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Divine intervention could have extended her period of fertility,
but nothing in Nephi's record supports that idea. Nephi credits the
Lord with strengthening “our women” in the difficult wilderness years
through unusual metabolism, but not in regard to fertility (compare 1
Nephi 17:1-3). Still, in Lehi’s record, the translation of which was lost
by Martin Harris, perhaps there was an indication that Lehi and Sariah
considered something miraculous about her final births. Her name,
Sariah, hints of a possible typological linkage to Abraham’s wife,
Sarai/Sarah, who bore Isaac at age ninety. A number of studies have
recently shown that Nephi construed his family’s life-saving “Exodus”
to a “promised land” as symbolically parallel to the original exodus of
Israel from Egypt. Other studies have shown that the meaning of
names of certain Book of Mormon characters seem to tie to events in
their lives or to their characteristics.” That Lehi and Sariah named
their last two sons after their ancestral patriarchs Jacob and Joseph
may tell us that they had patriarchal parallels in mind and may have
considered Sariah’s late pregnancies somehow comparable to Sarai’s
exceptional bearing of Isaac.

Let us suppose for now that Sariah’s first birth occurred when
she was seventeen. This seems not likely but possible. Is it plausible
for her to have had eight births" in an interval of under thirty years?
The answer is yes. A tabulation will be presented later that
demonstrates that possibility. But first, relevant facts about other
family members need to be laid out.

6. Jacob and Joseph

Earlier discussion established with high probability that Sariah,
not another wife, was the mother of Jacob and Joseph, and I assume
that here. The only substantive clue about when these two sons were
born comes from 1 Nephi 18:19. On board ship, when Laman and those
who sided with him rebelled against Nephi’s leadership; the statement
is made that Jacob and Joseph, “being young, having need of much
nourishment, were grieved because of the afflictions of their mother.”
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(1 Nephi 7:5). Had the family been prosperous, likely they would not
have been so willing to head off into the desert. As it was, they could
see advantages.

Still, we must recognize Ishmael as a man of considerable
courage and faith to agree to go off into the wilderness when his own
chance for arriving at and enjoying the “land of promise” in the flesh
was questionable. Surely it was blessing his posterity that concerned
him the most. Once he had made the commitment, he held to it. Only
a few days from home (the distance was not great; compare 1 Nephi
2:4, 6), his resolve was tested by the first rebellion of his two sons
and two of his daughters (1 Nephi 7:6), but Ishmael and his wife
supported Nephi and were willing to press ahead.

Nibley observed that Lehi and Ishmael were probably related,
“since it has ever been the custom among the desert people for a man
to marry the daughter of his paternal uncle.””? That Lehi and Ishmael
were somehow kin indeed seems likely, but what that relationship was
is not clear. Had they been brothers, as would have been the case for
the cited custom to prevail, something might well have been said
about that fact. Furthermore, had the brother-brother (“paraliel
cousin”) relationship been as obvious and patterned as Nibley
supposed, we would be hard put to explain why marriages had not
previously been contracted, under normal instead of these urgent
conditions. In any case, socioeconomic distinctions between the
families probably played a part. Furthermore, the supposition that
Lehi and Ishmael were closely related goes contrary to the LDS
tradition that the former counted descent from Manasseh but the
latter from Ephraim (see below, Chapter 2, page 29).

Age differences could also have been a hindrance to contracting
marriages under pre-flight conditions, for it is evident that the eldest
daughter was too old to marry any of Lehi’s sons, and perhaps it was
still customary for the eldest to be married before the younger ones
could be betrothed (compare Genesis 29:26). With Zoram now on the
scene, however, the matchup may have made more sense.

If, as I suspect, Ishmael’s daughters were not quite good
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but whom would they marry? The sons of Ishmael alone seem of an
age to be possible husbands. Lehi's first daughter may then have
become the second wife of Ishmael’s first son at about the time they
were in Nahom. The second daughter could have become the second
wife to Ishmael’s second son no later than the time the party reached
Bountiful.

This scenario takes the Erastus Snow statement at face value. [
realize that to suppose that the daughters became second wives
appears to contradict Jacob 2:34 and 3:5, where it is said that Lehi
was commanded that there should be no plural wives. But perhaps
Lehi received that commandment only in the promised land after, and
partially because of, bitter experience with the second wifehood of his
two daughters, which had led to their separation from Ishmael’s sons.
Or, these cases may have been covered under the “escape clause” of
Jacob 2:30 (“For if I will...raise up seed unto me, I will command my
people” to make polygamous unions), the daughters having no other
prospect of marriage within their party.

Still another possibility is that the arduous wilderness
experience had caused the (unmentioned) death of the original wives
of the sons of Ishmael, whereupon Lehi’s daughters were taken as
replacement spouses. A final possibility is that the Snow statement
was in error in the recollection of the detail about the daughters and
that they never married at all due to lack of partners of a suitable age.
Obviously, we cannot settle these details on the basis of so few bits of
information given us by Nephi in his record. We may wonder about
such matters but must restrict our guesses to fit what hints the text
gives us.

Wives of Ishmael’s sons

Our recognition of the existence of these wives depends
completely on the phrasing of 1 Nephi 7:6: “the two sons of Ishmael
and their families.” No clue is provided about the age or origin of the
women. Given patterns of marriage in preexilic Israel, it would be
likely that they were kin to their husbands through their fathers, but
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main source used, with E materials occasionally used in parallel or,
more often, in replacement.*’

Albright noted that differences between J and E already existed
in the Pentateuchal poems dating between Exodus and the Monarchy,
thus the later “schools” had a prior basis.* Such distinction could
have had both a regional and a cultural basis, for the El names which
characterize the E materials tended to be more popular on the edge of
the desert, as a heritage from nomadic times.? Cassuto’s observation
also may be related. He noted that in Old Testament situations where
God is represented as a universal or international deity, rather than as
God of Israel, an El name occurs. For example, in all the sections of
Genesis pertaining to Egypt, including the entire story of Joseph, El
names are used exclusively.®® The universalizing influence, the desert
influence and the Joseph influence in northern Israel all reinforced the
separateness of deity names and motifs of the sacred tradition found
in E, as against the more nationalistic J source preferred by the Jews
at Jerusalem.

Other indications of E in the Book of Mormon

Details not mentioned above further evidence possible E effects
on the Book of Mormon, either through the brass plates or through the
family tradition in which Lehi was reared.

1. The Book of Mormon virtually ignores the Davidic covenant,
which is a J element. David is mentioned but six times
(twice only incidentally in quotations from Isaiah). Two
instances involved strong condemnation of David.**

2. Instead, considerable attention is paid to the Abrahamic
covenant and to the patriarchs. All 29 references to
Abraham are laudatory. Jacob is also so named, a
positive E characteristic, whereas J uses “Israel” as his
personal name. >
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35. How was voyaging as an activity viewed once the
incoming group was settled in the land?

36. How did remembrance of the voyage enter into
subsequent social, cultural, and political life (for
example, as validation of leadership or rivalry)?

My queries lack the advantage of direct shipbuilding and sailing
experience. Surely blue-water sailors would revise and rephrase my
list to some advantage and might be alert to better answers.

Answering the questions

Several types of sources in addition to the scriptures deserve
consideration as we search for answers. In descending order or value,
the types are:

1. The scriptural text itself
a. relatively unequivocal statements
b. straightforward inferences from scriptural
statements
2. Reports of premodern voyages that are
a. comparabile in time and location to Lehi’s trip
b. indirectly comparable, that is, at another time but
over the same route and under like conditions
¢. not comparable in time or space but comparable in
some ways in technology, sociology, meteorology,
oceanography, etc.
3. Reports of voyages in recent centuries
a. routine voyages under conditions similar to those of
ancient times
b. experimental voyages using replicas of early vessels
4. Inference from indirect evidence of voyaging
established by archaeological, ethnological or
linguistic parallels
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be only a stopover on a longer journey. Lehi and Nephi understood
that (10:13), but it appears that Laman and Lemuel and perhaps others
in the party did not see it that way (17:5-18, especially verse 17). They
seem to have expected to stay in Bountiful. Nothing is even hinted
about conditions in that area that pushed them to emigrate; only the
command of the Lord to Nephi is indicated as impelling their
departure. It could be, however, that Laman’s and Lemuel’s
perception that Bountiful offered only limited prospects for the
prosperity and ease they hoped to attain could have persuaded the
brothers that moving on might be better than staying where they
were.

2. No hint can be found in the text that anyone in Lehi’s party
had any knowledge whatever of nautical matters, nor is it likely that
any had even been on a vessel before. Upon arrival in Bountiful they
were impressed by the green land, as most desert travelers would
have been (1 Nephi 7:5-6), but they may also have been in awe of the
sea. The waters off Arabia had high symbolic value. Note the brothers’
unbelief that they could cross “these great waters.” Nor did they
manifest any belief or interest in the possibility of constructing a ship,
even though the mercantile connections their father apparently
enjoyed at Jerusalem could have acquainted them with the existence
of commercial destinations around the Indian Ocean.?

