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After all, the prologue argues, the Nephite record says it
speaks to a future audience. But here Thomas exaggerates the
Book of Mormon conception of latter-day language. For
instance, his interpretation of Moroni’s title page is misleading:
“an ancient document addressing a modern audience” (p. 53).
But that sentence leaves an impact of one audience, when the
Title Page equally stresses the events and “covenants™ as brack-
eted between pre-Christian migrations and hiding up the chroni-
cle some five centuries after Christ. In terms of literary analysis,
the great majority of speeches and letters are given to ancient
listeners and readers, and afterward gathered for modern use.
The Lord’s sacramental teachings in America, including the
Nephite consecration prayers, are first addressed to ancient
groups. Not only is all this basic Book of Mormon, but many
recent studies have successfully mined this material for ancient
rhetorical patterns and Semitic situations. Of course Thomas
well knows that Book of Mormon prophets speak to future gen-
erations out of a historical matrix and quote records of the bibli-
cal age. So his cloudy explanations of modern relevance often
amount to supposed Freudian slips, where the real Book of
Mormon author gives away his intent to compose a modern
book with an ancient ring.

These Thomas slants of the purpose of the Book of Mormon
are the first caution signs posted before the rhetorical curves in
the article. The more responsible part of the Thomas study is the
last half, surveying liturgical history and interpretations from
continental reformations to American revivals. Yet this will be
irrelevant to Nephite sacramental language, unless one accepts
the weak “real audience” premise.

Thomas moralizes about reading texts correctly, but after
shrinking dozens of Book of Mormon audiences into one, he
starts the sacramental study by manipulating a verse in Christ’s
American sermon on the sacrament: “And I give you these com-
mandments because of the disputations which have been among
you” (3 Nephi 18:34). Whoever wrote this, he explains, dis-
closes an intent to speak to a broader public than the ancient
multitude:

Christ could not be speaking about Nephite dis-
agreements, since Nephites are being introduced to the
sacrament for the first time. The voice of Christ may be
addressing Nephites, but the text is anticipating disputa-
tions among its nineteenth-century audience. (p. 55)
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sanctify” was placed in the prayer book. The next step is some
form of Book of Mormon borrowing from this Episcopal wor-
ship. Yet Nephite prayers resemble the prayer book service as a
sleek jet resembles a huge cargo plane. So Thomas solves this
problem by getting brevity from one direction and a few words
from another. He starts with less formal Protestants in 1829: “It
is my belief that the Book of Mormon model was likely from a
traditional spontaneous prayer from these so-called ‘free
churches’ ” (p. 60). But unstructured Protestants did not leave
many documents, so Thomas shifts to worship books for
phraseology. Since “bless and sanctify” appears in Nephite and
Anglican prayers (p. 65), the clause is classified as a late
Christian epiclesis (Greek for “invocation”), despite some
dissimilarity in the two contexts. But there is another parallel: the
phrase “in remembrance” appears in Anglican and Nephite
prayers. Of course, it also appears in the King James Bible
(Luke 22:19; 1 Corinthians 11:25) and therefore in most of the
communion services ever written or spoken. But Thomas knows
the Book of Mormon borrowed these environmental words:
“The phrases ‘bless and sanctify’ and ‘in remembrance’ which
are shared by Book of Mormon prayers and the Episcopal epi-
clesis place the Book of Mormon liturgy within a post-
Reformation tradition from Great Britain and America” (p. 60).

We can set aside this prayer book theory by realizing that
remembrance of Christ saturates all Christian worship from the
beginning, and that separating people and objects to a holy use is
the essence of Old and New Testament ordinances. This, as well
as the doubling of verbs, makes the Nephite prayers plausible in
terms of their Hebrew background. The Old Testament couples
the terms “consecrate and sanctify” (Exodus 28:41); “sanctify
and purify” (Isaiah 66:7), etc.

Thomas wanders in and out of transubstantiation, seeming to
suggest that the Nephite “bless and sanctify” would telegraph a
symbolic sacrament to Joseph Smith’s generation. But these
theological issues that took centuries to develop were less in the
minds of Book of Mormon readers than the history of Israel,
which covenantal Congregationalists and Presbyterians knew far
better than almost all educated people today. A true “rhetorical
approach” to the Book of Mormon will see its prophetic issues
as distinctly ancient Jewish ones, heavily read by many seekers,
who were turned off by nineteenth-century theology and found
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Nothing has been so regularly quoted in Protestant worship
as Paul’s remembrance narrative in 1 Corinthians 11. Because
the 1829 use of “remembrance” is biblical, furnishing no special
environmental light, Thomas struggles with a loose connection
between religious experience in a revivalist culture and the vigor
of Book of Mormon remembrance, “a state of being, a religious
experience which conduces to righteous behavior” (p. 70). Had
he pursued this Book of Mormon usage, the powerful Hebrew
current of remembrance would have appeared. This directly
defines what Jesus meant by “remembrance” in the upper room,
and this Hebrew usage is also the key to Nephite prayers, rather
than marginally relevant quotations about devout emotionalism
in Joseph Smith’s day.

