NEAL A. MAXWELL

— INSTITUTE for
RELIGIOUS SCHOLARSHIP

BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY « PROVO, UTAH

FARMS Preliminary Reports

The Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies
(FARMS) was founded in 1979 as a clearinghouse to distribute
scholarly articles focused on Latter-day Saint scripture. Within

a few years, FARMS began collecting and distributing its own
“Preliminary Reports.” These were said to consist of “tentative
papers reflecting substantial research [that was] not yet ready for
final publication.” FARMS made them available “to be critiqued
and improved and to stimulate further research.”

Having since absorbed FARMS into the Willes Center for Book

of Mormon Studies, the Maxwell Institute offers the FARMS
Preliminary Reports here in that same spirit. Although their
quality is uneven, they represent the energy and zeal of those who
sought to enrich our understanding of LDS scripture.

If you possess copies of Preliminary Reports that are not included
on our website, please contact us at maxwell_institute@byu.edu to
help us provide the most complete collection possible.



. Foundation for Ancient Research & Mormon Studies
Truman G. Madsen and John W. Welch

Ve Did B. H. Roberts Lose Faith in
the Book ofMormon?

FARMS. « P.O.Box 7113 o University Station ¢ Provo, UT 84602 e (801) 378-3295 or 1-800-327-6715



© 1985 Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies

This F.A.RM.S. preliminary report reflects substantial research but is not ready for final publi-
cation. It is made available to be critiqued and improved and to stimulate further research.

Fair Use Copying Notice: These Ppages may be reproduced and used, without alteration,
addition, or deletion, for any nonpecuniary or nonpublishing purpose without permission.



PART I

DID B. H. ROBERTS LOSE FAITH
IN THE BOOK OF MORMON?
John W. Welch

(Pages 35-38 revised as of June 30, 1986)

Many of B. H. Roberts’ efforts to defend the Book of Mormon,
as well as to collect arguments against it, were pioneering
explorations. B. H. Roberts: Studies of the Book of Mormon

(Univ. of Ill., 1985) gives a partial picture of those efforts.

That book prints, for the first time, three papers written by
Roberts, who served from 1888 to 1933 in the FirstACouncil of
Seventy. 1In these particular papers, Roberts lists all the
arguments he could muster against the Book of Mormon. Here he
makes no real effort to articulate answers, only to ask
questions.

Different readers of this collection will have different
reactions. To some, it will be reassuring and impressive to know
that Roberts was able to believe in the Book of Mormon despite
his great disappointment in not being able to answer certain
questions about its origins. To some, the mere fact that Roberts
asked tough questions about the Book of Mormon will be seen as
evidence that he lost faith in the book. To others, it will be
irrelevant what Roberts believed.

For those who care what Roberts believed, historical accuracy
is important. If one is going to claim responsibly that Roberts
had specific doubts or uncertainties about the Book of Mormon,
one must look closely at all the historical evidence. To the
extent Roberts did not actually have profound doubts, it is not
truthful to make him into a struggling hero of dissent or
instantiation of irrational faith.

The intriguing Roberts papers are servicably printed in this
recent volume. That publication is welcome and will perhaps be
the first in several other volumes of Roberts’ collected works.
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These papers, however, do not speak for themselves. They are
unusual. They were not intended or prepared for publication.
Such papers always call for a careful and accurate presentation.
These in particular need to be read in the context of the valiant
but sometimes stormy character of B. H. Roberts. The editors
apparently agreed that the papers did not speak for themselves,
since they provided two lengthy introductory essays and one
bibliographical essay.

For those who want accurate and comprehengsive historical
information upon which to understand and judge these. writings,
they will have to look outside the present volume. For these
omissions and errors, Brigham D. Madsen, professor emeritus of
history at the University of Utah, and his collaborators owe
their readers an explanation, if not an apology. By his own
admission, having an accurate introduction was not considered
very important. The editors of these papers have been some
careless errors and have been selective. They have not sought
diligently to report a complete picfure. This may have been the
result of benign ignorance or of a lulling bias. Whatever the
cause, the facts behind this indictment are clear. The case is
open and shut.

I recognize that these are strong words. They are not,
however, intended to convey anything personal. But strong words
are necessary to set the record straight, for those to whom
having an accurate record is important. I consider this more
unfortunate than reprehensible, but inexcusable nonetlreless,
particularly in senior scholars. Brigham Madsen himself remarked
to me on the phone, "I should have been more inquisitive. I
should have been a little more careful. You’re probably right
about this." George sSmith, one of the collaborators, figured
there had apparently been an "omission." Madsen also volunteered
that he does not ordinarily work or write in the area of Mormon
history, as is generally well known, and that he relied too much
on Everett Cooley, recently retired as Special Collections
Librarian at the University of Utah, who edited the Roberts
papers for this publication. Smith, however, thought that Madsen
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was responsible for the editing. Yet Cooley gives a lot of the
credit to Smith, saying that "no one was more enthusiastic in his
determination to see Roberts’s studies published . . . who has
special competence as a student of Roberts and his writings." (p.
viii).

The linchpin of Brigham Madsen’s Introduction to these B. H.
Roberts papers is the idea that Roberts wrote the "Book of Mormon
Study" while serving as President of the LDS Church’s Eastern
States Mission. Many statements in the Introduction lead up to
this important point. The point is important, because the later
in life he wrote the Study, the greater the likelihood that it
represents his final and honest opinion about the Book of Mormon.
Madsen communicates to the reader the belief that Roberts was
deeply troubled by the Book of Mormon problems raised in the
Study--that the Study was a serious research project which lasted
over several years and which raised doubts that long festered in
Roberts’ mind and soul--that Roberts returned to it often,
energetically and surreptitiously. Madsen, it should be noted,
never says precisely when he thinks the Study was written. But
when he wrote the Introduction, he clearly figured the Study was
written in New York. Smith told me that he supposes it was
written in 1923. Madsen has now agreed that the Study was
written in the Spring of 1922, but it remains to be seen whether
he will correct his Introduction as a result. .

I believe, however, that a significantly different picture
emerges since it can. be. shown. that Roberts had completed the
Study before leaving to serve as mission president about May 30,
1922 and that he returned to it only briefly to write the
"Parallel" after his return to Salt Lake City in October, 1927.
This shows that Roberts wrote the "Study" all in a short period
of time (in the first part of 1922), that he did this as an
outgrowth of a Church committee assignment to study "Book of
Mormon difficulties" posed by Mr. Couch, that he basically put it
behind him when he went off to New York (aside for a few hours in
some New York libraries), and that we should determine his
personal assessment of this work by looking at his writings and
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behavior over the last 11 and a half years of his life (April
1922-September 1933), not over his last six years, as Madsen
proposes (p. 29).

Fortunately the documentary record which Roberts left us is
clear and convincing. It proves beyond any reasonable doubt that
he wrote the Study before leaving for New York. This paper first
presents the direct evidence proving that important pcint. Most
of this evidence comes right from documents held by the Marriott
Library at the University of Utah. These critical bits of
evidence were uniformly ignored by the editors and not reflected
in the printed text of Roberts’ Study. It is hard to justify
these omissions. Second, Brigham Madsen’s Introduction will be
reexamined, point by point, in light of the facts. Third, all
the known statements of B. H. Roberts about-the Book of Mormon
during the last 11 and a half years of his life will be scanned,
demonstrating abundant, forthright statements by Roberts in
support of the Book of Mormon. Finally, the evidence that
Roberts lost faith in the Book of Mormon will be examined and
will be found unpersuasive.

The editors considered several of these tasks beyond the
scope of their volume. I present this information to take the
discussion of Roberts writings one step further and to allow the
reader to evaluate these interesting papers in light of a more

complete collection of facts.

1) When did B. H. Roberts write the "Book of Mormon Study"?

The original typescript of the Study is held in the
University of Utah Special Collection, Box 4, Folders 6-25 (each
folder is a separate chapter). It is apparent that the entire
collection was typed at the same time, on the same typewriter,
with the same margins, on the same kind of paper. Thus if we can
date a part of it, we can date the whole of it. This we can do,

eight ways.

' (a) The first page of the first chapter in this
typescript dates the document. It originally read: "A number of
years ago--thirteen yearé ago, to be exact--in my treaties ([sic]
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on the Book of Mormon under the general title A New Witnesses for

God [sic], I discussed . . . ." A copy of this typescript page
is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The full three-volume New

Witnesses was published in 1909. Thirteen years later is 1922,
This is not an estimate, for Roberts says, "thirteen years ago,
to be exact." It was in 1922 that Roberts had his secretary type
the Study--the entire Study.

The version of the Study printed in 1985, however, omits this
crucial phrase. It reads, "A number of years ago in my treatise
[sic] on the Book of Mormon under the general title New Witnesses
for God, I discussed . . ." (p. 151). The editors omit the
phrase which so clearly dates the Study, because as Roberts

proofread some of its pages, he made a few changes. One of those
changes was to draw a line through "thirteen years ago, to be
exact." He apparently thought the point irrelevant or dated.
Nevertheless, the editor surely should have put these
extremely important words "thirteen years ago, to be exact" into
the printed text with a dotted line drawn through to indicate
what Roberts had done. That is how significant historical
documents are generally printed. Not only here but throughout
the document, the editor should have indicated where he made his
own corrections of typos. Cleaning up this document makes it
appear more of a finished product that the rough draft it was.
He should have indicated with brackets where Roberts and.even.
others made their few handwritten corrections, for indeed some of
the corrections are not -in-Roberts’ hand and are expressly dated
to after Roberts’ death: They should have shown where and what
Roberts had crossed out, especially where this information has a
direct bearing on the dating of the typescript. These are
conscious, deliberate editorial decisions. Yet they are not
adequately explained or noted, let alone was the information used
in the editor’s historical analysis.

(b) The 1922 dating is corroborated and pin-pointed
further by the fact that at the time Roberts dictated the
original typescript he did not know the date of the first edition
of Ethan Smith's View of the Hebrews. At least four things prove
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this. First, Roberts refers in the Study only to pages in the
second edition. Second, at time he wrote the Study he could only
speculate (as he does on the first page of Chapter II) that the
first edition must have been published shortly before 1825. He
arrived at this conclusion only because the second edition said
that the first had sold out quickly. Roberts surmised that the
first edition must have been published around 1820. Third, he
left a dated comment at the back of the copy of View of the
Hebrews he was using in Salt Lake City in 1922; the note reads,
"Buildings described near City of Mexico pp. 202-3 (recent
revival of interest (1921-22)." This was a copy of the second
edition. Fourth, among the few handwritten changes made by
Roberts on the typescript of the Study (his proofreading was
uncharacteristicaliy light) are five singular changes in the
first four chapters: On page 3 of Chapter I he added in
handwriting "(first edition 1823)." On page 5 he changed "1820"
to "1823." 1In Chapter II he crossed out most of the whole
paragraph speculating about the publication date of the first
edition and substitute instead the brief line "The first edition
was published 1823; the second edition in 1825." A page later he
made a similar addition: "first and second editions

respectively--seven and five years"--i.e. before 1830. On the
first page of Chapter IV he added the handwritten note: "The
first edition was published in 1823." See Exhibit 2. These
handwritten changes are printed as the text in the published
version of the Study, pp. 151, 155 and 170, without amy
clarification of the fact that they were handwritten changes,
without an explanation of what was deleted, and without anything
to set these items apart from the uncorrected portions of the
typescript.

Yet here is a vital clue: We can date the writing of the
typescript beyond any doubt to a time before Roberts knew the
date of the first edition of View of the Hebrews. This also
explains why all page references to View of the Hebrews in the
Study are to the second edition, a point not noted by the editor.
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When, then, did Roberts learn the date of the first edition
of View of the Hebrews? Upon his arrival in New York, one of the

first things Roberts did was go to some libraries. It appears he
had two very specific objectives in mind, namely to find copies
of books referred to in View of the Hebrews (which he had not yet
seen), and to find the date of Ethan Smith’s first edition. He
found Jedediah Morse’s book on June 7, 1922 in Rochester; he

also found Elias Boudinot’s book. These are referred to in View
of the Hebrews. He found three other editions of Morse in the

New York City Library, along with Priest’s Wonders of Nature,
which in 1824 quoted Ethan Smith (Roberts, apparently still
looking for the date on the first edition, remarked "Evidently
lst Edition"). There he also finally found Ethan Smith's first
edition. He took brief notes on these books. All the notes

appear to have been typed at the same time--at least on the same
New York typewriter (and a different typewriter than the one on
which the Study was typed). These five books, mentioned by
Madsen (p. 25), appear to constitute the only such notes made by
Roberts back East and the only books Roberts looked at in New
York on this issue. The notes are in box 16, folder 7 at the
University of Utah, attached hereto as Exhibit 3. Since Roberts
was at the Rochester Library on June 7, 1922 (he lectured in
Buffalo on June 3), and since his notes in Exhibit 3 all seem to
be of the same vintage, it appears that Roberts found these books
in the first month of his mission. '

If Roberts did not know the date of the first edition of
Ethan Smith’s View of the Hebrews until June or July, 1922, then
it necessarily follows that he must have written the Study
sometime before. Thus we can now further conclude that he wrote
the Study, not only in 1922, but in the Spring of 1922, before he
made his visit to the New York City Library. None of this
squares with Madsen’s idea that Roberts made an exhaustive study
back East before writing the Study.

(c) Further corroboration of the Spring 1922 date comes
from the fact that Chapter IX of the Study (pp. 207, 209) refers
specifically to the 1838 printing of Priest’s American
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Antiquities. This was a book which Roberts had long before

studied; he acquired his own copy of it in 1903 and referred to
it in Volume 3 of his 1909 New Witnesses (pp. 68-73, 495-96).
The fact that Roberts tells us in the study that he is using the
1838 printing of American Antiquities is significant, for he also
happened to write down the publication date of the edition of

Priest’s American Antiquities which he saw in the Rochester
Library June 7, 1922. It was the 1841 printing of the fifth
edition. See Exhibit 3. Therefore, that trip to the Rochester

Library did not produce any information used by Roberts in the
Study. Brigham Madsen knew which edition Roberts saw in
Rochester (he mentions it on P. 25); he also knew which edition
Roberts cites in Chapter IX, yet he ignored this significant
difference. )

(d) Mdreover, it is singular that none of the five
books seen by Roberts in New York was used by Roberts in the
Study. There is no evidence that Roberts gathered any new
information there except the date of the first edition of View of
the Hebrews (which he refers to by date but never quotes from or
cites). Jedediah Morse is not mentioned in the Study. Elias
Boudinot is cited in the Study (p. 157) but only as a book
mentioned in View of the Hebrews. Roberts learned when he read
Star in the West that Boudinot had used the same passage from
Esdras about the travels of the Ten Tribes as did Ethan Smith;
the Esdras passage is a main point for Roberts in the Study, yet
Boudinot’s use of it is not mentioned there. As seen. above,

Priest’s American Antiquities was not new to Roberts. Likewise,
Priest’s Wonders of Nature and Providence is mentioned only
briefly at the beginning of Chapter I of the Study (pp. 152-53).
There Roberts explains that this book was not known to him in
1909, but that thirteen years later-—-in 1922 before going to New
York--he already knows of it. All this also is inconsistent with
the idea that Roberts wrote the Study after reaching New York.
(e) The folders in which the "Book of Mormon
Difficulties" and the "Book of Mormon Study" were kept also
offers a clue that they were both produced at the same time. The
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first study, said to be 141 pages long (actually there are 145
sheets), was generated to state the issues raised by a Mr. Couch.
This "lengthy but valuable report" was submitted to and
considered by the Quorum of the Twelve on January 4-5, 1922,
Roberts kept it in a folder with a label attached to it. The
label reads: "First Series on B of M Studies Submitted to 1st
Pres., XII Apostles, & LXX Jan 1922 [("21" being changed here to
"22"]. Copy to be left with Madge." (A second cépy of the same
was marked "First Series ["Series" is a change from "Studies"] in
the B of M Studies already submitted to First Pres. XII Apostles
& lst C. of LXX. For file in BHR's Office Ch. Hist. Off.")
Significantly, the Study was kept in an identical folder with the
same kind of label and the same handwriting attached to it. The
label reads "Second Series of the(?) Studies in B of M.--not yet
submitted to authorities--this copy left with Madge." Copies of
these labels are attached hereto as Exhibit 4, from box 4, folder
5, of the University of Utah Special Collections. This is
corroborating evidence that the two papers were written close to
the same time, that the labels were written at the same time, and
that a copy of the Study was left with Madge, probably when
Roberts went to New York. It is unclear who Madge was.

(f) A sixth point by itself is not conclusive, but in
light of the foregoing is supportive. A few of the pages in the
Study are typed on the back of official stationery. 1It is
letterhead for the First Council of the Seventy, showing Seymour:
B. Young as the senior member of the Council. See Exhibit 5.
Since Seymour Young died December 15, 1924, this paper would have
been in Roberts’ office in 1922, while it is unlikely that it
would have been in his office in 1927, although that is remotely
possible. It should be noted that Roberts’ unsigned cover letter
that was never sent, hand-dated March 15, 1923, was typed without
date on the same letterhead. . |

(g) The letter which Roberts wrote on October 24, 1927,
to Apostle Richard R. Lyman also dates the Study to the spring of
1922, as can ndw be better understood. It also offers direct
evidence that the Study was written before Roberts left for New
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York. 1In it Roberts says that after the meetings he had with the
Apostles to discuss the "Book of Mormon Difficulties" in January,
1922, "came my call to the Eastern States (April 1922] and the
matter was dropéed, but my report (this has to have been the
Study, not the Difficulties, since Roberts next says that this
report was not considered] was drawn up nevertheless together
with a letter that I had intended should accompany it, but in the
'hurry of getting away [Roberts was set apart on May 29, 1922] and
the impossibility at that time of having my report considered [he
planned to submit it], I dropped the matter, and have not yet
decided whether I shall present that report to the First
Presidency or not." This letter is reprinted by Brigham Madsen
on p. 59 of his book. o
Several important things can now be concluded from this

letter:

1. Roberts wrote the letter which he later dated March
15, 1923, at the same time he finished his Study (a copy of this
letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 6);

2. Roberts had that letter typed (and the typewriter
was the same as the machine on which the Study was typed) in a
hurry just before he left Salt Lake City in the spring of 1922
(hence the Salt Lake stationery--the same as is used in the
typing of parts of the Study);

3. Roberts took the letter and a copy of the Study to
New York, where he made a few changes after he learned the date
of the first edition of View of the Hebrews, and on March 15,
1923 .(perhaps in preparation for his return to Salt Lake City for
April Conference 1923 at which he spoke on the "Message of the
Book of Mormon") he was again entertaining the idea of submitting
his Study to the Church authorities in Salt Lake City. Neither
the letter nor the Study, however, was ever submitted.