3. Regarding the secrecy attending the group’s flight from the
land of Jerusalem, we are specifically told (4:36) that they did not
want “the Jews” to know of their flight, for they might
“pursue...and...destroy” the small party. But once they were at a
substantial distance from Jerusalem, they were no longer likely to be
concerned about what the Jews could do to hinder them. In the
wilderness, the instruction of the Lord that they not use “much fire”
(17:12) suggests a defensive tactic against desert raiders rather than
against Jewish pursuers.” Their policy of secrecy probably ensured
that no public record of their departure from the homeland was kept,
although Lehi’s or Ishmael’s kin might have held a tradition of the
event, and remaining prophets could have known of it by revelation.”
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New World (16:11). In addition to the seeds brought from the
Jerusalem area, probably more were added from Bountiful. (Smith
discusses crops probably present in that area.')

A final item of provisioning would obviously be a supply of fresh
water and perhaps wine (compare 18:9) in either pottery vessels or
skin bags.

11. People of the desert would certainly require training in even
the most rudimentary management of a vessel before they set sail.
The most plausible way to get that knowledge would be instruction by
sailors on boats already in that vicinity. One can imagine also a
combination of inspiration and trial and error as a means, particularly
if Nephi’s ship was of novel design.

13. The text seems clear enough that apart from Zoram, only
Lehi's and Ishmael’s family members were in the voyaging party. All
were Hebrew-speakers and at home with cultural ways of the
Jerusalem area and not ethnically or socially varied among
themselves, however cosmopolitan some of them might have been
due to travel or learning.

14. They adhered to a version of Mosaic ritual (for example, 1
Nephi 2:7; 4:16; 2 Nephi 25:24), although their practices probably
were different from the semi-pagan ways then prevalent in Jerusalem
(compare 2 Chronicles 36:14). At least they likely carried out sacrifice
and prayer before embarkation. The voice of the Lord to Lehi (18:5)
was itself also preparatory in the sense of this question. Moreover, the
language in 18:6 aboul entry into the vessel—“every one according to
his age”—implies a special ritual. Further, the whole set of
experiences, practical and spiritual, of the ten years since they had left
Jerusalem, constituted a preparation for the voyage in the same sense
that Zion’s Camp proved a preparation of early Latter-day Saint
leaders for their trek to the Great Basin.

15. Being “driven forth before the wind” (18:8) implies
dependence on the monsoon winds from the west to bear the vessel
across the Indian Ocean (see the answer to question 9 above)."
Typically, ships left the Arabian coast on that wind between
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land of Nephi in Mosiah 7:22; 9:9. Maize is a native American plant
“so completely dependent on man that it does not grow in the wild.”**
Hence the immigrants had to have received the seed and instruction
about how to cultivate it from people already on the scene.

31. Since we do not know how long it was before they moved
from the landing area, we cannot be sure of impelling factors, but
discomfort due to the climate could easily have been one.

32. That biological changes would have been entailed in Lehi’s
descendants on the new scene is obvious from the point of view of
biological anthropology. Exposure to new diseases, foods, climate,
pests, etc., would have had immediate effects, although generations
would probably have had to pass for the full range of consequences to
become apparent. Also, we can reasonably suppose that they
themselves imported Old World diseases to which they had developed
immunity but which could have had serious consequences for any
peoples whom they contacted. Their imported plants could also have
brought along damaging plant diseases.

33. Two documented results on spirit or psychology are noted.
According to Nephi's perception, the Lamanites “did become an idle
people, full of mischief and subtlety” (2 Nephi 5:24). We cannot tell
what if any connection there might been between the curse put upon
them and the conditions of life in the new natural setting. As for the
Nephites, a long generation later they were characterized thus: “Our
lives passed like as it were unto us a dream, we being a lonesome and
a solemn people, wanderers, cast out from Jerusalem, born in
tribulation in a wilderness, and hated of our brethren...wherefore, we
did mourn out our days” (Jacob 7:26). But we remain unclear how
these characteristics might relate to question 33.

Il we consider the Book of Mormon a real book, the kind of
exercise this paper constitutes could be repeated a hundred times.?
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of the ancestral tongues had been in America for thousands of years.
The notion that “the Indians” constituted a single ethnic entity is a
totally outdated one which neither scholars nor lay people can
justifiably believe nowadays. Abundant facts are contrary to the idea.
The most that is possible is that in some limited territory in a part of
America Lehi’s people and those who came with Mulek had their
chance to establish their own niches where they could control their
own fate. But they were not given thousands of years of isolation to
play with. (The Latter-day Saint pioneers in Deseret were allowed only
a single generation, from 1847 until the railroad came in 1869, to do
the same. After that, competing economic, social, political, and
ideological systems directly challenged them and nearly swallowed
them up.)

It seems unavoidable that other peoples were in the land,
somewhere, when Nephi’s boat landed on the shore of the “west sea,”
and quite certainly some of them were survivors from the Jaredite
people, as indicated in the book of Ether.

Internal variety among the Nephites

We are not left only to supposition and inference in this matter.
There are statements in the Nephite record that positively inform us
that “others” were on the scene and further passages that hint at the
same thing. One of these statements occurs during the visit by Alma
and his seven companions to the Zoramites. “Now the Zoramites were
dissenters from the Nephites” (Alma 31:8). As Alma prayed about this
group, he said, “O Lord, their souls are precious, and many of them
are our brethren” (Alma 31:35). We may wonder about those whom
they considered not their “brethren.” Apparently he was speaking of
those who were neither Nephites, Lamanites, nor “Mulekites.” People
in all those three categories are referred to in the text by Nephites as
“brethren” (see, for example, Mosiah 1:5 and 7:2, 13 and Alma 24:7-8).

Another statement indicates that even the Jaredites were
counted as “brethren.” In Alma 46:22, captain Moroni has his
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strangers, if not their protestations (was there a language problem?)
would have alerted Limhi and his guards as to their
identity—Nephites from Zarahemla. Had the initial encounter gone as
we might have thought, Ammon’s belated explanation (see Mosiah
7:13) and Limhi's surprise when Ammon finally got through to him
(see Mosiah 7:14) would both have been short-circuited. Why were
Ammon and company not recognized immediately as Nephites? Was
their costume and tongue or accent so much different than what
Limhi’s people expected of a Nephite that this put them off? Ammon
was a “descendant of Zarahemla” (Mosiah 7:13), a point that he
emphasized in his introduction to the king. Does this mean that he
somehow looked different than a “typical” Nephite? Or had the
Zeniffites had encounters with other non-Nephite types in their area
which might have prompted Limhi’s cautious reception? And what
personal relationship had Ammon to the Zeniffites, after all? As a
person descended from Zarahemla, that is, a "Mulekite,” why did he
refer to Zeniff’s presumably Nephite party as “our brethren” and show
them so much concern that he would lead this arduous expedition to
find out their fate? The social, political, ethnic, and language
relationships involved in this business are not straightforward, to say
the least.

An analysis of the terminology applied to peoples in the Book of
Mormon could reveal useful information on this subject. This is not the
place to do that fully, but the approach can be sketched and some of
the results anticipated. References to the key people of the record
vary: (1) “Nephite(s)” or “the Nephites” occurs 339 times; (2) “people
of the Nephites,” 18 times; (3) “people of Nephi,” four times; (4)
“children of Nephi,” twice, and (5) “descendants of Nephi,” twice.
Usage of the second and third expressions gives us something to
ponder about the composition of the people referred to.

The meaning of the first expression is made clear early by Jacob
when he says, “those who are friendly to Nephi I shall call Nephites.”
Then he continues the definition in an interesting way: “...or the
people of Nephi, according to the reigns of the kings” (Jacob 1:14). A
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few lines earlier Jacob had reported that when Nephi anticipated his
own death, he had designated “a [successor| king and a ruler over his
people...according to the reigns of the kings....And whoso should reign
in his stead were called by the people, second Nephi, third Nephi, and
so forth, according to the reigns of the kings; and thus they were
called by the people, let them be of whatever [personal] name they
would” (Jacob 1:9, 11). Jacob here makes clear that his definition of
“Nephites, or the people of Nephi” hinges on political allegiance to a
king, a king who always bore the title “Nephi.” This definition does not
depend at all on whether “Nephites” were or were not literal
descendants from Nephi, nor whether they had Sam, Jacob, Joseph,
or Zoram, the founding fathers of the group, among their ancestors. In
fact Jacob’s terminology may refer to the original father Nephi only
indirectly. What he says in verse 11, where the term “Nephites” is first
used, is that those classified under that term were simply all who
were ruled by the existing monarch, the current “Nephi.” No reason is
evident to me to believe that in the 338 usages after Jacob begins the
practice that “Nephite(s)” means anything else. It is essentially a
sociopolitical, not an ethnic or linguistic, label.

