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pect the world of faith to become scien-
tific, John A. Widtsoe notwithstand-
ing. We can seek understanding and in-
ternal consistency, but the world of
faith will remain outside the world, de-
scribing a mental reality without natu-
ral causes, reliable effects, or predict-
able directions.

The Harry Potter stories of J. K.
Rowling show the peculiar interface be-
tween these two worlds. Harry's magi-
cal world has flying cars witii no appar-
ent motive force or energy that drive
along streets full of mundane (literally
worldly) cars. Sometimes they can be
seen by mundane eyes, sometimes not.
But why use cars or trains at all tf tele-
portation is available? Why is a creature
a toad when a spell could make it an ea-
gle? Rowling's is a very strange world. I
find it hugely disconcerting because
there are no basic laws of operation.
One wizard's spell can be trumped by
another's, but why didn't the first know
about and use die stronger magic? Even
if one has learned his magic from Spells
101 and the other from Spells 499, it is-
n't just a matter of schoolboy educa-
tion, since the most powerful, postgrad-
uate wizards appear to have the same
limitations. The world of magic seems
to be without fundamental principles
and laws. But then, we still enjoy these
books as wonderful creations of the
imagination.

A religion of water-to-wine, golden
plates delivered by angels, and so on
has similar problems, with practitio-
ners always wondering if their knowl-
edge and skills are level 101 or 499, and
wondering why they don't work repeat-
edly and reliably. It is hard to make the
supernatural exist in the world of New-

ton and Einstein. Is an angel subject
to gravity? Does it exist in space-time?
If not, why not? If it is, how does it do
its job? The fact is that the world of the
supernatural and the natural don't co-
exist. Those who would use revealed
information as worldly knowledge will
continually confront intractable di-
lemmas. A worldly religion and a lit-
eral interpretation of scripture are im-
possible in a world of astrophysics,
plate tectonics, and Charles Darwin.
And, despite the fervent hope of many
true believers, we don't live in Harry
Potter's worid.

David 0. Tolman
Princeton, New Jersey

What Is FARMS Afraid Of?
In my review of Dan Vogel's Joseph
Smith: The Making of a Prophet (38, no.
3 [Fall 2005]: 188-92), one sentence
was unclear, and as a result I may have
caused Kevin Barney some sleep loss.
At least that's how I interpret his let-
ter, "Fairness to FARMS" (39, no. 2
[Summer 2006]; vi-vii}. In my review,
I wrote, "Vogel has not written an
anti-Mormon book. Contrary to the
reviews published in FARMS, Vogel's
book is moderate and balanced"
(190). I was referring to past FARMS
reviews (plural) of books by authors
like Vogel, Todd Compton, and D.
Michael Quinn and, most recently, to
the numerous reviews trashing Grant
Palmer's An Insider's View of Mormon
Origins (Salt Lake City: Signature
Books, 2003). These reviews were
apologetic, lacking in balance, and de-
void of the charity one would expect
from "Saints."
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My unfortunate lack of clarity led
Kevin Barney to suggest that my review
contained "an embarrassing example
of the attitude" (vi) of some in the LDS
intellectual community, that FARMS is
wrong about everything it touches.
What a fine example of the overstate-
ment too common in FARMS reviews
themselves! I doubt that any of the four
authors cited above consider FARMS
wrong about everything. I certainly
don' t Not all FARMS reviews of liberal
books lacking in orthodoxy are unchar-
itable, apologetic, and intolerant of op-
posing views.

I don't judge a review until I have
read it, thank you, and now that I have
read the first FARMS review ofVoget's
book, I repeat my statement with a
slight revision: "As between Vogel and
the FARMS review by Andrew and
Dawson Hedges, Vogel's writing is
moderate and balanced; the Hedgeses
are apologetic and one-sided." FARMS
apparently doesn't publish replies to
their critical reviews, so leaders may
want to read Vogel's reply to the
Hedgeses on Signature's website:
http ://www, s igna tu re b o oks. co m/ex-
cer pts/maki ng2. html.

If FARMS really weTe a "scholarly
clearinghouse" (vii) as Barney asserts,
implying that they are open to a variety
of views, why don't they publish Tebut-
tals to their reviews of the liberal schol-
ars I've mentioned above? For example,
FARMS published harsh reviews by
Dane! Bachman and Richard Lloyd An-
derson of Todd Compton's In Sacred
Loneliness: The Plural Wives of Joseph
Smith (Salt Lake City: Signature Books,
1997}. Perturbed by these reviews,
Todd sent a response to his old friend,

Daniel Peterson, at FARMS. FARMS
did not publish his response.

The reviews of Grant Palmer's
book were very disturbing. FARMS
published five reviews that I have seen,
beginning in volume 15, no. 2 (2003).
I understand there were more. Appar-
ently five weren't enough. If it is such a
bad book, what are they afraid of? The
reviews by Davis Bitton and Jim Allen
were most disturbing to me, not be-
cause they were the worst reviews but
because I was disappointed that these
two distinguished historians, Leonard
Arrington's two assistant Church his-
torians in the days of "Camelot,"
would resort to such uncharitable
apologetics.

Leonard Arlington was practically
idolized by those of us in the RLDS
historical community (now Commu-
nity of Christ) because he was so wel-
coming and encouraging to each of us
as we entered the field. He loved to
read our writings, many of which
would be considered heresy of the
rankest sort by orthodox Mormons
and FARMS people. Jim and Davis,
along with Leonard, were among die
first Mormon historians I met in 1971
at Provo. They, too, were encouraging,
though knowing full well that 1, at
least, was out in left field from the
LDS perspective.

The rethinking of Mormon origins
that Grant Palmer's book reflects is
quite similar to what many of us in the
RLDS community were undergoing in
the 1960s and thereafter. Most of us
were employed by our church. No one
was fired. Many of our controversial
writings appeared, in fact, in Church
publications. In my first year on the
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