(h) Finally, on March 14, 1932, Roberts wrote a letter to

Elizabeth Skolfield, his former secretary, in which he says:

I am forwarding you with this mail an introductory chapter to
a work of mine which is in typewritten form under the title
of "Book of Mormon Study" it makes 450 pp. of typewritten
matter. It was from research work I did before going to take
charge of the Eastern States Mission. I had written it for
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presentation to the Twelve and the Presidency, not for
publication, but I suspended the submission of it until I
returned home, but have not yet succeeded in making the
presentation of it, although the letter of submission to
President Grant was made previous to leaving the E.S.M. 1
have made one feeble effort to get it before them since
returning home, but they are not in a studious mood.
(emphasis added).

A copy of this letter is attached as Exhibit 8. It is important,
first-hand evidence of Roberts’ assessment of the Study only a
vyear and a half before his death. One can only wonder why Madsen
did not make any effort to obtain and print this letter along
with the other "Correspondence Related to the Book of Mormon
Essays," especially since he knew of the letter—--he discusses it
in part on p. 346.

The foregoing eight points show beyond any reasonable doubt
that Roberts wrote the Study in the spring of 1922 and that many
evidences of this fact were either consciously or negligently
eliminated from the printed version of this paper.

2) Specific Comments on Brigham D. Madsen’s Introduction.
In light of the foregoing, the following statements in Madsen’s
Introduction must be rewritten.

(a) Madsen says that Roberts’ New Witnesses for God,
“as will be seen, remained his chief defense of the Book of
Mormon until his further investigations in the early 1920s." (p.
3, emphasis added). This unsupportably implies that New
Witnesses did not remain-his chief defense afterwards. 1In 1927,
Roberts still described- New Witnesses as one which "many regard
as [my] greates[t] contribution to the literature of the church."
"Autobiography," p. 210, also cited by Madsen, p. 11. While he
was Mission President in New York, Roberts edited and apparently
approved the text of a missionary slide show called "The Book of
Mormon and American Archeology," by Gustive O. Larson (copy held
in the James H. Moyle Collection, Box 15, folder 3 in the Church
Historians Office). This slide show presents arguments similar

to those in New Witnesses and quotes Roberts, Bancroft, Humboldt

and Brinton with approval.
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(b) Next, Madsen says that Roberts’ "personal belief in
[the Book of Mormon’s] authenticity was apparently unshaken in

1905" (p. 12), unnecessarily implying that his faith was later

shaken.
(c) Brigham Madsen says that while Roberts knew very

little about American antiquities in 1909, he "was to spend
several years in study to rectify that omission" (p. 15). 1In
fact, he spent abdut six months or less. ‘

(d) Madsen says that "as soon as he was located in New
York and as he traveled around the mission, he began researching
and gathering materials to satisfy himself about the origins of
the Church and especially the Book of Mormon" (pp. 24-25). As
seen above, Roberts apparently went to the Rochester and New York
libraries only. His trip to.the Rochester Library on June 7,
1922 was during the first few days that he was in New York and he
was in the area for other speaking obligations. He was looking
for the date of the first edition of Ethan Smith’s book and other
specific items. He was not out to "do research."™ He was neither
desperately looking for support nor perniciously nor perfidiously
digging up dirt.

One should also correct Madsen’s assertion that Roberts
began serving in New York in April, 1922 (p. 60 n.l); otherwise
it would have been impossible for Roberts to attend a meeting at
the salt Lake home of James H. Moyle on May 25, 1922 to discuss
Book of Mormon external evidences, as Madsen reports he did (p.
22). Roberts was honored in Salt Lake City by the YMMIA general
board on May 24, 1922. See R. Malan, B. H. Roberts, A Biography
(Deseret, 1966), p. 115.

(e) Brigham Madsen says Roberts "copied" books during
his travels (p. 25). No such copies exist in Roberts’ papers and
Roberts would not have hand-copied entire books. He wrote down
the information off a few title pages and a few quotes (see
Exhibit 3).

(£) "Among them" were five books, says Madsen (p. 25).
There is no evidence that there were any others. Nor did Roberts
"acquire" these books (at least they are not found in the Roberts

Memorial Library).
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(g) In what can be read as an insidious statement,
Madsen says: "We thus have a picture of Roberts publicly
trimming and nurturing an eastern branch of the tree of Mormonism
while privately digging away at its roots trying to determine
from whence they came" (p. 25). That he was "digging away" is
without factual basis. There is no evidence that he was sneaking
out and doing things behind the backs of his Church colleagues or
missionaries. The implicit suggestion here that Roberts was two-
faced about his mission presidency is unsupportable.

(h) Madsen implies that Roberts selected New York as
his mission field so that he could do this research (p. 24). He
was, of course, attracted to the area in which the Church was
restored, but he selected New York also because it was the "most
populous" mission in the Church. (See "Autobiography," p. 217.)
He wanted the chance to preach to as many people as possible, a
motive ignored in the editor’s version of this material. As for
the suggestion that the Church sent Roberts away because he was
"an errant buzz saw" raising too many problems over this "Book of
Mormon confrontation" (p. 24)--this theory seems implausible when
the Church at the same time offered Roberts the editorship of the
Deseret News.

(i) We should understand that the Roberts letter hand-
dated "March, 15th 1923," Exhibit 6, was written very shortly
before Roberts left Salt Lake City, around June 1, 1922 but was
not dated by Roberts until the following year, as discussed

above. Thus it appears that while the letter was not written on
March 15, 1923, still-it was accurately hand-dated at that time.
The letter was not likely written exactly on March 15, 1922, as
Madsen suggests (p. 26), but probably around that time.

Brigham Madsen is correct that the stationery on which
this letter was written indicates that the letter was typed in
Salt Lake City (p. 33,'n. 65). He overlooks the fact that this
also confirms further that the entire Study was written there at
that same time as well. :

Madsen also misreads, though harmlessly, Roberts’
suggestion that the Committee (Elders Ivins, Talmage, and
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Widtsoe) with whom he had been assigned to work on these problems
should continue to work and report on this Study. Roberts
requested "that they report on the same." (Letter, March 15,
1923, printed on p. 58.) Madsen erroneously thinks it impossible
that Roberts would send such a letter in 1923, since he could not
meet with such a group in Salt Lake City while he was in New
York° but it is apparent that Roberts is not suggestlng at all
that he meet with them.

(j) The editor says: "Now, back from the Eastern
States Mission, he indicated to Lyman that he had come upon an
‘embarrassing’ theory about the Book of Mormon. " (p. 26). Again,
it is wrong to suppose that he had come upon any new theory while
back in New York. Furthermore, Roberts did not think the theory
"“embarrassing." Roberts says "in the hands of a skillful
opponent [it] could be made, in my judgment, very embarrassing."
(p. 59, emphasis added). .

(k) Brigham Madsen says that Roberts "seized the
opportunities presented by his mission presidency in New England
to examine early literature that could have been available to
Joseph Smith. . . . He bolsters [his research] by reference to
the latest scientific investigations available to him during the
years 1922-27" (p. 149). There is no evidence of any such
"bolstering" or "latest scientific investigations." There is
considerable evidence to the contrary. Roberts does not "seize"
any such opportunities. The Study itself does not contain a
single reference to any source dated after 1921. Of the 62 books
on Ancient America in the Roberts Memorial Library (which Madsen
mentions on p. 20), the only post-1922 works among them are
Grant’s Pictorial Ancient America (1927), Matthew'’s Evolution of
a Horse (1927), Osborn’s The Hall of the Age of Man (1929), a
1932 pamphlet, and various pamphlets and leaflets from the
Smithsonian (1916-1926). See Exhibit 7. This does not represent
much of an effort to scour the East Coast for the latest
scientific investigations. Almost all the rest of Roberts’
holdings were pre-1903 publications, and many bear acquisition
dates of 1902 and 1903, the time when Roberts was working on the
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first version of New Witnesses. It is true that Roberts remained
in New York from April, 1927, to October, 1927, where he had
"access to the large libraries, and where he [could] devote his

time to the writing of another book." (Truman Madsen, Defender
of the Faith (Bookcraft, 1980), p. 337.) But that all-consuming
book was the greatest doctrinal effort of Roberts’ life, The
Truth, the Way, the Life.

(1) Madsen says Roberts completed "his final study of
the Book of Mormon by the time he left New York City" (p. 29).

Again, it was virtually completed before he even arrived in New
York City. Moreover, the fact that the Study was only lightly
proofread shows that Roberts never considered this study
"completed." When he was serious about his writing, he proofread
and edited heavily. (See Truman Madsen, Defender of the Faith,

p. 358 ["He was incapable of reading a page of copy without
revising."])

What little proofreading there is offers evidence that he had
completed most of the proofreading before leaving for New York.
There were three copies of the Study (a ribbon copy and two
carbons). Roberts marked "proofread R" on the chapters he
proofread. The last half of the Study shows little and sometimes
no evidence of proofreading. Roberts proofread one copy
(sometimes two) making changes with pencil. Another person later
conformed the other copies to the corrected copy. That person
wrote a note on the bottom of page 2 of Chapter III in Part 1II
(Box 15, folder 21) reading "verified Dec. 6, 1933 Occasionally
the word ‘thereof’ and 'howbeit’ is omitted in the later
editions. E.C." This tells us that this corrector was a person
with the initials "E.C." and that his or her conforming work was
done after Roberts’ death. Furthermore, since one of the three
copies does not have the changes reflecting Roberts’ discovery of
the date of Ethan Smith’s first edition but does contain all the
other proofreading changes, one can conclude that this copy was
the set "left with Madge" when Roberts went to New York and that
virtually all of Roberts’ proofreading was completed before he
left salt Lake City, May 29, 1922. At some time he had Chapter I
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of Part I retyped, but no other chapters. These points are
evidence that Roberts never considered the Study completed and
that he wrote the Study in 1922 as an outgrowth of his assigned
committee work but then was able to let it be.

In sum, one is tempted to say, "No, Sir, that’s just not
history."

Madsen says that we may never know whether Roberts retained
his belief in the Book of Mormon, because the record "during the
last six years of his life" is "mixed" (pp. 29-30). Realizing
now that we should look at Roberts’ last 11 and a half years, and
not just his last six years, and inasmuch as Madsen’s treatment
has not scratched the surface even of those last six years, I now
turn to an examination of Roberts’ statements about the Book of
Mormon from 1922 to 1933.

3) B. H. Roberts: His Final Decade.

Below are listed (with emphasis added) the every significant
known place in which Roberts made any statement about the Book of
Mormon after the time he encountered Mr. Couch and wrote the
"Difficulties" and "Study." The full texts of these talks and
articles are available from F.A.R.M.S., Reprint ROB-33, as
expanded October 1985.

It is obvious from this list that Roberts voluntarily,
frequently, definitely, unambiguously and unequivocally referred
to and averred, without exception, the truthfulness and
historicity of the Book of Mormon. No one assigned Roberts to
speak on certain topics. If he felt uncomfortable about the Book
of Mormon, he could have easily selected other topics. He does
not do this. He was almost incapable, it seems, of talking or
writing, without making powerful reference to the Book of Mormon.
This is not the profile one would expect of a man harboring
serious inner doubts or profound spiritual reservations about the
Book of Mormon or about the Church.

Did his studies of the Book of Mormon "bother" Brother
Roberts? Intellectually of course, his studies were challenging
and provoking. But if these studies had any impact whatsoever on
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Roberts’ spirituality or on his commitment to the Church and to
the Book of Mormon, the evidence of any such "wrestling" or
"pained and troubled doubts," as Madsen writes (p. 22) or of any
disassociation from the Book’s "adherents" (p. 1) or from his
"early belief in the Book of Mormon" (p. 1) is imperceptible.
And one suspects that these many statements are only
representative of many others that went unrecorded.

"Why Mormonism?" Tract No. 4, May 1922: "The existence of
this American Volume of Scripture was revealed to Joseph Smith
« « « « Joseph Smith’s own account of this book, how he came in
possession of it--translated it--and what it is, must always be
of first importance with reference to its origin and character."
pp. 43-44.

"How splendid all this, IF TRUE! . . . But is it true?
- « . All that can be done here is to set forth the tremendous
truth in statement form, and leave the Reader to pursue his
inquiry through our larger works on the authenticity and
credibility of the Book of Mormon." pp. 60-61.

"This promise is given to you, O Reader, no less than to
those who have already sought by this means the Truth and found
it. . . . You Reader may know by the power of the Holy Ghost that
this Witness to the Deity of the Christ is true, if you will seek
that testimony in the way prescribed . . . ." p. 63.

General Conference Talk, April 1923: The Book of Mormon is a
needed witness of the divinity of Jesus Christ. "Yet,
notwithstanding all these testimonies of the New Testament
scriptures, God brings forth a new volume of scripture, the Book
of Mormon, which we are learning to call the American scripture,
the word of God to the ancient inhabitants of this land of

America." p. 64.

General Conference Talk, October 1923: Roberts reported on
the work of the Eastern States Mission, the Conference at
Cumorah, held on September 1923, and spoke on the messages of the
Book of Mormon. "The great outstanding thing in the Book of
Mormon is the fact of the visit of the Redeemer to the
inhabitants of this western world, and the message of life and
salvation delivered here . . . . These things being true, makes
the advent of the Book of Mormon into the world the greatest
literary event of the world, . . . for the Book of Mormon is
supplemental to all this, the necessary part of a consistent
whole which manifests the mercy and justice of God in providing
these great things of the gospel for the men of the Western
world, as well as to men in the Eastern world." p. 91.

“The Book of Mormon . . . constitute[s] the sublimest
message ever delivered to the world." p. 92.

"Christ in the Book of Mormon," Improvement Era, January
1924: "Thus the risen Christ visited the Western world, made
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known himself unto them; made known to them God’'s plan for man’s
salvation; taught them the fulness of the gospel; organized his
Church among them; and gave them the same moral and spiritual
laws that he had given to the people of the Eastern lands . . .
p. 191.

"

"By this revelation of what God did for the people of
the Western world--making known the truth to them; making known
the gospel to them--the covenant of everlasting life which God,
who cannot lie, promised before the world began; sending the
risen Christ to them, that they might hear his voice and be
brought to a knowledge of God, and led into the one fold of
Christ . . . " p. 191-192.

"Destruction of Ancient Nations in America," Improvement Era,
1924: "Two nations, with two distinct civilizations, occupied
America in ancient times, and both had been destroyed before the
arrival of the Europeans who came toward the close of the
fifteenth century." p. 288.

General Conference'Talk, April 1924: "Unto Nephi, the first
Nephi, were given some very great visions concerning the life and
the mission of the Christ, before he came in the flesh . . . .
-Hence the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints holds in
its hands, and is commissioned to use these other holy scriptures
brought forth in this chosen land, speaking from the dust of
Cumorah’s lonely hill,’ for the sleeping nations of the American
continent; . . . they are here to affirm, with all the strength
that comes from these volumes of witnesses,--this cloud of
witnesses--that Jesus is indeed the Christ . . . . For he has
provided the means of maintaining faith in Him as Creator, as
Sustaining Power of the universe." p. 79

A New Outlook Upon Mormonism, 1924 (Radio address given while
President of the Eastern States Mission): "Following its bold and
unique initiative, ‘Mormonism’ announced a revelation respecting
America and her ancient inhabitants that was equally astounding
and appealing. Who were these people of the western world
discovered with their continent four hundred years ago? Were
they children of the Most High? And if so had God left himself
without witnesses among them? To this question men could give no
answer. But 'Mormonism’ did by producing an American volume of
scripture written and compiled by their prophets, proclaiming not
only an Israelitish origin for the people, but giving an account
of the resurrected Christ’s personal visit to them, after his
departure from Judea." p. 3-4.

"To the Latter-day Saint this is what the Book of Mormon
is, a New Witness for God, and for the fundamental truths of the
old Christian faith. This is what it does for him: strengthens
his faith, by increasing the evidence on which that faith rests;
makes brighter his star of hope of the life everlasting; his
church, rising out of all this, and guided by continuous
revelation,--abiding in touch with God--becomes for him a present
temple of God, built up of living stones wherein is no darkness
or doubt." p. 4.
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General Conference Talk, October 1925: "The third
contribution comes from our Book of Mormon, and is the
contribution of sleeping nations once inhabiting the American
continents, a message through their prophet leader to the modern
world, and a contribution to the modern world for its
enlightenment. How splendid all that is!" p. 148.

Mutual Improvement Association Conference, June 7, 1925:
"'We stand for absolute faith in the Eternal God, revealed in
Jesus Christ.’ That comes from our Book of Mormon, and is part
of the preface of that ancient record, but it has ‘always been
published upon the title page of the translated work. That
preface explains that this record has been brought forth and
preserved, that it might lead to the convincing of ’'the Jews and
Gentiles that Jesus is the Christ, the Eternal God, manifesting
himself unto all nations.’ This is the primary purpose of this
American volume of sacred scripture, the Book of Mormon, not to
testify merely to the divinity of Christ. That is quite
generally conceded, speaking now of Christendom. Being divine is
one thing, but being Deity, the Eternal God, is something more
than being divine.™" .

General Conference Talk, October 1926: "And, of course,
under that inspiration, not only to translate the Book of Mormon,
but also to send it forth into the world." p. 121.

"In my interview with David Whitmer, in 1884, as he went
over this ground, led by my questions, when we came to this part
of it he said to me that in the progress of turning the leaves,
or having them turned by Moroni, and looking upon the engravings,
Moroni looked directly at him and said: 'David, blessed is he
that endureth to the end.’" p. 126.

Improvement Era, 1926, p. 234: "The third contribution comes
from our Book of Mormon, and is the contribution of sleeping
nations once inhabiting the American continents, as message
through their prophet leader to the modern world, and a ‘
contribution to the modern world for its enlightment. How
splendid all that ist!"