Cases where the text reports that political allegiance changed
are consistent with this notion. Thus the children who had been
fathered, then abandoned, by the renegade priests of Noah chose to
“be numbered among those who were called Nephites” (Mosiah 25:12).
That is, when they came under the sovereignty of the current head of
the Nephite government, they both gave their allegiance to him and
changed their group label to “Nephites.” In a parallel case earlier, “all
the people of Zarahemla were numbered with the Nephites, and this
because the kingdom had been conferred upon none but those who
were descendants of Nephi” (Mosiah 25:13). Conversely, when Amlici
and his followers rebelled against Nephite rule and “did consecrate
Amlici to be their king,” they took a unique group name to mark the
political rebellion, “being called Amlicites” (Alma 2:9). Meanwhile “the
remainder—those loyal to Alma, the continuing official ruler—were
[still] called Nephites” (Mosiah 25:11). Again, when the Zoramites
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encountered. Perhaps the wars in which they became involved
stemmed initially from the militarized chaos they may have found
reverberating among those remnants following the “final” battle
between the armies of Shiz and Coriantumr.”

Evidence from language

What Mosiah’s record tells us about the language used by the
people of Zarahemla deserves attention in this connection. “Their
language had become corrupted” (Omni 1:17), the Nephite account
says. Certain historical linguists have done a great deal of work on
rates of change of languages, written and unwritten, and in both
civilized and simpler societies.”” What they have learned is that “basic
vocabulary” changes at a more or less constant rate among all groups.
In the course of the three or four centuries since the ancestors of
Zarahemla and of Mosiah; shared the same Hebrew tongue in
Jerusalem, how different could the two dialects have become, based
on what linguists know? They should have been about ninety percent
similar, so their separate versions of Hebrew would have remained
intelligible to each other. But the text at Omni 1:18 says that they could
not communicate until Mosiah “caused that they should be taught in
his language.” There are only two linguistically sound explanations
why this difference should be. Either, (1) Zarahemla’s people had
adopted a tongue other than Hebrew (since we do not know the
composition of the crew nor of the elite passengers who came with
Mulek, but one possibility could be that Zarahemla's group spoke a
non-Hebrew language from the Mediterranean); or, (2) more likely,
one, or both, peoples had adopted non-Hebrew languages learned
from some “other” peoples after arrival in America. The non-literate
people of Zarahemla are more likely to have made a change than the
Nephites, yet both could have done so. The text does not clarify the
point. Considering that the “Mulekites” were present in the land in
time to encounter Coriantumr, probably some unmentioned Jaredite
survivor groups were also discovered by them and were the source for
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and dwelt in tents.” Hence only part of the Lamanite population were
hunters, while others were settled, presumably farming, people. The
latter group would have been of relatively little concern to the
Nephites and thus would not be further mentioned by them because it
was the wild types who spearheaded the attacks on the Nephites.
Confirmation of the pattern of dominance of subject groups
comes from the mention of cities and other evidences of a civilized
way of life among the Lamanites. The brief Nephite record does not
bother to tell how the transition from the early nomadic Lamanite
pattern to settled life occurred, but the text assures us that change
they did, at least some portions of the Lamanite population did. By the
time the sons of Mosiah reached the land of Nephi to preach, about 90

B.C., “the Lamanites and the Amalekites and the people of Amulon had
built a great city, which was called Jerusalem” (Alma, 21:2). However,
the Amalekites and Amulonites are pictured as exploiters of others,
not as basic builders of advanced culture. They could not have
flourished had there not been an infrastructure of agricultural
producers to support them. Other cities, too, are mentioned among
the Lamanites—Nephi, Lemuel and Shimnilom by name, plus others
unnamed (see Alma 23:4, 11-12).*°

The Nephites kept on reporting the daunting scale of Lamanite
military manpower (see Alma 2:24, 28; 49:6; 51:11; Helaman 1:19). This
implies a base population from which the Lamanites could keep
drawing an almost inexhaustible supply of sword fodder.”” Such a
large population is even more difficult to account for by natural
increase of the original Laman-Lemuel faction than in the case of
Nephi’'s group, for the eventual Lamanite absolute numbers are
disproportionately high. None of this demographic picture makes
sense unless “others” had become part of the Lamanite economy and
polity.

Beyond warfare, other unexpected developments among the
Lamanites also demand explanation. Comparative study of ancient
societies tells us that their relatively complex system of rulership,
where a great king dominated subordinate kings whom he had
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Jared’s original party, yet a few points stand out. It appears that for
this earlier people, too, we must look to “other” groups to account
plausibly for the indicated trends and numbers.

Figuring the demographic growth of Jared’s party requires that
we establish how many there were initially. Ether 6:16 indicates that
the founding generation consisted of 24 males. The brother of Jared
sired 22 sons and daughters, while Jared had twelve (see Ether 6:20).
We can be confident that they had multiple wives. Estimating on the
basis of these figures, the original party reasonably could have
numbered on the order of 80 adults.?®

Not many decades later, when Jared’s grandsons, Corihor and
Kib, were vigorous political leaders, we read of a “city” in a land,
“Nehor,” not previously mentioned (see Ether 7:9). This is the earliest
“city” in the entire Book of Mormon record, yet no city is ever
mentioned in the land of Moron, the capital “where the king [in Jared’s
line] dwelt” (Ether 7:5). Even if half the descendants from those on the
eight barges had inexplicably settled in Nehor, the highest number we
can imagine for them at this early date would be, say, a hundred
people in the “city” and its land. That number could not have made
much of a “city.” Then one generation later, “the people |as a whole]
had become exceeding numerous” (Ether 7:11). The scale of population
suggested by these statements calls for “other” groups to have been
incorporated under the Jaredite rulers.

Continued extraordinary population dynamics followed. In the
next generation war resulted in destruction of “all the people of the
kingdom...save it were thirty souls, and they who fled with the house
of Omer” (Ether 9:12). Yet two kings later we read of the building of
“many mighty cities” (Ether 9:23). Before long, drought caused the
death of the king Heth “and all his household” except Shez (Ether
10:1-2). Quickly they again built up “many cities...and the people began
again to spread over all the face of the land” (Ether 10:4). Centuries
later, two million “mighty men, and also their wives and their
children” (Ether 15:2) were slain while further warring armies and
civilian supporters yet remained.
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13:20-21). After all, the land Desolation, where the Nephites saw
abundant evidence of the Jaredite final wars, abutted on the small
land Bountiful, which in turn was only a few miles from the city of
Mulek (Alma 22:29-31; 51:26, 32; 52:15-17, 22-23).

The newcomers are said to have discovered Coriantumr, not
vice versa. Where might that contact have taken place? He could not
have been a young man (note Ether 13:16-17), he had been very
severely wounded in the final battle (Ether 15:28-32), and he had
earlier suffered at least one serious injury in war (Ether 15:1) as well
as probably others. With such physical limitations as these scriptures
imply, it would be remarkable if he made more than a partial recovery
from his near death at Ramah. Ether’s prophecy to the king had
indicated only that he would “receive a burial” by the new people. This
statement, together with the fact that he lived only nine lunar months
with the new group before passing away (Omni 1:21), can be seen as
supporting the view that he was infirm when found.?’ Thus he is not
likely to have traveled far on his own from the hill Ramah area. Yet he
would surely have moved some distance, for the effects of the carnage
in the final battle area would have been unbearable for him.

It seems to me most likely that, at whatever point Coriantumr
was found between the hill Ramah and, probably, the city of Mulek, his
discoverers transported him to their settlement base, and that there is
where he executed the engraving on the “large stone” which
eventually was borne to Mosiah’s hands. (One wonders whatever
happened to it at Zarahemla; it is mentioned only the once.) Several
scenarios are possible to account for where and when he might have
been discovered by the new group, but we have inadequate
information to evaluate their relative likelihood.*

Nothing is said about how much time passed before the
immigrants left their landfall to move “up into the south wilderness”
(Alma 22:31), perhaps travelling approximately along the river Sidon,
for they settled beside it in their city of Zarahemla. They may not have
stayed long near the sea, where it could be oppressively hot and
humid (as in Alma 51:33) compared with their Old World source area.
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nowhere told what happened to it. Exodus 28:15-21 and other scriptures
through 1 Samuel 28:6 witness that a different version of Urim and Thummim
was constructed by Moses and used by him, by Aaron and by subsequent
priests. It was remembered but not possessed by the Jews under Ezra
following the Babylonian exile (Ezra 2:63; Nehemiah 7:65). Mosiahy had an
interpreter device (Mosiah 8:13), which earlier may have been in the hands of
his grandfather, the first king Mosiah, who perhaps used it to translate
Coriantumr’s engravings (Omni 1:20). We cannot be certain this was the
Jaredite instrument, although it seems likely on the basis of Mosiah 8:12-15
(especially, “prepared from the beginning” and “who should possess this
land”) and Mosiah 28:11-17. Limhi’s explorers could conceivably have found
the interpreter, which had been left by Ether with his plates (Ether 15:33). But
that could not be if Mosiahy and Mosiahp already had the interpreters; Ammon
in Mosiah 8:13 indicates that the latter king did have the instrument, and his
grandfather had apparently used it to read Coriantumr’s engraving (see Omni
1:20). Mosiah 8:12-14 makes it quite clear in any case that Limhi had been
given no such instrument by his search party when they got Ether’s plates.
Perhaps “Mulekite” explorers had found the Jaredite interpreters on the
battlefield near the hill Ramah (while missing the twenty-four gold plates?).
There was some early exploration because they found Coriantumr. Another
possibility is that Mosiah might have received the Urim and Thummim that
originated with Moses from the people of Zarahemia, who had retained it as a
sacred relic since Mulek’s time without being able to make it work. Perhaps
someone in Mulek’s party had been inspired to carry it from the temple in
Jerusalem immediately before that structure was destroyed by the
Babylonians. (“T.W.B.” in the Millennial Star [76:552-57], speculated that
Mulek’s party took the Urim and Thummim from the temple and brought it to
America.) If the Mexican tradition cited below refers to Mulek’s group, then
the “oracle” mentioned there might be from Jerusalem. Other explanations
are possible. For example, might the Liahona have served as an interim
interpreter for Mosiahq and Mosiahg, with the interpreters from Ether actually
being with the twenty-four gold plates but its nature unrecognized by either
Ammon or Limhi?

