meaning of this brief but important text. The book of Jarom indeed offers more than what may otherwise be revealed by only a cursory reading of its fifteen verses. Awareness of the chiastic pattern of the text reinforces an understanding of Jarom’s important message.

			Jarom evidently employed chiasmus to structure his short one-chapter book, a book that stands in our modern-day printings of the Book of Mormon as a text of only fifteen verses. Since 16 August 1967, when John W. Welch first discovered the existence of chiasmus in the Book of Mormon, he and other analysts have proposed the existence of both short and long chiastic structures for various texts within that book of scripture, especially in texts derived from the small plates of Nephi. The book of Jarom is one of those books.

			Four prior analysts—Welch (1967 and 1972, both unpublished), Donald W. Parry (1992 and 2007, both published), the author (1995 and 1996, both unpublished), and John Kenton Wyatt (2005, unpublished)—have independently depicted an overall chiasm for that fifteen-verse text. One depiction (mine in 1996) was accompanied by a discussion on which this present paper expands. All seven depictions are largely equivalent in their fundamentals, but each has unique observations.1 All but one of the depictions are available in the John W. Welch Chiasmus Papers collection at Brigham Young University. Welch’s initial 1967 discovery is discussed for the first time in this paper. The depiction by only one of the analysts has previously been published (Parry 1992 and 2007).

			Preliminary Observations

			Many of the words, phrases, and ideas that correspond between the two halves of Jarom’s text are easily discovered within the text, especially the correspondences at the extremes (in vv. 1–2 and 14–15). Major chiastic correspondences appear throughout, such as, for one example, the dual references to the law of Moses. And the text of the central v. 8 can be seen as synonymia, as Parry terms it, though Welch adds an even more impressive numerical count of the items mentioned in that v. 8, by means of a “2 4 2 4” enumeration that he supplies in the left margin near his depiction of the text of that v. 8 in his 1972 typescript. Wyatt draws attention to the repeated use of the word and in the items he lists from that verse. Welch is the only analyst who offers labels for the conceptual elements of the proposed chapter-wide chiasmus. I recognize here, discuss, and give him credit for preliminarily defining some of those conceptual chiastic elements.

			A good starting point in approaching the prospect of bringing together and perhaps harmonizing the various proposals made by the four separate analysts might be to offer here a cogent observation made recently by Welch as he reviewed an earlier draft of this paper. Though the book of Jarom mentions God (vv. 3 and 10), the Holy Spirit (v. 4), the Lord (vv. 5, 7, 9, and 10), and the Messiah (v. 11), we should also observe, as Welch notes, that Jarom only twice mentions his own name (vv. 1 and 14). Says Welch of this feature of the text:

			The name Jarom in Hebrew would have been understood anciently as already invoking the name of the Lord, since Ja (Ya) means Yahweh or Jehovah, and rom means high or exalted. So Jarom means “Jehovah is Exalted.” See Ricks, Hoskisson, Smith and Gee, Dictionary of Proper Names and Foreign Words in the Book of Mormon, p. 161.2

			Regarding the meaning of Jarom’s name and the correctness (or not) of the rendering Joram that appears in the Printer’s Manuscript (at our v. 14), Robert F. Smith notes the following:3

			It is not clear how Jarom/Joram should be vocalized:

			Jarom title, verse 1, and Omni 1:1 all read Jarom in the Printer’s Manuscript, whereas at Jarom 1:14 the Printer’s Manuscript reads Joram. We do not know what the reading was in the Original Manuscript. Both forms are well-attested Hebrew names, which mean the same thing. Royal Skousen considers verse 14 a scribal error.4

			Hebrew ירם Yārōm or ירום Yārûm means “He is exalted” (Isaiah 52:13, Psalms 18:47, 61:3),5 and may be a hypocoristic form6 of Jeremiah ירמיהו yirmiyyāh(û) “Yahu exalts,” from Hebrew root רום rûm; John A. Tvednes cites that short-form’s appearance in several Hebrew inscriptions: “a seventh-century B.C.E. seal found in Egypt, a jug inscription from Tel esh-Shariˁah, and an ostracon and bulla in the Moussaieff collection.7

			KJV Joram MT Hebrew personal name יורם yôrām (2 Samuel 8:10, 2 Chronicles 25:5; Matthew 1:8 iōram), which is short for יהורם Jehoram “Yeho-exalts” (1 Kings 22:51), just as Jonathan is short for Jehonathan, and Joash for Jehoash. The Hebrew orthography and meaning would be the same in either case, although יו JO- would likely be the Northern Hebrew dialectical variant of the theophoric name of the Lord. Since such variants occur biblically, they ought to be respected and allowed within the Book of Mormon as well.

			Clearly Smith’s observation differs from Skousen’s on this account. Skousen’s reasoning regarding the spelling “Joram” in Jarom 1:14 is as follows:

			Here Oliver Cowdery spelled Jarom as Joram. The three other occurrences of the name are consistently spelled as Jarom (including the first one, found in the title of the book):

			title of the book	The book of Jarom

			Jarom 1:1		Now behold I Jarom write a					few words

			Omni 1:1		I Omni being commanded by					my father Jarom that . . . .

			Two of these correct spellings precede Jarom 1:14 in the text. Thus the spelling in P of Joram is undoubtedly an error, a simple switching of the vowels, perhaps under the influence of the name Jordan. (It is doubtful that the considerably less familiar biblical name Joram led to this error.)8

			I take no position regarding the analysis whether the Joram of v. 14 is or is not an error or an acceptable variant. I do note, however, that regardless of whether Joram is an error or an acceptable variant, apparently both Joram and Jarom have the same meaning: Jehovah is exalted or He is exalted. The two appearances of the name are chiastically related to one another.

			I will discuss immediately below both (1) a proposal based on themes, analyzing the ideas or concepts that form the chiasm of the book and (2) a proposal based on the full text, analyzing the chiasm in light of all of the words and phrases from the full text of the book.

			Verbal and thematic chiasmus

			Chiasms feature comparisons between words, phrases, and ideas that appear twice in a text, with words, phrases, and ideas stated earlier in the text being repeated in reverse sequence in the latter part of the text. Depictions of chiasms generally represent correspondences by setting forth words, phrases, or ideas, known as “elements” of the chiasm, with letters of the alphabet attached to them and commonly depicted with indented left margins (for texts analyzed in left-to-right English-language translation). In the samples in table 1, a chiasm founded on ideas or concepts developed within a text (thematic chiasmus) appears on the left and a chiasm founded on words (verbal chiasmus) appears on the right.

			Table 1. Two examples of chiasmus in the KJV, thematic left, verbal right.

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Leviticus 20

						
							
							Matthew 29:30

						
					

				
				
					
							
							A	the people deliver punishment (v. 2)

							B	God delivers punishment (vv. 3–6)

							C	the people deliver punishment (vv. 9–16)

							B′	God delivers punishment (vv. 17–21)

							A′	the people deliver punishment (v. 27)

						
							
							A	But many that are first

							B	shall be last;

							B′	and the last

							A′	shall be first

						
					

				
			

			Basic thematic proposal

			Table 2 depicts a basic chiastic pattern of the ideas in the book of Jarom, reflected in a reversal in the sequence of the repetition of the book’s themes. The depiction reflects an overall A B C D E F G H H′ G′ F′ E′ B′ D′ B′ C′ A′ skewed concentric structure.9 The proposed basic structure is supported by reference to the corresponding words and phrases of the full text of the book itself.

			Table 2. Proposed basic structure depicting a thematic chiasmus in Jarom. 

			
				
					
				
				
					
							
							A	Jarom begins his writing on the plates (vv. 1–2)

						
					

					
							
							B	The merciful lord spares the spiritually deaf, spiritually blind, stiffnecked Nephites (vv. 3–4)

						
					

					
							
							C	The time of the Nephites waxing strong in the land (v. 5a)

						
					

					
							
							D	The Nephites obey the law of Moses (v. 5b)

						
					

					
							
							E	The Nephites are scattered upon the face of the land; the Lamanites are wicked (v. 6)

						
					

					
							
							F	Taught by righteous leaders the Nephites withstand the Lamanites (v. 7a–d)

						
					

					
							
							G	Five forms of societal prosperity (v. 7e–8a)

						
					

					
							
							H	Six forms of material prosperity (v. 8b)

						
					

					
							
							H′	Six forms of material prosperity (v. 8c)

						
					

					
							
							G′	Five weapons of war for societal protection (v. 8d)

						
					

					
							
							F′ Threatened by the prophets, the Nephites prevail over the Lamanites (v. 9–10b)

						
					

					
							
							E′	If disobedient, the Nephites will be destroyed from off the face of the land (v. 10c)

						
					

					
							
							B′(2)	The prophets, priests, and teachers exhort the Nephites to diligence (v. 11a)

						
					

					
							
							D′	Prophets, priests, and teachers teach Nephites why they obey the law of Moses (v. 11b)

						
					

					
							
							B′ (1)	The teachings of the prophets spare the Nephites (v. 12)

						
					

					
							
							C′ The time of wars, contentions, and dissentions (v. 13)

						
					

					
							
							A′	Jarom completes his writing on the plates (vv. 14–15)

						
					

				
			

			Detailed full-text proposal

			Table 3 shows both linguistic (word-based, phrase-based) correspondences and thematic (ideas-based, concepts-based) correspondences. The linguistic correspondences are labeled with lowercase alphabetic characters (a, b, c, etc.) and shown in bold. The thematic (topical) correspondences are labeled with uppercase alphabetic characters (A, B, C, etc.) followed by a statement of the theme conveyed by the verses involved. The division of the Jarom text into five major chiastic elements based on ideas or themes was first made evident in Welch’s 1972 unpublished analysis. Here I expand upon his thematic labeling and supply a division of the book into sixteen elements. His proposed five elements (reviewed later in this paper) and my proposed sixteen thematic elements complement one another; it is merely a matter of the degree of granularity in the analysis. We both accommodate a full analysis of the entire text of the book, with slightly different analysis of some of the underlying details.

			Table 3. Proposed detailed structure depicting thematic and linguistic chiasmus in the book of Jarom, quoting the full text of the book and depicting the topics.

			
				
					
				
				
					
							
							A	Jarom begins his writing on the plates (vv. 1–2):

							a	Now behold, I, Jarom (1a)

							b	write a few words according to the commandment of my father, Enos, (1b)

							c	that our genealogy may be kept. (1c)

							d	And as these plates are small, (2a)

							e	and as these things

							f	are written (2b)

							g	for the intent of the benefit of our brethren the Lamanites, (2c)

							h	wherefore, it must needs be that I write a little; but I shall not write the things of my prophesying, nor of my revelations. (2d)

							i	For what could I write more than my fathers have written? (2e)

							j	For have not they revealed the plan of salvation? I say unto you, Yea; and this sufficeth me. (2f) [unanswered element]

						
					

					
							
							B	The merciful lord spares the spiritually deaf, spiritually blind, stiffnecked Nephites (vv. 3–4):

							k	Behold, it is expedient that much should be done among this people, (3a)

							l	because of the hardness of their hearts, and the deafness of their ears, and the blindness of their minds, and the stiffness of their necks; (3b)

							m	nevertheless, God is exceedingly merciful unto them, and has not as yet swept them off from the face of the land. (3c)

							n	And there are many among us who have many revelations, for they are not all stiffnecked. And as many as are not stiffnecked and have faith, have communion with the Holy Spirit, which maketh manifest unto the children of men, according to their faith. (4)

						
					

					
							
							C	The time of the Nephites waxing strong in the land (v. 5a):

							o	And now, behold, two hundred years had passed away, and the people of Nephi had waxed strong in the land. (5a)

						
					

					
							
							D	The Nephites obey the law of Moses (v. 5b):

							p	They observed to keep the law of Moses and the sabbath day holy unto the Lord. And they profaned not; neither did they blaspheme. And the laws of the land were exceedingly strict. (5b)

						
					

					
							
							E	The Nephites are scattered upon the face of the land; the Lamanites are wicked (v. 6):

							q	And they were scattered upon much of the face of the land, and the Lamanites also. And they were exceedingly more numerous than were they of the Nephites; and they loved murder and would drink the blood of beasts. (6) 

						
					

					
							
							F	Taught by righteous leaders the Nephites withstand the Lamanites (v. 7a–d):

							r	And it came to pass that they came many times against us, the Nephites, to battle. (7a)

							s	But our kings and our leaders were mighty men in the faith of the Lord; (7b)

							t	and they taught the people the ways of the Lord; (7c)

							u	wherefore we withstood the Lamanites and swept them away out of our lands, (7d)

						
					

					
							
							G	Five forms of societal prosperity (v. 7e–8a):

							v	and [1] began to fortify our cities, or [2] whatsoever place of our inheritance. (7e) And [3] we multiplied exceedingly, and [4] spread upon the face of the land, and [5] became exceedingly rich (8a)

						
					

					
							
							H	Six forms of material prosperity (v. 8b):

							w	[1] in gold, and [2] in silver, and [3] in precious things, and [4] in fine workmanship of wood, [5] in buildings, and [6] in machinery, (8b)

						
					

					
							
							H′	Six forms of material prosperity (v. 8c):

							w′	and also in [1] iron and [2] copper, and [3] brass and [4] steel, [5] making all manner of tools of every kind to till the ground, and [6] weapons of war (8c)

						
					

					
							
							G′	Five weapons of war for societal protection (v. 8d):

							v′1	—yea, [1] the sharp pointed arrow, and [2] the quiver, and [3] the dart, and [4] the javelin, and [5] all preparations for war. (8d)

						
					

					
							
							F′	Threatened by the prophets, the Nephites prevail over the Lamanites (v. 9–10b):

							r′	And thus being prepared to meet the Lamanites, they did not prosper against us. (9a)

							t′1	But the word of the Lord was verified, which he spake unto our fathers, (9b) saying that: Inasmuch as ye will keep my commandments ye shall prosper in the land. (9c) 

							s′	And it came to pass that the prophets of the Lord (10a)

							t′2	did threaten the people of Nephi, according to the word of God, (10b)

						
					

					
							
							E′	If disobedient, the Nephites will be destroyed from off the face of the land (v. 10c):

							u′3	that if they did not keep the commandments, but should fall into transgression they should be destroyed from off the face of the land. (10c)

						
					

					
							
							B′(2)	The prophets, priests, and teachers exhort the Nephites to diligence (v. 11a):

							n′	Wherefore, the prophets, and the priests, and the teachers,

							k′	did labor diligently, exhorting with all long-suffering the people to diligence; (11a)

						
					

					
							
							D′	Prophets, priests, and teachers teach Nephites why they obey the law of Moses (v. 11b):

							p′	teaching the law of Moses, and the intent for which it was given; persuading them to look forward unto the Messiah, and believe in him to come as though he already was. And after this manner did they teach them. (11b)

						
					

					
							
							B′ (1)	The teachings of the prophets spare the Nephites (v. 12):

							m′	And it came to pass that by so doing they kept them from being destroyed upon the face of the land; (12a)

							l′	for they did prick their hearts with the word, continually stirring them up unto repentance. (12b)

						
					

					
							
							C′	The time of wars, contentions, and dissentions (v. 13):

							o′	And it came to pass that two hundred and thirty and eight years had passed	away—after the manner of wars, and contentions, and dissensions, for the space of much of the time. (13)

						
					

					
							
							A′	Jarom completes his writing on the plates (vv. 14–15):

							a′	And I, Jarom, (14a)

							i′1	do not write more, (14b)

							d′	for the plates are small. (14c)

							g′	But behold, my brethren, ye can go to the other plates of Nephi; (14d)

							h′	for behold, upon them the records of our wars are engraven,

							i′2	according to the writings of the kings,

							f′	or those which they caused to be written.(14e)

							e′	And I deliver these plates into the hands of my son Omni, (15a)

							c′	that they may be kept (15b)

							b′	according to the commandments of my fathers. (15c)

						
					

				
			

			Discussion

			Consider that the fifteen-verse book opens and ends with an inclusio in the first and last verses (vv. 1 and 14–15),10 consisting of a statement to the effect that he, Jarom, writes on “these plates” that “are small” (v. 2a), on “the plates” that “are small” (v. 14c), on which “the genealogy” is “written” (v. 2b), on which the “writings of the kings” are “written” (v. 14c), in order that the things so written “may be kept” (v. 1), that they “may be kept” (v. 15), all “according to the commandment of my father” (v. 1) and “according to the commandments of my fathers” (v. 15).

			The correspondences continue: What he writes is intended to benefit the Lamanites, whom he refers to as “our brethren” (v. 2) and as “my brethren” (v. 14). Providing contrasting correspondences, Jarom states that instead of engraving on the small plates the things of his “prophesying” and “revelations” (v. 2), he directs his reader to something different—namely, the “records of our wars,” engraven on the large plates (v. 14). He speaks of what is “written” by the “fathers” (v. 2) and tells of “the writings of the kings” (v. 14). It is “I Jarom” who writes “a few words” (v. 1) and “I, Jarom” who does “not write more” (v. 14b).

			Reviewing a prior draft of this present paper, John W. Welch observes that Jarom asks a rhetorical question concerning his contribution on the small plates of Nephi: “What could I write more . . .?” (v. 2e), and at the end of his short text he states, “I . . . do not write more” (v. 14b).11 Regarding this rhetorical question and the apparent chiastic relationship between the repeated phrase “write more” appearing in vv. 2 and 14, Welch further observes:

			By asking the question “what could I write more?,” with the implied answer being “nothing more,” Jarom alerts his readers that he does, in fact, not plan to write more on this topic, thus tightening the connection between that very question and the precise words he uses in concluding by saying, “I do not write more” (v. 14).12

			Concerning the proposed chiastic parallel between “taught” and “threaten” (in Jarom 1:7a and 10a), highlighted in elements s and s′ in table 3, Robert F. Smith remarks:

			I cannot find a Hebrew parallel. However, note Egyptian sbȝ “teach, teaching; teacher, tutor”; sbȝyt “written-teaching, instruction; book”; sbȝyt “punishment, chastisement”; > Coptic sbō “doctrine, teaching”; tisbō “teach; chastise.”13 All from same root word. This suggests the Egyptian notion that “The ear of the boy is on his back and he hearkeneth when he is beaten.”14

			The remaining correspondences (detailed further below) surround a central message: the blessings of righteousness include an ability to face and defend against attacks made by the unrighteous; God-given prosperity may exist without war but also it may exist in preparations for righteous war.

			As Lehi before him quoted the Lord in both positive and negative terms—“Inasmuch as ye shall keep my commandments ye shall prosper in the land; but inasmuch as ye will not keep my commandments ye shall be cut off from my presence” (2 Nephi 1:20)—and as Jarom’s grandson, Amaron, would quote the Lord in negative terms only—“Inasmuch as ye will not keep my commandments ye shall not prosper in the land” (Omni 1:6)—Jarom reveals that the prosperity granted by the Lord in answer to righteous obedience embraces not solely material prosperity to aid in overcoming the physical and spiritual enemies of poverty and despair (vv. 4–8a) but also material prosperity to repel the spiritual and physical enemies of war and possible destruction (vv. 8b–13). The book neatly balances around v. 8, where Jarom notes the material blessings that God supplies (gold, silver, iron, copper, brass, steel, and precious things) and the things that can be made with those materials and uses to which those materials can be put (fine workmanship of wood, buildings, machinery, and the making of tools to till the ground and even weapons of war in preparation for war). Verse 8 hearkens back meaningfully to what his granduncle,15 Nephi, taught the people:

			I did teach the people to build buildings, and to work in all manner of wood, and of iron, and of copper, and of brass, and of steel, and of gold, and of silver, and of precious ores, which were in great abundance. (2 Nephi 5:15)

			That hearkening back involves what is called a “distant chiasm,” conforming with “Seidel’s law” (discussed further below). And yet in connection with that hearkening back, in Nephi’s day the buildings built included a temple (2 Nephi 5:16) but in the bleaker days of Jarom’s era no mention is made of the building of a temple.

			The prophet Jarom omits from his record his own “prophesying” and his own “revelations” (Jarom 1:2), speaking in the third person of the other prophets among his people “as if he were not one of them.”16 Jarom uses the third person in referring to the prophets, priests, and teachers among his people, identifying them as “our kings and our leaders” (v. 7) and as “the prophets of the Lord” (v. 10), stating that “after this manner did they teach” (v. 11). Even when Jarom speaks of the righteous among the people of Nephi he somewhat distances himself from them, speaking of “many among us who have many revelations” (v. 4), “they” who “are not stiffnecked” (v. 4), even speaking sometimes of his own people in the third person—using such phrases as “they of the Nephites” (v. 6), “the people of Nephi” (v. 10), “the people” (v. 11), and “them” (vv. 11–12). Yet at the same time, in the central passages of the book, he identifies himself as a Nephite using first-person plural, with such words and phrases as “us, the Nephites” (v. 7), “we” (v. 8), and “us” (v. 9).

			Jarom does experience his own “prophesying” and his own “revelations” (Jarom 1:2) but he does not share them with his reader. Nevertheless, he does record on the small plates of Nephi a significant spiritual insight, apparently structuring his text with a chiastic or concentric pattern in mind to emphasize his spiritual lesson. In an attempt to satisfy both the burden of producing evidence and the burden of persuasion on the issue whether a chiastic pattern does indeed derive from the text of the book,17 there will be presented below the following four items:

			
					A simplified view of the general diagram of the proposed overall chiastic structure of the book of Jarom, identified by reference to the paragraphing of the complete text of the book.

					An analysis of the paired proposed sections of the suggested chiastic pattern, evaluating both the repetitions between the paired sections and the repetitions within each of the paired sections.

					A discussion and analysis of some factors that give unity of idea and progression of narrative to the paired sections.

					An assessment of the text of the book in light of the criteria recognized by Welch and others for evaluating the presence and quality of proposed chiastic patterns.

			

			Overview of the proposal

			The outline of my proposal shown in tables 2 and 3 displays strengths as well as supposable but not evidenced weaknesses. As for strengths, the overall proposed chiasm can be viewed in an even more simplified form, as a concentric pattern having one central element rather than as a chiasm proper with two matching central elements, the one central element being element D in the following depiction:

			A	Jarom keeps the record (vv. 1–2)

			B	The merciful Lord spares the spiritually blind Nephites (vv. 3–4) 

			C	Spiritual condition of the Nephites (vv. 5–6)

			D	The Nephites prosper and thus are prepared to meet the Lamanites (vv. 7–9)18

			B′	The prophets of the Lord threaten the people of Nephi (vv.10–11)

			C′	Spiritual condition of the Nephites (v. 12)

			A′	Jarom keeps the record (vv. 13–15)

			The division of the text into the above simplified seven elements (eight if the central element were to be divided into two elements) is founded on the paragraphing suggested by the first five printings of the Book of Mormon, each of which divides the book of Jarom into six paragraphs but could have divided it into seven. As originally understood by the typesetter, John Gilbert, in preparing the type for the 1830 original edition, he introduced six paragraphs. His paragraphing was based on his perception of the sense of the text. Those first five printings of the Book of Mormon were all produced during the lifetime of Joseph Smith and consist of the following printings: 1830 (printed in Palmyra, New York),19 1837 (printed in Kirtland, Ohio),20 1840 (printed in Nauvoo, Illinois),21 1841 (printed in Liverpool, England),22 and 1842 (printed in Nauvoo, Illinois).23 Each printing divides the text of the book of Jarom into the very same six paragraphs. Using for reference here the versification of later editions of the Book of Mormon, the six paragraphs in the first five editions begin with text found at the start of each of the following later-designated verses:

			
					v. 1: “Now, behold, I, Jarom . . .”

					v. 3: “Behold, it is expedient . . .”

					v. 5: “And now, behold two . . .”)

					v. 7 “And it came to pass that they . . .”)

					v. 10: “And it came to pass that the prophets . . .”

					v. 13: “And it came to pass that two . . .”

			

			Those phrases often serve as the opening phrases of paragraphs in the text of the Book of Mormon and at times the paragraphs that begin with those phrases also often form complete elements of a conceptual chiasm, such as the A B C D C′ B′ A′ chiasm proposed for the book of Enos, where each of the seven paragraphs of that book constitutes an element of a seven-part concentric structure giving rhetorical form to that text.24

			In the book of Jarom, however, seven common introductory phrases appear, six identified by John Gilbert to begin paragraphs he introduced into the 1830 edition and one that he did not utilize. That phrase, omitted by Gilbert in his paragraphing of the text (“And it came to pass,” v. 12), is listed here, in italic, among the seven I identify as the beginning words of seven paragraphs:

			
					v. 1: Now behold . . .

					v. 3: Behold . . .

					v. 5: And now, behold . . .

					v. 7: And it came to pass . . .

					v. 10: And it came to pass . . .

					v. 12: And it came to pass . . .

					v. 13: And it came to pass . . . 

			

			As for potential weaknesses, some of the features of the proposal suggest weakness if not analyzed properly. For example, though the proposal set forth in tables 2 and 3 relies on key words and key phrases set forth in the very sequence in which they appear in the text, some of those key words and some of the words within those key phrases do appear elsewhere in the text, and thus some of them may be construed to constitute what are called “mavericks.”25 This risks a potential accusation of selectivity and confirmation bias on the part of the analyst. For example, the following key words and key phrases appear only twice in the text, each of these ten pairs remarkably being found only within their respective proposed corresponding chiastic elements:

			
					“Jarom” (vv. 1, 14)

					“according to the commandment(s) of my father(s)” (vv. 1, 15)

					“may be kept” (vv. 1, 15)

					“plates are small” (vv. 2, 14)

					“our/my brethren” (vv. 2, 14)

					“I write more” (vv. 2, 14)

					“their hearts” (vv. 3, 12)

					“have faith” and “believe” (vv. 4, 11)26

					“two hundred years had passed away”/“two hundred and thirty and eight years had passed away” (vv. 5, 13)

					“law of Moses” (vv. 1, 11)

			

			Yet, some of the words within some of those key phrases may appear elsewhere in the text and thus may be misinterpreted to be “mavericks.” For example, the word commandments (one of the words in the suggested key phrase “commandment(s) of my father(s)” of vv. 1 and 15) does appear elsewhere, in vv. 9 and 10. But it is not the word commandment alone that is relied upon to serve as an element of the overall chiasm proposed; rather, it is the phrase “according to the commandment[s],” repeated only twice, in vv. 1 and 15, that constitutes the language of the matching elements of the chiasm. It is the entire phrase “according to the commandment[s]” that is considered a key phrase for the chiastic analysis. The phrase “according to the commandment[s]” appears nowhere else in the Book of Mormon, only in these two proposed elements of the overall chiasm of the book of Jarom.

			Similarly, the word kept in the phase may be kept (vv. 1, 15) is a word that also appears elsewhere, in v. 12, though there again it is not part of the full phrase may be kept. The rare phrase may be kept appears only in vv. 1 and 15. It appears only two other times in the Book of Mormon—in Alma 24:15, regarding swords that “may be kept” bright, and in 1 Nephi 19:5, regarding “the more sacred things” (the writings on the small plates of Nephi) that they “may be kept” (meaning recorded or preserved) for the knowledge of the Nephite people). The word kept, alone, is not considered a key word in this analysis; rather, it is the key phrase may be kept. Though in vv. 1 and 15 the phrase may be kept refers to “keeping and preserving the plates and what is engraven on the plates,” the word kept in v. 12 refers to the avoidance of destruction of the Nephites, keeping them from destruction.

			However, a maverick appearance of the entire key phrase the face of the land does apparently occur in v. 8a. Analysis of the proposed corresponding elements of the overall chiasm suggests that the text of vv. 3, 6, 10c, and 12a, which all employ the phrase the face of the land, do so as part of the overall thematic chiasm. The phrase face of the land in v. 8 is a maverick appearance of the phrase. (More on this apparent maverick is discussed below.)

			The paired elements analyzed

			The correspondences in the proposal set forth in tables 2 and 3 are evident in the rewritten format shown in those tables: A to A′, B to B′, etc., for the main elements, and a to a′, b to b′, etc. for the linguistic correspondences. The following discussion attempts further to elucidate the comparisons that can be seen in the major elements of the basic proposal set forth in table 2, which depicts the proposed basic chiastic pattern of the book of Jarom with capital letters (A, B, C, etc.).

			A and A′ reflect Jarom’s only two uses of his own name, once in A (v. 1) and once in A′ (v. 14). Whereas in A, he asks, “what could I write more?” (v. 2), in A′ he remarks “I . . . do not write more” (v. 14). In both places he gives his reason for this: “these plates are small” (v. 2), “the plates are small” (v. 14). In A (v. 1), he states that he writes “according to the commandment of my father” that his genealogy “may be kept” and, in A′ (v. 14), he states that he delivers the plates that they “may be kept” “according to the commandments of my fathers.” His reference to these plates in v. 1 balances with his reference to these plates in v. 15. He addresses his remarks to the Lamanites, whom he refers to in v. 2 as our brethren and in v. 14 as my brethren. Instead of engraving on the small plates the things of his “prophesying” and “revelations” (v. 2), he directs his reader to something different—namely, the “records of our wars” engraven on the large plates (v. 14). In v. 2 he mentions what is “written” by the “fathers” and in v. 14 he mentions what is “written” by the “kings.” Elements A and A′ are indeed complementary:

			A	Now behold, I, Jarom, write a few words according to the commandment of my father, Enos, that our genealogy may be kept. (1) And as these plates are small, and as these things are written for the intent of the benefit of our brethren the Lamanites, wherefore, it must needs be that I write a little; but I shall not write the things of my prophesying, nor of my revelations. For what could I write more than my fathers have written? For have not they revealed the plan of salvation? I say unto you, Yea; and this sufficeth me. (2)

			A′	And I, Jarom, do not write more, for the plates are small. But behold, my brethren, ye can go to the other plates of Nephi; for behold, upon them the records of our wars are engraven, according to the writings of the kings, or those which they caused to be written. (14) And I deliver these plates into the hands of my son Omni, that they may be kept according to the commandments of my fathers. (15)

			B and B′ feature a bifurcated B′ element with correspondences between elements B, B′(1), and B′(2). The B elements set forth Jarom’s sole references to the phrase their hearts (see vv. 3 and 12), referring in both places to the hearts of the people of Nephi. In B, speaking of the Nephites, Jarom states that God in his mercy “has not as yet swept them off from the face of the land” (v. 3) and in B′ Jarom notes that the prophets, priests, and teachers, by diligent exhortation, teaching, and persuasion, kept the people of Nephi “from being destroyed upon the face of the land” (v. 12). The reference in B (v. 4) to those many among the Nephites who have faith and have “communion with the Holy Spirit” is answered in B′ (v. 12) by the reference to the prophets who continually have stirred the people up to repentance. The two sections seem, indeed, to be complementary to one another:

			B	Behold, it is expedient that much should be done among this people, because of the hardness of their hearts, and the deafness of their ears, and the blindness of their minds, and the stiffness of their necks; nevertheless, God is exceedingly merciful unto them, and has not as yet swept them off from the face of the land. (3) And there are many among us who have many revelations, for they are not all stiffnecked. And as many as are not stiffnecked and have faith, have communion with the Holy Spirit, which maketh manifest unto the children of men, according to their faith. (4)

			B′(2)	Wherefore, the prophets, and the priests, and the teachers, did labor diligently, exhorting with all long-suffering the people to diligence; (11a)

			B′(1)	And it came to pass that by so doing they kept them from being destroyed upon the face of the land; for they did prick their hearts with the word, continually stirring them up unto repentance. (12)

			C and C′ share the only two time-related references in the text: “two hundred years had passed away” (v. 5a) and “two hundred and thirty and eight years had passed away” (v. 13).27 Those elements contrast the conditions under which the Nephites were living in those two times: earlier “the people of Nephi had waxed strong in the land” (v. 5a) and later the people experienced “wars, and contentions, and dissensions, for the space of much of the time” (v. 13):

			C	And now, behold, two hundred years had passed away, and the people of Nephi had waxed strong in the land. (5a)

			C′	And it came to pass that two hundred and thirty and eight years had passed away—after the manner of wars, and contentions, and dissensions, for the space of much of the time. (13)

			D and D′ share the book’s only two references to the law of Moses, in element D (v. 5b) and in element D′ (v. 11). Whereas in the earlier time (element D, v. 5b) observance of the law of Moses is characterized by keeping the sabbath day holy, not profaning, and not blaspheming, in the later time (element D′, v. 11) the deeper more profound observance of the law is found in learning the intent for which the law was given, to point the people unto the Messiah:

			D	They observed to keep the law of Moses and the sabbath day holy unto the Lord. And they profaned not; neither did they blaspheme. And the laws of the land were exceedingly strict. (5b)

			D′	teaching the law of Moses, and the intent for which it was given; persuading them to look forward unto the Messiah, and believe in him to come as though he already was. And after this manner did they teach them. (11)

			E and E′ reflect the fate of the murderous Lamanites and the fate of the Nephites if they do not keep the commandments: scattering and destruction. In element E Jarom states that the Nephites “were scattered upon much of the face of the land” (v. 6) and in element E′ he states that the threats of the prophets served as a warning that transgression would result in the people of Nephi being “destroyed from off the face of the land” (v. 10):

			E	And they were scattered upon much of the face of the land, and the Lamanites also. And they were exceedingly more numerous than were they of the Nephites; and they loved murder and would drink the blood of beasts. (6)

			E′	that if they did not keep the commandments, but should fall into transgression they should be destroyed from off the face of the land. (10c)

			F and F′ correspond. Whereas in F, Jarom says the Lamanites “came many times against us” (v. 7), in F′ he states that “they did not prosper against us” (v. 9), the only two uses of the phrase against us. In F, Jarom mentions that the “ways of the Lord” were taught (v. 7) and in F′ he states that the “word of the Lord” was verified (v. 9). In F Jarom indicates that the Nephites “withstood the Lamanites” who “did not prosper” against them (v. 7) and in F′ he states the Nephites were “prepared to meet the Lamanites” (v. 9). The mention later in F′ that the Nephites should prosper in the land (v. 9) correlates well with the earlier mention in F that the Nephites swept the Lamanites out of our lands (v. 7d). In F′ the leaders “taught the people” (v.7c) and in F the prophets did “threaten the people” (v. 10b):

			F	And it came to pass that they came many times against us, the Nephites, to battle. (7a) But our kings and our leaders were mighty men in the faith of the Lord; (7b) and they taught the people the ways of the Lord (7c); wherefore we withstood the Lamanites and swept them away out of our lands, (7d)

			F′	And thus being prepared to meet the Lamanites, they did not prosper against us. (9a) But the word of the Lord was verified, which he spake unto our fathers, saying that: (9b) Inasmuch as ye will keep my commandments ye shall prosper in the land. (9c) And it came to pass that the prophets of the Lord (10a) did threaten the people of Nephi, according to the word of God, (10b)

			G and G′ each enumerate forms of societal prosperity. In G the focus is on five forms of prosperity experienced by the people, in their cities and places of inheritance, in the favorable size of their population and its dissemination in the land, and in the fact they are “exceedingly rich.” In G′ the focus is on five forms of weapons of war for societal protection—arrows, quivers, darts, javelins, and “all preparations for war”:

			G	and [1] began to fortify our cities, or [2] whatsoever place of our inheritance. (7e) And [3] we multiplied exceedingly, and [4] spread upon the face of the land, and [5] became exceedingly rich (8a)

			G′	—yea, [1] the sharp pointed arrow, and [2] the quiver, and [3] the dart, and [4] the javelin, and [5] all preparations for war. (8d)

			H and H′ likewise each set forth significant enumerations. In H (v. 8b) Jarom identifies six forms of riches. First among them are gold, silver, precious things, and wood. Then he mentions two things made with those materials: buildings and machinery. Then, in H′ he again mentions six forms of prosperity. First among them are iron, copper, brass, and steel, and then he mentions two things made with those materials: tools to till the ground and weapons of war. All eight of these forms of riches (natural and man-made) are mentioned also by Nephi (2 Nephi 5:15). This will be further discussed below under the topic of “distant chiasmus.” John A. Tvedtnes discusses this enumeration as one of many examples he gives of “word groups” in the Book of Mormon.28 Proposed elements H and H′ are complementary to one another:

			H	[1] in gold, and [2] in silver, and [3] in precious things, and [4] in fine workmanship of wood, [5] in buildings, and [6] in machinery . . . (8a)

			H′	and also in [1] iron and [2] copper, and [3] brass and [4] steel, making all manner of [5] tools of every kind to till the ground, and [6] weapons of war—yea, the sharp pointed arrow, and the quiver, and the dart, and the javelin, and all preparations for war. (8c)

			Factors unifying the narrative

			The book of Jarom is, in the end, a positive book, notwithstanding its concern both with the then-existing conditions of war and of ongoing preparations for war. In Jarom’s earliest comments, he immediately shies away from telling of his prophesying and his revelations (v. 1). He speaks instead of the spiritual deafness and blindness and stiffneckedness of his people. Though he writes portentously of the fact that his people have “not as yet” been swept off the face of the land, nevertheless, by the end of his writing he continues to account for a people who have indeed at least been kept from destruction. He directs his readers to the other (large) plates of Nephi for an account of the wars of his people. Notwithstanding his is described as a time of conflict caused by the Lamanites coming against his people, it is also a time of a good measure of obedience among the Nephites, accompanied by prophetic warnings of potential destruction, warnings that apparently are welcomed and effective among the people. In v. 4 (preceding the central section), Jarom refers to those who “have many revelations,” and in v. 11 (following the central section), he refers to “the prophets, and the priests, and the teachers” among the people. Righteousness largely exists among the Nephites in Jarom’s day.

			In v. 5 (preceding the central section), Jarom specifies that the people observed to keep the law of Moses, and in v. 11 he observes that not only was the law of Moses the object of the teaching by the prophets, priests, and teachers, but also that what was taught was “the intent for which it [the law] was given,” namely, to point the people to the Messiah. This appears to be an entirely positive progression of mood, from the mere mention in the former verses that the law of Moses was observed and that the laws of the land were “exceedingly strict” (v. 5) to mention in the latter verses that instructions were given and accepted bearing on the spiritual reasons underlying such observance (v. 11).

			Jarom clearly shows that obedience to the law of Moses prompted two results among the Nephites—the first outward or preparatory in nature (described in the first half of the book) and the second inward and full (described in the second half of the book): (1) the law of Moses led the people to sabbath-day observance and an absence of profanity and blasphemy (v. 5), and yet even better than that, (2) it led them to a looking forward unto the Messiah and “a belief on him to come” “as though he already was” (v. 11). There appears a positive direction in the flow of the narrative, progressing from the first half to the second half.

			The first half of the book introduces a need that is apparently fulfilled in the second half. In v. 3, Jarom indicates that it is expedient “that much should be done among this people”; in v. 12, Jarom reflects what needed to be (and was) done, namely, the preaching of the word to prick the hearts of the Nephites and to stir them up unto repentance. What is stated as a need in the first half of the book is reflected as accomplished actions in the latter half of the book. In the first half, the people of Nephi are reported to have not been destroyed from the face of the land and to have been scattered, even though they had waxed strong in the land (vv. 3, 5). In the latter half of the book, the fate of destruction from off the face of the land resulting from disobedience (v. 10) is averted by the preaching of the prophets (v. 12). This clearly is central to the flow of the narrative. Whereas, in the first half of the book, Jarom states that the “ways of the Lord” were taught (v. 7), in the corresponding element in the latter half of the book, he confirms that the “word of the Lord” was verified (v. 9)—what was promised earlier was fulfilled later.

			Assessment in Light of Criteria for Evaluating 
the Presence and Quality of Chiasmus

			Between 1942 and 2017 various scholars—namely, Nils W. Lund,29 Paul Gaechter,30 Joanna Dewey,31 David J. Clark,32 R. Alan Culpepper,33 David Noel Freedman,34 Wilfred G. E. Watson,35 John W. Welch,36 Craig Blomberg,37 George Michael Butterworth,38 John Breck,39 Ian H. Thomsen,40 Mark J. Boda,41 Bernard M. Levinson,42 Wayne Brouwer,43 David P. Wright,44 Steven R. Scott,45 James E. Patrick,46 and Jonathan Burnside47—have identified or proposed various features, characteristics, or rules that would have guided authors in ancient days in composing chiastic or concentric texts, and supplied guidance for us in our day in evaluating, analyzing, and proving the existence or quality of chiastic or concentric structures in scriptural and other texts.48

			I here will assess the book of Jarom and the proposed overall, chapter-length chiasm in light of the criteria advanced by Welch.49 They are defined and discussed in the sections that follow, namely, the criteria of objectivity, purpose, boundaries, competition with other forms, length, density, dominance, mavericks, reduplication, centrality, balance, climax, return, stylistic compatibility, aesthetics, and intentionality.

			A. Objectivity

			The book of Jarom seems to be shaped by conceptual elements forming the first and second halves of the text (A B C D E F G H H′ G′ F′ E′ B′ D′ B′ C′ A′). When the full text is analyzed in some detail, the first half seems to reveal fourteen matching elements based on words and phrases (a to w) and the second half on fourteen more (w′ to a′). In these sections appear a number of key words and key phrases that complement one another in the correlative sections of the proposed chiasm of the book, mostly by way of synonymy or perfect identity and sometimes by way of contrast or antithesis. The number of parallel correspondences found in the text itself would militate against a conclusion that the parallels are contrived by the modern analyst-reader.

			B. Purpose

			Jarom clearly desires to tell of the struggles between his people and the Lamanites, and he clearly desires to do so without telling of his own prophecies and revelations. He clearly portrays a portentous mood, notwithstanding his people survive the thirty-eight or more years about which he writes. Though the people are saved both by obedience to the prophesies of the prophets and by enjoyment of the rich blessings of the Lord, they seem to be flirting with disaster, with destruction somehow just over the horizon. Christ—and the law of Moses that directs their attention to Christ—seem, as it were, only as central to their experience as the wars, contentions, and dissensions that surround them. Jarom states that he is satisfied with what others (his fathers) have written concerning the plan of salvation; hence, one should expect his central focus to be elsewhere. Absent from the posited chiastic pattern is a central reference to Christ, which otherwise is typical in, though not necessarily essential to, confirmation of the existence of a chiastic pattern.50 Perhaps that absence aids in conveying the sense of foreboding implicit in the text. And Jarom seems to put his focus where it suits his purpose, which appears to be dictated by a desire to elucidate that societal preservation was enhanced for the Nephites not only through constructive uses of the blessings of the Lord but also preparations for the defense of their society with weapons of war. The people would prosper, spiritually and physically, only through obedience to the commandments of God. The blessings of obedience included material blessings through what they could build, manufacture, or make, though unlike in Nephi’s day, their efforts at building did not include the building of any new temple.