Rasha--The Jew, 1926: "A new Witness to these truths has
been brought forth. The testimony of the ancient peoples of the
western world is brought to you, ‘Rasha,’ the Jew, and to all
Jews. The prophets and apostles of ancient America, your
kinsmen, ‘Rasha,’ speak to you through this ‘American Volume of
Scripture.’ Their testimony unites with the testimony of the
'Twelve Apostles of the Lamb’--the Apostles and Witnesses of the
New Testament. The Lord has spoken, ’Rasha,’ declaring new
things and reaffirming old truths. This is my testimony: A New
Dispensation of the old gospel is proclaimed. The Church of the
Living God is again organized among men. Divine authority is
here." p. 155. :

New Witnesses for God, Second Edition, 1926: 1In 1926,
Roberts republished Volume II of New Witnesses, dealing with the
coming forth of the Book of Mormon, “practically uniform with the
first edition."
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General Conference Talk, April 1927: “The outstanding
feature of our Book of Mormon scriptures is, that the book shall
be a witness to the Gentiles and especially to Jews, that Jesus
Christ is the Son of God, and the very Eternal God, manifesting
himself to all nations. That is found, as you all know, on the
title page of the Book of Mormon, which the Prophet Joseph Smith
declared was not his composition. He found it engraven on the
title page of the gold plates." p. 35.

"I cannot but regard the opening that has come to us in
the Eastern States to furnish material by which we may approach
our cousin Judah with the message of the Book of Mormon, as an
opening of the way by the inspiration and power of the Spirit of
the Lord." p. 38. )

General Conference Talk, October 1927: "Only three weeks
ago, about now, I had the pleasure of standing upon the summit of
the Hill Cumorah in company with President Grant. Being there
upon the height of land, which so splendidly commands a view of
the whole surrounding country, I could not refrain from recalling
the time when Moroni stood upon the crown of that hill with the
evidence of the ruins of the civilization of his people about
him." p. 22-23.

The Deseret News, December 24, 1927: "aA message from God
through a prophet of the Nephites brought to light by the
revelations of God in these last days, and sent out to the world
to help them to learn the truth at this sore hour of their need."

The Deseret News, December 24, 1927: "This volume of
scripture called the Book of Mormon, after the principal compiler
of it, an ancient prophet living in the fourth century A.D."

New Witnesses for God, Third Edition, 1927: 1In 1927, Roberts
published the third edition of Volume II of New Witnesses with
only about a dozen typographical corrections from the 1909 first
edition.

The Deseret News, March 3, 1928: "The recent purchase of the
Hill Cumorah by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
awakens wide spread interest in this sacred depository of the
record called the Book of Mormon, engraven upon gold plates by
the Prophet Mormon, who might well be considered the chief
historian and compiler of historical records of the ancient
Nephite people descendants of the tribes of the house of Israel
inhabiting America."

General Conference Talk, April 1928: "And the world would
have lost this if it had not been for the Book of Mormon coming
forth, and there is a hundred more such qlorious thin s that have
come to the world in that book to enlighten the children of men,
all of which would have been lost had this American volume of

scripture not been brought forth." p. 112.

"And also, Father, we thank thee for the flood of
knowledge that has come into the world, the testimonies from the
Nephite scriptures, as well as those which have come from the
Jewish scripture." p. 112,
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"And now, O Lord Jesus, if thou couldst but come into the
consciousness of our souls this day, as thou didst come into the
vision of the ancient Nephites in the Land of Bountiful, we would
join their great song of praise and worship, saying--'Hosanna!
Hosanna! Blessed be the name of the Most High God!’ And we, like
them, would fall down at the feet of Jesus and worship him this
Easter day! Amen." p. 113.

"Master Stroke of Philosophy in the Book of Mormon, "™ The
Deseret News, June 16, 1928: "If the point of approach to
account for this Book of Mormon passage is to deny the validity
of the Book of Mormon account of its origin, and repudiate it as
an utterance of an ancient American prophet, and hold it to be
the awkward presentation of the idea by Joseph Smith while
writing the Book of Mormon (most likely the view of my
questioner), then the wonder of its presence in the Nephite
record is not decreased. For either it must be said that Joseph
Smith by innate, untaught philosophy reached these great and
sublime heights of abstract thought (and that they are such
heights of thought we shall see before the close of this
article), or else it must be shown that such thoughts and
conclusions upon the problems of opposite existences and the
puzzle of moral evil were matters of such common knowledge and
general discussion in the time when the vicinity of Joseph Smith
when the Book of Mormon was undergoing production, that it was
possible for him to gather up from such common knowledge and
general discussion such ideas and put them into the mouth of this
prophet Lehi of the fifth century B.C. 1Is it possible that this
could be the solution? Emphatically no."

The Deseret News, July 7, 1928: "And here, as in Lehi’s
doctrine of opposite existences, it will be seen that the Mormon
Book registers another master stroke of philosophy."

The Deseret News, September 15, 1928: "A like scene. happened
in America, when the risen Christ appeared to the Nephites, he
gave them the same privilege that he granted to Thomas, and
raised up a multitude of witnesses who had touched the wounds of
the risen Christ, and we have their testimony to present to the
world to make stronger the testimony of the Judean evangelists."

Liahona The Elders’ Journal, February 5, 1929: “"Three years
subsequent to this first revelation [(the First Vision], this same
young man received the visitation of an angel, who said that he
was one of the ancient prophets that lived among the ancient
inhabitants of America. He had been resurrected from the dead,
and was now sent to him to reveal the existence of a record of
the ancient inhabitants of the American Continent . . . . But let
us see if ‘Mormonism’ fulfills the Doctor’s conditions: First,
then, the story is miraculous. It deals with direct revelations
from God, the visitation of angels, the translation of an ancient
record by the inspiration of God; receiving authority from
heavenly messengers to preach the Gospel, which is to be attended
by all the gifts and graces ever enjoyed by the saints." p. 392.
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General Conference Talk, April 1929: "The Book of Doctrine
and Covenants stands unquestioned as to its authorship, and 1
wish to express a belief that there is evidence of inspiration in
it equal to that of the Book of Mormon.™ p. 119.

"Perhaps I might call your attention to the fourth book
of scripture which the Church accepts officially and by which it
is willing to be judged--The Pearl of Great Price. The Bible,
the Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants and the Pearl of
Great Price are prized by us above all other books." p. 120,

"This book of Scripture, the Book of Moses, as well as
the Book of Mormon, then, brings light and truth into the world
for the salvation of men. God grant that this light and truth
may be extended among the nations, is my prayer in the name of
Jesus Christ. Amen." p. 121.

Liahona the Elders’ Journal, July 9, 1929: "The all-
important matter connected with the Book of Mormon is the fact
that it gives an account of the visit of the resurrected Christ
to the ancient inhabitants of the western world. . . . This
book, so strong a witness for the divinity of Jesus Christ, is
equally as strong as a witness for the Gospel . . ." p. 48.

General Conference Talk, October 1929: "I happened to be
reminded today that next April it will be fifty years since I
commenced my public ministry in the Church. . . . I am
mentioning some of these things in order that my profession of
faith that I have made here today may be supported by the
evidence of steady, persistent effort on my part to develop and
to advocate and to establish this great work of God." P 90 .

"But this is my object, and my object alone; that after
bearing testimony to the fundamental things of this work, and my
confidence in it, I hope that if anywhere along the line I have
caused any of you to doubt my faith in this work, then let this
testimony and my indicated life’'s work be a correction of it. I
make reference to these personal things in fifty years of service
so that you may know that my testimony has some sanctions for it
in the life of service I have given to the cause." p. 91. '

General Conference Talk, April 1930: "My work in. connection
with it has been given in the ordinary service of my regular work
in the Church, prompted and sustained through all the years by my
deep love of the subject, and my desire to leave on record one
sermon on the New Dispensation of the Gospel." p. 42.

“The Record of Joseph in the hands of Ephraim, the Book
of Mormon, has been revealed and translated by the power of God,
and supplies the world with a new witness for the Christ, and the
truth and the fulness of the Gospel." p. 47.

Comprehensive History of the Church 1930: Eight chapters in
Volume I deal with the Book of Mormon (pp. 69-175). Regarding
the internal evidences of the book’s authenticity he says on p.
175: "There is both unity and diversity of style, that where
abridgments occur they have the characteristics of abridgments
and that where original documents are involved they are so
given," and that references to "the custom of Hebrew peoples are
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authentic." He makes the point that "the governments it
describes are in harmony with the political principles of the age
in which those governments are said to have existed." Finally,
he says, "it has an atmosphere about it, a spirit, that bears
witness of its truth."

Minutes from his Stake Conference Talk, Los Angeles Stake,
May 24-25, 1930: "Spoke of his experience with the Jewish
‘Rasha.’"

The Deseret News, October 11, 1930: "The second step in the
unfolding of the New Dispensation was the revelation which made
known that this other ‘fold’ of the Christ, who were to hear his
voice, were no other than the branch of Israel in America. Hence
came Moroni, an ancient prophet among that people, now an angel
of God, to make known the visit of the Christ to them, that their
testimony of the Christ might be added to the witness of those of
the eastern continents for evidence for the enlargement of
faith."

The Deseret News, October 18, 1930: "And hence the coming
forth of the Book of Mormon, the record of God’s hand dealings
with the ancient inhabitants of America, chiefly a branch of the
house of Israel, descendants of Joseph, son of Jacob."

The Deseret News, October 25, 1930: "The heart of the Book
of Mormon--the American Volume of Scripture--is its testimony for
the Christ. The record gives the account of the fulfillment of
the signs promised to the Nephite people of the birth and death
of the Christ."

The Deseret News, November 1, 1930: "Next to, but higher in
importance than the voice broadcasted through the Book of Mormon
in witness of the Christ, is the direct, personal testimony of
the Christ himself, when after his resurrection he appeared to
the Nephites."

The Deseret News, November 15, 1930: Showing ways in which
the Book of Mormon prophesied correctly, Roberts wrote: "That
[prophecy about America] was prophecied in the book published in
1830, when the possessions of our country were small, as between
then and now; and at a time when democracy was very limited in
the world."

The Deseret News, November 22, 1930: "Surer recognition of
Jesus being God may not be found in sacred writ ([than in the Book
of Mormon]."

Liahona The Elders’ Journal, November 25, 1930: "Alma, in
his inspired utterrance in the Book of Mormon, fixes that, saying
that after the resurrection there is no dissolution that takes
place, but spirit and body become inseparably united into one
spiritual personage, spirit predominating, and that is why the
revelations say, ‘Man is spirit.’" p. 274.
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The Deseret News, December 6, 1930: "It is to be found so
many times phrased in the Book of Mormon that it may be said to
be peculiar to the Nephite Scriptures, for it is repeated in that
form by Mosiah, Alma, Nephi, and also by Moroni in the Book of
Ether, and always in connection with the idea that Jesus is the
Creator."

The Deseret News, December 13, 1930: "And now the Book of
Mormon: ‘The Messiah cometh * * * that He may redeem the children
of men from the fall.'"

The Deseret News, December 20, 1930: "The terms 'Redeemer’
and ‘savior’ as applied to Jesus the Christ may reasonably be
placed in apposition; so closely alike are they in meaning as to
be near synonyms. And yet in our New Dispensation revelations
one may feel rather than see distinctly, perhaps, a difference in
the mingled use of the words . . ¥

Minutes from Stake Conference Talk, Alpine Stake, January 11,
1931: He spoke of the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper and
analyzed the sacramental prayers [i.e. in Moroni 3-4, showing
them to be evidence of the divine origin of the Book of Mormon—-—
see Stake Conference, April 23-24, 1932]. Spoke on his wvisit to
David Whitmer and David Whitmer’s testimony of the truthfulness
of the Book of Mormon."

The Deseret News, January 17, 1931: "'If ye will enter in by
the way, and receive the Holy Ghost, It(He) will show unto you
all things what ye shall do.’ (Book of Mormon, II Nephi
xxxii:15)."

Stake Conference Talk, Palmyra Stake, January 23-24, 1931:
"He then directed his remarks to the trials met within the
bringing forth of the Book of Mormon. He explained the beautiful
thoughts in the sacramental blessings."

The Deseret News, January 31, 1931: "With this the BOOK OF
MORMON--a new dispensation scripture--is in strict accord.™"

The Deseret News, March 7, 1931: "‘Men are that they might
have joy’ (Book of Mormon, II Nephi, 11:25). Such is the
declaration of the Prophet Lehi to his sons; and the statement is
followed by the prophetic utterance respecting the mission of the
Christ. I say ’'prophetically uttered’ because Lehi lived some
hundreds of years before the Christbirth."

Stake Conference Talk, Juab Stake, March 7-8, 1931:
"Discussed the subjects of the sacrament [again probably his talk
about the sacrament prayers as evidence of the divine origin of
the Book of Mormon], tithing, and prayer."

The Deseret News, March 14, 1931: “The ‘joy’ contemplated in
our Book of Mormon passage is to arise from something more than
mere innocence. The ‘joy’ contemplated there is to arise through
knowing misery, sorrow, pain, and suffering; through seeing good
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and evil locked in awful conflict; through a consciousness of
choosing in that conflict the better part, the good; and not only
in having chosen it, but in having wedded it by eternal compact;
made it his by right of conquest over evil."

Liahona The Elders’ Journal, April 2, 1931: "The doctrine of
free agency of man could scarcely be more strongly set forth than
it is in these passages [in the Book of Mormon]."

Liahona The Elders’ Journal, April 28, 1931: "The logical
step to be taken in the development of that New Dispensation
after God had raised up his first Witness, Joseph Smith, was to
increase the evidence for the supreme religious truths; and hence
the coming forth of the Book of Mormon, the record of God's
handdealings with the ancient inhabitants of America, chiefly a
branch of the house of Israel, descendants of Joseph, son of
Jacob. . . . This book is virtually a new volume of scripture,
the voice of the inhabitants of the Western continent, testifying
that they were not neglected of God in the matter of making known
to them the supreme truths of his revelation to man--the
existence of God, that Jesus Christ was his Son, and the Savior
of the world. Bringing forth this book may be said to double the
divine evidence for these truths, and it must follow that those
who accept it greatly enlarge their Faith by reason of thus
increasing the volume of evidence for Faith." p. 543.

Minutes from Stake Conference Talk, Pioneer Stake, January
24, 1932: "Quoting a distinguished scientist in the electrical
world, President Roberts said that so long as the fundamentals of
Mormonism continued true, this work would grow and advance.

"The speaker referred to the testimony of David Whitmer
concerning the plates from which the Book of Mormon was
translated. And it (revelation] must be taken into account when
the theories of men seemed to conflict with the word of the Lord.

" . . . With such a mission, followers of Christ could
not do other than resist the theory, scientific though it might
be, that the universe was coursing its way to complete and
perfect annihilation.

"Elder Roberts, in concluding, reaffirmed his allegiance
to the work of the Lord and pledged the remaining days of his
life to advancing the interests of God’s Kingdom upon the earth."

General Conference Talk, April 1932: "Then another mighty
stride forward was made, when God revealed the scriptures of the
American continent, and brought them to the knowledge of men. He
raised up witnesses to bear special testimony to that great
event. . . . Must the same consequences follow the testimony of
these witnesses in the new dispensation as those in the time of
the Christ? Yea, verily!" p. 97.

Minutes from Stake Conference Talk, San Francisco Stake,
April 23-24, 1932: "He discoursed on the works of Joseph the
Prophet, using as a text the words of Christ to the Jews, 'If ye
believe me not, then believe the works that I do.’ He recounted
the many things accomplished by the young prophet, the hallmarks
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of a man inspired of God, which gave powerful refutation to the
charges made against him by his enemies. . . .

"He analyzed the "prayer perfect," the sacramental
blessing as given in the Book of Mormon. Proof of its divine
origin is found that not a word can be added or taken from it
without destroying or lessening its power. This was not the work
of an unlettered youth, declared the speaker, but evidence of
divine inspiration. When this prayer is thoughtfully considered,
it gives great weight to claims of the modern prophet."

Minutes from Stake Conference Talk, Nebo Stake, March 19,
1933: Roberts "read and commented upon the Book of Mormon
prophecies relating to and predicting the proud destiny of this
great American nation."

"What College Did to My Religion," Improvement Era, March
1933: "To begin with the New Dispensation Church has not bound
itself to limits inconveniently narrow by denying revelation
- « . We also believe the Book of Mormon to be the word of God
. « . This was stated so in 1842, and it is still our faith."

General Conference Talk, April 1933: "Especially do I
believe that because I think that the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints occupies a certain ‘pride of place’ in
connection with a knowledge of the terms upon which the
prosperity and the redemption of his nation rest. I remember to
have read in the Book of Mormon certain passages that bear upon
this thought. We are told in that precious volume of scripture
that when the floods receded from this land it became a very
choice land unto the Lord, a land that, through this word of the
Lord from the Nephite race, receives its most precious
descriptive name." p. 116.

"The promises of the Lord in respect to these things are
very wonderful and make the Book of Mormon one of the most
valuable books that has ever been preserved, even as holy
scripture. . . . Now, of course, perhaps the world will not
admit that this was a prophecy uttered some six hundred years
before the coming of the Christ upon this land; but it must be
inevitably conceded that these words are prophetic, because they
were uttered in 1830, when the Book of Mormon was published." p.
L17.

"I see a beautiful unity in these things found in the
Book of Mormon and the testimonies to which we have listened
during this conference. I think we have the right to lift up the
drooping hand, and to speak the word of encouragement to the
people of the United States, and chiefly for this reason, that
neither the government of the United States, in its achievements
and in its character of great leadership, nor the Church, has yet
reached the climax of those things for which they were
established." p. 120.

Last Tabernacle discourse delivered Sunday, June 18, 1933:
Roberts closed as follows: "God said to Joseph Smith he gave
unto him commandments which inspired him, and gave him power from
on high to translate the Book of Mormon and thence followed all
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which brought forth the new and last dispensation. .'. . All
this and numerous revelations to the Prophet which brought forth
a development of the truth, that surpasses all revealed truth of
former dispensations.™ See Discourses of B.H. Roberts (Salt Lake
City: Deseret Book, 1948), pp. 104-5.

Statement made on August 7, 1933, to Wesley Lloyd: See
Exhibit 10 below for full text, and see discussion in Section
4(c) below.