8 Herodotus, The History, translated by David Gene, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1987, 1IV:42. This Greek historian/geographer described the crew’s
observations on the sun as they completed the voyage around the continent,
observations which now can be seen as demonstrating that the voyage was
accurately recorded but which Herodutus thought were outright errors. See
Smith’s “Event Stucture,” page 13, or the discussion by Cyrus H. Gordon in
Before Columbus: Link between the Old World and Ancient America, New York:
Crown Publishers, 1971.

i Janet Jensen in “Variations between Copies of the First Edition of the Book of
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What we learn about Lamanite settlements is more limited. It
comes from a few eyewitness accounts of visitors among them (for
example, the sons of Mosiah who served as missionaries Lo the
Lamanites). Mormon abstracted and sometimes quoted from those
sources.

At hundreds of points in the scriptural text we find information
spelling out or hinting at settlement patterns. Taking them all into
account, we learn that Nephite (and probably Lamanite) thought
crystallized at several analytical levels.

Level 1: The earth as a whole

Their ancestral traditions and recorded prophecies made their
descendants aware of places as diverse as Jerusalem in the land of
Israel (see, for example, 1 Nephi chapters 1, 3-4, 5:16), Egypt (see, for
example, Alma 36:28), Arabia (see 1 Nephi chapters 16-17), the Indian,
Pacific and Atlantic Oceans (see 1 Nephi 13:10-12 and chapters 17-18),
and the lands of “the Gentiles,” that is, FEuropeans of the Christian
tradition (see, for example, 1 Nephi chapter 13; 3 Nephi 28:27-32).
Indeed, they had a mental model of the earth as a planetary globe that
was part of the solar system (see Helaman 12:15).

Level 2: The promised land as a unit

The lands inhabited by the Nephites and Lamanites were
considered one unit, in stated or implied contrast to more distant
lands (see, for example, 1 Nephi 13:10-12; 2 Nephi 1:5-11; Alma
22:27-34). The “land of promise,” or “this land,” as announced and
blessed by Lehij, was still a conceptual unity at the moment when the
Savior appeared, for his announcement of the destruction of the
wicked cities (see 3 Nephi 9, compare 8:11-12) refers to areas and
cities whose names and geographical relationships belong within the
territory already referred to as the promised land (see, for example, 3
Nephi 8:11-12).
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of “all quarters of the land.” Three of the quarters were subsequently
identified. The quarter that was centered on Manti (see Alma 43:26;
58:30) was referred to as “on the south by the west sea” (Alma
03:22). Another quarter was based on the city of Bountiful (Alma
52:10; 61:15). “Quarter” was also applied to the area called “the
borders by the east sea,” which was adjacent to Lamanite lands on
the east and south. Apparently this segment was anchored by either
the city of Moroni or the city of Nephihah, and it was conceived to be
in direct contrast with the Manti quarter (see Alma 59:6).

The quarters were thought of as peripheral units surrounding a
“heart” land consisting of the zone around the city of Zarahemla
(Alma 60:19; Helaman 1:18). There in “the center” was where the
political headquarters resided, as well as “the most capital parts” of
the Nephite possessions in the land southward (Helaman 1:18, 24-27;
compare Alma 60:19, 22). These statements account for three
peripheral quarters in addition to the “heart.”® That leaves only the
north and west quadrant unnamed. Probably that area centered on
Ammonihah.

The record is too succinct to discern specific quarters in
Lamanite territory, although in principle it seems likely there were such,
inasmuch as the concept was Hebraic and thus probably was part of the
thinking of Laman and Lemuel. A hint comes from the discussion in
Alma 23:8-15 about the cities and lands where Lamanites were
converted by the Nephite missionaries. It mentions Amulonite
anti-missionary influence being concentrated in “that part of the land
wheresoever they dwelt” (verse 14), while their opponents were
concentrated in another part.® Also, indication of at least a twofold
division of the Jaredite realm may suggest that the concept of quarters
existed among that earlier people (see Ether 8:2-3; 10:32; 11:15).

Level 6: Local land

A most fundamental spatial division was the local land. Its
status and size are illustrated clearly in the case of early Zarahemla.
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implication is that the “land of Helam” consisted of a small-scale
mountain valley. Similar terminology has the Nephites “digging a ditch
round about the land, or the city, Bountiful” (Alma 53:3). It is
reasonable that physical configurations determined the extent of most
of these lands (for example, Almay went “into the valley of Gideon,
there having been a city built, which was called the city of Gideon”;
from there to Zarahemla was “down”; Alma 6:7; 62:7).

Many other textual statements imply that a local land consisted
of that territory administered politically, economically and
ecclesiastically by a single significant settlement, usually a “city.”
Typically the radius of the territory would not have exceeded the
distance that could be traveled on foot in a day, say 15 or 20 miles.
Examples of local lands/cities in the Book of Mormon are Ammonihah,
Gideon, Nephihah and Ishmael.

Sixteen lands are mentioned for which no central settlement is
mentioned. Examples are Sidom, Melek, Antionum, Shemlon and
Cumorah. Some of them may have had a dispersed or fully rural
pattern of settlement, al least early on, yet lack of mention of a city
does not necessarily mean no city existed; it may merely reflect the
writer’s emphasis at that point in the record. For example, the land of
Middoni had a king (Alma 20:4) and a prison, so while no city is
mentioned, it is plausible that the king’s ruling seat was in fact at a
significant settlement in that land that could have been called a city.

It should be noted that not all territory of concern was included
in a land. Rarely, of course, would such indeterminate places be
worthy of mention. One instance is at Alma 21:13, where some in the
party of Nephites that included the sons of Mosiahs had to flee the
land of Middoni “unto the regions round about.” Again mention is
made of their preaching “in the land of Ishmael, and in all the land
round about” (verse 21; compare 20:30, “from place to place”). While
these examples are in Lamanite country, we also read concerning the
Nephite land of Melek that Almay preached to and baptized not only
the inhabitants of that land but also dealt with people from “all the
borders of the land which was by the wilderness side” (Alma 8:5). See
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population a maximum of a couple of thousand; much
of the space was occupied with administrative
structures.

(3) Secondary administrative centers constituted smaller
“cities.”

(4) Fortified provincial towns were smaller still but
boasted a defensive wall, which qualified them as
“cities.”

(5) Fortress outposts were also called “cities,” although
they were so condensed that they typically included
only dwellings for the commander and his stalff,
administrative buildings, storage space and a small
temple (or shrine?).

In addition to these several types of settlements for which the
term “city” is used in the Old Testament, there were of course smaller
units such as villages.

Overall the meaning of the Hebrew word which has been
translated as “city” probably centers on two functions—a site’s having
been established as a governmental center (including a temple or cult
center as a symbol of royal patronage or presence), and its
preparation to be defended militarily. Size had little to do with use of
the label; many a “town” or even a “village” could have had more
inhabitants than certain cities, but they lacked the crucial criteria to
qualify for the name “city.”

Nephi’s referent for his category of “great city” would naturally
be Jerusalem, for he personally had experienced it (compare 1 Nephi
4:5-7, 20). Meanwhile his use of the label “city” to apply to future
Nazareth gives us a further clue to the settlement sizes in his
nomenclature. Nazareth is estimated to have occupied less than 60
acres; however, much of that was empty space. When Jesus lived
there, the maximum population would not have exceeded 500,
according to archaeological data.'