			C. Boundaries

			Jarom’s book is one complete unit in itself. It is set apart as a separate book in the Printer's Manuscript of the Book of Mormon and in all printed editions. The references to Jarom’s father (1:1) and to his son (1:15; Omni 1:1), together with disposition of the plates from respective fathers to sons, clearly establish the boundaries of the book.

			D. Competition with other forms

			No competing rhetorical structure appears to manifest itself in the text of the book of Jarom. Chiasmus alone seems to be the only device by which the book shows structure.

			E. Length

			As stated earlier, the first half of the book apparently reveals numerous key-word/key-phrase elements preceding and numerous matching elements following its middle. In these sections appear a number of key words and key phrases repeated in the two halves of the book in roughly reverse order from the order in which they are stated in the first half. With a detailed chiastic pattern made up of about twenty-three such elements (a to w and w′ to a′), the length of the system seems wholly satisfactory to qualify it as significant.

			F. Density

			According to my count of the printed words,51 the book of Jarom comprises 733 words.52 Although this is merely an estimate, looking solely at the key words and key phrases placed in bold font in the above “Paired Elements Analyzed” discussion, the first half of the book (before the word machinery), comprises 101 key words and words in key phrases, and the second half of the book, about 100 such words. These 201 key words and words within key phrases appears to be an entirely acceptable density factor, with about 28% of the words (201 ÷ 706 = 0.2847), thus serving the role of key words or words within key phrases.

			G. Dominance

			The words serving as key words or as words in key phrases are dominant ones. They are listed in the chart set forth in the following section.

			H. Mavericks

			Table 4 shows the dominant words and phrases that it is proposed give structure to the book of Jarom, the respective proposed elements in which they appear, and the instances in which they appear elsewhere outside those respective elements.

			Table 4 confirms the relative rarity of maverick appearances of the key words and phrases that otherwise are proposed to give structure to the book. The occurrences of some of the mavericks are amenable to reasonable explanation. For example, the maverick appearance of commandments in D and C′(2) (vv. 9 and 10) refers to the keeping of the commandments of God, in contradistinction to the two corresponding, parallel, non-maverick appearances of commandment in the phrase “according to the commandment[s]” of my “father[s],” referring to Jarom acting “according to the commandment” of his father (v. 1) and acting “according to the commandments” of Jarom’s fathers (v. 15), elements A and A′.

			Table 4. Key elements of the book of Jarom.

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Key Words and Phrases

						
							
							Related Sections where They Appear

						
							
							Maverick Appearances

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Jarom

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							according to the commandment(s) of my father(s)

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							commandments [of God]

						
							
							
							F, E′

						
					

					
							
							may be kept

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							kept

						
							
							
							H′ (not a maverick)

						
					

					
							
							plates are small

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							our brethren/my brethren

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							write/engraven

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							write more

						
							
							A, A′

						
							
					

					
							
							their hearts

						
							
							B, B′(1)

						
							
					

					
							
							the face of the land

						
							
							B, B′; C(2), C′(2)

						
							
							G (a maverick)

						
					

					
							
							destroyed/scattered/swept

						
							
							B, B′; C(2), C′(2)

						
							
							E

						
					

					
							
							hundred . . . years had passed away

						
							
							C(1), C′(1)

						
							
					

					
							
							Law of Moses

						
							
							C(1), C′(1)

						
							
					

					
							
							people of Nephi/Nephites

						
							
							C(1), C′(1)

						
							
							D

						
					

					
							
							came to pass

						
							
							–

						
							
							D, C′(2), B′, C′(1)

						
					

					
							
							Lord

						
							
							C(2), C′(2); D, D′

						
							
					

					
							
							ways of the Lord/word of the Lord

						
							
							D, D′

						
							
					

					
							
							Lamanites

						
							
							D, D′

						
							
							A, C(2)

						
					

					
							
							meet/withstood

						
							
							D, D′

						
							
					

				
			

			Similarly, though on the one hand, uses of the word Nephites in C(2) and D (vv. 6 and 7) and the phrase people of Nephi in C′(2) (v. 10) both denote the people of Nephi, the apparent maverick appearance of the word Nephi in A′ (v. 14) forms part of a reference to the plates of Nephi, which is the meaning of the phrase these plates in element A (v. 1), even without use of the word Nephi to describe them. Thus, only the appearance of Nephites in D is a maverick.

			Though in elements A and A′ (vv. 1 and 15) use of the word kept in the phrase may be kept denotes retained or preserved—the genealogy is to be kept and the plates are to be kept—in element H′ (v. 12), the word kept there makes a maverick appearance but only in the sense of the word kept having the meaning of protected or guarded—the prophets, priests, and teachers protected (kept or guarded) the Nephites from destruction.

			Though the phrase it came to pass seems to be employed irregularly (more commonly in the second half of the text), its functionally equal companions are used quite regularly otherwise and, importantly, each and all as opening phrases for each of the elements of the proposed multi-part thematic chiasm. As noted above, those companion phrases are “Now behold . . .” (v. 1); “Behold” (v. 3); “And now behold” (v. 5); “And it came to pass” (v. 7); “And it came to pass” (v. 10); “And it came to pass” (v. 12); and “And it came to pass” (v. 13).

			I. Reduplication

			Random repetition of words is not prevalent in the book of Jarom. Except for the non-significant words and, are, as, be, did, for, I, in, it, my, not, of, our, that, the, their, them (not referring to the large plates of Nephi), they, to, and unto, and except only for the significant word land, no word appears more than five times in the entire book. The repetition of words in the book of Jarom is summarized in table 5.

			Table 5. Word repetition in the book of Jarom.
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							Words appearing once in the book

						
							
							16353

						
					

					
							
							Words appearing twice in the book

						
							
							41

						
					

					
							
							Words appearing three times in the book

						
							
							23

						
					

					
							
							Words appearing four times in the book

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Words appearing five times in the book

						
							
							11

						
					

					
							
							Words appearing more than five times in the book

						
							
							19

						
					

				
			

			This data corroborates the assertion that random repetition does not account for the chiastic structure of the text.

			J. Centrality

			The central message of the book seems to stand out because of a stark contrast appearing at its center. As Lehi had said before him in both positive and negative terms—“Inasmuch as ye shall keep my commandments ye shall prosper in the land; but inasmuch as ye will not keep my commandments ye shall be cut off from my presence” (2 Nephi 1:20)—and as his grandson, Amaron, would later say in negative terms—“Inasmuch as ye will not keep my commandments ye shall not prosper in the land” (Omni 1:6)—Jarom reveals that the prosperity granted by the Lord due to righteous obedience embraces not solely material prosperity to aid in overcoming the physical and spiritual enemies of poverty and despair (Jarom 4–8a), but also material prosperity to repel the spiritual and physical enemies of war and destruction (vv. 8b–13). The book neatly balances around v. 8. Although the book does not employ a feature of many extended chiastic structures, that of placing a reference to Christ at the crossover point, the center of the book nonetheless manifests a repetition that draws attention to a focus of the text. In E (v. 8b) the precious metals (gold and silver) and the precious things and wood subject to the Nephites’ workmanship are paired with the more common metals of “iron and copper, and brass and steel” (v. 8b) and they, in turn, are accompanied by the four weapons of war also subject of the Nephites’ workmanship—“the sharp pointed arrow, and the quiver, and the dart, and the javelin” (v. 8c). At the center is the reminder that obedience brings blessings that enrich physically and also provide physical means for defense.

			It should be noted importantly that the elements of the chiasm as here proposed draw attention to chiastically arranged references to Christ that envelop the chiastic center, forming a p-s-t || t′-s′- t′-p′ chiasm surrounding the central verses (vv. 7e–8d):

			p	keep the law of Moses and the sabbath day holy unto the Lord (5b)

			s	But our kings and our leaders were mighty men in the faith of the Lord (7b)

			t	and they taught the people the ways of the Lord (7c)

				Chiastic center (vv. 7e–8d)

			t′1	But the word of the Lord was verified (9c) 

			s′	the prophets of the Lord (10a)

			t′2	according to the word of God (10b)

			p′	persuading them to look forward unto the Messiah (11b)

			K. Balance

			The book of Jarom manifests balance when one counts the number of words from the conceptual center of the text back to the beginning and from that conceptual center to the end. All texts, of course, have a physical middle point. But when the conceptual center closely coincides with the physical center, a certain measure of balance can be said to exist. In the above full-text proposed chiasm for the book of Jarom the conceptual middle of the text is identified as the point between the word machinery and the word and in v. 8. The following calculation is useful in noting the measure of balance between the two flanks of the proposed chapter-long chiasm. Using Skousen as a guide,54 the count of the total number of words in the chapter is 733 words and the count from the beginning of the chapter through the mid-point shift in the book (the conceptual center)—between the word machinery and the next word and (v. 8)—is 394 words (53.75% of the chapter’s text). The number of words from that mid-point shift through the word fathers, the last word of the book, is 339 (46.25% of the text). Though word count balance is not determinative of the presence of a chiastic pattern, it is a characteristic that often presents itself in balanced chiasms.55

			L. Climax

			The phrase not as yet (v. 3) sets up an anticipatory mood: Jarom gives his reader grounds to immediately suppose that the Nephites are headed for destruction, for he reports that God “has not as yet swept them off from the face of the land” (v. 3). Although his description of the Nephite people as a whole bluntly speaks of their hard hearts, deaf ears, blind minds, and stiff necks (v. 3), at least he also says that “many” among them “have many revelations” and some number of them are not stiffnecked, are faithful, and enjoy communion with the Holy Spirit (v. 4). Not having been swept off from the face of the land (v.3), they, like the more numerous, warring Lamanites, are nonetheless “scattered upon much of the face of the land” (v. 6). Jarom does not at first tell—when the Lamanites come against them to battle (v. 7)—how the Nephites are to survive, if at all. He mentions that in the hardness of their hearts and in their scattered condition, they have some number of faithful among them (v. 4), that they as a people “observed to keep the law of Moses and the sabbath day holy unto the Lord,” neither profaning nor blaspheming (v. 5), and that their leaders “were mighty men in the faith of the Lord” who “taught the people the ways of the Lord” (v. 7). But just before the climax, Jarom expressly connects righteousness with societal preservation, stating, “Wherefore, we withstood the Lamanites and swept them away out of our lands” (v. 7). The wherefore establishes the causal relationship between righteous living and societal preservation. Then, in a climactic juxtaposition, Jarom enumerates, on the one hand, the ingredients of their God-given material wealth, both natural and manufactured, enjoyed in an exceedingly rich lifestyle (v. 8a), and, on the other hand, the articles they manufacture from those God-given materials, used for societal defense (v. 8b). In their righteousness, not only would the blessings of the Lord enrich them and enable them to make “all manner of tools to till the ground” but also to make “weapons of war . . . and all preparations for war” (v. 8).

			M. Return

			The second half of the book returns to the first half in numerous ways. The mention of those who “have many revelations” (v. 4) presages the listing of the “prophets, and the priests, and the teachers” (v. 11). The mention that the people observed to keep the law of Moses (v. 5) finds answer where Jarom observes that the prophets, priests and teachers even taught “the intent for which it [the law of Moses] was given” (v. 11). The hardness of hearts, deafness of ears, and blindness of minds (v. 3) in the first half of the book is resolved by mention in the second half of the book of the successful efforts of the prophets in stirring the people up to repentance (v. 11). Jarom’s report of his receipt of the plates from his father Enos (v. 1) naturally anticipates mention of his delivery of the plates to his own son, Omni (v. 15). And of course, the latter half of the book answers what is anticipated in the former half concerning potential destruction: the early remark that God “has not as yet swept them off from the face of the land” (v. 3) is happily balanced against mention that the prophets had indeed “kept them from being destroyed upon the face of the land” (v. 12). Although in the first half of his book Jarom describes the Nephite people, as a whole, as hard hearted, spiritually deaf, mentally blind, and stiffnecked (v. 3), in the latter half of the book he mentions their pricked hearts and repentant souls (v. 12). They as a people, though subject to the attacks made on their society, were able to survive, and Jarom leaves no doubt what it is that accounts for their survival: the prophets taught and threatened, the people listened, the Lord blessed, and the people used their blessings not only to enrich their surroundings but also to be prepared to defend themselves in war. In the dénouement (vv. 12–13) Jarom returns the reader to the place whence taken by the story’s complication (v. 3).

			N. Stylistic compatibility

			Jarom appears to have written only what we presently have as the book of Jarom; his writing does not appear to be quoted by any later prophet56 nor do his teachings appear to be mimicked by later writings. There seems to be no opportunity to evaluate whether the chiastic formulation for the book of Jarom is consistent or inconsistent with any other writings he himself may have produced. His writing does correlate with Nephi’s earlier writing in one respect (discussed below under the heading “Distant Chiasmus”). And his writings were influential. Says Welch, “The book of Jarom, we now can see, was more influential on king Benjamin than we have previously noticed, and, moreover, the writing style of Benjamin was, in turn, very influential on Alma the Younger.”57 From this insight, one can glean that king Benjamin’s teachings and Jarom’s writings are comparable. Jarom notes that the Nephites “observed to keep the law of Moses” (Jarom 1:5) and Mormon notes that in preparation for hearing the speech by king Benjamin, Mosiah’s proclamation brought the people “to the temple to hear the words which king Benjamin should speak” and they offered “sacrifice and burnt offerings according to the law of Moses” (Mosiah 2:3; see also Alma 30:3). Most impressive is Jarom’s point about believing in the Messiah “to come as though he already was” (Jarom 1:11), for, importantly, king Benjamin says that “whosoever should believe that Christ should come, the same might receive remission of their sins, and rejoice with exceedingly great joy, even as though he had already come among them” (Mosiah 3:13). And of course Alma, too, heard Abinadi’s teaching on this very point—that “the time shall come when all shall see the salvation of the Lord” (Mosiah 16:1) and that “if Christ had not come into the world, speaking of things to come as though they had already come, there could have been no redemption” (Mosiah 16:6)—and Alma believed (Mosiah 17, etc.). In all of this, any chiastic style later modeled on Jarom’s book may have been modeled by others but not by Jarom himself. He apparently authored, on these plates, only this one book of Jarom.

			O. Aesthetics

			The rising action and falling action of the book, the climax in the middle, the disposition of the plates at the beginning and at the end, all combine to provide a neat, well-crafted unit. The turning point of the text provides a pleasing emphasis on the nature of the blessings given by a God who watches after obedient children. The book performs well the function of teaching that societal preservation requires not only obedience to God with the resulting rich blessings of the Lord attendant thereto, but also the creative efforts of those who are so blessed to take charge of their defense and efforts in self-protection. The use of the chiastic form appears to have aided the presentation of this message, doing so in a fitting way.

			P. Intentionality

			The criteria for confirming the chiastic nature of the text and evaluating the quality of the chiastic pattern seem to militate in favor of the conclusion that Jarom did not write a haphazard account. The repetitions seem to be balanced between the respective halves of the book. The building blocks for understanding his message are available in the first half of the book; but what is anticipated in the first half is not brought to fruition except by the text found in the second half. It seems that Jarom modeled his entire text in a way to make the two halves purposefully repeat one another in reversed sequence and to draw attention to the role that righteousness and God-given blessings play in the security of a society, the theme at the center, of societal preservation prompted by good use of the blessings of the Lord in response to righteousness.

			Distant Chiasmus

			One other feature of chiasmus that may reinforce the importance of Jarom’s central message is that of distant chiasmus. At the center of the book of Jarom is one of what appears to be two flanks of a distant chiasm. A distant chiasm exists where the two halves of the chiasmus are far removed from each other in separate texts. Such distant inversions appearing in a second text are sometimes said to conform to what has come to be called Seidel’s law when they involve “inverted quotations” and “inverted citations.”58 The existence of distant chiasmus in two texts, one of them being a text by Nephi and the other a text by Jarom may suggest a further measure of intentionality in Jarom’s use of chiasmus as well as an increased level of meaningfulness of the central message he apparently seeks to convey. Distant chiasmus is discussed by a number of scholars of chiasmus, including Yehuda T. Radday,59 Kieran J. O’Mahony,60 Nachman Levine,61 and Shemaryahu Talmon.62 It is manifested by Bernard M. Levinson, Professor of Classical and Near Eastern Studies and of Law at the University of Minnesota, where he holds the Berman Family Chair in Jewish Studies and Hebrew Bible. He shows,63 for example, that a distant chiasm exists between a legal passage in the book of Deuteronomy and its “reuse” or its quotation in the book of Ezekiel:

			A	Fathers shall not be put to death on account of sons

			B	nor sons be put to death on account of fathers;

			C	each shall (only) be put to death for his own offence.

			(Deuteronomy 24:16)

				* * * *

			C′	The person who sins, (only) he shall die;

			B′	a son shall not bear the iniquity of the father,

			A′	nor shall the father bear the iniquity of the son.

			(Ezekiel 18:20)

			O’Mahony identifies a distant chiasm formed within the inclusio of 2 Corinthians 8:1–2 and 9:11–14 (transliteration here given in the footnote64):

			2 Cor. 8:1	τἠυ χάριv τoύ Θεoῦ	A

			2 Cor. 8:2	είς τὀ πλoῦτoς τῆς ἁπλότητoς αύτῶυ	B

			2 Cor. 9:11	έv παvτἱ πλoυτιζόμεvoι είς πᾶσαυ ἁπλότητα,	B′

			2 Cor. 9:14	διἁ τἠv ὺπερβάλλoυσαυ χάριυ τoῦ Θεoῦ έφ’ ὺμῖυ.	A′

			Radday notes “an interesting detail concerning Jacob which we may call ‘distant chiasm.’”65 His explanation is this:

			The account first states that when Joseph was sold he was seventeen years of age (37:2). In view of the undisputedly concise style of Genesis this is a surprising piece of specific information. Moreover, it is superfluous, because we are also told in the same verse that he was “a lad.” As we are not informed of Isaac’s age when he was to be sacrificed, why then need we know how old Joseph was when he was sold? Now we read that Jacob’s age was one hundred and thirty years when he came to Egypt (47:9) and that “he lived in the land of Egypt seventeen years” (47:28). The expression “lived” (wayeḥi) may sound natural enough in English, but is most unusual in Hebrew where one would expect “dwelt” (wayešeb, see e.g. 37:1). The word should therefore be understood in the light of 45:27 which says that when he heard that Joseph was still alive, “the spirit of . . . Jacob lived” (wateḥi), [RSV; revived]). “To live” means here (as in 12 :13 and also in II Kings 13:21, Job 42:16 and a number of other cases) to lead not an ordinary life but a full and joyous one. We now begin to see the significance of the twice repeated seventeen years (37:2, 47:28): Jacob “lived” only with Joseph at his side, which happened during the first seventeen years of Joseph’s and during the last seventeen years of his own lifetime. The two passages refer to each other and enclose Jacob’s old age within two periods of equal length—concentrically, symmetrically and, in a simple sense, chiastically.66

			Robert F. Smith notes67 that a distant chiasm is formed by the text of 1 Nephi 2:9–10 (“river . . . righteousness . . . commandments”) and the distant text of 1 Nephi 20:18 (“commandments . . . river . . . righteousness”). If valid as a parallel, this perhaps would be a skewed instance of what Yehuda T. Radday and others refer to as a distant chiasm, in this case a-b-c-c-a-b (instead of a-b-c-c-b-a).

			Rabbi David Fohrman proposes a distant chiasmus between Genesis 28:13–22 (the first half of the rewriting below) and Deuteronomy 14:22–29 (the second half of the rewriting below).68

			A	“I am the Lord God of Abraham thy father, and the God of Isaac: the land whereon thou liest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed” (Genesis 28:13)

			B	“And thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth, and thou shalt spread abroad to the west, and to the east, and to the north, and to the south: and in thee and in thy seed shall all the families of the earth be blessed. And, behold, I am with thee, and will keep thee in all places whither thou goest, and will bring thee again into this land; for I will not leave thee, until I have done that which I have spoken to thee of.” (Genesis 28:14–15)

			C	“this is the gate of heaven” (Genesis 28: 17b)

			D	“And he called the name of that place Beth-el: but the name of that city was called Luz at the first.” (Genesis 28:19)

			E	“give me bread to eat” (Genesis 28:20)

			F	“And this stone, which I have set for a pillar, shall be God’s house: and of all that thou shalt give me I will surely give the tenth unto thee” (Genesis 28:22)

			F′	“Thou shalt truly tithe all the increase of thy seed, that the field bringeth forth year by year.” (Deuteronomy 14:22)

			E′	“And thou shalt eat before the Lord thy God” (Deuteronomy 14:23a)

			D′ “in the place which he shall choose to place his name there” (Deuteronomy 14:23b)

			B′	“And if the way be too long for thee, so that thou art not able to carry it; or if the place be too far from thee, which the Lord thy God shall choose to set his name there, when the Lord thy God hath blessed thee: Then shalt thou turn it into money, and bind up the money in thine hand, and shalt go unto the place which the Lord thy God shall choose. And thou shalt bestow that money for whatsoever thy soul lusteth after, for oxen, or for sheep, or for wine, or for strong drink, or for whatsoever thy soul desireth: and thou shalt eat there before the Lord thy God, and thou shalt rejoice, thou, and thine household, And the Levite that is within thy gates; thou shalt not forsake him; for he hath no part nor inheritance with thee” (Deuteronomy 14:24–27)

			C′	“At the end of three years thou shalt bring forth all the tithe of thine increase the same year, and shalt lay it up within thy gates” (Deuteronomy 14:28)

			A′	“the Levite, (because he hath no part nor inheritance with thee), and the stranger, and the fatherless, and the widow, which are within thy gates, shall come, and shall eat and be satisfied” (Deuteronomy 14:29)

			Numerous distant chiasms in the New Testament gospel of Mark are analyzed by M. Phillip Scott.69

			The above examples of Seidel’s law exemplify the inverted quotation of words and phrases in texts distant from one another. A related manifestation of Seidel’s law is what is called “extended inverted allusion” or simply what could be termed “distant conceptual chiasmus.” To introduce a differentiation between Seidel’s law as applied to words and phrases and the law as applied to concepts and ideas, Pancratius Beentjes coined the term “inverted quotation” to refer to Seidel’s law. In coining that phrase, Beentjes limited the use of the term to the inversion of word-pairs, cola, and phrases.70 Building on that notion, Jason Robert Combs states that “some authors extended their employment of inverted quotation to include lengthier excerpts and even entire plot lines.” Combs calls this phenomenon “extended inverted allusion.”71

			Combs cites Holly J. Carey72 and both Combs and Carey note the extended inverted allusions found in Mark 15, alluding to text found in LXX Psalm 21 (Psalm 22). Carey identifies as a “faint allusion” the use of Psalm 22:27 in Mark 15:39 “because,” as Combs states, “the parallel is only conceptual—there are no direct verbal parallels between Mark 15.39 and Ps 22.27 as there are between the other passages of Mark 15 and Ps 22.”73

			The A-B-C-C′-B′-A′ distant or extended chiasm that I propose for texts of Nephi and Jarom is based on the texts of 2 Nephi 5:14–15 and Jarom 1:8b–8c, as set forth below. The elements of those two texts constitute what I view as an instance of Seidel’s law as applied to concepts, ideas, or themes (left column in table 6) and also in distant reversal in the sequence of repeated phrases and word groups (right column in table 6). Because the metals and other materials in Jarom 1:8b (third row in table 6) indeed are verbally parallel with 2 Nephi 5:15 (second row in table 6) but are not inverted in their repetition, “extended allusion” or “extended citation” may be the appropriate label for that correspondence. Carey’s adjective faint likely does not apply, and “extended inverted allusion,” as Combs uses the term, clearly does not apply. But Carey’s term “faint allusion” likely would indeed be properly used to describe the correspondence between the “many swords” of 2 Nephi 5:14 (first row in table 6) and the specifically identified weapons of Jarom 1:8c (fifth row in table 6). The relationship between 2 Nephi 5:14 and Jarom 1:8c is only conceptual, while the relationship between 2 Nephi 5:15 and Jarom 1:8b is verbal. Thus, the chiastic correspondence may be viewed as a hybrid of both extended allusion (the A-B-C-C′-B′-A′ chiasm of the left column in table 6) and extended citation (the metals mentioned in the verbiage of elements B and B′, in the right column in table 6).

			Table 6. The “distant chiasm” for the central elements of the chiasm of the book of Jarom derives from an A-B-C-C′-B′-A′ relationship between the text of 2 Nephi 5:14–15 and the text of Jarom 1:8b–c.

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							A Make Weapons of War

						
							
							And I, Nephi, did take the sword of Laban, and after the manner of it did make many swords, lest by any means the people who were now called Lamanites should come upon us and destroy us; for I knew their hatred towards me and my children and those who were called my people. (2 Nephi 5:14)

						
					

					
							
							B Workings in Base Materials

						
							
							And I did teach the people to build buildings, and to work in all manner of wood, and of iron, and of copper, and of brass, and of steel (2 Nephi 5:15a)

						
					

					
							
							Cʹ Workings in Precious Materials

						
							
							And we . . . became exceedingly rich in gold, and in silver, and in precious things (Jarom 1:8a)

						
					

					
							
							Bʹ Workings in Base Materials

						
							
							and in fine workmanship of wood, in buildings, and in machinery, and also in iron and copper, and brass and steel, making all manner of tools of every kind to till the ground (Jarom 1:8b)

						
					

					
							
							Aʹ Make Weapons of War

						
							
							and weapons of war—yea, the sharp pointed arrow, and the quiver, and the dart, and the javelin, and all preparations for war. (Jarom 1:8c)

						
					

				
			

			Chiasmus relating to weapons of war is not unheard of. At the Chiasmus Jubilee held in September 2017 at Brigham Young University, Kerry Hull, PhD in Linguistic Anthropology and Professor in the department of Ancient Scripture at BYU, drew upon his studies in Maya linguistics and anthropology, Polynesian linguistics, historical linguistics, sociolinguistics, and Maya epigraphic studies to comment on a chiasmus in the Annals of the Kaqchikels, composed in Kaqchikel Mayan between 1571 and 1604:74

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Ja ruma ri’ xtiwiqaj re’:

							settesïk che‘,

							q’i’om aj;

							ch’a’,

							pokob’

							k’uk’um,

							sajkab’

						
							
							Therefore, you will bear these:

							rounded wood,

							straight cane;

							arrows,

							shields;

							bright feathers,

							white clay.

						
					

				
			

			The A-B-B-A chiasm is apparent: element A (“rounded wood”) corresponds with element A′ (“shields”), and element B (“straight cane”) corresponds with element B′ (“arrows”).

			Subordinate Level Rhetorical Structures

			As mentioned above, a number of shorter rhetorical structures have been identified by Welch; they all seem convincing to me though I suggest that the possible Christ-centered chiasm in the text of v. 5b might better be rendered as follows:

			1	They observed to keep the law of Moses

			2	and the sabbath day holy [fourth commandment]

			3	unto the Lord.

			2′	And they profaned not; neither did they blaspheme. [third commandment]

			1′	And the laws of the land were exceedingly strict. (5c)

			A Christ-centered chiasm in verse 11b might be rendered as follows:

			1	teaching the law of Moses,

			2	and the intent for which it was given;

			3	persuading them to look forward unto the Messiah,

			2′	and believe in him to come as though he already was.

			1′	And after this manner did they teach them

			Conclusions

			Jarom seemingly uses the device of chiasmus to draw attention to two significant types of prosperity that result from righteousness: prosperity in things and prosperity in what is done with those things. The message of the book of Jarom, of course, repeats that great, oft-repeated theme of prosperity—that inasmuch as God’s children keep His commandments they will prosper in the land. The apparent chiastic pattern of the book seems to emphasize a sometimes-difficult principle. True, the God-given prosperity that follows righteousness includes riches in material blessings supplied by God. In Jarom’s day those material blessings included gold, silver, iron, copper, brass, steel, and precious things. But God-given prosperity also includes the uses to which those materials can be put and the things that can be made with those materials. Jarom identifies riches in fine workmanship of wood, in buildings, and in machinery, and also the making of tools to till the ground and the making of weapons of war in preparation for war. (See Jarom 1:8.) The book reflects many characteristics of chiasmus, including the rare feature of distant chiasmus, and the effect of the chiastic structure seems to focus the reader’s attention on a truth relevant to Jarom’s time and other times: that a righteous society may survive the murderous attacks of an unrighteous society, even when that survival is secured by a form of prosperity that is manifested in successfully making preparations for righteous, defensive war. (See Jarom 1:7–9.)

			An analysis of the precious materials worked by the people as set forth in the middle of the text (B and B′) elements of the proposed distant chiasm of 1 Nephi 5:15 and Jarom 1:8b might be presented as follows:

			1	And I did teach the people to build buildings,

			2	and to work in all manner of wood,

			3	and of iron,75 [an element, transition metal, base metal that corrodes rapidly in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			4	and of copper, [an element, transition metal, base metal that resists oxidation and does not corrode easily; a Metal of Antiquity]

			5	and of brass, [a man-made alloy usually made from the base metal copper and zinc]

			6	and of steel, [a man-made alloy of iron and carbon or other metals, usually with other elements, such as nickel and cobalt]

			7	and of gold, [an element, transition metal, precious noble metal that resists oxidation and corrosion in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			8	and of silver, [an element, transition metal, precious noble metal that resists oxidation and corrosion in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			9	and of precious ores, which were in great abundance.” (2 Nephi 5:15)

			7	“And we . . . became exceedingly rich in gold, [an element, transition metal, precious noble metal that resists oxidation and corrosion in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			8	and in silver, [an element, transition metal, precious noble metal that resists oxidation and corrosion in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			9	and in precious things,

			2a	and in fine workmanship of wood,

			1	in buildings, and in machinery,

			3	and also in iron [an element, transition metal, base metal that corrodes rapidly in moist air; a Metal of Antiquity]

			4	and copper, [a base metal that resists oxidation and does not corrode easily; a Metal of Antiquity]

			5	and brass, [a man-made alloy usually made from the base metal copper and zinc]

			6	and steel, [a man-made alloy of iron and carbon or other metals, usually with other elements, such as nickel and cobalt]

			2b	making all manner of tools of every kind to till the ground, . . .” (Jarom 1:8b)

			Thus, a skewed chiasmus for the metals mentioned in that distant chiasm would be:

			a - b - c || c - a - b

			base metal – alloy – precious metal || precious metal – base metal – alloy

			In Nephi’s day, apart from the building of a temple (which is not mentioned in the account of Jarom’s day), the progression of quality of the metals mentioned in his text proceeds from base to man-made to precious. But in Jarom’s day, the quality of metals mentioned in his text retrogresses from precious to base, only to be somewhat ameliorated with the mention of the man-made alloys between the extremes.

			In a sense, the two flanks of the apparent chiastic pattern in the book of Jarom seem to reflect a difference between the nature of the accounts on the small plates of Nephi and that on the large plates as abridged by Mormon. Whereas, on the one hand, in the records that predate Jarom—namely, in the books of 1 Nephi, 2 Nephi, Jacob, and Enos—the wars and battles are portrayed as ones within, between, and among individuals (Nephi versus Laban, Nephi and Sam versus Laman and Lemuel, Enos versus his sins, etc.), and those wars and battles involving societies and peoples and nations are seen only in visions and prophetic descriptions (Zenos, Isaiah, Lehi, Nephi). On the other hand, in the records that postdate Jarom—namely, in the books of Mosiah, Alma, Helaman, Mormon, Ether, and Moroni—the battles are portrayed in all their physical reality, accomplished on an overtly societal scale, involving in ever-increasing scope whole armies, peoples, and nations.

			Even though Jarom may have written his book without knowledge it would become part of a transition from the small plates of Nephi to an abridged account from the large plates of Nephi, nevertheless, within the framework in which it presently is found, the book of Jarom seems to perform an efficient and meaningful transitional function. Certainly, it can be said of Jarom that as an author he obeyed Nephi’s command—that he not occupy the small plates of Nephi with things that are not of worth unto the children of men (1 Nephi 6:6). In doing so, he seems to have imparted his message with a measure of meaningful artistry as well.
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			Joseph Smith Jr. as a Translator: 
The Book of Abraham as a Case Study

			Stephen O. Smoot

			Abstract: This paper examines Joseph Smith’s approach to translation, using the Book of Abraham as a case study to explore the interplay between divine revelation and human participation in scriptural production. While the Book of Abraham incorporates both ancient and modern elements, its unique synthesis resists simple categorization as either an unblemished Abrahamic autograph or a purely nineteenth-century pseudepigraphon. Drawing on historical evidence and textual analysis, this paper aims to illuminate Joseph Smith’s role as both translator and revelator, offering insights into how Latter-day Saints might understand the complex process of producing sacred texts.

			[Editor’s Note: An earlier version of this paper was delivered at the annual Joseph Smith Papers Conference in Salt Lake City on 26 October 2018.]

			Geschrieben steht: “im Anfang war das Wort!”
Hier stock’ ich schon! Wer hilft mir weiter fort?
Ich kann das Wort so hoch unmöglich schätzen,
Ich muss es anders übersetzen,
Wenn ich vom Geiste recht erleuchtet bin.

			—Goethe, Faust I, 1224–12281

			On 6 April 1830, the day the Church of Christ (later renamed The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints) was officially founded, Joseph Smith received a revelation affirming his divinely appointed roles. The revelation declared him to be “a seer, a translator, a prophet, an apostle of Jesus Christ, an elder of the church through the will of God the Father, and the grace of your Lord Jesus Christ” (Doctrine and Covenants 21:1).2 During his ministry, Joseph Smith undertook several significant projects as an inspired translator. These projects represent a conceptual range of translation that Joseph himself never clearly defined, leaving it up to us to tease out the nuances based on the evidence we have available. These projects included the Book of Mormon, which he testified was translated “by the gift, and power of God”;3 a lost record of John the Beloved Disciple (Doctrine and Covenants 7);4 a “new translation”5 of the Bible, now known as the Joseph Smith Translation;6 a “record of John”—presumably again the Beloved Disciple—embedded within a 6 May 1833 revelation (Doctrine and Covenants 93:6–18);7 and the Book of Abraham, described as “a translation of some ancient records . . . from the catacombs of Egypt, purporting to be the writings of Abraham.”8 Beyond these inspired scriptural translations, the Prophet demonstrated a fascination with recovering the primordial “pure language” of Eden.9 To this end, he pursued the study of both ancient and modern languages, particularly Hebrew, as a means of enhancing his revelatory insights.10 Joseph’s linguistic pursuits informed both his sermons and writings, including his important King Follett Sermon of 7 April 1844, where he offered an expansive reinterpretation of the Hebrew of Genesis 1:1.11

			Joseph Smith also occasionally engaged in what might be described as “secular” translations, wherein he offered interpretations of texts outside the scope of his prophetic calling. One notable example occurred in 1843 when he was presented with a set of small brass plates allegedly unearthed near Kinderhook, Illinois. These plates were later revealed to be forgeries, both by the admission of one of the hoaxers and through modern scientific testing. Despite this, Joseph reportedly “translated a portion” of the plates,12 likely focusing on a single character on just one of the plates. Based on available evidence, this translation appears to have been attempted through non-revelatory means rather than by inspiration.13 A similar instance is found in the account of Henry Caswall, an Episcopalian cleric who visited Nauvoo in 1842. Caswall brought with him a medieval Greek manuscript—a copy of the Psalms—and showed it to Joseph. According to Caswall’s hostile account, Joseph embarrassed himself in front of an audience of Saints when he misidentified the manuscript’s contents as a “dictionary of Egyptian Hieroglyphics.”14 Precisely what transpired during this encounter has been the subject of considerable debate. While it is of course possible that Joseph mistook the contents of Caswall’s manuscript, the learned reverend’s narrative is fraught with inconsistencies, bias, and obvious exaggerations meant to make Joseph look foolish, thus rendering his motives and the reliability of his account suspect.15

			Joseph Smith’s engagement with ancient texts and artifacts, and the role these sources played in shaping his work as a prophet, has been the subject of extensive scholarly inquiry.16 This paper focuses on a single scriptural project that highlights the complexities of Joseph’s approach to translation: the Book of Abraham.17 As I will argue, the Book of Abraham resists simplistic categorization, revealing dynamics that transcend conventional definitions of translation. Specifically, the production of the Book of Abraham incorporates both ancient and modern elements, complicating efforts to classify it as either an unblemished Abrahamic autograph or a purely nineteenth-century pseudepigraphon. A critical examination of the text and the historical context of its production demonstrates that Joseph Smith’s conception of translation was, in many respects, expansive and idiosyncratic by contemporary standards. At the same time, it is essential to challenge reductive interpretations that dismiss the Book of Abraham as merely a product of Joseph’s frenzied religious imagination.

			The Translation of the Book of Abraham: 
A Brief Historical Review

			Before delving into my analysis of the Book of Abraham, a brief overview of the translation of the book will provide necessary context for the analysis that follows. Given the extensive coverage of this history elsewhere, this summary will remain concise.18 On 3 July 1835, shortly after the initial academic advances in deciphering the Egyptian language emerged in Europe,19 an antiquities dealer and showman named Michael Chandler presented Joseph Smith with a collection of Egyptian papyri and mummies.20 Upon examining the materials, Joseph declared that one of the papyrus rolls contained “the writings of Abraham; another the writings of Joseph of Egypt.”21 Following this announcement, Joseph acquired the collection for $2,400 and promptly began efforts to translate the papyri.22 During the summer and fall of 1835, Joseph worked alongside his scribes W. W. Phelps, Oliver Cowdery, Warren Parrish, and Frederick G. Williams to decipher the texts.23 In conjunction with the translation of the papyri, members of this circle also undertook a project to create an “alphabet and grammar” of the Egyptian language—an endeavor that appears to have been conceptually related to their efforts to recover the “pure language.”24 The extent of Joseph Smith’s involvement in this effort to systematize and study the Egyptian language remains disputed, as does its precise relationship to the production of the Book of Abraham.25

			The exact methods employed by the Prophet in the process of translating the Book of Abraham also remain unclear. Some historical evidence indicates Joseph Smith and those close to him, including those who assisted in the translation and publication of the Book of Abraham, believed the text was produced “by the revelation of Jesus Christ,”26 with some accounts mentioning the use of a seer stone in the process.27 Not much more can be conclusively stated, as no consensus has yet been reached regarding the relationship between the translated text and the Egyptian papyri, the connection between the translated text and the “alphabet and grammar” manuscripts (the Egyptian language project), or the relationships among the extant Book of Abraham manuscripts themselves.28 There is ongoing debate about whether the entire extant Book of Abraham was translated during the summer and fall of 1835, or if only a portion (up to Abraham 2:18) was completed in that period, with the remainder (up to Abraham 5:21) being produced in the spring of 1842, shortly before its publication.29 (As we will explore below, the presence of Hebrew terminology in the third chapter of the Book of Abraham is an important piece of evidence in this debate.) However exactly it was produced, the resulting text was published serially between 1 March and 16 May 1842, under the title “The writings of Abraham, while he was in Egypt, called the Book of Abraham, written by his own hand, upon papyrus.”30

			The recovery of fragments of the Egyptian papyri once owned by Joseph Smith in 1967 has sparked significant debate regarding the authenticity of the Book of Abraham. These surviving papyri fragments do not contain the English text of the Book of Abraham but are instead identifiable as copies of Egyptian funerary texts, including the Book of Breathings and the Book of the Dead.31 While The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints continues to affirm the inspiration and scriptural authority of the Book of Abraham, it acknowledges that the relationship between the translated text and the papyri remains complex and not fully understood.32 Consequently, any attempt to understand the production of the Book of Abraham must approach this subject with care and nuance. To this end, I will highlight four data points derived from my close study of the text of the Book of Abraham to explore what they reveal about Joseph Smith as a prophet engaged in the act of inspired translation. These data points include: (1) the figure of Zeptah/Egyptus, which provides insight into Joseph Smith’s interaction with the onomasticon of the Book of Abraham text he rendered; (2) the use of Hebrew vocabulary in the Book of Abraham, likely reflecting Joseph’s efforts to incorporate linguistic knowledge he obtained from his studies into his scriptural productions; (3) the presence of explanatory glosses within the text of the Book of Abraham, which shed light on the interplay between revelation and interpretive clarification in the translation process; and (4) the Book of Abraham’s creation account, a narrative that offers a window into how Joseph’s study of Hebrew coupled with his revelation on Abrahamic cosmology contributed to Latter-day Saint doctrine. Together, these data points provide just such a nuanced perspective on the nature of the translation of the Book of Abraham that the Church calls for today.

			Data point 1: Zeptah/Egyptus

			The Book of Abraham’s first chapter recounts a primeval history of Egypt’s founding:33 “The land of Egypt [was] first discovered by a woman, who was the daughter of Ham, and the daughter of Egyptus” (Abraham 1:23). This woman “discovered the land [when] it was under water, who afterward settled her sons in it; and thus, from Ham, sprang that race which preserved the curse in the land.” The “first government of Egypt” was established by “Pharaoh, the eldest son of Egyptus, the daughter of Ham” (vv. 24–25). In its current canonical edition (2013), the Book of Abraham presents the genealogy of Egypt’s founding family as depicted in Figure 1—Ham is the husband of Egyptus[1] and the father of Egyptus[2], the mother of Pharaoh. This genealogy reflects the names of the characters as originally published in the Times and Seasons on 1 March 1842.34 Significantly, two of the names in the Book of Abraham appear differently in the 1835 Kirtland manuscripts. In all three Kirtland-era manuscripts, Ham’s wife (Egyptus[1]) is identified as either “Zep-tah” or “Zeptah.”35 Additionally, the name of their daughter is consistently rendered as Egyptes rather than Egyptus.36

			[image: ]

			Figure 1. The genealogy of Ham and Egyptus as presented in the canonical text of the Book of Abraham, based on the 1842 Times and Seasons publication under Joseph Smith’s editorship.

			In the earliest iteration of the narrative, the family tree of Egypt’s discoverers appears as depicted in Figure 2—Ham is the husband of Zeptah and the father of Eyptes, the mother of Pharaoh. Both Zeptah and Egyptes were emended to their current readings in Willard Richards’s 1842 manuscript copy of the Book of Abraham, evidently in preparation for publication in the Times and Seasons.37 The change from Egyptes to Egyptus may suggest that the name was spelled aloud to Richards as he recorded it,38 but it is also possible that it simply reflects Joseph Smith’s or another Nauvoo clerk’s imprecise pronunciation of the English schwa plus the consonant [s] (/əs/) contained in the ending syllable of the name. This latter explanation is consistent with evidence from the dictated Book of Mormon manuscript.39
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			Figure 2. The genealogy of Ham and Egyptus according to the 1835 Kirtland-era Book of Abraham manuscripts.

