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1886, some sixty years after the
hearing (Vogel, Early Mormon Docu-
ments, 4:239-42; emphasis mine).
How did that purported "record"
leave the official premises and enter
Pearsall's "father's house"? Who
was Pearsall's "father"? How did he
obtain the purportedly original, of-
ficial record? Not even Justice Neely
himself, let alone some relative,
would have been properly in posses-
sion of that "1826 record" outside
the official court premises (and
long after the events were final).

Huggins's reliance on dubious
sources calls into question the link
between Joseph Smith, peepstones,
and pirates.

Gerry L. Ensley
Los Alamitos, California

Serving Two Masters

I stand by my critique of Mark
Thomas's essay, "Form Criticism of
Joseph Smith's 1823 Vision of the
Angel Moroni" (35, no. 3 [Fall
2002]: 145-60). My critique was
"Either/Or" (36, no. 1 [Spring
2003]: ix-xii). He responded to it in
a letter to the editor titled "A Fic-
tional Account" (36, no. 3 [Fall
2003]: vii-viii).

Thomas repeatedly characterizes
my comments as a personal "attack"
(vii). This troubles me. I did not "at-
tack" Thomas. I critiqued his essay.
On the contrary, I have a high re-
gard for Thomas's work but was dis-

appointed by this essay. Ironically,
Thomas resorts to ad hominem at-
tack in the form of sarcasm when
defending his essay. This is noth-
ing but an attempt to draw atten-
tion away from the real issues
raised in my critique.

Thomas complains that I have
misrepresented him on two points.
The first deals with Joseph Smith's
1838 claim that the Angel Moroni
in 1823 added the following words
to Malachi 4:5: "Behold, I will re-
veal unto you the Priesthood, by
the hand of Elijah the prophet"
(JS-H 1:38). These words are
anachronistic to the 1823 setting
and date to after Joseph Smith's
and Oliver Cowdery's 1836 vision
in the Kirtland Temple (D&C
110).

In the beginning of his essay,
Thomas agreed with H. Michael
Marquardt and Wesley P. Walters
that the words were added by
Smith and said that "Smith placed
new words in the mouth of the an-
gel—not to relate history, but to ad-
dress the theological concerns of
Mormonism in 1838" (151). In
juxtaposition with unqualified
agreement with Marquardt and
Walters, Thomas should not have
been surprised that at least one
reader concluded that Smith had
intentionally added words to his
account. How else is Smith to "ad-
dress theological concerns" if not
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intentionally? Near the end of his
essay, Thomas explains that the
words Smith added to Malachi were
an honest mistake, that Smith "sim-
ply mixed up his own meditations
on scripture with his previous vi-
sion" (160). I will leave to readers to
decide whether the apparent con-
tradiction is a product of my "re-
markable creativity" or of Thomas's
undisciplined writing.

Actually, consistency is less im-
portant than his implausible asser-
tion that Smith had unintention-
ally added words to his 1823 vision.
Thomas asks: "Who could possibly
remember precise quotations after
fifteen years?" (vii). Sounds reason-
able, but that's an inaccurate de-
scription of what Smith did. Smith
did not leave out information due
to his inability to remember events
that happened fifteen years earlier,
but rather added details that were
less than two years old. In fact, there
is no evidence that Smith thought
of his anachronistic reading of
Malachi 4:5 before composing the
1838 history—so, for all we know,
the added words were invented at
that time. Indeed, how reasonable
is it to assume that Smith mixed up
a post-1836 interpretation of Mal-
achi 4:5 with a story that by 1838
had taken form—even for Smith-
through repeated telling? The ines-
capable conclusion is that Smith
knew the added material was for-

eign, both to Malachi and his 1823
claims.

Form critics generally assume
that anachronisms are intentional
and assign motivations. In this in-
stance, Smith's motivation was
apparently a perceived need to
connect his and Cowdery's 1836
vision of Elijah with the Book of
Mormon. Indeed, by 1838 several
of Smith's early followers—David
Whitmer, for instance—had apos-
tatized and become critical of his
hierarchical innovations. By mak-
ing Moroni predict Elijah's resto-
ration of priesthood keys, which
placed Smith and Cowdery indis-
putably at the top of the power
structure, Smith was attempting
to counter criticism that hierarchy
was contrary to his original plan.
Similarly, Cowdery's ordination
as co-president in December 1834
was said to have been predicted by
John the Baptist in May 1829
(Dean C. Jessee, ed., The Papers of
Joseph Smith: Autobiographical and
Historical Writings. Vol. 1 [Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book, 19891,
20-21).