With this information as background, we observe that six
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“great” cities are specifically identified in Book of Mormon lands:
Zarahemla (3 Nephi 9:3), Moroni (3 Nephi 9:4), Moronihah (3 Nephi
9:5), Jerusalem (Alma 21:2), Ammonihah (Alma 9:4), Jacobugath (3
Nephi 9:9), and the Jaredite city built by king Lib (Ether 10:20). In
addition, when the Savior spoke to the people from above on the
occasion of the great catastrophe, he referred to additional “great and
notable cities” (3 Nephi 8:14) and “great cities” (3 Nephi 10:4) which
had been destroyed (compare the “large cities” mentioned in Mosiah
27:6). Perhaps Bountiful was also “great” considering the statement
about its special fortified status by which it “became an exceeding
stronghold ever after” (Alma 53:5); of course it was not destroyed
hence was not included in the list in 3 Nephi 9. The crowd gathered at
Bountiful, presumably for a Jewish ritual occasion, numbered 2,500
(3 Nephi 17:25). They had probably assembled from the immediate
sustaining area of the city, but the normal number would have been
reduced due to casualties. The next day an “exceeding great number”
(3 Nephi 19:3) assembled from an area of wider extent. For special
ritual occasions, it appears that a “great city” could host up to 20,000
or more residents and visitors, I estimate.

It is not unreasonable that each of the five sectors of the land of
Zarahemla (four quarters plus the heartland) was conceived of as
dominated by a great city. At least Zarahemla, Moroni and
Ammonihah (and Bountiful if we include it) are strong candidates to
have been the capital settlements of their respective sectors. (Note
that all these cities were, eventually, fortified). Incidentally, two of the
mentioned great cities may have claimed the appellation prematurely.
Braggart political leaders at Ammonihah asserted that it was “great”
(see Alma 9:4), but its greatness came to an end when a Lamanite
army overran and destroyed it (see Alma 16:1-3). (Might the city
Moronihah have replaced it as head city over the northwestward
quarter, although the text is silent on Moronihah's location?) Similarly,
Jerusalem was founded by Amalekites, Amulonites and Lamanites as
their version of a great city (see Alma 21:1-2), yet the Savior’s list of
destroyed places calls it simply a city (see 3 Nephi 9:7). Jacobugath, of
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way to the Manti area and set up an ambush—all this while the
Lamanites were en route “round about.”™ Another large-scale
wilderness consisted of the greater land of Bountiful, “it being the
wilderness which is filled with all manner of wild animals” (Alma
22:31). The journey of king Limhi's exploring party from Nephi to the
Jaredites’ final extermination area (a trip on the order of 500 miles
direct) apparently failed to encounter a single Nephite community (see
Mosiah 8:7-11). This supports the picture from elsewhere in the text of
vast areas of wilderness interspersed by limited civilized areas or
“lands.”

Specific areas within the generally settled lands were also
considered wilderness and even were given names of their own. A
notable example was “the wilderness, which was called Hermounts”
(Alma 2:36-7). As I have explained elsewhere, the language of the text
concerning movements touching that piece of wilderness demands
that it lie no more than 20 miles from the capital city, Zarahemla.” So
even the general land of Zarahemla included at least one enclave that
remained wilderness (also compare 3 Nephi 4:1-3 and Ether 14:3).

Hierarchy of settlements

An important tool in interpreting the political and social
significance of ancient ruins is to establish how settlements fit in a
hierarchical order of size which relates to their relative power and
prestige.® Scholars refer to two-tier, three-tier or four-tier
hierarchies; each superior tier consists of a settlement or settlements
whose population is of a different order of magnitude from that of
settlements in the next lower tier. Thus in a three-liered region
excavators normally find a dominant city whose size was markedly
greater than that of the subordinated villages around it, which in turn
were larger than the even more numerous rural hamlets. A four-tier
system would boast a single large metropolis with subject cities at
some distance from it. In the ancient world a governmental system
deserving the label “state” would have at least four tiers.
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was the growing season and that the primary harvest became
available toward the end of the year. Since no army could operate
effectively without a reasonably secure supply of food, this meant that
wars had to await the completion of the crucial part of the agricultural
year. This fundamental principle is clearly expressed in Alma 53:7,
which says, regarding Moroni and his forces: “He did no more attempt
a battle with the Lamanites in that year, but he did employ his men in
preparing for war...and also delivering their women and their children
from famine and affliction, and providing food for their armies.”
The idea appears in other texts:

1. Alma 57:6; 58:4, 7. “We |Helaman’s army| received a
supply of provisions.... And...we were strong, yea, and
we had also plenty of provisions.” Butl later “we did
wail to receive provisions...until we were about to
perish for the want of food.”

2. Alma 60:9, 25, 35: “Ye have withheld your provisions
from them, insomuch that many have fought...when
they were about to perish with hunger.... Except
ye...grant unto them food for their support,” Moroni
and his soldiers would render foot-dragging officials
“extinct”; “God will not suffer that we should perish
with hunger; therefore he will give unto us of your
food, even if...by the sword.”

3. Alma 61:16, 18: Pahoran had “sent a few provisions unto
[Lehi and Teancum], that they may not perish.” He and
Moroni aimed to “take possession of the city of
Zarahemla, that we may obtain more food.”

4. Alma 62:29: Lamanite prisoners joined the people of
Ammon in a crucial task in which they “did begin to
labor exceedingly, tilling the ground.”

b. Alma 4:2: “But the people were afflicted...for the loss of
their fields of grain, which were trodden under foot
and destroyed by the Lamanites.” (The Lamanites
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engagement to the seventh month, the phrasing and logic of these
verses make it seem Lo me unlikely that the interval between the
arrival of the food and the tactical action would encompass as much
as five months. Moreover, it is somewhat doubtful that Helaman
would carry, or credibly appear to carry, food to a neighboring city at
the seventh month, an odd time for reprovisioning.

Also, an explanation can be offered for a dating error, although
perhaps it is strained. Two comments made when this paper was read
publicly suggested that Helaman might have miswritten the month
number due to features of either Mesoamerican glyphic or Hebrew
conventions for writing numbers. Professor John P. Hawkins
suggested that perhaps Helaman made an arithmetical mistake while
referring to calculations involving the Mesoamerican bar-and-dot
system of numbers. There a seven would appear as two dots above a
bar. A stray mark that was misread as a bar could produce a seven,
from an intended two. On the same occasion, John A. Tvedtnes drew
attention to the fact that in Hebrew mistakes sometimes occur among
the numbers two, three, seven and eight due to confusion when those
numbers are abbreviated. Either effect might have been involved for
Helaman, although of course we are uncertain whether Helaman used
either the bar-and-dot system or Hebrew in his epistle where he made
the possible error.

On the other hand, if the conflict did take place as early as the
third month, the account seems to get to the end of the year rather
abruptly (see Alma 57:3-5). Hence one can argue pro and con without
any way to settle the issue given the present limited text. (In Figure
1.7, I have simply not counted this incident, nor any others from the
appendix that bear a question mark.)

Even if the seventh month should be correct, a unique
geographical circumstance could mean that the “rainy season” would
not have ruled out this particular action. The location of Antiparah in
the geographical correlation I follow is near Motozintla, within a few
miles of the Guatemalan border and almost at the top of the pass over
the Sierra Madre de Chiapas linking the Central Depression of Chiapas
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and the Pacific lowlands.”® Peculiar geographical conditions affect
rainfall there. A configuration of high peaks (the highest mountain in
Central America is only a few miles away) makes the northeast
versant of the mountains, including the little Motozintla valley,
unusually dry by shielding it from moist air off the Pacific. The
abbreviated wet season in this locality consists of two peaks each less
than two months in length, April-May and September-October. Even
then, annual rainfall in the valley is only a fraction of what it is on the
peaks a few miles away. An early seventh-month battle would fall
around June 21 on the Nephite calendar (see Table 7.1). This is within
the annual period called the canicula (*dog days”) or veranillo (“little
dry season”), when in most years the rains let up for a period of one
to three weeks." Thus for good reasons, even if Helaman’s battle was
in the seventh month, the weather could have allowed such an event.
Interestingly, on the calendar laid out above, a seventh-month attack
would have taken place within a day or two of summer solstice, if not
precisely then, and may have been planned to fall exactly on that
auspicious day."?

Another problem in chronology occurs when the robbers in the
time of the Nephite judge Lachoneus launched their main attack on the
Nephites’ refuge area in the “sixth month.” But the event took place
following the change in the era for reckoning the Nephite year, as
reported in 3 Nephi 2:5-8. We are told there that when nine years had
passed since the signs of the Savior’s birth, the Nephites took that
event as a beginning for their new system for calculating time.

As we look back at the record of that marker event, we learn
that it did not take place at the new year but sometime afterward.
Here is what 3 Nephi 1 reports about the timing. In “the
commencement of the ninety and second year...the
prophecies...began to be fulfilled more fully” with the appearance of
greater signs and miracles among the people (3 Nephi 1:4). Some
people began to say that the time was past for the prophecy of Samuel
to be fulfilled and they began to rejoice over the fact (see 3 Nephi
1:5-6). “It came to pass that they did make a great uproar throughout
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the land” (3 Nephi 1:7). Believers, however, watched steadfastly for
the day and night and day without darkness that had been prophesied
(see 3 Nephi 1:8). “There was a day set apart” when believers would
be destroyed if the prophesied event did not take place (3 Nephi 1:9).
Note how many time-significant phrases occur in these
verses—“began to be,” “began to say,” “began to rejoice,” “and it
came to pass,” “began to be,” “did watch steadfastly,” and “now it
came to pass"—all of which point to the passing of a considerable
length of time between the end of the ninety-first year and the
dramatic event of the light-filled night. An interval of months seems
required by this language. (The statements about events during the
remainder of the ninety-second year, in 3 Nephi 1:22, 23 and 25, are
more obscure in regard to chronology.)