			Whatever the case for Egyptes/Egyptus, which might be explained easily enough as simply the result of imprecise pronunciation, the change from Zeptah to Egyptus[1] is more difficult to account for. Writing in 1955, James R. Clark proposed that the alteration was intended to make the name more familiar to contemporary readers, observing that Joseph Smith was “translating the papyrus into English for readers who were already commonly familiar with this nomenclature.”40 If this is correct (and it appears to be a plausible enough explanation), then the revisions may have aimed to create a stronger connection between the characters in the text and the land of Egypt, reinforcing the thematic significance of this land already familiar from the Bible. Whatever the motivation, as with his revisions to post-1830 editions of the Book of Mormon,41 including the alteration of names,42 these adjustments to the Book of Abraham appear to indicate that Joseph’s conception of revelatory translation encompassed processes of revision and redaction.43

			That being said, the name Zeptah appears to be an authentically ancient name that grounds the Book of Abraham in the ancient world. Contrary to one author’s assertion that it is merely “an imaginative Chaldean name,”44 Zeptah is a plausible rendering of the Egyptian name Siptah, which means “son of [the god] Ptah.” While the name underwent changes between the manuscript and printed versions of the Book of Abraham, suggesting that Joseph Smith felt at liberty to revise the names of figures in his revealed translations, this name also anchors the translation to an ancient source.

			Data point 2: Hebrew vocabulary

			The second data point worth examining is the presence of distinctly Hebrew words in the Book of Abraham and Joseph Smith’s explanations of the accompanying facsimiles. (See table 1.) This Hebrew terminology first appears in Abraham 3:13, during the account of Abraham’s cosmic vision.45 In transliterating these words, Joseph Smith adhered closely to the Sephardic pronunciation system outlined in Joshua Seixas’s Manual Hebrew Grammar (1834), a text he and others studied in Kirtland beginning in January 1836.46

			Table 1. Hebrew words in the Book of Abraham.

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Book of Abraham Transliteration

						
							
							Manual Hebrew Grammar (1834) Transliteration

						
							
							Society of Biblical Literature Transliteration

						
							
							Hebrew

						
					

					
							
							Raukeeyang (Facsimile 1, Fig. 12; Fac. 2, Fig. 4)

						
							
							raukeeyagn

						
							
							rāqîʿa

						
							
							רָקִיעַ

						
					

					
							
							Shaumau (Fac. 1, Fig. 12)

						
							
							*shaumau

						
							
							*ŝāmāh47

						
							
							שָׁמָה*

						
					

					
							
							Shaumahyeem (Fac. 1, Fig. 12)

						
							
							shaumayeem

						
							
							ŝāmayîm

						
							
							 שָׁמַיִם

						
					

					
							
							Kokob (Abraham 3:13)

						
							
							kokaub

						
							
							Kôkāb

						
							
							 כּוֹכָב

						
					

					
							
							Kokaubeam (Abraham 3:13, 16)

						
							
							kokaubeem

						
							
							kôkābîm

						
							
							 כּוֹכָבִים

						
					

					
							
							Hah-ko-kau-beam (Fac. 2, Fig. 5)

						
							
							hakokaubeem

						
							
							ha-kôkābîm

						
							
							 הַכּוֹכָבִים

						
					

					
							
							Gnolaum (Abraham 3:18)

						
							
							gnolaum

						
							
							ʿôlām

						
							
							 עוֹלָם

						
					

				
			

			 This feature of the text raises several important questions, foremost among them being how to account for their presence. Are the transliterated Hebrew words in the text from Joseph Smith’s modern redactional handling of the text based on the transliteration system he learned from Seixas in 1836 or are they original to an ancient Book of Abraham text that Joseph simply rendered using this transliteration system? The available evidence, in my judgement, favors the first explanation, but some nuances must be considered. To start, the presence of Hebrew terminology in a pristine Abrahamic text dating to the early second millennium BCE (circa 2000 BCE) is implausible.48 Current evidence places the origins of Hebrew no earlier than the late second or early first millennium BCE (circa 1000 BCE).49 It is true that “a precursor to Hebrew was already spoken by the inhabitants of Canaan in the second millennium B.C.E.” by the time of the Israelites’ entrance into the land,50 and recent discoveries are beginning to catalog samples of written Amorite51—an “important early ancestor of Hebrew”52 that may have been Abraham’s language.53 However, these precursors are not the Hebrew proper found in the Book of Abraham. Just as Anglo-Saxon, the language of Beowulf, or Middle English, the language of Chaucer, are distinct from modern English, these early Northwest Semitic languages, including Amorite, are distinct from the Hebrew that emerged later. Thus, based on the currently available evidence, the presence of Hebrew in an untouched Abrahamic Urtext is difficult to maintain.

			That being said, it is noteworthy that only three Hebrew words appear in the actual translated text of the Book of Abraham: Kokob (Abraham 3:13), its plural form Kokaubeam (Abraham 3:13, 16), and Gnolaum (Abraham 3:18). In contrast, the remaining four Hebrew terms are found in Joseph Smith’s explanations of the facsimiles, which, unlike the Book of Abraham text, do not claim to be of ancient origin. (Why Joseph Smith chose Hebrew in his explanations to the facsimiles is unknown.54) The terms in the Book of Abraham text—Kokob/Kokaubeam and Gnolaum—are attested in cognate Semitic languages that predate Hebrew: Kokob/Kokaubeam (“star[s]”) is attested as Old Akkadian kakkabu/kabkabu and Ugaritic kbkb,55 while Gnolaum (“everlasting,” “ancient”) is attested in Ugaritic as ʿlm.56 This linguistic attestation leaves open the possibility that these terms reflect Joseph Smith’s rendering of an underlying ancient text. What’s more, scribal redactions were common in the transmission of ancient texts, where copyists adapted older works to the linguistic context of their time. The Hebrew words in the Book of Abraham could, hypothetically, be the result of just such an adaption, and would therefore reflect the language of ancient scribes (rather than Abraham himself). If a copy of Abraham’s writings was preserved among the Joseph Smith Papyri, which date well over 1,500 years after Abraham’s day, it would have undergone scribal transmission over centuries, passing through various cultural and linguistic filters, including Egyptian and Hebrew-speaking environments.57 By the time such a text reached Joseph Smith, it may have already incorporated elements foreign to Abraham’s original composition, reflecting the influence of the later scribes that preserved it.58

			However, the usage of these Hebrew terms as explanatory glosses within the narrative (“Kokob, which is star”; “Kokaubeam, which signifies stars, or all the great lights, which were in the firmament of heaven”; “for they are gnolaum, or eternal”), seems to suggest they were employed by Joseph as the modern translator to convey theological and cosmological concepts. (See the next point for more on glosses in the Book of Abraham.) These concepts, while rooted in the Abrahamic narrative, were presented in a manner unfamiliar to readers but resonant with what Joseph regarded as sacred and authoritative language. Joseph’s use of transliterated Hebrew words in the Book of Abraham may therefore represent his attempt to imbue the text of Abraham with additional theological depth and scriptural resonance—anchoring his work to the biblical tradition and enhancing the sacred character of his revelation. Furthermore, even if these words originated with Abraham or an ancient hypothetical copyist, their presentation in the English Book of Abraham still undeniably reflects Joseph’s Hebrew studies. As Muhlestein and Hansen acknowledge, “On the surface, [the presence of Hebrew in the text] suggests Joseph translated these phrases after he began his study of Hebrew and that his transliterations were influenced by his grammar book.”59 Whether this indeed means Joseph translated the third chapter of Abraham after learning Hebrew in 1836, as maintained by Grey and Hauglid, or later revised an earlier translation to incorporate his linguistic studies, as Muhlestein and Hansen posit, is largely immaterial to my own argument. What is clear is that Joseph’s exposure to Hebrew influenced the final form of the text published in 1842—either by shaping the original translation or through subsequent editorial refinements. This demonstrates that his evolving knowledge and study of language were integral to the final production of the Book of Abraham and that the text Joseph gave to his readers reflects an interaction between revelation and intellectual effort. Both explanations—the possibility of a post-Hebrew-study translation or a later revision—are consistent with the evidence seen here and either supports my contention that Joseph’s work on the Book of Abraham was shaped by his scholarly and revelatory experiences alike.60

			Data point 3: Explanatory glosses

			The Hebrew terminology in Abraham 3:13 and 3:18 is not the only instance in the text where explanatory glosses are provided for the reader. The first chapter of the Book of Abraham also contains several such glosses (emphasis added):

			
					“And it came to pass that the priest made an offering unto the god of Pharaoh, and also unto the god of Shagreel, even after the manner of the Egyptians. Now the god of Shagreel was the sun.” (1:9)

					“And it came to pass that the priests laid violence upon me, that they might slay me also, as they did those virgins upon this altar; and that you may have a knowledge of this altar, I will refer you to the representation at the commencement of this record.” (1:12)

					“That you may have an understanding of these gods, I have given you the fashion of them in the figures at the beginning, which manner of figures is called by the Chaldeans Rahleenos, which signifies hieroglyphics.” (1:14)

					“and there was great mourning in Chaldea, and also in the court of Pharaoh; which Pharaoh signifies king by royal blood.” (1:20)

					“The land of Egypt being first discovered by a woman, who was the daughter of Ham, and the daughter of Egyptus, which in the Chaldean signifies Egypt, which signifies that which is forbidden.” (1:23)

			

			In the description of the Abrahamic covenant provided at Abraham 2:6–11, interpretative glosses are likewise employed to clarify the blessings promised to Abraham:

			And I will bless them that bless thee, and curse them that curse thee; and in thee (that is, in thy Priesthood) and in thy seed (that is, thy Priesthood), for I give unto thee a promise that this right shall continue in thee, and in thy seed after thee (that is to say, the literal seed, or the seed of the body) shall all the families of the earth be blessed, even with the blessings of the Gospel, which are the blessings of salvation, even of life eternal. (v. 11)

			Finally, interpretative glosses are used in the Book of Abraham’s creation account to explain certain aspects of the Gods’ creative acts:

			
					“And the Gods formed man from the dust of the ground, and took his spirit (that is, the man’s spirit), and put it into him; and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living soul.” (5:7)

					“But of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it; for in the time that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die. Now I, Abraham, saw that it was after the Lord’s time, which was after the time of Kolob; for as yet the Gods had not appointed unto Adam his reckoning.” (5:13)

			

			A cursory reading of the Book of Abraham might suggest that all explanatory glosses originate with Abraham himself. This certainly appears to be the case with the gloss in Abraham 5:13, which explains that Adam and Eve operated on what might be called “Kolob Standard Time” while in the Garden of Eden. However, a closer examination of the manuscript evidence indicates that some glosses appear to be nineteenth-century additions. For example, “The references to the facsimiles within the text of the Book of Abraham seem to have been nineteenth-century editorial insertions.”61 This is apparent with the glosses at Abraham 1:12, 14, which appear to be interlinear additions in Frederick G. William’s Kirtland-era manuscript.62 As explained by Gee:

			The earliest manuscript we have shows that the phrase “I will refer you to the representation that is at the commencement of this record” from Abraham 1:12 was squished in two lines of smaller handwriting in the space at the end of the paragraph between Abraham 1:12 and 1:13. Similarly, Abraham 1:14 was added in a smaller hand squeezed into the margin at the top of the page, above the header, ignoring the ruled left margin. The Book of Abraham actually reads smoothly without these additions. Thus, these statements in the text seem to be nineteenth-century additions approved by, if not made by, Joseph Smith.63

			The gloss “which signifies hieroglyphics” at the end of Abraham 1:14 first appears in the 1 March 1842, publication of the text in the Times and Seasons. It is absent from the Kirtland-era manuscripts and Willard Richards’s early 1842 copy, suggesting that it originated with Joseph Smith or one of the clerks in the printing office.64 This observation raises the possibility that other glosses in the Book of Abraham may also have originated with Joseph Smith or his scribes.65 However, prudence dictates evaluating each gloss individually, as the evidence varies. For instance, the gloss at Abraham 5:13 appears original, while the gloss at the end of Abraham 1:14 is almost certainly a modern interpolation. This phenomenon is not without precedent in Joseph Smith’s other revealed texts. For example, the 1840 third edition of the Book of Mormon introduced the gloss “or out of the waters of baptism” at 1 Nephi 20:1 under the Prophet’s editorial supervision.66 That explanatory glosses were added to the Book of Abraham likely at Joseph’s editorial direction is therefore consistent with his broader translation practices, demonstrating that his concept of “translation” encompassed textual emendations that did not necessarily reflect a direct rendering of the underlying source.

			Data point 4: Creation account

			The influence of Joseph Smith’s Hebrew studies on the Book of Abraham appears to extend beyond the handful of Hebrew words found in Abraham 3. His engagement with Hebrew in Kirtland in the winter of 1836 also appears evident in Abraham 4–5, which recounts a creation narrative that diverges in notable ways from the Genesis creation account. As Muhlestein and Hansen observe:

			Phrases like “organized and formed” (Abraham 4:1) instead of “created,” “expanse,” instead of “firmament,” “heavens” (Abraham 4:1) instead of “heaven,” and “empty and desolate” (Abraham 4:2) as opposed to “without form and void” are all phrases Joseph likely picked up from his Hebrew study and some of which he referenced elsewhere. Even an apparent use of the Hebrew hiphil verb form is present in Abraham 4:4. Various words and phrases which were clearly influenced by Joseph Smith’s Hebrew studies are used throughout the entire narrative of chapters 4 and 5. The same is true of representing creation being brought about by “gods” instead of “God,” something that Joseph Smith argued could be demonstrated in the Hebrew name for God. These elements are so thoroughly interwoven in the text of Abraham 4 and 5 that it is difficult to imagine them as glosses. Rather, they seem to represent integral features of the text.67

			Matthew Grey has similarly argued that “the published text of the Book of Abraham shows that Joseph Smith incorporated into the translation process his knowledge of Biblical Hebrew—which he concurrently acquired through textbooks and formal study with a Hebrew instructor.”68 Grey, like Muhlestein and Hansen, identifies elements in the creation account in Abraham 4–5 as evidence of how Joseph’s study of Hebrew shaped the translation process.69 For example, it has been a common—and reasonable—assumption that Joseph Smith’s rendering of the Hebrew ʾĕlōhîm as the plural “Gods” rather than the singular “God” throughout Abraham 4–5 reflects his training with Joshua Seixas.70 There is some basis for this assumption.71 However, it would be mistaken to claim that Joseph simply adopted Seixas’s views and presented them as his own. “It is almost certainly during his study of Hebrew at the end of 1835 and the beginning of 1836 that Joseph first saw any linguistic evidence in Hebrew that supported the notion of a plurality of gods,” write Muhlestein and Hansen. “Yet the way he would have encountered this does not seem like it would have propelled him towards that interpretation.”72 One reason for this is that Seixas’s grammar used to instruct the Kirtland school explicitly disavowed the interpretation of ʾĕlōhîm that Joseph eventually embraced.73 In fact, a passing comment made by him in an 1844 sermon suggests that Joseph and Seixas held opposing views on the implications of ʾĕlōhîm as a plural noun.74 There is little in Seixas’s religious background or academic work to suggest that he would have encouraged Joseph Smith to embrace the radical doctrine of a plurality of gods.75 As one biographer observes, “We must conclude that Seixas’s influence on the Mormons was primarily philological.”76 While Joseph’s study under Seixas may have served as a catalyst for his revelatory development of the doctrines of a plurality of gods and deification, “in his post-1836 translations, [he] did not slavishly adhere to the teachings of Joshua Seixas, but felt free to adapt his academic learning to his prophetic thinking in innovative ways.” Indeed, although Joseph “deferred to his various textbooks on several points” in formulating his views, “there were other instances in which his own examination of the [Egyptian] papyri, developing theology, and revelations merged with his creative use of less conventional Hebrew definitions or technicalities, thus allowing him to tease out unique theological concepts and produce a distinctively expansive translation.”77

			Juxtaposing the Book of Abraham with the creation account in the Book of Moses (Moses 2–3), a text revealed to Joseph Smith between June and October 1830 as part of his inspired revision of the Bible, offers additional perspective in understanding how progressive revelation and intellectual study contributed to the production of the Prophet’s scriptural translations. Since both texts were produced by the same human agent—Joseph Smith—they function as complementary sources for analyzing the Prophet’s revelatory offerings. In a sense, the Book of Moses provides something akin to a control group for understanding the Book of Abraham, as it captures Joseph’s initial foray into restoring ancient scripture, allowing us to trace thematic and doctrinal continuities and divergences between the two works. This approach illuminates how Joseph’s translations were not static productions, but instead the result of dynamic processes influenced by external factors—such as, in the case of the Book of Abraham, his exposure to the Egyptian papyri and his Hebrew studies in Kirtland—complemented with revelatory insight.

			The creation accounts in Moses 2–3 and Abraham 4–5 share many similarities but also include significant differences. We will highlight just a few examples here. Both describe the creation in sequential stages, emphasizing divine power and intention in forming the earth, the heavens, and humanity. However, the texts diverge in their portrayal of the divine beings involved, the method of creation, and the broader narrative context. In Moses 2–3, the Creator is identified as “Almighty God,” “God,” or “Lord God,” emphasizing a singular, personal deity commanding creation into existence by verbal fiat. This account closely parallels the Genesis narrative (specifically the King James Version Joseph was revising), repeatedly using the phrase “And I, God, said . . .” to describe the sequential acts of Creation (Moses 2:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 29)—although the shift from a third-person to a first-person narrative voice is a notable departure from the biblical text. Like Genesis, the Moses account speaks of God “creating” the cosmos (Moses 2: 1, 21), describes the earth as “without form, and void” (Moses 2:2), and references a “firmament” dividing the waters (Moses 2:6). Time is structured into “days,” with each phase marked by “the evening and the morning” (Moses 2:5, 8, 13, 19, 23, 31), again reflecting the KJV Genesis framework. All of this is presented in the context of God speaking directly to Moses, revealing the mystery of creation to the prophet (Moses 1:40; 2:1).

			In contrast to Moses, Abraham 4–5 is presented in a third-person voice as a revelation to Abraham in the context of his vision of the premortal world and divine council (Abraham 3:22). It introduces the concept of the “Gods” as collaborative agents in the creation process. The consistent plural language—such as “the Gods organized,” “the Gods said,” “the Gods ordered,” and “the Gods took counsel”—reflects a clear council-like deliberation, emphasizing a cooperative nature of divine governance not explicit in Moses (Abraham 4:1, 3, 7, 10, 12, 26). Notably, the term “created” is absent, with the Gods instead “organizing” or “preparing” the elements (Abraham 4:1, 11–12, 14–16, 25–27). Time is measured by the Gods in “times” rather than “days,” suggesting a broader, chronologically indefinite framework for the stages of creation (Abraham 4:8, 13, 19, 23, 31). Other differences include descriptions of the earth and its condition. In Abraham, the earth is described as “empty and desolate,” with the Spirit of the Gods “brooding” upon the waters, (v. 2) in contrast to Moses’ depiction of the earth as “without form, and void,” with the Spirit of God “moving” upon the waters. Additionally, the “firmament” of Moses and Genesis is replaced with an “expanse” in Abraham, (v. 6) reflecting an additional linguistic and conceptual shift.

			While it is feasible that some of these differences could be attributed to the distinct eponymous ancient figures these texts claim as their ultimate sources—Moses for the Book of Moses and Abraham for the Book of Abraham—many of the variations in the latter are likely influenced, at least in part, by Joseph Smith’s study of Hebrew. His engagement with the Hebrew language and text of Genesis during his studies in Kirtland provided him with new linguistic tools and conceptual frameworks that shaped his understanding of the creation narrative. This exposure, in turn, likely informed his translation choices in the Book of Abraham. By comparing these two texts, it becomes evident that Joseph Smith’s evolving understanding of ancient languages played a significant role in shaping the content and presentation of his translations.

			At the same time, the overarching cosmological vision contained in the Book of Abraham aligns closely with elements found in ancient Egyptian, Canaanite, and Mesopotamian traditions. For instance, the Book of Abraham’s depiction of a divine council, with multiple gods deliberating and organizing the cosmos, resonates with ancient Near Eastern depictions of an assembly of deities such as those found in Canaanite and Mesopotamian texts. The idea made explicit in the Book of Abraham of organizing creation from chaotic matter, rather than creation ex nihilo, is also a hallmark of ancient cosmologies. Additionally, the geocentric model described in Abraham 3, which focuses on a hierarchy of celestial bodies in relation to the earth, reflects pre-modern astronomical paradigms characteristic of the ancient world.78 These ancient convergences make it difficult to dismiss the Book of Abraham as mere nineteenth-century pseudepigrapha, as it exhibits patterns and themes consistent with the world Abraham would have known.79 However, words and concepts drawn from Joseph Smith’s study of Hebrew, such as those influenced by Seixas’s Manual Hebrew Grammar, reflect a nineteenth-century linguistic context rather than the original language of Abraham’s era. This anachronism does not indicate that the Book of Abraham is a modern forgery, but simply that it cannot easily be classified as a direct, pristine Abrahamic autograph or untouched relic of the patriarchal age. Rather, it reflects a blending of ancient and modern elements, shaped both by Joseph Smith’s revelatory process and by his engagement with contemporary linguistic tools.

			Upon close examination, the Book of Abraham’s parallel biblical material in Abraham 4–5 appears to both preserve Abrahamic material and draw from the King James Bible, albeit refracted through Joseph Smith’s experience studying Hebrew under Joshua Seixas. The language and structure of the creation account bear clear traces of the KJV’s influence, suggesting that Joseph drew upon its familiar phrasing while adapting and expanding it.80 This phenomenon is not without precedent; the Book of Mormon likewise extensively incorporates KJV biblical quotations and allusions, blending them with original material to create a distinct scriptural voice and narrative.81 This pattern of incorporating and adapting KJV language has been acknowledged by Royal Skousen, a prominent proponent of the Prophet’s “tight control” over the Book of Mormon’s rendering.82 Skousen’s study of King James text in the Book of Mormon has compelled him to go so far as to characterize the Book of Mormon as “a creative translation that involves considerable intervention by the translator.”83 If this is true for the Book of Mormon, it is reasonable to expect a similar dynamic in the case of the Book of Abraham.

			Conclusion: Bridging Antiquity and Modernity 
in the Book of Abraham

			These four data points underscore the complex nature of Joseph Smith’s translation of the Book of Abraham. They indicate the Prophet’s active engagement with the text, not merely as a passive recipient of revelation but as a translator and editor consciously working to convey the inspired truths of Abraham’s record in a manner accessible and meaningful to a modern audience. As one scholar memorably put it, Joseph “did not think of himself as God’s stenographer. Rather, he was an interpreting reader, and God the confirming authority.”84 At the same time, the Book of Abraham contains undeniable ancient features that defy categorization as purely speculative or the product of prophetic imagination.85 Paradoxically, Joseph’s translation of the Book of Abraham thus appears to function as both a rendering of an ancient text and a modern expansion or “midrash”—using the term in its popular, albeit not strictly accurate, sense.86 In this regard, B. H. Roberts’s “manual theory” or Blake Ostler’s “expansion theory” for the Book of Mormon may offer a useful framework for understanding the nature of the Book of Abraham.87 Similarly, Michael R. Ash’s perspective—that revelation often involves a collaborative process between God and his prophets, where human culture, language, and understanding shape the final inspired product—offers valuable insight. The view articulated by these authors portrays scripture as dynamic and multifaceted, blending divine inspiration with human interpretation.88 Much of what they propose seems relevant for understanding the Book of Abraham and can account for the data we have seen above.

			However, this paradigm also has its explanatory limitations, as all translations—especially those of ancient texts—inevitably involve some degree of expansion and interpretation to make the rendering comprehensible to readers. Translation is never a purely mechanical process, even under the most ideal circumstances. If we take seriously the possibility that the Book of Abraham reproduces an ancient text in some form, which I believe we should, such expansion becomes not just possible but inevitable—even when the translation is conveyed through revelation. This is because the process necessarily involved a human agent, Joseph Smith, who worked through the constraints of a human brain, expressed himself in a human language, and operated with the cultural and linguistic tools available to him at the time. In this light, the very act of translation—whether by inspiration or by scholarly engagement—is an interpretive endeavor, shaped by the translator’s understanding, experience, and context. The more pertinent question for the Book of Abraham, then, may not be whether it represents a modern prophetic expansion of an ancient source, but rather to what degree or extent such expansion occurred. The lack of direct access to the original source text that Joseph Smith claimed to translate, however, limits our ability to definitively resolve this matter. All we currently possess is Joseph’s English translation. Without an Abrahamic original, we are left to rely on contextual evidence, textual analysis of the English translation, and reasoned inferences. This necessarily situates the discussion in the realm of conjecture. Until additional ancient manuscript evidence emerges, our understanding of the precise kind of translation Joseph Smith produced must remain provisional. “We [can] set up assumptions, based upon our best knowledge, but can go no further.”89

			An additional, potentially helpful framework for understanding the Book of Abraham has been articulated by Brant Gardner in his analysis of the Book of Mormon. In a recent monograph, Gardner explores the “compositional layers that are explicit and implicit in the text of the Book of Mormon.”90 He identifies two such layers that are relevant here: the nineteenth-century text and the Nephite Book of Mormon. The first layer consists of what Gardner terms “translation artifacts” in the modern English text produced by Joseph Smith, such as King James Bible quotations and anachronistic language.91 Gardner concludes that “the resulting translation” produced by the Prophet “transmits the Nephite meaning, but it was filtered through Joseph’s culture, vocabulary, and experiences.”92 The second layer, the Nephite Book of Mormon, represents the record composed in antiquity by Mormon, Moroni, and other Nephite recordkeepers—a complex text that interweaves written and oral sources.93 Mormon and Moroni served as the ultimate ancient editors who shaped this record into the cohesive narrative we now have.

			A similar compositional schema might be applied to the Book of Abraham, consisting of two layers: the nineteenth-century text and the Abrahamic text. At the top layer, as with the Book of Mormon, we find “translation artifacts” present in the English text of the Book of Abraham. These artifacts reflect Joseph Smith’s cultural and linguistic environment, including his vocabulary, familiarity of the King James Bible, and influences such as his study of Hebrew. These features are not necessarily part of the ancient text itself but are the result of the inspired process through which Joseph rendered the record into a form comprehensible and meaningful to a nineteenth-century audience. Beneath this is the Abrahamic text, composed by Abraham himself and, presumably, transmitted through the centuries. This layer represents the core content of Abraham’s writings—his autobiographical narrative and cosmological vision. A copy of this record was preserved among the Egyptian papyri obtained by Joseph Smith. This layer reflects the ancient compositional work of Abraham and later scribes who may have contributed to its transmission and preservation. This compositional framework underscores the complexity of the Book of Abraham and suggests, as I have maintained, that the text we have before us today reflects a synthesis of ancient and modern elements, shaped by Abraham’s writings, the process of transmission over millennia, and Joseph Smith’s inspired translation. Understanding these layers enriches our appreciation for the Book of Abraham as both an ancient document and a product of modern revelation.

			To be very clear, and to dispel any possibly misunderstanding, I believe the Book of Abraham is an ancient text that preserves elements of Abraham’s life and teachings. I reject the view that the Book of Abraham is merely nineteenth-century pseudepigrapha, as this explanation is both incompatible with the available data and is incongruent with my belief in Joseph Smith’s prophethood. Like the Book of Mormon, I believe the Book of Abraham has been shaped by centuries of ancient transmission as well as Joseph Smith’s modern revelatory translation process. However, these redactional layers neither disprove its ancient origin nor diminish its spiritual value. Any attempt to interpret what I have laid out here as some kind of admission of the Book of Abraham’s purely modern origin or its lack of historicity misrepresents my position. Instead, I am simply making the point that Joseph’s participation in rendering the text into English reflects a collaboration between human effort and divine guidance.

			I hope that what I have outlined above will feel consistent with what many Latter-day Saints already understand. The idea that God works through the imperfect mediums of language and culture does not diminish the divine nature of revelation and is reflected in scripture itself. Nephi taught how “the Lord God giveth light unto the understanding” of men, “for he speaketh unto men according to their language, unto their understanding” (2 Nephi 31:3). Similarly, the Doctrine and Covenants affirms that revelation is given through prophets “after the manner of their language, that they might come to understanding” (Doctrine and Covenants 1:24). Joseph Smith himself acknowledged the challenges and imperfections inherent in conveying divine revelation through human language. He lamented on one occasion how his “crooked, broken, scattered, and imperfect language” could sometimes entrap him in a “little narrow prison” and a “total darkness of paper, pen, and ink.”94 This candid admission hardly disqualifies Joseph as a prophet; it simply acknowledges a fact of the human condition.

			Brigham Young similarly recognized that revelation is inevitably shaped by the human instruments through which it is conveyed. As he stated in an 1855 speech, “The revelations of God contain correct doctrine and principle, so far as they go; but it is impossible for the poor, weak, low, grovelling, sinful inhabitants of the earth to receive a revelation from the Almighty in all its perfections. He has to speak to us in a manner to meet the extent of our capacities.”95 Brigham went even further on another occasion, teaching how the delivery of scripture is inherently tied to the human context of its reception. “When God speaks to the people,” he said in an 1862 discourse, “he does it in a manner to suit their circumstances and capacities. . . . Should the Lord Almighty send an angel to rewrite the Bible, it would in many places be very different from what it now is. And I will even venture to say that if the Book of Mormon were now to be re-written, in many instances it would materially differ from the present translation.”96 Brigham was not denying the existence of revelation with comments such as these. Instead, he was acknowledging the reality that when God speaks to humanity, including his prophets, he condescends to meet them where they are and adapts revelation in ways that are comprehensible and meaningful within the limitations of human experience.

			Based on the preceding discussion, we conclude that the case of the Book of Abraham exemplifies how Joseph Smith’s revelatory synthesis of ancient and modern sources produced a text that transcends simplistic categorizations. Called a “translation” by the Prophet, a term I accept in how I conceptualize the text, the Book of Abraham represents a rich, vibrant, and audacious work—one that seamlessly weaves together ancient truths and modern elements to create something far greater than the sum of its parts. This book offers profound doctrinal and cosmological insights that not only resonate with believers such as myself but also challenge and inspire all who honestly engage with its complexities.97 While some critics, operating under unexamined and overly reductive naturalistic assumptions,98 might dismiss the Book of Abraham as nothing more than the product of Joseph Smith’s environmental borrowing or fanciful imaginings, such a perspective underestimates the depth and originality of the text.99 The Book of Abraham defies such easy dismissal precisely because of its paradoxical nature. It presents itself as both a record deeply rooted in antiquity, with authentic ancient elements beyond Joseph Smith’s ability to magically conjure on the American frontier in the 1830s, and a product of modern prophetic expansion, shaped by Joseph’s unique cultural and theological context. Taking the Book of Abraham seriously on its own terms requires granting Joseph Smith the intellectual and spiritual credibility to engage with him as a prophet. While this may be a bridge too far for some, doing so reveals a work that rewards careful study and reflection.100 The tension between the ancient and modern elements present in the Book of Abraham is not a weakness but a strength—offering a multifaceted lens through which readers can explore questions of faith, revelation, and the nature of scripture. It is precisely this interplay of ancient authenticity and modern creativity that makes the Book of Abraham such a compelling and enduring source of inquiry and inspiration.
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			Latter-day Saint Theology and the Problem of Evil

			Val Larsen and Newell D. Wright

			Abstract: The classical formulation of God as the sole, self-existent Being and ground of all that exists poses a philosophical problem. If God is omniscient and omnipotent, why does evil exist? Why does he not save humankind from moral and natural evil? If we embrace the full set of classical assumptions of creedal Christianity, these questions have no satisfactory answer and God cannot be absolved of responsibility for evil. This paper reviews and rejects several classical and modern philosophical formulations that try to solve the problem of evil. It then argues that the problem of evil dissolves if we accept Restoration theology in its most compelling form. Pluralism replaces monism, law is largely natural rather than legislated, and the necessity of atonement is located in humanity rather than in God, though God graciously provides the Atonement of Jesus Christ, which makes human exaltation possible.

			The problem of evil—the seeming logical incompatibility of the existence of ubiquitous evil in the world and the existence of an all-loving, all-powerful God—is often the principal argument atheists deploy to discredit theism. This argument gains force from the undeniable existence of malicious acts that no one can credibly deny are grossly evil.1 The existence of this evil is fully documented in the very books that most powerfully testify that God exists—the Bible and the Book of Mormon. In all the traditions rooted in the Bible—Judaism, Christianity, and Islam—this evil is held to be real, not illusory, and must be accounted for.

			For mainstream, orthodox, creedal Christian theology, this problem is unsolvable. There is, ultimately, no way to satisfactorily reconcile the standard conception of God as an eternal, omniscient, omnipotent, omnibenevolent Being who is outside of time and space and who creates all other existing things ex nihilo (out of nothing), with the obvious, persistent reality that many of the beings God has created are evil and are allowed to enact their monstrously evil desires. In creedal Christian theology, God is the only being who fundamentally exists, who self-exists. God, the Creator is the BEING. All other things that exist are created by him and all other persons are creatures, contingent beings.2 They utterly depend upon God for both their initial and continuing existence. God had the option of not creating them and he has the option of ceasing to sustain their existence. The moment he does, they cease to exist. The total dependence of all contingent beings and things on God’s ongoing desire that they exist makes evil a serious problem.

			In this article we review arguments that some Christian theologians have proposed for dealing with the problem of evil. While the existence of evil in the world is inexplicable for mainstream Christian theology, it can be understood if we adopt distinctive premises of Latter-day Saint Christian theology.3

			Broadly stated, the key difference between the two theologies discussed in this article is this: creedal Christian theology is monistic, while Latter-day Saint theology is pluralistic.4 For monistic creedal Christians, there is only one BEING who self-exists. For pluralistic Latter-day Saints, there are many self-existent beings. For creedal Christians, God, the one BEING, is a completely different species, so to speak, from human beings. For Latter-day Saints, God and human beings are the same species, though at greatly different levels of development and maturity. Kathleen Flake highlights this monist/pluralist difference between Latter-day Saint and creedal Christian theology by focusing on the opening narrative in each tradition. Creedal Christian theology begins, she says, when God declares:

			“Let there be light” . . . over a perfect creation, into which evil has yet to appear. In contrast, Joseph Smith’s addition of the Council in Heaven to the traditional Genesis narrative teaches that the option of evil existed, as did we, primordially—prior to earthly creation.

			During the council, Flake notes, Satan says, “Behold, here am I, send me.” He then proposes a plan that would have destroyed human agency. Flake adds,

			Beginning history with the events of the Council of Heaven establishes in [Latter-day Saint] theology that evil no more originates than good originates; they are always potential to the . . . choice . . . of the uncreated person.5

			These different conceptions of God and of humanity yield different conceptions of law. For creedal Christians, all law is ultimately legislated by the one self-existent God. For Latter-day Saints, all law is ultimately natural law that merely describes the properties of self-existing entities.6 For creedal Christians, any coherent chain of reasoning must begin with God, because God is the only Being/Thing that fundamentally exists, the only self-existent Being. For Latter-day Saints, coherent chains of reasoning may begin with either God or humanity because both fundamentally exist. Both are self-existent.7

			Since our ability to take human being as a first principle is distinctive, we begin our brief discussion of Restoration theology with humanity. Speaking of the self-existence of human beings, the Lord revealed to the Prophet Joseph Smith that “man was also in the beginning with God,” and that intelligence “was not created or made, neither indeed can be” (Doctrine and Covenants 93:29). In a more extended comment, Joseph Smith said:

			Where did [the soul—the immortal spirit—the mind of man] come from? All doctors of divinity say that God created it in the beginning, but it is not so. . . . We say that God Himself is a self-existent God. . . . The mind of man—the intelligent part—is as immortal as, and is coequal with, God Himself. . . . God never had the power to create the spirit of man at all. . . . The first principles of man are self-existent with God.8

			What God cannot create, he cannot fundamentally change. Thus, the essence of each human being is a brute fact.9 So is the essence of all other matter, which is likewise co-eternal with God.10 Implicit in these uncreated entities, these brute facts, is a set of natural laws that constrain the Latter-day Saint God. Natural laws do not exist independent of the entities in which they are inherent; they merely describe the inherent causal relationships that constitute the natural object. The agency of intelligences is one of these inherent natural properties. God’s respect for human agency is, thus, just a particular instance of his respect for natural law, a respect that is not discretionary. Were he to attempt to violate natural laws that are inherent in the being of other persons and things, he would cease to be God (see Alma 42:13, 22, 25; Mormon 9:19).

			But he will never cease to be God because he is a perfect realist. His power is grounded in his unconditioned respect for reality. He is all-powerful in the sense that he can do everything that can be done. He is all-knowing in the sense that he knows everything that can be known. He is all-wise in the sense that—unlike his adversary, Satan—he never kicks against the pricks; he never refuses to acknowledge reality and adapt his will to it. So, though Latter-day Saints often use the word omnipotent, the word does not, or at least should not, have the same meaning for them that it has for creedal Christians. Parley P. Pratt, Orson Pratt, B. H. Roberts, Truman Madsen, Blake Ostler, and Terryl Givens all understand how eternal, natural law circumscribes the power of God. Later in this paper, we cite these thinkers and some of the ideas they have discussed.

			While God cannot change the uncreated essence of any human being, he can help other intelligences attain their telos, which means the fullest development of potential that is inherent within them. He does this by providing fellow intelligences with a spiritual body and a physical body, and by then placing them sequentially in circumstances where, if they choose to do so, they can eventually become like him. The magnitude of the help God gives human beings in attaining their telos is beyond the scope of this article. The essential point here is this: what God can do to assist human beings in the attainment of their telos is delimited not by his will but by the self-existent will of his fellow intelligences.

			Alma and the Problem of Evil

			To further explain the Latter-day Saint position and to provide concrete examples of evil, we will discuss three episodes in the life of Alma.11 We begin with Alma’s “visit to hell,” because his account of that visit and reflections upon it help illustrate distinctive elements of Latter-day Saint theology. We will then discuss two experiences Alma had in the city of Ammonihah. Conventional statements of the problem of evil focus on the obviously unmerited suffering of innocents, and the story of Alma in Ammonihah provides an excellent example of that kind of evil. But, as we shall see, the conventional account may not be the strongest statement of the problem, and the story of Alma in Ammonihah also provides an excellent example of the problem of evil in its starkest form. After discussing these examples of evil that Alma encountered, we will describe and discuss an oft-mentioned putative evil that is not clearly exemplified in the Book of Mormon.

			As a sinner, Alma could not abide the presence of God but instead experienced the pains of hell. In the first part of his life, he was “a very wicked and idolatrous man” (Mosiah 27:8), not a rebellious youth.12 He later described what he had done as “having murdered many of [God’s] children, or rather led them away unto destruction” (Alma 36:14). After the angel admonished him for his actions, Alma fell to the earth in a stupor and experienced “the pains of a damned soul” (Alma 36:16). For three days he experienced “everlasting burning” in the “darkest abyss” where his “soul was racked with eternal torment” (Mosiah 27:28–29). As Kevin Christensen has explained, Alma could experience eternal damnation in a finite time because “the endlessness of this state does not consist in an extreme extension of linear time, but in its transcendence.”13 Fully immersed in his misery, Alma experienced damnation as bottomless and horizonless, as having no discernible beginning or end. Based on his first-hand experience, he later described damnation as follows:

			For our words will condemn us, yea, all our works will condemn us; we shall not be found spotless; and our thoughts will also condemn us; and in this awful state we . . . would fain be glad if we could command the rocks and the mountains to fall upon us to hide us from [God’s] presence. (Alma 12:14)

			Still later, Alma tells his reprobate son, Corianton, that we are our own judges, in multiple senses (see Alma 41:7 and 12:14).

			What is striking and theologically important about Alma’s descriptions of hell is that it was Alma himself, not God, who inflicted the pain. He was punished by his own words and thoughts and deeds, not by God. This implies that Alma is more than just the sinful self that was eagerly engaging in soul-murder up to the point when he was accosted by the angel. He had a second self—a premortal self—whose moral viewpoint was aligned with that of God. This second self snapped into place once the angel confronted him. Suffice it to say that serious sinners, like Alma, are in hell not because God cannot stand to be in the presence of a sinner but because sinners cannot stand to be in the presence of God.

			After he confronted the evil in himself, Alma called upon the Savior and was redeemed from hell. He then had a second encounter with the angel whose first visit precipitated his visit to hell. In some respects, this second visit of the angel again sent Alma to hell. Alma had visited the city of Ammonihah, had been unequivocally rejected, and then “weighed down with sorrow . . . because of the wickedness of the people,” he had given up his effort to convert the very hard-hearted inhabitants of that city (see Alma 8:14). But, as he was leaving Ammonihah, the angel again appeared before Alma and commanded him to return to the city. There, he would have experiences that were, but for his literal visit to hell, perhaps the most painful, the most hellish of his life.

			Alma’s second visit to Ammonihah began pleasantly enough. He encountered Amulek and had success preaching to him and his family. He then again undertook the conversion of the Ammonihahites. Alma and Amulek delivered a powerful exposition of the gospel, including a warning that the unrepentant wicked, when they depart this life, will find themselves suffering as if they were cast into a lake of fire and brimstone (Alma 12:17).14 From personal experience, Alma knew this danger was real. He no doubt delivered the warning with great feeling.

