Davis County Ex-Mormon meetup Sunday Aug 09,2026, 10:30 AM

At Smiths Marketplace,1370 W 200 N, Kaysville, UT 84037. Entering Smith's turn right, take the up
staircase on the right side of Starbucks, turn right on the 2nd floor at the top of the stairs, take 10 strides
passing the lockers to the conference room entrance on the right. Contact: Francis ‘Nelson’ Henderson,
858-668-6943, francisnh12@gmail.com

All links from Invitations. (377 Members)

Our purposes: when leaving Mormonism,
people often find that they no longer have
community or support. Our goal is to provide ‘ : ; B o
support for each other and to build E& ' s Open Discussion on Covenants and Obedience
community. So, whether you are a member, or ' '
left the church recently, or have been out for
years, or were never Mormon but are looking
for community, come and socialize with us
and share your story.

Examining the Temple System
and the Claims Behind It

We assist anyone wishing to resign their Church
membership or post their own Exit Statement.
Recommend www.wasmormon.org.

“The Grand Deception” Art Carpenter’s comparison, line-by-line, teachings of the King James Version of

the New Testament against LDS doctrines.” Note: Art’s work is always found here: All links from Invitations
Full Exit Statement of Francis ‘Nelson’ Henderson

2026-08-09 Invitation: How the Mormon Church Silently Rewrites Its Own History
Video: How Mormon History Was Rewritten | The Correlated Curriculum Explained o (16:01) Mormon Deep Dive
Formatted transcript & Mormon Deep Dive

Historical institutions sometimes discover that claims made by earlier generations cannot be sustained. There is
nothing inherently dishonest about correcting an error. Indeed, the willingness to correct error is one of the
essential characteristics of intellectual integrity.

The ethical problem arises when an institution changes the claim without adequately acknowledging that the
earlier claim was wrong.

The history of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints provides numerous examples of this process.
Language is revised. Introductions are altered. Doctrines once confidently taught disappear from instructional
materials. Earlier explanations are replaced by more defensible ones. Yet the institution rarely pauses to say
plainly: What we previously taught was mistaken. This distinction matters.

Correction accompanied by disclosure is intellectual honesty. Correction without disclosure is the silent
rewriting of history.

The Book of Mormon provides an especially revealing case because Joseph Smith described it as “the most correct
of any book on earth.” Changes to a book carrying such an extraordinary claim deserve particular scrutiny. Some
changes are trivial corrections of punctuation, grammar, spelling, or printing errors and have little significance.
Others alter meaning or retreat from historical or racial propositions that became increasingly difficult to defend.
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The important question is therefore not whether the Book of Mormon has been changed. It has. The question is
what Kinds of claims were changed, why they were changed, and whether members were adequately
informed that an earlier claim had been abandoned.

1. From “Principal Ancestors” to “Among the Ancestors”

The 1981 introduction to the Book of Mormon stated that the Lamanites were “the principal ancestors of the
American Indians.” That was a historical proposition. It identified the Indigenous peoples of the Americas
principally with the descendants of the Book of Mormon peoples.

In 2006, the wording was changed. Lamanites were no longer described as “the principal ancestors” of
American Indians. Book of Mormon peoples were instead described as “among the ancestors” of American
Indians. The difference is substantial.

“Principal ancestors” makes a dominant population claim. “Among the ancestors” permits a much weaker
proposition. It could remain technically possible even if the Israelite contribution to Native American ancestry
were extremely small.

The Church's Gospel Topics Essay, Book of Mormon and DNA Studies, acknowledges the wording change and
also acknowledges that the genetic evidence available today indicates that the great majority of Native American
ancestry is associated with Asian populations. The significance of this revision should therefore not be minimized.

“Principal ancestors” and “among the ancestors” are not equivalent historical propositions.

The first makes a strong and testable population claim. The second retreats to a proposition sufficiently broad that
even a very small population contribution might satisty it.

But the Doctrine and Covenants Remains

There is an additional problem. The Doctrine and Covenants remains canonized scripture, and its language
preserves a much more direct identification of American Indians with Lamanites. In September 1830, a revelation
dictated by Joseph Smith commanded Oliver Cowdery:

“thou shalt go unto the Lamanites and preach my gospel unto them.”

The revelation then spoke of Zion being located “on the borders by the Lamanites.” Doctrine and Covenants 32
similarly describes the mission to the “Lamanites,” while Doctrine and Covenants 54 directs Church members
toward Missouri and “the borders of the Lamanites.” These were not unidentified descendants hidden somewhere
among the populations of the Americas. The missionaries understood themselves to be going to American Indian
peoples west of Missouri.

The Church can change an introduction written in the twentieth century. It cannot so easily change revelations
preserved as the word of God. The result is an unresolved historical problem between the retreat embodied in the
modern introduction and the much more direct identification preserved in early Mormon scripture.