What we know from Palestine about the crucifixion sets the
date in early April. (In light of the statements on chronology in the four
Gospels, the only legitimate possibilities, it appears, are April 7, A.D.
30, or April 3, A.D. 33.)" If we suppose the old Nephite year ended
around December 22, while the birth date of Jesus occurred in the
beginning of April, we can accommodate the Book of Mormon
statements about dating. The Nephite calendar adjustment would then
have been about three-and-a-third months."” This would allow enough
time to encompass the events reported in the text prior to the special
day and would also fit the Palestine data.

In that case the beginning of the Nephite year in the new system
would have been in the first week of April. The attack of the robbers
reported in 3 Nephi 4:7 in “the sixth month” would then have fallen in
September, as late as the twenty-seventh. In weather terms that
would not normally be a good time for fighting, although in a
particular year it might have been feasible. One explanation for this
anomalous date is the robbers’ desperate need for food. Given their
evident extremity, that may be reason enough for hastening their
campaign. (In the tabulation of military actions, I have marked this
event with “VIL,” but I have not counted it in Figure 7.1.)
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intermediate zone—the foothills facing the Pacific Ocean.*
Amalickiah’s armies were recruited from “the land of Nephi,”
and he would have had to adapt his plans to the agricultural
schedule of the Lamanite peasants who formed the
“wonderfully great army” that he dispatched to attack the
city of Moroni on the east sea (Alma 51:9, 11-12, 22-28). A
plausible schedule would have been: (1) much of the harvest
already gathered before the men departed from their home
areas in the highlands (January?); (2) weeks of movement to
a staging area (Antionum?) near Moroni on the east sea;** (3)
one or two weeks to conquer the settlements near the
seacoast, from Moroni to near Bountiful (see Alma 51:23-28).
Given the dates for the harvest on the one hand and the dry
period when military operations in the field could be reliably
scheduled on the other hand, for both my land of Nephi
(highland Guatemala) and the Moroni-Bountiful area (Gulf
Coast), I believe that logistics, weather, trail conditions, etc.,
would not permit an attack on Moroni to be launched before
mid-February.®® Spackman’s date of February 25 for the new
year’'s day reported in Alma 52:1 is reasonable, as | now
understand natural conditions in both contemporary Middle
America and Book of Mormon lands. On the contrary, my
earlier proposal for a date around the winter solstice now
seems (oo early on climatic grounds. The correlation
between the Nephite months and our current months which [
proposed in Rediscovering the Book of Mormon thus needs to
be revised by about two months.
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# Action
76 70

71 L

78 L

79 Z

10 7

711 Z

712 LO

713 L

/14 LO

Text

Mosiah
18:33

Mosiah
19:6-20
Mosiah
20:7-11

Mosiah
21:7-8
Mosiah
21:11
Mosiah
21:12
Mosiah
22:15

Mosiah
23:25-29

Mosiah
24:23

Dates

ca. 43/ca.

475

ca. 43/ca.

475

ca. 45/ca.

477

ca. 46/ca.

478

ca. 46/ca.

478

ca. 46/ca.

478

ca. b3/ca.

485

ca. b3/ca.

485

ca. bb/ca.

487

3. Era: Reign of the Judges

# Action

9 NvsN

Text

Alma
21

Alma
2:5-7
Alma
2:8
Alma
2:10
Alma
2:12-14
Alma
2:15
Alma
2:17-19

Dates

5.1.10-
[11.30
(= 514)
IV.1-VI.1

VIL.5-
VIL.30
VIIIL.1-
1X.30
X.1-X1.25

X1.25-28

5.X1.29°

183

Events

Noah’s army pursues Alma’s
people.

Lamanites attack Noah; he flees,
dies.

Lamanites attack people of
Limhi because of stolen
maidens.

Limhi and army attack
Lamanites and are beaten.
They renew the fight and suffer
much loss.

And still again, losing once
more.

Lamanite army pursues Limhi’'s
people into the wilderness
unsuccessfully.

Lamanite army that had chased
Limhi enters Helam where Alma
and his people dwell.

Lamanite army pursues Alma’s
people, but cannot catch them.

Events

Contention begins; Amlici
strives to be king.

Voice of the people obtained:
negative.
Amlici stirs up followers.

Action 10 planned.

Mobilization of Amlicites and
Nephites.

Amlicites move from homelands
to hill Amnihu.

Fighting.
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# Action Text Dates Events

24 L Alma 25 XIL12 City of Moroni attacked, taken.
51:22-23
Alma XII.5-30 Lamanite army advances to near
51:256-37 (+ 5?) Bountiful. On new year’s eve,

Teancum slays Amalickiah in his
tent on the beach. Lamanites hole
up. Thus ends the twenty-fifth year.

The chronology from here to the beginning of the thirtieth year
constitutes a revision of the literal dates in Alma 52-58, which contain
contradictions likely due to errors of memory by Helaman. The
revision is developed in my paper, “The Significance of the
Chronological Discrepancy between Alma 53:22 and Alma 56:9,”
which can be requested from FARMS. The revisions do not change any
seasonal information.

# Action Text Dates Events
25 L Alma 26.11.1- Ammoron travels to Nephi.
52:2 lL15
Alma 1.15- He consolidates power.
52:4-5 VI
Alma 26.1X- He raises a new (limited) army and
52:12-13 XI.15° attacks the west sea borders of the

Nephites with little success but
poses a threal.

Alma XI- Moroni goes to the west sea front,
52:11,15  27.1.30 organizes, recruits, establishes
defenses.
26 NO Alma 26.XI- Moroni has instructed Teancum
52:15-17  XII° to attack Mulek if possible and

has sent some reinforcements,
but Teancum lacks a tactical plan.
Keeps visibly preparing for
attack while fortifying.
27 L Alma 27 .X.25- Lamanites capture Manti,
52:19; X1.15P Zeezrom, Cumeni and
56:13-14 Antiparah.






















194



















200

the royal court; he would appoint a large staff of military officers and
administrators, who, along with junior royalty, would have to be
supported by taxes or tribute payments; he would require his subjects
to manufacture his armaments; he would make the people cultivate
and harvest the royal fields; and he would appropriate the best of
their lands, their grain, and their flocks as his own. Nevertheless, the
forms and practices of kingship were adopted by the Israelites, and so
were the concepts behind them. For instance, Solomon credited the
Lord as the power by which he was established on the throne (see 1
Kings 2:23), mirroring the ancient Near Eastern concept that divine
power authorized and supported the king.

A summary of several principles which scholars on the Bible
have established to be central to the institution of Israelite kingship®
will help ground our understanding of what the Book of Mormon
means when it talks of monarchy.

* The king was the owner of the institutions of the state and
as such held ownership, in a formal sense, of all
agricultural land.

* In practice, lands specifically owned and controlled by him
were granted to various royal functionaries, or (o
non-royal officials, as hereditary estates; in return they
paid taxes to him and they were obliged to muster
military and labor forces from their local subjects as the
king required.

* These elite landlords extracted from the commoners who
cultivated the land a substantial portion of their produce
(perhaps as much as 50 percent) as tax and rent.

* This system of land tenure, taxation and furnishing of
manpower reinforced the class structure of the society by
ensuring that wealth, power and privilege were
monopolized by the king and his supporters.

* A central bureaucracy was the king’s mechanism for
controlling the various levels of government responsibie
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It should be apparent that this form of kingly society was an
integral whole, not divisible in practice among conceptual categories
such as our terms “economics,” “politics,” or “religion” suggest. This
pattern of rule was transferred to Lehi’'s New World promised land by
Nephi himself (see 2 Nephi 5:18). While details of the system are not
systematically sketched in the Nephite record, mention is made of a
number of features that were derived from Old World kingship. Those
features are made particularly visible in contrasts which the Book of
Mormon text lays out for us between the pattern of rule by occasional
righteous rulers versus the more typical unrighteous ones. Thus
Benjamin made explicit how he considered himself different from
run-of-the-mill rulers (see Mosiah 2:11-14): he did not tax his people,
he did not demand their service to his court, etc. In addition the
record of the kings of ancient Israel and Judah was documented on
the brass plates of Laban, and that record evaluated the earlier kings
according to Israelite cultural standards of rulership.

The discourse on the subject of kingship delivered by King
Mosiahy further points up features of the conventional system of
kingly rule, with which he saw many problems (see Mosiah 29:5-7,
13-19, 21-24, 33-35). He mandated a change in the Nephite system of
rule, providing for a chief judge whose powers were more limited than
those of a king. However, in many ways the old customs and notions
surrounding the king as head of government continued under the
“new” system. For instance, judges too were considered “rulers,” who
not only “reigned” and sat on “thrones” but controlled the distribution
of the government’s resources obtained by tribute or taxation. The
chief judge also led Nephite armies in battle. (See Alma 12:20 on a
judge as “a chief ruler” in the city of Ammonihah; Alma 35:5, 8, on
“rulers” among the Zoramites; Helaman 7:4-5, judges “do according
to their wills” and enrich themselves; Alma 60:1, 7, 11, 21, rulers “sit
upon your thrones”; Alma 1:2, judges “reign,” the same term used
regarding kings; Alma 2:16, and compare Words of Mormon 1:14, the
chief judge leads his forces into battle as had the king; Alma 60:19,
34-35, control of tax resources.)
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Helaman 1:16. Another Lamanite King seeks to “gain power
over the Nephites.”