Statement made about September 1, 1933, to Jack Christensen
(interviewed by Truman G. Madsen, April 25, 1979): “"Ethan Smith
played no part in the formation of the Book of Mormon. You
accept Joseph Smith and all the scriptures."

The Seventies Correspondence School, February and May 1934
(written shortly before Roberts’ death on September 27 and
published posthumously by J. Golden Kimball on behalf of the
Roberts estate): "Joseph Smith, Translator . . . and gave him
power from on high:" February, p. 9.

"Of Treating Difficulties: Your spirit should rise to
the height of your difficulties. Be undefeated. ‘It is in
themselves that men are thus, or thus.’ Resolve that you will
succeed. Resolution is intense desire backed by the will to do,
the will to succeed." May, p. 14.

To summarize the foregoing would be to restate the obvious.
In his last decade, as previously, Robefts scarcely writes or
talks without quoting from the Book of Mormon, praising the Book
of Mormon, affirming the antiquity of the Book of Mormon, and
testifying of the divinity of the Book of Mormon. He stands by
the things of the spirit even when the prevai}ing opinion of
science is apparently to the contrary. He focused almost without
exception on the messages of the Book of Mormon. It is
interesting, in light of the present dlaims that Roberts harbored
doubts about the Church or about the Book of Mormon, that he
explicitly bore strong testimony of his commitment to the kingdom
to the very end (January 24, 1932) and apologized in case he had
ever said anything that might somehow unintentionally lead a
person away ffom the Church (General Conference Talk, October,
1929).

4) The Evidence to the Contrary.
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Against the foregoing, what evidence is there that the record
is "mixed" or that Roberts gave up faith in the Book of Mormon?
After looking at all the talks, all the notes, all the letters,
all the files I have been able to find, I find only the
following.

(a) First is the fact that Roberts wrote the Study and
kept it to himself. Why, one may ask, would Roberts have written
this paper, pointing out all the Book of Mormon weaknesses he
could think of (and he knew them well), unless he "had lost
faith" in the Book of Mormon? The answer I believe become clear
when several factors about the nature of this Study and Roberts’
attitudes toward it are understood.

(1) It is clear that Roberts did not want the Study
published. It was a private working study. In his letter to his
daughter Elizabeth, dated March 14, 1932, attached as Exhibit 8,
after commenting on the need to tell President Grant that he
should not argue that pre-Columbian "cement" was unknown in 1829
(since it was), he says of the Study:

I had written it for presentation to the Twelve and the
Presidency, not for publication, but I suspended the
submission of it until I returned home, but have not yet
succeeded in making the presentation of it, although the
letter of submission to President Grant was made previous to
leaving the E.S.M. I have made one feeble effort to get it
before them since returning home, but they are not in a
studious mood.

I may say it is an "awful" book, but it contains a collection

of facts which ought to be known by [the Twelve and the

Presidency]. . . . I must ask you to be very careful of it

and return the Mss. to me after you have made such use of it

in your study as will meet your requirements. (emphasis

added).
From this letter there can be little doubt of Roberts’ desire
that this Study go to the Twelve and First Presidency. He was
not hiding the documents, but the right time to present them had
not yet come along. Roberts clearly did not intend the Study for
publication (Grant Ivins’ letter notwithstanding, as is discussed
below).

(2) Roberts wrote the Study for legitimate reasons

to record and collect his own thinking on the problems and by way
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of committee assignment. (See generally, Truman Madsen, "B. H.
Roberts After Fifty Years, Still Witnessing for the Book of
Mormon," Ensign [January, 1983], pp. 11-19, which with the
exception of a couple erroneous details--Madsen assumed the Study
was submitted to President Grant, and is wrong on the date of the
second edition of Ethan Smith’s View of the Hebrews but not on

the date of the first edition--is an accurate article.)

When Roberts left for New York, he commented to his
brethren, "Wise men prepare." Roberts did not want to be
surprised by arguments he was unaware of; he did not want the
Church to be making arguments that would not stand up. In his
undelivered coverletter of March 15, 1923, he says that he wrote
the Study so that "those who ought to know" have everything pro
and con about the Book of Mormon before them. Here he is only
giving the con.

Roberts always stood by his faith that "the Book of
Mormon must submit to every test, literary criticism with the
rest.” Improvement Era 14 (1911), p. 667. "I am taking the

position that our faith is not only unshaken but unshakable in
the Book of Mormon, and therefore we can look without fear upon
all that can be said against it," Roberts said in the March 15,
1923 letter, after he had completed the Study. Whenever the
opinions of science happened to stand contrary to the Gospel,
Roberts had no trouble, to the end, siding with the Gospel. See
Minutes from Stake Conference, Pioneer Stake, January 24, 1932,
above.

Roberts was also concerned that other Church
leaders were not as concerned as he with these issues. The
others were not in a "studious mood." Roberts expressed his
disappointment that the committee of Ivins, Talmage, and Widtsoe
did not come up with more (although Widtsoe would later find in
Hugh Nibley some very pertinent answers). By writing the Study,
filled with provocative questions, Roberts appears to be goading
his colleagues toward a higher sense of the importance which
Roberts placed on thé need to deal with these issues.
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It is also significant that he was asked to work on
these problems by way of committee assignment. The responses
which he and the committee had come up with to Mr. Couch were not
satisfactory to Roberts. The committee continued to meet to
discuss the problems, but time and historical resources were
lacking to do much more with them. Roberts thought that the
Study would go to this committee (he recommended this action in
his undelivered March 15, 1923 letter). He hoped they would help
him in coming up with better answers. He hoped that his work
would be "to the advantage of our future defenders of the faith."
Letter to Richard R. Lyman, October 24, 1927.

If Roberts was going to offer an answer to a
problem, he needed to state the problem as clearly as possible.
There can be no question that he does this in the Study. He is
tough. But one should not overlook the fact that his purpose is
only to state the questions, as will be seen next.

(3) To understand the Study, one needs to look
carefully at what Roberts actually says in it. Observe the
following: |

(1) He-ends most sections with questions. To be
sure, they are challenging questions. Rarely, however, does he
state a specific "conclusion." Never does he draw a general
conclusion. He wrote in his unsent letter to Heber J. Grant that
these were not his "conclusions"; his conclusions were "undrawn."

Typical questions are: "What shall our answer be
then?" (p. 115). "What is to be our general standing.before the
enlightened opinion of mankind?" (p. 143). "Did the author of
the Book of Mormon innocently follow Ethan Smith . . . 2% 1ps
201) "Can such numerous and startling points of resemblance and
suggestive contact be merely coincidence?" (p. 242). "In light
of this evidence, . . . it could with reason be urged" that it
was "possible for [Joseph Smith] to create a book such as the
Book of Mormon is." (p. 250). "Does it not carry with it the
proof that it is the work of a pious youth dealing with the very
~ common place stock arguments clumsily put together . . . ?" (p.
271). The evidence I sofrowfully admit, points to Joseph Smith
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as their creator. It is difficult to believe that they are the
product of history . . . ." (p. 271). "I think it cannot be
questioned but where there is sufficient resemblance . . . to
justify the thought that the latter might well have suggested the
former." (p. 308, empahsis added). He ends the "Parallel" noting
that the similarities raise a "legitimate query." (pp. 335, 344,

empahsis added in each case).

It was shown above that the editor eliminated
important information by not printing the words crossed out by
Roberts in his proofreading. On at least one occasion the editor
failed to include one of Roberts’ handwritten notes, even though
he claims to be printing these studies with those handwritten
changes. On page 5 of Chapter III in Part II (Box 15, Folder
21), the editor does not include a handwritten note with which
Roberts softened the "conclusiveness" of one of his statements by
adding the disclaimer "evidently it might be urged." This,
however, does not appear in the printed text (it should come just
before the phrase "the work of a boy of undeveloped mind" on pP.
266).

(ii) Roberts raised many arquments which he had
answered before. He had not rejected his earlier arquments. For
example, he had already in 1909 adequately answered the question
(raised in the Study on pp. 259-61) about how a small group of
Nephites could build a temple like Solomon’s. See New Witnesses
III, p. 523. Likewise, he had no trouble in 1909 attributing

"petty errors in grammar and the faulty use of words" to Joseph
Smith and not to God. "The Origin of the Book of Mormon,“
American Historical Magazine 4 (1909), p. 196 (cited by Brigham
Madsen, p. 31, n. 27).

(iii) Roberts raises arguments that he continues
to answer later. The Study of the Book of Mormon was an on-going
inquiry for Rdberts, not a settled issue. For example, regarding
the question of whether Joseph Smith’s powers of imagination and
creativity were sufficient to have written the Book of Mormon,
Roberts regularly preaches in the 1930s that the inspired and
perfect sacramental prayers are evidence that the Book was not
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written by Joseph Smith. See Stake Conference Talk, April 23-24,
1932. On the problem of Nephite government (p. 224), Roberts
continues to present, in his Comprehensive History (1930), Vol.
I, p. 175, the case that Nephite government was at home in

antiquity. On the suggestion that the doctrine of "opposition in
all things" came from View of the Hebrews p. 185, see his June
16, 1928, article in the Deseret News, quoted above, discussing

this as a "master stroke of philosophy." 1In that article Roberts
says "emphatically no!" to the idea that Joseph Smith got this
idea from his New York information environment. On the matter of
Joseph Smith taking from Ethan Smith the idea that the United
States would become a great Gentile nation (Study, chapter 5),
see Roberts’ many statements about how such prophecies in the
Book of Mormon prove its divinity; see, e.g., Deseret News,
November 15, 1930. _

(iv) He throws in arguments that need no answer.

For example, the specious argument that Joseph Smith got the name
“Ether" from the name "Ethan Smith" is included in the Study (p.
187), with the comment, "Do not take the idea too seriously,
however, it is merely a passing suggestion of a bare
possibility." 1In other words, Roberts was throwing in every
argument he knew about, strong or weak, not just those he might
personally consider meritorious. This type of "psychological®"
argument is not of Roberts’ origination; it comes from Walter
Prince, "Psychological Tests for the Authorship of the Book of
Mormon," American Journal of Psychology 28 (1917), 373-89. 1If
Roberts knew this literature, he would also have known that

Prince’s theory was soundly rejected by Theodore Schroeder,
"Authorship of the Book of Mormon," American Journal of
Psychology 30 (1919), 66-72. Still he tosses it in.

~(v) 1In addition, Roberts put in arquments for
which he had no ready satisfactory answer. The extent to which
those questions can be answered today is the subject of my paper
"Finding Answers to B. H. Roberts’ Questions, and An Unparallel,"
F.A.R.M.S. Preliminary Report (1985).
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In sum, the Study is a collection of questions,
strong ones and weak ones, answered ones and unanswered ones. It
was a question book, not an answer book. Roberts was not
dissuaded by his lack of answers, as one can see by the fact that
he continues after writing the Study to make assertions squarely
contrary to questions which he potently phrased in the Study.

(4) It is clear that Roberts never finished the
Study. Many of the sections were scarcely proofread. Footnotes
were left unfinished (for example, the note on p. 310--this
footnote in the typescript ends with a comma, not a period).
Chapters were left untitled. We also know that he wanted more
time to work on these issues. 1In a letter dated December 23,
1973, Heber M. Holt wrote to Grant Ivins about Roberts’ Book of

Mormon research:

I also received a letter from A. C. Lambert. He along with
many others have wondered about the larger study. B. H.
Roberts was an honest courageous scholar. He said one time
he wished to God he had 20 more years to correct some of his
mistakes from lack of full information in many subjects.

Our assessment of this work, therefore, should reflect the fact
that it remained, at the date of his death, unfinished and not to
be published.

(5) Finally, no one should assume that Roberts,
even in his younger years, believed that anyone'coﬁld prove the
Book of Mormon as an ancient record, although he figured that in
time more evidence would be forthcoming. In New Witnesses for

God, III, p. 406, he says:

So long as the truth respecting [the Book of Mormon] is
unbelieved, [it] will remain to the world an enigma, a
veritable literary Sphinx, challenging the inquiry and
speculations of the learned. But to those who in simple
faith will accept it for what it is, a revelation from God,
it will minister spiritual consolation, and by its plainness
and truth draw men into closer communion with God.

Secoﬁdary evidences were important for Roberts, but not
controlling: "Our chief reliance for evidence to the truth of
the Book of Mormon must ever be the witness of the Holy Spirit."
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New Witnesses for God, II, p. viii (cited by Brigham Madsen, p.
13). Thus, one can take exception to Brigham Madsen’s claim that
the "dogmatic assertions" of the younger Roberts were replaced in
the Study "by pained and troubled doubts" (D= 22).

(b) The second bit of evidence that Roberts lost faith
in the Book of Mormon is said to be the fact that he had his
secretary type the "Parallel" in 1927. Here too, however, no
such inference is warranted. ‘

- Roberts did not write the "Parallel" for
distribution. The copy of the "Parallel" given to Richard R.
Lyman in 1927 carried the handwritten imperative: "This is copy
made for Richard R. Lyman--Please do not copy it!" (See Exhibit
8, from box 16, folders 3-4.) Although the editor generally
included the notes or corrections Roberts wrote on the Study and
on the Parallel, he does not print this note. This omission
contradicts his claim that "handwritten additions and corrections
[on the "Parallel" are] included in this volume." (p. 27).

The writing of the "Parallel" was not a time
consuming task. No new information appears in the "Parallel."
Of his 18 points, three list only the place, title and date of
publication of View of the Hebrews and of the Book of Mormon.
Seven (including specific page references) come off the back page
of Roberts’ copy of View of the Hebrews, where he wrote 21 short
notes. The other eight are summaries of Chapters 4-5 and 7-9 of
the Study. This tabloid is not the result of extensive research
from 1922-1927, as Brigham Madsen suggests (p. 149). Rather,
Truman Madsen reports the existence of a memo listing these 18
points "which Roberts wrote in the New York Public Library" in
1922. Roberts’ secretary recalled that Roberts dictated the
Parallels in 1927 while she typed them out. :

Finally, Brigham Madsen’s characterization of
Roberts’ letter to Richard Lyman on October 24, 1927, should not
stand. Madsen says: "Now, back from the Eastern States Mission,
he indicated to Lyman that he had come upon an ‘embarrassing’
theory about the Book of Mormon . . . ," as if to say that
Roberts had come upon this theory while in New York. The letter
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says something much different. Roberts is not reporting to Lyman
something he had just "come upon" or something which he
considered embarrassing. The letter makes it clear that the
Study had been written long before, and that this was something
which "in the hands of a skillful opponent could be made, in ny

judgment, very embarrassing." (p. 59, emphasis added).

(c) The only other evidence, as far as I am aware,
offered to support the claim that Roberts lost his faith in the
Book of Mormon comes from the Wesley Lloyd Journal, quoted at
length, but only the last part, by Madsen, pp. 23-24. A copy of
the xerox pages from this journal held in the Brigham Young
University library is attached as Exhibit 10. The original copy
of the journal apparently cannot be located.

The question here is whether one should conclude from this
journal account that Roberts lost his faith in the Book of
Mormon. I conclude that one should not. The negative inferences
which one might draw from the report of this conversation, which
Roberts had with the young Wesley Lloyd on Monday, August 7,
1933, can be understood, if not wholly mitigated, by the
following factors:

(1) The conversation with Jack Christensen,
September 1, 1933, listed above. 1In this conversation, Roberts
affirms his faith in the Book of Mormon and denies that Ethan
Smith had anything to do with the Book of Mormon. This
conversation was a few weeks after the conversation withlLloyd.

(2) All historical evidence, even contemporary
diary entries, is subject to evaluation. One question that can
be asked about any such entry is how accurate the account is. By
asking this question, I do not intend to impugn the character of
the writer. Wesley Lloyd was a man of impeccable character and
integrity. He was a man of faith and balance and scholarship,
later rising to high levels of achievement in the academic world
and rendering years of loyal service to the Church and to Brigham
Young University. Nevertheless, there are minor details which
are in error in this account. They may be attributable to
several things. They may be attributable to the fact that
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Roberts was old and ill and that he may not have been entirely
concerned about detailed accuracy himself at that time. The
minor errors in this journal account may also be a reflection of
the fact that this account was written after Wesley Lloyd had
returned to Provo. He was at Jack’s until 8:30 p.m. that
evening, then came home and took Chlar (?), Eva and Lillie
downtown for a ride, so it was either very late that night or on
another day before this entry was finished. He would have
reported, as accurately as anyone could, what he recalled from
his conversation with Roberts, but one should not expect any such
report to be a verbatim transcript of Roberts’ remarks.
'Furthermore, Gary Lloyd, son of Wesley Lloyd, identifies the
handwriting on these pages as that of Wesley Lloyd’s wife, and
since the original journal apparently cannot be located, it is
hard to tell exactly when and how these pages were written,
although one assumes they were written close to the time of the
event and reflect the essence of what transpired. No doubt, any
such account would get a few of the little details wrong under
similar circumstances.

The facts that are wrong in this journal entry include
tﬁe following: The Ritter question came in 1921, not after
Roberts went to New York. The Study was done during 1922, not
later, as reported here. Apostle Lyman asked if the research
would "increase our difficulties," not "help our prestige." The
Study was 450 pages, not 400. The Study was, as far as ényone
can tell, never sent to President Grant, as indicateg'here. The
Church has never had a copy, all of the copies remained in the
hands of the Roberts family until they were donated to the
University of Utah.

Thus, one might impersonally infer that, where several
identifiable details such as these in such an account are not
precise, other words or phrases may not be precisely reflected in
the account either. It is possible, therefore, that this account
is not an exact verbatim report of Roberts’ comments or precise
statement of Roberts’ position. Lloyd allows for this
possibility, when he begins this diary entry saying, "This
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account of it is as near as I can remember." The blank page at
the end of the entry may also indicate that he left several pages
blank and came back with his wife to complete this entry sometime
after August 7.