Thomas's second complaint is
that I make it appear that he had
compared Joseph Smith's 1823 vi-
sion exclusively to "typical evangel-
ical visions of . . . an angel" (vii)
when he had actually argued that
"the literary form of the 1823 vi-
sion is . . . a mixed one, depending
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on the version" (vii). Thomas mis-
represents my criticism, which was
that Smith's "necromantic encoun-
ter" with the spirit of a dead man
cannot be described as "typical" of
evangelical visions since "angels"
are traditionally special creations of
God, not former or future humans
(xi). In this light, Smith's later use
of the term "angel" is incompatible
with the treasure-seeking context of
the original story.

Ignoring this criticism, Thomas
takes up what he thinks is
"non-controversial" evidence, de-
claring that Smith's "prayer for for-
giveness" is the "principal evangeli-
cal element in the 1832 account"
(vii). Since I had questioned the ele-
ment of repentance as incompati-
ble with the 1823 setting, suggest-
ing that it "should probably be con-
sidered part of Smith's later manip-
ulations" (xi), Thomas makes a sub-
tle shift from historical reconstruc-
tion to literary analysis: "I am not
saying that this evangelical element
[of repentancel was the [ 1823] vi-
sion. I am simply stating that Joseph
Smith drew from a variety of literary
forms, including evangelical, in the
1832 account" (vii).

Thomas has apparently forgot-
ten that he had argued that Smith's
1823 vision was real, or at least hal-
lucinatory, because it was consis-
tent with "the common setting for
evangelical visions" (157). Smith's

repentance, according to Thomas,
was a "throw-away detail" with "no
particular theological or apologetic
significance," and therefore consti-
tuted the "most convincing piece
of evidence that the historical core
of Joseph Smith's narrative reflects
sense data" (157).

Now that he has backed off the
historical-core argument, perhaps
he should also withdraw his "sense
data" speculation, which had no
merit to begin with. For one thing,
his argument is based on the incor-
rect assumption that Smith's 1832
history was free of apologetic con-
cerns. In addition to responding to
internal challenges as discussed in
my introduction to this document,
Smith was also aware that details
about his treasure-seeking exploits
were already circulating in Palmyra
and Kirtland (Dan Vogel, Early
Mormon Documents, 5 vols. [Salt
Lake City: Signature Books,
1996-2003], 1:26; 2:223-50; 3:8-
10). But even if Smith's mention
of repentance were incidental, it
still doesn't prove that the 1823
story is based on a real event.

Thomas's closing statement is a
jumble of poor reasoning. He com-
mits another non sequitur when
he argues that, since Smith could
"induce visions" in the Three Wit-
nesses and others, he must have
had real mystical experiences him-
self. The two are not necessarily
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connected. It is possible to be a
good hypnotist without being a
good hypnotic subject or even profi-
cient at self-hypnosis. I do not
doubt that Smith had some reli-
gious experiences, but that does not
preclude his committing pious de-
ception on other occasions.

In arguing that mystics like Ann
Lee, Teresa of Avila, Muhammad,
and John of the Cross better "avoid
anachronism" or historians will
conclude that they are liars (vii),
Thomas employs an argument con-
trary to fact or counterfactual argu-
ment, also known as the fallacy of
fictional proof. For this argument
to have merit, Thomas would need
to show that these mystics (1) had
real visions and (2) committed un-
intentional anachronisms. To as-
sume that these mystics would have
committed anachronisms had they
had the same opportunities as
Smith to tell their stories, of course,
begs the question.

Actually, Smith probably should
not be compared to most other mys-
tics since he tried to provide tangi-
ble evidence for his claims. When
he produced the plates to be felt
through a cloth or lifted in a box, he
left the mystical realm of subjective
truth and entered into the physical
world of conscious deception. The
plates were not a product of delu-
sion; they were constructed by ei-
ther Joseph Smith or Mormon.

This is not a false dichotomy but
simply the only reasonable possi-
bilities. Thomas tries to ignore this
fact, but he must deal with it be-
fore his implied unconscious fraud
theory can be taken seriously.

Finally, Thomas attempts to as-
sociate himself with "the great
scholars of the mystical tradition"
(viii) who, for reasons other than
Thomas thinks, have chosen not to
question the veracity of their sub-
jects. As far as I know, there is no
universal rule barring historians
from making naturalistic conclu-
sions about mystical claims,
whether delusion or fraud, espe-
cially where the evidence warrants.
Nevertheless, if Thomas wanted to
set aside the issue of veracity, as
some scholars certainly do, that
would have been acceptable; but
he didn't do that. Instead, he la-
bored to "prove" that Smith's vi-
sionary claims were based on
"sense data" (154-57). However, if
one concludes that the plates were
fake—as Thomas must—it becomes
unnecessary, if not impossible, to
maintain that Smith's claim of an
1823 encounter with a treasure
guardian was based on hallucina-
tion. In that case, the whole story
is fabrication, not just Smith's later
anachronisms dealing with Elijah
and the priesthood.

I would advise Thomas to re-
consider his attempt to satisfy both
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