			Having heard and rejected this second message, the people of Ammonihah drove from the city all those who showed any sign of accepting what Alma and Amulek had taught. Then, providing a paradigmatic example of the obviously unmerited suffering of innocents, the leaders of Ammonihah seized the wives and children of the men who believed and cast them (and the scriptures) into fires, which they mockingly likened to the fires of hell (Alma 14:14). They forced Alma and Amulek to watch the women and children die a horrible death. Amulek movingly describes the horror of this holocaust and affirms God’s power to prevent it. He says to Alma, “How can we witness this awful scene? Therefore let us stretch forth our hands, and exercise the power of God which is in us, and save them from the flames” (Alma 14:10). Alma replies,

			The Spirit constraineth me that I must not stretch forth mine hand; for behold the Lord receiveth them up unto himself, in glory; and he doth suffer that they may do this thing, or that the people may do this thing unto them, according to the hardness of their hearts, that the judgments which he shall exercise upon them in his wrath may be just; and the blood of the innocent shall stand as a witness against them, yea, and cry mightily against them at the last day. (Alma 14:11)

			Like Amulek, Alma fully feels the suffering of these women and children. What happened to them reverberates, Kiley Neilsen Turley has noted, not only throughout the remainder of Alma’s life but throughout the lives of eight generations of Alma’s descendants:

			[Alma] preaches of fiery punishment (Alma 12:17), watches his words become horrifyingly real (Alma 14:8–11), and then is told that he is to blame for the deaths he witnesses—or, at least, that his words sparked the idea (Alma 14:14). . . . Hearing that his words ignited the atrocity silences Alma for days. . . . There is at least one phrase he will never say again in the Book of Mormon: lake of fire and brimstone. These events redefine his vocabulary. Moreover, they redefine the vocabulary of the entire Book of Mormon. The extent of the shock and distress caused by Ammonihah’s fires is encapsulated in the fact that this well-used metaphor of hell disappears from the Nephite records. Many spoke of this hell previously . . . but after people burn women and children alive in a lake of fire and brimstone, the words lake of fire and brimstone are never spoken again by anyone in the Book of Mormon.15

			If God has the power to prevent suffering of innocents so salient that it traumatized not just the women and children, and not just Alma and Amulek, but eight generations of Alma’s descendants, why does he not prevent it?

			Alma provides two reasons: First, the suffering of the women and children, though real, is momentary. Like Abinadi, in minutes they pass through painful fire into the joy of eternal heavenly glory. Second, the wicked must be permitted to enact their evil will so that the blood of the innocents may witness against them as they stand at the threshold of the hellish suffering that Alma had personally experienced. Both of these rationales suggest that sometimes the eternal needs of the wicked take priority over the needs of the righteous.16 Thus, the first rationale minimizes the importance of the innocents’ suffering by focusing not on their suffering, but on their passage into glory. Then the lengthier, second rationale emphasizes the importance of the wicked being assessed and punished by a just process, a process that the wicked themselves will recognize matches their behavior with fitting punishment.

			Whatever value the first rationale (brief suffering, eternal glory) may have for theodicy—for explaining the problem of evil and defending the goodness of God in the face of evil and suffering—the second rationale (making judgment just), merely deepens the problem of evil. The Ammonihahite judges subjected the women and children who they cast into the fire, at most, to a few minutes of terrifying, agonizing pain. “The judgments which [God] shall exercise upon [the men of Ammonihah] in his wrath” will subject the Ammonihahite judges to eternal pains at least as intense as those suffered by the women and children. The cruelty of causing someone to suffer eternal pains is infinitely greater than the cruelty of causing someone to suffer a few minutes of pain. How could a good God do this?

			As Alma’s own visit to hell illustrates, part of the answer in the Book of Mormon is this: it is not God who makes the men of Ammonihah into demons who suffer the misery of their damnation. As we will show more fully below, they do that to themselves.17 The demonization and suffering are the natural consequence of their own actions. Their self-demonization is apparent in the Book of Mormon account. As they are gnashing their teeth, spitting, and hatefully smiting others, the judges and lawyers and priests of Ammonihah mockingly ask: “How shall we look when we are damned?” (Alma 14:21). The answer is, “pretty much as you look now.” There is irony in the chief judge’s statement: “Know ye not that I have power to deliver you up unto the flames?” (Alma 14:19). If we make an appropriate change in that statement, it might more accurately read: “Know I not that I have power to deliver myself up unto the flames?” He does not know it, but that is what the judge is doing. The natural law we call justice dictates that what we do unto others, we more profoundly do unto ourselves. As Alma had tried to warn him, the judge will soon be immersed in flames more intense than those into which he has cast the women and children.

			The Book of Mormon text does say that God “in his wrath” visited this judgment on the wicked men of Ammonihah. At many points in all the standard works, there are statements indicating that God, motivated by “anger,” actively punishes or otherwise exacts vengeance on the wicked when they do evil (for example, see Ezekiel 25:12–14). Such statements are not consistent with other, more theologically sophisticated accounts of justice being a manifestation of self-judgment and natural law, nor are they consistent with the behavior of good earthly parents who are motivated by love, not anger, when disciplining their children. We believe the more sophisticated accounts are also the more accurate description of our loving Heavenly Parents. The attribution of wrath and vengeance is an instance of anthropopathism, the ascription of fallen human emotions to God.18

			Accounts of a powerful being lashing out in anger when we act contrary to his will are easier to understand than the natural law account of what happens when we sin. All children anger a powerful adult at some point in their lives and are punished for such behavior. Virtually all adults, too, have had the experience of angering some powerful person, then reaping a negative consequence for evoking that anger. So, accounts of sin evoking anger in God and an angry God punishing the sinner are easier to understand. Such accounts leave no doubt that, according to scripture, sin ultimately produces bad consequences for the sinner. But rather than being the most accurate account of what happens when people sin, anthropopathic statements that describe God as angrily smiting the wicked are merely the most understandable accounts of what happens when we sin. Though they get the causal mechanism wrong, they make it unmistakably clear that in the long run, wickedness never was and never will be happiness (Alma 41:10).

			The negative consequences of sin and another dimension of the problem of evil now become more apparent in the Ammonihah story. God does not permit the self-demonization of the Ammonihahites to continue. Their moral evil (evil perpetrated by human beings) is terminated by natural evil (evil visited on human beings by nature).19 The text, beginning ominously with the precise date—“on the twelfth day, in the tenth month, in the tenth year of the reign of the judges over the people of Nephi”—tells us that the leadership of Ammonihah came again to the prison where Alma and Amulek languished, naked, hungry, and thirsty. Each man smote Alma and Amulek and said, “If ye have the power of God deliver yourselves from these bands, and then we will believe that the Lord will destroy this people according to your words.” The wicked men get what they ask for. Alma and Amulek rose and broke the cords that bound them. The Ammonihahite leaders “began to flee . . . [but] so great was their fear that they fell to the earth. . . . The earth shook mightily, and the walls of the prison were rent in twain, so that they fell. . . . [All] who smote upon Alma and Amulek, were slain by the fall thereof” (Alma 14:23–27).

			This natural occurrence, presumably an earthquake, bears on several important problem-of-evil issues. First, it illustrates one function of natural evil: it constrains moral evil. In this case, it put an end to the atrocities committed by the leaders of Ammonihah. More broadly, it makes all human life precarious. No matter how powerful and wealthy and young and strong a person may be, anyone may be struck down at any time by natural diseases and disasters. All those with a modicum of wisdom live in the shadow of their own impending death and of the moral accountability that may follow. This fact at least partially justifies the existence of natural evil. It is possible that the existence of natural evil reduces the sum of evil in the world. If the awareness of mortality caused by random natural evils reduces the magnitude of moral evil by an amount greater than the magnitude of random natural evils, then natural evil has, on balance, a positive effect on the sum of all evil in the world. Paulson and Ostler clearly state the logic of trade­offs. For example, a doctor may morally inflict the pain of a shot or even the amputation of a limb if the benefits will outweigh the cost. Thus, a morally perfect being does not necessarily prevent all evil and pain; rather, he maximizes the good by permitting those evils that bring about a greater good.20

			This function of natural evil—reminding people of their mortality and moral accountability—is illustrated over and over again in the Book of Mormon. It is so common and obvious that this evil and its effects have a well-known name: the pride cycle.21 As the Nephites prosper, they forget God and become wicked. When they become wicked, they are struck by various natural disasters or are attacked by the Lamanites and suffer battle losses.22 The attacks and battle losses, like famines and earthquakes, are generally attributed to Nephite wickedness. The battle losses and natural disasters typically compel the Nephites to humble themselves and call upon God, at which point they again begin to prosper both militarily and economically. The salutary effects of natural evils (and of moral evils that function like natural evils) are thus well-illustrated throughout the Book of Mormon.

			While in a complete analysis, eternal damnation is the most powerful manifestation of the problem of evil, the moral culpability of the damned makes their suffering less salient for many people than the suffering of innocents. The randomness of innocent suffering magnifies the problem. The timing of the earthquake that freed Alma and Amulek is an example of that randomness. If the earthquake had occurred earlier, it could have saved the innocent women and children. If the moral accountability Alma mentions as a rationale for not stopping the murder of innocents was valid, why were the Ammonihahites not permitted to murder Alma and Amulek, thus further compounding their guilt? God sometimes intervenes to stop evil, and sometimes he does not. From the point of view of those who are not rescued, God’s decisions to intervene or not intervene may seem capricious.23

			While it contains many diverse manifestations of evil, including eternal damnation (which should be but is not normally cited as the most horrific evil of all), the Book of Mormon provides no emphatic examples of righteous, innocent people suffering natural evils. We must infer that, in the Book of Mormon, innocents were sometimes destroyed by natural evil since this kind of innocent suffering is never dramatized. We can infer it when the city of Moroni sunk into the depths of the sea shortly before Christ’s coming (3 Nephi 8:9), for the children in that city presumably drowned with the guilty adults. In Ammonihah, though the cause was moral evil functioning like a natural evil (not natural evil per se), children analogously died with the wicked adults when Lamanites attacked and killed all the inhabitants of the city (see Alma 16:9–10).

			While tragic, these deaths of innocents do not starkly frame the problem of evil. They might be explained by various plausible considerations. One consideration is that a local culture can have immense power to constrain the set of possible life choices and their outcomes. A city like Ammonihah or Moroni could become so wicked as to make “evil good and good evil” (Isaiah 5:20). Similarly, like Sodom and Gomorrah, such cities could produce social norms so perverse that no child born into that culture would have any real opportunity to live a righteous life. The destruction of a thoroughly corrupt community or civilization (think of Noah and the Ark) might be justified because that civilization can no longer fulfill the function of mortal life, which is to provide souls an opportunity to exercise agency and choose between good and evil. Another consideration is that, even if the children could somehow be spared when all the wicked adults were killed, there would be no adult care or supervision leaving most to suffer and die from natural causes. Sparing them would only delay the inevitable.

			So, the Book of Mormon provides no clear examples of righteous persons both suffering from natural evils and then grappling with unmerited misery.24 We can provide a modern example: While living a righteous life may reduce the incidence of sickness and other forms of suffering that fall upon the wicked as a consequence of their actions, living righteously as a devoted follower of Christ does not guarantee that one will avoid accidents and sickness and thus live a long, full life, then die painlessly in one’s sleep. Many adults who are by all accounts exceptionally devoted and righteous followers of Christ, including young parents whose children urgently need them in their lives, have suffered debilitating disease and untimely deaths. While it is less common today than it was in the past, the children of devoutly righteous followers of Christ still die from accidents and diseases. The parents of these children understandably agonize over their deaths. Additionally, miracles that occasionally save some while not saving many others can compound the suffering of the righteous people who are not blessed with such miracles. The suffering and the agonizing questions that trouble the minds of such people are real. If deep pain and suffering are evil, their unmerited suffering is evil, or at least must be addressed in any adequate theodicy.

			Creedal Christian Theology and the Problem of Evil

			We turn now to a discussion of the ways in which different Christian traditions deal with the various manifestations of the problem of evil. In this discussion, we draw upon and cite a modern Calvinist theologian, Mark Hausam. In his insightful account of the issues in his article “It’s All in Arminius: Mormonism as a Form of Hyper-Arminianism.”25 Hausam is unusual in that he combines a deep understanding of the various strands of creedal Christianity with a deep understanding of the Latter-day Saint theological tradition.

			Again, for creedal Christians, Muslims, and Jews, the problem of evil is intractable. To understand why this is so, let us recall that the god of creedal Christianity, Judaism, and Islam is thought to be the sole possessor of BEING, that he is outside of space and time, that he creates all other beings ex nihilo, and that the continued existence of those other beings is contingent on his willing their continuation. If these concepts are true, created beings cannot act contrary to this god’s will. If they do the monstrous evil that many have done, they must so act because their god created them so to act. To take the specific examples of evil we have been discussing, this god must have created the women and children of Ammonihah to be burned to death and the leadership of Ammonihah to burn them, to torture Alma and Amulek, to turn themselves into demons, and then to suffer eternity in hell. This god must specifically have created the world such that it would cause accidents or disease to strike down righteous people and their children, because no person or anything else in nature exists or acts apart from the force and motive imparted to them by their god. A solitary sovereign who alone fundamentally exists, who exists outside of space and time, who creates all other things ex nihilo is, by implacable logic, morally responsible for every action and event in the universe he creates. Philosopher Antony Flew has summarized the logic that, given these premises, makes the creedal-Christian god morally responsible for evil:

			We cannot say that [God] would like to help but cannot: God is omnipotent. We cannot say that he would help if he only knew: God is omniscient. We cannot say that he is not responsible for the wickedness of others: God creates those others. Indeed an omnipotent, omniscient God must be an accessory before (and during) the fact to every human misdeed; as well as being responsible for every non-moral defect in the universe.26

			We will now very briefly summarize how some branches of conventional Christianity respond to this formulation of the problem of evil. If we better understand the degree to which conventional Christianity has struggled to deal with this problem, we can better appreciate the distinctive superiority of the Latter-day Saint account of why evil exists in the world.

			Calvinism

			Calvinists are the most rigorously logical of the conventional Christians.27 They fully embrace the implications of God’s solitary sovereignty and of creation ex nihilo. Hausam rightly asserts that “creation ex nihilo logically leads directly to Calvinistic determinism.”28 If God is the sole ground and sustainer of all being, it follows that all being is precisely what God created it to be. The worlds to come, both heaven and hell, will be populated with people God predestined to inhabit them, with people he specifically created to be there. In the words of Calvin:

			God . . . determined with himself whatever he wished to happen with regard to every man. All are not created on equal terms, but some are preordained to eternal life, others to eternal damnation; and, accordingly, as each has been created for one or other of these ends, we say that he has been predestinated to life or to death.29

			The number of beings created to burn eternally in hell is much larger than the number created to sing God’s praises eternally in heaven. This understanding of God and humanity is crystallized in Jonathan Edwards’s well-known, nightmare-inducing sermon, “Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God.” A great deal of spiritual angst—possibly including the angst that sent Joseph Smith to the Sacred Grove—has been created by the stern, clear-eyed, implacable logic of Calvinism.

			While it is fully consistent with (indeed, probably necessarily follows from) the classical Christian formulation of the doctrine of God, this conception of God is ethically troubling. Within no human ethical system—least of all the ethical system implied by the life of Christ—would it be acceptable, at one’s sole discretion, to create a circumstance that will assuredly cause another human being to suffer eternally the pains of hell. To hold both that God is good and that God does this, one must believe that God’s ethics have little or nothing in common with the ethics of humanity.30 It is, to say the least, a trial of faith to believe that an action that would be monstrously cruel and evil if a human being did it—condemning millions or billions of people to exquisite, eternal suffering—is a manifestation of perfect goodness if God does it. To be sure, God has declared, “my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways” (Isaiah 55:8). Most theists understand that human knowledge and belief is fallible, that God understands and could justify things that appear malign or just incomprehensible to us. But an ethics that combines divine determinism of all outcomes, including billions of souls burning in hell, would seem to entail a complete transvaluation of any recognizably good human ethical system.31 It is not compatible with the loving, giving God whom billions of Jews, Christians, and Muslims have known. So, the phenomenology of our personal experience of the Divine fits poorly with the unquestionably rigorous logic of Calvinist theology.

			Nonetheless, the logical rigor of Calvinism should not be lightly dismissed. Hausam plausibly argues that there is a fundamental theological divide between Calvinist theology on the one hand and Arminian/Restoration theology on the other:

			I will show that the most important theological dividing line is not between Arminianism and Calvinism on the one side and Mormonism on the other, but between Calvinism/Augustinianism on the one side and the doctrines of Arminianism and Mormonism on the other.32

			We will next review both Arminianism and Latter-day Saint theology. But let us here state that, while Hausam is largely correct, a better formulation would be this: there are two logically consistent theological positions one might occupy, the thoroughgoing divine determinism of Calvinism and the throughgoing self-determinism of the Latter-day Saints. The Arminians who attempt to occupy the middle ground fall between the two logical stools. Let us now review their position.

			Arminian Protestants

			Arminianism, a major school of thought in Protestantism, takes its name from Jacob Arminius (1560–1609), a Dutch Reformed minister who broke with Calvin to affirm the existence of human free will and “prevenient grace.”33 It includes an atonement that is unlimited in its offer of salvation. In adopting these views in opposition to their Calvinist brethren, Arminian Protestants (including Methodists, Seventh Day Adventists, many Baptists and Episcopalians, and a number of other Protestant denominations) affirm what Latter-day Saints also regard as important truths. This includes the beliefs that God wants all his children to be saved and that he creates none with the intent that they be damned. Also, Christ suffered for all in the hope that all will receive the gift he freely offers them and be saved. Thus, the Atonement is the universal gift of God to all humanity.

			Calvinism has millions of adherents, but most creedal Christians tend to have broadly Arminian views. Thus, though there are many differences between Arminian Protestantism on the one hand and Catholicism and the various Eastern Orthodox denominations on the other, the differences are mostly inconsequential with respect to their views on how universal prevenient grace and human free will can eliminate the problem of evil. Since these faiths share the relevant doctrines, most of the critique of Arminianism given below would also apply to Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy.34 Arminianism is the dominant strand in mainstream Christianity.

			In connection with their affirmation of the important truths mentioned above, Arminians commit themselves to what philosophers call incompatibilist35 or libertarian36 conceptions of free will, positions that are problematic in various ways we discuss below and positions that, in any case, ultimately do not resolve the problem of evil. Compatibilists argue that a choice can be entirely determined by an antecedent set of conditions, and yet be free. Incompatibilists insist that a choice cannot be both determined and free. Libertarian free will is an incompatibilist idea. It floats above and is unconstrained by any internal or external causal factors. Consistent with their incompatibilist libertarianism—and unlike Calvinists— Arminians believe that God has the power to create beings whose will is completely autonomous from his own, beings able to make life choices that contravene his will. By exercising this creative power and extending this gift of freedom, God surrounds himself with other beings who share his capacity for moral agency. The freedom these other beings enjoy does not include the power to determine or control all the consequences of their choices. If they act contrary to God’s will, bad things happen. If they act in harmony with God’s will, good things happen. But like God, they are capable of choosing for themselves what path they will tread, albeit within a narrower set of possible outcomes than those available to God. Since ex hypothesis, he is unable to (or at least does not) control the choices of these moral agents, God is not responsible for any sins they commit. The rationale discussed above for the existence of natural evil is available to Arminians—the natural evil that must fall wholly to God’s account may keep us conscious of our mortality and moral accountability. It may sufficiently inhibit moral evil that, on balance, the natural evil reduces the sum of all evil in the world.

			For Arminians to use these ideas to absolve God of responsibility for evil, they must argue that some entities exist that are independent of God, and that, in some fundamental sense, are not created by God. Ultimately, they must posit the existence of other gods who exist with God. Hausam summarizes these views as follows:

			God wishes that reality were different than it is. He wishes there was a way to attain all his desires. But there isn’t. He has to live with reality as it comes to him. It is a given he must submit to. And here we see the connection with my previous comments about LDS theology. In the Arminian view, reality is not what a perfectly good being wishes it was. There is a conflict between the nature and will of God, who is perfectly good, and the nature of reality, and the former must submit to the latter. But if there is a fundamental conflict between God, and everything that he is, and the basic nature of reality, then the laws that govern and give structure to that reality can no longer be thought of as being grounded in God or identical with God, but must be thought of as independent variables, structural principles of a universe which is independent of God and in the context of which God exists, and which limit and thwart him from accomplishing all that he desires to accomplish. Ultimate reality in this view, as in the LDS view, is thus not identical with God nor derived from him and his will. God must submit to the laws of reality, which are as much a given to him as they are to us. God is no longer the ultimate answer to all questions of existence or questions of “Why?” As in Mormonism, Arminianism makes God a finite being, limited by “lawlike structures or principles” which are not identical with him and which he did not create and cannot destroy.37

			As for human beings, the Arminian analysis makes “gods” of them. Hausam persuasively argues this point as follows:

			There is a conflict between ex nihilo creation and some of the central features of the Arminian universe. The concept of “free will” allows the force of creation ex nihilo to be effectually negated so that the independence Arminianism requires can exist. It does this by creating a “causal gap” between God’s creative activity and the actual essence of our will and choices. Whatever God did in creating humans and their free agency, in the Arminian view, he did not create an unbroken causal chain from himself . . . to the actual choices made by his creatures. Those choices are undetermined by God. The reason for their existence, since they are undetermined and first-causal, cannot be anything God has done. They are not traceable to any creative action of God, but are wholly self-originated in their nature . . . Whatever God created ex nihilo when he created human beings, he thus did not create that which constitutes the real essence of our being and character. . . . In Arminian theology, the main implications of the doctrine of creation ex nihilo are negated and the doctrine itself is thus, in effect, relegated to practical unimportance, since the most important part of who we are, that which defines our primary essence, is not created by God, but is self-existent or self-created. In Arminianism, we are uncreated, self-existent entities, just as Joseph Smith stated in the King Follett discourse. And just as the term “Gods” is the appropriate metaphysical term for such entities in Mormonism, so it is appropriate for such entities in Arminianism, although Arminians, being less consistent and developed in their theology, usually do not clearly see this and avoid the term because of its obvious clash with more classical theistic aspects of their thinking that they do not want to wholly or explicitly jettison.38

			Hausam sufficiently demonstrates that implicit in Arminian theology are ideas that find their full expression in teachings of Joseph Smith and Restoration doctrines grounded in those teachings.

			While Hausam’s critique of the Arminian position is telling, it is not complete. Even if they successfully add libertarian freedom to their theology by rejecting ex nihilo creation and making “gods” of men, the Arminian theology does not reconcile God’s goodness with the existence of evil in the world. Remaining aspects of their beliefs regarding divine ontology make the problem of evil still intractable. Following this line of reasoning, being a BEING outside of time, their omniscient creedal God would never be surprised by anything his creatures do. So even if it were possible for him to create contingent beings who freely act contrary to his will, all their freely chosen actions would be foreknown to him. He would have the option of not creating or not sustaining the existence of those who grossly defy his will.39 He could have created only that subset of free beings who he foreknew would freely choose to act much or entirely as he wanted them to act.40 There is no logical necessity for the creation of free beings to involve the creation of grossly evil beings.41 God was not surprised when Hitler, Stalin, Mao, and others murdered millions. When he created them, he knew what they would do and he was not obligated to create them or to sustain their existence once created. It follows that all their evil deeds are traceable to him. Had it not been for his fully informed act of creating these moral monsters, they and their evil deeds would not have existed. Thus, in the end, their acts and all other human actions are fully traceable back to him. He willed them into being and, in every moment, sustains their continuing existence. It follows that the problem of evil is not resolved by attributing to God the power to create beings who have libertarian free will. Or more precisely, it follows for any Arminians who retain other aspects of the classical conception of who God is, that is, the idea that he exists outside of time and foreknows all that any of his creations will freely choose to do.

			Open Theists

			There is a movement grounded in creedal Christianity that obviates the objection just raised that God is responsible for evil even if he is able to create creatures separated from him by libertarian free will. Hausam briefly discusses this group, whom he designates (and they themselves designate) open theists.42 Open theists tend to be found in all the various branches of creedal Christianity, except Calvinism. Thus, along with other denominations, there are open theists who are Catholic (W. Norris Clarke),43 Eastern Orthodox (Richard Swinburne),44 Seventh-day Adventist (Richard Rice),45 Mennonite (Thomas Finger),46 and Pentecostal (Kenneth Archer).47 Broadly, open theists view the full classical formulation of who God is as incoherent. According to this view, it is not possible for God to be omnipotent, omnibenevolent, the ex nihilo Creator of all things, and, at the same time, omniscient in the sense of being fully outside of time and having all events, past, present, and future laid before him as a theologically determined fixed trajectory. The other pillars of the classical formulation of God’s being—in particular omnipotence and omnibenevolence—can be logically reconciled only if his omniscience is compromised.

			Thus, open theists embrace what is for most creedal Christians the heterodox view that God’s knowledge of the future is incomplete. At a minimum, the future—as God knows it—branches down different lines, contingent on the not yet-known choices that human agents will make in the moment that the choice arises. In this view, because God cannot know what other moral agents will choose until they choose it, he is not responsible both before and after the fact for the choices they make. By sacrificing the classical formulation of divine omniscience, open theists largely solve the problem of evil. If God does not foreknow what those he creates ex nihilo will choose to do, he cannot solely create that subset of beings who will freely choose to do good. His only option is to create/not create free moral agents and allow/not allow them to enact their will. It is certainly arguable that it is better for God to create other moral agents, even with the inherent risk that some of those agents will choose to enact monstrous evil, than for him to live for eternity as the only extant moral agent. Having others around him—even if some of those others are evil—may be the best option available to God and to the other moral agents he creates.

			As noted, open theists largely solve the problem of evil, with the exception of one remaining issue. From the Latter-day Saint point of view, they rightly argue that the classical formulation of God’s being is incoherent.48 So, as noted above, open theists reject one of the key elements of the classical formulation—the idea that God is omniscient. But they continue to believe that God creates all existing things ex nihilo. Like other Arminians, they thus rely upon incompatibilism and libertarian free will to break the causal linkage between God’s act of creation and the evil acts of those he creates. The remaining problem is that, like the classical formulation of God’s being, incompatibilism and the associated idea of libertarian free will seem to be logically incoherent. They are, at a minimum, inconsistent with moral accountability. If they are not logically incoherent—and the topic is, admittedly, extraordinarily complex when philosophers sink their teeth into it and parse every possibility and nuance—these concepts are, at least, less immediately intelligible than determinism and self-determinism.

			In philosophy, determinism is the idea that all events have a cause and that the causes make the event inevitable. It is a fairly simple idea. As indicated above, compatibilism is the idea that a choice may be both determined and free. (We discuss how that can be true in the section below on Latter-day Saint theology.) Incompatibilism is the idea that free will can exist only if choices are not determined by anything other than the free floating will itself. Libertarian free will is an incompatibilist conception of free will, a will that is entirely independent, even from its creator, God. To be free of all antecedent causes, this type of free will must lack a fixed essence or disposition that would explain why one choice is made rather than another. But though libertarian free will helps absolve God of responsibility for evil, disconnecting the seat and source of choice from disposition or character, thus severing its connection with the past, leads to numerous problems for moral accountability.

			Here are some of the problems: When we make a choice, we either have a reason for making the choice or we do not. If we have a reason, the reason causes or at least influences us to make the choice. If we don’t have any reason for doing one thing rather than another, the choice is random. For a reason to influence us, we need to have a disposition that makes us responsive to that reason. If we have such a disposition, then past choices are predictive of what we will do in the future. Those past choices reveal who we are, so it makes sense for us to be rewarded or punished, based on what we have chosen to do. The choices reflect our essential being, and there are causal connections between who we are and the outcomes we experience. We deserve good outcomes if we are disposed to do good and we deserve bad outcomes if we are disposed to do bad.

			If we have no fixed essence, disposition, or character—nothing for reasons to be based on, our choices become indistinguishable from random events. If our choices are random and not caused by anything essential and enduring in our being and therefore do not manifest who we essentially are, were, and will be, then it makes no sense to reward or punish us based on those choices.49 Our past choices would then have no relationship to any future choice. They would be in no way predictive of what we might do in the future. Good choices that yield good results would become indistinguishable from good luck, while bad choices and bad results would be indistinguishable from bad luck. One deserves no admiration or praise for being lucky, no disapprobation or censure for being unlucky. Rewards and punishments, especially eternal rewards and punishments, make sense only if our behavior manifests who we are and will continue to be. They make sense only if our behavior is a function of some stable, enduring essence, some character or disposition that defines us.

			But this is precisely what God cannot create without being morally responsible for the choices we make, which fully revives the problem of evil. In short, libertarian free will accomplishes too much, for it relieves the ex nihilo creator, God, of responsibility for evils committed by his creations, but it does so by completely breaking the linkage between the past and present of moral agents. If there is no linkage between a moral agent at this moment and that same moral agent in the past, then rewards and punishments for past actions make no sense. So, even though open theists resolve some problems by jettisoning divine omniscience, they introduce other problems of logical incoherence or fiendish complexity that remain unresolved when they posit the existence of libertarian free will.

			Latter-day Saint Theology and the Problem of Evil

			In their theological reflections and efforts to address the problem of evil, Latter-day Saints have one colossal advantage over their fellow Christians: on the authority of multiple revelations of Joseph Smith, Latter-day Saints reject the doctrine of ex nihilo creation. As previously mentioned, Joseph taught that “man also was in the beginning with God,” that “the mind of man—the intelligent part—is as immortal as, and is coequal with, God Himself, [and that] the spirit of man [is] self-existent with God.”50

			One implication of these statements, discussed above, is the fact that God is constrained by natural law. If God does not have power to create or destroy an intelligence, it follows that the intelligence has properties that define what it is, and the properties possessed by the intelligence limit what God or any other external entity can do with it. Inherent in the uncreated intelligence is a network of causes and effects, a natural law that determines what kinds of interactions are possible between it and other existing things. As previously noted, that natural law constrains God not only with respect to humanity but also with respect to all material entities, for all material reality is, Joseph tells us, in its fundaments, uncreated.51 God may expand the scope of intelligences to act and develop. He may organize and reorganize pre-existing matter into rivers, oceans, planets, solar systems, galaxies, and universes. He may shower many blessings, including miracles, on his children and other existing things. But he has this power only because he loves and respects all other self-existent things and always acts in harmony with their essential, unchangeable nature. Like modern medicine—but on a much grander scale—he performs miracles through, not in defiance of, natural processes. His work and glory is to help other entities fully manifest their own latent glory. He helps them attain the highest form of being, the greatest glory they are capable of and are willing to embrace. Since his beneficent efforts to assist them are a given, any moral agent who, in the long run, is not glorious and beautiful, will lack those attributes because he or she chooses not to have them. If someone is evil, it is because that person chooses to be evil.

			Self-determination

			The self-existence of intelligences means there is no causal link between the moral choices of human beings and the creative acts of God. Given self-existence, this causal linkage is broken, without severing the connection between the agency of the self and its past. An intelligence has an essential being, which is an inherent disposition or character that is stable across time and that persistently determines the agent’s choices. It thus makes sense for intelligences to reap the consequences, good or ill, of their choices. Indeed, most of the consequences, both good and ill, may be effects wholly encoded into the being of the intelligence. The most important parts of God’s moral law are descriptive. God commands us to do things that (through networks of causes and effects encoded in our being) make us happy and avoid things that (through that same internal causation) make us miserable.

			Like Calvinism, Restoration theology is compatible with determinism. But unlike Calvinism, that determinism does not make God responsible for every human moral choice, because God did not create the choosing entity out of nothing nor did he impose misery on beings who, but for his intervention, would be happy. Indeed, he does the exact opposite: he makes it possible for us to escape self-imposed misery that we could not have escaped without his intervention.

			The fact that intelligences provide the ground for an enduring character does not mean that the behavior of a moral agent will be entirely consistent across time. Many factors—including past experiences of the consequences of one’s actions—may interact with one’s baseline character to determine what one chooses to do as new circumstances arise. Alma demonstrates that the ultimate preferences of an intelligence may not be immediately apparent. In some cases, people may need to suffer consequences up to and including a “visit to hell” before they understand that God has clearly marked the only path to optimal happiness. The fact that moral choices are wholly attributable to the will of the individual does not mean that there is no causal link between any choice humans make and God’s creative acts. The spirit bodies God created to house intelligences may have—and the physical bodies he created do have—specific needs and desires that influence human choices. Choices which are fully a function of the physical body God gave us are not moral choices. For example, people are not culpable for bad behavior that is entirely caused by dementia, by a physical deformity in the brain, or by various other forms of physically grounded mental illness. We are commanded to “judge not” (Matthew 7:1; see also 3 Nephi 14:1) in part because no human being can be fully informed about all the factors that influence another person’s choices. Many apparently immoral choices may be a function of circumstances over which the agent had no control and, therefore, has no moral responsibility. That said, most human beings are moral agents who determine much of what happens to them when they make moral choices that are a function of their inherent character, which character is grounded in their uncreated, self-existent, persistent intelligence. When they make that kind of choice, it is they, not God, who are responsible for any evil acts they commit and any negative consequences they suffer.

			Tradeoffs

			Self-existence and self-determinism fully account for the problem of moral evil.52 Similarly, as noted above, the need to constrain moral evil in part accounts for the existence of natural evil. To reiterate, since they help make us conscious of our mortality, natural evils may inhibit moral evil and, on balance, reduce total evil in the world.53 Natural evils sometimes strike in places like Ammonihah, where the inhibition of moral evil might well justify the death and destruction that occur. But, as we also noted above, even if that is true, the timing of the natural evil has no obvious explanation. The earthquake in Ammonihah struck in time to save the lives of Alma and Amulek, but not those of the innocent women and children.

			To address issues like these, we need to acknowledge the constraints God faces and the complexity of the many interacting interests he must take into account. We have suggested that God is the perfect realist who understands and wisely accepts all the natural laws encoded into the self-existent entities around him. As Thomas Sowell has sagely observed, realists recognize that most big problems confront us with tradeoffs, not solutions.54 Satan falsely promised a perfect but impossible solution: “not one soul shall be lost” (Moses 4:1). Though God organized and knows intimately all parts of the immense universe he has created for us and though his knowledge and power greatly exceed what we can even imagine, God nevertheless confronts tradeoffs because he lives among entities that he did not create and does not control. He embraces and acts within the unimaginably complex real world where the needs of one can often conflict with the needs or interests of another.55 A world such as ours in which fallen beings live side by side and exercise agency is inherently tragic. Some degree of innocent suffering, suffering like Alma and Amulek witnessed, is thus unavoidable in our world.

			That kind of complexity, conflict, and innocent suffering all exist in the Ammonihah story. Let us consider just a few of the competing interests in play, beginning with the interests of the wicked leaders of Ammonihah since they, too, are beloved children of God whom he seeks to serve and save. As self-existent moral agents they have the need and right to make choices. They thereby determine their own destiny, subject to constraints reality imposes on them and everyone else, including God. To the maximum extent possible, they must be permitted to act and to experience the consequences of their actions. Only thus may they justly come to know who they are. Given the hardness of their hearts, the only hope of salvation they may have is to thrust themselves into hell and fully experience the consequences of their actions. Perhaps the pains of hell may help some of them to recognize their need for a Savior and for redemption from the hell they have created for themselves, a redemption which only Christ can offer.

			The interests of the Ammonihahite leaders obviously conflicted with those of the innocent women and children whom they cast into the fire. The leaders need to act, then have the veil be lifted and thus experience what it is to be both those who cast innocents into the fire and to be the innocent victims. If, once the veil is lifted, they are sufficiently touched by the experience of their evil as both perpetrators and victims, if that experience motivates them to call upon Christ as Alma did, then they can be redeemed. Christ has, voluntarily, fully inhabited their sin, and having done so, provides a path for them to repent and escape the full measure of suffering that would otherwise be the natural and just consequence of their actions. In some cases, entering the hell that one has self-created seems to be, as it was for Alma, the necessary catalyst for one to become repentant. We can only hope that it proved so for some or all of the leaders in Ammonihah.

			The specific form of the deaths of the innocent women and children marks a connection between them and Christ. In the narrative, like the unspotted lamb that is burnt in a holocaust offering on the temple altar, they have the honor of symbolically representing the Savior. Thus, the suffering of these innocents has the potential to play a role in redeeming those who victimized them. In the next life, any of their victimizers who have been saved by their suffering and that of the Savior will come to them as penitents to express profound sorrow for what they did and profound gratitude for the role their victims played in helping to save them. What is certain is that the Savior will suffer all the terror and pain of the fires with the innocent victims and, in the eternities, he will lift from them the burden of that experience.

			Tradition suggests that the Apostle Peter was crucified like Christ and counted it an honor to suffer a fate similar to that suffered by his Savior.56 While we should never specifically seek such suffering in the name of Christ, it is an honor to be counted worthy to be a martyr who joins Christ in his redeeming work (Matthew 5:11–12; Mark 10:29–30). These women and children receive that honor and its reward. The text notes their recompense: “the Lord receiveth them up unto himself, in glory” (Alma 14:11). While from an earthly perspective, the suffering of these and other innocent martyrs seems unbearable, in the eternities the suffering is less than a nanosecond in comparison with the eternal glory the Father and Son grant to those who suffer because of their faith in Christ. Having received their reward of eternal glory, no martyr will count the cost of their exaltation as excessive. From an earthly perspective, the suffering of the ultimate innocent, Jesus Christ, seems the most unbearable of all. Yet, having borne it, Christ eternally demonstrated why he is the most glorified and beloved of all God’s spirit children. The earthly perspective that causes us to reprehend all innocent suffering is demonstrably short-sighted in the eternities.

			As previously noted, the problem of evil, properly viewed, is centered on the suffering of the wicked who are eternally damned, not on that of their redeemed and exalted innocent victims. It should not surprise us that affairs on the earth are sometimes arranged, as in Ammonihah, to prioritize the needs of our Heavenly Parents’ children who have gone astray over the needs of their children who are firmly on the path to glory. It is common for earthly parents to devote the most time and resources to enhancing the wellbeing of their least fortunate or least wise child. The children who are lucky, righteous, and prosperous often receive less, because they need less.

			Because our Heavenly Parents love all of their spirit children, they too might be expected to arrange matters to accommodate the needs of their wicked children who are the least prepared to enter eternity. They might have an analog to the Catholic preferential option for the poor; perhaps a preferential option for the wicked. Catholic teaching rightly suggests that, in public policy-making, it makes sense to favor policies that benefit the poor more than the rich. A prudent balance must be struck that preferentially meets the needs of the poor while preserving sufficient incentives to keep the rich engaged in wealth creation. Like the poor, the wicked are especially needy. Provided that sufficient earthly rewards for righteousness exist to encourage the righteous to persist in righteousness, it makes sense to organize affairs on earth such that the greater spiritual needs of the wicked are given priority when interests clash. As Alma’s life story indicates, the wicked often need to enact their will and come to know themselves as they will be, if they remain unredeemed. They need to know themselves qua themselves alone, even if that knowledge never causes them to repent. For the most part, affairs on earth seem to be arranged for them to acquire that self-knowledge.

			Given the importance of permitting moral agents to act and discover who they are by experiencing the natural consequences of their actions, God’s intervening to prevent the ongoing torture and death of Alma and Amulek is harder to explain than is his choice to not intervene and thereby save the women and children from their momentary misery. The intervention in behalf of Alma and Amulek prevented the wicked Ammonihahites from experiencing, when the veil was lifted, the full measure of natural consequences that are inherent in being themselves; it prevented them from fully discovering who they authentically are. That was the downside of the earthquake intervention, but it also had an upside. If it is viewed clearly, the earthquake that destroyed the sinful Ammonihahites was an act of grace for them even more than it was for Alma and Amulek. It saved the sinners from the suffering to which they would otherwise have subjected themselves. Every intervention by God that destroys wicked people and prevents them from committing additional acts of evil is, we posit, ultimately an act of grace.

			A common theme of near-death experiences is a life review in which individuals relive their lives as both the one acting and the one being acted upon. So, when the veil is lifted, the suffering of perpetrators is much more than double the suffering of their victims. The wicked suffer both as the victim (which is painful) and as the victimizer who causes the victim’s pain (which is exponentially more painful).57 It is true that what we do unto others, we do unto ourselves. When reading scripture, our view is misplaced and myopic when we focus on the innocents saved from suffering by divine intervention that destroys the destroyers. It may be the destroyers, not their victims, who are most saved from suffering when God intervenes.

			Since God’s interventions appear to terminate the self-revelation and self-discovery of moral agents, which is among the most important purposes of this life, how do we account for them? Part of the answer is Sowell’s tradeoffs-not-solutions aphorism. Reality does not often offer the option of optimizing outcomes on every dimension. Achieving one necessary end will sometimes require suboptimization in attaining some other incompatible end. In this specific case, viciously murdering innocent women and children and brutally torturing Alma and Amulek, even if not to death, may have sufficiently demonstrated the wickedness of the Ammonihahites, and, if they do not repent, the justness of their eternal damnation. They probably fully comprehend that they were capable of committing and would have committed other atrocities if permitted to live. The marginal benefit of letting them fully enact their wicked will and fully discover who they are may have been (indeed, almost certainly was) small in comparison to the benefit of having Alma live. And not only live, but continue his ministry among the Zoramites, deliver powerful sermons to his sons, lament that he could not speak with the voice of an angel such that he would be heard by all the earth, then write many things incorporated in the Book of Mormon that, ironically, are heard in hundreds of languages in all parts of the earth as if they were spoken by the voice of an angel.

			We have ample reason to trust God’s judgment on how competing moral claims may be most justly balanced. He understands all the interacting variables as no mere human being ever could. He understands which souls are most in need of help and which tradeoffs will best optimize joint outcomes. As we observe his interventions and his choices not to intervene, we should repose in full confidence that he has in each case made the right call, given the constraints he and all of us face. We should trust that he has acted in the way calculated to maximize the overall well-being of his children.

			Before moving on to the manifestation of natural evil that is not treated in the Book of Mormon, let us discuss one further issue that might be raised in connection with the Ammonihah story. If intelligences are uncreated, if they have a stable character and dispositions that persist across time, if God fully understands all the interacting variables and the outcomes they will yield in the future, then God may know precisely how each intelligence will act if it is clothed in a spirit and a corporeal body.58 Perhaps more likely, God may have an extra dimensional point of view that lets him foreknow events in our four- dimensional space/time, because events are static from his point of view, though dynamic from ours.59 If God somehow foreknows what we will do before we do it, why would it not be sufficient for God to show us what we would do and cause us to suffer the consequences of the actions we would have taken if permitted to act, while preventing us from actually doing the evil deeds we would do? Why can’t the perpetrators of the holocaust in Ammonihah be told what they will do and be caused to experience the effect of those actions while sparing the women and children from actually being burned in the fire?

			The answer is that any intervention which severs the connection between acts and consequences is unjust. If the act occurs without consequence, as Satan unrealistically proposed in the premortal world, then justice is abrogated. In like manner, if the consequence occurs without the act, as here proposed, then again, justice is abrogated. Such an arrangement is, on its face, unjust. Any being committed to justice—a commitment inherent in the being of God and fully encoded in the being of all who kept their first estate—would rebel against an arrangement in which people were punished for what they would do if permitted to act, rather than for what they actually did do. It would not be the men of Ammonihah only who would regard such an arrangement as illegitimate, it would be all of us. Were God to do such a thing—which he never would—he would abrogate justice and cease to be God (Alma 42:22–23). While he quite often gives us blessings that we have not fully earned, including the mercy that saves those who repent, he never visits on us punishments unmerited by our actions. We may have full confidence in his justice. We would not have accepted him and his premortal plan for us if we had not known him to be a completely reliable, completely just, God.