If “principal ancestors” was correct, why was it necessary to replace it? If it was incorrect, why was the correction
not accompanied by a simple admission:

For generations the Church taught that the Indigenous peoples of the Americas were principally descended from
the Lamanites. Modern evidence does not support that broad claim. The earlier assertion was mistaken, and its
implications for Book of Mormon historicity should be considered honestly.

That would be correction with candor. Instead, the wording changed while the appearance of institutional
continuity remained.



2. A Promised Land Preserved for Lehi's Descendants
The modern response to Native American DNA creates a second problem that deserves careful examination.

A common defense proposes that Lehi's small immigrant party entered an America already populated by large
numbers of people who are simply not mentioned in the Book of Mormon. Lehi's descendants could then have
become a tiny component of a much larger population, allowing their Middle Eastern genetic contribution
eventually to become difficult or impossible to detect.

That possibility may help solve one problem. But it creates another. The Book of Mormon does not naturally read
as the story of a tiny Israelite family entering an already densely populated continent and becoming genetically
absorbed into millions of preexisting inhabitants.

Lehi describes the promised land quite differently. In 2 Nephi 1 he declares that the land had been:

“kept as yet from the knowledge of other nations.”

He further says that if his descendants remained righteous they would:

“be kept from all other nations, that they may possess this land unto themselves.”

The Book of Ether similarly describes the promised land as one God had “preserved for a righteous people.”

These statements create the impression of an extraordinarily isolated promised land deliberately preserved by
God rather than a land already occupied by enormous populations unknown to the narrative.

Accuracy nevertheless requires an important qualification. The Book of Mormon does identify other peoples. The
people of Zarahemla—the Mulekites—are described as another migration from Jerusalem near the time of
Zedekiah. They eventually encounter and unite with Mosiah's people.

And before either of these populations, according to the Book of Mormon, there had been another great
civilization:

the Jaredites.

Thus the Book of Mormon does not require us to believe that Lehi's family were literally the first or only human
inhabitants of the Americas. But the populations explicitly supplied by the narrative are Lehi's peoples, the
Mulekites, and the earlier Jaredites.

The enormous preexisting Indigenous populations required by some modern limited-geography and DNA
defenses are not part of the Book of Mormon's explicit population history. This creates an important
methodological question:

Are those populations being inferred from the Book of Mormon—or introduced into the story because
external evidence now requires them? The distinction matters.

3. The Civilization That Annihilated Itself

The Book of Mormon provides its own explanation for what happened to the civilization that preceded Lehi.
According to Ether, the Jaredite civilization ended catastrophically. Ether 15 reports that nearly two million men,
together with their wives and children, had already been killed. The remaining population then gathered into two
armies for the terminal struggle. Men, women, and children were armed for war.

The present Church edition summarizes the outcome without ambiguity:

“The Jaredite nation is utterly destroyed—Only Coriantumr remains.”



The Book of Mormon therefore supplies its own explanation for why this enormous earlier civilization was no
longer occupying the land:

It annihilated itself.

Even more importantly for the historical claim, the Book of Mormon tells us that this vanished civilization left
physical evidence. Omni reports of the Jaredites:

“their bones lay scattered in the land northward.”

That sentence is exceptionally important. The Book of Mormon is not describing an invisible civilization whose
existence was purely spiritual or symbolic. It describes enormous populations, cities, agriculture, weapons, armor,
warfare and millions of deaths—and then explicitly tells us that their bones remained scattered upon the land.

The historical claim therefore carries an archaeological prediction with it. If the Book of Mormon is describing
actual history, somewhere in the Americas there should have existed a very large Jaredite civilization whose wars
and settlements left an extensive physical footprint.

And the Book of Mormon tells us something still more specific about where its final destruction occurred.
4. Cumorah: Two Civilizations End at the Same Place
The geography surrounding Cumorah presents one of the Book of Mormon's most striking historical claims.

Mormon 6 describes the surviving Nephites gathering to the land of Cumorah for their final battle. Mormon says
that the people pitched their tents around the hill and that he deposited the sacred records there before the final
destruction. The present Church edition summarizes the outcome:

“Hundreds of thousands are slain with the sword.”

But according to the Book of Mormon, this was not the first civilization-ending battle at this location. Ether 15
identifies the Jaredite Hill Ramah as the same hill where Mormon later deposited the records. Thus, within the
Book of Mormon narrative:

Jaredites — Hill Ramah — terminal destruction

and centuries later:

Nephites — Hill Cumorah — terminal destruction

And Ramah and Cumorah are identified as the same hill. This is an extraordinary archaeological claim.

Battles involving populations on the scale described in Ether and Mormon should ordinarily leave physical
evidence: human remains, weapons, projectile points, military encampments, fortifications, artifacts and
extensive disturbance of the surrounding archaeological landscape.

