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an anti-Christ is “anyone or anything that 
counterfeits the true gospel or plan of 
salvation and that openly or secretly is 
set up in opposition to Christ. The great 
antichrist is Lucifer, but he has many 
assistants both as spirit beings and as 
mortals” (BD, “Antichrist,” 609).



“...in Alma’s day, Korihor, the anti-Christ, “did preach … , 
leading away the hearts of … many women.” 

Sisters, Satan has raised a Korihor-like banner in our day 
with increasing success. What are some of his tools? 
Seductive romance novels, TV soap operas, married 
women and old boyfriends connecting on social media, 
and pornography. We must be so careful, dear sisters! We 
cannot play with Satan’s fiery darts and not get burned. I 
know of nothing that will qualify us for the constant 
companionship of the Holy Ghost as much as virtue. 

(Linda S Reeves, “Worthy of Our Promises,” General Conference, Oct. 
2015)



“Any doctrine or principle [we] hear from the world that is 
antifamily is also anti-Christ” 

(Sister Julie B. Beck, “Teaching the Doctrine of the Family,” Ensign, Mar. 
2011, 15).
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“This argument is called a straw man. That is, he attributed to 
Giddonah something that Giddonah does not believe—the idea 
that children inherit guilt through Adam’s transgression. 
Korihor knows that he cannot fight truth fairly and come off 
victorious, so he attributes bad doctrine to Giddonah, a straw 
man to which he can give a good verbal licking”  

(Joseph Fielding McConkie and Robert L. Millet, Sustaining and Defending the 
Faith [1985], 90).



Jon’s favorite “philosophy of the world” articles: 

“Eternalism vs. Secularism” by Elder Neal A. Maxwell - Ensign, 
October 1974 

“Absolute Truth” by President Spencer W. Kimball - Ensign, 
September 1978 

“Defending the Family in a Troubled World” by Elder Bruce D. 
Porter - Ensign, June 2011 
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“I will tell you of an experience I had before I was a General 
Authority which affected me profoundly. I sat on a plane next 
to a professed atheist who pressed his disbelief in God so 
urgently that I bore my testimony to him. ‘You are wrong,’ I 
said, ‘there is a God. I know He lives!’ 

“He protested, ‘You don’t know. Nobody knows that! You 
can’t know it!’ When I would not yield, the atheist, who was 
an attorney, asked perhaps the ultimate question on the 
subject of testimony. ‘All right,’ he said in a sneering, 
condescending way, ‘you say you know. Tell me how you 
know.’ 

“When I attempted to answer, even though I held advanced 
academic degrees, I was helpless to communicate. 

“When I used the words Spirit and witness, the atheist 
responded, ‘I don’t know what you are talking about.’ The 
words prayer, discernment, and faith, were equally 
meaningless to him. ‘You see,’ he said, ‘you don’t really know. 
If you did, you would be able to tell me how you know.’ 

“I felt, perhaps, that I had borne my testimony to him 



If you did, you would be able to tell me how you know.’ 

“I felt, perhaps, that I had borne my testimony to him 
unwisely and was at a loss as to what to do. Then came the 
experience! Something came into my mind. And I mention 
here a statement of the Prophet Joseph Smith: ‘… when you 
feel pure intelligence flowing into you, it may give you sudden 
strokes of ideas …’ (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, comp. 
Joseph Fielding Smith, Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Co., 1977, p. 151.) 

“Such an idea came into my mind and I said to the atheist, 
‘Let me ask if you know what salt tastes like.’ 

“‘Of course I do,’ was his reply. 

“‘When did you taste salt last?’ 

“‘I just had dinner on the plane.’ 

“‘You just think you know what salt tastes like,’ I said. 

“He insisted, ‘I know what salt tastes like as well as I know 
anything.’ 

“‘If I gave you a cup of salt and a cup of sugar and let you 



anything.’ 

“‘If I gave you a cup of salt and a cup of sugar and let you 
taste them both, could you tell the salt from the sugar?’ 

“‘Now you are getting juvenile,’ was his reply. ‘Of course I 
could tell the difference. I know what salt tastes like. It is an 
everyday experience—I know it as well as I know anything.’ 

“‘Then,’ I said, ‘assuming that I have never tasted salt, explain 
to me just what it tastes like.’ 

“After some thought, he ventured, ‘Well-I-uh, it is not sweet 
and it is not sour.’ 

“‘You’ve told me what it isn’t, not what it is.’ 