			Random effects

			That said, the righteous have no guarantee that they will not suffer natural evil. Let us now consider the kind of natural evil that is not exemplified in the Book of Mormon. In some cases, it is quite evident that natural evils do not reduce moral evil. If anything, they increase it. The death of a righteous young mother who leaves behind five children who urgently need her is very unlikely to reduce the incidence of moral evil in the world. On the contrary, the loss of her loving nurture for those children may increase moral evil. When two parents, both devoted followers of Christ, lose a child to disease or accident, while the child of other parents who are less devoted to the Savior is miraculously cured of the same illness, it is not immediately obvious how the quantum of moral evil in the world is reduced.

			What is evident, however, is that a somewhat random distribution of natural evils is essential for the preservation of agency and growth. In the Sermon on the Mount, the Savior noted that the Father “maketh his sun to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust” (Matthew 5:45). This metaphor reveals a profound truth. Where there is nothing but sun, where there is no rain, life does not thrive. Tribulation, like rain, has beneficent properties. It increases growth and helps us become resilient. Just as some mixture of sun and rain is required for the flourishing of biological life, even so a mixture of good and bad fortune is required for the flourishing of spiritual life.

			An equally or more important consideration is the fact that moral agency cannot be manifested and developed where good acts are always immediately rewarded and bad acts immediately punished. Those of us who kept our first estate had to leave God’s presence and have our memory of it obscured by a veil, in part because while we were still with him, any sin would have subjected us to immediate, excruciating pain, while compliance with his will filled us with immediate joy.60 In that circumstance, our ability to be and know ourselves and to grow spiritually was compromised. Earth life would have been no better for our growth than premortal life if the linkages here between acts and consequences were instantaneous. So, in this life there is typically a time lag between when we act and when we experience the consequences of an act. Alma gives that time-lagged condition a name: he calls it a “probationary state” (Alma 24:7). Without that lag, we would become the human equivalent of rats in a Skinner box.61 Our behavior would be controlled by a system of immediate and certain physical rewards and punishments. We would not be proper moral agents.

			The Gods weep

			Our Heavenly Father, Mother, and Savior’s work and glory is to help each human being attain the kind of life that they, themselves, have.62 Their mode of living is our telos, our highest hope in eternity, but not because their existence is one of endless bliss. The life of our Heavenly Parents is not devoid of tragedy and pain. As Terryl and Fiona Givens have observed, one of the distinctive qualities of the Latter-day Saint God is his capacity to experience profound sorrow as well as profound joy.63 The sorrow side of that capacity was memorably witnessed by Enoch:

			Angels descend[ed] out of heaven . . . saying: Wo, wo be unto the inhabitants of the earth. . . . Satan . . . had a great chain in his hand, and it veiled the whole face of the earth with darkness; and he looked up and laughed, and his angels rejoiced. . . . [T]he God of heaven looked upon the residue of the people, and he wept . . . and shed forth . . . tears as the rain upon the mountains. . . . And Enoch said unto the Lord: How is it that thou canst weep, seeing thou art holy, and from all eternity to all eternity? . . .The Lord said unto Enoch: Behold these thy brethren; they are the workmanship of mine own hands, and I gave unto them their knowledge, in the day I created them; and in the Garden of Eden, gave I unto man his agency; And unto thy brethren have I said, and also given commandment, that they should love one another, and that they should choose me, their Father; but behold, they are without affection, and they hate their own blood (Moses 7:25–26, 28–29, 32–33).

			The realism of our Heavenly Parents and their respect for both agency and justice subject them to unavoidable tragedy and sorrow. They experience this pain directly as they observe the foolishness and cruelty of their children. Though they understand the glory that awaits the women and children sacrificed in Ammonihah, our Heavenly Parents surely felt the pains of those holocaust victims even more than Alma and Amulek felt them. Father and Mother in Heaven also experience our pains indirectly as their First-Born Son suffers the agonies inherent in every sin. The suffering of the Divine Mother with her Son may be marked in the passion narrative by the nails that pierce the body of Christ. As they are driven into his body, they also pierce the cross, a symbolic tree that, among other things, may symbolize Heavenly Mother.64

			As a consequence, among the things we human beings must embrace, if we wish to have the life our Heavenly Parents have, is the tragedy inherent in agency. Loving parents sometimes use the expression “no empty chairs”65 to communicate their hope, or even expectation, that none of their children or grandchildren will fail to join them in celestial glory. While we should always maintain hope and pray that our wayward children will return,66 we should keep in mind that it was Satan who falsely promised no empty chairs. Although we cannot help but desire the exaltation of our family and friends, we must, like our Heavenly Parents, respect the agency of our progeny and those we love. We must respect their right to determine their own just destiny—a destiny that can include exaltation if they choose it. Their right to choose for themselves is the essential consideration and we must affirm it to be in harmony with God.

			It is not the autonomy of human moral agents only that we must affirm and respect. All uncreated material entities have self-existent properties. They are subject to natural law that is encoded in the being of that entity. Physical decline and death are intrinsic properties of our mortal bodies. Earthquakes and storms, illness and accidents, are all manifestations of properties inherent in the materials that compose us and the world we live in. As we better understand the essence of, and the laws implicit in, physical materials that compose us and this world, we are able to ameliorate some outcomes negative from our point of view. God commands us to respect and care for the natural world (Genesis 1:26–29)67 and that respect and care will sometimes entail submitting to realities outside ourselves. To be God is to recognize, respect, and live in harmony with the nature and interests of all existing things.68 Rebelling against or otherwise rejecting what is real is sin. To be like God instead of like Satan,69 we must live in, not rebel against, reality, even when that reality may produce outcomes that induce in us extreme pain. Thus, in some important respects, God himself is subject to natural evil and to the operation of natural law inherent in other real entities that he must respect though it gives him pain. To be like him, we must likewise respect the operation of those natural laws.

			The combination of random effects and the operation of laws implicit in physical reality will sometimes yield things like the death of a young mother or of a beloved child. Were parents empowered to eliminate all suffering and death for their children, most might do so. But to do so consistently, to do so as Heavenly Parents would probably have to do, these mortal parents would need to follow Kant’s categorical imperative, a rule that suggests an act is moral only if we would apply it not only to ourselves but to everyone else as well.70 Thus, parents would need to make what is true for their one child true for all children. Would a wise parent eliminate death and suffering for that one child if the cost were to destroy the ability for their other children and all children to choose their own destiny? Would they destroy agency to end the suffering or preserve the life of a single child? If all choices yield the same beneficent consequences, then moral agency no longer exists. The world would potentially be ordered as Satan proposed in the premortal councils rather than as God proposed. The pain and grief we experience when bad things happen to us and our children can sometimes seem unbearable. Even so, upon reflection we may feel compelled to acknowledge that agency cannot exist without tragedy and that the greatest tragedy of all is the loss of agency.

			According to Latter-day Saint theology, we become more like our Heavenly Parents as we humbly accept the necessity of some painfully real losses. We must learn to live with pain as well as with joy. We must learn to accept and respect realities inherent in other self-existent things. But while the weeping of our Heavenly Parents and the suffering of our Savior demonstrate that the life, even of exalted beings, is not entirely free from pain, we can have faith, and eventually a perfect knowledge, “that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Romans 8:38–39). They will also not separate us from those we love, who also love God and the Savior. There will be passing defeats and sorrows. The drama of both mortal and eternal life has an element of tragedy. But for the faithful who are redeemed and return to live eternally with our Heavenly Parents and Christ, the drama is ultimately a comedy that has an overwhelmingly happy ending.

			While Latter-day Saint theology can account for the problem of evil more effectively than any other theology within the Judeo-Christian tradition, there are caveats. Its ability to do so is contingent on embracing specific versions of the theology. There are certain formulations of Restoration theology that forfeit most of its advantages in dealing with the problem of evil. We will discuss two of these theological contingencies: first, alternative formulations of free will, and second, alternative formulations of what intelligences are.

			Caveat 1: Alternative formulations of free will

			Hausam succinctly describes the main alternative positions of Latter-day Saints on the nature of free will:

			Most Mormons frame this doctrine of free agency by means of the concept of “libertarian” free will, the idea that for a choice to be free it must be possible to do the opposite, all circumstances involved in the choice being equal. Some LDS theologians, however, have adopted a version of “compatibilist” free will, which states that our choices are rooted in our character, or who we are, and are determined by our character, and it is not possible to do the opposite. Both camps would agree, however, that the important point here is that our choices are caused, ultimately, only by us, and are not rooted in the determination of God.71

			If most Latter-day Saints, as Hausam suggests, adopt an incompatibilist, libertarian conception of free agency, then most largely forfeit the theological advantages discussed above that are grounded in the rejection of ex nihilo creation. Since the libertarian conception of free will breaks all linkages between the past and the present, how a being was created becomes irrelevant. The distinction between ex nihilo creation and eternal self-existence becomes irrelevant when assigning moral responsibility for evil deeds. It remains relevant only to the existence of divine omniscience. Given libertarian free will, as previously discussed, an omniscient God would be morally responsible for the actions of creatures he created. So creedal theologians must discard omniscience, as open theists do, to fully address the problem of evil.

			Latter-day Saint theologians who have an incompatibilist, libertarian conception of free will would not need to jettison divine omniscience. Even if God foreknows that an intelligence will commit gross evil if clothed in a spiritual and physical body, God’s only options are to leave the self-existent intelligence undeveloped, or to help it enlarge its scope for action and, thereafter, confront its own inherent malevolence. It may be better for an intelligence—even an intelligence disposed to do evil—to have the opportunity to act and know itself rather than remain inactive and therefore unknowing. God would be justified in providing the opportunity for that entity to gain both a spirit body and a physical body, so that it might advance to a higher, though suboptimal, state of being.

			While losing relative advantage in accounting for the problem of evil might provide weak grounds for rejecting libertarian free will and embracing self-determinism, there are stronger grounds for preferring self-determinism. Libertarian free will would seem to be incompatible with faith in God, final judgment, and enduring exaltation—core principles of the Restored Gospel of Jesus Christ. To reiterate, libertarian free will breaks the linkage between past and present. For all options to be open in any moment, the past cannot be fully indicative or even necessarily predictive of what the present and future will be. A person who has consistently chosen to do evil in the past may, like Alma or Paul, choose to do good now and in the future. One who has chosen to do good in the past may, suddenly choose to do evil.

			In Latter-day Saint theology, human beings are ultimately the same species as God, being his children who have the potential to become like him. But if human beings were to have libertarian free will, as some Latter-day Saints believe, then God would likewise have libertarian free will. If he does, even he could not be relied upon to be tomorrow the perfectly righteous and just being that he is today. As Joseph Smith taught, were God changeable, and thus unreliable, we could not exercise saving faith in him.72 Nor could there be a last judgment, a final judgment with assignment to eternal degrees of glory. Those exalted to the celestial kingdom might decide tomorrow that they no longer wish to be there or might act in ways that would make heaven cease to be heaven if they remained there. Conversely, those consigned to the telestial kingdom might change tomorrow and suddenly merit an “upgrade” to the celestial kingdom. All this instability inherent in libertarian free will is very much out of harmony with the Gospel that is taught in the scriptures. There, God is described as being unchanging (Mormon 9:19; Moroni 8:18), and judgment as being final (Alma 12:5; Doctrine and Covenants 43:25). Since all the core principles of the Gospel are consistent with self-determinism and inconsistent with libertarian free will, we may reasonably conclude that our choices reflect our uncreated, self-existent, enduring, eternal being. God has taken up the task of helping each of us attain the highest form of existence that is compatible with who we intrinsically are, and may become.

			Self-determinism might seem to warrant a complaint that, being self-determined and self-destined to choose a path that reflects our ultimately fixed character, we do not have the power to choose our destiny. Those who do evil might complain that they would like to be righteous but are unable to do so because righteousness was not encoded in their uncreated, eternal being. The obvious counterargument is this: if people truly wish to be righteous, they merely need to act in harmony with their own sincere wishes and they will be righteous. To be sure, all of us must sometimes say with Paul, “the good that I would I do not: but the evil which I would not, that I do” (Romans 7:19). An essential component of any true desire to be righteous is a willingness to come unto Christ and eventually be made sinless, as Alma was, by the grace of God manifest in Jesus Christ. In another paper, we discuss the natural-law dynamics that make Christ’s righteousness become our righteousness. But with the caveat that we must come unto Christ to fully attain our telos, each person will spend eternity in the place and in the condition that he or she has chosen.

			Caveat 2: Alternative conceptions of intelligence(s)

			Restoration theologians have articulated two main theories about intelligence(s). One group views intelligences as individuated, as what might be called existential monads or atoms (in the original Greek sense of a thing that cannot be divided into parts and that is, therefore, a fundamental unit of reality). A monad of this kind would have its own view on the world outside it and would be distinct from other monadic beings. Another group thinks of intelligence as a substance, a kind of ocean of intelligence, from which individuals may be created. In this view, intelligence is a stuff-noun, like water. Like seawater in an ocean, it is unindividuated from the surrounding mass of liquid. God must intervene to organize that substance into individuated beings. For the first group, intelligences (note the plural) is a count noun. For the second group, intelligence (note the singular) is a mass noun. Kenneth Godfrey reviews the positions taken by various theologically inclined Restoration thinkers such as B. H. Roberts, John A. Widsoe, Nels Nelson, and Truman Madsen who all viewed intelligences as being monadic. Conversely, Charles W. Penrose, Joseph Fielding Smith, and Bruce R. McConkie all viewed intelligence as being a mass substance.73

			The difference between these views is theologically consequential. Both can locate the roots of evil in something outside of God. But only the first view, the idea that intelligences are monadic, fully exonerates God from any responsibility for individual sin. If intelligences are, in their essence, already individuated, God has no influence or responsibility for the character and choices of these co-eternal monadic entities. Their character is in no way influenced by any act of God. To reiterate what was said above, God’s only option with respect to them is to expand or not expand their scope for action and ability to act.

			If, on the other hand, intelligence is not individuated, if God creates individual beings by organizing a portion of the substance, intelligence, to form each individual, God may be responsible for the differences that exist between individuals who choose good and those who choose evil. For the good or evil to be grounded in the intelligence, that substance must be differentiated in some way, some of it having inherent within it the seeds of evil, and some of it having within it the seeds of good. A being organized wholly of the inferior intelligence material might be disposed to entirely hate God. A being composed wholly of the superior intelligence material might be disposed to entirely love God. A being composed of a mixture of good and bad intelligence material might do evil because of the bad elements that compose it. But because of the good elements that also compose it, it might lament or even resent the fact that God has yoked it with evil material and, thus, condemned it to suffer rather than rejoice, as it might have done if differently composed.

			The theological advantages of the monadic view of intelligences are considerable. In addition to better obviating the problem of evil, the monadic view is more consistent with the concept of eternal identity and being. Our Father and Mother in Heaven obviously now exist as individuals. The Proclamation on the Family suggests that not only their individual existence, but also their gender and ours are eternal attributes: “Gender is an essential characteristic of individual premortal, mortal, and eternal identity and purpose.”74 For gender or character or any other attribute to be an eternal property of a person, intelligences would probably need to be monadic. In Christianity and, more broadly in the West, the autonomous nature of the individual is generally affirmed. Theologically, the monadic view of intelligences is more consistent with this Western (and scriptural) conception of differentiated, individuated souls. The ocean of intelligence view is more consistent with the Eastern conceptions of Hinduism and Buddhism, in which many attributes, if not most, that we associate with being an individual are illusory and something to be transcended. Given the scriptural emphasis on individual identity and moral responsibility, Latter-day Saints should probably embrace the belief that intelligences exist as intrinsically differentiated spiritual monads.

			Summary and Conclusions

			In this article, we have attempted to demonstrate for those who embrace the classical formulation of the concept of God (the set of beliefs about God promulgated since ancient times by Judaism, creedal Christianity, and Islam), that the necessity for an atonement must be located in God, because he is the only self-existent being, the ex nihilo Creator of all other things. As the sole self-existent Being and source of all that exists, there is no other place to locate the Atonement. Given that classical formulation regarding who God and humanity are, the problem of evil is intractable. If we embrace the full set of classical assumptions, God cannot be absolved of responsibility for evil. While libertarian free will has some potential to attenuate God’s responsibility for evil by breaking the causal link between God, the ex nihilo Creator, and humanity, the ex nihilo creation, even that promising move helps only if one of God’s classical attributes—omniscience—is rejected. Even that open-theist modification of the classic conception of God does not resolve the problem, because it accomplishes too much, because it breaks the linkage between the past and the present, making evil a free-floating, random occurrence for which no being can reasonably be held accountable.

			These problems disappear if we accept Latter-day Saint theology in its most compelling form. Ex nihilo creation is rejected; there are many billions of self-existent beings instead of only one; and law changes from being exclusively legislated to being largely natural. Additionally, the necessity for atonement is located in self-existent human beings, not in God, though it falls to God graciously to provide it and thus make exaltation possible. The linkage between past and present is restored, along with moral accountability. Responsibility for evil is clearly assignable to human beings rather than to God, which solves the classical problem of evil.

			Having demonstrated in this article that God is not responsible for evil, what remains is to explain how beings who are self-existent and unchangeable can be saved from the evil that is justly attributable to them and from the hell that they will inevitably thrust themselves into. We will address this topic in a forthcoming atonement-theory article.
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			The Bands of Death, the Chains of Hell, and the Seed Motif

			Noel Hudson

			Abstract: This article continues a discussion of the imagery, words, and phrases that make up a specific leitmotif, called the seed motif. Two instances of the seed motif found in Alma are discussed as a seemingly intentional diptych in which one narrative reflects the other, but in the negative. Five specific examples from the motif are examined in greater detail, with a look at their origin and usage throughout the record. The narrative of Abinadi is presented as a unique iteration of the seed motif wherein the concept of the bands of death is introduced. The paper concludes by discussing the relationship between authorship of the Book of Mormon, the seed motif, and the metaphor of the bands of death and the chains of hell.

			In a previous article, I presented evidence that a motif found in the two stories of the serpent in the Garden of Eden and the story of Cain is used as a framework for structuring the narratives of conflicts between the followers of the devil and the followers of God.1 This motif occurs throughout the Bible and in Restoration scripture. This follow-up paper is a companion piece to that earlier article. In the appendix at the end of this study is a summary of the key concepts presented in the previous article that will aid the reader to understand this paper. This background will help the reader as this article explores two more instances of the seed motif that make use of two short phrases used as lead-words: the bands of death and the chains of hell (Alma 5; 9–14). (The term lead-word is defined in the appendix.) The article investigates the origin and usage of these two phrases, which will provide some insights into the authoring and editing process of the Book of Mormon. Along the way, it will review other literary links, which are also related to the seed motif.

			One specific theme of the seed motif, which has been developed from its early usage to an area of particular emphasis by Alma2, is that of captivity. His in-depth emphasis on this theme is likely due to his own intimate personal experience. Alma2 develops the themes of bondage and dominion to a greater extent than other prophets as he preaches in Zarahemla and Ammonihah and as he teaches his sons. He encourages his various audiences to retain a remembrance of the captivity of their fathers. This is a theme he returns to time and again (for example, Alma 5:6, 29:12, 36:2). This repetition may be because Alma2, like his father, Alma1, had been in bondage to the Amulonites (Mosiah 24:8–13) and also had been subjected to spiritual bondage during his rebellion against the Church. He refers to this state as being “encircled about by the everlasting chains of death” (Alma 36:18). Other authors discuss this same theme, but Alma2 not only places greater emphasis on it, he ties the theme of bondage to the phrase the chains of hell. This latter phrase is used as a lead-word that sometimes associates doctrinal discussions about death with the theme of captivity.

			Alma2’s use of the seed motif highlights the contrast between good and evil that is inherent in the seed motif. Gordon Thomasson has commented on the dialectic that features prominently in the construction and narration of stories in the Book of Mormon.2 Alma2’s use of the seed motif accentuates that dialectic as he employs it at many different levels in his preaching. Contrasting elements are placed adjacent to one another in the record and range from individual contrasting verses to the contrast inherent in the seed motif to contrasting stories with similar situations but opposite outcomes. I term Alma2’s usage of the seed motif in this fashion a diptych, which is a term drawn from the usage of contrasting matching images in the art world.

			One fascinating aspect of the seed motif is the way in which it can be adapted by different authors to fit varying circumstances, concerns, and themes. By tracing the origin and development of the lead-words the bands of death and the chains of hell, the different ways in which the terms are employed provide insight into the ability of Book of Mormon authors to work with the imagery and themes that make up the seed motif—all while still providing a very individualized treatment of several highly important topics. As one example of this, while Alma2 places great emphasis on the doctrinal impact of the themes of captivity and dominion within the seed motif, in the chapters that deal extensively with war in the latter part of the book of Alma, the same themes are instead discussed in the context of political freedom. Perhaps the change in focus is related to the different sensibilities of Mormon, the general, when compared with Alma2, the high priest.

			Alma2, the Bands of Death, and the Chains of Hell 
in the Seed Motif

			The seed motif consists of a set of themes, symbols, phrases, and lead-words (see appendix), that serve to focus attention on a set of attributes and behaviors of the protagonists (the seed of the woman) and antagonists (seed of the serpent) in important stories. The attributes and behaviors are listed in table 1.

			Table 1. The seed of the serpent compared to the seed of the woman.3

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							The Seed of the Serpent

						
							
							The Seed of the Woman

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Rejects the Counsel of the Lord

						
							
							Hearkens to the Word of the Lord

						
					

					
							
							Chooses Satan to Rule Over Them

						
							
							Chooses to Follow God

						
					

					
							
							Ambushes, Sets Snares, and Deceives

						
							
							Is Honest and Forthright

						
					

					
							
							Focuses on This Life Only 

						
							
							Looks forward to the future with faith

						
					

					
							
							Kills for Gain or Power, Sets Their Heart on Riches

						
							
							Sets their heart on the things of God

						
					

					
							
							Seeks to Exercise Dominion and Bring the Seed of the Woman into Bondage 

						
							
							Seeks Freedom and Agency for Themselves and Others

						
					

					
							
							Is Cursed, Marked, and Cast Out

						
							
							Is Blessed and Protected by God

						
					

					
							
							Is Trampled, has His Head Crushed, or is Utterly Subdued 

						
							
							Is Lifted Up, Either Literally or Metaphorically

						
					

				
			

			The seed motif is used frequently throughout the Book of Mormon, but it doesn’t show up in every book. A question that naturally arises is, what is the relationship of the usage of the seed motif across the various Book of Mormon authors and editors?

			The seed motif is first used by Lehi, as cited by Nephi shortly after the arrival of the family group in the promised land. It also shows up in quotations attributed to Nephi’s brother, Jacob. The motif is used later by Mosiah, Alma2, Abinadi, and others. The close match in the structure of narratives such as that of Nephi and Laban with the story of David and Goliath4 suggests that Nephi intentionally built his narrative in a way that reflected the usage of the seed motif by ancient Hebrew prophets in the Bible or, more accurately, in the record that Nephi obtained from Laban, the brass plates.5 While an in-depth study of where the motif is used and where it is absent is beyond the scope of the current article, an answer to this question may yield new insights into the relationships between the works of the various authors and editors whose work is found in the Book of Mormon. Jeff Lindsay has done research on many different types of intertextual relationships and discusses many of the possibilities for the source of the intertextuality ranging from the editorial efforts of Mormon to an unintentional commonality of language used in translation.6 I will explore many of these ideas as they relate to the seed motif in a future article. 

			For the purpose of the study at hand, some insights may be gained by examining the origin and evolution of two phrases that develop into a leitwort used within the context of the seed motif by Alma2. These phrases are the chains of hell and the associated metaphor, the bands of death. Tracing the evolution of these phrases may help to resolve a question that Book of Mormon scholars have debated that has come to be known as the discontinuity theory. Scholars such as Brent Metcalfe, Rebecca Roesler, Grant Hardy, and others have proposed that the concepts taught in the small plates of Nephi such as the prophecies of the coming of Christ may not have been seamlessly transmitted to king Benjamin, Alma2, and other prophets in the middle period of the Book of Mormon.7 The shared usage of the leitworter the chains of hell and the bands of death between early and later Book of Mormon prophets may indicate that there is continuity between early and later prophets that has previously been overlooked. Other shared concepts that are also used by the prophets examined here in iterations of the seed motif strengthen the likelihood of a continuity of concepts that presents challenges for the discontinuity theory.

			To trace the usage of the concepts in question, I begin in the early part of the ministry of Alma2. In two early examples of his preaching, Alma2 addresses the people of Zarahemla and the people of Ammonihah. In the context of his preaching to these two different audiences, Alma2 describes the Church in Zarahemla as being in a state of great unbelief (Alma 7:6) and says of the people of Ammonihah that “Satan had gotten great hold upon the hearts of the people” (Alma 8:9). These two groups both contain a population of people who had distanced themselves from the Church. A significant portion of both groups are described as possessing the characteristics of the seed of the serpent, as shown in table 2.

			Table 2. Characteristics of the seed of the serpent in two groups. 

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Seed of the Serpent

						
							
							People of Zarahemla

						
							
							People of Ammonihah

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Rejects the Counsel of the Lord 

						
							
							O ye workers of iniquity . . . a shepherd hath called after you and is still calling after you, but ye will not hearken unto his voice! (Alma 5:37)

						
							
							Satan had gotten great hold upon the hearts of the people of the city of Ammonihah; therefore they would not hearken unto the words of Alma. (Alma 8:9)

						
					

					
							
							Chooses Satan to Rule Over Them 

						
							
							I say unto you, can ye think of being saved when you have yielded yourselves to become subjects to the devil? (Alma 5:20)

						
							
							O ye wicked and perverse generation, why hath Satan got such great hold upon your hearts? Why will ye yield yourselves unto him that he may have power over you? (Alma 10:25)

						
					

					
							
							Ambushes, Sets Snares, and Deceives 

						
							
							Or do ye imagine to yourselves that ye can lie unto the Lord in that day. . . (Alma 5:17)

						
							
							For ye are laying the foundations of the devil; for ye are laying traps and snares to catch the holy ones of God. (Alma 10:17)

						
					

					
							
							Focuses on This Life Only 

						
							
							Behold, are ye stripped of pride? I say unto you, if ye are not ye are not prepared to meet God. Behold ye must prepare quickly; for the kingdom of heaven is soon at hand, and such an one hath not eternal life. (Alma 5:28)

						
							
							Believest thou that there is no God? I say unto you, Nay, thou knowest that there is a God, but thou lovest that lucre more than him. (Alma 11:24)

						
					

					
							
							Kills for Gain or Power, Sets Their Heart on Riches 

						
							
							Behold will they not testify that ye are murderers, yea, and also that ye are guilty of all manner of wickedness? (Alma 5:23)

						
							
							Therefore, they did stir up the people to riotings, and all manner of disturbances and wickedness, that they might have more employ, that they might get money according to the suits which were brought before them. (Alma 11:20)

						
					

					
							
							Seeks to Exercise Dominion and Bring the Seed of the Woman into Bondage 

						
							
							And again I say unto you, is there one among you that doth make a mock of his brother, or that heapeth upon him persecutions? (Alma 5:30)

						
							
							And they did withhold food from them that they might hunger, and water that they might thirst; and they also did take from them their clothes that they were naked; and thus they were bound with strong cords, and confined in prison. (Alma 14:22)

						
					

					
							
							Is Cursed, Marked, and Cast Out 

						
							
							I say unto you that these are they who shall be hewn down and cast into the fire except they speedily repent. (Alma 5:56)

						
							
							And they spit upon him, and cast him out from among them, and also all those who believed in the words which had been spoken by Alma and Amulek; and they cast them out, and sent men to cast stones at them. (Alma 12:3)*

						
					

					
							
							Is Trampled, has His Head Crushed, or is Utterly Subdued 

						
							
							Can ye lay aside these things, and trample the Holy One under your feet. (Alma 5:53)*

						
							
							And the walls of the prison were rent in twain, so that they fell to the earth; and the chief judge, and the lawyers, and priests, and teachers, who smote upon Alma and Amulek, were slain by the fall thereof. (Alma 14:27)

						
					

				
			

			* There is a reversal in which the seed of the woman suffers the fate we expect for the seed of the serpent. This type of reversal may be a literary tool that may be discussed in a subsequent article.

			Alma2 and the bands of death and the chains of hell

			When Alma2 preaches to the people of Zarahemla, he uses the phrase the bands of death together with the metaphor of grasping chains, which he calls the chains of hell. When Alma2 discusses the bands of death and the chains of hell, he is apparently dealing with the themes of sin, guilt, captivity, liberation, and the Atonement. Jeff Lindsay has previously noted an intertextual linkage between the preaching of Abinadi and several discourses of Alma2 concerning the meaning and need for the Atonement. This linkage is based on the recurring phrase “the bowels of mercy.”8 Here Alma2 uses a couple of short phrases that create a very similar set of intertextual linkages. He begins his discourse with a discussion of the theme of bondage in the context of the people in the time of his father, Alma1, who were in captivity to the Lamanites:

			And behold, after that, they were brought into bondage by the hands of the Lamanites in the wilderness; yea, I say unto you, they were in captivity, and again the Lord did deliver them out of bondage by the power of his word; and we were brought into this land, and here we began to establish the church of God throughout this land also. And now behold, I say unto you, my brethren, you that belong to this church, have you sufficiently retained in remembrance the captivity of your fathers? (Alma 5:5–6)

			As his preaching continues, Alma2 links the concepts of both death and hell to his theme of captivity. He says:

			Behold, they were in the midst of darkness; nevertheless, their souls were illuminated by the light of the everlasting word; yea, they were encircled about by the bands of death, and the chains of hell, and an everlasting destruction did await them. (Alma 5:7)

			For Alma2, the physical captivity of his people reflects their spiritual captivity. In his account, he and his father were triply bound, first by the bands of death, second by the chains of hell, and third by their captivity to the Lamanites. However, all of these bindings were loosed:

			And again, I ask, were the bands of death broken, and the chains of hell which encircled them about, were they loosed? I say unto you, Yea, they were loosed, and their souls did expand, and they did sing redeeming love. And I say unto you that they are saved. (Alma 5:9)

			Alma2 and Amulek also touch upon these same metaphors in their preaching in Ammonihah, and they expand upon them by providing clear definitions for each one. Amulek is discussing the consequences of sin and death when he tells Zeezrom:

			Therefore, the wicked remain as though there had been no redemption made, except it be the loosing of the bands of death; for behold, the day cometh that all shall rise from the dead and stand before God, and be judged according to their works. (Alma 11:41)

			However, when Amulek preaches that everyone will be saved from physical death, Zeezrom and the people with him “began again to be astonished” (Alma 11:46). The people of Ammonihah held a different view of things, perhaps based on the doctrines of Nehor. Alma2 warns Zeezrom that his lack of understanding, which has led to his poor behavior, is a trap laid by the devil.

			And behold I say unto you all that this was a snare of the adversary, which he has laid to catch this people, that he might bring you into subjection unto him, that he might encircle you about with his chains, that he might chain you down to everlasting destruction, according to the power of his captivity. (Alma 12:6)

			Zeezrom begins to suspect that his previous worldview might be incorrect, based on the knowledge that Alma2 and Amulek appear to have of him. He seems particularly intrigued by the concept that resurrection will be granted universally, and he asks Alma2 to explain the concept further, saying:

			What does this mean which Amulek hath spoken concerning the resurrection of the dead, that all shall rise from the dead, both the just and the unjust, and are brought to stand before God to be judged according to their works? (Alma 12:8)

			Alma2 responds with the insight that what Amulek has presented is a mystery of God that requires a higher level of spiritual maturity to understand (Alma 12:9). He then goes on to define the second part of his paired phrase, the chains of hell, in relation to knowledge from God. He says:

			And they that will harden their hearts, to them is given the lesser portion of the word until they know nothing concerning his mysteries; and then they are taken captive by the devil, and led by his will down to destruction. Now this is what is meant by the chains of hell. (Alma 12:11)

			So, the chains of hell, as defined by Alma2, is a concept that explains the methodology the devil uses to drag spirits into hell. These chains are congruent with an aspect of the seed motif: namely, the seed of the serpent are blissfully unaware of the danger that awaits after they die because of their conscious, intentional choice to focus on this life alone. In their pride, they dismiss the word of God since it is foolishness to them. The devil then uses their pride to grasp them with the chains of hell.

			The narratives of Ammonihah and Zarahemla are connected by additional themes

			In addition to the standard themes of the seed motif, which are present in the two narratives under consideration, other themes and mental images tie these two narratives together.9 This additional imagery seems to be frequently associated with iterations of the seed motif. It may in fact make up a superset of seed motif imagery that could be added to those images and themes previously identified, as this imagery is also used in other instances of the seed motif. Many of the concepts in the preaching of Alma2 in Ammonihah are explicitly placed in the context of the Garden of Eden and the events that unfolded there (Alma 12:21–33). This strengthens the connection between the seed motif presented in this narrative and the original seed motif.10 Alma2 explains the need for an atonement to overcome the effects of sin and death. Logically and pragmatically, God needed to find a way to let men know about all of these important concepts. According to Alma2, the need to disseminate knowledge was the reason for the creation of the high priesthood:

			I would that ye should remember that the Lord God ordained priests, after his holy order, which was after the order of his Son, to teach these things unto the people. (Alma 13:1)

			This discussion of the priesthood is at home in the original seed motif, which mentions the first calling of men to the holy order of the priesthood (Moses 5:50; 6:67). This concept was also preached by Alma2 in Zarahemla, which he mentions four different times in his sermon (for example, Alma 5:54). The in-depth discussion of Melchizedek, and the holy order of the priesthood that Alma2 presents in Ammonihah (Alma 13:1–20), is similar to a discussion that takes place at the end of the story of Cain (Moses 5:58–59). The holders of this priesthood are sanctified by the Holy Ghost:

			Therefore they were called after this holy order, and were sanctified, and their garments were washed white through the blood of the Lamb. Now they, after being sanctified by the Holy Ghost, having their garments made white, being pure and spotless before God. (Alma 13:11–12)

			This teaching in Ammonihah is very similar to what Alma2 taught in Zarahemla:

			I say unto you, ye will know at that day that ye cannot be saved; for there can no man be saved except his garments are washed white; yea, his garments must be purified until they are cleansed from all stain, through the blood of him of whom it has been spoken by our fathers, who should come to redeem his people from their sins. (Alma 5:21)

			The concept of garments washed clean in blood is a paradoxical concept that is found in the writings of both Alma2 and of Nephi1. Nephi1 associates the image with Christ, the Apostles, and those who have faith in Christ (1 Nephi 12:10–11). This is the same way that Alma2 uses the concept here. He then goes on to use the contrasting image of garments filthy with blood as a symbol of murder. He asks:

			And now I ask of you, my brethren, how will any of you feel, if ye shall stand before the bar of God, having your garments stained with blood and all manner of filthiness? Behold, what will these things testify against you? Behold will they not testify that ye are murderers, yea, and also that ye are guilty of all manner of wickedness? (Alma 5:22–23)

			The association of this imagery with the themes from the Cain seed motif is made based on blood serving as a testimony of murder. Blood crying out against the seed of the serpent is, of course, a bit of imagery from the narrative of the first murder (Moses 5:35–36).

			Another detail that may tie these instances of the seed motif back to the early instances in the book of Genesis is a reference to the countenance of a person. Seth is described as being in the image and likeness of his father, who was in the likeness of God (Genesis 5:1–3). In contrast, Cain was of a fallen countenance (Genesis 4:6). Both narratives in Alma2 have similar allusions, one in the positive and the other in the negative (a diptych-style collocation). In preaching to the people of Zarahemla Alma2 asks:

			And now behold, I ask of you, my brethren of the church, have ye spiritually been born of God? Have ye received his image in your countenances? (Alma 5:14)

			A possible allusion to the same concept in Ammonihah occurs when the judges are questioning and abusing Alma2 and Amulek. As their abuse reaches a frenzy, the judges begin “gnashing their teeth upon them, and spitting upon them, and saying: How shall we look when we are damned?” (Alma 14:21). This hellish countenance, if it may be so termed, fits in well with Cain’s fallen countenance and serves as a counterpoint to receiving the image of God in one’s countenance.

			The Metaphor of the Bands of Death and the Chains of Hell

			The incorporation of several sets of matching lead-words and metaphors into the seed motif in Alma2’s preaching in these two instances seems to be meant to highlight a point of differentiation between the seed of the serpent and the seed of the woman. This point is a consequence of the conscious choice by the seed of the serpent to reject the counsel of God. The use of the bands of death and the chains of hell in these two narratives, together with the other themes and imagery noted above, suggests that these two narratives were meant to be examined by the reader with each story to be understood in the light of the other narrative.

			In other words, it appears that these two narratives were designed as a dyad that was meant for pairwise comparison. When viewed in this way, the people of Ammonihah, who were wicked and refused to repent, serve as an excellent foil for the people of Zarahemla who were wicked but repented and turned to the Lord. There are other dyads of this type in which the characters or events in one situation serve as a foil for others in a different situation. The account of the King of the Lamanites, who hears the word of the Lord and changes his heart completely, is an excellent foil for Korihor, who rejects the word of the Lord and seeks to lead away the hearts of the people.11 The Lamanites, who lack the gospel but later embrace it fully, may be intended as foils for the Amulonites and Amalekites who had the gospel but later rejected it utterly. Grant Hardy notes, “One of the most characteristic features of Mormon’s writing is his use of parallel narratives.12 Hardy goes on to note several examples of parallel narratives before explaining that, “there is a fair degree of variation in how Mormon employs selection, arrangement, and phrasing to construct parallel narratives.”13

			The parallel stories that Hardy asserts are linked by similarities include two different kings assembling their people to speak to them (Limhi and Benjamin) and two sons of kings (Ammon and Aaron) teaching Lamanite kings (Lamoni and his father). Val Larsen has also commented extensively on similar parallel stories.14 However, the parallels between these stories are not examined by Hardy in greater detail. An in-depth study of linkages between stories made via leitmotif, leitworter, or other literary tools may reveal additional connections, as is the case between the stories of Korihor and the king of the Lamanites. Such connections suggest a high degree of intentionality on the part of the author (or editor) based on the explicitness and formality of the literary tools employed. The purpose of the Hebrew authors in writing parallel narratives, as Robert Alter puts it for the case of Biblical parallelism, is for “intensifying, specifying, complementing, qualifying, contrasting, expanding the semantic material of each initial verset in its apparent repetition.”15 The same purpose for the authors in crafting parallel narratives also seems to hold true in the Book of Mormon.

			The parallel narratives mentioned by Hardy are all direct parallels containing one story that plays out in the same way as another. An example of this occurs when Aaron’s preaching to the king of the Lamanites plays out essentially the same as Ammon’s preaching to Lamoni. Hardy finds the degree of repetition present in such narratives remarkable. However, just as frequently, we encounter parallel opposites rather than direct parallels in the Book of Mormon. In these cases, the dyads are contrasting reflections of one another with the paired characters having opposite rather than complementary qualities.

			Book of Mormon scholars have noticed a tendency throughout the Book of Mormon to place contrasting narratives with differing outcomes adjacent to one another in the record. This tendency to show the extreme good and extreme evil outcomes based on how one receives God’s commandments has been referred to as “The two ways,”16 or “The Ancient Doctrine of the Two Ways,” which is a method used in several ancient cultures of teaching youth and others the way to live their lives.17

			In the Book of Mormon, the doctrine of the two ways is taught by using mirror-image reflections—with one image serving as the righteous or correct way to live and the other as the incorrect, wicked way to live—function something like a diptych (see the appendix).

			Jeffrey M. Bradshaw notes that “It seems as if the telling of the stories of Moses 5–8 were deliberately structured in order to highlight the contrast between those who accepted and those who rejected the laws of heaven.”18 His observation was made concerning the chapters of the Pearl of Great Price that contain the fullest account of the original seed motif,19 and it is equally true of the many instances of the seed motif found in the Book of Mormon. These instances function like diptychs in illustrating contrasting choices and outcomes in an attempt to teach the people to choose wisely when confronted with the option of the two ways.

			Alma2’s combining of the short phrases the bands of death and the chains of hell in the two cases of the narrative of Alma2 at Zarahemla and at Ammonihah may suggest an intentional diptych connection between these stories. There are additional parallel elements between the two stories that strengthen the diptych hypothesis mentioned above. These include the discussion of the purpose of the order of the Son of God, the shared imagery of garments either stained in blood or else washed white in the blood of the Lamb, and the reference to countenances. In addition to these, there also appear to be instances of near-verbatim repetition, a literary technique discussed by Robert Alter in which small changes are introduced into an otherwise verbatim repetition.20 Although near-verbatim repetition seems to be used far less in the Book of Mormon than in the Bible, there are instances of short phrases being repeated with alterations that seem to serve the same function. For example, when Alma2 began preaching in Zarahemla he introduced himself in these words:

			I, Alma, having been consecrated by my father, Alma, to be a high priest over the church of God, he having power and authority from God to do these things, behold, I say unto you that he began to establish a church in the land which was in the borders of Nephi. (Alma 5:3)

			When he preaches in Ammonihah, the people reject him in an interesting parody of these words saying:

			Behold, we know that thou art Alma; and we know that thou art high priest over the church which thou hast established in many parts of the land, according to your tradition; and we are not of thy church, and we do not believe in such foolish traditions. (Alma 8:11)

			The presence of these similar phrases in both narratives, as well as the shared imagery and themes, suggests that these stories are meant to be read as a paired diptych. The seed motif is, of course, by its very nature, structured as a diptych that encourages the reader to identify and compare contrasting elements and themes. The presence of the seed motif in both narratives, when taken in addition to the broader scope of opposing images and themes, provides a set of nested diptychs. An examination of this concept at the level of individual verses, such as those just mentioned above, reveals reflective dyads at that level as well, thus creating a nested hierarchy of diptychs at the level of the story, the motif within the story, and individual verses.