The Jaredite account strengthens that expectation because the Book of Mormon itself tells us that their bones
remained scattered upon the land.

Is the New York Hill the Book of Mormon Cumorah?

Here precision is essential. The Book of Mormon establishes that the terminal battles occurred at the ancient Hill
Cumorah/Ramah. The text itself does not independently establish that this hill was necessarily the modern hill
near Palmyra, New York, from which Joseph Smith said he obtained the plates.

Early Mormon tradition nevertheless identified the New York hill with the Book of Mormon Cumorah, and
generations of Latter-day Saints knew it by that name.



That traditional identification creates an obvious archaeological test. If the New York hill is the Cumorah of
Mormon and Ether, it should represent one of the most extraordinary archaeological military sites in the ancient
Americas—a location associated not with one but two civilization-ending wars.

Yet the New York hill and its surrounding region have produced no accepted archaeological evidence remotely
corresponding to the immense military catastrophes described in Ether and Mormon. Modern limited-geography
theories attempt to resolve this difficulty by locating the Book of Mormon Cumorah somewhere else.

That is possible as an interpretation. But it does not eliminate the archaeological prediction. It merely moves it.
Somewhere, if the narrative is historical, there must have been a location where the terminal wars of two enormous
civilizations occurred. And if the New York hill is not the ancient Cumorah, another historical question arises:

How did Moroni's record get from the ancient Cumorah to the hill in New York where Joseph Smith
reported finding it? Either proposition requires an explanation. The question therefore should not merely be:

Where is Cumorah?

It should also be:

Where is the archaeological footprint that the Book of Mormon itself tells us should exist?
5. “White and Delightsome” Becomes “Pure and Delightsome”

Another frequently cited textual change concerns 2 Nephi 30:6. Earlier editions contained the prediction that
converted descendants would become a “white and delightsome people.” The current text reads:

“a pure and a delightsome people.”

This example requires precision because its history is more complicated than a modern Church committee quietly
removing an embarrassing word.

Joseph Smith himself changed “white” to “pure” for the 1840 edition. Later editions returned to the earlier
wording, and the 1981 edition restored Joseph Smith's 1840 revision. Therefore, this particular example should
not be represented as the modern Church secretly changing white to pure in response to contemporary racial
criticism.

But that history creates another question. If Joseph Smith's original wording required substantive correction, what
does that tell us about the claim that the Book of Mormon was produced through divine translation and was “the
most correct of any book on earth”?

And changing this one word does not remove the much larger racial structure remaining elsewhere in the Book
of Mormon.

6. The “Skin of Blackness” Remains

Second Nephi 5 describes the separation of Nephi's followers from the followers of Laman and Lemuel. The text
says that because of their iniquity God caused:

“a skin of blackness” to come upon the Lamanites.

More troubling still, the text explains the purpose of the physical distinction. God did this so that the Lamanites
would not become “enticing” to Nephi's people.

Alma 3 makes the mechanism even more explicit. It says that the Lamanites' skins were dark as a mark associated
with a curse and explains that the distinction existed so that the populations:

“might not mix.”



It further states that anyone who “did mingle his seed” with the Lamanites brought the same curse upon his
descendants. The racial mechanism is therefore not merely inferred from the word blackness. The narrative itself
connects:

dark skin

with

divine disfavor

with

sexual unattractiveness

with

discouraging intermarriage

with

hereditary consequences for descendants.

Changing “white and delightsome” to “pure and delightsome” does not remove this structure. The deeper ethical
question therefore remains:

Why would an omniscient and morally perfect God change the skin color of one population specifically to
discourage sexual attraction and intermarriage with another population?

The question becomes especially important because generations of Latter-day Saints were subsequently taught to
identify Native Americans as descendants of these very Lamanites.

7. Every Substantive Correction Creates a Second Question

The Book of Mormon contains many textual differences among its editions, but most have little bearing upon its
historical claims. Correcting punctuation, spelling, grammar, typesetting errors or obvious scribal mistakes is not
serious evidence against the book's authenticity. Substantive changes are different. When a revision alters a
proposition concerning ancestry, race, history, geography or doctrine, the revision itself becomes evidence.

Joseph Smith famously described the Book of Mormon as:
“the most correct of any book on earth.”

That claim establishes an unusually high evidentiary standard. If a substantive proposition in the book or its
official framing must later be corrected, two questions arise:

What was wrong with the former version?
And:
Why should the corrected version be presumed final?

A correction may solve one problem while simultaneously creating another. It acknowledges that the earlier
wording, interpretation or institutional claim could not continue to be relied upon. The ethical response should
therefore be disclosure rather than silence.