Helaman 2:8. The Gadianton band’s object was “to murder,
and to rob, and to gain power.”

Repeatedly and clearly the text of the Book of Mormon lets us
know that what Lamanites and Nephites alike termed the right of
government integrally involved power, possessions, gain and social
glory. But underlying the rhetoric, what the Lamanite aggressor
leaders, Nephite dissidents, and the robbers really wanted under the
banner of recovering “their rights of government” was to live in the
manner of Noah, king over the Zeniffites. His pattern of government,
like that prophesied by the ancient Samuel to Israel about kings in
general, permitted him to be “supported in...laziness, and
in...idolatry, and in...whoredoms,” living in a “spacious palace”
surrounded by ambitious public monuments and kowtowed to by
dependent priests and courtiers (Mosiah 11:6-9). But, excluding only
the factor of wisdom, he fit very much in the mold of Solomon, the
landed king over combined Israel. Of course the pattern had been
known in America earlier among the Jaredites (see Ether 10:5-7), as in
many other historically unconnected lands around the world.

Nephite production and consumption

Among the Nephites “possessions” were accumulated primarily
on the basis of the wealth produced by the majority agrarian
population. The Nephites from the beginning were agriculturists:

* “We did sow seed, and we did reap again in abundance”
(2 Nephi b5:11).

* “The people of Nephi did till the land, and raise all
manner of grain, and of fruit, and of flocks” (Enos
1:21).

* The king of the Zeniffites (a Nephite branch) reported in
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The overall structure of the economy is laid out most clearly in a
passage in Helaman 6.

“They did raise grain in abundance, both in the [land] north
and in the [land] south; and they did flourish
exceedingly....And they did multiply and wax exceedingly
strong in the land. And they did raise many flocks and
herds, yea, many fatlings. Behold their women did toil and
spin, and did make all manner of cloth, of fine-twined linen
and cloth of every kind, to clothe their nakedness” (verses
12-13).

We see in the same description that the structure of commerce
was built on the agrarian base: “The Nephites did go into whatsoever
part of the land they would, whether among the Nephites or the
Lamanites. And...the Lamaniltes did also go whithersoever they would,
whether it were among the Lamanites or among the Nephites; and
thus they did have free intercourse one with another, to buy and to
sell, and to get gain, according to their desire. And...they became
exceeding rich, both the Lamanites and the Nephites” (Helaman
6:7-9).

Upon such an economic base it became possible for rulers to
undertake the construction of substantial public buildings and to
support a sizable population of non-producers as well as a military
apparatus:

 King Laman and his “lazy and...idolatrous people”
subjected the Zeniffites “that they might glut
themselves with the labors of” their hands, it was
said (Mosiah 9:12).

» King Noah “laid a tax of one fifth part of all” his people
possessed “to support himself, and his wives and his
concubines; and also his priests, and their wives and
their concubines” Mosiah 11:3-4, 6).

* Noah “built many elegant and spacious buildings....And
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he also built him a spacious palace” and “a very high
tower” near the temple (verses 8-13).

* Zoramite society displayed a similar structure; the poor
complained about their leaders, “our priests...[who]
have cast us out of our synagogues which we have
labored abundantly to build with our own hands; and
they have cast us out because of our exceeding
poverty” (Alma 32:5).

* The rebellious, newly-rich Nephites in the third century
A.D. set out “to build up churches unto themselves,
and adorn them with all manner of precious things”
(4 Nephi 1:41).

* Commoners who ultimately produced the crops
supported not only the elites but also craftsmen
(“curious workmen,” Helaman 6:11) who constructed
buildings and made “precious things” or “riches”
(Mosiah 21:21; Helaman 3:36) which they saw as the
epitome of their culture.

It has been supposed by some readers of the Book of Mormon
that the Lamanite economy differed markedly from that of the
Nephites, but that is largely due to not reading the text with sufficient
care. The Nephites display a prejudiced stereotyping of their enemies,
claiming that they subsisted by hunting, in contrast to the Nephites’
agrarian ways. The difference would have been only a matter of
degree, however. As I have argued elsewhere,’ the large numbers of
Lamanites reported, including the existence of Lamanite cities, as
against the Nephites’ smaller population, can only be accounted for by
a Lamanite economic system that was also basically agrarian. As
shown by the lengthy quotation from Helaman 6 above, Lamanite
economic activities were essentially like those of the Nephites.
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Mosiah 7:22. Zeniffites were taxed by the Lamanite king,
“one half of all we have or possess.”

Mosiah 11:3. King Noah “laid a tax of one-fifth part of all they
possessed.”

Alma 8:7. Lands and scttlements were named “after...him
who first possessed them.”

Alma 22:15. The Lamanite king possessed his kingdom and
could give away control over such as he wished of it.

Alma 53:2. Moroniy; “went to the [recaptured] city of Mulek
with Lehi, and took command of the city and gave it unto
Lehi.”

King Mosiahy laid out vividly the dark side of this picture when
he discoursed against monarchy among his people (see Mosiah
29:17-23). He told them that they would be at risk of being “brought
into bondage” by one or another wicked king who “has his friends in
iniquity,” and “whosoever doth rebel against him he will send his
armies against them.” His people looked on Mosiahy, as an exception,
a monarch who knew the system yet was not “a tyrant®...seeking for
gain...[nor one who] exacted riches of them” (verses 39-40). We may
safely infer from various scriptural passages that fundamental control
of lands was exercised by kinship units—probably most immediately
and operationally by extended (three-generation) families. Not a single
statement in the text when taken in context demonstrates strictly
individual ownership. There may have been such a phenomenon, but
no evidence for it exists in the record that I can discover. Beyond
families lay “kindreds,” which refers to kin-based corporate units
presumably composed of multiple extended families with a connection
to a common ancestor. (I use the term “lineage” to denote one
organizational form of a “kindred.”) A certain level of control of land
and other legal rights was in the hands of kin units, however.

The modern term “to own land” often poorly translates
arrangements occurring in other, especially ancient, societies. Several
types or levels of control of resources were sometimes distinguished.
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That is, rich families produced the judges, lawyers, and high priests,
who in turn ensured that their Kkin and friends—their
supporters—received favors in return. Even King Benjamin reveals his
dependence on a power base of kinfolk, or at least of subjects
construed as Kin, when he addresses his audience as, “My friends and
my brethren, my kindred and my people” (Mosiah 4:4). Where
individuals were pried loose from their support units, for whatever
reason, they found refuge if they could, in a new set of quasi-kin
relations even to survive, let alone to flourish. Two instances reported
in the Book of Mormon make clear how the system worked. Zoram,
Laban’s servant, could be persuaded to accompany Nephi and his
brothers peaceably only when they exchanged oaths that assured that
he would receive equal legal standing in the party—“thou shalt have
place with us.”” In fact the language used assured him that he would
share in the kin/tribal structure equally with Lehi’s sons.®

No doubt the same form of oath and relationship was
established to induce Ishmael and his family to come along (see 1
Nephi 7:4-5.) In another instance, Amulek was deprived of his social
and legal position in Ammonihah because he joined his fortunes with
Almay. At first he had made assertions that sound to us as though he
were the individual controller of his wealth (“I have also acquired
much riches by the hand of my industry,” Alma 10:4), although he
carefully prefaced his statement with “I have many Kindreds and
friends.” But after Alma and Amulek were imprisoned and then
miraculously freed, they were expelled from the city, later to end up in
the land of Zarahemla (see Alma 15:1, 18). We are told that Amulek
had “forsaken all his gold, and silver, and his precious things, which
were in the land of Ammonihah...being rejected by those who were
once his friends and also by his father and his kindred” (verse 16). In
short the riches that he said he had “acquired...by the hand of my
industry” were not truly his but were ultimately under the control of
his kin group. Dislodged from his kin system, he was taken in by
Almay, probably in the status of “friend.” He thus likely became
attached to the high priest’s own kindred as quasi-kin: “He took
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Amulek...to his own house, and did administer unto him in his
tribulations” (verse 18). In yet another case, when Ammon sought to
establish a position within Lamanite society, he offered himself as a
servant to King Lamoni. That role would offer him a livable
socioeconomic situation for an isolated individual but with notable
social disadvantages. The king, however, liked him enough to offer him
a still better connection, as a son-in-law (see Alma 17:24-25). On the
contrary, pitiful Korihor ended up without any support network, having
to “go about from house to house, begging food for his support” (Alma
31:58).°

The principle of building supportive relationships applied to
whole groups as much as to individuals. “Those who were the children
of Amulon and his brethren, who had taken to wife the daughters of
the Lamanites, were displeased with the conduct of their fathers, and
they would no longer be called by the names of their fathers, therefore
they took upon themselves the name of Nephi, that they might be
called the children of Nephi” (Mosiah 25:12). On the same principle,
those rebellious fathers, having taken Lamanite women as wives,
became elite Lamanites by getting themselves connected as teachers
to the king (see Mosiah 23:33-34; 24:1, 4). It seems likely that the
“people of Ammon” took upon themselves a quasi-kin relation with
Ammon, the key person in their conversion and the leader of their
flight to live among the Nephites; he, of course, was prominent, in fact
probably the senior male in the powerful Mosiahy lineage (see Alma
27:7-15). Moreover, the relationship of the stripling Ammonite
warriors to their commander, Helaman, was facilitated by another
quasi-kin relationship permitted him to call them his “sons,” and of
course they would have termed him “father” (Alma 56:10).