Another question one can ask is whether Roberts said, in
so many words, exactly what appears in this account. For
example, the journal account says that Roberts "shifted his
base." Did Roberts say, in these words, "I have shifted my
base," or was this Wesley Lloyd’s conscientious effort to
describe what he thought Roberts said or meant? We cannot know
the answer to this question, but if the latter were the case,
then we would like to know, before concluding anything about a
shift in Roberts’ faith, more precisely what he said or meant.
Similarly, as to the statement that Roberts, in the Study,
"swings to a psychological explanation of the Book of Mormon and
shows that the plates were not objective but subjective with
Joseph Smith," we can imagine the kind of thing Roberts might
have said, but we cannot be sure. Since there is no explicit
“swinging" in the Study or "showing" (let alone discussion) of
what might be meant by the "subjectivity" of the plates, one
might assume that this is not necessarily a precise or complete
statement by Roberts or Lloyd of Roberts’ full position,
especially since as late as 1932 in Rasha the Jew, Roberts spoke

of the angel Moroni delivering the plates and in 1932 repeated
fervently his interview with David Whitmer who testified that he
had seen the plates. .

(3) We must also look thoughtfully at what this
account says. What is meant by the words that Roberts "shifted
his base on the Book of Mormon"? Shifting bases does not mean
abandoning. It appears that Roberts shifted away from the
external evidences, on which he had relied earlier, to the
doctrinal approach typified in The Truth, the Way, the Life,
which he found more satisfying in his later years. (See Letter
of Mark Allen, July 20, 1983.) Roberts was profoundly impressed
with the "master strokes" of philosophy he found in the Book of

Mormon, and he found these more impressive than the
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archaeological record, which was ambiguous to him. Shifting from
an archaeological approach to a doctrinal or spiritual one,
however, is not "losing faith in the Book of Mormon." The
distinction in Roberts’ mind between intellect and spirit is also
visible in Lloyd’s report that Roberts said the Study is "far too
strong for the average church member but for the intellectual
group he considers it a contribution to assist in explaining
Mormonism. "

(4) Lloyd says that Roberts thought that the Book
of Mormon was in need of "the more [sic?] bolstering. His

greatest claim for the divinity of the Prophet Joseph lies in the

Doctrine and Covenants." Needing "more" bolstering was always
Roberts’ position. (It is unclear from the handwriting whether
Mrs. Lloyd wrote "most" or "more.") As for Roberts’ attitude

toward the Doctrine and Covenants, perhaps what Roberts said to
Lloyd was more along the lines of what he said in his conference
address, April, 1929, than what these few words reflect. 1In that
address, Roberts said "The Book of Doctrine and Covenants stands
unquestioned as to its authorship, and I wish to express a belief
that there is evidence of inspiration in it equal to that of the
Book of Mormon" (emphasis added). Since the authorship of the
Doctrine and Covenants is not questioned, it is easier to
comprehend and defend than the Book of Mormon.

It is doubtful, therefore, that one should conclude from
this account that Roberts lost his faith in the Book of Mormon.

Although the foregoing points are sufficient to explain
Roberts’ conversation with Lloyd for our present purposes, it is
also well to remember that, all his life, Roberts was abrasive
and argumentative. His temperament may have been somewhat
aggravated during his last months of life due to his physical
state. He had lost a foot, spent several months near death’s
door in hospitals, and suffe;ed from the advanced stages of the
diabetes that would kill him a few weeks later. "By early summer
[1933] he sometimes mentioned as explanation for his tottering
and bumping into things that he was having ‘bouts with
dizziness.’" (Truman Madsen, Defender of the Faith, p. 376.)
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One can also assume that Roberts felt a great loss due to the
death and funeral of James Talmage on July 27, 1933, only a week
before this conversation with Wesley Lloyd.

Roberts’ mood on August 7, 1933, may possibly be
measured, although we cannot know for sure, in this context. It
is obvious that Roberts expressed some complaints that day, as he
discussed questions asked of him by Wesley Lloyd. Roberts
remarked that his book The Way, the Truth, the Life had been

subjected to "severe criticism" and rejected, and that an article
by Joseph Fielding Smith had been published in the Utah Genealogy

Magazine as a "veiled attack" on Roberts’ unpublished work. He
was upset enough that he offered to resign (this was not the
first time Roberts had made such a threat). 1In response to the
question of what he thought about the current Church missionary
system, Roberts took issue with a new policy of not sénding
missionaries out without financial backing. He also commented
that Brigham Young had made the Church into an "authoratative
[sic] dictatorship" and warned that historians would expose
Brighém Young someday. Finally he turned to the Book of Mormon,
complaining that back in 1922 a "crisis had arisen where
revelation was necessary" but that no answer had been
forthcoming. ,

In the light of Roberts’ temperament, his complaints to
Wesley Lloyd were not uncharacteristic. Equally charactgristic
was Roberts ultimate position of faith above it all. As a result
of this conversation, Roberts did not.resign his position. He
did not cease working on his Missionary Correspondence Course.
He did not give up on the Church or cancel his August speaking
appointments in Chicago. Nor did he (or Wesley Lloyd) give up on
the Book of Mormon.

(d) In addition, there is Grant Ivins’ letter dated

26 December 1967, cited by George Smith in "Is There Any Way to
Escape These Difficulties": The Book of Mormon Studies of B. H.
Roberts," Dialogue (Summer, 1984), p. 101. It offers weak and
late information in claiming that Roberts "wanted to publish this
comparison" but had been preveﬁted from doing so by the Church
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authorities. 1Ivins’ information is not likely first-hand. His
1967 claim is also inconsistent with the weight of the
contemporary evidence that Roberts did not intend the Book of
Mormon studies for publication. It seems more likely that Ivins
is confused. The authorities did not prevent Roberts from
publishing the Study or the Parallel, but they did decline to
publish The Truth, the Way, the Life as an official Church

publication.

There is also Mark K. Allen’s statement in 1981,
according to whom Roberts said "We’re not through with the Book
of Mormon. We‘ve got problems. I could do Volume III of New
Witnesses for God the other way and be just as convincing."
Smith, p. 108. Look closely at Roberts’ words. "We’re not
through." Roberts is still on board. "Not through." Roberts
viewed the book of knowledge as a continually open book; he
expected o0ld theories to be revised. See New Witnesses, vol. 3,

p. 504. "We'’ve got problems." Questions to work on. "The other
way." Roberts could debate either side. "And be equally
convincing." Volume III was still as good as the opposition.
Roberts’ instruction to certain missionaries to use the
Bible "to approach converts in their own language and to avoid
criticism" does not betray a lack of faith, as Smith infers, p.
108. To the contrary, Roberts used the Book of Mormon as the
backbone of his missionary programs and Hill Cumorah conferences
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from 1922 to 1933. See Truman Madsen’s materials in Part IIT
below. 1In addition, it often makes good sense to use biblical
scriptures when proselyting to those who believe in the Bible.
Beside the foregoing "evidence," however, there appears to be
no other serious evidence that Roberts "lost his faith in the
Book of Mormon." Perhaps there is some; perhaps other
information will turn up. But based on the evidence now at hand,

a negative assessment of Roberts’ faith is unhistorical.

Roberts had hopeé that his questions would do some good for
the Church. 1In at least one way they did. Just as Roberts was
able to admit that we do not have all the answers, Anthony W.
Ivins (a close associate of Roberts), speaking in April 1929, °
stated: "There has never been anything yet set forth that
definitely settles that question [of Book of Mormon geogfaphy].
So the Church says we are just waiting until we discover the
truth." (Conference Reports, p. 16). Roberts’ influence, as
well as one’s continued faith in spite of the lack of definite
answers, is visible here.

In conclusion, it seems plain that the evidence is neither
"enigmatic" nor "mixed." Rather, it is quite overwhelming.
Meanwhile, writers who have relied on Madsen’s views ought to be
more cautious. For example, John Dart of the Los Angeles Times

would do well to correct his characterization of Roberts as
having "late-in-life doubts" (October 5, 1985). Questiohs; yes;
but doubts?

While some anti-Mormons have gleefully latched onto B. H.
Roberts as a supposed ally in a high place, and while some
dissenters have sought to create out of the dust of Roberts’
history a version of Roberts after their own image and likeness,
these tactics do not withstand scrutiny. There is no significant
evidence that Roberts lost faith in the Book of Mormon. Thase °
who deal in the sacred memory of any man who has given his entire
life to his Church and to his God should know better than to deal
lightly, carelessly and inaccurately with his reputation and
memory. His own Conference words in October 1929 are the best
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valedictory: "I hope that if anywhere along the line I have

caused any of you to doubt my faith in this work, then let this

testimony and my indicated life'’s work be a correction of it."
So let it be.



PART II
DID B. H. ROBERTS LOSE FAITH IN THE BOOK OF MORMON?

Truman G. Madsen
(Revised as of June 30, 1986)

Did B. H. Roberts, honest historian and man of integrity that
he was, give up, or almost give up, on the Book of Mormon at the
end of his life? (Roberts died in 1933). For se&eral years, the
anti-Mormon press has circulated portions of documents that have
given rise to this question. Now these documents have been re-
issued by a university preés.l The papers are introduced by an
updated essay McMurrin wrote twenty years ago on Roberts as
Mormonism’s most effective historian and theologian. Four new
pages have been added about Roberts’ "Study" (pp. xv-xviii).
There is also patient introduction and bibliography by Brigham
Madsen; they are distinguished both by what they stress and what
they omit.

This volume leaves in doubt the question of Roberts’ faith in
the Book of Mormon. While McMurrin asserts that "without
question" Roberts "continued to profess his belief in the Book of
Mormon" (p. xviii), Professor Madsen says, instead, that the
record is "enigmatic" (p. 29) and "mixed." He asks, "During the
last six years of his life is there any evidence that Roberts
still retained his faith in the authenticity of the Book of

Mormon, despite his critical examination of the origin of the

book?" (p. 29 emphasis added). He offers as evidence that
Roberts sounded rather enigmatic in an April 1929 sermon when he
said, "I rejoice at the prominence given the Book of Mormon in
this conference. It is however, only one of many means of
letting God’s work be known to the world." He concludes:

1l B. H. Roberts’ Studies of the Book of Mormon, edited with an
Introduction by Brigham D. Madsen and a Biographical Essay by
Sterling M. McMurrin (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1985).
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“Whether or not Roberts retained his belief in the Book of Mormon
may never be known." (p. 62).

Since this question deserves further consideration, this
essay focuses on that very question. I offer the following
evidence that Roberts did not lose faith in the Book of Mormon.

Roberts’ Declarations about his 1922 Studies

McMurrin writes that one "should not neglect" the statements
affirming Roberts’ belief in the authenticity of the Book of
Mormon that appear in the letters" (p. xvii). Here are excerpts
from Roberts’ letters. 1In March 1932, one year before his death,

Roberts wrote:

I am forwarding you with this mail an introductory

chapter to a work of mine which is in typewritten form under
the title of "Book of Mormon Study." It makes 450 pp. of
typewritten matter. It was from research work I did

before going to take charge of the Eastern States Mission.

I had written it for presentation to the Twelve and the
Presidency, not for publication . . . .

I may say that it is an "awful" book, but it contains
a collection of facts which ought to be known by them.

Roberts specifically says "not for publication." McMurrin,
however, apparently neglecting this statement, says Roberts
“apparently" did not prepare the volume for publication (p.
xviii). Roberts also says the Study was "from research work done
before going to take charge of the Eastern States Mission" [that
was May 29, 1922, DF, p. 315]. Professor Madsen suggests much of
the Study was after. '

Roberts’ letter says it is an "awful" book. These writers
seem to hail it as one of his best, representing his true
assessment of the book. Here, they say; Roberts approached the
Book of Mormon "critically and forthrightly rather than
defensively" (p. xvii) as though he had not approached it
critically ‘and forthrightly before and did not approach it

defensively after.



In a second letter Roberts declared his intent clearly.
Published on pages 57-58 in the recent text, these explanatory
sentences concern the Study:

Let me say once and for all, so as to avoid what might
otherwise call for repeated explanation that what is herein
set forth does not represent any conclusions of mine.

The report herewith submitted is what it purports to be,
namely a "study of Book of Mormon origins," for the
information of those who ought to know everything about it
pro et con as well that which has been produced against it..
I do not say my conclusions for they are undrawn.

It may be of very great importance since it represents what
may be used by some opponent in criticism of the Book of
Mormon.

I am taking the position that our faith in the Book of
Mormon is not only unshaken but unshakable, and therefore we
can look without fear upon all that can be said against it
(emphasis added).

Roberts’ letter is a statement of fact--what he was doing;
and a declaration of intent--what he hoped to achieve. It is
also a statement of negation--the study "does not represent any
conclusions of mine."

Roberts’ letter says his Study "represents what may be used
by some opponent of the Book of Mormon." From this, one should
not conclude that he was an opponent (p. 22).

Roberts’ letter says that he is eager to avoid what might
otherwise call for "repeated explanation," that "his faith in the
Book of Mormon is unshaken and unshakable," and that he (we) "may
look without fear upon all that can be said against it." McMurrin
does not seem to acknowledge this. Instead, for him the Study
"raises the interesting question of what Roberts did, in fact,
believe about the Book of Mormon in his latest years" (p. xviii).
More, McMurrin says, one should note the "many crucial statements
in Roberts’ study that appear to a typical reader to throw
serious doubt on the authenticity of the Book of'Mo;hon or, at
least, on Roberts’ belief in its authenticity." (p. xviii).

-~
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But here, as elsewhere, I think Roberts says what he intends.
He insists the Study has not shaken his objective assurances let
alone his faith in the Book of Mormon message. What it has done
is troubled his sense of adequacy in finding answers to the
questions raised and increased his concern that, as Wesley Lloyd
recalls, the Book of Mormon needs "bolstering" (p. 24). It has
also led him to abandon some supporting arguments he had used
earlier. The cement business, the Le Plongen alphabet, and some
of his own points, but not all, he now sees as questionable.

But if Roberts did not have what he himself considered
adequate scientific data to fully answer these objections, would
he, a man of integrity, hold onto the Book of Mormon? Roberts’
approach is summed up in his objection to one view of
verification. He wrote: "It does not follow that since it is
not within our power to verify all our true ideas that therefore

we must account them false" (written in his copy of Pragmatism,

New York: Longmans Green Co., p. 201.)

Further elaboration of Roberts’ intent is in five other
documents which have come down through the Roberts family. 1
examined these materials several years ago in the office of

Roberts’ son, Brigham.

h i A note from Brigham Roberts indicating that his father,
B. H., attempted in 1922 to make further presentations
on the Book of Mormon in person to his church brethren.
He was disappointed. The brethren, pressed for time,
encouraged him to submit further material in writing.

2., A comment to his brethren of the Seventy two months
before departing for New York in 1922. He spoke of his
Book of Mormon studies, the importance of them, and
said, "Wise men anticipate difficulties and prepare for
them."

3. A memo to President Heber J. Grant dated May, 1922 in
which he says he will take his "manuscript," which he
had "carried to the last analysis" to the Mission field.
There he hopes to look for answers to the difficulties
and queries posed in the Study, although his heavy
ecclesiastical duties seem to have reduced such efforts
to a bare minimum.

4. A memo listing the eighteen numbered segments of "the
Parallels." This is an organized memo which Roberts
hand-wrote in the New York Public Library in 1922,
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5. A note appended by Roberts’ secretary to the original
copy of the Parallels. She writes that it "resulted
from a conversation had by Richard R. Lyman and B. H.
Roberts," that she was "present at the time of the
conversation," and that she "typed it as the dictation
of President Roberts who had before him the two books
[the Book of Mormon and View of the Hebrews]."

These statements indicate that Roberts went to the Eastern
States "seeking answers." He hoped in the meantime for the help
of his colleagues. Some help came. But he lamented in 1929 that

"the helpers were very few."

The Manuscript Itself

Was Roberts playing the role of "devil’s advocate" when he
wrote these manuscripts? Can one adduce evidence for the Devil’s
Advocate theory from the manuscript itself? Let us turn to the
manuscript.

On page 182, Roberts says: "All this, it could be said by
one disposed to criticize the Book of Mormon L « =« «° Similar
comments elsewhere show Roberts is stating what he expects the
critics of the Book of Mormon to argue. This appears to be
evidence of the "devil’s advocate theory" within the manuscript.

In Part I of the "Difficulties," Roberts sums up: "I shall
be most earnestly alert upon the subject of Book of Mormon
difficulties, hoping for the development of new knowledge, and
for new light to fall upon what has already been learned, to the
vindication of what God has. revealed in the Book of Mormon." He
seys he will "await the vindication of revealed truth." He also
asks that "a most earnest appeal should be made to that source of
wisdom and knowledge [God] and with the faith and persistence
that will admit of no denial." He asks repeatedly, "What can we
answer?" "What are to be our answers to the qﬁestions asked on
these subjects?" "These questions are put by me . . . not for
self-embarrassment, surely, nor for the embarrassment of others,
but to bring to the consciousness of myself and my brethren that
we face grave difficulties in all these matters, and if there is
any way by which we may ‘find wisdom and great treasures of
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knowledge even hidden treasures’ . - . then a most earnest appeal
should be made to that source of wisdom and knowledge, and with gz
faith and persistence that will admit no denial." (p. 115).
Again on page 142, "How shall we answer the questions that arise
from these considerations of American archaeology? If we cannot,
what is to be the effect of it all upon the minds of our youth?"
And then he says, "Most humbly but also most anxiously, I await
the further development of knowledge that will make it possible
for us to give a reasonable answer to those who question us
concerning the matter herein discussed. " (p. 143). He asks
questions. The questions go on and on. He was dissatisfied with

answers, including some of his own. But not with the book.

On Theophany versus Book

McMurrin draws a sharp distinction between "theophanies"
(say, for example, visions) which are "private, subjective, and
inevitably elusive," and a book which can be seen, held, read,
shelved (p. xvi). If this move is intended to imply that Roberts
placed more weight on empirical evidence about the Book of Mormon
than on “theophanies," then it misstates both Roberts’ and
Mormonism’s theories of knowledge.

In the end, God, angels, spirits, and all the theological
realm are for Mormonism no less (nor more) confirmable in
principle than are chairs, tables, or books, although the latter
are directly transferable items of experience. Mormonism
reenthrones the senses as legitimate avenues of religious
experience.

For Roberts, both the origin events of the Book of Mormon and
the book itself--and much of Mormon theology--rest on ocular,
auditory and tactile evidence. That is not the only kind. But
it is the kind a thorough-going empiricist cannot consistently
ignore.