“After several attempts, of course, he could not do it. He 
could not convey, in words alone, so ordinary an experience 
as tasting salt. I bore testimony to him once again and said, ‘I 
know there is a God. You ridiculed that testimony and said 
that if I did know, I would be able to tell you exactly how I 
know. My friend, spiritually speaking, I have tasted salt. I am 
no more able to convey to you in words how this knowledge 



“After several attempts, of course, he could not do it. He 
could not convey, in words alone, so ordinary an experience 
as tasting salt. I bore testimony to him once again and said, ‘I 
know there is a God. You ridiculed that testimony and said 
that if I did know, I would be able to tell you exactly how I 
know. My friend, spiritually speaking, I have tasted salt. I am 
no more able to convey to you in words how this knowledge 
has come than you are to tell me what salt tastes like. But I 
say to you again, there is a God! He does live! And just 
because you don’t know, don’t try to tell me that I don’t know, 
for I do!’ 

“As we parted, I heard him mutter, ‘I don’t need your religion 
for a crutch! I don’t need it.’ 

“From that experience forward, I have never been 
embarrassed or ashamed that I could not explain in words 
alone everything I know spiritually”  

(President Boyd K. Packer, “The Candle of the Lord,” Ensign, Jan. 1983, 
51–52). 
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“Korihor was arguing, as men and women have falsely 
argued from the beginning of time, that to take counsel from 
the servants of God is to surrender God-given rights of 
independence. But the argument is false because it 
misrepresents reality. When we reject the counsel which 
comes from God, we do not choose to be independent of 
outside influence. We choose another influence. We reject 
the protection of a perfectly loving, all-powerful, all-knowing 
Father in Heaven, whose whole purpose, as that of His 
Beloved Son, is to give us eternal life, to give us all that He 
has, and to bring us home again in families to the arms of His 
love. In rejecting His counsel, we choose the influence of 
another power, whose purpose is to make us miserable and 
whose motive is hatred. We have moral agency as a gift of 
God. Rather than the right to choose to be free of influence, it 
is the inalienable right to submit ourselves to whichever of 
those powers we choose.” 

(President Henry B. Eyring in Conference Report, Apr. 1997, 33; or Ensign, 
May 1997, 25).



“Korihor insisted on a strictly rational and scientific approach to all 
problems, anything else being but ‘the effect of a frenzied mind’ (Alma 
30:13–16);  

• He crusaded against the tyranny of ancient traditions and primitive 
superstitions, which led people to believe things which just ‘are not 
so’ (Alma 30:16), calling for an emancipation from ‘the silly traditions of 
their fathers’ (Alma 30:31).  

• He called for a new morality with the shedding of old inhibitions (Alma 
30:17–18, 25).  

• He called for economic liberation from priestly exploitation (Alma 30:27), 
demanding that all be free to ‘make use of that which is their own’ (Alma 
30:28).  

• He preached a strict no-nonsense naturalism: ‘When a man was dead, 
that was the end thereof’ (Alma 30:18), and its corollary, which was a 
strict materialism: ‘Every man fared in this life according to the 
management of the creature’ (Alma 30:17).  

• From this followed a clear-cut philosophy of laissez-faire: ‘Therefore 



• He preached a strict no-nonsense naturalism: ‘When a man was dead, 
that was the end thereof’ (Alma 30:18), and its corollary, which was a 
strict materialism: ‘Every man fared in this life according to the 
management of the creature’ (Alma 30:17).  

• From this followed a clear-cut philosophy of laissez-faire: ‘Therefore 
every man prospereth according to his genius, and … every man 
conquered according to his strength,’ with right and wrong measured 
only by nature’s iron rule of success and failure: ‘And whatsoever a man 
did was no crime’ (Alma 30:17).  

• It was survival of the fittest applied to human behavior, and the removal 
of old moral and sentimental restraints was good news to many people, 
‘causing them to lift up their heads in their wickedness, yea, leading 
many away … to commit whoredoms’ (Alma 30:18).  

• Along with his attitude of emancipation Korihor cultivated a crusading 
zeal and intolerance of any opposition, which has been thoroughly 
characteristic of his school of thought in modern times, calling all 
opposition ‘foolish’ (Alma 30:13–14), ‘silly’ (Alma 30:31), and the evidence 
of frenzied and deranged minds (Alma 30:16).  

• And while for Alma a free society was one in which anybody could think 



every man prospereth according to his genius, and … every man 
conquered according to his strength,’ with right and wrong measured 
only by nature’s iron rule of success and failure: ‘And whatsoever a man 
did was no crime’ (Alma 30:17).  

• It was survival of the fittest applied to human behavior, and the removal 
of old moral and sentimental restraints was good news to many people, 
‘causing them to lift up their heads in their wickedness, yea, leading 
many away … to commit whoredoms’ (Alma 30:18).  

• Along with his attitude of emancipation Korihor cultivated a crusading 
zeal and intolerance of any opposition, which has been thoroughly 
characteristic of his school of thought in modern times, calling all 
opposition ‘foolish’ (Alma 30:13–14), ‘silly’ (Alma 30:31), and the evidence 
of frenzied and deranged minds (Alma 30:16).  