As we have seen, among the Nephites key rights over land and
other property were probably vested in kin units. These family lands,
however, were controlled to a degree by more encompassing kin units.
That is shown in the first century A.D., when the central government
collapsed. “And the people...did separate one from another into
tribes, every man according to his family and his kindred and friends”
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(3 Nephi 7:2). “Now behold, there was no man among them save he
had much family and many kindreds and friends” (verse 4). A
pyramidal structure of Kin associations must have existed in which
extended families, no doubt with certain limited rights, were involved
in units of larger scale, lineages or sub-tribes. The largest operational
units reported for this time in the passage just noted, “tribes,” were
“exceeding great” in size. There is, however, no indication that these
tribes reached the scale of the seven more comprehensive “super
tribes” of longstanding reference among Lehi’s descendants: Nephites,
Jacobites, Josephites, Zoramites, Lamanites, Lemuelites and
Ishmaelites (see Jacob 1:13 and Mormon 1:8-9). The tribes which
emerged from the breakdown of the Nephite central government
controlled their own specific territories: “they did establish very strict
laws that one tribe should not trespass against another” (3 Nephi
7:14). (Recall here the “king men”; they probably were “noble”
lineages, again with their own territories, as discussed above.) No
doubt the independent tribes of 3 Nephi 7 were composed in turn of a
number of “sub-tribes,” each of which traced ils history to an
intermediate ancestor who was claimed in common by the set of
component extended families. Within a tribe’s area no doubt the
subunits, down to extended families, each exercised certain rights
over their own “lands of inheritance.” Their “chiefs and leaders” (3
Nephi 7:14) would have coordinated intertribal issues to resolve
potential conflicts among them regarding land use. Perhaps it was a
council of subtribal heads who “did establish their laws, every one
according to his tribe” (verse 11).

This picture is not of some new-fangled structure of social
affiliation and governance that emerged all of a sudden when the
government by judges collapsed. These units already were deeply
grounded in traditional Nephite society or they would not have
emerged so universally; their existence is revealed at this point in
lime by default. Their earlier existence must have been limited by the
national or state political structure; the previously limited powers of
decision-making and social control that they had long exercised
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Mosiahy’s ideal pattern of rule by judges involved
higher and lower judges appointed “to rule over
them” (Mosiah 29:28-29, 41; compare Alma 62:47).

The Zoramites and the people of the city of Ammonihah
both had “chief rulers” in their regions and presumably,
then, lesser rulers as well (Alma 12:20; 35:8).

Amalickiah, desirous to be king over the Nephites, has
his most ardent supporters in “the lower judges of
the land” who had been led to believe that “he would
make them rulers over the people” (Alma 46:4-5).

The rebel “king men” “were supported by those [of
lesser rank] who sought power and authority over
the people” (Alma 51:8).

In some cases the regional or local rulers or judges would have
been the “natural” leaders, that is, political bosses by virtue of their
positions as heads of powerful local “tribes” or subtribes. A smart
king or sub-king would appoint such persons to head local affairs in
order to co-opt the support of their followers or power base. In other
cases the appointees could have been kin or “friends,” with or without
“the blood of nobility” (Alma 51:21), who had curried favor to get the
appointment from the key overlord with the appointive power. When
the secret society of Gadianton was powerful, members who gained
positions of authority appointed their fellow members to subordinate
slots (see Helaman 6:38-39).

We might wonder whether Nephite military leaders constituted
an independent political force. The structure of the armed force in
Book of Mormon times makes that unlikely. A vast majority of the
military personnel were simply militia, commoner men called up to
serve as needed for a battle or campaign. (That had been the case in
ancient Israel, of course.)” For example, we read that on one occasion
“the Lamanites had come in...into the borders of the land...and began
to slay the people and destroy the city” of Ammonihah. “Before the
Nephites could raise a sufficient army to drive them out of the land,
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were involved in it; they felt no need to explain the obvious. Do fish
talk about the water? Furthermore, we should note that the historical
record as we have it was recorded and phrased by men of the Nephite
elite—kings, priests, high priests, chief judges and military leaders.
They would necessarily tell the story and provide commentary in
terms familiar to them as part of their lives in the dominant class. It
could not have been otherwise. Thus much is left unsaid about their
circumstances. Even more is left unsaid about the commoners. We are
left to pick up what we can about conditions in their world, which
were left largely undescribed.

Incidentally, it is common in various parts of the world for the
ruling stratum to consist of people of a different ethnic background
and language from the masses. Sometimes they attained their
dominant spot because of conquest or intrigue. In any case, they
would be insulated from inevitable long-lasting struggles among
factions of the main population. Their foreignness would permit their
exercising relatively even-handed judgment, where any local monarch
would inevitably favor his own kin. We may wonder whether this
phenomenon in part explains why the people of Zarahemla were
willing to accept a stranger, Mosiahy, as their king, and why dissenters
from the Nephites could rise to power among the Lamanites.

In this type of system there was such an integration of
decision-making power, ancestral rights, control over resources, and
rank or class privileges that much involved in the amalgam escapes
the attention of modern readers to whom such a system is strange.
We need to recognize that we should keep our culturally unaware eyes
open to detect, as far as we can, what they did not think to explain to
us about their society and culture.

Dynamics of the political economy in Nephite history
In the Book of Mormon we learn that the political and economic

situation did not remain static. For example, changes in population
required accommodations in access to land and other resources, and
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ideological issues simultaneously, claiming that right and morality
were on their side. As a matter of fact Abinadi was also a dissident,
against the politico-economic system of King Noah (see Mosiah 12),
and he too talked about all aspects of society (polity, verses 2-3, 12;
economy, verses 4-7; ideology, verses 21-37). Further, when Nephites
and Lamanites briefly shared their religion, a shared economy and
cooperative intergroup relations resulted (see Helaman 6:1-14). In each
of these cases, whatever the political and economic structures, a
religious/ideological dimension provided support for the status quo.
That is, cults and churches both shaped and were in turn shaped by
the more materialist structures.’® To borrow language from Mormon,
“and thus we see” what may be obvious but needs to be
underlined—political economy and religion tend to constitute a
seamless whole in any society. Understanding Nephite society as fully
as we can ought, then, to enlighten us about their “religion,” which
concerns Latter-day Saint readers most. Contrariwise, if the practical
structure is unclear, our grasp of Nephite religion must lack
something.

A brief discussion of the situation that prevailed following the
great destruction at the time of the crucifixion of the Savior further
serves to illustrate the dynamics of these interrelationships.

Think of the economic structure of life among the Nephites
following the great catastrophe. Obviously the vast number of
casualties would have reduced the population dramatically (see 3
Nephi 8 and 9). At least in the short-term, normal agriculture would
have become impossible over much of the area because “the face of
the whole earth” had become deformed (3 Nephi 8:17). Commerce
would have been completely disrupted. The loss of so many people
would have reduced the old social and political institutions, perhaps
beyond recognition, or at least would have rendered them
non-functional. Populations who had once sent tribute or tax
payments up the political structure would now either have nothing to
send, or no power structure to salute and no threat of compuision to
enforce collections. Class distinctions would have been destroyed
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That meant that a cult or church with an appropriate priesthood was
needed. It was closely allied with the royal court and dependent on the
system of taxation.

The relatively impassive farmers and craftsmen who constituted
the masses had to put up with the behavior of royalty and the
associated elite. But certain ambitious individuals, families or lineages
periodically felt that they had been deprived of their deserved
perquisites of rulership, consequently they strove to replace the king
and his cohorts with someone from their own clique. The pervasive
“dissension” and “contention” in Nephite history probably centered on
this contest for privilege. Meanwhile religious beliefs were shaped and
reshaped to make sense of and support the claims, either
conservative or revolutionary, of the faction in control or their
opponents.

Given this nature of Nephite (and, broadly, Lamanite) “political
economy,” it seems important that we learn all we can about it as a
context. It is likely that our understanding of why the Nephites or
Lamanites believed or disbelieved what they did throughout their
history will be enhanced to the extent that we can see the religious
component as related to the polity, the economy, and the general
social structure within which it was manifested.

(6