For example it is often said that angels are unverifiable
entities. Yet Roberts had a direct and ‘revelatory encounter with
an angelic personage and made it a matter of record six months
before his death. (See his Biographical Notes.)
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Regarding the experience of the Three Witnesses, Roberts met,
interviewed, and respectfully cross-examined David Whitmer in
Richmond, Missouri, because he was one of those Witnesses.
Roberts reiterated Whitmer’s conclusions which he considered
unimpeachable on at least seven occasions during the last five
years of his life. '

Concerning his views on the objectivity of the plates,
Roberts visited the Hill Cumorah often in solemn assemblies (the
last time in 1930) and recorded in his own 1927 Book of Mormon
Notebook (Roberts’ scriptural notebook) a series of affidavits on
the discovery and disposition of the plates.

On translation aided by a Urim and Thummim, Roberts handled
Joseph Smith’s Seer Stone, and wrote in his Comprehensive
Historz, not as a skeptic that it was in possession of the Church
in 1930. (Vol. 6, p. 231).

On Roberts’ Style

But it may be asked: How can Roberts have assumed the role
of a belligerent critic and still have been sincere in accounting
the book a "sacred treasure in the Gospel"? How could a man who
spoke with such conviction of the documents and doctrines of his
religion be so articulate in bringing up objections? Because he
thought the Book of Mormon fragile? No. Because he thought it
impregnable. He had said in 1905, "I do not believe the Book of
Mormon can be assailed and overcome." (Improvement Era, 8,
August 1905, p.I384). He said it again in his unsent letter to
Heber J. Grant. He said it again and again to his missionaries.

Roberts, as McMurrin says, "liked nothing better than a good
fight. 1If there were no debate in sight he would produce a
battle by monologue" (p. xxi). So he would. And his Book of
Mormon Study is "Exhibit A." “One of his deliberate efforts was
to present the case of his opponent to the full satisfaction of
the opponent. Only then would he reply. This was part.of his
personality and of his method. He often went on Saturdays from
the Brooklyn Mission Home dressed in rough clothes and at Times




Square sought verbal swordplay with whomever, to debate on
whatever. All this to sharpen his wits. Against the general
Church policy of avoiding disputations, he encouraged his
missionaries to have confrontations with argumentative
religionists, of whatever pPersuasion. "You will have a good
experience. And you will learn," he would say. He enjoyed
street meetings and involved his missionaries in them precisely
because in such settings hecklers with their counterthrust
punctuated every sentence. "“Let them bring forth their strong
reasons!" he said, quoting the Doctrine and Covenants. As a
result, he was almost as competent in the alternatives to his
philosophy and religion as he was in his own. "I would rather
debate anyone on the planet than B. H. Roberts, " Hugh B. Brown
once said admiringly. "He was a master." It was '
'uncharacteristic of him to "tone down" the force of objections
raised. He preferred to magnify them, then bring to bear on them
his own critical abilities.

Evidence from Roberts’ Mission School

What about the records of his five-year Mission Presidency
(1922-27)? Let us focus on the five consecutive, month-long
"mission schools" Roberts held in the Brooklyn Mission Home.

They indicate an unwavering faith in the Book of Mormon.

"We had one-hour sessions daily from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Sometimes we had evening sessions beginning at 7:30 when
President Roberts would clarify questions or explain passages
from the standard works, with emphasis on the Book of Mormon from
which he quoted often. we literally drank from his wisdom. With
notebooks open we wrote and listened to a great teacher."
(Journal of Lavon Bates Clark.)

In avconversation with a nonmember, Roberts reported to his
class he heard the old charge "there is nothing in the Book of
Mormon of value." Roberts replied with Alma 41:10 "Wickedness
never was happiness" and asked if he had ever heard such an
expression before. The man acknowledged he had not. "That one
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sentence alone proves the Book of Mormon is a great book and is
of great value to men." (Journal of John C. Allen.)

"How does one come to know the truth of the book?" Roberts
pressed his missionary colleagues. He answered there were two
ways: (1) exhaustive study, (2) thorough prayer. (Conversation
with Milo Marsden, July 22, 1983.) As for Roberts’ own
assurance, he told missionaries that Moroni’s words were "the
greatest promise ever made to mankind."

In the mission home after a new lady missionary delivered a
talk about the flyleaf of the Book of Mormon, Roberts exclaimed,
"Excellent." And added that "the Book of Mormon was the only
volume on earth that had the flyleaf dictated by God, and how
profound and important were the things that were contained in
it." (Journals of zina Tate Cox and Job Hemsley.)

Roberts confidently spoke to his missionaries, Mark Allen
recalls, of problems with the Book of.Mormon. He quoted the many
parallels between the new scriptures and the Bible, and also he
discussed the strenuous process of translating and the
possibility of errors in vernacular expressions. Says Allen,
“His faith in the divinity of the book was strong, but he
agonized over the intellectual problems in justifying it. His
fervent expression was, ‘O Brother Allen, we have many serious
problems with the Book of Mormon.'’" These conversations occurred
in 1927-28 after Roberts had remained in Manhattan to write The
Truth, the Way, the Life, his comprehensive doctrinal tréatise,
as a result of which Allen adds that Roberts wished he could call
in his volume three of New Witnesses: "He was uneasy with
attempts to build a case out of trivial coincidence and
gratuitous parallels." A more fruitful approach he came to
believe lay in "searching out the deeper spiritual and moral
meaning and showing their logical consistency with the body of
accepted religious truth of the Church." (Letter of Mark Allen,

July 20, 1983.)
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In Private and In Prayer

Roberts had seven secretaries during his Mission Presidency
(1922-27): Elizabeth Hinckley, Ora Knecht, Elsie Cook (who took
his dictation for the six months he stayed in New York after his
release), Leroi C. Snow, John L. Emmet, G. Stanley McCallister,
and Henry D. Taylor. Each kept notes and exchanged letters with
their mentor down to the time of his death. Each attended one or
more of the mission schools, the intensive one-month study-train-
practice sessions held in the Brooklyn Mission Home. Each was
present in many conferences, sermons, and street meetings. Each
heard him pray and watched him participate in the morning
devotionals in the home. Their judgment is uniformly clear: the
Book of Mormon was his linchpin and his sacred text.

Henry Taylor’s account is typical: A session on the top of
"Patriarch Hill" above Joseph Smith Memorial Monument in Vermont.
Roberts knelt in the soft soil and delivered, as was his custom,
an ‘epic prayer.’ He reviewed the manifestations or theophanies
of God on mountain tops, and proceeded to pray in thanksgiving
for each of the major events of the restoration beginning with
the first vision, continuing with the discovery of the plates,
the translation of the Book of Mormon, the calling of witnesses,
and conferral of Divine authority, and so on. As he prayed, the
tears streamed down his cheeks. The date? Just before his

release in 1927.
Acts

We have sketched what Roberts said and wrote in the period
after 1922, after the Book of Mormon Study was written. 1In
addition, there were other official acts which reflect his
commitment to the Book. In this same period, for example, (1) he
planned, organized, and conducted a mission-wide Cumorah
conference, inviting President Heber J. Grant, and other General
Authorities. This was the centennial of Joseph Smith’s first
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viewing of the plates, September 1923. Over 5,000 attended. He
repeated the celebration the next year, 1924. On the first
occasion he prepared five major discourses on the Book of Mormon,
three of which were later published: Christ in America; Book of
Mormon Warnings to America; and the Book of Mormon as Witness of
the Restoration. (2) He kept two "special ambassadors"
presenting lectures on early American antiquities traveling
throughout the Eastern Seaboard. (3) He helped procure for the
Church the Hill Cumorah, the Joseph Smith farm, and the Peter
Whitmer farm. (4) He arranged for the establishing of a monument
to the Angel Moroni atop the Hill Cumorah. (5) He gathered
missionaries on the west side of the Hill Cumorah to review the
recovery of the plates and came again in 1930 to repeat his
conviction and to say, "See what God hath wrought." (6) He
recommended in 1929 that a chapel be built at the base of the
Hill Cumorah to honor the Church’s centennial. (7) He suggested
a full-length film on the story of the Three Witnesses and the
Eight Witnesses.

On "The Truth, the Way and the Life"

This doctrinal manuscript offers further significant evidence
that Roberts retained his faith in the Book of Mormon, for it is
implausible that a Book of Mormon doubter would have written that
work.

Roberts undertook the writing of this lengthy manuscript
immediately after his release as President of the Eastern States
Mission (April 1927). He kept at it intensi&ely for six months
in New York and then on and off until 1932, the year before his
death. Eight chapters of it are rooted in detailed exposition of
the Book of Mormon: the atonement as revealed--as harmonic with
the reign of law; as related to the attributes of God; as
indispensable; as broader in scope than satisfaction for Adam’s
sin; as efficacious though vicarious. Roberts considered the
Book of Mormon the finest statement in print on the balance of
justice and mercy. The later chapters concern the ethical
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teachings of the "intensification" of the Sermon on the Mount in
3 Nephi. Of the section of his treatise on the atonement he
concluded: "Knowledge of the whole will be necessary to the
complete understanding of the parts." (TWL, vol. II, Chapters xr-—
XL). The whole and the parts are derived from the Book of
Mormon.

Roberts describes the result as "the most important work that
I have yet contributed to the Church, the six-volumed
Comprehensive History of the Church not omitted" (Letter to

President Heber J. Grant and Counselors, February 9, 1931). He
added, "Life at My years with an incurable ailment is very
pPrecarious and I should dislike very much to pass on without
completing and publishing this work." one should not ignore this
work in assessing Roberts’ continuing faith in the Book of

Mormon.

Before and After 1922

" Both writers imply that if one dealt with Roberts’ post-"Book
of Mormon Study" sources, a different Roberts would emerge. See
Sterling McMurrin on P. xvii, and Brigham Madsen on P. 22. It is
true that Roberts tended to shift his approach on the Book of
Mormon from "evidences" to "doctrine," as seen above. But there
is no evidence of a diminishing belief in the divinity of the
Book of Mormon. 1In eight categories Roberts continued active in
Book of Mormon advocacy in his final decade, as he hadwbeen

active before:

1. Books. After 1922, he wrote three new manuscripts that
were intertwined with or updatings of earlier research:

(i) Rasha the Jew, a three-part account of the Book of
Mormon, written in the mode of personal manifesto
and testimony. Over a million copies of the
article were circulated. The articles were
copyrighted and published by Roberts in 1932.

(ii) The six-volume Comprehensive History of the Church.
Nine chapters deal with the origin, witnessing,
publication, and impact of the Book of Mormon.
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Except for footnotes, this was completed by May
1930.

(iii) The Truth, the Way and the Life, Roberts’ doctrinal
treatise. It was substantially finished by 1928,
ready for publication in 1932. He delivered up to
200 sermons related to material in this treatise;
these remain unpublished except that Liahona, the
Elders Journal, mentions and gives synopses of
them. More than a third revolved around the Book
of Mormon.

2. Tracts. After 1922, he wrote thirteen tracts, five of
them on the Book of Mormon. They speak of the great
value of the "Fifth Gospel," how it is needed by the
world, how it was "revealed to Joseph Smith," and how it
removes “the rubbish of theological speculations." (BYU
Special Collections MOR, N230, AL, No. 282a-d.)

3. Conference Addresses. After 1922, Roberts had nineteen
opportunities to speak in Conference. He chose to
devote eleven of these discourses to the Book of Mormon.

4. Improvement Era Articles. After 1922, Roberts wrote
three Era articles dealing with Christ in America.

5« Church News Contributions. After 1922, Roberts intro-
duced a series called "New Dispensation Thoughts."
Several of these deal with the Book of Mormon.

6. Addresses on radio and special occasions.
After 1922, for example, he spoke on modern revelation,
the Easter vision of 3 Nephi, the challenge of the Book
of Mormon to American lawlessness, and America will not

fail.

7. Stake Conference addresses. About half of his stake
conference speaking assignments were filled with
messages drawn from the Book of Mormon, his interview
with David Whitmer, and his profound admiration fot the
"perfection" of the sacramental prayers in the Book of
Mormon as evidence of the divine origin of the Book of
Mormon.

But this is mere statistical anatomy. To understand the
flesh on these public pronouncements, we must be specific. The
fuller list has been published by F.A.R.M.S.; excerpts are given
by John Welch in Part I above.

From these statéments, it is evident that Roberts believed in
the Church--to the end. 1In April 1930, bringing his recently
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completed multi-volume Comprehensive History to the pulpit of the

Tabernacle "as to an altar," he said the Book of Mormon was
“revealed and translated by the power of God," and that it
“supplies the world with a new witness for the Christ, and the
truth and the fulness of the Gospel." He dedicated this
monumental work in prayer to God "unto thee and thy cause."
Since for Roberts, belief in the truthfulness of the Church
turned on belief in the truthfulness of the Book of Mormon, it
logically follows that Roberts believed in the Book of Mormon,
both before and afﬁér 1922 .

On Science

McMurrin points out that Roberts was sometimes engaged in a
campaign to instill greater rationality and.scientific
respectability into the Church--a strﬁggle "against the anti-
scientific bias of some of his ecclesiastical colleagues." (p.
XX). But Roberts also campaigned against the lure of excessive
scientism.

In his October 1930 Conference address, he pleaded with the
youth to recognize revolutionary changes in the trends of
scientific thought and cited admonitions given the earliest
gathering of schools and learning in the Church for "obtaining
wisdom both by faith and also by research and experimentation,
and by becoming familiar with the great truths that are taught in
the best books." (p. 21). ' But witnessing to spiritual
experience, he said, was more revealing than scientific research.

In October, 1932, he gave a follow-up discourse on
witnessing. He had just consumed a “thoughtful and splendid"
volume of essays, Has Science Discovered God (Millikan,
Eddington, Einstein, Huxley, Jeans, Lodge). His assessment:

I doubt if science ever will "discover God." I know

how raw, perhaps, that sounds to your ears and you will
credit much of it to assumption. Well, be that as it may.
I, nevertheless, do not believe that science will discover
God. That, as I understand it, is not the work assigned to
science. Scientists may do much in confirming from their
discoveries the existence and the power and the glory of
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God; but it will be God who will reveal God; men will not
find him "unto perfection" by their searching. It is the
work of God to reveal himself and absolutely necessary that
he should do so in order that we may have religion at all.

Not only will science not discover God, but not even
religion discovers him. It is not the order of facts for
religion to discover God. The order of facts is God must
reveal God. (p. 94)

He remained of this persuasion to the end. Ha&ing survived a
hospital ordeal, an amputation, and the verdict of the doctors
that his days were numbered because of diabetes, he confided to
his son that he wanted to "witness again." Ceremonially, he
lifted the torch again in a 1932 stake gathering, reiterating his
testimony ". . . not from scientific knowledge or book learning
but from the knowledge that comes through faith."

The Contradiction

Both McMurrin and Madsen leave the reader ambivalent. They
want to re-raise "the interesting question of what Roberts did in
fact believe about the Book of Mormon in his late years."
McMurrin concludes that the fact that Roberts "continued to
profess his faith in the authenticity of the book seems to be
without question," but sees a possible conflict in "the strong
arqguments andistatements in his study that would appear to
explicitly express a conviction that it is not authentic.“'(p.
xviii). And while Brigham Madsen says that the resolution of
this question "may never be known," (p. 30), he praises Roberts
highly: |

As for Roberts himself, one can appreciate his fierce
independence, his forthright honesty, his deeply
embedded integrity, and above all, his fearless
willingness to follow wherever his reason led him. He
could be abrasive in his defense of stubbornly held
beliefs, but he had the capacity to change his views
when confronted with new and persuasive evidence. (p.
30). : s
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But then, given Roberts-’ public statements in defense of the
Book of Mormon to the end of his life, we have a dilemma. How
can one appreciate Roberts’ "fierce independence, " his
“"forthright honesty," his “deeply embedded integrity," and above
all, his "fearless willingness to follow wherever his reason led
him," if he had a privately-held, contemptuous or skeptical
position on the Book of Mormon and, therefore, in his last eleven
years, lived a flagrant and foolish lie? '

Conclusion

These writers applaud Roberts for seeing both sides. They
praise his desire to be objective and his sincere effort to be
honest and open with his readers. If the historical question of
Roberts’ faith in the Book of Mormon is approached in the.same
manner, the foregoing evidence Seems conclusive on several
grounds: neither as a result of his 1922 studies nor otherwise
did B.H. Roberts lose faith in the Book of Mormon.
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AFTERWORD

From 1985 to 1990, this preliminary report included a number
of other items that are now probably irrelevant to most readers.
In 1986, a brief satire asking rhetorical questions was dropped,
the short essay by Truman Madsen was edited, and the essence of
the 1985 inquiries about B. H. Roberts and the Book of Mormon was
summarized and published in the Ensign (see attached; reprinted
in A Sure Foundation: Answers to Difficult Gospel Questions,
Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1988, pp. 60-74). These
developments probably make the contemporaneous replies and
correspondence that initially followed the publication of Studies
of little consequence to most readers. Copies of those items are

available on request from F.A.R.M.S.
Reviews of Studies of the Book of Mormon have appeared in the
Church News (1985), Pacific Historical Review (1986), Sunstone

(1987), and Western Historical Quarterly (1987).
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“legitimate queries.” He says they would be powerful
weapons “in the hands of a skillful opponent,” and
aimed to blunt them by paying attention to them.

Did Elder Roberts worry that people would mis-
understand his Study? Yes. He wrote, “Let me say
nce for all, so as to avoid what might otherwise call
<or repeated explanation, that what is herein set forth
does not represent any conclusions of mine.”

Why in his study does Elder Roberts not suggest
any answers to the problems he is raising? The Study
is not an answer book. It is a question book. Many of
the questions he had answered before and others he
would answer in the future. For example, he raises
the objection that the small party of Nephites could
not possibly have constructed a temple like the large
and opulent temple of Solomon. Brother Roberts had
already answered that question in 1909, !

As another example, he poses the question of
whether Joseph Smith’s powers of imagination were
sufficient to have written the Book of Mormon. Elder
Roberts regularly preached in the 1930s that the “per-
fect” sacrament prayers in Moroni 4-5 are evidence
that the Book of Mormon was not written by Joseph
Smith.

Some of the questions require no answer, such as
the bogus suggestion that Joseph Smith got the name
“Ether” from the name “Ethan Smith.” Elder Roberts
himself says in the Study, “Do not take the idea too
seriously.”