• And while for Alma a free society was one in which anybody could think 
and say whatever he chose (Alma 30:7–12), for Korihor the only free 
society was one in which everyone thought exactly as he thought (Alma 
30:24)”  

(Hugh W. Nibley, Since Cumorah, 2nd ed. [1988], 379–80). 
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“When questioned, Korihor categorically denies that he believes there is a 
God. Alma then asks, ‘What evidence have ye that there is no God, or that 
Christ cometh not? I say unto you that ye have none, save it be your word 
only.’ (Alma 30:40.) 

“It is an inspired insight on Alma’s part. Korihor is not consistent in his own 
thinking. If we truly can know only those things for which we have 
empirical evidence, then we cannot teach there is no God unless we have 
evidence for that belief. And Korihor has no evidence. 

“Korihor will consider only evidence that can be gathered through the 
senses. In such a system, it is much easier to prove there is a God than to 
prove there is not a God. To prove there is a God, all it takes is for one 
person to see, hear, or otherwise have an experience with God, and 
thereafter the existence of God cannot be disproved. But here is what it 
would take to prove there is no God: Since God is not confined to this 
earth, we would have to search throughout the universe for him. We 
assume God is able to move about, so it would not be enough to start at 
point A in the universe and search through to point Z. What if after we 
leave point A, God moves there and stays there for the rest of the search? 

“In other words, for Korihor to say that there is no God, based on the very 



evidence for that belief. And Korihor has no evidence. 

“Korihor will consider only evidence that can be gathered through the 
senses. In such a system, it is much easier to prove there is a God than to 
prove there is not a God. To prove there is a God, all it takes is for one 
person to see, hear, or otherwise have an experience with God, and 
thereafter the existence of God cannot be disproved. But here is what it 
would take to prove there is no God: Since God is not confined to this 
earth, we would have to search throughout the universe for him. We 
assume God is able to move about, so it would not be enough to start at 
point A in the universe and search through to point Z. What if after we 
leave point A, God moves there and stays there for the rest of the search? 

“In other words, for Korihor to say that there is no God, based on the very 
criteria he himself has established, he would have to perceive every cubic 
meter of the universe simultaneously. This creates a paradox: In order for 
Korihor to prove there is no God, he would have to be a god himself! 
Therefore, in declaring there is no God, he is acting on ‘faith,’ the very 
thing for which he so sharply derides the religious leaders!”  

(Elder Gerald N. Lund, “Countering Korihor’s Philosophy,” Ensign, July 1992, 21).
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“The Book of Mormon brings men to Christ through two 
basic means. First, it tells in a plain manner of Christ and 
his gospel. … 

“Second, the Book of Mormon exposes the enemies of 
Christ. It confounds false doctrines and lays down 
contention. (See 2 Ne. 3:12.) It fortifies the humble 
followers of Christ against the evil designs, strategies, 
and doctrines of the devil in our day. The type of 
apostates in the Book of Mormon are similar to the type 
we have today. God, with his infinite foreknowledge, so 
molded the Book of Mormon that we might see the error 
and know how to combat false educational, political, 
religious, and philosophical concepts of our time”  

(President Ezra Taft Benson in Conference Report, Apr. 1975, 94–95; 
or Ensign, May 1975, 64).
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“I find that when I get casual in my relationships with 
divinity and when it seems that no divine ear is listening 
and no divine voice is speaking, that I am far, far away. If I 
immerse myself in the scriptures, the distance narrows 
and the spirituality returns. I find myself loving more 
intensely those whom I must love with all my heart and 
mind and strength, and loving them more. I find it easier 
to abide their counsel”  

(President Spencer W. Kimball, “What I Hope You Will Teach My 
Grandchildren and All Others of the Youth of Zion” [address to 
Church Educational System religious educators, July 11, 1966], 4).
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“[Korihor’s] brand of teaching inevitably had its influence among some of the 
less faithful who, like the neighboring Zoramites, were already given to 
‘perverting the ways of the Lord.’ 

“Zoram and his followers are one of the most memorable apostate groups 
mentioned in the Book of Mormon primarily because they considered 
themselves so unusually righteous. … Once a week they stood atop a prayer 
tower called a Rameumptom and, using always ‘the selfsame prayer,’ 
thanked God that they were better than everyone else, ‘a chosen and a holy’ 
people ‘elected’ by God to be saved while all around them were equally 
‘elected’ to be cast down to hell. In the reassuring safety of all this, they 
were also spared any belief in such ‘foolish traditions’ (evidence of Korihor’s 
legacy emerging here) as a belief in a Savior, for it had been ‘made known’ to 
them there should be no Christ. … 

“Alma lost little time in countering such unholy prayer and its equally unholy 
theology with his own prayer for divine assistance against this form of self-
serving iniquity that made him literally sick at heart”  

(Elder Jeffrey R. Holland, “Christ and the New Covenant, “121–22).
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