			The Origin of the Terms the Bands of Death 
and the Chains of Hell

			The two discourses of Alma2, examined above, both use the terms the bands of death and the chains of hell. Alma2 appears to have adopted these terms from other prophets and combined them together for rhetorical emphasis. By focusing on the usage of metaphorical chains or bands in the seed motif, we can see the way in which the concept is adopted by one prophet from another, and then adapted for the specific usage of that prophet. The origin of the concept of the metaphorical chains of hell may have been from the brass plates. Jeff Lindsay and Noel Reynolds have identified many specific turns of phrase or metaphorical concepts used in the Book of Mormon that may have originated with the brass plates. One of these concepts is the chains of the devil or the chains of hell. They note that:

			In Moses 7:26, Enoch sees Satan with “a great chain”: “And he beheld Satan; and he had a great chain in his hand, and it veiled the whole face of the earth with darkness; and he looked up and laughed, and his angels rejoiced.” A little later in Moses 7:57, we read of spirits in prison, held captive in “chains of darkness” until the judgment day. (This follows the heavens being “veiled” in verse 56.) Chains of darkness and Satan veiling the earth (perhaps with the chain of darkness) are striking images in Moses 7.21

			The examples explored below of the ways of which the metaphorical chains of the devil are used in the seed motif illustrate how Book of Mormon authors appear to have adapted themes within a common framework in unique ways. This allows them to maintain the integrity of the motif while at the same time dealing with those themes in deeply personal ways.

			Lehi’s usage of the chains of hell

			Lehi was the first prophet in the Book of Mormon to use a term similar to the chains of hell in the context of the seed motif. This occurs when he explains to his rebellious sons the consequences of the choice to follow Satan in seed of the serpent fashion, He uses Nephi’s righteousness as the contrasting seed of the woman behavior.22 As Lehi alternates between these contrasting behaviors, he urges Laman and Lemuel to mend their ways. He twice invokes the metaphor of diabolical chains in a poignant plea for his sons to free themselves from the influence of the devil. He begs them:

			O that ye would awake; awake from a deep sleep, yea, even from the sleep of hell, and shake off the awful chains by which ye are bound, which are the chains which bind the children of men, that they are carried away captive down to the eternal gulf of misery and woe. Awake! and arise from the dust and hear the words of a trembling parent. (2 Nephi 1:13–14)

			In these verses, he uses the imagery of a trembling parent watching his children who are unaware of the disastrous consequences of the fact that while they are spiritually sleeping, they are being pulled down by chains into a gulf of misery and woe. Brandt Gardner says of these verses that:

			This is a reference to the dead, even though the sons are not physically dead. Lehi uses the imagery of the sleep in Sheol to describe their spiritual state. If they are in the awful gulf, then they are essentially dead to God’s influence. Hence, they must awake and arise from the dust of that state of spiritual death. This reference is made more poignant by Lehi’s declaration that he believes that he is on his deathbed.23

			The imagery that he uses in the next verse is an interesting contrast (diptych) to children who are sleeping while bound with chains. He tells them:

			But behold, the Lord hath redeemed my soul from hell; I have beheld his glory, and I am encircled about eternally in the arms of his love. (2 Nephi 1:15)

			The encircling arms of the love of God stand in direct contrast to the encircling chains of hell. Lehi’s certainty of his own salvation serves to reinforce the message that the trembling parent is not trembling because of concern for himself, but because he is so concerned for the fate of his children. The farewell address of a trembling father with his pleas to his wayward children to shake off the chains that bind them is a powerful image in this instance of the seed motif.

			Jacob’s usage of the chains of hell

			As Jacob expounds upon his themes in 2 Nephi 9, he provides doctrinal statements that clearly delineate the domains of physical and spiritual death. This is done in a way that appears to have later been adopted by Alma2:

			O how great the goodness of our God, who prepareth a way for our escape from the grasp of this awful monster; yea, that monster, death and hell, which I call the death of the body, and also the death of the spirit. And because of the way of deliverance of our God, the Holy One of Israel, this death, of which I have spoken, which is the temporal, shall deliver up its dead; which death is the grave. And this death of which I have spoken, which is the spiritual death, shall deliver up its dead; which spiritual death is hell. (2 Nephi 9:10–12)

			In Jacob’s teaching, there are two types of death: the death of the physical body is called death, or the grave, while hell is the death of the spirit. This latter death is not a dissolution of the spirit, but rather captivity to the devil. One may avoid hell if one is willing to “turn away from your sins; shake off the chains of him that would bind you fast; come unto that God who is the rock of your salvation” (v. 45). The chains of hell, or the chains of the devil, therefore, as in Alma2’s preaching, refer to the means used to drag a spirit into captivity in hell.

			Jacob uses another image that appears to be taken up later by Alma2. Jacob figuratively takes off his garments and shakes them as a metaphor for shaking off the iniquities from his soul, much as he is encouraging his audience to shake off the chains of hell (v. 44). By performing this symbolic act, he can stand with brightness before God, being rid of the blood of those to whom he is preaching.

			Finally, another key concept from Nephi, which is taken up later by Alma2, challenges the ignorance of those who reject the word of God. Jacob perhaps articulates this concept better than anyone when he says:

			O that cunning plan of the evil one! O the vainness, and the frailties, and the foolishness of men! When they are learned they think they are wise, and they hearken not unto the counsel of God, for they set it aside, supposing they know of themselves, wherefore, their wisdom is foolishness and it profiteth them not. And they shall perish. (2 Nephi 9:28)

			The treatment of spiritual and temporal death, the metaphor of the chains of hell, the use of garments stained with blood as a symbol of sinfulness, and the vain and foolish people who disregard the teachings of the prophets because they think they know for themselves are all concepts that Alma2 appears to have borrowed from Jacob. If Alma2 did, indeed, receive these concepts by reading the record of Jacob, the discontinuity theory may have to be reconsidered.

			Nephi’s usage of the chains of hell metaphor

			Nephi’s usage of the chain metaphor in 2 Nephi 28 is very similar to how his father uses it in that he is warning his oblivious audience of the danger that they are in of being grasped by the devil. However, unlike the urging of a trembling parent, Nephi is somewhat fierier in his preaching as he attempts to wake the Gentiles to an awareness of their situation. He says:

			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… and thus the devil cheateth their souls, and leadeth them away carefully down to hell. And behold, others he flattereth away, and telleth them there is no hell; and he saith unto them: I am no devil, for there is none—and thus he whispereth in their ears, until he grasps them with his awful chains, from whence there is no deliverance. Yea, they are grasped with death, and hell; and death, and hell, and the devil, and all that have been seized therewith must stand before the throne of God, and be judged according to their works, from whence they must go into the place prepared for them, even a lake of fire and brimstone, which is endless torment. (2 Nephi 28:19–23)

			As in Lehi’s urging, Nephi warns that the devil has been using his tranquilizing influence to lull them into ignoring the raging torrent that is sweeping them to destruction. Nephi also makes use of the imagery of shaking, though in this case it is not a trembling parent, and it is not Laman and Lemuel shaking off the chains with which they are bound. Rather, it is the entire kingdom of the devil that is shaking as some of its members are stirred up to repentance.

			The bands of death in the teachings of Abinadi

			Just as Lehi spoke of being encircled in the arms of God, in Mosiah 16:12, Abinadi uses the imagery of the arms of mercy extended toward the people: “having never called upon the Lord while the arms of mercy were extended towards them; for the arms of mercy were extended towards them, and they would not.” Since the people have chosen to be the seed of the serpent they refuse the extended arms, preferring instead to be grasped in the bands of death. This is a metaphor that Abinadi uses in the same way as Lehi, Jacob, and Nephi use metaphorical chains. He says:

			And thus God breaketh the bands of death, having gained the victory over death; giving the Son power to make intercession for the children of men. (Mosiah 15:8)

			In his usage of this metaphor, Abinadi focuses on Christ’s ability to overcome both the grave and the effects of sin as he breaks the bands of death through the power of the Atonement. Abinadi explains how Christ overcame the grave by first subjecting his flesh to death, thus swallowing up the will of the Son in the will of the Father to “break the bands of death” (Mosiah 15:8). This phrase is found four times in Mosiah 15 and once more in Mosiah 16. It is found thereafter in the preaching of Amulek, Alma2, Aaron, and Mormon. As noted earlier, Alma2 appears to synthesize the teachings of Jacob and those of Abinadi when he combines the concept of the bands of death with that of the chains of hell. In so doing he specifically references Abinadi (Alma 5:11), thereby suggesting that Abinadi was the source of the concept of the bands of death.

			Conclusions from the seed motif and the chains of the devil by Lehi, Nephi, Jacob, and Abinadi

			There are clear similarities in imagery between Alma2 and his predecessors, especially in the case of Jacob. It seems unlikely that Alma2’s preaching would have turned out as it did if he had not been influenced by reading Jacob. Alma2’s definitions of death and hell, his use of the imagery of dirty garments, and the grasping chains that bind the proud and unrepentant all bear a strong similarity to Jacob. Jacob’s use of the word “death” as a leitwort in 2 Nephi 9 (used a total of fourteen times for “death” and three more for “dead”) seems to strengthen the connection. Jacob’s most memorable passage using this lead-word says:

			Yea, that monster, death and hell, which I call the death of the body, and also the death of the spirit. And because of the way of deliverance of our God, the Holy One of Israel, this death, of which I have spoken, which is the temporal, shall deliver up its dead; which death is the grave. And this death of which I have spoken, which is the spiritual death, shall deliver up its dead; which spiritual death is hell; wherefore, death and hell must deliver up their dead, and hell must deliver up its captive spirits, and the grave must deliver up its captive bodies. (2 Nephi 9:10–11)

			The rhythm and tempo in Jacob’s usage of this lead-word closely match two verses from Alma2’s sermon in Ammonihah. Alma2 uses dead, die, dieth, and death a total of forty-one times in chapters 11 and 12. The matching usage by Alma2 and Jacob of death as a lead-word within the framework of the seed motif suggests the intentional creation of an intertextual connection. The following verses illustrate the similar usage of the lead-word by Alma2:

			Now, there is a death which is called a temporal death; and the death of Christ shall loose the bands of this temporal death, that all shall be raised from this temporal death. (Alma 11:42)

			And now behold, I say unto you then cometh a death, even a second death, which is a spiritual death; then is a time that whosoever dieth in his sins, as to a temporal death, shall also die a spiritual death; yea, he shall die as to things pertaining unto righteousness. (Alma 12:16)

			The bits of evidence accumulated so far build a strong case for Alma2’s familiarity with Jacob’s discourse, which he seems to have referenced in the development of his own preaching. Likewise, when Alma2 directly references Abinadi’s bands of death phrase, it becomes clear that Alma2’s aptitude with the scriptures runs the gamut from those of the distant past to those that are recent enough to have been preached in Alma2’s own lifetime. The familiarity with the scriptures is, of course, not limited to Alma2. Several other prophets show that they are familiar with the teachings of their predecessors, and that specific scriptures tend to resonate with later prophets who pick them up and repeat them, often with adaptations. So it is that this one particular phrase came to be used many times in the Book of Mormon, all the way up to Mormon’s words of farewell when he says, “all shall stand before his bar, being redeemed and loosed from this eternal band of death, which death is a temporal death” (Mormon 9:13).

			The accumulation of evidence that supports the adoption and adaptation from prophet to prophet over time supports the conclusion made by Matthew Stenson in discussing the discontinuity theory. Stenson suggests that there is sufficient evidence from the writings of Alma2 to challenge the notion of discontinuity. Much of Stenson’s evidence comes from the teachings of Alma2 in the narratives examined above.24 The evidence from the evolution of the concept of the chains of hell and the close correlation of Jacob’s teachings with those of Alma2 support the notion that Alma2 was intimately familiar with the writings of his earlier predecessors and used the concepts they taught in his own preaching. This conclusion favors the position of continuity over discontinuity.

			Summary and Conclusions

			This article examines the seed motif in two instances that occur nearly back-to-back in the book of Alma2. The preaching of Alma2 in Zarahemla shares several elements with his preaching in Ammonihah (in addition to those recognized as the basis of the seed motif). This suggests that the accounts are meant to be viewed as a sort of literary diptych. Some of the elements that tie these two narratives together include:

			
					A discussion of the priesthood after the holy order of God.

					The use of the phrases the bands of death and the chains of hell as lead-words.

					The imagery of garments made white in the blood of Christ.

					The imagery of a countenance that reflects divine qualities or else reflects the countenance of the damned.

			

			Reading these two accounts with the notion that the original author meant them to be compared to one another provides insights into the likely motivations and aspirations of Alma2, In addition, they offer doctrinal justification for the utter destruction of the people of Ammonihah and the ongoing preservation of the people of Zarahemla.

			Several narratives in the book of 2 Nephi were shown to have elements that may have later been adopted by Alma2 for use in his preaching. These elements include garments stained by blood as a sign of sin and chains that grasp the proud who refuse to repent of their sins. The narrative of Jacob in 2 Nephi 9 showed a particular set of common literary elements found in the preaching of Alma2 in Ammonihah, including the shared usage of death as a lead-word. The narrative of Abinadi was found to have contributed the concept of the bands of death to the preaching of Alma2.

			Taken together, the narratives examined suggest a complex picture of the seed motif that may be better explained by the adoption and adaptation of elements of the literary motif by authors across time, rather than as the effect of a single unifying editor or author who imposed the motif on previously existing accounts. This tentative conclusion is based in part on the large variation in the ways in which the books attributed to different authors employ the seed motif and its associated themes and imagery. Further research into the ways in which literary elements such as the imagery of the bands of death and the chains of hell is required to confirm whether or not this conclusion is correct. However, in this case at least, it seems likely that several memorable metaphors used by Alma2 are based on earlier imagery from his prophetic predecessors.

			Appendix: Leitmotif and Leitwort as Rhetorical Devices Employed by Ancient Hebrew Authors

			As presented in the work of several other scholars, an ancient Hebrew literary form that ties together multiple narratives through the usage of a repeated lead-word is termed a leitwort. 25 The plural of leitwort is leitworter. Leitworter are used in such a way that they stand out in a narrative and prompt the reader to pay close attention. Yairah Amit explains that lead-words are used to connect separate stories to one another in ways that prompt the reader to contrast the different accounts.26 Lead-words can also be created using short phrases repeated in a way that seizes the reader’s attention. Once the reader’s attention is captured, the reader may be prompted to recall a related passage of scripture that uses the same phrase in a similar way. The intent seems to have been to create an intertextual linkage between the two passages of scripture in a way that would allow the reader to draw new conclusions. Lead-words are used prominently in the stories of Adam and Eve and Cain and Abel, for example, as well as in many subsequent instances of the seed motif. 27

			When one or more lead-words, or leitworter, are employed to tie together a set of stories, and when those stories also make use of a common set of mental images and situations, the resultant literary technique created is a leitmotif. Leitmotif is a term that was originally coined to refer to musical works, particular those of Wagner, in which a unique musical score was associated with a particular character.28 Leitmotif may be conceived as applying to a unified body of work by a single composer. However, it has been also employed broadly in the literary world and has become more generalized. In addition to expanding into the field of literature, it is no longer restricted to the unified work of a single artist. The term leitmotif has come to be used to describe a theme or motif used by multiple authors over time. Thus, I employ the term here as applied to the related work of several different authors in a single literary work based on a common set of images and themes. The modern definition of a leitmotif is flexible enough to accommodate this broader usage.29 The leitmotif literary tool appears to have been used throughout ancient Hebrew scriptures in a variety of ways to aid the reader in uncovering relationships between stories.

			Diptych is a term that refers to an art style from the late Middle Ages in which paintings or carved reliefs are created on two opposing panels hinged in the middle, with the opposing images on the inner sides frequently including common elements that serve as a reflection of one another, as in figure 1.

			Artists sometimes make diptychs consisting of a pair of works with inverted lighting or color schemes, resulting in inverted mirror images.30 The inverted mirror images of the righteous Lamanite king and the wicked Korihor are an example of a diptych-style literary portrait. Such related literary diptychs are common throughout the Book of Mormon. Indeed, the majority of the narratives in the Book of Mormon, which have adopted the framework of the seed motif, are structured in just such a diptych literary style with the qualities of the righteous seed of the woman reflected in the negative by the unrighteous seed of the serpent.
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			Figure 1. A diptych from the Metropolitan Museum of Art31
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			Seeing with a Hat: How Joseph Smith Used a Hat in Translating the 
Book of Mormon

			Stan Spencer

			Abstract: Joseph Smith’s use of a seer stone and hat in producing the Book of Mormon has been a point of confusion, dismay, and even embarrassment among some believers. These feelings may reflect a lack of understanding of the functions of these objects in enabling Joseph to receive divine revelation. As the term was used in the Bible and commonly used in Joseph Smith’s day, a seer was a “see-er” of visions. Accordingly, a seer stone was a stone used for seeing visions. Joseph was reported to have used seer stones to receive the translation of the Book of Mormon in vision. This is how he reportedly described the experience of translation to others. According to these reports, Joseph said that he read the translation from a manuscript that appeared before him. The revelation of the Book of Mormon translation to Joseph in vision places him in the company of ancient seers such as Ezekiel and Lehi, who also read from sacred manuscripts seen in vision. This paper specifically addresses the nature of Joseph’s hat and its function in the revelation of the translation of the Book of Mormon.

			The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints provides a gospel topics essay entitled “Book of Mormon Translation.” It gives an overview of the stones and the method Joseph used in translating the Book of Mormon as related in witness accounts:

			Joseph Smith and his scribes wrote of two instruments used in translating the Book of Mormon. According to witnesses of the translation, when Joseph looked into the instruments, the words of scripture appeared in English. One instrument, called in the Book of Mormon the “interpreters,” is better known to Latter-day Saints today as the “Urim and Thummim.” Joseph found the interpreters buried in the hill with the plates. . . .

			The other instrument, which Joseph Smith discovered in the ground years before he retrieved the gold plates, was a small oval stone, or “seer stone.” As a young man during the 1820s, Joseph Smith, like others in his day, used a seer stone to look for lost objects and buried treasure. As Joseph grew to understand his prophetic calling, he learned that he could use this stone for the higher purpose of translating scripture.

			Apparently for convenience, Joseph often translated with the single seer stone rather than the two stones bound together to form the interpreters. These two instruments—the interpreters and the seer stone—were apparently interchangeable and worked in much the same way such that, in the course of time, Joseph Smith and his associates often used the term “Urim and Thummim” to refer to the single stone as well as the interpreters.1

			The Church essay goes on to state that, according to most witness accounts of the translation of the Book of Mormon, Joseph would see the English translation when he “placed either the interpreters or the seer stone in a hat [and] pressed his face into the hat to block out extraneous light.”

			In Joseph’s day, the natural propensity for seeing visions was called “the gift of seeing,” and the experience of seeing visions was called “seeing.” A seer was understood to be a “see-er” of visions. Accordingly, a “seeing stone” or “seer stone” was a stone used for seeing visions.2 Although the term vision can be used for various kinds of religious and nonreligious experiences, I use it in the common sense of “something which is apparently seen otherwise than by ordinary sight.”3 Regarding Joseph’s use of seer stones prior to obtaining the plates, his mother said that he was known for being “in possession of certain means, by which he could discern things, that could not be seen by the natural eye.”4 Regarding Joseph’s later use of the interpreters—the two seer stones he found with the plates (Joseph Smith—History 1:35)—she observed that “it was by this that the angel showed him those things which he saw in vision.”5 Joseph and other individuals of his time used seer stones to experience visions of things that were hidden, distant, or imaginary. With Joseph’s reputation for being able to see things not discernable to the natural eye, he was sometimes asked to help find lost items and assist “money diggers” looking for buried treasure.6

			Seer stones, although not usually clear, were colloquially called glasses, presumably because the seer would look seemingly into or through the stones to see what could not otherwise be seen. Accordingly, the use of stones for seeing visions was called “glass looking.”7 Rather than functioning in any technological way, these stones perhaps functioned as aids to faith or focus that prompted the belief or expectation needed to experience visions of what was sought, whether real or imaginary.8 Joseph and his associates learned that the ability to see visions was but a modality of perception and that the source of the visioned images—whether God, other unseen entities, or one’s own mind—was not always apparent.9

			Joseph was eventually commanded by an angel to quit the company of the treasure seekers, but he was not told to give up his use of seer stones. Rather, he was permitted to use them in his new role of revelator.10 With his natural gift of seeing (the gift of visions) that he had further developed in glass looking, Joseph was able to enter a state of consciousness in which he could perceive the revelatory visions that awaited him. Accordingly, he was called “the seer” in the oldest surviving copies of his early revelations and became known for his many revelatory visions.11 I explore these topics in a previous paper, “Seers and Stones: The Translation of the Book of Mormon as Divine Visions of an Old-Time Seer,” and recommend that the reader review that paper before proceeding with this one.

			In “Seers and Stones,” I address the nature and function of the stones used for translation. Specifically, I propose that Joseph used the two interpreter stones and his own seer stone in a hat to see, in vision, the translation of the Book of Mormon in the same manner he used a stone in a hat to see visions of other things. This contrasts with an idea that has often been expressed: that the stones functioned in some advanced technological way as light-emitting devices that displayed the translated text. God showed sacred texts to seers such as Lehi (1 Nephi 1:7–13) and Ezekiel (Ezekiel 2:8–10) in vision, and it is reasonable that he could have revealed the words of the Book of Mormon to Joseph Smith in vision also without the need for advanced physical technology. The way the Book of Mormon describes the use of the interpreter stones, the way it describes its own translation, and the way Joseph Smith described his subjective experience of translating are all consistent with a visionary experience.12

			The present paper continues with the idea of the translation of the Book of Mormon as a visionary experience, specifically addressing the nature and function of the hat. It addresses how Joseph made use of his hat in seeing the Book of Mormon translation, what his “seeing hat” looked like,13 and how the hat may have functioned to help him attain a visionary state of consciousness. As a basis for this investigation of the role of Joseph’s hat in the translation, I provide, in an appendix, a discussion of the most informative historical accounts of the translation.

			The Purpose and Function of the Hat

			In discussions of the means of the translation of the Book of Mormon, emphasis has generally been placed on the purpose and function of the seer stones, with the seer’s hat being considered relatively unimportant or even an embarrassment because of its connotations of magic or trickery.14 But the hat must have been critical to the translation process, as it was consistently used. Although witness accounts assert that the hat was used to block the ambient light, none say why blocking the light was necessary.15

			Excluding ambient light

			A common explanation is that the translation appeared on the seer stone, and Joseph used the hat to shade the stone so he could more easily read the displayed text, just as we might use our body to shade a smart phone to better read a text message in bright outdoor light.16 This idea differs from Joseph’s reported descriptions of the experience of translation, which portray him as reading, with “spiritual eyes” or by “spiritual light” from a visioned manuscript.17 It is unclear why shading would be needed to read something seen with spiritual eyes or by spiritual light.

			Even if we ignore Joseph’s reported descriptions of the translation experience, the idea that the purpose of the hat was to shade the stone for easier reading still runs into some logical difficulties. Witness accounts have Joseph burying his face in the hat, not positioning it to cast a shadow on the stone or using it to hold the stone at a comfortable reading distance. Also, if Joseph placed his seer stone in a hat in order to shade it so he could better see the light it was emitting, why did other individuals of his time use stones in the same manner?18 Did their stones also produce light?

			An alternative explanation is that Joseph used the hat to help him attain a state of consciousness that was conducive to experiencing a vision of the English text. Certainly, by looking into the hat, Joseph would have experienced less visual distraction and so could have better focused and attended to the revelation. Or perhaps it was by interrupting Joseph’s normal vision, as perceived through his physical eyes, that the hat enabled Joseph to better see a vision with his spiritual eyes, or “the eyes of [his] understanding.”19

			We can evaluate these two explanations of the purpose of the hat—to shade the stone for easier reading, or to help Joseph attain a visionary state of consciousness—in light of the observations of witnesses in their personally prepared or authorized statements or (when those are lacking) in the principal reports of interviews with them. These and other principal witness accounts of the translation are discussed in the appendix. There are eight principal witness accounts of the translation that describe how Joseph used the hat:

			
					“Now the way he translated was he put the urim and thummim into his hat and Darkned his Eyes.” (Joseph Knight’s circa 1835–1847 statement)20

					“He would place the director in his hat, and then place his <face in his> hat, so as to exclude the light.” (Elizabeth Cowdery’s 1870 statement)21

					“J[oseph] put the seer stone in a hat and leaning forward would place his face in the hat.” (1879 record of Michael Morse interview)22

					“He sitting with his face buried in his hat, with the stone in it.” (1879 report of Emma Smith interview)23

					“One dark colored, opaque stone . . . was placed in the crown of a hat, into which Joseph put his face, so as to exclude the external light.” (David Whitmer’s 1879 corrective statement through John Traughber)24

					“In translating he put the stone in his hat and putting his face in his hat . . . so as to exclude the light.” (David Whitmer’s 1881 statement)25

					“He was allowed to go on and translate by the use of a ‘Seers stone’ which he had, and which he placed in a hat into which he buried his face.” (David Whitmer’s 1885 statement through Zenas Gurley)26

					“Joseph Smith would put the seer stone into a hat, and put his face in the hat, drawing it closely around his face to exclude the light.” (David Whitmer’s 1887 statement)27

			

			Four of these eight accounts mention the purpose of the hat: to exclude the light. To exclude means to shut out, not slightly reduce. If Joseph had been using an upturned hat merely to shade the stone, peering into the hat from a few inches away, the hat would not have been excluding the ambient light. Seven of the eight accounts specifically describe the relative positions of Joseph’s face and hat. They say Joseph would “put” or “place” his face “in” or “into” the hat or that he “buried” his face in the hat. In other words, the hat was covering Joseph’s face. The remaining account has him darkening his eyes (not the stone), which is also more consistent with the idea of the hat covering his face rather than just shading the stone. These descriptions from witnesses are mutually consistent and, taken together, unambiguous. When translating, Joseph was not peering into a hat from a few inches away; the hat was covering his face.

			The most detailed description of how Joseph made use of his hat in translating comes from the testimony of his friend, Josiah Stowell. Stowell testified on Joseph’s behalf when Joseph stood trial 30 June 1830, in Broome County, New York, for “looking through a certain stone to find hid treasures, &c.”28 According to an 1832 account of the trial based on notes taken by the presiding justice, Stowell described how Joseph used a stone and hat both in looking for hidden valuables and in translating the Book of Mormon:

			Josiah Stowel[l] being by me sworn, saith . . . prisoner put a certain stone into his hat, put his face into the crown, then drew the brim of the hat around his head to prevent Light—he could then see as prisoner said, and translate; . . . and the prisoner, when looking for money, salt springs, hid treasures, &c. looked in the same manner.29

			According to this description of the translation process, Joseph would not only put his face in the crown of the hat, but would also extend the brim around the sides of his head to further block out the light. These words were not written or reviewed by Stowell, and are probably not his exact language, but it is unlikely that the justice would have added such details as an embellishment. Stowell had hired Joseph to use his stone to look for a silver mine in Harmony, where Joseph would later do much of the translating.30 After that effort was abandoned, Joseph continued to work for Stowell, including in the role of seeing with his stone, and lived with him the winter of 1825–1826.31 Stowell was at Joseph’s home when he first obtained the plates and remained a close friend of Joseph and a believer in his divine calling and abilities as a seer.32 Given his close association with Joseph and his belief in his abilities and calling, Stowell was likely given the opportunity to observe Joseph use the hat and stone for seeing, but even if not, he would have been knowledgeable of how it was done.

			Even looking more broadly at other, less authoritative nineteenth-century accounts provide the same picture: accounts of the translation that address the function of the hat relative to the ambient light all state that the function of the hat was to exclude or prevent light from entering, not to produce shade:

			
					“He translated . . . by looking into the Urim and Thummim, which was placed in a hat to exclude the light.” (William Smith’s 1883 statement)33

					“He did not use the plates in the translation, but would hold the interpreters to his eyes and cover his face with a hat, excluding all light.” (Kansas City Journal 1881 report of interview with David Whitmer)34

					“In speaking of the translating he said that Joseph had the stone in a hat from which all light was excluded.” (George Q. Cannon’s 1884 report of his interview with David Whitmer)35

					“When Joseph received the plates he a[l]so received the Urim and Thummim, which he would place in a hat to exclude all light.” (C. E. Butterworth’s 1884 report of sermon by William Smith)36

					“Smith would bend over the hat with his face buried in it so that no light could enter it.” (Rhamanthus M. Stocker’s 1887 report of interview with Joseph Fowler McCune, neighbor of Joseph)37

			

			If we expand this search beyond accounts of the translation to include references to Joseph’s use of a seer stone for treasure seeking, we do see a few mentions of shading. An 1874 article in the Danville, Vermont North Star says that young Joseph would look for stolen property and hidden treasure with a stone that was a “much more efficient agent when darkened or shaded in his hat.”38 An 1877 history of Wayne County, New York, says that when Joseph used his stone for visioning buried treasure, “the stone was finally placed in his hat to shade its marvelous brightness when its services were required.”39 An 1893 article in the New York Herald says that Joseph “would look at the stone shaded in his hat and see visions.”40 The sources behind these statements are not identified, but based on wording in the surrounding text, they all appear to be derived from Pomeroy Tucker’s 1867 Origin, Rise, and Progress of Mormonism, in which Tucker says, sarcastically, that Joseph’s visions of treasure were “too dazzling for his eyes in daylight” so he “had to shade his vision by looking at the stone in his hat!”41 The problem, according to Tucker, was not that the light from the stone was so dim that it had to be shaded to be seen, but that it was too bright to look at. The whole idea, of course, is illogical. Joseph could not have blocked the light coming from the stone without also blocking the images the light contained. More likely, these details were invented by Tucker or his source for sensational effect. I have found no nineteenth-century account that claims that the purpose of the hat was to shade the stone to better see its dim light.

			Seeing into stone

			Historical accounts that describe where Joseph saw the text while translating with a hat and stone may also shed light on the function of the hat. Any valid description would, of course, need to derive ultimately from Joseph Smith.

			According to reports of how Joseph described the translation experience (see appendix for a discussion of these reports), the words of the translation appeared “before him” (Elizabeth Cowdery’s 1870 statement), “it matters not whether his eyes are open or shut” (Ezra Booth’s 1831 statement), or on a visioned parchment (David Whitmer’s 1879 corrective statement through John Traughber and his 1885 statement through Zenas Gurley).42 Whitmer’s 1881 statement on the translation says the words appeared “in the hat.”43 Another individual who likely heard Joseph describe the experience of translation was Joseph Knight, a close friend who assisted with the translation effort. In his circa 1835–1847 statement, Knight says the words simply “would apper” after Joseph “Darkned his Eyes” with the hat.44

			Secondhand reports of how Joseph may have described his experience (i.e., reports of interviews with individuals who may have heard Joseph describe his experience) say that the words would appear “before the Prophet” (Edward Stevenson’s 1886 report of a conversation with Martin Harris) or “in the stone” (George Q. Cannon’s 1884 report of an interview with David Whitmer) or on a parchment that appeared in place of the stone (James Hart’s 1884 report of an interview with David Whitmer).45

			These accounts are all consistent with one another if we understand the translation as a visionary experience in which Joseph, after covering his eyes with his hat, would seemingly see before him an image of a parchment containing the English translation. As Joseph gazed in the direction of the stone and saw instead a parchment manuscript, he may have thought of the vision as appearing in or through (not on) the stone, at least in a figurative sense, and expressed it this way to others.46

			Only the most problematic accounts speak of words appearing on Joseph’s seer stone. There are three: a December 1885 Chicago Tribune report of a purported interview with David Whitmer, an October 1886 Omaha Herald report of an interview with David Whitmer, and a January 1888 Richmond Democrat article on David Whitmer. The December 1885 Chicago Tribune report says that “on covering his face with the hat the characters and translation would appear on the stone.”47 There is reason to doubt, however, that David Whitmer ever said this. David Whitmer’s son reportedly insisted that his father was not interviewed for this report as claimed and that it was inaccurate, but that his father was tired of always contradicting such reports and so let it pass.48 A close look at the report supports the son’s contention. Based on similarity in word choice, phrasing, and ideas covered, the description of the translation process in this article appears to be an amalgamation of descriptions of the process from three previously published reports of interviews with Whitmer. None of those reports say the words appeared on the seer stone.49 This suggests that the idea of words appearing on the stone was an assumption made by the reporter, not something Whitmer taught. The October 1886 Omaha Herald report of an interview with Whitmer says that on one occasion Joseph was unable to translate because “the surface of the magic stone remained blank.” By the context, the “magic stone” could be the interpreters or Joseph’s seer stone. Whitmer later noted that this article also contained errors and that the reporter took no notes during the “so-called interview.”50 The lack of notetaking means that the reported description of the translation process was not Whitmer’s wording but was composed by the reporter based on other sources or on his own imperfect recollection of what was said during the interview and his assumptions of what was meant. Based on similarity in phrasing and word choice, the reporter appears to have taken language from the problematic 1885 Chicago Tribune report and probably adopted the idea of words appearing on a stone from that report as well.51 The January 1888 Richmond Democrat article on David Whitmer says that, in translating, “the prophet would place the stone in a hat, then put his face in the hat and read the words that appeared thereon.”52 Based on similarity in wording in the surrounding text, the idea of words appearing on the stone as well as much of the language appear to have been copied from the October 1886 Omaha Herald interview report.53 Based on this textual evidence, the idea of words appearing on the seer stone appears to have originated as a reporter’s assumption in the 1885 Chicago Tribune report.

			If we look at historical accounts that describe where Joseph saw text while using the white, marble-like interpreter stones, the results are similar.54 The only statement from someone who likely heard Joseph describe his experience with the interpreter stones says words would appear “in the stone” (William Smith’s 1883 statement), although it is possible that this phrase is referring to Joseph’s own seer stone.55 While on a mission in Germany in 1842, Orson Hyde published a pamphlet that, speaking of the interpreters, said they “were placed where all light was excluded . . . and the answer appeared written with letters of light on the Urim and Thummim.”56 It is possible that Orson Hyde had retrospectively discussed details of the translation with Joseph Smith after he joined the Church in late 1831. Another possibility is that Hyde discussed the translation with Samuel Smith, who was his companion during an earlier mission in 1832 and had probably talked with Joseph about the translation experience. Especially in the latter case, being a thirdhand account, Hyde’s description of the translation may not have faithfully conveyed seemingly minor details such as in versus on.

			Newspaper reports of interviews with individuals to whom Joseph described or may have described his experience translating with the interpreters are thirdhand at best and therefore of limited reliability. One of these is an 1884 report by E. C. Briggs of an interview with David Whitmer that says “the letters appeared on them in light.” But the report also twice has words appearing in the stones—an inconsistency that suggests on may have been an error.57 The 1888 Richmond Democrat report mentioned above not only has words appearing on Joseph’s seer stone, but also “on the lenses” of the interpreters.58 Again, the reporter is relying on the language and ideas of the 1886 Omaha Herald report, which in turn relies on the dubious 1885 Chicago Tribune report. Samual Richards’s 1907 recollection of his interview with Oliver Cowdery has words appearing “distinctly in the instrument” and remaining “in the translator” that Joseph held over the words on the plates.59

			Instead of asking where Joseph saw the words while translating, we might ask where he was looking in relation to the stone when he saw them. Firsthand accounts from individuals who credibly claim that Joseph described this element of the translation to them report that Joseph said he was looking “through” his seer stone (Henry Harris’s circa 1833 statement) or “into” the interpreters (Nancy Towle’s 1832 report).60

			Nineteenth-century individuals familiar with the use of seer stones knew that a seer would see things by looking through or into a stone, not at a stone.61 This understanding applied to Joseph’s use of seer stones. Referring to Joseph’ seer stone, Martin Harris said that Joseph had been employed to “look in the stone” for buried treasure.62 It was for the crime of “looking through a certain stone” that Joseph was charged in 1830, and at the trial, his friend Newel Knight (son of Joseph Knight Sr.) testified in 1830, as reported by the presiding justice, that Joseph could indeed “see in a stone.”63 According to an entry in Wilford Woodruff’s journal, John Taylor spoke of “the gift of seeing through seer stones” as a means of divine revelation.64

			No special gift would have been needed to look into or through a clear stone; any person with normal vision could have done that. Opaque or translucent stones such as Joseph’s seer stones or the white interpreters, on the other hand, could be looked into or through only in a figurative sense (as in, “I explore the world through books”) or in a visionary sense. Looking through or into an opaque stone with the unaided eye in a literal sense is impossible by definition. But even if it were possible, the results would be uninteresting. If Joseph, with some sort of x-ray vision, had actually looked through his brown seer stone placed in his hat, he would have seen the bottom of the hat. If he had looked into the stone, he would have seen the inside of the stone, which would have looked a lot like the outside. The banality of seeing through or into stones in the usual sense suggests that Joseph was not seeing with normal vision, when shading might be helpful, but rather “seeing” as a seer—seeing a vision.

			Individuals close to Joseph understood his method of translating with a stone and hat to involve the same visioning abilities—his gift of “seeing” as a seer and the art of “looking” as a glass looker—that he had previously used in visioning lost or hidden things:

			
					Isaac Hale, in his 1834 statement – “He was at that time in the employ of a set of men who were called ‘money-diggers;’ and his occupation was that of seeing, or pretending to see by means of a stone placed in his hat, and his hat closed over his face. . . . Smith stated to me, that he had given up what he called ‘glasslooking,’ and that he expected to work hard for a living. . . . The manner in which he pretended to read and interpret, was the same as when he looked for the money-diggers, with the stone in his hat, and his hat over his face.”65

					Josiah Stowell, in his 1830 trial testimony as reported by the presiding justice – “Prisoner put a certain stone into his hat . . . he could then see as prisoner said, and translate the same . . . and the prisoner, when looking for money, salt springs, hid treasures, &c., looked in the same manner.”66

					Newel Knight, in his 1830 trial testimony as reported by the presiding justice – “Prisoner could see in a stone as stated by Stowel; that formerly he looked for Money &c.”67

					William E. McLellin, early apostle, in his 1872 letter to Joseph Smith III – “When he finished the translation of the Book [of Mormon,] thereafter he did not see—that is he did not use his stone. . . . In Oct[ober], 1831 I wrote a revelation as he delivered it [D&C 66]. And I know he used no stone to see then.”68

			

			These statements reflect a contemporary understanding by Joseph’s close associates that the translation was a visionary experience of the kind he had while looking for hidden things, not a novel kind of experience involving normal vision, a light-emitting stone, and the need for shading. This supports the idea that the hat served to facilitate a visionary state of consciousness rather than to aid normal visual perception.

			The Book of Mormon describes the use of the white interpreter stones in terms reminiscent of glass looking. In Mosiah 8:13, Ammon describes how a “seer” could “look in” the stones to see visions. The seeing of visions is implied in this passage not only by the idea of seeing hidden things, but also by the use of the word seer, since a seer “after the manner of old times” (Mosiah 28:16) was a see-er of visions.69

			When the Book of Mormon translation process is understood as a visionary experience, comparisons to magic become moot, cultural connections to money digging are logically explained, and Joseph can be appreciated as an Old Testament style seer like the ancient prophet-seers Lehi and Ezekiel, who also saw sacred manuscripts in vision.

			What Did Joseph’s Seeing Hat Look Like?

			The only historical accounts that mention the style of Joseph’s hat are relatively late in the century and refer to the hat as a top hat. Here I use top hat to mean a tall, cylindrical hat with a stiff brim.70

			In the early part of the nineteenth century, hats were commonly made of felted wool. More expensive felt hats were constructed of a mixture of wool and rabbit or other animal fur.71 Felt hats came in various styles, from the relatively low-crowned, broad brimmed, soft felt hats seen on the heads of farmers and other outdoor laborers to the more fashionable top hats obligatory for the gentry and professional class. The felt in top hats was typically stiffened with shellac and covered with a nap composed of fur (not skin) of beaver, muskrat, rabbit or other animal (see figure 1).72 These top hats were commonly called beaver hats, or just beavers. Beginning around 1830, top hats were increasingly covered with silk plush instead of fur and were called silk hats, although beaver could still refer to a hat covered with either fur or silk. Pasteboard, cork, whalebone, cemented layers of fabric, or other stiff material could be used instead of stiffened felt to form the hat body.73 Near the end of the century, the term top hat came into use, along with high hat and tall hat, which meant the same thing. Stovepipe hat (or stove-pipe hat) and chimney-pot hat were informal terms used especially for the tallest hats.74

			If Joseph’s seeing hat was a top hat, as the late nineteenth-century accounts suggest, it was most likely made of beaver or other animal fur, since silk hats were less common at the time. Both black and white beaver hats were fashionable in the early part of the century, even in rural areas, as can be seen in figure 2. Although a new beaver hat
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			Figure 1. Beaver-style top hat (this one of rabbit fur) purchased by a young Connecticut businessman around 1830 (Barnum Museum, Bridgeport, Connecticut). This basic shape was fashionable in the 1820s when Joseph Smith was using a hat for seeing.75
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			Figure 2. Detail of Barroom Dancing, circa 1820, John Lewis Krimmel 
(Library of Congress).76

			would have been expensive, there was a used hat market, and Joseph might have purchased an old hat.77

			On the other hand, it is possible that the late century descriptions of Joseph’s hat, which describe it as a top hat, were invented. Earlier descriptions, published before 1875, make no mention of the form or style of the hat. This lack of labeling suggests the hat may have been of a style that was unremarkable or did not have a widely recognized name. For example, various shapes of soft felt hats apparently not stylish enough to have their own identifying names appear in depictions of early nineteenth-century country life in genre paintings such as John Lewis Krimmel’s The village politicians (1819, Pennsylvania), William Sidney Mount’s Winding up (1836, New York) and The raffle (1837, New York), and George Caleb Bingham’s Country politician (1849, Missouri). These paintings can be viewed by image search on the Internet.

			Joseph Smith was a farmer and laborer.78 One shape of soft felt hat that was particularly suited for farming and other outdoor labor had a rounded crown and broad brim. These hats can be seen on the heads of New York farmers in Mount’s Dancing on the barn floor (1831), which can be viewed on the Internet, and Bargaining for a horse (1835), shown in figure 3. Based on genre paintings from the latter part of the 18th and first half of the nineteenth centuries, such hats were commonly worn by farmers and laborers of this period.79
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			Figure 3. Detail of Bargaining for a horse, 1835, William Sidney Mount (New York Historical Society).80 The farmer on the left wears a common round-crowned, broad-brimmed felt hat. The more fashionable hat worn by the farmer on the right suggests that he is the buyer who has traveled to negotiate the purchase.

			These hats were not only less expensive than top hats, but were, for outdoor labor, more functional. Broad brims provided protection from the sun. The relatively low center of gravity and snug fit made the hats stable enough to stay on the head when bending over, making sudden movements, and in windy conditions. And the soft felted wool was resilient enough to take a beating without becoming permanently deformed. This contrasted with the expense, poor shading, instability, and fragility of top hats.81

			To further explore what Joseph’s translating hat may have looked like, I will consider two questions: What limits do the mechanics of translation place on the hat style? And how do historical accounts describe Joseph’s hat?