8. From Historical Certainty to Historical Possibility

Taken individually, each of these revisions or reinterpretations can be defended. The introduction was not part of
Joseph Smith's original Book of Mormon. “White” to “pure” was Joseph Smith's own revision. DNA cannot



conclusively demonstrate the absence of a very small ancient population. Unknown populations could have lived
alongside Book of Mormon peoples without being mentioned. The precise location of Cumorah has not been
established by the text.

Each defense is possible when considered separately. But something more revealing appears when the examples
are considered together. Notice the direction in which the historical claims tend to move:

Specific — General

Testable — Increasingly difficult to test

Historical certainty — Historical possibility

“Principal ancestors” — “Among the ancestors”

Native Americans identified as Lamanites — A potentially tiny Israelite genetic contribution
A land reserved for Lehi's descendants — Large unmentioned populations surrounding them
A traditionally identified Cumorah — No official geographical identification

Earlier Mormonism made broad historical claims confidently. As contrary evidence accumulated, the defensible
claims became progressively narrower. That pattern deserves examination independently of any single example.

9. Continuing Revelation and Institutional Correction
The pattern extends beyond the Book of Mormon.

On its face, continuing revelation is an attractive theological idea: the heavens are not closed, and God continues
to guide humanity. But within an institution claiming prophetic authority, continuing revelation performs another
function. It permits a previous teaching to be replaced without necessarily acknowledging that the previous
teaching was wrong. The new position can be described as additional light, greater understanding, changing
circumstances, policy adjustment or continuing revelation.

The earlier teaching gradually disappears from manuals and instructional materials. The new position becomes
familiar. Eventually a generation grows up without knowing that the former teaching existed. This is especially
significant because acknowledging yesterday's prophetic error inevitably raises a difficult question:

Could today's prophetic teaching also be wrong?

An institution dependent upon continuing prophetic reliability therefore has a powerful structural incentive to
characterize correction as progression rather than error.

10. The Internet Changed the Information Environment

For much of the twentieth century, correlated Church instructional materials largely determined what ordinary
members encountered concerning Church history. Teachers used approved manuals. The manuals selected
aproved quotations. Difficult historical episodes could simply be omitted.

The internet changed that information environment. Members could suddenly find earlier editions of books,
nineteenth-century newspapers, journals, diaries, conference addresses, historical documents and statements that
no longer appeared in current Church materials.

The institutional response included publication of the Gospel Topics Essays.

These essays represent an important increase in historical disclosure. They acknowledge matters that earlier
generations of ordinary Church members frequently were not taught: Joseph Smith's plural marriages, multiple



First Vision accounts, the seer stone, the Book of Abraham translation problem, DNA evidence and the historical
priesthood and temple restrictions imposed upon Black members.

That increased transparency should be acknowledged. But the essays also illustrate the continuing institutional
problem. Difficult evidence is disclosed while being placed inside a carefully controlled interpretive framework
designed to preserve the larger conclusion of prophetic legitimacy. The question therefore becomes not merely:

Has the Church disclosed the evidence? but:

Has it disclosed enough of the evidence, its history and its implications for members to reach an
independent judgment?

11. The Ethical Issue Is Not Change—It Is Candor
Institutions should change when evidence requires change.
There would be nothing discreditable about the Church saying:

We once believed this. We taught it. The evidence has shown that belief to be mistaken. We have therefore changed
our position.

That is how responsible scholarship works. Indeed, such an admission would increase rather than diminish my
respect for the institution. The ethical difficulty arises when yesterday's teaching quietly disappears while today's
replacement is presented without adequately explaining what changed.

The result preserves an appearance of institutional continuity that the historical record itself may not justify. For
a church claiming divine guidance, the duty of candor is particularly demanding. The Church asks members to
organize their marriages, families, finances, sexuality, moral judgments, use of time and, in many cases, their
entire lives around its claim to divine guidance.

Such influence carries a corresponding obligation to disclose evidence that materially bears upon the reliability
of that claim. When evidence requires a historical assertion to be weakened, the change should be identified.
When a doctrine has been abandoned, members should be told that it was once taught. When scripture contains
morally troubling language, it should be confronted rather than softened through selective emphasis. And when
an earlier institutional assertion has failed, the failure should be acknowledged.

Conclusion: A Duty of Candor

The central issue is not whether a church, scripture or historical institution may correct itself. Of course it may.
The correction of error is evidence of intellectual maturity when the correction is openly acknowledged. The
deeper problem is something else:

The silent correction of error while preserving the appearance of uninterrupted prophetic reliability.

Historical integrity requires more than keeping today's statements technically defensible. It requires telling people
what was said yesterday. And this leads to the larger ethical question:

If an institution asks its members to trust its account of the past as evidence of its divine authority, what
obligation does that institution have to tell them when that account has changed?

My conclusion is simple. Correction accompanied by candor has integrity. Correction without candor is the
silent rewriting of history.

--- The End