How careful was B. H. Roberts in this research?
Not very. This particular research shows signs of
haste and remained unfinished. In fact, the Study

1s written inside of a few months. Much of it con-
ists of long quotes from other sources, given with
little analysis. Even Elder Roberts’ reading of the
Book of Mormon was not always as careful as it could
have been. Several of his problems arise because of
assumptions he has made about the Book of Mor-
mon. For example, Brother Roberts assumed that the
lands of the Book of Mormon were all relatively flat.
He apparently overlooked many contrary statements,
such as Alma 47:9, which speaks of a large mountain
and valley.

Would B. H. Roberts feel embarrassed to know
that some of his research was incomplete or flawed?
Absolutely not. He wrote that “the generations who
succeed us in unfolding in a larger way some of the
yet unlearned truths of the Gospel, will find that we
have had some misconceptions and made some
wrong deductions in our day and time. The book of
knowledge is never a sealed book. It is never ‘com-
Pleted and forever dlosed;’ rather it is an

open book, in which one may go on constantl{ i
covering new truths and modifying our know edge of
old ones."" This observation pertains y today

to our continuing efforts to know the Book of Mor-

mon better, both through study and also by faith.
Did the Study change Elder Roberts’ use of the

P ~ok of Mormon? No. Before and after the Study he
4 the Book of Mormon as the focus of his mission-

ary programs. He voluntarily chose to speak on Book
of Mormon subjects again and again in conferences
and in the media."” Over fifty-six major talks or state-
ments were made by B. H. Roberts after the Study in
which he affirms his faith in the Book of Mormon,
After the Study, Elder Roberts may have taken less
interest in archaeology and placed more emphasis on
the doctrinal and philosophical strengths of the Book
of Mormon, but in no way did he ever doubt or reject
the historicity of this “ancient American volume of
scripture,” as he called it on many occasions. '

Did Elder Roberts, perhaps knowing that his
Study would be troublesome to people, affirm his
testimony of the truthfulness of the Book of Mor-
mon after he wrote the Study? He wrote in May 1922
of “the tremendous truth” of the Book of Mormon. He
said in 1924 that the Saints should build upon the Book
of Mormon “wherein is no darkness or doubt. ” He
spoke at general conference in April 1928 of the “hun-
dred more such glorious things that have come to the
world in that book to enlighten the children of men,~
He speaks rereatedly of the historicity of the Book. !

Nevertheless, Brother Roberts knew that he had
been abrasive and challenging at times during his
many years of service to the Church. At October gen-
eral conference, 1929, Elder Roberts may have had
the Book of Mormon Study in mind when he re-
marked: “I happened to be reminded today that next
April it will be Ezy years since [ commenced my pub-
lic ministry in the Church. . . . Iam mentioning some
of these things in order that my profession of faith
that [ have made here today may be supported by the
evidence of steady, persistent effort on my part to
develop and to ad):/ocate and to establish this great
work of God. .

“But this is my object, and my object alone; that
after bearing testimony to the fundamental things of
this work, and my confidence in it, I hope that i
anywhere along the line I have caused any of you to
doubt my faith in this work, then let this testimony
and my indicated life’s work be a correction of it. [
make reference to these personal things in fifty years
of service so that you may know that my testimony
has some sanctions for it in the life of service I have
given to the cause.”%

Is it possible that B. H. Roberts had a faithful
facade which he wore in public but in private was a
skeptical doubter? If Elder Roberts was anything, he
was outspoken and honest. It is extremely difficult to
believe that he was two-faced. In his April 1928 gen-
eral conference talk, Elder Roberts emotionally spoke
of the Book of Mormon and of the appearance of the _
resurrected Jesus Christ among the Nephites gath-
ered at the temple in Bountiful. He said: “And now,
O Lord Jesus, xF thou couldst but come into the con-
sciousness of our souls this day, as thou didst come
into the vision of the andient Nephites in the Land of
Bountiful, we would join their great song of praise
and worship, saying—Hosanna! Hosanna! Blessed
be the name of the Most High God! And we, like

ey
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them, would fall down at the feet of Jesus and wor-
ship him this Easter day! Amen.” In powerful state-
ments like this one, Elder Roberts revealed his
deep-felt faith in the Book of Mormon.

Did B. H. Roberts ever say anything after 1922
that could lead someone to think that he had lost
faith in the Book of Mormon? Yes, on one known
occasion. Elder Roberts had a conversation with Wes-
ley Lloyd, one of his former missionaries, in Salt Lake
on 7 August 1933, six weeks before his death. He
began this conversation, if reported correctly by
Brother Lloyd, complaining that his unpublished
book The Way, The Truth, The Life had been subjected
to “severe criticism” and rejected by the Brethren. He
thought he had been personally attacked. He then
took issue with a new Church policy of not sending
missionaries into the field without finandal backing."
He next complained about Brigham Young. Finally,
he turned to the Book of Mormon, complaining that
back in 1922 a “crisis had arisen where revelation was
necessary” but that no answer had been forthcoming.

No doubt, Brother Roberts voiced some com-
plaints that day. The important thing is that he did
not resign his Church position as he said he might
do. He did not cease working on his missionary cor-
respondence course. He did not give up on the
Church. And he did not give up on the Book of Mor- -
mon. These supposed complaints are not representa-
tive of his more gomdamental attitudes and beliefs.

In actual fact, the Wesley Lloyd journal is inaccu-
rate and not reliable in many factual respects. !*
Brother Lloyd says that Roberts “shifted his base on
the Book of Mormon.” Shifting bases, however,
does not mean abandoning. In reality, we know how
Elder Roberts shifted: in his later years, B. H. Roberts
found his doctrinal approach of the Book of
Mormon's divinity more satisfying." Brother Lloyd
says that Elder Roberts thought that the Book of
Mormon was in need of “the more bolstering.” Need-
ing “more” bolstering was always B. H. Roberts’
position.

It may also be relevant that Elder Roberts, at
seventy-six, was in ill health. He had lost a foot,
spent several months near death’s door in hospitals,
and suffered from the advanced stages of the
diabetes that would kill him a few weeks later.? Un-
doubtedly, Elder Roberts also felt a great loss due to
the death of Elder James Talmage on 27 July 1933,
about a week before this conversation with
Lloyd.

These facts help place in context what the old
fighter was feeling tgat day as he conversed with his
young friend. After that conversation, Elder Roberts
went to Chicago to represent the Church at a world
conference of religious leaders. He also told Jack
Christensen (another of his missionaries), sometime
around 1 September 1933, “Ethan Smith played no
part in the formation of the Book of Mormon, You
accept Joseph Smith and all the scriptures!™® -

Is it necessary for members of the Church today

to read B. H. Roberts’ Study to be up to date on Book

of Mormon studies? No. In fact, the Study is now to 3
considerable extent out of date. Most of his questions
have since found answers. :

The Study marks a beginning stage in the history
of Book of Mormon studies. With Roberts, students
of the Book of Mormon began to think more deeply
about shallow and inadequate archaeological expla-
nations or “proofs” of the Book of Mormon. With
Roberts, scholars like Elder John A. Widtsoe, and a
few years later Hugh Nibley” and Sidney Sperry, be-
gan to expand our approaches to the study of the
Book of Mormon.

What were Elder Roberts’ main questions? Elder
Roberts raised questions in five areas,

1. He found that the prevailing theory in the 1920s
about the origin of the American Indian was that they
all came long ago over the Bering Strait, not across
the sea.

2. He pointed out the apparent absence of a cred-
ible relationship of the Book of Mormon account to
the archaeology of the 1920s.

On these first two matters, we, along with sdi-
ence, still await definitive answers. As President
Anthony W. Ivins, a counselor to President HeberJ.
Grant, said in general conference, April, 1929,
“Where was the City of Zarahemla? . . .It does not
make any difference to us. There has never been any-

ing yet set forth that definitely settles that question.
So the Church says we are just waiting until we dis-
cover the truth. All kinds of theories have been ad-
vanced.”” Plausible answers, however, have recently
been developed. One such scientific and scholarly
theory recently advanced is John L. Sorenson'’s An
Ancient American Setting for the Book of Mormon .* For
example, in B. H. Roberts’ day there was no evidence
of pre-Columbian domesticated barley in the Amer-
icas; today there is.

3. Elder Roberts pointed out certain seemingly ab-
surd or erroneous passaies in the Book of Mormon.

4. He suggested s ties between Book of Mor-
mon conversion stories and early nineteenth-century
spiritual experiences. :

Today, many of these alleged-absurdities, on
closer examination, turn out to be strengths rather
than weaknesses. For example, Alma 46 says that
Captain Moroni waved the “rent” of his coat in the
air. This seems impossible in English, since one can-
not wave the “tear.” But in Hebrew the expression is
a natural one.” The similarity between the Nephites
falling down during King Benjamin's speech and
Methodists falling down at revival meetings in
Joseph Smith’s day is su ial. More extensive are
the similarities between King Benjamin’s speech and
andent Israelite festival and coronation celebrations.?

5. B. H. Roberts displayed a list of twenty-six
purported “parallels” between the Book of Mormon
and a book written in 1823 (second edition 1825).
That book, View of the Hebrews (VH), argues that the
American Indians were descendants of the lost ten
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tribes of Israel (a theory which Elder Roberts rightly
wrote in 1932 is not the theory of the Book of Mor-
mon). Since the alleged points of contact between VH
and the Book of Mormon are scattered throughout
H and in some cases are Supposedly quite specific,
che hypothesis that Joseph Smith directly relied on

comes plausible only if one assumes that
Joseph Smith knew VK quite well and accepted itas
correct. If this were so, then he should have followed
it—or at least not contradicted it—on jts major
points. But this does not turn out to be the case.
Consider the following “unparallels:

a. VH begins with a chapter on the destruction of
Jerusalem by the Romans, It has nothing to say,
ever, about the much earljer destruction of Jerusalem
in Lehi’s day by the Babylonians.

b. Chapter 3 comprises most of VH. It produces
numerous “distinguished Hebraisms” as “proof” that
the American Indians are Israelites. But few of these
points are found in the Book of Mormon, as one
would expect if Joseph Smith were using VH or try-
ing to make his book persuasive. For example: VH
asserts repeatedly that the Ten Tribes came to Amer-
ica via the Bering Strait, which they ,
crossed on “dry land. ” According to
VH, this opinion is unquestionable,
Supported by all the authorities, From
there VH documents that the Israelites
spread from north to east and then to
the south ata very late date. These are
critical points for VH, in whose view

0s 8:11-12 prophesies that the
+--0es would go from the north to the
east. Significant Population migrations
in the Book of Mormon, however, fol-
lowa crossing of the ocean and then
always move from south to north.

¢. VH reports that the Indians are Israelites be-
cause they use the word Hallelujah. Here is one of
VH'’s favorite proofs, a dead give-away that the Indi-
ans are Israelites. Yet this word is not used in the
Book of Mormon. Furthermore, a table showing
thirty-four Indian words or sentence fra%nents with

H(2d ed.,

Mormon, PR
d. VH says that the Indians are Israelites becaiise
they carry small boxes with them into battle. These
are to protect them against injury. In VH, they are
cor-*dered sure signs that the Indians’ ancestors
ki Jf the Ark of the Covenant. If Joseph Smith
Weic depending on VH, he would not likely have

(strict obedience), had a

. Teport wars; both say the

passed up such a distinguished and oft-attested
“Hebraism” as this. Yet in a] Book of Mormon battle
Scenes, there is no such ark, box, or bag serving as a

military fetish,

e. The Indians are Israelites because the Mohawk
tribe, a tribe held in great reverence by all the others,
was paid tribute. To VH, the conclusion
Mohawks are the vestiges of the tribe of Levi,
tribe of priests. If Joseph Smith were relying on such
a belief, one might think that he would have pro-
vided something about Levites in the Book of Mor-
mon, but he did not.

f. VH claims that the righteous Indjans
lost knowledge that they were all from the same
family, were active “for a long time” well into recent
times, and that their destruction occurred about
A.D. 1400, as evidenced i
of the fortifications of

quickly

We may never have all the answers to
questions about the Book of
Mormon. But in the last sixty years since
B. H. Roberts made his study, many
o things which he thought someone might
¥ say were weak or odd about the Book of
Mormon have turned out to strengthen
its credibility,

because they knew the legends of Quetzalcoat].

But the surprise here is that VH argues that
Quetzalcoat] was none other than—not Jesus—but
Moses! “Who could this be but Moses, the ancient
legislator in Israel?* (VH, 2d. ed., p. 206; emphasis in
original.) He was white, gave laws, required penance
serpent with green plumage
(brazen, fiery-flying serpent in the wilderness), ap-
peased God’s wrath (by sacrifices), was associated
with a great famine (in Egypt), spoke from a volcano
(Sinai), walked barefoot (removed his shoes), and
opened a golden age (seven years of plenty in
Egypt—which has nothing to do wit]

Moses, none of these hall-
ith Quetzalcoat] are incor-

Christ’s visit to Bountiful
in 3 Nephi. ¢

The foregoing seven points can be multiplied
literally twelve times over.Z In the face of such
differences, the few similarities pale. Both works
speak of long migrations for religious reasons; both
people knew how to write

porated into the account of
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and work with metals; and both praise generosity
and denounce pride; VH speaks of Indian lore that
they left a “lost book” back in Palestine and buried
other records with their chiefs. B, H. Roberts asks the
question: “Can such numerous and startling points of
resemblance and suggestive contact be merely coindi-
dence?” One can answer “yes,” for the differences
outweigh the similarities and most of the similarities
lose force upon examination. If Joseph Smith had
given VH basic credence, he would not have contra-
dicted and ignored it in so many ways.?

Do we have all the answers to Book of Mormon
questions? No. We may never have all the answers to
questions about the Book of Mormon. But in the last
sixty years since B. H. Roberts made his study, many
things which he thought someone might say were
weak or odd about the Book of Mormon have turned
out to strengthen its credibility.

The Lord apparently does not intend the Book of
Mormon to be an open-and-shut case intellectually,
either pro or con. If he had intended this, he would
have left more concrete evidences, Instead, the Lord
has given us the opportunity to address the Book of
Mormon as a matter of faith, as a modern-day mir-
acle, a product of divine revelation, As such, it
serves, through revelation, as a keystone of the Res-
toration and as a sacred testimony of Jesus Christ.
Like B. H. Roberts, all readers of the Book of Mormon
should take the Holy Ghost—not a list of precon-
ceived, self-limiting issues—as their guide.

Few have sensed the will of the Lord in this re-
gard more keenly than B. H. Roberts, who for many
years was the “lightning rod” among the General
Authorities to absorb the strikes against the Book of
Mormon and supply answers whenever he could.
Often he had good replies, but sometimes he had
1one. He never expected or claimed to have all the

Inswers.

Today, while we have better answers, we still do
)t have all the answers; we should not expect or
‘ed to have. But this does not mean that we lose
ith in the Book of Mormon. .

Elder Roberts, in fact, is an inspiring example of
@ who kept the faith in the face of serious questions
* which he did not have the answers. If in his works
‘e find some things that on the surface seem confus-
'8, we should remember his words in October 1929:
fanywhere along the line I have caused any of you
»doubt my faith in this work, then let this testimony
'd my indicated life’s work be a correction of it.” So
titbe. O
‘nW. Welch, a at BYU's . Clark Law School, serves
Yishop of the Bypl?fsso'nmym' w«iam
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¥7ts Story (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1980).

2. B. H. Roberts, New Witnesses for God, 3 vols. (Salt Lake City: -
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7. B. H. Roberts’ letter to Elder Richard R. Lyman, 24 October
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4 BOOX CF :I0XIOH STUDY

\ggjroductory:; I.

/(‘fi—'/mms AVAILAELE 70 JOSEPY SMITH &S 4
GROUND-PLaN FOR THE BOOK OF LORLION .

A number of years ago—ihiniaen waawapon——to—t
a=ss%-in my treaties on the 300k of lormon under the genaeral
title ﬂaew Witnesses for God"™, I discussed thse subject
"Did the Book of Lormon antedate works in Znglish on
smerican antiquities, accessible to Joseph Smith amd his
associates”™. The object in édnsidering the question at that
time wes to ascertain whether or no%t the alleged historiceal
incidents of the Book of Llormon and its subject matter
generallybwere derived from speculations regarding the
origin, mizrations, customs, religion, languags, or other
lore of the .merican race, published previous tc +the comin
forth of the 200k of ilormon; or if the Book of .lormon
truly iandicsted the source »f thoss icerisoer Indian tre-
ditions and sntiguitiss. OFf course the discussion recoznized
the fact that such publicatiors musé not only exist before
the coming forth of the 30ox of :iormon, but must alsa be
8ccessitls $o Joseph Smiih or his associates, in order
to be 02 eny forse in the mupposition that such vubiications
night have furnished the meterial from which ths 300k

2f lcrmon was constructed, or i4s general outlines suggesied.

I L\\‘L\.“‘ |
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Smith, that either by reading it, or nearing it read and i%s
contents frequently discussedi, Joseph Smith Dbecame acgueint-

ed with its contents. The date of the publication o: the
second edltion would even mzike this p0831bla.;&}ﬂL~*—~r«qla
/ oS < . H{TTC =y Yerneod  lafsh -

LE ‘“q" ‘J’A AL Saat—be—Sm :L:.l;#ﬁ:‘:‘ﬁ;&-é‘i"_}teﬂg&t‘

7 ad
—
w—

before the publication of ths "View of the Eebrews" ;-

was the universal intsrsst

ir the subdject, and beinz puovlishad in a locility mear which
for so long the family had resided-in the &djoining county-

the 3miths would most likel; -ave intersst anougn in the boox

to oovtain i4 in their new oma e oo-x

=y
exist ncs/f:" afcnt 2t -cowg bDaiors tha publ 2at ‘;\\(?ijjgl;;;;;

22 the Bosk of llormon, 22d was written snd pudlished TF

PY

e

azn residing in a county adjcining that in which the Czi

Fh

amily iived-nct acre than f£ifey :2ilss from Sharon, ss 53
crov flies. It had a wide circuiation in [Tew Snzgiund axnd
in ¥ew Yori, rumning through $two adivions in e few years.