			Evidence from the mechanics of the translation

			Portrayals of Joseph translating with various styles of hat positioned in various ways can be found on the Internet by searching for “Joseph Smith’s hat” (without the quotation marks). Witness statements that mention the mechanics of translation are discussed in the appendix. They say either that Joseph “buried” his face in his hat82 or that he “placed” or “put” his face in his hat,83 with the purpose of excluding the light. Whitmer’s 1887 statement says that Joseph would “put his face in the hat, drawing it closely around his face.”84 Burying one’s face in a hat snugly enough to exclude the ambient light would require a hat flexible enough to bend into a shape that would admit the face and soft enough to mold around the face to fill gaps where light would enter. With their shellac-stiffened crowns and brims, top hats would have been ill-suited for this purpose. A soft, wool felt hat would have been more pliable and more easily molded around the face. The most detailed explanation of how Joseph would position the hat over his face, based on Josiah Stowell’s 1830 trial testimony, says that after he “put his face into the crown,” he “drew the brim of the hat around his head to prevent Light.”85 Drawing the brim of a hat around one’s head implies a broad, flexible brim. Although early nineteenth-century beaver hats varied in brim width and perhaps stiffness, a brim flexible and broad enough to be drawn “around his head” was more characteristic of a farmer’s soft wool felt hat.86

			Historical descriptions of the hat

			If we were to accept all nineteenth-century descriptions of Joseph Smith’s seeing hat at face value, we would conclude that Joseph not only used this hat for seeing, but also “invariably wore” it even though it was “antiquated” and so “old” and “battered” that “his uncombed hair” could be seen “sticking through the holes”; that it was a “very large . . . stovepipe” style of “beaver” hat; and that it was “black” but also “white.”87 But not all historical accounts are of equal value in discerning the facts. To get as close to the truth as possible, we must favor those accounts that are most credible and question those that are likely invented. Each account must be evaluated for credibility and its claims tested against other sources and for logical consistency. Most of the accounts describing Joseph’s seeing hat are secondhand at best and do not state their sources of information. Many are copied, sometimes with embellishments, from earlier unsourced accounts. When sources are provided, they are not always credible and there is always a chance that details from interviews were remembered or interpreted incorrectly or that embellishments were added to fill in gaps or for literary effect.

			The earliest description of Joseph Smith’s seeing hat is in an 1841 issue of the Christian Advocate and Journal:

			Gladly would he while engaged in “peeping,” sometimes into an old hat, and at others into the spectacles, “called Urim and Thummim,” through which he was enabled to read “the plates,” and dictate to Oliver Cowdery, his amanuensis.88

			In his 1842 exposé on Mormonism, John C. Bennett referred to Joseph Smith as “the Holy Old White Hat Prophet.”89

			The next oldest description of Joseph’s hat appears in an 1851 book of grievances against Mormons, compiled by Nelson Slater:

			This was in keeping with the practice of Smith in former days when he was a money digger. He was in the habit of putting his head into an old black hat, pulling it up so as to exclude the light, and then by various motions with his head, as if looking here and there, he would pretend that he saw money beneath the surface of the ground.90

			These articles do not provide a source for their descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat. Neither does an 1858 article in the Boston Cultivator, which similarly mentions how “Mormon Joe could read the mystic stone in his old hat.”91

			The earliest description of Joseph’s seeing hat from a witness of the translation of the Book of Mormon is from Martin Harris’s 1859 statement, in which he tells of Joseph using his seer stone and hat to find a lost pin:

			In the first place, he told me of this stone, and proposed to bind it on his eyes, and run a race with me in the woods. A few days after this, I was at the house of his father in Manchester, two miles south of Palmyra village, and was picking my teeth with a pin while sitting on the bars. The pin caught in my teeth, and dropped from my fingers into shavings and straw. I jumped from the bars and looked for it. Joseph and Northrop Sweet also did the same. We could not find it. I then took Joseph on surprise, and said to him—I said, ‘Take your stone.’ I had never seen it, and did not know that he had it with him. He had it in his pocket. He took it and placed it in his hat—the old white hat—and placed his face in his hat. I watched him closely to see that he did not look one side; he reached out his hand beyond me on the right, and moved a little stick, and there I saw the pin, which he picked up and gave to me. I know he did not look out of the hat until after he had picked up the pin. Joseph had had this stone for some time. . . . When Joseph found this stone, there was a company digging in Harmony, Pa., and they took Joseph to look in the stone for them.92

			Harris’s account says the pin incident happened a few days after Joseph first told him about his stone and before Joseph obtained the plates (September of 1827). A little later in the account, Harris mentions Joseph’s seeing hat again while speaking of the interpreters that Joseph obtained with the plates: “I never dared to look into them by placing them in the hat.”93 The apparent antecedent of “the hat” in the second quote is “the old white hat” in the first one, suggesting that Joseph used his old white hat in translating the Book of Mormon when Harris was scribe in 1828. The fact that the 1841 account in the Christian Advocate and Journal, which names Oliver Cowdery as scribe, and the 1859 account with Martin Harris as scribe, both describe the hat similarly as “old” suggests that Joseph used the same hat for translating the entire Book of Mormon.94

			These descriptions from the 1840s and 1850s tell us that the age and color of the hat were the notable characteristics, not the style or shape. The common theme is that Joseph’s seeing hat was old. Harris’s account, which is the most authoritative, also confirms that the hat was white, as suggested by Bennett’s 1830 moniker for the prophet. The one mention of Joseph’s hat as “black,” by Nelson Staker in 1851, is unsourced. An 1830 account that says that Joseph would translate with “a dark hat before his eyes” is more likely referring to Joseph’s need to look into a darkened hat (with the light excluded) rather than a black or dark-colored hat.95

			Besides Harris’s description, the only nineteenth-century acount of Joseph’s seeing hat that is traceable to someone known to have witnessed his seeing activities is James Hart’s 1884 record of an interview with David Whitmer. Hart reported Whitmer’s description of the translation as follows:

			The way it was done was thus: Joseph would place the seer-stone in a deep hat, and placing his face close to it, would see, not the stone, but what appeared like an oblong piece of parchment.96

			“A deep hat” is descriptively consistent with a top hat, but also with deep-crowned versions of other hat styles, including broad-brimmed, soft felt hats.97 If Whitmer wanted to communicate that the hat was a top hat, he could have used one of the other terms commonly used to refer to top hats, such as high hat, tall hat, beaver hat, or stovepipe hat. Even without Hart’s account, we can estimate that the hat would have needed to be fairly deep—with a crown height of about 5 inches or more—to comfortably accommodate both Joseph’s face and the stone.98

			This combination of the earliest and most authoritative descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat paints a picture of an old, white (perhaps gray or off-white), fairly deep hat that was otherwise unremarkable for an early nineteenth-century farmer, perhaps something like the hat shown in figure 4.

			Charles W. Brown account

			All of the remaining nineteenth-century descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat are from a half century or more after the events described. The earliest of these accounts is from an article by Charles W. Brown published in the Ontario County Times in 1875. In it, Brown relates a “well authenticated anecdote” of a treasure-seeking expedition involving Joseph Smith, his father, and Joseph’s Manchester era neighbor, Williiam Stafford, in which Joseph looks into a hat. Brown calls the hat a “well worn and antiquated beaver” and mentions Joseph “looking into the cavernous depths of the superannuated chapeau” to vision the treasure.99 “Beaver” could refer to any top hat, whether of fur or

			[image: ]

			Figure 4. An “old white” hat of felted wool with a fairly deep crown, alongside a replica of Joseph Smith’s brown seer stone.100

			silk.101 Brown’s “well worn and antiquated beaver” with “cavernous depths” implies a very tall, old top hat. Brown’s description of Joseph’s hat as a very tall top hat was followed over the next two decades by many published mentions of Joseph’s “tall” or “large” “stovepipe” hat and may have been the ultimate inspiration for them.

			There are reasons to believe that Brown invented this description of Joseph’s seeing hat. First, Brown does not provide a source for his description. His article draws from Orsamus Turner’s 1851 local history, Pomeroy Tucker’s 1867 history of early Mormonism, and William Stafford’s 1833 affidavit as published Eber D. Howe in 1834.102 But none of these works provide any information on the style of Joseph’s hat. Brown does not claim to have interviewed any local residents who may have seen Joseph’s hat. William Stafford died in 1863, which was too early for him to have been a source. It is possible that Brown obtained some information from Stafford’s son, John, who happened to be Brown’s father-in-law, but Brown does not mention this connection or any personal interview. Because Brown did not provide a source for his description of Joseph’s seeing hat, it cannot be considered authoritative.

			Second, a comparison with Stafford’s 1833 affidavit, which is the most authoritative account of the story Brown is telling, suggests that Brown’s descriptions of Joseph’s hat are embellishments to the story.103 Brown introduces the story with, “the following well-authenticated account is related.” The authentication that Brown refers to is apparently William Stafford’s own 1833 account of treasure digging in Manchester, probably between 1822 and 1825.104 The similarity in phrasing and order of ideas in Stafford’s and Brown’s accounts suggests that Brown was looking at Stafford’s affidavit as he was writing his account. In the comparison of Stafford’s and Brown’s accounts below, similar phrases and ideas in the same or nearly the same order in the two accounts are in small caps. The underlined portions of Brown’s account have no counterpart in Stafford’s. References to Joseph Smith’s hat are bolded.

			Stafford’s 1833 Account:

			They would say, also, that . . . Joseph, Jr., could see, by placing a stone of singular appearance in his hat . . . [and] could also discover the spirits in whose charge these treasures were. . . . These tales I regarded as visionary. However, being prompted by curiosity, I at length accepted of their invitations, to join them in their nocturnal excursions. I will now relate a few incidents. . . . I accordingly consented to go, and early in the evening repaired to the place of deposit. Joseph, Sen. first made a circle, twelve or fourteen feet in diameter. This circle, said he, contains the treasure. . . . [he] then enjoined profound silence upon us, lest we should arouse the evil spirit who had the charge of these treasures. After we had dug a trench . . . [Joseph, Sr.] went to the house to inquire of young Joseph the cause of our disappointment. He soon returned and said, that Joseph had remained all this time in the house, looking in his stone and watching the motions of the evil spirit [which] . . . caused the money to sink. We then went into the house, and the old man observed, that we had made a mistake in the commencement of the operation; if it had not been for that, said he, we should have got the money.105

			Brown’s 1875 Account:

			The following well authenticated anecdote is related: It was claimed that Joseph, Jr., by placing it in a hat could discover by looking into the hat the precise spot where the hidden treasure was buried. Among the many dupes which were victimized by this story, was one William Stafford. They repeated the tale to him time and time again, with such solemn asseverations of its truth, that at last he began to believe that there might be something in it, and so consented to join them in one of their midnight expeditions. When the evening which had been agreed upon came around, he hied him to the Smith domicile, and there awaited developments. Soon Joseph joined the circle before the hearth, bearing with him the stone carefully concealed in a well worn and antiquated beaver. Seating himself, he placed his face where his pate ought to have been, and after peering intently into the recesses thereof, made the encouraging announcement that he saw a pot full to overflowing with glittering shiners, and that he could lead the assembled coterie to the precise spot, where by a little dilligent digging combined with a strict observation of all the conditions imposed, they could speedily exhume the same, and make a pro rata division of the contents thereof.—No time was now lost in getting under way, and arming themselves with shovels, pick axes and implements of a like nature, they started forth with Joseph and the magic stone at the head of the column. “Tramp, tramp, tramp” they went “marching on,” through the forests and across the fields, until after a long and weary march their leader commanded a halt. . . . A solemn injunction to preserve the strictest silence was now laid upon every one of the party, as it was said that the Evil One was around. . . . [Joseph, Sr.] proceeded to strike out, and “swing around,” the magic circle within which the treasure was to be found. Work was now commenced in earnest. . . . [Joseph, Jr.] with drew himself into a thicket, and after looking into the cavernous depths of the superannuated chapeau, dolorously announced to his followers, that some of the prescribed conditions had been violated, and that Satan had carried off the concentrated riches to some other locality. They dug no longer but went to their homes, where it is suspected that they did ample justice to the matutinal meals. Before separating however, Joseph took another look into the hat, and made the encouraging announcement that his precious pebble had revealed to him the precise spot where Le Diable had secreted his ill gotten and recently acquired wealth.106

			The underlined portions of Brown’s account relate incidents and details that do not appear in Stafford’s account and in fact contradict his account. Specifically, according to Stafford, he did not join any meeting at Joseph’s house but rather went directly to the digging spot where he found Joseph’s father and others. Joseph did not join the expedition but remained in his house with his seeing stone and hat the entire time. This also means that Joseph never withdrew from the group into a thicket and that he was not with the digging crew at any time during the operation. The idea that Joseph led the group to the digging site was probably borrowed from Tucker’s 1867 reworking of Stafford’s account. The remainder of the underlined portions are apparently Brown’s own embellishments. The description of Joseph’s seeing hat is within these apparent embellishments.

			Third, additional evidence that Brown’s hat descriptions are fanciful is found in his tone and word choice. “Tramp, tramp, tramp” marks Brown’s account as satire. Brown creates the mocking tone of his satire with hyperbole and flowery language. For example, in place of Stafford’s straight-forward phrase, “observed that we had made a mistake,” Brown substitutes, “dolorously announced to his followers,
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			Figure 5. Group portrait of students, probably members of The Ranters, at Bethany College, Virginia, 1850–1851. Two are costumed in large, white, beaver-style hats consistent with Brown’s satirical description of Joseph’s seeing hat as being a “cavernous” “antiquated beaver.”107

			that some of the prescribed conditions had been violated.” Where Stafford mentions “the evil spirit who had the charge of these treasures,” Brown has “the Evil One . . . Satan . . . Le Diable.” Brown’s avoidance of simple, accurate language is most evident in the portions of the text that have no counterpart in Stafford’s account, and it is here that we find the descriptions of Joseph’s hat. Here, he uses fancy and often inaccurate words: hied, domicile, bearing, pate, glittering, coterie, exhume, pro rata, arming, magic, column, marching, halt, cavernous, superannuated, chapeau, etc. We can see by his use of such ill-fitting words as exhume to refer to digging up treasure, arming to mean gathering digging equipment, Satan to mean an evil spirit, coterie to mean assembled workers, marching to mean walking, and cavernous to mean merely deep, that precision in meaning was not always his principal concern in choosing words. His choice to call Joseph’s hat an “antiquated beaver” and “superannuated chapeau” instead of an “old . . . hat,” as previous and more straightforward accounts had done, fits this pattern of substituting flowery and hyperbolic language. This pattern, together with the mocking tone of Brown’s writing, suggests that “antiquated beaver” is no more informative as a definitive description of Joseph’s hat than is “superannuated chapeau,” and that Brown was using these phrases to paint a comical picture of Joseph, not an accurate one.

			Lewis brothers account

			Chronologically, the next description of Joseph’s hat is in a statement by Joseph and Hiel Lewis that appeared in 1879 in the Amboy Journal. In their statement, the Lewises say they are relating “what they saw and heard of the sayings and doings of the prophet Joseph Smith.” In other words, not all of the information they provide is firsthand. Their claim to authority is that they lived “within one mile of where he lived and transacted his business” in Harmony, Pennsylvania. They report being in the presence of Joseph on multiple occasions and also had a sister, Elizabeth L. McKune, who worked in the Smith home and observed him translate. In their statement, they relate what they had heard of Joseph’s activities while he boarded with their uncle, Isaac Hale:

			But while he was engaged in looking through his peep-stone and old white hat, directing the digging for money, and boarding at Uncle Isaac Hale’s, he formed an intimacy with Mr. Hale’s daughter Emma.108

			This statement describes the hat in the same way Martin Harris had described it twenty years earlier. The Lewises do not say whether they got their understanding of Joseph’s seeing hat from their own observation, from Harris’s published description, from circulating rumors, from their sister Elizabeth, or from some other source. But whatever their source, this account does not contain anything new.

			Frederick G. Mather account

			The next year, in July of 1880, a description of Joseph’s seeing hat appeared in the Binghampton Republican (Broome Co., New York) in an article written by an unnamed newspaper reporter:

			No matter how it got there, there can be no doubt that a ton of silver bars was buried in the hill, for the Prophet saw it through his “peek-stone.” Before proceeding further with this narrative we will give a description of the Prophet as it was given to the reporter by several aged persons who saw him. He was six feet or a trifle over in height; stout built but wiry; light complexion; light hair and light blue eyes. One aged lady said “he didn’t look as though he knowed enough to fool people so.” He wore a tall white stovepipe hat. Now imagine this athletic form kneeling down and burying his face in his white stovepipe hat, in which was placed the “peek-stone,” and you have in your mind’s eye a view of the first Latter Day Saint discovering the treasures in the earth which no other fellow ever discovered. It was just like looking into water, he said; he could not tell just how deep it was any more than a man can who looks down into a lake; and the deflection of light sometimes took him out of the right course a few inches. Then, too, the “rock-ribbed hills”—and the hills about here are “rock-ribbed” with a vengeance—were so insecure, and treasure so unstable that things in the bowels of the earth were liable to get mixed up every day. When his party would dig almost to a great treasure the enchantment would move it sometimes several rods out of the way. That sort of enchantment must have “tried the patience of a saint,” and all the saints of Mormondom. As soon as he could collect followers enough about him to do the work—the Latter Day Saint, unlike St. Paul, did not labor with his own hands—an excavation was commenced to recover the lost Spanish silver bars. . . . Down, down they went, the distance being measured by slow shovelfuls and tedious blasts in the rocks until they were just ready, or would be next day, to stoop down and pick up the ton of silver bullion. “Hocus, pocus, presto, change.” The “charm” moved the silver away three hundred feet to the north-east. It was an uphill job, but the charm was sufficient for the task. This was terribly hard on the new church, but the ambitious Saint was not to be cheated in that way. He got down on his marrow bones with his peek-stone and tracked it to its exact hiding place. It was not so far under ground this time—only about twenty feet. The faithful went for it again with sleeves rolled up. It was a case of necessity. . . . At it they went again, with a will known only to those who work with a religious zeal or a worldly hope of a “bar’l of money.” Hush, it’s here: pick it up! No, it’s gone again. Not a rumble nor a jar marked its going, but it went like riches on wings. Softly and silently it flitted away, and lighted fifty feet beyond the big hole. The Saint and faithful followers were exasperated, and fully determined to capture it if they had to take the hill to pieces and shake it through a sieve.109

			A somewhat condensed version of the article appeared the following month in Lippincott’s Magazine of Popular Literature and Science, identifying the reporter as Frederick G. Mather.110 According to the original article, Mather “visited Susquehanna and other towns on the Susquehanna river for the purpose of authenticating rumors of Mormon history, and interviewed several of the oldest inhabitants.” Unfortunately, most of the local residents who knew Joseph had died or moved away. The elderly inhabitants Mather found to interview did not claim to have any firsthand knowledge of Joseph’s seeing activities but were able to repeat stories they had heard or read. Most of the stories of Joseph’s activities that Mather ended up including in his articles had previously been published in Emily Blackman’s 1873 history of the area.111

			The portion of Mather’s article presented above is a sensationalized account of Joseph’s, and his father’s, work for Josiah Stowell in Harmony, Pennsylvania, in November 1825. Stowell had been digging for Spanish treasure he believed was buried in the area and brought on Joseph and his father to assist with the ongoing effort.112 In other words, Mather is speaking of the same dig and the same “old white hat” the Lewis brothers mentioned in their account of the previous year. But Mather describes the hat as a tall stovepipe hat. Mather’s description of Joseph’s seeing hat is suspect for the same reasons Brown’s is: he does not provide a source for this information, there are many incorrect details in his story, and it is written as satire.

			Mather based his article partially on interviews with local residents, none of whom are presented as having personally witnessed the treasure-seeking activities described. At the end of his article, he tells us what information was contributed by each interviewed resident. He names Jacob Skinner as the source for the description of Joseph’s appearance and his manner of searching for treasure, Samuel Brush as the source for the explanation of the principle of deflected light, and Sally McKune as the source for the description of the charm moving the treasure, but he provides no source for the hat description. Mather’s failure to provide attribution for the description of the hat suggests it may have been his own invention or reinterpretation of previously published descriptions.

			If the description of Joseph’s seeing hat was not Mather’s but was provided by one of the individuals he interviewed, Jacob Skinner seems the most likely source. This is because the hat description comes after the description of Joseph’s appearance and is integrated into his manner of searching for hidden treasure. Skinner, who was born in 1815, would have been about ten years old at the time of the diggings,  not sixteen years old as Mather claims. He was, therefore, too young to be of much use on a treasure dig where he might have observed Joseph using a seeing hat.113 Even if Joseph made a habit of wearing his “old” seeing hat in public where a ten-year-old boy might have seen it, it is not clear why the boy would have remembered that hat among the ubiquitous hats on other men’s heads. If Joseph’s hat was so unusual (an exceptionally tall hat?) as to be memorable to a ten-year-old, why was such a hat not mentioned for five decades in which Joseph was frequently ridiculed with any information that could be used for that purpose? It is as likely that any description of Joseph’s hat provided by Skinner or any other elderly resident was based on circulating rumors or previously published accounts such as Martin Harris’s 1859 account, the Lewis brothers’ 1879 account, or Brown’s 1875 account. Mather’s version of events surrounding Joseph’s obtaining and transporting of the gold plates—in which Joseph is assaulted by “the chief devil” but escapes and then transports the plates to Harmony in a “barrel of beans”—suggests that either Mather or one of his sources was familiar with Harris’s 1859 account and could have borrowed and embellished his “old white hat” description.114

			The details in Mather’s article are often incorrect, as might be expected from rumors circulating decades after the subject events. For example, in the portion of Mather’s article provided above, Mather has Joseph organizing the dig and being involved from the start, while more authoritative sources say Stowell and others initiated the effort and that it had already been underway before Joseph was hired to help.115 Mather’s account speaks of involvement of “the saints of Mormondom” and Joseph’s “new church,” yet Joseph did not organize the Church until several years later. He had not even obtained the gold plates at this time. Mather has “peek-stone” as a colloquial term for seer stone, while previous accounts have “peep” rather than “peek.” The overall level of inaccuracy in the article does not inspire confidence in the details it presents.

			Mather’s account, like Brown’s, is satire. Instead of “tramp, tramp, tramp” signaling the satirical nature of his piece, Mather gives us “hocus, pocus, presto, change.” The sensational tone and high level of sarcasm serve as a warning to the reader that the details of the account were not necessarily intended as facts and cannot be relied upon. While Brown paints a comical picture of Joseph peering into his “antiquated beaver,” Mather creates an even more comical picture of Joseph with his “athletic form kneeling down and burying his face” in his “tall, white stovepipe hat,” or, as an author a few years later summarized Mather’s imagery, “What a spectacle to see such an athletic form kneeling with his face buried in the stovepipe hat . . . to see into the bowels of the earth!”116 At this time, stovepipe was an informal and humorous or derisive term for a top hat.117 Like his description of the hat, Mather’s overall account of Joseph’s treasure-seeking venture surpasses even Brown’s in humor and sensationalism. As stories often do, Joseph Smith’s treasure-seeking ventures got more entertaining with the retelling. While Stafford’s 1833 account had the treasure merely sinking out of reach, and Brown’s 1875 derivative account had Satan carrying off the buried riches “to some other locality,” Mather’s story has “the charm” moving the treasure hundreds of feet away. When the diggers had chased the “bar’l of money” down, Mather tells us it “waltzed around on the other side” and evaded all attempts at being “cornered by tunneling” as it was “dodging about” like “a nimble sixpence.”

			Whether Mather actually modeled his account on Brown’s account, independently created a similar piece, or faithfully conveyed the rumors his elderly sources shared with him, the account appears to have been intended to be more funny than factual.

			Daniel Hendrix account

			After Mather’s 1880 accounts, published descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat suddenly became much more frequent. There were more descriptions of the hat published in the 1880s than in all prior decades combined. Some of these accounts describe Joseph’s hat only as old or as old and white. Since we have already established through Harris’s authoritative account that Joseph’s hat was old and white, and since these later accounts are all unsourced, I will not discuss them further.

			One account, purportedly the transcript of Henry G. Tinsley’s 1893 interview with one Daniel Hendrix, goes beyond “old” to describe Joseph’s hat as “battered.” The account has Hendrix stating:

			I was a lad, or a very young man, in a store in Palmyra, N.Y., from 1822 until 1830 . . . and among the daily visitors at the establishment was Joseph Smith, Jr. Every one knew him as Joe Smith. He had lived in Palmyra a few years previous to my going there from Rochester. Joe was the most ragged, lazy fellow in the place, and that is saying a good deal. He was about 25 years old. I can see him now, in my mind’s eye, with his torn and patched trousers, held to his form by a pair of suspenders made out of sheeting, with his calico shirt as dirty and black as the earth, and his uncombed hair sticking through the holes in his old battered hat.118

			Just as with Brown’s and Mather’s accounts, the sensational, hyperbolic language of this account reduces its believability. Also, it is unclear whether this statement is referring to the hat Joseph would have used for seeing, since it is not mentioned in context of translation or treasure seeking activities, and a holey hat would have had limited utility for excluding ambient light. But it does not matter—the description of the hat is a fabrication. There was no interview, nor, apparently, any Daniel Hendrix. Efforts by researchers to confirm his existence have failed.119 The bulk of the published text was not, it turns out, from an 1893 interview, but was plagiarized from the reminiscence of Joseph Franklin Peck, published 6 years earlier.120 It was Peck, not Hendrix, who was the young attendant in the Palmyra store. And since Peck’s original account makes no mention of Joseph’s appearance, the battered and holey hat seen in the “mind’s eye” of the young store attendant must have been an embellishment from Tinsley’s own imagination.

			Derivatives of Mather’s account

			The remaining descriptions of Joseph’s hat published in the 1880s and 1890s call it a stovepipe hat, usually a large white one. Most of these appear to have been derived, either directly or indirectly, from Mather’s 1880 Binghampton Republican account, as evidenced by contextual similarity in wording and structure. Specifically, based on topics covered, order, and word choice in the surrounding text, an 1894 mention of a “white ‘stove-pipe hat’” in the Democrat and Chronicle and an 1887 mention of an “old stove-pipe hat” by Selah Brown in the Los Angeles Times appear to be derived from an 1885 mention of a “white stove-pipe hat” in Ellen E. Dickinson’s New Light on Mormonism.121 In turn, Dickinson’s wording as well as an 1888 mention of a “large white stovepipe hat” in The New York Times and an 1899 mention of a “large white ‘stovepipe’ hat” by H. S. Caswell in the New York Tribune all appear to be derived from an October 1881 mention of a “large white stove-pipe hat” in Eaton’s The Origin of Mormonism.122 Eaton’s wording is in turn derived from Mather’s 1880 Binghampton Republican account, as is an 1890 mention of a “tall white stovepipe hat” by Auburn Towner in the Elmira Telegram.123 This relationship of accounts suggests that one reason descriptions of Joseph’s hat become much more frequent after 1880 was that Mather’s account provided an amusing description to adopt or adapt. Since these hat descriptions appear to all trace back to Mather, they are no more credible than is his.

			Joseph Fowler McKune account

			Only one of the late “stovepipe” accounts names a potentially authoritative source. This is an account in Rhamnus Stocker’s 1887 Centennial History of Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania, which reports information provided by many local residents, including Joseph Fowler McKune:

			Joseph Fowler McCune [McKune], now residing in Windsor, Broome County, N.Y., boarded in this neighborhood and attended school at Hickory Grove while Smith was engaged in translating the Bible [Book of Mormon], and was quite often in Smith’s house. Mr. McCune states that Reuben Hale acted as scribe a part of the time. He says Smith’s hat was a very large one, and what is commonly called a “stove-pipe.” The hat was on the table by the window and the stone in the bottom or rather in the top of the hat. Smith would bend over the hat with his face buried in it so that no light could enter it, and thus dictate to the scribe what he should write.124

			Joseph Fowler McKune, born in 1815, would have been around 13 or 14 in 1828 and 1829 when Joseph was translating the Book of Mormon. Whether Joseph wore his old seeing hat in public at this time, or used it only for seeing, is not known. This account mentions the hat only in the context of the translation, which was reportedly conducted in an upstairs room in the Smith home.125 Stocker reports that McKune told him that Joseph’s seeing hat was “a very large” hat of the “stove-pipe” style and that Joseph used this hat for translating at a table by a window. Stocker does not say how McKune obtained his understanding of the translation process or hat, but notes, as McKune’s
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			Figure 6. A very large stovepipe hat consistent with McCune’s description of Joseph’s seeing hat. This hat, with a nap of beaver fur, was made around 1830 (Oregon Historical Society Museum, 68–418.3).

			basis of authority, that McKune attended school in the area and lived in the neighborhood while Joseph was translating, and further, that McKune had “quite often” been in the Smith house. There is no claim that McKune personally observed Joseph translating or ever saw the hat used for that purpose. There are many reasons a young teenage neighbor might have been in the Smith’s house, such as buying, selling, or bartering items; delivering messages; or even visiting, but these do not necessarily provide him with access to the upstairs translating chamber. It is unlikely that McKune personally observed the translation. All known or likely witnesses to the translation were very close friends or relatives of the Smiths, except for Elizabeth L. McKune, who was a household employee.126 McKune was none of these. If McKune had been privileged enough to have witnessed the translation, he probably would have said so and Stocker would have mentioned that as the basis of McKune’s authority on the topic.

			Joseph and Emma moved out of the house and sold it to McKune’s uncle, Joseph McKune, Jr., in 1833. McKune’s uncle, his aunt, Sally, and his cousins lived in the house for many years and McKune also remained in the area.127 However frequent Joseph Fowler McKune’s visits may have been to the Smith house during the translation period, he was probably “quite often” in the house after his uncle’s family moved in. During such familial visits he may have even been shown the former translating chamber, perhaps with the translating table still by the window. These visits, of course, would not have afforded him the opportunity to observe the translation or to see the hat used for that purpose.

			In describing Joseph’s translating technique and hat to Stocker, McKune may have simply been repeating what he heard from other residents or had himself read, most likely in Mather’s 1880 account or Eaton’s 1881 account. As a resident of Broome County, McKune would have had access to Mather’s original 1880 account published in the area newspaper, which included a report of an interview with his own Aunt Sally. Copies of Eaton’s account were also widely available.128

			McKune’s description of Joseph bending over, with his “face buried” in his “very large . . . stove-pipe” hat is reminiscent of Mather’s 1880 description of Joseph kneeling and “burying his face” in his “tall white stovepipe hat.” It is also possible that Mather and Joseph Fowler McKune both got their language from McKune’s Aunt Sally. But even in that case, we would still not know whether the idea of a large top hat had its ultimate source in someone’s (possibly Sally’s) personal observation of the hat or in Brown’s likely invented description of the hat as a “cavernous” “beaver.” Given the local interest in Joseph Smith’s seeing activities and the fact that published accounts describing Joseph’s translation methods and seeing hat had been around for several years, it is likely that the idea of Joseph using a large top hat was circulating among the local residents, along with a general understanding of his translating technique and the identities of his scribes.129 If McKune was merely repeating what he heard or read from unspecified sources, his description of Joseph’s hat as a large top hat is no more helpful than Mather’s. In the end, we are left not knowing whether to take McKune’s description of Joseph’s seeing hat as a confirmation of Mather’s questionable 1880 description, or as a derivative of it.

			Another indication that McKune may have been relaying what he had heard or read rather than his own personal knowledge of Joseph’s hat is that he did not describe the hat’s color or age, as the earliest accounts most often did, but instead described its size and style in a way similar to descriptions in recently published accounts.

			By the turn of the century, most of the individuals who knew Joseph during the time of his seeing activities had died, and reporters had to rely more heavily on circulating rumors and previously published accounts for their stories about Joseph’s younger days. I have found no twentieth century accounts that provide any credible additional information regarding Joseph’s seeing hat.130

			Summary of hat descriptions

			In summary, there are three potentially independent nineteenth-century accounts that describe Joseph’s seeing hat as a top hat, and these portray it as a notably large one: Brown’s 1875 “cavernous” “beaver,” Mather’s 1880 “tall white stovepipe hat,” and McKune’s 1887 “very large” “stove-pipe.” All other nineteenth-century descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat as a top hat appear to ultimately derive from one of these three. Thus, based on historical descriptions of Joseph’s seeing hat, if it was a top hat, it was an unusually large one.

			Although it is possible that Joseph’s seeing hat was an exceptionally large top hat, this is not the only option. The firsthand and earliest descriptions of the hat make no mention of its size or style, which suggests that the hat was unremarkable for a farmer—perhaps a common wool felt hat of unremarkable dimensions. (Based on these earliest descriptions, the hat’s remarkable characteristics were its age and color, not its size or style.) Comparisons of the various accounts that describe Joseph’s hat as a top hat, along with a consideration of Brown’s account as satire, provide evidence for one possible derivation of the idea that Joseph’s seeing hat was a very large white top hat:

			
					Brown took the well-known idea that Joseph’s hat was an old hat—this having been the common theme in previously published descriptions—and expressed it in hyperbolic, satirical language as a “cavernous” “antiquated beaver.”

					Mather or one of his sources took Brown’s description at face value and understood it to mean an unusually large top hat, which, when combined with the “white hat” in Harris’s 1859 account (which independently appears to have been a source for Mather’s article), resulted in Mather’s “tall white stovepipe hat.”

					The other descriptions of Joseph’s hat as a top hat published over the subsequent two decades ultimately derive from Mather’s amusing-yet-influential account.

			

			The best corroborated and most detailed descriptions of how Joseph used a hat in the translation of the Book of Mormon—drawing the hat closely around his face and the brim around his head to exclude ambient light—are most consistent with a soft, broad-brimmed felt hat.

			Summary and Conclusions

			The characterization of Joseph in historical accounts as a seer (traditionally, a “see-er” of visions), his use of seer stones (both the interpreters and his own) in translating, the way he described the experience of translation to others, and scriptural accounts of the revelation of sacred books to other seers such as Lehi and Ezekiel in vision, all suggest that the translation of the Book of Mormon was revealed to Joseph in vision. The seer stones he used for translating, rather than being advanced technological devices, more likely served as an aid to faith for seeing the revelatory visions.

			Joseph said that he translated by “the gift and power of God.”131 David Whitmer, to whom Joseph described his experience, explained that the gift by which Joseph translated was “the gift to see the sentences in English, when he looked into the hat in which was placed the stone.”132 This “gift to see” when he looked into a hat containing a seer stone was the gift of seeing as a seer. It was the gift of visions. The hat, held close over Joseph’s face, would have blocked his normal vision and provided a space for focus in the presence of others, facilitating a state of consciousness more conducive to revelatory vision. Functioning in this way, the hat would have been a visionary instrument.
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			Figure 7. Portrayal of Joseph Smith using a white, broad-brimmed, soft felt hat to attain a state of consciousness in which he could vision the translation of the Book of Mormon.133

			Based on historical evidence, Joseph used an old white hat in translating the Book of Mormon, but the style of the hat is less certain. It may have been a very tall top hat of beaver or other animal fur, as suggested by late nineteenth-century accounts. But more likely, the idea of an oversized top hat was invented for literary effect, and Joseph’s seeing hat was actually a more ordinary looking hat—perhaps a broad-brimmed, soft wool felt hat like those commonly worn by farmers of the time. The latter is more consistent with accounts describing how Joseph used the hat for translating—drawing the hat closely around his face and the brim around his head.

			The established Christianity of Joseph’s day could not teach him how to attain a visionary state of consciousness, but the art of seeing visions had been preserved in the traditional use of seer stones, and that is where Joseph learned how to use a hat and a meaningful stone to attain a visionary state. With this ability and his gift of seeing, he became a seer through whom God could reveal the Book of Mormon.

			Appendix: Historical Accounts of the 
Translation of the Book of Mormon

			Many of the historical accounts of the translation are found in reports of interviews with witnesses. Before the use of recording equipment became standard practice, interviewers had to reconstruct statements from hastily written notes, if any were taken at all. They often filled in gaps and smoothed over rough spots with their own words based on their imperfect memories of what was said and assumptions of what was meant. Reporters were not bound by modern journalistic standards and frequently borrowed text or ideas from previously published reports, however erroneous. The chance for error was high and limited the utility of secondhand accounts for reconstructing historical events. When firsthand accounts are unavailable, secondhand accounts may be helpful, if they are used carefully and compared against other sources. When I do quote secondhand, thirdhand, or fourth-hand accounts, I will make it clear that I am doing so. The agreement of multiple independent sources increases the credibility of information and, all else being equal, reports closer in time to an event or interview tend to be more reliable than those further removed.

			The Urim and Thummim in Joseph Smith’s time

			A cause of confusion particular to the translation of the Book of Mormon is the frequently ambiguous use of the term Urim and Thummim. For most of history, the Urim and Thummim was universally understood to mean the revelatory instrument, often presumed to consist of one or two stones, used by Israel’s high priest. Joseph Smith expanded that definition.134 William Clayton, in his journal entry of 2 April 1843, related a conversation he had with Joseph in which Joseph said that the planet where God dwells, which is like crystal or glass, is “the Great Urim & Thummim,” that “the Urim and Thummim” is a small representation of this globe, and that the white stone spoken of in Revelation 2:17 would be “the Urim and Thummim” to those who received one.135

			To Joseph, the Urim and Thummim no longer meant just the revelatory stones used by Israel’s High priest, but other revelatory stones as well. Joseph had his own white stone that he used for revelation, in addition to his brown one.136 It was most likely this white stone that Joseph used when he gave patriarchal blessings “through the Urim and Thummim” to Hyrum Smith in 1833 and Newel K. Whitney in 1835.137 By this time, Joseph had already returned the interpreters to the angel with the plates and given his brown seer stone to Oliver Cowdery.138 When Cowdery copied Hyrum’s patriarchal blessing into the Church patriarchal blessing book, he introduced it by writing, “The following blessing was given by Joseph Smith, jr. by prophecy and revelation, through the Urim and Thummin, December, 1833.” His preface to Whitney’s 1835 blessing is similar.

			Brigham Young, in his journal entry for 27 December 1841, wrote, “I met with the Twelve at brother Joseph’s. . . . He said that every man who lived on the earth was entitled to a seer stone, and should have one . . . he showed us his seer stone.”139 Wilford Woodruff recorded the same experience and mentioned the same stone in his journal: “The Twelve or a part of them spent the day with Joseph the Seer . . . I had the privilege of seeing for the first time in my day the URIM & THUMMIM.”140

			The headings to the revelations in Doctrine and Covenants sections 3, 6, 7, 11, 14, and 17 indicate that they were received through the Urim and Thummim. In his 1877 book, David Whitmer noted that he was present when Joseph received most of the early revelations and that “the revelations in the Book of Commandments up to June, 1829,” which include the foregoing, “were given through the ‘stone,’ through which the Book of Mormon was translated.”141

			In his 1874 affidavit regarding Joseph’s revelation on celestial marriage (Doctrine and Covenants 132), William Clayton, who was Joseph’s scribe at the time, recalled that “Hyrum very urgently requested Joseph to write the revelation by means of the Urim and Thummim, but Joseph in reply, said he did not need to.”142 For Joseph and those around him, the Urim and Thummim was whatever revelatory stone or stones Joseph was using or possessed at the time.

			In his history and other published statements, Joseph never explicitly mentions his own seer stones but refers to the interpreter stones as the Urim and Thummim.143 Due to the influence of these statements, the term eventually came to be used almost exclusively among believers in the Restoration to refer to the interpreter stones. This was how Emma used the term in a letter she wrote to Emma Pilgrim in 1870 regarding the translation of the Book of Mormon:

			Now, the first that my <husband> translated, [the book] was translated by the use of the Urim, and Thummim, and that was the part that Martin Harris lost, after that he used a small stone, not exactly, black, but was rather a dark color.144

			Here, Emma associates the interpreters with the first part of the translation and Joseph’s brown seer stone with the rest, including what he translated after the loss of the 116 manuscript pages.

			Joseph was strictly forbidden from letting anyone see the interpreters or the plates (Joseph Smith—History 1:42). Although Martin Harris, Oliver Cowdery, and David Whitmer desired to see the plates and would eventually see them and the interpreters, they did not have that privilege until the translation was complete or nearly so.145 Even so, it is possible that Joseph translated with one or both of the interpreter stones in the presence of others by keeping them carefully hidden from view in his hat.

			If the interpreters were used in a different manner, or if the uncovered plates were being used, Joseph would have presumably been behind some kind of curtain to prevent his scribe or anyone else from inadvertently seeing these objects. Firsthand witness statements do not, however, mention any such curtain. Elizabeth Ann Whitmer Cowdery (see below) explicitly denies that there was a curtain between Joseph and his scribe and further states that she, as a member of the household, often watched Joseph translate for hours at a time. Other witness statements and reports of interviews also suggest that household and family members were able to freely observe the translation. The best evidence for a curtain is secondhand and comes from reports of interviews with Martin Harris that occurred after Joseph had copied characters from the open plates (Joseph Smith—History 1:62) but before the sequential translation of the record began.146 This suggests that if Joseph used a curtain, it was while copying characters from the plates and perhaps very early in the translation. Without a curtain, Joseph would not have been translating with the uncovered interpreters or plates. Furthermore, his scribes and others present would have been able to tell whether he was using the interpreters or his own seer stone, since, if using the former, he would have been taking strict precautions to prevent them from being seen.

			Witness statements on the mechanics of translation

			Although any witness would have been able to describe the outward mechanics of translation, only Joseph would have been able to describe, firsthand, the subjective experience of translation, including what he saw while translating and where he saw it. I will address Joseph’s subjective experience of translation at the end of this appendix.

			First, though, I focus on the mechanics of translation and provide the firsthand statements of individuals who observed Joseph translate as well as firsthand statements from other individuals who heard him describe the mechanics of translation. For known witnesses who left no firsthand statements describing the mechanics of the translation, I summarize reports of interviews that do. For the sake of brevity, I do not provide the entire texts of witness statements in this section, but only those portions that indicate that the witness was present for the translation and what they observed. I quote additional portions of these same statements later in this appendix and in the body of the paper as they are relevant.