Nephite use of “remembrance” is conveniently surveyed by
Mormon scholar Louis Midgley, and his biblical correlations can
be easily verified by checking concordances or a good Bible dic-
tionary.29 From Moses to Christ, Israel’s remembering is not a
subjective religious experience but an objective change of ways:
“Remember all the commandments of the Lord, and do them”
(Numbers 15:39). With this full formula repeated often,
“remember” by itself was a call to commandment-keeping.
Human admonitions in the Law and Prophets are consistent:
“ ‘remembering’ results in action.”30 Similarly, ancient Jewish
religion defined “forgetting” as more than a mental process—in
reality disobedience: “This is indicated by the frequent identifi-
cation of the verb [‘to forget’] with an action.”3! Such an Old
Testament-Book of Mormon pattern throws light on the sum-
mary form of the second Nephite prayer, reiterating only the
promise to “remember him” after the first prayer spelled out
taking the Son’s name and keeping his commandments in addi-
tion to “remember him.” The scriptural bonding of remembering
and doing is so clear that the promise to remember is a commit-
ment to act accordingly.

A deep connection exists between the Old Testament
covenant of obedience and the remembrance theme, regularly
associated together in the Pentateuch. Christ’s American min-
istry connects two disappearing trails in biblical revelation. The

29 Louis Midgley, “The Ways of Remembrance,” in Sorenson and
Thorne, eds., Rediscovering the Book of Mormon, 168-76.

30 R. Laird Harris, ed., Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament,
2 vols. (Chicago: Moody, 1980), 1:241 (zakar).

31 1Ibid., 2:922 (shakah).
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Luke outlines some Last Supper teachings, but John reports
them in depth, starting with the events common to all Gospels—
gathering for the last meal and the warning of Judas, where
Luke’s narrative can be interpreted in harmony or differing in
sequence from the others. Although John omits the sacrament
itself, he is generally silent on events already told adequately by
the Synoptics. Then Christ’s prophecy of Peter’s denial comes
at the end of the supper in all four Gospels, though Matthew and
Mark are unclear whether the Savior’s blunt words to Peter were
given as the apostles lingered in the upper room or during the
walk to the Mount of Olives.34 But John, the clarifying eyewit-
ness, ends chapter 13 with Christ’s foretelling the triple denial
and adding the three dozen sentences in chapter 14, closing with
the clear termination of the supper: “Arise, let us go hence”
(John 14:31). Since John takes for granted the knowledge that
Christ founded the sacrament in the upper room, only compara-
tive study would disclose that John 14 contains Christ’s retro-
spective teachings immediately after the sacrament. But a collec-
tion of all Christ’s teachings on the sacrament will include John
14, which parallels the first American sacrament in giving rein-
forcing comments on what was just done. The Master’s patterns
of teaching included prayer, summary, and repetition.

In America Christ’s significance-sermon explains that eating
and drinking are a “testimony” or “witness” to God that the dis-
ciple will always remember Christ, with God’s promise of the
Spirit: “And if ye do always remember me, ye shall have my
spirit to be with you” (3 Nephi 18:7, 11). Christ made this same
observation after both bread and wine. Then after the whole cer-
emony, Jesus added a sacramental beatitude: “Blessed are ye for
this thing which ye have done, for this is fulfilling my com-
mandments, and this doth witness unto the Father that ye are
willing to do that which I have commanded you” (3 Nephi
18:10). With his dissectionist approach, Thomas reads this nar-
rowly: “obedience is promised in taking the wine, and the bread
signifies remembrance only” (p. 56). But Christ’s appreciation
for the multitude’s “fulfilling my commandments” is a past act,

34 Since the Four Gospels give similar details of the Last Supper,
they describe the same meal for instituting the sacrament. The chronological
problem on Passover between John and the Synoptics disappears when
“preparation day” and the nature of the feast are understood. See A. T.
Robertson, A Harmony of the Gospels for Students of the Life of Christ
(New York: Harper & Row, 1950), 279-84.
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settle 1829 questions. But “A Rhetorical Approach” closes with
lofty redefinitions: “Mormon liturgy is clearly not a restoration
of ancient words in any literal sense,” and the Restoration is not
literal either: “Mormonism presents a symbolic restoration,”
defined as “ritual participation by a community in the lost ideal”
(p- 77).

For me, the stages of apostasy, reformation, and restoration
make more sense historically than any competing religious the-
ory. And I turned to the topic of the sacrament because histori-
ans so well document Christian evolution and confusion, syn-
onyms for the above processes prior to the Restoration. Thomas
has his own perspective on all this, but that is no excuse for
another job of sloppy reporting:

Anderson does not acknowledge how characteristic
the themes of remembrance and obedience were in fron-
tier worship of western New York. Anderson’s silence
on these matters may be strategic, since he claims . . .
that remembrance and obedience could have been
restored in the Book of Mormon after being lost for
nearly two millennia. (p. 73)

In this case, Thomas readers should see the need to monitor
his readings. Part of the Anderson passage he refers to was
quoted above, and these are other sentences, with one repeated:

How successful has Protestantism been in reestab-
lishing the personal sacrament? The answer contains a

paradox. . . . Major Protestant churches of the sixteenth
century were surprisingly conservative in modifying
worship. . . . The result was a ceremony that typically

mixed promises to be loyal to Christ with devotional
practices that carried over from medieval times. The real
issue of the sacrament covenant—how to remember
Christ—was invariably addressed by incorporating
Paul’s or Luke’s passages on remembrance. . . . The
dilemma of the Reformation is how to end reform. Some
Protestant founders brought personal promises back into
the communion service, but many recent revisions delete
specific commitments of personal righteousness and
obedience.40

40 Anderson, “Restoration of the Sacrament” (January 1992): 45.
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