Contact with it, end xmowisdzs of its contents, oy the 3zitas,

is in every way a great probelility. ard even if Thes were
nct 30, as to this varticular bock- if the Smiths nsver
ctmed the bock, never rezd i3, or saw it, 3tiil iis contexus-

the materials of whick it was comancsed- would be, undar 2il

the circunstances, matter of "common knowledze™ throuagacat

v w8

tha whoie raegion whers the 3miths lived from the virth of

cosapz 3mith in 13C5, to the publication of Cie Zooir oFf

2 TS0Q g
ormoz iz 1823-30.
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Secoii,/(fhe 1ittle Dbool by Zthan Smith,/\publishedﬁ
in Vermon »8econd edivion in 1825, which I pass for the
present without comment, and rsserve it for special con-
Sideration later.

Third, "The History of the imerican Indisns™, by
James Adair, published in ZEngland 1775, and much quoted in
america. Llr, sdair confines the Sscope of his work to the
Horth zmerican Indians smong whom he was & trader far many
years.

fourth, the translation of some varts of RBaron Von

Humboldt's works on "New Spain", published first in smerica

'B

and ingland, between the years 1806 and 1809; end 1at93‘ ) Tag
Black's Enlarged translstion of it in.Hew Zork, 1811l. It

was a work frequently quoted by Americen writers, both

before and immediately following the publication o*.ihe

Book of Lormon. '

TheAwriter at the time being considered did no% take
sufficiently into account the work of Josieh Priest™e s
"american antiquities"™, since it was not published-tha first
editionbf it-until 1833, several years after the vublication
0of the 3ook of liormon. It should them have been odbserved,
however, that the material of Priest's book was much in

eyldence throughout HNgw 3ngland and ir ¥ew York hefors it
-z'ar‘%\s..ﬁ-w\w T 7 e 2, ; . ot
was crystalized in his\?ublica tion. For yeers such materials

as were then found and discussed, theorias &8s to the origin



Title Pages to Dr. Jedidiah Morse's Geegraphy.

"Geography Made Easy"
being an
Abridgment ef the Americen Universal Geography

Containing
Astronomical,Geography, Discovery and General Description eof
America.
General View of the United States.
Particular Accounts of the United States of America and of all
the Known Kingdoms, States and Republics of the Known World.
In Regard to their Boundaries, extent, Rivers, Lakes, Mountains,
Proddéfions, Population, Character, Governments, Trade, Mamfact-
ures, Curios{.ties, History, etc., to Which is added An Improved
Chronological Table of Remariable Events, from the Creation te
the Present Times
Illustrated with Maps of the Countries described.
Calculated particularly for the Use and Improvement of Schools
and Academies in the United States of America.
By Jedidiah Mprse D. D.
Fifth Edition corrected By the Author.
Publisimd according to Act of Congress.
Printed at Boston. lay 1796.

(Vg
Above book in Minicipal Maseum of Rochester, copies by B. H.

Roberts, June 7, 1922.
In the New York City Library there are three Editions of this

Work. lst Edition, New Haven, Com. 1784. 2nd Edition,
abridged by the Author, Boston 1791. 3rd Edition, Boston 1791.
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aTEAL] SUITH'S BOCK, "VIZW QOF TE=3 HEBREUS", AS STRUCTURAL
MATERI-L FOR THZ 200K OF UCRION: UNITY OF THE AMSRICAN

RACE: AMERICaN LANGU4GE FROM OHE SOURCS-THE HZ3REV.

It is now time t» consider the book, "Yiew of the

Hebrews": or "The Iribes o7 Isresel in Americat/'fay é32199( :ﬁaﬂ’7Z{ .

This book was pudlished smd—=—r==z by Smith and

(3 — = [ PP - = -, e 5 -
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lir, Ethan Smith was & pastor of a church in Poult-

ney, Rutland County,'%érmont; in the county adjoiring on

the west the county of ﬁindsoﬁ; in which the Propvhet Joseph
was torn, and in which he lived wita his parents until he
was aboul ten years of age, wnen the fanily removed to the
State of New York and settled at Falmyra, and a little later

in ths township of fanchaster.

<his 3%udy cupposes that it 43 more tran likelyw
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The Title Page of Star in The West
A Star in the West
or
A Humble attempt to discover the long lost Ten tribes of Israel.

Preparatory to their return to their beloved City, Jerusalem. By
Elias Boudinot L. L. D. '
"Who 18 wise, & he shall understand these things? Prudent and e
gball know them. For all the ways of the Lord are right,. & the just
8hall walk in them; but the transgressors shall fall therein." Hosea.

"And the Lord answered me & said, Write the vision & make it plain,
upon a (writing) table that he may know who readeth it-; tior the
vision is yet for an appointed time, tut at the end it shall spealk
& not lie; tho it tarry, wait for it, because it will surely come.
It will tarry not.™ Habbak
Trenton, N. J. >ublishel by D. Fenton S. Eutchinson and J. Dan—

ham. George Sherman, Printer-1786- 312 pages in above Wworik.

Quotations from Boudinot--
"We are driven back " said an old Warrior ™until We can go no fur—
ther-our hatchets are broken-our bows are srapped-our fired are
nearly extinguisked-a little longer and the white man will cease to

persecute us for we will cease to exist".

Boutinot St. of the iest,
Preface PXXI

Boudinot states in his Ten Lost Tribes Theory from same (lines
as itran Smith but he in 1816) viz. Zsdras ll. 13th Ch. Supposed

as an Apochryphal book to have been Written about 100 A.D. Introd—
uction P.28. :

Authors quoted by Zoudinot: "Colden, 3rainerd, Zdwards, Jun. (this

Would be Jonathan) in the languages of the Mohegans (this also
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View of ti:e Gobrews:
Exibiting
Tho Jestriction of Jerusalea
The Certala Restaration of Jadan and I[srael:
and

The address of the “ruphet fgaiah Jelative t5 tholr Restorat in.
By _tkan ®aith, lastar of a Ciurc: la Pcaltzney, Vor:omt.
“Ihei be the days of Ten ‘¢ice”. Cirigte.
Yet a “gaanant nhall_ Returm. lcaiuh.
Paultney (Vomont) “riated  Published Y Saith - Siuta.

. t
Copled By Be e Z00-7ts fI0m coyy L2 Ist wition, ¥ Tork City

nlbrary.

The secund dition (1325) is ahout on: third larser than tho rlit.
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the information of the Rev. Dr. 3eatley Bartram and others of

thelr personal observations of the Indians. Introduction pp 30-31

Lloses Du Pratz
Autror of
History of Louisiana, writtem about 1730.
star of the West Pl33.
Natchez named for tribe of Indians of that name.
Boutinot makes much of "Q=-E-A" or Yo-he-vah (as does Ethan
Smith) see Star of the West P 178 et sq.
"Mach is to be done who when the signal is set up among the
nations; and these children of God's watch, free providencs,
shall be manifestly discovered, i e lost tribes thegy are to be
converted to the faith of Christ, & instructed in their re-
ligious prerogatives, and prepared and assisted to returm to
their own land & thelr ancient city, even the gity of Zion,
which shall become a praise to all the earth......Who knows
“ tut God has raised up these U. S. in these last days for the
very purpose of accomplishing his will in bringing his beloved

people to their own land®.
Star of the West P.297.



Josiah Priests' Wonders of Nature and Providencs.

The Wonders of Nature and Providence, compiled From Authentic
Sources, Both Ancient and Modern; giving an Account of Various
Strange Phenomena Existing in Nature, of Travels, Adventures

Singular Providence stc.

"Harken,-Stand still and consider the Wonderous Wdrks of Godv Job.

-z

s

Albany---Published by Josish Priest, E & E. Hosford Printers, 1835.

g

(X}
Copied from ths copy in New York Public Library. The above book
bears copyright date of June 2, 1824; preface dated Albany, Aug. 1825.
ql/.mportant pasgsages from Wonders of Nature and Providence indicated.
i

From the Preface, The Storms, Temests and Earthquakes might have
@ -q,(g,.:o /1/ T B <l e S

suggested Cataclysims in Book of Jormoz}\Amenca./\ P. 47—31; sq_- Zoyvr 2y
‘-’}71.:1 account 0of the commencement of the Kingsoms of dexico, also somé
cAccount of Montezwna the 1l & 9th King of Mexico. Visions of Mont's
sistersi etc. PP. 173-186, An account of festivals in honor of

Idols among the Ancient Mexicans is given. PP, 253-261. Extract

from History of Mexico—Customs in Idol Worship--Order of Quetzal

Jquetzal

coatl Priests, etc. PP. 372-407. mxcerpts from Ethan Smith's

/ .

¥iew of the Hebrews. (Evidently lst Zdition) "Proofs that the In-
dians of North America are literally descendants of the Ancient
Hebrewse. He quotes 35 pages in his oWn WOrK wuess: ?5 Ethan Smith'

G Dt o Qen /\-—7 2n
matter (more than Ethan Smith's page}lz 80 that ‘he gets about all

the evidence a:;xd:‘ armment from Ethan Smith's book that sustains
the cont ention that the Indians are descendants of the Eebrews.
Priest-in his "Wonders" (as later in his Antiquities) aporoves of
Ethan Smith's contention that the Indians are of Hebrew descent,

and answers some ovjections based on the fact of the Indians being
darke skinned and ends up by saying;
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6}{ i 3 z¢ i Well established facts that the Indians of America are the remaing

Notes from Morses' Geography Made Easy--(Ed. of 1791)

Descriving Aborigines:-

"They many times torture their prisoners in the most shocic—

ing & cruel manner; generally scalp them, & some times broil & eat

them. A great part of the aborigines of America are gross idolaters

and worship the sun, moon & stars.

It is the opinion of many learned men, supported by several

of the Ten Tribes of Israel, and that they came to this continent in

1
,_the manner hereafter mentioned." (page 31)

That is, they came from the North East parts of Asia (see Id.
p. 33). From these and other circumstances (the nearness of the con-
tinents of the New World and the 0ld at Behring's Strait) it is rem-

dered highly probable that America was people d from the North East

parts of Asia. (Id. p. 33)



Title Page of Josiah Priests Work 1841.

Copled by 3. He Roberts, June 7, 1922, in Reynolds Library,
Rochester, N.Y.

Amcrican Anticuities
and

Discoveries in the West
Being an exhibition of the Evidence that an Aacient Population
of partially civilized nations differing catirely from those
of the present Indlans, peopled dmerica many centuries before
1ta discovery by Colwabus, and inuries into their origin

With a Copeous Description
of many of thelr stuucdous voric-now in ruins.

¥ita

Conjectures concerning what 22y have become of them.
Compiled from Travels, Authentic Sources and the fescarcies of
4Antiduarian Societies. By Josiah Priest, Fifth “dition .
22000 volumes of tnis workc rave been published for subscribers

only. Printed by J. Mansel State St. 1841.
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"These facts(certain facts mentioned), it is believed, are sufficient
to remove all doubts arising from the circumstance of the natives be-
ing swarthy, and prepares the mind to recognize the wvandering tribes

of the western, northern, ani southern regions as liverally descended

from the royal house of Abraham." (p 408)
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because in that time shall the present be brought unto the
Lord of hosts of a people scattered and peeled (the very
people of the ancient covenent in manifest descriptions
repeatedly given) to the place of the name of the Lord of

Hosts, the lMount Zion........ «se...3hould it be proved a fact,

—_—

that the aborignes of our [the imerican] continent are the
descendants of the ten tribes of Israel, it would heighten the

probability to a moral certainty, that we are the peoPIe:;i
especially addressed, and called upon to restore them; or

bring them to the knowledge of the Gospel, and to do with

them whatever the God of Abraham designs shall be done. The
great and genzigus Christian people, who occupy So much of

A T G el
the land of those netives,|'and who are on the ground of their

\.

continent, and hence are the best prepared to meliorate
their condition, amd bring them to the knowledge and order of
the God of Israel, must be the people to whom this work is

assigned:)7}*

Exhbib § (Font)
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Salt Lake Citp, Wtah,

~
-

President Heber J. Grant and Council /////” -
and Quorum of Twelve Aipostles CZ>V1>{/ 5%‘ :
Salt Laxd City, Utah % - /L{L(/G/Z_é

Dear 3rsthrsen:

You will perhaps remember that duriné the hearing on
"Problems of the Book of lformon" reportal 4o your Courcil §inuery,
13922, I stated in my rsmarks that thers wers othsr problams wnicha
I thoaght should be considersd in addition to those submittad
in oy report. 3rother Richard R. Lynan askad if they would nelp
solve the problems alrsady pressnted, or if thsay would increase
our difficulties. Iy snswer was that they would very grsatly
increase our difficulvies, on which na replied, "Zhen I do rno% ixncw
why we should consider them." Iy answer was, however, that it was
my intention to go on with the consideration to the last analysigs,
Accordingly, since the matter wus already so far uadsr ny hani,
I continued my studies, and suomit herswith %he record of ther.
I do not say my conclusions, for tney are undrawn.

In writirg sut this ay report to you of those studiss,
I have written ;% from the viewpoint of an open nind, investigat-
ing the facts of the 200k of iiormon origin and auathorsnip. L&t ms
say once for all, so a3 to avoid whet might otherwise call for
rgpeatad explaratvion, that what is hersin set Forth doas nol

-

Thisz report herrwitih sutmisdted

4

recresant any conclusions of mins.

is wha% it purports to be, namely a "3tudy of 2Book of Liormeon



-2~
oricins" for the information.o those who ought to know evarything
about it pro et con, as Well that which has been produced against
it, and that which may be produced egainst it. I em taking the pos-
ition that our faith is not only unsheken but unéhakable in the
Book of Mormon, end therefore we éan losk without fear upon el1l
that can be said against it.

while searching for the answers to the éuestions of NMr.
Couch, submitted through Mr. William E. Riter, I came in contact
with the material here used, and concluded that while the subject
was fresh in my mind to make it of record for those who should be
By -l 22255 mn g
its students and know on wnat ground tt'mav/be questioned, es well
83 that which supports its authenticity and its truth.
If 1t is impossible for the General Authorities to consider
this whole matter together, then, I submit that it mignt be
referred to the committee you appointed to consider with me the
answers to be given ir. Couch, namely, “lders Ivins, Talmadge, and
Widtsoé, with a request that they report on the same. I am very sure
that you will find the material herewith submitted of intense
interest, and it may be of very great importsnce since if repreosents
wnat may be used by some opponent in criticism of the Zoox of iiormon.
It is not necessary for me to suggest that maintenance of
the truih of the Book of Mormon is absolutely essential to the
integrity of the whole :formon movement, for it is inconceivabls
that the 300k of liormon should be untrne in its origin or character
and the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints be a true Church.
All which is respectfully submitted.
ﬁery truly your brother,
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B. 1. Raberts
Sult Txke Tity, Ftnk

March
14,
1932

iy Dear Daughter Elizabeth:

I have your letter of March 8th to hand and was
made happy to hear from you so promptl®, By the way, your
letter led to what has turned out to be very happy results.
I have long wanted to have the opportunity of writing to -
President Grunt, calling his attention to his mistake about
referring”cement”as not being known in modern times that -°
the ancient people of Americe knew of it and used it, until
after the publication of the fact in the Book of Liormon.

I referred to your meeting and to the young man who had
called attention to the fact that it was previous to the
coming forth of the Book of Mormon that it was quite
commonly known and I gave him the citations I had both to
Humbolt's reference to it in 1809 in his French work, which
was afterwards translated into the English and published in
America in 1814 &nd also the reference to it in Miorse's
Geography, eta. In writing his reply he thanked ze kindly
for oalling his attention to these references and remarked
quite pleasantly that he would have to change his argument,
wWhich, of course, measns that he will have to abandon it.

Also I mude it kind of a reminder to him of
an cpportunity to discuss some important metters about
the Seventiés and I had a day's innings with the Presidency
and the Twelve, and some of those important matters in
which at least we moved forward a little, and they are to
be still carried further.

Now in relation to that reference to the America
Indians being of Israelitish descent as stated by Bouidinot
in"The Star of the West™ for 1816. I am forwarding you
with this meil an introductory chapter to a work of mine
whicn is in typewritten form under the title of "Book of
Mormon Study" it zmkes 450 pp. of typewritten matter. It
was froa research work I did before goine to take charge
of the Zastern States Mission. I had written it for
presentation to the Twelve and the Presidency, not for
publication, but I suspended the submission of it until I
returned home, but have not yet succeeded in meking the
presentation of it, although the letter of submission
to President Grant was made previous to leaving the E.S.M.
I have mde one feeble effort to get it before them since
returning home, but they are not in a studious mood.

S



B.3B. Rabkerts
Sult Fxke Tity, Htxly

- 2.

(38 od

I may say it is an awful book, but it contains
& collection of facts which ought to be known by them.
In the first chapter it discusses this very 1issue, the
pre-Book of ilormon publication of theories of the Hebrew
extraction of the American race. You will catch the sSpirit
of it by reading this chapter, and it cites authorities
on the subject. I must ask you to be very carerul of
it and return the Mss. to me after you have made such use of
it in your study as will meet your requirements. I an asking
its return because I want to replace it in the ilss. to
which it belongs.

Trusting that you will continue to enjoy good
health, great peace and joy in your life, I am

as always, L ;/
o7l

i e

Ps S, . I refer you also to my New Witnesses Vol. III
the chapter oﬁ‘Heb:ew Origin”and passim. There is no
reference I can give you from the ﬁisto?y as that work no-
where,so far es I can recall, deals with the particular
subject in hand.
= B.H.R.



March 15, 1932,

Dear Elizabeth:

I discover that I omitted an item which I
intended to enclose in the letter to you yesterday, to
call your attention to the fact that while early authorities
on Indian antiquities assinged to the Indians a Hebrew
origin by claiming they were descendants of the lost tribes,
that, of course, you will remercber, is not the Book of —
Mormon attitude. While assigning to them Israelitish origin
it nowhere claims that they are the lost tribes, hut instead
in the main are derived from the tribes of Ephraim and
Mannaseh with a slight infusion of the tribe of Judah
through the advent of the people of Amulek who came from
Jerusalem at the destruction of the famié}ei of Zedekish,
an account of which you may read in the Book of Mormon.
But the Book of Mormon theory is that the Israelitish descent
is from the two tribes of Ja6§?@(§phraim and Mannaseh and

this infusion from Judah.
a—<‘
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