			Emma Smith Bidamon

			Joseph’s wife Emma served at times as Joseph’s scribe both before and after the loss of the first 116 manuscript pages.147 Her only personally written statement on the means of translation was her 1870 letter to Emma Pilgrim, quoted above. Of lesser authority is a report by her son, Joseph Smith III, who interviewed her in February 1879. The report of the interview, published several months after her death in the October 1879 Saints’ Herald, represents her as saying:

			In writing for your father I frequently wrote day after day, often sitting at the table close by him, he sitting with his face buried in his hat, with the stone in it, and dictating hour after hour with nothing between us.148

			An editorial in the 13 November 1886 Saints’ Herald, of which Joseph Smith III was editor, appears to favor the idea that most or all of the Book of Mormon was translated by the interpreters. Regarding Joseph’s use of a seer stone, it acknowledges statements by David Whitmer but oddly fails to cite Emma’s testimony.149 This suggests that Joseph Smith III may have had doubts about Emma’s published testimony, perhaps because it appeared to contradict his father’s published statements regarding the translation. Another possibility is that the editorial was not written by Joseph Smith III, but by the associate editor, William W. Blair.150 In any case, the editorial concedes that if Joseph used a single seer stone in translating, “it was in effect a Urim and Thummim,” and that it did not “detract from the Seeric powers of Joseph Smith. It rather confirms and exalts them, showing that the gift of translation and revelation was bestowed of God upon the Seer in person,” not on the stones.

			Martin Harris and minor scribes

			In 1859, Martin Harris, who served as Joseph’s scribe early in the translation process, granted an interview to Joel Tiffany, editor of the spiritualist periodical Tiffany’s Monthly. Tiffany’s report of the interview begins by noting efforts to assure that Harris’s words were accurately recorded: “The following narration we took down from the lips of Martin Harris, and read the same to him after it was written, that we might be certain of giving his statement to the world.” Because Harris personally authorized, dictated, and reviewed the narration, it serves as an authoritative statement of his experiences surrounding the translation. In his statement, he does not directly describe the mechanics of translation or say which stones were used, but he does say that the interpreters as well as the seer stone would have been used for seeing visions by placing them in a hat.151 This is the method of translation Harris apparently described to publisher Jonathan A. Hadley in 1829, who provided the earliest published account of the method of translation. Soon after visiting with Harris, Hadley reported that “by placing the spectacles in a hat, and looking into it, Smith could (he said so, at least) interpret these characters.”152 Other reports from individuals who heard Harris describe the translation say that Joseph translated with the interpreters, with his own stone in a hat, or both.153

			I will discuss Oliver Cowdery’s statements later in this section. The remaining individuals who reportedly served as scribes—Reuben Hale, Samuel Smith, John Whitmer, and Christian Whitmer—left no firsthand statements describing the translation.154 John Whitmer, however, is sometimes given credit for a description of the translation that was reported by S. F. Walker. In Walker’s 1879 synopsis of a discourse delivered by Zenas Gurley several years after Gurley had interviewed John Whitmer, Walker reports Gurley as saying that Joseph would sit at a table with the breastplate and attached interpreters, into which he would look and see the translation and then dictate it to John Whitmer.155 The account does not mention use of the plates or a hat. Since Joseph had been commanded not to show the breastplate or interpreters to others, John Whitmer would not have been able to describe this method of translation firsthand, so this is a fourth-hand account at best (Joseph to John Whitmer to Zenas Gurley to S. F. Walker). It may be even further removed, as the synopsis does not say that Gurley heard this description of the translation from John Whitmer. It may have been Gurley’s own assumption based on other sources. John Whitmer was scribe during the last month of the translation, when more direct accounts from other witnesses say that Joseph was using his own seer stone.

			Elizabeth L. McKune, Elizabeth Ann Whitmer Cowdery, and Michael Morse

			There were other individuals who credibly claimed to have observed Joseph translating the Book of Mormon, either in Harmony, Pennsylvania or Fayette, New York:

			
					Elizabeth L. McKune, who was household help for Emma when Joseph was translating in Harmony

					Elizabeth Ann Whitmer Cowdery, who married Oliver Cowdery in 1832 and was sister of John and David Whitmer

					Michael Morse, who was married to Emma’s sister and lived in Harmony during the translation period

			

			In a statement quoted in a 29 September 1879 letter written by her brother, Hiel Lewis, Elizabeth L. McKune asserts that she was able to observe Joseph translate:

			I worked in the families of Joseph Smith and uncle Isaac Hale for about nine months . . . I saw Smith translating his book by the aid of the stone and hat. Reuben Hale, acted as scribe, writing down the words from Joseph Smith’s mouth, but after a short time Martin Harris did the writing.156

			Elizabeth Cowdery, a firm believer in the divinity and truth of the events to which her husband was a special witness, prepared a certificate on 15 February 1870 regarding the Book of Mormon translation.157 The certificate has been lost but was copied by William E. McLellin into a letter. It states:

			I cheerfully certify that I was familiar with the manner of Joseph Smith’s translating the book of Mormon. He translated the most of it at my Father’s house. And I often sat by and saw and heard them translate and write for hours together. Joseph never had a curtain drawn between him and his scribe while he was translating. He would place the director in his hat, and then place his <face in his> hat, so as to exclude the light, and then [read?] to his scribe the words (he said) as they appeared before him.158

			Michael Morse left no statement regarding the translation, but he mentioned it while being interviewed by William Blair on 8 May 1879. That same day, after the interview, Blair recorded in his journal that

			Morse . . . says he many times called in at Jos[e]phs on business, when J[oseph]. would be engaged [in] translating the plates. J[oseph] put the seer stone in a hat and leaning forward would place his face in the hat, and then Dictate to his scribe, Sentence by Sentence.159

			A couple of weeks later, on May 22, Blaire reported in a letter to the Saints’ Herald that Morse “further states that when Joseph was translating the Book of Mormon, he, (Morse), had occasion more than once to go into his immediate presence, and saw him engaged at his work of translation.”

			David Whitmer

			Although he was excommunicated in 1838 and believed Joseph had led the Church astray, David Whitmer maintained a firm belief in the divine calling of Joseph in bringing forth the Book of Mormon and was unwavering in his testimony that the Book of Mormon had been translated by the gift and power of God. Whitmer considered his role as one of the three witnesses to the Book of Mormon a solemn responsibility. To maintain his credibility as witness, he placed special value on communicating truthfully and was regarded as a man of the highest integrity by those who knew him well.160

			His accounts of the translation have been discounted by some because of their inconsistency.161 Such discounting is justified when applied broadly to the many reports of interviews with him. Newspaper reports of his interviews are quite inconsistent, as might be expected. Some reports of interviews or purported interviews with him, such as the problematic 1881 Kansas City Journal, 1885 Chicago Tribune, and 1886 Omaha Herald articles, the latter two of which were discussed earlier in this paper, are particularly unreliable. Such sources are as apt to mislead as to enlighten.

			In contrast, the statements describing the translation that Whitmer personally wrote, dictated, or reviewed and authorized are quite consistent. There are four:

			
					his 1879 corrective statement issued in a letter to the Saints’ Herald through his friend, John Traughber

					his 1881 statement in his corrective letter to the Kansas City Journal

					his 1885 statement in answering questions presented by Zenas Gurley, which answers were recorded and corrected in Whitmer’s presence; and

					his 1887 statement in his self-published pamphlet, An Address to All Believers in Christ.

			

			Whitmer’s 1879 statement through John Traughber was in response to erroneous reports of his interviews that had been published a few years prior in the Chicago Times and more recently in the Saints’ Herald. Whitmer’s corrective statement through Traughber was printed on 15 November 1879 Saints’ Herald, and reads in part:

			With the sanction of David Whitmer, and by his authority, I now state that he does not say that Joseph Smith ever translated in his presence by aid of Urim and Thummim; but by means of one dark colored, opaque stone, called a “Seer Stone,” which was placed in the crown of a hat, into which Joseph put his face, so as to exclude the external light.162

			This statement clarified that Whitmer observed Joseph translating with his brown seer stone in a hat, but not with the interpreters. The quality of reporting did not immediately improve, however, and Whitmer continued to be frustrated at being so frequently misquoted. In a 5 June 1881 report of an interview with Whitmer in the Kansas City Journal, the reporter who had sought the interview recorded Whitmer’s frustration:

			Young man, you are right. I am the only living witness to the Book of Mormon, but I have been imposed upon and misrepresented so many times by persons claiming to be honorable newspapermen, that I feel a delicacy in allowing my name to come before the public in newspaper print again.163

			Whitmer agreed to the interview, but when he read the published report, he found it as misrepresentative as he had feared. He complained in a letter to S. T. Mouch that “it is Seldom that my Statements are correctly reported” and that “there were So many Errors in it as published that I felt compelled to correct what I thought to be the most damaging Errors.”164

			Whitmer issued a corrective letter to the editor of the Kansas City Journal, dated 13 June 1881. When used in combination with the June 5 report of the interview, it is a firsthand statement that affirms that Whitmer was an eyewitness to the translation. The June 5 report of the interview had stated that David Whitmer “as well as all of my father’s family, Smith’s wife, Oliver Cowdery, and Martin Harris were present during the translation.”165 Concerned that this wording implied that these individuals were immediately present all the time during the translation, Whitmer clarified, in his June 13 letter, that the observers were not always present, as well as correcting other details:

			I did not wish to be understood as saying that those referred to as being present were all the time in the immediate presence of the translator, but were at the place and saw how the translation was conducted. I did not say that Smith used ‘two small stones’ as stated nor did I call the stone ‘interpreters.’ . . . My statement was and now is that in translating he put the stone in his hat and [that this was accomplished by] putting his face in his hat so as to exclude the light and then the light and characters appeared in the hat together with the interpretation.166

			This accords with the statements of Elizabeth McKune and Elizabeth Cowdery and with Blair’s report of his interview with Michael Morse in characterizing the translation as observable by household members and close relations when they happened to be present.

			On 14 January 1885, Zenas Gurley presented David Whitmer with a list of questions. Gurley writes, “Brother Whitmer was too feeble to write . . . the answers . . . Yet it was with his consent and in his presence that I wrote them and corrected them, as they appear here. Jan. 21—1885. [signed] Z. H. Gurley.” In answer to “Were you present during any of the translation, if so, state how it was done?” Whitmer replied, implying that he was present by describing the manner of translation:

			He was allowed to go on and translate by the use of a “Seers stone” which he had, and which he placed in a hat into which he buried his face.167

			Whitmer’s statement in his 1887 self-published pamphlet reaffirmed his status as eyewitness to the translation:

			I testify to the world that I am an eye-witness to the translation of the greater part of the Book of Mormon. Part of it was translated in my father’s house . . .

			I will now give you a description of the manner in which the Book of Mormon was translated. Joseph Smith would put the seer stone into a hat, and put his face in the hat, drawing it closely around his face to exclude the light.168

			Emma, Martin Harris, Elizabeth McKune, Elizabeth Cowdery, Michael Morse, and David Whitmer did not need Joseph to describe for them the mechanics of the translation process; they could directly observe him translating. While Martin Harris, Emma, Elizabeth Cowdery, and David Whitmer remained firm believers in the divine origin of the Book of Mormon throughout their lives, Elizabeth McKune and Michael Morse were non-believers. All of these individuals mention a stone or stones being placed in a hat. Elizabeth McKune’s statement may refer to a single time observing the translation, but the firsthand statements of Elizabeth Cowdery and David Whitmer indicate frequent or regular observations, and reports of interviews with Michael Morse and Emma Smith agree.

			Joseph Knight Sr. (probable witness)

			Joseph Knight Sr. was another likely eyewitness to the translation who left a firsthand statement. He was a close friend of Joseph Smith and remained true to him and the Church he established throughout his life. He was present at the Smith home when Joseph Smith first obtained the plates and interpreters. He also provided material support, including paper, for the translation and visited the Smiths while Joseph was translating with Oliver Cowdery as his scribe.169 He likely would have been permitted to observe Joseph translating at that time. In his handwritten history, Joseph Knight notes Joseph’s confidence in the utility of the interpreter stones for seeing visions. He also reported that he was commanded to not let anyone see them except as witnesses at a given time, and described how he translated:

			But he seamed to think more of the glasses or the urim and thummem then [than] he Did of the Plates for says he I can see any thing they are Marvelus Now they are writen in Caracters and I want them translated Now he was Commanded not to let no one see those things But a few for witness at a given time. . . .

			By the means he found with the plates he Could translate those Caricters Better than the Larned. Now the way he translated was he put the urim and thummim into his hat and Darkned his Eyes then he would take a sentence and it would apper in Brite Roman Letters then he would tell the writer and he would write it.170

			Joseph Knight refers to the interpreters as “glasses,” the local term for seer stones. In his history he also refers to Joseph’s own seer stone as “his glass.”171 Knight states that Joseph was able to translate with “the means he found with the plates” but then describes Joseph translating with “the urim and thummim,” perhaps doing so to cover both instruments in his description.

			Lucy Mack Smith (possible witness)

			Lucy Mack Smith likely discussed her son’s method of translating with him. In her written history, she says she visited Joseph and Emma in Harmony after Joseph had been permitted to resume translating. This was following the loss of the 116 pages but before the arrival of Oliver Cowdery.172 It is possible that she observed Joseph translate during her visit, although Joseph translated little during this period, with Emma as scribe.173 In her history, she describes one instance during the translation with Oliver Cowdery as scribe in Harmony:

			Joseph was 150 miles distant and knew naught of the matter e[x]cept an intimation that was given through the urim and thummim for as he one morning applied the<m> latter to his eyes to look upon the record instead of the words of the book being given him he was commanded to write a letter to one David Whitmore [Whitmer].174

			Lucy would not have been present during the period of the translation when Cowdery was scribe but is reporting what she understood the process to have been. “The urim and thummim” in Lucy’s original dictation could have referred to the interpreter stones or to Joseph’s own seer stone. According to Elizabeth McKune, Michael Morse, and Emma, it would have been the latter at this time. The phrase, “applied the latter to his eyes to look upon the record” is also vague. An 1831 article in a Palmyra newspaper mentions individuals who “applied their eyes” after placing a seer stone in a hat.175

			Even if Lucy is envisioning Joseph using the interpreters, he would not have worn them like eyeglasses. Although Joseph sometimes called them “spectacles,” these seer stones were white, not clear, and were set too far apart to be worn like eyeglasses.176 The one thing this description does clearly imply is that Joseph used the same method for translating the Book of Mormon that he used for obtaining other revelations.177

			Regardless of which stone or stones Lucy is referring to, the fact that she does not explicitly mention a seer stone or stones or a hat is unsurprising. She never explicitly mentions Joseph’s seer stones in her history even when relevant to the events she is relating. When she tells how Joseph was hired by Josiah Stowell to use his seer stone and hat to look for buried silver, she refers to these obscurely as “certain means, by which he could discern things that could not be seen by the natural eye.”178

			Lucy’s avoidance of direct mention of Joseph’s seer stones in her history is best considered in light of the negative contemporary public perceptions of glass looking with stone and hat. Looking into hats containing stones was not something Joseph invented. It was practiced by other individuals in early nineteenth-century upstate New York, and it was covered in the press in a generally negative way. The general public, influenced by Enlightenment ideas of rationalism and skepticism, increasingly considered such folk practices as fraudulent or ignorant superstition and incompatible with Christianity.179

			Nathaniel Stacy, a prominent Universalist minister in western and central New York, recalled in his 1850 memoir how a fellow preacher had hired a treasure seer around 1806. This seer, “by looking into a mysterious glass, or rather stone, pretended to be able to discover hidden treasures . . . which he could plainly see by looking into his dark hat, having this stone in the crown.” The fellow preacher was subsequently disfellowshipped by his local church leaders for his “puerile and visionary” search for buried treasures and for engaging the services of a glass looker who, they assumed, was “practicing this deception . . . to gratify his idleness and his avarice.”180 The state of New York had an 1813 disorderly persons statute against “pretending to tell fortunes, or where lost or stolen items may be found,” which was the justification for Joseph’s arrest after he used his seer stone to assist Josiah Stowell in his money-digging efforts.181

			An 1817 magazine article derisively mentions a girl in western New York who “put a certain stone into a hat, and placing her face in front so as entirely to exclude the light, pretended . . . she could see the whole world.”182 Critics of Joseph Smith promulgated a darker image of glass looking. A February 1831 article in a Palmyra newspaper told of “pebbles . . . placed in a hat or other situation excluded from the light” to which “some wizzard or witch . . . applied their eyes” to guide deluded money diggers in their search for buried treasure.183 Eber Howe’s 1834 Mormonism Unvailed continued the theme.

			Although some who used seer stones may have done so fraudulently, others appear to have indeed had visionary experiences of some kind while looking into stones.184 As for Joseph, he was certainly not a wizard as his critics implied. In making use of stones to seek divine revelation, including the translation of the Book of Mormon, he was emulating Israel’s high priests. It was they who inquired of the Lord through the biblical Urim and Thummim, not the witches and wizards of public imagination.185 Nevertheless, given the negative public perception of seer stones, had Lucy spoken of Joseph receiving revelation by use of “a seer stone and hat” instead of “the urim and thummim,” many readers would have interpreted her words through the lens of contemporary prejudices. They would have formed an unfairly negative impression of the miraculous translation.

			Oliver Cowdery

			Oliver Cowdery’s only written statement describing the translation is in the first of a series of letters he wrote as a history of the Church and that he, as editor, printed in the October 1834 edition of Messenger and Advocate:

			I . . . commenced to write the book of Mormon. These were days never to be forgotten—to sit under the sound of a voice dictated by the inspiration of heaven . . . to write from his mouth, as he translated, with the Urim and Thummim, or, as the Nephites whould [should] have said, “Interpreters.”186

			Fourteen years later, in October 1848, as he addressed a conference in Kanesville, Iowa, Cowdery used very similar wording, which we have secondhand from the journal of Reuben Miller:

			I wrote with my own pen the intire book of Mormon (Save a few pages) as it fell from the Lips of the prophet. As he translated <it> by the gift and power of god, By means of the urum and thummim, or as it is called by that book holy Interperters.187

			The similarity in terminology, phrasing, choice, and sequence of ideas in these two statements, separated by over a decade, is notable. Whether in preparing for his 1848 address Cowdery decided to use the language of his 1834 letter or had long settled on this way of describing the translation, the similarities suggest careful wording. His use of the ambiguous term, the Urim and Thummim is also notable, as is his use of the circuitous phrase, “or, as the Nephites should have said,” instead of simply saying, “or.”

			Because these two statements are very similar, and because the 1834 statement is firsthand and also much closer in time to the event described, we can expect to gain the most accurate understanding of Cowdery’s thinking by giving it priority. With casual reading, this statement implies that Joseph was using the interpreters while Cowdery was scribe. This differs from firsthand statements of the other witnesses, which report the use of Joseph’s seer stone. A closer reading reveals that Cowdery’s statement is ambiguous. “The Urim and Thummim” could refer to either the interpreters or to Joseph’s own seer stone. Around the time Cowdery wrote this statement, he was referring to Joseph’s seer stone as the Urim and Thummim in recording patriarchal blessings, as noted previously. (Like Lucy, Oliver Cowdery never explicitly mentions Joseph’s seer stones in his writing even when relevant to the discussion.188)

			The phrase, “or, as the Nephites should have said, ‘Interpreters,’” is also ambiguous. It can be understood as saying either that the interpreters were the instrument used, or, alternatively, as stating only that the Nephite term for Urim and Thummim (which is plural in form) was Interpreters.189

			Because Cowdery’s statement is silent on the manner in which the stone or stones were used in translating, we are left to rely on reports from others for any information on what he might have said about this aspect of the translation. These less authoritative reports all have Joseph translating with the interpreters but do not imply that he did so while Cowdery was scribe or that Cowdery observed him doing so. Nor do they imply that Cowdery handled the interpreters or saw the plates during the translation.190 Cowdery was at one time authorized to translate but had limited success (Doctrine and Covenants 9:1–11). In attempting to translate, he would have likely used Joseph’s brown seer stone. This was the stone that David Whitmer (1879 corrective statement through John Traughber) and Emma (1870 letter) remembered Joseph using at the time and which Joseph gave to Cowdery after the translation was complete.

			In November 1830, Josiah Jones interviewed Cowdery, who was in Kirtland, Ohio, on his way to Missouri to preach to the Native Americans in that region. Jones wrote in 1831 (published in 1841) that Cowdery and his missionary companions had told him that Joseph translated by looking “through the stone spectacles” and specifically, by looking “into a stone or two stones, when put into a dark place.” Jones further reported Cowdery stating that “Smith looked into or through the transparent stones to translate what was on the plates.” When he asked Cowdery if he “had ever looked through the stones to see what he could see in them,” Cowdery replied that he “was not permitted to look into them.”191 The seemingly contradictory and odd language of looking “into” and “through” stones to see what one can see “in” them is characteristic of glass looking, in which a seer stone is called a glass, and the seer looks seemingly into or through it to see a vision.192 Descriptions of looking through or into stones in this sense do not imply that the stones resembled glass or that they were clear to normal vision, although hearers unfamiliar with the parlance of glass looking could have interpreted them that way. Such misinterpretation may have influenced the language of some of the reports by others of what Cowdery and other witnesses said. Also, transparent at that time could mean merely translucent, and in the context of seeing with stones, even opaque stones could be considered transparent.193

			The mention of both one stone and two stones, if reported accurately, could have been an acknowledgment that Joseph used his own seer stone in addition to the two interpreter stones. Alternatively, it could be an indication that he disassembled the interpreters so one or both of the stones could more easily fit in his hat.

			If the “dark place” where Joseph put the stones to translate meant his hat, this report accords with Martin Harris’s description of Joseph placing the interpreters in a hat. The idea of Joseph using a hat with the interpreters is supported by an independent report of how Cowdery described the method of translation later that same month to a group of Shakers in Union Village, Ohio.194 This report of what Cowdery said was recorded in January of 1831 by Richard McNemar in his diary. McNemar wrote that Cowdery had recently told some of his fellow Shakers that Joseph translated with “stones in the form of spectacles thro which the translator looked on the engraving & afterwards put his face into a hat & the interpretation then flowed into his mind.” Since Cowdery would not have been permitted to see the interpreters or the plates, this report, if accurate, would be fourth-hand at best (Joseph to Cowdery to an unknown Shaker to McNemar).

			Another description of translation with the interpreters, that is at least thirdhand, was printed in the April 1831, Evangelical Magazine and Gospel Advocate. It reports on Joseph’s 29 June 1830 trial in Chenango County, New York, stemming from his use of a seer stone in the region after being hired in 1825 by Josiah Stowell to use it to look for silver.195 The report says that Cowdery testified that Joseph “was able to read in English, the reformed Egyptian characters, which were engraved on the plates” by “looking through” the “two transparent stones, resembling glass, set in silver bows.”196 This is similar to what Cowdery told Josiah Jones a few months earlier. The differences could be due to these both being summaries of what Oliver said, as expressed in the words of the reporters and based on their assumptions of what Oliver meant.197

			An entirely different description of the mechanics of translation was reported in a very late account by Samuel W. Richards, who visited with Oliver Cowdery in 1849. In 1907, Richards wrote down what he remembered from his visit a half century prior. His recollection has Cowdery saying that Joseph translated “by holding the translators over the words of the written record, and the translation appears distinctly in the instrument.”198

			Joseph’s statements on the mechanics of translation

			Beginning in 1829, newspaper reports began to appear stating that Joseph used a hat in translating. By late 1831, these reports had been widely published, some saying he translated by placing the interpreter stones in the hat and others saying he used a single seer stone.199 The reports may have derived from discussions and preaching of Martin Harris and Oliver Cowdery during their early missionary and other labors. This seems plausible given that, as mentioned above, (1) the first of these reports was published by Jonathan Hadley soon after he visited with Harris, and (2) Cowdery and his companions were willing to discuss the method of translation by “a stone or two stones, when put into a dark place” in their early missionary efforts.200

			The published reports put Joseph in a difficult situation. To deny that he translated with a stone and hat would be to make a false statement; to confirm that he did, given the contemporary public preconceptions of glass looking, would be to elicit an unfairly negative impression of the nature of the translation in many readers. Joseph did neither.

			In his preface to the 1830 Book of Mormon, he wrote only that he translated “by the gift and power of God,” echoing words from the title page of the Book of Mormon.

			At an 25 October 1831 conference of elders, perhaps in response to these early newspaper reports, Joseph was invited by Hyrum to explain the particulars of the coming forth of the Book of Mormon. He declined, saying it was not expedient for him to relate those things.201 To the end of his life, Joseph remained true to that determination. He did not provide particulars on the translation in his public statements or history other than mentioning the interpreters and saying that the translation involved the gift and power of God, reading words, and use of “the Urim and Thummim.”202 Like Lucy and Oliver Cowdery, he chose not to explicitly mention his seer stones in his written history or published statements.203

			In his 1832 history, Joseph says, speaking of Martin Harris and the characters copied from the gold plates:

			He returned to me and gave them to <me> <to> translate and I said I said cannot for I am not learned but the Lord had prepared spectticke spectacles for to read the Book.”204

			Since the interpreters were too large to be worn like glasses, and the book was in another language, this description of the translation must be figurative. Based on the context, Joseph is alluding to 2 Nephi 27:19–20, which portrays the translation as a matter of Joseph reading words that the Lord shows him:

			The Lord God will deliver again the book and the words thereof to him that is not learned; and the man that is not learned shall say: I am not learned. Then shall the Lord God say unto him: . . . thou shalt read the words which I shall give unto thee.

			A 9 November 1835 entry in Joseph’s journal relates his report of what the angel Moroni told him about the purpose of the interpreters twelve years earlier:

			Also that the Urim and Thumim, was hid up with the record, and that God would give me power to translate it, with the assistance of this instrument.205

			In a portion of his history recorded in 1839, Joseph expresses his memory of this same experience in different words:

			Also, that there were two stones in silver bows and these (put in <stones fastened> to a breast plate) which constituted what is called the Urim & Thummin deposited with the plates, and <the possession and use of these stones> that was what constituted seers in ancient or former times and that God <had> prepared them for the purpose of translating the book.206

			An edited version of this statement was later canonized (Joseph Smith—History 1:35). It is unlikely that Joseph remembered the angel’s exact wording twelve years after the fact, still less after sixteen, but the basic idea is the same in these two accounts: the two seer stones were provided to assist Joseph with the translation. They must have been critical at the beginning of the translation, since Emma said that they were the first stones Joseph used. Perhaps these two polished, white, specially prepared seer stones were superior to Joseph’s own seer stone in inspiring the faith he needed to get started. As Joseph Knight reported, Joseph was quite impressed with the stones: “I can see any thing they are Marvelus!”207 Once Joseph had some initial success translating, his own seer stone may have been sufficient and served the same purpose. While these statements say that the interpreters were prepared or provided to assist Joseph in translating, they are silent on whether other stones had been made available or could be used for the same purpose.

			The November 1837 issue of the Elders’ Journal, of which Joseph had the title of editor, promised answers in an upcoming issue to several questions frequently asked of the prophet. Among these, were “Was not Jo Smith a money digger?” and “How, and where did you obtain the book of Mormon?”208 The 8 May 1838 entry in Joseph’s journal indicates he was working on answers to the questions.209 On May 12, Sidney Rigdon was appointed to “correct the matter for the ‘Elders Journal’ (that is) the Orthography and the Prosody of the different letters &c.”210 Whether his assignment included editing Joseph’s contribution is unclear. Joseph’s answers, edited or not, were published in July 1838, issue of the Elders’ Journal.211 The answer to the first of these two questions confirmed that Joseph had been involved in money digging and gave his monthly wage, though not the reason for his hiring. The answer to the second question related how an angel had told him about the plates, and that

			I obtained them, and the Urim and Thummim with them; by the means of which, I translated the plates; and thus came the book of Mormon.

			The first portion of this statement, to the second semicolon, does not contradict any of the firsthand witness statements, none of which deny that the interpreters were ever used in translating the plates. The only potential contradiction is in the phrase, “and thus came the book of Mormon.” “The book of Mormon” could refer to the published Book of Mormon, as we have it today, or to the larger book compiled by Mormon, including the portion Martin Harris lost and which Emma stated was translated with the aid of the interpreters. The phrase, “thus came the book of Mormon,” implies that the interpreters were the only stones used for the entire translation. It does not, however, strictly rule out the use of another stone as well. By using the term, the Urim and Thummim in reference to the two interpreter stones, Joseph expands its definition for the reader. It no longer means only the biblical Urim and Thummim, as most readers at the time would have assumed, but now encompasses other revelatory stones. With Joseph’s expanded definition of this term, his statement reads:

			I obtained them, and revelatory stones with them; by the means of which, I translated the plates; and thus came the book of Mormon.

			With this understanding, his summary phrase, “thus came the book of Mormon,” can now be read in at least three ways:

			
					the book of Mormon came by translation with revelatory stones,

					the book of Mormon came by translation with the revelatory stones found with the plates, or

					the book of Mormon came in a manner exemplified by translation with the revelatory stones found with the plates.

			

			Only the second possible reading contradicts the statements of witnesses who reported seeing Joseph translate with his own seer stone. If Joseph (or Rigdon, if he edited the statement) had wanted to state unequivocally that he used only the interpreters in translating Mormon’s record, he could have done so, in fewer words, by using direct and unambiguous language.

			In his 1 March 1842 article, “Church History,” published in Times and Seasons, Joseph made similar mention of his translation of the Book of Mormon:

			With the records was found a curious instrument which the ancients called “Urim and Thummim,” which consisted of two transparent stones set in the rim of a bow fastened to a breastplate.

			Through the medium of the Urim and Thummim I translated the record by the gift, and power of God.212

			The latter part of this statement uses Joseph’s nonspecific term for revelatory stones and is also set off from the description of the interpreters by a paragraph break, allowing the term to be more easily interpreted as referring to both the interpreter stones and Joseph’s own seer stone. Even if this phrase is interpreted as referring only to the interpreters, the statement does not exclude the use of another stone in addition to the interpreters in translating the record.

			Statements of Joseph Smith’s interviewers and close relations

			Since Joseph’s own statements use ambiguous language for the stones of translation and are silent on whether a hat was used, we might turn to statements of individuals who heard him, or likely heard him, describe the translation in person. Below, I review statements made by such individuals regarding the instruments and mechanics of translation.

			Accounts by close relations

			Two individuals who had a close relationship with Joseph during the translation period and who left descriptive statements are Joseph’s father-in-law, Isaac Hale, and his younger brother William. There is no record of William having witnessed the translation, but he would have surely been privy to family discussions on the topic and to have at some point discussed the translation with Joseph. In his 1883 self-published pamphlet, he states that Joseph would translate by placing “the Urim and Thummim” in a hat:

			He translated them by means of the Urim and Thummim, (which he obtained with the plates), and the power of God. The manner in which this was done was by looking into the Urim and Thummim, which was placed in a hat to exclude the light, (the plates lying near by covered up), and reading off the translation, which appeared in the stone by the power of God.213

			Although this account reports translation by placing the interpreters in a hat, it is unclear whether “the stone” in which words appeared refers to the interpreter stones, Joseph’s own seer stone, or perhaps both.

			When Joseph and Emma moved to Harmony, Pennsylvania, to translate, they briefly lived with Emma’s parents, the Hales, and then in a nearby house the Hales agreed to sell them.214 Isaac Hale had been familiar with Joseph’s role as a glass looker—Joseph having boarded at his house while looking for buried silver for Josiah Stowell—and disapproved of it. Given his disapproval of his son-in-law’s glass looking, Hale would have been interested to know how Joseph claimed to read the contents of the plates. He could have heard about Joseph’s method of translating from his daughter, Emma, or his son, Reuben, both of whom served as scribes; during his discussions related to the translation with Martin Harris; or Joseph himself.215 Hale signed an affidavit in March 1834 (first published in the May 1 Susquehanna Register), in which he states:

			The manner in which he pretended to read and interpret, was the same as when he looked for the money-diggers, with the stone in his hat, and his hat over his face, while the Book of Plates were at the same time hid in the woods!216

			Accounts by others who interviewed Joseph

			There are four other individuals who left statements describing the mechanics or instruments of translation, based apparently on what Joseph Smith told them.

			Ezra Booth joined the Church in May 1831 after meeting Joseph. He was soon called on a mission to go to Missouri along with Joseph and others. While there, he became disillusioned and “condemned for evil that thing in which there was no evil” (Doctrine and Covenants 64:15–16). Beginning in September, he wrote a series of letters, published in the Ohio Star, condemning Joseph. His sources of information for his letters included his own experiences as well as “several interviews with Messrs. Smith, Rigdon and Cowdery.”217 In his 24 October 1831 letter (published 27 October), he says:

			These treasures were discovered several years since, by means of the dark glass, the same with which Smith says he translated the most of the Book of Mormon.218

			Here, Booth reports Joseph as saying he translated with the “dark glass,” the brown seer stone he had used for treasure seeking.

			Nancy Towle, an itinerant preacher who met with Joseph Smith in October of 1831, reported in her 1832 book that he claimed to have found with the gold plates,

			a pair of ‘interpreters,’ (as he called them,) that resembled spectacles; by looking into which, he could read a writing engraven upon the plates, though to himself, in a tongue unknown.219

			Henry Harris, a neighbor of the Smiths in Manchester, New York, recalled in a sworn statement in about 1833 how Joseph Smith described the translation:

			By looking on the plates he said he could not understand the words, but it was made known to him that he was the person that must translate them, and on looking through the stone was enabled to translate.220

			Peter Bauder, a minister who interviewed Joseph Smith at the Whitmer home in 1830, reported in a book he published in 1834 that Joseph Smith told of having

			obtained a parcel of plate resembling gold, on which were engraved what he did not understand, only by the aid of a glass which he also obtained with the plate, by which means he was enabled to translate the characters on the plate into English.221

			Here, Bauder, like Joseph Knight and Ezra Booth, uses the colloquial term glass in reference to seer stones, in this case the interpreter stones.

			Summary of statements on the mechanics of translation

			Joseph Smith’s and Oliver Cowdery’s own published statements have Joseph translating with “the Urim and Thummim.” They imply that this refers to the interpreters, but the wording leaves open the possibility that Joseph’s seer stone is being obliquely referred to, or that it was used in addition to the interpreters. Joseph Knight (probable witness) said that Joseph was able to translate with the interpreters, then described how he would translate with “the urim and thummim.” Lucy Mack Smith (possible witness) ambiguously mentioned translation with “the urim and thummim.” Statements by Emma, Elizabeth McKune, Elizabeth Cowdery, and David Whitmer and a report of an interview with Michael Morse, all of whom credibly claimed to have observed Joseph translate in either Harmony or Fayette, say he translated with his own seer stone. Emma’s statement says Joseph first used the interpreters to translate, and later, his own brown seer stone.

			Statements by Elizabeth Cowdery, David Whitmer, and Elizabeth McKune and reports of interviews with Emma and Michael Morse describe Joseph translating with the stone placed in a hat. Joseph Knight’s statement implies that the interpreters were placed in a hat. Martin Harris stated that the interpreters would have been used by placing them in a hat. The statements of Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery neither confirm nor deny the use of a hat. An early report derived from Cowdery and his missionary companions, however, does say that Joseph translated by looking into one or both interpreter stones put in a dark place, and another report derived from Cowdery mentions a hat. Other individuals who heard or likely heard Joseph describe his manner of translating imply he used the interpreter stones in a hat (William Smith), his own seer stone in a hat (Isaac Hale), the interpreters with no mention of a hat (Nancy Towle, Peter Bauder), or a single stone with no mention of a hat (Ezra Booth, Henry Harris).

			These statements are all consistent with the idea that Joseph first translated with one or both of the interpreter stones in a hat and later substituted his own seer stone. Having obtained the two interpreter stones and knowing they were seer stones (Joseph Smith—History 1:35), Joseph would have naturally thought to use them in the same manner he used his own seer stones.

			Three of the accounts reviewed above describe distinctly different methods of translation:

			
					looking through the interpreters at the open plates (“looked on the engravings”) and then into a hat (1831 record of report of Oliver Cowdery preaching),

					looking into (not through) the interpreters while attached to the breastplate, with no plates mentioned (1879 synopsis of discourse on John Whitmer), and

					holding the interpreters over the words of the plates and reading what appeared in them (1907 report of Oliver Cowdery interview).

			

			These accounts are quite far removed in either time or connection from the translation, mutually contradictory, and uncorroborated by credible accounts.

			None of the accounts reviewed above clearly describes Joseph translating by simply looking through the interpreters at the open plates, a method that is sometimes assumed to have been used, perhaps inspired by Joseph’s early references to the interpreters as “spectacles.” The resemblance of the white, widely set, relatively large interpreter stones to spectacles was only superficial, however, and they could not have been used in the same way.

			With a casual reading, Nancy Towle’s report of her visit with Joseph Smith (given above) may seem to describe this method, but it has Joseph looking “into” the stones to read the contents of the plates in English, not through them, and does not definitively state whether the plates were present. Her report says that Joseph could read the writing (the record) that was engraven on the plates, but this may refer only to reading the English translation of the record rather than reading directly from the plates. The summary of Oliver’s testimony at Joseph’s 1830 trial, which is a thirdhand description of Joseph’s experience at best, has Joseph looking through the interpreters but is also unclear on whether he was looking at the plates or only at the translation.

			While it is possible that Joseph translated with another method in addition to looking into a hat containing one or two seer stones, it is not clear what that additional method would have been.

			Whether Joseph translated with a single stone or the two interpreter stones in a hat makes no difference as far as the miraculous nature of the translation is concerned. Either way, he was seeing the translation when he looked in the hat, not dictating it from notes or a manuscript. Witnesses who spoke of both Joseph’s seer stone and the interpreters—Joseph Knight, Emma, David Whitmer, and Martin Harris—gave no indication that they saw any important difference in the implications of Joseph’s use of his own seer stone versus those provided with the plates.

			Similarly, the evidence that Joseph used stones in his hat in the translation process should not diminish the vital roles that the plates served in the Restoration. Since he did not know the Nephite language, he could not have understood the record by reading directly from the plates; the translation had to be revealed to him.222 However, the plates were often present and so must have been important.223 Their presence would have given Joseph confidence that there was an ancient record to be revealed and sustained the faith he needed to experience the revelation. They were also of vital importance for other reasons. Of course, if the plates had not been made and passed down through the centuries by Nephite record keepers, there would be no record to translate, and we would have no Book of Mormon. Joseph’s possession of plates also served as tangible evidence that the record was a real history of real people, not just inspirational literature. Even though we do not have access to the plates, we have the testimonies of three witnesses who saw them in joint divine visions, and eight witnesses who handled them, turned the pages, and saw the engravings. Their sober testimonies were and still are foundational to the message of the Restoration.

			Reports of how Joseph described the experience of translation

			In his 24 October 1831, letter, Ezra Booth reported how Joseph described experiences of seeing heavenly beings and of translating the Book of Mormon:

			He does not pretend that he sees them with his natural, but with his spiritual eyes; and he says he can see them as well with his eyes shut, as with them open. So also in translating.—The subject stands before his eyes in print, but it matters not whether his eyes are open or shut; he can see as well one way as the other.224

			According to Booth’s report, Joseph said he was able to see heavenly beings and also the translation of the Book of Mormon whether his eyes were open or shut, because he was seeing with “spiritual eyes.” Joseph expressed a similar idea—of seeing with other than the physical eyes—in describing two of his visions of heavenly beings as reported in the Doctrine and Covenants. In Doctrine and Covenants 76, Joseph Smith relates how he and Sidney Rigdon, in Hiram, Ohio, simultaneously experienced a vision of divine beings after the Lord “touched the eyes of our understandings and they were opened.” They were commanded to write the vision while yet “in the Spirit.” Others in the room saw and heard Joseph and Sidney Rigdon describe what they were seeing but did not themselves see the vision.225 In another vision, Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery saw Christ standing on a platform of gold in the Kirtland Temple. They reported that “the vision” was seen through “the eyes of our understanding” when “the veil was taken from our minds.” The experience ended when the “vision closed” (Doctrine and Covenants 110:1–2, 11). Joseph’s nephew, Joseph F. Smith, used similar language in reporting his 1918 vision of the redemption of the dead (Doctrine and Covenants 138:11).

			In her 1870 statement, Elizabeth Cowdery reports that Joseph said that after he placed the stone in the hat and the hat over his face, “the words (he said) . . . appeared before him.” Royal Skousen, in his analysis of the original manuscript of the Book of Mormon, estimated that Joseph was seeing and dictating up to 20 words of the translation at a time, based on instances of anticipation in the text as the scribe took down Joseph’s dictation.226

			In his 1885 statement through Zenas Gurley, David Whitmer says that Joseph described the translation experience to multiple individuals. He reports Joseph “stating to me and others that the original Character[s] appeared upon parchment and under it the translation in english.”227 In his 1879 corrective statement through John Traughber, Whitmer reports in similar language how he heard Joseph describe the translation—as words on a parchment that appeared before him in “spiritual light”:

			A spiritual light would shine forth, and parchment would appear before Joseph, upon which was a line of characters from the plates, and under it, the translation in English; at least, so Joseph said.228

			These are the reports of how Joseph described the subjective experience of translation that are most likely to be firsthand.229 They give no indication that the stone or stones were still visible once the words were seen. The words simply appear before Joseph (Elizabeth Cowdery and Ezra Booth reports) or on parchment that appears before him (David Whitmer reports). These reports are mutually consistent and suggest a visionary experience reminiscent of Lehi reading from a visioned manuscript as described in 1 Nephi 1. With the words appearing before Joseph with no apparent connection to the stone, seen with his spiritual eyes, and seen whether his physical eyes were open or shut, these reports are less evocative of advanced light-emitting stone technology.

			In his 1887 statement, Whitmer again expresses his understanding that Joseph saw the translation on a visioned parchment, and says, echoing Joseph’s 1830 statement, “Thus the Book of Mormon was translated by the gift and power of God, and not by any power of man.”230 Whitmer summarizes his understanding of this gift of God: “God gave to Brother Joseph the gift to see the sentences in English, when he looked into the hat in which was placed the stone.”231 The gift and power of God by which Joseph said he translated, in Whitmer’s understanding, was the ability to see the words on the visioned parchment—the gift of seeing, or the gift of visions.232 In an early revelation, this gift was called the “sight and power to translate” (Doctrine and Covenants 3:11–12). This gift was temporarily taken from Joseph after he lost the 116 pages, with the result that his “mind became darkened” (Doctrine and Covenants 10:2–3). The gift of visions is one of the spiritual gifts mentioned in the seventh Article of Faith. Doctrine and Covenants 5:4 says the gift Joseph used in translating was the first gift the Lord had bestowed upon him, which also suggests that it was the same gift as his gift of visions. After the translation was complete, Joseph received other sacred texts by vision.233

			[image: ]
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